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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (ASSESSMENT) BILL 2001 
Committee 

The Deputy of Committees (Hon Barry House) in the Chair; Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister Assisting the 
Treasurer) in charge of the Bill. 
Clause 1: Short title - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Firstly, I thank the minister for the information he provided in his concluding comments 
to the second reading debate.  Although I thank him, I also must say that the people in retirement villages who 
will not be able to avail themselves of the concessions will continue to believe that the Labor Party is treating 
them as second-class citizens.  The minister made the point that if a concession were made - I assume he meant 
to a church or other organisation that might run a retirement village - there was no guarantee that the concession 
would be passed on to the various residents within the retirement village.  It is not beyond parliamentary counsel 
to write laws that would well and truly cover those opportunities that might exist.  If this Parliament is dinkum 
about helping people in retirement villages to ensure that they benefit from the concessions now being made 
available to seniors who hold both commonwealth and state Seniors Cards, I am sure it is not beyond the power 
of this Parliament to come up with the required words.  However, it seems to me that there is a reluctance on 
behalf of the Government to have regard for those people, some of whom are pensioners who hold both state and 
commonwealth cards, and others of whom fit into the category of seniors who are in possession of only a state 
card.  However, those people have indicated to me over a long period that they believe they are being 
discriminated against in the opportunity to avail themselves of these concessions because they are not the direct 
ratepayers on the property in which they live.   

I put these comments on record so that there is no question that the Liberal Party in this Chamber would have 
supported an amendment that would allow retirees who live in retirement villages to benefit from these 
concessions.  It is clear that these people will be very upset that the many promises that are made by the Labor 
Party from time to time do not mean a thing when it comes to the crunch in this Chamber.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  With regard to the concerns expressed by Hon George Cash and also by me on behalf 
of the Greens (WA), I ask: does the Government intend to follow up the recommendations of the poverty task 
force by re-assessing the concessions that are available from government and that are necessary to alleviate 
poverty for people who are in retirement homes and are less well off?  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The Government is very concerned about the incidence of poverty in our community 
and will be examining all the appropriate options to see what it can do to alleviate such poverty.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  In view of the minister’s response that the Government will be considering such options, 
can the minister give a timeframe as to when that consideration will occur and an outcome can be expected?   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Consideration is ongoing; and no.    

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 11 put and passed. 

Clause 12:  Section 34 repealed -  
Hon GEORGE CASH:  During the minister’s second reading response he alluded to a question that I had posed 
during my second reading contribution and said that certain words did not appear in the Bill and therefore, if the 
Bill were agreed to, would not be transferred to the Act.  He then said that those specific words were -  

. . . if an arrangement for the payment of arrears is agreed on under subsection (6) . . .  

The word “arrangement” is the important and operative word.  What does the word “arrangement” mean in law? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  We are dealing with clause 12, and this question relates to clause 11.  An arrangement 
is essentially an agreement - that is the essence of it. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Most of us would have understood the answer just given by the minister.  If that is the 
minister’s answer, how will equity prevail across the more than 140 local authorities in Western Australia when 
seniors whose rates are in arrears go to those local authorities and seek to make arrangements for those arrears?   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I sought to deal with this in my response to the second reading debate.  I do not want to 
repeat the words I used in that response, so I will summarise it.  The member has referred to equity.  Equity is 
not necessarily treating everyone the same; it is recognising the particular circumstances, and the relevant local 
authorities and ratepayers can come to arrangements that meet the particular circumstances.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am aware that equity does not necessarily mean the same treatment is applied to all 
persons.  However, what administrative provisions are to be put in place so that equity, whether it be the same or 
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similar treatment, is applied in respect to the word “arrangement”, which appears in this clause?  The reason I am 
pursuing this is that there are more than 140 local authorities across Western Australia.  There are some 
extremely large corporations with multimillion-dollar budgets, and in other areas there are local authorities with 
very limited budgets.  However, most local authorities have people who are in arrears in the payment of rates.  It 
seems to me that if the concession were available to people who were in arrears of rates, those people might 
come from any local authority across Western Australia.  They deserve to be treated if not in the same manner, at 
least in a similar manner as other people in the same position across the State.  I am asking how the Government 
can be sure that those people - I think one could say disadvantaged people in most cases - will be treated in a 
similar manner.  

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The arrangements are a matter between the local authority and the ratepayer.  Local 
authorities already have in place administrative arrangements that vary.  The question is: how can one be sure?  
In the end nobody can be absolutely sure of anything.  These sorts of arrangements are longstanding; they exist; 
and they vary from local authority to local authority.  It is reasonable, frankly, for the member to have some faith 
in local government.  If local government does something wrong, the Department of Local Government acts as a 
regulatory body.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 13 to 26 put and passed.   
Title put and passed.   
 


