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RATES AND CHARGES (REBATES AND DEFERMENTS) AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 May. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [12.19 pm]:  The opposition is keen to support the 
bill, mostly because it contains our policy.  In fact, it is the policy that the Liberal Party took to the last election.  
The opposition recognised that there was an anomaly with the concessions given to certain members of our 
community for water and council rates in particular, so we went to the last election with a clear policy to do 
something about that.  People who hold a commonwealth Pensioner Concession Card and/or a state Seniors Card 
can receive a rebate of between 25 and 50 per cent on both their water and council rates.  The rebate is in 
recognition of the fact that the holders of these cards have a decreased capacity to pay ongoing life expenses 
such as council and water rates.  Indeed, many pensioners have no real money to speak of; they have no real 
income apart from their pension.  I suspect that their biggest single bill during the year would be for local 
government rates.  One of the next biggest bills would be the water authority rates bill.  A holder of one or both 
of those cards who is a landowner in Western Australia can apply for a rebate of between 25 and 50 per cent on 
those bills.  The level of the rebate depends on the number of cards a person holds.  If a person has one card, the 
rebate is about 25 per cent; if a person holds more than one card, the rebate is about 50 per cent.   

One problem for seniors in our community is that they invariably progress from living in their own home to 
living in a retirement village.  Different retirement villages have different arrangements in place for the payment 
of rent and outgoings.  One such arrangement involves an initial payment for a person to get a place in a 
retirement village.  That person is then obviously liable or responsible for ongoing rates, charges and compulsory 
fees associated with occupying a unit within the retirement village.  Of course, someone must still pay the rates 
and charges on the unit, which invariably is the senior citizen who occupies the unit.  The bill for those charges 
comes to the senior citizen courtesy of the owner of the retirement village.  The anomaly that the Liberal Party 
identified prior to the last election was that a person who owned his own home and was a pensioner could apply 
for and receive a rebate on council and water rates, but a person who had moved into a retirement village - and 
many seniors do - could not access the 25 to 50 per cent rebate on his council and water rates.  One section of the 
community was clearly being unfairly penalised compared with another section of the community.  When I use 
the word “section”, I am really talking about one group of individuals; that is, the senior citizens of our 
community who have worked long and hard and are now keen to enjoy their retirement.  One thing that people in 
retirement need is access to funds; they need some money to enjoy their retirement.  Why should they not 
receive some kind of rebate, given that they have provided long years of service to the community?  At least 
99 per cent of those people will have paid significant amounts of tax over their working lives.   

The bill does a number of things.  Importantly, it extends the council and water rates rebate so that not only 
pensioners who are landowners but also people who live in retirement villages can claim it.  The situation can 
become a little convoluted for people living in retirement villages, because the local government will send the 
bill to the owner of the retirement village.  Each retirement village will have a different set of circumstances and 
arrangements in place to progress the bill to the end recipient - the senior citizen who occupies a unit.  Some 
villages will simply pass on the bill; once a year the occupant of a unit will get a bill from the retirement village.  
Hopefully, attached to the bill would be evidence that the rates had been paid on the unit.  Under those 
circumstances, it would be very easy for the senior citizen who occupies the unit to see both the total amount and 
how much he paid, given the concession.  Other retirement villages might not have such a transparent system.  
They might just send an entire rental bill to the senior citizen.  Problems would arise in identifying how much the 
rebate would have been.  Nonetheless, these are not insurmountable problems.  We are very happy to support the 
bill.   

The bill also extends the same concessions to senior citizens who hold a commonwealth Pensioner Concession 
Card and/or a state Seniors Card and who live in caravan parks.  The government has set the benchmark for 
receiving the concession as a caravan park lease with a term of at least seven years.  I am not sure that seven 
years is appropriate.  It seems to be a long time.  Although I can understand the government’s sentiment - that is, 
it wants to lock in a certain period before the concession is available to people who live in caravan parks - I am 
not sure that seven years is the correct amount of time.  The government is saying that it does not want to give 
this concession to people who hook a caravan to their car and tow it around Australia on a holiday, perhaps even 
a working holiday, albeit that that is unlikely.  I can understand that.  It is perhaps fair enough that people who 
take off for a year or so and pull a caravan around Australia do not get that concession.  However, some people 
are forced to live in caravan parks and may want to sign a lease of only one or two years’ duration.  Those 
people would be prohibited from applying for the concession.  They would have to sign a lease with a term of at 
least seven years before they could apply for the concession.  The very nature of caravan parks means that 
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people want to move on from time to time.  Caravan parks provide reasonably temporary accommodation.  It is 
unlikely that a host of people would be prepared to sign a lease for seven years in a caravan park.  I suggest to 
the Treasurer that two years is perhaps a more realistic figure.  As I said earlier, I understand that the government 
is trying to ensure that people who are holidaying in caravan parks around the place cannot apply for the 
concession.  We need to be realistic; not too many people are prepared to sign a seven-year lease in a caravan 
park.  That is a long time to sign up to a lease in a caravan park.  People would more readily sign up to a seven-
year lease in a fixed home or retirement village, but I am struggling with the concept of allowing this concession 
to be given to people in caravan parks only if they sign leases of at least seven years.   

The bill deals with a couple of other issues.  Most are of an administrative nature and I support most of them.  
One good amendment is that which dispenses with the requirement for a senior citizen to produce his card when 
dealing with the local council or water authority to request a concession.  It is very difficult for many senior 
citizens to get around the community for a host of reasons, not the least of which is that some do not have their 
own transport or do not drive.  People often show up at the local shire offices or water authority to fill out the 
required forms for the concession and have not taken their concession cards with them.  To be made to go back 
to their place of residence to find their card and to come back with it would take up most of their day; it would 
impose a burden on them.  The bill removes the requirement to produce those cards.  That is a sensible 
amendment.   

The bill provides for the local authority to first receive sufficient evidence of the person’s eligibility.  It sets out 
the terms of the terminology known as “sufficient evidence”.  It also allows different authorities to share 
information.  If people have jumped through all the hoops and are senior citizens who have applied at the local 
shire, for instance, and also want to apply for a rate rebate at the local water authority, the bill provides for a 
sharing of information between the local shire and the water authority.  Once again, I think that is a reasonably 
sensible amendment. 

