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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 3) 2008 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [2.54 pm]: Before we rose for the lunch break, I was about to turn to some 
of the correspondence I have received in respect of land tax rises. The Treasurer has already indicated some 
examples of correspondence he has received about aggregate rises in land tax assessments. I will not go into 
identified properties. The member for Balcatta has already spoken about the impact this is having on his 
electorate, and, as I have already indicated, the majority of the complaints I have received have been to do with 
that issue. A good example of these rises is a property on Scarborough Beach Road in Osborne Park. In 2006 the 
land tax assessment came in at $42 100; in 2007 it was $126 100; and at the most recent assessment it was 
$413 000, so it is a considerable increase from $42 000 to $413 000 over a very short period. Admittedly, as the 
owner of the property has indicated, the value of that property also has risen considerably, and he has not had 
any concerns about or dispute with the valuation that the Valuer-General has made on his property. However, 
what confused and concerned him about that 10-fold impact is that the Valuer-General was initially, and had 
been for a number of years, valuing his property at below what the owner considered to be market value by some 
30 per cent; that was the figure he came up with, working on the assumption that the Valuer-General usually 
made a reasonable reduction in the market value and had calculated the land tax at that rate. I assume that the 
reason the Valuer-General did that was to effectively eliminate any potential objections. 

This is indicated by the example of the advertisement taken out in The West Australian by Mr Joe Pintaudi, 
whom I was talking about before lunch, explaining his frustrations with land tax. It is not so much the case that 
the valuation of properties has increased considerably, because it does not necessarily flow to the people�s 
capacity to pay. The complaints I have received have not been about residential properties for the reason that the 
then Treasurer dealt with that issue in the last budget through his amendments to land tax thresholds and scales, 
which cost some $500 million over the forward estimates. Now we are seeing commercial owners with 
significant issues because the economy is slowing. Significant rises are being passed on to tenants based on the 
valuation of the last financial year. Small business tenants generally rent from commercial property owners and 
are getting a double whammy of declining revenues and land tax assessments that are going through the roof 
because they were previously assessed at a rate below market value. There is a large spike in the stamp duty 
pass-on from property owners to tenants, at the same time as the revenue base is decreasing due to the slowing 
economy.  

The issue has been well covered and I do not intend to take the full hour, which the Treasurer will be delighted to 
hear, I am sure. The main complaint that I have received concerns the letter the Treasurer sent to people who 
complained to his office about the spike in land tax. In his letter, which was sent some three months after 
becoming Treasurer, he blamed the spike in land taxes on the previous Labor government and told people they 
had to wear it. All the people I spoke to, and I dare say all the people who were sent land tax assessments, would 
not be particularly interested in those sorts of petty political stunts. The Treasurer�s letter reads � 

Their lazy economic management meant the benefits of the boom were blown on excessive expenditure 
which grew at 10 per cent a year. 

The midyear review has continued to factor in those rises. The Treasurer needs to take responsibility for what 
comes out on his watch. As I said, land tax was a particularly sensitive issue for our government in its seven 
years in office, but particularly in its last five years. As shadow Treasurer and Leader of the Opposition, the now 
Treasurer made political hay over that issue. The problem the Treasurer now faces is that we will hold him to 
standards he set while sitting on this side of the house. It is important that the Treasurer, through the economic 
audit committee that I assume is looking at this issue, factor in a reasonable way for people to pay these land tax 
assessments.  

Frankly, the current spike in land tax rates in a slowing economy is not acceptable, and it is having a dramatic 
impact on the viability of many small businesses. Joe Pintaudi�s frustration was evident in the advertisement he 
placed in The West Australian shortly after receiving his land tax assessment, which certainly did not contain the 
immediate cut in land tax that the Treasurer proudly announced when he introduced this legislation.  

The Treasurer�s letter was a gutless attempt to shirk responsibility and move away from the fact that, as 
Treasurer, he is responsible for acting on these issues and for meeting the standards that he set in opposition. 
While in opposition the Treasurer referred a number of times to fundamental reforms that he would like to see 
factored into the budget, such as capping rises to the consumer price index and revaluing the property at the 
point of sale. I have also mentioned discussion among the Real Estate Institute of WA and other groups about 
rolling averages over time. The Treasurer is not new to this debate; he knows what the issues are�he knew what 
the issue was then. Instead of doing something about this issue when he became Treasurer, he decided to adopt 
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the method taken by the previous government that he was so critical of. He called it a tax cut, although back then 
it was a tax cut that did not actually exist. This is why people get so frustrated.  

I accept that the government has a considerable revenue problem. The Treasurer controls only 30 per cent of the 
revenue base through direct tax, and it does not matter who is the Treasurer. Land tax makes up a considerable 
part of the government�s revenue base and the ability to achieve fundamental reforms through tax reductions is 
extremely limited. The Parliament needs to consider, through the Treasurer, ways to make payment options 
available to people who receive these sorts of assessments. The one example I gave saw an increase in one year 
from $126 000 to $412 000. This property is sublet to a number of small businesses, many of which are already 
on the verge of not being viable due to the slowing economy, and now with this sort of pass-on from these land 
tax assessments, they may indeed go to the wall.  

The Attorney General used the word �chutzpah� last year with great delight. The Treasurer is showing great 
chutzpah by sending out this letter to people who complained. The Treasurer completely abrogated his 
responsibility as Treasurer. He can do something about this. He can apply his own standards and put 
considerable pressure on the economic audit committee to investigate reasonable options for people to pay land 
tax assessments.  

