
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 18 May 2016] 

 p3227b-3241a 
Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Peter Tinley; Mr Bill Johnston; Dr Mike Nahan 

LAND TAX 
Motion 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [4.00 pm]: I move — 
That this house condemns the Liberal–National government’s three increases in land tax and recognises 
that these increases have had a dramatic impact on landowners across Western Australia in an 
environment of falling property prices and higher rental vacancies. 

Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.M. Britza) knows this important motion needs to be vented in the Parliament of 
Western Australia because of the anguish in the community and, from what I have read, some surreptitious 
anguish in the Liberal Party. I know many of my Liberal colleagues will be speaking today to outline their anger 
and frustration with the Barnett Liberal government’s three increases in land tax! I know that because I read 
comments in the newspaper; admittedly, they are often not sourced. The only sourced comment was from 
a cabinet minister who disagreed with the budget. The only comments I could find were unsourced, so I dare say 
my Liberal colleagues will try to talk out their anger at their government for increasing land tax so dramatically 
not once, not twice, but three times in three consecutive budgets. A number of speakers on my side want to make 
a couple of comments before we allow members of the Liberal Party to speak—I know they will be very keen to 
speak! 
I will quickly remind members of the three increases in land tax since the 2013 fully funded, fully costed 
election promise. There was a 12.5 per cent increase in the 2013–14 budget, followed by another increase of 
10 per cent in the 2014–15 budget. The one that really caused the most consternation was in the 2015–16 budget 
because, effectively, the scale was changed and it increased projected land tax by 20 per cent. I will call that the 
20 per cent increase. It was hard to give it a set figure because it was not just simply a 12.5 or 10 per cent 
increase like the first two, but, effectively, a whopping 20 per cent increase in land tax. Looking back over the 
past 10 years, we see that three issues have overwhelmed the inbox of my computer: firstly, daylight saving; 
secondly, retail trading hours; and, thirdly, land tax. I have been overwhelmed with angry emails about land tax. 
When I asked the Premier about it at the time, my colleagues will recall that he said, “These are wealthy people; 
they can sell assets and restructure.” But the big eggs—the people with huge assets—were not flooding my 
inbox and complaining. I have files of emails of anger from people who were flooding my inbox and 
complaining. This is one of my full files. I will read one; as I said, I have heaps and I have no doubt that other 
members will read in a few. 
The anger is white-hot. In an environment of falling rental returns; increasing rental vacancies, both commercial 
and residential; falling property prices; and a slowing economy and increasing unemployment, the government 
has ratcheted up land tax by 10.5, 12 and 20 per cent. It is little wonder Liberal members are getting flooded with 
angry emails from Liberal supporters. I find it interesting that there was one person who went on the record in 
the media this week. Apparently, all this leadership tension in the Liberal Party has been generated by the issue 
around land tax. I asked the Treasurer yesterday whether he made any suggestion to any of his colleagues that he 
was going to make changes to aggregation. His answer was very evasive, so clearly he did, and I want to hear 
from my Liberal colleagues what they thought about what was going to happen in the budget around 
aggregation; whether they went to the Treasurer and argued on behalf of their constituents and other people 
around Western Australia for changes in land tax. I want to hear from them. When I put that question to the 
Treasurer, he was very evasive—“No, no, no; the only thing we’ve committed to is to look at it, and that was 
outlined in the budget speech.” 
I found something even more interesting. The Treasurer cannot, as the member for West Swan pointed out in her 
budget reply a little ago, now wake up zombie-like and say, ”Did we really increase land tax three times in 
a row? Did we really do that? When I read my first speech in Parliament, I believed in lower taxes, smaller 
government, less debt and no operating deficits. That’s what I believed in. Did we really increase land tax three 
years in a row?” The Liberal Party did, and into a slowing economy. That is what the government did. 
I understand that government members want to believe they did not know; I have noted the comments of the 
member for Mount Lawley: “We had no idea. No-one told us.” But every single time, colleagues, it required 
a change to legislation. Every single time we opposed the legislation and pointed out what that increase was 
going to do. Every single time government members all agreed and voted for it. I consulted Hansard: nobody on 
the Liberal side spoke against any of it; nobody expressed a concern about the impact it may have. Indeed—
I keep pointing this out—at every single budget that has been announced by the Treasurer, with these three 
increases in land tax, he has been given a round of applause. Government members have not been standing idly 
by, allowing land tax to slip by in the dead of night and are now stunned at the outcome. Government members 
are willing accomplices in what has been done with these land tax increases. Indeed, I think out of the great 
hypocrisy of all Liberal members of Parliament I have heard or read about allegedly complaining about the 
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increases in land tax, none is more so than the Minister for Transport. It is quite extraordinary. On Tuesday 
The West Australian reported the comments of the Minister for Transport, Dean Nalder — 

“There has been quite an adverse impact on various constituents at various levels and, yes, I do have 
concerns about it … 

That was the transport minister who has just agreed with the budget now saying, “I’m concerned about it.” 
Unfortunately for Mr Nalder, he was also the finance minister who introduced the legislation to make the first 
increase in land tax. I thought: I must be misremembering; I do not recall Dean Nalder—apparently, the business 
community’s favourite to take over from Mr Barnett—when we were having the debate and the Labor Party was 
opposing that increase in land tax, saying, “You’re right; I am worried about it. I’m worried about”—to quote 
Mr Nalder again—“the adverse impacts.” In fact, when I went and had a look at what Mr Nalder said, his final 
sentence, as he put the issue to a vote, was — 

The land tax increases amount to up to $20 for people with properties valued at up to $500 000 and up 
to $70 for people with properties valued at up to $1 million. Again, I suppose that is the reason why 
members opposite did not talk about it that much—the change is minimal. 

Although Mr Nalder is now, incredibly disloyally, running from the budget of his government and saying, 
“I worry about the adverse impacts”, when he was actually passing the legislation in this place he said, 
“It’s a minimal impact; don’t worry about it.” But we apparently now have a Minister for Transport who is 
worried about the adverse impact. It is a pity he was not when he introduced the legislation to increase it. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Mathias told him to. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I think Mathias said, “Let me tell you, Minister for Transport, you are worried about land 
tax.” “I am worried about land tax, Mathias”, the minister replied. The minister is now worried about the adverse 
impacts of land tax. I thought that maybe it was Bill Marmion. Colleagues may recall that when the Minister for 
Transport was the Minister for Finance, he had some personal difficulties that saw him lose the finance portfolio. 
The finance portfolio went into the member for Nedlands’ hands. He said that his increase to land tax was a very 
small change. Time and again we have made crystal clear what the Liberal Party is doing and every time the 
minister’s response is that it is a very, very small change, it is minimal and it will not have any impact—right up 
to the point at which members start getting those emails. I want to read out one email. I have a lot of emails here, 
and I have read a few of them before. As members know, this issue has been debated in the past. This email was 
sent to one of my colleagues and forwarded to me. It reads — 

As discussed this week we have received a real shock when we opened our Land Tax Assessment in the 
mail. 

This is November last year, upon receiving the third increase — 
On a like for like assessment of 2014/2015 our tax bill has increased by 89.03% this is based over 
3 commercial properties which we operate our Hardware business from. We really struggle to see how 
the government can justify that sort of increase.  
Unfortunately it gets worse as one property has been increase in value by $30k, & each of the other 
$15k each this has resulted in an actual increase in tax of 122%. 
I could accept the value increase if that was the case but, it just so happens that we had the properties 
valued by licenced valuer in the same period as the assessment for bank & finance reasons. We are 
currently lodging an objection for this part of the assessment through Landgate to adjust the values 
back, but none the less it is a concern that sort of increase can be applied when market condition can’t 
support an upward adjustment of more than 5%. 

