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LAND TAX INCREASES, BUSSELTON AND KALGOORLIE 
Motion 

MR MASTERS (Vasse) [4.00 pm]:  I move - 

That -  

(a) in light of recent valuations of properties in areas such as Busselton and Kalgoorlie leading to 
land tax increases of up to 277 per cent; 

(b) considering the impact that these tax increases will have on the area’s tourism industry; 

(c) recognising that land tax increases of this magnitude will disadvantage the tourism industry at 
a time when it should be able to provide employment for people affected by the Government’s 
decision to reduce jobs in the timber industry; and 

(d) accepting that Busselton offers itself as a low cost holiday destination for Western Australians 
and their families but that large land tax increases will force up the cost of their future 
holidays, 

this House calls on the Government to urgently address the problems arising from significant land tax 
increases in areas that have been subjected to property value reassessments by the Valuer General’s 
Office. 

I do not wish to take up a great deal of the time allowed for private members’ business on this motion, which 
concerns land tax increases that are currently being threatened in the Busselton area.  Paragraph (a) of the motion 
refers to the Kalgoorlie area; however, upon speaking to the member for Kalgoorlie it seems that there were 
some crossed wires, and at the end of the day some Kalgoorlie businesses and properties are suffering increased 
shire or city rates.  That is a separate issue to the spirit of this motion.   

I am directing my comments to the Treasurer, and I thank him for coming into the House to listen to my 
concerns.  The bottom line is that Busselton property values were last surveyed by the Valuer General three or 
four years ago.  In the intervening period, there have been significant increases in a number of categories of land 
in the Busselton-Dunsborough-Quindalup area.  Unfortunately, this means that the proprietors of that land must 
pay significantly increased land tax.  I will give a couple of examples of those increases in a second.  As 
mentioned in paragraph (b) of the motion, the concern is that an increase in land tax of the order of 277 per cent 
will severely impact upon the area’s tourism industry.  For 60 or 80 years or maybe longer, especially if Caves 
House is considered - it was a honeymoon area in the 1930s and, I think, even before that - Busselton has relied 
on tourism for a significant proportion of its total income.  The Tourism Task Force reported only three weeks 
ago that between seven and 12 per cent of all employees in the Busselton shire are employed in the tourism 
industry.  Tourism is a significant part of the area and, unfortunately, land tax increases of the order of 277 per 
cent will have nothing but a negative impact on that industry.   

There is another implication flowing on from the Government’s election commitment, which it has put into 
effect, to end the logging of old-growth forest in the south west of Western Australia.  There is a clear 
expectation in the south west and in Perth that tourism will expand to provide economic and job opportunities to 
replace job opportunities lost in the timber industry.  However, a 277 per cent increase in land tax will have only 
a negative impact in that it will not encourage investors, small businesses or others to expand their businesses 
and services in a way that will encourage more tourists to visit the area and thereby allow more people to be 
employed in the tourism industry in the south west.  Increases of this magnitude have the potential to cause harm 
to the Government’s strategy to use tourism to replace timber industry jobs.   

The third point is that Busselton has positioned itself as a provider of low cost holidays for average Western 
Australians - mum, dad and two, three or four kids - who can stay at a caravan park or camping ground literally 
on the shores of Geographe Bay.  My alternative to the current tourism slogan for that area, “Escape to the 
Cape”, is “Come play in the Bay”.  For generations, Busselton has been known as a wonderful holiday 
destination because of the cheapness of its holidays and the setting, which is just magnificent.  Large tax 
increases combined with increases in shire rates will cause significant problems.  Caravan parks and camping 
grounds charge a person $20 or a family $40 a night to stay.  One caravan park must now find extra money 
because its land tax has gone from $31 822 a year to $80 102.  The land tax for a second caravan park has 
increased from last year’s figure of $44 000 to $76 300 this year.  There is only one source of funds from which 
caravan parks can pay that land tax increase - the ordinary mums, dads and families who holiday in those 
caravan parks or holiday resorts.  A more up-market resort in Busselton - it is basically a motel with chalets and 
is not like the five-star Radisson Beach Resort Dunsborough that some members might be thinking of - is a 
middle of the range holiday accommodation provider.  Its land tax bill has gone from $86 000 a year to $189 000 
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a year, which is an increase of more than 100 per cent.  I did a back of the envelope calculation that showed that 
it would need an extra 1 000 customer nights just to pay that increase in land tax.  If the holiday accommodation 
provider does not get that extra 1 000 nights of accommodation, it has no choice but to increase the fees it 
charges its existing clientele - the people who come year in, year out because they like the services and facilities 
offered by that provider.   

The front page of the Busselton-Margaret Times of Thursday, 11 October ran a headline which said, “Tax rise 
blow to family holidays”.  People are only starting to realise the implications of the increases in land tax when 
they get their land tax bills.  The Cape Naturaliste Tourism Association, which is the peak tourism body in 
Busselton, is waging a major campaign.  I hasten to say that this campaign is not against the Government.  It is a 
major campaign to gather together all the information it believes it needs to make credible, reasonable decisions 
on this issue.  It has already approached the Valuer General and I understand that the Valuer General’s Office 
has basically convinced the association that it is simply doing its job.  The next representation will potentially be 
to the Treasurer, or to the Premier, but certainly to the Government.  It is important to understand that this is a 
significant issue in Busselton.  There are some - I will not say low market, because that would give the wrong 
impression; but they are certainly not upmarket tourism accommodation - 

Mr Bradshaw:  Budget accommodation. 

Mr MASTERS:  Yes.  The word “budget” is used in the motion.  Some budget accommodation is highly prized 
by ordinary Western Australians and this tax rise blow is a genuine blow; it is not something that we should be 
taking lightly.   

Not only tourism accommodation is being impacted upon.  I received a telephone call from a landowner who 
owns 18 acres of land - about six hectares - in the Busselton townsite.  The family has owned it for 30 years, I 
would imagine as their superannuation policy.  Thirty years ago, superannuation was not really high in the minds 
of many people, but to those who were thinking about what to do to sustain themselves in retirement, land was 
an obvious choice.  This farming family purchased 18 acres of land on the edge of the Busselton townsite.  They 
have suffered a 260 per cent increase in land tax.  It may not sound like big dollars, but last year’s land tax bill 
was $2 279.15 and this year’s bill is $8 751.80. 

