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looking for a Homeswest house in Western Australia, while $95 million is unspent.  That begs the question; why is it
so, as Professor Julius Sumner Miller used to say.  Could it be that the funds are being carried over to ensure that there
is a surplus budget?

I can recall the current Treasurer sallying forth during the debate and saying that the previous Government had brought
forward five deficit budgets out of eight.  I put it to members that in the run up to the end of the financial year how easy
it is to defer projects and to debt finance some of the capital works to ensure that there is a surplus budget.  It is very
simple.  Even an ordinary common spud farmer like me can work that out.  Let me tell members what has happened.
Under the previous Government the Treasurer, as the Premier of Western Australia, held the significant responsibility
of Treasurer and Minister for Federal Affairs, in contrast to this Premier who holds portfolios that currently do not
work.  For example, the Office of Crime Prevention simply does not exist in Western Australia.  Safer WA, the graffiti
program and all those kinds of things have simply gone out the window.  All the volunteers are ignored.  The Premier
has a simple workload as a prima donna in front of all the garden gnomes who nod every time a fancy project is
announced.  He goes home early and does all the easy work.  The previous Premier of Western Australia had the
responsibility of managing the finances of this State.  He played it as it was; he showed the budget as it was.  He
showed a deficit budget if there was a deficit budget.  He did not succumb to the temptation of playing with the figures
to ensure that there was a surplus budget.  The bottom line is that the debt of this State is growing at an alarming rate
and this Government does not understand how the finances of this State work.

During the estimates debate we talked about the projects that are being financed under this state budget, and we found
that significant funds have been set aside to rehabilitate the Fremantle Prison, for example.  The forward estimates have
something like $1 million for 2006-07 and, in addition, there is an initial allocation of $1.3 million over two years to
commence in the 2004-05 budget.  That money is to be spent on opening up the tunnels underneath the Fremantle
Prison for the benefit of tourism.  That begs the question: why are we not funding tourism projects in the southern forest
where the Government has decimated the timber industry?  More importantly, under the time to care, time to act
campaign of the Disability Services Commission, 720 people are looking for accommodation.  Guess what is
happening?  Some $95 million for simple housing is being withheld under the housing budget.  All the Government has
to find is the recurrent funding.  The money is available to build houses for those disabled people.  All that is needed is
ongoing recurrent funding to build those houses.  However, tunnels are being opened underneath Fremantle Prison for
tourism in Western Australia.

Mr A.J. Dean:  Fantastic!
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Bunbury says it is fantastic.

Mr A.J. Dean:  Put me on the record.
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I will - the comment is going in Hansard.  The member for Bunbury prefers to open tunnels under
Fremantle Prison rather than provide facilities for families with disabled persons.  I refer to 720 desperate families.
Families are falling apart because they cannot find funding for their children or siblings.  At any given time, a host of
people are looking for funding for disability services.
I remind members that the previous Labor Government spent only $12 million on disabilities services over three years.
This will not be the last time members will hear me make this comment.  The Government provided this year an extra
$12.5 million for one year.  In the first tranche of funding under the previous Liberal Government, $125 million was
provided over five years, followed by $112 million over the following four years.  It is disgraceful that this Government
does not care a damn about people with disabilities in Western Australia.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House).

STAMP AMENDMENT (BUDGET) BILL 2003
Second Reading

Resumed from 13 May.

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [8.02 pm]:  This legislation will bring about substantial
increases in the rate of stamp duty applicable to insurance and property conveyancing.  I first make a few general
comments on this Government’s record on taxation.

As I have said before, and no doubt will say again, all members remember the pre-election commitment made during
the televised leaders’ debate between former Premier Richard Court and the current Premier.  When Dr Gallop was
questioned on taxation, he said unequivocally that he would not increase taxes and charges.  Undoubtedly, that publicly
made commitment, foolish as it was, was taken by people at face value.  It is now legend in this State that the promise
made on public television has been broken once, twice and three times.  If people now question the character and
integrity of the Premier, it is because of the broken commitment on taxation.  As seen today, a commitment also has
presumably been broken to retailers concerning trading hours.
In the first Gallop Labor Government budget in 2001-02, a number of changes were made to tax.  First, a reduction in
stamp duty was made.  That was a not-to-be-seen-again event.  Stamp duty decreased on workers compensation from
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five per cent to three per cent, at a cost to revenue of $5.7 million.  A reduction was also made to Totalisator Agency
Board turnover from five per cent to four and a half per cent, at a cost of $4.5 million.  People might have thought that
the Government had a policy of reducing state taxes, but people would have been bitterly disappointed if they thought
that way.

Ten million dollars was added in the 2001-02 budget for tax compliance.  Big tax increases were seen in the first budget
principally in payroll and land tax.  Payroll tax was increased to apply to fringe benefits, with a revenue-raising effect of
$16.1 million.  Payroll tax was also applied to so-called employee-like subcontractors to raise a further $20 million.
Most significant of all, an increase was made to the top rate of payroll tax from 5.56 per cent to six per cent to raise an
extraordinary $63 million.  Therefore, a budgeted $99.1 million increase occurred in payroll tax.  Changes were also
made to land tax.  The principal place of private residence exemption was removed for properties held in trust or in
company structures to raise a further $10.7 million, and a general increase in land tax rates raised a further
$28.6 million.  These increases were made along with the now infamous premium property tax proposal to raise another
$8.8 million.  The overall effect was that the tax increases in the first Labor Government budget resulted in an estimated
$147.2 million increase in revenue.

Subsequently, there was some backtracking as Labor abandoned the premium property tax, and, when under pressure -
largely from the Opposition, which broke the issue - the Government backed off to some extent on payroll tax
application to subcontractors.  Even with the two back offs, the net result in the first budget was a $132 million increase
in taxes.

That was a pretty big slug, and all the excuses were given: attempts to blame the previous Government were rolled out.
Maybe people thought that the first budget was a one-off, but, not to be outdone, after the first year hitting payroll tax
and land tax, the Treasurer then turned his attention to stamp duty.  The motor vehicle figured prominently.  Stamp duty
rate increases on compulsory motor vehicle third party insurance raised taxes by $24.5 million.  Stamp duty rates for
vehicle transfer increased - that is, for anyone buying or selling a car - which raised another $38.3 million, and stamp
duty increases on property conveyancing raised $57 million.  The overall effect of the stamp duty rate increases was to
raise revenue by $115.9 million.  It was extraordinary.  The second budget certainly hit stamp duty.

People thought that surely the Government could not go near stamp duty again in its third budget, but that did not stop
this crowd opposite.  The 2003-04 budget contained a 15 per cent increase in the rate of duty on property conveyancing
to raise a further $109.5 million.  Also, the rate of stamp duty applicable to general insurance increased by 25 per cent
to raise $52.5 million.  It was extraordinary.  The current budget contains $162 million worth of tax increases.  The
record of this Government that pledged not to increase taxes is to announce tax increases worth $147 million in its first
budget; $115.9 million in its second budget; and an incredible $162 million in its third budget.  That is an overall
increase in taxation on Western Australian householders and businesses of approximately $410 million each and every
year.  That is the equivalent of $200 extra for every man, woman and child in this State.  I do not know how Labor
Party members justify that increase.  I could understand in some confused socialist ideology that they may have thought
a premium property tax is good policy or that stamp duty increases on investment properties may affect only the
wealthy.  However, I spoke recently to a number of young married couples.  They explained how they were hurt by
simple increases in stamp duty on motor vehicle insurance and house and contents insurance.  It may not sound like a
lot of money to people in this Chamber, but increases of $20 or $30 must be budgeted for by young families.  They do
not have that extra money as their income is committed.  The Government’s tax increases are so large and pervasive,
applying across payroll tax, land tax and stamp duty on property, vehicles and general insurance, that they are having a
significant impact.  Although the economy has continued to be reasonably strong, to some extent that impact has been
shielded or hidden.  I assure members that those rates of increase are hurting that group of young couples, typically with
two or three children, who are paying off a mortgage and are trying to establish themselves in their first home.

Mr A.J. Dean:  Are you talking about the 10 per cent goods and services tax on home building?

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Now I hear a cynical comment.

Mr A.J. Dean:  You can’t handle the truth.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We can debate the GST if the member wants to.  However, the net impact of the GST income tax
package on low-income earners was a reduction in the amount of tax paid.  I am talking about a State Government that
has increased taxation on the home, insurance and vehicles.

Mr A.J. Dean interjected.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay; can the smart alec from Bunbury tell me where the compensation is?

Mr A.J. Dean:  There was no compensation and you know it.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No; there is no compensation at all in the state tax increases.  The member may argue about the
GST, but there was compensation in both pay-as-you-earn tax rates and the social security system, including the first
home owner grant.  There is no compensation at all from this State Government as distinct from the Commonwealth
Government.  There is no increase in transfer payments and there is no other reduction in income tax.  The member
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needs to knock on a few doors in some of the new subdivisions in his electorate of Bunbury and talk to people about the
increases in the taxation that the Labor Party has imposed on middle to low-income families, because this is a high-tax
Government by any standard.  I hope the member for Bunbury and the member for Albany join in this debate, because I
note that they failed to express any support this afternoon for retailers in their electorates.  They have failed.  Now they
have a great opportunity to stand up for people in their electorates who are paying off mortgages.

Mr P.B. Watson:  You asked me about the trading issue in Albany.  There is a two-year trial.  I have supported the two-
year trial, as the local businesses wanted me to, so I am supporting local businesses.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Good.  The member for Albany is supporting deregulation, is he?

Mr P.B. Watson:  No; I am supporting a two-year trial.  If you don’t know what is going on, I advise you that the two-
year trial has been agreed to by traders and also by the City of Albany.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, at holiday times.

Mr P.B. Watson:  An application was put to the council to change that.  The council supported it and did it, so I am
supporting the local businesses in that two-year trial.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay.  We will tell them.

Mr P.B. Watson:  They know.  You went to Albany and said that deregulation was inevitable.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, I did not.

Mr P.B. Watson:  Yes, you did.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, I did not; I know exactly what I said.  As the member and I are engaging in debate, why do we
not go to Albany in the next couple of months and publicly debate trading hours?

Mr P.B. Watson:  No worries.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a date.  Can the member for Bunbury and I do it in Bunbury?  Let us go to Bunbury and
debate trading hours.  Is the member willing to do that?  Come on, we can debate trading hours.

Mr A.J. Dean:  As long as Geoff Prosser and Dan Sullivan are there.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, just the member and I.

Mr A.J. Dean:  Do you know that the man most likely to win out of deregulation is Geoff Prosser, your number one
Liberal in Western Australia?

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Just the member and I.  Come on cutie-pie; we can debate trading hours in the member’s
electorate of Bunbury.  He has lost his enthusiasm.  Members of Parliament, with their $100 000 a year salaries and all
their expense allowances, are not the people who live in that electorate.  They are wealthy compared with most people
living in Bunbury.

Mr P.B. Watson:  You are the wealthy ones with your superannuation.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not deny it.