This email goes on to state — 
… I could go on about small business input cost over the past 7–10 years, but really Government and 
political parties of all persuasions are not watching what is happening at grass roots. The amount of 
business that have closed in this region is staggering & increasing the operation cost is not going to help 
the remaining business.  
Increased pressure from large Corporates is making it near impossible for owners such as myself to 
make anywhere near a reasonable return on our investment. 

I read that email because I want to make a point that deals with an issue the Premier raised, when I asked 
a question about the land tax increases in the first place, that these are all large property owners and they can 
adjust their finances accordingly. That is not the case; this is a small business person and the land tax increase is 
having a dramatic impact on the capacity of that person to operate their business, which according to the email is 
a hardware business. That is the reality of the government’s increases to land tax. 
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One final point, because I know that some of my colleagues want to speak on this issue. I want to address an 
issue that the Treasurer raised yesterday about a prominent property developer who the Treasurer is clearly 
having a difference of opinion with at the moment. The Treasurer said to the Leader of the Opposition that the 
property developer — 

… is a major funder of the Labor Party. Look at the returns! It was $25 000 last year—none to the 
Liberal Party! 

Does the Treasurer stand by that? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: That’s from the Electoral Commission WA. That’s what the results are. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Did the Treasurer look at them or did he get an adviser to look at them? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: No, I did. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer is wrong. Last year, there was none. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: In 2014–15? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer is right; in 2013–14, there was a $25 000 donation to the Labor Party, but in 
2014–15, there was a $50 000 donation to the Liberal Party. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: I’ll check. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer should check. I want to make the point that when members throw around 
information like that in Parliament, they have to check that information and make sure that they are telling the 
truth. Although it has not been standard operating procedure under this government, Parliament is a place where 
members generally try to tell the truth. 
I want to conclude with one final point. Following on from the email that I just read on the writer’s objection to 
their land tax assessment, this year we have seen a whopping increase in the number of objections to land tax 
assessments—unsurprisingly. Hon Martin Pritchard asked this question in the upper house on 10 May this 
year — 

How many objections have been received to date for 2015–16 land tax valuation assessments? 
The answer was that to date there have been 629 objections, which is a 143 per cent increase in the number of 
objections to land tax assessments. Already some $36 million has been returned as a result of those objections. 
I dare say that a lot of those objections, like the email I just read, are driven by desperation. Owners of 
a residential property cannot pass this on. In the case of the email I read out, the small business cannot absorb the 
cost. Colleagues, this is the impact of this land tax increase. I want to hear from not only unnamed Liberal 
sources in The West Australian, but also Liberal members of Parliament in this place today about their anger 
about what land tax is doing and their acknowledgement that increasing land tax three times by such a dramatic 
amount in a slowing economy has had a negative impact. That is what the motion asks for. I look forward to 
hearing from my Liberal colleagues and to them voting to support this motion. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [4.16 pm]: I thought Liberal Party members would stand up and talk about 
how crazy these three land tax increases have been. I thought the Liberal Party was anti–big tax increases. 
I thought that was the case. I am making a contribution to this debate because I have been shadow Minister for 
Finance for all three land tax bills. We discussed the three land tax bills and then came into the chamber, but 
every time there was a vote, I was very surprised that many members on the government side of the chamber 
voted for these land tax increases. Remember, there were three massive increases in land tax in a row 
culminating in a 25 per cent increase in land tax rates. This has had a massive impact on people’s landholdings. 
Whether we like it or not, land is used as superannuation for many people in the community. Whether we believe 
it is the right or the wrong thing to do, it happens. When land tax is impacted to such a degree, it impacts 
people’s ability to retire or to continue to live without the pension. 
I have triple-checked and, yes, I have spoken about this issue three times and Liberal Party members have 
supported these massive land tax increases three times. I was visited by a delegation of concerned landowners 
last year who came to me, as shadow finance minister, to raise with me the impact these continuing increases in 
land tax were having on their ability to make ends meet. The key point is that these increases happened at a time 
of economic slowdown. I have said in this place many times that the Labor Party has always understood the need 
for taxation. We also understand that we should not make false promises about tax, as the Liberal Party has 
continually done at each election. I would not be surprised if the Liberal Party comes out with a crazy new tax 
cut or promises a new tax exemption in the lead-up to the next election, because that is what it does. The 
Liberal Party makes false promises, gets into government and then increases taxes. I know that sometimes 
governments have to increase taxes. I also know about the criticism that was levelled at the Gallop government 
when it increased some taxes at a time when the economy was heating up. That taxation was not introduced 
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when state final demand was negative; it was actually happening when there was greater economic activity, 
which, in a sense, created greater revenue, and significant revenue flows resulted. However, this government has 
increased taxes at a time of significant economic slowdown. 

I want to give members the feedback from those landowners. Many of them had commercial units in industrial 
areas such as Malaga and Wangara. They could not get them leased out or, because the economy was slowing 
down so much and the tenants could not afford to pay the rent, the owners were either giving them the premises 
rent free or cutting the rents because they felt for the small businesses in those units. At the same time, 
significant tax increases came along, which created a real pinch for the landowners. 

I want to go through and set out the economic environment. Remember, these land tax increases have basically 
come into effect predominantly over the past few years. Let us go through what has happened in the economy in 
2014–15, 2015–16 and 2016–17—negative 3.6 per cent in 2014–15; negative 4.25 per cent in 2015–16; and 
negative 3.75 per cent in 2016–17 in state final demand. Basically, the domestic economy contracted three years 
in a row. The unemployment rate increased from 5.4 per cent in 2014–15, to 6.5 per cent in 2015–16 and to 
6.75 per cent in 2016–17. Significant deterioration in the unemployment rate was coupled with contractions in 
the state economy. Let us look at some of the key factors in the housing sector. Dwelling investment is expected 
to fall by 8.7 per cent in 2016–17. Business investment fell by 12.7 per cent in 2014–15, is expected to fall by 
17.5 per cent in 2015–16, and is expected to fall by 19 per cent in 2016–17. Just to finish off, the median house 
price is expected to fall by 3.5 per cent in 2015–16 and by 0.5 per cent in 2016–17. These massive land tax 
increases have come at a time of economic slowdown, rising unemployment and a deteriorating housing market. 
That is not how to manage the economy or the finances, because all it is doing is exacerbating the economic 
problems. It is incomprehensible that this government brought down these budgets without actually 
acknowledging this. 

What type of thought processes does the government have, when the cabinet, or the Treasurer, makes these 
decisions for significant increase in land tax bills at a time when people can least afford to pay? All it does is put 
greater pressure on small business, which is finding it difficult during these times of falling demand, and impacts 
on people’s ability to hold onto their properties. The Premier said that they can rationalise their assets. He is 
basically saying that they can sell their properties to pay the land tax bill. That creates further impacts on the 
domestic economy as people have fire sales to get rid of property to pay the land tax. This is from the two 
economic lecturers in this place. 

Dr A.D. Buti: That is misleading—to say that they are economic lecturers. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know the type that they are. They are the ones we walk out on when we are sitting at the 
back of the room. 

