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DUTIES AMENDMENT (ADDITIONAL DUTY FOR FOREIGN PERSONS) BILL 2018 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands) [3.05 pm]: I rise to speak against the Duties Amendment (Additional Duty 
for Foreign Persons) Bill. I am concerned about the economic implications of this bill. In the two minutes during 
which I spoke on this bill before the debate was interrupted for question time, I referred to the difference between 
the Western Australian economy and the eastern states’ economy, which I think was also mentioned by the 
opposition lead speaker on this bill. I would be interested in the Treasurer explaining what economic analysis has 
been done of the potential impact of this bill on the housing economy in this state, and the flow-on effects to the 
macro economy. I raise that concern because my electorate of Nedlands has a large number of foreign residents. 
I am not sure what percentage of those residents are Australian citizens. However, many of those foreign residents 
eventually become Australian citizens. That raises the issue that if a foreign resident buys a house in 
Western Australia and eventually becomes an Australian citizen, they would be a bit miffed that they could have 
saved themselves a considerable amount of money in tax had they waited to purchase that property until they had 
become an Australian citizen. 

That is probably a minor issue in the context of the total economic analysis. I am more concerned about the large 
number of foreign students who come to Western Australia. We need to encourage more foreign students to come 
to Western Australia rather than another state or another country. A family whose son or daughter comes to the 
University of Western Australia in my electorate of Nedlands, or to Curtin University in the Treasurer’s electorate 
of Victoria Park, may want to purchase a unit or a house for their son or daughter while they are studying. The 
family’s first child may come to UWA or Curtin University and the parents may decide that they want all their 
children to come to Perth and might buy a unit or a house for them. I am concerned that this policy may discourage 
parents from doing that. 

I realise that the Labor Party said during the election campaign that it would bring in a four per cent foreign investor 
tax. However, this goes against the government’s election commitment that it would not impose any new taxes. 
Although the Treasurer might say that he did flag this tax as an election commitment, I am interested to know the 
Treasury advice about the impact of this tax on the property sector. As I pointed out before question time, the 
property sector in Western Australia has been flat for the last nine or 10 years. Some people now have negative 
equity in their home and will not be able to sell their property until its value increases. My concern is that if this 
policy prevents property prices from increasing, there will be fewer property sales. That will mean that the 
government will not get as much revenue from the transfer duty for those sales. There are trade-offs here. I am 
sure the staff of the Department of Treasury have put in the numbers and grappled with that complex algorithm 
and have worked out the overall effect of this policy on the macro economy of this state.  

I have worked some numbers using the information that I have. For instance, the current duty on a property worth 
around $800 000 is about $32 316. For a foreign purchaser, the extra foreign transfer duty would be $56 000. 
A foreign investor who purchases a property for $800 000, would end up paying $888 316. I have left off a few 
figures such as the registration fee and a few other minors. If an $800 000 property is purchased by a foreign 
investor, it will cost them nearly $900 000. That may be a disincentive to actually purchase the property. I went 
on the internet and worked out there were about 130 sales in the area with the 6009 postcode, which is my electorate 
of Nedlands. The mean property purchase price for Nedlands was $1.67 million. Based on those calculations, the 
total value of all those properties sold was $217 million, out of which the Department of Finance would have 
collected about $11 million. Obviously, if foreign transfer duty was paid on all that and 100 per cent of purchasers 
were from overseas, the duty would rise by another $15 million. That is obviously not the case. But I did contact 
some real estate agents in my electorate and I got some feedback on what the rough percentage of foreign 
purchasers might be. One agent, who I will not name, said it is around four per cent. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: In your electorate? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, the 6009 postcode in my electorate. This particular agent said that he concentrates 
on residential properties and not units, so he suggested that if I contact someone else—I will not name that 
company—the figure would be higher. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Individual real estate agents would have a particular focus on foreign investors, and in the 
member’s part of the world he would get a few that do. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct. I did not get a response from the agent I really wanted to get some information 
from, but I would have liked that figure. Hopefully, I will get a response in due course. That all means that four 
per cent of the foreign purchases in the 6009 postcode area of Nedlands would total over $600 000. It does not 
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sound like a lot, but if the duty was 10 per cent, it would amount to $1.5 million. In a 12-month period, $1.5 million 
would be collected from the 6009 postcode. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Which would be almost a tiny, tiny percentage of total stamp duty collected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct. But under this particular policy, raising the duty from four per cent to 
seven per cent would have an impact. The current transfer duty on an expensive $5 million property is about 
$250 000. Foreign transfer duty would cost another $350 000. For a $5 million property, an investor would be 
paying nearly $5.6 million. It could be a severe impost on a purchaser. I would be interested to know what Treasury 
has said about that. 