Mr P.B. Watson:  You are much wealthier than we are.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not deny it at all.  Members of Parliament are on high incomes compared with most members
of the community, particularly in regional Western Australia.  We are all high-income earners, so we do not notice it.
Maybe it does not mean much to members opposite.  However, we tend to be of an age at which our kids are probably
pretty well grown up, we have probably paid off most of our home mortgages and we are financially secure.  A
Government that brings in these measures has lost contact with young people who are buying homes, having kids,
raising kids, trying to buy appliances, trying to manage their affairs, trying to cope with both parents working and
juggling hours and babysitting.  They have lost touch with that by the increases imposed.

Let us look at the insurance increases, because there is an enormous increase of $162 million.  When the budget was
presented, it included a two per cent increase in stamp duty on general insurance.  Most people would say that two per
cent does not sound much, but it was a sleight of phrase.  It was not quite the truth, because the two per cent was not
two per cent of 100, which is what most people would think of in percentages.  It was an increase of two per cent in the
sense that the rate of duty went from eight per cent to 10 per cent; in other words, it increased from $8 per $100 to $10
per $100.  That is an increase of 25 per cent in the rate of duty.  That increase in tax was not in line with the inflation
rate or any sort of normal increase that would be expected in general trading conditions; it was a 25 per cent increase in
the rate of stamp duty on general insurance.  That is a massive increase and not one that can in any sense be justified.

A typical household might pay about $1 200 in insurance.  That would include home building insurance, contents
insurance, comprehensive motor vehicle insurance and compulsory third party insurance.  Indeed, if both parents work,
they may need two cars; therefore, there is a doubling up in both vehicle insurance and compulsory third party
insurance.  For a typical household paying $1 200 or so in insurance for the house, contents and vehicles, the increase is
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$23 a year.  The point I am making is that to Labor members of Parliament, the representatives of working Australians,
$23 a year may not sound much at all.  However, that $23 increase means a lot to the young couples to whom I spoke
over the weekend, on top of all the other expenses they face.  There is no sense of caring for young working Australians
trying to make their way.  It is a significant increase.  It will collect some $52.5 million annually from the State.

As I understand it - I am happy to be corrected - it applies also to public liability insurances.  Indeed, if we go into
consideration in detail, I forewarn the minister and his staff that I would like to know exactly which insurances are
covered under that general insurance increase.  I understand that components of some types of life insurance policies
will also be caught by this; therefore, it may well have an impact on superannuation as well.  Some people in the
insurance industry have told me that this is wider and far more general in its application than appeared to be the case
when the budget was first presented.

The other aspect of this massive increase in stamp duty -

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We have not changed the nature of the duty.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I just want to be absolutely clear -

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is the same nature of duty as was charged under your Government.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I know.

Mr E.S. Ripper:  However, the rate has increased.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, by 25 per cent

Mr E.S. Ripper:  By two per cent of insurance policies.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, my friend, it was not a two per cent increase.  A two per cent increase is a one in 50 increase.
This increase was from eight to 10.  It is a one in four increase.  It is a 25 per cent increase, not a two per cent increase.
That is a sleight of hand -

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is two per cent of insurance premiums.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Government increased insurance premiums by 25 per cent, not by two per cent.  When the
Treasurer presented that in the budget, it was misleading.  Some media reported it as a two per cent increase.  People
might think that two per cent is not much and is less than the inflation rate.  It is not.  Stamp duty has increased from
eight cents in the dollar to 10 cents in the dollar - a 25 per cent increase.  That effect was compounded because of the
events of 11 September and in Bali, the collapse of HIH Insurance and all the public liability uncertainties.  Generally,
insurance premiums have increased for vehicles, housing, contents, public liability, professional indemnity and so on.
In an environment of rising insurance premiums this Government has increased the rate of stamp duty collected by
25 per cent.  It is absolute overkill!  That is why it is hurting people.  The amount of $23 per household may not sound
much to the Treasurer, but in reality households are facing enormous increases in insurance costs, as are professionals,
medical practitioners and a whole range of other people.  Rather than trying to ameliorate the general rise in insurance
costs, this Government has exacerbated it.

I turn now to the other component of the tax increase, and that is an increase in the rate of duty on conveyances.

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you want to deal with the issue of which sorts of insurance policies are covered?  I can provide a
list.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We can do that at the consideration in detail stage.  We will not consider it in detail for long, but I
would like to explore it at that stage.

The other change is a generalised 15 per cent increase in the rate of stamp duty on property conveyances, which will
raise the stamp duty on the transfer of a property worth $80 000 or less from two per cent to 2.3 per cent.  That does not
sound much if it is said quickly, but we all know that large amounts are paid on property transfers, whether they be rural
land, business premises or residential properties.  We have also seen an increase in the marginal rate to a maximum of
6.3 per cent, up from 5.5 per cent; but overall there is a 15 per cent increase in the rate of stamp duty applied to property
transactions.  It is a big increase and it will raise a further $109.5 million in a single year, in addition to the increases in
property conveyancing of $57 million the previous year.  This Government and this Treasurer have increased stamp
duty on property transactions by a total of $166 million in just two years - two massive increases on the property
market!  They think they can get away with it because the property market has been strong, asset values have risen and
there have been high levels of transactions, but that property market cannot be sustained.  In a rising property market
this Government is imposing another very damaging tax that will affect large numbers of people.

Somebody who buys a property worth $100 000 - there is not much around for that amount - will pay an additional
$330 in stamp duty, according to the budget papers.  More typically, somebody who buys a property for $200 000,
which would be a low-valued house or apartment in Perth, will pay an extra $930.  Somebody who buys a $400 000
house, which is not an atypical transaction in Perth and regional centres, will pay an additional $2 355.  They are large
amounts in extra stamp duty, because that is the increase only.  In total, a person who buys a $100 000 property, will
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pay $2 530 in stamp duty; or, more typically, on a $200 000 residence a person will pay $7 280.  That is an interesting
figure.  Somebody who buys a $200 000 property will pay $7 280 in stamp duty, which is effectively the full value of
the Commonwealth Government’s first home owner grant.  That first home owner grant was introduced and upgraded
as part of the compensation for the goods and services tax on building costs, but this State Government will take it from
the people who have received it from the Commonwealth.  As I have said in some public gatherings since these budget
details were released, home owners would be better off if there were no government interference when they bought their
first homes.  If there was no commonwealth first home owner grant and no state stamp duty they would be better off
than they are now.  The combined effect is that the Commonwealth gives and the State takes more away.  That is this
Government’s approach to home ownership and supporting young couples.  Some people buy more expensive houses
for $500 000, and that is not an unusual price; it is more typically a house that someone might be buying as a second
residence.  In my electorate it is probably at the lower end of the price range, but there are many $500 000 houses in the
Treasurer’s electorate of Belmont, although they are certainly the more expensive properties.  A person purchasing a
$500 000 house will pay a massive $24 405 in stamp duty!  Most people, even if they are buying their second house -
trading in and trading out - will not have $24 000 in cash lying around to pay stamp duty.  What will be the
consequences?  It will effectively raise the purchase price on a $500 000 home by $24 000.  What does that force people
to do?  They will be forced to borrow the additional $24 000; they will be forced to add to their mortgage and therefore
add to their monthly interest payments year in, year out for the next 25 years on a typical home loan.  I do not have the
actuarial numbers in front of me, but I know some members in the upper House have done some sums, and I imagine
that would add in excess of $100 000 to the total repayments.  This Government is adding $24 000 to the cost of buying
a $500 000 home, and it is adding many times more than that in the repayments that that family must pay.  That is this
Government’s contribution to home ownership in Western Australia - and it is not a contribution to be proud of at all.
It is pointless for Labor Party members to ever walk around the electorates in Western Australia saying they support
home ownership, because in two successive budgets everything this Government has done has reduced people’s
capacity to buy a home.  It has increased the stamp duty on conveyancing, attacked subcontractors in the building
industry by forcing them to come under payroll tax nets, and raised the rates of payroll tax in the building industry.  By
its taxation measures the Government has effectively raised the cost of building a home.  It has introduced policies
directly against home ownership.  If we see a sharper than otherwise downturn in either the residential or commercial
property sectors, this Government will have no-one to blame but itself.
Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is wrong, of course, because there has been an upswing in property investment, and we would
expect it to turn.
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  There has been an upswing in property investment for one very good reason - because interest
rates have been low and have stayed low for a long time - but any analysis, including by the Reserve Bank, indicates
that particularly in the unit market there has been a lot of over investment in Australia in the past two years.  That will
inevitably have a depressing effect on the market.  Apartment blocks in Sydney are now being locked up rather than
sold.  People are locking the doors on newly completed apartments - not just individual units, but whole buildings -
rather than putting them on the market, because of the potentially depressing effect that would have on the property
market overall.  I know this because my son is in Sydney trying to buy a unit at the moment.  Every time he finds one
the whole building is taken off the market, because people in Sydney are trying to avoid a collapse in the unit property
market.  Similar things will happen in Brisbane, where there has been an extraordinary amount of over-building, and
probably to a lesser extent in WA.  Nevertheless, a large number of residential dwelling units have been constructed or
are under construction.
These changes in stamp duty on general insurance and conveyancing are important, not only in the absolute cost to or
effect on people who are required to pay them, but also because of the relative effects.  For example, according to the
budget papers, stamp duty rates on general insurance are 10 per cent in Western Australia, five per cent in New South
Wales and 8.5 per cent in Queensland.  Similar rates apply in Victoria, South Australia, the Australian Capital Territory
and the Northern Territory.  The two relevant comparisons with Western Australia are Queensland and New South
Wales, and to a lesser extent Victoria; New South Wales because Sydney is the financial centre of Australia, and
Queensland because it is a large State similarly based on resources and is one step removed from the major centres of
Melbourne and Sydney.  With stamp duty on conveyances, again the effects are similar.  We must be very conscious of
where this State stands relatively.  In that sense, there is a rather cute table in the budget papers that refers to stamp duty
payable on median-priced houses.  Of course, the cost of a median-priced house in Sydney is significantly above that of
a median-priced house in Perth.  It is an invalid comparison, and I am surprised that Treasury would include an invalid
comparison in its budget papers.  What matters is the amount of stamp duty paid on a house of a given value.  The
numerator and the denominator cannot be changed mathematically and the two figures compared.  There must be a
constant, and the constant must be the value of the transaction.  When the constant is examined, some differences
emerge.  On a $500 000 house, stamp duty of $24 405 is paid in Western Australia.  In New South Wales the amount is
far less at $17 990.  I accept that houses are generally more expensive in New South Wales.  However, the more
comparable market is Queensland, the State with which Western Australia competes.
If young people are to leave Sydney or Melbourne, they will look at job opportunities, education, health, lifestyle,
weather and all sorts of other things.  However, they will also look at the cost of buying a house and the taxation
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attached to it.  If a person were contemplating leaving Sydney or Melbourne and going either north to Queensland or
west to Western Australia, that person would pay stamp duty of $24 405 on buying a $500 000 house in Western
Australia, whereas in Queensland that person would pay only $15 975 - nearly $10 000 difference.  How can the
Government possibly justify the imposition of a stamp duty on a fairly typical metropolitan house in Perth that is
$10 000 more than the stamp duty on a similar house in Brisbane?  A $10 000 differential is out of whack and will
affect people’s location decisions.  Equally, it will affect location decisions of businesses.  If householders do not do the
comparison, someone who is establishing his office or moving it from Sydney or Melbourne to a regional capital, or a
small business that is deciding where it will locate, will look at the cost of acquiring business premises, land taxes,
stamp duties and the like.
This Government is establishing a tax-competitive disadvantage for Western Australia.  That might be concealed during
relatively buoyant economic times.  However, when the hard times come, as they inevitably will, those differentials that
now disadvantage this State will have an effect on location and employment decisions of businesses and location
decisions of people who are considering, for whatever reason, whether to migrate interstate.
These are massive increases in taxation.  Every single Labor member of Parliament went to the electorate with the
promise of no increases in taxes.  By any standard, this has been a massive taxing Government.  I remind the House that
in its first budget the Government increased taxes by $147 million, and it did so by $109 million in its second budget.
The Government then went for the lot and increased taxes by $162 million in its third budget.  I suppose next year,
having stuck money in hollow logs, it will come out with minimal increases.  It might even try a little decrease.
However, the public is not that stupid.  It knows that the Government broke its promise on taxes and has increased taxes
massively in three successive budgets.  Nothing that the Government does in its fourth budget will change that.  It has
blown its opportunity.  If it wanted to provide any moderation in tax increases or any tax relief, it needed to do it in this
budget, and it failed to do so.  The electorate will not take the Government seriously next time.  The Government can
mislead the public, make a promise and break it, and maybe get away with it once.  I doubt that it will get away with it
twice.  It certainly will not get away with it for a third time.