This is what they have done. We knew that there was pain out there in the community. As I said, many people 
came to see us, and we raised it in this place a number of times, so we half-expected that the government would 
correct it in this budget. However, it started talking about removing aggregation. People came to see us saying 
that they had gone to see their local Liberal member, who said that the government was going to remove 
aggregation. As I said, aggregation raises a number of fairness issues for me, but I can see both sides of the 
argument. One, from those who want aggregation abolished, is that not only is there an impact on the amount the 
people pay, but there is the problem of one property valued at $400 000 being rated differently from another 
property valued at $400 000. That, simplistically, is the impact of aggregation. The alternative argument put to 
me by Treasury is that without aggregation, people can land bank a lot of properties at about $290 000 and not 
pay any land tax. There are other implications, but there are pros and cons, and I understand that. However, 
because of the massive increase in the rates—10 per cent, 12.5 per cent and then effectively 25 per cent—the 
aggregation impact was exacerbated by the increases. People with significant landholdings saw huge hikes, 
because they were moving up the bracket very rapidly. That is what happens with the issue of aggregation. 

As I said, the shadow Treasurer and I discussed this at length because we were hearing all these reports that the 
government was going to remove aggregation. We thought that it would be interesting if it did that, because it 
would have a big impact on the budget. We did not quite believe it, but people were coming to us saying that 
they had heard from their local Liberal, or at one of those business breakfasts, or from a fundraiser, that the 
Treasurer was going to remove aggregation. However, it never happened. The Treasurer allowed his colleagues 
to believe that this was going to happen, and it did not happen. People commented on that, as would be expected, 
and particular landowners commented on that. What does the Treasurer do? He takes it personally, and as always 
his response does not match the criticism. It is—what is the word?—an overreaction. 

Mr P. Papalia: Disproportionate. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Disproportionate—that is the word. 
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I worked in a government that used to get front pages on a daily basis criticising it on the tax issue. We would 
get criticism from every lobby group down the terrace, including that of the now Treasurer, the Institute of 
Public Affairs. Every day, the then Treasurer was being portrayed in very unflattering cartoons in the newspaper, 
but he copped most of it. However, this Treasurer has a glass jaw, so one criticism and he starts wielding the 
name Donald Trump around the place. Has the Treasurer found that $50 000 donation yet? It is right there next 
to the tax equivalence that he has in his books as well, and as impossible to see. I am sure that if he keeps 
looking he will find that $50 000 donation. 

Let us go back to the key point. There is no economic direction. It is bungle after bungle after bungle. Now we 
see all this ugly competition for the top job. It is ugly competition, is it not? We have the Premier’s favourite for 
the job, the member for Scarborough. We have the business community’s favourite for the job, the Minister for 
Transport. We have the cartoonists’ favourite for the job, the Treasurer, and now we have Rex’s favourite for the 
job, the member for Jandakot. The competition for the leadership is getting to be quite ugly. We are drifting with 
no economic direction and, in fact, a policy that has helped drive down consumer and investor confidence and is 
actually making the economic conditions worse.  

That is what this government’s land tax policy did and what the opposition highlighted time and again. Each 
time we highlighted that, no-one opposite stood up for landowners in this state. They sit with their coffees at 
fundraisers and little business breakfasts pretending these people are their friends, but when it counted, members 
opposite failed to stand up for them. The obligation today is on government members to stand up for the people 
whom they sit with at those business breakfasts and to defend what this government has done: it has made the 
situation worse for them.  

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [4.30 pm]: Yes, defend the government they might! I look forward to members 
opposite having to defend the situation when they come to this side of the chamber in the inevitable course of 
time and they go to the same sort of business breakfasts that the Labor business round table, shadow ministers, 
opposition members and the entire Labor movement have been attending for the last eight years. They will hear 
the same moans and the same complaints that we hear. We listen to those complaints from the business 
community that they are under an overwhelming burden of both red tape and taxes. I wonder who they are 
talking about. Who on earth could the business community of Western Australia have been talking about over 
the last eight years of endless breakfasts, lunches, coffees, catch-ups, forums, think tanks and all the things that 
the opposition has the freedom, time and desire to do to engage properly and deeply with the business 
community? Who were they talking about? They were talking about this government, the conservatives, the 
Tories of Western Australia, who purport to be the grand defenders of small business in Western Australia, and 
the grand defenders of the economy and of a growth economy. But all this government has delivered to this state 
through its reckless financial management is woe and doom, and a completely depressed outlook.  

Government members should go out and talk to businesses. Why not go one better? The Premier and Treasurer 
could talk to their own backbench! I know that the government backbench is getting that message loud and clear 
in their electorate. They are hearing all the stories. I wonder what happened in the Liberal Party meeting room—
I might ask the member for Hillarys in due course for a briefing—in response to the representations that were 
made about the Premier’s intention to provide some relief with which they could go back to the business people 
and investors in their community and give them some good news. I would love to have heard what this was, 
because clearly when this Premier and Treasurer of this government did not deliver any relief in this state 
budget, the word flowed out to the media and overflowed into the corridors of Parliament House in gossip, 
innuendo and accusations. Why did that happen? What representations were made by the Treasurer in the party 
room to his own party for him to say that he would look at it? What does “look at it” mean? Does it mean that 
the Treasurer is looking at declining state revenue after a bonanza of eight years, with the biggest single fiscal 
bonanza of any state in Australia ever? Does it mean he is looking at holding back the tide of debt that we have 
through borrowing for interest and wages? All the Treasurer saw was a 2016–17 tax revenue decline of 
$117 million or 1.3 per cent, despite the $836 million hike last year in land tax over the forward estimates and 
also a forecast decline in total stamp duty revenue of $205 million or 12.1 per cent, which is according to 
Treasury forecasts. That is why this government is not doing anything for the business and investor community 
in Western Australia. It is because it needs every single cent it can claw out of the system to defend the massive 
debt and deficit it has built up over eight years of wrong priorities and wrong vision.  

At a time when the state was booming, instead of building a legacy that the Premier can drive past in his 
retirement and look at with glee through his own vanity, the government should have invested in an innovation 
state—in a state ready to engage in its region and a state that is able to reach out across the Indian Ocean and 
take its rightful place as a highly developed economy in our region. No, the government squandered the benefits 
of that boom and splashed them up the wall in a fit of spending like a drunken sailor through its own vanity. It is 
not only me saying that—we know what happens!—but also the people whom I have a drink with in the bar, 
who are not always my Labor colleagues; sometimes there is a bit of a cross conversation. I will never give away 
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private confidences, of course—it would do no-one in this place any good to do that sort of thing. The 
government’s own backbench is quite vocal in its concerns, as is the business community, including none other 
than someone who has been a significant feature of the business community for all of my adult life. He is not 
moved easily to making public comment. He has been assiduous in his business dealings to ensure he engages 
appropriately with both sides in this place. It is very rare for Nigel Satterley to come out and make anything 
remotely associated with a partisan comment, yet there he was, on 15 May as reported in PerthNow, saying — 

“The backbenchers are very unhappy and the Premier indicated he would do something, both to the 
party and to the supporters and he’s done nothing. The bad thing was that it wasn’t even discussed, they 
(the backbenchers) all thought there was going to be some adjustment. 

They were led down the garden path, just as the people of Western Australia and the investment community 
were. They were in lock-step with the backbench of the Liberal Party in the deception that occurred leading up to 
this budget. Is it any wonder that Nigel Satterley was moved to make the following statement on the Premier’s 
position? He states — 

“I think the Premier might get robustly challenged which could lead to a spill.” 
Is it any wonder these sorts of things bubble up when the Premier promises one thing and delivers nothing? It is 
a view expressed not only within the backbench, but also the business community and the people who write to 
the opposition. The PerthNow story continues — 

Property Council WA executive director Lino Iacomella said some property owners’ land tax bills had 
increased 100 per cent in the past three years.  

