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STAMP AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 4:  Section 76B amended - 

Debate was adjourned after Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan had moved an amendment. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Members can see by the amendments on the notice paper that the opposition 
is attempting to drastically simplify this part of the legislation to achieve the thrust of what the Treasurer 
announced in his ministerial statement on 23 August.   

In the second reading stage the opposition indicated that what is proposed in this bill is horrifically complex and 
does not extend the concessions far enough to cover various community organisations, particularly sporting, 
charitable and driver education groups.  We looked for a way of simplifying the administration of this part of the 
legislation to provide concessions under genuine circumstances along the lines of the Treasurer’s policy 
announcement and in accordance with the thrust of the legislation.   

One of the problems is that as soon as an expression such as “minor incidental purposes” appears in section 
76B(2), there will be tax rulings as, indeed, we now have.  People will be inadvertently caught out for not 
complying with the law.  In this case, the situation will arise when a tax ruling brings into the tax net people who 
really should not be brought in.  Generally, there will be uncertainty.   

The opposition sat down with some very good advisers in the area of tax law and with the able assistance of the 
parliamentary draftsman - I give credit to the parliamentary draftsman, because he came up with this proposal.  It 
is very simple, very effective and very workable.  To make it work we have to get rid of section 76B(2) to do 
away with the uncertainty.  I said earlier that a little bit of leeway is required, because our proposed amendments 
to clauses 4 and 5 go hand in hand.  To explain the need to repeal section 76B(2) we also need to explain the 
need to amend clause 5.  Essentially, by doing away with section 76B(2) the opportunity is created for a separate 
provision, which, under our proposed amendment, would be proposed subsection (5a).  It would clearly spell out 
what these vehicles can or cannot be used for so that the stamp duty concessions either do or do not apply.   

What the opposition is putting forward is crystal clear.  First, we are suggesting there should be a safe harbour, 
or a limit of 12 months, so that even if something happens and someone perhaps in an untoward way tries to 
manipulate the law and uses a vehicle in a way that means the stamp duty does not apply, and 12 months later 
that car goes back into the yard and gets sold, hey presto, stamp duty is applicable.  There is therefore no chance 
of missing out on the stamp duty.  What the opposition is proposing is simple.  A vehicle can be used outside the 
course of a dealer’s business.  The vehicle can be used by an employee outside the course of a dealer’s business.  
Members should bear in mind that this is still in accordance with the main provisions of this legislation that spell 
out the way in which stamp duty provisions can apply.  It provides more certainty as to the circumstances under 
which concessions can apply.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I stand to allow the member for Leschenault to continue his remarks.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Provision is there for the dealer to loan the vehicle for promotional or 
philanthropic purposes to an organisation, individual, corporation, sporting group, institution, society, charity, 
school, university, college or the like - that is a very important provision - or to use the vehicle for any other 
purpose incidental to the dealer’s business.  Bear in mind that this provision must continue to be read in 
conjunction with the other provisions of the legislation.  We are not providing a loophole for vehicles to be used 
for whatever.  Very importantly, this amendment would ensure that vehicles could be loaned by dealers.  For 
example, a vehicle could be loaned to a local sporting organisation or association without stamp duty applying 
until such time as the vehicle went back into the dealer’s stock and was traded.  Stamp duty would then apply in 
the usual way.  We have a provision also to rule out stamp duty concessions applying to a specific use of the 
vehicle for delivery purposes, as a hire vehicle, as a courtesy vehicle or as a mobile service vehicle.  If any other 
circumstances applied, they could be added, but no other circumstances have been raised with the opposition.  It 
would be necessary to enable the commissioner to extend the 12-month period in bona fide cases, and it would 
be very easy to make provision to do that.  The government’s proposed amendments do not seem to achieve the 
desired objectives.  For example, a very strict definition of “charitable organisation” has been adopted in the bill.  
It is the same definition that applies under federal government income tax laws, and it rules out quite a number 
of charitable organisations and other philanthropic purposes and so on.  I suggest it is an overly prescriptive and 
restrictive requirement.  The Treasurer has obviously had time to have these proposals analysed.  I would not 
mind if he gave at least a preliminary response to the matters I have raised to determine whether we will need to 
deal with them in a little more detail. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government will oppose these amendments.  They would create a situation whereby 
people would be able to take advantage of concessions and have available to them privileges that other people in 
the community do not have.  The original purpose of this part of the legislation was to establish a circumstance 
in which a dealer did not have to pay stamp duty immediately when a vehicle came into his trading stock.  A 
small concession is provided for that which exempts the payment of stamp duty, even if the vehicle not only is 
part of the trading stock but also is used for a minor incidental purpose.  The opposition’s proposed amendments 
broaden the concept of a minor incidental purpose.  It would be a rorter’s paradise if the opposition amendments 
were passed. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Can you give some examples of how it would be a rorter’s paradise? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  A motor vehicle dealership would be able to own, as an associated business, a sales force, 
and each salesman could be provided with a vehicle for just one day short of 12 months without the business 
having to pay stamp duty on the acquisition of the vehicles.  Consequently, the sales force would have a 
competitive advantage over another sales force which was not associated with a motor vehicle dealership and 
which had to pay stamp duty.  The proposed amendments are so broad that they would allow friends, relatives, 
associates, employees and people working in associated businesses to have access to vehicles free of stamp duty.  
It is nice work if one can get it, but it is not a privilege that is available to other people in the community. 

Let us come back to the main purpose of the legislation, which is to ensure that when a vehicle comes into the 
trading stock of a motor vehicle dealer, stamp duty is not paid.  There has always been a minor incidental 
purpose concession.  That concession does not have to be applied, but it has always been applied to allow some 
limited flexibility in the use of the vehicles.  To extend that concession in the way the opposition proposes would 
erode the motor vehicle stamp duty base, offer unfair privileges to certain people associated with motor vehicle 
dealers and open up tax avoidance in a big way.  The government is not prepared to support the opposition’s 
package of amendments. 

