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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT BILL 2014 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [5.08 pm]: Before we broke for question time I was talking about the 
fact that in the second reading speech we were told that money is being raised in the fiscal action plan, but this 
has been given to us in the context of the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014, which is the bill under 
discussion this afternoon. We were told that it is necessary to raise additional revenue because more money 
needs to be spent on, amongst other things, health and education. I went looking for expenditure in health and 
education and what did I find? I found $330 million wasted that were costs directly incurred by the 
Western Australian taxpayers because of the government’s mishandling of the $4.3 billion Fiona Stanley 
Hospital contract with Serco. 

Let me move to education, which is one of the places we are supposed to be looking to, as directed by the second 
reading speech, for the gain to be found in the revenue raising measures in this bill. Hon Sue Ellery, as shadow 
Minister for Education, has done a fantastic job in highlighting the areas of the education system that are being 
de-funded, underfunded and under-resourced by this government despite all its rhetoric to the contrary. She has 
done a very good job in drawing attention to those areas of need.  

I want to add to the many, many stories that members on this side of the house have told about the cuts to 
education by relaying a personal story that was told to me just a couple of weeks ago in the Bunbury area. It is a 
story about a very experienced primary school teacher who has been teaching for the last couple of years in a 
demountable classroom. We have recently had some discussion in this place about the use of demountables. 
Although it is reassuring to hear that some of them are air-conditioned and some have quite good facilities, 
I think the consensus among everyone in this Parliament is that demountables are not an ideal teaching 
environment for children of any age in the state system. However, my friend and associate has been teaching in a 
demountable now for several years. She told me something the other day that quite shocked me. The physical 
state of this demountable building was so poor that she and her husband actually bought paint and paintbrushes 
and went in and painted the demountable classroom one weekend recently. If we heard stories about charity 
work being done by affluent Western Australians taking their brushes and paints, going to Third World countries 
and painting substandard classrooms, we would be very proud of those people. It is happening right here in 
Western Australia! It is happening in a community where a large proportion of workers are doing fly in, fly out 
work on the mines in Western Australia and generating the wealth that is filling the coffers of this government 
that is constantly crying poor. The classrooms that their children are being educated in are being painted by their 
teachers and their teachers’ husbands, using their own money in their own time! For this government to claim 
that it is using the revenue raised in measures such as these taxes to put towards health and education services is 
just a disgrace. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It’s despicable! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It is just a disgrace. It is a trick being played on the Western Australian community. 
We are living in a community in which the government has so little care for these things that it can waste 
$330 million on a health contract, yet require teachers to paint their own classrooms. It is, as my colleague 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich said, despicable. 

Let me in the short time remaining to me this afternoon turn my attention specifically to the revenue-raising and 
tax measures in this bill. As I have already said, we are focusing primarily on three state taxes. The first is 
payroll tax; the second is residential transfer duty, otherwise known as stamp duty; and the third is land tax. 
Of the taxes that are raised by the state government, these are the three taxes that raise the most money. In fact, 
these three taxes raise 58 per cent of the tax revenue raised by the state government. I turned to a couple of 
places for a bit more information about what these taxes collect. First of all, for honourable members who have 
not read them, I will draw on two papers. One is the Economic Regulation Authority report titled “Inquiry into 
Microeconomic Reform in Western Australia: Draft Report: 11 April 2014”. The other is the most recent edition 
available of the Department of Treasury’s regular publication titled “Overview of State Taxes and Royalties: 
2013–14”. Of course, a number of taxes are raised by the state government. Under the heading “Business” is 
payroll tax. Under “Property” are transfer duty, landholder duty, land tax and the metropolitan region 
improvement tax. Under “Financial Transactions” is insurance duty. Under “Gambling” are three specific taxes 
related to it; one is the Lotteries Commission, the other two are the casino tax and betting taxes. Under “Motor 
Vehicles” are three line items: vehicle licence duty, motor vehicle registrations and motor vehicle recording fee. 
Under “Other” are the emergency services levy, loan guarantee fees and a category of “Other”. I said that those 
three taxes we are looking at in this bill will raise 58 per cent of the revenue raised by the state government 
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through taxes and I will give members a bit more of a flavour of that by pointing out how great the disparity is 
between these three taxes and others. As a percentage of total, payroll tax raises 41.3 per cent of taxes, transfer 
duty raises 19.9 per cent and land tax raises 7.3 per cent. The next closest to that is motor vehicle registrations at 
eight per cent, and then it drops right down to very small amounts such as 1.3 per cent for loan guarantee fees. 

I came across a very interesting development the other day through reading the transcripts of estimates hearings 
in the other place relating to the emergency services levy. That is, in this chart on page 2 of the Treasury 
document “Overview of State Taxes and Royalties: 2013–14”, the emergency services levy was estimated to 
raise $556.4 million in 2013–14. In fact we understand that it has raised $289 million. However, the very 
disturbing fact associated with this increase is that the household contributions to the emergency services levy 
have actually gone up more than 60 per cent since 2008–09, while the government contribution to the emergency 
services levy has gone down 47 per cent. This extraordinary disparity was revealed only in questioning by the 
opposition in the other place in estimates. Therefore, ordinary householders are now bearing by far the major 
load of funding for the emergency services levy. But we have not been in this place discussing that particular 
change, have we? 

I go to the ERA draft report. There is some very interesting commentary around the three taxes that we are 
considering this afternoon. It is clear that the economic regulators in this state are a little concerned about at least 
the first two—that is, payroll tax and transfer duty, or stamp duty, both of which are deemed to be inefficient. 
Perhaps I will turn to land tax first, because I want to make a particular point about land tax. Under 
paragraph 6.4.3 on page 194 the draft report states — 

Land tax has the potential to be a highly efficient and stable tax because the tax base (land) is immobile, 
preventing individuals from taking action to avoid the tax. 

I have heard disparaging comments made about economists who make that kind of startling observation that land 
is immobile. I am sure one needs several degrees to be able to conclude that! However, I take the general point 
that economists regard land tax as a highly efficient and stable tax. The draft report points out that the tax is 
immobile and prevents individuals from taking action to avoid the tax. Presumably, therefore, land tax is looked 
on favourably by economists and the Department of Treasury. We should acknowledge that it is a draft report. 
It will be interesting to see how many comments change between the draft report and the final report, which 
I understand is due to be released about now. The draft report goes on — 

In practice, land tax is not as efficient as it could be because of the land value exemption threshold, as 
well as exemptions and concessions applying to different land uses (affecting their relative 
attractiveness). 

After some ellipsis, it continues — 

Notable examples include primary production, caravan parks and bushland covered by a conservation 
covenant. 

It should be noted by honourable members that at about the same time as announcing these measures to increase 
land tax by 10 per cent on top of the 12.5 per cent increase last year, the government also announced that there 
would be a review of some of the exemptions associated with land tax. I put it to honourable members that they 
need to very carefully watch economists getting excited about the potential for land tax to be a highly efficient 
and stable tax as land cannot be moved about, because they are making a point of saying that it is not as efficient 
as it could be because of the exemptions. 

Hon Ken Travers: And considering there’s a review on at the moment, that will be backdated to this financial 
year. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is exactly what I am saying. I thank Hon Ken Travers for reminding me that the 
findings will be backdated. 

We are therefore looking at a review at the moment, and if members read that in parallel with these comments 
made by the Economic Regulation Authority, I think people currently claiming exemptions ought to be 
extremely concerned. I, for one, along with other members on this side of the house, will be looking very 
carefully at what happens. For example, in the Margaret River region I know that you, Madam Deputy President, 
and the President himself are particularly interested in the way exemptions currently relate to the use of land for 
primary production. When the government says, “Don’t worry, we are only going to simplify things,” a cold 
shiver runs up people’s spines, particularly when they read that the Treasury boffins have their eye on land tax 
and particularly on some of the current exemptions that make it less efficient than they believe it should be.  
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Let me talk about payroll tax, which is not a particularly favoured form of tax. I refer now to page 191 of the 
same Economic Regulation Authority draft report, which states — 

Payroll tax has the potential to be a highly efficient tax if it is applied to a broad base and at a low rate. 
This is because the base (labour) is relatively immobile and cannot relocate to avoid the burden of 
payroll tax.  

It is interesting to note that the report goes on to state — 

… the efficiency of payroll tax is reduced because of the high exemption threshold … and the number 
of concessions and exemptions, which together equal 57 per cent of the revenue collected.  

There is a footnote at the bottom of page 192, which I found helpful because it was not immediately clear to me 
what that meant, showing the estimated actuals in 2012–13 of payroll tax collections of $3 477 million and 
foregone revenue of $1 968 million from thresholds and exemptions. That explains the figure that I just referred 
to—that is, the 57 per cent of the revenue collected is the figure we need to bear in mind when we talk about 
exemptions. The ERA report goes on to state that there are around 12 000 businesses paying payroll tax in 
Western Australia out of a total potential number of 220 000 taxpayers. Again, we on this side of the house need 
to watch that very carefully, and anybody on the other side who wants to put their name to that rhetoric about 
lower taxes needs to watch carefully the developments there.  

In the last few minutes that remain to me, I will look quickly at transfer duty, or stamp duty. This is an area in 
which we get into real problems and this is the aspect of the bill that should have been worthy of perhaps a little 
more consideration than we are going to be able to give it in the time available to us, given that the government 
wants this legislation passed by the end of tomorrow. This is the tax that Treasury considers to be the least 
efficient, which is perhaps why it is constantly tweaked and why the concern that I have and many on this side of 
the house share, is that the people who can least afford to have additional financial burdens placed on their 
shoulders find themselves constantly being the victims of changes made to first home owner stamp duty 
exemption levels. Remember, transfer duty is the official name for stamp duty, and at page 193 of the draft 
report it states — 

Transfer duty is considered inefficient because people can avoid paying transfer duty by changing 
their behaviour. In particular, transfer duty discourages people from buying and selling properties in 
order to avoid transfer duty. This has flow on consequences that may have an economic cost. 
For example, households may: 

• elect to accept the cost and inconvenience associated with extending and renovating their 
home rather than moving to a larger dwelling; 

• choose not to downsize their dwelling and thereby occupy a larger dwelling than they 
require, to the detriment of other families that may require a larger dwelling; or 

• may elect not to relocate for work. 

Those are obvious ways in which stamp duty is inefficient but, of course, what is happening in this particular 
measure in the bill that we are looking at this afternoon is that first home owners are having exemptions removed 
from them. Hon Ken Travers did a good job yesterday of pointing out what the exact impost will be here. 

Hon Ken Travers: An artist’s impression here and an artist’s impression there.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Yes; Hon Ken Travers was talking about the artist’s impressions, the graphics that 
went with all the broken promises. They could be re-badged and become the graphics of the broken promises 
document.  

But I am talking about figures in the order of an extra $13 500 being imposed on somebody in a few weeks’ time 
when they buy their first home, where the first home is an established dwelling and costs in the region of 
$500 000—half a million dollars. I had a good look at the income from transfer duty over the last few years and 
I can see how unstable it has been. It took a massive hit when property prices went down in 2008 and 2009, but 
in general the government is raising a fair amount of money from that tax. Something that has not been 
highlighted in this debate so far that I might draw attention to in the time remaining to me is that this tax is of 
course a double whammy for first home buyers because last year the government reduced the first home owners 
grant for people buying established properties. It was not so bad for peopling buying new properties because it 
went up from $7 000 to, I think, $10 000; but for people buying established property, it went down from $7 000 
to $3 000. That is well and truly wiped out by this increase in the amount of stamp duty that first home buyers of 
established properties are going to have to pay.  
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It is all very well for the government to encourage people to buy new properties, but the reality is that in a city 
like Perth—I will talk about Perth now; but I could equally talk about some of the population centres in my 
electorate such as Mandurah, Bunbury and Albany—those new properties tend to be available only where there 
is a considerable amount of commuting distance to major services. To make a blanket assumption that we want 
to give financial rewards only to people who are going out into the suburbs to buy brand new properties is fine if 
we want to keep the building industry happy, but it is very bad news for somebody on a low income who needs 
to live fairly close to their work or where they want their children to go to school in order to be able to live 
affordably. That is the equation that the government totally misses—the link between these kind of measures that 
slap $13 500 extra on a new first home owner but remove other grants at the same time.  

HON AMBER-JADE SANDERSON (East Metropolitan) [5:29 pm]: I, too, rise tonight to make my 
contribution to the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014. There are three main aspects in this bill. One provides 
greater access to payroll exemption for small and medium organisations. The opposition supports that and it is 
one of the few election commitments that this government has kept. It will be a relief for small businesses 
operating in a tight economy, and similarly for not-for-profit organisations as well. The other two aspects of the 
bill are essentially two new taxes on Western Australians, and they are imposed by amending the Duties Act and 
the Land Tax Act. The duties increases in this bill are expected to bring in around $222 million and the land tax 
increases will bring in around an extra $334 million. Those are not massive amounts of money, but they are 
sizeable. 