The other thing about a policy like this is its administration. Does the Department of Finance have to change the 
software to add this extra calculation in — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It is a small value cost. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: There is that cost. Do we also have to follow through on compliance around making sure 
that a purchaser advises whether they are a foreign investor, and how many extra staff would be needed et cetera? 
They are some issues that I would not mind getting a response on. 

The other area I was trying to get my head around was the exemption on 10 units or more. I would not mind some 
clarity around this. I tried to read the Duties Amendment (Additional Duty for Foreign Persons) Bill 2018 and 
some of the examples, but they go over a number of pages. Having worked for the Auditor General for nearly three 
years, I know that people try to work out ways and means to play the system, which is only natural. When I first 
read this, I thought it meant that if a foreign purchaser bought into an establishment that had more than 10 units, 
they did not have to pay the foreign transfer duty. I have had some people say that that is not true. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It is refundable, so you are paying—is that what you mean? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, I know the exemption. If a developer buys some land to develop a set of 10 or more 
units, they do not have to pay. That is logical because most developers, certainly the ones in my electorate, might 
have investments from a number of people, including overseas investment that helps fund the set of units. My 
understanding is that they are exempted from foreign tax at that time. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Most other states have it but they come in lower. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It makes sense, but the issue then is what happens once—let us say that 15 units are sold. 
If the units are individually sold and three of them are sold to an overseas investor, is the foreign transfer duty paid 
individually on those when they are purchased? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is good. So this exemption does not stop construction—got it. But at the end of the 
day, if someone from overseas ends up buying it, they pay the duty. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: So a person cannot game the system. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: So the four per cent is probably low. We have many units in Nedlands or apartment-type 
buildings that a lot of parents of students like to buy for when they come to visit. The other point I want to make, 
and maybe the member for Vasse might build on this as well, is that the benefit of a family buying a unit for their 
student is that the family visits. They stay in the unit and they spend money, which helps the economy. That is 
a concern of mine. 

I know we want to be speedy on this, so in that case, I will finish with this. One real estate agent was quite happy 
to make a comment on this and to be identified. I will read out his response to my email of yesterday advising that 
I would be speaking against this bill. It states — 

Hi Bill, 

Thank you for your email below. 

I am against this additional tax. I believe that if you have … 

Foreign Investment Review Board — 

approval you should not be slugged with a further stamp duty. Principally because I want our country, 
our state and our city to grow. I want to see my children grow up in a diverse, vibrant, prosperous 
community. We should be encouraging foreigners to invest here and move here, not the opposite. They 
should have to meet our immigration criteria. I am not for opening our borders to everyone, but I am for 
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opening them to the right people. In my mind “the right people” would be people without criminal records 
or associations, who want to become contributing members of our community and economy. Those 
people we should be giving tax incentives, not penalties, to come here and invest their time, money, 
energy and emotion. 

I deal with a very large percentage of foreigners (not Australian citizens) in the 6009 post code. They are 
all great people who contribute in all the ways I have described and they make our community a better 
place to live, work and play. I think we need more of them, not less. 

Please feel free to table this as an open letter and I am very happy to be identified as the authour. 

