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building surveyors.  Are the regulations completed; and, if not, when does the minister expect them to be 
completed?  What is the process and the breadth of the consultation that has happened and will happen after this 
bill is passed? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Regulations are already in place, and these new regulations will replace those that 
currently exist.  As the member is aware, a consultation process has been occurring and we expect it to conclude 
about the end of this month.  On a more general note, the intention of the government here is to work with local 
government and building surveyors; it is not our intention to create an unworkable system or to put either local 
governments or existing building surveyors in invidious positions.  One of the benefits of putting things into 
regulations is that if we get it wrong - I hope we do not, because we will be doing it in strong consultation with 
local government and building surveyors - those regulations can be changed quite simply.  If we find out that we 
have not got the mix right or if, despite the best intentions of the government, the building surveyors and local 
governments, it is not working out to our satisfaction, the regulations can be changed.  Our primary commitment 
is to the community and making sure that its interests are protected, but this has to be workable for local 
governments.  We acknowledge that this will be a particular issue for smaller local governments in regional 
areas. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Will the consultation with local governments take place through the Western Australian 
Local Government Association or through individual local government authorities? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The consultation papers have gone out to every individual local government authority. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  Proposed section 373A says that regulations may be made prescribing educational and 
professional qualifications.  Have any drafts of the regulations been prepared for the advice of people in the 
industry? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  There is no new draft of the regulations.  Information is contained in the discussion 
paper, a copy of which I provided to the member, but nothing firmer has been drafted since then.  We are 
waiting, as I said, until the end of this month, when the consultation period will be complete.  I reiterate that this 
is a matter of working with people; it is not about putting people out of a job.  In fact, we have specifically said 
that existing building surveyors will be able to continue. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  As I understand it, a bridging course is available through Curtin University.  Is this a 
recognised course that will address the concerns of the industry; and, if not, what is planned to address that 
issue? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  That course does meet the expectations of the industry, but we are currently working 
with both technical and further education colleges and tertiary institutions towards developing advanced diploma 
and degree courses.  Quite clearly, however, the institutions are not prepared to advance those any further 
without the demand from people wanting to take up those options.  There is a bit of a chicken-and-egg situation: 
the educational institutions have not been offering the course because there has not been a requirement for it.  
This is about making progress, not about changing the world and turning it upside down overnight.  We believe 
that progress can be made here and that in time there will be recognised courses, different from those currently 
available, at both TAFE and tertiary levels.  

Mr M.J. COWPER:  Does that mean that, if people do this bridging course at Curtin University, they will be 
able to progress to a tier 1 or a tier 2 at the conclusion of that course?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The only qualification I would add is that it will also depend on the person�s 
experience, but we hope it could lead to that.  

Mr M.J. COWPER:  The key point about the bill hinges on the concern of people in the industry about the 
transitional process.  No-one would disagree that there is a need for a more professional and structured system.  
However, when we go from having no system to one that is structured, people will be caught up in the process.  
Many of the people who have been serving on regional councils are particularly concerned.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.   

TAX RELIEF 
Motion 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]:  I move -  

That this house calls on the state government to provide meaningful tax relief to Western Australian 
businesses and households. 

Yesterday in this house I and other members of the opposition spoke about the increases in government 
expenditure that have occurred under the guidance of the Treasurer - a person often referred to by those on the 
government benches as Australia�s greatest Treasurer.  We highlighted and discussed in some detail the fact that 
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under the Treasurer�s guidance, government expenditure has increased from $10.4 billion to $14.1 billion, an 
increase of 37 per cent.  The announcement by the government today about the Perth-Mandurah rail project, and 
a variety of other announcements, including, interestingly, another report on consultants, provide even more 
examples of a government that is unable to control - I think also unwilling to attempt to control - the blow-out in 
government expenditure.   

Today I want to examine the taxation performance of this government, because if the blow-out in recurrent 
government expenditure is cause for concern, the explosion in the taxation revenues generated by this 
government is nothing short of alarming.  Western Australian householders and businesses are being taxed by 
the Treasurer at levels to which they have never previously been exposed.  What is of concern to people is not 
just the level of taxation that they are being burdened with but the fact that that taxation revenue is being 
swallowed up in the burgeoning black hole that has become the Western Australian public sector.  It is 
interesting to note how much taxation revenue this government has collected since it was elected to office.  In 
2000-01 the state government in Western Australia collected $2.892 billion in tax revenue.  This year the state 
government of Western Australia is well on track to, for the first time in its history, collect over $5 billion in 
taxation revenue.  That represents an increase of $2.1 billion, or 72 per cent.  The state government in Western 
Australia has witnessed a 72 per cent explosion in taxation revenue.   

It is important to understand that taxation revenue is only one component of state revenue.  The other major 
contributors to the state government�s coffers are grants and subsidies, most of which comprise goods and 
services tax revenues that flow from the commonwealth government; royalty income; income from the sale of 
goods and services; and dividends from public corporations.  It is interesting to note that in the five years in 
which this state government has been in power in Western Australia, it has become increasingly dependent on 
taxation income.  I will give an example.  In 2000-01 state tax accounted for just over 27 per cent of the total 
state revenue base.  This year, according to the mid-year budget review, it will head up towards 31 per cent.  
That increasing reliance by this state government on state taxation is, of course, placing an increasing burden on 
Western Australian households and businesses to fund the activities of the state government.  It is also placing an 
increasing burden on Western Australian households and businesses to fund the burgeoning public sector.   

It is also interesting to note that the rate of growth from taxation revenue has far outstripped the rate of growth 
from other revenue sources in Western Australia.  If members want a clear indication that this government�s 
collection of taxation revenues is way out of control and way above what it had ever expected, they need look 
only at the government�s performance in the first six months of this financial year; that is, from 1 July to 31 
December 2005.  The government had estimated, through the budget processes, an increase in taxation revenues 
this financial year of eight per cent.  However, in the first six months of this financial year, it has delivered an 
increase of 15.2 per cent.  Actually, �delivered� is not the correct term, because what it has done is burden the 
households and businesses of Western Australia with a tax increase of 15.2 per cent.  Therefore, the 
government�s generous forecast of taxation revenue has undershot the mark.  Instead of running at eight per cent, 
the increase in taxes this financial year is now running at 15.2 per cent.   

It is always useful to take a small trip back in time and look at what the Treasurer and other members of the 
government said about taxation before they came into office.  I turn now to a document from which we quoted in 
question time today.  I feel strongly that this document will become one of my favourite accompaniments during 
my next few years in this place.  I do not think it will acquire the same status in my filing cabinet as the letter 
that the Treasurer acquired from Mr Langoulant, which he obviously keeps under his pillow -  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I wonder where he got it from.  I never saw that at the time.  It is very interesting. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Yes.  

I am interested in what the Labor Party as a collective said about taxation in the lead-up to the 2001 election.  
Page 4 of the Labor Party policy document titled �getting value for money� states -  

Maintain or increase our tax competitiveness, as measured by taxation revenue per capita   

It goes on to say -  

Labor recognises the importance of competitive taxation levels in attracting business to Western 
Australia and enabling existing businesses to flourish. 

Labor is committed to maintaining or improving our taxation competitiveness in comparison to the 
other states, as measured by taxation revenue per capita.   

Currently, Western Australia is the third lowest taxing state, behind Tasmania and Queensland, as 
measured by taxation revenue per capita. 

Labor will 

• maintain and strive to improve this relativity. 
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That was Labor�s mantra in 2001.  By association, that was the promise it made and the commitment it made to 
the people of Western Australia.  It was unambiguous.  It is as clear as it stands before us today in black and 
white. 

Let us move ahead and see what has transpired over the intervening period.  I am always interested in looking 
back to January 2005, which was the time of the campaign leading into the 2005 state election.  We have had 
four years of Labor in government dedicated to its taxation mantra.  The then Premier apologised for the terrific 
increase in state taxes.  He said that he had no excuses, bar miscalculations, for another tax rise.  He said that, in 
hindsight, the tax increases in the third budget were an error because economic growth proved much stronger 
than anyone predicted.  He went on to say how the government was going to introduce tax cuts and this, that and 
the other.  After four years, the Treasurer acknowledged that the government�s taxation performance was woeful.  
Why was that acknowledgement made?  Because he knew the people of Western Australia shared that view.  
Indeed, he was constantly reminded of it.  We reminded the Treasurer today of the 2001 promise by Labor to not 
raise taxes.  I want to read into Hansard a statement made by the chief executive officer of the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia.  I made the comment yesterday that the Treasurer is always happy 
to stand in this place and ride on the coat tails and glow in the praise of Western Australia�s economic 
performance, which is often created by the members of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western 
Australia. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Notice that it is always self-praise; I do not hear third parties praising him. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Exactly.  They know what we are now highlighting, which is that tax and expenditure do 
not equal sound financial management.  The Treasurer was in this place last week basking in a self-reflected 
glow about the level of economic growth in Western Australia.  He talked about 10 per cent growth.  He knows 
full well that it is not 10 per cent growth.  He is comparing two growth figures from year to year, which are 
December quarter growth figures.  He knows full well that it is a 10 per cent growth in state final demand, which 
will not flow through into gross state product.  I will digress for one moment because last week The Australian 
ran an interesting article in which it raised the point that, in 2004-05, the Western Australian economy - widely 
applauded by the Treasurer as the turbocharged V8 economy - had a level of economic growth as measured by 
gross state product of 2.7 per cent.  This is supposed to be the best-performing state economy in the history of 
Western Australia.  On a per capita basis, it was less than 1.5 per cent.  For 2004-05, the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics has concluded that the economic growth in Western Australia as measured by the growth in gross state 
product per capita was one of the lowest in Australia.  When the Treasurer was asked about that, he said that the 
reason it happened was that the ABS used experimental figures!  I have checked the ABS documentation.  I 
could not find any reference at all to experimental figures - none.  Often the claims made by the Treasurer do not 
hold up.  They do not hold water and they certainly need to be open to further scrutiny in this place.  Listen to 
what Mr Langoulant, the chief executive officer of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western 
Australia, said about the state government�s performance on tax - 

The Premier�s statement today that there will be no tax relief in the coming budget other than the staged 
abolition of GST-related state taxes is both astounding and unacceptable. 

The mammoth surplus the Government is expecting this year - probably approaching $2 billion - is 
clear evidence that West Australians are overtaxed and are entitled to expect the Budget will include 
some correction in the main state tax rates. 

The announcement makes a nonsense of the State Tax Review, the first stage of which was designed to 
provide stakeholder input on the tax relief options for the Budget, due to be brought down on May 11.   

He concludes by saying - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Who made that statement? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Your friend the chief executive officer of the CCI, Mr Langoulant.  He concludes - 

WA has one of the least competitive tax regimes of all the states, so not only is tax relief the right thing 
to do in the circumstances, it is also the smart thing to do if the Government wants to catch up with the 
other states and ensure investment interest in WA is maintained. 

That is an interesting point of reflection on the taxation performance of the state by the very person who, last 
week, the Treasurer was attempting to take reflected glory from.   

I will move on and examine in detail the taxation performance of this government.  I will look at four or five key 
state taxes and how they have grown over the past five years.  The first is taxes on property-related 
conveyancing and transfers.  In the 2000-01 financial year the amount of tax collected in that category in 
Western Australia was $549 million.  This year it is estimated to rise to $1.48 billion, which is an increase of 
$930 million, or 170 per cent.  That is a tax paid by every single Western Australian householder. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler interjected. 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Honestly, when my friend opposite opens his mouth he only exposes the extent of his 
ignorance of matters economic.  The tax take has increased by $930 million.  That is a 170 per cent increase in 
the tax take.  As I mentioned, the real concern is that this is a tax paid by ordinary Western Australians when 
they go about achieving that to which most ordinary people aspire, which is to buy a home or to buy a better 
home and improve the lot of their family.  What do they get at every turn as they try to improve themselves?  
Right across the economic spectrum in the state they will find stamp duty when they buy property, land taxes 
and the like.  The real concern about taxes on conveyancing and transfers is the increased reliance of the state 
government on it as a source of taxation.  In 2000-01 those taxes accounted for only 19 per cent of total state tax 
revenue.  They now account for 32 per cent of total state tax revenue.   