Mr Hyde:  On the back of your envelope, there must be noted a huge increase in their asset price. 

Mr MASTERS:  Of course.  Maybe I have not explained this correctly.  I will diverge and respond.  If a person 
is the owner of a caravan park or camping ground and he is forced to increase his returns again and again from 
one year to the next because of shire rate increases, land tax increases, Water Corporation charges or whatever, it 
eventually gets to the stage where the ordinary person in the street will not pay $100 or $200 a night for a simple 
campsite or a caravan site.  Instead, to get clientele into the front door, the provider must build chalets and 
provide what clients regard as reasonable value for money.  That is the history of tourism development in the 
Busselton area.  The Geographe Bayview Resort has significantly changed its profile from a middle-of-the-road 
motel to an establishment that still has those motel facilities but also has self-contained chalets.  The Radisson 
Beach Resort has been built.  We have seen a caravan park, the original name of which escapes me, become the 
Capeview Lodge, and that is a very upmarket - I think four-star - tourism accommodation provider.  The only 
reason for that is that the owner said, “I am bleeding to death under all these increased costs and charges and the 
only way I can get more income is to provide a far higher quality of service.”  The reality is that if we apply 
those pressures unrelentingly over a period we will force Busselton to become another Surfers Paradise.  People 
who own land that is zoned for tourism accommodation, or for accommodation in general, will have no choice if 
they are paying significant dollars for land tax, rates and other taxes.  They may not have to construct a 60-storey 
condominium, but they will have to go to a more capital intensive development in order to charge more and give 
people more value for their money.  I hope we will not see a Surfers Paradise or even an Observation City 
created in Busselton.  People in my area have expressed a lot of concern about the four-and-a-half star Radisson 
Beach Resort.  The Radisson is only two storeys high, but people are concerned at that change to the general 
character of Busselton. 

Returning to the person who has the 18 acres of land on the outskirts of Busselton town site, I remind members 
that his land tax has increased from $2 279 to $8 751.  This explanation will enable the member for Perth to 
understand what I mean by the pressures placed on landowners.  This landowner, who uses the land for cattle 
grazing, finds that his 18 acres in Busselton will allow him to graze only eight cattle a year.  If he buys them at 
$500 a head and sells them a year later for $800 a head, that is $300 profit, multiplied by eight, or $2 400 profit 
that the landowner will get from those 18 acres at that low level of capitalisation.  That $2 400 income is roughly 
the same as last year’s land tax.  This year’s land tax is $8 751, which means the landowner cannot sustain cattle 
grazing on those 18 acres.  He will be forced either to sell or to create a much more capital intensive 
development that will allow him to earn a lot more money.  That may not be a good example; nevertheless it is a 
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clear example of how those pressures on caravan parks and camping grounds force people to do things they 
would prefer not to do. 

The land tax is also having an impact upon private residences in my area.  A lady telephoned and spoke about 
her father’s property.  The land tax has increased from $645 to $1 382, and for a retiree who owns two properties 
that is a significant impost.   

I do not wish to distract this House or the Treasurer from the real importance of the motion I have moved; 
namely, the impact upon tourism, but it is important that I make the Treasurer aware of what is going on.  In a 
strange twist to all of this, this issue also has an environmental theme.  Busselton is the stronghold of a rare and 
endangered species, the western ringtail possum.  That animal lives within the urban area because there are so 
many peppermint trees, the leaves of which the animal eats.  Many of the peppermint trees exist within the 
caravan parks and camping grounds that are scattered along the foreshore of Geographe Bay.  A large possum 
population exists in those trees, providing security against extinction elsewhere in the wild.  If those caravan 
parks and camping grounds were bulldozed to allow high value, more intensive land use development to go 
ahead, there would be environmental consequences.  To be honest, I can see the commonwealth legislation - the 
Biodiversity Conservation and Environmental Protection Act - being brought into play because of this impact 
upon a rare and endangered animal. 

I do not know what is the answer to this problem.  I appreciate that there are always financial pressures on 
Governments.  To make matters even worse, the Treasurer has withdrawn the premium property tax, making life 
even more difficult.  While I am grateful that he withdrew the premium property tax, I can appreciate the 
difficulties that that has created for the bottom line.  A number of different solutions could be put forward, one of 
which is for the Government to lower the rate of land tax - maybe in certain areas or maybe for certain categories 
of land.  The Treasurer might like to look at that in the medium term to see whether it will provide any solution 
to this issue, if he believes that the issue is serious enough to warrant some sort of resolution.  Another solution 
has been put forward that may require no action or only minor action by the State Government.  Greg Tickle is 
the proprietor of the Siesta Park Holiday Resort.  Without trying to denigrate the resort, it is not budget 
accommodation and it is certainly not in the resort category; it consists of campsites, chalets and medium-cost 
tourism accommodation. 