Thank you and kind Regards, 

Peter Robertson │ Director 

William Porteous Properties International 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [3.19 pm]: As members know, the Liberal Party 
does not support the Duties Amendment (Additional Duty for Foreign Persons) Bill 2018. The government went 
to the election with a commitment to levy a specific additional duty on foreigners of four per cent. We campaigned 
against it strongly. The Labor Party won the election; it had the right to bring that through. But it got greedy and 
increased it to seven per cent. It targeted the four per cent that it committed to, to funding TAFE. The additional 
three per cent that I have heard talked about in the debate—I cannot confirm it; it is about $40 million—will go to 
consolidated revenue. 

The government’s rhetoric is that it wants these grubby foreigners to pay more, rather than locals. That is the 
word—foreigner, foreigners, foreigners! Let us look at what the foreigners contribute to this state. They buy 
virtually all our iron ore: are we going to put a special duty on foreign buyers of iron ore or — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, we did not. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, no. 

Are we going to put a special duty on foreign buyers of mining tenements, or any other asset? 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, we are not. 

Another issue is that the government comments that this will have no impact on the demand for properties. But 
the government gave an exemption threshold that developments of 10 or more properties will not have this special 
foreign duty applied; smaller ones will. The Treasurer just told the member for Nedlands that the reason is that he 
did not want to kill the construction industry. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I never said that. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Or the Treasurer said “hinder”. The member for Nedlands said “kill”; the Treasurer nodded. 
He did not want to hurt the construction industry. That was recognition—it is obvious—that an additional 
seven per cent duty on large developments would be a hindrance. That is a statement of fact that is inarguable. Of 
course, with that seven per cent on all large developments, the Metronet developments—particularly with the infill 
on transport routes—would die. If we look at the funding for large, high-rise developments, part of the funding 
comes from overseas—mainly Asia. So if that is applied across the board without any cap, it will kill the 
development industry. Instead, the Treasurer has applied a cap. Why is a foreign developer who develops fewer 
than 10 properties discriminated against by the government, whereas a foreign developer of more than 
10 properties—probably wealthier with access to greater funds—is preferred? Why is the government 
discriminating in that way? What is the reason? If it is about foreigners paying more, I would have thought it would 
be put on all foreigners—big and small developers. The rationale falls apart. It is purely and simply about gathering 
more money—let us be honest. Cut the xenophobia. There is too much of it in the government’s policy already, 
and it is harming the state. I will go at some of this. 

I was Treasurer when this was discussed and put in place in Victoria and New South Wales. We sat around the 
table discussing these issues. It was clearly put forward by those states as a means to cool down an overheated 
housing market. At that time in those states, large amounts of money from overseas, particularly China, flooded 
into the high-rise, and across the board, real estate market, particularly into the capital cities of Sydney and 
Melbourne. That led to hyperinflation of housing values and the destruction of housing affordability. They were 
facing a crisis. They did a whole raft of things to cool the market; one was to impose this levy on foreign 
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transactions. We are a small market; China is a big one. The Chinese were getting a lot of money over and 
particularly putting it in houses around the world, causing super-inflation of house prices in Melbourne and Sydney 
and ruining housing affordability for many local residents. It was a rational attempt to deflate transactions and 
values. That is what this will do here. 

We have nowhere near the amount of overseas investment coming into our housing market as Melbourne and 
Sydney had or have. We probably will not get it. But I tell the government, the thing that is holding down the 
economy of Western Australia is actually deflation in the housing market. Housing values, housing transactions, 
housing finance. It is the worst it has been in 40 years. Members should look at their own suburbs. Talk to the 
people. In other words, the government is putting a policy in place that was designed to deflate the Melbourne and 
Sydney industry. The housing prices are decreasing rapidly from super-high positions in both those places, and 
that duty is contributing to that. This government is taking a policy designed to be effective in deflating house 
values and putting it into the already deflated Western Australian market; it is the worst it has been in 40 years. 
This is brain-dead. It is ridiculous. The government is trying to fool everybody by saying it is foreign, but it is 
discriminating against small foreign investors and helping big foreign investors. 

