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LAND TAX AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Debate was interrupted after the amendment moved by Mr W.J. Johnston had been partly considered. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I was saying earlier, this amendment seeks to make an important change to the title of the 
bill to reflect more accurately what this government is doing in its taxation grab in this budget. I was interested 
to hear the Minister for Finance talk about Labor’s taxing effort in the first three years of the previous Labor 
government. During the dinner break, I checked the cumulative impact of the taxation effort, and it is quite 
interesting. The cumulative impact of the policy decisions made in the first three budgets was lower than the 
impact of what this government is doing today. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am very interested to hear from the member for West Swan, and I would like to hear 
further from her. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did a quick analysis of the 2001–02, 2002–03 and 2003–04 budgets. The Labor 
government inherited four deficits and declining revenue and there was a recession. The first three budgets were 
very hard. I looked at the taxation impact. By my rough calculation, the average yearly impact of the taxation 
measures for those three years—this is just for the policy decisions, not any other parameter changes—was 
around $250 million to $300 million per annum. Let us look at the taxation impact of this budget. Let us go 
through it again. This is for one budget, not three budgets. The other analysis was for four budgets. This 
government inherited its own books, not someone else’s books. This government has not had declining revenue 
growth; it has had strong economic growth. It is a completely different setting. The Labor government inherited 
someone else’s books. There was a recession when the Court government was in power, it delivered five deficits 
in eight years, and it had declining revenue growth. It is very difficult to calculate because it happened over some 
time, but the average annual impact under the Labor government was between $250 million and $300 million 
compared with the taxation impact of this government’s fiscal action plan. The taxation effort of this government 
is $475 million in 2013–14, $362 million in 2014–15, $389 million in 2015–16 and $413 million in 2016–17. 
That is a significant difference. Again, this government inherited its own books, it has not had a recession and it 
has had strong revenue growth, as has been represented in an eight per cent increase this year. 

Given the background I have just provided, the amendment put forward by the member for Cannington is very 
sound. Given what is happening in this budget, deleting the short title of the bill and replacing it with the “Land 
Tax Grab and Liberal Tax and Spend Act 2013” would be far more appropriate. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In considering the merits of the amendment that I have proposed, it is quite important 
that we reflect on a few little issues. I want to clarify something to make sure that the minister understands. I will 
say again what I said before the dinner break that he seemed to take great offence at. The budgetary position of 
the former Court government was corrupt. I did not say, and I am not saying, that the minister is corrupt. He 
needs to reflect on his own behaviour in this chamber and the obligations he has under standing orders. I make it 
clear that I am not saying that the minister at the table is corrupt; I never said that. What I said, and what I am 
saying again to help us make a decision about whether we should support this amendment, is that the budgetary 
processes of the Court government were corrupt, because, as has been widely reported in the media in Western 
Australia over the past decade, it kept out of the formal budget process a range of decisions. The most famous 
one was the decision about the computer aided dispatch and communications services, whereby the Premier 
wrote a letter to the police commissioner to say that, regardless of the fact that CADCOM was not funded in the 
budget, the government was committed to doing it and would pay for it in the future. That was done so that the 
Under Treasurer at the time did not have to include in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement that 
CADCOM had been committed to. If the Treasurer and the Premier had simply followed the normal practices of 
government, that extra expenditure would have been included in the Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement and the incoming Labor government would have known about that multi-hundred-million-dollar 
commitment. 
When the Minister for Finance talks about the problems with the budget position that he has inherited and 
contrasts that with the budget position inherited by Hon Geoff Gallop when he was elected Premier, it is 
important to understand the huge difference. The Gallop government inherited a corrupt budget from the 
incompetent Court Liberal government; this Minister for Finance has inherited the books of his own government. 
I acknowledge that the current Minister for Finance was not a minister in the former Barnett government, 
because the Premier draws this distinction between Barnett 1 and Barnett 2, which none of the public does. If the 
books were so bad that the government models itself on its political opponents in its taxation planning, that is an 
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extraordinary defence. That is why, instead of the title the minister has proposed, we need to talk about the fact 
that this is a Liberal tax-and-spend government. That is why we want to include those words in the name of the 
act. This minister spent a lifetime, before he entered the Parliament, talking and writing about economics, fiscal 
issues and government performance, but that is not what he is doing now that he is in this place. I have made the 
point previously that it is not a case of asking, “How do you explain this?”, as some of my colleagues have said 
when they have tried to contrast his behaviour in the chamber with his behaviour outside the chamber. I know 
how he explains it: his life’s work was a waste of time! It was all wrong! That is why he is a Liberal tax-and-
spend minister; that is his only approach. He does not say, “I have a plan to reduce government expenditure and 
cut, cut, cut.” He says, “We have to raise taxes.” What is it? This minister has brought to this chamber 
$1 billion of tax increases over the four-year term. It is interesting that that is the amount of money lost to the 
state and the people of Western Australia by the former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, over the 
four years he was the Minister for Energy. That is why I think we need to talk about the truth; this is a land tax 
grab for a Liberal tax-and-spend government.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The final point I will make about the amendment moved by the member for Cannington is 
the issue of clarity. The member for Cannington made the point that the title of the bill, being the Land Tax 
Amendment Bill 2013, is hardly reflective of what this bill is doing, hence the amendment to call it the “Land 
Tax Grab and Liberal Tax and Spend Act 2013”, which I think is a much clearer analysis of what this bill 
actually does. We heard today the reason we need clarity. It is because last year the cabinet made a decision 
about raising revenue through the Insurance Commission of WA but did not see fit to report it specifically in the 
Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement. Cabinet decided to take $142 million in revenue from 
the Insurance Commission that would otherwise ultimately have kept third party insurance premiums low, and 
therefore car registrations low. The government made that decision but hid it by burying it in the midyear 
review. The government included the revenue in the aggregates but did not tell Western Australians, “Guess 
what? Your third party insurance premiums are going to go up.” It did not include it in the Pre-election 
Financial Projections Statement. When the legislation was introduced, the Premier said that this decision was 
made after the election, not before, despite the fact that his own cabinet made the decision in October 2012 and 
despite the fact that they booked the revenue. There is no transparency or clarity. The Premier’s response today 
was, “Well, that was the previous government. Everything started again on 9 March.” Adam met Eve on 
9 March! The big bang happened on 9 March! Anything prior to then did not exist. What an absurd response 
from the Premier. The member for West Swan made the point that when Geoff Gallop became Premier in 2001, 
he inherited Richard Court’s books; when Colin Barnett became Premier on 9 March, he inherited Colin 
Barnett’s books.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Although he never read them! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Although he may not read his own books and he may not care much about the implications 
of spending, the reality now is that this bill will patch up the lies of the government’s election promises being 
fully funded and fully costed. Members, remember the great 2013 lie—“fully funded, fully costed”. Now we 
have the desperation of patching up the revenue gorge created by the tax-and-spend Liberal government.  