Let us look at payroll tax, which has increased from $832 million to $1.326 billion.  That is an increase of 
$493 million, or 60 per cent.  What about motor vehicle stamp duty?  It is up from $161 million to $362 million, 
which is an increase of 102 per cent.  What about land tax?  It has increased from $220 million to $320 million, 
which is an increase of $100 million, or 45 per cent.  I know that some of my colleagues will talk about land tax 
shortly.  Land tax is not a major tax in terms of total taxation revenue, but it has an enormous impact on people 
who are attempting to hold wealth or to build wealth through property ownership.  In many ways, land tax in the 
state has become the nasty premium property tax dressed up in a different guise.  Taxes on insurance have gone 
up from $218 million to $314 million, which is an increase of 44 per cent.   

The only conclusion that can be drawn is that it is a sad and sorry state of affairs in Western Australia.  It is even 
worse when we compare the performance of this government on taxation per capita with its targets.  We heard 
the Treasurer in question time today attempt, in his own peculiar way, to explain to us why the government has 
stopped using the target that he was so keen to embrace in 2001.  In 2001 the Treasurer could have embraced 
taxation as a percentage of gross state product as his measure.  He chose not to.  Five years into this government, 
when performance in terms of taxation per capita has got so bad, the Treasurer has decided to change it.  When 
ordinary people on the streets of Western Australia started to complain, the Treasurer thought, �Crikey, we�d 
better tizzy up the window-dressing on how we present our tax position.�  Let us look at the figures.  In 2001, 
according to our information, tax in Western Australia was approximately $1 521 a head.  To put it into 
perspective, it meant that Western Australia was, as was indicated earlier, the third highest - or third lowest, 
being in the middle - taxing state in Australia.  We had a pretty competitive taxation system.  In fact, our level of 
individual taxation was approximately 10 per cent below the weighted average of all other states.  The 
government inherited a tax system that was, when measured by taxation per capita, very, very competitive.  Why 
is taxation competitiveness important?  It is important for three reasons.  Firstly, taxation competitiveness plays a 
role in attracting business into Western Australia, and plays a role in enabling Western Australian businesses to 
flourish.  Secondly, taxation competitiveness ensures that Western Australian households, and the people who 
live in those households - the mums and dads - are given fair and equitable tax treatment by the state 
government.  Thirdly, tax competitiveness ensures that the government has a focus on expenditure control and 
discipline in expenditure control. 

What has been the Treasurer�s performance with taxation on a per capita outcome?  We estimate that this year 
the figure will reach almost $2 440 a head.  That is only an increase of 60 per cent!  The Treasurer is collecting 
from every man, woman and child in Western Australia only 60 per cent more in taxes today than when the 
government was elected!  Western Australia, which was one of Australia�s better performing states from a tax 
point of view, now has the disgraceful record of having Australia�s worst, least competitive, state-based tax 
system. 

The Treasurer has done such a good job of ratcheting up taxes and tax collection in this state that Western 
Australia has now passed Victoria and New South Wales and the Treasurer now carries the mantle of being 
Australia�s highest taxing state Treasurer.  It is something that the Treasurer has no right to be proud of, and that 
is something he should acknowledge.  The Treasurer talks about economic performance and macro-economic 
factors driving the Western Australian economy.  He needs to take responsibility for the tax burden that he is 
shoving onto households and businesses in Western Australia.  I put it to the Treasurer, as I did yesterday, that 
most of those macro-economic measures of economic success in this state have little, if anything, to do with the 
policies of the state government, in common with most state governments around Australia. 
I have cause to question what the Treasurer did in response to this blow-out in taxation collection.  Did the 
Treasurer set about implementing meaningful, sustainable reform to the state tax system?  No.  The Treasurer 
changed the measure.  He thought, �I will go out and measure taxation competitiveness as a percentage of gross 
state product.�  Why would the Treasurer do that?  Could it have been to mask the explosion in taxes behind the 
economic growth of Western Australia?  That, quite clearly, is the answer.  Unfortunately, as the Treasurer 
knows, his change in the measure has been widely discredited by most people with an interest in economic 
matters in this state.   
Why is it that taxation revenue as a percentage of GSP has been widely discredited?  It has been discredited for a 
couple of reasons.  Firstly, it bears no relevance to the key components of state tax, it bears no relevance to 
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property values, it bears no relevance to property transactions, and it bears no relevance to payrolls.  Secondly, it 
is well removed from the needs of government expenditure and investment, for which taxes are raised.  It is, 
indeed, a hollow effort to mask the Treasurer�s disgraceful performance on tax in this state.  It is a hollow effort 
that has fallen more than flat.   

I will not take up too much more time in the chamber today, but I would like to spend some time looking at how 
the government has responded to this issue of tax.  I am drawn to examine this magnificent advertisement, which 
appeared in the Sunday Times.  It has a lot of arrows pointing down.  I saw this advertisement over at least two 
weekends.  I suspect it may appear in further editions.  It may be part of one of these ongoing public information 
campaigns that we talked about before - �tax facts�; �cutting taxes�.  If the Treasurer had a look through this, he 
would understand why the people of this state do not accept the statements he makes when he talks about tax 
relief in Western Australia. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Are any of those statements wrong? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Well, let us have a look at them. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It helps when you turn the ad upside down. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I will show members another ad in a second.  This is called �the real tax facts�.  This has 
a lot of arrows going up.  The one thing that has happened in this state is that taxation collections have, funnily 
enough, gone up.  They have gone up under this government by 72 per cent.  It is interesting to go back to the 
government�s ad - �cutting taxes�.  The government goes on and on about enormous savings that it will be 
bestowing on the lucky taxpayers of Western Australia.  Why?  Because the government is to abolish taxes that 
it had given a commitment to abolish under the GST agreement.  The one thing the Treasurer does not show is 
the fact that all of these cuts and reductions have been more than offset, as he well knows, by a flow of GST 
income into Western Australia. 

Back in 2000, or 2001-02, when the Treasurer made his forecast on GST income into Western Australia, I had a 
look at those forecasts and at what had actually happened.  I was amazed to find that between 2001-02 and 2004-
05 the flow of GST income into Western Australia, at an cumulative level, had exceeded the Treasurer�s 
expectations by a little bit.  In fact, it had exceeded his expectations by $1.2 billion! 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Are you going to Matt Birney�s wedding? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  What the Treasurer does not explain to the people of Western Australia - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Why aren�t you going? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  This is a really interesting insight into the minister�s intellect.  It is an interesting 
illustration of the minister�s intellect when that is the sole contribution he can make to a substantive debate on a 
matter of significant interest in this state.  He sits there and makes inane comments that add absolutely nothing to 
the quality of debate. 

Did the Treasurer add a little footnote that might have said, �We have saved some money, but by the way, every 
time you engage in a transaction that pays GST, a bit of that comes back, so we are giving a bit of a tax saving 
here, but we are getting it back via the GST agreement over here�?  The Treasurer did not say that.  He did not 
say that for the reason that he did not want the people of Western Australia to know what we all know to be a 
fact: the Treasurer tinkers around.  He tinkers around with taxes that he was supposed to abolish.  He pretends to 
give people a tax cut with one hand, while filling his pockets with GST revenue taken from those very people 
with the other hand.  Let us have a look at these mammoth tax cuts the Treasurer delivered: financial institutions 
duty, stamp duty on listed shares, on cheques, on unlisted shares, on leases, on life insurance, on workers� 
compensation etc, etc, etc. 

The absolute crowning glory was when the Treasurer and the Premier fronted up at a press conference.  I cannot 
remember whether there were two lecterns.  Were there two lecterns, or just the two of them?  I cannot 
remember, but it was like when George Bush walks out with one of his visiting heads of state.  I thought, 
�Crikey, this is going to be a tax relief announcement of such magnitude that it requires the intellectual giants of 
the state Parliamentary Labor Party - the Treasurer and the Premier - to come out together and make this 
announcement.�  I sat back and turned the volume up because I thought, �This could be the announcement that 
sinks all of these arguments we have been planning in opposition on fiscal management and tax relief.�  I was 
worried, so I turned the volume up and saw the Treasurer stroll out with his chest puffed out, and he said - 

Mr P.B. Watson:  That�s muscle. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Yes, we know.  He said, �Members of the Western Australian community, to thank you 
and to recognise the taxes we have been taking off you for all these years, next year we will give you tax relief.  
We will make changes to the bottom three taxes - which we were supposed to do anyway - and we are going to 
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give back to you $78 million.�  I thought, �Crikey, did I miss a couple of numbers in that announcement?�  I got 
out my calculator and I divided $78 million by $5 billion.  That produced a figure of a little under 1.5 per cent.  I 
sat in my home in Busselton and sensed a wave of euphoria sweeping over all of us.  People yelled out the 
Treasurer�s name in joy because of what he had delivered for them.  I am sorry, member for Churchlands, that 
the magnitude of the Treasurer�s tax generosity did not permeate the walls of homes in the wonderful suburb the 
member lives in.  However, down in Busselton the battlers rose as one to cheer him on.  The Treasurer and the 
Premier made a joint announcement.  It was fantastic.  When I got the paper the next day, I expected to see the 
letters to the editor column full of letters from people thanking the Treasurer for giving them back 1.5 per cent of 
the tax revenue that he has been flogging them for all these years.  What a wonderful contribution.  However, I 
did not see one letter.  I thought I would open The West Australian to see a headline -  

Dr E. Constable:  Aren�t people ungrateful? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The people of this state do not know good times when they are happening to them!  That 
is the problem.  I expected to see a headline �Treasurer has saved Western Australia with benevolent acts�.  
However, that did not happen.  All I saw was criticism after criticism from people who were rightly disgusted by 
the fact the Treasurer has no commitment to meaningful tax reform.   

I formed the view recently that the Treasurer has no intention of delivering meaningful sustainable tax reform to 
the people of Western Australia.  The reason that the Treasurer has no intention of delivering meaningful 
sustainable tax reform to the people of Western Australia is that he cannot.  The Treasurer admitted so yesterday 
when he expressed his desire to keep the $2 billion budget surplus.  I wondered why the Treasurer was so keen 
to protect the $2 billion budget surplus.  The Treasurer said that we need to protect the $2 billion budget surplus 
so that we can invest in the state�s wonderful infrastructure improvement program.  The Treasurer knows as well 
as I do - I am sorry for keeping the Treasurer awake; it has been a busy couple of days what with the extra 
responsibilities that are weighing on his shoulders - that a lot of that infrastructure is paid for by borrowings.  
That is a fact.  The Treasurer knows it.  He also knows that he needs to keep that $2 billion up his sleeve as a 
buffer because he is worried - it is not unfair to be prudentially wise in these situations - about what will happen 
when the rate of growth of state taxes and other state revenue streams starts to slow down.  He knows as well as I 
do - as his New South Wales colleague is now discovering - that when recurrent expenditure is on an up curve, it 
is very hard to flatten it out.  When state revenues dry up, the Treasurer�s budget surplus will be swallowed up 
just like that.  It is a huge problem that the Treasurer has allowed that sort of structural imbalance to permeate 
the state finances of Western Australia.  We may stand in Parliament and call for meaningful tax relief for the 
people of Western Australia.  However, I have a suspicion that until the Treasurer is prepared to tackle the 
growth in recurrent expenditure, he will never be able to deliver meaningful tax relief to Western Australia. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Imagine how the state would fare in a repeat of the 1997 Asian crisis in this budget scenario.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Exactly.  The point was made yesterday that the Treasurer has placed the state�s future 
economic stability and financial stability - there is a difference between economic strength and state finances - 
and the medium to long-term future of the state�s finances in jeopardy by failing to rein in the growth in 
recurrent expenditure.  I wonder often whether expenditure has expanded simply because the revenue is there, or 
whether the revenue streams have had to be cranked up to fund expenditure.  I think it is the former.  It is the old 
adage: work expands to fill the available space.  In Western Australia�s case, expenditure has expanded to absorb 
the revenues that have been created.  The sad fact is that the people who are paying for the expansion in revenue 
and the Treasurer�s incapacity to rein in Western Australian public sector expenditure are the ordinary mums and 
dads in the households of Western Australia and the members of the Western Australian business community.  
They are the ones who shoulder the tax burden that the Treasurer places on the community. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [4.35 pm]:  I support the motion.  I will speak particularly about one tax; 
namely, land tax.  There is no such thing as a popular tax; we all recognise that.  However, land tax is especially 
despised.  Many of the 130 000 or so 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.   