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.04 pm]: I rise to make some brief comments and to support the comments of 
the member for Victoria Park, mainly about the letter that the Treasurer sent out. Broadly speaking, as the 
member for Victoria Park stated, no one likes land tax and no one likes paying land tax, but it is a source of 
revenue that funds essential services like health and education. There have been complaints and, if there were a 
better way for individual landowners, basically, to transition those payments, rather than face huge increases on a 
year-by-year basis, most people would support that.  

I also want to comment on the Treasurer�s letter, which I think is a party political letter sent under the 
Treasurer�s crest. We have to pass comment on whether sending out party political propaganda under the 
Treasurer�s crest is an appropriate use of taxpayers� resources. I want to direct members to a couple of the 
Treasurer�s comments in a letter that he sent to a constituent, and I will reinforce the comments of the members 
for Balcatta and Victoria Park. In particular, I refer to a line in the Treasurer�s letter that reads � 

I sincerely wish there was some way I could address these excessive assessments.  

That letter is referring to land tax payable on the 2008-09 land tax assessments of these constituents. At the same 
time as the Treasurer has said �I sincerely wish there was some way I could address these excessive 
assessments�, he has introduced a bill that could �address these excessive assessments�. The Treasurer is saying 
that there is absolutely no way the new Liberal-National government is able to address these excessive 
assessments, yet he has brought in legislation that is a method of addressing those assessments. For example, 
page 3 of the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill (No. 3) 2008 includes a scale of the land taxes payable. The 
Treasurer could change those rates to make them fair�if that is what the Treasurer really believed, he could do 
that. To write a letter saying that assessments are excessive but that he can do nothing to change it is untrue.  

In the same letter, the Treasurer claimed that he was unable to do anything about it because of the poor state of 
the budget. I am not sure what budget the Treasurer was referring to, but the budget he took over had a surplus of 
more than $1 billion and net debt to revenue down to record lows. The budget was in a very strong position. To 
send out a letter in December 2008 saying that the budget was in such a poor position that he could do nothing 
about land tax rates is to mislead the people of Western Australia.  

The other point is that this change is about giving back the excess amount in the budget, which is an admirable 
thing to do. It appears that the Treasurer is able to give that money back. Although the Treasurer does not believe 
that a 35 per cent increase in land tax revenue is acceptable, implicit in what he is doing is accepting a 30 per 
cent increase in land tax revenue. If the Treasurer can change the 35 per cent increase in land tax revenue, he 
could change the 30 per cent increase.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: The member has just finished criticising us for the amount of the Treasurer�s advance. I can 
tell her that it would be considerably higher if we were to give back any more than had been previously 
embedded into the budget.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have been criticising the Treasurer about the letter he sent. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I did hear that. I think it is a good letter.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In that letter the Treasurer said, �I sincerely wish there was some way I could address these 
excessive assessments.� The Treasurer could do that through this legislation. Yes, there is a budgetary situation 
but there is no need for him to write in a letter, �I sincerely wish I could do something� when he could! The 
Treasurer could do something in this legislation.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I can do something when the budget is brought down.  
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Treasurer is saying that a 35 per cent increase in land tax revenue is terrible, and that is 
why he is bringing in this late legislation, but that a 30 per cent increase is acceptable. That is implicit in what 
the Treasurer is doing. Again, no-one likes land tax. As I have said, can a better way of arriving at a figure be 
determined so that people do not have significant jumps in their land tax bills? I think everyone feels for both 
people with investment properties and those with small businesses who receive massive hikes in their bills in any 
one year, because normally they cannot, and should not, pass on those costs. They are impacted on financially. 
Everyone feels for them. Can those payments be better transitioned so that people do not suffer 30, 50 or 100 per 
cent increases in any one year? As I have said, I do not think a party-political letter under the Treasurer�s 
letterhead was justified. 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [3.10 pm]: I, too, rise to say a few words on the Revenue Laws Amendment 
Bill (No. 3) 2008. It heartens me that members of the opposition finally understand the burdens on small 
business and how land tax works. It is admirable that they have finally learnt that in opposition. It would have 
been good if they had known that when they were in government so that they could have displayed the 
outstanding lead of the current Treasurer in trying to assist small businesses by alleviating that burden through 
the bill before us. 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is very true; I like to say the truth when I stand in this place. 

Had the former Treasurer been aware of how land tax works and the state of the economy, he would have known 
that some people would get 100, 200 or 300 per cent increases in their land tax. It is ridiculous for him to now 
say, �Look at these increases. Oh my god, we need to give this money back�, when it is quite obvious that a lot 
of this money was spent, and probably even before it went into government coffers. It is not economically viable 
to ask the government in these economic times to give back more than the Treasurer has foreshadowed; 
however, it is appropriate for the Treasurer to make this amendment. In conversations I have had with him, he 
has listened to what I and small businesses have said about the burden that land tax places on them and about the 
unrealistic position they are put in. Obviously, the Treasurer has been put in an unrealistic position in dealing 
with this situation. 

The letter that was sent out was totally appropriate, because it explained exactly what the position was and that 
the government�s hands were tied in making any significant change in the short term. However, the Treasurer 
has assured me that he is continually thinking of innovative ways to reduce the burden on small businesses�not 
just the financial burden, but also the red tape committee burden. That will have significant benefits for small 
businesses in reducing their administrative costs and the confusion they experience when dealing with 
government and trying to deliver services to the community. Obviously, stamp duty and payroll tax are 
significant sources of revenue for the government. Both taxes have been burdens that small businesses and 
investors have been going on about to governments for many years. I understand exactly what they are saying. I 
have had a lot of meetings and discussions with small business owners. Most of the owners I have spoken to live 
in the electorate of Carine or are friends of mine who have businesses in Osborne Park predominantly and in 
Balcatta to a lesser extent. They, too, will be heartened by this bill. I know that they have had meetings with the 
shadow Treasurer, and one comment that was made to me was that he did not really have a full grasp of land tax 
issues. They will be glad to hear the feedback that when the shadow Treasurer spoke today, he was well 
informed and knew exactly what was going on. That is a very positive aspect of his remarks. 

