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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 3) 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 31 May. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [11.19 am]:  This Bill is part of a suite of bills 
which has been introduced by the government and which seeks to achieve various things.  This bill basically 
does two things.  It hails from the promise made by the Labor Party prior to the budgetary process whereby it 
agreed to re-evaluate land tax scales.  I might say that it is the only thing that looks like a significant tax cut in 
the budget papers.  The government has it listed as a $54.5 million reduction in government revenue.  It would 
have us believe that it is taking a hit to the tune of $54.5 million in land tax for the forthcoming year.  That is not 
correct despite the fact that the government would have us believe it.  In fact, the government will receive an 
additional $5 million next year in land tax.  It is not really a big deal, albeit it does provide some relief to some 
people who are involved in paying land tax.   

The government could have given a lot more.  This is a very ungenerous contribution to the land tax debate, 
particularly given that it will not result in any net reduction to government revenues next year.  Indeed, it will 
result in an increase of $5 million in revenue from land tax to the government next year.  If the government were 
serious about dealing with land tax, it could have taken a net reduction in land tax.  Goodness knows, it can 
afford it, particularly in light of the fact that it underestimated revenue by about $1 billion for next year.  The 
government would have had a very clear indication prior to bringing down the budget that it had underestimated 
revenue to the tune of $1 billion.  It could have given a real cut on land tax.  The opportunity was there.  Land 
tax is only worth about $320 million a year to the government.  In relative terms it does not collect a lot of 
money for the government, particularly when compared with things like payroll tax and stamp duty, which 
accounts for about $1 billion a year.  It is only $320 million a year; it could almost be wiped out without having 
a significant impact on the government, particularly given that there is a $1 billion revenue windfall this year.  
The revenue windfall for next year is estimated to be almost $1.2 billion.  The government has $2 billion worth 
of revenue that it did not think it would receive but it intends to receive an additional $5 million in stamp duty.  
It is all under the guise of a reduction in stamp duty.  It is the case that property prices in Western Australia have 
exploded over the past few years.  Indeed, some sectors have seen an increase of 10 to 15 per cent annually.  
That puts landowners into a higher property bracket for the purposes of land tax.  Although the re-evaluation of 
the land tax scale will provide some minor relief to people, they are still faced with the prospect of ever 
increasing property prices.  I am sure they will be disappointed to learn that the government will collect more 
land tax next year than it collected this year.  We all know that the government had the opportunity to 
significantly reduce land tax.  By that I am talking about a government reduction in that stream of revenue rather 
than introducing a flowery new land tax scale that will result in the government collecting an additional 
$5 million. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The land tax scale does not result in the collection of the additional $5 million; the collection 
of that money arises from more landowners having investment properties.  That is economic growth. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That is the very point I am making.  The government will collect more land tax next year 
than it will this year.  The opportunity to give a real tax cut was there.  Instead of collecting $320 million why 
did the government not collect $220 million and take a hit to the tune of $100 million?  Goodness knows, the 
government can afford it.  The government underestimated revenue this year by $1 billion.  How it can 
underestimate revenue by $1 billion in itself would be good fodder for another debate.  Nonetheless, the 
government did underestimate revenue by $1 billion.  It could have given 10 per cent of that back by way of a 
real tax cut in the land tax scales rather than increasing tax collection.  Some people will pay more land tax next 
year as a result of increasing property prices and some people, luckily enough, may pay a little less.  The truth is 
that the government is the net beneficiary and will receive $5 million more in land tax next year than it will this 
year.   

The Revenue Laws Amendment Bill (No. 3) 2005 is nothing stunning.  It should be a page 96 story in the 
newspaper.  It should not be before the letters page because it will result in an increase in land tax paid to the 
government. 

Let us look at the government’s record on tax.  We all know that when the Labor Party came to power in 2001 it 
slipped back into the old mould of taxing everybody and spending the lot plus a bit more.  Members will be 
interested to know that, in the context of this debate, at page 27 of the 2001-02 budget papers there is reference 
to a revised land tax scale.  I was drawn to that line item because I thought that it must be the second cut the 
government has given in land tax.  On closer inspection I realised that it was a $126 million land tax increase 
over the three out years contained in the budget papers.  The government is now saying that it is returning 
$54.5 million notwithstanding the fact that it will receive more land tax.  It does not tell people that, in the 2001-
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02 budget, it revised the land tax scale upwards - or downwards depending on a person’s point of view.  The 
government is now doing the opposite.  It is just correcting the tax increases it slugged people with in 2003, 2004 
and 2005.  For the benefit of members, I will provide the figures.  The revised land tax scale as it appears in the 
2001-02 budget papers at page 27 provides for an additional $28.6 million in land tax revenue for the 
government in 2002-03.  It also provides for an additional $30.6 million in land tax revenue for the government 
in 2003-04 and a further $32.7 million for the government in land tax revenues in 2004-05.  That is not a result 
of an increase through more people buying property.  Those figures are a direct result of the Treasurer’s increase 
in land tax scales.  Those are policy decisions; they are unrelated to an expanded marketplace.  They are policy 
decisions that resulted in a total of $126.3 million in additional land tax revenue for 2003, 2004 and 2005.  The 
government is at it again.  It taxes the hell out of us and as soon as it gets past the election period, it is back 
again.  In the year leading up to the election, it gave us a little bit back.  However, it is starting the same old thing 
again; it is taking more land tax.   

Page 27 of the 2001-02 budget papers is an interesting page because it contains an additional burden in the area 
of land tax.  A line item refers to the removal of the principal place of residence exemption for property held by 
companies and trusts.  There were many small business owners who owned their homes through trusts.  They 
were slugged in the 2001-02 budget as well.  We all know that land tax is not paid on the principal place of 
residence, that being a person’s home.  People who held their property in a trust at the time because it was a 
convenient way for them to go about their business were told that it was too bad and that they would not get a 
land tax exemption any more.  They were told to transfer the property from the trust into their own name.  That 
incurs stamp duty.  A property worth $500 000 would generate stamp duty of approximately $20 000.  What 
would a person rather pay: a few thousand dollars to stay in the net or $20 000 to get out of it?  Through its 
policy decision the government succeeded in increasing land tax by $10.7 million in 2002-03, $11.4 million in 
2003-04 and $12.3 million in 2004-05.  All in all, over the three out years in that budget there has been 
additional revenue of between $30 million and $35 million from the collection of land tax - not as a result of a 
policy decision of the government, but as a result of the expansion in the marketplace.  That comes to about 
$126 million, as I said earlier.  Therefore, the Treasurer should not pretend that he is being generous when he 
talks about giving $54 million back to the people of this state, because he has been slugging the people of this 
state exponentially over the past three out years.   

