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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 September. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [12.35 pm]: I rise today to speak on the Revenue Laws 
Amendment Bill 2015. I will begin my contribution to the second reading debate by discussing the impact that 
the bill has on older Australians. I will then conclude my remarks on the impact of the changes to the first home 
owner grant proposed by the bill before us. The amendment to the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) 
Act 1992 will provide the mechanism to cap, by regulation, the rebates on local government rates and water 
services for pensioners. Currently an eligible pensioner is entitled to an uncapped rebate of 50 per cent on their 
local government rates and water service charges. As announced in the budget, from 2016–17 the rebate amounts 
for local government rates and water service charges are to be capped at $550 and $600 respectively, and the 
amounts reviewed annually. Although the amendment may provide a revenue saving of about $26 million over 
the forward estimate period, I have two questions: firstly, has the government investigated how these changes 
might impact the day-to-day lives of older Australians, taking into account other additional challenges that 
seniors face? Secondly, is this amendment part of a greater strategic approach to managing concessions to ensure 
that they target people who are most in need? 

Many members have noted that the debate in the other place highlighted that 47 000 pensioner households 
throughout Western Australia will be impacted by this change in increased rates. This equates to approximately 
25 per cent of all pensioner households in WA. I note that Retirees WA had its annual general meeting last 
week—I do not know if you were there this year Mr Acting President (Hon Simon O’Brien)—and the impact 
that this bill has on retirees is not to be understated. It is a very important matter for them and the issue of 
housing affordability and the rebates that they are entitled to remains on their agenda. For the last five years, 
I think, I have attended the AGM for Retirees WA and at each of those meetings they bring up the affordability 
of housing. I noted on this occasion a few members from the other place were there, but as far as this chamber 
goes I might have been the only one who managed to fit that event into the diary this year. However, I felt it 
important to advise members that that continues to be a big issue for retirees and that they continue to contact 
local members of Parliament to raise their concerns. 

The charge will impact pensioners whose local government charges have gone up at a high rate or whose 
property has a high gross rental value. The average impact will be $142 and the median impact will be $84, but 
that will vary between individuals. I was particularly interested to learn recently how pensioners in particular 
local government areas will be affected. Mr Acting President, being a member of the South Metropolitan Region 
you might know this already, but I have the numbers for some of the local governments in the 
South Metropolitan Region of pensioners who will be impacted by these changes. This is really important to 
keep in mind when we make a decision to raise taxes and charges. In the Town of Victoria Park, which is in the 
South Metropolitan Region, 806 pensioners will be paying higher rates as a result of this amendment. In the 
City of Gosnells, some of which is in the South Metropolitan Region, 1 112 pensioner households will be 
impacted, along with 1 206 in the City of Fremantle, 188 in the City of Cockburn, 370 in the Town of 
East Fremantle and 337 in the City of Kwinana. Not only will these pensioners be paying higher rates, but the 
government will be adding to the already existing challenges for older people in Western Australia.  

It is true that the government needs to plan for the economic and social changes that the ageing population will 
bring. Therefore, in order to refresh my memory and keep up to date with the challenges facing older 
Australians, I had a look at the report of the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee titled 
“Age-friendly WA? A challenge for government”. The report states in part — 

In Western Australia the proportion of the population aged 65 and over is currently 12 per cent. By 
2032 it is expected to be around 16 per cent, with a higher proportion (18.6%) in regional WA than in 
greater Perth (15.1%). 

That figure of 15.1 per cent still represents a substantial proportion of the population. The report continues — 
Many regional WA communities already have a higher proportion of people aged 65 and over than the 
State and national average. 
By 2021, more than one fifth or 21 per cent of WA’s population will be in the 60 plus age bracket. 

Therefore, it is fair to ask the question: how age-friendly is Western Australia? This is the question that is raised 
in the report to which I have just referred, “Age-friendly WA? A challenge for government” 
One of the interesting facts that the report brings to our attention is as follows — 
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In WA, it is not currently acknowledged that our ageing population presents major economic and social 
shifts for our community. The concerns of our ageing and elderly have, for too long, been put on the 
back burner and now we are at crisis point. The Committee is of the view that our community can be 
enriched if planned for and embraced with a cohort of seniors and elderly who are healthier, more 
socially engaged and respected. 
Conversely it is inevitable that if we fail to address the range of issues which have been canvassed in 
this report, individuals, families and, indeed, our whole community, will feel the impact and consequent 
pressures in the years to come. 
It requires leadership to enshrine age-friendly principles within our community. It also requires 
meaningful consultation and debate with older Western Australians themselves. 

