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FIRST HOME OWNER GRANT AMENDMENT BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 28 June. 

MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [11.08 am]: I stand to speak on the First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2017 
and contribute to the debate on some of the changes that have occurred since the decision taken by the former 
government to increase a special boost payment to first home owners from $10 000 to $15 000 for the period from 
1 January to 31 December 2017. 

The decision of the former government was not taken lightly. It was taken in the midst of economic uncertainty in 
Western Australia. It was done to support an industry that has a massive flowthrough effect on our economy on 
a number of jobs, particularly tradesmen and others who are finding things quite difficult at this point in time. We 
know it was done when the state’s finances were struggling, but it is the responsibility of government to find the 
balance between managing current financial affairs and protecting our economy and people’s jobs and ensuring 
that it is managed in the most appropriate manner. 
With the change after the election, the new government made an announcement in May that it would reduce the 
boost payment, not from an absolute numbers perspective but from a time perspective, such that applications would 
close on 30 June instead of 31 December. At the time, the Treasurer commented that it was not a successful 
process. He used a lot of statistics to suggest that it was not worthwhile and that it would be foolhardy to proceed 
with this type of initiative to underpin new home purchases in Western Australia. He felt that it was simply not 
prudent to continue to provide additional payments when the incremental amount of new purchases was so small. 
One of the issues that the opposition would like to highlight is that the decision made by the Treasurer in May was 
based on information that really accounted for only the first three months of the calendar year and subsequent to 
that time there has been a significant increase in the number of applications for the first home owner grants. 
Previously, the number of applications was between 500 and 600 a month with up to 811 applications received in 
May and 867 received in June, which is a significant increase. We also know that after people put in an application, 
the grant is not paid until certain criteria are met, such as construction starting on the house, completing the slab 
and so forth; therefore, there is somewhat of a lag between when the application is received and the grant is paid. 
We believe that some of the information on which the Treasurer based his decision was flawed and that he did not 
understand the full implications for the economy. In saying that, we well and truly understand—we have been 
saying it for two years—the impact on the financial position of the state. We understand that iron ore prices dropped 
dramatically and that that had a flow-on effect on the royalties received by the state. At the same time, the lag 
effect and the principal method of collating and determining the goods and services tax receipts for this state means 
that the situation will not rebound for a three-year period. It has created a perfect storm for the state’s finances. 
We understand the difficulty the state is under as far as balancing the books, but we also understand the importance 
of underpinning an economy and ensuring that we make right and just decisions to soften the impacts when we 
can and of keeping as many people as possible employed, operating and functioning to ensure that our economy 
continues to operate. 

It is really interesting that the decision was taken to remove the grant as at 30 June, but the First Home Owner 
Grant Amendment Bill 2017 is about retrospectively applying this provision for the previous six months. We are 
of the view that, given the market conditions and the economy, this bill will have consequences that we believe 
should be reconsidered. If we look at industry data that has been collated from the marketplace, we see that 
Master Builders Association stats show that total dwellings in 2016–17 were 19 591. They are expected to drop to 
18 204 in 2017–18 and to 17 998 in 2018–19 before rebounding to over 19 000 in 2019–20.  

This suggests that the housing starts part of the economy is not expected to bottom out until 2018–19. This in itself 
raises concerns for an economy that, as we highlighted yesterday, although it is starting to show signs of recovery, 
is still very fragile. Although we are seeing an increase in activity in mining, in the news overnight we learned 
about the closure of the Ravensthorpe nickel mine and the potential loss of 500 jobs. That further highlights the 
volatility that we are seeing in our economy and the need to be very careful. Although we are seeing economic 
recovery in mining at this time, it is not necessarily flowing through to other parts of the economy. Yesterday, 
I highlighted a personal view that it could take up to two years before we start to see the flowthrough effect on the 
rest of the economy, and the Master Builders Association starts are just one statistic that backs up that view.  

Our argument is that we are supportive of this bill, to the extent that it underpins the first home owner grant and 
the activities that support what is occurring in the economy. However, we are concerned that closing it off on 
30 June will have negative consequences that have not been thought through. Whilst the Treasurer stands and 
makes a statement about our current financial position and that we cannot afford to do these things, I draw people’s 
attention to an announcement made by the government in which it committed an extra $40 million a year for 
300 additional education assistants. This is at a time when Western Australia has the lowest ratio of students 
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per education assistant in Australia. We already have the best ratio; we are leading, as far as supplying education 
assistants for our students in our education system goes, but we have committed another $40 million a year for 
300 extra positions. Yet, we cannot afford to pay additional funds that actually underpin elements of our economy, 
and that is the housing industry.  

Right at this point in time, the opposition is a lone voice in supporting the housing industry. This clearly highlights 
that the government either does not understand what impact this has on the economy or simply does not care. My 
point about the Treasurer describing that this is necessary because of our financial position reiterates the comments 
that were made yesterday during private members’ business that there are decisions that have more far-reaching 
consequences than just a line in a balance sheet or a profit-and-loss statement. Flow-on effects can be greater than 
the benefit received by fixing this line item on a P and L. We call on the state government to reconsider this. We 
will be looking to raise this issue and I will consider an amendment to this bill—I am just waiting for advice about 
whether that should be done through the second reading debate or through consideration in detail. To the extent 
that I do not have that information we will do it through consideration in detail. However, we believe that the 
government should hold the line on this and we would support it in holding the line through to 31 December. 
Because of the lag effect—we are saying that the data did not show a big spike early on—it is interesting that the 
actual amount spent in the 2016–17 financial year is about $15 million less than was forecast. That demonstrates 
that there are potentially funds there from 2016–17 that could be used for the remaining six months or the second 
half of this year to continue this program. We would be very keen to see that reconsideration because the housing 
industry is an extremely important component of our economy, as it is everywhere in Australia.  

There are a couple of points here. One is that during the global financial crisis we actually saw the federal 
government apply the same logic at a time when the country was in economic crisis. It was important to underpin 
and support the housing industry, hence the federal government looked at commonwealth housing starts and 
supported them with grants at a time of huge economic uncertainty right across Australia. What we are witnessing 
in Australia at the moment is that the east coast is in a very strong period and we are in a weak period. This is the 
time when we have to be sensitive to these elements of our economy and to ensure that the mechanisms we put in 
place do not adversely impact on them in such a way that they place pressure on jobs and increase the economic 
pain we are seeing throughout the community. It is based on this that we want to raise a particular concern around 
this bill. On all other aspects of the bill, we are more than comfortable that it is the right thing to do. It underpins 
a decision taken by the former government. Therefore, it is only natural that we would support the bill. However, 
we want to position a logical argument for why we believe that the boost payments should have been continued 
through to the original cessation date of 31 December. There are a couple of other points that I would like to get 
to in this debate. What is really important to note is that in those last couple of months we saw a rate of applications 
received that had not been seen since 2014. We know there had been a softening in the market for some time, 
particularly since around 2012, and this was the first time we had seen applications of this number since 2014. If 
we look at what Western Australia has endured over the last couple of years, we think that is actually a good ray 
of sunshine for tradesmen and other people involved in the housing industry. We think that the adverse effect of 
taking this payment away will be far greater than the benefit received on the financial bottom line by removing 
that boost payment. 