Tax was an issue during the election campaign. I took part in a debate with the Treasurer at the Hyatt Regency 
Hotel that was attended by 500 or 600 people and hosted by WA Business News, during which we talked about 
tax. The Treasurer said, “It’s going to go down under us; we’re going to cut payroll tax.” He did not say at the 
end of that sentence, “But before we get there, we’re going to increase land tax, we’re going to cut the first home 
owner grant scheme, and we’re going to defer indefinitely the tax cuts around payroll tax, grouping provisions 
and duty on non-real property.” He did not say all that, he simply said, “Taxes are going to go down under us.” 
This government has an appalling record on tax reform. There has been none. All it has done, on the back of an 
average recurrent spending growth of 10 per cent, is go back to tap the taxpayer. That is the reality. That is why 
the member for Cannington reflected on the minister’s former life. That is why we critique the Premier so hard 
in the deception and the cover-up he engaged in prior to the election about the Insurance Commission and the 
deception afterwards. That is why the member for Cannington has moved this amendment. It is about time this 
house had clarity and transparency about exactly what this government is doing. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: When the house makes its decision about whether or not it supports this amendment, it 
is very important that it consider behaviour. The behaviour in this chamber is proportionate to the issues that 
come before us. When we decide on whether we should delete the words to be deleted, which I understand is the 
question we are about to put, we will all have to a make a decision about whether we support voting in favour of 
that. In so doing, we need to reflect, each of us separately, on our own behaviour. Sometimes when we are 
making those decisions about whether or not we should support an amendment, we need to give careful 
consideration to whether we have contributed to the situation we find ourselves in, and whether, when we are 
unfair and unreasonable and besmirch people in the chamber, that ever reflects on us when we are confronted 
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with the issues that are raised every day. When we are making up our minds about whether we support deleting 
the words to be deleted, we need to think about whether this is the best way for the chamber to act. 
Some ministers in this chamber cooperate with the opposition. The member for Bunbury is a clear example of 
that. I need only reflect on his handling of the Cat Bill. We did not agree on everything. There were certain 
issues the member for Bunbury did not agree with the Labor Party on, but the good thing was that he treated the 
Labor Party with respect. He did not insult anybody and he did not refuse to withdraw unparliamentary 
comments he made as an aside that the Acting Speaker could not hear. I imagine that if the member for Bunbury, 
who is an honourable man, made a mistake like that, he would fess up and act in accordance with the standing 
orders.  
We will have to make up our minds about how we proceed through this bill, and the minister can handle it like 
the member for Bunbury when he was the Minister for Local Government. He had a particular approach about 
the way he wanted to handle a bill, and what happened was what happened. His behaviour was directly related to 
the way the bill performed in the house. Indeed, the Treasurer, funnily enough, who is not exactly a favourite 
member on this side of the chamber, is another person who has a particular approach that generates cooperation 
and engagement with the opposition. It is not that we agree with him, it is not that we think he is a good bloke 
and it is not that we agree with his political agenda, but he acts with respect in the chamber and therefore he 
gains respect.  

Ms R. Saffioti: In consideration in detail.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. It is not that when members think about voting in favour of deleting the words to 
be deleted these are the sorts of things they will consider. Competent people do competent things. Incompetent 
people do incompetent things. They come into the chamber, make false and unparliamentary allegations, and 
refuse to comply with the standing orders and withdraw the remarks they have made. They should look in a 
mirror and ask themselves why they did that, how they contributed to the functioning of the chamber of the 
Parliament by behaving like that. Each member makes that decision.  