The bill also deals with the issue of de facto and marital relationships, and what happens when the people in 
those relationships split up.  It is often the case that a de facto couple, for example, live in a caravan in a caravan 
park and the lease arrangement is in the name of the de facto husband.  The rate rebate from the shire and the 
water authority is therefore made available to the de facto husband.  It may well be that the husband passes away 
or moves out and the spouse takes ownership of the caravan.  Under the provisions of this bill, as I understand it, 
the spouse would need to go through all the hoops and hurdles required to reapply for the rebate.  If the spouse 
were an eligible person as defined in the legislation, he or she would automatically be entitled to receive the 
rebate, which would be a good thing.   

I am told that another issue arises from time to time with marriages.  Sadly, we all know that some marriages 
split up, which creates unique problems for claiming this rebate.  It may well be that a husband and wife jointly 
own a house and are jointly responsible for the payment of rates on the house.  They are therefore jointly able to 
receive the rebate from the local shire and the water authority.  If the marriage splits up and one partner takes off, 
the other partner, generally speaking in the real world, is left holding the baby, as it were, and is therefore 
responsible for paying the rates on the property, notwithstanding the fact that the partner who has absconded still 
owns part of the property.  There is a requirement in the bill for the remaining partner who is living in the house 
to apply for and receive a court order to recognise that he or she is now fully responsible for the payment of rates 
on the property and is therefore able to claim the 100 per cent rebate from the local shire or water authority, 
rather than the 50 per cent rebate that he or she had been enjoying as a 50 per cent partner in the house.  One of 
the problems I have with that is that it seems a very convoluted and difficult way for somebody to say that he or 
she is now prepared to pay 100 per cent of the rates.  Nobody particularly wants to go to court for merely a 
concession on the rates.  It is certainly not looked upon as part of the overall marriage break-up.  I suspect that 
not too many people will go to court.   

I notice that the bill provides for the two ex-partners to enter into a financial arrangement, which may well 
involve the remaining partner who is residing in the house picking up the tab for the rates.  We all know that in 
the real world after a split it is very difficult to get the two partners to enter into any kind of arrangement, let 
alone a financial arrangement.  It seems to me that what could happen is this: the husband and wife may well 
jointly own a property and they each receive 50 per cent of the rebate.  For whatever reason, the wife might 
decide to take off and end the partnership, become very difficult to contact and not remotely interested in paying 
rates on the property.  The husband, not wanting to become the subject of legal action by the local shire for not 
paying rates on the property, would want to go to the local council and say that the marriage had split up, his 
wife had absconded and he now had to pay 100 per cent of the rates and, therefore, he wanted to apply for 100 
per cent of the rebate concession.  As I see it, the provisions in this bill will not allow the husband to do that.  He 
will have go to court and convince the court that he is now prepared to pay 100 per cent of the rates before he 
can get 100 per cent of the concession.  I suspect that nobody will do that, because when people go through a 
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marriage break-up it is a pretty tumultuous time and they want only one court date to deal with all assets of the 
partnership.  In the meantime, the remaining partner living in the house will end up having to pay 100 per cent of 
the rates, because the absconding partner will not be interested in paying any of the rates, yet the partner 
remaining will be able to apply for only 50 per cent of the rebate.  I suggest to the Treasurer and members that it 
would be much easier if we allowed the remaining partner to go to the local shire and sign a form to state that, 
even though he owns only half the property, he is prepared to pay 100 per cent of the rates and that, by doing so, 
he would like the shire to give him 100 per cent of the concession rather than the 50 per cent he is currently 
receiving as the owner of 50 per cent of the property. 

We support the bill  We think it is a good bill.  Of course, it was modelled on Liberal Party policy prior to the 
last election.  I am pleased to see that the Labor Party spent some time reading our policies.  I notice that the 
Minister for Police has spent some time reading our police policy and is now introducing the move-on orders, 
which of course were first proposed by me.  Nonetheless, it is great to see that the Labor Party is not so proud as 
to keep a franchise on its ideas and is prepared to put forward our ideas in the best interests of the state.  Of 
course, we will reciprocate by offering our support for this bill.  I do so with those mild qualifications.  I am 
disturbed that people must sign a lease in a caravan park for seven years before they can receive the council rates 
and water rates concessions.  I am also a bit disturbed about the necessity for a remaining partner living in a 
jointly owned property after a relationship split up to go to court to seek a court order before he or she can apply 
for 100 per cent of the rebate concession.  

With those couple of very small qualifications, I am pleased to offer the Treasurer the support of the Liberal 
Party for this bill.  It fixes an anomaly that has been in existence for some time.  I am sure that the senior citizens 
in our community will also be fairly keen to see the progress of this bill.  It will ultimately be a good thing not 
only for the retirement village industry, but also for the caravan park industry.  One of my other slight 
qualifications is my concern that the rebate might not get all the way through to the final recipient, he or she 
being the senior citizen.  However, I think that all those issues can be worked through in due course.  I am 
pleased to place on record the Liberal Party’s support for the bill. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.39 pm]:  As the Leader of the Opposition has stated, the opposition 
supports this bill.  I am very pleased on a personal basis because, as the Leader of the Opposition quite rightly 
said, the Treasurer has taken one of our policies that we announced during the election campaign.  I spent at least 
a year working on the policy, which was called “Fairness and Equity for our Seniors”.  In the past, unless a 
person was deemed to have a financial interest in a property, he or she would not be eligible, as a senior, to 
access the concessions on water and local government rates and charges.  The member for Nedlands played a fair 
part in the issue, because at the time one of her constituents came to see me as shadow minister for seniors.  The 
member for Nedlands certainly had a very strong conviction on this matter and urged her constituent to come to 
see me.  Between us we wrote to almost every retirement village registered throughout Western Australia to find 
out their situation.  The law currently recognises eligible people only as those who are deemed to have a 
financial interest in a property that is assessed for rates; that is, people who own a strata title in a retirement 
village.  Of course, rates are assessed separately on those properties, as they are in all strata title villages and 
developments.  However, those people - it is a growing number of people - live in retirement villages that are 
commonly known as lease-for-life villages.  I have maintained all the way along that people have a financial 
interest in a property if they have a substantial lease on the property.  I may have a slightly different view from 
that of the Leader of the Opposition on the length of the lease required for caravan park dwellers to be deemed 
permanent residents and thus eligible for the rebates.  Obviously, people with a reasonably lengthy lease in place 
should be eligible.  Seven years may well be considered an acceptably long lease for eligibility as a permanent 
resident of a caravan park.  Perhaps the Treasury should consider reducing that provision from seven years to 
five years.  I would not go as far as my colleague the Leader of the Opposition and say it should be reduced from 
seven years to two years.  I would have thought that five years is the time frame for which many caravan parks 
would issue a lease, and it would be sufficient for them to be deemed to have a serious financial interest in the 
property, whether it be a caravan, a mobile home or whatever static type of caravan.  I do not have a problem 
with that provision, but I would prefer that it be reduced from seven years to five years. 