Members should not be misled by the use of the word “resort”.  The resort is for working class families and 
people on average incomes.  I am happy to support Greg Tickle’s suggestion that the State Government and the 
local government should consider creating two or more zones for tourism accommodation within the local 
government’s town planning scheme.  The idea is that some tourist accommodation providers, including caravan 
parks and camping areas, enter into an agreement with the shire never to seek to provide a higher level of quality 
of accommodation.  Those providers should be rezoned in such a way that their land values decrease because 
those properties would not be available for the grand expansions that I have referred to such as the Radisson 
resorts and other high-value accommodation providers.  Therefore, all the other tourist sites in Busselton could 
be left on the list of sites that could potentially be upgraded to a four or five-star resort.  For the privilege of 
retaining that ability, they would pay increased land tax.  That is a credible solution.  If there is an opportunity 
for government support for that motion, presumably through the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, I hope 
that the Government will run with that.  
I refer to a statement made by the Premier on Tuesday, 16 October.  It is not yet in the corrected Hansard so I 
will have to paraphrase.  The Premier said that this Government would continue to look after ordinary working 
families and small businesses.  Working families, farmers and ordinary Australians go to Busselton for their one 
or two weeks of holidays a year.  When times are tough in the farming game, farmers appreciate the option to 
holiday at a low-cost budget destination.  I would applaud the Government’s assistance if it investigated and 
alleviated the issue - I am sure that is within its power - and if it were prepared to alleviate the concerns being 
felt for all the reasons I have mentioned.  At the end of the day, the impact on tourism will be significant.  The 
consequences of that impact have not been well foreseen.  Therefore, it is appropriate that we try to solve those 
problems as expeditiously as possible.  
MR DAY (Darling Range) [4.23 pm]:  The member for Vasse has outlined the nature of the problem 
comprehensively.  I place on record that this problem affects not only Busselton and Kalgoorlie.  The other day, 
I was contacted by a constituent who operates a small business in the Forrestfield industrial area who advised me 
that because of a revaluation, his land tax liability will increase from $8 000 in the previous financial year to 
almost $26 000 this financial year.  That substantial increase will have a major impact on the profitability of his 
business and the ability of his family to live off the earnings of the business.  The Government must address the 
land tax problem.  The problem is more widespread than just Busselton and areas of the south west of the State.  
The Opposition encourages the Government to address this issue so that any increases in land tax can be 
managed by people who are affected by them.   
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MR RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [4.24 pm]:  The difficulty with most of the tax bases available to the State is 
that their effect on the State’s economy and on people’s opinions is pretty horrible.   The tax bases available to 
the State include payroll tax, stamp duty and land tax.  Each one of those tax bases has its disadvantages from the 
point of view of tax policy.  However, those are the tax bases that are available to the State.  On the other side of 
the ledger, we need revenue to fund important services in health, education, law and order, the protection of the 
environment and the other responsibilities that we have.  In common with other State Governments and our 
predecessors, we face this fundamental financial difficulty.  From the point of view of tax policy, the best taxes 
are those that are available to the Commonwealth.  Generally speaking, taxes that remain with the States involve 
economic inefficiencies and distortions and high compliance costs.  

Mr Barnett:  The State still has income tax.  

Mr RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition points out that the State still has income tax.  I look forward to the 
tax reform policy that he will present to the electorate at the next state election.  I will be interested to see the 
response of the electorate if he supports a state income tax.   

In addition to those ongoing problems faced by the State this financial year, the State Government faces another 
set of problems.  When this Government came to power, it inherited a situation in which the State had run four 
deficits in a row.  The fact that the previous Government had run four deficits in a row points to some underlying 
structural problems in the State’s budget.  The last financial year was a surplus year.  However, as I have pointed 
out on a number of occasions, it would not have been a surplus year if it were not for the privatisation of 
AlintaGas and Westrail Freight. 

Mr Barnett:  That is incorrect.  

Mr RIPPER:  Has the Leader of the Opposition read the appendix to the mid-year review released by Treasury at 
the end of last year?  There is an analysis of the impact of the privatisation of AlintaGas and Westrail Freight on 
the budget aggregate.  The analysis shows that the Westrail Freight and AlintaGas privatisations contributed 
about $250 million to the operating balance - I do not refer to the other budget aggregates, but to the operating 
balance.  That indicates that the surplus would not have existed were it not for the privatisation of AlintaGas and 
Westrail Freight. 

Mr Barnett:  That $250 million includes dividend payments and tax equivalent payments that are paid year in 
and year out while they are in government ownership.  

Mr RIPPER:  Do we receive those dividend and tax equivalent payments now?  No, we do not because 
AlintaGas has been privatised.  The very privatisation that created the budget surplus for the last financial year is 
the same privatisation that denies us the dividends and tax equivalent payments in succeeding financial years and 
adds to our financial difficulties.  We inherited a situation following four operating deficits in a row, one surplus 
year based on the proceeds of privatisation, a set of forecasts that showed only a very small surplus of about 
$25 million for this financial year, and then two more deficits.  That was the condition of the State’s finances 
that we inherited when we came to Government.  Unfortunately, that formal position that we inherited was not 
the true situation.  As we went through the budget process, we discovered many other matters that required 
government funding.  Treasury called them inescapable funding pressures.  That meant that many matters that 
should have been attended to by the previous Government and incorporated in the pre-election financial 
projections statement had not been attended to by the previous Government and had not been incorporated in that 
statement.  Nevertheless, any responsible Government has to fund those needs.  No responsible Government can 
turn around and say, “An industrial agreement has been reached with teachers, but we will renege on that 
agreement.”  No responsible Government can say, “Yes, we have been advised that the computer system that 
supplies tertiary entrance examination results for year 12 students is in danger of collapse, but we will not fund 
it.”   No responsible Government can do that.  Any responsible Government has to meet those inescapable 
funding pressures.   

We cannot say that the previous Government would have known about all of those pressures.  Some of those 
pressures came to the attention of the Government and the bureaucracy only after the change of government.  
From the point of view of this Government, that is just part of the usual issues that confront any Government.  
However, more than $400 million-worth of those inescapable funding pressures was known to the previous 
Government and should have been included in the pre-election financial projections statements so that both sides 
of politics could have conducted their planning on the basis of accurate information about the State’s finances.  
In making those remarks, I am not blaming Treasury.  Treasury can record in the financial statements only the 
formal decisions that have been made by government.  If a Government adopts an ostrich-like approach to the 
State’s finances and puts its head in the sand and refuses to recognise the inescapable funding pressures, then I 
regret to say those pressures will not be included in the formal budget papers and pre-election financial 
projections statement.  
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In summary, most state taxes have significant policy and political disadvantages.  The States do not have access 
to the more efficient and effective taxes that are available to the Commonwealth.  The State Government 
inherited a set of financial forecasts that revealed a structural problem in the State’s budget.  Moreover, the State 
Government inherited a set of inescapable funding pressures that were not included in the pre-election financial 
projections statement.  The member for Vasse is right when he acknowledges that there are budget difficulties 
for the State, and I am pleased that he has been open-minded enough to acknowledge that these matters are not 
dealt with easily.   

Mr Barnett:  Have you managed to detail your $852 million of savings yet?   