That is not good enough. 
We know that in a low interest rate environment and a climbing unemployment environment, a lot of people will 
suffer, not least of whom are those who will suffer through the lack of confidence they have in the fiscal 
management and economic vision of this Liberal–National government.  
The government could not give up on the idea of collecting $836 million of extra land tax, although I reckon that 
might be forecast down in due course because of the declining trend in the economy. In comments that the 
Treasurer made on 14 May last year about the $839 million additional grab for taxes by this tax-and-spend 
government of which the Liberal Party is a part, The West Australian online reports — 

Mr Nahan said yesterday despite the additional charges to investors, WA’s land tax regime remained 
“competitive” with those in other states.  

I do not think it is a comment about competitiveness, because the money from land tax is not that portable. The 
investment is quite static. It is long term. It requires slow, methodical cultivation to last over the time. The 
people whom that affects are mostly self-funded retirees.  
Those people have worked hard all of their lives to provide for themselves and not to rely on the welfare budget 
of Australia, not to rely on anything else but their own hard work. I will quote from The Australian. There are 
many things I could read out. I have had emails to my office, but this article in The Australian is about the 
impact on self-funded retirees and those people who invest in this community. The article states — 

The Australian has spoken to several owners who say the rise in the land tax will lead them to vote 
Labor at the next state election. 

I do not think it is just the land tax that might drive them to vote for us; it might actually be because we have 
a record of being sound economic managers. The Leader of the Labor Party, the Leader of the Opposition, this 
afternoon excoriated the myth that the Labor Party is unable to manage books, budgets and the fiscal and 
economic outlook for the state. We only have to go back to the Labor Gallop–Carpenter government of 2001 to 
2008. There were eight surpluses. Eight years in a row we delivered a surplus that was never going to be 
impacted by the swings and roundabouts of commodity prices. It was never going to be impacted; it had the 
appropriate insulation and defence against trade-exposed commodities. That is unlike this government, this 
Treasurer and this Premier, who have had to claw back in every way they can the defences from the spend that 
they should be getting in relation to services and the cuts in services to defend the swings in prices. I continue to 
quote the article in The Australian. It states — 

Retired electrician Bob Albonico, 70, said the land tax bill for an investment property he built next door 
to his house in East Cannington had soared from $768 in 2013 to $2184 this year. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: He came to my office. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: This is a lifetime Liberal voter who went to see the Labor member for Cannington. His land 
tax bill has gone from $768 in 2013 to $2 184. The article continues — 
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He and his wife, Jenny, 67, use the rental income from the house to cover their living costs and are 
having trouble finding the money to meet their latest assessment. 

The quote that follows from Mr Albonico is a salutary remark for everybody on the backbench. Everybody on 
a margin of 10 per cent or less, heed these words. He said — 

“I’ve always been a Liberal voter because of my bad experiences with the unions,” Mr Albonico said. 
“But unfortunately this is going to be my protest vote—I will be voting Labor for the first time in 
50 years.” 

That is two more for you, my friend the member for Cannington. The article continues with an account of 
Giuseppe and Giovanna Ioppolo—I am sure I mispronounced that—who are another couple. It states — 

Mr Ioppolo said yesterday his parents’ land tax bill on their three commercial properties had risen from 
$60,000 to $94,000 in the past three years, which he said was akin to “extortion”. 

I have a similar case in my electorate of, again, an older Italian couple. He was a grano worker and had probably 
been one for all of his working life. He started at the age of 13. He came and saw me. He and his wife had 
worked very, very hard all their lives and they had just got to the point at which they realised they wanted 
something a bit more sustainable. They are about 70 and they want something a bit more sustainable. They 
bought into O’Connor, which is a little light industrial area. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Mine, at the moment! 

They bought into O’Connor and they developed a four unit tilt-up style light industrial building—the normal one 
with an office at the front, warehouse space at the back, usually occupied by all sorts of different trades. Then 
they went about it. They had to sell three investment properties around the area that they had owned since they 
were quite young. These people, as Benny told me, had never ever taken a cent of state money. He was very, 
very proud of this fact. He had never taken a cent of federal welfare or state welfare; he had always worked hard. 
Those four units are now an anchor around his neck in a deflated and depressed economy that is getting talked 
down further by the Liberal Party and its economic vision for the state. The economy is getting further depressed 
in a low interest rate environment. These people are the real people we are talking about. These are the people 
who have broken their backs in the service of the state to build the state, and all the Liberal–National 
government can do is slap them in the face. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [4.45 pm]: I want to join and support the debate on this motion. Is it not 
interesting that when the rubber hits the road, where is the Liberal Party? This is the highest taxing government 
in the state’s history. No government of Western Australia has ever charged the people of this state more taxes 
than has this Liberal government. It would be easy just to blame the Premier, and, let us face it, in October that is 
what the Liberal Party will do. Government members will say that it was the member for Cottesloe’s fault and 
they were passengers; they were not part of the decision-making process and it was just the member for 
Cottesloe doing all this. Actually, government members were here. They were all part of it. It is not as though 
there is not a precedent for the problems the state is facing now. I remember when the Court government was in 
power and there were five deficits in eight years running the economy down. Members have to understand that 
there is only one way debt can be repaid and that is to run a cash surplus. Everybody focuses on the operating 
surplus, and properly so, but if a cash surplus is not run, it means that the borrowings are being increased. We 
had this debate during the discussion on the Western Australian Future Fund back in 2011. We made the point to 
the chamber in detail that the only way to set up a future fund is to have a cash surplus, because otherwise money 
is being borrowed to put into the future fund. It is not as though there are no other members in this chamber who 
understand the problems with the high levels of taxation put on by the Liberal government in Western Australia. 
For example, there is the member for Churchlands, who in his inaugural speech, talking about the philosophy 
underpinning his approach to government, said this — 

… simultaneously limiting the amount of government interference evidenced by antiquated labour 
market laws, bureaucratic red tape and discouraging taxation measures. 

Where was he when he voted in favour of the last three tax increases—or is land tax not a discouraging taxation 
measure? A bit earlier in his inaugural speech he said something that was very interesting, talking about the 
federal Labor government. He said — 

… the mire of a dysfunctional federal Labor government that continues to seek to overtax our 
prosperous industries, rob us of our fair share of GST revenue and punish us with east coast–centric 
policies that are divisive to the fabric of federalism itself. 
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Of course, we now have a Liberal Treasurer who is encouraging people to vote Labor in Western Australia 
because he says that is the only way they can get a good outcome for the GST in this state. 

Then there is the member for Alfred Cove, who in his inaugural speech included this gem — 

Our vision for this state must not come at the expense of our fundamental philosophies of lower tax … 

That is the transport minister. The first thing he did as a minister was to bring a land tax increase into the 
chamber. That is what he did. 