The law is totally unfair to people who live in lease-for-life retirement villages.  The point I make is that many 
people have moved from their home of many years which, when they became seniors and eligible, would have 
attracted the concessions on rates and charges; however, they were not eligible from the moment they moved 
from their own home to a lease-for-life retirement village.  They pay a lot of money to move into those lease-for-
life homes.  The meaning of lease for life is basically until they die; there is no longer lease than that.  It was 
always my view that it would be fair and equitable to give those people the same opportunity for concessions as 
is given to those who live within a strata title home. 
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That is why, as shadow Minister for Seniors, as I was before the election, I was very determined to ensure that 
seniors received fairness and equity in many areas.  The area we are considering today in this bill was the main 
plank - if I can call it that - in that policy.  There were other areas, such as concession fares and so on, in which I 
believed seniors were not being treated as fairly as they should be.  I have always had the view that people who 
reach retirement age and who have given a lifetime of service to the community by the work they have done 
have paid a lifetime of taxes to the Treasury coffers and have made a massive contribution to the way of life that 
the people who have to work and young people still enjoy.  It has therefore always struck me as fair that we 
should treat senior citizens with a tremendous amount of respect, and also ensure that they are not burdened with 
unwanted and unnecessary costs in the twilight years of their lives. 
I am delighted that the Treasurer has taken up the propositions put forward in the Liberal Party’s policy prior to 
the election.  I was aware that this legislation was coming once the then Leader of the Opposition and I went to 
the Royal Australian Air Force Association retirement village in Quinns Rocks, I think it was. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Merriwa. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Merriwa.  I thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  You are quite right; you must have been 
monitoring me!  When we made the announcement and launched our policy in the RAAFA retirement village in 
Merriwa, it received great acclaim from the residents of that region because, of course, they were unable to 
access the concessions on rates and charges that many other senior citizens were able to access.  They were, 
therefore, delighted when we went to Merriwa and announced our policy, and there was much the same reaction 
from people across the whole state.  It was certainly one of the most popular policies that we came up with.  
People in retirement villages represent many thousands of Western Australians, and for that reason the policy 
was certainly accepted not only by those people, but also by their families.  The children of people who live in 
lease-for-life retirement villages were delighted to hear that their parents and grandparents could access fairness 
and equity through what they hoped would be a Liberal-National coalition government.  Unfortunately, they did 
not experience that latter enjoyment.  However, now that the Treasurer has taken heed of the plight of those 
people and the good policy that we put forward, they will enjoy the fruits of the Liberal Party policy.  That was 
really the main area I wanted to cover.  I will not go on at length, as some of my colleagues want to make a 
contribution to this second reading debate.  Our new shadow Minister for Seniors, the member for South Perth, 
has taken over the cudgels from me in this area, and I am sure he will do an excellent job for the opposition.  He 
is a man of - 
Mr T.R. Sprigg:  Senior years! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I was not going to say senior years.  I was going to say that he is a man of great 
compassion for people who are retired and live on limited incomes.  I will therefore resume my seat now so that 
the member for South Perth can make his contribution, which I know he will do with great conviction. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [12.47 pm]:  I thank the member for Hillarys for those remarks.  He has 
handed over what for me, I am sure, will be a very enjoyable shadow portfolio, especially given that there is an 
ageing population and quite a few progressive senior citizens retirement centres in my electorate of South Perth.  
I visited all those centres in the run-up to the last election and met with and spoke to a lot of those people. 
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  So there is no truth in the rumour that you are a resident of one of those retirement 
villages! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  No, although I saw the better types and booked a room for the member for Peel in a few 
years! 
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Not a few years, a few weeks; 60 on 12 August, mate! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I will say that when I visited some of those centres, such as Collier Park Village and the 
Swan Village of Care, it made me appreciate the wonderful job they are doing in providing first-class 
accommodation for senior citizens. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  If they had challenging clients like the member for Peel, they would have a big task on their 
hands! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I do not know if he would get across the border into South Perth; we would have to check 
his brands! 
When I saw the facilities in places not only in South Perth but also around the metropolitan area, it made me 
realise the transition that is taking place with a lot of senior citizens who have lived and raised their children in 
the family home for much of their lives, but who for various reasons have had to move on.  This legislation will 
assist those people who move into accommodation that is similar in many respects to that which they have been 
used to throughout their lives.  They have carports and other facilities so that people can come and go.  They are 
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very independent, modern and well built.  People can move into these places on a lease-for-life basis.  Some are 
fortunate enough to have enough money to put down a good deposit on their homes.  The one anomaly that kept 
coming up in the system was that of council rates.  It was very obvious to anyone with whom it was raised that it 
was an unfair system.  That is why I am very happy to support this Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) 
Amendment Bill 2005.  As the member for Hillarys mentioned, it is something that was identified by members 
on this side of the house quite some time ago.  

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  How long ago did you identify the anomaly? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  It was during the run-up to the last election campaign, and it was part of our election 
platform.  Although I was not in Parliament at the time, I identified the problem in South Perth, because it was 
continually raised with me by the people running the retirement centres, who felt that it was unfair that they had 
to pass on the charges to people living in those centres when, if those same people were living in their homes, 
they would be getting the 50 per cent rebate.  The opposition will support this amendment bill, because we 
believe that senior citizens are properly entitled to this concession.  While I am speaking about South Perth, I 
note that the former member for South Perth, who was an outstanding local member, introduced a similar bill to 
this as a private member’s bill.  I think that was in the previous Parliament. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Yes; he introduced a bill in 2000.  