As members know, land tax is levied on the unimproved value of taxable land and is paid annually.  It applies to 
commercial and industrial land, residential rental properties, holiday homes and vacant investment land.  There 
are key exemptions.  For example, a person�s usual place of residence and rural land are not taxed.  Certain 
religious and educational organisations are not taxed.  Retirement villages are exempted from land tax.  When 
people move from one house to another, they are not subject to land tax for a certain period.  Essentially, land 
tax applies on commercial properties and second residential properties, whether they be holiday homes or 
investment properties.   

There are some specific features about land tax that cause these problems.  The first is that it is a tax on wealth.  
It is based on the value of the asset.  However, it is also an annual tax.  Land tax accrues on 30 June year in, year 
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out, regardless of whether there is any realisation of that wealth through a sale or whether any transaction takes 
place.  It is a wealth tax that falls on the taxpayer annually.  The amount that is paid in land tax can rise for a 
variety of reasons, many of which are unpredictable and compounded by each other.  People might find - as they 
do under this government - that the rate of tax goes up.  That has certainly happened, as there have been 15 per 
cent and 25 per cent increases in the rate under this government.  People might find that the value of land goes 
up and that they are caught by bracket creep as their land increases in value.  Not only do people pay more tax, 
but the rate goes up under the progressive tax scale.  As an opposition member behind me interjected, another 
factor is the revaluation of land.  Further, people might find that their land is rezoned and that that rezoning is of 
no benefit to them whatsoever because, even though it might dramatically affect the value of their land and 
increase their land tax obligation.  People might be caught by grouping provisions if they happen to hold more 
than one property that is subject to land tax.  In those circumstances, properties are not assessed individually; 
rather, their value is combined and the assessment is made on the whole value and at the higher rate.  People 
might find changes to exemptions policy, which is what happened under this government when it removed the 
provisions that related to a usual place of residence that was in the name of a company or trust.  I acknowledge 
that the government subsequently moved to correct much of that, if not all of it.   

My point is that land tax assessments, the amount to be paid, relates to the value of an asset.  People pay it 
annually, whether or not they sell the asset.  It can be affected by a range of things, including property values, 
revaluations, rezonings, changes in rates, grouping provisions and so on.  That is why so many land tax payers 
feel so aggrieved.  They do not like any taxes, but they have no idea from year to year what their land tax burden 
will be.   

As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said previously, this government is a high-taxing government.  It does 
not matter which measure we look at during its five years in government.  For a party that promised not to 
increase taxes during the 2001 election, we all know the history.  I have spoken about it many times in 
Parliament.  I do not need to through it all again.  However, in the government�s first budget in 2001-02, there 
were tax increases of $132 million as a result of policy decisions.  In 2002-03, there were further tax increases of 
$110 million.  In 2003-04 there were further tax increases of $162 million.  All those increases were 
compounded on each other.  The principal increases were in stamp duty, land tax and payroll tax.  Yes, there 
were some changes to assist first home owners in the lead-up to the budget, and there have been some minor tax 
concessions since.  However, essentially, the higher rates of stamp duty, land tax and payroll tax introduced by 
Labor in its first three budgets are still embodied in the tax regime in this state.  Should members need proof of 
this, they should look at the statistics cited by the member for Vasse.  The amount of tax per capita was $1 521 in 
2001-02.  It is now $2 438, an increase of $917 for every man, woman and child in this state, or an increase of 
just over 60 per cent.  By any measure this is a high-taxing government.  The total tax collections in 2001-02 
were $2.555 billion.  For this year, total tax collections will be $4.669 billion, an increase of $2.1 billion in tax 
collections, or 82 per cent.  Yes, that has been caused partly by a buoyant economy and higher property values, 
but also by higher taxation rates.   

I want to focus on land tax.  In 2001-02 tax collections were $234 million.  They have gone up nearly 
$96 million, or 37 per cent.  This year it is expected that land tax collections will amount to $330 million.  There 
have been changes to the land tax regime.  In the government�s first budget in 2001-02, the exemption level was 
raised to $50 000.  That was not relevant in Perth and most regional centres, but it did exempt certain rural 
properties.  However, the significant change in that first budget was the rate of land tax for properties valued at 
between $2 million and $5 million.  Yes, that is a valuable property, but it is not out of the realm of possibilities 
for commercial properties for small businesses.  The rate increased from two per cent to 2.3 per cent.  That does 
not sound like much, but it was a 15 per cent increase in the rate of tax in a rising property market.  For 
properties valued at more than $5 million, which, again, is not that high for commercial premises, rates increased 
from two per cent to 2.5 per cent.  That is a 25 per cent increase in the rate of tax.  The next set of changes were 
made in the 2004-05 budget, when some adjustments were made to the thresholds.  Those changes were quite 
significant and they provided some $17 million of relief.  In the 2005-06 budget, there were further adjustments.  
The minimum threshold was raised to $130 000, which I concede was a significant concession, and there was a 
small reduction in one of the mid-rates from a marginal rate of 1.76 per cent to 1.62 per cent.  That amounted to 
a combined reduction of more than $50 million in taxes, but it did not cancel out the 15 and 25 per cent increases 
that were put in place in the first budget, which remain today in the tax structure.   

I will give some practical examples, because all those numbers and percentages are just as they are.  A person 
who owns a $200 000 investment property - a small flat or unit somewhere - would pay only $105 in land tax.  
People would not be too fussed about that.  A person who owns a $400 000 property would pay $735 a year.  
People would start to notice that.  Most people on middle or upper middle incomes would notice that.  A person 
who owns a $500 000 property would pay $1 185.  A million dollars sounds like a lot of money.  Very few 
properties in my electorate are valued below $800 000.  

Mr G. Snook:  And in the bush, too.   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, there are such properties in the bush, coastal areas, Margaret River and the south 
west.  There is nothing particularly special about million dollar properties today.  A person who owns an 
investment property, or a holiday house on the coast with good views, which is valued at $1 million, would pay 
$6 343 in land tax.  He might have owned it for 30 years.  If the property is valued at $1.5 million, and the value 
of a property can increase from $1 million to $1.5 million fairly quickly, the owner will pay $14 464.  If the 
property is worth $2 million - this might be a commercial property such as a shop, a warehouse or a showroom - 
the owner will pay $22 560.  A lot of small to medium-sized businesses that own commercial properties valued 
at $2 million, which is essential for their business and is probably their nest egg for retirement, now face land tax 
bills of $22 560 for their $2 million property.  That is their superannuation.  Not many businesses can manage to 
pay $22 000 off their bottom line.  They get nothing for it; there is no increased turnover.  The increasing rate 
continues.  If the property is valued at $3 million, the owner would pay $45 560 a year in land tax.  It is not that 
rare in the commercial world for people to own business premises worth $5 million.  In fact, the businessperson 
might not own the premises; the bank might own the majority of it.  However, the owner of a $5 million property 
- he might have a mortgage and have only $1 million in equity - would pay $91 560 in land tax year in, year out.  
That is an extraordinary burden to place on the business sector of Western Australia.  That is happening at the 
moment.   

What should happen?  The Treasurer continually talks about reform and his reform committee.  They fiddle at 
the edges.  They make improvements.  I am not saying that there have not been improvements, but they have 
been made against the backdrop of a high-taxing government that has substantially increased tax rates.  Ever 
since I have been a member of this place, I have said that there is only one genuine form of tax reform and that is 
to lower rates of tax or, indeed, abolish them.  In this case, a lower rate of land tax is needed.  A flatter tax 
structure is also needed.  We need to get rid of these progressive steps, and move towards a single rate of land 
tax.  It is not sensible to have a progressive rate of tax on an asset value.  The person who owns a $500 000 
property might be wealthy, and the person who owns a $1 million shop might be relatively poor.  There is no 
sense of equity.  Income is not being redistributed in any logical way, as might be done in an income tax 
structure.  This is an asset.  The way in which it operates is absolutely dysfunctional.  There is a good case for 
putting a cap on the increases imposed in any one year.  If a person�s property is revalued, at least the increase in 
land tax could be spread over a period.  It would be a good idea to have some pro rata provisions.  When a 
property changes hands, usually there can be some sort of pro rata payment.  However, if a person has an 
investment property, it is subject to land tax.  If that property is sold to an owner-occupier, and the owner-
occupier owns it for nine months of the year, the property will be designated an investment property for three 
months of the year and land tax will be applied for the full 12 months.  That is immoral; it should be applied pro 
rata.  Land tax should apply to a property only for the time that that property was subject to land tax.  It should 
not be extended over a longer period.   

There are anomalies and issues with the family home, which time will preclude me from discussing.  There are 
anomalies with primary production.  Holiday homes on the coast are subject to land tax, but most rural properties 
- I happen to own one - are not subject to land tax.  There are all sorts of anomalies in that respect.  I want to 
draw attention to a particular anomaly with holiday homes.  I do not know how many members in this house own 
a holiday home - I do - or have parents or relatives who own a holiday home.  I imagine that many members do.  
Holiday homes are part of the Australian culture.  I can remember as a kid going down to Coodanup, where my 
uncle built one of the first cottages.  There were about six little houses at Coodanup, and we would go crabbing 
and catch fish.  Essentially we lived in a two-room cottage and everyone slept on bunks outside under the stars.  
It was a fantastic Western Australian lifestyle.  Yes, people must have some income to own a holiday home.  
However, it was not seen as something that was only for the rich.  Average Australians, if they saved, could 
afford a holiday home.  When I was a kid in the 1950s and 1960s, people had holiday homes.  What is happening 
today?  People either cannot afford it or, if they bought a holiday home many years ago, can no longer afford to 
keep it.  To illustrate the point I am making, I will relate some examples from my electorate.   

I do not pretend that my electorate is made up of poor people.  It is not.  It is probably the wealthiest electorate 
represented in this Parliament.  None of the three people, whom I will not name, presented themselves to me as 
being somehow impoverished.  One is probably reasonably well off; the others less so.  However, they are three 
people in my electorate, and they would be fairly typical of people who live in the electorates of all members in 
this house.  They pointed out problems that can occur through land tax, affecting three categories.  The first 
category is self-funded retirees who had planned investments as part of their superannuation.  Typically, they are 
people who have been in small business or in professions and who do not have a superannuation scheme that 
might be available generally today.  They grew up in a different era and are now retired.  The second category is 
what I was talking about; that is, people who have a family holiday home - something that was within the 
aspiration of many Australians.  Middle-income people could aspire to own a holiday home.  Also caught in this 
situation, particularly in a housing boom, are people who change from one house to another.  They should not be 
caught in the land tax net.  However, it is happening to ordinary people who are simply changing from one house 
to another. 
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I will relay the stories.  I will start with a constituent of mine who lived in Mosman Park with his family.  It was 
a typical average-income family.  The family decided that they would rebuild a new house on their block.  
Therefore, they had the existing dwelling knocked over and demolished.  They rented in East Fremantle and 
entered into an arrangement with a builder to build their new house.  The original house was demolished in 
December 2003.  

