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HOME OWNERSHIP - AFFORDABILITY 
Amendment, as altered, to Motion 

Resumed from 7 June on the following motion moved by Hon Ray Halligan - 

That this house condemns the government for the undue anxiety created for the many first home buyers 
through its inability, in a timely manner, to - 

(a) help reduce the cost pressures on residential land;  

(b) help reduce the supply and cost pressures associated with skilled labour; and  

(c) meet its election commitments to -  

(i) address housing affordability;  

(ii) increase social housing stock; and  

(iii) encourage and enable home ownership. 

to which the following amendment, as altered, was moved by Hon Louise Pratt - 

To delete all words after “That this house” and substitute - 

calls on the government to -  

(a) help reduce the cost pressures on residential land;  

(b) help reduce the supply and cost pressures associated with skilled labour; 

(c) continue to meet its commitments to -  

(i) increase social housing stock, 

(ii) encourage and enable home ownership, 

(iii) improve housing sustainability and energy efficiency, 

(iv) alleviate pressure on private sector rents through measures such as the lifting 
of letting fees, 

(v) targeted loan schemes, including shared equity housing loans, 

(vi) improve access to affordable quality housing for Aboriginal Western 
Australians, and 

(vii) introduce new measures in the state budget to address affordability. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [4.07 pm]:  Admittedly, it was some time ago that we last 
spoke on Hon Louise Pratt’s amendment to the motion I moved.  The motion I moved, on which I have already 
spoken, related to a situation that has arisen because of the policies of the Labor Party and the Labor government 
itself.  A Labor member, Hon Louise Pratt, wanted to change, I believe, some of the meaning of that original 
motion.  It was my belief when I last spoke on this issue on 7 June this year, and it remains my belief, that the 
amendments are incorrect.  The Labor government is caught up in its own rhetoric.  It is aware of the difficulties 
being experienced by first home buyers in particular, and people now wanting to rent affordable accommodation.  
Knowing full well that there are things that the government should have done, did not do and, as far as I am 
aware, still has not done, the government has tried to convince the general community that it has in fact done all 
that it can possibly do, and is now pointing the finger at the federal government and suggesting that it is 
somebody else’s fault other than its own.  That, of itself, is typical of this Labor government.  It has gone down 
that path since it was elected in 2001.  I believe the difficulty for a great number of people in this state looking 
for affordable housing, in particular first home buyers, is that this government has no wish to recognise its part in 
the situation it has created. 

A little later I will quote from what Hon Adele Farina said to this chamber almost 12 months ago, on 31 August 
2006.  Despite that, we continue to have enormous problems.  Some of the spin in what Hon Adele Farina said is 
still being forced onto the community through the media, even today, 12 months later.  However, instead of 
going down the path of saying that there is no shortage of land and there is plenty of land, the government is now 
saying that it is not to blame for the shortage of land and that the fault lies with the federal government.   

I return to the amendment to the motion.  Hon Louise Pratt wishes to insert an amendment to the motion that this 
house calls on the government to continue to meet its commitments - commitments, that is a wonderful word - to 
increase social housing stock.  We have heard in the past number of months about the minimal increase in social 
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housing stock, yet the rhetoric continues about increasing social housing stock.  The rhetoric has nothing to do 
with the government investigating the additional stock that is required or ensuring that additional houses are 
made available; it is about continuing down the path that the government has been down for the past six years, 
the results of which have been abysmal. 

The amendment goes on to say that we should call on the government to continue to meet its commitment to 
encourage and enable home ownership.  What a wonderful statement!  It is absolutely glorious!  Sing it from the 
rooftops!  Where is the result?  That is what the people of Western Australia are looking for - a result.  On this 
particular issue the result would be to provide affordable housing, whether for ownership or for rent.  It is no 
good the government encouraging home ownership.  It is no good the government having a commitment to 
enable home ownership.  The government must provide the mechanisms for home ownership - that it has not 
done.  The amendment goes on to say that we should call on the government to continue to meet its 
commitments to improve housing sustainability and energy efficiency.  That is a separate issue entirely.  That is 
again the furphy that this Labor government tends quite frequently to put forward to cloud the issue and to take 
people down a completely different path.  It has nothing to do with giving people access to a number of 
affordable homes for rent, but instead is about sustainability and energy. 