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  The member for Nedlands has helped me with this; it was actually in 2000.  The former 
member for South Perth, obviously covering the same sort of territory as I do with many of these retirement 
villages and a lot of senior citizens, identified this problem some time ago as something that we really needed to 
look into.  The opposition will support the government on this one.  I was also pleased to see that it will be easier 
for senior citizens to access this concession.  Although they are presently required to produce their relevant 
pensioner concession card, or commonwealth or state Seniors Card, under this legislation other forms of 
evidence will now be accepted.  That will make it much easier for seniors to avail themselves of this concession, 
to which we all agree they are entitled.  As the member for Hillarys pointed out, these people are really asking 
for nothing more than they are entitled to.  It is just that the system needs to be tweaked a bit.  The measure will 
be set in stone by this bill, so they will be treated the same as they would if they were living in their homes. 
I move to consider the other part of the legislation, which concerns owner-occupiers of park homes or caravans 
with a leased site of not less than seven years duration.  I can see the government’s point in establishing the 
seven-year period, because the legislation would be very hard to police without it.  People should be required to 
prove the permanency of their residence.  Maybe seven years will be a fraction too long, but I would not like to 
see the period set at any less than five years, which I think would be a better time frame for those people to 
establish permanence.  We know that caravan parks tend to have transient populations, but I am reasonably 
comfortable with the establishment of the seven-year time frame in this bill.  Five years might be better.  
All in all, the bill will be welcomed by senior citizens and the people who run the retirement villages.  We must 
be careful that the proper checks and balances are carried out so that when the council rates go through, as the 
Leader of the Opposition said before, the people in the villages are given a clear understanding of how much the 
rates are, how much their shares are and what rebate they are getting.  The Treasurer will be applauded by senior 
citizens around the state for this bill.  It is overdue, and the opposition supports it because it is an issue that we 
supported in the run-up to the last election.  We have been very mindful of the fact that our senior citizens must 
be looked after in this way. We are finally eradicating a quite serious anomaly.  
MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [12.56 pm]:  I will add weight to the comments by my colleagues on this side of 
the house about this legislation.  I also have a large number of retired people in my electorate.  The large Royal 
Australian Air Force Association estate at Meadow Springs will be covered by this legislation.  I visit there on 
Wednesday nights for my Rotary club meetings.  In addition, I also have in my electorate a number of caravan 
parks occupied by senior people who have lived there for a number of years.  I refer to four caravan parks along 
Pinjarra Road, which have an occupancy of around 60 per cent, the vast majority of whom are seniors who 
would qualify under any other circumstances for a discount.  I also support the comments by the Leader of the 
Opposition about the ability of these people to access the provisions of this legislation in the same way that they 
would if they were in a retirement village.  Some of the buildings in these caravan parks are quite substantial.  
Many are prefabricated units with gardens that are quite homely and have been established for a number of 
years.  They are more substantial than what would normally be regarded as a caravan.  They are in fact park 
homes.  I have taken this issue to some of my constituents and I have discussed some of the elements of this 
legislation with them.  I have with me some comments that they have made to me about this matter, and I will 
make those available to the Treasurer if he wishes to read them.  The seven-year minimum lease period seems to 
be a bit steep for these people, and I would support the call of the Leader of the Opposition for a two-year 
period.  The main point made during my consultation with my constituents was that most tenants who would 
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otherwise be covered by this legislation do not have seven-year leases, and therefore they would be eliminated 
from this scheme.  I think the intention of this legislation is to accommodate such people, as opposed to the 
transient people who are often found in caravan parks.  I commend my colleagues for having supported this 
measure at the last election, and I commend the government for taking up the cudgels on this matter. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [12.59 pm]:  I am delighted to be able to speak to this bill because it 
demonstrates clearly that oppositions can be effective in changing and bringing about policy without being in 
government.  I would like to go through how I became involved in this issue.  It has taken a while for the 
government to be forced or coerced into bringing on this bill.   

I was just speaking to the Treasurer about a grievance I addressed to him on 13 March 2003 about this very 
issue.  He read it and said, “I did not realise I was so nasty to you then, member for Nedlands.”  The Treasurer 
has mellowed.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You will do me damage with my colleagues.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I know, but I am sure he will fix it. 

He told me, and he had a point, that I raised this issue.  I raised two issues with him and I wanted to know, when 
I spoke to him earlier today, whether he addressed both of those issues in this bill.  One relates to a letter I 
received from the Nedlands Aged Persons Homes Trust.   

At the time he responded to my grievance the Treasurer said, at page 5335 of Hansard -  
 I will now give the member for Nedlands a chance to comment because she has been interjecting 

incessantly.  She is asking me questions and raising issues.  She is a frontbencher in the Liberal 
Opposition and I want to know whether the Liberal Opposition’s policy is to extend this concession.  

I said, “It has not come to the party room.”  The Treasurer continues - 
 It has not come to party room!  Why does the member not take the matter to her party room first and see 

whether she can get her party to adopt this policy before jumping up and down at the Government 
saying that it should adopt the policy.  What hypocrisy!  

I thought that he was absolutely right and that I should take this to the party room to see if we can make it policy.  
I have to say that the Treasurer’s party still did not come on board with this issue until just before the election.  
He was so scared about this issue that when I had a public meeting about our policy, which was ostensibly taken 
up by the member for Hillarys, he sent a pamphlet around the Subiaco retirement village about the legislation the 
government was going to bring on.  The point is, in my view this is democracy working beautifully well.  The 
opposition has forced the Treasurer to ensure that this bill is brought before the house.   

I would like to pay tribute to the former member for South Perth.  When one of my constituents, Dr Kevin 
Turner, came to see me on behalf of residents at St Ives, Subiaco, he mentioned that the member for South Perth 
had taken up the cudgels some years before.  I went to see the member for South Perth about the issue and I then 
looked at the history of the bills.  I think the former member for South Perth, Hon Phil Pendal, was successful in 
getting some concessions from the Treasurer by way of a private member’s bill.   

In my grievance to the Treasurer on 13 March 2003, I referred to a letter from the Nedlands Aged Persons 
Homes Trust, and I have that letter with me.  I wonder whether the Treasurer has accommodated the issue that I 
raised back then.  The letter reads -  
 Dear Sue, 
 In September, 2000 Hon. Phil Pendal, MLA introduced a Private Member’s Bill in the Legislative 

Assembly amending the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act which unfortunately did not 
receive support from the Government and consequently was defeated. 

That refers to the previous government.  To continue - 
 This Bill endeavoured to redress a most unjust and inequitable situation where pensioners in retirement 

villages are not given access to 50 per cent local government rate discounts. 
The Trust wrote to Hon. E Ripper, State Treasurer, in February, 2001 and received a most 
unsatisfactory reply in which he rejected the notion of concessional rates to pensioners in retirement 
villages due to ‘budgetary cost and administrative complexity’.  We believe this is insufficient excuse 
particularly as far as the Trust is concerned which is a not-for-profit organisation with charitable status 
and wholly-owned by the residents themselves.  The position with the Trust’s retirement villages is 
somewhat different to those in the commercial sector. 
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Those, of course, are villages like St Ives in Subiaco where people purchase the lease to their home.  The trust 
manager continued - 

In our situation the residents own 100 per cent of the Trust and their individual residency agreements 
are based on lifetime leases for their units.  Consequently we believe we have a stronger case than those 
residents in retirement villages owned by companies or private individuals.  The fact that the Residents 
do not have individual title to their Units and therefore should pay full rates through the Trust is a 
spurious argument.  