Apart from being wrong in principle, the package of amendments has drafting flaws.  For example, there is a 
drafting flaw in the proposed amendment to clause 5.  Proposed subsection (5b) refers to proposed subsection 
(5a)(c), but proposed subsection (5a) contains two proposed paragraphs (c).  Which of the two proposed 
subsections is being referred to?  In addition, the legislation has a requirement that a motor vehicle taken into the 
trading stock of a motor vehicle dealer is not subject to duty if the dealer has acquired the vehicle to which the 
licence relates solely for the purpose of reselling it to another person.  The section that the member wishes to 
repeal defines “minor incidental purpose” as falling within that restriction of “solely for the purpose of reselling 
it to another person”.  Even with the opposition’s amendments - the requirement that the vehicle be acquired 
solely for the purpose of reselling it to another person - the word “solely” would still remain in the legislation.  
The opposition’s amendments would introduce an internal contradiction in the legislation.  One clause says that 
the vehicle must be acquired solely for the purpose of reselling it and another of the opposition’s clauses would 
provide a let-out for rorters and tax avoiders.  The legislation would not achieve certainty because of the two 
drafting errors that I have just outlined. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I would like the minister to clarify some matters regarding charitable organisations.  The 
bill refers to a charitable institution, which obviously will be tax exempt.  How does the bill ensure that a car that 
is used for charitable purposes is not used for running the kids around to sporting events on the weekend or to do 
the shopping? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Despite the fact that the opposition is mostly wrong on this issue, it did advance one 
argument during the second reading debate that my advisers thought was worth looking at; that is, the question 
of whether a vehicle loaned to a charity could in effect be used for a minor incidental purpose and still retain its 
stamp duty exempt status.  The way the legislation was worded made it at least debateable that if a vehicle 
loaned to a charity was not used solely for the charitable purposes of that charity, there might be stamp duty 
implications.  Consequently, I have an amendment on the notice paper to include in the legislation a minor 
incidental purpose concession for the matters related to vehicles loaned to charitable organisations.  That deals 
with the point the member has raised.  Vehicles loaned to an approved charitable organisation are stamp duty 
exempt, provided the vehicle is used mainly for the official purposes of the charity.  If it happens to be used to 
transport board members to a meeting or for a similar minor incidental purpose, it will not compromise the stamp 
duty exempt status. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Although it is good to see that the Treasurer has taken heed of something we 
have said, in fixing that problem he has demonstrated just how unnecessarily complex this whole legislative 
instrument is.  More importantly, his previous comments demonstrate not merely a lack of understanding of how 
this industry works and what this legislation is all about, but also an almost absolute bias. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Are you alleging that I am biased against the motor vehicle industry? 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will prove it.  Last Wednesday the Treasurer said that people who were 
running hire car fleets were using the stamp duty exemption for minor incidental purposes.  The Treasurer said -  

I do not regard that as confusion.  I regard that as quite inappropriate tax avoidance.  

He went on to say - 

I do not think I need to be careful at all.  It is wrong behaviour, and it should not have occurred.  The 
commissioner has my full support in cracking down on that wrong behaviour.  

If one goes back to 24 June 1997, I have a letter from the Assistant Commissioner of State Revenue, in which he 
wrote that it was confirmed that the exemption contained in section 76C, part 6 of the Stamp Act, would apply to 
the issue of the initial licence for a motor vehicle in circumstances in which, in the course of endeavouring to sell 
it, it was hired to a prospective purchaser for a period of up to three months.  That is not wrong behaviour at all.  
The Assistant Commissioner of State Revenue was saying that it can be done, and there are the circumstances 
under which it can be done.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Read my words again. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The point I am making is that it demonstrates how incredibly and 
unnecessarily complex this area of the law is.  I take the Treasurer’s point.  I have looked at the amendment we 
propose and, yes, the Treasurer is right, there is a technical problem with it.  We refer to subsection (5a)(a) to 
(d), but we can clear that up in a jiffy just by changing proposed paragraphs (a), (b), (c) and (d) in the part that 
provides that a vehicle is not to be used for certain purposes to (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv), if the Treasurer wants.  That 
would sort the whole thing out easily.  It is a minor, tiny technicality, but bear in mind that we do not have the 
Office of State Revenue and all the Treasurer’s entourage to assist us in the drafting of amendments.  I think we 
could be forgiven a tiny technical mistake.  Where I think the Treasurer has the wrong end of the stick is that I 
did point out that our amendments still need to be read in conjunction with section 76D(4) and (5).  Those parts 
essentially say that these provisions refer to cars that are in a dealer’s trading stock; in other words, the dealer 
has acquired the vehicles to sell.  They have not been brought in specially to be given to a royal surf-lifesaving 
club, to a dealer or whatever; they are in the dealer’s trading stock.  The fundamental principle that we are 
dealing with is that stamp duty should apply only once to vehicles in the trading stock. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  As I indicated during the second reading debate, we are dealing with two fundamental 
principles. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We are, but at the moment I am saying that stamp duty should apply only 
once.  If the vehicle is loaned out and it eventually comes back, stamp duty applies.  If the vehicle is used by the 
dealer, by a representative or somebody similar, it eventually comes back in and is sold.  Therefore, our 
provision can still be read in conjunction with clauses 4 and 5; there is no problem with that at all.  They say that 
this refers to vehicles that are in the trading stock.   

The other matter that the Treasurer constantly misses is that under our proposals it does not matter what happens 
to the vehicle as long as it is in the trading stock and is to be sold eventually.  At the end of 12 months it will 
come back into the trading stock and will be sold, and stamp duty will apply unless the commissioner gives an 
exemption.  For example, if a vehicle dealer had a car that he brought in and he loaned it to a surf-lifesaving 
association or whoever and for some reason it made sense for the club to keep the car for a little more than 12 
months, the commissioner could give approval for it.  However, at some stage we provide a guarantee that the 
car will come back into the tax net.  This is a provision that is being used more and more at a federal level.  I am 
advised that the Office of State Revenue is only now starting to look at it.  It is not something that has been used 
at the state level.  It is in the goods and services tax legislation at a federal level.  It guarantees that the Treasurer 
will get his grubby mitts on the money eventually, but he will do it in a simpler, much less complicated way that 
does provide genuine concessions. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The precise quote from Hansard in my name is -  

People who were running hire car fleets were using the stamp duty exemption for minor incidental 
purposes.  