The Treasurer says it will not have any effect on demand, but it obviously will. The Treasurer knows it will, and 
that is why he gave the exemption to large developers. This is all rational and logical because the government just 
wants money, but the ramifications for our state are fundamental. Why did we win the Darling Range by-election? 
Because household finances are struggling! They are struggling! The government hit them with fees and charges, 
but the real problem is house values. When they bought into the houses, they had to have high mortgages, and they 
simply cannot afford to fund the mortgages or sell their houses. Baldivis has the highest rate of household 
insolvency in the nation. That is because they cannot sell their properties, house prices or values are still going 
south, and they cannot get out of them or pay their mortgages. The government is going in and making that worse. 

The member for Nedlands indicated that foreign investors are not overwhelmingly large in this state, but they are 
significant. If the government wants to somehow put some underpinnings through the housing market, it needs 
people and investments; otherwise, if it does not do anything and put a special tax on them, they will decrease. We 
want foreigners to come here and buy property in this market. That is why the government gave the exemptions to 
large ones; that is why it is trying to encourage them and recruiting them for these investments. But the government 
is now discriminating against small foreign investors because they will pump up the housing market. This is 
diabolically stupid, and the government will suffer the consequences. 

Again, this policy—copied by this government—was implemented in New South Wales and Victoria to deflate 
the market. This government has copied it. It will deflate the market, but the government is trying to pretend it will 
not have any effect. Anybody and everybody knows that with a special levy duty of seven per cent on houses, the 
market will deflate and increase costs. People will have to borrow more, and they will go elsewhere. I might add 
that intrastate migration to WA is negative, and our international migration numbers are declining. What this 
government is saying to those people is, “Don’t come here. Don’t settle in Western Australia. Don’t buy houses 
here. Don’t buy businesses here. Don’t go to school here. Move on.” We need the money, but the trouble is that 
the government will not get the money. Those people will move on. The rate of immigration and population growth 
in this state is abysmal. 

This duty will impact a whole range of markets. Who will this policy most severely impact? Largely individuals 
and maybe small developers, but mainly migrants who choose to come to Western Australia from anywhere 
overseas. They are the foreigners before they get permanent residency, people on 457 visas, people on business 
migrant visas, the people who will to a large extent fill the demands of the mining sector, the people who will 
come here to invest and the people who will send their children to school here and stay for generations. I will talk 
about that later. The government is just basically saying, “Don’t come here. You’re a foreigner; if you do come 
here and buy a flat, apartment or house, we are going to hit you with a seven per cent additional discriminative 
tax, even if you eventually become a citizen.” That is what the government is saying: “Don’t buy houses. If you 
want to migrate here, don’t buy houses. Just rent for a while. Deflate the market even further.” 

The government has got the timing of this backwards. The government simply does not understand the dual 
structure of our economy right now whereby sectors such as the mining and agriculture sectors are doing pretty 
well, but the household sector is in the doldrums. The government does not understand it, and it will hit households 
harder. Investors will realise that the government’s foreign rhetoric does not match because they want someone, 
foreign or otherwise, to enter the housing market and maybe buy a house and bid it up. Everyone knows that. 

The member for Nedlands raised the issue of students. I know it cold. I am married into a family who came over 
from Malaysia as foreign students. They were from a very poor family—hawkers alongside the road in a very 
small town. They did not have a lot, but their four daughters came one after the other. By the way, every one of 
them has migrated to Australia and become a citizen. Their parents scraped enough money together to buy a flat 
in Canberra because they knew one daughter after another would come here. They did not make very much money 
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for a long time on that flat. Canberra did not experience a great deal of uplift in prices for most of the time. They 
knew they had four daughters; they hoped their kids would all go on to university, and they did. They all went to 
the same place, made good and became tremendous Australians. They could not do that now. With this 
seven per cent levy, they would go elsewhere. They had options. The oldest one, my wife, had an option to go to 
Oxford University, and the family could have gone there. She chose to come to Australia. 