It would not be administratively difficult for local government authorities to exempt those charitable 
organisations within their territorial jurisdiction from full rates when rate notices are sent out every 
year.  

He concludes by saying - 

The irony of the situation is that our retired residents would have qualified for this rebate had they still 
been living in their homes - 

It is the same argument that Dr Turner put to me on behalf of his residents - 

 and not moved into their self-care units with the Trust.  We believe that this is an issue of equity and we 
have been shortchanged by the WA Government on a technicality in the wording of the Act. 

My concern on behalf of my constituents is the same.  I am delighted that the Treasurer has been moved by the 
opposition’s policy to bring on this Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Amendment Bill, but has he 
addressed the whole issue that I raised with him on 13 March 2003?   

I would like to pay tribute to the member for Hillarys.  I think I raised Dr Turner’s concern in the party room.  
The shadow minister at that time was the member for Hillarys and he took on the issue and followed it through 
with the Retirement Villages Association and a number of other people.  In the end, our policy was born and it 
caused the government to change its tune, so to speak, just prior to the election   

My question to the Treasurer is: what do I say to the Nedlands Aged Persons Homes Trust and has the 
government accommodated its particular problem?   

I now turn to my electorate of Nedlands and to a press release in which I referred to the number of elderly people 
in the electorate.  As members know, a considerable number of baby boomers, particularly in the area of 
Nedlands, are heading to retirement villages.  Before the redistribution, in the electorate of Nedlands nearly 
8 000 people were over 55 years, representing 34.7 per cent of voters.  It is interesting that the policies we 
develop at a commonwealth and state level involve us in trying to keep people in their own homes where they 
are subjected to carers, in some cases evil carers.  The argument I put to the Treasurer was that when people 
move into retirement villages, they take the burden off the health system and people do not feel socially isolated.  
They have companionship and security, which is important to them.   

I have a copy of a press release issued on 29 November 2004 by the Treasurer wherein he announced the 
government’s new package for seniors of $11 million.  I am delighted on behalf of my electorate and all seniors 
of Western Australia that this bill has been brought on early.  I will be waiting to see whether the Treasurer can 
address the issue with the Nedlands Aged Persons Homes Trust.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [1.09 pm]:  My comments will be very brief because most of 
the main points have already been covered.  I would like to compliment the members for Nedlands and Hillarys 
for the original initiative in this matter.  I know that the member for Nedlands, who obviously was alerted to this 
situation through a constituent, reflected the concerns of a number of members of Parliament who had dealt with 
this matter on behalf of constituents in the past, with varying degrees of frustration.  It is good to see that the 
government has introduced this legislation.  It shows how the parliamentary process operates whereby a 
government of the day can be jogged into action by the opposition, which is a good thing.  I will not go through 
all the detail of the measures of the bill; suffice to say that a number of my constituents will benefit from this 
scheme, although I note also that a number will not.  When I attended the briefing on this matter, it was stressed 
to the opposition that, to be eligible for the new concessions, pensioners and seniors must be eligible persons as 
defined under the Retirement Villages Act.  Essentially, not all seniors will be covered by this legislation.  Some 
people who are over 65 years of age will not be entitled to Seniors Cards for various reasons.  I again make the 
point that not all seniors will be covered by this legislation.  Not everyone in their retirement years will be 
entitled to this support and this concession.  At a personal level, I would like to see these types of anomalies 
changed in state and federal legislation.  We have seen situations, for example, in which people who have fought 
for Australia have returned to another country but have later decided to return to Australia and found that they 
were not allowed back into the country.  These are the types of matters that are being resolved at the federal 
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level.  However, state and federal governments need to tackle these matters so that the system is made as fair and 
equitable as possible.  As I said earlier, most of the relevant points about the impact of this legislation have been 
raised.  The government is very good at bandying around figures and talking about the costs of the concessions 
and things like that.  In this case there is no doubt that there will be a significant financial saving for pensioners 
and seniors across Western Australia.  It is interesting that within four years that saving will amount to around 
$5 million.  I again stress that at a policy level it is time that we looked at providing fair and comprehensive 
concessions and assistance for pensioners and seniors across the board.  That has been done elsewhere.  I again 
commend my colleagues in the Liberal Party for their initiative on this matter.  It is great to see their initiative 
reach fruition in this way. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [1.12 pm]:  It has been said that, although failure is an orphan, 
success has a thousand fathers.  That appears to be the case regarding this matter.  I note the opposition’s claims 
of responsibility for this legislation.  I regret to advise them that Hansard will forever read that the second 
reading speech was made by me as Treasurer and member for Belmont.  I add also a little more detail to that 
response.  The matter has been publicly debated for quite a number of years.  The former member for South 
Perth raised the issue on a number of occasions and was supported in those endeavours by the member for 
Churchlands.  The government also received representations from many individual residents of retirement 
villages.  As the cabinet travelled throughout the state when cabinet meetings were held in regional areas, we 
were tackled by people who thought that they should be entitled to the concession.  They raised these matters 
with me directly.  I well remember a cabinet meeting at Rockingham in which I simply could not throw off the 
persistent questioning of me and which I had to deal with in front of all my colleagues.  I was conspicuously 
failing to convince the questioner of the merits of the current government’s position.  In response to those letters, 
representations and questions asked of me at meetings and so on, I established a review of this matter. 

It is not quite as simple as members opposite have made out.  We heard one speech from the member for 
Leschenault, for example, in which he said that some people will miss out on the concessions.  There will always 
be an issue as to where the line is drawn.  The line was previously drawn on the basis of ownership.  If a 
pensioner who owned a property was required to pay rates, the pensioner received the concession.  The difficulty 
when moving away from the question of ownership is where next to draw the line.  Although some people live in 
retirement villages under lease-for-life arrangements and other people live in home parks under long-term 
arrangements, other people simply rent in the private sector and may be required to pay rates or they might be 
paying rent that carries a rate component.  Where is the line drawn between all those categories of people?  It 
was a matter that required review firstly on the basis of what principle should apply and secondly on the basis of 
how it might be administered if we moved away from applying the concept of ownership as the determining 
principle for eligibility.  The Department of Treasury and Finance conducted the review.  The government 
considered the results of the review and made a determination on a new policy.  It then announced the policy in 
the electorate of the Deputy Speaker.  I was required to participate in lawn bowls on that occasion and I bowled 
very badly.  Fortunately, even if the television cameras caught me doing it, the news stations decided to not use 
the footage because they had better footage of the Premier, who is a better sportsman than I, performing the 
required bowl. 