There is a significant difference between one instance of a car being hired, as the member for Leschenault 
referred to when he quoted from that correspondence in 1997, and a hire car fleet.  I was not referring to a single 
example; I was referring to an example of the multiple use of cars.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If a number of vehicles complied with the stamp duty exemption that the 
assistant commissioner confirmed on 24 June 1997, that would constitute a fleet, and so the assistant 
commissioner is wrong.  If it applies to only one car, the commissioner is right.  We are getting some really 
wacky views coming through here.  I am trying to demonstrate that what we are on about here is finding a simple 
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mechanism so that people know exactly where they stand.  The explanatory memorandum makes it clear that the 
changes the Treasurer is making in the form of an extension or confirmation of stamp duty concessions will not 
cost the Treasury anything because the Treasury has not been picking up that money.  That is correct, is it not?  
That is in the explanatory memorandum. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think the issue is that there is probably no adjustment to the forward estimates, because 
people in these circumstances have not been paying duty, but they should be, and so there is a cost to the 
revenue.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There is a cost in the sense that the Treasurer will go chasing money as a 
result of the commissioner’s ruling and these legislative changes that otherwise the Treasury would not be able 
to obtain and has not obtained in the past.  I understand where the Treasurer is coming from.  We are saying that 
by extending the concession to cars from the trading stock that are loaned to sporting groups, for example, it will 
not be revenue forgone.  The Treasurer is saying that if our amendment goes through, he will not be able to 
recoup as much additional revenue as he would otherwise recoup.  I suspect that that is what this is all about.  I 
suspect that the Treasurer is prepared to have a complex area of tax law, onerous record-keeping provisions for 
dealers, uncertainty for the car industry, and a reduction in the incidence of vehicles being provided for a number 
of worthwhile purposes.  The Treasurer is prepared to do that because, at the end of the day, the bottom line is 
that he is hoping he will get more money out of it.  I did not see that anywhere in his second reading speech or in 
the explanatory memorandum.  To limit, as the Treasurer’s clause 4 does, the extension of concessions in these 
cases to charitable organisations as defined under the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997 is really overly 
restrictive.  Dealers will not be able to get a concession if they lend a vehicle to organisations that have what the 
community would consider to be charitable purposes.  It means that a number of dealers will stop lending 
vehicles.  As I pointed out to the Treasurer during the second reading debate, unfortunately that has already 
happened.  It is probably appropriate to debate this now, because it means that we will have less debate when we 
come to clause 5.  Again, with a bit of leeway, the Treasurer can have the debate now or when we get to clause 
5.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That depends on the Speaker.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It does, but as long as the Treasurer does not jump up and down, I know that 
the Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson) is a very reasonable person.   

I want to make a couple of points.  The terms of the amendments put forward by the Treasurer do not seem to 
meet the objectives of his ministerial statement of 23 August.  I will provide an example.  I have taken some very 
good advice here, from none other than the gentleman who headed the government’s tax review task force, 
Jonathan Ilbery.  He has pointed out that the Treasurer’s ministerial statement was very specific about 
philanthropic purposes.  The statement reads, in part -  

It is intended that legislation . . . will be introduced into the Parliament . . . to provide that no duty is 
payable on the grant or transfer of a motor vehicle licence to a dealer if the vehicle is loaned . . . for 
philanthropic purposes approved by the Commissioner of State Revenue.  

However, proposed section 76D(5a)(a)(iv) differs substantially from what the Treasurer said in the ministerial 
statement, in that it confines the exemption to the loan of a vehicle -  

to an individual solely for a philanthropic purpose approved by the Commissioner; 

Again, this very much the limits the scope for the particular tax concession.  I suggest that there is a difference 
between saying that a vehicle may be lent to an organisation for philanthropic purposes and saying that it may be 
lent to an individual.  Obviously, if it said “individual or organisation”, or simply said that the vehicle could be 
lent for philanthropic purposes, it would provide a much wider scope.  I wanted to point out one example of 
where, in putting together this complex legislative regime, the Treasurer has limited the purpose of these 
amendments as compared with the purpose stated in the Treasurer’s ministerial statement of 23 August.  A 
situation arises in which the stamp duty exemption would not apply to a vehicle loaned to an organisation that 
intended to use it for philanthropic purposes.  I do not read that in what the Treasurer said on 23 August; I 
thought he was being a little more generous in his ministerial statement.   

The other thing to be aware of is that if a vehicle is loaned to an individual for philanthropic purposes, the 
proposed amendments will apply, as will the stamp duty concession.  If that person then loaned the vehicle or 
made it available to an organisation that that person was associated with, straightaway the stamp duty concession 
would not apply.  An elderly person or a disabled person may be loaned a vehicle and then, through the goodness 
of his heart, he may tell the local seniors’ centre that he will drive the vehicle and it can be used for the purposes 
of that organisation.  The stamp duty concession would not apply, but of course the dealer might not even know 
about that.  The dealer would be breaking the law without realising that that was happening.  I would have 
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thought that that was not the intention of the Treasurer’s ministerial statement of 23 August.  I would appreciate 
the Treasurer’s response to my comments that the way in which the Treasurer’s amendments are phrased limits 
the application of the stamp duty concessions to situations in which vehicles are loaned to individuals for 
philanthropic purposes, rather than to organisations.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is possible to have absolute certainty in taxation legislation, but there are quite often 
opportunity costs in having that absolute certainty.  For example, we could have absolute certainty for motor 
vehicle dealers by saying that every vehicle taken into trading stock incurs an immediate stamp duty liability.  
There would be no problems with compliance or administration of that.  The motor vehicle dealers would pay 
the stamp duty immediately they acquired a vehicle.  However, I think that most motor vehicle dealers would 
regard that as, while having the advantage of certainty, having the big disadvantage of imposing taxation on the 
trading activities of their businesses that does not apply to the trading activities of other businesses.  The 
opposition is looking for certainty in another direction.  The opposition is promoting a scheme under which the 
motor vehicle dealers can go for it; as long as they do not loan the vehicle for longer than 12 months, although 
the opposition’s amendment provides an opportunity for an extension of that period, no stamp duty will be 
payable.  I regard either extreme, while arguably more certain, as not achieving the proper objects of the 
legislation. 