I used the word “inept” to describe this government’s management of money and the state budget, and I think 
this bill again demonstrates the government’s ineptitude. Its ineptitude in managing the state economy has 
resulted in the government raising revenue by increasing and imposing taxes on those who can least afford them 
for a range of projects that are underway and broken election commitments. This includes changes to the stamp 
duty exemption for new home buyers, which will exacerbate existing housing affordability issues. I think part of 
the problem is the government’s focus and reliance on the mining sector. We need to diversify the 
Western Australian economy if we are to survive and have a thriving future economy that can provide the 
government services people have come to expect. 

These revenue and saving measures were announced with a range of other measures in the state budget. I will go 
through some of those measures to provide context for this debate. I refer to the budget fact sheet titled “2014–
15 Budget Revenue and Savings Measures”. The first revenue and saving measure listed on the fact sheet is the 
public sector advertising and recruitment freeze. This is a very short-term, short-sighted approach. A range of 
departments were unable to progress key government initiatives and projects because of the advertising and 
recruitment freeze, which slowed down government initiatives and projects. The 15 per cent procurement 
reduction aimed to deliver a saving of $169 million. I give credit to the government for giving an exemption 
from the procurement reduction to schools, patient support costs and the not-for-profit sector, which has grown 
significantly under this government, but cutting back on procurement projects when the population has grown by 
about 19 per cent over the past five or six years will impact on front-line services. 

Under the heading “Ports Interim Dividend”, the budget fact sheet states — 

• The Government will introduce a 75% interim dividend for the State’s port authorities, which will 
bring forward an estimated $93 million in dividend payments into 2014–15. 

That is fancy bookkeeping, really, by bringing money forward to make things look better. The fact sheet 
continues — 

The Water Corporation pays a similar interim dividend, but it is set at 98% … 

We are talking about fiddling with numbers and moving things around to try to plug the holes in what is 
basically a budget that is targeted at people who cannot afford to pay more and that has been significantly 
mismanaged. 

Under the heading “Motor Vehicle Registration Fee Concession”, the fact sheet states — 

• From 1 July 2014, the $36 private motor vehicle registration fee concession will be abolished, 
which is expected to save the Government around $189 million … 

That is another tax on mums and dads, seniors and students who run a car. That is $36 on top of all the other 
rises in fees and charges that we have seen from this government. The Perth parking levy will increase by $365, 
phased in over the next two years, and will raise around $73 million. That is another increased charge for people 
who enter the city by car. I will go through the first home buyer transfer duty concession and land tax, which are 
both dealt with in this bill, in more detail. There is a range of revenue saving measures and, as Hon Sally Talbot 
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pointed and I mentioned in my speech on the budget, over the past five or six years revenue has actually risen by 
26 per cent, which is higher than the population increase. 

I will look at who will be impacted by the changes to stamp duty in this bill and what the changes to stamp duty 
will do. Under this bill, the stamp duty exemption for the purchase of a home has been reduced from a home 
valued at $500 000 to $430 000 or less. In this bracket we are looking at mostly first home buyers. Not many 
properties in Perth are valued at $430 000 or less, and those that are tend to be in the outer suburbs. Those homes 
are purchased by mainly young people and working families. A lot of those working families are not young and 
a lot of families are finding it harder and harder to enter the property market. A number of my friends, my 
contemporaries, have struggled to enter the property market. Some have worked in the mining sector, but not all 
mining sector jobs are incredibly highly paid. These people are in their mid-to-late 30s with small children and 
they realise the importance of securing their financial future with a family home. The uncertainties of renting—
the rent goes up, the landlord decides to sell or does not like the tenant anymore and wants to turn them over—
make it imperative for people to buy a home. This legislation is another barrier to people buying affordable 
homes and comes on top of the government’s reduction to the first home owner grant for existing properties 
from $7 000 to $3 000 in the last budget. Stamp duty for first home buyers will begin at $430 000 and they will 
get less of the first home owner grant. I know people who will be affected by these changes and I know people 
who were able to get into their first home with their children and secure their future with the assistance of those 
grants, who would not be able to do that now. There are people who would have been able to buy a home who 
will now not be able to. 

On 14 May 2014, the Minister for Finance stated in the other place — 

These changes better reflect the value of homes being purchased by first home buyers in 
Western Australia. 

We have not seen the value of homes go down significantly. Granted, we have seen a flattening of the market, 
but the value of homes has not gone down significantly. When the stamp duty exemption for a home valued at 
$500 000 was implemented, the median price of a first home in Western Australia was $370 000. That was a 
while ago. There are not many homes for $370 000 now. That original figure of $500 000 was $130 000 above 
the median house price, which provides a lot of room to move for people purchasing a home around the median 
house price. In March 2014, the median house price in Perth was $470 000. The government has lowered the 
threshold, so the cut-off for the stamp duty exemption is now only $40 000 below the median house price, which 
leaves people looking for a home with very little room to move. We are not talking about big homes at this price. 
Hon Ken Travers mentioned a two-by-one in Joondanna for that price, but I think he would be lucky to get a 
two-by-one in Joondanna for that price. Even further out towards Tuart Hill and into the eastern suburbs of 
Bassendean and Bayswater, a person would be really lucky to get a house that would be captured by the stamp 
duty exemption that this government wishes to set. 

Hon Ken Travers: I was suggesting that it would be a very basic two-by-one, whereas two years ago someone 
probably would have got a very nice place in Joondanna for that price. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Absolutely, someone would have got a very nice place in Joondanna or 
Tuart Hill. The number of houses at that price is really slim. In order to enter the market, first home buyers will 
essentially be forced into more debt; they will be forced to borrow more to pay for the stamp duty. These people 
are starting their lives, families and careers with more debt thanks to this government. 

The Real Estate Institute of Western Australia roundly criticised this proposal for the impact it will have on the 
housing market, which is already under some stress—I know that because I am trying to sell a house. REIWA 
president, David Airey, said — 

The clear evidence from NSW where the first home buyer stamp duty concession was removed and 
from Victoria where the first home buyer grants were greatly reduced, is that first home buyer activity 
collapsed and has not recovered. 

There are periods when the housing market significantly depends on first home buyer activity to maintain its 
viability and health and we are making it harder for that to happen. We constantly hear the line from the 
government when it makes bad decisions or cuts, that WA has it so good, WA is doing great, our schools are the 
best resourced and WA has the lowest stamp duty. Well, WA has a particular set of circumstances that requires 
that sort of government support. WA has a serious housing affordability issue, which is more acute than that felt 
across the rest of the country.  
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Average wages are high due to the mining sector; therefore, the cost of living goes up for others. WA needs a 
government response that is in tune with the requirements of WA, particularly the housing market. This is 
contrary to supporting that housing market. 

If we look at the land tax aspect and who it will impact, of course the people who own the land will have to pay 
the tax. For people who own land and rent, those costs will be passed on to the tenant. We are in the middle of an 
affordability crisis. In 2008 the median rent was $350 a week. In March this year, it was $460 a week. It has 
gone up significantly. It will only increase more, thanks to the land tax. The government is trying to plug holes. 
It is shifting the problem onto those who are trying to start out and who are trying to make their way, particularly 
those people who currently rent or are trying to get into the housing market. This government is shifting its own 
economic mismanagement onto those people. It will affect low and middle-income earners who have a family 
home. I quote Joe Lenzo, head of WA’s division of the Property Council of Australia — 

The Barnett Government has taken the lazy way to fix its Budget problem by slugging WA property 
owners for the second year in a row with a big increase in land tax and a massive hike in the CBD 
parking levy. 

I will talk about low-income households. I talked about this aspect in my speech on the budget, but I will say it 
again for the record. I will relate it to this poor decision from this government. Anglicare commissioned a report 
earlier this year, published in May, which outlined — 

MINIMUM wage earners would need to work more than 80 hours a week to afford to rent in Perth’s 
outer metropolitan areas. 

Looking at the map, Anglicare undertook an analysis of minimum wage earners in the outer suburbs. The East 
Metropolitan Region has some of the highest concentrations of minimum wage earners. I calculated that a 
minimum wage earner living in the East Metropolitan Region in a private rental would have to work 81 to 
90 hours a week to pay the rent. That is a lot of hours. It is a lot of time not spent with family; it is a lot of time 
not spent with the kids. It is a lot of time toing and froing. I bet they have to pay for child care on top of that to 
enable them to work those hours. This impost on land tax will affect not only low income and middle income 
earners who own their family home but also those who pay rent. They will end up paying. 

The other group that this land tax will impact is those people living in retirement villages. The Retirement Living 
Council is quite concerned about this tax. Seniors have been targeted by federal and state governments in their 
failure to create any buffer for the cuts imposed by the federal government. The land tax exemption is intended 
to support retirement villages but does not cover the cost during the period the retirement village is being 
constructed. That adds to the cost of construction for developers. It will ultimately be passed onto residents in the 
retirement village through more expensive entry costs. It will be harder for people to get into retirement 
accommodation—yet another obstacle for people in an already incredibly difficult market. 

The federal Liberal government is taking from pensioners. Twenty-five million dollars in concessions has been 
removed from this year’s budget alone, from 1 July. The state Liberal government is forcing them to pay more 
through land tax. That is on top of all the other cost-of-living increases, including increases in electricity, 
77 per cent since 2008; increases in water, 90 per cent; and the reduction in concessions. The government 
announced yesterday that it would not stand in the way of those cuts flowing through to pensioners. 
Governments in other states and territories, including South Australia and Queensland, and, more recently, the 
New South Wales Liberal government, have said this group is vulnerable to cost-of-living pressures and housing 
affordability. They said this is a group that needs protection and as governments they will step in and do that. 

I heard a lot of calls to 720 ABC radio this morning, but I will talk about one call that really struck me. 
A gentleman called in to say that he had to move to a regional area so he could afford to live in a home. He has 
two small meals a day because that is all he can afford. Now, seniors are losing their concessions to pay utility 
costs. We are in the middle of a cold snap. I am feeling the cold. I think about the older Australians who are 
going through this freezing weather and do not want to turn on their heating. Instead, they are filling up the hot 
water bottle and sitting under a load of rugs before getting into bed at six o’clock at night because it is too cold to 
turn on the heating. This is one of a range of imposts that this government has forced on them. That is no quality 
of life. Members could relate it to their own grandparents. My grandmother lived on her own for 20 years. 
She was a tiny Scottish lady who really felt the cold. She lived on a pension. She had no super and was a low-
income earner all her life. She had to think about when she turned on the heater. She would not be turning it on 
this winter if she was still with us. That is a crying shame. That is what governments should do—they should 
support our older Australians. 

The land tax increase of 10 per cent in this budget comes on top of a 12.5 per cent increase in the last budget. 
Over the last two years, there has been a 22.5 per cent increase. That is on top of all the cost-of-living increases: 
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water; electricity; car registration; the emergency services levy, up 61 per cent for the average family; the rental 
market is up 31 per cent; and public transport costs are up 30 per cent for the average family. The average family 
now spends $522 a year more in household fees and charges. That is an increase of over $300 a family since last 
year. We have seen this steadily rise. Fees have gone up and up since 2008. It has been relentless. It does not 
allow people to stop, take a breath, regroup financially and budget for the next bill. It is just one thing after 
another. It makes it very hard to plan for the future. People are not going on holidays. They are not able to visit 
family over east. They are not able to do many things that a lot of people in the community take for granted. 
There are people who cannot save up for an airfare to visit their daughter in Melbourne or their family over 
east—something really basic and straightforward that adds to everyone’s quality of life—that we in this chamber 
take for granted. 

Why do we need the taxes? It is the government’s obsession with surpluses—it is so we can maintain an 
operating surplus. If these election promises were fully funded and fully costed, why would we need to pay new 
taxes? If this government was honest, should it not have said, “We will deliver X, Y and Z but we’re going to 
increase stamp duty, we’re going to increase land tax and we’re going to cut out the private rego”? That would 
have been fair and honest. When we consider the tax increases this government has already brought upon the 
people of WA, there are only two options why this is needed. One is that the Liberal Party was actively lying to 
the people of Western Australia when it said its promises were fully funded and fully costed. It was either 
completely dishonest or the government’s promises were fully funded and fully costed but its spending since the 
last election has been so out of control that it has to introduce new taxes to the people of Western Australia to 
fund that spending. 

Would people have thought twice about voting for their local Liberal candidate if the Liberal Party had said, for 
example, in the seat of Morley, “We will spend $X million on a Morley police station but we are going to put up 
land tax. We will spend this on doing that but this is how we are going to fund it”? I think electors might have 
thought twice, but at least it would have been fully funded, fully costed and fully transparent to the electorate 
before the election so that people knew exactly what they were voting for.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: In my view, these taxes are and were avoidable. There has been a range 
of poor decisions and mismanagement from this government in terms of the budget and projects. 