Although I concede that the opposition has been active on this issue, so has the government.  We have each 
responded to complaints and representations that have been made to us by the people affected.  I am very pleased 
that the opposition supports this bill.  I acknowledge that the opposition has a policy on this issue and has been 
actively pursuing it.  However, I would like the opposition also to acknowledge that the government responded 
to representations to it and established a review and policy development process that resulted in the 
government’s announcement of its commitment to this matter before Christmas last year.  This bill is the early 
implementation of the government’s commitment. 

I turn now to a few issues that were raised by individual members.  On the question of security of tenure as a 
criterion for eligibility, the Leader of the Opposition suggested that a period of seven years was too long and that 
we might move to a lesser period.  I think he suggested two years and other members suggested five years.  The 
advice I have is that seven years sets out a clear statutory minimum period that provides residents with suitable 
certainty regarding their future right to reside in a lifestyle village as an owner-occupier.  I am advised that the 
seven-year period will cover all known lease arrangements whereby owners have paid substantial up-front fees 
to enter a village or to purchase a park home.  The park home industry tells us that an eight-year rolling lease is 
one variant in the suite of leases that are currently being offered to residents and that many longer-term leases are 
in existence.  However, if there is a problem, there is provision in the legislation to enable us to adjust to the 
problem.  There is a regulation-making power in the bill to do that.  The regulation power will allow us to 
prescribe another period, as appropriate, when a reasonable security of tenure can be demonstrated.  If any 
member of the house feels that there is a particular example of a problem with the seven-year rule, it should be 
brought to the government’s attention and the government will then consider whether a regulation should be 
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made to provide for a different length of tenure as an eligibility criterion.  However, I add a caution.  The line 
has to be drawn somewhere; otherwise, we will be providing a concession to every senior who is a tenant.  That 
would be a very substantial extension of the scheme. 

The member for Nedlands drew attention to her grievance to me on Thursday, 13 March 2003.  I can confirm 
that I have shown the Hansard of the member’s grievance to my advisers.  They tell me that the bill addresses all 
the issues raised by the member in her grievance.  The bill also addresses a matter I raised in my reply, which 
was whether minimum rate requirements might result in people paying higher rates than they should.  This is 
what has been done regarding that matter: the arrangements made under the bill will ensure that the minimum 
rate will not apply to individual units in a retirement village.  Rather, the residents of individual units will receive 
a concession on their proportionate ownership as an occupier of a unit of the whole property.  We will not have 
the situation in which the application of minimum rates to individual units will raise the total rate bill paid by the 
residents of an entire village.   
Ms S.E. Walker:  Can you explain that? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  At the moment there is a rate notice for an entire village.  Obviously, the entire village 
would pay a rate that is well above the minimum rate.  It is proposed that the rate requirement will be divided 
proportionally between the residents.  An alternative would have been for the local government to rate each 
resident separately.   
Ms S.E. Walker:  Why doesn’t that happen now? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If a local government did that, there might be a circumstance in which the local government 
said that the minimum rate will apply.  In most cases, the minimum rate will be higher than a resident’s 
proportion of the overall bill.  We are protecting residents by adopting the approach we have decided upon. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Are you saying that when a council bulk-bills, it results in a lower cost to individuals? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Yes.  The individual lessee’s proportion of the bulk bill is a lower payment than if a person 
were required to pay the minimum rate. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Why? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Because the minimum rate sets a floor below which rates cannot fall.  The proportionate 
share of the property produces a lower value rate payment.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Is a local government - for example, the Subiaco City Council - required under law to charge 
only so much to a retirement village? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No.  Each local government has a capacity to rate a retirement village.  It would rate a 
retirement village as it would any other similar residential property.  Local governments normally have a 
minimum rate requirement.  Even if the value of the property would produce a lower rate payment on the scale - 
so that the lower rate payment was below the minimum rate - the person would have to pay the minimum rate, 
which is higher.  We would not want that to happen with retirement villages.  If a retirement village had 100 
residents, 100 times the minimum rate is probably higher than the bulk bill on the entire property. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Did the government do an analysis of that? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not certain whether an analysis has been done.  We did not want to disadvantage 
residents by giving them a concession but then having them find that it was a concession on a higher rate than 
previously paid. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  The residents fear they are being charged more because the account goes to the corporate 
body first.  They do not see the account; they only get a charge.  They want to be charged directly by the local 
government so that they know exactly where they stand. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  My advice is that they are better protected by the arrangement we have undertaken.  They 
perhaps need to look at the minimum rate charged by their local government authority and compare that with the 
bill they are receiving. 