The objects of the legislation, as I have said, are twofold.  Firstly, the legislation ensures that vehicles taken into 
trading stock do not incur a stamp duty liability, because that would be unfair to the operation of a motor vehicle 
dealership.  Secondly, it ensures that that stamp duty-free status is not used to provide an advantage to a motor 
vehicle dealership, its associates or ancillary businesses that would not be available to other people in similar 
circumstances or other people competing with those ancillary businesses.  The opposition always focuses on the 
first purpose of the legislation, which is, as it says, to avoid having the stamp duty charged twice, but it does not 
focus on the second purpose of the legislation, which is to make sure that that privilege does not create unfair 
circumstances for other people.  I believe that the legislation strikes the right balance. 

When a motor vehicle dealer decides to loan a vehicle to a charitable organisation or to an individual for a 
philanthropic purpose approved by the commissioner, the motor vehicle dealer would be wise, as in other aspects 
of the business, to retain proper documentation - a standard loan agreement - so that everyone understands their 
obligations and what would happen if the rules were contravened.  I imagine that the Motor Trade Association 
might well develop a standard template document that could be used by motor vehicle dealers in the 
circumstances.  That would be an appropriate role for the Motor Trade Association.  

I have encouraged the Office of State Revenue to work in a cooperative fashion with the Motor Trade 
Association, and I believe that it has done so willingly.  We have previously reached workable agreements with 
the Motor Trade Association to reduce compliance costs in the administration of the stamp duty legislation and 
to achieve more administrative efficiency in the Office of State Revenue.  We do not have a bias, as the member 
for Leschenault has alleged, against the Motor Trade Association or against motor vehicle dealers.  In the past 
we have been able to work with dealers and the association to get positive outcomes for them in reducing 
compliance costs for taxation and increasing administrative efficiency.  A fair amount of work has been done 
with motor vehicle dealers and with the Motor Trade Association on this very issue.  Final agreement has not yet 
been reached, but a significant amount of progress was made in discussions between the Office of State Revenue 
and the Motor Trade Association.  

This area of the law was revealed, on audit, to be one in which people were not abiding by the letter of the law.  
Indeed, there was some confusion about people’s obligations.  That matter has been cleared up by the issuing of 
the commissioner’s ruling.  One outstanding issue was raised; that is, the question of stamp duty exemptions for 
loans to charitable organisations.  We are dealing with that matter in this legislation.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If the government’s amendments are passed, it will be interesting to see 
whether that ruling is successfully challenged in due course.  This is the sort of thing that is making more and 
more people in Western Australia look very closely at the need for a major overhaul of the Stamp Act.  
Obviously, it is happening.  I cannot believe that, at a time when the government is talking about tax reviews and 
making things simpler, it has brought forward this sort of legislation.  It is grossly unfair.  For example, if a 
dealer loaned a vehicle to an individual - it cannot even be an organisation now - for philanthropic reasons, and 
part of the deal was that he would like to put some sign-writing on the vehicle to promote the dealership, the 
stamp duty concession would not apply.   

I just heard a cheer.  I wonder whether that means that the result of the penalty shoot-out was in our favour.  I see 
that the Whip is rushing off to get some urgent news.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Perhaps the Acting Speaker will adjourn until the ringing of the bells.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  This Acting Speaker is in the chair because the other Acting 
Speaker did not turn up.  He is watching the soccer.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We might have to watch the replay, Treasurer.   

We must bear in mind that the requirement under this legislation is that the philanthropic purpose must be the 
sole purpose for which the vehicle is loaned.  If there were any argument that the vehicle was used for another 
reason - in this case, to promote the dealership by the sign-writing on the vehicle - the concession presumably 
would not apply.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Member, there may be important information that the house requires.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I advise the house that Australia is one up in the penalty shoot-out.  Uruguay 
missed its shot, but we made ours.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is heartily good news.  Hopefully, it will put the Treasurer in the right 
frame of mind to listen a bit more positively to what we have to say.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The Treasurer is very sporting!   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We could talk in circles on this issue.  I again make the point that the 
Treasurer keeps saying that this industry would have an advantage that others would not.  I agree, and so does 
the industry, that stamp duty concessions should not be available on a vehicle that is used, for example, as a 
delivery vehicle.  If in some way the organisation were in competition with, say, Coventrys, hey presto, it would 
not get a stamp duty concession.  We are talking about vehicles that are loaned to sporting groups and the like.  
Sure, those vehicles may promote a particular dealership, but that dealership would be in competition with other 
dealerships that have cars in their trading stock that they wish to sell.  It is not as though they would be 
competing with people in different industries and so on.  It boils down to whether the Treasurer wants to 
encourage dealers to provide vehicles to sporting groups, charities and so on.   