Therefore, there is evidence that the changes proposed in this bill may have a detrimental impact on a widening 
number of Western Australians who are in that ageing population. 
The vision of the Greens WA, which I refer to often when we are debating bills that will impact on older 
Australians, is of a Western Australia in which seniors are healthier, feel secure, and are valued and active 
participants in all aspects of community life. More specifically, the Greens believe that a positive approach to the 
ageing of our population is needed. The vision of the Greens is to protect and extend services and programs that 
are used and valued by older Australians. Some of those programs include the concessions to which seniors are 
entitled for transport and basic utilities. The Greens want to see the establishment of a policy unit for ageing to 
develop and implement policies for older Australians across the whole of government. Such a policy unit might 
have been able to assess the impact on the ageing population of these proposed changes to the Revenue Laws 
Amendment Bill and give us a report when the bill was tabled so that we could more accurately assess the 
impact of this bill. The Greens want to see all older Australians have adequate means. We want to promote the 
financial independence of older Australians and see them provided with assistance to enable them to understand 
their financial needs and manage money. We want to see increased funding for community organisations that 
represent and service older Australians and their carers to enable them to provide free information, advice and 
advocacy services. Finally, and most relevant to this bill, the Greens want to see the provision of affordable and 
quality public and social housing for older Australians, including those in regional and rural Western Australia. 
The standing committee to which I have referred made a comment in its report about the need to provide 
a greater amount of affordable housing for seniors. It states — 

Seniors are also increasingly concerned about security of tenure. Older people living with the 
uncertainty of insecure tenure, coupled with spending most of their income on rent, were vulnerable to 
homelessness, according to COTA WA. 

That is one of the advocacy groups that the Greens turn to when we are looking at the impact of legislation that 
is put before us. It continues — 

The incidence of first-time homelessness is increasing amongst the elderly with women particularly 
vulnerable. 

I refer now to an article dated June 2014 that outlines that older women are the fastest growing group of 
homeless Australians. The article states — 

While older women do not make up the majority of homeless Australians, they are a rapidly rising 
demographic. 
According to statistics gathered by the Federal Government’s Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 
from 2011–12 to 2013–14 the number of women aged 55 and over accessing specialist homelessness 
services increased by 26 per cent. 

That is a pretty dramatic increase in that short period of time. It continues — 

Close to 10,000 older women accessed these services in the last financial year. 

The article goes on to state — 

Felicity Reynolds, CEO of the Mercy Foundation says that while the numbers of homeless older women 
only represents “six to eight per cent of the total number of people counted as homeless in Australia,” 
we need to pay attention because this “is a problem that we appear to be at the very beginning of.” 

“This should be setting off alarm bells for the policy makers because this is only going to get worse as 
affordability gets worse,” she says. 

That is a very worrying statistic. Therefore, this is a very important issue to raise when the government is 
looking at increasing the cost of living for seniors by bringing in these revenue law changes. 
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Although affordable housing is an important issue to consider with regard to our ageing population, so too is 
accessible transport. I will make one more reference to the report of the standing committee, because it 
highlights the following — 

The need for better access to reliable and affordable public transport features prominently in the 
findings of local government community research with older people. The infrequency of buses and the 
need for more parking were cited as major frustrations in the metropolitan area, and in non-metropolitan 
areas, the lack of public transport was the biggest concern. On a positive note, seniors appreciated free 
public transport and the introduction of the fuel card for regional residents. 

One of the recommendations in this report that is very relevant to this debate is recommendation 32, which 
states — 

The State Government needs to design a concessions policy and framework that will ensure concessions 
for seniors target the people most in need. 

That brings me back to the questions that I raised at the beginning of my contribution to this debate, which are: 
has the government investigated how these changes might impact the day-to-day lives of older Australians, 
taking into account the additional challenges that are facing seniors; and is this amendment part of a greater 
strategic approach to managing concessions to ensure that they target the people most in need? I am not 
convinced that this amendment is a strategic attempt to improve concessions and rebates, and I am concerned 
that it might be a knee-jerk reaction to raise revenue that potentially could have a negative impact on seniors in 
Western Australia who are already one of our most vulnerable communities. 