Just for fun I will read out some of the other tax increases that the government has brought in over the past three 
years.  In the 2001-02 budget there was an increase in the top rate of payroll tax that reaped the government a 
projected increase in revenue of $27 million in 2002, $63 million in 2003, $67 million in 2004 and $72 million 
in 2005.  There is another line in the budget that refers to grossing up the value of taxable fringe benefits.  
Nothing is sacred!  That reaped the government an additional $6 million in projected revenue in 2002, 
$16 million in 2003, $17 million in 2004 and $18 million in 2005.  There is another cute little line in the budget 
papers that was set to reap the government an additional $12 million in revenue in 2001-02.  The name of it - I 
am sure members will remember this - was the premium property tax!   

Several opposition members interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The premium property tax would have been a cash cow for the government to the tune of 
$12.1 million.  However, in subsequent budget papers, the premium property tax has gone!  It has gone because 
the Bettys from Balga were ringing up the talkback radio stations and saying, “My goodness!  I inherited this 
house.  I have no income to speak of.  Now I will have to sell my house, which has been in my family for 
generations, to pay this tax”.  Of course the Labor Party thought it was attacking Liberal supporters.  It thought 
only Liberal supporters could afford to own a property worth that amount of money.  The Labor Party certainly 
got that wrong!  A magnificent community effort was undertaken on the premium property tax, and the Labor 
Party was denied that extra $12 million in revenue.  I cannot help but wonder whether that is why the Labor 
government decided to whack us with an increase in land tax anyway.  The Labor government got its pound of 
flesh in any case. 

I turn now to the policy decisions made in the 2002-03 budget with regard to taxation.  There was an increase in 
property stamp duty - known as conveyance duty - rates.  That reaped the government an additional $57 million 
in 2003, $61 million in 2004 and $64 million in 2005, and a projected $68 million in 2006.  We are talking about 
an increase in property stamp duty in the 2002-03 budget of a couple of hundred million dollars.  It did not stop 
there.  There is another line in the budget that refers to the increased rate of stamp duty on motor vehicle licence 
transfers.  That netted the Labor government an additional $38 million in revenue in 2003, $39 million in 2004 
and $40 million in 2005, and a projected $43 million in 2006.  Stamp duty on motor vehicle licence transfers has 
been the subject of some debate.  We all know - I am sure the government even knows - that people are going to 
Queensland to buy vehicles.  They are then driving the vehicles back to Western Australia and are having a 
holiday on the way with the money they have saved in stamp duty.  The Liberal Party’s policy at the last election 
was that we would return stamp duty on motor vehicle licence transfers to pre-Geoff Gallop days.  That 
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resonated around the community.  That policy decision alone would have given the government an extra 
$40 million in revenue for each of the out years in those budget papers.   

Another cute little line refers to replacing the nominal 25c stamp duty for motor vehicle compulsory third party 
insurance policies with an ad valorem rate of eight per cent of the premium.  We can scratch our heads for a 
while and wonder what that is all about.  The only thing we need to worry about is that that gave the government 
another $24 million that year, $25 million the following year, $26 million the following year, and $27 million the 
year after that.  That is the 2002-03 budget papers.  

I now turn to the 2003-04 budget papers.  I have to say I had my eyes closed and my fingers crossed when I 
turned to the policy decisions on page 106 of the 2003-04 budget, because I thought surely the government must 
have had enough of putting its hands in people’s pockets, after it had had two years of massive taxation 
increases, and that we would get something back in this budget.  However, I was disappointed, to say the least.  
In 2003-04, the biggest single taxation policy imposition on the people of Western Australia - wait for it - was an 
increase in the stamp duty rate on conveyances by 15 per cent across the rates scale.  Conveyance duty is the 
duty that is payable when a person buys a house.  In the 2003-04 budget that policy decision was set to reap the 
government $109.5 million in additional revenue.  The government was not happy with the $60 million by which 
it had put up conveyance duty the previous year.  On top of that again, it put it up by a projected $109.5 million 
in 2003-04, $116 million in 2004-05, $123 million in 2005-06 and $129 million in 2006-07.  Those are the 
projections for that policy decision.  Under that, there is a line that refers to an increase in the stamp duty rate on 
general insurance policies from eight per cent to 10 per cent.  If we do not look at that too closely, it sounds as 
though that is a two per cent increase.  It is actually a 25 per cent increase.  That little gem reaped the 
government an extra $50 million a year in revenue.   

In the government’s first budget it whacked the hell out of us, in its second budget it whacked the hell out of us, 
and in its third budget it whacked the hell out of us.  However, in its fourth budget - the 2004-05 budget - there 
were some tax cuts.  I could not believe it!  I thought: what is it about the 2004-05 year that is unique?  Then it 
struck me like a tonne of bricks - there would be an election!  Having whacked us for three years like we had 
never been whacked before, I think government members sat down in a quiet room on a rainy day and thought, 
“My goodness, I think we have gone overboard a bit here; we have really put our hands right into their trousers” 
-  

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Their pockets will do! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  - and they came out with a couple of little gems that resulted in $133 million being returned 
to the people of Western Australia.  Having put taxes up by $1 billion-odd in the first three years, the 
government gave back $133 million in that election year, with great fanfare, I might add, in order to look as 
though it was being very generous, when I have just proved that the government is anything but generous.   

That begs the question: why does the government need to increase taxes so viciously in an environment in which 
the economy is booming and when the Labor Party is continually underestimating the state’s revenue streams?  I 
have thought about this question long and hard in the dead of night.  I am drawn to the conclusion that the 
Treasurer and the Premier of this state have absolutely no business experience whatsoever and have no faith in 
their ability to skilfully and successfully manage the business of this state and thereby prevent the budgets from 
going into deficit.  Therefore, in order to pad out the budgets so that there can be no problem whatsoever with 
deficits, they just tax us and tax us and tax us.  If the Treasurer and the Premier were truly skilful managers and 
truly understood how to run a business, they would not have had to tax us so viciously for those first three years, 
and they could have kept the budget in surplus every single year.  That proves beyond a shadow of a doubt that 
the Labor Party in this state has absolutely no clue when it comes to managing the business of Western Australia.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We can produce a surplus budget; you lot couldn’t. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Anyone can produce a surplus budget when revenues are underestimated by a billion 
dollars!  If the Treasurer had not underestimated revenues by $1 billion this year, would he still have had a 
surplus budget? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Every budget will have a surplus. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  No answer.  The Treasurer was saved by luck.  He underestimated revenue by a billion 
dollars, and had a surplus of $500 million or $600 million.  I am no great mathematician, but that spells deficit to 
me.  He is the luckiest man in Western Australia, and he would have members believe that the surplus was all his 
doing. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The more I practise, the luckier I get - as Jack Nicklaus used to say. 
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will tell the Treasurer who produced the surplus for this state: it was not the Treasurer, but 
the mining industry that has filled up the state coffers like never before.  The Treasurer is like Scrooge McDuck 
sitting in the back room counting the money.  He scratches his head and cannot believe how he has been saved 
by the mining industry, as he would have been in deficit if it were not for that industry and his terrible 
incompetence in underestimating the revenue of the state. 