I have heard whispers around the chamber that we can go home tonight when consideration in detail of this bill 
is finished. Every Liberal Party member should understand that the behaviour of people directly relates to how 
long it takes to decide on whether the words to be deleted will be deleted.  

Amendment put and negatived. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I would like clarification on whether any consideration has been given to other titles for 
this bill. The members for West Swan and Victoria Park inquired before the amendment was put, but I do not 
believe the minister answered why these particular words were chosen and whether any other words were 
considered for the title of the bill. The minister does not agree with the suggestion of naming the bill the “Land 
Tax Grab and Liberal Tax and Spend Act 2013”, even though I believe this is what the bill is. I want to inquire 
about that and whether the questions of the members for West Swan and Victoria Park had been answered. Can 
the minister confirm whether other names had been considered during the development of the bill before its 
presentation to this house?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: As I said in response to the member for West Swan, this is a standard name for bills that alter 
a single act—that is, the Land Tax Act—and the standard procedure of parliamentary draftsmen is to use the 
name Land Tax Amendment Bill 2013. Since that is the standard policy, no other alternative names are required.  

Clause put and passed.  
Clause 2: Commencement — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Will the minister explain the impact of this clause?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The short title and the commencement date come into effect on the date of royal assent of 
this bill. The rest of the act, the bulk of the act, comes into place on 1 July 2013.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I understand the Office of State Revenue is waiting for this bill to be passed before it issues 
land tax assessments for this year. It is expecting to issue those assessments late September, possibly October, 
while it waits for this bill to pass. Could land tax assessments based on the new rates be sent before this bill is 
passed?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In an ordinary year, if this legislation was not before the Parliament, when would the 
commissioner issue land tax assessments?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He would issue them at the end of September.  
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister is not able to direct the commissioner in the performance of his duty, so 
could he make a decision to delay issuing land tax assessments? If the legislation does not pass the house prior to 
30 September, does the minister know what the commissioner intends to do in respect of land tax assessments?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: As I am informed, the normal procedure is for the commissioner to issue land tax 
assessments near the end of September. The member for Cannington is right in saying that I do not direct the 
commissioner. I have not had a discussion with him about this. It is at his discretion and it is his decision, but the 
government expects to get the bill through before the end of September so it can be incorporated in the issue of 
land tax assessments this year.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Given that this is a budget measure and budget day was 8 August, is there any particular 
reason it is retrospective? Why would there not have been a land tax assessment from 1 July to 8 August and 
then from 8 August to 30 June, because are we not otherwise retrospectively increasing the land tax for the 
period prior to the government’s announcement?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is an annual tax, issued once a year, based on the land values in the previous year, 
ownership at 30 June 2013 in this case, and it is usually issued at the discretion of the commissioner around the 
end of September or early October.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I appreciate it is an annual tax, but a rate applies, and the rate is being applied from 
1 July. There would be nothing intellectually impossible about having a rate up to the date of the announcement 
of the tax increase and then the higher rate after the announcement, because there is a period  in which people 
would not have realised there would be this increased tax? Why would we not have a provision that had the 
increase in the rates apply from the date of the announcement rather than a date prior to the date of the 
announcement?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is a single rate of tax on an annual rate. The budget indicated that the rate is going up, and 
that has been the standard policy for governments in the past when land tax rates have increased. Budgets have 
usually been before 30 June. This was a special case due to the election. We issued the budget and we increased 
the rate. The issuance of the land tax will come after the budget and there will be a single rate.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Has there ever been a case in which the rate has increased prior to the announcement, 
because that is what is being done here? The increase was announced on 8 August and the rate is being increased 
from 1 July. As the minister said, there have been other land tax increases in the past, so I am interested to know 
whether any of those other increases were done in the way it is being done in this bill, or is this provision 
unique?  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: My advice is that there are a number of examples of where the Land Tax Act has been 
assented to after the commencement day. Those were in 2006 and 2009. So there are examples of where the 
royal assent has been given after the commencement date of an act to make changes to the land tax rate. My 