This is writ large: the international education market is the third largest export industry in Australia after iron ore 
and coal. It is what keeps Melbourne and Victoria going. One of the reasons for Melbourne’s vibrancy is the large 
number of apartments and other things that are targeting the international student market. That is what really 
underpins the Victorian economy, which, right now, is the fastest growing and most robust economy of all the 
states. This levy will impact that. Our international student market is going south. It is declining when cities in 
every other state, including Hobart and Adelaide, are experiencing a double-digit increase in the number of foreign 
students, particularly from China. We are having no growth, just a decline. 

Anyone who has done an analysis of this policy, in advance if they were really interested, other than just getting 
the money, would have identified that a key factor in inducing families to send their children to our universities is, 
first, the option to buy an apartment, just as my family did. But the government is inhibiting them with a seven per 
cent levy. Other factors driving down the international student market, which we will discuss repeatedly into the 
future, is the government’s policy on immigration. We will look at that later. The government is saying to people 
who are looking at sending their kids here, “Don’t come here. Even though we’re in the doldrums, we will put 
a seven per cent whack on your housing purchase.” 

One of the most vibrant areas for international students is the electorate of Victoria Park. Go there on the weekend; 
the place has changed and is really vibrant. Large numbers of foreign students live around the area and go to 
Curtin University and, I assume, elsewhere. Their parents, themselves or otherwise, including some developers, 
go to that area due to the increasing number of flats catering specifically to students. In a recent briefing, the 
Curtin University vice-chancellor stated that one of Curtin University’s policies—one of the most successful and 
most skilled universities at attracting foreign students—is the need for accommodation for students, hopefully well 
priced and close to campus. Curtin University is building a range of accommodation units. One of the selling points 
is that when people from afar send their young children aged 18 or 19 years to a foreign country to study, they 
want to know how their accommodation is taken care of. A lot of people do this individually and buy apartments, 
but with a seven per cent levy, they will say that it is just too hard and they will go elsewhere. There is clear 
evidence that people who would otherwise come to Western Australia for study are going to Adelaide and Hobart. 
This seven per cent levy will simply make the situation worse. If the government had kept the promise it made 
earlier, we would probably be considering this Duties Amendment (Additional Duty for Foreign Persons) Bill from 
a different perspective. However, in the face of deteriorating conditions in the housing market and household 
budgets, the opposition simply cannot support a levy jacked up to seven per cent. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! Minister! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: When the government seeks to defend this increased levy from four to seven per cent with 
xenophobic statements, it is telling our major markets—Malaysia, Singapore, China and India—that we do not 
like foreigners here. We are a state that relies on selling our products and our services largely to not only Asia, but 
the world. That is how we exist, that is where our wealth is, and that is where our future lies. The government is 
saying tax the hell out of foreigners. They are foreigners. That is the government’s rhetoric. It is rubbish. It is silly 
and those countries are listening. Of course, the government says that it is just matching what happens in the other 
states, but their housing markets were in the opposite position to our housing market. I can guarantee the 
government that those states would not have introduced this levy if they had the same housing market as 
Western Australia—that is, if it had the same declining demand, the same problems with household insolvency, 
house prices that continue to decline steadily for almost 10 years and house starts declining year on year by 
20 per cent. Household insolvency is up to record levels. Come on! Give these guys a break; stop hitting them. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: If the government had stuck to its policy that it articulated, promised and argued for in the 
election campaign, that would be okay, but it did not; it got greedy and we simply cannot support it. We cannot 
support the policy. Are we trying to help foreign investors? Yes, we are, just as the government is by exempting 
them from anything over 10 per cent. The government is saying, “We can’t hurt the big ones—Three Oceans, 
which will build all the flats in Scarborough. We cannot hit you, but if someone comes from India and builds three 
flats, lives in one and gives one to their kid, we will hit you with a seven per cent levy.” That is ridiculous. That 
sends a terrible signal. 
The government has a problem more generally with xenophobic rhetoric. That is not good. We exist in the most 
isolated capital city on earth. It is a very vibrant, wealthy and successful place. We all love it, but it prospers on 
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the basis of selling things to foreigners—all with cash. We are a net importer of money from overseas. We always 
have been and for the foreseeable future we always will be, and the government is saying to small foreign investors, 
“Do not invest.” A Liberal government policy is to attract overseas people as business migrants by granting special 
visa rights, but because they are foreigners, this government will hit them with a seven per cent levy if they buy 
a property. Come on, that is ridiculous! It is stupid! My real fight is not for the foreigners, although, I will fight 
for them because most of them become Western Australians just like my wife’s family did; the real issue is that 
we are supporting our electorates. In the electorate of Darling Range, the government missed the plot. It believed 
its rhetoric that everything is going well and that because of its brilliant management the economy is on the up and 
up. The government has a large group of people supporting it. Certain sectors are clearly doing that—iron ore, 
gold, lithium and nickel—in exploration, development and production. That is great. I am confident that eventually 
the economy will come through. It always does; it takes a while. But I tell the government that the household sector 
is in diabolical straits. It is terrible. I have never known it to be so bad. I have been watching the economy for 
a long time and I come to this statement reluctantly. In my electorate it is not too bad because it is more mature—
there is a high level of home ownership, a large number of retirees and they are set for life. But in Byford, Baldivis, 
Bedfordale, Wellard and the new suburbs—I am sure if we look to the north, the same thing is happening—people 
are really, really struggling and they are looking for something. They do not want the government to lift them up; 
they just do not want the government to push them down. They want to get on. Many of them came here in recent 
times as migrants. They came here to live the great Western Australian dream: to buy a house and pay for it, live 
a good life, go to the beach, and have great schools—the things that we are not short of. But they are struggling 
and are enmeshed in fiscal problems that they cannot get themselves out of. At the core of that is the value of their 
houses. House values underpin household budgets. We have a large degree of homeownership. People buy houses 
and prices always go up a little bit. Those people come here, buy houses, have high mortgages and their income is 
straitened. But now they cannot sell those houses because the values are not appreciating and they are on struggle 
street. They are really struggling. Those people are going to look at this bill and say, “I don’t care if a foreigner 
buys my house. Who cares! By the way, a couple of years ago I was a foreigner.” Fifty per cent of the people who 
live in Joondalup were born in the UK, and there are a lot from South Africa and Ireland. In my electorate, over 
50 per cent of the heads of households were born overseas, largely in various Asian countries. Are they going to 
be discriminating and worried about selling to their brothers? I do not think so. This foreign stuff might work with 
some people, but it is not going to work with struggling householders who want to sell their houses or see their 
house values rise so they can get on and enjoy the good life in Western Australia. That is the government’s 
fundamental problem. 