Mr G. Snook interjected.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Exactly!  That is what I am worried about. 

I return to the land tax issue.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  An excellent idea. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  A couple of issues relating to land tax need to be explored as a matter of some urgency.  
The biggest problem taxpayers face with land tax is that properties increase in value every year.  That in itself is 
not a problem - we all like our properties to increase in value.  However, some people’s wages do not increase in 
parallel with increases in property prices.  Some people have faced an explosion in the value of their investment 
properties and a subsequent explosion in their land tax burden.  People must then sell property because they do 
not have the necessary income to service that land tax debt.  A cap should be imposed on land tax increases that 
accompany a significant increase in property revaluation.  When a property’s value is revalued upwards by 60 or 
80 per cent from year to year, it is not reasonable to expect a taxpayer to suffer a 60 to 80 per cent increase in 
land tax.  Careful consideration must be given to placing a cap on annual increases in land tax to smooth out the 
burden placed on people as a result of a booming economy.  If wages increased at the same rate and people had 
the capacity to pay, the argument could be made to leave things as they are.  Members know that people do not 
receive an annual wage increase of 50 to 70 per cent.  A cap must be considered with urgency.   
Timing issues are associated with land tax, particularly when a property is sold.  If a person owned a property for 
a short time prior to 30 June, and that person sells the property, he or she is liable for land tax even though the 
property was owned for only a short time.  Property settlements involving council and water rates apply a pro 
rata calculation to ensure that the vendor and the buyer meet their share of shire and water rates outstanding on 
the property.  I have yet to hear a good argument for not doing the same with land tax.  I am at a loss to 
understand why a purchaser must pay all land tax owing when he or she has owned a property for a short time.  
No-one has had the will or incentive to do anything about it.  In the absence of a good argument for not 
mirroring the situation with council and water rates, I urge the Treasurer to consider that proposition.   
Land tax is an anti-investment tax.  The more properties people invest in, the higher the aggregate value of the 
land tax they must pay.  If someone has invested in three or four properties, that person will pay a significantly 
higher land tax rate than would otherwise have been paid if all the properties were assessed individually.  
Undoubtedly, it is an anti-investment tax construction.  Reverting to singular assessments would cause a huge 
loss in revenue for the government.  Whether that loss in revenue could be sustained is an issue of some debate; 
nonetheless, the aggregate problem needs to be considered.  It is a disincentive to investment. 

The bill also deals with the government’s promise - I am not sure whether it was an election or a budget promise; 
I think it was a budget promise - to provide a 50 per cent rebate to caravan park owners who pay land tax.  It was 
a quirky little mention in the budget papers.  The rebate will cost only $1 million when applied across the state.  
Although I support caravan park owners’ having a reduced land tax liability, I am curious about the genesis of 
this policy decision.  I understand the government believes that caravan parks are low-income, budget 
accommodation and would hate such accommodation to become mid-level priced accommodation through 
taxation burdens.  Therefore, the 50 per cent rebate will be applied.  However, caravan parks are not the only 
low-income, budget accommodation.  There are boarding houses, chalet villages and guesthouses.  My electorate 
contains a raft of budget accommodation.  I will explore further in consideration in detail the Treasurer’s 
thinking in picking out one budget accommodation area of that sector for this rebate.  I am interested in evidence 
of caravan parks going broke or closing down.  Caravan parks are very valuable.  One is pretty lucky to get a 
caravan park for under a million bucks these days, and most are valued around $2 million.  I will be interested to 
follow up this matter with the Treasurer.  I am sure he has evidence of caravan parks going broke in the past 
because they were not viable, and that is why he agreed to give the sector some special consideration.  I am also 
interested to know how much a year will be saved by individual owners.  When one divides $1 million across the 
state, I am not sure it will be a big issue. 

The other matter I intend to probe in the consideration in detail stage on these bills is what is known as a 
“retrospective clawback”.  I am not happy with retrospective legislation at the best of times, and I am concerned 
about this issue of clawback.  For the benefit of members who have not read the bill, I will explain.  If one 
happened to own a caravan park and be the recipient of the government’s generous 50 per cent rebate on land 
tax, and at some future year one decides the caravan park is no longer profitable and decides to subdivide the 
land as a form of property development, the provisions of the bills will kick in.  Consequently, one will be 
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retrospectively liable for the land tax rebate received for the previous five years.  One may have had enough of 
operating a caravan park for family or economic reasons, and may decide to subdivide the land.  The government 
will step in and say, “Aha!  You’re obviously a rich fellow and will make money from the land.  The concession 
provided over the past five years will now have to come back to us.”  What would happen to a new owner?  
What would happen if, for instance, my friend the member for Roe owned a caravan park in Esperance for five 
years - which does not sound like a bad idea; I have often stayed in caravan parks in Esperance and they are 
wonderful accommodation in a wonderful town - and availed himself of the government’s “generous” 50 per 
cent land tax rebate for those five years but then I came along, having perhaps made a bit of money on the share 
market after many years of taking a hiding, and bought that caravan park from the member?  I understand - 
perhaps the Treasurer could correct me during the consideration in detail stage if I am wrong - that I would be 
responsible for the past five years of the rebate.  That is how I read the bill.  That is a major concern to me.   

The opposition will support the bill.  It provides some minor relief for long-suffering land tax payers in Western 
Australia, notwithstanding that the government will still receive more land tax next year than it will this year.  It 
is a start in the right direction.  I am sure that people who pay land tax will be mildly pleased with it.  With that 
in mind, I am happy to offer the opposition’s support for the bill.   