advisers cannot tell me whether those changes led to an increase in the tax rate.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I can help the minister, because both the 2006 and 2009 changes were for reductions in 
the land tax rate. I am asking a different question from the one the minister has answered. The information 
provided is quite interesting; I am not dismissing it as not being of interest. But it is different from the issue that I 
am raising. As the minister quite rightly points out, 1 July is the date on which the liability was incurred. Has 
there ever been an example of where the announcement of the rate increase was made after the date at which the 
liability was incurred?  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: My advisers cannot recall and do not have the dates in front of them. There is some evidence 
that in 2008 a change took place and was applied retrospectively, but that was for a reduction in land tax. I think 
the member’s question relates to whether there was an increase. My advisers do not have an answer to that. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: With regard to the issue that the minister raised in respect of the royal assent for those 
previous changes, the reductions were retrospective. Those three changes that the minister has mentioned—in 
2006, 2008 and 2009—were all announced in advance of 30 June. Is that correct? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I was not in this job at the time and my staff cannot answer those questions. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As far as we are aware, this is the first and only time that land tax has been increased 
retrospectively on the people of Western Australia—the small business people, the investors and the mothers and 
fathers across the state. This is the first time that we have ever had a retrospective date for land tax increases. 
That is all that we know. The minister may want to do further research and let us know whether that is not 
correct. But subject to any contradiction that may come back from the minister, so far as we are aware tonight, as 
we vote on this legislation, this is the first occasion on which we have ever had a retrospective date for an 
increase in land tax. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member asked me whether I am aware of what has happened in the past. We do not 
have that information. I cannot say whether this is the only occasion or the first occasion, or whether there have 
been other occasions. That I cannot answer. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is not quite the question I was asking. We all agree that this is the first occasion we 
know of that this has occurred. I am not asking what the minister does not know. Clearly, if the minister does not 
know, he does not know. I do not know what I do not know. I want to get an understanding of whether this is the 
first occasion we know of in which there has been retrospective application of an increase in land tax. I want to 
get that agreed. If the minister comes back tomorrow and says, “We have looked at this, and there is other 
information that I was not aware of”, that is fine. I am not asking the minister — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Cannington, I would implore you not to waste the 
chamber’s time, please. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: With respect, Mr Acting Speaker, I am not trying to waste the chamber’s time. I am 
simply trying to get the minister to tell us — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The minister has answered your question, member for Cannington. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, he has not. He answered a different question, Mr Acting Speaker. He answered that 
he was not aware of any previous occasion. That is not what I am asking. I am asking a very simple question: 
can we agree that this is the only occasion that the minister is aware of on which there has been a retrospective 
increase in land tax? That is a simple question. I do not understand why it causes any grief to anybody. All I 
want the minister to do is stand up and say, “Yes, that’s true; I am not aware of any previous retrospective 
change.” I would be perfectly relaxed if the minister came back the following day and said that this happened in 
1953 or that happened in 1972. I would be very relaxed about that. I am not trying to cause the minister trouble. I 
just want to get an agreement that this is the first occasion that we know of on which there has been a 
retrospective increase in the land tax rate. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The way land tax works is that it is based on ownership as at 30 June—in this case, 30 June 
2013—for land tax for 2013–14. That is determined and based on the Valuer-General’s assessment of that asset 
as at August 2012, or in the previous year. The government determines the rate. It might alter it up or down, but 
it determines the rate and the threshold. There is no retrospectivity here. The budget came out in early August 
and determined that there would be a change in the rate. It is not retrospective. It is just setting the rate. The 
valuation was determined in 2012, as is standard policy, and the ownership is based on 30 June for the following 
year. This is not a retrospective tax. It is a determination of what the rate is in the budget, as per normal. The 
only difference, of course, is that this year the budget came down in August. I cannot say what has happened in 
the past in Western Australia. But this is not a retrospective tax. It is just a determination by the government, 
according to the powers and needs of government, to levy a tax in the budget or change a tax in the budget, 
based on the usual assessment. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not going to ask the minister another question, because clearly he does not want to 
answer the question. That is fine; he does not need to, but it would have been nice if he had.  