I am disappointed for families in this State, particularly young families trying to make their way in life by buying and
paying off their house and meeting their insurance payments, which they must do to protect their property.  In fact, they
have no choice.  They must have compulsory third party insurance on their vehicle.  Banks and other lending
institutions require that they insure their house.  These are compulsory charges.  They have no discretion; they cannot
get out of paying these increased taxes that the Labor Government has introduced.  Because they are such massive
increases, I do not believe they are justified.  Because they hit young couples in particular, these measures and this Bill
will be opposed by the Liberal Party.

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [8.25 pm]:  I thank the member for Cottesloe for putting on the record an in-depth
examination of the changes contained in this Bill.  I will not repeat the facts that the member for Cottesloe put forward.
The impost of these tax increases on all Western Australians is of great concern.  During this debate the Government
has promoted the idea of a budget surplus.  However, when we got into the estimates process, and probably earlier, it
became clear that the only way that the Government managed to bring forward a budget surplus was by increasing
taxes.  From my background in small business, I know that small business people do not have the opportunity to enact
those sorts of changes.  If their business does not show a profit when they get to the end of their budget process, they
must restructure the business so that they can come up with a bottom line that returns to them what they feel is
necessary to make the business a success.

As outlined by the member for Cottesloe, the Government has introduced tax increases in three successive budgets.
Once the Government has gone through the budgetary process and come up with a bottom line, it goes to the people and
slugs them with tax increases as a way to bring forward a surplus.  It is now recognised in the community that this
Government has been mismanaging the State’s funds, and the only way that it manages to produce a set of balanced
books is by increasing taxes.

As I said, I do not want to spend my time in this debate repeating what the member for Cottesloe said.  However, a
couple of points that the member did not raise are of great concern to me.  Probably the issue of greatest concern is the
increase in taxes on insurance policies.  The National Party has been heavily involved in the debate on insurance.  When
I came to this House, the first question I asked was what the State Government would do about the out-of-control
increases in public liability insurance premiums, because they were affecting businesses and community groups in my
electorate.  Although it has not happened as quickly as I would have liked, legislation has been introduced to this
Parliament - that is, after the National Party introduced the first Bill.  That legislation aims to have some effect on
public liability premiums.  We have had very robust debate.

The member for Rockingham and I have engaged in long and rigorous debate about the changes to the way of life, one
could say, to which we have become accustomed.  Hopefully, those changes will lead to a downward pressure on public
liability premiums, so that all Western Australians can get back to doing what they do best; that is, volunteering,
becoming involved in sport and recreation and running successful small businesses.  We have been through those long
and hard debates.  The member for Rockingham has attended public meetings at which people have stood up and told
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him that he was taking away their rights.  He has copped that, and we have supported him.  We have said that these
changes need to be made and that people cannot have the right to sue at any cost.

Mr M. McGowan:  We have been a great double act.

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes, we have.  However, I am extremely concerned about an issue, and I am sure that the member
for Rockingham will be disappointed in it as well.  We have been through the process of trying to put downward
pressure on insurance policy premiums, and we have taken away people’s rights to sue.  I am quite sure that down the
track, as members of Parliament, we will be presented with examples whereby, as a result of the changes to the rules
that this Parliament has introduced, the ability of people to sue will have been decreased dramatically, and many of
those people will face hardship when they cannot get a payout that will provide them with the quality of life that they
obviously need after a bad accident or injury.  The rights of those people have been taken away.  With regard to the
changes that we have made to reduce the pressure on premiums, this budget gives those people a slap in the face by
raising taxes on insurance policies, and that has left me gobsmacked.  I raised this issue with the Treasurer during the
estimates debate and he said to me, “Well, member for Merredin, where do you think we are going to get the money for
health, education and the police?”  It is extremely disappointing that, having debated for many long hours the matter of
insurance, insurance was picked as the revenue measure that would allow this Government to show a surplus on the
bottom line.  The National Party will oppose that part of the Bill.  It is disappointing that we are giving those people
another slap in the face when we made them a promise.

Last night I attended a small business meeting in Doodlakine.  I spoke to two people from Quairading who put on the
last bachelors and spinsters ball and had to pay an insurance bill of $6 500.  The event was held to raise money for the
community and the first $6 500 profit went to paying the insurance bill!  I talked to them about the changes that we
have made in this House to reduce the pressure on premiums and, at the end of my discussion with them, they raised the
fact that the stamp duty on insurance had gone up again and that was just another slug that would make it all the more
difficult to hold these events.

While I have the chance in this debate and the member for Rockingham is present, I point out that I also had a letter
from the Mukinbudin Golf Club, which had contacted the community underwriter insurance group that was set up under
legislation in this Parliament to act as the last resort insurer for clubs.  For public liability insurance through the
community underwriter group the Mukinbudin Golf Club was quoted a premium for this year of $6 500.  Obviously, the
club felt that this was slightly exorbitant - I will not repeat in Parliament what the persons who wrote me the letter
thought of that premium.  However, when an increase in stamp duty must be paid on top of that, it is a real concern for
everybody.

We have talked about the insurance cost for a standard household’s basket of goods.  I am looking at paying around
$2 000 for my insurance.  Even the owners of a house in the country costing about $150 000 must pay up to $500 in
insurance and the insurance premiums for a couple of cars cost a minimum of $500 each.  If the drivers are younger, it
amounts to a little more, and they could be looking at an insurance bill of about $2 000.  Therefore, the increase in
stamp duty from eight to 10 per cent will increase that cost by around $40.  Daryl Cameron from the Insurance Council
of Australia regularly tells anybody who is willing to listen - we have had many meetings with him - that many people
are underinsured.  People are not taking out insurance for the full value of their property or contents.  Recently this was
borne out in Canberra after the bushfires where it was found that many people were inadequately insured.  Increasing
the cost of insurance will only make things worse.  More and more people will continue to underinsure their property.
Since the budget was introduced we have spoken about the dramatic increase in burglary rates in Western Australia.  A
pattern is starting to emerge.  There is an increasing reliance on insurance, but the cost of that insurance is continually
going up.  This Government is making a stamp duty grab to help balance its budget and, as we go forward, there will be
ever increasing issues with people being underinsured or not insured at all, which will cause problems that the
Government will have to address.

A business broker raised some concerns with me.  He spoke about the changes in lodgment procedures for the sale of
businesses and the way that stamp duty will be changed.  On the lodgment of instruments the Department of Treasury
and Finance has said that, from 1 July 2003, a person who is or may be liable to pay duty on an instrument must lodge
the instrument with the Office of State Revenue within two months after the date on which all parties have signed the
instrument.  This represents a reduction of 30 days from the previous arrangements under which 90 days were allowed.
Once the instrument has been lodged, the time within which payment of the assessment by the Office of State Revenue
must be made has been reduced from 90 to 30 days.  The time allowed for the process of lodging a transaction for stamp
duty and paying that stamp duty assessment has been reduced from 180 to 90 days.  That may seem like a long time,
and most of us who have bought houses have found the time within which one must lodge the sale for stamp duty
purposes and then pay the assessment has been adequate and not too many problems have arisen.  However, I have a
letter written by Goodwin Mitchell O’Hehir and Associates to the Premier that notes the problems that businesses will
experience because of the change in the period within which stamp duty arrangements must be made.  The points raised
in this letter are important and I will be interested to hear the Treasurer’s response when he replies to this debate.  The
letter reads -
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• More than 30% of businesses placed “under offer” do not eventually settle.

• The sales collapse during the due diligence period as advisors to the purchasers such as accountants, solicitors,
workplace relations consultants, disapprove of the purchase.

• They can also collapse due to:

- The non-approval of the purchase by the landlord’s managing agent,

- Refusal of finance by the banker

- Non-approval of the purchaser by the franchisor

- Non-approval by regulatory authorities . . .

It provides a couple of examples such as Lotterywest.  If a person wants to buy a lotto kiosk or a newsagency that
includes a lotto kiosk, there is a nine-week approval period.  If a person wants to buy an Australia Post agency, it
requires a three-month approval period so that Australia Post can vet potential purchasers.

Mr P.B. Watson:  They are pretty fussy who they have at Australia Post.

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is right and so they should be.  Actually, how did the member for Albany get through that
process?

Mr P.B. Watson:  I started off as a telegram boy and ended up as a manager.  They loved me there.

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  They obviously changed a few of the rules to weed out people such as the member for Albany.  It is
good that Australia Post accepted him because after the trading hours debate this afternoon, I am sure that he will be
revisiting his Australia Post days in the near future.  As the member for Albany indicated, the problem is that the
settlement of the sale of a business such as Australia Post is not a foregone conclusion.  A due diligence period must be
gone through and prospective purchasers must meet certain requirements, and that takes time.