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse) [11.51 am]:  I will make a brief contribution to the debate in support of the 
comments made by the Leader of the Opposition.  Although we do not accept that the land tax cuts go nearly far 
enough to reduce what has become an increasingly insidious tax, we will not follow the course of action taken by 
Mr Beazley, the federal leader of the Labor Party; that is, to oppose tax cuts because we do not consider they are 
enough.  In the context of the Western Australian land tax regime, the modifications contained in this legislation 
are but dust in the balance.   

Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected.   
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Yes; “tinkering around the edges” is probably a more accurate term.  When I hear the 
government extol the virtues of its performance and policies, I am reminded to look interstate for comparisons.  
A couple of issues have drawn this to my attention.  The first was when the Minister for Tourism made his first 
statement in the Parliament as minister.  He boasted about the increase in international visitor numbers to 
Western Australia.  He said at the time that our visitor numbers had gone up by 2.9 per cent and that it was 
fantastic news for all Western Australians.  When I looked at the specific information for the other states of 
Australia, I found that Western Australia was the worst performing state.  It is a bit like my friend the Minister 
for Small Business when he says that small business owners have never had it so good, they endorse this 
government wholeheartedly and things have never been better.  However, when I scratch away at the surface and 
look at what happens in other Australian states, I find that business confidence in Western Australia, especially 
in small business, is plummeting and that the state government is held in low esteem.  In fact, it has the second 
lowest approval rating of any state government in Australia.  The Gallop Labor government is ahead of only 
New South Wales.   
Similarly, with land tax, I thought I had better look interstate and find other examples.  I was interested to find 
that the government was very generous to increase the cut-in rate for land tax in Western Australia from $90 000 
to $130 000.  Much was made of the generosity of this increase.  In Queensland, for example, people do not pay 
land tax until an individual’s property is worth more than $450 000.  In Western Australia the value is $130 000.  
It is an embarrassing point of comparison.  Let me consider caravan parks, and I will talk a little more about 
caravan parks later on.  Owners of caravan parks in Western Australia will get a land tax concession of 50 per 
cent, whereas owners in Queensland and Victoria do not pay any land tax.  In Queensland, no land taxes are paid 
on retirement villages either, which is where I feel I will be headed after not too long in this place!  When I dug 
around the experiences in Australia, I found that the land tax regime in this state is onerous, to put it mildly.  As I 
have said, the changes made by the government are dust in the balance.  We have one of the least competitive 
land tax regimes in Australia.  The electorate that I represent has experienced significant growth in property 
values in recent years, so land tax is very close to people’s hearts.  I was interested to hear the Treasurer say to 
the Leader of the Opposition that the reason the land tax take has increased is that the tax is levied on more 
properties.  Although that might be part of the equation, the Treasurer conveniently neglected to acknowledge 
that property values also have a significant impact on land tax.  Indeed, increasing property values in Western 
Australia have been the main driver of the growing take in land tax enjoyed by the government.   

I will touch on three aspects of land tax.  The first aspect is that, for a variety of reasons, many people in Western 
Australia live in family homes that are owned by a trust structure.  Because of the government’s stamp duty 
regime, it is very expensive for those people to move that property asset out of the trust and into private 
ownership.  While the property is owned by the trust, they must pay land tax on it.  I am aware of a number of 
constituents in my electorate who have been significantly impacted on because the home they live in is owned by 
a family trust and they have to pay land tax on it.  That is unjust and unfair.  Those people are justifiably 
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outraged at the land tax they have to pay, while the person who lives next door does not have to pay that tax 
simply because of the ownership structure.   

The second major impost of land tax is on small business.  It is very interesting to visit small business groups in 
the shadow of the budget and discuss the wonderful initiatives that the government has put in place for them.  Of 
course, I do not have to do that because there are no initiatives!  Land tax is a significant cost impost that 
landlords inevitably pass on to small businesses, either directly or through increased lease charges.  They cannot 
avoid that impost and the government needs to look seriously at it.  A claim was made in the budget that the 
government would deliver a saving for small business.  It was a fantastic saving; it was a cut in the business 
names registration fee.  The line item referred to a cut in the vicinity of $1 million or $1.2 million.  When I dug a 
little further, I discovered that that amount was split between the business names registration fees and Register of 
Encumbered Vehicles fees.  In fact, only $400 000 would be cut from the income earned from business names 
registration fees.  When I dug a little further, I found that last year the income from those fees rose by 
$1.5 million.  It is another example of the government giving with one hand while it is scooping the money away 
in tax with the other.  I would not mind so much if I was sure that the money was being spent in a proper and 
appropriate manner.   

The third area in which land tax is having a significant impact in my electorate is what I term the pressure on 
traditional land uses.  I will use as an example a restaurant in a nice beachside location in my electorate.  The 
rent that the landlord generates from that restaurant is less than his land tax bill.  He is under enormous pressure 
to subdivide the property and develop it as a number of residences to cut his land tax bill and to quit what is 
effectively a loss-making asset.  This land tax regime is putting incredible pressure on traditional uses of land.  
The Leader of the Opposition rightly pointed out the issue of caravan parks.  I am acutely aware of the impact of 
land tax on caravan park owners.  For example, after one valuation, the land tax bill of a caravan park owner in 
my electorate increased only a little from $25 000 to $80 000!  This chap’s family has owned the caravan park 
on the shores of Geographe Bay for a couple of generations.  It is a beautiful caravan park.  This has happened to 
a number of caravan parks, because in my electorate they are still largely located near the ocean.  That is a 
$55 000 per annum increase in land tax.  He charges, on average, $20 a night for a site.  That means that to 
recoup the money that he has to pay the government just for land tax - because it gets him with water rates as 
well - he would have to sell another 2 500 nights.  That is a physical impossibility.  This is the sort of impact that 
land taxes are having at a grassroots level on businesses around Western Australia.  Sadly, the government does 
not acknowledge that.  A 50 per cent concession will unfortunately not even begin to redress the huge increases 
that have occurred in recent years.   

In many ways, the genesis of the land tax cut or rebates for caravan parks came from my electorate.  The owners 
of caravan parks in my electorate worked with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure in an attempt to 
address this issue and to assist the government with its social desire to continue providing low-cost 
accommodation across Western Australia.  To be honest, if the government were serious about addressing this 
issue, it would follow the example of Queensland and Victoria, where land tax is not charged on caravan parks.  
The Leader of the Opposition earlier alluded to stamp duty taxes paid on caravans and four-wheel drives.  He 
rightly indicated that people often travel interstate to purchase those items.  Victoria charges no stamp duty on 
caravans.  That is why people travel over there en masse to make their purchases and then come back to Western 
Australia.  If the government were dinkum about addressing land tax issues, it would tackle them head-on rather 
than tinkering around the edges.   