The amendment goes on to call on the government to continue to meet its commitments to alleviate pressure on 
private sector rents through measures such as the lifting of letting fees.  What a brilliant statement!  That would 
make all the difference in the world!  Will a month’s rent change things?  Of course it will not.  It will change 
absolutely nothing.  Again the government talks about “measures such as”, but it has referred to only one 
measure, which would not help people pay the increased rents that they are paying today.   

The amendment goes on to call on the government to continue to meet its commitments to targeted loan 
schemes, including shared equity housing loans.  This measure has been on the agenda for some considerable 
time and I have yet to see something substantive from this Labor government that will show how that would 
benefit the greater number of people who are looking for affordable housing.  Again the rhetoric is that the 
government will make housing affordable and will provide housing; just do not ask it when or how because it 
does not know how.  Whilst this government has someone out in the community at whom it can point the finger 
or someone else it can blame, that is exactly what it will do.  This Labor government hopes to keep the 
opposition off its back and from pointing out its deficiencies - deficiencies for which it has been in government 
long enough to have identified and provided solutions. 

The last two paragraphs of the amendment call on the government to continue to meet its commitments to 
improve access to affordable quality housing for Aboriginal Western Australians - that, again, has been on the 
agenda for some considerable time - and to introduce new measures in the state budget to address housing 
affordability.  I can only ask: which budget?  Is it the 2020 budget?  Is this again just a matter of throwing money 
at a problem like the government throws money at the health and education systems and anything else that 
appears to be going wrong?  This government’s attitude is not to look at and try to fix the underlying problems, 
but instead to just throw money at them, or to employ someone on $600 000 a year who has to call in an expert 
at a cost of $24 000 to tell the $600 000 employee exactly what needs to be done.  This government cannot do it.  
It has in the past six years put together task forces and committees and given them myriad names.  There are 
groups of people in the community looking at problems that the government itself should have identified.  The 
government has asked all these groups of people, which it should have chaired itself, to provide the solutions.  
Ministers of this Labor government are driving around in big white cars and getting large salaries and are saying 
that they do not accept any responsibility for the problems that people in this state are experiencing.  Ministers 
say it is not their job; their job is to call themselves ministers, drive around in white cars and point the finger at 
others for creating the problems or, more importantly, for not finding solutions.  That is what we have in this 
state.    There is a passage from a book I was looking at when I last spoke that I would like to have recorded in 
Hansard, because I think it shows exactly how the Labor government thinks on the issue of affordable housing 
or on any other matter.  It is from a booklet called Home Truths - What Happened To The Great Australian 
Dream? by Bob Day.  Hon Kate Doust has already pointed out that Bob Day was in the past a Liberal Party 
candidate.  I will quote from the book and ask members to consider the Labor government in place of the local 
police force described in the book.  It reads - 

The story is told of a local police force who were chasing a criminal who had fled into a large disused 
building.  Their first thought was to surround the building but they soon realized that the building was 
so large and had so many doors and windows they didn’t have enough police on the scene to cover all 
the exits. 

We have identified the problem; what are we going to do about the problem?  Here is the Labor government’s 
solution - 

So instead, they surrounded the building next door which was smaller and had fewer exits. 
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That is exactly what the Labor government does.  It ignores the issues that it has been elected to provide 
solutions for and takes an easier path.  It passes issues on to committees or points the finger of blame at 
somebody else, usually developers or the federal government.  I think the people of Western Australia are getting 
a little tired of this.  They expect the Labor government to come forward with some solutions.  We have heard all 
the rhetoric about what is going to be done, what should be done, the fact that there is no crisis and the fact that 
there is plenty of land out there.   