Mr RIPPER:  Our election promises were paid for by our savings, and the Leader of the Opposition’s patience 
will be rewarded.  

I turn now to the question of land tax in Busselton.  The increases in the 2001-02 land tax bills for some property 
owners in Busselton are not the result of any increase in tax rates.  The land tax scale that applies this financial 
year is the land tax scale that the incoming Government inherited from the previous Government.  Some 
taxpayers have received a significantly increased bill for land tax as a result of changes in land valuation; and 
those valuations are, of course, conducted by the Valuer General’s Office independently of government.  I am 
advised that there are expected to be relatively few large increases in land tax bills in 2001-02.  I am advised that 
84 per cent of all land tax payers will face either no land tax increase or an increase of less than $50, and that 
only 10 per cent of land tax payers will face an increase of more than $100.  That is because the average increase 
in unimproved land values in 2001-02 is relatively low, at around four per cent.  Therefore, we do not have a 
statewide problem, because the average increase has been only four per cent, and 84 per cent of people will face 
either no land tax increase or an increase of less than $50.   

If high increases in land values have occurred in particular areas, then land tax payers may face high increases in 
land tax.  That is when one of the disadvantages of the land tax system comes into play, because those people 
may not have had a commensurate increase in the income stream that they need to pay that land tax.  However, 
on the other hand, those people will benefit from the commensurate increase in the value of their land when it 
comes time for them to sell that land.   

Mr Masters:  Strictly speaking you are correct when you say that those people will realise the value of their land 
when they sell.  However, the problem is that the only people who can afford to buy caravan parks and camping 
grounds that have a high land valuation are the developers of five-star resorts.  Therefore, by saying that those 
people can sell their land, you are basically saying that Busselton will have to become like Surfers Paradise, 
because there is no other financial model that suits its needs.   

Mr RIPPER:  Of course, with land values being at the level they are, that will come into play regardless of the 
land tax position.  Obviously caravan park owners who wanted to sell their land would sell it for the highest 
price they could get, and that price would be paid by a developer who could get a commensurate return from that 
investment.  Therefore, even if no land tax were payable, the market would work in the way that the member has 
outlined.  I concede that increases in land tax may increase the cost of a business and make it less profitable to 
operate that business on that land.   

Mr Masters:  I assure you that some of the businesses that I spoke about in my speech are family businesses that 
have been handed down from one generation to the other, and those families do not want to sell but want to hand 
that business to the next generation.  Therefore, although at first glance your suggestion that they sell the asset is 
sensible, in reality we are talking about the impact not just on tourism but also on that family.   

Mr RIPPER:  I want to make one thing clear.  I am not saying to people, “Bad luck; you should sell your land.”  
I am merely pointing out that if those people chose to sell their land, they would reap the reward for the pain that 
they are suffering now in the form of land tax increases.  I am told that the Valuer General has indicated that his 
officers’ valuation of unimproved land with a tourism development rating has increased substantially in the past 
year.  He advises that this reflects what he calls a catch-up component, because last year’s valuation was 
considered to be conservative in the light of subsequent evidence from property sales.  The property rating for 
tourism development can be subject to higher valuations, because owners have options for developing the land, 
including the high density resort-style options that the member is talking about.  

In some cases the higher land valuation may have shifted the property into a higher land-tax bracket, which 
could then of itself have caused a further increase in the land tax payable.  The major reason for the increased 
land tax is the increase in land values.   

People have the option of appealing.  Landowners may lodge an objection in the form of a letter with the Valuer 
General’s office.  Objections may be made on the grounds that the valuation is unfair or unjust, inequitable or 
incorrect, whether by itself or in comparison with other valuations in force.  If landowners are dissatisfied with 
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the Valuer General’s decision on their objection, they may give notice to the Valuer General in the form of a 
letter that they wish the objection to be treated as a formal appeal with the Land Valuation Tribunal.   

I regret to say that under the law, people must pay the full amount of the tax by the due date, and then await the 
outcome of their appeal.  If the valuation is reduced by either the Valuer General or the Land Valuation Tribunal, 
the authority concerned - if it is rates, the local government, or if it is land tax, the State Government - must 
refund the overpayment or reach a mutually acceptable arrangement with the landowner.  This is a long-
established process that provides for an independent right of appeal if people think that the valuation is too high.  

Given the way the market is operating, I am not sure whether that process will produce the result the landowners 
would hope for, because it would appear that market forces are pushing up the value of land in the Busselton 
region.  The member for Vasse may already know this, but I am advised that on Friday 19 October, the chief 
executive officer of the Department of Land Administration, the Valuer General and representatives of the 
Tourism Commission met with tourism operators in the Busselton-Margaret River region.  It was resolved that 
objections to land value increases would be dealt with on their individual merits.  It is possible that a small 
number of valuations will be adjusted.  At least one property may have its value adjusted significantly, so there 
could be a win for at least one owner.   

The local shire could possibly take up the question of the zoning of the land.  If the land is zoned for tourism 
development generally, it will have a higher value than if it is zoned for a restricted low density use, like that of a 
caravan park.  This would have a double-barrelled effect on the landowners.  It would reduce the value of their 
land and the value for which they could sell it, but it would also reduce the land tax payable.  If a family owns a 
caravan park and wants to continue operating it far into the future, that may be the sort of option it could discuss 
with the shire council.  It could, however, have the negative effect of reducing the eventual price for which the 
land may be sold. 

Mr Masters:  I do not think that some of these family business owners would be too worried about that.  That 
might well be a way out for them. 

Mr RIPPER:  There may be good social reasons for it as well.  I share the member’s reservations about a Surfers 
Paradise on Geographe Bay.  Obviously, people must have a variety of holiday options, including low-cost 
holiday options for people who would not be able to afford to take their family to a resort-style facility.  I hope 
that there will be some local discussions between the shire council and the landowners to see whether a change 
in zoning would be possible, which would then flow on to reducing valuations and, therefore, reducing land tax 
payments. 