I will finish by talking a little about government spending.  Every time we take issue with the government about 
not spending money in a particular area, it cries out and asks whether we would raise taxes to facilitate that 
expenditure.  What needs to be understood is that the demand on the government must be that it spend money 
properly.  The Treasurer yesterday raised the issue of school cleaning contracts, which is an expenditure program 
of the government.  It was admitted during the estimates committee hearings that a further $3 million would be 
spent on school cleaning contracts.  Although the Treasurer may not realise it, expenditure and taxation are 
essentially flip sides of the same equation.  I was very concerned to hear the Treasurer say yesterday that an extra 
$3 million needed to be spent because standards of cleaning and - this is a beauty - the role played by school 
cleaners in the community needed to be taken into account.  What on earth does that mean?  Are we are paying 
$3 million more because cleaners who are members of the miscellaneous workers union are better members of 
the community than are cleaners who work for private companies?  What a load of nonsense!   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  The reality is that it is a payback to the miscellaneous workers union.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I thank the member for Darling Range.  The union has been on about it for years and 
years.  I give the previous Minister for Education and Training his due; he would not do it.  I do not know why 
the new minister has a different position on this matter, but I have my suspicions.  The previous minister said in 
February 2004 that he had sought advice from the government about the legality of the union’s demands and 
could not act on them.  He went on to say that it was unlawful and that no responsible minister would do it.  Is it 
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not funny that, last year, the then Minister for Education and Training said that no responsible minister would 
bow to the demands of the miscellaneous workers union to claw $3 million more out of state expenditure, but 
this year, the new minister has had some sort of conversion on the road to Damascus and has now deemed that it 
is responsible? 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Do you know which faction the missos belong to?   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I do not know.  I suspect the member for Fremantle might be able to tell us. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  It would be interesting to know which members are part of that faction.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It would be very interesting.  It would be even more interesting to know what percentage 
of the fees paid by those newly employed workers will flow back to the government in the form of political 
donations.  It would also be interesting to find out what percentage of the $3 million of extra spending, which 
must be funded by extra taxes such as land tax, that will be paid to the members of the miscellaneous workers 
union and then to the union, will come back to the ALP.  What percentage of that money will be used to fluff up 
the coffers of the Labor Party for the next election?  I suspect that we will never find out, but we might have a 
look one day.  We could list dozens of irresponsible spending programs that, if cut and pared back, would take a 
lot of pressure off such things as land tax.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  It is as scandalous as the Labor Party’s rort with Curtin House in Claremont.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The member for Darling Range made that point very well.   

If the government is genuine about land tax reform, then as the Leader of the Opposition indicated, the 
government should at least consider capping the annual increments in land tax, because they are killing property 
owners around Western Australia, severely impacting on small businesses and impacting on traditional uses of 
community land.  If the government does not do something about it, the consequences will be dire.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [12.05 pm]:  I thank members of the opposition for their support of 
this legislation.  However, their support was unfortunately tarnished by their regrettable tendency to engage in 
politicking and their cynicism on the question of tax.  They sullied an otherwise very commendable approach in 
supporting government legislation.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  Will you tell us which faction the miscellaneous workers union belongs to?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not think it is my role to engage in debate on irrelevant issues, such as the faction with 
which a particular union or member of Parliament might be associated.   

I come back to the question of land tax.  The issue that concerned me in the debate was the assertion that 
somehow or other this cut in land tax is not a real cut.  Governments have always measured the value of taxation 
relief by comparing the taxation returns that would have been received had no change been made with the 
taxation returns that will be received following the change.  There is no doubt that people who pay land tax will 
be more than $50 million better off as a result of the changes made by this legislation than they would have been 
had the existing law continued.  That is substantial taxation relief by anyone’s account.   

The other point I make is that it is possible for land tax receipts to rise despite land tax relief being implemented 
in a genuine way.  Because we have a growing economy, more people are investing in property.  Quite frankly, 
when there are more property investors, there will be an increase in receipts, not because there has been an 
increase in the government’s taxation regime, but simply because more people, as a result of economic 
prosperity, enter the confines of the land tax regime.   

The Leader of the Opposition debated the 2001 budget and then went on to debate the 2002 and 2003 budgets.  
We are in 2005; we are dealing with the 2005-06 budget.  Since the budgets that the Leader of the Opposition 
chose to debate, the government has provided $1.5 billion of taxation relief to the system through decisions made 
in 2004.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Could you itemise that?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I could itemise it at a later stage.  I will give the Leader of the Opposition two categories.  
Half a billion dollars of tax relief was provided in the budget in May 2004, and $1 billion of tax relief was 
implemented at the end of October 2004.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Can you tell us what it was and over what period it was implemented?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not offer a research service to the Leader of the Opposition!  He need only go to the 
Internet to find the press releases the government put out in association with the budget in 2004 and in October 
2004.  Just because the Leader of the Opposition is adopting the tired old tactic where he thinks he can catch the 
Treasurer out, not knowing what he was doing when he put $1.5 billion of taxation relief into the system, I will 
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give him a few clues about what he might find were he to get his research staff to actually do some work.  He 
should not come in here and ask inane questions.   

As members will recall, we offered a five per cent cut in stamp duty in the 2004 budget and we introduced stamp 
duty exemptions for first home buyers which, at that stage, meant that about 70 per cent of first home buyers 
were exempt from stamp duty.  Those are some of the measures.  I can go further and say that in October 2004 
we announced a 10 per cent cut in stamp duty and a further improvement in stamp duty exemptions for first 
home buyers by raising the threshold; we cut payroll tax; and we cut land tax.  I think that is enough of a list for 
the Leader of the Opposition.  I am tired of being his de facto research assistant.   