We cannot support this bill. The government can babble on about the opposition supporting foreigners against 
Western Australians. We are actually looking after future Western Australians; we are also looking after existing 
Western Australians who are looking for some relief and increasing demand for their properties. We will be 
communicating this very effectively to our and the government’s constituents, because this measure will hurt. The 
evidence of how it should work is evident in Victoria and New South Wales—specifically, Melbourne and Sydney. 
It was designed to depress house prices. At the time it was designed to stop the huge inflow of particularly Chinese 
investors into the property market, and it worked. Both those states are seeing household values, medium and 
otherwise, going down. In our case this will be destructive. In Melbourne and Sydney, it made a lot of sense. But 
here in Western Australia, it makes no sense. It is ridiculous! 
The government might say we are going to help the big side of town because we are going to exempt developments 
worth more than $10 million. The Labor Party are for the big people—the people who support them. They then 
will sell those properties to foreigners largely. Look at the market for apartments. Who is buying them? Go out 
there. Who is buying them and who is selling them? It is largely people from overseas. The government might 
think that it is helping them, but if the government puts a seven per cent levy on foreigners purchasing properties, 
the properties will not be developed unless there are a certain number of pre-sales. Many of those pre-sales are 
marketed in Hong Kong, China, Taiwan, Singapore and Malaysia. Those foreigners will ask, “Why would I come 
here? Why would I buy an apartment pre-sale in Perth and then get whacked with a seven per cent special levy 
when the market is down the tube and when I can pay the same levy in Melbourne where the market, until recently, 
was buoyant?” The government might think it is being really smart by giving the big end of town an exemption 
and then applying it to the people to whom they sell, but it will make no difference. If they cannot sell those 
properties, they will not develop them at all. During the election campaign, the large property developers clearly 
told us clearly that if we put a seven per cent special levy on apartments, high or small, in Western Australia, in 
this market, they would have to walk because no-one is going to develop them. 
Then government then came up with its new you-beaut Metronet project that will connect everything. It is focused 
on building large developments, apartments and other buildings, along the train line. It is not going to get anybody 
to do that development. The government could do it itself, but it does not have any money. It is going to have to go 
out and get, largely, Asian developers—funders at least and not locals who will build the assets—to come and build 
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those properties. I can guarantee that demand for most of those properties—enough demand to determine whether 
the project goes ahead—is going to be coming from overseas. The government is simply not going to get it. 
The Labor Party came into government with this bill as part of its policy. In opposition, it basically was flinging 
things around—bright ideas that it did not think through. Instead of keeping the levy at the promised four per cent, 
it increased it to get a bit more money. The government will be undermining its own electorate. We will 
communicate that. It will be real. The real estate agents know this, and they will talk to people—they are pretty 
good at talking to people. Neighbours will talk to each other and the foreigners will leave. That will be on the 
government’s head. It was extremely stupid to decide to increase the levy from four per cent to seven per cent. The 
government has the numbers in the house. We will vote against the bill. It is up to the government to get the bill 
through the other place, but the Liberal Party will not support it, particularly as the levy will be set at seven rather 
than four per cent. The opposition will not support the bill because it is protecting homeowners and property 
purchasers in Western Australia. It is odd indeed that a Labor government, which represents people living in most 
of the electorate, of course—most of the new and rapidly growing suburbs where the pain is paramount—is doing 
this. They do not know it yet. All I can say to backbenchers is: feedback to the Treasurer would help a lot. I know 
that the local candidate in Darling Range was not very articulate or accurate. Local members should be whispering 
to the Treasurer at least that the timing is not right; do not do it now. Cut back the foreign rhetoric. It is nonsense. 
MS L. METTAM (Vasse) [3.49 pm]: I rise to add to the debate and speak on the Duties Amendment (Additional 
Duty for Foreign Persons) Bill 2018. I would also like to raise concerns about the impact that this piece of 
legislation will have on the housing, construction and rental industry markets in Western Australian, both 
immediately and into the future. On a broader scale, to start with, I would also like to raise the very significant 
concerns about the flow-on effect that this new tax will have on other markets and industries and also the message 