Another limitation in the bill that was pointed out in the second reading speech, which I think is ludicrous, is that 
a dealer can lend a vehicle to a high school for use for driver education and that vehicle will be stamp duty 
exempt.  However, if the same dealer were to lend a vehicle to the Driver Training and Education Centre, for 
example, there would be no certainty -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Is it a profit-making organisation?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I do not believe that the centre in Bunbury is.  If a vehicle were lent to that 
organisation, under this legislation it would not get a concession.  This is what I am getting at.  It has been made 
unnecessarily complicated and overly restrictive.  If we agree to this proposal, the Treasurer would still get his 
tax but not as much tax, because we have included sporting groups, driver education centres and so on.  They are 
covered in our amendments.  I suppose that the Treasurer is saying that he would miss out on additional revenue 
in the future.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will briefly cover the issue of philanthropic purposes.  The ministerial statement covered 
“philanthropic purposes approved by the Commissioner of State Revenue”.  That section of the legislation has 
been related to the provision of vehicles to individuals.  I understand that that was the intention when the 
proposal was developed.  Perhaps the ministerial statement should have included that particular elaboration.  It 
did not, and I make it clear that the section of the legislation that relates to philanthropic purposes approved by 
the Commissioner of State Revenue is to provide an opportunity for vehicles to be loaned to individuals, because 
they would not be covered by the other sections of the legislation.  I think it is important that I sit down while the 
house is advised of news of national importance.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Wearing my other hat as Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Sport and 
Recreation, I advise that Australia is through to the World Cup soccer final.  It is great news for Australian sport.  
Three cheers: hip ’ray, hip ’ray, hip ’ray!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not sure whether I still have the train of my argument in mind.  I was dealing with the 
issue of individuals.  Yes, the ministerial statement did not state that philanthropic purposes were limited to 
individuals, but that was the intention, and I confirm that that is the way the legislation will operate.   

On the other comments of the member for Leschenault, we should say that I have brought a concession to the 
Parliament.  The member is arguing that the concession should be broader, but the government should be given 
credit for bringing the concession to Parliament.  This legislation favours taxpayers.  This is not a revenue-
collecting arrangement.  I am not desperate for every cent and grabbing at every last measure to bring in a bit 
more revenue.  The state is doing very well at the moment, and the sorts of revenue amounts that have been 
contemplated in this legislation are relatively small in the overall scheme of things.  I have brought a concession 
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to the Parliament to modify in favour of taxpayers the way in which the law would operate if the Parliament did 
not take the action that I have proposed.  If the member would like a broader concession, he is entitled to argue 
for that if he wants to.  Although the broader concession might have the effect of producing a little less revenue 
for the government, that is not my major concern.  My major concern is that the broader concession would be 
unfair to people who are taxed differently.  My second objection is that this would have the potential to grow and 
thus erode the revenue base.  It is not about the amount of revenue that the government would collect tomorrow 
or next year; it is about parity and fairness between taxpayers of different types and protecting the revenue base 
from potential erosion through an unwise and overly loose concession.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I acknowledge the presence of the member for Murdoch’s mother in the Speaker’s 
gallery.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I can see that we will go nowhere with this.  The Treasurer has just said that 
his amendments are in favour of the taxpayer and that they are not a revenue measure.  He earlier conceded that, 
as a result of his amendments, the government will receive more revenue.  The reason is very simple.  The 
combination of the changes and the commissioner’s recent ruling means that the Office of State Revenue will 
end up taking more money from taxpayers than it did before.  As I said previously, that was not stated anywhere 
in the Treasurer’s second reading speech.  We had to go through and work out how all this would apply.  The 
government will end up receiving more money out of this than before.  If not, I will be delighted to hear the 
Treasurer contradict what he said earlier.  The Treasurer has also confirmed what we had to say about the 
application of the amendments to vehicles that are lent for philanthropic purposes.  The Treasurer essentially said 
that he got it wrong in his ministerial statement on 23 August.  The ministerial statement was the Treasurer’s 
policy announcement.  If the Treasurer says in the Parliament that the government will provide a concession to 
something, and legislation is then drafted and it is discovered that the government got it wrong and that it does 
not provide that concession, how can he turn around and say that he did not mean what he said on 23 August?  
That is essentially what has just happened.  It is very clear that the Treasurer does not want to extend stamp duty 
concessions to apply to vehicles that are used by sporting associations or for philanthropic purposes by 
organisations or other organisations such as driver education centres that are not attached to public or private 
schools and the like, despite the fact that the government is not making any money out of this and is rolling in 
money.  The Treasurer acknowledged a little while ago that the state is heading towards a budget surplus of more 
than $1 billion.  The Treasurer has decided that he will tighten these arrangements.  He will restrict the 
application of the concessions so that the government can earn a few more bob on top of the $1 billion that the 
government will pull out of taxpayers this year.  We are not going to go anywhere with this.  The Treasurer has 
given us a blanket no that he will not support the opposition’s amendment to clause 4.  That is a big 
disappointment because what will happen - it is already happening - is that the number of vehicles that are 
provided by dealers to charitable and sporting organisations and other worthwhile groups in the community will 
be reduced.  It is a very sad day that, in order to scrape a few more bob into the tax system, the Treasurer has 
jeopardised a concession that promoted some worthwhile efforts in the community.  I think that is extremely 
mean spirited.  It just goes to show that, once again, the government is prepared to condone legislation that is 
unnecessarily cumbersome and complex.  I asked earlier how it will be policed.  There will be onerous record-
keeping requirements, which would not be necessary under our proposals.  If a dealer lends a car to a sales 
representative to drive home every day, a tax concession will apply.  If he uses the vehicle on a weekend to let 
his wife run their kids to junior football or netball, who knows, it looks as though the concession will not apply.  
If he went for a week’s holiday down south in a car and promotes it - maybe he will even sell it while on holiday 
- it will not matter because the concession will not apply.  I have to say that we have a vast disagreement with 
the way the Treasurer likes to see tax laws run.  We like to see them simple and fair and encourage small 