Obviously, landowners understand the purpose of land tax and that increases are needed. The size of those 
increases has obviously caught them by surprise. The minor interest rules also kicked in during the 2007-08 year. 
Although those rules had been foreshadowed and some people knew what was going on, some people were 
caught by surprise. Those rules were a new development to assist with the aggregation rules, and obviously had a 
significant impact on some businesses. It is important for us to listen to people. It is also important for us to 
support this bill. It is a step in the right direction, but more needs to be done. I know that the Treasurer will work 
with me to listen to small businesses and to see what other changes can be made in the future to assist not only 
with land tax, but also across the board. It is important for small businesses and others who are burdened with 
land tax to understand why they find themselves in this situation, why nobody listened to them in the past and 
why people did not know how it worked and the impact it would have. Obviously, the downturn in business will 
make cash flow very difficult. I spent a couple of hours on the phone talking to one gentleman about the land tax 
issue. He is a constituent of mine and has a business in Balcatta. He told me that his land tax bill went from 
about $8 000 or $9 000 up to $50 000. I had quite a frank discussion with him. I told him that I had spoken to the 
Treasurer and had expressed my constituent�s views about the difficulties he was experiencing. However, I was 
also honest with him and said, �At the end of the day, I don�t think we can do much about reversing it. I�m 
happy to lobby on your behalf and express your concerns and the difficulties you�re having because you haven�t 
got the money to pay for it and might have to take out a loan. I empathise with you, but at the same time I have 
to be realistic and tell you that this is how I see the lay of the land. Things may well be different, depending on 
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what the Treasurer comes out with in the future, but for now that is how it all sits.� That gentleman then went on 
talkback radio and said that his local member was not helping him. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: He was right. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I was helping and advising him to the extent that I could, but I was also honest with him. 
I said, �At the end of the day, I don�t think I can change this and I don�t think you�ll get out of paying this 
assessment. However, as the Treasurer has rightly pointed out, you can go back to the department and ask it to 
reassess the figure if you think it�s wrong.� I know a business owner in Osborne Park who took the option of a 
reassessment. He drove an assessor from the department around Osborne Park. He was assessed on a rental value 
of about $1 400 a square metre. He told the assessor that offices in Herdsman were paying $1 400 a square metre 
and offices in another part of Osborne Park were paying about $800 a square metre. He then took the assessor to 
his section of Osborne Park and told the assessor that people there were paying about $400 a square metre. He 
explained to the assessor how it all worked, and the assessor then reassessed his land tax on the rate that they had 
discussed. Even though we are talking about a global assessment process and the department makes assumptions, 
if people genuinely think their assessments are wrong, they can ask the department to reassess them and it will 
fix any problems that are found. That was a very positive outcome for that business owner. The message needs to 
be sent to people that if their assessments are wrong, they can be fixed and they will not be stuck with the bills 
for ever and a day. 

In conclusion, I congratulate the Treasurer for being on top of his portfolio, for understanding the issues and for 
understanding that the additional revenue that was inappropriately taken from small business owners should be 
given back. It is great that it is being given back. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What was the name of that school? 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: There are a number of schools in my electorate that could do with a bit of work! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That�s all right; Kevin Rudd is giving them money. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: That is good. I will thank him for that too. 

The bottom line is that the Treasurer is aware of what is going on. He is aware of the figures in the budget. He 
understands the financial situation and is making well-informed decisions. This is the first time I have seen a 
Treasurer do that in a long time. I think it is fantastic. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It�s the first time he�s done it! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is the first time he has done the job and he is doing exceptionally well. That needs to 
be recognised. This bill, as well as future discussions that the Treasurer will no doubt have with business owners 
throughout the state, will show them that he is empathetic to their cause and that he understands that they are the 
backbone of this community and are driving jobs and innovation. No doubt the Treasurer will continue to 
support those business owners, as he has done so admirably to date. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.20 pm]: As has been explained by the shadow Treasurer, the Labor 
Party will be supporting the bill. In supporting the bill, it is worthwhile drawing the house�s attention to a couple 
of facts. It is important to frame the debate about land tax in a proper context. Effectively, only three taxes raise 
large amounts of money for the state government. The first is conveyancing taxes and stamp duty. The second is 
payroll tax, which charges businesses a percentage of their payroll, effectively in the same way as the goods and 
services tax works in part because it also applies to a business� payroll. It is one of the elements of a business� 
turnover that cannot be claimed as an input tax, because a business is not being charged tax on the salaries of its 
employees. In that respect payroll tax and the GST operate in almost equivalent ways. Effectively, a payroll tax 
is the equivalent of a state-based consumption tax. The third is land tax. Of the three taxes, land tax is the only 
one that does not relate to turnover but to asset values. In that way it does operate in some circumstances quite 
unfairly, because it is operating on a business that might have a landholding that is not generating a holding 
income and, therefore, some anomalies may arise.  