Hon Jim Chown: Name them. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: I am and I will. I thank Hon Jim Chown for the opportunity; he should 
just hang on there. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson has the call. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Let us look at the interest bill on borrowings alone over the last five or six 
years. In 2007-08 the net interest paid by the taxpayers of Western Australia on the state’s then debt was 
$209 million—less than half what these two taxes will bring in. In the coming financial year it will be 
$962 million, and by 2017-18 net interest will be $1.4 billion. That is potentially the cost of another hospital. 
That is more schools—another school in Ellenbrook—and a big chunk of the Metro Area Express light rail. 
What was that? $1.8 billion? 

Hon Ken Travers: Well, no, it started at $1.8 billion; it has actually reached just below $2 billion. But in the old 
days it was $1.8 billion, so whatever you want. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! My recollection is that Hon Ken Travers has already made a contribution 
to this debate. At the moment we are listening to Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson; she has the call. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Thank you, Madam Acting President, although I do think Hon Ken 
Travers made a good contribution. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Never mind the quality, feel the width, hey? 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Yes, well — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Settle down. Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson has the call. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: There will be $1.4 billion of net interest on debt; that is the majority of 
the cost of MAX light rail. The government could have gone through with that project; that is another 
disappointment for the electorates. 
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I have some more examples of unnecessary spending: Perth Stadium could have been done cheaper exactly 
where it was—exactly as the Labor Party went to the last election with—and $900 million will be spent on the 
stadium. We saw a sinkhole at the Burswood, and I bet there are some very nervous engineers out there, sussing 
out the site; it was a contaminated tip site years ago. 

Hon Ken Travers: Maybe that’s where all the money has gone—into a sinkhole! 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Yes. Maybe it is one of those old rusty barrels, and a whole bunch of 
them have just collapsed all of a sudden and we can expect a few more sinkholes under the car park at 
Burswood. I bet there are some very nervous engineers out at the stadium site. 

The solar panel scheme was administered by the Leader of the House, and it blew out by $600 million. That 
should have been a good news story. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! This is not a team talk; it is one person making a contribution to the 
debate. I have a list of names here of every member of this house who can speak on this bill. If you want to do 
that, you stand in your place, get the call from the Chair at the appropriate time, and your name goes on the list. 
That is how it has been done for a long time, and that is how it will continue to be done, and it will be one person 
at a time. I remind both sides of the chamber that it is one person at a time. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: The solar panel scheme had a blowout of $600 million; it should have 
been a good news story for the government. It was a good scheme, but it was massively oversubscribed. 
The modelling the government did was clearly wrong. 

The government has committed $423 million to Elizabeth Quay, including the $250 000 that was spent 
advertising its Bigger Picture project. I do not exactly know what people in the far eastern suburbs will get out of 
Elizabeth Quay. Those kids in Ellenbrook need a new high school; those kids in the 30-odd demountables at the 
high school have more pressing needs—like an actual classroom—than Elizabeth Quay. 

There has been a $370 million cost blowout on Fiona Stanley Hospital. The government has a $4.3 billion 
contract with Serco, and just handed it $118 million of it for operating an empty hospital. It is the perfect 
hospital—the hospital without any patients. There has also been a $50 million IT blowout. If we add all these up, 
we would be saving the taxpayers of Western Australia another imposed tax such as land tax on stamp duty. The 
Muja A and B refurbishment resulted in a cost blowout of $100 million. Colin Barnett’s office—the “Premier’s 
Palace”—cost $27 million. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: There is a litany of poor decisions. As requested by Hon Jim Chown, this 
is the list of poor decisions. My pet poor decision is the women’s clinic that will have to be built on the site of 
the Midland hospital. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Have members finished? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: The suggestion is that perhaps Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson should try to ignore 
the interjections, but it is a bit rich when they come from your own side of the house. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: Agreed; thank you. 

My pet wasted project is the reproductive services clinic that will have to be built on the site of the new Midland 
Health Campus because the government privatised the hospital to a Catholic provider—a provider that will not 
provide a full range of family planning, contraceptive and basic health care that it is the right of every woman to 
access in the public health system. They are hard-fought-for rights, enshrined in legislation, and this government 
has signed off those rights. “Your reproductive rights don’t matter in Midland—don’t worry. Teenage 
pregnancies? Not a problem. You need contraceptive after a birth? Well, you’ll have to go and see your general 
practitioner; off you go.” Women will not get that immediate after-birth care, and they will not get access to the 
full range of reproductive health care, including termination, that is a woman’s right under the legislation. That is 
a disgrace. The government has been out for eight months, looking for a private provider and no-one has come 
forward. The government still has not made a decision, and I bet the government will have to fork out the money 
to build that facility. 

This is also a hypocritical tax. I will put on the record some comments made by Hon Colin Barnett in 2006, who 
said — 
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… land tax payers in Western Australia find that the land tax burden is unsustainable; they simply 
cannot meet it. In many situations, it is grossly unfair and unpredictable. People cannot bear the burden. 
They think it is unfair and they do not know what they will be up for in land tax from year to year. 

In 2009 the current Treasurer, Hon Dr Mike Nahan, said — 

… the previous Carpenter Government was hopelessly addicted to property taxes, including land tax. 

Those quotes demonstrate the absolute hypocrisy of the bills we have before us. I will use the words again to 
describe this government’s economic management: ineptitude; hypocrisy; unnecessarily harsh; and punitively 
targeted at those who can afford it the least. Noting the time, I conclude my remarks. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Members, before we return to orders of the day, one of the 
things that I think we all enjoy in this crazy life that we all share as members of Parliament is the joy that we get 
when we share these occasions with our family. This evening I would like the house to recognise and welcome 
into the President’s gallery Maddie West, the daughter of Hon Darren West. You are most welcome here this 
evening. 

Members: Hear, hear! 
HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [7.31 pm]: Thank you, Madam Acting President, for your warm 
welcome for my daughter, Madeleine, who is with us tonight and listening intently to the debate. I have warned 
her that some of the interjections may be a bit unruly, but I am sure she will take those in her stride. 
Tonight I rise to discuss with members the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014. We have before us another 
budget, and another revenue bill. Why is it that every single time that I have been in this house and the budget 
has come up, we have had a revenue bill accompany that budget? The government is always looking for some 
money. The government seems to be intent on putting its hand down the back of the couch on every occasion 
and does not seem to be too concerned about who that might affect and how it might affect them. 
The priorities of members opposite are all wrong, with incessant and increased spending every year, with no 
effort to rein it in, only to hit those who are probably some of the most vulnerable in our community harder and 
harder every year. The government is not happy with the cost-of-living increases that it has enforced on the 
people of Western Australia over the past five years. The government is not happy with the increases in the cost 
of power and water, and the increases in the cost of car registration. Public transport fares have gone up. 
The government is not happy with those increases. The government will now be charging people to park at 
railway stations, when it should be trying to increase the number of people who use public transport. The list 
goes on and on. 

Hon Nick Goiran: What about electricity? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Electricity, yes. I am sure that when Hon Nick Goiran gets his household electricity bill, 
he will see first-hand the increases that have been forced upon him as a taxpayer of Western Australia. Hon Nick 
Goiran may, like many of us, be fortunate enough to be able to take those increases in his stride and pay his 
increased electricity bill. He may be wealthy enough to put a solar panel system on his roof that can offset his 
electricity bill. But not everybody can do that. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: There is not division. The cost increases of over 60 per cent are unsustainable, and 
many of our vulnerable and poor in the community cannot afford to pay those increased charges any longer. 

There are a lot of other increases that I will get to later in my contribution. The government is not happy with 
that. The government is not happy with the gutting of royalties for regions. The government is not happy with 
the removal of initiatives like the country local government fund. I feel for the WA Nationals. They have put in 
some really good initiatives, only to have the rug pulled out from under them by members of the Liberal 
government. There has been a lot of cost shifting of programs that should be funded by the government. 
Royalties for regions was to be over and above normal government spending—25 per cent of royalties was to be 
spent over and above normal government spending. However, royalties for regions funding is now going into 
health and housing, and, as of next year, royalties for regions will be going into the AvonLink train service, 
which until 30 June—in less than a week’s time—was funded out of general revenue but will now be funded out 
of royalties for regions. The government is not happy with the gutting of royalties for regions and the cost 
shifting that is taking place. The government is not happy with the deferral of key infrastructure projects that 
were promised. The Premier looked into a camera and promised the Ellenbrook rail. The government is not 
happy with pulling major infrastructure projects such as that. The people of Ellenbrook have been waiting for a 
long time for the Ellenbrook rail. The government is not happy with projects such as the MAX light rail and the 
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airport rail link. I doubt that we will see that in the term of this government. The government is not happy with 
the cost-of-living increases, the cuts to government programs, and the deferral of the key infrastructure projects 
that I have mentioned. What we see is total incompetence by the Western Australian Liberal–National 
government. 

There have been seven Treasurers in the last six years. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Name them! 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am so glad Hon Nick Goiran has asked me to do that, because I have a piece of paper 
here with the names — 

Hon Nick Goiran: You would be the first! 

Hon DARREN WEST: Just because members opposite cannot remember who they are, I will inform them of 
who those seven Treasurers have been. The first Treasurer in this government was Treasurer Buswell, who was 
Treasurer for one year and 216 days. The next Treasurer was Treasurer Barnett, who was Treasurer for 231 days. 
The next Treasurer—all these were sworn in as Treasurer—was Treasurer Christian Porter, who was Treasurer 
for one year and 181 days. The next Treasurer was Treasurer Barnett, who was Treasurer for 25 days — 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: He was sworn in as Treasurer, so that was the fourth Treasurer. The fifth Treasurer was 
Treasurer Buswell, and he was Treasurer for one year and 246 days. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Otherwise known as the member for Vasse. 

Hon DARREN WEST: The member for Vasse, yes. Thank you for the correction, Hon Nick Goiran. I am quite 
happy to take the correction. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Acting President. 

The sixth Treasurer was Treasurer Barnett, who was Treasurer for seven days. The seventh Treasurer in the last 
six years under the Liberal government is Treasurer Nahan. 

I will put that into a bit of context for members opposite, because there have been so many Treasurers. I am 
trying to think of examples of when there may have been seven of something in order to make it a bit easier for 
members to understand. So I have decided to give those Treasurers nicknames, just so that people will remember 
them. Those nicknames are Bashful, Grumpy, Happy, Sneezy, Dopey, Sleepy and Doc. If we run through those, 
they actually fall into place quite nicely. The first Treasurer, Treasurer Buswell, is Bashful—in the early days, 
perhaps he was bashful. The next Treasurer, Treasurer Barnett, is Grumpy—there was perhaps a time when that 
would have been a fair nickname for that Treasurer. Treasurer Porter is Happy—happy, because he had left; he 
was probably happy to get out. Treasurer Barnett is Sneezy, which I sort of had to work in somewhere. The next 
Treasurer, the member for Vasse, for the benefit of Hon Nick Goiran, is Dopey. The next Treasurer, Treasurer 
Barnett, is Sleepy—I think that Treasurer probably was asleep at the wheel. The current Treasurer, Treasurer 
Nahan, is Doc. So there we are. 

There have been seven Treasurers in the last six years. I have been able to state the time for which they were 
Treasurer. Not one of them made the two-year mark. Not one of them was Treasurer for more than two years. 
In contrast, when the Labor Government was in office, we had Treasurer Ripper. I have a nickname for him, too. 
I am going to call him AAA. That is because Eric Ripper was the Treasurer who restored Western Australia’s 
AAA credit rating, which had been lost under the Court government and has been lost again under this Barnett 
government. Eric Ripper was Treasurer, by contrast, members, for seven years and 220 days. Eric Ripper was a 
loyal servant for the government and an outstanding Treasurer, who regained the state’s AAA credit rating and 
left Western Australia’s books the strongest in the nation. However, what do we have now? Former Treasurer 
Ripper must be very disappointed in what this government has done to the state’s finances since they left his 
careful hands. In Eric Ripper’s seven years and 220 days as Treasurer, he was an outstanding Treasurer, and he 
will go down in history as such, unlike any of the seven Treasurers that this government has had over the last 
six years. 

This Liberal–National government—not happy with this merry-go-round or nursery rhyme, and of those 
Treasurers I can only speculate who Snow White may be but will leave that for someone else to judge; not happy 
with trashing the state’s finances; not happy with this merry-go-round of Treasurers; and not happy with all the 
deferral of projects, gutting of royalties for regions and cost of living expenses—has now broken so many 
promises that there is now a website that members with their laptops open may wish to go to called 
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www.brokenpromises.org.au. On that site members will find more than 60 commitments that were made in 
writing to the electorate that have been broken in the six years of this government. 