I have been advised in this letter that the settlement of many businesses can take up to six months.  Prior to this budget,
businesses had a certain amount of time within which to process the settlement.  It will be interesting to listen to what
the Treasurer plans to do when the period within which one must settle the sale of businesses is reduced from 180 to 90
days, and business transactions involving businesses of various sizes are not finalised, but they are required to pay their
stamp duty.  We are likely to see a small business owner being required to pay the stamp duty on the purchase of a
business that has not yet been finalised and may well fall over in the future.  This is a concern because this person has
not yet bought the business and has no way of gaining revenue from that business.  Bank finances will certainly not be
available to finance the purchase of that business because due diligence has not yet been finalised.  Businesses will have
to fund the stamp duty component of this transaction with limited ability to have that stamp duty financed, which will
obviously create some problems.  Previously, these businesses had 180 days in which to pay.  This has now been
reduced to 90 days and I can see some problems arising from that change.  Perhaps the reduction in time can be
managed for the sale of a house and land.  When I went through that process it was done fairly quickly.  I paid my
stamp duty component and it was finalised.  However, for a business owner it is obviously a much more rigorous
process and some considerable concerns could arise from that.  I look forward to hearing the Treasurer address this
concern.

The member for Pilbara made a very valid point in the Estimates Committee when he referred to a figure of about
$750 million of carry-over funds left in the coffers of government departments.  The $750 million carry-over funding is
of great concern to me when it has been critical for this Government to break an election promise for the third year in a
row and once again increase tax revenue to collect an extra $152 million.  Given this carry-over funding in the
budgetary process, why was it necessary to impose $162 million in tax increases on the hard-suffering public of
Western Australia, who have reeled under these tax increases year after year?

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We would have had a deficit under the accrual accounting system.

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  There is $750 million available in carry-over funds.  My time is almost up.  As I said, the National
Party is concerned that insurance is being used as a scapegoat to justify why the Labor Government is unable to budget
for a surplus without tax increases.  I am especially concerned about public liability.  I played an important role in
progressing that legislation.  I am extremely concerned that it was almost singled out as one of the mechanisms for this
tax grab.  The National Party will oppose the Bill.

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.52 pm]:  The member for Merredin
has a huge future in politics.  We have been involved in some debates and backed up one another on legislation.
However, tonight there is one little point on which I must correct him.  This budget is not in surplus; it is not balanced.
Let us go straight to the heart of the matter.  When the Treasurer was in opposition -

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You said it is not in surplus and it is not what?
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Will the Treasurer answer one thing?  When he was in opposition, did he not taunt
the Government at the time that the measure of a budget was the government finance statistics cash situation?  I am
waiting for a response.

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You give your speech and I will give mine.

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am waiting for a response.  By way of interjection, did the Treasurer at the time not
say that the measure of a budget was the GFS cash situation - not accrual accounting and not the pure cash situation, but
the GFS?

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You give your speech and I will give mine.

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am asking for an honest response.  Given that the Treasurer interjected initially, by
way of interjection can he tell me?  There is an obvious reason for his total silence.  When the Labor Party was in
opposition, the Treasurer made a big song and dance about the fact that the state budget was heading to a deficit
situation measured on a GFS cash deficit basis.  The significance of that cannot be underestimated.  The legislation we
are dealing with today deals with a tax revenue measure - a way of gaining additional revenue for the Government’s
budget.  I will touch very briefly on why the Government needs this additional revenue.  For 2001-02, 2002-03 and
2003-04 the Government has had an underlying budget deficit - not a surplus, not a balanced budget, but a deficit.  In
2001-02 the deficit was $135 million.  In 2002-03 the underlying cash GFS deficit was $109 million.  In 2003 the
deficit increased $100 million to $209 million.  When the Treasurer was in opposition that is precisely the figure he
used to measure budget performance.

Members might recall the discussion about the so-called Barnett black hole, which, in 2000-01, turned out to be a
$239 million cash surplus.  This Government was left with almost $240 million of cash surplus and ended up turning
the budget into a $209 million deficit.  The significance of that cannot be underestimated.  Firstly, if there is an
underlying cash deficit it feeds into debt.  In the budget sector - not the total public sector debt situation - that means
that the underlying debt level has risen from $458 million in 2000-01 to $926 million in the 2003-04 fiscal year.  That is
a debt figure that has more than doubled.  A cash surplus of $239 million now becomes a cash deficit of $209 million
and the underlying net debt figure for the budget sector increases from $458 million to $926 million.  We must ask
ourselves: faced with that situation, what will the Government do?  It has had three budgets.  Debt has increased each
year, from $472 million to $672 million and in 2003-04 to $926 million.

The Government makes pretences about cutting government expenditure but clearly the reverse is the case.  What will it
do?  It is very simple; it has a choice.  Any person managing his own affairs would tighten his belt, borrow money or
find another source of income.  In this case the Government has not tightened the belt very much; it has borrowed the
money - debt has risen from $458 million to $926 million.  The Government says, “Let us raise some more money.”  In
government that is very easy - hit the taxpayer.  That is what this legislation today is all about.  It comes on the tail end
of about $410 million in additional taxes, predominantly placed on the business community.

Let us look at whether the Government really has tightened its belt.  The Treasurer tried to interject a moment ago to
ask if we agreed with the spending cuts.  I do not think he knows the meaning of the two words.  We will go back in a
time machine to February 2001 when the Treasury presented a pre-election statement on Western Australia’s finances.
I do not think anyone would disagree that the Treasury document presented before the election was a very honest and
objective assessment of the situation.  In February 2001 the Treasury demonstrated clearly that in 2002-03 - the
financial year we are about to exit - operating revenues for this State Government would have been $10.2541 billion.

At the last election, the present Treasury said that, all other things being equal, whichever party won, the State
Government would end up having that amount in 2002-03.  That is interesting, because in 2002-03 - the financial year
that is just ending - in the mid-year review for 2001-02 the figure had gone up and was almost $10.9 billion; it was
$10.8934 billion.  By the time the 2002-03 budget had come around the figure was $11.1635 billion.  When the 2003-04
budget was handed down last month, the actual figure for revenue in the budget for 2002-03 was $11.527 billion.
Therefore, whereas at the last election, in 2002-03, the Government would have expected to raise slightly under
$10.3 billion, it ended up raising over $11.5 billion.  Putting it bluntly, it had money coming out of its ears, and no
wonder, because for the first two years it had broken its commitment not to increase taxes and subsequently raised an
enormous amount of additional revenue.  The point I am making is that the Treasurer was trying to interject about
keeping spending down, yet revenue has gone up by around $1.2 billion just in the last three budgets, which is over the
estimate provided by Treasury at the time of the last election for this coming financial year.

Did the Treasurer tighten his belt?  Have there been significant reductions in government expenditure?  Let us return to
the pre-election statement produced by the Treasury - not by the Liberal Party or National Party.  In February 2001 the
Treasury said that in its forward estimates for the year 2002-03 - that is the one that is just coming to an end - there
would be expenditure of $10.3229 billion.  What did it end up as?  When the 2003-04 budget was handed down the
expenditure for 2002-03 was $11.349 billion.  In February 2001 the Treasury said that in the current financial year
which is coming to an end the Government would have $10.3 billion of expenditure.  The Government ended up with
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over $11.3 billion of expenditure, which is a $1 billion difference.  Let us look at the financial year for the budget that
has just been announced.  Again, the Treasury estimated in February 2001 that that expenditure would be
$10.5248 billion.  The Government ended up with expenditure in this coming financial year’s budget of $11.691 billion,
or nearly $11.7 billion.

The bottom line is that in just three budgets this Government has increased expenditure by more than $1.5 billion.  In a
budget of around $12 billion that is no mean feat; in fact, to increase spending by $1.2 billion is absolutely amazing.
We would expect the Government to have an awful lot to show for it.  We would expect the Government to have a
budget in surplus.  It has money pouring out of its ears, so it must have a surplus budget.  We would expect it to have a
massive infrastructure program, a health system cooking on gas, more police than we could shake a stick at and an
education system looking like magic with a new school on just about every corner.  How is it then that the Premier is
having difficulty funding a so-called curfew in Northbridge?  With $1.2 billion extra revenue he cannot even afford the
extra 200 police officers required for the curfew.  How is it that his Government has had to cut spending on roads by
about $300 million, that the infill sewerage program has been utterly devastated and that ambulance bypasses are
happening throughout the metropolitan area?  There is not only that, but also the single biggest capital works program
in the State - the Perth to Mandurah railway - has been put back by two or three years.

Mr M.F. Board:  You will not see anything before the next election.

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Absolutely.  That is despite the fact that this Government is $1.2 billion better off
than it would have been under the pre-election statement put out by the Treasury.  The Treasurer interjected by asking
whether we agreed with the spending cuts.  Spending cuts that result in $1.2 billion extra spending?  I am glad that I did
not think about it for my household because my wife and I would be running a massive bankcard deficit.  There is
$1.2 billion in extra revenue, yet the underlying debt of the State has risen from $458 million to $926 million just for
the budget sector.  The total public sector debt during this Government’s term of office is projected to go up by more
than $2 billion, but I am focusing solely on the budget, so I will give the Treasurer the benefit of the doubt tonight.

This Government blamed our leader for a so-called Barnett black hole.  In fact, the previous Administration left this
Government with a $239 million surplus, not a deficit.  This Government has managed to turn that around, almost
entirely, to a $209 million deficit.  For three budgets in a row the Treasurer - the very person who in opposition said that
the government finance statistics cash deficit situation was the measure of budget accountability in the State - has
delivered three cash deficit budgets.  He talks about accrual operating budget outcomes and so on.  After the federal
budget was handed down, newspapers reported that the federal Treasurer was projecting a surplus.  Not only that, he
was also providing for some tax cuts.  They might not have been as big as some people wanted, but at least the federal
budget contained tax cuts and a healthy multi-billion dollar surplus.  Do members know what I like about that budget?
It was measured in real cash terms, because cash is king.  When the federal Treasurer says that the federal Government
has a surplus, he really means it.  He means that the underlying cash situation is in surplus.  In this State what the
Government has been doing is hiding behind accrual accounting figures and providing a surplus figure.  However,
looking past that we find an underlying cash deficit.

The deficit is creeping up and feeding into a state debt at a rate of knots.  What can the Government do?  As I said
earlier, it can tighten its belt.  This Government has not done that; it has jacked up spending by $1.2 billion, which is a
huge amount of money.  I do not know what we are getting for it.  I do not see class sizes in my electorate coming
down.  I do not see extra police on the street.  My local police station has certainly not gone to a 24-hour service or
anything like that.  As the shadow Minister for Health keeps pointing out week in and week out, this State has an
underlying health crisis.  I have no idea where this $1.2 billion in extra expenditure is going.  I do know that the
Government must come up with ways of plugging the gap as much as it can.  If it does not, the underlying deficit of
$209 million will be a lot greater.  Not only that, something else would happen.

After the budget, Standard and Poor’s indicated in no uncertain terms that the State is only about $400 million away
from losing its AAA credit rating.  The credit rating that the previous Government had worked so hard to bring back is,
in essence, on the brink of being lost.  It is ironic that we are talking about the tax-raising measures as part of the
Government’s portfolio of tax increases amounting to $410 million.  Standard and Poor’s stated that if the State’s
revenue was $410 million lower, Western Australia would lose its AAA credit rating.  In other words, if the Premier
had not broken his promise not to increase taxes, Western Australia would have lost its AAA credit rating.  This
legislation is about trying to plug the gap between the budget deficit and growing debt and to hold onto our AAA credit
rating.