I turn to the second major part of the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2015 and its impact on first home buyers. 
The bill amends the First Home Owner Grant Act 2000 and the Duties Act 2008. The amendment will abolish 
the $3 000 first home owner grant for the purchase of established homes, with no change to the $10 000 grant for 
new homes. My primary concern with this amendment is that it does not seek to remove the first home owner 
grant entirely. It removes only the grant to purchase existing housing, while maintaining the $10 000 grant for 
new homes. As Mr Acting President (Hon Simon O’Brien) would be well aware, Western Australia has 
a housing affordability crisis alongside the urban sprawl challenges of a growing population. The population 
grew so quickly that we struggled to keep up with accommodating the increasing number of people wanting to 
live here. This is further complicated because new housing on the fringes of the metropolitan area is more 
affordable for people to buy. People wanting to purchase property in inner-city areas find it more difficult to find 
affordable housing. It is also difficult for people wanting to access the first home owner grant to find land for 
a new house. When the first home owner grant was targeted to new houses, it created more urban sprawl, 
because those new houses were not being built in the inner city where we need to densify the housing stock. 
Members would be well aware of this issue because it comes up time and again in this chamber, throughout the 
Parliament of Western Australia and in public debate as a key challenge of our time. One would think that 
people would think twice before making changes to any revenue law that changes the first home owner grant and 
might exacerbate this problem. That is my primary concern with this legislation. 

The Greens have done quite a bit of work on our housing policy. I want to acknowledge one of my former research 
officers Chantal Caruso, who has gone on to do some excellent work for Senator Scott Ludlam. Chantal has been 
a driver of some of our most innovative initiatives for affordable housing and increasing housing density, and she 
has informed our debate on housing policy. The key aim of the Greens housing policy is that all Australians have 
access to adequate, safe, secure and affordable housing. That is the kind of line members would see in any party’s 
housing policy. The key point is: How do we deliver this? How do we actually implement this policy? If initiatives 
such as a first home owner grant were targeted appropriately, they might add to us delivering this policy goal, but in 
this case we do not think it will. The Greens have called for the first home owner grant to be means-tested and then 
phased out, with the funding for the grant used to buy social housing. 

In the 2008 report of the Senate Select Committee Inquiry on Housing Affordability in Australia titled “A good 
house is hard to find: Housing affordability in Australia” the Reserve Bank states — 

it is now widely accepted that policies that simply give people more money to spend on housing are 
likely to be capitalised into higher housing prices. 

In 2011, my colleague Senator Scott Ludlam said — 

… the $1.6 billion spent in WA could have paid for nearly 5500 public houses, while the $500 million 
allocated to social housing until 2020 was only one-third of that given to first-home buyers. 

Is our policy mix the right one for the challenges of our times? I would say not. However, this amendment that 
seeks to remove only the grant for purchasing existing housing while maintaining the $10 000 grant for new 
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homes may have a direct impact on and add to urban sprawl in Western Australia. This is not a useful way to 
raise revenue, because it impacts poorly on the challenges of our time and makes them more difficult to manage. 

On 7 August 2015, the Environmental Protection Authority released its interim strategic advice document 
“Perth and Peel @ 3.5 million: Environmental impacts, risks and remedies”. The EPA chairman, Paul Vogel, 
states in the report — 

… the environmental cost of continuing the urban sprawl was incalculable and strategic land use 
planning was needed for population growth to occur without further compromising the environment. 

Dr Vogel goes on to say — 
“Using existing cleared land and smart infill will deliver a city that is more liveable and sustainable. 
Planning and designing cities to improve our connection with nature is vital to our physical and mental 
health and well-being.” 

We have the disparate views of the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee, the 
Environmental Protection Authority and the Perth strategic planners who have called for strategies that can 
reduce urban sprawl to create a denser, liveable city and to address the housing affordability crisis. I am 
concerned that maintaining the $10 000 grant for new houses could discourage infill and may contribute to 
Perth’s growing urban sprawl. As outlined in the EPA’s interim report, urban sprawl could have an incalculable 
cost. For those reasons I remain very concerned about the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2015. With the 
questions I have asked for the minister to address in his response to the second reading debate, I conclude my 
contribution to the second reading debate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Noting the time, I will leave the chair until the ringing of 
the bells. 

Sitting suspended from 12.57 to 2.00 pm 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.00 pm] — in reply: I would like 
to express my appreciation to everyone for the contributions they made to debate on the Revenue Laws 
Amendment Bill 2015; it was a very worthwhile debate. I mean that quite sincerely. 

Hon Kate Doust: That is not what you said on Tuesday! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: This debate was worthwhile. We had a situation in which pretty much everyone stuck 
to the script and dealt with issues at hand in this piece of legislation. In most instances they dealt with their 
particular electorates, which was good, and the impact on their electorates and the implications of this bill. As 
I said, even though members opposite — 

Hon Ken Travers: Don’t worry about the others, just fix north metro. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have a bit to say about Wanneroo, because I did take heed of the honourable 
member’s comments; it may not satisfy him, but I have done as much as I possibly can. 

The Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2015 seeks to amend the First Home Owner Grant Act 2000 and the 
Duties Act 2008 to implement the 2015–16 state budget measure to abolish the $3 000 first home owner grant 
for the purpose of established homes. That is expected to save around $109 million over four years. Also, the bill 
seeks to implement the budget measure to amend the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992 to 
provide the mechanism to cap, by regulation, the rebates on local government rates on water service charges for 
pensioners. The second reading speech goes into a lot more detail of how it is meant to achieve that and the 
implications, so I will not cover that ground again. Having said all of that, and I take on board the comments of 
members opposite, what needs to be remembered, certainly in terms of interstate comparisons with first home 
buyer assistance, is that even after these amendments take effect Western Australia will still provide the most 
generous assistance to first home buyers seeking to purchase an established home valued at $430 000, and the 
third most generous assistance for first home buyers building or purchasing a new home of the same value. We 
are still giving very generous concessions to first home buyers in comparison with other jurisdictions. 

With regard to government rates and water services, Western Australia remains the most generous of the states 
and territories, together with the Northern Territory, in providing concessions to seniors and pensioners for water 
service charges and is the most generous jurisdiction in providing concessions to seniors and pensioners for local 
government rates. Western Australia and the Northern Territory are currently the only jurisdictions to offer 
uncapped concessions for water service charges for seniors and pensioners. Western Australia is the most 
generous of the states in the concessions it provides to seniors and pensioners as all others offer a fixed 
percentage rebate for water service charges up to a prescribed maximum or a fixed dollar value rebate. The 
average value of water service concessions for seniors and pensioners across the nation, with the exception of 
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New South Wales, is around $250 in 2015–16. As I said, even given the changes that will be implemented as 
a result of this bill, we are still amongst the most generous in the nation. 
Having said that, I will touch on specific issues raised by various members. Hon Sue Ellery inquired about the 
difference in revenue if both caps were set at $1 000. Accordingly, she asked if we could provide details of the 
amount of revenue saved by continuing with the decision to reduce the cap to $550 and $600 and the amount of 
revenue saved by capping both subsidies to $1 000. The application of caps to the pensioner local government 
rates and water service charges rebates of $550 and $600 respectively from 2016–17 will result in estimated 
savings of $8.1 million in 2016–17 and $26 million between 2016–17 and 2018–19. Currently no data is 
available on estimated savings if both caps were realigned to $1 000. Further modelling would be required to 
quantity this; however, it is anticipated that savings between 2016–17 and 2018–19 would be reduced 
significantly. 
Hon Sue Ellery also inquired as to why there was a discrepancy between the media release and advice received 
at a briefing on this bill about the total savings for removing the $3 000 first home owner grant of $199 million 
compared with $109 million, and what would be the saving if this bill were to pass the Parliament in 2015. I can 
confirm the amount saved from removing the $3 000 first home owner grant for established homes was 
estimated to be $109 million over four years from 2018–19. This is the amount disclosed in the “2015–16 
Budget Fact Sheet: New Revenue and Savings Measures”. However, as noted in the second reading speech for 
the bill, it has been estimated that these savings would be reduced by about $3 million for each month the 
introduction of the measure is delayed. This estimate assumes that the bill will be operational from 1 October 
2015 and that a significant number of first home buyers will bring forward their decision to buy an established 
home to take advantage of the $3 000 first home owner grant before it is removed. 
I refer to Hon Ken Travers’ comments about the City of Wanneroo. This was an issue that interested me. I was 
fascinated to hear the number of ratepayers that would be captured. Hon Ken Travers inquired why there was 
a disproportionate number in Wanneroo—and he is quite correct. As I said to my advisers—I was out there only 
yesterday—with all due respect, I would not anticipate that the City of Wanneroo would have the same rate level 
as some other local government areas. The advisers spent a fair amount of time over the last 24 hours 
ascertaining why that would be the case. I will give the response to Hon Ken Travers, which is basically all I can 
provide. We will see how we go. The number and proportion of affected pensioner households in each local 
government area can vary for a number of reasons. I am stating the obvious, but it will clarify it. First of all, is 
the geographical size, the population and demographic profile of each LGA, as we know, which is quite 
significant in Wanneroo. Secondly is the value of rates paid in individual LGAs, which is a function of the gross 
revenue value of each individual property, and the rate in the dollar charged by each local government. Thirdly is 
the proportion of rate-paying pensioner households and the distribution of rates paid within individual LGAs. 
With that in mind let us impose that on the City of Wanneroo. The higher number of affected pensioners in the 
City of Wanneroo partly reflects the large geographical size and population of the LGA. The City of Wanneroo 
is 386 kilometres squared with an estimated population of 185 000 people in 2014. It is estimated that 
75 per cent of pensioner households in the City of Wanneroo will be affected by the introduction of the cap 
compared with 30 per cent for the whole state. They are the points that Hon Ken Travers bore down into. Other 
things being equal, LGAs with higher average rates will have a higher proportion of pensioners affected by the 
$550 cap. Average rates paid by pensioner households in the City of Wanneroo—this is the interesting part—
were $1 124 in 2013–14 compared with the statewide average of $953. That means they are approximately 
18 per cent higher in Wanneroo. It is not currently possible to establish the extent to which this reflects higher 
property values or higher rates in the dollar charged by the City of Wanneroo. I inquired as to why the rates in 
the City of Wanneroo are higher than average. I would not have thought that that would be the case. The advisor 
said that we can only speculate on it. It may be as a result of growth in the area and infrastructure development, 
the cost of infrastructure development in the area et cetera, but we can only speculate. Those are the facts. In the 
City of Wanneroo it is $1 124 compared with the statewide average of $953. 
Hon Ken Travers: Is there a list that contains each local government area and their average rates in addition to 
the list for Wanneroo and the state average? Is that something that you can provide? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I can certainly give an undertaking to provide that. I think that would be valuable. 
I am not communicating with my adviser; I am just looking for a nod! Yes, I can provide that. 
Hon Ken Travers: I appreciate that. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I would be interested to see that myself. 