The other issue that the member for Nedlands raised was the question of the Nedlands Aged Persons Homes 
Trust.  There is a provision in the local government legislation for a council to provide an exemption on rate 
payments for a charitable organisation.  Some retirement villages are beneficiaries of the local government 
charitable body rates exemption provision. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Almost all of them. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The commercial villages would not be but, in many cases, the non-commercial villages are 
beneficiaries of the exemption.  It is possible for the Nedlands City Council to provide a full rates exemption to 
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the Nedlands Aged Persons Homes Trust.  If the council does not provide that rates exemption and levies a rate 
on the retirement village, the concession will apply. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  If they are not exempted and they receive a bill, will the concession still apply? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Yes.  It is a 50 per cent concession.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  They will get at least a 50 per cent concession because if the council rates them, the state 
government concession will kick in under this legislation. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  Can you tell me which clause that is or should we wait for consideration in detail?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I cannot say off the top of my head which clause it is.  However, I can assure the member 
and her constituents that they will receive at least a 50 per cent concession.  If the council decides to give them a 
charitable body exemption, they will obviously get a 100 per cent concession courtesy of the council. 
The Leader of the Opposition raised another issue.  He asked why we need a court order or an agreement 
pursuant to family law before we could give a person a full concession.  I am advised that the current situation is 
as follows: if people are married and are joint owners of a residential property and both live in it and only one is 
an eligible pensioner, they receive 100 per cent of the concession.  If the marriage breaks up, the entitlement is 
based on the proportion of the ownership that is held by the residing partner. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  What if a person is paying 100 per cent because a partner has absconded altogether? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If a person is paying 100 per cent of the rates but he owns only 50 per cent of the interest, 
unfortunately he will receive only 50 per cent of the concession.  The matter changes if there is a Family Court 
settlement that states that the residing party is fully responsible for paying the rates or if there is an agreement 
under relevant family law that states that the residing party is fully responsible for payment of the rates.  In those 
circumstances, the court order or the agreement overrides the other provisions.  The current legislation 
recognises Family Court orders only.  This legislation improves that situation, because we are extending that to 
other types of orders and agreements made under family law.  Although the Leader of the Opposition might still 
see some problems with this legislation, we have broadened the entitlement and made it more flexible. 
If someone could simply do this through contact with or declaration to the relevant local government, anyone 
could make the declaration and get a full concession, when only the partial concession should apply.  For 
example, if a property were owned jointly by a father and son, the pensioner father could declare responsibility 
for 100 per cent payment of the rates and receive 100 per cent concession rather than the 50 per cent concession 
that would apply because of his joint shared ownership with his non-pensioner son.  In order to avoid people 
rorting the concessions or, at the very least, taking advantage of the scheme in a way that the government does 
not intend, we must have the protection of some mechanism under family law to prevent people claiming a 
concession when they really should not get one. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I think there is an easier way to do it, but I will raise that during consideration in detail. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  All I can say is that from the Leader of the Opposition’s point of view the legislation is an 
improvement on what we have now. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  You should not presume to speak for me. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Perhaps I should not, but I think I can understand where the Leader of the Opposition is 
coming from.  He wants people to have easier access to the concession when relationships are broken up, and 
this bill does give easier access to the concession, albeit not as easy as he would like.  The reason for that is that 
we do not want unintended consequences; we do not want people in circumstances that he has not imagined 
being able to claim the full concession when they are entitled to a partial concession only. 
In conclusion, I am very pleased that we have this legislation before Parliament.  The Parliament as a whole has 
responded to representations that have been made to it.  We are in a different position from when we debated this 
issue in 2001, 2002 and 2003.  The state’s economy is performing very well; additional revenue has come to the 
government and this gives it the opportunity to redress some longstanding issues and to make improvements in 
the level of our service delivery to the community. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Particularly to our seniors.  This is basically aimed at our senior citizens who are in 
retirement villages.  We are addressing those who seem to be unfairly treated - not just the community in general 
- when in fact there is no difference living in a leased-for-life retirement home or a strata-titled retirement home.  
That is what we are really addressing. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This is one of a number of longstanding issues that has not been addressed in the past, at 
least in part because the government has not had the funds to make the required changes.  As a result of our 
booming economy, we now have more capacity and we have been using that capacity to address some of these 
longstanding issues. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That does not mean you are going to take it off them if the economy goes into decline, does 
it? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are not expecting our economy to go into decline. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I just want to put that on the record - that you are not going to take it off them. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are expecting our economy to do very well into the future.  We are making only prudent 
decisions that we expect to be sustainable. 

I thank members of the opposition for their support of this legislation and I commend the bill to the house.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed.  

Clause 4:  Section 3 amended - 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Clause 4 appears to deal with the issue of a procedural manual and makes reference to 
section 3(1) of the principal act.  The term “procedural manual” is also referred to in section 9 of the act.  I note 
that the procedural manual is effectively a manual that is written by the minister and is given to either the local 
shire, the local council or perhaps even the water authority - in short, the local authority.  As I understand it, the 
manual basically contains directions for the local authority about how to administer the new act, or at least the 
changes to the new act.  It also gives rise to certain investigations under section 13 of the principal act, which 
states - 

(1) An authorised review officer shall conduct each investigation in accordance with the 
procedural manual issued under section 9(2) and any directions which may have been given 
under this Act with respect to matters of that kind. 

I note that the act states that the minister may produce a procedural manual.  Has the minister produced a 
procedural manual and is it possible for that to be tabled at some stage? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that a procedural manual exists.  I am also advised that it is being rewritten.  It 
is not possible for me to table the procedural manual now, but I have no objection to tabling the rewritten 
procedural manual at some stage in the future when it is finished.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  When was the manual first written, and why has the need arisen for it to be rewritten?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that it is being rewritten in order to implement this legislation.  It is expected 
that the Parliament will endorse this legislation, and the department is getting on with the job so that there will be 
efficient implementation of the new arrangements.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Would that procedural manual ultimately be signed off by the Treasurer, or is it simply sent 
to local councils for their consideration?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As far as I can recall, this is not a matter that has previously come to my attention, so 
obviously no amendments have been presented to me for signature.  However, I am advised that when the 
manual is finished there is provision for it to be approved by the minister. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5:  Section 13 amended -  
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This seems to be a bit of a tidying-up clause.  This clause seeks to delete from section 13(1) 
of the act the words “issued under section 9(2)”.  Section 9 of the act is headed “Ministerial directions and 
procedural manuals”.  Subsection (2) states -  

The Minister may issue, and amend, a procedural manual for the guidance of administrative authorities 
as to the implementation of this Act.   
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It therefore allows the Treasurer to produce and implement a procedural manual.  I cannot understand why it is 
necessary to delete those words from that section.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The reason is that in an earlier amendment we inserted a new definition of “procedural 
manual”; namely, the procedural manual issued under section 9(2).  There is no need to also have the words 
“issued under section 9(2)”, because those words are already contained within the meaning of the term 
“procedural manual” in the definitions part of the legislation.  The Leader of the Opposition is right.  It is 
essentially a tidying-up.  The legislation will not fail to operate if those words are left in it; however, it will be 
tidier if they are not.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I do not want to make a big deal out of this, and obviously this is not a point on which we 
need to spend much time.  However, notwithstanding that the Treasurer has just said that there will now be a 
definition of “procedural manual” at the start of the act, it would be helpful, I suspect, for people who are reading 
this act in the future to know that the procedural manual is issued under section 9(2) of the act, because they can 
then go straight to section 9(2) of the act.  However, now people will not be able to do that, because those words 
are proposed to be removed.  I understand the need to tidy up the act and make it as short as we possibly can.  
Obviously lawyers are bemoaning the fact that they need to read acres and acres of pages when they go through 
an act.  However, I do not think this is a situation that gives rise to the deletion of those particular words, 
notwithstanding the fact that it is not actually a big deal.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There is a powerful force within the government machine called parliamentary counsel.  
Parliamentary counsel provides authoritative advice on the construction of legislation.  This is the type of 
amendment that would be made following parliamentary counsel’s consideration of the drafting instructions.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clause 6 put and passed. 