I have been in the House under previous Governments and, indeed, when Labor was last in government.  A 
number of land tax issues arose during those years.  There is always the possibility of big increases in valuation 
and therefore increases in land tax.  Many of those issues were resolved by a shift to annual valuation of 
properties in the early 1990s.  Prior to that time valuations took place on a three-yearly cycle, resulting in very 
big increases in land tax when valuations caught up after the three-year period.  Some progress has been made on 
the land tax issue, but the fundamental problem of land tax is the disparity sometimes between the value of the 
land and the income stream available to the landowner, which still remains. 

I cannot offer an immediate solution to the problem, because of the financial position confronted by the State 
Government, but the Government is assisting the tourism industry both in the south west and generally.  The 
implementation of the no logging in old-growth forest policy includes a substantial package of funds to provide 
for adjustment within the south west.  That funding package is more generous than was planned by the previous 
Government and more generous than was planned by us in the election campaign.  Since we have come to 
government, we have substantially increased the assistance and adjustment package for the south-west timber 
industry.  Some of those funds will also assist the tourism industry. 

As a result of the difficulties flowing from the collapse of Ansett, the Government has boosted by $5 million the 
amount of money that will be spent on tourism promotion.  The object of that promotion will be to encourage 
Australians and Western Australians to holiday at home.  I believe that will have a beneficial effect on the 
regions, although the regions are suffering as a result of the collapse of Ansett. 

Mr Day:  Have you worked out where that $5 million is coming from yet? 

Mr RIPPER:  Yes, it has been the subject of a government decision, which has been announced to the House, as 
I recall. 
Mr Barnett:  Where is it coming from? 
Mr RIPPER:  As I recall, the $5 million is coming from the regional development schemes because the package 
is targeted at assisting the regions.  Assistance to the regions will be made through specific promotions of the 
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tourism industry.  I think $3 million is coming from the regional investment fund and $2 million from the 
regional airports development scheme.   

Mr Barnett:  It would have been far more effective and cheaper to have Skywest Airlines planes flying again. 

Mr RIPPER:  I would be interested to hear at some later stage the Leader of the Opposition’s philosophy on 
these matters.  I well recall him declaring proudly to the House that he had never given a dollar of taxpayers’ 
money to any individual company.  Since he has shifted to opposition, I notice that he has become an advocate 
for giving taxpayers’ dollars to individual companies.  I would be interested to hear the Leader of the 
Opposition’s advice on the correct policy to be followed on taxpayers’ money for individual companies.  He 
made a pretty bald declaration when he sat in the seat of the Leader of the House.  It has only taken a few short 
months of opposition, although they might be starting to feel like long months to the Leader of the Opposition, 
and he has changed his tune and is now advocating that we do what he was so proud to say that he had never 
done when in government. 
Mr Barnett:  What I advocated was a credit facility package.  Skywest would have paid interest, which is what it 
is doing. 

Mr RIPPER:  It sounded to me as though the Leader of the Opposition was advocating the giving of taxpayers’ 
money to Skywest.  If the proposition was fully commercial, one would have thought that Skywest could have 
got the money from the private sector, but obviously the proposition was not fully commercial, so the Leader of 
the Opposition was advocating taxpayer assistance for that private company. 

There is one other avenue I want to draw to the Opposition’s attention.  In the state budget we announced that 
there would be a review of state taxation.  Unfortunately, that review must be revenue neutral.  The State’s 
finances do not allow for a review of taxation or significant discounts on taxation.  Nevertheless, I think we can 
have a more efficient state taxation system.  We can have a system which is fairer, a system which minimises 
compliance costs for both those people required to pay the taxes and the Government, which has to collect them.  
This issue of land tax and tourism could be considered by the review of state taxation that will be conducted by 
the Department of Treasury and Finance.  I have asked the department to establish an industry reference group to 
formalise the consultation that will be required as we go through this review.   

I do not want to unduly raise expectations about the review.  Reviews of taxation in States with stronger finances 
and robust surpluses have resulted in taxation reductions.  Unfortunately, this State does not have a strong 
financial position - at least we have not inherited one, but we are trying to develop one - or a robust surplus, such 
as exists in Victoria and New South Wales.  The review of taxation will not result in less revenue to the State, 
but will try to collect the revenue in efficient, effective, fair and least costly ways.   

Mr Masters:  Roughly when do you hope the review will make its final report?  

Mr RIPPER:  I would expect it to happen in February next year.  

Mr Day:  Will this be on a statewide basis rather that any particular area? 

Mr RIPPER:  It is not a review of Busselton taxes, but a review of state taxes in general, and that was announced 
in the budget.   

Amendment to Motion 

Mr RIPPER:  In view of that review of business taxation, I will amend the motion moved by the member for 
Vasse.  I move -  

To delete all words after “House” and substitute the following -  

supports the government review of state taxation announced in the recent state Budget. 

That draws attention to a specific way of seeking improvement in our state taxation system, and addresses the 
issues that the member for Vasse, on behalf of his constituents, has put before the House.  

MR HYDE (Perth) [4.52 pm]:  I support the amendment of the Treasurer and also pay credit to the member for 
Vasse.  As a new member I find that each time I listen to the member’s words of wisdom I learn something.  
Again today, with a lot of dignity, the member for Vasse has raised an important issue.  Most importantly the 
member has done it without inculcating the debate with doom and gloom.  In these times, it is important for the 
tourism industry that we do not sell ourselves or the industry down.   

The member for Vasse raised a number of suggestions, and the Treasurer has addressed those in his explanations 
and in the amendment.  The zoning issue is important.  A number of communities such as Denmark have down-
zoned to an R10 zoning, which allows for low impact, environmentally friendly tourism activities.  I, perhaps, 
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disagree with the Treasurer that it will mean that the value of the freehold land will automatically go down.  
Many of us have seen that by addressing heritage, the environment and other issues, and removing 
developmental potential, such as high-rise buildings, land values can increase.  We find that people in our 
community - particularly in tourism locally - are not all moving towards a Surfers Paradise-type accommodation, 
and low impact, ecologically-aware holidays are becoming important.  Hopefully, our free market system will 
recognise this and that will mean we will get the best of both worlds: good zoning, and credit to families who 
want to protect their culturally significant land-holdings without the environmental degradation of over-
development.   