The Treasurer has come to the Parliament today with two separate positions and arguments on land tax. The first 
is his rhetorical position over four years and continuing today. He says the former Labor government was very 
unfair with its land tax rates; that they were too high; and that what the former government was doing was 
outrageous. His separate argument is that, regardless of that previous rhetorical position, all this government will 
do is change the value of land tax in Western Australia to remove the difference, which is the amount of revenue 
that was predicted in the budget compared with the amount that would have been applied had this small 
reduction in taxation not taken place. It is therefore being reduced today by only a minor amount.  

Of course, the Treasurer has choices to make. This morning we voted on the third reading of the Treasurer�s 
Advance Authorisation Bill when the Parliament gave the Treasurer the authority to spend $1.2 billion of 
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taxpayers� money. If the Treasurer wanted to, and if his rhetoric over the past four years had been genuine, he 
could have applied that $1.2 billion to land tax and reduced land tax by that amount. However, he chose not to 
do that because politics is about choices. Every time one chooses to do one thing, one cannot do something else. 
The Treasurer has chosen to endorse the land tax rates that were included in the 2008-09 budget and impose 
those on the people of Western Australia. He is making that very reasonable choice. Of course, it exposes the 
truth of his rhetorical position over the past four years, because if he wanted to, he could choose to spend that 
$1.2 billion on reducing land tax for the people of Western Australia. He has chosen not to do that. He has 
chosen to make a small adjustment to land tax in this state. 

As we can see from the midyear review, the Treasurer intends to increase taxes over the next four years to have 
revenue increased over the next four years, as can be seen from the midyear review. His decision to increase 
taxes in Western Australia is after taking account of the government�s $250 million commitment to some minor 
adjustments that have not yet been determined. Even after those minor adjustments, the revenue that the 
Treasurer will collect from taxes will increase over the next four years. That is his choice, and he is making that 
choice. However, it is the opposite choice to the one he called for when he was in opposition and when he did 
not have control of the levers and was not responsible for the affairs of the state. He called for the opposite 
decision to be made. 
All politics is about decision making. We can see the decisions that the Treasurer is making. Unfortunately, 
rhetoric does not always match achievement. This is clearly demonstrated by the Treasurer�s decision not to cut 
land tax by any substantial amount based on his ability to apply $1.2 billion to that task. He has instead chosen 
expenditure. Much of that expenditure would be very good, and I support some of it and look forward to the 
opportunity to properly examine it, which was denied to us through the guillotining of the debate on the 
Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill. The Parliament should have had a right to do that, but the government 
chose three times to guillotine debate. That demonstrates the government�s interest in accountability. We will 
continue to hold the government to account for its rhetoric compared with its actions.  

The bill gives some small relief to land tax payers, which is to be welcomed because nobody wants to pay tax. 
People do not welcome tax. They do not rush out and say that they are glad they are paying it. However, it is 
important to remember that it is all about choice and the activities of government need to be balanced against the 
revenue that the government can earn. Given that, as I have already said, only three taxes are available to the 
government, and if the government is going to commit only $250 million to tax reduction while committing 
$1.2 billion in one year and $3.7 billion over four years to additional expenditure, we can see that this 
government is choosing to spend rather than choosing to cut taxes. If government members want to be tax and 
spend liberals, that is the choice they can make. They can spend an extra $3.7 billion and not cut taxes by more 
than $250 million over the forward estimates. The government can make that decision, and I am not troubled by 
that. All I am saying is that it is completely against the rhetoric that this government was elected on, which was 
that it would be doing less with less; that it would be spending less, raising less and doing less. I note that many 
government backbench MPs were elected on the basis of spending more and delivering more, which is 
something that people can choose to do. Of course, that extra expenditure cannot happen unless taxes are raised. 
That is the inevitable position that the government finds itself in, which is why the government intends to raise 
taxes over the next four years, as detailed in the midyear review, which made it clear that tax revenue over the 
next four years will rise. With those comments, I support the bill.  

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse � Treasurer) [3.29 pm] � in reply: I will make a couple of comments to close 
the second reading. I start by an examination of the issue that we have not done enough to address the tax 
situation. The facts are that governments make decisions around taxation and expenditure from a policy point of 
view at budget time. Those items will be addressed in the budget that we hand down.  

We were confronted with an interesting situation when we first came to office. The Department of Treasury and 
Finance advised us that there had been changes in the expected land tax revenues for this year and that those 
changes had been driven by the fact that property values had increased by a higher than anticipated level. The 
member for Victoria Park highlighted that point and we discussed it during the second reading debate. For the 
record, it was not a big increase in average property value growth. The average property value growth estimate 
that sat under the budget for the land tax forecast in the budget was 30 per cent. The average increase was 35 per 
cent. The net effect of that was a flow-through of seven per cent approximately in land tax receipts. 

The government had a simple choice: it could accept what we would call a windfall gain in land taxes, generated 
by the fact that property values had been greater than anticipated, or it could not do that. Our view was that the 
30 per cent increase the former government had embedded into the budget was enough to slug the taxpayers of 
Western Australia, which flowed through to around a 30 per cent increase in average land taxes across the state. 
We would not accept that windfall gain. That was not done at nil cost to the state; the cost this year is around 
$41 million, as I understand it, and the cost across the four years of the forward estimates is $170 million. That 
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decision was not taken lightly, but we felt that the appropriate thing to do was not to accept that windfall gain 
and not to further penalise land tax payers in Western Australia. I have been interested in some of the comments.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is it $107 million over the forward estimates? I refer to page 6 of the midyear review where the 
adjustment of land tax is for the MRIT, so the extra $20 million or $30 million on that is the MRIT component, I 
assume?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I can see the member for Victoria Park�s point. I assume that will be the case. We will go 
through that in consideration in detail, if he likes. I am going by the advice that I was provided earlier on the 
total cost, which was that the total cost across the four years was $170 million. I note the figure the member has 
raised and we will deal with that during consideration in detail if the member feels it is important. It was at least 
$170 million. It was not a decision that was taken lightly and it cost the government potential revenue, but we 
decided it was the right thing to do. It was our view that, for too long, people paying land tax in Western 
Australia had been forced to pay too much.  