I want to take up one question about the wording the minister has just used. The minister said that this is not a 
retrospective increase. It actually is a retrospective increase. That is the whole point. As I have said before, we 
would not need to do anything if it were not for the change and the increase. On 1 July, there was a rate for land 
tax in this state. No-one had any idea that the Liberal government intended to increase that rate. People entered 
into commercial arrangements based on the information that was available to them at that date. The government 
is now proposing to levy these people retrospectively a different rate. People have already made the decision 
about how they will act in their business. They made that decision prior to 1 July. So the government is changing 
things retrospectively for people. If that were not the case, we would not need to have paragraph (b) of clause 2, 
which reads — 

the rest of the Act is deemed to have come into operation on 1 July 2013. 
The reason we need these words in paragraph (b) is because this tax is retrospective. In most of the acts that this 
minister and other ministers have brought into this chamber, the commencement clause provides that the act will 
come into operation on the day after the day on which the act receives the royal assent. The retrospective 
operation of this act is the reason that paragraph (b) is worded in this way. I am not a lawyer. The member for 
Girrawheen and the member for Victoria Park are eminent lawyers. The member for Armadale is a very learned 
lawyer with his Oxford PhD. Clearly, this is a retrospective provision. I do not understand why the minister does 
not want to admit that. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Can I answer your question? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister has never answered my question; that is the problem. 
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Dr M.D. Nahan: So you don’t want me to answer? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Minister, I am not asking the question on this occasion. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: I can answer you — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Minister, I asked the question three times. I asked the question so many times that I was 
criticised for asking the question. Now I am just making the point, given that the minister would not answer the 
question the three times that I asked it. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: So you don’t want an answer now? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. The minister can do what he likes. If he did not interrupt me, I would be sitting 
down already. This is a retrospective provision and that is why it is being passed in the way that it is. I do not 
necessarily have a problem with it being retrospective but I think that we should be honest about what we are 
doing. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member’s accusation is that this legislation is retrospective. The rate was announced in 
the budget in early August. The member said that this calendar year, 2013–14, a different rate would apply to 
land that was purchased in July or early August. The problem with that argument is that, as is normal, this land 
tax is levied on ownership as of 30 June. In this case, it is 30 June 2013. The levy does not apply to all land 
bought between 1 July and the day of the budget. That is how the land tax levy in this state operates and we are 
not changing anything related to that. Therefore, this will not be retrospective; it just determines the rate 
applying to the ownership of land as determined by the Valuer-General in August 2012. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I did not intend to get up again; I was trying to give the member for West Swan the 
opportunity to speak. I suggest that the minister take advice from the Premier. The Premier says that the lowest 
form of debate is to put words in somebody else’s mouth. I did not say the words that the minister is talking 
about. I said that people had made business arrangements based on the belief that there was a particular rate for 
land tax, and that is true. They may have decided to retain land that they would otherwise have disposed of. They 
may have set a rental rate for a residential property that is being rented out and is subject to land tax. They may 
have made many decisions based on the view that that was the rate of land tax for the next 12 months. That is 
why I asked whether there has ever been an occasion when a rate increase was announced on one day and 
applied on a previous day; that is called retrospectivity. I have no trouble with retrospectivity and am not arguing 
that it is wrong; I am just making the point that that is what is occurring. There is no point in trying to wish away 
facts. 
As I say, the words on the piece of paper mean exactly what they mean. They say that the rest of the act is 
deemed to have come into operation on 1 July 2013. We would not have to say those words if the legislation was 
not retrospective. I hate to point this out, but we are already in September and July is before September, so that 
means it is retrospective. That is the reason that we are doing this. There may be 100 good reasons for it or there 
may be 100 bad reasons for it, but that is not the issue. The issue is that it is retrospective and the minister needs 
to simply accept that. I have no trouble with it but he needs to accept that that is what is happening. The minister 
says there will only ever be one invoice for the year. Yes, that is true. However, as anyone who has ever run a 
business or other organisation knows, an invoice can be partly at one rate and partly at a lower rate. That is 
exactly what happens with the bills from Alinta Gas or Synergy when the rate is increased for gas or electricity. 
Some of the bill is at one rate and the rest of the bill is billed at another rate. There is no legal reason to have all 
the tax charged at the rate that is specified in this legislation. It could have contained a provision that said the 
invoice would be at the pre-existing rate for X number of days—39 days, for example—and 326 days at the 
higher rate. Administratively, that would be very easy to manage and would be one invoice. It could have been 
done in all those different ways. There were 100 different permutations we could have looked at but this is the 
permutation the government looked at. That is the truth. I am not inventing these things; that is what has 
happened. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI: I want to ask some questions on what the minister said about the Valuer-General. On what 
date are the assessments for this bill valid? What date is taken to be the date on which a certain property was 
valued at a certain rate in order to be assessed under the provisions of this bill? As I understand it, valuations are 
now done annually. They used to be done every three years, which had some significant impacts, especially 
when land values were increasing. Every year the Valuer-General undertakes a value assessment. On what date 
will the values being used for this bill apply? When did the Valuer-General undertake the assessments? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The valuations are now done annually and this one is based on the value from 1 August 
2012. That is a lag of one year. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): I just remind the members we are dealing with clause 2. That is 
about the commencement of this bill. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Given that we are debating this bill now and it will come into operation on 1 July, will the 
values that are to be used for the 2014–15 land tax assessments next year be valued from 1 August 2013? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 
MR B.S. WYATT: Why is there a division? Why can the commencement date simply not be that the act will 
come into operation upon the receipt of royal assent? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The reason that clause 2(b) applies to the rest of the bill is that it has to apply to the land tax 
for the full year calendar year from 1 July to 30 June. That is the liability for the tax. It is an annual tax and it is 
applied for a 12-month period from 1 July to 30 June. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will move an amendment to this clause. What I will talk about tonight relates to the debate 
we had in this chamber prior to returning to the consideration in detail stage. During that debate, the government 
basically denied the impact that the education cuts are having on schools across the state. By way of this 
amendment, I am trying to force the government to acknowledge and apologise for the cuts that it is making in 
our schools around the state. This is an unusual step, but I was very disappointed with the contributions made by 
members on the other side during the debate on funding cuts to our schools. As I said, these cuts are real and 
they are serious — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I ask you to move your amendment because it would appear from what has 
been said that it is totally unrelated to this bill. Can you please move your amendment? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have had the amendment cleared. I move —  

Page 2, line 6 — To insert after the words “Royal Assent” — 
and after the government apologises for its callous and harsh cut to schools in Western 
Australia. 