[Member�s time extended.] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  According to the family, their builder had undertaken to start construction of their new 
house in January 2004.  It did not happen.  Builders have a lot of work, and tradesmen are in short supply - all 
sorts of things.  Whatever the story was, at the end of the day there was a falling-out between the builder and the 
would-be new homeowners about the construction of the house on their existing block.  It dragged on.  Here we 
are in April 2006, two and a half years later, and the block is still vacant.  The contract has lapsed, this person 
has lost his deposit, and he has had to go to a new builder.  Already, this constituent of mine is $10 000 out of 
pocket.  He has been paying rent for two and a half years, and he has a vacant block of land in Mosman Park on 
which his house used to stand.  That is frustrating enough.  He is a sensible person and he will deal with that, 
even though it has cost him a small fortune.  However, I spoke to him today.  He has done nothing wrong.  He 
simply wants to build a new house on his existing block.  What galls him is that he has been assessed for two 
years of land tax.  He has a total land tax assessment of $5 000, and he is facing at least another year of land tax.  
Is he an investor?  Does he have a holiday home?  Not at all.  In fact, as he put it to me, that block of land is his 
principal place of residence.  He owns no other property.  He does not own anything else.  All he owns is a 
vacant block of land, yet he has been assessed for land tax.  I will write to the Treasurer about this matter.  I put 
to the Treasurer that this is a case in which discretion is needed.  That person should not be subject to land tax.  
He owns one block of land, and it is vacant.  He cannot get his house built.  He should not be subject to land tax 
on that block. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  For how long has he been trying to get his house built? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Two years.  It is probably not an uncommon situation. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No.  There is an exemption for people who have spent a year waiting to get their house built, 
but I am getting representations that the period has blown out to two years for too many people. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I hope the Treasurer will look at this matter, because it is a genuine case of someone who 
has been caught through what is no fault of his own.  It would not be uncommon in this current building climate 
to find other people in that situation.  I hope the Treasurer will look at that.  I told this person that I would raise 
this matter with the Treasurer and that the Treasurer was well known for his generosity and willingness to look at 
these matters.  In my 16 years in Parliament, I have had one good experience with this man, so I live in hope of 
another one. 

That is the first example.  The second example I will give is of a holiday home - what I would call the Bonnie 
Doon factor.  Some members may be disciples and admirers of the film The Castle and Darryl Kerrigan.  He had 
his house near the airport and his little holiday house at Bonnie Doon.  It is part of the Australian ethos, is it not, 
to have a little holiday shack?  This constituent�s situation is the Bonnie Doon factor.  He lives in my electorate.  
He is a retired teacher.  He has been retired for many years.  He would not have a huge superannuation from 
years of teaching.  He purchased a block in Prevelly, in the south west, with a modest house, in 1981.  That was 
25 years ago.  It was not worth much then; it was not particularly fashionable.  For 30 years that has been the 
holiday home for him, his kids and his grandkids.  Yes, the value of the property has gone up.  Prevelly is now 
very desirable.  It is known well to members in this place.  His block of land is probably worth between 
$500 000 and $1 million.  He is a retired teacher who has had his little shack in Prevelly since 1981.  He came to 
see me and said, �Look, I�m getting on.  I don�t want to have to sell my holiday house.  I think I�m entitled to 
enjoy it.�  I agree with him.  I do not think he should have to sell it. 

In 2000, his land tax assessment was $510, which is not a large amount.  This year, his land tax assessment is 
$1 450.  He could manage to pay the $500 a year out of his superannuation.  He copped that; he was not 
complaining.  However, he cannot manage $1 450.  He managed to pay it this year, but how long will it be 
before that is $2 000 or $3 000?  He knows that he cannot manage to pay that.  As a retired teacher, he does not 
have the capacity to pay that amount of land tax.  I do not think he should be forced to sell his house; I really do 
not.  I am not saying that he should be exempt from land tax.  As I said before, the rates are high, and there are 
all the other reasons.  However, I believe that there should be a provision whereby a retired person who perhaps 
has only one other property has the ability, if he meets some criteria that would need to be established properly, 
to defer all or part of that land tax until such time as the property is sold. 

In this constituent�s case, I would guess that in the next five to 10 years he may sell the property.  He will 
probably no longer use it.  As he said to me, when his kids inherit it from him - he is getting older - they will 
probably sell it.  That will be their choice.  It would be fair for any accrued land tax to be paid at that point, as 
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applies to council rates and water rates for pensioners.  This is now becoming not just a holding cost, but also an 
impediment to people continuing to hold property that they have loved, valued and used for many years.  That is 
another issue - the Bonnie Doon issue.  People on average to low incomes, in many cases, should not be forced 
to sell their family holiday home because of the impact of land tax.  At a minimum, the land tax should be 
capped or allowed to be deferred until such time as the property is sold or transferred to another family member.  
In this case, if his kids inherit it and they find that they must borrow $50 000 to pay unpaid land tax, so be it.  
They will probably own a $1 million property.  However, at least they will be able to deal with it at a time when 
a sales transaction or ownership change has taken place.  There would be some equity in that. 

The final case to which I want to draw attention is not someone who is in any way impoverished.  He is quite a 
wealthy individual, and he would admit that.  However, again I want to illustrate the effect that land tax can 
have.  This person, who is a constituent of mine and whom I will not name, may be known to the Treasurer.  He 
is a very prominent surgeon in Western Australia.  Throughout his long working career of more than 40 years, I 
think, in both private and public practice, he had carefully planned for his retirement.  He had bought a holiday 
house at Yallingup, which is now highly priced.  However, he bought it in the late 1980s when he was planning 
for his retirement, which is now in place.  He also bought an adjoining block of land.  He did not have 
superannuation of any great significance.  It was not around when he started off in his very successful 
professional career as a surgeon.  He did the right thing.  He has never in his life received or asked for anything 
from government.  He properly planned his retirement, and security for him and his family, by buying a holiday 
house, which they have used and continue to use, and buying a vacant block next to it.  He had another 
investment property for a time in Perth.  Therefore, he had acquired three properties as part of his long-term 
planning.  That might sound extravagant or greedy to some people.  However, how do his acquisitions compare 
with, for example, superannuation of people in business, judges or long-serving members of Parliament?  It is 
not out of whack at all, considering he bought these properties some time ago.  Once again, it is the Bonnie Doon 
factor - someone who accepted that they were investments for his future; properties that he would ultimately 
dispose of to support himself in his retirement because he did not have much in the way of superannuation.  The 
grouping provision was then enacted and all the properties were added together and assessed as though they were 
one.  Therefore, a higher rate of land tax applied to them.  In 2001 his collective land tax bill was $20 178.  That 
is a lot of money, but he was still working at that time and managed to pay it.  To my understanding, he does not 
rent out the Yallingup properties.  By 2003, his collective land tax assessment was $27 000.  In 2004, his 
collective assessment for the same properties was $32 900.  This year, 2005-06, the assessment is $51 000.  His 
superannuation income is around $75 000.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What is the aggregated value of the land? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  There is no doubt that the land is very valuable.  We are talking about Yallingup.  The 
land value is probably in the order of $1.5 million.  This is not a poor person; I am not suggesting that.  However 
one component of his retirement planning was to acquire these two properties at Yallingup, and one other 
property in Perth, which I think he still owns.  He accepts that he will pay land tax.  He does not have much in 
the way of superannuation.  His planning for retirement was in real estate.  His superannuation component is 
now around $75 000, which is less than we are paid, and he still has a family and supports his lifestyle.  
However, the land tax component of his investment portfolio is now over $50 000.  Very few people are so 
wealthy that they can afford $50 000 year in, year out.  By next year, his land tax will probably take his entire 
superannuation income.  His whole retirement strategy, which he had planned in good faith - he has never taken 
a cent from the public purse - faces an absolute dilemma.  He has been an outstanding, hardworking and 
successful Western Australian who deserves a greater degree of certainty than that in his retirement.  He is not 
arguing about paying $20 000 or $25 000, but when it gets to $50 000 and then goes to $60 000 or $70 000, what 
can he do?  I know one response would be to sell one of the properties.  Immediately capital gains tax would cut 
in.  His whole retirement planning is shot to pieces, and I do not think this person deserves that.  He will not be 
impoverished on the street; they are valuable properties.  However, whether it is the Bonnie Doon, the struggling 
retired teacher or the prominent citizen who has acquired assets over his lifetime, land tax is inherently unfair.  It 
is in need of a major overhaul. 

In this Parliament, as we should, we hear members make the case for some of the less privileged members of our 
community.  That is quite right, and I support it.  However, I am making a case today for some of my 
constituents who do not pretend to be underprivileged at all.  They have been successful and prosperous 
members of the community, and great contributors to our community.  One, a relatively wealthy and successful 
surgeon, should have been able to plan a very comfortable retirement.  That is now denied to him by land tax.  
Another, a long-serving retired teacher whose joy in life is his little holiday shack in Prevelly, cannot keep that 
shack.  I do not think that is fair.  The third constituent is building a new house on a block of land in Mosman 
Park and has now been assessed for land tax of more than $5 000 so far, simply because the builder has not been 
able to build the house in the time in which he and his wife thought it would happen.  I am not saying they are 
the creation of the present Treasurer, but there are massive anomalies in our land tax system.  If there is one tax 
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that is due for a fundamental revamping, it is land tax.  It is not that big in comparison with other taxes and 
revenue streams, but it is grossly inequitable.  The fundamental reform, if it cannot be abolished, really comes 
down to setting a lower rate of tax and a single rate of tax.  At least then there would be some equity.  Provision 
should also be made for those who are genuine retirees, whether it be part of their superannuation planning or 
they simply want to hold on to their holiday home.  My plea for my constituents is for a change in this tax for 
middle income earners - average Western Australian families who have a couple of assets and want to have a 
decent retirement and continue to enjoy the things they have enjoyed for the past 30 years. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [5.04 pm]:  As the previous two speakers have said, there is more than enough 
evidence to suggest that there are enough taxes in this state.  However, that was not good enough for this 
government because in November last year it decided to impose another tax.  It introduced the Energy Safety 
Bill 2005, accompanied by the Energy Safety Levy Bill.  The levy was to be an impost on generators of 
electricity and producers and suppliers of gas.  The levy was intended to provide resources to the Office of 
Energy Safety, the argument being that the office needed more resources to do its job.  There was no argument 
from this side of the house about the importance of safety, but we objected to a levy to enlarge the Office of 
Energy Safety to allow it to do its job better.  

Before examining the energy safety levy any further, I will talk about some of the experience I have had with the 
Office of Energy Safety and the job it has been doing.  Staff of the Office of Energy Safety, investigating 
incidents of December 2004, were running around like mad things chasing many incidents throughout the 
wheatbelt, great southern, south east, and further afield.  

Mr G. Snook:  In my electorate as well.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The member for Moore says they were active in his electorate as well.  Many members in 
this chamber went through that period when there were significant incidents due to problems with the network 
transmission system.  I will share with the house some of the problems in certain locations in my electorate that 
were of particular concern and produced significant pain and suffering.  I will draw attention to the frequent 
outbreaks of fire in the area.  An incident on Esperance location 1437 was investigated by the Office of Energy 
Safety.  

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Although I am very happy to hear from the member about issues related to his electorate and 
electricity and fire safety issues, I thought we were debating a motion on taxation.  Is the member sure that he is 
speaking to the motion that is currently before the house?  He may be, but I have not yet seen the connection.  

The SPEAKER:  I gather the member for Roe will shortly address his comments to the motion.  He has been 
talking for about four minutes.  I think some time in the next minute the member will address himself to the 
motion, and the motion only. 

Debate Resumed  

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Thank you for your understanding, Mr Speaker.   