Just to reiterate, it was on 27 December 2016 that the Liberal–National government announced that the first home 
owner grant was to be boosted from $10 000 to $15 000 from 1 January to 31 December 2017. This was expected 
to lead to 650 first home buyers and the creation of 2 000 new construction jobs. On Wednesday, 17 May, the 
Treasurer issued a media statement announcing that the $5 000 boost would cease on 30 June. He indicated that it 
was not an effective method of stimulating the construction of additional homes, and given the disastrous state of 
the finances that he had inherited, he needed to remove any ineffective spending. We would argue that it is not 
ineffective spending. The statistics the Treasurer had on hand at that point on 17 May were for too short a period, 
and he needs to look at what has occurred in the time since then to 30 June. If he did, he would see that there has 
been a large increase in the number of claims, which has an immediate flow-on effect. It could be argued that some 
had been brought forward from a future period. I would argue that that is deliberate, because what we were trying 
to do was kickstart the economy and get some enthusiasm and confidence back in the marketplace. Everybody 
knows that a recession is driven by perception and that perception is based on the commentary that is made through 
the media by our governments. What we have seen in the last six months is a lot of commentary from the 
government that has been quite negative. A lot of it has been, in my view, political pointscoring instead of 
governing and taking responsibility for where we go in the future. A lot of what we have seen from the government 
is it admiring the problem and looking back in the past rather than saying that this is the issue we are confronted 
with and asking how we can solve it and move forward. I call on the government to reconsider its decision. I will 
seek to move an amendment during consideration in detail to request that the government consider continuing the 
first home owner grant boost payment through to 31 December, because we see it as being critical for the housing 
sector and the housing industry to give it some hope for the future and to sow seeds of renewal and growth for the 
economy. 
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DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [11.25 am]: I would like to make a few comments 
on the First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2017. This is an issue that I know well because I was the 
Treasurer at the time the decision was put in place. The first home buyer grant is not a perfect instrument. It has 
been around for quite a while. I think it was first put in as a transitional mechanism to effect change when the GST 
was put in all those years ago. It has been used periodically as a stimulus device by governments across the nation 
during periods of softness in the housing market because the first home buyer market is the baseload, if you wish, 
of the housing industry, which is one of our largest industries by far. It was really ramped up after the financial 
crisis of 2008 and 2009, when the government here in Western Australia but, most importantly, the 
commonwealth, boosted the first home owner grant significantly; there was a commonwealth part to this some 
time ago. 
It is an instrument used—its use has varied—to stimulate the first home buyer market, targeting not only the first 
home buyer market, but also the wider housing market. We had been watching the home market very closely. 
Treasury does not have a great deal of expertise in that area so it usually gets its data by talking to industry players, 
of which there are many. I met on a regular basis with all the industry players such as the Housing Industry 
Association, the Master Builders Association of Western Australia, the providers of finance and the banks about 
all these issues. I was getting alarm bells from across the board that the housing market was going to freefall. It 
had peaked for two years at 32 000 housing starts, which is extraordinarily high. Of course, everybody was building 
up capacity. Building excess capacity was the story of our boom but it was coming down very quickly. Over the 
course of 2016, everyone was revising down their forecasts. 
The role of the state in the housing market is important. I am not a big promoter of state involvement but in 
2008 and 2009, when the financial crisis hit, the banks pulled out of the housing market; they withdrew in large 
numbers. Members should remember that we had three per cent population growth and we had a housing backlog 
for a decade. It was a really stressful time; the demand was there but the finance was not. The Rudd government 
and ours put together a very large package for social housing with a target of 2 000, which we met. Mr Rudd gave 
us a lot of money but that stimulus required us to match his government’s spending on social housing dollar for 
dollar. That spending on social housing ramped up our expenditure by many billions of dollars—mostly borrowed, 
by the way—but it was worthwhile because without that, the housing market would have gone into complete 
collapse. One of those was the stimulus program. 
We talked to the industry, all the lobby groups and all the suppliers. They told us that 2017 looked like a dire year 
and they were downgrading it. The data supported our concern. Treasury did not like this instrument and did not 
want to increase it because, although it tries to stimulate additional buyers, it applies to all buyers. Therefore, 
anybody who was going to get a first home owner grant anyway would also get the stimulus. There is a bit of an 
issue there. The real issue is that the government has decided—it was its decision—to pull back the first home 
buyer boost even though it supported it during the campaign. The government decided very early on in its term. 
I think that it was around mid-May, almost the day that we came back, or close to it. When we announced it—we 
announced it before the campaign started, but the campaign, of course, was on—the Labor Party supported the 
boost, but then pulled back obviously after the Treasurer got a report from Treasury. In fact, Treasury has 
significantly and consistently overestimated activity in the housing market and has not predicted it very well at all. 
I am not criticising it, but it does not have in-touch expertise as does industry. 
One of the issues that the Treasurer used was that in the absence of a boost, it was forecast that 7 686 first home 
buyers would purchase a new home in 2017—I assume that is 2016–17—anyway. That would have meant 
a substantial increase on the previous year. Treasury assumed in this data that there was underlying growth in the 
first home buyer market, which was strongly at odds with everybody in the industry. In 2016–17, the results 
showed that, even with the boost, there were 7 343 purchases. Treasury forecasts and the data used by Treasury to 
decide to do this were clearly wrong. The forecasts and the results flowing through to Treasury at the time were 
wrong and the actuals for 2016–17 were wrong by a large margin. 

The other issue is that although the Treasurer made the statement in May, as my colleague the member for 
Bateman, the shadow Treasurer, made clear, it takes a while for the data to flow through. Professionals have been 
actively involved with the monitoring system for decades now. In mid-May, the data would probably have been 
from April. Because of the lag between applications being made and slabs being put down, the impact of the first 
home buyer grant boost would not have been felt. Therefore, if the decision was made on the basis of the data from 
May, it would not have been based on actual results from the boost. As my colleague has indicated, in 
January 2017, 498 applications were received; in February, there were 597; in March, there were 626; and in April, 
which was not a bad month, there were 552. That is the data the Treasurer would have relied on. Basically, there 
was no change from the boost. In May, when he made the decision, there were 817 applications and in June, there 
were 867. From the results that we are getting—they are anecdotal, not official—we expect there to be a substantial 
increase from that point. In other words, the evidence quite clearly shows that Treasury’s data significantly 
understated the decline in the industry for first home buyers, significantly overestimated the extent of first home 
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buyer starts and therefore grants, and significantly underestimated the impact of the boost in its advice to the 
Treasurer. Therefore, the decision to truncate the boost after six months was based on faulty information. That is 
the issue. 