businesses, in particular, to do the right thing by the community and support it.  This legislation does not achieve 
a great deal of all that.  As a result of these amendments, the Motor Trade Association will probably produce 
documents and so on.  I have spoken to one tax expert already who said that if this is passed, he will be 
providing advice to dealers to be extremely careful about who they lend vehicles to.  That obviously means that 
there will be fewer vehicles in the system for charitable and sporting purposes. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us be absolutely clear.  There is existing law in this state, which motor vehicle dealers 
are required to comply with.  Were that existing law to stand, more revenue would be collected and will be 
collected as a result of the passage of these amendments.  These amendments are a concession to taxpayers.  This 
legislation before the house does not result, in itself, in the raising of additional revenue.  What results in the 
raising of some additional revenue compared with what has previously been collected is the full application of 
the existing law as should always have occurred.  Unfortunately, some people, but not the entire industry, were 
not complying with the law.  The law will now be enforced.  The law has now been clarified.  It is the 
enforcement of the existing law that results in the raising of more revenue.  This legislation reduces the revenue 
that will be raised. 
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One of the ways we can support small businesses is by being fair between one business and another.  The 
package of amendments proposed by the opposition would unfairly advantage one set of small businesses over 
another.  The opposition is dealing with the small businesses that are on top of this issue now and that have put 
their case.  There is another set of small businesses that perhaps are not aware of this issue that will gradually 
become aware of it as, over the years, they suffer competitive disadvantages.  For example, some motor vehicle 
dealers currently operate smash repair businesses and service centres within their dealership.  Those ancillary 
businesses utilise loan vehicles to provide vehicles to customers when the customers’ vehicles are being repaired 
or serviced.  In those circumstances such a business has an advantage over a smash repair business or a service 
centre that operates as a stand-alone business independent of a motor vehicle dealership.  A loan vehicle supplied 
by a smash repair business that operates as a stand-alone business would have to have the stamp duty paid on it 
whereas a motor vehicle dealership would be able to provide a loan vehicle without having paid the stamp duty.  
We also see an advantage for motor vehicle dealers over other businesses because we can foresee dealers lending 
vehicles under a promotional arrangement to any media, sporting or public identity, which gives them a 
competitive advantage over other businesses that would not have the same tax-free sponsorship advantages.  The 
amendment is very loose; it does not appear to have any restriction on contra deals; for example, if a dealer 
received sports tickets or a box at games, there is nothing in the amendment to prevent that happening as a result 
of providing a motor vehicle free of stamp duty.  The amendment is too loose - 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Why should it? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It would provide a privilege to motor vehicle dealers and ancillary businesses that would not 
be available to other small businesses operating in either the same supply area or in the same sponsorship arena.  
Basically, the amendment would see dealers and their employees, families and friends, and potentially any 
business associate, not pay stamp duty simply on the basis that the dealer sells cars.  I do not think that is an 
appropriate way to go about this.  The government’s set of amendments offer a concession to taxpayers; they 
should be supported on that basis.  I know that when the government brings legislation for a concession to the 
Parliament, the opposition quite often argues for a broader concession.  Ultimately, the opposition should 
support this legislation because it is in favour of taxpayers.  Finally, we need to recognise that there is already a 
set of stamp duty exemptions for charitable organisations buying vehicles.  It seems sensible to harmonise the 
stamp duty exemptions for loan vehicles with the stamp duty exemptions for purchased vehicles.  I cannot see 
any argument for the provision for a loan vehicle being more generous than the provision for a vehicle that must 
be paid for.  Arguably, a charity that must pay for a vehicle should have a better stamp duty exemption than a 
charity that has a vehicle loaned to it.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is ludicrous to say that another tax provision should apply in a particular 
way so that other groups do not receive a concession that goes further.  We are talking about vehicles in a car 
dealer’s trading stock.  It is ludicrous to suggest that some other business will be at a competitive disadvantage 
because of that.  The other businesses we are talking about are car dealers.  Guess what, this concession will 
apply to them as well.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What about smash repairers?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  How many smash repairers have vehicles in their trading stock to sell?  They 
would need a vehicle dealer’s licence to do that.  Guess what, they have become a vehicle dealer, so this 
concession can apply!  How many delicatessens do I know that have vehicles for sale that they are lending to 
charitable organisations such as the Royal Life Saving Society?  I cannot think of any.  Guess what, they are not 
in competition with car dealers.  We are talking about vehicles in a car dealer’s trading stock.  Section 76D(4) 
and proposed subsection (5) apply.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I cannot believe you are so lacking in intelligence that you have failed to see the point I am 
making.  I think you do see the point but you do not want to recognise it for the purpose of debate.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Liberal Party is all about providing this concession to encourage car 
dealers to lend vehicles to sporting groups, youth driver education centres, seniors’ organisations, charitable 
groups and a range of organisations involved in philanthropic activities.  The Treasurer is not.  The opposition 
also seeks to provide a clean, concise, simple, workable tax regime.  The Treasurer does not.  The example I 
gave was very simple.  The Treasurer has referred to families involved in car dealerships having cars for which 
no tax will be paid.  That shows that he does not understand how the industry works.  When representatives take 
home a car -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think it shows that I do understand how it can work when the legislation is too loose.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer has a complete distrust of small business.  Vehicle dealers 
want the vehicles out of their yards.  They want them being demonstrated.  They want the rep going out to the 
junior footy club or whatever where someone is likely to say, “Wow, that’s a great car.”  Guess what, the rep 
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might sell the car or get that person to the car yard.  That is the way the industry operates.  We are now passing 
amendments that in effect tell people in the vehicle industry how to run their business.  That is the opposite of 
what we should be doing.  We should be getting out of their hair.  It is almost as though Labor Party members 
are paranoid about people in the car industry: there is something wrong with them; they all drive Porsches; they 
are wealthy people who rip off other people.  That is the impression I get.   