I am pretty keen to share some statistics on the amount of land tax collected in Western Australia over recent 
years. It is interesting to note, for example, that in 2001-02, land tax receipts were $225 million and in 2008-09 
the estimate was $563 million. Land tax collections had increased by $338 million, or 150 per cent. That is an 
enormous increase in tax on an asset that, as I think the member for Cannington pointed out, by and large, is not 
related to people�s capacity to pay. For a number of reasons that has had a dramatic impact on a range of people. 
I will talk more about that in a second.  

It is interesting that, over the past couple of years, the average land tax bill in Western Australia in 2007-08 was 
$3 879. The estimated average land tax bill this year is $5 027. That means that, in the past year, the average 
land tax rate in Western Australia � 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is that last year?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; it is for 2007-08 and the estimated figure for 2008-09. That is a 30 per cent increase. 
In 2006-07 the average land tax was $3 369. The increase in the past two years was 15 per cent in one year and 
30 per cent the next year, and that is on average. Within those averages, the tax on some properties dropped and 
on some it rose. Land tax is a very difficult tax from a reform point of view to deal with because of this complex 
interaction between property prices and a pretty steep and aggressive rate of bracket creep.  

I will also share with the house some interesting data on the concentration of land tax, because it highlights some 
of the challenges we face in looking at some reforms. I refer to the distribution of land tax across the property 
value range, to give members an idea. It is interesting to note that 61 per cent of land tax collected in Western 
Australia is paid for by 680 taxpayers. In other words, 0.6 per cent of the total number of taxpaying entities 
contribute 61 per cent of the land tax. At the other end of the scale, 54 per cent of taxpayers contribute 1.2 per 
cent of the land tax. It is a system that is extremely heavily skewed to those entities that are paying large 
amounts of land tax. That is an interesting observation. The other interesting observation on land tax as it applies 
in the 2008-09 financial year is the number of people who will be affected by increases. This is the sort of data I 
was talking about earlier that we will see with the formulation of the budget.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is it very interesting data?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I find it quite stimulating! I think it is important to put it on the public record. This year, it 
was anticipated that 60 per cent of people paying land tax would have an increase in their land tax bill of five per 
cent or less and, interestingly, 26 per cent would have an increase of 30 per cent or more. Again, there is a real 
skewing of the increments. Sixty per cent would have an increase of less than five per cent. The member is right; 
the system delivers quite a complicated set of outcomes. The member for Victoria Park used figures from 
Osborne Park.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes; Balcatta, Osborne Park and Marangaroo.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: An example I have is a block of land in Wanneroo, which was referred to me by the 
member for Wanneroo on more than one occasion, I hasten to add, because he was very keen that I understood 
this issue.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Is this a commercial property again?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No; I think it is a large block of land that is up for development, so I acknowledge that the 
factors driving the values are somewhat different. It is important that the person who owns the land works that 
out. In the past couple of years, the land tax bill for that land decreased from $20 700 to $12 600, so it went 
down by a significant amount. It then increased from $12 600 to $238 000. I suspect that if I drove out and had a 
look at that property, I would find that the development front has got a lot closer to the property. I raise that as an 
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extreme example, but the way values move is interesting. Notwithstanding that, I thought it was useful 
information to be on the public record.  

Members opposite, by and large, have made a positive contribution to the debate.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Have you found the complaints you have been getting are from commercial property owners, as 
opposed to residential properties?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes, by and large this year, although last year the land tax rally out the front was mainly 
about residential properties. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I accept that.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: They were not in my electorate, I hasten to add. The complaints were often raised about 
properties in my electorate that were owned by people who live in the member for Cottesloe�s electorate. 
Notwithstanding that, between us, a large number of people in our electorates pay land tax.  

The point I want to make is that as we pull together the budget in any one year, the Treasurer can get access to 
that information. I have seen modelling on valuations now that will apply to the next financial year�s land tax 
right down to groups of suburbs. I can look at that and reasonably predict what will happen to land taxes in those 
areas based on the current scale.  

The member for Balcatta talked about businesses in his electorate. The facts are that that information would have 
been known to government last year when it made these decisions. Those decisions were, in part, driven by the 
desire to take another 30 per cent more out of land tax receipts. The fact is that that underlying desire to increase 
the land tax take this year by 30 per cent�a massive increase�is the fundamental issue that has driven land tax 
rates up this year. If there had not been a decision to take an extra 30 per cent more out of the land tax base, there 
is no way that those land tax bills would have been as high as they are.  

