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LAND TAX AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.07 pm]: I rise to join my 
colleagues in making some comments on the Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015. I do so very late on a Thursday 
afternoon, so I am sure everyone will be very attentive, Mr President—not! 

I listened to Hon Martin Pritchard towards the end of his speech when he talked about how John Howard had 
made reference to the types of promises and core promises he made prior to the elections. I note that my 
colleague was not here at the beginning of this parliamentary period when this Premier made similar types of 
commitments. This Premier has become a lot more modern than that, and he talks about “FM” promises or 
others; there is a little difference there. I thank Hon Martin Pritchard for making those comments, because 
I really think there is a significant issue around integrity in commitments. I think the community we are engaged 
in is certainly rethinking how it views political parties and the types of commitments they make. We can see that, 
particularly when it comes to these types of commitments around land tax, because, as I think Hon Sally Talbot 
made reference to, we have dealt with three pieces of legislation that have seen changes to land tax. 

It was only a couple of months ago—I think back in May—that we debated a bill that dealt with payroll tax and 
land tax changes, albeit predominantly around payroll tax, if I recall the debate correctly. People have an 
expectation that when commitments are made on how the government will manage its finances, they will be 
delivered on. We have seen in not only Australia but also Europe and some of the US states significant changes 
of government after people have become so frustrated and let down by their government that they have voted 
them out because they have not stuck to their word or not demonstrated integrity in their commitments and have 
backed away from them very fast. The people of Western Australia are certainly awake to the fact that this 
government has also demonstrated that tendency and capacity to not be open and honest or even transparent, and 
those were some of the core themes that Premier Barnett ran his election campaign on in 2008—that he would 
have a much more transparent government that would be honest in its delivery to the community. Somewhere 
along the line that has just fallen away. Sometimes I do not know how he deals with that on a personal level—
whether it is out of his hands or if that is just how he is. 

However, we are again dealing with legislation that will have implications for people who own property in our 
state, whether they are investment properties or, in some cases, businesses. I will later refer to one of my 
constituents who has been in contact with my office and is very concerned about both the past changes to the 
land tax arrangements and the forthcoming ones that we are dealing with now. When we return I hope to share 
with members some of the background to land tax because I think it is useful for people to understand a bit of the 
history behind land tax. Quite often we see these bills come through, but there is not always a lot of background 
as to why we have to have them. These are matters that I think people are becoming more engaged with. 

It was with interest that I went to the second reading speech for the Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015. It states — 

The revised scale seeks to more evenly distribute the land tax burden across all land tax payers and be 
more consistent with land tax arrangements in other jurisdictions. 

When it refers to seeking to more evenly distribute the—I will skip the word “land”—tax burden, I thought, 
“That’s a very accurate comment, because that’s what we’ve seen this government do consistently.” It is one of 
the few things the government has been consistent on—spreading the pain. We have seen that in the way it has 
managed these land tax arrangements and we have seen it in the way it has mismanaged its commitments on 
payroll tax changes. We have seen it consistently in its increases in utility prices and in a range of other flow-on 
taxes. There is a very useful Treasury document, Overview of State Taxes and Royalties 2014–15, which actually 
provides the full list of taxes that the government applies in this state to gather revenue. It is quite an extensive 
list, and I will go through it in a bit more detail later because there are some that I was not aware of and some 
that members of the public probably would not think about a lot. I know that there are a number of them on 
which we have had fairly extensive and, in some cases, quite warm discussion, particularly the landfill levy and 
the emergency services levy, amongst others. I will come back to those later. 

This legislation is simply another attempt by this government to try to patch up its poor management of the 
finances of this state. I have an image of the Dutch boy standing there with his finger in the dyke to hold the 
water back, because that is really what these bills are about—an attempt to stem the flood, if you like, of 
problems coming the government’s way because it has not managed the budget. Each of these pieces of 
legislation is an attempt to try to wedge the hole in the dyke to stop the dam from overflowing and drowning 
everyone. This is just another go at that, and it means that people have to think again more carefully about how 
they manage their finances. Not everyone in this state has the capacity to continuously dig deeper into their 
pockets. Although this bill states that the minimum rate will not be impacted, a new $300 flat fee has been 
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introduced for properties with an unimproved value between $300 000 and $400 000. That change is new and 
I am sure it will pick up a significant number of property owners who would not have been caught up before. 
When I come back to that other document, it will be interesting to go through a comparison with some of the 
other states, because it is interesting to see where these thresholds start and their gradual increments and those 
states that have a much higher threshold before any costs kick in at all. 

I do not have all that long to speak today. This is a relatively simple bill and has only four clauses. There is really 
only one clause that requires any action—the clause that introduces these changes. But it is a significant piece of 
legislation when we look at the amount of money the government expects to claw back from the state’s property 
owners to fill the great holes it has in the dam wall, if you like. My colleagues have already referred to the 
$826 million that the government expects to gain over the next four years from 2018–19 and the $184 million it 
expects to gain in 2015–16. They are quite substantial amounts of money. We know that the government’s lack 
of priority in its core planning means that it is getting really desperate. This bill is just another sign of the 
government’s desperate attempt to work out how it can find new and creative ways to manage its finances. When 
we come back in a couple of weeks, I imagine we will start to deal with another piece of legislation that indicates 
the government’s desperation—that would be the Bell Group Companies (Finalisation of Matters and 
Distribution of Proceeds) Bill 2015, with which the government hopes to retrieve an even greater amount of 
money to pour back into its coffers. 

I will talk about a constituent who has been in contact with my office. The constituent and her husband run 
a business and are very concerned about the flow-on implications of increases to land tax. They say that every 
time land or any other tax goes up, their landlord flows back the increased costs onto them in the form of rent 
increases. That is a concern for them, because they know that that means they will have to pull in how they 
manage their business, albeit in terms of their employment of staff, their operating hours, their product or any 
other aspect of the nature of their work. The constituent had been in touch with the Department of Finance 
seeking advice and assistance about land tax, and she has provided me with a copy of the email she sent the 
department after that conversation. She has provided information about the proposed increases published by the 
Department of Finance. I actually think these are the increases that would have kicked in in July; they are not 
necessarily the increases we are dealing with today. In the context of that earlier period, her situation will be 
even more difficult with the changes coming in now. The email states — 

As you can see, properties in the lower band of value 500K to 2.5M (which will take in, I believe, the 
majority of small business operations) are affected the most. 

These proposed increases are way above the increases indicated in the budget talk and I believe that the 
general business community are not aware of what’s coming. As you know, Land Tax is charged to 
business as part of their outgoings. I can tell you that in my particular case the business leasing our 
property will be paying an extra $483.00 per month which they will struggle to cover. I know that this 
company is already cutting back staff hours and pay due to the business downturn as are many other 
businesses. It may even force some small businesses to close. 

The federal government is currently very proactive in supporting small business with incentives and tax 
reductions knowing full well that it is small business that is vital to our economy. It’s like giving with 
the right hand then the state government taking with the left. 

I know that we have seen that happen on many occasions over the past six or seven years. Those are my words, 
not my constituent’s words. The email continues — 

Thank you for allowing me to bring this issue to your attention. I do hope that you can filter it through 
to the right people who can raise it in the public arena. This extortionate increase needs to be rejected 
and reduced. 

I believe that the general business community would be prepared to take on a larger that average 
increase to help correct the economic deficit however, not the levels proposed. FYI Our Land Tax bill 
last year increased 9.5% which is way above inflation etc. It seems to be a vehicle for collecting money. 

That is the end of that email. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 

 [2] 


	LAND TAX AMENDMENT BILL 2015
	Second Reading