I want to touch on a couple of incidents to demonstrate to the house that there are some concerns about the role 
of the Office of Energy Safety.  Safety is important.  However, the introduction of a levy - another tax - is not 
necessarily the way in which to pursue these incidents and improve energy safety.  The incidents in location 
1437 Esperance, location 531 Esperance north, and outside the Lake King local store, involved a breakdown of 
the electricity network transmission system.  The first two incidents occurred on a very hot day in December 
2004 and were essentially the result of the fact that the long spans between the poles caused the wires to clash 
together, which caused a fire that burnt out Aiden Keogh�s property in Myrup and caused significant damage to 
Mr Laberda�s property in Dalyup.  The third incident was caused by a pole that had fallen over outside the Lake 
King store, which caused the power in the whole town to go out.  Upon inspection, the pole was found to be just 
a hollow log.  That does not include the significant incidents that have been outlined by the members for Moore, 
Wagin and Stirling.  Those incidents also involved safety issues that had been created by network transmission 
deficiencies.  We are still waiting to see the result of the investigation of the incident at location 531 Esperance 
north.  It has now been years since that case was first publicised.   

I put it to the Treasurer that resourcing is not the only concern.  I believe that even if the Office of Energy is 
given more resources, it still will not take on Western Power in these instances.  It is almost as though we have 
put Dracula in charge of the blood bank.  The argument has been put that the Office of Energy Safety needs 
another $4.4 million to do its job.  The intent of the Energy Safety Levy Bill is to place a tax on the generation of 
electricity.  Why should Burns and Roe Worley, which operates a gas turbine in Esperance that supplies 
consumers in the non-interconnected grid, have to pay for energy safety issues that are not of its own making but 
are significantly the result of deficiencies of the network system?  Most importantly - hopefully the Treasurer 
recognises this - no matter how we configure the levy on electricity or gas generators, that levy will inevitably be 
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passed on to consumers.  That levy, when passed on to consumers, is a tax.  As I said in my introductory 
remarks, we already have enough taxes in this state.  It was not good enough for the Treasurer to recognise that 
there are already too many taxes, and at too high a rate.  He had to pull out - without any sympathy or feeling - 
the Energy Safety Levy Bill and whack on yet another tax!  He can call it a levy, but it is a tax on the 
consumption of electricity and gas in this state.  The people of this state are already over-taxed.  In November of 
last year, during the debate on the Energy Safety Levy Bill, it was said that safety is an important concept; how 
dare we knock safety.  We are not knocking safety.  What we are knocking is the fact that there will now be yet 
another tax, this time on energy safety.  I have described some of the incidents that have occurred.  Most of these 
incidents involved significant safety issues.  As a result of those incidents, property has been burnt, stock has 
been lost and human life has been endangered.  In the case of Kukerin, there was also loss of life.  We are not 
talking about giving the tick to the safety components of a new kettle that has been brought out.  We are talking 
about the network deficiencies that have been created because Western Power has an ageing facility that is being 
poorly maintained.  The staff of Western Power cannot keep up with poles falling over at Lake King because the 
poles are hollow, or wires clashing together or insulators breaking down.  I suggest that, however the 
government may choose to configure Western Power, it is the government�s network.  Irrespective of the fact 
that Western Power has now been disaggregated into four entities, it is essentially the government�s 
responsibility that it has been allowed to get into such a parlous state.   

It is not enough for the government to give us just one whammy.  It now wants to give the south east non-
interconnected grid two whammies.  I will explain why.  The south east non-interconnected grid generates 
electricity from the gas turbines located at the port precinct in Esperance.  The gas turbine takes gas from the 
North West Shelf via Kalgoorlie.  BRW owns the gas pipeline from Kalgoorlie to Esperance.  Therefore, not 
only will BRW be hit with a levy for generating electricity but also it will be hit with a levy for being both a gas 
producer and a distributor.  If that is not bad enough, that double whammy will be passed on to consumers, 
because consumers will be hit with both the levy on electricity consumption and the levy on gas.  The 
householders in my community are hit with a tax on electricity and a tax on gas.  It is a double whammy.  That is 
why I speak to this motion.  Western Australian businesses have not been provided with meaningful tax relief.  
BRW is an electricity producer and a gas producer and distributor.  Householders are taxed through the system.  
It is almost immoral.  Energy safety should be an inherent feature of a system that provides energy.  More than 
90 per cent of the significant safety issues are due to a deficient, poorly maintained and ageing network that 
keeps breaking down.  We are not talking about safety approvals for electrical appliances. 

In the supply of consumables such as electricity and gas, safety issues should be inherent.  However, the 
government had to top that and raise $4.4 million.  As I said in a speech in November 2005, creating a collection 
system to raise $4.4 million is perhaps hardly worth the trouble because it would create another bureaucracy.  
The safety aspects, which should be an inherent feature in the delivery of electricity and gas supplies, should 
have been funded from consolidated revenue.  This government decided to introduce a levy, which is another 
tax.  As I said previously, this state has enough taxes.  Many of them are already too high.  I support this motion 
very strongly.  This government is in high-taxing mode.  We should be supporting tax relief and not more taxes.  
The Energy Safety Bill 2005 and the Energy Safety Levy Bill 2005 will thrust more taxes on us. 

MR T.R. SPRIGG (Murdoch) [5.23 pm]:  I will talk about land tax.  The Treasurer may have been most 
infamous in this place when he proposed to introduce the premium property tax in 2001.  It appears that the 
premium property tax has arrived anyway, because it has been introduced by stealth through land tax.  As the 
member for Cottesloe - our magnificent mentor - said, land tax is most unfair, particularly to self-funded retirees.  
I will give the house an example in a moment of one of my constituents who has 10 residential properties.  The 
elderly parents and their daughter live on the income produced by the properties.  We all know that self-funded 
retirees are not a burden on society or any level of government.  They are not drawing any pensions or tax relief 
or anything like that.  That should be encouraged by every level of government.  If people can provide for their 
own retirement and are not in receipt of social benefits, that is a good thing.  Land tax is an unfair imposition on 
self-funded retirees who live like my constituents because, as my constituent pointed out, the market dictates the 
amount of revenue she gains from her residential properties.  Since the Treasurer�s government has been in 
power over the past five years, she has been able to increase her rents only twice.  She has taken all the 
indications from the Real Estate Institute of WA, the market forces in the area and so on.  The Treasurer has 
successfully increased her land tax five times in that period.  My constituent received a letter about a property 
she owns in Crawley.  The letter mentioned that the valuation was increasing by 20 per cent, from $550 000 to 
$660 000.  The Treasurer might say that that is due to the Valuer General and that it is independent of him.  A 
20 per cent increase is amazing when the REIWA figures for Crawley show an increase in property values of 
five per cent, and the Property Council of Western Australia refers to a seven per cent increase.  The constituent 
also owns a property on Canning Highway, Applecross.  In 2001 the land tax on the property, which has a few 
units on it, was $4 621.  In 2005 she was charged land tax of $6 869.  That is in just under five years.  That 
represents a 46 per cent increase in land tax on one property over that period.  At the same time total inflation 
over that period was approximately 20 per cent.  If averaged over five years, it represents a nine per cent increase 
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every year in land tax, and a four to five per cent increase in inflation.  There is no justification for the land tax to 
be more than double the rate of inflation.  The sting in the tail is that the Valuer General�s assessment of the 
properties also increases the level of council and water rates.  As such, there is a double whammy, as was 
mentioned by the member for Roe, to people who own residential property that is rented to provide income.  The 
Treasurer talks about tax reform.  As the member for Cottesloe pointed out, there are so many anomalies in the 
area that the Treasurer should start with a clean sheet.  Another example is that of properties alongside each 
other on Canning Highway, Applecross.  They are identical properties and are both rented.  One property has a 
rate valuation of $1 265.  The other property has a valuation of $1 643.  That is a difference of about $400 or 
33 per cent.  Another property owned by the family is near the corner of Wren Street and Canning Highway in 
Applecross.  It has a land tax rate of $8 821.  All the properties are very similar but the land tax ranges from 
$1 265 to $8 821.  They are almost adjoining properties!  That is a huge anomaly that the Treasurer needs to sort 
out.  It is an unbelievable discrepancy.  Until I looked at the situation and read the figures I could not believe it.  
I have checked with the lady because I thought there must be a mistake.  There is no mistake - it is a fact.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  You said one was around the corner. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  They are still adjoining.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  One or the other, presumably the one who is paying the higher land tax bill, might take the 
opportunity the next time an assessment is made to appeal the valuation.   

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I am glad that the Treasurer raised that point, because the particular constituent to whom I 
referred has been appealing valuations since Adam was a boy.  However, she has never had one changed.  Yes, 
there is a right of appeal.  Indeed, it is in the statutes.  However, nothing ever happens.  The Treasurer will stand 
in Parliament in a moment and justify this and say that land property values have increased and so on.  The point 
the Treasurer must understand is that the rents cannot be increased commensurate with the increases in land 
taxes.  There is a threshold of $130 000, but the threshold applies to one property.  The constituent to whom I 
referred has 10 properties.  The $130 000 threshold limit on one property is terrific.  However, it is not terrific 
when one considers that it applies only to one property out of 10.   

There are a lot of other anomalies about which I have a lot of information.  I support the member for Cottesloe�s 
comments about a leased or rented property being sold to an owner-occupier.  One of my constituents did exactly 
that.  In January he dutifully paid his land tax for 12 months.  However, he sold the property in March and was 
up for nine months� land tax even though he did not own the property for those nine months.  Surely there should 
be a refund in that situation.  However, once the department gets its greedy little hands on people�s money, it 
does not want to give any of it back.   

I will touch on the motor vehicle stamp duty regime.  The Treasurer has suggested that there will be tax reform 
in that area.  I have previously raised this issue in this house.  Until about the end of last year, the Western 
Australian motor vehicle industry was going along quite nicely.  It was probably experiencing a 10 per cent 
increase year on year in motor vehicles sales.  That has flattened out.  I do not have the latest figures, but motor 
vehicles sales in January this year were down on sales in the previous January.  In February it flattened out a bit.  
I do not have the figures for March.  Motor vehicles sales in this state have slowed down quite considerably.  
The people I have talked to in the motor vehicle industry tell me that they are at a disadvantage because of 
Western Australia�s stamp duty regime.  For example, in Western Australia a $30 000 Holden Commodore costs 
about $1 000 more in stamp duty than the cost in most other states.  When a big fleet of 20 or 30 cars is sold, the 
major dealers like to get that business, especially because their margins are squeezed.  However, they cannot get 
it because they cannot compete with their cousins in the eastern states simply because of our stamp duty regime.  
By way of example, a rental car company in Belmont would rather buy 35 Mitsubishis from Victoria to use as 
rental cars than buy those same cars in Western Australia.  Western Australia misses out simply because of the 
government�s stamp duty regime.  In the 2005 calendar year there was an eight per cent growth in car sales.  The 
motor vehicle dealers tell me that that growth could have been anything up to about 20 per cent.  Sure, they are 
surviving.  Moreover, they have had a little bit of growth in their industry.  However, members on the 
government side of the house are always telling us about Western Australia�s big boom and how the economy is 
racing.  The motor vehicle dealers are not racing alongside it.  Rather, they are lagging behind a bit.  They are 
not experiencing the same growth that motor dealers are experiencing in other states.   

I have provided the house with some examples of unfair taxes, particularly the land tax issue as it relates to self-
funded retirees who do not have the ability to increase rents to cover their land taxes.  The member for Cottesloe 
provided some excellent examples.  The opposition calls on this government to introduce meaningful tax 
reforms.   

Another interesting aspect of the stamp duty regime is what happens with a more expensive vehicle.  I think I 
have used this example before.  One of my mates was in the market for a Toyota four-wheel drive.  I cannot 
remember the model.  It was a pretty flash vehicle, because it retailed for about $80 000. 

Mr M.P. Murray:  Was it a Landcruiser? 