I accept there has been a change of sides in politics and in where we sit on the benches in this place, but it 
interests me that, when in government, members opposite would have received those same complaints and 
nothing was said, albeit I am sure plenty was said in private. We now have a change of position in the house and 
land tax has suddenly become a burning issue, and it is a burning issue.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I have referred to this in my speech. Is this something the economic audit committee is looking 
at?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is something I have been asking to be looked at for some time. We are looking at a 
range of options for land tax. However, as I said, it is quite a difficult public policy area.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That has been identified by everyone.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Treasury is dealing with that with me, irrespective of the economic audit process, because 
I view it as important. I recently met members of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry at an industry round 
table. When it came to discussions about taxation, I thought the payroll tax issue would have been the number 
one issue raised. This year it was land tax because, inevitably, in most cases, land tax levied in commercial lease 
arrangements is passed on to the tenant. It is a fact that the land tax bill received by the tenant is tax deductible, 
but, notwithstanding that, the tenant still has to have the money to pay it before any tax can be claimed.  

In closing, I will just make a couple of points on land tax generally. By and large, it is not a tax that is reflective 
of capacity to pay. It does have a big impact. It is a tax that is passed on to business. It is a tax that also distorts 
land use. I will give two examples. One example revolves around rental properties, where increases in land tax 
have the capacity to push investors out of the rental market. I have extreme examples of rental properties where 
the land tax bill is higher than the rent received, net costs. We may accept that when there is significant 
appreciation in the market, but when the market plateaus, that will not occur for too long. It does have an impact 
on rental stocks. The second example of land use distortion that I have seen is in the tourism sector. I will use the 
example of caravan parks. The amount of land tax paid by caravan parks in my electorate has increased 
significantly, mainly because they are on nice blocks of land right on the beach. There is an economic argument 
that they have to move anyway because there is an opportunity cost to holding that land in a low-yielding form. 
A couple of years ago the then government halved land tax rates for caravan parks. My evidence was that the 
halving of the rates meant that caravan parks in my electorate still paid more for their land tax bill. A number of 
people said to me, �We can sell our caravan park, invest the money into a passive investment, which will get 
used for something else, and we come out a mile in front.� It does have a distorting impact on some land uses. 
The government is aware of this matter. Within the constraints that we face in our fiscal outlook, we will attempt 
to address it both in this budget and in subsequent budgets. It is a matter that we have responsibly dealt with in 
this way by at least agreeing to not take that windfall gain in land taxes this year.  
Question put and passed.  
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Bill read a second time. 
Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement � 
Mr B.S. WYATT: My question relates to the impact of the variation of statute amendments made last year. 
Hansard has been very efficient in taking most of my notes so I am going off the top of my head. I understand 
that the legislation had to be passed by the Parliament within six months of the gazettal of the new rates to 
validate the changes. Is that correct? The legislation was introduced on 12 November. I assume that is the same 
day that the rate is gazetted.  
Mr T.R. Buswell: My advice is that the notice was gazetted on 14 November.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: My question really relates to timing. Next week the upper house will be dealing with the 
advance and then we are not back in this place until 5 May, which means that this bill has to go through 
Parliament by 14 May. What is the impact if it does not get through both houses of Parliament by 14 May?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is a good question and it is why I was very keen to have this legislation before us 
today. My advice is that if it is not dealt with by 14 May�I am assuming that means assent�we will have to 
reissue the land tax assessments that have been sent out under the rates that were approved in last year�s budget.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: That has clarified the query I had. With our timetable, the upper house will not be left with 
an enormous amount of time to deal with the advance and this bill. I do not like to comment on how quickly the 
other place can get anything through, but I would have thought that this legislation would carry a fair bit of 
urgency in the other place. We are effectively looking at one week to get it approved.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I give the member an assurance that the other place will be abundantly aware of the issues 
surrounding this piece of legislation and the other. I have not been in Parliament for long�although it seems a 
lot longer�but after four years in this place, I am aware of instances where legislation has been dealt with in the 
other place with a level of speed and haste that has been very impressive. Notwithstanding that, the other place 
has its protocols and it will deal with it. I am sure it will be aware of the deadlines.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 3: Act amended � 
Mr B.S. WYATT: My next question applies to clauses 3 and 4 so I will jump up now and ask it. I understand 
that we are dealing with this legislation, but a lot of the debate and certainly the Treasurer�s response at the 
second reading stage dealt with the fact that the budget initially increased land tax assessments by 29 per cent 
this year. The Valuer-General informed the Treasurer that it would be 35 per cent. The bill deals with that. I note 
on page 76 of the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement that the land tax figure this year is the 
same as in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, which would be correct as it is a revenue-neutral 
bill. It is then $616 million, $646 million and $679 million in 2011-12. Do those figures factor in continuing 
rises of 10 per cent? Is that what that is dealing with?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: At the time the budget was prepared�I refer to a chart on page 76 of the Government 
Mid-year Financial Projections Statement�land tax in 2007-08 was forecast to be $678 million but according to 
this chart that figure is now $646 million, and for 2011-12 we had a figure of $744 million and that is now 
$679 million. My advice is that that is effectively a revision down � 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: To factor in your � 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No. It is a revision down to factor in identified changes in the property market. In other 
words, the robust property market growth assumed at the time the budget was prepared was revised down at the 
time of the midyear review, and that revision has had a downward impact on revenue in the out years.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. I am assuming that the changes we generated across the out years will in theory be 
revenue neutral. If there had not been a downward revision because of � 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So you would be $200 million higher than at the end of it, including the metropolitan region 
improvement tax. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am not going to pretend to understand everything the Treasurer just said.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I am not going to pretend that I can remember it! 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: I know the figure increases next year, but are we to assume that is due to an underlying 
increase or is it a case of more people paying off their taxes? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Is the member asking about next year? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes; looking at the figures on page 76, which show land tax increasing, I am trying to work 
out on what that increase is based. Is it due to an increase in the number of taxpayers or are we to assume a rise 
in underlying factors? Obviously, I ask this is as a result of discussions with land tax payers and the points made 
by the Treasurer in his letter to the people who complained about their land taxes. Bearing in mind current 
market forces and the state of the economy, are we to expect an increase in the amount of land tax collected? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am trying to find the specific detail about the market-based forecast in last year�s Budget 
Statements. I can only assume the 30 per cent underlying increase was based on market estimates. Yes, more 
people paying land tax would have been factored in�that is, more properties to tax; however, I can only imagine 
that would be value-based. In relation to the midyear review, my advice is that the property market growth was 
identified to have moderated and as a result that growth factor has declined�as we have just discussed. As to 
what will happen next year, I can provide advice, remembering that the values for next year were provided and 
based on valuations from last August. It could be argued that on aggregate the property market in the 12 months 
to August 2008 � 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It highlights the point. In some areas the market is still rising, in a large number of areas it 
has plateaued and in some areas it has declined. That information will become more apparent when the 
assessments are sent out. I suspect there will be more people who will find nothing changes�ceterus paribus, as 