It is not only the ministers we can point out. The member for Balcatta made some comments in his inaugural 
speech. He said — 

I am aware of the impact of excessive taxes … 

That did not stop him from voting for excessive taxes. It did not stop him from voting to increase land tax on the 
sort of people whom everybody would expect to support the Liberal Party. But that is not the only one. We have 
the largest budget deficit in the history of Western Australia. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: It’s the same script. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is not the same script; I am just pointing out the truth. The sad thing is that the 
member for Murray–Wellington has supported a government that has destroyed the finances of this state. We 
supported a government that built the finances of this state. The point is that we now have declining expenditure 
on capital works in Western Australia. The number of capital works is going down, not up. That was the 
inevitable result of the appalling management of the finances of this state. If the government had listened to the 
member for Hillarys occasionally and paid attention to what he pointed out in his speeches on the budget, we 
would not be in the mess that we are. We all remember the classic speech by the member for Cottesloe as 
opposition leader in 2001 when he set out the agenda for deficit and debt that he believed the Labor Party was 
going to leave to the state. What happened? The Labor Party balanced the books, ran a surplus and funded 
infrastructure investment out of the cash surplus, not out of borrowings, to the point at which there was no debt 
in the general government sector at the time the government changed. We should understand that the state 
government is borrowing more in this one year—not to invest in anything, but to repay its current costs—than 
the total amount of borrowings over the 100 years of the state up to the time the Liberal Party came to 
government. That is just bizarre. 

Three deficit measures are generally talked about in media commentary about budgets. The first is a cash budget, 
like the commonwealth government runs, which is just total income on a cash basis. Then we have accrual 
accounting, like we use here in the state government with the deficit—operational money—and then there is 
what is called a primary surplus, and that excludes debt service operations. Greece is currently running a primary 
surplus. In other words, it is still running a deficit, but if we exclude its debt service obligations, it is otherwise 
balancing its books. Western Australia is not running a primary surplus. Our budget position under this Treasurer 
is worse than that of Greece. Let us understand that. Greece is the country that people measure bad governments 
by. Our financial position is currently worse than that of Greece. That is the position we are in. We are running 
the largest government in the history of the state. There has never been a bigger government than now. I looked 
at another inaugural speech. What did this person say? They said — 

I am a sceptic of large government. While governments play an essential, indeed pivotal, role in 
creating and sustaining a good society, they have an inherent tendency to interfere when they should 
not, to do what they should not, to act when they should not, to tax too much and to regulate too 
much ... 

Guess who that was? It was the Treasurer. The Treasurer, who is responsible for the largest deficit, the biggest 
government expenditure and the highest level of taxation in the history of the state, said that in his inaugural 
speech. It is just bizarre. I think it is extraordinary that the current Treasurer lectures the member for Bassendean 
about wage expenditure. For crying out loud, the highest level of blowouts in our wages system has occurred 
under the current government. It has measure after measure after measure. Who remembers that it was going to 
cap the total number of public sector employees at 99 000? What is it now? Is it 112 000 or some figure like 
that? These are public sector employees, not public servants. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: It is the general government sector and you know it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, that was the figure. That is not what was promised. I love the fact that the 
government will not use the term “sacking”. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members! 
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Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, the member for Cannington has the floor. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: When the government makes people redundant, it does not like to use the term 
“sacking public servants”. But redundancy means “to sack”. They mean the same thing. A redundancy is 
a specific type of sacking because the job ceases to exist but it is nonetheless a sacking. 

Let us understand what has been done at Fiona Stanley Hospital. At Fiona Stanley Hospital the government has 
outsourced the non-clinical functions of the hospital for 25 years. That means that the non-clinical functions—
the functions in the hospital that face away from the clients of the hospital, the patients—is now a fixed cost for 
a quarter of a century, whereas the costs in the hospital for the clinical services—that is, the bit that faces the 
patients—is the only cost it can now control. I am sure I am like every other member in this chamber in the 
southern suburbs. I have a constituent who is a ward clerk at Fiona Stanley Hospital and she tells me the horror 
stories of managing that dichotomy. Non-clinical services are fixed for a quarter of a century. No businesses in 
Australia outsource for a quarter of a century because the one thing everybody knows is that we do not know 
what is going to happen. The idea that we fix our costs for a quarter of a century and have no control over those 
costs is madness. That is why nobody in the private sector outsources for a quarter of a century, yet that is 
exactly what this government does. 

Let us leave aside the ideological question about whether it is better to have public sector employees working in 
a public hospital and look at the financial effect. The financial effect has been a disaster. For example, the 
government had to pay for 12 months of the non-clinical operations of the hospital before it opened because it 
had no flexibility. If that had been a government-provided service, it could have managed the cost because it 
would not have ramped up when the hospital was empty. The government had the idea that somehow over 
25 years, it would save money. It never produced a single document to support that, other than the assertion 
itself. The actual calculation of the assertion has never been made public. That ignores the fact that the 
government had to pay to not run the hospital for 12 months, and that it fixed all its non-clinical services. 

Let me make a point. I was at a business breakfast the other day with some people from IT companies. They 
were all talking to me about how they are providing 20 per cent and 30 per cent discounts for the companies they 
are contracted to because the companies are saying that even though they might be two years into a five-year 
contract, they need to reduce costs by 25 per cent or 30 per cent. Where is that happening with Fiona Stanley 
Hospital? The government is saving money in nurses and clinical services. Is it asking for a discount on the 
services being provided by this unbelievably uneconomic contract with Serco? These are crazy decisions. 

I am indebted to the Treasurer for pointing out at the recent Committee for Economic Development of Australia 
function in February that all the capital expenditure in Western Australia during the time of the Liberal 
government has been borrowed money. He pointed out that all the additional revenues that the government 
received from the China boom was spent on recurrent expenses. The government did not save one cent. Then the 
Treasurer came up with this ridiculous argument, asking why Nostradamus did not tell us that the price of iron 
ore was going to fall. I went back and looked at the debate when the member for Midland was shadow Treasurer. 
She pointed out the risk that was being run. She attacked the government on its forecasts on this very issue, and 
the Liberal Party criticised her personally because she had the temerity to say that the government was being 
overambitious in its predictions for the price of iron ore. The problem with the Treasurer rewriting that history is 
that he is ignoring the facts. The Labor Party has been continually saying, “Don’t do this; it’s a bad decision, 
you’ll get us into trouble.” All the zombies on the backbench and the policy zombies in cabinet have sat there 
doing nothing and protecting nobody, and in October they will say it is all the member for Cottesloe’s fault. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [5.00 pm]: To the statement that we increased land tax three years 
in a row, I say yes. We did not do so in this budget, but for three years in a row we increased land tax 
substantially and in the first two years it was on the highest-value properties. For the last year it was on a range 
of properties. Did I get a number of complaints? I got a lot of complaints. Why did we do it? Today we heard 
a lot of rewriting of history from members on the other side. Let me deal with some issues raised by members on 
that side. One of the issues we have experienced over the last 15 to 20 years is massive increases in land values 
and a very large increase in the number of investment properties. It has been a very common phenomenon across 
all sections of the community for people to invest and create wealth, particularly given the growth in property 
values. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You’re right. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am; that is what I said. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes; I’m just making the point; it’s not just big-end wealthy people. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. That is highlighted in the debate on negative gearing at the federal level; that is, a large 
number of people on modest incomes have invested in property, although those asset bases might be very large. 
I make it clear also what land tax is. It is a wealth tax, in that it is calculated on the unimproved value of the land. 
Whether the land is earning income or not is irrelevant to the imposition of land tax. Of course, the family home 
is exempt from land tax but the legislation catches mostly people with investment properties, most of which earn 
rental income, but some do not—they might be holiday homes or vacant blocks or occupy a range of other 
activities. One thing is clear: over the last 15 years we have seen a massive drop in the effective rate of land tax 
in this state. Whether it is measured on low or high-value properties, an accumulation of properties or otherwise, 
over the last 10 years we have seen on average a 55 per cent drop in the nominal tax rate for most areas. 