The member for Vasse mentioned a number of possibilities.  I have learned about the possum and the peppermint 
trees, for which I thank the member for Vasse.  That raises an interesting issue because the area around 
Busselton, thankfully, through successive Governments of both hues, has a number of foreshore developments 
such as the Legacy Camp and a number of church camps.  I assume that as religious or charity groups they are 
exempt from a number of state and federal taxes.  It is fitting that the community and society cross-subsidise 
their existence through tax exemptions.  Obviously the community, the Western Australian society and economy 
as a whole has to cross-subsidise that.  I also look at what this and the previous Government have done.   

I pay tribute to the previous Government for what has happened to roads in the south west.  People who visit the 
south west now get there more quickly and, more importantly, safely, through the work of the black spots 
program and others.  That has been a benefit to our community, but we have to pay for that benefit.  We have 
had a land tax system for many years.  As the Treasurer pointed out, the previous Government did not change the 
land tax regime.  The Valuer General is still carrying out independent valuations under the same Act and 
regulations that the previous Government operated.  As outlined by the Treasurer, the potential for rezoning and 
taxation review may ensure that where there are inequities - the two or three that the member for Vasse outlined 
could qualify - they are brought to the attention of government.   

The Treasurer was reticent in singing his own praises, and he did not mention the 52 000 individuals and small 
businesses who will not be paying land tax because of his budget.  The majority will be in regional WA, because 
their land-holdings are valued at under $50 000.  People involved in tourism in regional WA are not 
experiencing the 85 per cent occupancy of the Radisson resorts or other places.  A $300 to $700 reduction in 
land tax could make a real difference to the income of one person or half a family in the tourism industry.  In the 
terms of the member’s original motion, this Government has acted to address land tax problems in the tourism 
industry by eliminating it for 52 000 Western Australians.   

As well as the issue of roads this Government and previous Governments have floated the idea, and the member 
for Albany is a big supporter, of reinstating a railway line to Albany and having a tourism line in that area.  That 
will provide immeasurable benefits to the hinterland.  That sort of investment in infrastructure will provide real 
benefits to the tourism industry.  Those are the sort of ways that government can intervene in a market economy.  
In these times we do not want full-scale intervention.  We do not want the Government to bail-out one company 
today that may go bust on another day causing another problem.   

In the Ansett Australia crisis we have found that Skywest Airlines Pty Ltd is flying again, but the tenor of our 
tourism industry has changed.  Many places in the south west, particularly in the great southern, have 
experienced their best school holiday period ever.  We all realise that has been at the expense of places like 
Broome, which is 82 per cent dependent on Ansett Australia to get tourists to that area.  Whereas intrastate, 
international and more importantly Western Australian tourists are not going to Broome and other places, which 
are dependent on long haul air travel, they are now turning to tourism places and small businesses in the south 
west, the great southern and in the mid west.  That has been an advantage to those areas.  For the Government to 
have rushed in, made a quick bail-out or a quick cash injection would have created an even bigger problem than 
we face at the moment.  

I believe that the Treasurer and the Government have acted correctly by not rushing in and perhaps getting an 
overnight media buzz by launching a big-dollar salvo that would be of little long-term benefit to the tourism 
industry and our society.  

The member for Vasse also raised the issue of land tax on agricultural holdings that have 80 cows.   

Mr Masters:  No, it is eight cows.  

Mr HYDE:  Is it eight cows on 80 acres? 

Mr Masters:  No, it is eight cows on 18 acres.   

Mr HYDE:  I understand that the tax does not apply to purely agricultural land.  Is that correct? 
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Mr Masters:  It may well be correct, but this is land which was bought for agricultural purposes but which is now 
zoned for other use.  In that case, it attracts taxation.   

Mr HYDE:  That is obviously becoming a big problem in the agricultural hinterland.  Given our changing world, 
land bought for a low price or inherited that could once provide an income for someone running eight cows on 
18 acres can no longer do so.  That is a zoning issue.  I am reminded of Denmark and other great southern areas 
in which the cultural significance and importance of protecting agricultural land and activities has meant that 
zoning is crucial.  The member for Vasse knows more about that than I do.  

The Treasurer also mentioned that, for 84 per cent of the population, the increase in land tax is $50 or less.  
Despite what has appeared to be a huge increase in land tax in Busselton, the impact is very marginal on 84 per 
cent of the population.  I hope the member agrees that we are not here just to serve 84 per cent of the population; 
we are here to ensure that we look after the minority - be that one per cent, three per cent or 16 per cent.  

Mr Masters:  I am not sure the Treasurer’s 84 per cent relates to the whole State.  I think he meant the whole 
State, and that Busselton may have a far higher increase than the 10 or 16 per cent.   

Mr HYDE:  I am sure the Treasurer will clarify that.  Was the 84 per cent for the whole State, not just Busselton?   

Mr Ripper:  That is correct.  The average increase in land tax is four per cent across the State.  Obviously, certain 
pockets of Busselton are in a different situation.   

Mr HYDE:  That is the 16 per cent, and it is the area we should be addressing.  The amendment to this motion 
states that the proper place to do that is in a review of state taxation.   

The member for Vasse made some interesting comments about tourism incentives.  This Government has acted 
quickly to enhance small business and to assist those involved in the tourism industry.  We are very aware of the 
tourism incentives flowing from the timber industry and forest conservation.  Programs have also been 
conducted by the Western Australian Tourism Commission specifically to enhance tourism.  Regional 
development commissions are given autonomy over projects costing up to $25 000; for projects costing more 
than that, they consult with the Minister for Tourism.  Hopefully the development commissions will maximise 
the employment and economic potential of those projects.   

I pay credit to the Minister for Culture and the Arts for another facet of the budget.  Last year when I was 
assisting in formulating the Labor Party’s arts and culture policy for the election, we consulted widely with 
people in the tourism sector and the library staff in Busselton.  Apparently many seniors visit the area.  They do 
not have a large amount of money to spend, so they use the library.  As a result, many books are read in a short 
time.  The previous Government did not provide funding for sufficient new book stocks to service this hotspot of 
literary activity.  The member for Vasse may have raised this issue.   