Clause 7:  Section 23 amended -  
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I ask the Treasurer to explain what is meant by the words “sufficient evidence”.  Clearly 
the standard forms of evidence have been things like pension cards and other concession cards.  There is an 
indication in some of the notes that have been provided that the production of those cards as a form of evidence 
may not be necessary or efficient.  I would like some explanation of what forms of evidence will be accepted 
when a person is seeking these concessions.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The legislation is currently constructed in such a way as to require people who are claiming 
the concession to physically produce the card.  This may be inconvenient and inefficient.  For example, it may be 
sufficient for people to produce a certified photocopy of the card.  More importantly, if the administrative 
authorities can undertake data matching and electronic data transfer between the relevant authorities to verify 
whether a person is eligible to claim the concession, the individual person will be relieved of the obligation to 
physically produce the card.  This series of amendments, combined with the amendments to section 26, is aimed 
at facilitating those alternative measures of determining a person’s eligibility, thereby relieving people of the 
necessity to meet the bureaucratic obstacle of having to produce the card.  

Dr E. Constable:  That is very sensible indeed. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think so too.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I made the point during the second reading debate that if we break this down in a practical 
sense, a pensioner may need to rely on family members to physically get to the local authority to apply for the 
rebate or concession.  However, if he forgets to take the card with him, he may be forced to go back home, to the 
great inconvenience of his family members.  That may end up wiping out half the day for the pensioner 
concerned.  Therefore, this is a sensible amendment.  As I understand it, provision will be made for one authority 
to transfer the information to another authority.  I am interested to know how that will work in practice and what 
will be the length of time for the transfer of that information.  A pensioner may say to the shire officer that he 
wants to apply for a rebate or concession, and he does not have his pension card with him, but he has already 
registered with the Water Corporation.  Would the shire officer then be able to get the relevant information from 
the Water Corporation, either verbally or in the form of a facsimile or other written communication?  What 
would constitute sufficient evidence other than the physical card itself? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that the object of the exercise is to require people to complete only one 
application form.  If an applicant goes to a local authority and applies for the concession, the form is in duplicate, 
and the local authority will advise the Water Corporation of the application.  The Water Corporation will then act 
as though it had separately received an application.  Likewise, if the Water Corporation receives the application, 
it will advise the local authority.  This procedure makes it easier for those pensioners whom the Leader of the 
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Opposition was talking about to make their claim.  Secondly, if an agency verifies a person’s entitlement 
electronically, it can also advise the other administering agency electronically, or perhaps by fax.  They are 
provisions that provide for administrative flexibility and ease the burden on the person who is making the 
application. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Would any other local authorities of any nature also be caught in this net in giving rebates 
or concessions to seniors, or is it simply the Water Corporation and the local council? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that, with these concessions, the administering authorities are either the water 
service provider or the local government.  Other concessions flow from this legislation.  For example, there is a 
concession for pensioners on the emergency services levy.  However, the collection of the emergency services 
levy is administered by the relevant local government authority.  Therefore, it is only the local government 
authority and the water service provider that receive this information.  On a broader level, from time to time the 
Office of State Revenue engages in discussions with various concession providers, issuers of cards and so on to 
get more efficiency, flexibility and coordination into the system.  However, with this legislation, the situation is 
as I have outlined in my earlier remarks. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will just clarify the situation.  If an eligible pensioner goes to the water authority and 
applies for the rebate and the concession, he signs the correct forms and then goes home.  In due course he will 
automatically be eligible for council rate rebates.  Without having to do anything further and without having to 
make any kind of application to the council, he would simply be eligible for that rebate; is that right? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is right, which I think is a very good feature of the proposed amendments. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Will the Treasurer tell me how the rebate would be applied to council rates, for instance?  Is 
it the case that a pensioner living in a retirement village would have to make application to the council?  I 
assume that is the case.  What would happen then?  Would the rebate go through the retirement village owner, 
and would it be passed on to the pensioner?  Will the Treasurer give us a practical understanding, step by step, of 
how it will happen? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Eligible pensioners and seniors living in retirement villages and park home parks will be 
required to register their entitlement with their local government or the Water Corporation.  The local 
government and the Water Corporation will liaise with each other to register an eligible person’s entitlement for 
local government and water rate concessions, so that the pensioner or senior has to register only once.  Local 
governments and the Water Corporation will issue rates notices to the owner of the land, the retirement village 
owner or the park home operator.  The rates notice will set out subassessments for individual units in a 
retirement village or for individual sites in a park home park.  The owner of the land will pass on the relevant 
subassessment and concession to the eligible pensioner or senior.  In practice, this will be done in a number of 
ways, which may include a fractional assessment issued to residents as part of the fortnightly outgoings, or it 
may be a separate notice issued by the retirement village owner or lifestyle park operator.  Is that clear to the 
Leader of the Opposition? 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I was just asking the Leader of the Opposition about that matter, because we were working 
on this, and we agreed with our party to move on this just before the government did in the lead-up to the 
election. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  This has been pointed out to me. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes.  One of the issues was in the Royal Australian Air Force Association retirement village 
in Dawesville.  In the village, some people were fully eligible, some were partially eligible and so on.  The key 
was how that information would be provided to the local government authority that was charging the council 
rates.  The suggestion was that the RAAFA village manager would get the details of the pension or whatever the 
person in the village was on.  The manager would then collate all those details and forward them, as a package, 
to local government to give it the authority to work out who would and would not get discounts.  Is that how the 
Treasurer foresees it happening? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that the retirement village operator or the park home park operator will advise 
the local government of who is on which site or who is in which unit.  It will be the responsibility of the 
individual residents to make application, as we have previously discussed, for the concession to be applied to 
them.  The local authority will get the information from the pensioner resident about his application for the 
concession.  It will get information from the retirement village owner about who is living in which unit.  The 
local authority will then produce a spreadsheet, which accompanies the rates notice, that shows who is entitled to 
what and who is required to pay what. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  I do not think what the Treasurer has said will work.  We have talked to local government 
and the RAAFA villages.  The difficulty is that the rates notice goes to the RAAFA village owner.  He then splits 
the charge equally among all his residents.  Some are entitled to discounts and some are not.  The plan was that 
the RAAFA village would collectively put together all the information about people and send it to the council.  
The council complained that we were putting onto it an onerous responsibility in trying to work out the discounts 
and the charges.  They wanted it simple and easily laid out by the RAAFA village owner.  They can then modify 
charges accordingly.  I do not want to debate the legislation too much, but the government needs to ensure that 
the process is simple and easy for the council and for the RAAFA village. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This matter has been the subject of extensive consultation between the Office of State 
Revenue, local government and retirement village and park home park operators.  An agreement has been 
arrived at regarding how the issue will be administered.  It has its difficulties, as the member indicated, because a 
lot of information must be brought together.  I am advised that the local government authority will do the split up 
regarding what unit will be required to pay what rate.  The authority will be informed by the information from 
the application from the residents; therefore, the authority will be able to indicate where a concession applies. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3226.] 
 