I will read out some of the comparisons. In Western Australia in 2005–06 a property with an unimproved value 
of $500 000—with a house on it, it would be worth probably $1 million—would attract a tax of $1 185. Today, 
despite three increases, it is $500. Let me make that clear. We have seen a two-thirds drop in the rate of land tax 
on a property worth $500 000. Treasury tells me that over the 10 years, the effective tax rate on the average 
value of unimproved land in the metropolitan area that is subject to land tax has halved—after the three years of 
increases. In 2016–17, the rate of tax on a $500 000 tax-assessable property with an unimproved value will be 
a third of what it was in 2005–06. Looking up and down the list, a $1 million property in 2005–06 was $6 360; 
today it is $1 750, which is a fraction of the total cost it was 10 years ago. This is a nominal, non-inflation 
adjusted figure. This has occurred during very, very large increases in the value of properties in 
Western Australia, particularly up to the global financial crisis of 2008, when property values increased 
significantly. They have been pretty flat since then. Land has been a very good investment. I must admit I have 
invested quite extensively in properties in the past, but not now, and I have received very large gains over the 
years both here and in Victoria, and elsewhere. I remember that values rose by 30 to 40 per cent in a single year 
and it has made it easy for me to retire. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Not that I am going to, member for Victoria Park; I will be here for a while. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Ten more months, member. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, no, don’t worry about that. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You might be good on this side of the house. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have no plans to be on that side of the house in your position. Members opposite have their 
tails up, but we know what happens to roosters with tails—someone plucks them out—so be careful. 

In 2005–06, the largest cut-off area, which is $10 million—it is larger than that, but this is the cut-off—attracted 
land tax of $216 560; today it is $166 550; that is, it is $100 000 less tax, at the highest value level than it was 
10 years ago. I will read out some interstate comparisons. In Western Australia, a $1 million property currently 
attracts land tax of $1 750; in New South Wales, $8 388; in Victoria, $2 975; in Queensland, $4 500; and, 
importantly, in South Australia—the member for Victoria Park lauds the South Australian Premier, 
Mr Weatherill, as a leading light in tax reform — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Who does? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: You do. I will quote him in a minute, when I get to that section. He will remember. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: On land tax? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, on tax reform. I have had many discussions with my counterpart, Tom Koutsantonis—
a very impressive Labor Treasurer, I might add—about tax reform. I will go through some of the issues the 
member for Victoria Park highlighted and on which I have had discussions with the South Australians. 

In WA, a $1 million property attracts $1 750; in South Australia, $9 101. There are probably not too many 
million-dollar properties in Tasmania, but the tax is $11 588. In other words, on a $1 million property, WA pays, 
by a large margin, the lowest land tax in the country. The land tax at almost all levels—even the top one—is 
lower today in nominal terms than it was 10 years ago. Do we have high land taxes in this state relative to the 
past and to other states? Absolutely not. Has there been high escalation in land values over the last decade or so? 
Absolutely. It is a wealth tax. The question asked by members opposite is: is our land tax excessive relative to 
property values, relative to other states and relative to the past? No. The issue is two-fold. First, did we ratchet 
up land tax too quickly over a short period? Second, should we have used some other revenue-collecting 
mechanism? 

In the member for Victoria Park’s talk with John McGlue in February 2015, he made some very good points. 
I will paraphrase some of the statements that he made. He stated, quite rightly, that we cannot rely on the 
necessary major reforms being made to the GST. That is because all the states will have to agree, and that will be 
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very difficult, particularly with South Australia and Tasmania, who rely very much on the GST. I will give 
members an example of how difficult that will be. I have looked at the Queensland budget. Queensland has twice 
the level of debt that we have in Western Australia. Queensland has almost $80 billion of total public sector debt. 
Queensland—like Western Australia—incurred that debt in a period of boom, particularly with coal prices and 
the ratchet up to LNG. I remind members that in an overheated economy, the imposts on expenditure in the state 
public sector and for public enterprises can be underestimated. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Treasurer, do you have the breakdown for Queensland of that $80 billion between general 
government and — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is about 50–50, or a little over $40 million for each, from memory—the Queensland 
government is doing a tax swap, somehow, and I do not understand it, but it is about 50–50. Queensland has 
almost triple our level of general government sector debt, but it has double our population, or a little less. 
Queensland is by far the most indebted state and has been for some time, but it is levelling off. Queensland’s 
total commonwealth grants are equal to 45 per cent or 50 per cent of their total revenue. Our commonwealth 
grants are half that amount. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: What are the extra things that Queensland is getting? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The biggest thing is GST. Queensland gets back 170 per cent of its share. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So, the biggest proportion of that 50 per cent is GST? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, and that is the adjustment for population. That leaves a gap. We cannot do anything 
about iron ore prices. We are price takers for iron ore. We could lobby for more general purpose grants. That is 
a hopeless cause. Even on general purpose grants, just to let members know, if Shorten were to adopt the Gonski 
model, Western Australia would get little right improvement out of that. Through our student-centred funding 
model, we already have a mechanism for funding students. That model is like Gonski, with differentials for 
disability and other issues. In other words, for all practical purposes we have Gonski. I will tell members how 
Gonski would operate. The commonwealth would set a national efficient price, just as it has done for health, and 
it would contribute a proportion relative to that national efficient price. We are way above the national efficient 
price. Therefore, we would get very little benefit from Gonski—we would get some benefit, but not much. 

I divert. As the member for Victoria Park indicated to John McGlue, and as I have said repeatedly for over 
a decade, Western Australia has really lousy tax choices. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Can I ask you one question by way of interjection? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I have said in this place that if we get a floor in the GST, we can only ever, realistically, get that 
floor—it does not matter what the floor is—when every state is, and is projected to stay in its forward estimates, 
above that floor. That is not far away in terms of years. I do not know. You tell me. You have got the advice of 
Treasury. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let me go through it. That is a good question. We have three types of taxes. Payroll tax is 
a dog of a tax. It is very unpopular. Payroll tax was given to the states by the commonwealth in 1971 to shut 
them up about having a growth tax. Over the years, state governments have narrowed the base to assist small 
business. I am not sure of the exact numbers, but it now applies to in the vicinity of 20 per cent of firms, mainly 
large firms. It is very narrowly based, the rate is pretty high, and it is hated by the business community. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Can I interject on you again while we are in this mood? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. I do not have a large crowd of people pushing for me to talk! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The former Secretary to the Treasury, Martin Parkinson, who is now head of the Department of 
the Prime Minister and Cabinet, came to Western Australia and said in a speech that all the states need to 
understand that we have a very efficient tax called payroll tax, but we have created too many exemptions to the 
threshold, and if we can sort that out and lower the rate, we will get ourselves a GST. That is basically what he 
said. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I will go through that, and I want to go back to my discussions with the South Australians. 

We have payroll tax, transfer duty, land tax, and stamp duty. Stamp duty is a dog of a tax. Stamp duty is a rotten 
tax. It originated way back when we could measure the number of stamps on a transaction. It is very volatile. 
Land tax is the smallest of the three taxes. The argument in the literature from the tax experts is that if we had to 
go through any of those taxes, as our first priority, we should do the opposite of what we have done in this 
budget. We have increased the payroll tax threshold from $800 000 to $850 000. We should go way down the 
other end and lower the rate. However, we would not want to do that in this economy right now. We would need 
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to do that over the long-term and during a growth period. We have had extensive discussions behind closed 
doors, led by Tom Koutsantonis, about doing exactly that. I do not know whether it will ever happen, because 
technically in an economic sense if we had a flat payroll tax across the board, it would be equivalent to a GST. 
The modelling on that is quite clear. It would be exceedingly difficult to go back to a flat payroll tax that puts 
a tax on everything, including every employee—I think we would probably exclude non-governments and 
not-for-profits—and politically, only a very brave person would do that. Therefore, Tom has suggested that we 
give payroll tax back to the commonwealth, and it will be exactly that—a GST. However, the commonwealth 
would then control it. Of course Tom also wants it to go through the equalisation process, and that would nullify 
it. That is the process. 