The books are in a mess and state debt will be in the order of $30 billion when the people next have the 
opportunity to remove this government. That debt will have gone from $3.8 billion under the careful hands of 
former Treasurer Ripper to $30 billion under this parade of Treasurers. I have often speculated on what the 
collective noun for Treasurers may be. 

Hon Adele Farina: A conga line. 

Hon Nick Goiran: A conga line. 

Hon DARREN WEST: A conga line of Treasurers. That is not bad at all. 

After all of that, the government finds itself in a rather difficult dilemma. The government now has to carry out a 
clearly difficult task: to try to right the ship that is the Western Australian economy. In the boom in iron ore 
production that we have had, we are still one of the poorer performing — 

Hon Samantha Rowe: He said “ship”. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Definitely “ship”. We are going to right the ship. How are we going to do that? 
We have to turn this thing around. The only way to make money is to spend less than we earn. We do not want 
to cut spending, so we will have to earn more. Who, therefore, is the government going to slug this time? Who is 
the government looking for? Who does the government think is an easy target to do something about the 
dilemma in the state’s finances? To whom will the government turn to pay for its reckless spending and fiscal 
incompetence? To whom will the government look to clean up the fiscal vandalism of the Barnett Liberals and 
the Grylls–Redman Nationals? Who will it be? Who will have to do the heavy lifting, as the federal Treasurer 
likes to say? Who will do that heavy lifting in order to regain the state’s AAA credit rating? It became fairly 
apparent with this bill. The government said that one of the first people it will look to is that group of individuals 
who would clearly have cash to splash to help fix the government’s incompetence, and that would be the group 
of first home buyers. That would make some level of sense to the people on the opposite side. They think that 
first home buyers must have some money that they can share and that they can spend to help prop up the ailing 
economy; they must have if they can afford to buy a house! The reality is that they do not. Most first home 
buyers are young people, and those who are not young people are people who through different circumstances 
have not had the opportunity to save a deposit for a first home until they are at an older age. They are probably 
even less likely to be the ones to turn to for help to prop up the state’s ailing finances. For instance, young home 
buyers are often in a position of having high disposable incomes. However, as families come along, there may be 
only one person in the household working and that makes that group less and less able to do the heavy lifting that 
the government requires and to contribute over and above their capacity to help prop up the state’s ailing 
finances. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Surely by that stage if you have already bought the home, you don’t have to keep paying for 
it. 

Hon DARREN WEST: The thing is they have not bought the home. That is the thing, Hon Nick Goiran. They 
are buying the home. I urge the member to read the legislation to find out exactly what it means, because the 
government will charge more to people who are buying their first home. That is my problem with this bill. 
The precis that I have come to of the role of this legislation is in the clause of the bill that reduces the property 
value thresholds under the first home buyer transfer duty concessions to provide a full exemption for home 
purchases of $430 000 or less, when it was previously $500 000. Hon Ken Travers and many speakers on my 
side who spoke before made a very good point: where might one find one of those houses for $430 000? The 
price of housing is generally increasing. It is seen as an investment. The reason it is seen as an investment is that 
the value will increase over time. What sort of logical thinking, therefore, would say that we would take the 
threshold from $500 000 down to $430 000? I would think the opposite might be a better way to go, because the 
price of housing is rising and it would make that higher cost of housing somewhat more affordable to those who 
are trying to get into the market. It all makes sense to me to do it that way. But no, this government has chosen to 
go the other way around. This stamp duty concession will then phase out for homes valued between $430 000 
and $530 000, which is down from the current $600 000. Once again, people have to buy a house between 
$430 000 and $530 000 to get an exemption from stamp duty before the exemption phases out. Not a lot of 
homes exist in that price range. Sure, we are talking about entry-level buyers, but it is very difficult in Perth 
today and in parts of regional Western Australia as well to find a house in that price range. This measure is 
expected to raise an additional $222 million over the next four years. In effect, the government is saying to the 
first home buyers of Western Australia, “If you are going to buy an existing home, you are going to contribute 
$222 million to our coffers over the next four years.” That sends a very poor message, I believe, to a group that 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 25 June 2014] 

 p4530b-4556a 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson; Acting President; Hon Darren West; Hon Samantha Rowe; 

Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Peter Collier 

 [12] 

we should be encouraging, offering every incentive to, and exempting from the heavy lifting that is required to 
get the state budget back into a reasonable form. 

I will touch on regional areas. We would hope to encourage first home buyers to regional areas. Although in 
some areas in the wheatbelt the average entry-level price of housing is lower, in many areas, such as coastal 
areas and the City of Greater Geraldton, house prices are relatively high. People are paying high rents and having 
difficulty buying their first home. I would have thought that a good government policy would be to encourage 
people out into regional Western Australia, where much of the infrastructure that is needed already exists and 
where there is a shortage of residents and that it would be good to woo first home buyers into some of our 
regional areas in which they would live, work and invest. But this bill flies in the face of that. 

From the member for Alfred Cove’s second reading speech in the other place, I picked out a couple of points that 
I thought were worthy of further scrutiny and review. One of the quotes from the now transport and finance 
minister, the member for Alfred Cove, is as follows — 

It is estimated that 64 per cent of first home buyers will be unaffected by the changes, as the purchase 
price of their properties would either be below the new exemption threshold of $430 000, above the 
previous concessional scale threshold limit of $600 000, or they qualify for the concession for vacant 
land, which will not change. 

I would really like to know how this percentage is calculated. Someone opposite might be able to tell me in their 
contribution. I am looking forward to a contribution from members opposite to answer some of these questions. 
How is it worked out that only 36 per cent of first home buyers will fall foul of this new revenue initiative and 
will have to pay the $222 million? It gets even worse. Out of 100 per cent of new home buyers, only 36 per cent 
will have to pay this $222 million, because the finance minister’s own words say that 64 per cent will not have to 
pay. The heavy lifting, therefore, will fall back on fewer and fewer people. 

I also found some articles that I will quote from to show that I am not alone in my distaste for this legislation 
from the government. The author of an article in The Australian Financial Review of 10 May 2014, Julie-anne 
Sprague, agrees wholeheartedly with what I have been saying. She states — 

West Australian property developers and real estate groups have warned that more first home-buyers 
will be locked out of the state’s property market after the state government cut stamp duty concessions 
and lifted land taxes. 

The government has lowered stamp duty concessions for first home-buyers — 

As I have pointed out — 

… from a value of $500,000 to $430,000. 

… 

However, land prices could become more expensive as developers pass on land tax costs to consumers.  

I will talk about land tax in more detail later. We can see the flow-on effects to first home buyers that land tax 
will have. I would like to make another point before I finish quoting this article. It continues — 

The WA government lifted land tax by 10 per cent … 

I will come back to that; I will talk about land tax separately. 

I have another article, which is from The Australian. The fact that Western Australia is locking first home buyers 
out of the market is getting national press; it has been noticed all around Australia. As I have already noted, 
The Australian Financial Review ran a fairly in-depth story, and so did The Australian on 9 May 2014. 
Paige Taylor wrote an article headed “Don’t fence me in: sting in the tale”, which states — 

First-home buyers of established properties will now pay stamp duty if they buy a property that costs 
$430,000 or more. 

It is not just me saying this; the industry is saying it, and it has been noticed right across the state. 

There is a case study in The Australian of a lady who chooses to rent in the inner city because she has a career. 
She works long hours and she does not want to sit in traffic for an hour. She is effectively being locked out of the 
market because increases in land tax will affect her rent. 

There was an article in the local paper, The West Australian, by Shane Wright, the economics editor, on 9 May 
2014, which states — 

First-homebuyers face a $5700 hit to buy a property and developers face steep extra charges that are set 
to push up the cost of building across Perth.  
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Measures in the State Budget will boost Treasury coffers but cost prospective and existing property 
owners more than $500 million in additional charges. 

Even the local media, which is generally friendly towards members opposite, is having a fairly red hot dig at the 
government over the increase in costs to first home buyers.  

The notion of having one’s own home is a very good one; it is a very Australian thing to do. Sadly, pieces of 
legislation such as the one before us tonight take that dream further and further away from most people.  

This legislation also includes increases to land tax, which I think is a very regressive part of the legislation. 
The bill provides for a 10 per cent across-the-board increase to land tax rates, applying from the 2014–15 
assessment year. This measure is expected to raise an additional $334 million over four years. There are a couple 
of flow-on effects from this when we consider the people who will pay this land tax. They are often hardworking 
investors—businesspeople, people who work in good jobs and work very hard. They have made sacrifices to 
their day-to-day life. They have probably gone without plenty of things during their life to accumulate a property 
portfolio. Now they will be slugged an extra 10 per cent on top of last year’s increase of 12.5 per cent. The Labor 
government was roundly criticised in the mid-2000s for being the highest land taxing government in 
Western Australian history. That is hypocrisy at work when an opposition criticises a government for taking a 
course of action but then only increases that course of action by taking it to a higher degree when in government. 
That is the height of hypocrisy. I think that has been pointed out on more than one occasion. 

The cost of these increases in land tax will be paid by someone. Generally speaking, if we can pass costs on in 
business, we will. That makes good business sense. A lot of these costs will be paid by people in the rental 
market. Not only are we locking out first home buyers — 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am looking forward to the contribution of Hon Jim Chown. I am sure it will contain 
some pearls of wisdom. 

Hon Jim Chown: I’d like to interject but I find it hard to grasp what you are actually saying.  

Hon DARREN WEST: I am not surprised.  

Hon Jim Chown: I am sure Hansard feels the same way.  

Hon DARREN WEST: I usually have to speak very slowly and point things out very carefully for the member, 
but I am sure he will keep up if he concentrates.  

In many cases the costs of these land tax increases will be paid by people in rental properties. The government is 
not only locking first home buyers out of the property market, but also, in an indirect way, increasing the rents 
that people pay. What do young families do? Do they take the plunge and buy a property, knowing full well that 
if they buy one for under $430 000, which is a fairly basic property, it will probably be a fair way from the CBD, 
or do they rent? If we sat down and did the sums, rental would probably be a worthwhile option. If someone 
rents someone else’s investment that land tax is paid on, they will have to pay an increased rental rate. 

The industry is even more scathing of this part of the bill than it is of the cost to first home buyers. I have an 
article from Farm Weekly, a very austere rural publication. Some very fine journalists work at Farm Weekly. 
The article, dated 29 May 2014, is headed “Review completed on land tax exemption”. There is one piece of 
good news in this article, which I will point out, because a balanced contribution is always a good thing. There 
have been some changes for people in the agricultural industry, which I am pleased to see. The article states — 

… the proposed changes will ensure primary producers are eligible for the exemption on land used to 
grow, for example, grapes or olives even if the product is sold as wine or olive oil.” 

… 

The operation of the primary production land tax exemption was last comprehensively reviewed 
35 years ago.  

Primary production land tax exemption/concession is worth about $70m in 2013–14. 

That is a great concession for people who want to save money by not paying land tax on their land. It is nice that 
$70 million is being saved but I would still argue against the increase in land tax, despite there being some small 
benefits for those in my profession, which is agriculture. 

Albany is a reasonably conservative part of the world where many people go to retire. Many retirees are affected 
by the land tax changes. Clearly, it is important news in Albany. On 22 May The Great Southern Weekender 
published an article, which stated — 
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A State Government review has recommended modernisation of land tax exemption requirements for 
primary producers in WA.  

It goes on to refer to what I mentioned before. It continues — 

“The review’s recommendations will provide greater clarity for primary producers where, increasingly, 
land is used for both the production of primary produce and its secondary processing,” … 

The Great Southern Weekender has seen fit to report that piece of good news that affects the agricultural 
industry. 

A similar story appeared in the Bullsbrook Ellenbrook Advocate, referring to a grape producer in Baskerville. 
I was interested in this section, which states — 

In simple terms, growers who turned their produce into another product then sold it through their 
property were no longer exempt from the primary producer land tax. 

Entopia Wines, a four-hectare winery — 

That is a relatively small operation — 

in Baskerville, was one of the first businesses to have their tax exemption removed. 

Owner Brian Hunt said he was charged about $6000 for the land tax on his small vineyard.  

He was paying. There is an example of how that grower, with 10 hectares in Baskerville, will be $6 000 better 
off, yet, clearly, if we are going to have a $70 million reduction for agricultural producers but a $334 million 
increase for everybody else, everybody else is paying the $400 million. I thought that was very important to 
point out.  

An article from the Midland Echo on 17 May 2014 is headed “Budget blow for landowners: REIWA”. The Real 
Estate Institute of Western Australia has weighed into the debate. It is not just me saying that this is a regressive 
move by the government; REIWA is saying it as well. Sarah Brookes has written an article, stating — 

Multi-land and small business owners in the Midland and hills region will feel the pinch of a jump in 
land tax announced in last week’s State Budget according to a peak real estate body. 