As I said, one of the real problems that we saw in the debate we just had is that the government believes the 
debate on the cuts to education is a political debate, but it is not. It is about the quality of the services and 
education in our schools. We must ensure that everyone in this place understands and acknowledges the impact 
of the proposed cuts of the Barnett government, whether they be to schools in the regions or the suburbs; to 
education assistants; to additional funding under the school support programs resource allocation banner, to help 
kids with literacy and numeracy and truancy issues in schools; or to the infrastructure to ensure our schools are 
not bursting and that we have enough room—not just more demountables but proper classrooms—in which to 
teach our children. We must move this amendment so that we can force the government to apologise and so that 
this bill will come into effect only after the government apologises for the very harsh and callous cuts being 
made to the schools throughout Western Australia.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I rise to speak to the amendment moved by the member for West Swan. I like the amendment 
because we are linking what is known as “the land tax grab amendment bill”, or a revenue grab by the 
government to plug holes created from the fully funded, fully costed 2013 election lie, with the cuts to the 
education budget to fix what has been a five-year long spending problem. Members on this side of the house 
have been warning everyone that there would be a problem since 2009, when that became apparent in the first 
year of the Barnett government, with spending growth of 13.5 per cent. There was no indication from the 
Premier at that time that he had any desire to limit his spending ways—the “tax and spend Liberal”, as the 
member for Cannington pointed out. This government is now desperate to find savings. It has looked at the two 
big ones, health and education, and decided that education will be the one to cop the cuts. Earlier today a range 
of speakers in this house talked about the impact of those cuts on their schools. The government can talk about 
reform, and I wish it had brought on a genuine debate around education funding reform. It has not done that. 
Instead, we have seen the hapless Hon Peter Collier trying to explain to the P&C associations and the principals 
of WA why the education system needs reform and why it is good, but at the same time bringing in those cuts 
that even Professor Teese said were not what he recommended.  
The member for West Swan has moved an amendment that links the revenue grab from this government with the 
cuts to education. If the government had a bit of respect for those schools and apologised, then this legislation 
could kick in and the government could get its revenue. I cannot believe that the government, the Premier, and 
Hon Peter Collier would go to war with the schools of Western Australia by publishing or releasing to the media 
the list of our state’s richest 100 schools. That was a declaration of war on those schools and I saw that— 

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Absolutely; the list of the richest 100 schools included Ngaanyatjarra Lands School, 
Meekatharra District High School, Kununurra District High School, and Fitzroy Valley District High School. 
These are some of our state’s richest schools and the Premier and the Minister for Education have dragged them 
into the public media domain and embarrassed their principals, who are now being accused of sitting on huge 
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pots of cash. We heard the protest out the front of Parliament and the great speaker from Eastern Goldfields 
College making the point that the reason its reserve fund was so high was because the government had cut 
funding to its district offices and the college had all the money in its account. The Barnett government did not 
respect those schools enough to give them the opportunity to respond and comment on their bank accounts, so 
we had this ludicrous situation of the Premier saying it was all idle money that should be used.  

Point of Order 
Mr J.H.D. DAY: I am sure the opposition is not surprised that I am taking this point of order. I draw attention to 
standing order 179, which requires that debate be confined to the clause or the amendment before the Assembly, 
and that no general debate will take place on any clause. This clause is about the date of commencement of this 
act, as it will become.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: It is an amendment.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I submit in any case that to debate issues on funding for schools in a very general way, as has 
been done, is not in accordance with the standing orders.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): I uphold the point of order and I ask the member for Victoria Park to 
restrict his comments to the reason the commencement date should be on that date.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr B.S. WYATT: We are speaking to the amendment and I remind the house of the amendment — 

Page 2, line 6 — to insert after the words “Royal Assent” — 
and after the government apologises for its callous and harsh cuts to schools in Western 
Australia 

This amendment seeks to amend clause 2 of the Land Tax Amendment Bill 2013, which deals with the 
commencement of this bill, to ensure that this land tax grab by the Barnett government cannot occur until the 
government apologises for its callous and harsh cuts to schools in Western Australia. My comments about 
schools and the cuts to those schools was particularly relevant to that amendment, and I will conclude by making 
the point that if the government makes cuts to the education budget, it should respect those school communities 
and not simply go around deceiving the rest of the community about how those schools operate.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will speak directly to the amendment. For the benefit of all members, I will repeat the 
amendment — 

Page 2, line 6 — to insert after the words “Royal Assent” — 
and after the government apologises for its callous and harsh cuts to schools in Western 
Australia 