I mentioned that I would quote what Hon Adele Farina said in this place nearly 12 months ago.  The quote 
appears on page 5520 of Hansard, and was made on Thursday, 31 August 2006.  Hon Adele Farina made 
mention of the fact that there is 18 000 hectares of land available.  It would be best if I quoted some of her 
words.  Hansard states - 

To suggest that there is a land shortage is very wrong.  The reality is that there is adequate raw 
undeveloped land awaiting subdivision applications. 

I may require a definition of “raw undeveloped land awaiting subdivision applications”.  I have my own thoughts 
on the matter, but I am prepared to listen to arguments from Hon Adele Farina.  It continues - 

More than 18 000 hectares of land has been zoned for residential development in Perth and Peel.  It 
requires a developer to initiate that process to take it to the next step. 

Further down, it continues - 

. . . it shows 18 000 hectares of the land zoned for residential development in Perth and Peel.  That is 
equivalent to about 40 000 lots. Clearly, there is no land shortage . . .  

Forty thousand lots.  The honourable member later admitted that she was handed a note.  I am not for one 
moment suggesting that the house was misled; only that the honourable member amended what she said by 
saying - 

The 18 000 hectares of land that I referred to previously is equal to 18 years’ supply of land. That is 
potentially 300 000 lots in the land bank. 

The member was quite happy to stand and say, “Look at us! Aren’t we good?  Forty thousand allotments!  There 
is no land shortage!” and then a little later say that the figure was not necessarily correct; and that the figure she 
has been given - in fact, the figure she should have used and had now been given - is 300 000 lots.   

That is a considerable number of allotments.  However, if the member thought that 40 000 allotments were 
enough, she should have been ecstatic about 300 000 allotments!  How many of those 300 000 allotments are 
presently on the market?  If only 15 000 people are on the waiting list for public housing and there are 300 000 
allotments available, why is the government not doing something to alleviate the problem?  If there are 300 000 
allotments, we should not have the problem we have, particularly when the Treasurer has a couple of billion 
dollars in the Treasury.  There is no excuse; none whatsoever.  The government has not tried to put forward an 
excuse other than, “It’s the federal government’s fault; they should have done something.  They need to come 
forward with an affordable housing strategy.  Don’t look at us; we’re not responsible for it.”  I am sorry, but I 
believe that the state Labor government is responsible.  It is responsible for its own inaction.   

The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has continually spoken in the other place about the fact that there 
are problems with developers.  She has continually spoken about the fact that there are problems associated with 
getting this - what was it? - “raw undeveloped land awaiting subdivision applications” into a position and 
condition in which people can buy it, either individually or through developers.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  “Raw undeveloped land” may just be industry language; I don’t know. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You shouldn’t acknowledge that you don’t know! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It would be handy for the government to find out! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Oh, I know! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Oh, that is good; I am pleased to hear that.  I look forward to the call being given to 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich so that she can explain to the chamber the meanings of some of these words, seeing as she 
has just admitted that she knows, even though we may not.  That sort of explanation would be very helpful, and I 
would sincerely appreciate it if Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich provided those explanations. 

Irrespective of all the words that have been uttered in this place, the end result is that there are people out there 
crying out for affordable housing, particularly first home buyers.  We now know that because of the increase in 
the cost - I will not call it the “value” - of new homes, the cost has to be passed on to renters, and therefore rents 
have escalated enormously and made it extremely difficult for those on lower incomes to provide a roof over the 
heads of their families.  It has to be sheeted home to the feet of the Labor government.  I mentioned earlier that 
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the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has said for some considerable time that this issue has many aspects.  
If the minister is aware of those aspects, the minister should have done something about them. 