1632 [ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 12 April 2006] 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  It might have been a Landcruiser; I do not know.  I do not know about cars.  The member 
for Collie-Wellington knows about cars. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  How would he know about cars? 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  He is a country bloke.  The member for Bunbury knows about cars too.  My mate is a good 
and loyal Western Australian.  He did his figures and decided that if he bought the car in Queensland he would 
save $2 600 in stamp duty.  He is retired, so time is not an issue for him.  For a while, he and his wife 
contemplated travelling to the Gold Coast for a holiday, buying the car there and then leisurely driving it back 
through the middle of Australia to look at the wild flowers because doing it that way would save him $2 600.  
That is what is happening.  Fortunately, I talked my mate out of doing it that way.  I told him that he had to be 
loyal to Western Australia and do the right thing.  He went down to his local car dealer, who I think tried to 
screw him over.  My mate did the best possible deal he could.  I think he got as much as he could knocked off 
the price.   

Another problem with motor vehicle stamp duty is that it is charged on the list price of the vehicle.  I have never 
known anyone to walk into a car dealership and pay the $50 000 advertised price for a car that he is in the market 
to buy.  Usually people try to negotiate with car salesmen.  They might offer $45 000 for a car that is advertised 
for $50 000.  The car dealer may say that he cannot do a deal for that price because he has no margin at all and 
would lose money if he sold it at that price.  The prospective buyer and the car dealer end up compromising and 
agreeing on $47 500 or $48 000.  The car dealer may offer to put in some car mats or something like that.  Car 
salesmen try to con us.  I have been caught a million times.  Even though the sale may end up being $48 000, the 
stamp duty is charged on the list price of the vehicle, which is $50 000.  How fair is that?  I cannot believe that 
that happens. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Guess who suggested that?  It was the car dealers. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Did they think that they would receive full tote for their cars? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  They said it would reduce administrative and compliance difficulties. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I also want to mention the minor incidental matter that we have discussed in this house 
previously.  Earlier the government tried to charge duty on cars that dealers lent to charitable and sporting 
organisations.  Some government members showed the Treasurer the folly of that idea and the government 
changed its mind.  However, a few dealers were scared off by that situation and have withdrawn their cars for 
such purposes.  As a result, some sporting, community and charitable organisations that previously received cars 
from car dealers now do not have one.  That is a most disappointing situation. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  They are in trouble. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  The organisations to which I refer tend to be organisations that really need the use of a car.  
Some surf lifesavings clubs, which provide a magnificent community service, have not been able to get the use 
of such cars because of the interpretation of the taxing regime.   

Returning briefly to the issue of land tax, I refer to some figures that were provided by a constituent in 
Applecross.  I have mentioned that the properties are close by.  I refer to some units on Canning Highway for 
which the 2001 land tax figure was $3 873.  By 2004 that figure had increased to $5 094.  The interesting thing 
about all these figures is that they all increase.  The member for Vasse�s graph clearly describes the trend.  As 
members can see, all the arrows point upwards.  That is what happens to land tax every year.  The land tax in 
2005-06 on the property at 822 Canning Highway will be $5 639.96.  In 2001 the figure was $3 873.78, and just 
three years later it is $5 639.96.   

As I mentioned earlier, the Valuer General�s assessments are used for council rates and land taxes.  I will list 
those amounts payable on this property as well, because that will highlight the situation.  In 2001 the council 
rates were $2 887.10 and in 2005-06 the rates are $4 391.45.  That is a substantial increase.  The same situation 
applies with water rates.  In 2001 the water rates were $2 872.55 and in 2005-06 they are $3 447.35.  People are 
trying to look after themselves.  This family, who are trying to live off their investment properties, are being 
shafted.  I know that the water rates go somewhere else and the council rates go to the local government, and it is 
not the Treasurer�s concern.  However, that is the situation.  Some of these figures are unbelievable.   

Another anomaly is that this constituent owns properties in Applecross, which is a fairly affluent suburb, and 
Victoria Park.  There is a huge difference in the land tax assessment of those properties, yet the rents this 
constituent earns on those properties are exactly the same.  The amount of money that can be collected in rent 
from those properties should be taken into consideration in calculating land tax.  There is plenty of evidence for 
the Treasurer�s reforms.  He has promised the reforms and then he has broken that promise and then he has said 
that he might be able to implement them.  I wonder whether the Treasurer will schedule these tax reforms for 
2008, leading into the next election.  However, I would not be so cynical as to suggest that!  I think he knows 
that Western Australians are suffering badly now under this tax regime, as he has heard from members on this 
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side of the house.  I certainly support the motion.  The opposition certainly calls on the state government to 
provide meaningful tax relief to Western Australian businesses and households right now.   

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [5.42 pm]:  One of the main taxes that has a big impact across 
the board is stamp duty on houses.  I understand from my friends in real estate that there is a small rebate in the 
first home buyers grant.  However, there has been a 40 per cent increase in stamp duty on houses in the past five 
years.  It has a big impact on home buyers.  Real estate agents have told me that the stamp duty payable on a 
$600 000 house is nearly $30 000, and that has a big impact on the price of a house.  They have said that people 
are reducing the price of the house by $30 000, which is the amount of stamp duty.  It has now become part of 
the negotiation price.  I will go back a little in history and hark back to my first house.  I bought my first house in 
1988 when I was 22 for about $57 000.  I wish I had bought a couple more houses at the time, because I would 
be a rather rich man today!  At that time the stamp duty on the house was just under $3 000.  I bought my third 
house in 1991 or 1992 for about $100 000 and the stamp duty was only $3 400.  Nowadays, an average house 
costs just over $300 000, and the stamp duty is about $10 700.   

I did a bit of research on this issue and I spoke to two real estate agents, who said that they have concerns with 
any change to the rate of stamp duty.  They said that if the Treasurer was considering lowering the rate, he 
should make that decision and do it, and not hint that he will do it, which would cause the housing industry to 
dry up, because people would wait for the reduction in stamp duty before they bought a house.  As I have said, 
stamp duty has increased by about 40 per cent in five years.  It is clear why the Western Australian economy is 
$2 billion in the black, because the price of houses is increasing.  The median house price for first home buyers 
is $308 000, and that is an area that we must look at.  As I have said, when I was 22, I was earning $27 000 and 
my first house cost $57 000.  I think I was paying about 14 or 15 per cent interest.  I think I still have a bank 
statement at home.  Of course, interest rates were higher then.  The main point is that state government taxes 
have increased and stamp duty in particular is quite high.   

In my other research, I was informed by the Property Council of Australia that the government charges on a new 
house and land package are in the vicinity of $86 000.  I will not hold the Treasurer to the $86 000.  I am not 
sure that that is the total amount of tax, but that is a large amount of tax.  Today�s motion calls for tax relief for 
Western Australian businesses and householders, and that is an area that we must look at to relieve people of the 
burden of stamp duty.   

A few other areas have been mentioned today and I will not bore members by going through them again.  One 
issue mentioned was stamp duty on car registration and insurance.  Everything associated with a business has 
some kind of stamp duty on it, which makes it hard on small businesses.  As a small business owner, I can only 
empathise with small business people.  Stamp duty is charged every year, especially on insurance premiums and 
so forth.  There is a double-whammy effect, with both the goods and services tax and stamp duty being charged, 
even though we do get back GST payments.  We must look after the small business sector and assist it in any 
way possible.  A number of members of the house, including the member for Cottesloe, spoke about land tax.  It 
is an area of concern.  I suppose the argument that could be put is that the higher the value of a person�s house, 
the more money that person has.  If the average house costs $300 000, that does not mean that the person is 
wealthy because he or she has to pay land tax.  I will not delay the Treasurer any longer.  I just wanted to add my 
bit to the issue of stamp duty.  I hope that there will be some relief from the stamp duty burden in this year�s 
budget, especially for first home buyers and small business owners.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [5.47 pm]:  Naturally, I do not support the motion, but I will make a 
few comments, first, about expenditure and, secondly, about household charges and then I will come to the 
question of tax.  The first point to make is that the government has been spending revenue on the matters that 
members of the public of Western Australia have given as their major priorities.  The government has been 
spending it on the health system, education, law and order, community support and infrastructure.  I have cited 
these figures in the house before, but I think it is worth citing them again.  Since the Labor Party came to power, 
annual expenditure on the health system has grown by $1.2 billion a year, or by 52 per cent.  Annual expenditure 
on education and training has grown by $737 million a year, or by 39 per cent.  Annual expenditure on law and 
order has grown by $381 million a year, or by 41 per cent.  Annual expenditure on community support - that is in 
the disability and community services areas - has grown by $168 million, or by 45 per cent.  No-one likes paying 
tax.  It is always important for a Treasurer to do what he can to keep the tax level in his state - in this case 
Western Australia - competitive with that in other states.  Nevertheless, tax revenue is required, along with other 
revenue - for example, commonwealth grants - to fund those very important services that the people of Western 
Australia want and deserve.  I believe what we have done is worth supporting.  The government has put the 
money into those key service areas.  It is not wasting the funds from taxpayers; it is putting them into the 
services that they regard and which we regard as top priority. 
Secondly, the tax debate as presented by the opposition is a bit limited.  There is a regular demand from the state 
government on households.  That comes in the form of household fees and charges, such as electricity bills, 
water bills, public transport fares, compulsory third party motor vehicle insurance premiums, drivers� licence 
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fees and motor vehicle registration fees.  Families pay more, in general, in those household fees and charges than 
they do in state taxation.  Families pay stamp duty when they buy a house, but they do not buy a house every 
year.  They pay stamp duty on motor vehicles when they buy a car, but they do not buy a car every year.  They 
pay land tax if they have an investment property, but a lot of people do not have investment properties.  
However, everyone pays water charges and electricity charges.  Most people pay public transport fares, or at 
least have a member of their household who pays public transport fares.  Everyone with a car pays motor vehicle 
registration and compulsory third party motor vehicle insurance premiums.  I believe the opposition ought to 
take that into account when it delivers its rhetoric on taxation. 

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  You put them up too. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The reason I say the opposition should take that into account is that there is a real difference 
between the performance of the coalition on these matters and the performance of this government.  By the end 
of the coalition�s period in power, it had put up the basket of household fees and charges by $296 a year.  We 
have cut the basket of household fees and charges, and every year we certainly aim to keep them well below the 
rate of inflation.  We measure this.  The Liberals, at the end of their period in power, started to measure it, but 
only under pressure from the then opposition.  In opposition, we said that the then government should start 
looking at what it was charging households and start measuring it.  It did.  We use the same household model.  
Under the Liberals, charges went up by $296.  That is not a performance that this government has repeated.  We 
have contained household fees and charges to well below the inflation rate. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  What about business fees and charges? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The average Western Australian pays household fees and charges.  One of the problems with 
the debate has been the opposition�s focus on tax per capita.  The implication of the tax-per-capita argument is 
that I am paying, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is paying and average people living in the suburbs in 
Western Australia are paying the tax of Rio Tinto, BHP Billiton or Alinta.  Our economy is performing 
extremely well, and we are receiving more in payroll tax, and we are receiving more in land tax on investment 
properties and commercial properties.  We are also receiving more in commercial stamp duty, and of course we 
are receiving more in household stamp duty.  However, a lot of that tax is paid by business.  It is not the tax paid 
by the average person in the street. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Is that better?  Is that a least worst tax? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not mean to argue that that means it is not worthy of consideration.  However, I point 
out that it is intellectual dishonesty to say that the tax paid by every single person in Western Australia has gone 
up by the amount that the opposition quoted when it produced those per capita figures.  The tax is mostly paid by 
business and commercial interests.  It is still important that we examine it, but we should not assume that Joe 
Average in the suburbs has been hit with this huge per capita burden. 

I now come to the question of tax relief.  There have been four rounds of tax cuts since May 2004.  There were 
tax cuts in the May 2004 budget, tax cuts in October 2004, and tax cuts in May last year, and I have announced 
that there will be tax cuts in the forthcoming budget.  Those tax cuts, cumulatively, will deliver a very significant 
amount of tax relief in the next financial year.  There will be $690 million of tax relief in the next financial year 
as a result of the four rounds of tax relief measures that the government has introduced in the past two years.  
That will rise ultimately to $1.1 billion worth of tax relief as a result of the decisions we have made in the past 
two years in those four rounds of tax relief. 