Real Estate Institute of Western Australia president David Airey said that while the change to the stamp 
duty concession was ‘very disappointing’, he was much more scathing of the big jump in land tax.  

“Last year the government increased land tax by 12.5 per cent and this year added a further 10 per cent 
on top of that,” he said. 

“This is a terrible blow to investors, commercial operations and small business, because all these costs 
get passed on.”  

Mr Airey was also critical with the State Government’s decision to cut back the tax-free threshold for 
many first home buyers. 

He said the new threshold will apply to about 30 per cent of first time buyers … 

I have already articulated that in my contribution and I will not go on about it again, but there are some stats here 
that I thought might be interesting to members — 

… First Home Owner Grants paid out to applicants in March were already down by 27 per cent from its 
peak in June last year. 

“This means that first home buyers have already fallen below the average since the First Home Owners’ 
Grant was first introduced 14 years ago … 

It is not an incentive to encourage people to buy their first home, which is what we should be doing. An article 
by Alyesha Anderson in The Sunday Times from about that time states — 

The great Australian dream has turned into a nightmare.  

Thanks very much! An article by Kim MacDonald in The West Australian on 14 May 2014 titled “Property 
sector decries WA Budget” reads — 

The Property Council has accused the Barnett Government of taking the “lazy way” — 

Those are his words — 

to fix its Budget problem by slugging WA property owners with the second consecutive increase in land 
tax as well as putting up the CBD parking levy.  
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The 2014–15 State Budget includes a 10 per cent increase in land tax rates this year, which brings the 
total increase over two years to 23 per cent.  

The article then refers to the Perth parking levy being up 50 per cent in the same period. The article continues — 

The property sector has recently been hopeful that the State Government was softening its stance on 
property taxes — 

That does not seem likely to happen — 
… after Treasurer Mike Nahan — 

The seventh Treasurer — 

said he would consider alternatives to stamp duty.  

The real estate sector welcomed the comment as a promising indication of plans to change the 
contentious tax.  

The WA Economic Regulation Authority is among those advocating sweeping reforms.  

It called recently on the State to broaden the base and lower the rate of residential stamp duty and land 
tax.  

What did the government do? It did the exact opposite — 

But Joe Lenzo, Property Council of Australia executive director, said there was no sign of a relaxation 
on property taxes in last week’s budget.  

He said the Budget was disappointing, lacked vision and did nothing to make the tax system more fair.  

“It is a bookkeeper’s budget for the short term that masks the structural faults in the State tax system 
and the government’s inability to reign in expenditure,” Mr Lenzo said.  

The Property Council said it would launch a public campaign to let the Government know that its 
decisions were hurting the community. 

It is not only me standing here in the Legislative Council of the Western Australian Parliament saying that this is 
a regressive and negative tax that will hurt the taxpayers of Western Australia. There will be ongoing pain, less 
spending and further problems for the government as a result. The Property Council of Australia agrees with my 
comments. I am sure that members have heard from the Property Council.  

To prove that this issue is nationwide news, and perhaps even international news, I will quote another article 
from The Australian Financial Review of 10 May, titled “Housing costs set to rise in WA” — 

West Australian property developers and real estate groups have warned that more first home-buyers 
will be locked out of the state’s property market after the state government cut stamp duty concessions 
and lifted land taxes. 

It goes on to quote the figures I quoted previously. It continues — 
However, land prices could become more expensive as developers pass on land tax costs to consumers. 
The WA government lifted land tax by 10 per cent taking the total increase in land tax rates in the past 
two years to 22.5 per cent. 
The state government argues in its 2015 budget papers that the land tax hike was needed to offset 
lower-than-expected land tax, due to weaker-than-forecast land values.  

How does an increase in land tax aid in increasing forecast land sales? It is paradoxical to suggest that we have 
to increase the land tax because of weakening forecast land values. It does not make any sense. Should we not be 
trying to work together to make the land values higher so that everyone can have a piece of that pie?  

One of the great exports from Kellerberrin in the wheatbelt, in my electorate, is a builder called Dale Alcock. 
He is now a very successful man in Perth. He started off from scratch with a small father–son business operating 
out of their back shed in Kellerberrin. It is a fantastic story. I urge all members to read about Dale Alcock’s story 
as he is a very, very interesting man. He has also weighed into the debate and he also agrees with what I am 
saying here tonight. The article reads — 

One of the nation’s biggest home builders, Dale Alcock, said the steep increase in land tax was 
“obscene”.  

He used the word “obscene”, according to this article in The Australian Financial Review, which is a very 
worthy publication — 
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“Everything gets passed on to the consumer,” said Mr Alcock, ABN Group managing director. He said 
a separate increase to the landfill levy … 

He talked about the landfill levy, but we are not talking about that tonight. The article continues — 

“If WA’s housing market is to pick up the slack of the state’s economy following the mining slowdown, 
why would you now slow housing down?” Mr Alcock said, adding that the state government had lost 
his support. 

Is that not interesting? The state government has lost his support. The article continues — 
Real Estate Institute of WA president David Airey said the industry was enraged by the land tax hike, 
which would also be felt by small businesses who pay rent on commercial premises.  
Mr Airey said the median house price — 

I have already quoted those figures. It also goes to small business. Members opposite will stand and trumpet 
small businesses and say that they are supporters of small businesses. That is what they say but, as we can see 
here, it is not what they do. Small business will look for relief from Labor, which is not a surprise because small 
business owners such as I am, and many other people, are generally progressive people. Small business owners 
want to improve and build up things and not be ultraconservative and tear down things because they cannot 
manage their finances. That is not how small business operators work at all. They work very hard; they employ 
people and run good and necessary businesses. I am told that the business climate is very difficult. In Geraldton 
there are 12 empty shops on Marine Terrace. Why would we make life more difficult for our small businesses 
after the mining boom has slowed down? We have had the mining boom. The government has blown that once-
in-a-generation opportunity by blowing out state debt without much to show for it. The government now has to 
fix up the books and it is turning to small business and first home owners. The government is hypocritical and a 
very poor money manager — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! I am sorry to interrupt, but there is a lot of audible 
conversation on this side of the chamber. If you have very important matters to discuss, I suggest you leave the 
chamber to do so; otherwise, give your attention to the person with the call, Hon Darren West.  

Hon DARREN WEST: The article continues — 

“First home-buyers have been falling away in numbers over the last nine months and this new cost to 
them will not help the market” Mr Airey said.  

Mr Airey said first home-owner grants paid in March were 27 per cent below their peak in June last 
year. 

Some property watchers believe cutting stamp duty concessions could increase apartment purchases 
because many first home-buyers do not want to move to the city’s fringes. 

Revenue raised by land tax is forecast to raise $3.5 billion over the next four years. 

That slightly contradicts some of those other figures.  

When I did a search of the Minister for Finance’s second reading speech, I noticed that the Minister for Finance 
agreed with a lot of those comments by Dale Alcock and Mr Airey. He said in his second reading speech on 
14 May — 

The 2014–15 state budget also announced a 10 per cent across-the-board increase to land tax rates to 
apply from the 2014–15 land tax assessment year. The change to the land tax rates will offset lower 
than expected growth in land values ... 

The minister admitted in his second reading speech that land values will fall and he has decided to tax people 
even harder. That does not make a whole lot of sense.  

I am happy to talk about the third aspect of the bill, “Part 4—Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002 amended”, 
because I think it brings positive news. This part of the bill also seeks to amend the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 
2002 to increase the payroll tax exemption threshold from $750 000 to $800 000 from 1 July 2014—that is only 
a few short days away—and from $800 000 to $850 000 from 1 July 2016. By 2016, the exemption threshold for 
small business will have been raised by a total of $100 000. This measure will cost the government money; it is 
expected to cost $121 million over four years. I support that; I think it is a positive initiative in that small to 
medium enterprises will finally start to get some relief from payroll tax. I think that is a good thing; however, 
I am sure that much of that relief will be offset by the changes that I pointed out earlier. I am not sure that small 
business will be jumping for joy over this bill as a whole, but it certainly will be over that part of the bill that 
offers some relief for the very important, hardworking small business sector, which is the biggest employer in 
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the country and generally provides good jobs and has good relationships with its employees and their families. 
It is a beautiful thing when people get into a happy workplace in a small to medium-sized enterprise, with its 
hardworking, dedicated staff all working together. It is great to see, and it happens a lot. I think it is nice that the 
government has made some changes to the payroll tax thresholds. 

I want to do some rough arithmetic. The duties measure will raise an anticipated $222 million over four years, 
and the land tax measure will raise $334 million over four years, so my rough maths indicates that about 
$556 million, or a tack over half a billion dollars, will go into the government’s coffers for it to spend on 
something that is probably not really wise. However, there will be a $121 million cost should this legislation 
pass through the Council, which means that the net gain to government from the legislation will be $435 million. 

This is yet another example of what governments do when they cannot manage the books. It is yet another 
example of how this government has no shame in slugging those who cannot afford to pay any more, slugging 
the hardworking people who have built up a property portfolio, slugging first home buyers at every opportunity 
and, in an indirect way, slugging renters and small businesses that pay commercial rents. This government has 
no shame at all in sticking its hand down the back of every couch it can find to look for every $1 coin and 5c 
piece because it cannot rein in spending. It just cannot help itself; it wastes money on power station 
refurbishments and the stadium. For instance, there were cheaper options for the stadium. The stadium task force 
said that the stadium should not be built in that location as it is the last place it should be built, but, no, the 
government is going on with the costly option for the stadium, which is in an out-of-the-way location. I do not 
think it will be a successful result. Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson was quite right to point out that a car sank into a 
sinkhole in the car park at Crown Perth last week. Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson was right when she said that there 
will be some very nervous engineers working on that project. The site was a municipal tip for a long time, so the 
ground will settle and move, but the government is putting the most expensive, whiz-bang, bells-and-whistles 
option for a stadium on that site, even though the independent stadium task force said that it should not be built 
there. A better and cheaper option for the stadium could have been built elsewhere, and there would have been 
money left over so that we would not have to slug first home owners, businesspeople and renters to effectively 
pay for it. We all know that the stadium will end badly; there will be problems and it will cost a lot more than the 
government is telling us it will cost. 

The government cannot help itself; it wastes money on all kinds of things. The state’s finances have been 
trashed; the state is a mess. Every time we have a budget bill, along comes the accompanying revenue bill with 
ways to keep old taxes that should have been scrapped. I recall sitting in this place all night arguing against 
slugging small business with a tax that should have been phased out with the introduction of the GST, but it had 
to be kept because the AAA credit rating has gone and the government is unable to handle money and is totally 
fiscally incompetent. We have had seven Treasurers, and none of them has been any good. The Treasurer before 
them, Eric Ripper, was an outstanding Treasurer. 

I think I have almost come to the conclusion of my remarks. I think this bill has been brought before us on a 
needs basis, not because it is a good piece of legislation and is the right thing to do. This legislation has been 
brought before us because the government is out of cash and it has to find another section of the community to 
prop it up. In the future, it would be nice if we could get before us some legislation—I am sure that some will be 
coming one day—that is good public policy and good public legislation and aids the community rather than 
picks the pocket of the man in the street at every opportunity to fix the government’s fiscal incompetence. 
The two negative measures are partly offset by the positive news on payroll tax thresholds for small business, 
but, as is usual with what this government does, the negatives far, far outweigh the positives. 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [8.16 pm]: I rise with pleasure tonight to make a contribution 
on the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014. We have heard from a number of members on this side of the 
house, and I thank them for their contributions. Although we support the bill before us, I would like to make a 
number of comments; they are not necessarily long comments, but I would like to place on the record a couple of 
things that I think are important and need to be explored. I think it is fair to say that this bill will increase taxes in 
order to prop up the complete mismanagement of the budget of the Barnett Liberal government and also the 
election campaign that was built on unfunded and uncosted commitments. The bill is now before us purely and 
simply because the Liberals’ election commitments were not fully funded and fully costed; in fact, they were far 
from it. This bill is proof—as though we needed it—that once again this government is just making it up as it 
goes along. 

The bill before us seeks to amend the Duties Act 2008 and the Land Tax Act 2002 to implement two of the 
revenue and savings measures announced in the 2014–15 state budget, which make changes to the first home 
buyer transfer duty concession and introduce a new land tax scale from 2014–15. The bill also seeks to amend 
the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002 to implement the government’s 2013 election commitment to 
progressively increase the payroll tax exemption threshold to $850 000. I would like to concentrate on just two 
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areas of the bill—that is, the changes to the Duties Act 2008 and the impact of the first home buyer transfer duty 
concession and the changes to the Land Tax Act 2002, which will increase land tax paid by Western Australians. 
Even though the bill also amends the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act, we support that element of the bill, so I will 
concentrate my comments on the first two areas of the bill.  