I applaud the minister and our literate Treasurer for enabling the Government’s election promises relating to 
libraries to be honoured.  I believe the allocation was $4 million.  

Ms McHale:  We have also provided funding for the new infrastructure.   

Mr HYDE:  That will be a huge benefit to the Busselton library.  This could be a book-led tourism recovery.  
That is one example of the Government’s ability to help the tourism sector in a micro sense.  Success is not 
necessarily measured by the big bucks flowing in.  Policy tinkering by a responsible Government that is listening 
and able to respond can fix these problems.   

The member for Vasse alluded to problems with land tax.  That is part of the issue, and the Treasurer has 
announced that he will address it.   

The member also referred to an environmental issue.  I pay credit to the previous Government for its policies that 
were designed to preserve the church camps in the area.  I spent much of my youth helping out at the Legacy 
Camp.  I know that many Western Australians are able to enjoy holidays that they would otherwise never be able 
to take because of their circumstances.  Those people are widows of servicemen and widower servicemen who 
are raising children alone.  They can have good, low-cost holidays.  It is important that as a society we are able 
to cross subsidise those holidays.   

Another issue that impacts on a place like Busselton and other non-glitzy tourism areas is the demand for quality 
health care.  Seniors visiting the area are concerned that they can access proper medical care when they are on 
holidays.  As we all know, people do not stop getting sick when they are away from home.  The member for 
Mandurah knows how important that is in his electorate.  The extra money being spent by this Government on 
health care in that area is helping not only the residents but also the seniors and other holiday makers who visit 
the area.   
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The increased funding for policing is also having benefits for the tourism industry.  People taking low-impact 
holidays want to enjoy their holiday in a safe atmosphere.   

I thank the member for Vasse for raising this issue.  He made some good points.  I applaud the Treasurer’s 
amendment and fully support it.   

MR TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [5.09 pm]:  This is a very serious matter.  
Unfortunately, I was not in the Chamber to hear the Treasurer speak.  The Government will have enormous 
problems addressing this issue.  Two points are fundamentally important.  The first is the increase in land 
valuations by the Valuer General, and the second is the increase in taxation by the Labor Government, which 
will occur after 1 July next year.  The problem is that the taxation is not related to income, just like the 
Government’s previous effort with the premium property tax. 

Mr Ripper:  That is the problem with land tax generally. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is right.  I will talk about that. 

Mr Ripper:  Land tax is one of the important revenue bases. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The Treasurer is correct.  The situation is that not everyone pays land tax.  Land tax is based 
on unimproved values.  Therefore, it is paid on the value of land, which has nothing to do with income.  In 
places like Margaret River and Busselton, where the valuations go up quickly, people will feel permanent pain - 
not short-term pain - unless this issue is resolved.   

Each year the Valuer General does a valuation off the books, and periodical valuations are carried out all over 
the place.  The reason we are talking about Busselton today is that that is the area the Valuer General happens to 
be considering.  I understand he is considering Kalgoorlie as well.  As time goes by, the Valuer General will do 
these physical audits throughout the State.  Whenever the Valuer General goes to an area, valuations rise.  The 
people in Busselton who have rung me on this issue have told me that they have spoken to the Valuer General 
and that he will assess each location.  In most cases, the Valuer General will reduce those valuations, but only 
marginally - by five, three or two per cent.  Those people whose land has been valued will pay increased tax.   

As the Treasurer rightly pointed out the last time this debate occurred, it has nothing to do with government 
legislation.  It is a process that has resulted from previous legislation that goes back a long, long way.  However, 
something will happen through the Government’s legislation.   

From 1 July next year, there will be another two increments in land taxation.  That is directly related to the 
Government and the Australian Labor Party.  The Treasurer must be aware that in areas such as Busselton, 
where the valuations grow quickly, low income returning properties will be hurt.  This happens not only in 
tourism, but also in agriculture.  I will use Toodyay as an example, which is where half the members of this 
Chamber apparently want to live -  

Mr Templeman interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  It is.  Toodyay has magnificent soils, but because of the value of the property - 

Mr Ripper:  And sons of the soil. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Sons of the soil!  However, because of the value of that property, to get a return -  

Mr Watson:  You’re growing well then. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Not in Toodyay; I am growing well in Northam. 

Mr Bowler:  Near the railway line. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Yes, near the railway line.  However, because people like purchasing land in Toodyay, the 
valuation of that land will obviously go up.  When people start paying taxes on valuations, it starts making 
agriculture difficult.  If members went and had a look at Toodyay, they would find that agricultural activity there 
is decreasing quickly.  It is expensive to be a farmer in Toodyay.  Unfortunately for the member for Vasse, it will 
become expensive to own quality land in his electorate.  If someone is in the tourism industry and has a limited 
income - whether he has a medium-income earner such as Broadwater Beach Resort at Busselton or a low-
income earner such as a caravan park - he will pay taxes on the value of his land and not on his capacity to earn 
an income.   

I do not have the resources, so perhaps the Treasurer should consider a situation in which people could opt for a 
gross rental value process for land tax.  I agree that, as a norm, land tax should be pitched at unimproved value; 
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however, a gross rental value should be considered in special circumstances in which the value of the land will 
make it too expensive to carry out the activity.  I am sure the Treasurer and other members of his party agree that 
we do not want to squeeze out caravan parks or other low-cost holiday accommodation, because they are popular 
and good for the State.  However, those people will have to go unless we do something, because their costings 
will not be in tune with the types of premises they are trying to run.  A person cannot sit on a $5 million or 
$10 million piece of land and run a caravan park forever; it is not possible because of council rates, land tax and 
other matters.  He cannot earn the revenue needed to sustain it. 

Mr Ripper:  I referred to the review of state taxation, which was announced in the budget.  I will ensure that it is 
put in the review. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  In that case, I will sit down, because I would like to get onto the next issue.  However, I 
suggest that if gross rental value were an option, a mechanism to prevent everyone from instantly going into it 
would be needed.  A lot of people would immediately clamber to go into it because people who run businesses 
that are not worth much want to save tax. 