My colleague went through the starts outlined in the publication received from the Housing Industry Association. 
Our housing market is deep in the doldrums, and local members know that. It was one of the crucial reasons they 
won the election. The election was all about struggling household balance sheets in terms of the determinants. 
Household values underlie the major assets and determine not only the wealth factor, but also people’s willingness 
to spend. Let us go through the factors now driving the demand for housing for both new home buyers and others. 
We dealt with population growth yesterday. Population growth in Western Australia is at its lowest level in at least 
35 years. Population growth is not even keeping up with natural population growth; that is, more people are 
leaving, with new immigrants, a decline in immigrants or immigrants going back home, and interstate migration. 
Outwards, they are exceeding natural births. Population growth is the major driver of demand for housing. 

Another factor is income growth. If we look at the data, we see that income growth is stagnant. Wages are stagnant. 
Another factor is jobs. There has been some stability in the employment market since October last year but it is 
not overwhelming. If we look at the data, we see that there is a great deal of job uncertainty and issues of 
underemployment. Those are the three major factors determining the demand for housing. We can say that they 
are worse than they were in January, and there is no expectation of an increase over the short term. 

I turn to access to finance. The boost to the first home owner grant was announced at the same time as we made 
changes to Keystart, which is very popular and effective. It is basically a mechanism to allow people who would 
otherwise not get a loan from a bank to access loans, with the key incentive of reducing the requirement for 
a deposit. This nation is now a nation of two economies. Five or 10 years ago, we used to be a nation of two 
economies, with the booming resource states and the declining non-resource states. Now the resource states are in 
the doldrums. The non-resource states of New South Wales and Victoria, in particular, are booming on the basis 
of an unprecedented housing boom. I would argue that it is an unsustainable one. The regulators are responding to 
that by doing all sorts of things to limit access to finance. The regulators operate on a national basis, not on a state 
basis. The restrictions that were put in to tighten the housing market in New South Wales and Victoria are applying 
here. They are eliminating low-doc and interest-only loans, increasing deposit rates and increasing the cost of 
borrowings to investment properties. Those factors are affecting the housing market here. As my colleague the 
member for Bateman pointed out, it is not just about the reality of being able to buy a house and get finance; it 
relates to the expectations of investors and the confidence of investing in the housing market in Western Australia. 
We knew that this was coming. It is worse than we thought, but that is why we put in that boost. Who told us this? 
It was the banks, the brick companies, the subcontractors, the land developers and the housing developers. We can 
ask them today. We were right. Things are tougher. 

I would like to mention a couple of other issues. There is a stagnation and deterioration of the housing market as 
a whole. If someone trying to get a housing loan bids for a new project home valued at, say, $350 000, because of 
declining valuations, banks, financers and mortgage brokers are increasingly unwilling to loan money to people 
wishing to purchase a new project home. Therefore, loans are dropping off on a regular basis. That is why Keystart 
was crucial and also the boost to the first home owner grant. The evidence that the Treasurer put forward in May 
to stop the boost to the first home owner grant was, if I read correctly what he said in Parliament, that the data was 
wrong at the time. At least now he is significantly overoptimistic about the pace of the housing market. Also, it 
was early; that is, the data on the effect of the housing market had not been flowing through. It has now flowed 
through and the boost has been significantly more effective in getting additional first home buyer starts across the 
market. Also, the data coming through shows that underlying demand for the housing market is much worse than 
it was in May and in December when the boost was entered into. Indeed, this boost is now needed more than ever. 
He also stated that the reason for removing about $22 million, which is the amount of six-month cessation, is to 
allow the government to fund other areas—that is, spend it elsewhere—while ensuring that first home buyers in 
WA continue to be eligible for government assistance. The money is going to be spent elsewhere in order to keep 
it in the economy—it will not be so much saved—but maybe the minister has changed his mind. I put it that to 
underpin a vital area of the economy, one of our largest employment sectors, at this time of substantial structural 
shift and a downward swing in the business cycle, this money was a very well thought out stimulus and was 
needed. It is needed now because the reality is that things are worse than expected, and I might add that this 
underpins the economy.  

Another very important factor is that a lot of the larger home builders—lease and land developers—have stayed 
solvent during the downturn in the market here and kept their teams going by investing in activity interstate, 
particularly in Victoria or New South Wales, especially Sydney. I hope those markets will not hit the wall, but 
they will slow down significantly. There are a couple of articles in the press today about substantial and clear 
evidence of the declining demand for new starts in both Victoria and New South Wales. If the housing market in 
Western Australia stakes up and the large firms cannot sustain their operations here by in effect cross-subsidising 
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them and taking some of their design and other work to the eastern states, there will be significant job losses here 
in the industry. There is also anecdotal evidence. The brick companies are saying that the demand for bricks has 
hit a wall. 

Mr S.A. Millman: A brick wall? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, they have hit a wall, and it is not a brick wall.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There is less demand for various firms that build windows and doors and for trade services 
such as tilers and plumbers. First homes are the baseload for this work, which by the way employs hundreds of 
thousands of people. Those people are struggling now with demand and income. This boost was designed to bring 
them through the trough and they will struggle even more without it. 

Yesterday in the private members’ business debate there was a plea from the government. I know that the 
government understands that there are political factors in trying to communicate a tough budget and big spending 
initiatives. The government is stuck with commitments of a substantial nature made during the election 
campaign—I reiterate that support for this boost was one of those—that they have to fund in the next budget while 
at the same time not significantly increasing debt and deficit. The government’s tactic to some extent is basically 
to rip up what we did and start anew. However, this is one issue that the Labor Party was right to support during 
the election campaign and in May it acted prematurely on the data issued. That decision was clearly wrong. New 
home start numbers are much lower than expected and, importantly, the boost has been much more effective. In 
May this year the overwhelming factors in the housing market had deteriorated more than we thought they would 
have when the boost was implemented. There is a really important requirement not to have too adverse an impact 
on the incomes and finances of households, particularly young households setting up. That is what that boost was 
designed to do. What else could that money be put into? It is going to be redirected. Maybe the Treasurer will say 
that the government is not going to redirect it—it is going to save it. That would be okay, but what happens when 
we are trying to particularly affect the cycle? By the way, all the forecasts predict that there is not going to be 
a recovery in the housing market for two years. Just as there was a long peak, there is going to be a long bottom. 
If we do nothing, it is going to get worse, particularly given the population growth. 

What other things could more effectively stimulate this important sector of the economy? We cannot do anything 
about interest rates. Keystart has been expanded very effectively. I might add that that was a really positive reform 
we put in. Keystart had been around for a long time. Its total borrowing was about $1 billion before the global 
financial crisis, and it was boosted significantly upwards to $5 billion. That is a lot of money at risk. I was told 
that at one time Keystart represented 20 per cent of the new home buyer market—a very large percentage of the 
market. It was a well-managed program. We have to give credit to the Keystart people. It ramped up during the 
GFC. Without Keystart, particularly because it was giving the lower deposit loans, there would have been 
a catastrophic impact on the economy because, I repeat, there was three per cent population growth, a backlog in 
demand and there would not have been any houses. But we securitised and sold off a lot of the debt in tranches for 
Keystart; we privatised it. That gave us the capacity to borrow more. The changes to the first home buyers grant 
did not occur in isolation. With that boost we also increased eligibility for the first home buyers grant and for 
Keystart. We sold off some of the existing debt, and that gave us capacity without additional borrowing—because 
we sold the assets—to increase the number of people with Keystart loans. That was done in close consultation 
with the industry for the reasons I have just described. That is good reform. 