Another important factor in explaining variations in the proportion of households affected by the cap is the 
distribution of rates paid within individual local government areas. In 2013–14 a relatively high proportion of 
households in the City of Wanneroo received rebates within the range of $550 and $700. In other words, 
a relatively high share of households in Wanneroo are captured by the introduction of the $550 cap, albeit by 
relatively small amounts, as members can imagine. Even though they are captured, they pay a small amount. 
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While 75 per cent of pensioners are affected by the cap, approximately 59 per cent of these are affected by less 
than $100. Further, the average impact on pensioner households in Wanneroo is $109, which is significantly 
below the overall impact across Western Australia of $142. The overall impact across Western Australia is $142; 
in Wanneroo the average impact is $109, which is lower. That is the information I have on Wanneroo and the 
only information I can provide. I appreciate the honourable member’s concerns. 

Hon Ken Travers: I am sure you understand it is a genuine concern. I cannot understand it. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Absolutely. It is in my electorate as well, which is why the advisers spent a lot of time 
in the past 24 hours trying to ascertain that issue. The big issue from my perspective is the differentiation 
between the rates—that is, the rates paid in Wanneroo compared with those in other local council areas. As 
I said, I have given an undertaking to provide that information to the chamber at a later time. 

Hon Lynn MacLaren inquired into the capping of rebates on local government rates and water service charges 
and whether it is part of a strategy to better target pensioner concessions. As I set out in my second reading 
speech, the government needs to take into account the significant policy challenges facing the state with the 
expected doubling of the number of seniors over the next two decades. These reforms are part of a package of 
changes announced in the 2015-16 budget to better target social concessions to those most in need to ensure the 
sustainability of these concession over the longer term. Despite the change in concessions for local government 
rates and water charges, service charges remain among the most generous in the nation, as I said earlier. 
Hon Lynn MacLaren also inquired as to whether any consideration was given to the impact that these changes 
would have on pensioners. Yes, all factors were taken into account. On average the capping of local government 
rates will have an impact of $142 per annum on pensioner households and $2 per annum for water service 
charges. The range of concessions provided to WA seniors and pensioners remains one of the most generous in 
the nation. As requested by Hon Lynn MacLaren, I will provide an outline of those concessions. We provide one 
of the most generous social concession schemes, including those for seniors, in the form of rebates, discounts, 
subsidies and direct payments to individuals and families. The total estimated state expenditure on social 
concessions in 2015-16 is $206 billion, of which $38.8 million is specifically targeted at seniors. Concessions 
available to seniors include the cost of living rebate at $22.8 million; the energy assistance payment at 
$42.6 million; the ambulance service at $31.5 million; drivers licence fee rebates and vehicle licence rebates at 
$46.1 million; public transport concessions at $19.4 million; and the emergency services levy rebate at 
$17.5 million. 