that Western Australia is sending to some of our key markets. First and foremost is the impact that it will have on 
our ability to attract international students. 
As many in this chamber would be aware, Australia’s third largest export market after iron ore and coal is 
international education. It is also our largest service export market industry. It is worth over $33 billion to the 
Australian economy. Unfortunately, WA does not have its fair share but it is a valuable market, contributing 
approximately $1.5 billion to the WA economy. This sector undoubtedly forms a significant part of the foreign 
investment market in this state. This parochial policy adds another message that the WA government is sending to 
our key markets. It is a clear message that we do not value their input, contribution to or investment in the 
WA economy. This is at a time when the WA economy and the housing sector are particularly flat. We have seen 
a 12 per cent drop in international student commencements against booming figures in every other state. The 
economic impact of this downward spiral for WA is approximately 1 300 fewer students in the last year. The value 
of those students alone to the Western Australian economy is about $52 million. That means $52 million less is 
coming to WA, which would support employment, hospitality, housing and the business community at a time 
when we surely require a boost, not to mention, quite obviously, the impact that this has on tourism. Our latest 
round of woeful tourism figures shows that international spend in WA is down eight per cent. StudyPerth’s most 
recent report into international visitation, and international education in particular, pointed out that employability 
was key to decisions that students make. That was a result of the parochial decisions made by the McGowan 
government on the regional sponsored migration scheme and the changes to the state’s skills list, and here we also 
have an increased tax on foreign investment on what was originally proposed at the election. 
We know that the value of international students to the WA economy is about five visits. We know that three 
international students generate about $1 million in flow-on effects to the economy. We know how sensitive this 
market is to different policy controls of governments and the messages that they send. This is particularly relevant 
when assessing and looking at the Chinese market—a key market that I am aware the Minister for Tourism is very 
keen to attract and boost, given that it is such a lucrative market for Western Australia, and with good reason. 
Nationally, there has been an 82 per cent growth in the number of Chinese students coming to Australia. Victoria 
has seen a 115 per cent increase and Queensland has recorded an 80 per cent spike, but WA has just 10 per cent 
of that market. The impact of yet another tax on this sector will undoubtedly deliver further drops in this vitally 
important industry at a time when we should be trying to lure students to the west with extra incentives, not 
deterring them any further. 
I now point to the impact on the housing industry. WA is effectively in a very delicate position at the moment. 
There is a real possibility that these changes will depress the housing industry even further. Since the end of the 
construction phase and the resources boom, there has been a 36 per cent fall in the real value of residential 
construction. This has led to 13 months of declining private property approvals under the McGowan government. 
It was highlighted by CommSec’s “State of the States” report, which shows that housing finance commitments in 
WA are down 23 per cent on the decade average, and dwelling starts are down 20.3 per cent on the decade average 
as well. Indeed, the latest report from REIWA this week shows sales activity down 11 per cent and rental listings 
down 23 per cent, which is lower than in the same period last year. The Real Estate Institute of Western Australia’s 
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president, Hayden Groves, said that transactions in the WA property market last year were the worst in 30 years. 
In a market such as this, it defies belief that we would impose a further restriction on investment in 
Western Australian property. 
This government also fails to recognise that the WA market is significantly different from the markets in other 
states—markets that are a lot hotter. Although there is a slowing market over east, we know that foreign investment 
here in Western Australia is about 9.3 per cent, down from 11 per cent. If we look over east, New South Wales 
has gone from 24 per cent of foreign investment down to 18 per cent; and Victoria has gone from 25 per cent of 
foreign investment down to 21 per cent. There are significant differences in not only the share of foreign 
investment here in Western Australia, but also the size of, and enthusiasm in, those markets. Significant concern 
has been raised by the housing industry. It believes that it would be a retrograde step for the WA economy and 
a missed opportunity to differentiate property investment in WA from that in the rest of Australia and that it would 
hit local tenants the hardest. According to the Urban Development Institute of Australia, it would jeopardise 
much-needed investment in Western Australia. Its chief executive states — 