Ms MacTiernan:  It would be a boom for land speculators.  It would be incredible. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is right.  There would have to be a precise description and a mechanism by which the 
Government of the day allowed gross rental values under certain parameters.  Otherwise, there would be a flood 
of people who wanted to avoid the tax.  I note that there has been no tension in the debate, so I presume that 
every member of this Chamber wants to keep these people in those premises.  As the member for Perth pointed 
out, they have provided a fantastic service to the State for decades - from well before the Second World War.  
Many people have stayed at those low-cost holiday places in that wonderful region of Western Australia.  I agree 
that the first thing the Government’s tax people will say is that everyone will flood into it.  Some qualifying 
criteria would be needed to make sure that it was agreeable to both sides before the Government allowed people 
into a gross rental value situation.  At least then the owners of the premises would pay tax relevant to income. 

MS MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [5.17 pm]:  As the Valuer General’s 
Office comes within my portfolio, it is appropriate that I make a few comments on the situation in which we find 
ourselves and the reason for these increases.  I am sure that the Treasurer has set out this matter effectively, but 
there are a few additional items that need to be put before the House.  The Busselton general valuation came into 
force on 30 June 2001, with an effective date of valuation of 1 August 2000.   

A tourist zone in Town Planning Scheme No 20 was introduced in September 1999, which, when combined with 
a large number of sales of properties, supported a large increase in the values.  A change in zoning underpinned 
these significant increases in valuation.  I understand that this change in zoning was largely supported by the 
landowners of that area.  It is also true to say that the market has been influenced by the unit and strata 
development of a number of sites, which has attracted very high values.  This is a popular strip of coastline with 
many properties, especially those fronting the ocean, valued highly irrespective of zoning.  We recognise 
problems for low-density seasonal caravan parks; they will find that position somewhat difficult.  However, at 
the end of the day they have a valuable piece of land for which they will ultimately be able to realise a 
significant value.  

I note the comments of the Leader of the National Party arguing that in some instances there may be a case for a 
gross rental value basis for land tax as opposed to unimproved value.  If there were any move in that direction it 
should be accompanied by deferred taxation on the sale of the land, otherwise it would basically encourage 
under-utilisation of valuable land and would also create a distortion and unfairness for many other people who 
are paying the full taxation on their land.  Although it is certainly the case that there are difficulties for those 
caravan park owners, on the other hand a very substantial financial benefit in the long term has accrued to them 
as a result of that rezoning. 

Mr Omodei:  Surely you would have the ability to intervene on the rate that is struck to give some relief to those 
landowners? 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is important that we act according to the law.  I would imagine that if we gave a 
concessional valuation to some sectors of the community, the others who were paying full valuations would be 
rightly concerned.  It would be improper for a minister to intervene arbitrarily on the valuations made by a 
professional.  I think I would be rightly criticised. 

Mr Omodei:  I am not saying that you should interfere with the valuation.  I am saying that you have some 
discretion as far as the rate in the dollar is concerned, as does the local government with its rates. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  That is right, but it could not be done for a small group of owners who carried out a 
particular trade.  That would have to be done by regulation.  If there were any move in that direction - and there 
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have been some suggestions that that should be looked at - it would have to be accompanied by a deferral 
system, so that on the realisation of that increased value of the land by way of sale - 

Mr Omodei:  Not necessarily. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I think it would be, otherwise it would be very discriminatory.  We would have two classes 
of landowners, and I do not think that would be correct or equitable. 

The Treasurer has probably referred to the meeting that took place between the acting chief executive officer of 
the Department of Land Administration, the Valuer General, the Western Australian Tourism Commission and 
representatives of the tourist and caravan industry.  That meeting resolved that the objections would be dealt 
with on their individual merits, and it is clear that some of those landowners will have their values adjusted.  
Some have had the wrong zoning applied, and that will be corrected during that appeal process.   

A suggested solution was also put that owners who wished to retain low-density caravan sites could approach the 
local authority for a change in zoning to reflect that restricted use.  That would then flow through to the lower 
values.  If, for example, a caravan park owner wanted to ensure that the land value reflected that sort of use, he 
or she could apply to have that land rezoned so that it permitted only that restricted use, which would then 
inform on the land values and reduce the incidence of land tax.  That strategy would be available to those 
caravan park operators.  I suspect, however, that they may not be attracted to that idea, because that would 
reduce the value of their land. 

Mr Masters:  That has been put to me by some of these caravan park owners.  They would welcome a new 
zoning classification to lower the land values, because what they have now is exactly what they want to give to 
their grandchildren.   

Ms MacTIERNAN:  If that is the case, I think it is quite proper.  From a planning perspective, if that is a proper 
long-term use for that area of land and they are prepared to surrender the increased value that arises from having 
a less restrictive zoning, I can see no difficulty in approving them.  Obviously we would not want a situation in 
which the land was rezoned for caravan parks and as soon as they wanted to sell they made an application for a 
higher zoning to realise on that higher value of the land.  If it is the desire of these operators to have those areas 
continuing as caravan parks into the foreseeable future, and if that is deemed by the local authorities and the WA 
Planning Commission as an appropriate zoning and an use for those areas, I personally would have no difficulty 
supporting amendments of that type.  It may well be that we have some potential solution for those caravan park 
owners. 

The Treasurer has set out the case very clearly.  It has been an interesting and constructive debate.  The 
amendment that has been put forward by the Treasurer does improve the motion, and I wholeheartedly support it.   

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (26) 

Mr Bowler Ms Guise Mr Marlborough Mrs Roberts 
Mr Brown Mr Hill Mrs Martin Mr Templeman 
Mr Carpenter Mr Hyde Mr Murray Mr Watson 
Mr Dean Mr Kucera Mr O’Gorman Mr Whitely 
Mr D’Orazio Ms MacTiernan Mr Quigley Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Ms Radisich  
Dr Gallop Ms McHale Mr Ripper  

Noes (22) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Day Mr McNee Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr Marshall Mr Waldron 
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr Edwards Mr Masters Ms Sue Walker 
Mr Birney Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Omodei Mr Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr Board Mr House Mr Pendal  
Dr Constable Mr Johnson Mr Sweetman  

            

Independent Pair 

Dr Woollard 
Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
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Question put and passed. 
 