Having said that, I think I have covered all the questions asked by members. I thank them most sincerely for 
their contributions. It was a valuable debate. I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Brian Ellis) in the chair; Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House) in 
charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Firstly, I thank the Leader of the House for the information he provided during the 
second reading response. We are starting to get some clues to this interesting issue. I assure the Leader of the 
House that I will pursue this issue to get to the bottom of why our joint pensioner ratepayers are being so 
disproportionately impacted. The useful information provided has given us more leads. 

During the briefing for this bill—I think it was also an answer to a question in the other place—the government 
provided a list of impacted pensioner households by local government area. As I understand it, a person does not 
only have to be a pensioner to be eligible for the rebate; a person with a Seniors Card can also be eligible. I am 
trying to understand whether the figures provided in the briefing, and previously in the other place, regarding 
pensioner households covers Seniors Card holders or is there another group of people on top of that? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, it is only pensioners. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do we have the figures for the number of Seniors Card holders who will be impacted by 
the changes as outlined in the detail of the bill when all of the clauses are taken as a whole? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: They will not be impacted at all; it is a separate rebate. Seniors will not be impacted; 
this is just for pensioners. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I want to unpick this a little bit just to get it absolutely clear on the record. Is it still the 
case that holders of a Western Australian Seniors Card who are not pensioners will get a 25 per cent rebate with 
no cap on their local government rates irrespective of the size of their local government rate? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. They will get a capped 25 per cent rebate. There are no changes to that. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Just to be clear, there is no cap on the 25 per cent? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: In 2014–15 it was $276.42. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the cap for the seniors’ rebate reviewed annually and increased? When was it last 
increased? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is reviewed annually. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I ask that because when it is reviewed, what is the basis for the review? It is probably 
easier to deal with it now; I want to get the government’s intention clear regarding how the pensioners’ rebate 
cap will be reviewed. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The consumer price index growth rate for Perth in year-on-year terms is used as the 
method of adjustment of the cap on local government rates and underground electricity charges. The CPI 
recognises the average movement in prices, even though local governments may vary their rates by differing 
percentage amounts each year. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is the reason I raise it. My concern is that it seems to be linked to CPI and, I think 
the Leader of the House said, electricity charges. It seems that over the last seven years rates have grown a lot 
faster than the CPI, if they include that. There is no doubt that council rates do not necessarily follow the CPI. 
I made the point during my speech that there are a whole range of drivers to council rates, not the least of which 
is either cost shifting or government-imposed fees and charges on local government rates. Is it the government’s 
intention that the cap on the seniors’ rebate will be reviewed on the basis of only CPI or will it ever take into 
account the actual increase in the average cost of rates? This, of course, has a big impact for our constituents in 
Wanneroo, who, as the Leader of the House mentioned, are impacted at the lower end, but, obviously, if their 
rates are increasing faster than inflation, that differential will continue to grow. Can we have a commitment from 
the government that from time to time it will also look at the increase in rates by local governments? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I understand where the member is coming from; his question is quite valid. 
Historically, the rebate has been capped to CPI. All I can suggest to the honourable member is that, even though 
it may not placate him at this stage, as I said, that has historically been the methodology and I do not see any 
reason that will change in the future. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister is right, it does not placate me but it certainly gives me something to 
campaign on until the next election—not just the impost — 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes, it’s my fault. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: — but that there is no guarantee from the government that it will keep pace with the 
increases in council rates, as we say, often generated by governments’ own increases. From my recollection of 
this Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2015, the cap is on the council rates rebates and any other charges, such as 
the emergency services levy rebate. Is that correct? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: There is a different cap for the emergency services levy rebate, so it will not impact 
upon the ESL. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The explanatory memorandum states — 

Section 40(9)(b) provides that eligible pensioners are entitled to a rebate of 50 per cent of the 
emergency services levy, local government rates, and water supply, sewerage and drainage charges. 

The amendments provide that these rebates may be capped to a limit that is prescribed by regulation. 