The second tax is land tax. The complaint about land tax is that it is not a tax on income earned. It is a tax on 
a stock, not an income flow. It is a tax on an asset. It is a wealth tax. If a person owns a CBD property or 
a commercial building that they rent out, they can pass on that tax. That is no problem; that is what most of them 
do. However, for a large number of people who have invested in properties, their focus has been on capital 
appreciation, not revenue, and because of low land tax rates and large increases in property values, they do not 
give a stuff about the flow of income. Therefore, when we raise land tax, many people struggle to find the 
income flow to pay for that land tax. What is happening because of these land tax increases is that people will 
optimise their asset. This is what the Premier was pointing at. That is already happening. People who have land 
in which they have under-invested will either sell that land or invest in it to get a larger income flow. I have a lot 
of experience talking to people about land tax, and that is what they are talking about doing. They do adjust to 
the market. In the talk that the member for Victoria Park had with John McGlue, he was asked what we should 
do about that, and he reiterated what other people have been talking about—that is, we should have a flat rate of 
land tax on all land. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Are we talking about the ACT? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, the ACT is implementing this, over a long period of time, and the South Australian 
government has also promoted it and argued it. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes, to get rid of stamp duty. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. Land tax is probably one of the more efficient taxes, so long as we keep the rate pretty 
low over a period of time. The idea is that it will be more stable, it is a lower rate, and we still get some value. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: It’s definitely less volatile than stamp duty. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. That is a transaction tax; this is not. 
Put aside what we do with it. It means a tax on a family home—everything. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: It would have to be, if you were going to get rid of stamp duty. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It would have to be; that is right. We have done the modelling, and it would not even come 
close to doing that in most states. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: I guess it depends on the rate, doesn’t it? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It depends on the rate put on it. South Australia has decided not to implement it because it 
did not crack up to get rid of transaction — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Out of interest—I assume Treasury does all this stuff—what would the rate be? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would have to go and check on that. We are not going to put a tax on family homes right 
now. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: No-one is, but it is an interesting conversation. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is the difficulty we have. South Australia had a good go at it; it broadened the base of 
the existing land tax—not to family homes; that was ruled out—to a wider range of land values. That is what we 
did, too. If the member has noticed, we have a longer tail on this issue than the last one. Therefore, a large 
number of people with lower value property—$300 000, $400 000—are paying land tax for the first time, and it 
is going up in very large percentages but the aggregate increase is not very large. That is the issue we face. There 
were three terrible taxes that were distorted in structure from where we are going now, and we chose the one 
with the least impacts, we thought. 
I will go back to the two other issues, the first of which was why we increased land tax. I know members 
opposite like to say that we should have known what the goods and services tax share would be. In the last 
budget, member for Victoria Park, we forecast that the GST share was going to go to 35 per cent; it was actually 
30 per cent. If the member looks at every budget statement or midyear — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: What is the dollar change on that? 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is $400 million less. It is a substantial amount of money. In every budget since 2013-14, at 
least, our share forecast has reduced. Indeed, I think in the budget papers—if not, I can show it to the member—
I asked Treasury to put together a forecast over the forward estimates over the last years, and the real worrying 
issue is that not only has our share not increased in the last few years, but also the increase in the out years is 
even slower and shorter than we initially expected. There are always changes, owed not to the methodology but 
to the data parameter sets in the GST process—the fiscal equalisation—working against us. If we look at the 
budget in all honesty, Treasury understands this part very, very well—it models it very well; much better than 
the commonwealth—and GST is not coming back as quickly or as in as great an amount as we have predicted. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: What has been the main — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There is a raft of issues, and I cannot say I am the expert on them. The lags are there. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Obviously, you are saying—we all know about the lag—that something has changed in that you 
are saying the projections are now lower than expected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Why? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There are a couple of reasons. The Commonwealth Grants Commission relies on the 
published Australian Bureau of Statistics data, so it is very empirical-oriented and it changes. It is all relative. 
One of the biggest factors is that the revenue is determined by those lags and a bunch of other factors, but the 
share is determined by forecast relative population growth going forward. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Our population has come off. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is slowing off. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: That is having an impact. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes; that is a big impact. Also, revisions to data is a big one. These revisions are not just 
absolute; they are relative. Our share is declining. There has also been a change to the way the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission includes labour costs. It, essentially, has decided to change it, for reasons 
I do not know. Before, because we had very high wage rates outside the urban area—particularly in the Pilbara, 
which is the reality—we had that taken into consideration; now, the relative wages between states is determined 
by the metropolitan wage only. The Commonwealth Grants Commission is not taking into consideration the 
differential between urban and rural wages in Western Australia. In other states that is relevant because in 
New South Wales and Victoria the rural wages are low; here, they have been astronomically high. Treasury 
argued the case and put the data forward, but the Commonwealth Grants Commission does what it wants to do. 
Second are the iron ore royalties and exchange rates; the member knows all about those. But, honestly, this year 
in the relative forward estimates, as the budget states, our tax collection in 2016-17, relative to what we forecast 
in 2014-15, is 18 per cent lower. If we took away these increased taxes that we put in the budget, it would be 
22 per cent. That is a massive cut in revenue. We compare it with the forward estimates and we go out and hire 
people in the public service or make wages commitments of various types on the basis of what we think our 
revenue will be in the forward estimates. To avoid a deficit in 2016-17, we would have to have been running—
avoid taxes—surpluses of $6.5 billion; up 22 per cent of total revenue expectations. That is a very big surplus. 
The only time I have seen it is when there were asset sales involved. What do we do when we face a decline in 
revenue of an unprecedented nature across the board in every source of revenue? We were hoping the GST share 
would come back; it is not coming back anywhere near what we hoped. We get a lump payment from the 
commonwealth. We have to raise taxes. We looked at taxes we have and raised the land tax. 
Not for a second am I running away from the fact that people have complained; they have. I asked all Liberal–
National backbenchers to send me every letter they received, and I had Treasury respond to them. I read every 
one. Some said the same thing, but I read them all; I have received 3 000 so far! I drove one of my young 
advisers nuts, and he left the office. He talked to as many people as possible who contacted the backbenchers. It 
has not been easy. 
It is very difficult because there are at least four things going on. There are the valuations, which are lagged 
a year; the increments that go up; and the aggregation, which is changing all the time. There are many factors. 
There are valuation effects from the lag, aggregation effects, increment effects and the overall rise effect. When 
we put those together, the increases are large. Some years ago we capped, for each year—I am not sure whether 
Troy Buswell or Eric Ripper put this in; I cannot remember—the valuation effect at 25 per cent. So, if a property 
went up in one year over 25 per cent, it only went up to 25 per cent and then it was made up later on. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: No, it was 50 per cent, wasn’t it? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I was told it was 25 per cent. Is it 50 per cent? 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: I thought it was 50 per cent, and that was Troy. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I think it is 25 per cent now, but I will check that. I was told 25 per cent. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: No, it’s still 50 per cent. I am not trying to be belligerent — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I know. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: — but I am just simply saying that I am pretty sure it is still 50 per cent, according to the little 
table at the back. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. 
Under Labor, when Ripper was Treasurer, Labor had, especially in those years — 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Sorry; the land value growth gap? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: It is 50 per cent.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Sorry about that; it is 50 per cent, not 25 per cent. 