I spoke in the debate during private member’s business about the cuts that have impacted on the two senior high 
schools in the electorate I represent—one is just outside the electorate but services my electorate. In reviewing 
this matter I make the point that the government named those two schools on the list of the 100 richest schools in 
WA. The Index of Community and Socio-Educational Advantage places those schools on the scale at 929 and 
980, in round figures—the exact numbers will be found in Hansard. What a callous and insulting way to cover 
up the harsh cuts to those schools, and it is not unreasonable for the government to apologise for its actions. That 
is an appropriate way for the government to handle itself. I outlined to the house the effect of those cuts, 
including the fact that advanced maths and physics will not be taught at any government senior high school that 
services the electorate of Cannington, which is something for which the government should apologise. It is not 
fair. The member for West Swan should be commended for the decision to move this fine amendment. It will be 
interesting to see what the government’s response is to this amendment because it will be a reflection of its 
continuing callousness and arrogance. We have heard the Premier on a number of occasions reflect on the votes 
of the Labor Party and in some way or another say that because the Liberal Party got more votes, that means he 
is free to do anything he wants. That is not right. The people of Western Australia do not agree with that and 
neither should this chamber.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I rise again to speak to my amendment and I urge everyone in the chamber to vote for it. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Frivolous and a waste of time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Minister, do not be like that. 
Mr P. Papalia: How much are your schools getting cut by; have you found out about that? 
Mr J.H.D. Day: They are sharing the $4.4 billion budget. 
Mr P. Papalia: Have you bothered to ask? No, you have not. 
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Mr J.H.D. Day: I have met with school principals, yes. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Do not be like that, minister. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: I will be at one high school tomorrow. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Do not be like that, minister. I know the fashion festival is on at the moment and that the 
Acting Speaker (Mr P. Abetz) is very keen to head off to there! Maybe the minister, as Minister for Arts, is also 
keen to be at the fashion festival. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: Not tonight I won’t be. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay. I want to make some very brief comments about this amendment. As I said, I was 
very disappointed with the debate before the dinner break and before consideration in detail on this bill, that 
many on the government side believe that this debate about cuts to school funding is political. I urge everyone on 
the other side to listen to the community and not their leadership on this issue. There is definitely a lot of anger 
and resentment in schools throughout Western Australia. All we ask is that the government acknowledge and 
apologise for the harsh and callous cuts being made to schools, because that acknowledgement is very important. 
I urge everyone to represent their schools and their communities in this debate about school funding. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 3: Act amended — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I seek some clarification from the minister about clause 3. I have some curiosity about these 
clauses. This is an act to amend the Land Tax Act, which we know. This is not, as such, an operative provision. 
Why is this clause here, bearing in mind that the legislation goes on to specify those sections of the Land Tax 
Act that are to be amended? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Standard drafting practice is to clearly state the act being amended. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Page 1 of the legislation states that it is an act to amend the Land Tax Act 2002, which 
specifies that it is the act being amended. Clause 3 then does not seem to have a particular purpose other than 
really some form of clarification, which I assume is the minister’s argument. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: My advisers are not confident that the long title defines the act that is being amended. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How many times has the Land Tax Act 2002 been amended? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The evidence my adviser has available suggests that it has been amended nine times. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 4: Section 5 amended — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This of course is the guts of the bill. Could the minister advise us how many properties 
are within each value threshold for rates? How many properties are between the threshold of $300 000 and 
$1 million of taxable value of the land et cetera? I assume that that information is at hand. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The figures are for taxpayers, not properties. Data is not kept on the basis of properties. Is 
that okay? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Whatever data you have is fine. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: For the threshold of $400 000 — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: There is not a threshold of $400 000 in the legislation. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is the data I have. My adviser has more detail. For the threshold of $1 to $300 000 there 
are 237 432 landowners. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: These are landowners. For the threshold of $1 to $300 000 they are not subject to land tax. 
For the threshold of $300 000 to $1 million there are 89 562 landowners; for the threshold of $1 million to 
$2.2 million there are 16 072 landowners. I am told by my advisers these are taxpayers. For the threshold of 
$2.2 million to $5.5 million there are 4 976; for $5.5 million to $11 million there are 1 062; and for the threshold 
above $11 million there are there are 583. By the way, the threshold above $11 million pays 58 per cent of the 
total revenue. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: What percentage of revenue are the other components? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: For the threshold of $1 to $300 000 there is none; $300 000 to $1 million is 2.9 per cent of 
revenue collected—I can give the member a photocopy of this document if he wants; $1 million to $2.2 million 
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is 7.5 per cent of collections; $2.2 million to 5.5 million dollars is 16.8 per cent; $5.5 million to $11 million is 
14.4 per cent; and above $11 million is 58.3 per cent. It is a very progressive tax. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In the minister’s second reading speech he said that the provisions were expected to 
raise, I think, $338 million over four years—$73 million in 2013–14 et cetera. I note the comment in the second 
reading speech that — 

A 12.5 per cent increase in land tax rates will offset lower than expected land values and generate an 
additional five per cent in land tax revenue compared with forecasts in the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement. 