Let us consider the legislation.  The first point derived from the budget papers this year is that the amount of taxation on
property in this State in 2003-04 amounts to 41.5 per cent of Western Australia’s total tax take.  That says a lot.  Almost
half of our tax is derived from property.  The Premier will say that the State has an antiquated tax system, and that we
should move with the times and have a broad-based system.  As the Leader of the Opposition said by way of
interjection, payroll tax is broad based.  The Government knows how to deal with that tax; it jacks it up all the time.
The Government is prepared to take an antiquated tax system and load the tax burden on property.
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The 2002-03 financial year saw a property tax increase of 9.3 per cent, and it has increased by almost 15 per cent - 14.8
per cent to be precise - in 2003-04.  It is all right to talk about big figures, such as a $1.2 billion increase in expenditure
and a 14.8 per cent increase in property tax, but what does this mean at the cutting edge for first home buyers and
others?  As other members have indicated, when a young couple buying a first home receives a commonwealth first
home owners grant of $7 000, the Treasurer takes it off them.  Simply, the Commonwealth says, “Here’s seven grand to
make it easier to get into your first home,” and the Treasurer says, “I’ll have that!”  He imposes a 15 per cent increase in
property tax to prevent our $209 million cash deficit from increasing and to save the State’s AAA credit rating.  He
takes the $7 000 first home owners grant.  That sum is enough to carpet the first home.  The couple could probably put
some window fittings into the first home, and maybe have $1 000 left to purchase something special for the home, but
the Treasurer needs that money to feed his budget.

What does this Bill mean for the industry?  All members know that the real estate industry is up in arms as it is aware of
the impact of this stamp duty imposition on the industry and on people who use the industry’s services.  Many people
think it is okay to tax the small business sector because the business sector can pay; that is, people in that sector are all
rich and can afford the extra tax.  However, the reality is that the vast majority of people in this sector are not rich.
They simply pass on the tax to the consumer.  In my earlier example, the same couple saving up for their first home will
end up paying the additional stamp duty impost.

I now touch on a couple of matters specific to the real estate industry, and I will demonstrate the stupidity of this
legislation and what it will mean in the field.  Firstly, the time that is required to pay stamp duty has been reduced by
50 per cent from six months to three months.  Members might say “Whoopee - so what?”  People must pay the tax more
quickly.  This change will have a huge bearing on the entire real estate situation in the State.  It will generate a one-off
cash flow benefit to the State that will have a detrimental impact on the industry and home buyers ad nauseam.  The
State has a one-off cash benefit, yet the community pays the price year in, year out.  An offer and acceptance under the
current system provided by a real estate agency must be provided for assessment within three months of the offer being
accepted, and payment must be made within three months of assessment.  That gives a total of six months.  Under the
proposed changes, the offer must be submitted within two months of acceptance, and payment must be made in one
month, leading to the three-month total.  Shortening the time for payment will not raise more money, and at best it will
give the Government a one-off cashflow boost.  However, as a result of the prepayment of stamp duty required, some
buyers will elect not to proceed with the transaction, so the amount of stamp duty to be collected may be reduced.  To
put it bluntly, bringing forward the requirement for stamp duty payment will deter some people from going through
with a deal; therefore, the stamp duty will be lost with a loss of revenue to state coffers.

Let us consider first home buyers.  When a first home buyer signs an offer on a house and land package, which is
common, as members know, the financial institution requires approved building plans, a licensed valuation of the land
and plans and approval from a mortgage insurer.  That takes at least two months to arrange, and considerably longer in
many cases.  Mortgages must be prepared.  It is rare that transactions settle within three months.  I refer not to Pindan
Construction, BGC or some company buying a massive $20 million office complex, but to first home buyers.  This is
the way it works.  If anyone opposite had any idea how small business operates, it would be known that it takes three
months for such arrangements to be put in place.  Many sales are subject to the sale of other properties.  In other words,
people make an offer subject to the sale of their home, or whatever property it might be.  The time allowed on most
offers for the buyers’ property to sell is between two or three months.  Real estate agents understand that people need to
sell the property.  A clause is included in the offer and acceptance for the other property to be sold within three months.
After that time, the offer can become unconditional or the agent can sign up someone else.  Also, one month is taken for
settlement.  It does not happen overnight or with the blink of an eye.  Settlement agents have a number of details to
check - rates and a range of matters.  There is not a lot of change from one month in that process.  That covers three
months already, if I am not mistaken.

In many cases, time for the transaction is extended and many ordinary transactions of this nature cannot be undertaken
in the three-month period.  These are home buyer situations.  A first home buyer could end up losing out on the home
chosen to buy because of the Government’s proposition.  If the Treasurer or any of the frontbench had some business
acumen or understanding of what happens in the real world, they would know that this proposal is airy-fairy nonsense
designed for one purpose; namely, to bring forward the Government’s cashflow to create a minuscule advantage in the
budget to cover the $209 million underlying cash deficit.

Let us consider business sales, which require a detailed investigation with trade figures, the lease situation and so forth.
Obtaining this information, I know from experience, can take three or four months.  I have been on both sides of the
equation.  When dealing with business sales of this nature, people want to be sure of the figures and go through them all
carefully.  In many cases, sales do not go through.  The estimate I have received from people in the real estate industry
is that between 30 and 33 per cent, or around one-third, of business transactions do not make the grade for one reason or
another.  That will result in an enormous increase in the repayment of stamp duty and will probably require the
employment of more Treasury staff to handle the matter.  In other words, if a whole load of business transactions are
not quite getting there and are falling through but the stamp duty has already been paid, Treasury will have to reimburse
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people and so on.  In response to the second reading contributions of members, I would like the Treasurer to tell me
what allocation has been made for additional staff to cope with that extra workload.

I will give the Treasurer a typical real-life example involving a syndicate that suffered as a result of this.  There were 40
residential units in one block for sale at $2 million.  Up to 19 people in the syndicate were involved in the deal.  It was
impossible to attend to this in 90 days, so somebody had to pay $119 000 in stamp duty up front.  Putting it bluntly, this
will stop a lot of deals going ahead.  In fact, no-one in his right mind would willingly pay stamp duty on a transaction
before the deal had been settled.  That is because if the deal does not go ahead, there is no guarantee that Treasury will
pay it back in a reasonable time or, indeed, will pay it back at all.  I will give the Treasurer an example.  A builder in my
home town of Bunbury who signed up on a block of land that he intended to subdivide paid his stamp duty.  The deal
ran out of time and the seller refused to settle.  The seller agreed to pay about two-thirds of the costs that were incurred
by the buyer.  Treasury, under a clause in the Stamp Act, said that he had benefited from the deal and refused to pay
back the stamp duty.  The builder’s only choice to get back that money was to take Treasury to court, which would have
cost him about $25 000 in legal fees.  I know that hardly one member of the Cabinet has ever been in small business.
They probably think all people in small business and real estate drive around in the latest Lexus or Mercedes, but that is
not the case.  To suddenly be confronted with a $25 000 legal bill can be an insurmountable problem to people in
business.  The problem was compounded by the fact that the builder was very ill at the time.  He could not afford the
legal fees and certainly did not want all the stress of the court action.  After two years, Treasury still has his stamp duty.

That is the system with which we are dealing, that is the antiquated taxation system that I have heard the Treasurer talk
about before, and that is the antiquated tax system that the Treasurer and the Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, are prepared to
use to raise additional funds to screw the small business sector for everything they can to plug their $209 million cash
deficit.  However, it is not the small business sector that will pay; it is the home buyer.  First home buyers will pay more
for their homes and, although they might include it in their bank loans or whatever it might be, it means they will not be
able to afford to carpet the lounge or to put up window treatments for another year and a half until they have saved for
it.  All this rests on the Treasurer’s shoulders.  The reason for that is very simple.  It goes back to what I said earlier; it
goes back to the fact that this Government is now spending $1.2 billion more than was estimated at the time of the last
election.

MR J.L. BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [9.23 pm]:  I oppose this legislation.  It is disgraceful.  Stamp duty has
been an iniquitous cost to people for many years.  It has been around for as long as I can remember, and I have been
around for a while now.  People cannot understand why they have to pay it.  It is an airy-fairy tax, which is very
substantial these days.  People want to know why they have to pay stamp duty, because they do not get anything for it.
That is the problem with these types of taxes in our society.  People cannot understand why they have to pay these
taxes.  When people must pay a substantial amount of tax, it has a detrimental effect.

The member for Mitchell has just pointed out the effects on first home buyers.  Similarly, people who are buying their
second or third homes will be in the same situation.  I have just bought a property, so I have first-hand experience of
these sorts of costs, and they are quite substantial.  These costs will increase by 15 per cent on 1 July.  That is a massive
increase on what is already a massive tax.  The problem is that when people buy property, they have in mind how much
they want to pay.  However, quite often if the property they want is not in their price range, they will stretch their necks
to pay for what they want and then, bang, they get the second whammy in stamp duty.  It prevents people from doing
other things.  They might want to buy new furniture or do this or that and it means that they cannot afford to because
they have already stretched themselves and then get whacked with stamp duty.

This extra burden will have a detrimental effect on the circulation of money in the economy.  Even if people do not
want to buy new furniture or whatever, if they have a bit of extra cash, they will go to the movies, go on holiday or buy
some new clothes, so that cycle of money continues.  However, if they do not have that money because they are too
busy trying to repay the banks or financial institutions, it will hold them back.  It will also have a detrimental effect on
people who might be thinking about buying their second home; that is, they might want to upgrade their home because
they have saved a bit of money and they want something bigger, more comfortable or in a better position.  They will be
deterred from doing that because of the amount of stamp duty involved.

When I bought my property recently, I cannot recall being told that stamp duty was involved in the deal.  I ask the
Treasurer whether it is compulsory for real estate agents or people selling properties to notify the purchaser of the stamp
duty involved.  I am sure many people get a shock when they think they are paying $200 000 for a property and then
they get the settlement agent’s account and there is an additional $10 000 or $15 000, which they either have to pay
from their own pockets or borrow and put on the never-never.  When they borrow it from the banks, they get whacked
again because they have to pay stamp duty on their loan.  Every time people turn around, the Treasurer has his hand in
their pockets.

Ms M.M. Quirk:  He is just pleased to see you actually!

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I am not talking about his own pocket!  It goes on and on.  It is sad that this will be very
detrimental to those people who are trying to buy homes.  I certainly will not support this legislation.  Again, I ask the
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Treasurer whether there is a requirement for real estate agents and people selling properties to notify the purchaser of
the stamp duty component.  I was fortunate enough to realise there was stamp duty involved and I asked what it would
amount to on the property I bought.  It means that people will offer less for properties or stretch themselves further with
their loans.  One way or the other it hurts.  It is one of those taxes that people hate because they cannot see any benefit
in it.  They do not know what they are getting for their money.  Instead of increasing the rate every year, as this
Government is doing, it is about time it started to reverse it to make it a bit easier for people to get on in life.