I understood that this bill might provide for a separate cap, but will it cap the rebate on the ESL; and, if so, what 
is the cap on the ESL rebate if it is done as a separate cap? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The ESL rebate is a completely separate concession, so it will not impact. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Are there currently regulations for a cap on the ESL rebate? The EM for this bill and my 
reading of the amendment suggests that it will allow for a cap on the ESL rebate. I am trying to understand 
exactly what that means. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I confirm that it is not being changed as part of these arrangements. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is there currently a cap on the ESL rebate that is available to pensioners? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We do not have the information to hand to say that there is a cap on the emergency 
services levy, so I cannot say categorically that that is the situation, but it is certainly not proposed; it is not 
a part of this — 
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Hon Ken Travers: But the bill will allow you to bring in a cap. If you don’t currently have a cap, people will 
able to point to the EM and say, “It was very clear in the EM that that’s our intention.” Shall we go and finish the 
other bill first and come back to this? I am serious; this is a very important matter. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Brian Ellis): Order! Leader of the Opposition. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: While Hon Peter Collier is seeking that information, can I also seek some clarification on 
the same provision? The explanatory memorandum outlines that clause 17 will amend section 40, and states — 

Section 40(9)(b) provides that eligible pensioners are entitled to a rebate of 50 per cent of the 
emergency services levy, local government rates, and water supply, sewerage and drainage charges. 
The amendments provide that these rebates may be capped to a limit that is prescribed by regulation. 
As announced in the 2015–16 Budget, the application of rebate caps of $550 for local government rates 
and $600 for water service charges for eligible pensioners will commence in the 2016–17 rating year. 

I do not have a water bill in front of me, but my recollection is that the service charge is a separate amount on the 
bill from water supply, sewerage and drainage provision. If the language does not match up there, we had better 
make sure that the language will match up. If the cap on the rebate is only for the service charge, the service 
charge is separate on the water bill, and it is the government’s intention to apply it only to the service charge, 
then so be it; that is the policy as we all understand it. If the water bill actually has the service charge separate 
from what is charged for the use of water, drainage et cetera, this is potentially saying that the government is also 
going to put a cap on that, and it is not exactly clear what the intention is and what the outcome of this will be. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The water service charge has three components: supply, sewerage and drainage. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I just want to be absolutely clear: the intention, then, is that the cap will apply to the 
service charge, and that will include supply, sewerage and drainage charges. 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I thank the minister. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Mr Deputy Chair, I just want to get some clarification on this, so would you mind 
leaving the chair until the ringing of the bells? 

Hon Ken Travers: Minister, can we just go through and finish off some other points that I want to make, and 
then the Deputy Chair can leave the chair? I appreciate the point you’re making. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, no worries. Can one of the advisers leave now, to get this information? 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I think the first suggestion might be best—if I leave the chair until the ringing of the 
bells and you can get the advice. 

Hon Ken Travers: I just had some points on the first home owner grant that I quickly wanted to ask about. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Okay, we might just deal with this if you do not mind, Mr Deputy Chair, and then you 
can leave the chair. It will not take long; we just need some clarification. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Okay. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Just to very quickly cover off on a couple of points, it is my understanding that the day 
after the bill is given royal assent, the first home owner grant will be abolished. I think the minister said in his 
response to the second reading debate that the government is hoping that will be 1 October. How does the 
government intend to notify first home owners that that is going to be the case? What is the process for notifying 
people? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, there will be a public announcement and a letter to industry bodies to notify 
them of the changes. I have just had it confirmed that industry bodies will be notified. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I appreciate that, but an announcement may be in the form of a press release. The 
government seems to be very good at spending money to advertise other announcements; I heard radio adverts 
about how to work out getting through the new Gateway WA project. I would have thought that letting people 
know that they are no longer eligible for the first home owner grant is actually something that the government 
should be publicly promoting with more than just a press release. In all seriousness, I raise that for the reason 
that only today I received an email from an estate agent—a generic one that goes out to all people who have been 
through their home opens—which contained what it referred to as an important update on the first home owner 
grant. It said that its discontinuation had been delayed and that it would still be available until further notice. It 
quoted from the Office of State Revenue website and even provided a link to it. That is going out to potential 
purchasers of homes and I suspect that the enthusiasm to point out that the first home owner grant has finished 
might not be there to the same degree once it disappears. I would have thought that it was incumbent upon the 
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government to make that a bit clearer to not only the industry body but also the potential purchasers of homes. 
My concern is that it is now 24 September, so we have a week to inform people that it is about to end. What I do 
not want is a constituent coming to see me on 2 October and saying, “I’ve just signed up for a house and then 
I found out that I wasn’t eligible for the first home owner grant.” I would have thought that some of that 
advertising money that the government is so quick to spend on everything else could be used to let people know 
of this abolition. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I take on board the member’s point. As I said, the industry bodies will be informed 
and it is in their interest to notify potential buyers. I understand where the member is coming from. Of course, 
when a government is instituting a change in policy like this, the member is quite correct in that it is not 
something that governments necessarily like to go out there and announce with bells and whistles, but at the 
same time, it is in our interest in terms of the good governance of the state that the people are informed of that 
change. Industry bodies will definitely be informed and, as I said, it is in their best interest to ensure that 
homeowners are informed. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My final question under the short title, until we come back with those clarifications, is: 
why was the legislation not introduced until August? Why was it not introduced as part of the budget measures? 
The cap side of it I understand, because that is not going to come in until next year so there is plenty of time to 
let everyone know how mean and harsh this government is to seniors and pensioners. The minister pointed out in 
his second reading response that the abolition will give the government $3 million. My reading of the cash flow 
in the budget papers, and I cannot quite work out why it was done this way, is that this year the government was 
going to save $25 million and in future years it will be $28 million, which would suggest to me that the 
government was not expecting this measure to come in until 1 August. That does not make sense to me, because 
we were never going to be sitting in July. I do not understand why this bill was not brought in as part of the 
package of budget bills back in May this year so that it could have been passed by the end of the financial year. 
The budget papers would already be out because of the slow introduction of it. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, good point. The advice I have received is that the drafting took longer and was 
much more complicated than had been anticipated. That was the reason for the delay. Of course, there is also the 
fact that the other place is not nearly as efficient as we are—we read in the bill a week ago and we are dealing 
with it today. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was not even going to mention how efficiently we have been dealing with the bill for 
the government in terms of getting the legislation through, even though we hate the effects it is going to have on 
first homeowners and, particularly, pensioners. I just find it extraordinary. I would have thought that the decision 
would have been taken at least back in April. I still struggle to find it. 