During those years the Labor Party had particularly large increases in transaction fees; I think when you guys 
came into government in 2001 it was about $500 million. It peaked at almost $2.5 billion; that is a $2 billion 
a year increase over that period of time. That culminated with very large increases in land values. I think the very 
last Ripper budget gave a very large, deep cut to land tax, because it was making revenue in transfer fees. At the 
time, not only were land values going up but also the government was getting large amounts of money from land 
values. We went through the boom. When we came down, land tax was being cut dramatically. I think Troy cut 
land tax for a couple of years in his first few budgets. We have kept it up until this last year, but we had by far 
the lowest land tax in the country. 

I also looked at the Commonwealth Grants Commission process, which on tax revenue looks at states’ ability to 
tax, their capacity to tax and their tax needs. In the wash-up of the system, if a state chooses to have a higher tax, 
it gets to keep it. If it chooses to have a lower tax effort, it affects the state’s total GST. Before these increases, 
we were losing $200 million a year in redistribution to GST by choosing to have the lowest land tax collections 
in the country. It was a double whammy: we were not raising the money and a large portion was being ripped off 
in the Grants Commission process. Therefore, we increased land tax. Has this put real pressure on people’s 
ability to fund these increases? Yes. Is it forcing people to adjust their asset base? Yes. But I tell you what, if 
opposition members think this is hard, if they change negative gearing on a lot of these investment properties—
the Labor Party is proposing to focus only on new properties—my experience of the 1980s when Paul Keating 
did that tells me that it would be a much more significant adjustment process. It would affect not only a large 
number of properties but also people’s ability to recoup land tax through the tax system. A person with revenue 
on their property would, in some cases, try to pass that over to the lessee or the renter. If they lose money on the 
property, they can deduct it from their income tax on that property. If they lose on that property, other than 
capital, they can deduct it from other sources of income. It is a business tax. If a person has a holiday home, that 
is not possible because it is not income earning. This is a tax, like payroll tax and I think transfer fees on 
businesses, that is deductible and a person can share some of the benefits or they can offset their benefits with 
taxes that come along. That is the rationale we went with. In this budget we increased no taxes and introduced no 
taxes, and I would argue, going forward, that there will not be any more. Treasury estimates that 75 per cent of 
taxpayers will either get a tax reduction or have no tax change whatsoever this year. We have stabilised the 
system. 

To answer the member for Victoria Park’s question about the floor: we have had many discussions, but I do not 
think that the states that are recipients—South Australia and Tasmania—would tolerate the floor. It would have 
to be forced on them. I have raised this issue many times. One of the issues was how to pick a number—
75 per cent. In four years, under current estimates, we hope to get towards 75 per cent. Put the floor in after we 
pass it. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It’s not after we pass it; it’s after everyone passes it. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No state has ever been below 75 per cent. No, Victoria was in 1942. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You’re not going to get agreement if people think there is an immediate sting, right? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. I put that to them at 50 per cent, because I thought next year we planned to go to 
50 per cent—but we are not. I get nothing but resistance for anything that changes the principles of fiscal 
equalisation. We tried the floor. We tried changing the lag. We tried changing North West Shelf. But we did not 
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get anywhere, so we tried that. Fiscal management of the state over the period—does the member want to raise 
the taxi issue? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Members, there are a few too many conversations. Can we just keep 
our voices down. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I can end this quickly, if the member wants to raise the taxi issue. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Yes, I do. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. Anyway, I went through and explained the issues. Have my colleagues complained to 
me about land tax? Yes, they have. Are we going to try to address the valuation effect? It is a 50 per cent tap and 
we probably will not change that. Aggregation is a fundamental part of most tax policy and applies to payroll tax 
and to some extent to transfer duty and land tax. It also has perversive effects when people who do not know that 
it exists, particularly when they move to retirement or other businesses, change their assets and get caught out. 
I responded to a large number of the letters that I received and asked people to please go and get themselves 
a financial adviser to organise their business appropriately and to get some advice. The worst ones were the 
doctors. God almighty, I do not know why, but they organise their businesses very poorly sometimes—that is 
just a statement. We will look at the aggregation effect. We said that in the party room. It is what I have said 
publicly. We are not going to eliminate aggregation altogether, but we will look at some of the aggregation 
impacts going forward. 

It was a tough decision. But with the decline we have in our revenue base, we had to do certain things to activate 
it. I will sit down and the member can go on to the other issue. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [5.36 pm] — in reply: I am surprised. Actually, I am not surprised but I will 
say that I am surprised that the only government speaker on this motion was the Treasurer. In the end, he had to 
get up and defend this motion because he is the one who increased land tax. But not one Liberal member of 
Parliament spoke! Where were all the government members? I keep reading in the paper—here you all are—
about members who want to knock off Mr Barnett over land tax, but not one Liberal member spoke on this 
motion. In particular, where is the Minister for Transport, who introduced the first land tax increase bill and 
undermined his Treasurer’s budget in the media on Tuesday? This is an extraordinary result. I would have 
thought at least one Liberal member, just one, would have got up and said, “We did it. I did not think it was 
going to have such a dramatic impact and I regret it.” Not one Liberal member said that. The member for 
Mount Lawley keeps saying that in the paper. I know what he thinks, but he cannot come in here and give that 
speech. I know that the member for Morley has had similar comments reported in the paper; that they did know 
what they were doing when they applauded the Treasurer every time he increased land tax. 

I am very disappointed in Liberal Party members. I know that all those supporters that members have been 
hearing from about this issue will also be disappointed that they did not even get to their feet and express 
concern on behalf of the constituents who have called them. They did not even get to their feet. I am 
disappointed. I think the member for Willagee made the point that we all speak with each other in the corridors. 
Many Liberal members have told me that they cannot believe how hard they are getting hammered in their 
electorate offices over this issue—people are really angry. They are angry and that is why I expected just one 
Liberal member—that is all I ask for—other than the Treasurer to speak on this motion. As I said, this is the 
Treasurer’s policy, so he had to get up and defend it. To his credit, he did. But not one Liberal MP did. I will 
keep making the point that Liberal members cannot have the hypocrisy of applauding the three decisions to 
increase land tax and then run a mile from the decisions when they get phone calls and emails. This was their 
chance to put on the public record that they are sorry, they had to do it for these reasons and they did not know 
that it would have such a dramatic impact, but, you know, they will do what they can. Not one Liberal member 
even said that. I think Liberal members’ supporters will remember that. This was their chance to say that perhaps 
they had done it too fast and that they did not take into account the economic circumstances of the time. This 
was their chance to do that. I for one am stunned that not one Liberal MP got up to speak in support of this 
motion. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr P. Abetz) casting his vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 
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Ayes (18) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr P. Papalia Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti  
Mr R.F. Johnson Ms S.F. McGurk Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (30) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr J.H.D. Day Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr J. Norberger 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Ms L. Mettam Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr C.D. Hatton Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A.P. Jacob Mr N.W. Morton  
Ms M.J. Davies Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan  

            
Pairs 

 Mrs M.H. Roberts Ms W.M. Duncan 
 Mr C.J. Tallentire Ms E. Evangel 
 Ms J. Farrer Mr R.S. Love 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Dr K.D. Hames 
 

Question thus negatived. 
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