I wonder whether that $338 million is just based on the revenue decision, not any fiscal drag. I imagine that there 
was always fiscal drag built in, so I wonder whether the minister has a calculation for the expected increase from 
the fiscal drag compared with expected increase from the policy decision. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am advised it is just a policy implementation, not the fiscal drag.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Does the minister have an expectation of the fiscal drag, or do we just take $338 million 
off over the forward estimates?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There is none at hand.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister says that most of the revenue actually comes from the highest value land. 
The minister’s expectation now, compared with February, is that land values will increase at a lower rate. What 
is the expectation for residential land—rental properties are obviously covered by land tax—compared with the 
expectation for commercial and office land? I imagine that most properties worth $11 million will be either 
commercial properties or office properties. Is there an expectation difference between those categories of land?  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: A good question, but my advisers do not have a breakdown.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: Is that something that the commissioner looks at or not?  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This forecast is a Treasury forecast. I am not sure that the commissioner is even involved in 
it.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to the grouping provisions. I understand that for landowners who have 
more than one property, the unimproved value of the land is grouped and then they pay according to the grouped 
value of the properties. Can I get an estimation of the average number of blocks of land owned by landowners or 
any indications of how many blocks of land there are versus numbers of taxpayers?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The advisers say it is not aggregated, it is grouped. Sorry, the correct word is not grouped, 
but aggregated—whatever the difference is. They do not have data as to the number of individual parcels of land 
per taxpayer.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Was it aggregated but not grouped, or grouped but not aggregated?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is aggregated, not grouped.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A landowner of two properties with, let us say, an unimproved land value of $500 000 each, 
will pay, as I understand, the rate according to the $1 million—is that correct?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Correct.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I remind the minister that in the first year of the Liberal government it introduced the 
Revenue Laws Amendment Bill (No. 3) 2008. I understand the minister told us during debate on the previous 
bill that the government is no longer committed to the taxation policies it had at the 2008 election; I am relaxed 
about that. That bill ensured that tax revenues from land tax exactly matched the budget prediction. Obviously 
for 2013–14 it is not a problem because invoices have been issued and the government knows what the value is, 
but is there any commitment from the government in the out years to match future rates to ensure that the tax 
revenue is matched to the budget estimates?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: When that 2008 amendment was put in place, there was an expectation of a windfall. It did 
not eventuate. In the out years in this case we have not made a commitment to identify windfalls if they existed 
and to vary the rate to meet the forecast.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The government is making no commitment. It does not have to; I am not saying it 
should—I am just making sure I understand. The government is not making any commitments in respect of 
future rates for land tax either up or down. One of the arguments in the minister’s second reading speech is that 
the government needed to do this because it was not going to match its Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement numbers because the underlying values had not increased in the way expected in February. 
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Notwithstanding that, is the minister making no commitments in respect of future years either up or down as a 
policy issue to try to match those future taxes in the out years?  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No; we have set the tax rates. We do not have any intention to vary them up or down. Of 
course all taxes will be looked at in a policy review in the run-up to each budget, as they generally are. We have 
no intention to change the rates, to shave them to match forecasts or vary them up or down. We are setting these 
rates now for the forward estimates.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: My understanding is that the Valuer-General does one valuation every three years. I am 
happy to be corrected, but my understanding is that properties are valued every three years and a valuation is 
provided. There was some discussion about that in this chamber previously, when the Treasurer was responsible 
for tax bills because the Minister for Finance was in the other house. If there is an annual review, the question 
will not arise; but if it is a tri-annual review, the question is: could there be a big jump in individual taxpayers’ 
liability because of a long period between valuation reviews? I am seeking clarification whether that is the case. I 
understand the Valuer-General is used, but is it the case that that is done every three years?  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Under the terms of the previous Labor government, the member for Cannington would know 
they went to annual valuations for that reason.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Post the boom of 2006.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. Also, in 2009 any increase in unimproved valuation of individual land items was 
capped at a maximum of 50 per cent of the previous valuation. In 2009 we put in a rule to quarantine these large 
jumps to address exactly the issue raised by the member for Cannington.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So the land is aggregated, not grouped. Let us say somebody has a little shopping centre 
and a couple of rental houses and they end up with $4 million. That means all of the $4 million is taxed at the 
marginal rate—$7 600 plus 1.37c—it is not a sliding scale?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: They aggregate the overall property and apply that rate, just like two incomes or multiple 
businesses, and now they aggregate payroll tax liabilities.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to the metropolitan region improvement tax and this land tax. The scales 
and the threshold are sometimes not comparable. Can the minister advise whether there are more people paying 
MRIT than paying land tax, or it is the same number of people? Some people receive tax bills simply with their 
MRIT and no land tax on it.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Firstly, we are not changing the metropolitan region improvement tax. Secondly, if a person 
does not pay land tax, they do not pay the MRIT. It is charged at a flat rate of 0.14 per cent on land valued at 
over $300 000. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We talked earlier about taxing the land underneath residential rental properties, 
commercial properties and office space. Is land tax collected from any other category of land that I have not 
thought about apart from those three categories of residential rental properties, commercial places such as shops 
and factories, and office accommodation? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I will read out the types of land that are taxable. The member for Gosnells had a very long 
list. The types of land that are taxable include vacant land; residences that are not used by the owners as their 
primary residence; secondary residences such as holiday homes, holiday units or hobby farms; rental homes or 
units; commercial properties, including shops, offices and factories; land held in trust or owned in a company 
name; entitlement to land under any lease or licence from the Crown; and land used for business, commercial, 
professional or trade purposes under agreements with the Crown, crown instrumentalities, local authorities or 
public statutory bodies. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What is the impact of significant changes to zoning or other planning changes? Does that 
affect just the Valuer-General’s determinations? Does the 50 per cent capping come into play even when there 
has been a significant rezoning of the land? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Office of State Revenue does not deal with the valuations; that is dealt with by the 
Valuer-General. The capping applies to any change in valuation of the same land. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Would that be on an aggregated basis? Let us say that a person has 10 properties and 
one jumps up 100 per cent but the others do not move. That would be 50 per cent across the aggregation. Would 
they get taxed for the full change? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It applies on a property basis. People buy and sell from one year to the next, so it applies on 
a property basis. 
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Clause put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

House adjourned at 9.24 pm 
__________ 
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