We are going through a vigorous debate. You guys are in power now and, just like us, know that managing 
a boom–bust economy like this is very difficult. I am not a Keynesian, but the government has to act as a stabilising 
force to some extent—not always. That is one of the reasons we took action on, for instance, electricity prices. We 
could have done what this government is doing now. In fact, we did it to some extent in 2008–09 and 2009–10. 
When we came into government, electricity was a botched reform and subsidies were going towards $1 billion 
a year. The previous Carpenter government had committed to 10 per cent increases in electricity every year for 
a decade, but when we came in, we increased it faster than that. That was from a lower base, but it was at the time 
of an absolute booming economy. Between 2013 and 2017 when I was the then Minister for Energy—I was also 
the then Treasurer and then Minister for Finance for part of that time—I would have liked more revenue and 
eliminated that subsidy and gone for full retail contestability as quickly as possible. But we had to be cognisant of 
the impact that prices were having in a declining economy—an economy in which the decline was largely in 
business investment but, more importantly, also in household budgets. Household income per capita has been 
declining for three to four years. The Treasurer repeated that yesterday in response to the private member’s motion. 
On average, that means the income to households is declining. Any additional impost by the state increases that 
significantly. Therefore, we forecast seven per cent growth in electricity prices but we never went to it. I think we 
averaged about 3.5 per cent—half of that. That is what has to be done sometimes. My concern is the data that the 
Treasurer put forward to eliminate this boost was faulty and therefore his decision is in question. The second thing 
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is that it is about to get worse. Thirdly, the data on the economy and the housing market generally is much worse 
and government has to be cognisant of the impact. When the data is received on housing stocks and first home 
buyers grants—I think we should be able to get the data next week—I am confident we will see a substantial boost 
in the take-up of the grants. The industry is telling me that. I urge the Treasurer and everybody else to look at this. 
From what I read in the press, I think the housing minister knows this. I have not talked with him; he gets it. The 
housing industry in this state is at a precipice. It could go down much further. Housing stock is now estimated at 
19 000. The Housing Industry Association often overestimates it; the Master Builders Association of 
Western Australia is much more pessimistic. I was told that it could go as low as 15 000 or 16 000. That is half of 
what it was before. That would have a significant deleterious impact on jobs, economic growth and household 
budgets. That is where it is going. The boost would help avoid that. I think it is about $22 million—I might be 
wrong—but I think the take-up will be larger than forecast. This boost was well thought out. The Labor Party 
supported it and the industry supports it. It was limited in duration to 12 months. It has been used before. It has 
been a successful instrument in the past to avoid the excesses of the housing market swing. That is what we are 
now going into. 

I urge the Treasurer to reconsider his decision to cut the duration of the boost in half or even postpone his decision, 
to enable him to look at the data objectively—outside Treasury perhaps—to see what the actual data flow shows. 
Work with the Minister for Housing. He is in touch with the same people who told me as Treasurer and are telling 
me as opposition leader that they are struggling. This is a big industry. I urge the Treasurer to review his decision. 
The opposition will submit an amendment to the bill. The government has the numbers; I am sure the bill will pass 
as it is and the boost will be truncated. I think most members will look back in six months and say that was 
a mistake and rue this decision. 

Appropriations 

Message from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the bill. 

Debate Resumed 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [11.53 am]: I rise today to speak on behalf of prospective first home 
owners and tradies in the Hillarys electorate. On behalf of these people, I call on the government and the Treasurer 
to reconsider their ill-conceived decision back in May this year to get rid of the first home owners grant boost that 
would have provided an additional $5 000 through to 31 December this year but stopped it dead in its tracks on 
30 June. That decision actually wrecked the hopes of many prospective first home buyers. Unfortunately, it has 
also led to significant problems with tradies all over Western Australia, especially tradies in my electorate who 
rely on working in the home building sector to earn their income, to employ people and to support the many 
businesses in the northern suburbs that provide materials to the home building sector. 

We have heard from other members that the home building sector has been struggling for quite some time. We 
also hear in this place, in the media and everywhere we go about the difficulties that prospective first home owners 
are having in getting their feet on the bottom rungs of the property ladder—getting their own piece of property and 
realising the Australian dream. 

The previous government was aware that the slowdown in the economy had led to a significant slowdown in the 
home building sector. We were also acutely aware of the now decade-long issue of housing affordability, which 
is why the $5 000 boost to the first home owners’ grant announced late last year was not only welcomed by the 
building industry and prospective first home owners, but was also considered a well-targeted initiative—an 
initiative that helped underpin the home building sector, which is such an important sector for Western Australia’s 
economy. It flows right through the economy, from primary materials such as bricks, timber and cement all the 
way through to employment in the businesses that provide those materials, employment of home builders—
tradespeople in the main—and the provision of apprenticeships. 

It is also an important sector because it helps realise the great Australian dream of buying your own home, owning 
your own home and establishing your own family. The nature of that home has changed over the years; we know 
that. The dream is no longer dependent on a four-by-two on a quarter-acre block, but it is still alive; just the shape 
and location of the house and the size of the block has changed. The dream remains, and we should not be smashing 
that dream, we should be giving people every single opportunity to get their own home, establish their own family 
and get on with their lives. 
That is what this boost was doing at a time when it was critically needed—absolutely critically needed. Tradies all 
over my electorate told me, and continue to tell me, how important it is for them to have continuity of work, not 
just to secure their own income but to be able to securely employ people and commit to an apprentice. That is 
really critically important; we forget that in these debates sometimes. Otherwise, they cannot keep on an apprentice 
or even employ an apprentice, which means we have fewer qualified tradespeople for the future. That continuity 
is also important for the building supplies industry, which has to pay rent and rates and has to employ staff. Again, 
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its ability to attract and keep staff relies on continuity of work. As the building sector was coming down, that first 
home owners’ grant boost was really important. It guided first home owners into new building, which has a dual 
effect of both helping realise the Australian dream and stimulating the building industry, rather than using the grant 
on existing housing, which just increases demand and prices. We dealt with that a few years ago by targeting the 
first home owners’ grant, and the boost was even more targeted at a time when it was badly needed. The new 
government, in its wisdom, decided in May to cut that boost in half—to stop it in its tracks on 30 June. It had 
a disastrous impact on the industry. Do not take it from me; on 17 May the Master Builders Association put out 
a media release that stated — 

“At a time when the Perth property market is struggling, and there’s a need for increased demand, 
especially for first home buyers, we’re astounded there was no consultation offered to industry.” 
“First home buyer’s numbers have been decreasing over a sustained period and this announcement will 
likely impact them even more,” …  
“This isn’t a prudent move, not only from an economic sense but also from a social perspective.” 