I would expect that the Leader of the Opposition would be prepared for a tax debate.  I thought he would have 
sat down with his staff and worked out exactly what has happened in the last 12 to 18 months, rather than come 
in here and ask me a silly question.  He is new, young, inexperienced and lacks a certain worldliness.  He is not 
quite worldly enough, I am advised.  Perhaps that is reflected in his approach to this tax debate.  Maybe next 
year when we have another tax debate he will have gained that worldliness that the member for Cottesloe thinks 
he should be acquiring.  Perhaps he will undertake more research and will not be asking me questions about 
matters that are well and truly on the public record.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  Some of your tax breaks were where, for instance, you could have put up electricity charges 
but you did not, and then you announced them as tax relief in your budget speech.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Each year prices rise on most products.  That is what the inflation rate is about.  On average, 
prices rise every year.  I am interested that the member for Dawesville should make that observation, because 
when he was a minister his government did not care about these issues.  The previous government’s record for 
the last five years it was in government shows that the real increase in household charges was $159.  Under the 
Gallop government there has been a real decrease in household charges.  The Liberal government put them up 
and we cut them and I refer to water, electricity, public transport fares, motor vehicle third party insurance 
premiums and so on.  It is no wonder we get an interjection from a former minister, the member for Dawesville, 
on those sorts of issues, because the record shows the Liberal government did not care about its impact on the 
household budget.  In fact, it had to be bullied by the then opposition to incorporate in its budget papers a 
household model to even measure the impact of household charges.  After some agitation from us, then in 
opposition, it did put a household budget into the budget papers and started to measure the impact of its 
decisions to increase household fees and charges.   

If we listened to the Leader of the Opposition, we would form the view that the previous government did not 
actually increase any taxes.  In fact, the opposite is the case.  The previous coalition government was quite 
hungry for taxation revenue and put in place a very significant number of tax increases in its eight years in 
office.   

It is possible for the Department of Treasury and Finance to measure the annual impact in constant dollars of the 
tax measures undertaken in each budget for the past 12 years.  When that measurement is undertaken, the annual 
impact of the tax measures introduced by the previous coalition government is in excess of the annual impact of 
the tax measures, on the whole, introduced by the Gallop Labor government.   

There is an element of hypocrisy in this debate because members opposite simply pretend that their government 
was not hungry for revenue and it did not introduce any tax measures and they pretend not to go back to look at 
the record.  When they go back and look at the record they will find that, on a proper basis of comparison, using 
constant dollars and the annual impact of each tax measure, the coalition government was heavier on tax 
increases over its eight years in office than the Gallop Labor government has been over its four years.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Can you tell us the figure?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Actually, I do not have the figure in front of me. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I thought you would do your research before you came in here. 

Several members interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  If the Leader of the Opposition wants to make a speech, he 
should make one.  He should not interject so loudly over the top of the Treasurer that I cannot hear him speak.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Again, this shows the Leader of the Opposition’s inability to listen.  I would not have to 
make the point if the Leader of the Opposition had actually looked at Hansard.  I have been through this matter 
on many occasions in the past.  I am always concerned to provide accurate information to the house so I will not 
rely simply on my memory, I will have the analysis directly in front of me.  Very fortunately, I do have that 
analysis directly in front of me and what it shows is that over eight years of coalition government -   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Do not get it wrong.   
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will not get it wrong because it is in front of me in black and white.  Over the eight years of 
coalition government the impact of its tax measures in constant 2005-06 dollars was $438 million a year. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Of what? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The impact of tax increases as a result of the measures that were undertaken by the coalition 
over eight years.  That takes into account its tax reduction and tax increase measures.  Using 2005-06 dollars, so 
that we have a constant and real comparison, its impact on taxpayers was $438 million per year.  If we then go to 
our taxation measures -   

Mr M.J. Birney:  What inflation rates are there?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The inflation rates that applied in those years.  That is what “constant dollars” means.  How 
far back do I have to go in educating the Leader of the Opposition?  Do we need to start with a high school 
education?   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Lower.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Lower - the member for Eyre knows him very well.  Perhaps he is right and we need to go 
further back.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  He was okay at basketball.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Could he add up the goals that were being scored? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It was only two or three points at a time. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It was only two or three points at a time, so he could add that up on one hand.  Unfortunately 
budgets go a bit beyond the number of appendages the Leader of the Opposition would boast.   

If we now turn to the net impact of all of our tax measures in constant dollars, taking into account the measures 
that we are dealing with - 

Mr M.J. Birney:  What does “constant dollars” mean?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  What does constant dollars mean?  The Leader of the Opposition should read a basic little 
document on economic analysis.  He should do just a tiny bit of study.  His inexperience is showing. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Just tell us what it means. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition cannot come into this house and ask what constant dollars 
means. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  What does constant dollars mean? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  He must be a little better than that.  His inexperience, his youth and his lack of role in this is, 
unfortunately, once again on the slate. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  You don’t know what constant dollars means. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition is trying in a juvenile, cockatoo sort of way to prevent me 
from getting to the key point.  I can understand that because, when I read the figure for the constant dollar 
comparison between our tax measures and the opposition’s tax measures, I see something very interesting.  I see 
a minus sign in front of our contribution.  I see a figure of minus $143 million. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Absolute rubbish! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is no wonder that opposition members do not want to listen, because when the tax-raising 
effort of the coalition is compared on a fair basis with the tax-raising effort of the Gallop Labor government, in 
five budgets our figure has been minus $143 million a year, whereas the opposition’s figure in its eight years of 
government was plus $438 million. 

Point of Order 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The document the Treasurer is holding looks like an official document.  Obviously, it has 
come from Treasury.  Will the Treasurer table that whole document?  We want to know what constant dollars 
are. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.W. Andrews), this is a budget document titled “Budget 2005-06: 
Delivering Our Commitments: Fact Sheet”.  When I have concluded my speech I will be delighted to table a fact 
sheet on our budget for the education of the Leader of the Opposition. 

Debate Resumed 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition makes a joke about my use of the term “constant dollars”.  
Obviously, if I were comparing money raised in 1995 with money raised or spent 10 years later, members might 
raise the question of the inflation rate in the intervening 10 years.  I would therefore expect there to be some 
adjustment so that we are comparing like with like.  Our view is that we must look to the competitiveness of our 
tax regime in this state.  Members opposite made a couple of comments about land tax.  They implied that 
Western Australia’s land tax regime was much more onerous than the tax regimes of other states.  I suggest that 
those members look at the Victorian land tax scale.  If they want to compare an aggressive land tax scale with 
Western Australia’s, they should look at the Victorian land tax scale.  The Victorian government is reforming its 
land tax scale, but land tax rates in Victoria are significantly higher than those in Western Australia.  
Nevertheless, we must look at not only land tax but also the broad range of taxes in this state, because we want 
to ensure that while our tax regime raises the necessary dollars for services, it will not unnecessarily distort or 
damage the economy.  All taxes promote some economic distortion; all taxes, by their collection, inhibit 
economic activity.  On the other hand, the community will be damaged if there is not enough taxation revenue to 
provide public goods, infrastructure and services.  The important aspect is the impact of the overall taxation 
regime on the economy.  A very good measure of that is the share of the taxation regime of an economy.  The 
share of the taxation regime of Western Australia’s economy is the lowest compared with the taxation regimes 
and economies of the other states.  Therefore, Western Australia does the best of all the states using tax as a 
share of our economy, compared with tax as a share of the Queensland economy, the Tasmania economy or the 
New South Wales economy.  In other words, Mr Acting Speaker - 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Treasurer - 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Just a minute. 