I could talk on this issue for some considerable time, but talk of itself is not enough.  It is up to the government 
to recognise its part in the problem that has been created, and it has been created.  In the minds of some, these 
things will just happen.  Many things will just happen if people do not intervene.  In this instance, the 
government has needed to intervene.  The government has not done so; therefore, it must accept responsibility 
for the current situation.  It matters not how frequently the state government points the finger at the federal 
government; it has to accept what it has not done in at least, I would suggest, the past four years.  With all the 
resources available to the government, and all the resources available to the minister, I would have thought that 
information about the problems that were being created would have been coming through to her.  If one sits on 
one’s hands and does absolutely nothing, we will see the current situation develop.  It is incumbent upon the 
minister in particular, and the government in general, to do something about the situation that now exists.  The 
government cannot possibly say that it knew nothing about it and that it was all outside its control.  I am sorry; if 
the government wants to provide good governance in this state and good governance to people on lower 
incomes, people who require public housing and people who have need of rental accommodation at reasonable 
prices, it must take this responsibility.  It cannot continue to point the finger at anybody else. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [4.32 pm]:  Homeownership affordability for young people in this 
state is becoming an absolute nightmare.  I get the paper every Saturday and for something to do I read the real 
estate section; I skip everything else!  The price of housing has gone up so much in the past two years that I 
believe it is now out of reach for many people.  A cheap house in Winthrop used to cost $450 000, $500 000 or 
$700 000.  Most people would now pay $1.2 million for a house in Winthrop.  Even a unit in Cannington now 
costs between $320 000 and $450 000.  I wonder how people can afford to buy land.  Two years ago I was 
looking at buying an acre of land in Byford for about $200 000.  I thought it might be a good investment.  That 
same block of land is now worth anything up to $1 million-plus.  I wish, like everybody else, that five or 10 
years ago I had bought many houses.  The problem today for many young people who get married and have 
families is: where will they get $450 000 or $500 000 to buy a house?  Will they rely on their parents?  Many 
parents I speak to support their children; they loan them money.  They sell their homes and give the money from 
the equity in the home to their children so that they can get a head start.  It is very sad.  The first home that a lot 
of young people buy is not an old weatherboard cottage, although a weatherboard cottage in Victoria Park would 
probably be worth $700 000 today.  Some houses in country areas have three bedrooms and one bathroom, but it 
seems that young people want homes with four bedrooms and two bathrooms, and even those homes would 
probably be rather small compared with some homes that have home theatres, huge lounge rooms, cellars and 
goodness knows what else.  Young people want everything, but they just cannot have it.  However, there should 
be affordable housing.  If there is no affordable housing, there should be social housing.  I presume that the 
reference to social housing stock in the motion means Homeswest housing, and there is not enough of that sort of 
housing.  I think the government is improving the situation.  Seven Homeswest houses are being built in my 
home town of Bridgetown, which is very good, but that will not be nearly enough to meet the need.  Seven 
houses are being built in just one small community of 4 000 people.  It is very hard for people to get into these 
homes.  Some people are waiting three or four years for homes.  I heard on ABC radio the other morning that it 
is now acceptable for people to wait three or four years for homes.  I do not believe that is acceptable, especially 
for some people who have a critical need for a house.  They might have three or four children or they might have 
left their husbands and are trying to get into state housing, but nothing is available.  These people end up in 
caravan parks or hotels, which are totally unsuitable. 