As I have stated, the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014 is, in essence, a tax grab. It will generate an 
additional $334 million from changes to the Duties Act and $220 million from changes to the Land Tax Act, but 
will deliver only $121 million back through the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act. Members on this side of the house 
are not the only ones in the community who are opposed to some of the changes within the bill; some property 
groups have also been less than enthusiastic about the budget announcements. The executive director of the WA 
division of the Property Council of Australia, Joe Lenzo, summed it up quite nicely when he said that the 
government needed to think beyond tax increases to solve the mounting deficit, and I think he is quite right.  

The bill contains changes to the Duties Act and I refer to section 142(1)(b) of that act, which is to be deleted by 
this bill. I will not read all of it because it is a little too wordy, but the bill will delete, in part — 

(i) if there is no home on the land — $400 000; or 

(ii) otherwise — $600 000, 

The bill will insert in its place, in part — 

(i) if there is no home on the land — $400 000; or 

(ii) otherwise — $530 000, 

That is a quite significant change and, I believe, a negative change that does not reflect the actual value of homes 
that are being purchased by first home buyers. Minister Nalder, in his second reading speech, said that he 
believed that these changes better reflected the value of homes being purchased by first home buyers in 
Western Australia. That is just untrue and, I think, demonstrates just how out of touch this government and the 
Minister for Housing are, if they think this is a true reflection of median house prices in WA. The median price 
of an established house purchased by a first home buyer in March 2014 was $470 000; the median sale price in 
the Perth metropolitan region in May reached $550 000, which is well above the new exemption threshold. 
Without doubt, the new stamp duty threshold puts pressure on households and first home buyers, but of course 
the Premier has a different view. In an interview on 6PR on 15 May he stated — 

“Somebody buying a $500,000 or $600,000 house as a first homebuyer, their stamp duty is pretty 
small.” 

I am not sure whether first home buyers would agree with the Premier’s comment; certainly I think it is untrue 
and typical of the Premier to be so arrogant as to think there would be only a small impact on first home buyers. 
The housing benchmark provides that, if more than 30 per cent of a person’s income is going towards rent or 
mortgage costs, that person is experiencing a significant housing cost burden; I know that a number of my 
colleagues have made reference to that also. 

Currently, an extra $13 000 on someone’s mortgage will add approximately $80 to their mortgage repayments 
every month across the life of the loan. To break into the housing market many people, particularly single parent 
families and young people, are going to have to make significant trade-offs. They will have to trade off things 
such as distance from home to work and distance from the amenities and services that some of us living in inner 
metropolitan areas might take for granted. The stamp duty component of a mortgage can make a huge difference 
to first home buyers, and I will refer to page 28 of a report released in April 2014 by the Bankwest Curtin 
Economics Centre, titled “Housing Affordability: The real costs of housing in WA”. It states, in part — 

Single parent families have also experienced a large increase in mortgage cost burden. In 2003–04 the 
median mortgage cost as a proportion of disposable household income was 18 per cent for single parent 
families; by 2011–12 this was 27 percent. 

Mortgage cost pressures have clearly increased substantially for younger householders. For example, 
the median mortgage cost share paid by those aged 25 to 44 rose nearly 7 per cent to 32 per cent over 
the last decade, with 55 per cent committing more than 30 per cent of income to housing costs in 2011–
12 … 

People have to make trade-offs when making the decision about where they are going to buy their first home, 
and this report also looks at some of the social issues. On page 22 the report states, in part — 

When discussing housing affordability, one should not ignore the potential impact of high housing costs 
on household formation. Examples include young adults living at home who are unable to leave 
because they don’t have sufficient income for a place of their own; young couples who want to move in 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 25 June 2014] 

 p4530b-4556a 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson; Acting President; Hon Darren West; Hon Samantha Rowe; 

Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Peter Collier 

 [19] 

together but lack the deposit to purchase a house or the income to sustain rental payments; or an 
individual who is prevented from moving to a location with significant employment opportunities by a 
lack of affordable accommodation. 

Many existing households have been forced to make housing trade-offs, particularly in terms of 
location, perhaps moving out of their existing communities to more affordable locations on the urban 
periphery. These locations may reduce mortgage or rental payments but attract additional commuting 
costs and, given such housing is generally larger in size, significant running costs. Trade-offs are often 
made in terms of neighbourhood quality with cheaper areas lacking many of the amenities households 
desire. Other households may have made trade-offs in terms of housing quality allowing them to keep 
down mortgage or rental costs but perhaps resulting in a lower quality of life. 

Again, there are others within the industry who are opposed to some of the changes put forward in this bill. 
The Real Estate Institute of Western Australia has issued warnings against some of these changes; it believes that 
it is damaging to overall market recovery. It also believes the changes would adversely impact on new housing 
construction; there is evidence from New South Wales and Victoria to show that where the concession has been 
removed or watered down, the first home buyer market has actively collapsed and has not recovered. REIWA 
also said that the changes would be bad for the sustainable and affordable housing market. It is certainly not just 
this side of the chamber that is opposed to some of these changes; we are seeing it across the board with first 
home buyers who are opposed to them, and people from the property industry. 

There are also people from community sector organisations who are opposed, such as the Salvation Army’s 
Warren Palmer, who stated in an article that appeared on the ABC News website on 3 December 2013 — 

“I don’t think it’s helpful for anyone in particular trying to get into the markets when the median price 
of purchasing a house is up to the levels it is at the moment,” he said. 

“Whilst there is some possible value for those people that are already in the property market, for those 
trying to enter, it makes it very hard indeed.”  

Also, PerthNow on 8 May reported — 

Real Estate Industry of WA boss Neville Pozzi told PerthNow young West Australians were already 
struggling to enter a market where the median house price had climbed to $550,000. 

He said the current regulations, which meant first home buyers paid no stamp duty on homes up to 
$500,000, had helped stimulate what had been a struggling market. 

He said lowering the stamp duty free threshold would force many young people into the outer suburbs, 
which were traditionally cheaper. 

“All this will do is reduce the availability of properties that first home buyers can purchase,” he said. 

“If the number of first home buyers falls, then it also affects trade up buyers in the market which would 
then have a significant knock on effect to transfer duty. 

“This could yet come back to bite the government.” 

Housing affordability in Western Australia and the nation is a significant problem and should not be exacerbated 
by getting rid of programs that assist people to enter the housing market. The “2014 Demographia International 
Housing Affordability Survey” states that — 

… Australia continues to have one of the most expensive housing markets in the world … 
… 
In Australia, all housing markets included in the survey were considered to be ‘seriously unaffordable’ 
… or ‘severely unaffordable’ … 

It goes on — 

Perth currently has a rating of 6.0, which is considered to be ‘severely unaffordable’. Other markets 
assessed in Western Australia, were Karratha, 4.1 ‘seriously unaffordable’, Bunbury, 4.9 ‘seriously 
unaffordable’, Port Hedland 5.0 ‘seriously unaffordable’, Geraldton 5.3 ‘severely unaffordable’ and 
Mandurah 6.8 ‘severely unaffordable’. 

It is clearly an issue for Western Australia, and it is no surprise that this government has done nothing to assist 
first home buyers and has a terrible record at even attempting to assist first home buyers entering the WA 
property market. We have seen this with the changes it is proposing to stamp duty in the recent budget. 
An increase in land tax of 10 per cent was handed down in this budget, and of course it had already been 
increased by 12.5 per cent in the previous budget. This has significant impacts on small businesses operating in 
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Western Australia. For example, the Belmont Enterprise Centre, a non-profit organisation established in 1994 
that assists in the growth and development of small businesses, also runs a number of fairly well known large 
projects throughout the year such as the Belmont Small Business Awards, which is a great event held towards 
the end of each year, and the designedge Innovation Festival, which I was pleased to attend the launch of a 
couple of months ago along with Hon Helen Morton, the Minister for Mental Health. It was a great event at 
which a lot of people showcased their small business in the area. The BEC does a lot of great work. I had some 
conversations with its chief executive officer, Carol Hanlon, who believes that the changes to the land tax will 
create significant issues for small business. She believes that the BEC has suffered from huge increases in rent 
due to land tax increases over the past couple of years. 

The BEC held a forum with opposition leader, Mark McGowan, before the 2013 state election, and this was the 
number one issue raised by businesses back then with the increase from the previous budget. She said that any 
increase in land tax will flow through to small business rental increases—small businesses that are really 
suffering with cost increases, a downturn of sales and bad debts. In her opinion, businesses everywhere in the 
state will be affected as landlords will not be able to absorb the cost and will just pass this on to the business. 
If small business in this state suffers because of this land tax increase in not only last year’s budget but also this 
year’s budget, it is a significant issue. Small business plays an important role in our state economy, so we must 
be very careful that those businesses will not wear the cost of this government’s inability to run its books and its 
finances. I certainly hope that small business will not pay the price due to this increase in land tax. 

As I said when I first rose to make a contribution tonight, we do not oppose the changes to the payroll tax, so 
I will not make too many more comments about that area. However, I will state again that this bill is nothing 
more than a tax grab so that the government can obtain more revenue to produce, at the end of the day, a wafer-
thin surplus rather than maybe reprioritising projects such as the new stadium and Elizabeth Quay simply 
because it is unable to manage the finances of this state. Everyday Western Australians are scathing of the attack 
on their hip-pockets and, as I have already mentioned, a number of organisations across the state have slammed 
the recent state budget. In terms of housing affordability, there has been almost universal objection from the 
property industry and also social welfare groups. 

I conclude my remarks with some comments made by Joe Lenzo, the executive director of the Property Council 
of Australia. On 9 May he said — 

“This is a very disappointing Budget that lacks any vision for reform to make the tax system fairer and 
more sustainable” Lenzo said. 

“It is a bookkeeper’s budget for the short term that masks the structural faults in the state tax system and 
the government’s inability to reign in public expenditure.” 

I think he is absolutely spot-on. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [8.38 pm]: I will keep my remarks on the Revenue Laws 
Amendment Bill 2014 brief, but I want to raise some important points. We know that this bill will give effect to 
some revenue measures announced in the budget this year, and we also know that the government needs this bill 
to pass to collect the revenue that it says it will collect. We know that the bill amends three different pieces of 
legislation. The two areas that I want to briefly focus on are those parts that amend the Duties Act 2008 to 
change the first home buyer transfer duty concession, and those that amend the Land Tax Act 2002 to increase 
land tax. On the surface, these changes seem to be quite technical and harmless. But of course, like so much of 
this government’s legislation and policy, it is all smoke and mirrors. When we get the opportunity to look at this 
bill closely, we see that it will have serious and disproportionate impacts on people, many of whom are already 
disadvantaged; and that is my primary concern. 

The government says that the changes in this bill will help it to raise revenue. The problem is that all this bill 
does is help the government cover up not only its poor management of this budget, but also its poor management 
in the past. The poor management that we have experienced from this government over the past four to five 
years permeates this budget. As I said in this place yesterday in relation to the budget overall, all the government 
is doing is papering over the cracks. In fact, they are not cracks at all, are they? They are huge canyons that have 
appeared. The state has lost its AAA credit rating. There has been a huge spiralling in debt; in fact, the debt is 
completely out of control. So we have to ask: how did we get to this position? That is particularly important in 
light of the fact that government revenues have grown substantially over the last five years. Government 
revenues in Western Australia have increased in relative terms from 2007 to 2008 by 26 per cent. Royalties have 
increased in relative terms by approximately $5 billion. So it is not as though the government’s revenue has gone 
down. The problem is the government’s spending. What we should see as a result of the fairly strong economic 
growth over that time is strong public finances. However, what we actually see is spiralling debt. If revenues are 
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up, why is there a need to increase taxes, as we are being asked to consider in this bill today? The answer is that 
the benefits of the mining boom, the benefits of increased royalties and the benefits of increased revenues from 
other streams have been frittered away by this government through its poor planning and poor management—
chasing trinkets and building monuments to itself. 

Let us look in detail at some of the effects of the government’s poor planning and poor management. This bill 
will give effect to a 10 per cent increase in land tax. Land tax is a tax on the unimproved value of all land owned 
in Western Australia valued at over $300 000. There are some exemptions to that, of course, and I will get to that 
in a moment. As I have said, the government plans to increase land tax by 10 per cent this year. The Treasurer 
claims that will raise an additional $72 million this financial year and $334 million over the forward estimates. 
That is on the back of a 12.5 per cent hike in land tax in the last budget. So there has been a 22.5 increase in land 
tax over two years. That is a significant hike, particularly when we put that together with the increases in other 
taxes, fees and charges over the last two years. 

This budget generally has no friends. These specific revenue measures certainly have no friends. As I have said, 
it is unusual to see a budget that no lobby or interest group supports. But this is one such budget. The Property 
Council of Australia does not support the 10 per cent increase in land tax in this budget, particularly on the back 
of the increase the previous year. The Property Council of Australia says in its analysis of the budget — 

The 2014/15 Budget delivers neither a vision nor a plan to engage other industries, including the 
property sector, to keep WA growing after the mining investment boom. The Government has missed 
an opportunity to fix structural faults in the Budget such as the inequitable tax system. The Budget also 
lacks direction on sustaining the State’s asset investment program beyond the completion of projects 
currently underway. 