The Master Builders Association warned back then that it was not a good idea. It was concerned that it had not 
been consulted. This was a government taking decisions in a silo. Perhaps that is what happens when a party first 
comes into government, and thinks it is omnipotent and can make decisions willy-nilly without considering the 
consequences and without consulting with the industries that will be most affected. The MBA was right when it 
stated that it was a silly economic move, because my feedback from the tradesmen and owners of building supply 
businesses in my electorate is that since 30 June the industry, which was struggling anyway, has been bulldozed, 
and demand for first homes has declined even more rapidly than was previously thought.  
There is also the social perspective—giving people an opportunity to get on the property ladder and realise the 
Australian dream. It became clear to me when I was campaigning during the election period how many people in 
relatively large houses had multiple generations of their family living with them. Mum and dad were perhaps in 
their 50s or 60s, and their children, who were not students, having finished their studies some time ago, were still 
living at home, perhaps with their partners. I was getting questions all the time about housing affordability. When 
I spoke to these people, whether they were parents or adult children, one of the things they welcomed most was 
the first home owners’ grant boost. They knew they would get $10 000, plus an extra $5 000. I would get other 
questions as well, about such things as the extension of the Mitchell Freeway. It is to be extended to Hester Avenue, 
but when will it go further? Then there is the train to Yanchep. I know the government has committed to building 
it, and I am waiting for it to do so. It is a great idea, because young people in Hillarys, Padbury and Craigie who 
are looking at buying their first homes are looking at places like Alkimos and Yanchep as good opportunities to 
get on the property ladder. It became crystal clear to me that housing affordability is an extraordinarily important 
multigenerational issue. While the adult children were still at home, perhaps with their partners and maybe even 
starting their own families, mum and dad were not able to downsize. That creates all sorts of social issues, including 
the ability to recycle our housing stock and perhaps make more efficient use of them in the middle suburbs, such 
as areas that I and some other members in this place represent. This government paid absolutely no attention to 
these cascading effects when it took the unilateral decision in May this year to get rid of the $5 000 first home 
owner grant boost. It was a silly decision that has come home to haunt it. Do not take it from me, but take it from 
the Master Builders Association of WA. Again, the press release from 30 June states — 

“Although the housing industry and first home-buyers have welcomed the $5,000 boost payment, the six 
week termination notice period has been unreasonable and has caused a lot of stress,” … 
“The $5,000 boost payment was expected to last until December this year so it is very unfair on those 
prospective home-buyers who were planning to enter the market later in the year after saving for a bigger 
deposit.” 
“The last six weeks has obviously stimulated a lot of extra activity in the housing industry but we are 
concerned that some home-buyers have been rushed into signing building contracts without adequate care 
and attention to detail,” … 
“This could have been avoided by a longer notice period which would also have been fairer on those 
home-buyers who were caught by surprise by the Treasurer’s sudden and unforeseen announcement.” 
“From an industry and economic perspective, we can’t understand the logic of the Treasurer curtailing 
a short-term arrangement which was going to generate additional revenues to the state government 
through additional jobs, taxes and charges,” … 

This is an important point that shows how short-sighted, silly, mean-spirited and penny-pinching the government’s 
decision was. As we know, building activity not only generates employment and helps the building services sector, 
but also generates significant income to government. The same Master Builders’ press release on 30 June states — 
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“Master Builders has estimated that 100 new $450,000 house and land packages for first home-buyers 
would have generated at least $13 million net to Treasury’s coffers.” 

House and land packages valued around $450 000 are pretty common, especially if members drive up to the 
northern suburbs where they will see advertisements in estates like Trinity, Shorehaven, Alkimos and Yanchep. 
For every 100 such house and land packages, Treasury’s coffers will get at least $13 million net, as well as all the 
positive employment and social benefits we have already discussed. My maths says that 100 boosts of 
$5 000 would cost Treasury $500 000. It was a short-sighted, silly, mean-spirited decision that, in hindsight, will 
also be viewed as completely and utterly counterproductive because it has really smashed the guts out of the home 
building industry. It has been a kick in the guts to prospective first home buyers who took it in good faith that they 
had 12 months to save a deposit and line up their finances to get themselves into position to select a new home. 
They would have got a $15 000 boost—the original $10 000 grant plus the $5 000 boost. Then they woke up one 
morning to discover that was not the case. If they could not change their plans to bring them forward, as the 
Master Builders Association indicated that some people did, then they missed out completely and they are missing 
out right now. It was a silly, terrible, counterproductive decision. If members do not believe what the opposition 
speakers before me already said about this being a struggling industry, the same press release I mentioned before 
states at the end — 

The housing industry is expected to build about 19,000 new dwellings, primarily detached houses, in 
2017–18 which is about 5,000 less than the industry’s 10-year average. 