The amendment refers to improving housing sustainability and energy efficiency.  I made a statement last night 
about builders who are building mud-brick homes. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Rammed-earth homes. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I have a mental block.  I call them mud-brick homes, but they are rammed-earth 
homes. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  They are very expensive. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The fact is that these homes cannot be built, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, because the 
energy efficiency regulations specify the energy rating for a rammed-earth home.  Builders cannot get planning 
approval for these homes from the shire. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Which is really surprising.  I listened carefully to your speech yesterday. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  It is because of the zoning for zones 4 and 6.  Zone 5 is fine; people can have 
what they like.  However, no matter how Lyn Whitney, who is an architectural draftswoman in my area, plans 
these homes, she cannot get them to meet the energy efficiency regulations.  The implementation of the 
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regulations was delayed for 12 months until May 2007, but Lyn Whitney has told me that she just cannot get the 
plans approved by the shire.  It is not a matter of people saying that they want a window in a certain place; the 
windows must be triple glazed.  Plans for rammed-earth homes are not being approved by the shire because 
rammed-earth homes must have insulation, which defeats the purpose of a rammed-earth home. 

Hon Kim Chance:  And is unnecessary in rammed-earth homes anyway. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  It is unnecessary because they are energy efficient.  A couple of builders and a 
couple of architects in the area are very unhappy. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I will see whether I can follow that up.  I was listening to you. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I thank the minister.  I appreciate that, and I am sure that those people will also.  
I do not believe the government believed it would put builders out of business; that was not the idea or the 
intention, but somehow that is what seems to be happening.   

Subparagraph (iv) of the amendment, as altered, to the motion reads -  

alleviate pressure on private sector rents through measures such as the lifting of letting fees;   

Rents seem to be increasing at a great rate as well.  An amount of $250 a week will not get anyone much of a 
house; it is more like $300 a week, which to some people is 30 per cent of their wages going on rent, let alone 
anything else that they have to do.  I do not know how people can do that.  I do not believe that the lifting of 
letting fees - 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Those costs will be passed on and spread over a longer period. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Yes, that is what I think also.  Subparagraph (vi) states - 

improve access to affordable quality housing for Aboriginal Western Australians;  

This government has an appalling record of public housing for Aboriginal people.  A friend of mine was the 
president of the shire that encompasses Kununurra.  Not so long ago she sent me photographs of the Aboriginal 
housing in Kununurra.  It is appalling.  At least they have some housing.  Many communities do not have proper 
housing.  Sometimes it is the fault of the people in the houses.  They are given houses and they ruin their chances 
by wrecking the houses. 

Subparagraph (vii) states - 

introduce new measures in the state budget to address affordability. 

I am like Hon Ray Halligan: I wonder which budget that refers to - is it 2020 or 2050?  There is a crisis, but this 
government has been very slow off the mark to react.  It must have known that this was happening, as the 
opposition has raised on many occasions the fact that people are struggling.  This is meant to be the government 
that supports working people, yet it is not the case.  It is a furphy in this day and age that the Labor government 
purports to help workers.  In my opinion it does not.  This housing affordability crisis is one area where that 
really shows. 

Point of Order 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Before I seek the call, I wonder whether the Deputy President could clarify the motion 
before the Chair.  The situation has got a bit convoluted.  I understand that following the excellent motion moved 
by Hon Ray Halligan, an amendment was proposed by Hon Louise Pratt, and that that amendment was amended.  
We now have an amended amendment that is proposed to amend the motion.  Is that the strength of it or have we 
moved on from there? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  I do not know whether that is the strength of it, but the 
following are the facts: Hon Ray Halligan moved a motion, as is stated on the notice paper.  Hon Louise Pratt 
moved an amendment.  The amendment that Hon Louise Pratt moved was amended in respect of its grammar by 
the President to bring it into order.  Therefore, the words on the notice paper indicate that it is an amendment, as 
amended.  The “as amended” should be understood to be a grammatical change by the President to make it an 
acceptable amendment, so to speak.  Hon Simon O’Brien has not yet spoken on the motion moved by Hon Ray 
Halligan.  He is entitled to speak on the amendment as amended, and will be deemed to have spoken on the 
motion. 