Let us consider the taxes that the state government has abolished.  So far, we have abolished eight taxes.  
Financial institutions duty was abolished in July 2001.  Stamp duty on listed shares was abolished from July 
2001.  Stamp duty on cheques was abolished from January 2004.  Stamp duty on unlisted shares was abolished 
from January 2004.  Stamp duty on leases went in January 2004.  Stamp duty on life insurance premiums was 
abolished in July 2004.  Stamp duty on workers� compensation insurance was abolished from July 2004.  Bank 
accounts debits tax was abolished from July 2005.  Eight taxes have gone. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Was there any flow of income at all back to the state government as a result of abolishing 
those state taxes?  Was there any offset? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Perhaps the Deputy Leader of the Opposition would be willing to elaborate on that remark. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Was that part of any arrangement with any other level of government that resulted in any 
additional tax revenues from an alternative source flowing back into the coffers of the Western Australian 
government? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is interesting that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should raise this point.  Yes, of 
course, as a result of the goods and services tax agreement, it was the case that certain state taxes were to be 
abolished in return for the receipt of the GST.  Indeed, the state had to undertake other obligations to receive the 
GST.  For example, the state had to run the first home owners scheme to compensate home owners for the 
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application of the GST.  However, the state has abolished taxes beyond that.  Of those eight taxes, my 
recollection is that three were required to be abolished under the GST agreement.  Three of them were taxes that 
were listed only for review, but we went ahead and abolished them, and another two were not part of the 
intergovernmental agreement.   
Of course, any state politician should recognise that the application of the GST revenue to the states was argued 
for as a means of giving the states a growth tax.  The states had previously been in difficult financial 
circumstances because expenditure responsibilities were growing but the tax base was not.  The GST should not 
be seen as simply a funding source for further tax abolition.  It is a funding source for the growing expenditure 
responsibilities of the state.   
Mr T.R. Buswell:  Treasurer, has the government come out in front or behind as a result of that process?  Let us 
take 2006-07. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We will come to that in a minute.  I want to talk about the fact that a further three taxes are 
to be abolished.  Stamp duty on mortgages will be abolished in two steps: a 50 per cent reduction in July 2006 
and full abolition from July 2008.  Stamp duty on the hire of goods will be abolished from January 2007 and 
stamp duty on non-real conveyances will be abolished from July 2010.  That means that since the Labor 
government came to power in February 2001, we have announced commitments to, or implemented, the 
abolition of 11 taxes.  We have had a very significant program of tax reform since we came to power.  In the past 
two years we have moved heavily into the provision of tax relief to the extent that in the forthcoming financial 
year, 2006-07, there will be $690 million worth of tax relief.  I will run through the relief that has been given.  
There has been a 15 per cent reduction in stamp duty rates - five per cent in July 2004 and 10 per cent in October 
2004.  There has been a reduction in the rate of payroll tax from six per cent to 5.5 per cent from January 2005.  
We have introduced full stamp duty exemptions for homebuyers on property conveyances for homes valued at 
up to $250 000, with the concession phasing out at $350 000, and for land valued at $150 000.  Those measures 
were introduced in October 2004.  In July 2005 we exempted land valued at below the base threshold from land 
tax.  We provided a 50 per cent land tax exemption for caravan parks, and we have exempted from January 2006 
loan refinancing undertaken by homeowners and small businesses.  We have also increased the motor vehicle 
licence concession for non-business use vehicles by $25 to $53 from July 2005.  We have reduced the tax for 
people betting at the TAB, to the great benefit of the racing industry.  When we took office, anyone with a land 
valued at $11 000 would have been paying tax.  We have increased the land tax exemption threshold from 
$10 000 to $130 000.  
Mr T.R. Buswell:  How many people own land valued at $10 000? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There are many people, particularly in inland country towns, who have received benefit from 
the fact that they can have an investment property valued at up to $130 000 and pay no land tax.  Of course, they 
pay no land tax on that first $130 000 whatever the value of the property. 
We have seen tremendous economic performance in this state.  That is what has given us the capacity to reduce 
those taxes over the past two years, and we are interested in further tax reform and tax relief.  We carried out a 
very successful business tax review, which was implemented in conjunction with the business community.  I 
commend the business community.  Business people were very mature in the way they went about their 
participation in the business tax review.  I did not think that we would get consensus support for a package of 46 
different measures.  We got that support and we got the package through the Parliament, even though the times 
then were more difficult than they are now.  There was more pressure on the revenue, even though I said the 
business tax review had to be revenue neutral.  Despite all of that we got support for the package.  Ultimately, 
the package was not revenue neutral; it did return money to the community.  Nevertheless, it was not a huge 
amount of money.  I was most impressed about the way in which the business community responded so 
positively and maturely to that business tax review.  A state tax review is in place now, using basically the same 
sort of mechanisms as were used for the business tax review.  My view is that we will get a good outcome from 
the state tax review, just like we got a good outcome from the business tax review.  On this occasion I have said 
that the idea of revenue neutrality does not apply.  We are about delivering genuine and real tax relief through 
the state tax review.  That is why we have committed, in the forthcoming budget, to the abolition of mortgage 
duty in two tranches, the abolition of rental duty and the abolition in 2010 of stamp duty on non-real property 
elements of business conveyances.  
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has made some comments about the goods and services tax.  There has 
been additional revenue from the GST beyond what the state would have received under pre-existing 
arrangements.  There has also been vastly improved revenue from the performance of the state�s economy.  
However, the performance of the state�s economy has an unfortunate interaction with the GST payments.  As we 
outperform other states, the operation of the Commonwealth Grants Commission system will see Western 
Australia losing a share of GST payments.  A circumstance will arise in the next few years in which, as a result 
of the performance of its economy, Western Australia could be losing as much as $200 million or $300 million 
of GST money that it would otherwise get. 
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There is scope for further tax relief.  That is why the government has established the state tax review.  I will be 
very interested in the deliberations of that review.  When we receive its priorities, we will have to look at the 
capacity we have for further tax relief in subsequent budgets.  When we have a look at that capacity, we will 
consider what we are paying for improved services.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition knows, as I have been 
pointing out at question time, that many people on his side of the house campaign for improvements to services.  
We have had five suggestions in the past two days for increased resources to particular areas of government 
activity, so we must look at services.  The member also knows that people on his side campaign for 
improvements to infrastructure.  The National Party is always talking to us about rural roads, and so are 
members of the Liberal Party.  In fact, most members in most electorates talk about roads and other 
infrastructure.  The growth in the state�s economy is bringing forward demands for new infrastructure.  
Infrastructure is reaching its full capacity earlier than might have been expected, and at the same time each 
infrastructure project is threatening to cost more because of Western Australia�s overheated construction 
industry.  We face a big demand for more infrastructure and for more costly infrastructure. 

There is also the question of wages.  The strength of the state�s economy and the wage movements that have 
occurred in the private sector have caused the public sector unions and the workers they represent to press the 
government hard for extra money to be spent on their wages.  This is a serious matter.  Every one per cent 
increase in public sector wages adds $55 million a year to our expenses.  We will have to have a difficult 
conversation with public sector employees and the unions that represent them.  We believe in fair wage 
increases, but we also believe in realistic wage increases.  We cannot have all of the additional financial capacity 
available to the state government taken up with paying our employees more simply to deliver the same level of 
services as is being delivered now.  We must have money left over for service improvements, the new 
infrastructure and tax relief.  If it is all used on public sector wages, those other three areas of services, 
infrastructure and tax relief will inevitably suffer.  The state will no doubt see some difficult debates between the 
government and public sector unions over the next few months.  It is a challenge for the government, but it is 
also a challenge for the opposition.  What is the opposition going to do if there is an argument between, for 
example, teachers and the government over teachers� salaries; or an argument between nurses and the 
government over nurses� salaries; or police officers and the government over police officers� salaries?  Will 
opposition members simply be opportunistic and get in there and support whoever is arguing with the 
government, or will they be responsible and say, �We, too, support fair wage increases, but they have to be 
realistic�?  I hope the opposition will support the government and support a realistic approach to public sector 
wages rather than take an opportunistic approach. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  It is a good point to make - one that is certainly not lost on me - about the need for us to be 
sensible in how we deal with this.  My question to you is: do you concede that the expectations of those public 
sector groups may well have been slightly inflated after the events that have unfolded over the past week or so 
with pay rises in the upper echelons of the public sector? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Of course there is the risk that the expectations of unions and the workers that they represent 
have been raised as a result of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determination on the salaries of very senior 
public servants.  That can be seen in the public comments that union representatives have made.  However, I 
would point out that the phenomenon of �They would say that, would they not?� applies to this event.  If I were 
back in the teachers� union - as I was with my colleague - 

Ms S.M. McHale:  It was in the 1980s - many years ago. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  - the Minister for Culture and the Arts, we would no doubt be making the same comments as 
our colleagues in the Public Sector Union are making now. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  Is the teachers� union going well? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The teachers� union was a great organisation in those days, and trained us all very well. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  My concern is that the SAT may turn around whenever the members of Parliament salaries 
issue arises and give us a similar pay rise.  Not that I think we are in demand from anyone in the private sector, 
but you would agree, would you not, that it would create an awkward conundrum for us as members of 
Parliament if we were told to take a 25 per cent pay rise? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think it would create more than a conundrum if there were a determination that gave 
members of Parliament a 25 per cent pay rise.  The tribunal has made an argument - and this is a bit off the 
motion, but I will make this comment - that in its judgment, very senior public servants in Western Australia are 
not paid the same as very senior public servants in South Australia or in New South Wales.  It has made an 
argument that Western Australian salaries have fallen behind and that needs to be redressed.  The same argument 
cannot be made for members of Parliament.  If we compare the salary rates for Western Australian members of 
Parliament with the salary rates for members of Parliament in South Australia or in New South Wales, the same 
case cannot be made. 
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  Even with the public service, you can�t have this ramping up of salaries all the time to match 
those of others.  Just because they are above us, we catch up to them, and then they catch up to us.  In the end, a 
24 or 25 per cent increase is just unacceptable to anybody. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition highlights a particular point of concern.  There are difficulties 
created for particular states by the wages decisions of other states.  If all the other states, or a significant number 
of the other states, decide to pay a particular group of public sector workers more generously than we are paying 
ours, the pressure falls on the government to lift Western Australian rates.  When our rates are lifted, the same 
comparison is used for the next state in which bargaining occurs, and a leapfrogging effect takes place.  There is 
some merit in the idea of state governments coordinating a bit more on wages policy, so that we do not get - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It would be a form of collective action between the governments in order to get some 
amelioration of what could otherwise be quite dramatic effects on states� finances. 

Let us come back to the question of the motion.  I was arguing - before I was distracted on the wages question - 
that the government is interested in providing further tax relief.  We support the state tax review.  We will look 
very closely at each recommendation.  When we do that, we will have to consider services, infrastructure and 
wages.  One of the biggest threats to the possibility of more tax relief is the spending of all of the additional 
financial capacity the government has on wages outcomes.  There is a trade-off between wages outcomes in the 
public sector and the government�s ability to offer tax relief in the future. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  If you kept them at a reasonable rate of interest - capped them as I did in the Water 
Corporation to a maximum of, say, five per cent a year - people wouldn�t complain.  It is the huge increases that 
are the problem, and you�ve got the funds there already to pay what you are getting, and you are getting growth 
revenue through GST and other sources. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am sorry; I do not understand the point the member is making. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  The point is that increases in things like land tax and stamp duties are the things that have 
killed people.  You�re saying that you�re providing tax relief, but really what you have done is not get any less 
money; you�re just capping the rate that they�re increasing by.  When we did the restructure of the Water 
Corporation to business and residential, there was going to be a huge increase in residential costs to even things 
out for businesses, and so I had a maximum increase of five per cent and a maximum reduction of five per cent, 
and so it smoothed it over a 10-year period.  You could do the same. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  All I can say is that we are reducing tax rates.  We have been doing that for two years, and 
we can afford to do that because the economy is going so well.  Even at lower tax rates, the necessary revenue is 
still available to provide the services, to pay the wages and to build the infrastructure.  I am confident that there 
will be more capacity to offer tax relief.  What concerns me is that there is a particularly big risk to that capacity 
to offer more tax relief, and that is the possibility of unrealistic public sector wage settlements.  I believe in fair 
settlements, of course.  Public sector workers do important jobs and they need to be properly rewarded.  
However, if they are rewarded beyond what is fair, that outcome would put at risk tax relief, service 
improvements and the capacity the state needs to build infrastructure. 

