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RATES AND CHARGES (REBATES AND DEFERMENTS) AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 22 June. 
Clause 12:  Section 31 amended - 
Debate was adjourned after the clause had been partly considered. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I am not certain whether there are further clauses that members 
wish to debate.  Perhaps they could give an indication of that before I ask my advisers to come onto the floor of 
the chamber.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Certainly. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I have completed all my questioning in the consideration in detail stage.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  It does not look as though there will be any further questions. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am happy for the remaining couple of clauses to be put together.  
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 13 to 16 put and passed. 
Title put and passed.  
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [11.11 am]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [11.12 am]:  I will make a brief contribution to 
the third reading debate on this bill.  I indicate once again that the opposition is happy to support the carriage of 
this bill.  It effectively provides for the existing concession of up to 50 per cent of rates and charges for people 
holding a commonwealth pensioner card and a state Seniors Card to be given to people who have moved into 
retirement villages and who may not hold the title to their property.  I place on record once again that this was a 
Liberal Party initiative.  It was first raised by the Liberal Party.  We went into the last election with it as a policy.  
There is no doubt that that policy resonated around the community.  There is no doubt also that the Labor Party 
heard that policy resonating around the community and that it has now taken the opportunity of introducing the 
bill to the house. 

One reservation I have about the bill, which I alluded to in the second reading and consideration in detail stages, 
is the requirement for a senior to sign a seven-year lease in a caravan park before becoming eligible for the 
concession.  The point I made before, and the point I make again, is that I believe it is very onerous to expect 
someone to sign a caravan park lease for seven years, which is a very long period.  Caravan parks by their very 
nature have transient residents.  I fear that the passage of this legislation will force some seniors, who otherwise 
would not commit themselves to living in one caravan park for seven years, to sign a lease for seven years 
simply to access the concession or rebate.  I hope the Treasurer will give this some serious consideration while 
the bill progresses from the lower house to the upper house.  Surely the Treasurer can see that a two-year or 
perhaps three-year lease would be proof that the individual in question intended to reside in that location.  We 
are not trying to give people on holiday access to the concession; we are talking about people who have made a 
commitment to live in a caravan park.  The Treasurer could not say that anybody living in a caravan park for two 
years is transient.  To all intents and purposes a person living in that location should be afforded this concession 
or rebate.  Seven years is just too long; it will force people to sign a long lease when they otherwise would not.   

Having said that, this is good legislation, mostly because the opposition thought of it.  Nonetheless, I am happy 
to give the government due credit for having brought the bill into the house.  We will be very pleased to see its 
progression through the upper house and, ultimately, into the statute book of this state. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [11.15 am]:  The fact that an opposition knows that a government 
policy process is in place and is likely to result in an announcement, and therefore releases an announcement of 
its own a couple of weeks before the government policy process results in the government’s own announcement, 
does not mean that the opposition can claim credit for the initiative.  This whole matter arose from a review that 
I initiated in response to representations I received from members of the community, both in face-to-face 
meetings and in many letters.  I will not dwell too much on that issue, as we have debated it in earlier discussions 
on this legislation. 
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I do not believe the Leader of the Opposition’s complaint about the seven-year lease requirement for residents of 
park home parks or permanent residents of caravan parks will be a problem, as we have consulted with the 
industry.  So far as we are aware, all current leases in those parks that oblige people to pay rates are for a longer 
period than seven years.  There may be people with shorter leases, but they are not required to pay rates.  If it 
turns out that groups of people are disadvantaged and cannot access the concession, there is flexibility in the 
legislation to prescribe a shorter period by regulation.  I do not believe anyone will be disadvantaged in the way 
the Leader of the Opposition suggests.  If it turns out to be the case, we will respond by prescribing a different 
period in the regulations. 

Despite those two small differences of opinion, I thank the opposition for its support of this government 
initiative and I commend the bill to the house.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