So we are more than 20 per cent down in building activity over a 10-year average. Not the peak of the cycle, when 
more than 30 000 were being built, but the 10-year average. As we know, running a business is not a linear game. 
Being 20 per cent down does not mean being 20 per cent down on profit margin or employment; sometimes that 
means the difference between staying in business and going out of business. That is what my tradies are telling 
me. My tradies are telling me that they no longer have the continuity of work. Some of them are looking for 
different part-time jobs to supplement the income they get from their trades. It is not just the people running the 
small businesses—the small plumbing, tiling, plastering, carpentry businesses and bricklayers—it is their 
employees as well. Their apprentices and potential apprentices are all missing out and fearful because of a silly 
and short-sighted move. Just in case, could I seek an extension please? 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: These people are all missing out. The younger ones—the more mobile ones amongst 
them—will seek opportunities in the trade they have undertaken. They will look at greener pastures. The Leader of 
the Opposition indicated that some of the larger home builder companies have been underpinning their businesses 
and holding on to key staff by actually going to other markets—the Sydney and Melbourne markets. It will not be 
long before they take some of their key tradespeople with them over to Melbourne and Sydney. So when the 
economic cycle, as it always does, inevitably turns around—like everyone else in this chamber I hope that happens 
sooner rather than later—we are likely to go down the same path we did the last time the economic cycle kicked 
up. We had had a draining away of our tradespeople and tradespeople moving to greener pastures. It will lead to 
bottlenecks and trade shortages in our economy. 
They are the long-term consequences of a short-sighted, short-term decision to, effectively, save a few shekels. 
That is all it is. It will straightaway be to the detriment of income to Treasury’s coffers, there will be a longer term 
detriment of having another trade brain drain, and there will be the detriment of destroying the dreams, hopes and 
opportunities of prospective first home buyers. On every measure and count this was an extraordinarily silly 
decision. Today the government gets the opportunity to fix that mistake; to recognise that it was a bridge too far 
and a silly decision. The government gets the opportunity to listen to some of its own backbench members from 
the outer suburbs and regional towns. I am sure those backbenchers have already been told by prospective first 
home buyers, tradespeople in their electorates, perhaps by mums and dads who are keen to eventually downsize 
but are trapped in that vicious cycle that their children are trapped in of lack of housing affordability. I am sure 
those backbenchers have already heard what a silly decision this has been, what a negative impact it has had on 
the economy and the negative impact it has had on social cohesion in many families. 
The government gets the opportunity to fix that wrong today. The First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill gives 
legislative effect and makes some legislative changes to complement the administrative procedures put in place 
when the boost was announced by the previous government. Really, this government is bringing in a bill to give 
effect to what the previous government did—the good boost that the previous government gave to first home 
owners—but it is curtailing it to 30 June, also giving effect to its silly decision in May. But the amendment that 
will be moved by the opposition will give the government an opportunity to fix the wrong that it made in May by 
continuing the boost until 31 December. On behalf of those tradespeople, business owners, employees and 
prospective first home buyers about whom I spoke at the start of my contribution, I rise today to implore the 
government to make sure that when it is framing its budget, as it is right now, it does not do any further damage 
to this industry and it does not further destroy the hopes of prospective first home buyers across Western Australia 
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with any ill-conceived idea to further gut the existing first home owner grant of $10 000 for new homes. I hope 
that it does not touch that in the budget. I know that the government is continuing to look for ways to cut 
expenditure—I realise that. But the figures that I quoted earlier from the Master Builders Association quite clearly 
show that if the government continues to cut these grants, all it will be doing is cutting income for its own Treasury 
coffers and, at the same time, it will deliver a death knell to the house building industry in Western Australia. 
I implore the government to not look down that path; I seriously hope it is not, but if it is, do not do it. If anything, 
perhaps it can look at the benefits of a boost such as the boost that is being legislated for today with a sunset period 
of 30 June, which has already ended, and how such a boost can be extended to help this industry and prospective 
first home buyers rather than kicking them in the guts when they are already down. 

I do not like the Western Australian economy being down. I do not like businesses suffering. I grew up in a small 
business household and I know what it is like when we are doing it tough. I do not want a government of any 
colour to be talking or driving the economy down. I will support anything that this government does to support 
and boost our economy. But as I have pointed out, wanting this government to be a good government makes it 
imperative that I and every member of the opposition hold it to account when it is not being a good government, 
and what it has done to the first home owner grant boost is not a good decision. It has not played out well. It has 
hurt people and it has hurt the economy, and today the government gets a chance to fix that and get it right. I urge 
the government to take that opportunity because prospective first home buyers and tradespeople involved in the 
home building industry in WA are counting on it to get it right.   

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [12.19 pm]: The First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2017 is 
a great opportunity to again get to my feet in this chamber to talk about the state of the Western Australian economy 
and the importance of programs such as the first home owner grant and the boost that the Liberal–National 
government implemented towards the end of last year. It was very important for the sector. Before I get stuck into 
my speech, I first of all welcome the boys I see in the gallery from Hale School, which is in my electorate of 
Churchlands. It is good to see the boys here, paying attention to the activities of the Western Australian Parliament, 
because today we are debating a very significant issue. This issue is about a $5 000 boost to the first home owner 
grant, which was $10 000 and was extended with the boost to $15 000 for 12 months from 1 January this year. 
The new Labor government has decided, in its wisdom, to cut that short by six months. That will have quite 
a significant impact on the building sector and on the jobs linked to that sector. 

One of the things that we are very mindful of in this place is that Western Australia went through an amazing 
period of prosperity during a mining construction boom phase. We often hear the former Premier, the member for 
Cottesloe, talk about the fact that this state has gone through three boom periods: the gold rushes of the 1890s; the 
significant boom in nickel and other commodities, such as iron ore, linked to Japan in the 1960s and early 70s; and 
then of course the big boom linked to China that we experienced from about 2002 through to about 2012–13. 
However, once that construction phase ended and those big mines moved into production, the double whammy of 
that and being hit with low commodity prices had a significant impact on the economy of Western Australia. The 
economy of Western Australia is unique in Australia because it is very much an export-driven, resource sector–
focused economy. We have other things that we do well. We do very well in manufacturing and other things, but 
it is predominantly that big mining export sector that gives a heartbeat to the Western Australian economy. Times 
are tough at the moment. Commodity prices are still doing it pretty hard and mining is having to cut its costs 
considerably to make profits to ensure that its mines stay in production. I will talk a bit about some of that later 
during my speech this morning. When times are tough in an economy such as Western Australia’s, it is really 
important that government policies are focused on trying to cushion the blow, so to speak. We will have cyclical 
unemployment. The downward cycle of the commodity boom and the mining construction phase happened, but it 
was cushioned somewhat by large infrastructure projects throughout metropolitan Perth, and in the regions through 
the royalties for regions scheme that the Liberal–National government supported, making sure that a lot of these 
workers stayed in work. If those big projects were not happening, the unemployment level may well have been 
significantly higher. That is why schemes like the $5 000 boost to the first home owner grant scheme are incredibly 
important to all the businesses linked to that. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Member, they’re leaving! 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Yes, they are probably going to see the other place, member for Armadale. Fortunately 
for them, the other place is empty; they get to see us! Thanks for that interjection, member for Armadale. 

I was looking at an article in WAtoday from 17 May 2017 titled “Perth survey reveals post boom blues are hitting 
WA hard”. It has a quote from Committee for Perth CEO Marion Fulker and states — 

“The mining, energy and construction boom lasted over a decade and as a community we have forgotten 
what it is like to live in what would be described as a normal economy,” … 

That is certainly something that the economy has had to adjust to. The article goes on to state — 
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The report by market research firm Ipsos found almost 40 per cent of people surveyed in Perth and Peel 
have had their careers disrupted post boom, whether through a redundancy or a change in job or sector. 
… 
Ms Fulker said this lack of optimism was concerning. 
“Sixty per cent of household finances are so fragile they would struggle if living costs went up by just 
5 per cent, and only 38 per cent of the people thought they were better off than they were five years ago,” 
…  