Actually, I did have one other question. Is there any modelling that the government has done on what it expects 
the impact on the market will be in terms of the removal of the first home owner grant? Does the government 
expect it to have an impact on prices; for example, will prices drop by $3 000? What modelling has the 
government done on the impacts of it? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, there has been no modelling done. It is a fairly soft market at the moment so 
I imagine there would be a negligible or limited impact on the market itself, but there has been no formal 
modelling. 
Mr Deputy Chair, might I suggest that you leave the chair until the ringing of the bells so that we can get 
clarification on this other point. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Brian Ellis): I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 

Sitting suspended from 2.44 to 2.53 pm 
Hon PETER COLLIER: With regard to the question asked by Hon Ken Travers, the emergency service levy is 
not capped and there is no intention to do so. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Right. But this legislation will allow the government to do that by regulation now? Let 
us be fair about that. This legislation will allow the government to do that. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, but there is no intention to do so. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can we have an ironclad guarantee from the Leader of the House that should his 
government, either now or at any time until there is a change and the Labor Party takes office—will he give an 
ironclad guarantee he will vote with a disallowance motion if there is ever a regulation brought in to allow for 
the emergency services levy to be capped? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Considering that the Labor Party will not be in power until 2032, I will not be here. 
All I can say to the honourable member is, as I said, there is no intent to change that situation. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Norman Moore would be disappointed in the minister’s lack of ambition! Members 
opposite have to understand why we would be sceptical of a sneaky and tricky government that is likely to say 
one thing—there are so many times in which I can go through them. The state government had no plans to 
privatise Fremantle port. It promised the electorate that it would not increase power prices, yet it promised the 
electorate it would keep power price increases at or about the rate of inflation, and it does not keep its promises, 
so members can understand why we get cynical when the government brings in legislation that increases its 
capacity to cap the ESL that will impact on pensioners. Members can understand why we get a little bit cynical 
when we cannot get an ironclad guarantee that it will never, ever do it, because even then—that is why I asked if 
the government would vote for a disallowance motion, because I predict that one day we will see it under this 
government. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I thank the minister for getting the clarification of that. I note his response about when he 
expects Labor to next be in government. I just want to reiterate, particularly to the government’s backbenchers: 
the law that members opposite will pass today empowers the government to put a cap on the concession that is 
available to pensioners in respect of their emergency services levy. That is the law members are passing today. 
Members are giving themselves the permission to do that. While members may scoff about when they think we 
will next be in government, they are giving us yet another opportunity to talk to the community about what the 
government is doing to the cost of living for pensioners on a fixed income. That is what the state government is 
doing; it is giving itself the power in this bill to put a cap on how much assistance it provides pensioners to pay 
their emergency services levy. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I will respond very briefly to that. The same provisions exists for seniors at the 
moment, and they have been there for a very long time. As I said, there is no intent whatsoever, and I could just 
repeat what I have said earlier. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 2 to 17 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House), and passed.  
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