Amendment to Motion 

MR E.S. RIPPER:  In view of all the tax relief and tax reform that has been going on, I want to amend the 
motion moved by the opposition.  I move - 

To delete all words after �house� with a view to inserting the following - 

acknowledges that the state government has provided meaningful tax relief to Western 
Australian businesses and households and is considering further tax relief through the state tax 
review. 

I want to go back to a point I was making before the opposition distracted me with an interjection.   

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  Did I distract you, Treasurer? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Carine is capable of that, but not on this occasion.  The point that I was 
trying to make before - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You�re blushing! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Not at all.  The point that I was making before the opposition distracted me was - 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Get Ljiljanna in. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That would not be a good idea!  The point that I was seeking to make - before I get myself 
into even more trouble - is this: the opposition really ought to consider supporting the government in wages 
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debates with public sector unions.  If the opposition does that, it will provide some possibility that the 
government will be better assisted to make improvements in services and provide tax relief, rather than have all 
the money go to unrealistic public sector wages outcomes.  I am hopeful, because of the approach taken by the 
new shadow Treasurer to financial debates, that he will have the right influence on his colleagues and that when 
it comes to these wages debates we will have some support from the opposition, rather than opportunistic 
interventions with the aim of making life more difficult for the government.  We do support further tax relief, if 
that is possible and we have the capacity.  That is why we have established the state tax review and I have moved 
this amendment. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [6.20 pm]:  I will make a couple of 
comments on the amendment moved by the Treasurer.  The Treasurer should not take our renewed interest in 
pursuing all the tenets of responsible financial management as a willingness to endorse all that the government 
does.  At the end of the day, the government has some serious fundamental problems.  The Treasurer just alluded 
to one of them; that is, the growth in public sector wages in this state - I am not talking about personal 
relationships but structural problems in the finances of the Western Australian public sector. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  What do you have there? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  These are my charts.  I will put them down, because one of the things the Treasurer has 
been accused of is being a serial fondler of his flip charts.  I do not want to be accused of fondling my flip charts, 
so I will position them to one side for later.   

The fundamental structural imbalance is based on the fact that 50 per cent of the growth in this state�s public 
sector has, under the Treasurer�s guidance, been absorbed by wages.  He may come into this place and say that 
we have to dampen the enthusiasm for wage increases in the Western Australian public sector.  He may say that 
it is the responsibility of the opposition to assist the government.  However, at the end of the day, it is the 
Treasurer�s responsibility.  His government taxes the people of Western Australia and pays the public servants 
whom it chooses to employ, including those additional 18 142, by head count, extra public servants that it has 
employed up to June last year.  That is the government�s responsibility.  We did not employ 18 142, by head 
count, extra public servants in Western Australia, the government did.  It has the responsibility of meeting their 
wage demands.   

The Treasurer, in part, has a responsibility for the fact that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has delivered 
this tremendous increase in wages to people in the upper echelons of the public sector.  Is the Treasurer going to 
tell me that SAT is at arm�s length?  I was not joking when I said that if SAT, in its wisdom, decided that we as 
members of Parliament were due a 20 per cent pay rise, it would be difficult for members to front up in their 
electorate and justify to the public of Western Australia that sort of increase. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  There is no argument for that to happen. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  We will see.  This is a fundamental structure that has been driven by the Treasurer�s 
inability, by his own admission, to rein in the growth in public sector expenditure in this state.  He argues from 
time to time that the government had to catch up because the previous government had run the public sector, in 
terms of recurrent service delivery and infrastructure, to such a woefully inadequate level that it had to be done.  
I heard him say today that now that times are good we have to keep ramping it up by investing in infrastructure 
and recurrent public sector expenditure for the future.  I do not agree with that.  The challenge is not ours.  The 
Treasurer can come up with the cute amendments that put an alternative stamp on the motion.  The facts and the 
figures speak for themselves in this state, despite the fact that the Treasurer produces graphs and wonderful full-
page ads in the Sunday Times with this almost meaningless downward trend in tax cuts.  He does not 
acknowledge to the people of Western Australia that while, on the one hand, the government offers a pittance in 
cuts, on the other hand it takes back the money via the goods and services tax flow of incomes.  The Treasurer 
just acknowledged that.  My graph is nice, is it not? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Where was that published? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  In the Buswell bulletin! 

Mr M. McGowan:  Very reliable. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It is as reliable as the information that the Treasurer�s department provides to me. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Is Bernie Masters a subscriber? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  No doubt he is.  All I do is read the information provided to me.   

Several members interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Hang on.  I have to go into my drawer to get a Bex, and I will need a lie down as I 
recover from that.  My goodness me, what is this?  I have an article headed �Gallop MP goes AWOL for 
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Beazley�.  I have a couple of pages here on how the member for Rockingham bought himself a UBD from 
Sydney and applied for a couple of days� leave.  How does he apply for a couple of days� leave? 

Mr M. McGowan:  You had that on hand - ready. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I have stuff in here.  I also have a picture of a pair of Dunlop Volleys - sneakers - and I 
ask myself how people in this place get a nickname like Sneakers.  It is something that puzzles me.  I have been 
puzzled, but fortunately the answer has been provided to me - not by my colleagues on this side, but by others. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Why did you ask that?  You asked what his nickname is. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am not asking members.  I was not talking about his nickname.  Does the member for 
Bassendean want to enlighten me about something?  Is �Sneakers� the nickname of someone on the government 
side?  Why would that be?  I cannot understand it.  Let us move on from the Dunlop Volleys-wearing chauffeur 
of the member for Brand. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Do you have anyone in your party to hang out with you? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I have some stuff on the member for Bassendean too about Rosetta Street in Bassendean.  
It is about a little investment property down there.  The member has a magical interest in freeing up river access 
for people who live around the corner from where the investment property is. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I do not know what the problem would be.  I wonder about having an interest in a 
property around the corner from where a member wants to free up river access.  Would it improve the value of 
that property?  Would I come into this place, being a shareholder in the community bank in my neighbourhood, 
and argue to free up river access for all those people in Bassendean who own land around the corner from my 
block when I would reasonably think it would increase the value of my block?  I would never do that.  In fact I 
would not go on the record and say that that sort of improved river access would have a positive economic 
impact on my electorate.  Heck, I would not know.   

Several members injected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I apologise to the house for digressing.  The facts of the matter are that, irrespective of 
the amendment and its attempt to distort the intent of our motion, tax revenues raised by this state government 
have reached record levels.  Taxation per capita in this state -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is economic growth as well. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  How does the minister measure economic growth?  What statistical measure does he use? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are making the speech. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The minister can share with me his knowledge of the statistical measure provided by the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics that he uses to measure economic growth in this state.  Is it gross state product?  
Is it chain volume deflated growth?  Which one does he use? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  They are all showing very strong growth. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Are they?  Is that right?  What about in 2004-05, when the ABS figures showed gross 
state product had increased in WA by 2.1 per cent?  What about in 2004-05, when they showed per capita gross 
state product in WA at 1.1 per cent, the second lowest in Australia?  Is that the figure the Treasurer is using?  All 
the figures are showing it.  If all the figures are showing it, why is that so? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You should quote what Disraeli said about statistics and politicians. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The problem is that often we know not what we discuss.  The fact of the matter is that, 
perhaps with the exception of 2004-05, the level of economic growth in this state has been strong.  The question 
that we have often asked in this house is: what positive initiatives has this government embarked upon that have 
led to that macro-economic growth in Western Australia?  The answer is: very little. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Huge infrastructure spending, which has created confidence - which was lost by the former 
Liberal government, which ran budget deficits all the time! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  What the government has done is put up taxes in Western Australia -  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, members!  I would like to hear what the member is 
saying. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  This year, the government will go through the $5 billion 
tax barrier.  That is shameful testament to the failure of this government�s taxation regime in Western Australia.  
I will make the point again.  In terms of taxation per capita - that is, the taxation that is collected from every 
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man, woman and child in this state - Western Australia has gone from having the third best system in Australia 
to having the worst. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  That is not true.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It is absolutely true.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  The Leader of the House is right when he talks about lies, damned lies and statistics. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  We will write - member for economic excellence - to both the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and ask them what they think about 
taxation per capita.  We will say they lied when they dared to suggest that taxation per capita in Western 
Australia has gone up to the highest level in Australia.  How dare they say that.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  I am disputing your description of it as the worst. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It is the worst.  That is a factual statement.  Read the latest economic compass from the 
CCC.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  It is a function of the nature of the economy. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Now it has become a function!  If it is a function, it is a function of the government�s 
desire to tax every Western Australian household and business.  I will be interested to review in Hansard what 
the Treasurer has said about the importance of business taxation.  Business taxation in Western Australia is a 
significant issue.  The government touched on this matter in 2001 when it said that maintaining a competitive tax 
regime is critically important to doing two things: ensuring that existing businesses in Western Australia 
flourish, and making sure we attract new business investment into Western Australia.  The government has failed 
to do that.  The fact that the government has chosen to reword the motion -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you saying business is not flourishing in Western Australia - that we have failed to do 
that? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am not saying that at all.  I am saying the government has failed to maintain its taxation 
per capita targets, and the Leader of the House knows it.  The sad fact is that that is also being said by every 
commentator on the Western Australian economy and fiscal management.  There have been two distinct 
outcomes.  Under this government there has been a lack of fiscal responsibility in containing growth, and there 
has been a lack of fiscal responsibility in reining in taxes.  We reject the amendment.  We certainly will not be 
voting to support it.  There will come a time when the Treasurer will accept what is statistically self-evident; that 
is, taxes in this state have ballooned, and the need for tax relief is pressing and immediate.   

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (23) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (20) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr P.D. Omodei Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr D.T. Redman Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr R.F. Johnson 
 Mr J.A. McGinty Mr G.A. Woodhams 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.E. Walker 
 Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr B.J. Grylls 

Amendment thus passed. 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and a division taken with the following result -  
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Ayes (24) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D�Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

Noes (20) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr P.D. Omodei Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr D.T. Redman Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr R.F. Johnson 
 Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr B.J. Grylls 
 Mr J.A. McGinty Mr G.A. Woodhams 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.E. Walker 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (24) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D�Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

Noes (20) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr P.D. Omodei Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr D.T. Redman Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr R.F. Johnson 
 Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr B.J. Grylls 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.E. Walker 
 Mr J.A. McGinty Mr G.A. Woodhams 

Question thus passed. 

FLOOD-STRICKEN FARMERS 
Motion 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [6.45 pm]:  I move - 

 That the government plans to make real contributions to flood-stricken farmers in any Western 
Australian natural disaster assistance program. 

Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), I thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak on this motion.  I have 
not been left with much time, but I will try to address the problem.  Earlier this year parts of Western Australia 
were declared natural disaster zones, following the severe flooding caused by tropical cyclone Clare.  On 17 
January this year the Acting Premier, Hon Eric Ripper, and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Hon 
Michelle Roberts, inspected the flood-damaged areas surrounding Lake Grace, Greenough and Walkaway, and 
flooding that had occurred across the Kimberley, Pilbara and the Gascoyne regions.  The Acting Premier 