I read that because it gives us some context to what we are dealing with in the economy of Western Australia. 
When a policy decision is made, which on its own might look like the government is trying to save a little bit of 
money around the budget bottom line, we need to appreciate that the Western Australian economy is complex, 
with a relatively low population compared with capital cities on the eastern seaboard, and has relied heavily on the 
resources sector. When structural changes happen in our economy, we cannot separate out trying to address some 
sort of budget measure with savings in the tens of millions—not the hundreds of millions, so not huge savings—
at the expense of jobs growth and consumer and investor confidence in Western Australia, because it is really 
important. As I said in another speech in this place recently, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia’s chief economist, Rick Newnham, made the point that for WA to have a fighting chance at 
recovery, the state government must not increase the rate of taxes, fees and levies applied to the business 
community in the upcoming budget. Added to that, we should also be injecting confidence and enthusiasm into 
the economy by supporting people to make decisions about building their first home, and that is what this 
$5 000 bonus boost did. It helped some people who might have been tinkering on the edge, saying, “Jeez, it’s 
tough out there. Am I going to keep my job or aren’t I? What’s happening?” By talking down the economy, by 
hitting them with increased fees and charges and by now saying that the $5 000 boost is no longer there, they are 
not going to build a house, and that is going to have a flow-on effect. We have heard other members in this place 
talk about that flow-on effect; it is called the multiplier. All members know about that. One person’s spending 
becomes another person’s income, but if that person chooses not to spend, if they choose to save that money 
because they are worried about their future, another person is not going to have the job to draw their income. 
Looking at the economy as a whole is so incredibly important in the context of this debate. 
We have heard members talk about some of the key industry bodies that are watching quite closely how the Labor 
government is handling this issue. There was an article in The Weekend West of 3 June 2017 headed “Cut to FHOG 
likely to deter first homebuyers” by Cassie Gunthorpe. She refers in the article to the Urban Development Institute 
of Australia WA. Her article states — 

“Treasurer Ben Wyatt says he expects to save $20 million over the forward estimates due to cutting the 
boost to the First Home Owners Grant,” UDIA WA Chief Executive Officer Allison Hailes said. 
“That equates to approximately 4000 first homebuyers who could have been given a leg up into the 
housing market.” 

That is the context in which we need to think about this decision of the government. By cutting that $5 000 boost, 
according to this article approximately 4 000 first home buyers who could have been given a leg-up in the housing 
market now have not been. What flow-on effect will that have to the economy as a whole? The Master Builders 
Association is also concerned about this decision of government. An article in The West Australian of 14 June 2017 
by Dylan Caporn and Kim Macdonald and titled “Axe hovers over incentives for WA’s first-homebuyers” states — 

MBA executive director Michael McLean said the boosted grant had been removed too quickly, claiming 
the six weeks notice was not enough time for the market to respond. “Five-thousand dollars may not 
sound like much to the Government, but our builders tell us it can be the difference between entering into 
a contract and not entering into a contract,” he said. 

The article continues — 
Mr Wyatt described the current concessions as “generous” and refused to rule out changes … 

We now know that this bill is coming through. As members can see, the Master Builders Association is most 
concerned because it represents the members of that industry. It is certainly an industry that needs to support jobs 
in the current context of the Western Australian economy. 
Another group that has weighed into this debate is the Housing Industry Association. The HIA commissioned 
some independent research from the highly regarded Centre for International Economics, or CIE, to highlight the 
importance of residential construction to the wider economy. Some of the findings in that research were interesting. 
The report states that a one per cent total factor productivity increase for residential construction can generate 
a step change in overall economic activity of nearly $900 million a year across the country. There is a flow-on 
effect of $4.19 of additional economic activity per increased dollar of activity in residential housing. That is 
a significant multiplier effect. The report also states that the research found an even larger positive impact for the 
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Western Australian economy than the national economy. It states that in Western Australia a one per cent activity 
improvement generates an additional $4.85 of economic activity per increased dollar of activity in residential 
building, which is desperately needed in regional WA due to the downturn in mining. This type of decision to cut 
the $5 000 grant bonus not only impacts on metropolitan Perth, but also impacts heavily on the regions. 
Labor went into the last election, which was almost six months ago, with a plan to create more jobs. It recognised 
the significance of jobs to the people of Western Australia because of the uncertain economic conditions. One of 
the things that is really interesting about the building sector is that a lot of jobs are in the small to medium enterprise 
part of our economy that includes brickies, plasterers, roof tilers, window fitters, roller door installers, carpenters, 
plumbers, electricians et cetera. Teams of people are involved in building a house. I have been informed that up to 
20 people can be involved in building one house. A $5 000 boost to the first home owner grant, which encourages 
people to make the decision to launch into the building of a new home, can support 20 people being employed on 
a construction site. That is not something to take lightly, given the economic conditions faced by 
Western Australians right now. Tradies are essentially the backbone of small business in Western Australia; we 
see that. Many new members of Parliament have come onto the government benches off the back of a large swing 
largely supported by the tradies of metropolitan Perth and Western Australia. A lot of those tradies did not think 
we were doing enough for them so they voted you guys in. I think that a lot of tradies voted on the basis of job 
security and that is why we saw some big swings in some suburbs in and around Perth where a lot of tradies reside. 
I think the seat of Jandakot would be a seat that would have a big tradie-type community. A number of people in 
that electorate would have been fly in, fly out workers during the mining and construction boom and would have 
had great household incomes. One member of the family may well have had a FIFO salary of $150 000-plus a year 
and the other family member may have had a part-time or full-time job earning between $40 000 and 
$90 000 a year. Their household income was pretty solid and they were able to invest some of that income into an 
investment property. When the commodity price cycle really took a big dive and the construction phase slowed, 
a lot of the tradies in those suburbs suddenly found it really hard. They had to find work for their own small 
businesses themselves. The housing market is a significantly important market for those tradies to find work and 
maintain their lifestyle. No doubt they have not been able to maintain their lifestyles at the high levels they were 
during the boom conditions. But they are out there working hard to find work. I think that is one of the fundamental 
reasons that we saw some swings of up to 18 or 19 per cent in seats like Jandakot; it is because of those small 
business operators. I suppose I would put in a word of caution. They voted the way they felt. They are a new type 
of voter who might not be loyal to Labor or Liberal and will vote on the basis of what they think is in their best 
interests for their own and their families’ futures. They turned away from us and turned to the Labor Party and 
said, “Right. We’re going to give you guys a shot. Let’s see how you go.” Six months in, the government has 
already whacked them and said that it will cut the $5 000 bonus to the grant. I wonder what impact that will have 
on those hardworking tradies and small business operators who are already doing it tough. They voted the 
government in, but within six months they have seen that the housing industry that they are trying to get their work 
in is doing it tough and has now been further whacked because the government will allow the people of 
Western Australia who want to construct their first home to leave their money in their pockets. It is not supporting 
that sector. That means that the tradies will not get jobs. I do not think they will be happy. For me, it is about more 
than that. If they are earning money off the back of construction, it means that they will spend that money on 
consumption goods and services that support other small businesses in metropolitan Perth and the regions. 
Decisions such as this to try to save, as stated in the news article, around $20 million can have big ramifications 
on the economy of Western Australia. 
Members spoke earlier of the significance of this decision. I urge members to reconsider ceasing the home owner 
grant boost and allow it to run for the full 12 months, at a time when the economy needs it most. Members may 
recall that I said earlier this week that we cannot keep talking down the economy. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: We need to talk up the economy. We need to encourage it. We need to motivate people 
to feel confident that they can find work and can spend their money, because that will have a flow-on effect on 
jobs growth through the multiplier effect. We cannot talk down the economy, we cannot whack people with 
increased fees and charges and we certainly should hold true to this grant boost. 
Yesterday, I showed members in this place Labor’s “Plan for Jobs”. There are two aspects of that jobs plan that 
relate to this bill. One is the skilled local jobs bill, which Labor said it has, and the other is its state training plan. 
A key aspect of what the Premier said in WA Labor’s “Plan for Jobs” is outlined on page 7 under the heading 
“Supporting Small Business”. It states — 

WA Labor’s Plan for Jobs makes current and future small businesses a priority. We will deliver the action 
needed to support SMEs which will drive much needed employment and economic prosperity. 