we say in economics. The latest forecast I have from Treasury about the aggregate land tax expected next year is 
for a reduction in the amounts included in the midyear review. I am not going to go into detail because I do not 
have that information, but a decline in aggregate land tax collections has been forecast when compared with the 
midyear review. If we accept that, land tax will decline for a significant number of people but will also increase 
for a significant number of other people. The member highlighted some industrial areas, and that may well be 
replicated next year in some other small pockets. I hope that gives a little bit of clarity.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, it does. I note the comments made about alternative ways by which land tax or its 
valuation can be calculated. The letter I wrote to the Valuer-General highlighted the fact that many people, such 
as those in the Balcatta area, do not understand the valuation process. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, member for Victoria Park! Clause 3 amends part of the land tax act. Will the 
member tell the house how his point is germane to the clause, because he seems to be wandering off the point? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I indicated that the questions I would raise about clause 3 could be raised during the debate 
about clause 4. If the Deputy Speaker would be more comfortable, I am happy to move to clause 4 before 
continuing. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I think we should move on to clause 4 in order to narrow down the argument. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 5 amended � 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I wish to finish my remarks about the valuation process and its impact in some light 
industrial areas. My electorate contains light industry in Welshpool but I have not received a flood of complaints, 
whereas the member for Balcatta has received many complaints. Although this is not directly related, is the 
reason for those complaints a recent re-evaluation of the Balcatta area by the Valuer-General? I gave the 
example of a person who for the last three years consistently received land valuations about 30 per cent below 
what he thought was the fair market value of his property. He was operating under the assumption that the 
Valuer-General values below market value to avoid objections and to ensure that people accept the land tax 
valuation assessment. Has the Valuer-General recently updated land values? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am with the member for Victoria Park when it comes to how the valuation process 
works. It has always been somewhat of a mystery. Re-evaluation occurs every year. However, if there is 
insufficient sales evidence to support a re-evaluation, the original value is retained. Over a period, increased 
sales evidence for the area will give the Valuer-General sufficient comfort to re-evaluate the property. 
Consequently, there can be spikes in the re-evaluation process in specific areas. The member is right. 
Notwithstanding the broad downturn in the property market that we have experienced for some time now, some 
areas will experience spikes given that the valuations that determine the land tax bills to be sent out at the back 
end of this year were conducted in August of last year, based on the rates and thresholds published in the budget.  
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I understood that valuations were conducted every three years but that was changed to yearly 
as a way to smooth out valuation increases. The examples and experiences raised by the member for Victoria 
Park seem to demonstrate that although valuations are conducted yearly, a thorough or full valuation is 
conducted only every three years, with a desktop analysis conducted every other year.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am advised that it is an annual process but that when there is a lack of sales evidence to 
support the application of proper evaluation methodologies, a valuation is not made. That is then addressed when 
sales evidence supports the evaluation process. That is the advice I have received. They do not revert to a proper 
or thorough analysis every three years; the theory is that that should be done based on sales evidence on an 
annualised basis. However, the sales evidence is not always there to support the delivery of those outcomes, 
which is why we still get these spikes. I share the concerns of a number of people who pay land tax about the 
processes at which valuations are arrived. As the member would be aware, that is a policy option that the 
government can look at as a means of reforming land tax. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer in his second reading speech went through some data, and I am aware that 
61 per cent of land tax is paid by 680 taxpayers, which is 0.6 per cent of the total pool of taxpayers who pay land 
tax. I was also aware that, the way land tax works, people at the higher end will end up paying the vast majority 
of the tax. With these changes, the thresholds stay the same but the rates change. Will that impact on the spread 
of taxpayers? I understand that the Treasurer is effectively attacking the bracket creep, but I assume the land tax 
taxpayer figure of 61 per cent will effectively stay the same. The Treasurer said that 54 per cent of land tax 
payers obviously pay a small amount, given that 61 per cent is paid by 680. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: My advice is that 54 per cent of taxpayers contributed approximately 1.2 per cent of the land 
tax bill. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I acknowledge the fact that � 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Also, just for the member�s information, the State Tax Review � 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I know that the State Tax Review looked at this. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The State Tax Review had that sort of breakdown, as well as I can recollect. I can give this 
information to the member. It was part of a briefing I was provided with some time ago. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That would be useful. Will these changes affect the distribution, or will the distribution stay 
the same? I do not need a detailed breakdown. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I cannot say that it will not change it to a couple of decimal points, but my advice is that it 
will not have any material impact on that distribution. However, the change in rate was a change in rate per 
dollar, and that was spread across all scales. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I follow on from the comments made by the member for Victoria Park regarding the 
statistics provided by the Treasurer. I cannot remember all of them, but the upshot was that not many taxpayers 
pay a lot of the tax. The Treasurer was talking about possible reform in the 2009-10 budget. Is that something the 
government is looking at? If the balance is changed, it may mean that a lot more taxpayers will be paying a lot 
more tax. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will not speculate about what will be included in the budget, but I will say for the public 
record that the government has given no consideration to any policy decisions that will increase state taxes. I am 
of the very strong view that we need fundamental taxation reform, but the challenge is that it is a very difficult 
policy agenda to pursue in the current economic environment. I have been upfront about that with all the industry 
groups I have met, and I have said that in the current fiscal environment there is not a lot of scope to pursue 
meaningful and sustainable taxation reform. However, there has been no discussion about a policy-based 
decision that will lead to increased taxes in Western Australia. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: How much revenue is forgone by the change to each bracket? I do not know whether 
that information is available or whether the Treasurer can provide it later. The bracket for properties of a value of 
up to $1 million � 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I do not have that information. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is it something that the Treasurer can provide? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I can provide a breakdown of the number of taxpayers in each range. Given that the seven per 
cent was applied on an average basis, as I understand it, across the range, it is possible to get a feel for it, but I 
cannot give the member the exact amount. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If the Treasurer could provide the taxpayer number, it would be very useful. Will the 
Treasurer provide that at some time in the future? 
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Mr T.R. Buswell: I will give it to the member after consideration in detail. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: Section 10 amended � 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I ask the Treasurer the same question I asked in respect of clause 4; if he wishes to 
answer on the same basis, he can provide me with the same information on the number of taxpayers that will be 
affected by the change to the scale. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: At this stage I do not have that information as it relates to the MRIT. I am assuming we can 
get that in due course, but I cannot provide the information quickly. I am sure that the shadow Treasurer will 
write to me and ask! He is very thorough. 
Clause put and passed.  
Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse � Treasurer) [4.08 pm]: I move � 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [4.09 pm]: The Revenue Laws Amendment Bill (No. 3) 2008 has been 
debated previously and deals primarily with land tax; the issue most discussed has been a reform of land taxes. 
Members have identified that rising property prices and spikes in land tax assessments do not necessarily mean 
that landowners have the capacity to pay. It has been my experience over the past few months that, by and large, 
the people who have complained to me have significant property holdings.  