I am on the board of a charity.  If it were not for this sort of support, many charitable groups in the community 
would have to find their resources elsewhere, at great expense.  This government does not have the right 
intentions.  The bottom line is that we now know that the minister is prepared to restrict these concessions so that 
he can pull in more money.  In a nutshell, the opposition’s amendment provides a simpler legislative solution.  
There would be no need to define charity or commissioner under our amendment.  The record-keeping 
provisions would be much simpler because the same provisions would not be required.  It is as simple as that.  
The philanthropic organisations in our community would benefit, driver education organisations would benefit 
and sporting groups and associations would benefit.  It would be much fairer on dealers, and the government 
would still receive the tax in light of the safe-harbour safeguard that will ensure that stamp duty is paid.  Dealers 
would not be able to avoid tax even if they tried to string things out.   

I will not get to my feet again.  I suspect we will vote on this.  I put the Treasurer’s Labor colleagues on notice: 
we will call a division and see how every Labor member votes on our proposal to provide stamp duty 
concessions to assist sporting clubs and other associations in their electorates. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I say very strongly that I support businesses and their prosperity.  I want businesses in 
Western Australia to be prosperous.  We are presiding over a period of very strong economic growth in this state.  
We are taking every step we can to maximise that growth and to make it as sustainable as possible.  I know that 
the motor vehicle industry is currently benefiting from the very strong economic growth in Western Australia.  
More motor vehicles are being sold than ever before.  I am glad about that - long may the car dealers prosper.  
However, one of the things that assists business is a fair taxation system that treats equally businesses of like 
activity.  We need a tax system that has the smallest number of concessions, the broadest base and the lowest 
rates.  That is the most efficient tax system for the operation of the economy.  I tend to resist the application of 
concessions in the taxation system because they tend to increase the burden paid by other taxpayers and make 
the operation of the tax system more complicated and less efficient.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  You do not get your money off them now for helping sporting clubs.  It is not as though you 
are losing them or giving anything up.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This legislation I have brought before the house represents a concession on the application 
of the existing law.  The existing law has applied for many years.  Many people have abided by it but some have 
not.  The Office of State Revenue conducted its compliance and audit activities and it is requiring everybody, not 
just some dealers, to comply with the law.  That is what some people are complaining about.  This legislation 
should not be criticised.  It is a concession on the existing law.  It is better for taxpayers than the existing law.  

I refer again to the arguments not dealt with by the opposition.  The opposition has not responded to the anomaly 
that its amendment would import; namely, that a charitable organisation that bought a vehicle would have a 
harsher stamp duty regime than a charitable organisation that was the beneficiary of a loan.  Where is the sense 
in that?  The opposition has not dealt with the situation in which a smash repair business operating as a stand-
alone business would have a harsher stamp duty regime on the courtesy and loan vehicles it supplies its 
customers than a smash repair business operating in conjunction with a motor vehicle dealership.  There must be 
parity between charitable organisations buying vehicles and being in receipt of loans and between businesses 
operating as competitors in the same area of business activity.  The opposition’s proposed amendments are too 
loose, too generous and too inclined to promote possible tax avoidance activity and privileges that should not be 
enjoyed simply because people happen to be family members or associates of motor vehicle dealers.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I was not intending to speak again but a couple of those comments cannot go 
without a response.  I say to members who have just entered the chamber that the Treasurer conceded earlier 
that, as a result of these legislative changes, the government will receive more tax revenue.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I did not concede that.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, he did.  The Treasurer said that this is a concession on the amount of 
extra revenue the government will receive, but he will still get more revenue.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Not from this legislation; only from compliance activities.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  In opposing the Liberal Party’s amendments, Labor Party members are 
supporting legislation that will increase taxation revenue, full stop.   
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  No.  It will not increase taxation revenue.  It will reduce taxation revenue. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The second comment the Treasurer made was: why should a charitable group 
be limited in its ability to get a tax concession on the purchase of a vehicle compared with its ability to get a 
stamp duty concession on the loan of a vehicle?  It is very simple.  A charitable organisation that buys a vehicle 
is buying it.  It is the one that gets the stamp duty concession.  In this case, we are talking about vehicles that are 
in a dealer’s trading stock and that he lends to a charitable organisation, sporting club or whatever.  As a 
consequence of that, he gets what I will call a temporary concession until the vehicle comes back into his stock 
and is sold.  When the vehicle is sold, guess what happens?  The tax is paid!  Therefore, tax is still paid on the 
vehicle.  The Treasurer is trying to compare apples with oranges.  Finally, the Treasurer made the comment: why 
should a dealer be able to get a tax concession on a courtesy vehicle - that was the example he used - when a 
panel beater cannot get a tax concession?  The Treasurer has not read our amendments.  Our amendments 
provide that the stamp duty concession will not apply to courtesy vehicles. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What about a loan vehicle? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer’s provisions enable a concession for loan vehicles.  I am 
driving a Subaru at the moment.  If I went to a panel beater to get my car repaired and I was given a Subaru 
WRX to zoom around in for the day, guess what?  If it was a loan vehicle and was provided for those purposes, 
the stamp duty concession would apply.  Keep them coming, Treasurer!  The Treasurer is introducing a complex 
mess that will raise taxes.  I reiterate, for the benefit of those Labor Party members who have come into the 
chamber, that if they do not support the Liberal Party’s amendment, they will be saying that they do not support 
sporting groups, charitable groups, driver education groups and other organisations in the community that use 
these vehicles for philanthropic purposes.  In other words, Labor Party members are a load of mean-spirited - I 
will leave it to members!   

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -  
Ayes (15) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Mr G. Snook 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson  

Noes (23) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr E.S. Ripper 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk  

            

Pairs 

 Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Carpenter 
 Dr S.C. Thomas Mrs M.H. Roberts 
 Mr R.F. Johnson Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.I. Gallop 
 Mr T.R. Sprigg Mr M.P. Whitely 
 Ms S.E. Walker Mr R.C. Kucera 
 Mr T.R. Buswell Ms S.M. McHale 

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Amendment thus negatived.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I move -  

Page 3, after line 23 - To insert -  

(2) Section 76B(2) is amended as follows: 

(a) by deleting “the purpose referred to in section 76D(4)(a) or the purposes 
referred to in section 76D(5)(a)” and inserting instead - 
“ 

a purpose referred to in section 76D(4)(a), 5(a) or (5a)(a); 
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”; 

(b) by deleting “or those purposes”. 

The purpose of this amendment is to cover the issue that I mentioned previously in which a vehicle that is loaned 
to a charitable organisation can still be stamp duty exempt even though it is used for, in essence, a minor 
incidental purpose by the organisation or individual to whom the vehicle has been loaned.  

Amendment put and passed.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Although it may not be strictly relevant to this debate, I want to take this opportunity to 
congratulate the new Minister for Sport and Recreation.  He has been the Minister for Sport and Recreation for 
only two or three weeks, and already a 30-year national humiliation in sporting terms has been overcome!  

Clause, as amended, put and passed.  