Although there is always room for improvement - the government is interested in improvement - our tax regime 
on that measure should be less damaging to our economy than the tax regime of any other state is to its economy. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Do you know that we have probably the highest, if not the second highest, debt to revenue 
ratio of any state in Australia? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Is it not interesting, Mr Acting Speaker, that the Leader of the Opposition has given up 
debating tax?  We are now going to debate debt.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  The two are related. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is not the subject of today’s debate, although I was interested to note that in his remarks 
the Leader of the Opposition offhandedly promised a $100 million cut in land tax, and there was another 
measure that he - 

Point of Order 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Treasurer has misrepresented me.  I did not make any such promise.  I said that these 
things need to be looked at. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  We can all check Hansard tomorrow. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Mr Acting Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition offhandedly supported a $100 million cut 
in land tax. 

Point of Order 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Treasurer has misrepresented me again.  I simply said that these things need to be 
looked at. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The Leader of the Opposition will take a seat. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The issue with respect to the standing orders is that a member wishing to take a point of 
order really does need to ensure - 

Mr M.J. Birney interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the first time.  During points of order 
no member should be speaking, other than the person calling the point of order. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The point of order I make is that it is highly disorderly to use a point of order to make a 
statement.  Mr Acting Speaker, clearly this is a matter of judgment that the person in your position must make 
from time to time.  However, the house simply could not function if members rose whenever they wanted to 
make a comment and simply said, “Point of order” and then sought to enter into debate.  The Leader of the 
Opposition has done that twice within a matter of seconds.  I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, and perhaps the 
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Speaker, to consider what can be done to ensure that standing orders are upheld and that we do not have 
disorderly behaviour - 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Come on, let’s get on with it.  You are driving me mad. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  - with members calling a point of order when there is actually no point of order in an 
attempt to make a comment to disrupt the proceedings of the house. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I will never do it again if you sit down. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  As the Leader of the House rose to his feet, I had intended to make that very point 
and to warn the Leader of the Opposition about frivolous points of order, on which the Speaker has already made 
his views well known.  The Leader of the Opposition had sat down after his first point of order and simply 
repeated it.  He will not do that again. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Clearly the Leader of the Opposition is a bit sensitive about revealing his inexperience, 
youth and lack of worldly approach by making offhanded promises on taxation matters in a parliamentary debate 
this early in the election cycle.  I was talking about taxation revenue as a share of gross state product.  In 2005-
06 it is predicted that the share will be five per cent in New South Wales, 4.4 per cent in Victoria, four per cent 
in Queensland, 4.7 per cent in South Australia and 4.2 per cent in Tasmania, producing a states’ weighted 
average of 4.6 per cent.  The figure for Western Australia is 3.9 per cent, which is the lowest of all the states.  
The figure for 2006-07 will again be the lowest of all the states.  Based on current predictions across the forward 
estimates, Western Australia will be either lowest or equal lowest of the states for tax as a share of gross state 
product.   
Mr M.J. Birney interjected. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition interjects and asks about tax per capita.  Tax per capita can be 
a quite misleading measure.  The inadequacy of the measure was revealed when we had 7.5 per cent economic 
growth in one year.  Because gross domestic product per capita had risen by that very significant amount, 
obviously tax per capita rose largely as a result of the very significant economic growth.  We cannot have a 
measure of tax competitiveness that shows us as being worse on tax when our economic growth is fantastic and 
better on tax when our economic growth is really poor.  That does not seem to me to be a very useful measure.  
The other reason I have doubts about the adequacy of the measure is that it creates an impression - 
Mr M.J. Birney:  Why did you use it? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is difficult to complete a sentence when there are repeated cockatoo-like interjections from 
the Leader of the Opposition. 
The second problem with the tax per capita measure is that it can create a misleading impression that the tax paid 
by BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto or a gold producer is a tax paid by Mr and Mrs Smith residing in Belmont.  The real 
measure of the impact of state taxes and charges on Mr and Mrs Smith residing in Belmont is shown by the 
government’s household charges.  In its household charges, the government has done very well in protecting Mr 
and Mrs Smith in Belmont and all the other suburban and regional families in Western Australia. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  How many times have we increased electricity prices? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We have never done that since we have been in government.  In five budgets, there has been 
no increase in the price of electricity. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Dawesville asked about previous electricity costs.  There was an increase in 
costs in 1997.  The rise before that was in 1992. 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Order, members on my left!  That is enough.  Any member 
who interjects incessantly will be called to order. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If there is a misleading impression in the community on two counts, that economic growth is 
mistaken as an increase in the tax burden and that payments by big corporations are mistaken as a payment by 
households, there needs to be thought about whether the taxation competitiveness measure is a valuable one or 
not.  The importance of taxation competitiveness is because it helps us understand whether taxation levels are 
damaging our economy.  That is why I favour the share of gross state product as a measure.  However, I regard 
the general issue of taxation competitiveness as an important issue.  That is why, as soon as the government had 
the financial capacity, there were tax cuts.  We had additional financial capacity in 2004 for two reasons.  Firstly, 
we won an increased share of commonwealth grants after a long campaign and, secondly, we had record 
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economic growth.  The government used that additional financial capacity to provide tax relief and to also 
provide improvement to services and increased investment in infrastructure.  The economy is still going very 
well indeed, which has given the government the capacity for some further measures in this budget that are the 
subject of the legislation before the house.  I would like to go further if the government has the financial capacity 
to implement further tax relief.  I therefore announced that there will be a state tax review.  It will be modelled 
on the very successful business tax review that the government had in its first term.  There will be a reference 
committee representing interest groups and the community.  We will deliver genuine tax relief through the 
outcome of the business tax review process in an agenda that reflects Western Australia’s economic needs and 
the opinions and priorities of Western Australians.  It is not possible for me to say at this stage how much can be 
allocated to tax relief.  That will be a matter of how well the economy performs in forthcoming years.  It will 
also be a matter of how successful we are in finding expenditure control measures and efficiencies within 
government.  We are committed to improved tax competitiveness and we are about to establish a process that 
will help us take the issue further. 