The Government has ignored calls to review the tax system, instead it has taken the lazy way to fix its 
Budget problem by slugging WA property owners with big land tax increases and massive hikes in the 
CBD parking levy. 

So the Property Council thinks that the budget generally is an ad hoc approach to taxation, and that the 
government is lazy. 

The Property Council’s analysis of the budget goes on to refer to land tax. The Property Council states that as a 
result of this budget, property taxes will make up 34 per cent of total taxation revenue in Western Australia in 
2014–15. It goes on — 

The budget includes a 10% increase in land tax rates across the board. This is in addition to the 12.5% 
increase announced in the 2013/14 budget. WA now has a top marginal land tax rate of 2.67%, which is 
the second highest in the country, higher than Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland. 

I do not think that is something to be proud of. 

I have looked at what the Property Council has to say about this budget. I turn now to the non-government 
human services sector and to what the Western Australian Council of Social Service has to say about rates, taxes, 
fees and charges. WACOSS believes that increases in state rates, taxes, fees and charges—all of which we have 
seen in this budget—have a disproportionate impact on low-income households in terms of the percentage of 
household income expended on such costs. That will also have some relevance later in my speech when I will be 
talking about house prices. WACOSS believes that all state revenue proposals should be subject to a social 
impact assessment to find out whether they will, separately or cumulatively, impact unfairly on low-income 
families and single people. That is a very interesting concept. The take-away message from that, of course, is 
that the need for increased revenue is a result of the government’s poor budget management, but also that there is 
a need for a thorough analysis of the true impact of tax increases, particularly on those people who can least 
afford it. 

While we are on the subject of reviews, it seems strange to me that the government has raised land tax another 
10 per cent, on the back of a 12.5 per cent increase last year, before its own review into land tax exemptions for 
primary producers is complete. It is extraordinary that the government has decided to take this revenue measure 
while at the same time it is not even clear who might be exempt under this legislation. The review I am talking 
about was brought about not because the government was doing due diligence and not because the government 
was actually looking at who might be impacted by land tax exemptions and land tax increases, but because of a 
re-interpretation of land tax that affected primary producers. My interest in this, of course, is that it is the 
primary producers in the Swan Valley and the Perth hills who will be disproportionately affected. Because of 
this re-interpretation of land tax, some of those primary producers were slammed with land tax that they had 
never had to pay before. It meant effectively that primary producers who were landowners and who grew 
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produce on their property and also processed that produce were no longer exempt from land tax, and it seriously 
affected a number of growers, as I said, in the valley and in the Perth hills. However, at the same time the 
government has gone ahead and hiked up the tax even before the review has been finalised. 

I want to move on now to look at changes to first home buyers. As we know, this bill will give effect to changes 
in policy settings by the government for home ownership. It reduces the property value thresholds under the first 
home buyer concession to give a full exemption for home purchases of $430 000 or less. The current exemption 
is $500 000. Before the budget, the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia warned the government not to do 
this and referred to the success over time of the first home buyer scheme. In an article titled “Land tax for all 
should replace stamp duty for some”, it pointed out the success of the first home buyer scheme since the former 
Treasurer Hon Eric Ripper lifted the stamp duty threshold for first home buyers to $500 000. David Airey, 
president of the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia suggested that this was a very bold and very 
successful move. It allowed more first home buyers to enter the market than ever before, particularly when the 
market was at a very high period, and it increased home affordability for people who would not otherwise have 
had the ability to buy a house. I quote from the article, and remember that this was said before the budget — 

However, with pressure on the current Barnett government to cut costs and raise revenue in the May 
budget, I’m very concerned that new Treasurer, Mike Nahan, will be pushed to axe the stamp duty 
concession for first home buyers or perhaps raise stamp duty levels for all buyers. 

He goes on — 

First home buyer activity in particular has been very strong but is now trending downwards at a 
worrying rate. Changing policy settings at this time would be very unhelpful and a false economy. 

We now know that the government did not heed the advice of the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia. 

I, like a number of other people, know personally how difficult it is to enter the housing market. Particularly 
after years of living on a low income, it is very difficult to save for that all-important deposit. We also know that 
women, particularly single women, are disproportionately affected by housing affordability. The measure in this 
bill will make it more difficult for women to access the housing market at a time when there are significant 
increases in the cost of living. Valerie Kupke, Peter Rossini and Sharon Yam did some research, which I found 
very interesting, titled “Identifying Home Ownership Rates for Female Households in Australia”. In examining 
some of the research that had already been done in this area, they found — 

It is recognised that women face particular challenges in achieving home ownership associated with 
entrenched lower rates of pay, key worker concentrations in lower paid occupations, career breaks, 
preoccupation with mother and carer roles, childcare costs and availability and the attitudes of lenders 
and real estate agents. 

They also go on to say that the gender pay gap, which in Western Australia is around 25 per cent at the moment, 
has a significant impact on women because it sets them up for a lifetime of financial inequality and means that a 
lot of women cannot accumulate wealth and that women have fewer choices in lifestyles, and in particular fewer 
choices in housing options. With these changes, the government is compounding that by making it more difficult 
for women to enter the housing market. However, the issue is not just what is happening now but also what will 
happen in the future. These researchers also found — 

… that housing accessibility will be an important issue for Australian women into the future as the 
population continues to age, women remain single longer and as affordability issues continue to be a 
major challenge to home ownership. 

They go on to say — 

Shifts in housing policy also impact on ownership opportunities. 

We are therefore seeing these changes affecting some people more than others, and in particular they are 
affecting women on low incomes. 

The other thing that will happen with these changes, as many people before me have commented in the debate on 
this bill, is that there will be very few places in Perth with houses available at around $430 000—very few. I took 
a look at the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia’s Perth median house prices for established house sales in 
2013–14. It is a very pretty map. It identifies that there are a few places in the East Metropolitan Region in the 
$300 000 to $400 000 range: at Herne Hill, Middle Swan, Midvale and Bullsbrook. This very pretty map shows 
the availability of some houses for less than $430 000. However, a close look at the map—it is very difficult for 
Hansard to interpret this—indicates that those places are clustered in areas where there is no public transport or 
very little public transport. The government’s decision, therefore, will force people to purchase in areas where 
there is little or no public transport.  
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As I have mentioned in speeches made in this place before, we know what impact traffic congestion has on 
people’s health when they have to drive for a longer time. As Perth’s traffic congestion grows, we know that that 
will have a negative impact on people’s health. This decision will reduce the opportunities for people to purchase 
in suburbs that have access to public transport and from where they can travel to and from work and meet their 
other obligations. This budget does that, generally speaking, through a number of measures, including increases 
to rates and charges but it will also do it through these revenue measures. For these reasons, I am particularly 
concerned about this bill. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [9.01 pm]: I want to make a few 
comments on the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2014 tonight. I wanted to pick up on one of the points that my 
colleague Hon Sally Talbot raised, which is about the explanatory memorandum that we were provided. There 
might be something more substantial behind it, but it is normally quite a neutral, technical document, giving a 
clause-by-clause description of the bill and explaining the effect of each clauses. In this case, though, the 
explanatory memorandum has more of the flavour of a second reading speech. Elements of it are certainly quite 
politically charged. The third paragraph of the explanatory memorandum states — 

In response to the high demand for services in Western Australia and the costs of providing those 
services, combined with weaker than expected revenues and a lower share of the GST revenue, the 
Government announced a new package of revenue and savings measures in this year’s State Budget. 
These new measures build on the Fiscal Action Plan announced in the 2013–14 State Budget and allow 
additional spending to be directed towards front-line services, including health, education, disabilities 
and child protection services. 

I am sure that that is the government’s rationale and thinking behind this bill, and I am sure that is how the 
government rationalises it to itself. If the government wants to provide a fuller explanation, which should not be 
in the explanatory memorandum in any event, what is missing is the reference to the government’s failure to 
properly manage the budget; its failure to diversify the economy; and skyrocketing government debt levels, 
which have led to the loss of the AAA credit rating. It should also explain that  when the government decided to 
adopt the fully funded, fully costed stamp for each of its election promises, that actually meant “no funds and 
never been costed”. The bill before us amends three bills to give effect to raising more revenue through stamp 
duty on the purchase of homes by dropping the threshold price at which stamp duty exemptions kick in for first 
home buyers and increasing land tax by 10 per cent on top of the 12.5 per cent increase in last year’s budget. 
The good bit of the bill, which means that we are happy for the bill to pass, is that it provides some tax relief to 
employers by increasing the payroll tax exemption to $850 000. This is from the government and the parties of 
low taxes, or is it? The 2008 Liberal Party promise, made before the 2008 election, is headed “Securing the 
economic future of Western Australia”, and states — 

Labor is the Party of high taxes. The Liberal Party proudly stands for lower taxes, and is committed to 
reducing the tax burden on Western Australian families and small businesses. 

I read the front bit of that policy document. People might feel a certain sense of déjà vu, and maybe we could 
replace one word with another. It states — 

Labor has failed to capitalise on Western Australia’s economic boom, and too many 
Western Australians have missed out. Many families and small businesses rightly feel that the economic 
good times have passed them by. 

Could we apply that to anyone in Western Australia in 2014? I think we could put the words “Liberal” and 
“National” at the front of that sentence and many Western Australians would say that they do indeed feel that the 
economic good times have passed them by and that this current Liberal–National government has failed to 
capitalise on Western Australia’s economic boom. 

This is the government that in 2008 promised us that the Liberal Party proudly stands for lower taxes and is 
committed to reducing a tax burden. What have we seen? In 2009, the Liberal–National government deferred 
Labor’s harmonisation to payroll tax grouping provisions that at that time would have provided around 
$156 million in tax cuts to business; deferred Labor’s abolition of tax on non-real property, which saved the 
government and cost businesses around $355 million; broke its promise to direct the revenues from any 
windfalls to tax cuts unless needed to meet unexpected contingencies such as natural disasters—that is a quote 
from the Liberals’ election policy—and the Treasurer redefined “windfall” in such a way that we never actually 
receive any. In 2008, the Liberals promised $250 million in tax cuts to business and delivered only a fraction of 
that. However, WA Labor, while in government, delivered five rounds of tax cuts in its last four and a half years 
of government and we budgeted for two more rounds of tax cuts and included them in forward estimates. 
Members will remember forward estimates; it is that funny little thing in the budget that the Premier does not 
really like. He says we should not pay any real attention to it; it is just a set of numbers that goes into the budget 
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papers and it does not really mean anything. Indeed, what party is proudly delivering lower taxes and what party 
is delivering high taxes? I suggest it is the other way around, from the policy document given to 
Western Australians back in 2008. 

It is fascinating to watch the evolution of the newest minister, the Minister for Transport, the minister who 
introduced this bill into the other place, and his capacity to act as he walked into cabinet as if it were a kind of 
ground zero. There would be no transport ministers before him, no previous commitments, no announcements 
and no promises. I reckon he has become the minister for Sunday revisionism. Every Sunday he is either on the 
front page of The Sunday Times or on the news on the telly announcing things as if they have never been 
announced before, such as the rail link to the airport. Members will remember this because it was a very hot 
issue in the 2013 election. Two routes were being discussed. The government claimed that its policy was fully 
funded and fully costed. We already know that the real definition of that is “no funds and never been costed”. 
It certainly claimed that its route was the best one and ours was not. Just a few weeks ago we saw the new 
Minister for Transport out on a Sunday saying that the government is modelling four routes, including ours, the 
one that was a complete disaster. It needs to build a business case to properly explore all the options and look for 
the best price. Why would the government need to do that if it had made a promise at the election that was fully 
funded and fully costed? Why would it need to build a business case now to explore an additional three routes 
other than the one that it said was perfect when it announced it at the election and, indeed, included one of ours? 
The other Sunday the minister said that he had instructed his department to investigate a potential second airport 
site, despite the announcement of his predecessor late last year doing exactly the same thing. He is indeed the 
minister for Sunday revisionism. In the faith in which I was raised, if we did that much Sunday revisionism, the 
next Saturday we would be going to confession! I am looking to next Sunday’s instalment of how the minister 
goes back to ground zero and invents something completely different. 

The explanatory memorandum did not mention spiralling debt. In June 2008, it was $3.6 billion and in 2014–15, 
the financial year we are about to enter in a few days, it is estimated to be $24.9 billion. Debt is going up at a 
time when we need core infrastructure to keep up with population growth. If we could rearrange our finances just 
to sustain the payments we need to make on debt, that would be one thing but we need to keep our infrastructure 
going to support the growing population. For example, given the number of school-age kids we have in Western 
Australia, we should be building six new primary schools a year. This budget allows us to build only four. 