MR M.F. BOARD (Murdoch) [9.28 pm]:  I will deal with this Bill in a more generic way and, in particular, I will deal
with the conveyancing charges and increased taxes as a result of the increase in stamp duty.  The prime mover in land
and house values in Western Australia in the past few years has been the real estate industry.  There is no doubt that the
rise in property values and the rise in people’s confidence in the property market have been prime movers in the
Western Australian economy.  I think the Treasurer would agree with me.  He knows that confidence in Western
Australia is about people’s perceptions; that it does not take much to talk up an economy or to talk down an economy,
based on how people feel about their security; and that security relates generally to their major assets, the cost of
securing their loans, the cost of developing property and of selling property, and conveyancing costs - they are integral
to the costs of a community.  Property prices in this State and Australia-wide move up and down following people’s
perceptions of where interest rates will go and their confidence in their properties.  Hence, it is a very dumb move by
this Government, an extremely dumb move, to penalise the very industry that has been responsible for driving a major
part of its revenue.

What has not been referred to in this debate is the dishonest way the Government has already gained funds following
the huge increase in stamp duty proceeds as a result of the property boom.  Over the past few years the Government has
had a windfall in stamp duty.  It has already benefited from the confidence in this area in Western Australia, which has
provided it with a greater return than expected.  During his deliberations in the estimates hearings, the Treasurer
indicated that stamp duty had provided a major windfall for the Government, yet it is determined to penalise that
property market; it is determined to take the heat and the desire out of that property market.  I cannot understand the
logic of doing that.  The Government will be a winner if it allows the industry to continue to grow and accelerate as it
has in the eastern States in the past few years, where it is now coming off the boil.  Western Australia is now benefiting
from that cycle.  An additional penalty has been put on that marketplace and it may hurt the Government more than it
may gain.

In his second reading speech the Treasurer said -

The maximum increase in stamp duty as a result of this measure for an estimated two-thirds of real property
transfers will be around $930.

That is nearly $1 000 additional.  He continued -

This measure will increase the conveyance duty payable on a median-priced house in Perth by around $900,
which equates to an increase of less than 0.5 per cent of the total cost of such a property.

That may be the case, but what he has not said, and what he has hidden, is that he has already received a stamp duty
windfall from the increase in property prices.  This is a tax on an additional tax; to a degree, this is double dipping.  He
went on to say -

For example, conveyance duty on a median-priced house in Perth for the December quarter 2002, valued at
$194 400 -

Honestly, these days where does a person buy a house in Perth for $194 000?  The Treasurer has taken that figure from
the December quarter for 2002, six months before the major phase of the boom, and he has compared it with a median-
priced house in Melbourne of $335 000 for the same period, and he is saying we are better off.  He is misconstruing the
figures, because in reality the median house price in Perth is now far greater than $194 000.  In reality the Treasurer has
minimised that area and has maximised the situation in the eastern States to try to minimise the effect of his tax
increase.

I recognise that, because of the relationship between state and federal taxation, State Governments need to look at ways
of increasing revenue, but it is pretty dumb for a Treasurer who has already benefited extremely well - far beyond his
expectations - from stamp duty, to penalise an area that will return a greater amount this year and risk that sector
coming off the boil.  People choose to come to Western Australia because of its affordable housing and the opportunity
to enter into the first home buyers market and purchase a reasonable-sized home on a residential block within transport
distance to the central business district.  That is what is attractive about Perth and that is why we have seen a population
growth in Western Australia - it is a huge advantage over other States.  It does not seem to be logical for a Government
to penalise that growth by putting additional taxes on the very engine drivers that are driving our economy.

It would be far more sensible to look at other ways of raising revenue.  I know those opportunities are limited, but the
Treasurer should not bite the hand that feeds him, and to a large degree it is the real estate hand that has been feeding
him.  He is really penalising his own constituency, because the majority of people who will be affected are first home
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buyers.  Those people will be penalised the most as a result of this additional tax on conveyancing costs.  Those people
can least afford it, and I would have thought the Treasurer would be trying to assist them to get their first properties.

Obviously we oppose the Bill because it is contrary to the Government’s promises on increasing taxation; it flies in the
face of all the things that the Government has promised about stimulating the real estate market in particular and leaving
taxation alone.  This tax will come back to bite the Government because it will be a dampener on a growth area that has
given confidence to the Western Australian community, not only when people are buying and building homes but also
when transferring between homes - the market for those buying and moving between a first, second or third home.
Those people will have difficulty with the additional cost of conveyancing and that will take the edge off it being
profitable to sell a place and replace it with a new property.  Additional costs in this area will be a disincentive for
growth in our community, and will retard an industry in which the Government in Western Australia should be
stimulating growth.

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [9.40 pm]:  I will be brief, but I want to place some comments on the record
concerning this important Bill.  Any business is sure to make a profit if it can charge its customers whatever it likes,
provided it can raise the price of that product and it knows that the customer has to buy that product.  It does not take a
genius.  The Treasurer is not a genius.  He is a nice bloke, but he is not a genius, not by any means.  The Treasurer can
show a surplus in the budget quite simply.  He just taxes people more.  That is not good financial management.  As
some of my colleagues have already said, the Treasurer will keep milking the same cow, and that cow will run dry at
some stage.  However, the problem is that the Treasurer is hurting many people with this Bill.

With the first budget, and maybe even the second one, I remember well that when the Treasurer brought down the
budget, after his hour-long speech on budget day all the Labor members on the opposite side applauded him as though
he were a financial genius - a guru who had come up with a wonderful budget.  However, I had to stop and wonder how
he could class himself as a financial genius and a truly good Treasurer when all he did to make the books balance was to
charge people more tax.  There is nothing clever in that.  Very often, it is the demise of some businesses when
accountants take over.  They are qualified people who work on figures only; they do not work on product quality or take
into account customer satisfaction and delivery of service - none of those things.  It is all to do with figures, what comes
in and what goes out.  Quite frankly, a monkey could balance the books of this State if it were given carte blanche to
charge the taxpayers all the extra money to make sure the budget came in with a surplus.  I am not suggesting that the
Treasurer is a monkey.  However, I am saying that a monkey could probably do just as good a job as did the Treasurer
in this instance.

The Treasurer should try to come up with something innovative, as did the federal Treasurer.  He brought down a
budget in which he spent more money and decreased taxes.  What happened?  The people are happy.  In this situation
the Treasurer has done nothing.  He has not increased spending; he has cut back spending.

Mr P.G. Pendal:  He personally is not all that happy, is he?

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not know.  One never knows with the Treasurer.  It is difficult to say whether he is happy.
He probably feels quite satisfied that he will end up with a balanced set of books.  However, he is damaging the lives of
many Western Australians.

My good friend and colleague the member for Murdoch just said that the people who will suffer most are the first home
buyers.  They are one of the groups of people who will suffer a great deal because of the increase in stamp duty.  As my
colleague said, these days people cannot get much property under about $200 000.  If they want to live in a decent area
that is within a reasonable commuting distance to the city, if that is where they work, it will cost them a minimum of
$200 000.  In fact, I defy anyone to find a house in many of the northern suburbs that costs less than $200 000.

Mr D.A. Templeman:  Why don’t you go to my electorate?

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Mandurah says that people can go to Mandurah.  However, people will have
travelling expenses.

Mr D.A. Templeman:  We will have the fast train service.

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He says we will get fast trains.

Several members interjected.

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Will the member for Mandurah please behave himself?  We want to get home tonight.  He knows
what it is like.  If he starts interjecting on me, he forces me to speak for longer.  I do not want to do that, because I want
to get home to my wife, and I would like to be tucked in with teddy well before midnight.

I must respond to that interjection, though.  The member for Mandurah said that everything will be fine when the train
service is in place.  We do not even know which year is being talked about or what the budget blow-out will be.  The
fare from Mandurah to Perth will have to be increased beyond that which might be reasonably expected at the moment.
There will not be many people anyway.  Probably a couple of hundred will travel on that route to work in Perth.
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However, what will it cost the taxpayers?  At the moment the estimate is about $100 million just in finance costs.  The
Government thinks it will give it with one hand, but it grabs two handfuls with the other.  Is that clever accounting and
good business sense?  No, it is not.  However, we can never expect a Labor Government to have good business sense.
If it ran a business in the same way as it runs this State, that business would be bankrupt.  The State was almost
bankrupt when Labor was last in government, when state debt blew out to $8.5 billion.  However, it does not worry
about that.  Its attitude is to live today and pay tomorrow.  Labor Governments have always had a bankcard mentality.

I will return to the stamp duty Bill that is before the House now.  As I said, young families who want to buy their first
home will suffer.  They will be a large proportion of the people.  However, another large proportion of people will
suffer.  That group is the seniors, and that is the reason I am speaking tonight.  I am the shadow Minister for Seniors.
We do not treat our seniors well and with the respect they deserve.  We do not care for them in the way they deserve.
They have worked hard all their lives, paid their taxes, brought up their families and done all the things expected of
them in society.  When they reach a certain age, they find that their family home is too big.  However, it is their home.
A lot of seniors do not feel safe, with all the crime in the community.  The Government has done nothing to stem the
incidence of crime against seniors.  There has been no reduction in crime against seniors.  These people want to buy a
retirement home in a retirement village.  What will this Treasurer do?  He will charge them an extra $1 000 or so - not
just $1 000 on the stamp duty but an extra $1 000.  People cannot buy a retirement home for less than about $250 000
these days.  What a way to treat seniors!