There was a question of how a tax concession for caravan parks arose.  It arose by the government considering 
the representations that it received from many people on land tax.  The government noted that there had been 
strong representations from owners of tourism properties, particularly owners of caravan parks in the south west 
of state.  It became clear to us that land values in the south west, in particular, were increasing very rapidly.  It 
was increasing the land tax burden on caravan parks and creating a financial incentive for caravan park owners 
to either subdivide or change the use of the land.  We wanted to preserve the ability of Western Australian 
families to have a low-cost holiday in a caravan park.  We want to see the caravan parks continue.  Hence, the 
government decided on the land tax concession.  The matter was canvassed with me by the Department of 
Treasury and Finance as an option for the budget.  When my colleagues and I considered the value of the option 
we decided that it was worthwhile to proceed with the land tax concession for caravan parks.  I was also 
informed on the matter by the recommendations of a task force chaired by Hon Adele Farina.  The task force 
looked at measures that were necessary to support the tourism industry in Western Australia.  There was a 
relevant recommendation from the task force that I also took into account as I made my contribution to the 
government’s decision on the matter.   

We have had a bit of debate to and fro on taxation policy.  Members on both sides of the house have had the 
opportunity to express their views about a range of political issues related to this legislation.  In the end we have 
to consider the legislation that is before us and not the political rhetoric.  The legislation before us is good 
legislation that provides tax relief to land tax payers who, if we did nothing, will be paying more than 
$50 million extra in land tax in this forthcoming financial year.  I am pleased that, despite all the argument and 
debate, the opposition has committed itself to supporting the legislation.  I hope it has a speedy passage through 
this house and the other place.  I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.   

Consideration in Detail 
Clause 1:  Short title -  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  During the second reading debate I promised to table a document.  I would like to table that 
document now, if that is satisfactory.  I also confirm that the document is on the web site of the Department of 
Treasury and Finance. 

[See paper 555.] 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This clause deals with the actual bill itself, being the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill (No. 
3) 2005.  Can the Treasurer tell me when the need for the 50 per cent reduction in caravan park land tax was first 
brought to his attention; and by whom?   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  It is always the case that in the debate on the short title we 
deal only with the words that are contained in the clause.  The clause states -  

This is the Revenue Laws Amendment Act (No. 3) 2005.  

Therefore, the question asked by the Leader of the Opposition is not relevant to this clause.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  I can change the question if you want. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The debate must be directed to the short title of the bill. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I will wait until we get to the relevant part. 

Clause put and passed.   
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Clause 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  The Act amended in this Part -  
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This clause deals with the amendments that this bill will make to the Land Tax Act.  One of 
those amendments is the 50 per cent rebate or concession for caravan park owners.  Can the Treasurer tell me 
who first brought this matter to his attention, and how long ago that was?  I am wondering which individual, 
organisation or body first raised with the Treasurer the fact that caravan park owners were in dire straits and 
needed some special consideration in the form of land tax concessions.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The concession is not covered in part 2 of the bill.  It is actually covered in part 3 of the bill. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I concur with the Treasurer.  That question is best dealt with when we get to clause 
7.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  What is the Treasurer hiding?  Why not just answer the question?  If the Treasurer wants to do 
things in this way, I will make him stay here all day.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the Leader of the Opposition wants to hold up tax relief, he can hold up tax relief. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  It is simple.  There are other parts of bill under which Leader of the Opposition can 
ask that question. 

Clause put and passed.   

Clause 4:  Section 5 amended -  
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This is the key part of the bill.  It seeks to delete table 4 of the Land Tax Act and substitute 
a new table 4 that contains a new set of parameters for the rating of land tax.  I want to put on the record that the 
government will receive $5 million more in land tax next year than it received this year.  Therefore, 
notwithstanding the fact that the government would have us believe that it is being very generous in handing 
back a significant amount of money to the community through land tax concessions, hence the new land tax 
table, it needs to be understood clearly by the people who read this debate that the government will receive 
$5 million more in land tax next year than it will receive this year.  Every year since the Labor Party has come to 
power, land tax rates have increased considerably.  Next year the government will collect $320 million in land 
tax.  This year the government will collect about $315 million.  I have the figures here.  In 2001 the government 
received $220 million in land tax, in 2002 it received $225 million, in 2003 it received $259 million, in 2004 it 
received $279 million, and in 2005 it will receive $315 million.  In 2006 it will receive $320 million.  Not 
surprisingly, next year the land tax take will have increased by exactly $100 million since the Labor Party came 
to power in 2001.  Therefore, notwithstanding the fact that the Labor Party has produced this new set of land tax 
rates, it needs to be pointed out that that still represents a $100 million increase in land tax revenue for the 
government since Labor came to power.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will simply point out that the state’s economy is now a $100 billion economy.  The 
economy is now $25 billion larger than when we came into government.  One would expect that, even with 
constant land tax rates, more revenue will be flowing if the economy is now $25 billion larger than it was in 
2001.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clause 5 put and passed. 

Clause 6:  Section 15A inserted -  
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This is a very interesting clause.  It is actually what is known as a clawback clause.  I want 
to alert members - particularly those who have not read the bill - to what we are dealing with here.  Effectively, a 
caravan park owner will be eligible to receive a 50 per cent concession on his land tax bill while he is operating 
his business as a caravan park.  However, if at some stage in the future he decides, perhaps for economic or 
family reasons, that he does not want to continue to run his business as a caravan park and he subdivides that 
land, then obviously that land will be subject to land tax.  That is fine; it is only fair that the owner pay land tax, 
because he is no longer running the business as a caravan park.  However, I have some difficulty with the fact 
that after the subdivision of that land, the new owner will be liable for all the land tax that was not paid under the 
concessional arrangements that had applied for the previous five years.  Therefore, this is a horribly retrospective 
clause.  I am interested to know whether that will apply also to a new owner who buys the caravan park and 
decides to subdivide it.  As I read this clause - I will be happy to stand corrected - party A may have owned the 
caravan park for five years and have received the 50 per cent concession for that five years.  That may add up to 
a concession of some $50 000 over that five-year period.  Party B may then buy the caravan park and decide to 
subdivide it.  The land would obviously then be subject to land tax.  Under this provision, party B will pay the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 23 June 2005] 

 p3338b-3350a 
Mr Matt Birney; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Eric Ripper; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke 

 [14] 

$50 000 in tax forgone by party A in the previous five years.  Is that the case, Treasurer?  The provision refers to 
the “subdividing owner”, and I read that as possibly referring to the new owner. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3369.] 
 