I want to quickly touch on the revenue increases. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am limiting my comments tonight, so I will not entertain any interjections. 

I turn to the revenue measures in this year’s budget paper No 3, “Economic and Fiscal Outlook”. They are 
estimated to raise an additional amount of money, including $289.4 million in 2014–15, $278.9 million in 2015–
16, $277.5 million in 2016–17 and $289.9 million in 2017–18. Of course, I was then referring to the forward 
estimates, and I apologise to the Premier for doing that as I know I should not rely on them, but that is the kind 
of revenue that this government says will be brought in by these measures and other measures that it will 
introduce.  

What has the government said on debt and taxes? In 2003, Premier Barnett said — 

The way to balance the budget is not simply by taxing the community. 

In 2010 Premier Barnett said — 

… the objective of this government is to contain net debt to below $20 billion.  

In 2012 the then Treasurer said that “net debt will peak in 2014”. I hope that is the case, but I suspect it is not. 
He also said that net debt would decline in the final out year at that time—2015–16. In 2014, Mike Nahan, our 
most recent Treasurer, said that Labor’s $3.6 billion debt was too low.  

I will take a few minutes to talk about the increase in stamp duty. If I had more time, I would talk about the other 
elements of the bill, but I will curtail my comments tonight. The second reading speech tells us that stamp duty 
will impact about 36 per cent of first home buyers. Hon Samantha Rowe referred to the report prepared by the 
Bankwest Curtin Economics Centre titled “Housing Affordability: The real costs of housing in WA; Focus on 
Western Australia Report Series, No. 2: April 2014”. A table on page 95 of that document sets out the “Number 
and ratio of first home buyers to non-first home buyers: WA and Australia”. It is a bit hard to get precise 
numbers from the table, but my reading of it is that there were about 3 500 first home buyers in the first quarter 
of 2014. By my calculations, that means that if this stamp duty had applied in the first quarter of this year, about 
1 200 Western Australian first home buyers would have been directly impacted by this decision. The report 
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points out that as a proportion of home buyers, it is about 25 per cent of the market in Western Australia, but it 
has dropped to about 12 per cent of the market in the rest of Australia. The report states — 

With a major barrier to ownership being the deposit, initiatives to aid savings such as the First Home 
Savings Account are sensible. However, demand side incentives distort the market bringing forward 
decisions to purchase, causing major demand spikes but also falls when incentives are reduced or 
removed. Creating this uncertainty and volatility is not helpful and instead a range of affordable 
dwelling options that do not require grants or subsidies would deliver an element of stability to the 
market. 

I could say a lot more about housing affordability and how the government could use better levers to influence 
this than the kind of blunt instrument that it is using in this bill tonight. That same report by the Curtin 
Economics Centre states — 

One of the most striking findings to emerge from this Focus on Western Australia report is the extent to 
which those on low to moderate incomes are able to purchase only in a small proportion of suburbs in 
metropolitan Perth. This provides strong evidence that the housing market in WA is failing to clear for 
all sections of the state’s population. 
It is therefore essential that new housing supply is able to deliver affordable housing options to WA 
households. The existing housing market offers limited diversity in terms of product and price to those 
most in need. If such a supply is not forthcoming it is difficult to see how housing affordability is going 
to improve significantly in the state without a sustained and significant change in the balance between 
household incomes and housing price/rent growth. 

I quickly want to touch on that report, which is telling us that the capacity for low to medium income earners to 
buy into the housing market is constricting in WA. I have referred to it every year since it started doing it; the 
“Report: Anglicare Australia: Rental Affordability Snapshot: April 2014” this year demonstrated that many areas 
had zero capacity and zero affordable rental properties in the private rental market for anyone on a fixed or low 
income. It affects the capacity of not only people living on Centrelink benefits but also people in the workforce 
who are on a low income. Their capacity to rent in the private rental market in the substantive metropolitan Perth 
area is zero. People cannot afford to get into the private rental market and, increasingly, people are not able to 
afford to get into the home ownership market; and, if that is the case, adjustments to stamp duty have a serious 
impact and will make it even harder for people to get the first bit that they need, which is their deposit. Elements 
of this bill reflect badly on this government because of the poor way it has managed its finances. Because the 
government has chosen to include in this bill a positive with those negatives, we will regrettably allow the bill to 
pass; we support the proposed changes to the payroll tax, but the other two measures are retrograde steps and 
will not assist with affordable housing in Western Australia.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [9.17 pm] — in reply: I thank all 
members for their contributions and also their cooperation in the passage of the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 
2014. It is genuinely appreciated, so I thank members opposite.  

I will make some specific comments on some questions asked by individual members in a moment, but most of 
the comments centred on the generic nature of the state’s finances and that the government is apparently 
spending too much and is not doing anything about it. Therefore, we got beaten on both sides of the bat. Having 
said that, this is part of the fiscal action plan that the government introduced in 2013–14. It is intended entirely to 
ensure that the state government lives within its means and it provides some fiscal restraint.  

I would like to bring some perspective to the argument on the three aspects of this bill. That is an absolute 
necessity because virtually every member commented on the dire implications of the first home buyers transfer 
duty concession and the land tax, although they supported the payroll tax exemption aspect. WA’s first home 
buyers transfer duty concession remains generous compared with concessions in other states and territories. 
In all other states and territories, except Queensland, duty payable for a first home buyer of a $450 000 
established home ranges from $11 382 to $27 057 compared with the first home buyers in Western Australia 
who will pay only $3 838. First home buyers of properties valued at $750 000 or $1 million for those north of the 
twenty-sixth parallel remain eligible for a first home owner grant of $3 000 for established homes and $10 000 
for new homes.  

In terms of the land tax, the vast majority of Western Australian property owners will not be affected by the 
increase due to the application of exemptions. Around 80 per cent of land tax payers who will be affected by the 
rate increases—that is, those with land with an unimproved value of up to $1 million—will experience a land tax 
increase of no more than $70. Despite the increase in rates, Western Australia’s land tax will remain significantly 
below that of other jurisdictions for land with an unimproved value of up to $10 million. For example, in 
Western Australia the land tax payable on a landholding with an unimproved value of $1 million will increase 
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from $700 to $770, which is substantially below the $9 508 payable in New South Wales, the $2 975 payable in 
Victoria and the $4 500 payable in Queensland. As I have said, we need to have a bit of perspective here. It is 
not all doom and gloom. It is responsible financial management by the government as a component of the fiscal 
action plan that was instituted in last year’s budget. 

The payroll tax measure was an election commitment and we have honoured that commitment. The payroll tax 
exemption threshold will be increased from $750 000 to $800 000 from 1 July 2014 and from $800 000 to 
$850 000 from 1 July 2016. As I have said, it was an election commitment, and is estimated to benefit over 
16 000 employers at a cost of around $121 million over the three years from 2014–15 to 2016–17. As I have 
said, the package of revenue and savings measures announced in this year’s state budget, including the 
adjustment to the first home buyer duty concession and the increase in land tax rates, is part of the entire fiscal 
action plan announced in the 2013–14 state budget, which will ensure that the state budget remains in surplus 
and that the growth in debt levels is limited. Yes, we acknowledge that we are facing some challenging times, 
but the government is being proactive in ensuring that it does something about it. 
That pretty much captures the contributions of most members opposite. There was relentless criticism of the 
state’s finances. It is fine to allow that criticism, but at the same time, we are doing what is eminently sensible, 
given the circumstances. 
Some individual questions were asked. Hon Ken Travers sought some specific details about the number of land 
tax payers. In 2012–13, there were 108 989; in 2013–14, there were 111 330; and in 2014–15, there were an 
estimated 122 017. There are about 283 000 land items in total. 
Hon Kate Doust and a couple of other members asked why the three components are in the one bill. The payroll 
tax measure was a 2013 election commitment and was always intended to commence on 1 July 2014. The duties 
and land tax measures are 2014–15 government measures. It was a convenient and efficient way to package the 
three measures into the one Revenue Laws Amendment Bill for implementation at the end of the 2013–14 
financial year. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich asked a number of questions that I will now cover. She referred to an article by 
Gareth Parker about electricity prices and said that somehow that was a negative, but in fact Gareth Parker was 
referring to the fact that the increase in the price of electricity had slowed. He said that the government did the 
right thing several years ago by increasing the price significantly and the fact that the increase has slowed down 
has put a — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That’s very, very generous of you, but I beg to differ. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The member needs to re-read that article because that is exactly what it stated. 
It stated that because the increase in the price of electricity has slowed down, that puts an impost on 
Western Australian taxpayers, which is money that could be spent on other service industries. That is exactly 
what the article stated. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich also asked about the impact of the changes on first home buyers. I stated this earlier, but 
Western Australia’s first home buyer transfer duty concession remains the most generous compared with those in 
other states and territories. In all other states and territories, other than Queensland, duty currently payable by a 
first home buyer on an established home valued at $450 000 ranges from $11 382 to $20 057, whereas the duty 
payable by first home buyers in Western Australia is just $3 838. The changes are expected to have no effect on 
around 64 per cent of first home buyers, who would have purchased a home either below $430 000 or above 
$600 000 anyway, or who would have purchased land anyway. We believe that there may be a small reduction in 
the number of first home buyers through buyers either falling out of the market altogether or delaying their 
purchase by more than one year, and a substitution by some homebuyers with lower priced homes to maximise 
the value of their concession. There may also be some substitution with land purchases. 
In terms of Treasury modelling, Treasury has estimated that a five per cent reduction in the number of all first 
home buyers who would be required to pay some transfer duty after the proposal takes effect—that is, about 
300 first home buyers in the price range from $430 000 to $600 000—would reduce the amount of savings from 
this measure by about $2.4 million each year. This could be from a first home buyer exiting the housing market 
altogether, buying a home on which a full duty exemption would be payable or buying vacant land on which to 
build a home. A five per cent reduction in the number of all first home buyers in the price range of $430 000 to 
$500 000—that is about 140 first home buyers—is estimated to reduce the amount of savings from this measure 
by about $1 million each year. It is expected that buyers in this range, particularly at the lower end, are more 
likely to trade down to a less expensive home, as it is less of a drop for them to the full duty exemption threshold 
of $430 000. 
With regard to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s question about the impact of home building, keeping the duty exemption 
threshold for land unchanged complements last year’s changes to the first home owner grant to shift support to 
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first home buyers wanting to build a home to increase housing supply in Western Australia; that is, some first 
home buyers are expected to choose to purchase land on which to build a home rather than purchase an 
established or completed home. With regard to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s question about the impact on the housing 
market and housing prices, forecasts of housing activity and dwelling investment are included in the 2014–15 
budget papers. Generally, conditions in Perth’s established housing market have been strong over the past two 
financial years. Higher demand has coincided with lower supply, as investment in new dwellings declined over 
this period and the stock of properties listed for sale remained well below long-run average levels. These 
conditions supported strong growth in housing prices. However, drivers of housing demand are beginning to 
moderate. The outlook of a softening in housing demand is in line with expectations of weaker labour market 
conditions and slowing population growth. The softening in demand and the lift in housing supply are expected 
to moderate pressure on prices. This may further improve housing affordability, which should provide an 
incentive for first home buyers to consider buying a home. 
In terms of the impact of land tax increases, the vast majority of Western Australian property owners will not be 
affected by this increase due to the application of exemptions such as that for private residences and the fact that 
land tax is payable only once unimproved land values exceed $300 000. As I mentioned earlier, around 
80 per cent of land tax payers who will be affected by the rate increases—that is, those with land with an 
unimproved value of up to $1 million—will experience a land tax increase of no more than $70. Despite the 
increase in rates, Western Australia’s land tax will remain significantly below that of other jurisdictions for land 
with an unimproved value of up to $10 million. For example, in Western Australia the land tax payable on a 
landholding with an unimproved value of $1 million will increase from $700 to $770, which is substantially 
below the $9 508 payable in New South Wales, the $2 975 payable in Victoria and the $4 500 payable in 
Queensland, which I mentioned earlier. 
Hon Sally Talbot said that state revenue had gone up, not down, as outlined in the second reading speech. 
The second reading speech outlined that new revenue and savings measures are required to respond to the high 
demand for services in this state and the costs of providing those services, combined with weaker than expected 
revenues and a lower share of the GST revenue. It was never suggested in the second reading speech that 
revenues were expected to be lower overall than in previous years. 
I think I have covered all of the specific questions that were asked. As I said earlier, we have had a fairly 
comprehensive identification of the concerns of members opposite with regard to the state budget. However, as 
far as the government is concerned, this particular bill brings into action a component of the entire fiscal action 
plan. It is multifaceted in an endeavour to ensure that we do have a sustainable fiscal surplus into the future. 
Having said that, I sincerely thank members opposite once again for their contributions and cooperation in the 
passage of this legislation. I commend the bill to the house. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House), and passed. 
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