Clause 5:  Section 76D amended -  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I move -  

Page 3, line 27 to page 4, line 30 - To delete all lines and substitute - 

 (5a) For the purposes of subsection (4) and (5), the dealer may, within a 12 month period 
commencing from the day the licence was transferred or granted to the dealer - 

 (a) use the vehicle outside the course of the dealer’s business; 

 (b) authorise the vehicle to be used by an employee outside the course of the 
dealer’s business; 

 (c) loan the vehicle for promotional or philanthropic purposes to an 
organisation, individual, corporation, sporting group, institution, society, 
charity, school, university, college or the like; or 

 (d) use the vehicle for any other purpose incidental to the dealer’s business; 

without causing duty to be payable - provided that the vehicle is not used as a: 

 (a) delivery vehicle; 

 (b) hire vehicle; 

 (c) courtesy vehicle; or 

 (d) mobile service vehicle. 

 (5b) In relation to subsection (5a)(c) the Commissioner may extend the 12 month period at 
the request of the dealer without causing duty to be payable on the licence.   ”. 

We will call a division on this amendment also, because, although we had this debate when we debated clause 4 
- I will not go through the debate again, the Treasurer will be pleased to know - this is the amendment that spells 
out in writing all the organisations and so forth that would benefit from our amendments, and also the safeguards 
to ensure that these stamp duty concessions are not abused.  I have moved the amendment to make sure that we 
get these words on the record, and to make sure that we get the Labor Party’s views on the record, because it is 
obvious that the Labor Party will oppose this amendment also.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (15) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Mr G. Snook 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson  

Noes (23) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr E.S. Ripper 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk  

            

Pairs 

 Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Carpenter 
 Dr S.C. Thomas Mrs M.H. Roberts 
 Mr R.F. Johnson Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.I. Gallop 
 Mr T.R. Sprigg Mr M.P. Whitely 
 Ms S.E. Walker Mr R.C. Kucera 
 Mr T.R. Buswell Ms S.M. McHale 

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Amendment thus negatived. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, the question is that clause 5 stand as printed. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Earlier I gave credit and congratulations to the Minister for Sport and Recreation for 
Australia overcoming 32 years of sporting history with its entry into the soccer World Cup.  The Minister for 
Sport and Recreation has advised me that all credit is due to the new Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for 
Sport and Recreation, the member for Albany.  Therefore, I would like to make sure that my congratulations are 
also extended to him. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 6 to 9 put and passed. 

Clause 10:  Sections 86A and 86B inserted and application provision - 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer must go for this amendment; he really must.  In clause 10, just 
after proposed section 86B(3)(c) is provided for, we want to tuck in the words -  

and the amount of $5 000 000 in paragraphs (a) and (b) shall be adjusted annually for increases in the 
Consumer Price Index as calculated for Perth by the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

We are totally supportive of this measure to provide for tax concessions for businesses that refinance their loans.  
However, the threshold of $5 million needs to be indexed, for obvious reasons; that is, the real value will decline 
with the passing of time if we do not do so.  Simply by linking it to the Perth CPI, the $5 million will continue to 
rise in value over time.  Bearing in mind that the concession will apply only to that part of a loan that relates to 
the outstanding principle, it is not as though we are saying that the amount of the loan to which a concession 
applies will automatically increase in line with the CPI.  We cannot see any downside to this.  It will preserve the 
real value of the threshold.  Hopefully, even the Treasurer will agree that this is a good idea.  I move -  

Page 10, line 6 - To insert after “section” -  

, and the amount of $5 000 000 in paragraphs (a) and (b) shall be adjusted annually for 
increases in the Consumer Price Index as calculated for Perth by the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  From time to time there are arguments that various taxation thresholds and various taxation 
schemes, commonwealth and state, should be indexed.  There is always a certain attractiveness to such an 
argument.  Remarkably, it has not been accepted by governments of either persuasion at either the federal or 
state level.  I think there is one exception to that.  I believe that Malcolm Fraser very briefly adopted tax 
indexation at a commonwealth level before dropping it after one or two years of operation.  If I am not totally 
confused, the current Prime Minister may have had something to do with the dropping of that indexation of tax 
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thresholds by the Fraser government, although that might have slightly preceded his role as Treasurer in that 
government.   

No other state tax threshold is indexed.  If we are to move to indexation, we should move to indexation for the 
other tax thresholds in the state taxation regime.  That is a large issue.  The state tax review is now considering 
the overall shape of our taxation system, and submissions are before that state tax review calling for indexation.  
Of course, those submissions have rivals for the use of the scarce resources available for tax relief, and it will be 
one of the jobs of the state tax review reference committee to provide advice to the government on whether the 
priority should be indexation of tax thresholds or use of the funds for other tax relief purposes.   

The arguments for tax indexation had more cogency and urgency when we were in a high inflation environment.  
We are not now in a high inflation environment, so this provision will not be eroded significantly.  For the 
purposes of administration, I believe it is better to have some simple, easily understood figures.  Five million 
dollars is a nice round figure.  After some time has passed, it could go to $5.25 million and then to $5.5 million.  
It would be better to make that adjustment from round figure to round figure, rather than end up with figures 
which are not intuitively immediately obvious but which must be looked up for practitioners and businesspeople 
to apply the law.  If we were in a high inflation environment, there may be a stronger argument, but we are not.  
We do not index other tax thresholds in our system, therefore, the government, like other governments before it 
on both sides of politics and at both levels, does not propose to support this amendment.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I make two points; first, that two wrongs do not make a right.  Secondly, if 
inflation was at two per cent, the real value of this concession would be eroded by $100 000 a year, and that is 
not chickenfeed.   

I do have another comment to make which is more mythical; that is, I congratulate the member for Rockingham 
and minister for being responsible for the Socceroos success tonight or the Treasurer’s economic management on 
China.  I will work it out later.  

Amendment put and negatived.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clause 11 put and passed.   

Title put and passed.   
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [8.32 pm]:  I move -  

That the bill be now read a third time.   

I thank the opposition for agreeing to proceed directly to the third reading.  Also, I thank the opposition for the 
spirit in which the debate has been conducted, despite the fact that we disagreed on a number of amendments.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.   
 