UDIA is strongly opposed to the new foreign investment tax as it will stifle much needed foreign 
investment into this state, undermining the creation of new jobs and our economic recovery. 

It is this area that the government had claimed was growing. 
As I said, this tax makes very little sense in WA, especially when introduced at a rate comparable with that in other 
states. I have already pointed out the significant differences between Western Australia and those other states 
where investment is growing quite significantly, but there is also a significant proportion of investment by foreign 
individuals and companies. As I said, the Urban Development Institute of Australia, Hayden Groves from REIWA 
and the housing industry raised this concern. Most importantly, of great concern is the message that it sends to the 
rest of the world about investment in WA. That has been felt in not only the housing industry and the property 
investment industry, but also the education sector and the tourism industry. We are well aware that international 
students are bypassing Perth for South Australia and Tasmania. We are not getting our fair share of this $33 billion 
industry as a result of the parochial changes to the regional sponsored migration scheme. This mechanism—this 
seven per cent tax on foreign investment—also underlines that message that foreign investment is not welcome in 
Western Australia in a market that is particularly slow at the moment, a market that relies on investment and 
a market that should be valuing and supporting investment in the Western Australian economy. 
I understand that foreign investment taxes are usually politically popular, but I question the intent. I question the 
value of this tax, particularly at a time when the housing, tourism and international education industries need 
certainty and support. Those messages are being spoken by not only the tourism industry, but also the chambers 
of commerce and our universities. The construction and housing industry is now joining in that chorus. This is not 
the right time to be sending a message to people who are willing to invest in Western Australia. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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