Debate Resumed 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [4.44 pm]:  I thank Mr Deputy President for clarifying that 
matter.  I am opposed to Hon Louise Pratt’s amendment, whether it is the amendment as amended or the 
amendment as not amended.  That is because I agree with the sentiments of Hon Ray Halligan, who has done us 
a favour by raising this important matter in the house.  In fact, he gave notice of this matter back on 
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12 September last year, and debate has proceeded intermittently since the matter was first brought on for debate 
some months ago.   

I do not think that Hon Louise Pratt has done us any favours by moving her amendment because it reflects the 
ALP’s complete failure to understand that it has created a problem that is affecting very many Western 
Australians very seriously in a whole range of different ways.  To take Hon Ray Halligan’s motion, which states 
that the house condemns the government for the anxiety it has created and for its inability to deliver on election 
commitments and help reduce cost pressures and reduce supply pressures associated with the home building 
industry, and amend it, does not help the cause of the people for whom Hon Ray Halligan was seeking relief.  
We find that a government backbencher, whether a senatorial candidate-designate or not, has come in here with a 
puerile attempt to negate the thrust of the motion just for the sake of it and pretend that somehow the state 
government has no responsibility for the problems that its own policies have visited on the people of Western 
Australia.  People of this state aspire to buy a home, whether it is their first home or whether it is simply a 
change of address.  In any case, the cost pressures and the other difficulties that have been visited on the home 
market in Western Australia impact adversely on anyone who wants to participate in it.  It is no secret that 
housing affordability has priced most new home buyers out of the market.  Unless a person has a very large 
disposable personal cash fortune at his immediate disposal, or unless a person has acquired a house by winning 
one in a competition, or unless a person has acquired a house some time ago when prices were reasonable, or 
unless, unfortunately, someone near has died and bequeathed a home in his will, a person has Buckley’s chance 
of entering the home market in this state.  That is the fact of the matter, and that is wrong.  The government 
knows it and it should not get one of its backbenchers to put up some puerile amendment to try to deflect the 
responsibility rather than confront the motion head on. 

The current situation also affects people in the home ownership category in Western Australia if they simply 
want to move to a new house; that is, they have been living somewhere for a while and because their 
circumstances or aspirations change, they want to buy a new house.  That is hardly an uncommon thing.  Indeed, 
the whole real estate industry relies on the transaction of such business.  Very many Western Australian families 
aspire to change their address.  On average, Western Australians in recent decades have changed their residences 
once every seven years.  That is the average figure.  Some of us maintain the same address for decades and 
others move more frequently.  By and large, the average in recent times for Western Australians changing their 
home address is every seven years, although I suspect the average is now lengthening a bit.  It could be said that 
every seven years there is a complete changeover in the ownership of the inventory of residential premises in 
Western Australia.  When there is an explosion in the price of homes in Western Australia, it not only prices 
potential new entrants out of the market, but also impacts very adversely on people who are already in the 
market and want to exchange their current address for another address.  They may want to get a bigger and better 
home or a home that is in a more convenient location.  Older couples who may be empty-nesters or surviving 
partners who want to downsize the traditional family home to something more suited to their needs are 
confronted with massive problems as a result of an increase in the price of homes.   

The thing that has increased the impost on Western Australians, together with the outrageous overheated nature 
of the market, is the fact that this government has put all four trotters into the trough of housing stamp duty and 
has gorged itself beyond all reason.  As home prices have risen exponentially, this government has done nothing 
to recognise the fact that stamp duty costs on average homes have gone through the roof.  Paying stamp duty on 
the purchase of a property has always been a nuisance.  I do not think too many people have not experienced the 
sudden shock of putting down a bid on a property and then discovering all the add-ons, such as settlement and 
removal costs, the various agents’ fees, the costs associated with finalising insurance, electricity, water and rates 
on their new premises.  The thing that really hurts - the last time I bought a house was in 1984; the settlement 
date was February 1985 - is the cost of stamp duty.  People get a fright when they learn how much that state tax, 
for which they get nothing in direct return, will affect them when they enter into a mortgage that will be taxing 
on their household budget and repayments.  The stamp duty rates under the Treasurership of Hon Eric Ripper are 
quite obscene.  The government makes no apologies and shows no sympathy for that.  The puerile amendment 
that has been moved shows no empathy or understanding of that problem.  That is one reason that this 
amendment deserves to fail.   