No doubt the intent was there in the document that Labor produced prior to the election. The bill that we are 
debating now is a really clear example of how it is not supporting what is outlined in its “Plan for Jobs”, because 
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it is not supporting jobs growth for those tradies and small business operators who work for the small and 
medium-sized enterprises that build new homes. It would do well to remember what it said going into the election. 
One of the aspects Labor said it would put in place was the skilled local jobs bill. There was reference to it in 
a media release by the Premier on 11 May 2017. He said — 

As part of the Government’s Plan for Jobs, a Skilled Local Jobs Bill will be introduced into 
State Parliament … 

We have not seen the skilled local jobs bill. It is all well and good to bring in a skilled local jobs bill—whenever 
the government decides to bring it in, but I suggest that it bring it on as soon as possible because it should try to 
support the economy—but it should make sure that it also supports the sectors that these skilled jobs are in. Again, 
the construction sector is a clear example of that. 
I think the government was going to do a revamp of the state training plan. We have not seen evidence of the 
revamp, but one of the websites linked to the WA state training plan for 2017–2020 states — 

… the Plan supports the key initiatives in the Government’s Plan for Jobs by investing in training places 
through TAFE and private training providers. 

Again, the economy is a bit more complex than that and we cannot look at these things in isolation. If we are going 
to increase training places and enable people to develop skill sets, we need to make sure that they can get work 
once they are trained. Again, why would the government want to cut a bonus to a grant that can support jobs 
growth, support people to get those skills or support the apprentices who may well be working on those additional 
building sites? 
I feel that the government has an obligation to grow jobs. It went to the election on a jobs platform. It has an 
obligation to not turn its back on the tradies from those suburbs who elected Labor members into this new 
Parliament. It has an obligation to manage the complexity of the economy of Western Australia, understanding 
holistically that it cannot make these individual changes that will amount to a $20 million or $30 million change 
to a budget that will have a flow-on negative impact on the economy worth hundreds of millions of dollars because 
of this lack of growth in the building and construction sector. 
There is no better example of how difficult our resource-rich but commodity-driven economy can be than 
yesterday’s announcement about the Ravensthorpe nickel mine. First Quantum Minerals has to mothball that mine. 
I am informed that up to 500 employees, including 270 full-time employees, will lose their work that is linked to 
the mine site for no other reason than the price of nickel has gone down too far and it is too expensive for that mine 
to operate. I understand that the mining company has said that it is losing more than a dollar for every pound of 
nickel that it produces. A business that is constantly running at a loss cannot be kept afloat. At some point, a business 
decision is made to stop it. That would have been a hard decision for those miners. I heard the Minister for Mines 
and Petroleum on the radio this morning saying that the government will do what it can to support those miners. 
A lot of people who work on those mine sites have trade skills. When changes were made to iron ore projects in the 
north, those tradies came back to Perth, where projects were running. We boosted the first home owner grant to 
enable these people to get more work and stay in work. We have no better example of that right now than that which 
occurred with the nickel mine. We will have 270 to 500 people looking for work. When the government cuts short 
programs that encourage investment, support the economy and support small business, like this $5 000 first home 
owner grant boost that the former government put in place in December last year, at a time when we see mines in 
the resource sector close like the one at Ravensthorpe, which cannot make enough money in the current commodity 
market, it needs to make sure that the conditions for those workers to move into other industries are supported. I do 
not think that this bill is supporting the workers and the tradies of Western Australia. 
In conclusion, I ask the government to reconsider bringing forward the reduction in the first home owner grant 
boost bonus by six months and to let it run its full 12 months. This is a time when the economy needs to be 
supported. It is a time when all those tradies who look to those new opportunities linked to new house builds need 
to be supported. The government needs to remember that it will affect tradies who put a lot of the government’s 
new members of Parliament onto these benches. Turning its back on those tradies is not a good economic move. 
As I said, I just think that it should reconsider and support that sector of the economy.  
MS L. METTAM (Vasse) [12:44 pm]: I would like to contribute to the debate and speak on the First Home Owner 
Grant Amendment Bill 2017, in particular, about the way it retrospectively applies to changing the first home 
owner grant by reducing it from a 12-month commitment to just a six-month commitment, seeing its completion 
on 30 June. Effectively, this overturns a commitment made by the Liberal–National government last year when 
we were listening to the concerns raised by the building and construction industry. At that time, it was 
understandably welcomed by the Housing Industry Association, which stated in a media release — 

“The Liberal National government have shown great leadership in supporting this change that will 
genuinely lift the Western Australian economy. The decision to continue the focus on new housing 
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construction is the right one, as it creates jobs, increases much needed housing stock and has a valuable 
multiplier effect in the state economy”  

That is a very strong statement made by the Housing Industry Association. I believe that those remarks are as 
relevant now as they were last year. It is so important at this time that we see a commitment by this government, 
which went into the election with a mandate on jobs, to grow and support the industry when it is needed most. 
I am the member for Vasse, which is a fast-growing area and an electorate in this state, and I am also 
a spokesperson for small business. We know that reducing the first home owner grant by $5 000 has had 
a significant impact already on this important sector and also the electorate I represent. The value of the building 
sector cannot be underestimated and it is critical to the decisions made around this commitment. The building 
sector is estimated to be worth $12 billion to $15 billion to the WA economy. It comprises 10 per cent of our 
workforce. It is also a significant contributor to apprenticeships, with 45 per cent of apprenticeships in the building 
and construction sector. The decision to boost the first home owner grant for new homes over a 12-month period 
was received with much satisfaction by the sector, which has benefited significantly from that boost. The sector 
expected about 4 600 grant applications over a six-month period. Although there has been a good take-up in those 
applications, it is evident that the take-up rate significantly increased as more and more people became aware of 
the first home owner grant and the boost, which had a flow-on effect on the overall economy. In fact, in the month 
of June there was a peak of 868 applications. Over the period between January and June there was a steady increase 
in people deciding to build their first home. The importance of these issues and the flow-on and multiplier effect 
of constructing a first home cannot be underestimated and we should be aware that this has a significant impact 
on all the surrounding small businesses. In fact, 60 tradie jobs are associated with every home built and, 
importantly, three new jobs are created as a result. I argue that it is false economy to cut back on a stimulus that 
has been working so well, and statistics support that. This is about protecting jobs. The policy and government 
decision made last year for a 12-month boost to the first home owner grant was about boosting and stimulating the 
economy. We have heard from other speakers about that. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2668.] 
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