Normally the Treasurer is quite a decent bloke.  I thought he would make some exemptions for seniors if they are to buy
into a retirement village.  Has he shown the caring attitude that I would show?  Absolutely not.  Sitting opposite is a
Mr Scrooge.  He will screw the seniors an extra $1 000 or so when they want to move from the family home that they
have built up and paid for over the years into a retirement home.  The Treasurer will charge them at least $1 000 on top
of what they would have paid anyway.  It is easy pickings.  It is almost abuse of seniors.  I could suggest that the
Treasurer is abusing seniors by introducing this extra tax when they purchase a retirement home.  There are different
forms of elder abuse, and some people may think that the Treasurer is committing elder abuse by increasing these taxes
on these vulnerable people - those who need all the savings they have left to see them through the rest of their lives.
They have worked hard and brought up their families.  Many of them are self-funded retirees.  They have put some
money away in a pension.  We all know how pension funds have been doing in the past couple of years.  They have not
done too well.  When these people decide to move from a larger house into a retirement home, because the larger house
is more expensive and more difficult to run and extra work is involved, will the Treasurer assist them in any way, shape
or form?  No, he will not.  He will slug them for at least another $1 000 on top of the money that they would have had
to pay.
The Treasurer is not bearing in mind that he will make extra money from the people who buy the seniors’ house.  It is
an ongoing chain with stamp duty.  It is the easiest target in the world to hit.  Anybody can increase stamp duty.  The
Treasurer will never run a deficit if all he does is keep taxing the hell out of people.  Why would he run a deficit?
However, just as a business would go bankrupt and the proprietor would be out of business and on the scrap heap if he
tried to do that with a product in the business world, that will happen to the Treasurer, because the people will not stand
for it any more.
Since coming to government, the Treasurer has imposed $420 million of extra taxes on Western Australians in just three
budgets.  In every single budget he has come down with increased taxes.  There must be a slush fund in Treasury of
about $500 million.  That will probably come out next year and it will be like the sweetie box; the Government will give
everyone a box of chocolates thinking that that will get it across the line at the next election.  If that is the Treasurer’s
strategy, Western Australians are not stupid and will see through it.  The Government cannot tax people to the hilt for
three years and then decide to give them a box of chocolates in the fourth year just before an election.  People will not
stand for it.  The Treasurer’s colleagues might think that he is a fantastic Treasurer but, as much as I like him as a
person, he is not a very good Treasurer.  Anybody can do his job.  They simply have to tax people more and not spend
as much on essential services, and then they will end up with a budget surplus.
In closing, I must say I am disgusted that the Treasurer has done nothing whatsoever for seniors in the budget, other
than to slug them for at least another thousand dollars on top of all their other expenses when they give up their family
home and move into a retirement home.
MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [9.52 pm]:  I thank members for their comments on this piece of legislation.  I
will briefly respond to some of the remarks that were made.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition spoke about cash accounting.  He supports cash accounting instead of accrual
accounting, as the measure by which the balance of the budget should be made.  While there are obviously some
advantages to cash accounting, it does not measure the full cost of providing services.  For example, it does not measure
the impact of superannuation and long service leave provisions for employees.  It does not mention the consumption of
capital or depreciation, which occurs when services are delivered and assets run down.  Accrual accounting is a more
accurate measure of the cost of providing services.  The accrual accounting balance is the same headline budget
measure that was used by the previous Government and it is used by this Government and by most other Governments
across the country.  The budget has an accrual surplus but a cash deficit because the cash figures include capital
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investments whereas the accrual figures do not, and we make no secret of the fact that we are borrowing to build capital
works.  If people do not want the Government to incur those borrowings they should specify which capital works they
would like us to do away with.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition also pointed to the difference between current budget projections for revenue in
2003-04 compared with the revenue predictions for 2003-04 at the time of the release of the pre-election financial
projections statement.  At the time of the PFPS, revenue for 2003-04 was projected to be $10.5 billion.  The revenue
projections now for 2003-04 are $11.8 billion, which is an increase of $1.3 billion.  Of this increase, around
$415 million is due to policy decisions while the remaining $875 million is driven by parameter change.  The increased
revenue is being used to fund a $1 billion increase in expenses in the priority areas of health, education and law and
order.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked the rhetorical question: what do we have to show for that increased
expenditure?  He said he had not seen any improvements.
I will provide some: there are 428 extra nurses in the health system, with another 150 funded in the budget.  In
education, the Government has provided more than 500 additional teachers.  In the Police Service there are another
115 police officers, with 60 more being funded in the budget.  Members can see where that $1.3 billion has been spent;
$1 billion of it has gone into health, education and law and order.  It has provided more nurses, teachers, and police
officers.  Of course, that $1.3 billion has also helped to turn around the deficit that was forecast because, in the pre-
election financial projections statement a deficit of $41 million was forecast for 2003-04.  We are forecasting a surplus
of $83 million.  That is a turnaround of $124 million.  Additional revenue amounts to $1.3 billion, $1 billion has been
put into health, education and law and order, and $124 million has been used to turn around the forecast deficit left by
the previous Government.  That turnaround in the general government sector’s operating performance has allowed the
Government to invest an extra $569 million in essential infrastructure in 2003-04, relative to the pre-election financial
projection statement while, at the same time, keep debt at sustainable levels and consistent with those same projections
at the time of the pre-election financial projection statement.  We are spending $569 million more on capital works in
2003-04 than projected at the time of the pre-election financial projections statement, while keeping debt broadly
consistent with the projections in that statement.

I now move to the issue raised by the member for Merredin and one other member; that is, the question of stamp duty
lodgment and payment arrangements.  The Bill before the House does not deal with those arrangements - they were not
part of the budget.  Those new arrangements are part of the Taxation Administration Act that was subject to lengthy
debate in this House and the other place.  The question of stamp duty lodgment and payment arrangements was raised in
the debate in this place.  In the debate in the other place more than 50 amendments were made to the Bill, all of which
were accepted by the Government.  It is fair to say that the Liberal Opposition considered that matter in the Parliament
and supported it because the Liberal Opposition had every chance in this and the other House to oppose it.

The Government accepted all the amendments that were carried in the other place and this was not one of the
amendments put forward at the time.  Where are we going with that now?  The briefing notes provided on the stamp
duty lodgment and payment arrangements state that -

• The Stamp Act 1921 provides for three months to lodge a stamp duty instrument from the date of first
execution . . . Once lodged, an assessment notice is issued by the Commissioner of State Revenue, providing
the liable person with three months to pay the amount assessed.  These arrangements are considered generous
in light of shorter periods that apply in other jurisdictions where the combined lodgement and payment period
is as short as two months.  However, they take account of the fact that the Stamp Act currently provides no
ability to extend the time for payment of duty, unless an objection or appeal has been lodged.

• As part of the Taxation Administration package, the Stamp Act has been amended with effect from a date of
proclamation . . . to shorten the lodgement period to two months from the date of first execution.  The date for
payment of an assessment notice has been shortened to one month from the date of issue.

• In conjunction with this, the Taxation Administration Act 2003 includes a provision which allows
arrangements to be made for the payment of stamp duty by instalments and the extension of time for payment.

• When the Taxation Administration package of legislation was originally introduced into the Parliament, the
arrangements were drafted so that stamp duty was payable within four months of the date of execution of an
instrument.  This arrangement removed the separate obligations for the lodgement of documents and the
payment of assessment notices.  This change would have resulted in the removal of opportunities for taxpayers
to delay the issue of an assessment notice by failing to provide all information necessary to allow the
assessment to be made.

• During consultation, industry participants indicated that the proposed arrangement did not provide enough
certainty, and that the separate lodgement and payment arrangements should be retained.  Originally,
participants suggested that a one-month lodgement period and two month payment period would be
appropriate.
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• However, a two month lodgement and one month payment arrangement was instituted, on the basis that the
average settlement period was approximately six weeks.  This period took into account the fact that stamp duty
would be paid on the majority of stamp duty instruments within that six-week period, as settlement could not
proceed without stamp duty being paid and the document being stamped.

• In some cases, settlement periods are longer than six weeks.  The new arrangements that are intended to
operate from 1 July 2003 will accommodate longer settlement periods up to three months.  Beyond this, the
Stamp Act now includes the ability to extend the time for payment that did not previously exist, so that persons
who can satisfy the Commissioner that they are unable to pay the duty in a shorter three month period may
have an avenue of recourse.

I say to the member for Merredin that I have discussed this matter with the commissioner, following some
representations, and the commissioner has advised me that he will seek industry submissions, including submissions
from the Real Estate Institute of WA on arrangements that might need to be made in particular industries or in particular
types of transactions for extensions of time, and the principles on which extensions of time will be granted.  That will be
a matter for discussion between the Commissioner of State Revenue and the relevant industries.

The member for Murdoch referred to the impact of conveyance duty measures on the property market.  Conveyance
duty rate increases make up only a relatively small part of the cost of property transfers; for example, this measure will
increase the total cost of a median-priced house in Perth by less than 0.5 per cent or less than 0.7 per cent for a property
valued at $1 million.  Property market activity is influenced by myriad non-tax related factors including interest rates,
income, employment, property prices, interstate migration and alternative investment opportunities.  Historically,
increases in conveyance duty rates did not appear to have impacted significantly on property market activity.  Despite
increases in conveyance duty rates from 1 July 1998 by the Court Government - 12.5 per cent across the board - and 1
July 2002, conveyance duty revenue grew by around three per cent in 1998-99 and in 2003 even after abstracting from
the estimated revenue raised from conveyance duty rate increases.

On the first home owner grants question raised by the Leader of the Opposition, the latest first home owner grant data
indicates that the median price for homes purchased by first-home buyers is around $150 000.  The increase in
conveyance duty rates will result in stamp duty on a house priced at $150 000 increasing by $630 from $4 275 to
$4 905.  This is significantly lower than the first home owners grant of $7 000.  It is worth noting that one of the key
reforms of the business tax review package will give an estimated 4 000 additional first home buyers access to the $500
conveyance duty rate for first home buyers.  This will be achieved by increasing the threshold values for the rebate from
$135 000 to $185 000 for established homes.  Of course, the business tax review package is being opposed by the
Liberal Opposition.  If it is successful in that opposition, that benefit for first home owners will not eventuate.
Therefore, I hope the Liberal Opposition will listen to the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry and
rethink its attitude to the business tax review package.

I am not sure that I need to comment on too many other issues unless members are concerned.  The member for
Merredin asked why stamp duty is to be applied to general insurance given what he calls the current insurance crisis.
The range of taxes available to the State is pretty ugly.  They are all narrow and inefficient bases.  There are not
attractive taxation options for the State.  They are all horrible; nevertheless, revenue must be raised for health, education
and law and order.  On insurance, the Government has taken a very vigorous approach to tort law reform.  I regard the
Western Australian Government’s vigorous approach to tort law reform as second only to that of New South Wales.
We have worked hard to rebalance the insurance market and to reduce the absurd level of claims that was driving
insurance premiums very high.  Any increase in taxation is regrettable.  This increase means that insurance premiums
will increase by less than two per cent.  On a package of insurance policies typically taken out by a household, the
increase in duty is about $23.

Without taxation measures in this budget, our revenue would have increased by 0.6 per cent, which would be totally
inadequate to fund a health system growing at six per cent.  With these revenue measures, our revenue was forecast to
rise by just 2.1 per cent - that is, less than the rate of inflation.  Why does our revenue rise by less than the rate of
inflation?  It is because our revenue is drawn from commonwealth grants, which make up 45 per cent of our revenue.
That 45 per cent of the revenue coming from the Commonwealth has increased by only 0.9 per cent.  A further nine per
cent of our revenue comes from royalties.  Royalties are falling not only in real terms but also in nominal terms by
$131 million.  On one side of the budget, more than half the revenue is falling in real terms and nine per cent of the
revenue is falling not only in real terms but also in nominal terms.  On the other side of the budget, expenditure in the
health system - a quarter of the budget - is growing by six per cent.  Something must give when there is that sort of
disjunction between the revenue budget and the expenditure side.  Every single dollar and more that is raised by this
taxation legislation will go into our health system.  We are raising $162 million from this taxation Bill and we are
putting $232 million into the health system.