It seems like a very long time ago, but I made some public comments about this issue just last July.  Some of the 
things that I had to say were dismissed by this government and others in the same way that the mover of this 
amended amendment - its grammar was incorrect - and its supporters seek to cast aside Hon Ray Halligan’s 
concerns as though they do not matter.  I and every member on this side of the house know - in their heart of 
hearts, every member on the government side knows - that in raising this matter, Hon Ray Halligan is faithfully 
reflecting the concerns of Western Australians.  After consultation with Hon Ray Halligan just over a year ago, I 
said publicly that Western Australia was in the grip of a housing crisis.  Some people wanted to argue the toss 
with me about whether we were in a crisis.  They questioned the degree of hardship that constituted a crisis.  
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They questioned whether the percentage of the crisis was 100 per cent or 97.2 per cent - as if it matters.  It 
people are hurting it matters.   

Subsequently, no-one doubts that we are experiencing a housing crisis.  It serves us well to remember the causes 
of that housing crisis.  First, there is a chronic shortage of land available for residential development.  It is as 
simple as that.  Demand is outstripping supply.  It is as basic and fundamental as that.  What does the 
government not understand?  A growing number of intending home buyers cannot raise or service the finance 
that is necessary to enter into a contract to buy a property to put a roof over their heads.  That situation is a 
failure of government.  It is a failure of this government and it must be addressed.  It should not be dismissed by 
flippant amendments to substantial motions, such as the one moved by Hon Ray Halligan.  Last year I predicted, 
when it was obvious to most people, that the rapidly escalating house prices that had occurred because of a lack 
of land and established houses on the market would result in a rise in costs and that people would not be able to 
enter the home ownership stakes.  Even those who understood that the basic supply and demand deficiency was 
causing that problem challenged me about the other claim I made at that time; namely, that there would be a 
knock-on effect in the rental sector.  I said that a vicious cycle would develop in which increased land values 
would lead to inflated land tax assessments, which, in turn, would result in large tax increases.  A property that is 
designed for residential tenancy is owned by someone as an investment and is, therefore, subject to land tax.  
The housing market does not differentiate between owned residential and tenanted residential properties when it 
decides that real estate properties will go up; indeed, they both go up.  The price of rental properties increase just 
as much as homes owned by those who dwell in them.  When that happens, and when the government has a 
rapacious land tax regime and stamp duty regime, owners of properties that are available for rent experience a 
massive increase in bills.  If there is an increase in land tax of, let us say, $6 000 a year, what will the owner of a 
property that is rented do with that $6 000 bill?  A $6 000 increase in land tax assessments is, by no means, 
extraordinary under this government.  Investment property owners have no choice but to pass on that $6 000 
increase to the tenant at a rate of $500 a month.  How many tenants who cannot afford to buy their own home for 
one reason or another can afford a $500-a-month rent increase?  There are not too many who can afford that.  I 
am talking about the battlers who this government claims to represent.  While the government has sat idle and 
counted its land tax and stamp duty millions, people in rental accommodation are at risk of being put out on the 
streets because, thanks to this government’s policies, they do not have the opportunity to buy a property; and, 
thanks to the government’s policies, a year later they are not in a position to pay the rent to put a roof over their 
heads.  That is the sort of thing about which we are receiving amended amendments to this motion.  It is simply 
not good enough.  I know that members opposite would not forgive me if I were not to promise to come back 
after question time and tell them precisely how the Carpenter government has failed the people of Western 
Australia and the three main reasons its policy has been so ruinous for potential homeowners in Western 
Australia.  Members can look forward to that. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 4067.] 
 