I note the Treasurer�s comments in the second reading debate that 61 per cent of land tax is paid by 680 
taxpayers. That is quite extraordinary, and I had not been aware of that. Some of those 680 taxpayers have come 
to me. Their complaints relate to the current spike in property values. A number of people in the Osborne Park 
area have come to see me as a result of land tax increases that they will have to pass on to tenants. Primarily, 
these tenants are small businesses that are already in an environment of economic stress. Previous protests 
against land tax assessments last year and the year before came from residential property owners. It seems their 
problems were dealt with in the 2008-09 budget tax cuts that the then Treasurer introduced. From what I can 
gather, that effectively took the sting out of those land tax assessments for residential property holders.  

This year the complaints have come from the commercial property holders. Some of the people who have come 
to me have had property holdings well in excess of $10 million and up; however, the issue is their capacity to 
pay and the need to pass on those rises to their tenants, who are not as viable as they were one, two or three years 
ago and who will have difficulty dealing with an unexpected and unplanned for land tax increase. While it may 
be a tax offset, landholders have to get the cash flow and the capacity to pay that as the assessment comes in. 
That is causing significant problems, probably around the whole of Western Australia.  

Members on this side of the house are aware, having been in government for the past seven and a half years, that 
land tax has caused significant problems and it is a politically sensitive area. That in no small part may have 
contributed to the defeat of the previous government, and I am aware of the sensitivities involved in this issue.  

The Treasurer made significant commentary on land tax in his time in opposition. He is aware of the challenges, 
not only in the current climate when the whole state revenue base is under stress, but also when the state�s 
economy is growing at a healthy rate and surpluses are being generated but state governments have control of 
only a small percentage of their revenue base. In Western Australia last year, it was 33 per cent and it has 
declined; it has fallen to about 29 per cent. Therefore, the ability for meaningful tax reform is small, particularly 
in the area of land tax�the other being payroll tax�which provides the vast majority of that 30-odd per cent of 
our direct revenue base. That means the appetite and the opportunity for meaningful tax reform by any state 
government on an area that provides such a significant part of the revenue base is limited.  

I appreciate the fact that the economic audit committee that the Treasurer has established is looking into this, and 
I look forward to reading its recommendations and what it says about land tax. In the past a number of different 
suggestions have been mooted by the Treasurer himself: capping growth at CPI, revaluing and paying at point of 
sale, and rolling averages have also been considered. I met with REIWA on this issue, and its primary concern is 
stamp duty, but its members are also concerned about continuing rises in land tax.  

I do not intend to delay the house any longer. The opposition supports the legislation. The time frame is tight, 
bearing in mind the six-month window from gazettal of rates to the bill being passed and receiving royal assent. 
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If the legislation is not passed next week, then it will have to go through the week the upper house returns in 
May, otherwise the Treasurer�I am sure we will not get to that situation�will find himself in the position of 
reissuing the assessments.  

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse � Treasurer) [4.14 pm] � in reply: I take the opportunity to thank members 
opposite for their participation in the debate and the officials from the Department of Treasury and Finance who 
assisted me very ably over what was an all too short period of time.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.  
 