I do not like tax increases; I do not want tax increases.  I regret that this budget has included them.  I am opposed to tax
increases.  My reluctance on a personal basis to have these tax increases is further evidence of how necessary they are,
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given the budget circumstances.  I would not have personally wanted to go down this path unless it was absolutely
necessary due to the position that the budget was in.  I do not bring this Bill before the Parliament with any sense of
enthusiasm.  I would much rather not bring a Bill like this before the Parliament but that is the situation we are in.
More than half our revenue is falling in real terms while a very important slice of our expenditure - the health budget -
is growing at six per cent per annum.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (27)

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson
Mr A.J. Dean Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller)
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich

Noes (17)

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Dr E. Constable Mr B.K. Masters Dr J.M. Woollard
Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller)
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr R.N. Sweetman
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr T.K. Waldron
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Ms S.E. Walker

                                                                                                                                                                     

Pairs

Mr J.R. Quigley Mr J.H.D. Day
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr R.F. Johnson
Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr A.D. Marshall
Mr J.B. D'Orazio Mr M.G. House

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.

Consideration in Detail

Clause 1:  Short title -

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  During the second reading debate I asked the Treasurer whether people selling real estate are
required to bring to the attention of purchasers the stamp duty component of the purchase.  I heard most of his response
to the second reading debate, and he failed to answer my question.  If there is no such requirement on people selling real
estate, it should be made a requirement, because if people are unaware of the stamp duty component, they can get a
shock when they sign up to purchase a property.  The stamp duty component is a substantial amount of money.  It is
therefore important that people be made aware of the stamp duty component when they are purchasing and not after
they have signed up to buy a property.

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not aware of any provision in tax legislation that requires a real estate agent to make that
information available.  I am advised that the standard forms used by the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia are
headed that they are for stamp duty purposes, so there is some reference to stamp duty in those forms.  It may be that
legislation governing real estate agents contains some reference to this matter.  I will refer the question to my colleague
the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection.

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I have recently purchased a property.  I cannot remember this matter being brought to my
attention.  I was aware of the stamp duty component, and I asked what stamp duty would be involved.  However, I
cannot remember anybody at any stage saying to me that stamp duty would be payable on the purchase of the property.
For people who are not aware of it, it can come as a big shock.  It is very important that real estate agents and people
selling property be required to tell people that a stamp duty component is involved.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am curious about the title of the Bill, which is the Stamp Amendment (Budget) Bill.  I am
willing to be corrected, but I find it unusual for the word budget to be included in the title of the Bill.  Adjustments to
the Stamp Act have been announced as part of the budget, but I would not regard this as a budget Bill as such.
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The relevant Act last year was called the Stamp Amendment (Budget) Act 2002.  I am checking back
to see how the Court Government’s 1998 increase of 12.5 per cent in stamp duty was implemented.  Because the budget
had a number of revenue measures amounting to $225 million, I think there was the Revenue Laws Amendment
(Taxation) Act 1998 and the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Act 1998 - in other words, omnibus legislation
that amended the Stamp Act and other Acts.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not want to make a big point about this.  Maybe I did not notice it last year, but my general
recollection is that amendments to taxation Acts have not normally had the inclusion of “(Budget)”.  I accept that it is
part of a budget that has been presented, but if, for example, it were defeated in the upper House, would it be a rejection
of supply?  I do not think it would be, because it is not a budget Bill as such.  I will not labour the point, but there is the
matter of the way in which a Bill is described in the Parliament and of the way in which members of Parliament may
interpret the Bill.

Perhaps the Procedure and Privileges Committee might look at it.  It does not particularly worry me, but I think we
should be consistent.  If something is to be announced as part of the budget, are we to put “(Budget)” in every piece of
legislation that follows?  If we are, both Houses need to be clear whether it is an appropriation or budget Bill.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 2:  Commencement -

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer the Treasurer to subclause (3), which reads -

Section 5 comes into operation, or is deemed to have come into operation -

(a) on 8 May 2003 in relation to any policy of insurance . . .

I ask for a definition or perhaps a list of what is included in “any policy of insurance”.

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  General insurance for stamp duty purposes in Western Australia includes house and contents, motor
vehicle, travel, professional indemnity, public liability, medical indemnity and motor vehicle compulsory third party
insurance, and excludes workers compensation insurance, life insurance, insurance on the transport of goods and
commercial marine hulls, by virtue of a stamp duty exemption, and health insurance, by virtue of a stamp duty
exemption.  I table a copy of this list.

[See paper No 1181.]

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  As I understand it, stamp duty on insurance is supplied by the various insurance providers, and
total payments are forwarded to the Office of State Revenue under some schedule obviously.  Are estimates available of
how much revenue is collected from each of those categories of insurance?  In other words, how much stamp duty
comes from vehicles, how much from homes and so on?

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Office of State Revenue does not have that data because returns provided by insurance
companies are aggregated.  Data is available from the Australian Prudential Regulatory Authority on insurance
premium revenue by class.  This is not comprehensive, as it does not include premium revenue from regulated schemes,
such as motor vehicle compulsory third party insurance.  It suggests that the composition of general insurance duty
revenue in Western Australia is 12 per cent for fire and industrial special risk insurance; 21 per cent for household
insurance; 11 per cent for commercial motor vehicle insurance; 27 per cent for domestic motor vehicle insurance, three
per cent for professional indemnity insurance; eight per cent for public and products liability insurance; and 18 per cent
from other insurance, including travel, mortgage and consumer credit insurance.  I am happy to table this document as
well.

[See paper No 1182.]

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I thank the Treasurer for the information.  I appreciate that collection data is not available to the
Office of State Revenue.  I accept that the figures are probably the best estimate.  There is no reason to suppose a
variation around Australia, State to State.  As I remarked to some of the officers present when I was briefed on the Bill,
collecting base level statistical information on the composition of revenue of this sort should be considered.  I would
hate to impose a collection burden on taxpayers.  However, given that the information comes from a relatively small
number of insurance companies, a breakdown to provide an idea of the source of tax revenue has some merit.  Even
some indication of rate increases in premiums themselves would be useful.  From a policy point of view, if rates of
stamp duty are to change, it would be good to have a feel for the components of revenue and market rates of insurance
between the different sectors.  They move differently.  All the chaos of terrorism acts, the HIH Insurance collapse and
public liability issues will result in disparate movements in the total insurance revenue industry.

I suggest in a constructive way that my proposition should be considered by the Office of State Revenue.  The
“Overview of State Taxes: Western Australia 2002-03” is a useful document.  Most publications from the bureaucracy
are not the stuff one reads before going to sleep at night.  I must admit that of all government publications, the overview
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and the summary of mining statistics are good documents.  The overview is an accurate statement of policy changes
over the years, and a good summary of revenue breakdown.  Some disaggregated information would be useful in areas
such as stamp duty and insurance.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 3:  The Act amended -

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I oppose the legislation, which is a disgrace because the Government is double-dipping.
Property prices have risen over recent years, and the Government has received a massive increase in stamp duty without
any change to the duty rate.  Under the scenario before the House, the Government will receive not only the inflationary
increase, but also the extra charge.  It is disgraceful.  It is wrong.  The poor people trying to get ahead in life are to be
whacked again.  Rather than whacking people with new taxes or increased taxes, the Government should live within its
means.  I oppose the legislation.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 4:  Second Schedule item 4 amended and transitional provision -

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This clause adjusts the various rates as they apply to stamp duty on property conveyancing.  That
is an incremental and progressive incremental scale.  Is any breakdown provided of revenue collected within the various
threshold categories as they apply to property transactions?

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that settlement agencies submit aggregated returns.  Some documents come in over the
counter and not through settlement agencies.  It is possible for the Office of State Revenue to code the counter
transactions, but it is not possible to code the transactions covered by the aggregated returns of settlement agencies.  I
am advised that the information is not available.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I repeat: in setting stamp duty, particularly with scales and thresholds, a breakdown would be
useful to form a better indication of revenue generated by each scale.  It could be done on a sample basis.  It would not
be too difficult to gather the information, particularly as most returns come through settlement agencies.  Can a
breakdown be provided of revenues raised from conveyancing - for example, from residential as distinct from
commercial properties?  That breakdown would be interesting.

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Insurance Council of Australia Ltd estimates a fifty-fifty split between commercial and non-
commercial insurance premium revenue.  The Office of State Revenue cannot provide a definitive breakdown of duty
from transfers of commercial properties and residential properties.  However, some preliminary work done a few years
ago for the Commonwealth Grants Commission suggests an indicative fifty-fifty split between residential and non-
residential conveyances.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It might be fifty-fifty, but I doubt it.  That is a bit rough and ready, and I know that has always
been the case.  If we were talking about hundreds of millions of dollars, it would be desirable to have a better feel for
that.  There may be changes; for example, the residential market may move differently from the commercial market.  In
making decisions on stamp rates, whether it be the base, the rate, thresholds, or whatever, it would be better to have a
better database or statistical base.  I genuinely suggest that as the Office of State Revenue does not have much to do -
they did not even react -

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is only implementing the new Taxation Administration Act and, hopefully, a new set of taxes as a
result of the business tax review.

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  When the dedicated officers find a spare moment, they should sit down and think about what the
data needs might be.  I am sure they are capable of doing that, but there is a case for looking at data needs.  We should
have more information on taxation than is available.  Although it is presented very well, there is some disaggregated
information that should be there as part of public policy making.  I simply say that by way of suggestion.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 5 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.

Third Reading

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [10.32 pm]:  I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (27)

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson
Mr A.J. Dean Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller)
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich

Noes (17)

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Dr E. Constable Mr B.K. Masters Dr J.M. Woollard
Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller)
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr R.N. Sweetman
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr T.K. Waldron
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Ms S.E. Walker

                                                                                                                                                                     

Pairs

Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.D. Marshall
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr R.F. Johnson
Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr J.H.D. Day
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr M.G. House

Question thus passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

House adjourned at 10.35 pm

__________
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard.

POLICE OFFICERS, OVERTIME PAYMENTS

1164. Mr M.J. Birney to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services

(1) How many hours overtime were paid to sworn Western Australia Police Service officers in the following
financial years–

(a) 1999-2000;
(b) 2000-2001; and
(c) 2001-2002?

(2) What was the total dollar value of this overtime?

(3) What was the average hourly rate paid to a –

(a) probationary constable;
(b) constable;
(c) first class constable;
(d) senior constable;
(e) sergeant; and
(f) senior sergeant?

(4) What is the current average hourly overtime rate for the ranks mentioned in (3) above?

(5) How many overtime hours were paid to sworn officers in the following police units in 2001-2002 -

(a) arson investigation;
(b) major crime;
(c) major fraud;
(d) asset investigations;
(e) child abuse investigations;
(f) commercial agents;
(g) organised crime investigations;
(h) public sector investigations;
(i) vice investigations;
(j) stock investigations;
(k) air support;
(l) canine section;
(m) mounted section;
(n) radio/video electronic support section; and
(o) on each police district’s tactical investigation unit?

(6) What was the dollar value for the overtime paid in each of the components of part (5)?

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied:

The WA Police Service advise:

1 (a) 202,052 hours
(b) 216,727 hours
(c) 241,185 hours

2.  (a) $7,665,380.23
(b) $8,430,392.85
(c) $9,733,500.43

3.  As at June 30 2002

(a) $18.80
(b) $19.75
(c)  $21.96
(d) $23.93
(e) $26.45
(f) $30.12

4. As at 30 June 2002 the normal time rate is:


