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STAMP AMENDMENT (BUDGET) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 May. 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [2.57 pm]:  I am in the unusual position of leading 
the second reading debate on this Bill today.  That is not to be taken as an implication that I am the Leader of the 
Opposition; I am just taking this opportunity, as Leader of the National Party, to make a few comments on this 
Bill.  The National Party will not oppose this Bill, but I would like to get some detail from the Treasurer about 
some issues in the Bill.  The Bill proposes amendments to the Stamp Act to increase from 1 July 2002 the rates 
of stamp duty on the conveyance or transfer of property; increase the rates of stamp duty applicable to the issue 
and transfer of motor vehicle licences, with the exception of those relating to heavy vehicles; introduce 
concessional stamp duty rates for the issue and transfer of licences for new and used heavy vehicles; and 
introduce an ad valorem rate of stamp duty for compulsory third party motor vehicle insurance.   

I am getting calls to my office from farmers who are concerned about this Bill.  The Treasurer may not be totally 
aware - although with his background he should be - that many farmers own a range of vehicles.  It is not 
unusual for a farmer to own 10 vehicles.  Farmers are concerned that some of the measures in this Bill may 
impact upon them out of proportion to the rest of the community.  The Bill refers to stamp duty rates to be paid 
on the issue or transfer of licences on motor vehicles costing up to $400 000.  Farmers buy a range of vehicles, 
such as spray units, that are not cars or trucks.  I presume they are included in the provision.  If I am right, the 
agricultural industry might be paying tax out of proportion to the rest of the community.   

The Opposition will not oppose the Bill because the Government of the day has a right to govern and raise taxes 
as it sees fit.  That is what government is about, even though the Labor Party promised that it would not raise 
taxes and charges.  I remember the then Leader of the Opposition saying on television that there would be no 
increases in taxes and charges.  He said something similar to the “L-A-W, law; watch my lips” statement said by 
somebody else.   

Mr Graham:  It was similar to the comment about no goods and services tax.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  Yes, all those sorts of comments.   

I would be irresponsible if I did not ask whether this legislation would have a disproportionate effect on the 
agricultural industry.  The Treasurer knows that people in the agricultural industry use a range of vehicles, 
including self-propelled picking machines for orchards; they do not have only one vehicle.  Very few farming 
enterprises, whether they are in the wheatbelt or the deep south, have only one vehicle parked in the shed.  

Mr Ripper:  Those vehicles are not licensed, are they?  

Mr TRENORDEN:  Those that are taken onto the road are.  Some farms are self-contained, but many farmers 
must take their vehicles to adjoining properties and therefore must go onto the road.  People who travel in 
country areas often see spray rigs and occasionally even picking machines on the road.  I wonder whether any 
figures on that aspect are available.  The Treasurer said in his second reading speech that a certain amount of 
money will be raised as a result of these measures.   

Mr Ripper:  I will try to obtain advice and give the member an answer in my response. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I do not expect the Treasurer to answer these questions now.  I am pleased that he is taking 
note of my comments, because I am sure he will receive correspondence containing similar questions.  
Therefore, he might as well answer my questions than answer that correspondence.   

Western Australia covers one-third of the Australian landmass and it has totally different farming conditions 
from other States, such as New South Wales and particularly Victoria.  Western Australian farmers are required 
to use different vehicles, simply because of the distance they must travel to markets or to carry out other 
functions.  Second-hand vehicles are used extensively in the Western Australian industry for economic reasons.  
The Treasurer referred to taxing second-hand vehicles.  Has the expected revenue to be raised from the different 
vehicles and their location been assessed?  The second reading speech refers to cars and heavy vehicles.  People 
accept that there will be a saving on heavy vehicles valued at over $400 000 including cranes and front-end 
loaders used in the construction and larger industries.  That does not apply so much to the agricultural industry, 
although I know of some cases where it will apply.  The reduction in taxes involved in the legislation is not an 
overwhelming issue in the industries in which I am interested, except for the mining industry.  I am sure that the 
mining industry is very appreciative of the reduction in taxes which will apply to new and second-hand vehicles 
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used in that industry.  I am not suggesting that the news is bad for all taxpayers, because there is a reasonable 
concession for heavy vehicles valued at over $400 000 area. 

The second reading speech states that only $100 additional duty will be payable on 80 per cent of all vehicles 
purchased in Western Australia and that, in the majority of cases, the additional stamp duty to be paid on 
transfers will be less than or equal to $37.50!  However, that additional cost could be of concern to people who 
own and are licensing 10 vehicles a year, even though that additional tax on each vehicle is not exorbitant.  The 
additional amount to be paid may be disproportionate to the revenue gained from other industries.  I ask the 
Treasurer to look at those matters.   

The second reading speech states that the Bill will raise around $116 million in 2002-03.  Will $57 million of 
that amount be raised from tax on property?  

Mr Ripper:  Tax on property raises the most. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Therefore, a little more than half the revenue to be raised will be raised from increased taxes 
on property; that is, $50 million to $60 million will be raised from increased licensing charges.  We should be 
worried about that.   

The Treasurer indicated in his second reading speech that people who buy such vehicles can afford them.  That 
would be true if the Treasurer and I bought a BMW or a Mercedes-Benz, because that is the vehicle we choose 
to drive.  However, it is not necessarily true for someone who must buy specific pieces of machinery to be used 
in commercial activities, whether he is a panel beater in the city or a farmer.  Sometimes such options are not as 
clear as is made out in the second reading speech, which implies that people who buy more expensive vehicles 
generally have a greater capacity to pay.  That statement is a little unfair, because I presume the statement refers 
to people buying motor vehicles for personal use.  Options are available with the purchase of second-hand 
vehicles, such as utilities, and people can pay a range of prices.  People may buy more expensive vehicles to do 
particular jobs.  However, some vehicles are necessary for industry and people do not have a lot of options when 
they purchase them.  It is necessary for farmers to purchase certain vehicles to farm their land as are other 
industries required to purchase specialised vehicles. 

It is interesting that the State has decided to increase stamp duty on properties worth more than $500 000.  That 
is not a high value in the metropolitan area, although it is high outside the metropolitan area.  I would like to 
know the median house price in Western Australia.  Based on the fact that people are taking out mortgages of 
around $200 000, it is probably approximately $350 000.  For a Government that was elected on a platform of no 
increases in taxes, this is a significant Bill.  The expected revenue of $116 million cannot be sneezed at.  I am 
sure that the Government will pay a price for breaking its promise.  

Stamp duty is a problem for the community, but not necessarily of this Government’s making.  I remember the 
debate about the introduction of the goods and services tax.  The member for Pilbara, who showed a keen 
interest in the debate, said that John Howard would not be re-elected for a third time because of the GST.  John 
Howard did not lose the election because of the GST; nor did he win it because of it.  Other matters clicked in 
prior to the election that assisted his campaign.  Generally, stamp duty was meant to decrease.  Australians were 
told that stamp duty was a mode of tax collection that would be phased out.  Given the decision of the High 
Court a few years ago, very few areas are left from which State Governments can source new revenue.  Stamp 
duty is not a popular revenue source.  In saying that, I am not picking on the Treasurer, but speaking in a general 
sense, given the State’s revenue collection limitations.  When stamp duty is calculated on the price of a product 
to which the GST has been added, it amounts to people paying a double tax.  Some people might go berserk 
about the imposition of a double tax and blame other people for it.  However, the beneficiary of that double tax is 
the State.  The GST is fixed at 10 per cent and stamp duty is added to the total cost, which causes the increase.  
The repercussions of this double tax are varied.  

One of my constituents is annoyed because he was told that he must pay insurance at the GST-inclusive price on 
a vehicle even though he was refunded the GST.  The Australian Taxation Office advised him to pay insurance 
on the total amount he paid for the vehicle; that is, the price including the GST.  If he paid $100 000, $10 000 
would be GST; therefore, he should pay insurance only on the net cost of the vehicle of $90 000. 

Mr Ripper:  Who is requiring the insurance? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The purchaser of the vehicle.  He bought it under a hire-purchase arrangement; therefore, it 
must be insured.  When my constituent made inquiries about the insurance he was told that he must insure the 
vehicle for its full cost, including the GST amount.  That advice was provided to the insurance company by the 
Australian Taxation Office.  The application of stamp duty on GST is a problem in the community and must be 
acknowledged.  
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As the member for Merredin indicated, it is having a serious impact on public liability - a debate that we will 
have soon.  The State is a major winner from the increase in public liability insurance.  I think the Treasurer 
indicated that it would raise an extra $20 million in premiums. 

Mr Ripper:  I was thinking of the mid-year estimate, which I think took into account an additional $20 million 
from insurance. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  It is a serious matter.  We must take these matters seriously because stamp duty is adding 
costs across the board.  The minister will not be surprised to hear that people involved in the agricultural industry 
are calling me with their concerns about across-the-board increases in insurance costs, on not only one vehicle 
but also a range of vehicles, some of which are specialised vehicles.  As the Treasurer rightly pointed out, some 
people do not need to put those vehicles on the road.  However, others do because their farms and their 
businesses are miles apart.  Spraying contractors, for example, must put on the road vehicles that are not standard 
vehicles.  I would appreciate the Treasurer responding to the questions I have asked so that I can answer 
questions I am asked by my constituents.  I am sure that he will be asked the same questions by his constituents.   

The National Party does not oppose the Bill, although it does not like to see promises broken or taxes increased.  
However, it is the right of the Government of the day to manage consolidated revenue and to govern.  It is also 
the responsibility of the Treasurer to explain to the community why he is doing this.  

MR MARSHALL (Dawesville) [3.16 pm]:  I disagree with the proposed amendments to the Stamp Act.  This 
Bill is an attempt by the Government to reduce the state budget blow out by collecting extra revenue in an 
underhanded way.  Although its election campaign was based on a promise not to increase taxes, it is now 
seeking to increase stamp duty.  

I am concerned most about two increases: first, the increase in stamp duty on the conveyance or transfer of 
property, with which I wholeheartedly disagree, and to which I will refer in more detail shortly; and secondly, 
the increase in stamp duty on motor vehicle licences.  I disagree with that also because it disadvantages young 
people who are keen to make a good start in life.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Is the member for Dawesville the lead speaker for the Opposition on this Bill?  

Mr MARSHALL:  No, the lead speaker is yet to speak.  Under the new scale, the rate of stamp duty on 
conveyances of property valued at $80 000 or less will be two per cent.  That is fair enough.  Where in today’s 
market could anyone buy a house for $80 000?  The scale will increase to a maximum of 5.5 per cent for 
property valued at more than $500 000, which is the average price of a middle-class house and land.  People in 
this market are second home buyers, who were married at 23 or 24 years of age, worked very hard to provide for 
their family and found that they needed an extra room because their first house was too small.  My son 
experienced that very situation.  Eight years ago all his mates bought property in East Fremantle at 
approximately $250 000.  He preferred to hang back from purchasing property there and now those homes are 
worth $400 000 to $460 000.  He wants to live in East Fremantle and educate his children at the same school that 
he attended.  I therefore offered to go halves with him in a property in East Fremantle, given that property values 
increase constantly.  I suggested that we rent the property until he is more established.  We paid $465 000 for an 
ordinary house valued at $490 000.  He could afford to pay half of the amount, which is approximately 
$240 000.  That was the life savings of a young bloke with a family who had worked for 10 years.  I contributed 
$240 000 and we paid $465 000.  It shocked me that when we settled, the stamp duty had increased the price to 
$485 000.  I could afford the extra $20 000, but it stunned me.  I felt as though I was giving away money.  It 
severely stung the young bloke.   

If the Government is short of money, it should be looking at other revenue streams; it should not be attacking the 
young people of Western Australia.  The Treasurer says, “What is $500 000 for a house?  You can afford that at 
your age.”  He is not thinking about young people.  He is lowering their standard of living and not giving them 
any encouragement to get on.   

It annoys me the way the Government has tried to justify the increase by comparing the situation in Western 
Australia with the situation in the eastern States.  That is always a good diversion.  When the Government is 
stuck for an answer during question time, it mentions how the federal Government is not helping.  Members 
opposite always need help from someone else.  That is the Labor movement’s ideology; the Liberal movement 
stands on its own two feet and gets on with the job.  

The Treasurer’s explanatory memorandum states - 

The increase in the top rate of conveyance duty to 5.5% will bring Western Australia into line with the 
existing top rates in New South Wales and Victoria, albeit introduced at a lower threshold.   
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Why mention that?  How will that help a youngster in Western Australia whose parents probably came here to 
get away from the high cost of real estate in the eastern States?  That is a stupid statement.  The explanatory 
memorandum also states - 

Moreover, the amount of conveyance duty payable on the purchase of a medium-priced house in Perth 
will still be substantially lower than that in Sydney and Melbourne, and slightly lower than that payable 
in Brisbane.   

What a stupid statement.  We live in Western Australia; the situation here should not be compared with that in 
the eastern States.  We are proud of what we have and that we can live within our means.  We are also proud of 
the infrastructure that has been provided, particularly during the coalition’s term in office.   

Ms Quirk:  What about the belltower?   

Mr MARSHALL:  What about the Mandurah to Perth rail link which will be four years late and which will cost 
tourism businesses in Mandurah millions of dollars?  The belltower is nothing compared to that fiasco.  The 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure said that it would be good to have the railway line going up Barrack 
Street to the main retail area of Perth.  For whom would it be good?  What about the retailers of Mandurah who 
could be destroyed?   

Members should consider how the Government will destroy the youth of Western Australia with this stamp duty 
increase.  I want the young people of Western Australia to be able to afford a house and not to be hit with 
increases in stamp duty.  I also want them to be able to afford to buy a car.  Australians like to own their home 
and a car.  People involved in big business lease their homes, because they see buying a home as a waste of 
money.  They invest their money at rates of interest that will cover the cost of the lease payments.  However, 
young people, and even older people, believe that they should own their home and their car.  Their cars are very 
important to young people.  This legislation provides that, if a vehicle is worth between $15 000 and $39 999, 
the stamp duty will increase from 2.5 per cent to 2.7 per cent; if it is worth $40 000 or more, the duty will 
increase from five per cent to 6.5 per cent.  Stamp duty on real estate is projected to raise $57 million in 2002-03 
and $68.1 million in 2005-06.  The Government will be collecting that money at the expense of the young people 
of Western Australia.  If the Treasurer is proud that he is ripping off people who are trying to get started in life, 
he should take a look at himself in the mirror.  I know that he is in trouble with the budget; he needs money to 
help the State flourish.  I will vote against the Bill, but I want it on the record that I believe it is a disgrace.  

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.25 pm]:  I am the lead speaker for the Opposition in 
this debate, but I will not speak for 60 minutes.   

Ms Quirk:  I am disappointed. 

Mr BARNETT:  I will try not to disappoint the member.   

The Stamp Amendment (Budget) Bill 2002 imposes very substantial increases in stamp duty taxation rates over 
a range of financial transactions.  Before I deal with the detail, I will put it in context.  It was delivered as part of 
the 2002-03 budget.  One of the key factors that will judge this budget in due course will be the issue of state 
debt.  I have said in this House on a number of occasions that, while the coalition was in office, state debt was 
reduced by about $4 billion, from $8.5 billion to about $4.5 billion.  Most significantly in terms of the State’s 
financial strength and its credit rating, the ratio of debt to revenue - in other words, the capacity to service the 
debt as crudely but indirectly measured - has changed significantly over the past decade.  When the coalition 
came to power in 1993, after the disastrous Western Australia Inc era presided over by the Labor Government, 
the ratio of debt to revenue was a massive 73 per cent.  When the coalition lost power and the Labor Party 
returned to office in 2001, the ratio of debt to revenue had been reduced from 73 per cent to 34 per cent.  In other 
words, not only had the absolute level of debt been reduced, but also the State’s creditworthiness, as measured 
by the return of its AAA credit rating and its ability to service outstanding debt, was dramatically improved.  
What have we seen since the return of the Labor Government?  The ratio of debt to revenue has risen to 39 per 
cent in the first budget.  It is projected to be 32.4 per cent next year and 43.6 per cent in 2003-04.  In other 
words, all of the good, hard work done to reduce state debt will be squandered by the Labor Government in two 
or three years.   

The reasons for that are an absolute increase in debt levels of $891 million in the first financial year of the Labor 
Government and a projected increase in debt of $585 million during the coming financial year, and that may well 
prove to be conservative.  State debt could rise during this term of government by at least $2 billion, and the 
south east metropolitan railway project has not even been started.  The project has already been delayed by two 
years and the cost of construction has increased by at least $300 million.  The Minister for Planning and 
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Infrastructure cannot tell us what it will cost, the timing or the actual engineering specifications.  The project has 
been delayed by two years and all we have is increased uncertainty.  I will not discuss that issue today; there will 
be further opportunities to do that.  However, we have had an almost $1 billion increase in state debt during the 
Labor Party’s first year in office, and the project most likely to contribute to further increases is still surrounded 
by technical, engineering and, in particular, financial uncertainty.  This State under Labor is again heading into 
precarious financial territory.  To try to cover that debt, the Labor Government has made massive taxation 
increases.  The taxation increases do not relate simply to the growth in revenue because of a buoyant economy; 
they are increases in taxation collection as a direct result of policy decisions to increase either the rate or the 
breadth of application of a particular tax.  In Labor’s first budget in 2001-02, taxation increases of the order of 
$149 million were announced.  In the 2002-03 financial year, there will be a further $110 million increase in 
state taxes.  Most of the taxation announcements in last year’s and this year’s budgets will come into play on 1 
July this year.  The impost, particularly on small business, but also on individuals buying a house or a car in the 
form of land tax, payroll tax, or whatever it might be, will amount to an extra $250 million due to tax increases 
in 2002-03.  That will rise to $265 million of extra tax in the following year and to $276 million in 2004-05.  In 
other words, a quarter of a billion dollars of additional taxes will be imposed on the Western Australian 
community by a Government and a Premier who promised there would be no tax increases under Labor.  As I 
have said before, that was the great untruth of the last election campaign.  The people of Western Australia will 
not forget it.  This Government has already overseen massive increases in taxation and debt, and it has been in 
power for just 15 months.   

This legislation relates to changes to stamp duty.  As most members are aware, stamp duty is applied generally 
as a percentage of the value of a particular transaction.  In that sense it is an ad valorem tax.  The budget for 
2002-03 has resulted in a dramatic rise in the rates of both stamp duty and collections.  It is worth noting the 
broad areas in which stamp duty applies.  I will refer to the overview of state taxes, which is a very useful 
publication.  The stamp duty on rental businesses in 2001-02 was $25 million or 1.1 per cent of total state taxes.  
Stamp duty on insurance policies raised $159 million or 6.7 per cent of total state taxes.  I note that a significant 
part of those insurance policies relates to professional indemnity and public liability policies.  For other reasons, 
the premiums have risen dramatically - anywhere from 50 to 1 000 per cent on that type of insurance policy.  
This Government will get a revenue windfall, not by changing the tax arrangements for insurance policies, but 
simply because of the increased premiums and therefore the increased ad valorem stamp duty collected.  While 
community groups around this State are struggling to get public liability insurance and to keep school fetes, 
marches and sporting events going, what does this Labor Government do?  It sits back, does nothing, as it has 
done for the past six months, and simply increases stamp duties.  It is almost like preying on people, 
professionals and sporting and community groups in their time of trouble.   

Stamp duty on mortgages will raise $78.5 million or 3.3 per cent of total tax revenue.  Stamp duty on marketable 
securities, which has been phased out, collected $9.5 million or 0.4 per cent of total taxes in the current financial 
year.  Stamp duty on cheques raised $6 million or 0.3 per cent of total state taxes.  Stamp duty is also payable on 
motor vehicle licences.  Every time a person buys a new or second-hand car, that person must pay stamp duty on 
the transfer of the vehicle licence.  That already raises a massive $170.5 million a year or 7.2 per cent of total 
state taxes.  There is also stamp duty on conveyances.  Every time a new house is built, generally by first home 
owners, or a house or commercial property transaction takes place, stamp duty is applied.  Stamp duty on 
conveyances has been rising strongly simply because there has been a high rate of new construction under the 
Howard Government’s first home owners scheme.  There also has been a buoyant property market because of 
both the rising prices of residential and commercial properties and the increasing number of transactions.  A 
windfall boost to revenue collections has happened regardless, particularly in the property market; yet there will 
be increases in the rates that will apply.  Stamp duty on conveyances already raises an enormous $520 million, or 
21.9 per cent of total state taxes, from the property sector.  Various other stamp duties raise about $16 million or 
0.7 per cent of total state taxes.  The stamp duty collections are quite massive.  Indeed, total stamp duty 
collections in 2001-02 amounted to $984.5 million - almost a billion dollars worth of taxation on individuals, 
families and businesses in this State - or 41.6 per cent of total state taxes.  Stamp duty and land taxes are 
particularly hard felt by the small business and commercial sectors.   

This Bill contains essentially four major changes to stamp duties.  These have been detailed in the second 
reading speech and also in the budget papers.  The first change is to replace the nominal or flat 25c stamp duty 
for compulsory third-party motor vehicle insurance policies with an ad valorem stamp duty at the rate of eight 
per cent of the premium.  That almost slipped through.  It did not sound like much.  A 25c duty applied to 
compulsory third-party motor vehicle insurance.  I think that is expensive, but it is compulsory and it is certainly 
necessary to deal with the trauma of road accidents.  However, this measure will raise an additional 
$24.5 million by itself - an enormous tax burden increase on compulsory third-party motor vehicle insurance.  
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People need their cars and those cars need to be insured.  People need vehicles to get to work, for family or 
recreation purposes or whatever.  That increase will raise some $104.6 million over a four-year period.   

The second measure is an increase in the rate of stamp duty on motor vehicle licence transfers.  Every time a 
person buys a new or second-hand car, that person will pay a significantly increased rate of stamp duty.  That 
measure will raise $38.3 million in a full year, or an incredible $162.8 million of additional stamp duty on motor 
vehicle transfers as a result of the Labor Government.  There is a small reduction in the rate of stamp duty on 
registrations of heavy vehicles to a flat three per cent, which will provide a cap on the amount of stamp duty 
payable on registrations and transfers.  That will result in a reduction of $3.9 million in duty payable.   

The really big change is the increase in the stamp duty on conveyancing for house and business property 
transactions.  There will be an incredible increase of $57 million in the duty payable, not because there is a 
buoyant property market or the asset values of commercial and residential properties have increased, but because 
of this increase that will tax people transacting in the residential and commercial property sector a further 
$57 million.  That increase in conveyancing rates will add a further $251 million over four years to the taxation 
burden in this State.   
There are some absolutely extraordinary increases in stamp duty rates, and I will now go through some of those 
in more detail.  The increases in stamp duties in this legislation amount to about $109 million this year.  By 
2005-06, it will be close to $130 million.  Because the number of transactions and the value of assets typically 
grow over time, the increases in the rates and the application have a dramatic effect.   
I will comment in more detail on some of the individual components.  First, the stamp duty on compulsory third-
party motor vehicle insurance has been changed from a 25c flat charge to an eight per cent ad valorem tax.  It 
will raise $24.5 million of additional tax revenue in one year.  What will it mean to a young kid or a student 
buying a car?  It means that a young student earner who buys a car will have to pay an extra $19.21 year in, year 
out on compulsory third party insurance.  That may not sound much to some members of this House, but it will 
be difficult for people struggling on low incomes, who have no choice but to have a car, to meet an extra $19.21 
a year. 
The motor vehicle transfer rate on a vehicle of under $15 000 - that sounds like some of my son’s cars - is 
currently 2.5 per cent and will increase to 2.75 per cent.  That does not sound much when it is put in those terms.  
The rate for a car between $15 000 and $40 000 - the price range of a typical family car - is 2.5 per cent to five 
per cent, according to value, and the new rate will range from 2.75per cent to 6.5 per cent.  Again, that rate does 
not sound too much.  However, the rate for vehicles valued at more than $40 000 - a significant part of motor 
vehicle sales, which includes most four-wheel drive vehicles - is five per cent and it will increase to 6.5 per cent.  
That does not sound too much when one says it quickly, but it will have a significant effect.  The first measure of 
the effect of the increases is that it will immediately raise $38.3 million. 
It is also instructive to consider the extra money that Western Australians will pay as a result of the Labor 
Government’s increases in stamp duty on motor vehicle transfers.  The current stamp duty on a vehicle valued at 
$20 000 is $600.  A vehicle of that value is not a very expensive vehicle and is probably typical of a family’s 
second vehicle, a student’s vehicle and a vehicle in low-income households.  A fairly basic new car can be 
bought for about $20 000.  Now, under Labor, the stamp duty will be $700; that is, another $100 on the purchase 
of a vehicle valued at $20 000.  It is interesting that in Western Australia the stamp duty will be $700; it is $600 
in New South Wales; $500 in Victoria; $400 in Queensland; $570 in South Australia; and $600 in Tasmania.  
Therefore, stamp duty on a $20 000 vehicle in Western Australia goes right to the top at $700.  It is the most 
expensive stamp duty anywhere in Australia on a $20 000 motor vehicle.  Before these tax increases, a more 
expensive vehicle of $45 000 would attract stamp duty of $2 250, which is a fair slug of tax to pay on a vehicle.  
Now the tax will be $2 925; in other words, an increase of $675.  That is an increase - not the total amount - of 
almost $1 000 on a vehicle worth $45 000 or more. 
These increases are interesting because a canny businessman or someone travelling around Australia might think 
about where to buy their vehicle, particularly a more expensive vehicle.  As I said, the stamp duty in Western 
Australia on a $45 000 vehicle will now be $2 925.  The stamp duty on that same vehicle in New South Wales is 
$1 350; that is a large difference of some $1 600.  It will not take long for it to dawn on people who are 
travelling that they will be better off buying a vehicle, for example, in Sydney.  Members opposite should think 
about that.  The member for Moore is pretty cagey when it comes to money.  Someone like that who wants to 
buy a car for $45 000 and happens to be in Sydney can save $1 600 in stamp duty and the cost of their air ticket 
back to WA.  What would that person do?  That person would buy the car and drive it back to WA.  That will 
happen when there is a disparity in stamp duty rates such as that between Western Australia and New South 
Wales.  This Bill means that vehicle dealerships in Western Australia potentially will lose a portion of their 
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business to sales outside of this State.  The difference in stamp duty between Western Australia and Victoria on a 
$45 000 car is not too much; the tax is $2 250 there.  However, if people visit the Barrier Reef or Brisbane in 
Queensland, they can buy a car and pay only $900 in stamp duty.  In Western Australia they would pay $2 900-
odd, but they could buy the same vehicle in Queensland and pay $2 000 less in stamp duty.  It is almost 
worthwhile going on a holiday to Queensland, buying a car and driving back to Western Australia.   
I remember 20 to 30 years ago when people went to Europe, lived there a couple of years and brought back cars 
such as Mercedes almost duty free.  Under the regime in this Bill people will take the opportunity to buy vehicles 
in other States.  The stamp duty on a $45 000 vehicle in South Australia is $1 320 and it is $1 800 in Tasmania.  
The percentage increases in stamp duty rates are not small; they are large amounts of money in dollar terms.  
There is a significant disparity between the stamp duty paid on new vehicles purchased in Western Australia and 
that in other States, and that will create an incentive to people to buy new vehicles outside of Western Australia 
and drive them back to this State.  Therefore, I am not surprised that the Royal Automobile Club of WA and 
motor vehicle dealers are outraged about this excessive increase in stamp duty on motor vehicles. 
I move now to the situation of property conveyances.  I remind members that stamp duty on both residential and 
commercial property transfers currently raises $520 million a year and this Bill will substantially increase it by 
$57 million.  I will come back to that matter as I want to make another point about motor vehicle transfers. 
Although I quoted the increase in the rate of stamp duty for motor vehicle transfers, the problem is not so much 
the percentage increase in the rate of stamp duty that people will pay on buying a vehicle, but how much 
additionally they will pay.  Under these changes, the increase in stamp duty on a motor vehicle valued between 
$10 000 and $20 000 will be 10 per cent.  I recall the Premier and Treasurer talking about keeping tax rates in 
line with inflation.  An increase of 10 per cent is not in line with inflation.  We have not had 10 per cent inflation 
in this country since Paul Keating was Prime Minister, yet there will be a 10 per cent increase in stamp duty on 
low-value vehicles.  The stamp duty on a vehicle valued between $20 000 and $30 000 will increase by 16.7 per 
cent; it will increase by 25 per cent on a vehicle valued between $30 000 and $40 000; and by 30 per cent on a 
vehicle valued at more than $40 000.  I cannot remember Australia having a rate of inflation of 30 per cent; 
Argentina did about 30 years ago.  Not only did this Government say that there would be no increases in taxes 
under Labor, but also it tried to qualify that statement by saying that the increases would be in line with the 
inflation rate.  Hang on!  The rates are being increased by 10 per cent on lower priced vehicles and by up to 30 
per cent on higher priced vehicles.  Those are the true increases in stamp duty on vehicles; they are not small 
increases, they are massive.  The stamp duty on the cost of purchasing a vehicle will have a substantial impact on 
young people, students, low income, middle income and high income families. 

I return to the stamp duty applying to property conveyances and again the same pattern emerges.  In his budget 
the Treasurer glibly announced the increased stamp duty rates on conveyances.  He issued a press release and 
tried to put a spin on the announcement that the increases were small.  Let us look at the rates.  The current rate 
for a property conveyance of under $80 000 is 1.95 per cent; that will increase to two per cent.  That does not 
sound much at all.  It will increase from 2.85 per cent to three per cent for a property valued between $80 000 
and $100 000 and from 3.7 per cent to 4.15 per cent for a property valued between $100 000 and $250 000.  That 
latter figure is probably the range of the vast majority of property transactions in the Perth metropolitan area.  An 
increase from 3.7 per cent to 4.15 per cent sounds a bit high.  The rate for a property valued between $250 000 
and $500 000 will increase from 4.55 per cent to 5.15 per cent, and on a property valued at $500 000 the rate will 
increase from 4.85 per cent to 5.5 per cent.  There is a little bit of Labor Party envy and spite.  This is an increase 
in what is already a progressive rate of tax.  The Treasurer is trying, by stealth, to have his final little jab and get 
a little bit of his premium property tax in place.  He has increased and added a further progressive nature to what 
is already a progressive rate of stamp duty on property conveyances.  Again, that is only the increase in the rates.   

This stamp duty will collect a significant amount of money.  As I said, it will collect approximately an additional 
$57 million.  How do the stamp duty rates compare with other States?  I will use some typical examples of stamp 
duty on various property values, relying on Treasury figures.  A person who bought a property for $150 000, 
which is a moderately priced house, certainly in the Perth metropolitan area, under the previous system would 
have paid stamp duty of $3 980.  He will now pay $4 275.  In other words, it is an increase of about $300.  In 
New South Wales, the stamp duty is less - $3 740.  It is a bit more in Victoria - $4 660 - and in Queensland a bit 
less at $3 975.  The cost is $4 830 in South Australia, and $3 925 in Tasmania.  A person who bought a $500 000 
house, which is not unusual - a large number of transactions occur at $500 000 or thereabouts - under the 
previous system would have paid $19 055 in stamp duty for the privilege.  That is a fairly big slug.  Now, under 
Labor, he will pay $21 300.  In other words, it is a $2 250 increase in the amount of stamp duty payable.  These 
are not small increases in stamp duty taxation.  Stamp duty of $21 300 is a fair bit of money.  In New South 
Wales, the stamp duty for that property transaction would be $17 990, which is nearly $2 500 less.  In Victoria, it 
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would be $25 000, which is quite high.  In Queensland, a person would pay only $15 975 on a property 
transaction for a similarly priced house, which is almost $6 000 cheaper than the stamp duty payable in Western 
Australia.  In South Australia a person would pay $3 500 less - $18 830 - and in Tasmania it would be even less 
at $17 550.  These are significant increases to the rate payable in Western Australia.   

This applies not only to residential property.  A lot of the transactions that take place and that drive the economy 
by providing opportunities for building and construction activity and employment are transfers of commercial 
property.  That is a large part of the property market and revenue collections.  Stamp duty on a smallish office 
building valued at $5 million would have been $237 000.  Under these tax increases, which will fall directly on 
small to medium-size business in this State, it will cost $269 000.  In other words, a further $32 000 of stamp 
duty will be payable on a typical commercial transaction of around $5 million.  These are not small tax increases.  
When that is combined with previously announced increases in land taxes, it will have a significant impact on 
the small to medium-size business sector.  If Labor finally gets its industrial relations laws through, it will have a 
dramatic and damaging effect on employment in that sector.  A person who bought a $5 million property in WA 
would incur that additional cost for stamp duty.  In some other States, it would be less.  The stamp duty payable 
in New South Wales is a little less at $260 000, while in Queensland the stamp duty on that transaction would be 
$184 000.   

That is interesting, because if there is one State with which Western Australian is in a competitive position it is 
Queensland.  Queensland and Western Australia are the two developing States of this nation.  Those States do 
not have massive population centres such as Sydney and Melbourne have.  However, the stamp duty on a 
commercial transaction of $5 million for a small enterprising business such as a tourist development, small office 
building, a workplace for the information technology and communications industry, or a research laboratory 
would be $268 000 in Western Australia.  In Queensland, it would be $184 000.  That is a difference of about 
$80 000.  It is a significant difference, and one that will affect decisions on where people buy commercial 
property, locate businesses and employ people.  If the Government does not think that sort of difference or 
disparity will have an effect, it is extraordinarily naive.   

Some of the increases in the rates may not sound that much.  The inflation rate in Australia is currently around 
three per cent.  On a property valued at less than $80 000, the increase in stamp duty payable is 2.6 per cent.  For 
a property valued at up to $100 000 the increase is 5.3 per cent, and for a property valued at up to $200 000 it is 
12.2 per cent. The increase is 13.2 per cent for properties valued at up to $500 000, and 13.4 per cent for 
properties over $500 000.  Where is the nexus between increases in the rate of taxation payable and the inflation 
rate?  For most property transactions, both residential and commercial, the increase in the amount of stamp duty 
actually payable is in the order of 12 to 13 per cent, which is three to four times the current rate of inflation.  It is 
an absolute untruth for the Labor Government to make speeches about the rate of tax increases being broadly in 
line with the rate of inflation.  They are nothing like that.  They go from five to 30 per cent on vehicle 
transactions, and from around three to 13 per cent on property transactions.  This is a greedy Government.  The 
Government is not being honest with taxpayers about the true extent and nature of its taxation increases.   

I do not intend to go on much further because I have taken the time to go through the total effect of these 
taxation increases.  I have demonstrated that although nominally the rates may look relatively modest, an 
examination of the amount of additional taxation revenue collected shows that over the past two budgets the 
Western Australian community - householders, individuals and businesses - has been taxed a further 
$250 million a year because of tax rate increases alone.  On top of that they will pay more tax, because there will 
be more transactions at higher values.  The tax rate increases alone are worth a further $250 million.  The 
increases in the amount of tax payable mean that the rates for most property and vehicle transactions in Western 
Australia are now uncompetitive with those in the rest of Australia.   

The Government has created an incentive for people to buy motor vehicles outside Western Australia.  If the 
difference is between $1 500 and $2 000, there are plenty of people who will combine a holiday or business trip 
to the east coast with the option of buying a vehicle and driving it back.  They will save the cost of an air ticket 
and between $1 000 and $2 000 on stamp duty.  That will put the vehicle industry and vehicle dealerships in this 
State at a significant disadvantage.  Government should not do that.  It is an important industry that employs a 
large number of people.  It should not be treated in that way.   

The increase in conveyancing duty has imposed a substantial burden.  If a typical young couple were to buy a 
typical home in Perth or a regional centre, the increase in stamp duty payable would be in the order of $500.  If 
the young couple were struggling on relatively low wages, it would be difficult to pull the money together to 
afford to buy a house.  This Government has made that change.  The Government already had a windfall of 
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about $200 million a year, mainly in extra stamp duties and land taxes, simply because of the rise in property 
values and the increase in the number of transactions.   

During the election campaign, the current Premier joined the then Premier Richard Court in a debate in front of 
tens, if not hundreds, of thousands of viewers.  He looked down the camera and into the eyes of people in their 
lounge rooms and said that there would be no increases in taxes under Labor.  That was the great lie of the 
election campaign.  Some whoppers have been told in politics, but that will stand in the history of this State as 
one of the greatest.  This Treasurer tries to dress up heavy tax increases in two consecutive budgets as increasing 
taxes in line with the inflation rate, but it is nothing like that at all.  Tax increases may be about three per cent, 
but in the case of property, what is actually paid in stamp duty on conveyancing will increase by 13 or 14 per 
cent, while for vehicles, the extra stamp duty will be up to 40 per cent.  For young people trying to buy their first 
car, that is a very substantial increase in duty.   

The Opposition will examine this Bill in more detail in the consideration in detail stage.  I do not think the 
people of Western Australia will be fooled for one minute.  When 1 July comes around the stamp duty, payroll 
tax and land tax increases will start to bite.  If the Labor Government passes its backward industrial relations 
law, and small business is placed at a significant wage cost disadvantage compared to its larger competitors in 
the market place, there will be a loss of part-time and casual employment.  This will hit labour-intensive 
industries, which are also affected by land tax and stamp duty on transactions.  This Government has had a 
buoyant economic environment for the past 12 months, but it should never assume that that will continue.  The 
residential and commercial property markets are by their nature cyclical.  Residential construction has been 
through a boom period.  There have been three booms in residential construction in the past 20 years, and there 
will be future booms, but there will also be flat spots in between.  The amount of housing being built in this 
State, particularly under the first home owners scheme, will not be sustainable in the long term.  It is a greedy 
budget, with very substantial increases in stamp duty, which will do a great deal of harm to individuals, families 
and small business in this State.  

MR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [4.02 pm]:  I do not agree with this Bill, although the Opposition will 
not be opposing it.  It is regressive legislation in the sense that it imposes more costs on people.  People buying 
residences or land have often stretched themselves financially to get to that point.  To then face another impost 
called stamp duty makes their lives that much more difficult.  I always get upset when local government 
increases rates each year, when the rate base is expanding all the time, with new subdivisions, or blocks being 
split for multiple residences.  The situation with stamp duty is not exactly the same, but the base keeps 
expanding due to inflation.  The increase in this case is not only due to inflation; there is the extra impost of the 
increase in the amount of stamp duty paid on residences, vehicles and third party motor vehicle insurance.  This 
is not a great way to go.  As the Leader of the Opposition has pointed out, this impost makes it very difficult for 
young people to get on in life.  Young people have cars as well as houses to pay off, so they face a double 
whammy.  Private industry also gets hit when buying factories or other commercial property.   

The other interesting point is that the States are double dipping on tax.  When the Labor Party was in opposition, 
it talked about the double dipping resulting from having to pay stamp duty on goods and services tax.  We still 
have double dipping in Western Australia, with this wonderful Government that was going to correct all the 
wrongs of the past.  In the Australian Financial Review of Friday, 8 March 2002, an article appeared under the 
heading “States double-dipping on tax”, which stated - 

Tax experts have accused state governments of profiteering from federal tax reforms, using them as an 
opportunity to artificially increase the state tax take.   

I am not sure if they have actually taken advantage of the new tax laws, because previously, when there was 
wholesale sales tax, stamp duty was charged on that tax.  I will concede that it has not changed in that sense.  I 
can remember the then Opposition in 2000 carrying on about how bad it was.  The article continues - 

A KPMG tax partner, Mr David Stevens, said state taxes were a major concern in business 
restructuring.  

“We have states picking up windfalls from other economic changes, and there seems to be no interest in 
addressing this,” he said.   

“And stamp duty is non-creditable, which makes it worse.” 

Several states levy stamp duty of 5 per cent on transactions which, when the compounding effect of an 
additional 10 per cent GST is added in, means the states obtain an extra 0.5 per cent on every 
transaction.  
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If $1 million or even $500 000 is being paid for a building, an extra 0.5 per cent is a substantial amount.  
Businesses do not always find it easy, and this imposition on both businesses and individuals buying cars and 
houses imposes an extra burden on them.  I find it difficult to comprehend why the Government is going down 
this line.   

A problem with stamp duty is that people complain of paying a tax for which they do not receive anything.  
People do not mind paying a fare on the bus, but when they are buying a house and paying a tax for which they 
do not see anything, they are concerned.  Governments need money to run schools, hospitals and other services, 
but it is hard for many people to comprehend that.  The Government should be looking at some other way of 
spreading the tax burden without hitting people trying to buy houses or businesses, through stamp duty.  

I would like the minister to explain what he means by introducing an ad valorem rate of stamp duty for 
compulsory third party motor vehicle insurance.  I knew the term had something to do with adding value, but I 
was not sure of the real definition.  The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines ad valorem as “in proportion to the 
estimated value of the goods concerned”.  I would have thought that the stamp duty for compulsory third party 
motor vehicle insurance was fixed, so I cannot work out where the estimated value comes in.  If the minister 
could explain what that means, I would appreciate it, because I am a bit confused.   

I do not support these increases.  It is not the way to go, because it will be detrimental to many people.  It will 
drag the State back, because businesses and young people will find it that much harder to get on, with the extra 
burden imposed on them.  The Government may say that it is only a couple of per cent, or a few hundred dollars, 
but as has been pointed out, with natural increases resulting from inflation, prices keep going up, and so the tax 
base keeps increasing.  It is not necessary to place this impost on the people of Western Australia.   

MR BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [4.08 pm]:  I want to explore one particular aspect of this Bill, which seeks to raise 
stamp duty on a range of things, including housing and motor vehicles.  Prior to the last election, most of us 
involved in politics would have watched the debate between the then Premier, Hon Richard Court, and the then 
Leader of the Opposition, Hon Geoff Gallop, about the visions each had for the future of Western Australia 
under either a Court Liberal Government or a Gallop Labor Government.  During that leaders debate Hon Geoff 
Gallop, the now Premier of Western Australia, said clearly and categorically that were the people of Western 
Australia to elect the Labor Party to govern this State for the next four years, there would be no increases in 
taxes and charges. 

Mr Graham:  And no new taxes. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Yes.  That clear statement by the then Leader of the Opposition and now Premer was made in the 
context of what can be viewed only as the premier political debate of the last election.  The now Premier also 
said clearly, in a way that everyone in Western Australia could understand, that there would be no new taxes and 
charges.  I know that from time to time all of us involved in politics make various promises about what we will 
or will not do when we assume the Treasury benches, and from time to time it becomes difficult for us to 
implement those promises and policies fully.  However, notwithstanding that, it is my experience, as a keen 
follower of the political process, that most Governments, regardless of their political persuasion, attempt to 
honour the promises that they make during an election, albeit with some difficulties and hurdles to overcome. 

This Bill, which seeks to impose a higher rate of stamp duty on the property and motor vehicle industries, is in 
blatant contrast with what the now Premier said during that leaders debate.  That debate is watched by hundreds 
of thousands of Western Australians, and it may well help some of the swinging voters to make up their minds 
about whom they should give their votes to.  Battling families and individuals who find it difficult to keep up the 
pace and do not have incomes that are capable of withstanding these common financial assaults by government 
may just happen to take an interest in the political process because it is election time, and if they hear a possible 
future Premier say, “Do not worry; our Government will not be increasing any taxes and charges”, or, as the 
member for Pilbara said, “Our Government will not be introducing any new taxes”, they may think, “I cannot 
afford to pay my bills now, and I certainly cannot afford to pay any increased taxes and charges or any new taxes 
and impositions on my household budget”, and they may vote for the Labor Party.  The Premier made the brash 
statement during the leaders debate that there would be no increases in taxes and charges and there would be no 
new taxes and charges, yet what the Premier is doing now, some 18 months on, through his operative, the 
Treasurer, is giving all politicians in this State a bad name.   

Those of us who follow the financial accounts of the State Government would be aware that two of the three 
major sources of income for a State Government are stamp duty and payroll tax.  Mining and petroleum royalties 
also contribute a great deal of money to the State’s coffers.  In fact, last year they contributed about $1.2 billion, 
and I know the member for Pilbara would not be entirely happy about that, particularly as a lot of that money 
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would have come from his electorate.  The now Premier blatantly misled the people of Western Australia when 
he said on statewide television that his Government would not increase taxes and charges, when he knew only 
too well that the only options available to fund his electoral commitments were to increase stamp duty or payroll 
tax.  I guess that when the opportunity presents itself, some of us like to take advantage of that opportunity and 
say we will not increase taxes and charges, because that is the politically expedient thing to do.  However, for a 
future leader of this State to say on television that he will not increase stamp duty or payroll tax during the next 
four years is at best irresponsible and at worst highly misleading, and I hope the media will get that message into 
the community in the context of this debate.   

DR WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.15 pm]:  In speaking on the Stamp Amendment (Budget) Bill I will raise 
three issues to which I hope the Treasurer will respond.  The first is compulsory third party motor vehicle 
insurance premiums.  I accept that Western Australia has the lowest third party premiums of any State in 
Australia.  However, the Motor Vehicle (Third Party Insurance) Act, which is what these premiums are based on, 
states in section 3T(1) -  

At least once in each financial year, the Commission shall make an assessment of the extent to which in 
the next following financial year the premium income of the Commission as estimated on the basis of 
existing scales of premiums, together with other income expected to be received under and for the 
purposes of this Act by the Commission, would be likely to be sufficient to meet claims arising and 
costs and other expenses estimated to be incurred in that financial year under this Act . . .  

The Act states also that the Insurance Commission shall make a recommendation to government about any new 
scales or premiums.  I believe that in March this year, the Insurance Commission recommended that there be no 
increase in third party insurance premiums.  Therefore, I am concerned about the reason for this increase.  The 
Government hopes to recoup from this increase an extra $24.5 million in 2002-03 and an extra $104 million over 
four years.  I am concerned also about where this money will go, because I believe that as a result of the WA Inc 
saga many years ago, there was no money in the third party insurance area.  I want an assurance that this money 
will stay in this area and will not be taken out and used in another area.   

My third concern is about the increase in stamp duty rates on the transfer of property.  We should be encouraging 
younger people and first home buyers, and even people who have been in the property market for a few years, to 
purchase property.  The proposed rate for properties valued at $80 000 or less and between $80 000 and 
$100 000 will hit 20 per cent of the property market.  That increase will not be so bad; it is $70.  For people 
transferring a property valued at $100 000 to $250 000, the additional cost is $745, which is significant.  I would 
like to see those people who are just getting started helped a little more and not subjected to such a huge 
increase.   

Another area of concern is the stamp duty on heavy vehicles.  I accept that a decision was made in 1999 to 
increase the stamp duty from three per cent to five per cent and that since that time the Motor Trade Association 
has complained about the loss of business and the fact that people are dealing with Queensland, Victoria or 
South Australia and that Western Australia is suffering because of it.  In 1998, when Western Australia’s stamp 
duty was three per cent, the rate in Queensland and South Australia was two per cent and in Victoria 2.5 per 
cent.  The Western Australian rate was then increased to five per cent.  The Queensland rate stayed at two per 
cent and has remained at two per cent.  The South Australian rate was two per cent from 1998 to 2000.  In 2001 
an attempt was made to increase it to three per cent.  That attempt obviously failed because the rate is back down 
to two per cent.   

Has the Government studied the statistics?  It states that the tax will cost the community $3.9 million over the 
next financial year and $16.7 million over the next four financial years, whereas if the rate were two per cent, I 
believe that the figures would be $9.4 million for 2002-03 and $40 million over the next four years.  Has the 
Government done a cost-benefit analysis?  Will reducing the rate to three per cent turn back the tide or will 
people still go to the eastern States and South Australia if it means that they will save $50 000 or $100 000?  I 
would like to see a proper cost-benefit analysis conducted.  We know the costs are $3.9 million and 
$16.7 million, but what are the benefits?  Will we fully recoup those costs?  Is the reduction in rate worthwhile?  
Has a cost-benefit analysis been conducted on a rate of two per cent?  Is this merely a way of keeping the Motor 
Trade Association happy while costing society more?  Should we be introducing this measure?  If we are to 
introduce this measure, we should be competing with the eastern States and maybe reducing the rate to two per 
cent, not three per cent.  I look forward to the Treasurer’s explaining what are the benefits to the Western 
Australian taxpayers of decreasing stamp duty at a cost to the community of $3.9 million next year and 
$16.7 million over four years. 
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MR McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.23 pm]:  I intend to speak briefly on this 
important Bill.  In doing so, I note that some members of the Opposition have attacked the Premier because of 
some stamp duty increases.  I note that the member for Kalgoorlie, the future member for Alfred Cove, who is 
out of his seat, is putting up his hand.  I understand that he has purchased some property in the vicinity of Alfred 
Cove, so he is no doubt planning for his future. 

Points of Order 

Mr BIRNEY:  The member for Rockingham has made an incorrect statement to the House and has misled the 
House by suggesting that I have purchased a property in the vicinity of the seat of Alfred Cove.  That is totally 
untrue.  I am happy to advise members that I do not own any property in Perth.  I would like the member for 
Rockingham to retract that statement.  He obviously reads the drivel that is posted on the Internet from time to 
time.  He has become a victim of that drivel.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order, but I am sure the member for Kalgoorlie’s comments are 
noted. 

Mr RIPPER:  I am concerned that we are increasingly seeing an abuse of the system of taking points of order.  
We had an example of that then when a member wanted to offer a contrary point of view or what he regarded as 
a correction and took the opportunity of a point of order to make the correction.  If a member believes that he has 
been misrepresented in the House, the correct procedure is to seek leave to make a personal explanation at a later 
stage.   

I would not normally have risen, but I have noticed over a number of months that many so-called points of order 
have been taken which are not points of order but opportunities for people to offer a point of view.  I just wonder 
whether there might be some guidance from the Chair on when points of order should be taken. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members are quite aware of what the standing orders say.  I ask that members abide 
by the standing orders as written.  I am sure the member for Rockingham was getting to the point of addressing 
the relevance of his speech.  He was certainly headed in that direction.  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr McGOWAN:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  If I have misled the House, I certainly did not intend to.  
However, it provides the member for Kalgoorlie with an opportunity to tell the House whether he will 
completely rule out running for a metropolitan seat.  It is up to him to say yes or no.  Will he rule it out?  If he 
does not rule it out, we can draw our own conclusions.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr McGOWAN:  He is not ruling it out.  We can all draw our own conclusions on his confidence in his ability 
to hold his electorate at the next election.   

I will give the member for Kalgoorlie a brief history lesson on tax increases.  He went on at length about Labor 
Governments and taxing, Labor Governments’ failures and so forth.  He failed to mention the record of our 
current Prime Minister, who on numerous occasions in 1995 told the Australian people, “I will never ever 
introduce a goods and services tax - it is dead.”  Those were his exact words.  It was the greatest fraud ever 
perpetrated by a leader of a federal political party in our nation’s history.  It is also the highest taxing 
Commonwealth Government in our nation’s history.  John Howard introduced the GST in contradiction to his 
earlier promises.  The member for Kalgoorlie also forgot to mention the record of his much-loved former 
Premier and member for Nedlands, Hon Richard Court.  In the lead-up to the 1993 state election the then Leader 
of the Opposition, who subsequently became Premier, promised to abolish payroll tax.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr McGOWAN:  If members opposite want proof, we can always get it from the Parliamentary Library.  At the 
time the present Leader of the Opposition was the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party.  He promised to abolish 
payroll tax. 

Mr Birney interjected. 

Mr McGOWAN:  The member for Kalgoorlie does not like what I am saying.  I sat in silence and listened to him 
go on about the Premier, content to have my say when he was finished.  He does not like what I am saying and 
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therefore cannot sit in silence.  He was quiet only when I asked whether he would rule out running for a seat in 
Perth.  He should answer the question. 

Mr Birney interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  The member should address his remarks through the Chair. 

Mr McGOWAN:  He is like Dicky Knee; he will not shut up. 

In the lead-up to the 1996 election the coalition Government made a commitment not to introduce a gold royalty.  
We could bring into the Parliament the notices that were posted around the State.  The Premier, Hon Richard 
Court, indicated to various bodies throughout the State that the coalition Government ruled out a gold royalty.  
What happened after the 1996 election?  A gold royalty was introduced.  The member for Kalgoorlie, whose 
electorate was the most affected, is completely silent on that issue.  It is a bit like his silence on taking up a seat 
in Perth.  We can guarantee his silence on two issues: his moving to Perth and the gold royalty.  

He was of course not silent on stamp duty increases imposed by the previous Government.  On 22 June 2001 the 
member for Kalgoorlie wrote to the Treasurer about stamp duty and said - 

Firstly, in the preceding five years, the Stamp Duty for Medium Priced Residential Properties has risen 
by 50%.  Given that in the corresponding time frame the prices of these properties have only risen by 
23% this Stamp Duty has become inequitable. 

I am sorry - who was in Government for the preceding five years?  Was it the same Government that introduced 
the gold royalty about which the member for Kalgoorlie is being quiet?  Was it the same Government which 
supported the GST and which misled profusely the people of Western Australia?  The member might be silent 
about his verbal comments, but the words he wrote about the stamp duty increases imposed by the previous 
Government say it all.  The member for Kalgoorlie can make a petulant, weak speech about the Premier, but the 
facts speak for themselves.  The Treasurer has had to address massive unfunded liabilities.  The proof of the 
effectiveness with which he has dealt with them is in the fact that every economic commentator and agency has 
applauded the budget, from the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry to well-known 
conservative economic commentators such as Allan Wood, who described it as a ripper of a budget.  The only 
people who have complained about it are opposition members, because they are myopic and unable to come up 
with anything constructive.  They are pathetic.   

In his speech on the appropriation Bill, the Leader of the Opposition, whose contribution to debates I usually 
respect, floundered around with all sorts of pieces of paper looking for an argument.  He was pathetic.  He 
should have done a little work and offered a positive alternative.  His deputy proposed numerous items on which 
taxpayer funds could be spent, and he neither confirmed nor denied that they would happen if his party won 
office.  That is a reflection of the state he is in.  Given the member for Kalgoorlie’s refusal to deny that he is 
considering a Perth seat, the Leader of the Opposition should be very concerned about the ambitions of his 
young colleague from the goldfields. 

MR JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.35 pm]:  In defence of my colleague the member for Kalgoorlie, I must say that 
the comments made by the member for Rockingham are totally untrue. 

Mr McGowan:  What comments? 

Mr JOHNSON:  The political comments about his moving. 

Mr McGowan:  Are you denying them? 

Mr JOHNSON:  The member for Rockingham said that he bought a property in the vicinity of Alfred Cove, 
which is untrue although it does not warrant our making a point of order.  I mention that at the beginning of my 
speech in deference to my colleague. 

Mr Ripper:  You were not on the boat trip, so you might not know what he is planning.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I know many things. 

Mr Dean:  I bet you don’t. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I bet I do.  I can talk for ages, although I see that I have only 20 minutes in which to speak.  I 
could move that the Bill be referred to a standing committee, which would allow me an hour in which to speak.  
However, I will save the Parliament that inconvenience.  

I endorse some of the comments of the Leader of the Opposition and some of my colleagues on this side of the 
House.  The member for Rockingham indicated that people said it was a wonderful budget.  He should talk to 
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some of the people in my electorate.  They do not think that it is a wonderful budget and they do not look 
forward to paying extra stamp duty on their motor vehicles or on their homes, which are the most important and 
largest assets owned by most Australians.  This Government did a backflip on implementing a premium property 
tax, which was a real Ripper rip-off.  The member for Rockingham referred to the budget as a ripper budget.  
However, many people have described it as a Ripper rip-off.  This Government seems to have a real downer on 
people who have worked hard and managed to work their way up through the housing chain to eventually be 
fortunate enough to own a property of reasonable value.  For many people that property represents their pension.  
Properties worth more than $500 000, which is not much these days - 

Mr Barnett:  It would be interesting to know how much property cabinet members own. 

Mr JOHNSON:  They probably own quite a lot of property, although I do not know about the member for 
Rockingham.  We hope he will move down here fairly soon, and we are working on that.  The purchase of a 
property valued at $500 000 incurs stamp duty of $19 000, which is a lot of money for which people receive 
nothing.  It is an impost on anyone who wants to buy a home in Western Australia.  The Government wants to 
raise that impost to $21 300.  That is $2 300 more than they would have paid prior to 1 July.  That is a 
disgraceful rise in stamp duty.  It will put off many people.  If the Treasurer thinks that will attract income for 
the Government, he is wrong.   

He is also wrong in his approach to stamp duty increases for motor vehicles.  He is hitting people who buy 
vehicles worth more than $45 000.  I assure the Treasurer that they are not yuppies; many of them are very 
hardworking people who have bought their first and second homes.  Some might be running a one-man business 
- they could be plumbers or electricians.  They get to the stage at which they have accumulated some savings and 
they want to provide their family with a really nice home and car.  Many people buy four-wheel drive vehicles - 
not only those living in million dollar homes - and live in northern suburbs homes valued at $250 000 or 
thereabouts.  Not all of them live in very wealthy areas such as Peppermint Grove or Dalkeith.  The 
Government’s stamp duty increase will clobber those ordinary people.   

This legislation will be counterproductive.  The coalition made a mistake with stamp duty while in government.  
I am the first to admit it when we make mistakes.  We increased stamp duty on heavy vehicles, and everyone 
who wanted to buy one went to Queensland, because the stamp duty there was much lower.  We missed out on 
that business.  If the Treasurer had any sense, he would realise that if the Government wanted to increase its total 
income it would reduce stamp duty and make the State more competitive.  If it took that approach, people in 
Queensland, South Australia, New South Wales and Victoria would come here to buy vehicles.  Members 
opposite should think about the employment that would be generated in the motor vehicle industry.  The 
Government’s approach will drive people away.  A person with $45 000 to spend on a vehicle would buy a 
Discovery, a Toyota, a Nissan or a Jeep.  The Treasurer wants to increase by $2 900 the stamp duty paid on a 
vehicle worth $45 000.  It need not necessarily be a four-wheel drive vehicle; it could be any reasonable sized, 
substantial, safe vehicle.  It need not be imported; it could be an Australian-made car.  In New South Wales, the 
stamp duty on a vehicle of the same value is $1 350 - less than half the amount that will be paid in this State.   

Mr Barnett:  You can see why people are leaving Western Australia for the first time in a decade.  

Mr JOHNSON:  Of course they are.  The Treasurer wants people to leave the State, not only to purchase their 
motor vehicles but also to buy their homes.  

Ms MacTiernan:  If it is all price driven, they will be moving over here.  If you accepted that logic - if you could 
call it that - they would be coming here.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr McGowan:  Do you think you could lead the way and leave the State? 

Mr JOHNSON:  My very good friend, the member for Armadale - 

Ms MacTiernan:  I am the only person who listens to what you say.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I appreciate that and the support the minister gives me.  I know that she listens intently to 
everything I say.  That is wonderful. 

Ms MacTiernan:  I find it incredible.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I said during the estimates committee hearings that I like her, because I do.  She is a very nice 
person and I am flattered that she always wants to hear me speak.  She gives me inspiration.  

Ms MacTiernan:  I apologise to everyone else in the Chamber.  
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Mr JOHNSON:  She may cause heartache to the Leader of the House and the Treasurer, but she always gets me 
going.  She winds me up, but I like to have her here listening to me. 

Ms MacTiernan:  The Leader of the Opposition doesn’t get you going.  That is another vote he doesn’t have.  

Mr JOHNSON:  She gets me going because I like her very much.  I think she does some naughty things, but I 
like her anyway.  I will send her a Christmas card this year.  

Ms MacTiernan:  Wow!  

Mr JOHNSON:  I do not send Christmas cards to many members opposite.  

Ms MacTiernan:  Will we need to put it through a scanner?  Might it contain anthrax? 

Mr JOHNSON:  I think I have paid enough compliments to the member for Armadale.   

I return to the interjection from the member for Rockingham.  He said he would like me to leave this State.  

Mr McGowan:  I said I wanted you to lead the way.  

Mr JOHNSON:  Only one other person has told me to go back whence I came.  That was a racist suggestion.  I 
am a member of an ethnic group of which I am very proud.  I am an Australian first, but I am an Englishman 
second.  The only person who has told me to go back is the Minister for Multicultural Interests - the Premier.  It 
was a racist suggestion and it hurt me enormously.  I get hurt very easily.  As the member for Armadale knows, I 
am very sensitive.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I do not want to trivialise this debate.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr JOHNSON:  This is very important.   

Ms MacTiernan:  You can resist anything but temptation.   

Mr JOHNSON:  That is the effect the member for Armadale has on me. 

Mr McRae:  You should remember the point made by the member for Kalgoorlie.  You should refer to a member 
of the Executive by her proper title. 

Mr JOHNSON:  The member should consult the standing orders.  If he doubts me, he should talk to the Clerk.  
Ms MacTiernan:  It will become government practice.  From here on in we will refer to the Leader of the 
Opposition as the member for Cottesloe; we will follow your lead -  
Mr JOHNSON:  Members opposite often do.  
Ms MacTiernan: - as someone from the great motherland.  
Mr JOHNSON:  I refer to the minister by her portfolio and as the member for Armadale.  If she is speaking in 
her ministerial capacity, I always refer to her as the minister.  However, if she is interjecting, I refer to her by her 
electorate.  That is acceptable under the standing orders.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  The standing orders come to mind.  I ask that the member adhere to them 
and perhaps, with sensitivity, continue his speech on the Bill.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I have overcome my sensitivity.   

I endorse the comments of members on this side about the Premier’s election promise not to introduce any new 
taxes and charges.  As the Leader of the Opposition said, that was a Hungry Jack’s whopper.  The Premier tried 
to introduce the premium property tax, but his federal colleagues told him to scrap it.  They did not want the 
Premier and the Treasurer - who had been let off the leash - damaging their chances of winning the federal 
election.  Of course, that is what happened.  They saw the damage it caused and the people power generated not 
only by those who own properties valued at $1 million or more but also by those living in suburban areas.  They 
were totally opposed to an unethical tax on family homes.  The Government had to forgo that revenue, so it 
announced this increase in stamp duty.  It is a premium property tax under a different guise.  If a person owns a 
property valued at over $500 000, that person will have to pay, and that is totally unfair.  The Government is 
hitting those people who have saved very hard throughout their lives.  It has been generous to people who have 
properties valued at less than $80 000.  Not many properties valued at less than $80 000 are owner occupied.  
That is why the Government has done it.  It has made a big thing about looking after people who own homes 
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worth $80 000.  How many of those properties are there?  There are not many.  Does the Treasurer know how 
many there are? 
Mr Ripper:  No.  We might be able to get some advice on that. 
Mr JOHNSON:  I do not think he will find many of those properties.  If his advisers can provide him with that 
information, I would be very appreciative.  I am talking about owner-occupied properties, not properties that are 
rented out.   
The Government’s increases in stamp duty will hit people who purchase a property to live in.  I do not have a 
problem with a person who purchases an investment property having to pay the tax.  However, the Government 
makes no differentiation between those people.  People who buy an investment property will pay the same tax.  I 
can understand the Government increasing the stamp duty on investment properties.  However, it is an unfair 
impost on people who buy a property in which they want to house their families for the next five, 10 or 15 years. 
Mr Barnett:  The Government has effectively appropriated for the State part of the Commonwealth’s first home 
owners grant.  
Mr JOHNSON:  Absolutely.  It is the quick hand deceiving the eye type of operation.  We have seen that many 
times in the 16 months that Labor has been in government.  The people of Western Australia will not forget this.  
The Government thinks that it can get all the bad news and the tax hikes over and done with this year.  Next year 
it will go a little easier and in the final year, the Government will be giving it away like Father Christmas just to 
win the election.  People are not that short-sighted.  They have longer memories than the Government thinks.  
They will remember the impost the Government has placed on many Western Australian families in this dreadful 
budget.  There is no vision in the budget whatsoever.  It is a typical Labor Party-type budget strategy; that is, 
increase taxes, borrow more money and increase state debt.  Labor Governments do not worry about paying off 
state debt.  They have never had that job to do.  It is always left to conservative Governments to repay the debts 
that Labor Governments always incur.  It does not happen just in this State; it happens federally and in other 
States.  The classic example is the United Kingdom.  Tony Blair, a good friend of the Premier, has done it as 
well.  For years Labor Governments have increased debt.  Every time a conservative Government gets into 
power, it has to work hard to decrease the debt to save on the interest that must be paid.  The credit card 
mentality of government members, which was prevalent in the 1980s and early 1990s, does not work.  They 
would never run a business in that way, and they will not run the State in that way.  I predict that by the next 
election, state debt will be almost as large as it was when we came to power in 1993.  The Government will not 
receive as much money from this measure as it thinks it will, because it will oversee projects for which the costs 
will blow out of all proportion, such as the southern rail link.  I predict that project will cost $2 billion by the 
time it comes to fruition, if we are lucky.  What do we have to do?  We on this side of the House have to start 
working out now how we will pay for the extra debt that the minister will impose on the people of Western 
Australia in the cost blow-out on the southern rail link.   

Mr Barnett:  When we come back for the spring session, the minister opposite will not be in charge of the 
southern rail link. 

Ms MacTiernan:  I will be here to dance on your political grave, comrade; don’t you worry about that.  

Mr JOHNSON:  That is not a very nice thing to say.  I thought I liked the minister, but she has said something 
nasty, which is most unbecoming of her. 

Mr Dean interjected. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I would, but my good friend opposite keeps interjecting; that is the problem.  Somebody needs a 
handkerchief.  I reiterate: this is not a good budget.  It is not a visionary budget.  It is a desperate budget by a 
desperate Government that cannot think of any visionary ways in which to increase revenue.  That would 
normally happen if the Government had a bit more vision and was more competitive with other States.  That is 
not the case.  It is a very poor budget.  

MR McNEE (Moore) [4.54 pm]:  I am reminded that the Government promised not to increase taxes.  However, 
this Government has done exactly that.  The old dead hand of socialism is not dead on the other side of the 
Chamber.  Government members cannot stand people who, by any measure of imagination, are the slightest bit 
successful.  Members will recall that the Government tried to introduce a premium property tax last year.  That 
was aimed at only one end of the scale.  There was huge opposition to that tax, not only by the people who were 
affected but also by many families who did not live in the areas that would be targeted.  What did the 
Government do this year?  It decided to have a good old fiddle with - 

Mr McGowan:  Stamp duty. 
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Mr McNEE:  Stamp duty.  I thank the member for Rockingham.  I was thinking of sales tax. 

Mr McGowan:  I like to help you out. 

Mr McNEE:  I appreciate the member for Rockingham’s help.  As I have said, I am barracking for him.  I 
thought he put on a good performance a little while ago.  I think he is better than that, but he is coming on very 
well indeed.  I am on his side.  All I want him to do is fix a few problems in Rockingham.  It will be no trouble at 
all.   

The Government makes assumptions.  For example, it has said that if a person buys a more expensive vehicle, 
that person can afford the tax.  That is probably right.  However, it ignores the reasons that a person might buy a 
more expensive vehicle.  Perhaps if I lived in Leonora, I might be forced into buying something bigger, better 
and more comfortable than the basic model.  Who is this Government to judge me and say that because I can 
afford to buy that item, I can afford to pay the extra tax?  Who is it to make that assumption?  Who does it think 
it is?  It will not be so bright-eyed and bushytailed this time next year when it is time for another budget, because 
we will be closer to the next election.  Many members opposite will be cleaning out their desks because they will 
not be around.  The people will not forget that they were promised there would not be any increases in taxes.  
We all understand what that means and we all know precisely what we are getting.  This budget is a taxing 
budget; it increases taxes.  People who run small businesses have not welcomed it.  I do not know whether the 
organisation that represents those people has welcomed it.  The small business people in my electorate have not 
welcomed it; they think it is a lousy budget.   

Mr Johnson:  It is a rip-off! 

Mr McNEE:  That is right.  The problem is that a small business today hopefully has a margin of profit.  This 
Government has interfered with that margin of profit.  It has taken some away and nothing is being returned.  
The farming industry will now pay extra tax on third party insurance premiums.  Every farm has a number of 
vehicles that have what we call a farm plate, the biggest expense of which is the third party insurance premium.  
These vehicles are licensed and must be insured because they must be covered by third party insurance.  Most of 
them would sit in sheds for 10 to 11 months of the year.  There are probably eight or more of these vehicles on 
an average farm just sitting around.  The problem is that government members do not appear to understand that 
every time farmers have an increase in expenditure their profit margins depreciate.  That is precisely what is 
happening to small business and to people who are affected by this tax grab by this Government.  It is an 
appalling thing to do.  It is appalling for government members to criticise the previous coalition Government 
which repaid billions of dollars that they overspent when they were in government previously.   

The previous coalition Government left to this Government a position of cash in the bank.  I would not mind 
taking over a business like that with a lot of debt reduced and cash in the bank.  I reckon I could run that business 
pretty easily.  However, not this government mob; they started to complain.  I suppose they complained because 
the bank balance was not big enough.  One government member had the temerity to criticise the federal 
Government.  I must say that Labor Governments continue to win elections.  I must also say that Australia has a 
very strong economy, and thank God we have.  If we did not have a really strong economy, we would all be 
walking around in rags because of the ravages that Labor Governments in almost every State have put us 
through.  That is what this Government will do if it keeps going in this way.  However, that is the Government’s 
choice.  I appeal to the Government on behalf of the people in my electorate not to impose any more taxes. 

MR BROWN (Bassendean - Minister for State Development) [5.02 pm]:  My contribution to this debate will be 
quite small.  I am sure that all of the matters I was going to talk about could be more eloquently covered by the 
Treasurer.  That being the case, I will let the Treasurer cover them. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [5.03 pm]:  I thank the Minister for State Development for filling in for me 
so ably while I was temporarily absent from the Chamber. 

A number of comments have been made and I will deal with the individual comments of speakers, but I will start 
with the comments of the Leader of the Opposition as the lead speaker for the Opposition.  The Leader of the 
Opposition spoke about debt.  I want to confirm the debt figures in this budget.  The debt figures in the general 
government area will show an increase of $258.7 million, giving a total of $1.3 billion as at 30 June 2003.  This 
is a result of our capital works program in the general government area.  It involves expenditure of $77.7 million 
in education, including the construction of new high schools at Canning Vale, Eaton, Kinross and Mindarie and 
the redevelopment of Mt Lawley Senior High School, and new primary schools at east Maylands, Ellenbrook, 
Koongamia, Midvale, south Atwell and Djidi Djidi.  In the health area it involves the expenditure of 
$17.2 million in capital works in various metropolitan health services and $31.5 million in women’s health 
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services.  There will also be significant expenditure on law and order, public safety, transport, planning and 
works. 

The second area in which debt will increase is in public non-financial corporations.  The debt of the public non-
financial corporations is expected to increase by $391.8 million in 2002-03.  This reflects investment in key 
infrastructure by government trading enterprises.  For example, the member for Vasse will be interested to know 
that Western Power will be putting money into the Waterloo-Busselton transmission line and the member for 
Moore will be interested to know that it will establish a new line corridor between Moora and Wongan Hills.  
Western Power is also investing in Cockburn 1, the new combined cycle gas turbine plant, at a cost of 
$328.7 million.  There will also be $9.9 million for renewable energy; that is, a wind farm at Esperance.  The 
Water Corporation is setting aside $71.8 million for a response to drought, $78.8 million for infill sewerage and 
$121.2 million for the treatment of waste water. 

An important aspect about borrowings is the question: what are they for?  Borrowings for projects of community 
significance in the general government area can be justified providing the second question is also answered.  
Borrowings for projects that have an appropriate rate of return on investment in the trading enterprise sector can 
also be justified providing the second question is able to be answered.  The second question is: does the 
Government have the capacity to service the debt without compromising its ability to fund key services in the 
future?  In the general government sector net interest expense in the forward estimates period is forecast to 
average around 1.3 per cent a year.  That basically indicates that the burden of servicing debt is relatively modest 
and does not substantially detract from the Government’s ability to fund essential community services. 

In the public non-financial corporations area there will be returns on investment because these corporations are 
trading enterprises.  Western Power, for example, has a hurdle rate of 10 per cent return on core business 
investments and a 12 per cent return on investments in new business ventures. 

The important questions on debt are what it is for and whether it can be serviced.  We can answer both of those 
questions.  The borrowings are for important social and infrastructure purposes and the Government has the 
capacity to fund those borrowings.  We measure that capacity by the increase in interest expenses and by the 
ratio of debt to revenue across the forward estimates. 

Secondly, we as a Government did not start with an absolutely blank slate.  We started with a set of finances 
bequeathed to us by the previous Government.  In addition to the precise state of the books when we entered 
government, we also had bequeathed to us a set of financial forecasts.  Those financial forecasts were based on 
the projects and programs to which the coalition had already committed.  It is worth noting that debt was 
forecast, in the pre-election statement delivered by the Under Treasurer at the beginning of the election 
campaign, to significantly increase in both absolute and ratio terms across the forward estimates.  In fact, at the 
conclusion of this financial year, this Government will deliver a lower debt to revenue ratio than was forecast for 
the same period by the pre-election financial projection statement, which indicated how things would have 
turned out had existing coalition policies continued following the election.  The principal reason for the increase 
in borrowings is the Government’s capital works program.  The Government is investing in both social and 
economic infrastructure to support the growth of the State.  However, the Government has a strategy to manage 
the borrowing impact of that large capital works program by running significant operating surpluses to provide a 
source of funding for the capital works program and help offset the need for borrowings.  The Leader of the 
Opposition referred to debt and taxes, but no reference was made to the question of operating surpluses.  That is 
no wonder, because on the matter of operating surpluses, there is a significant difference between the record of 
his former Government and ours.  We have delivered an operating surplus in our first budget and intend to 
deliver an operating surplus in this forthcoming budget year and in subsequent budgets as well.   

The Leader of the Opposition also spoke about the question of taxation increases and ran through the increases in 
the two budgets that this Government has delivered.  I have a comparison between the full year costs or gains in 
revenue from revenue measures over the years that has been reduced to 2002-03 dollar values.  It shows that in 
2001-02, our measures, on a full year basis, would have produced an increase in revenue of $122.7 million in 
2002-03 dollars.  In this forthcoming budget year, the budget revenue measures being dealt with in this 
legislation, on a full year basis, would produce an increase in revenue of $115.9 million in 2002-03 dollars.  
Those two increases can be added together, but if the Leader of the Opposition wishes to do that, he should also 
look at the total revenue measures of the previous Government on a full year basis in 2002-03 dollars.  If one 
were to examine all the revenue measures of the previous Government - those that both reduce and increase 
revenue - the total full year impact expressed in 2002-03 dollars would be $431.7 million.  In the final analysis, 
that was the annual impact of additional revenue on all the revenue measures taken by the previous Government.  
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The Leader of the Opposition does not stand on a substantial basis when he complains about the revenue 
measures undertaken by this Government.  

The plain fact is that this Government faced a difficult position.  When we went to the election we had a plan not 
to introduce tax increases.  We had a plan to fund our election promises out of cuts to expenditure.  That plan has 
held.  What we did not anticipate was the unfunded liabilities, half-funded commitments and unaddressed 
funding pressures that we discovered when we went into our first budget process.  We had to fund a lot of things 
that were not in the forward estimates and meet a lot of commitments that the previous Government knew would 
emerge but simply did not record in the books because it had not made a formal decision on them.  Treasury did 
not include them in the books for the pre-election financial projection statement.  That was difficult for us and it 
angered us.  We felt misled by the pre-election financial projection statement because all those matters had not 
been included.  Nevertheless, any responsible Government had to fund them.   

One of those matters was the situation in the health portfolio.  The forward estimates for health expenditure in 
the pre-election financial projection statement were clearly well short of what was required to meet the 
increasing costs in the health system.  We have an aging population, increasing community expectations and new 
developments in medical technology.  All those things are significantly increasing health expenditure.  That is 
the extent of the gap between the plan that we made and what we have been ultimately required to expend.  In 
the election campaign, our largest promise was in health expenditure.  We promised over four years to put an 
additional $240 million into health, beyond the coalition’s forward estimates.  If members were to look at all the 
decisions this Government has made and expressed those decisions over the full five-year forward estimates 
period, the total additional money that the Government will put into health is $1 345 million.  That is a 
significant difference.  Our plan was to provide $240 million over four years to health.  Because of the pressures 
in that system, we will end up putting in $1 345 million.  Increases like that in health expenditure cannot occur 
without revenue measures.   

Growth of 4.3 per cent in health expenditure, when health expenditure makes up 24 per cent of the budget, 
cannot occur without commensurate increases in revenue.  Treasury advice to the Government on the revenue 
position for the forthcoming financial year was that without revenue measures, revenue was expected to increase 
by 0.8 per cent.  Growth of 4.3 per cent to nearly a quarter of the budget could not be funded off a revenue 
increase of 0.8 per cent.  It was clearly necessary for the Government to increase revenue to fund important 
community services, particularly in health.  Even with those revenue measures, revenue will increase by only 1.8 
per cent, which is less than the rate of inflation.  Although modest, that increase is necessary to put additional 
money into health.  If members take account of the additional money being put into health, education and 
science, they will note that the Government is putting in more than double the amount that is being raised from 
the additional revenue.  The additional revenue will provide an increase of $115 million, while the amount of 
money being put into health, education and science is around $240 million.  That indicates that the Government 
has done its work in cutting expenditure.  We have reprioritised.   

During the estimates committee process, various members opposite drew attention to programs which have been 
cut or in which expenditure has not been increased in the way they would like.  That is the other side of the coin.  
Good government is about priorities.  We have cut or have not expanded the lower priority programs and have 
sought to make efficiencies through the shared use of corporate services and so on in order to shift money into 
important priority areas.  In shifting money to those important priority areas, we have been able to do a fair 
amount, but we have not been able to do all that is necessary to meet, for example, the funding requirements of 
the health portfolio.   

There is a problem with the analysis presented by the Leader of the Opposition.  The Leader of the Opposition 
wants to reduce debt or borrowings.  He also does not want the Government to run the taxation measures it 
proposes.  The Leader of the Opposition is asking the Government to reduce both debt and taxes.  If taxes are 
reduced, the surplus will be much lower - if there is a surplus at all.  Reducing debt will result in a much reduced 
capital works program.  Some of the capital works program is funded from the surplus, so cutting taxes will lead 
to an even smaller capital works program.  The message of the analysis of the Leader of the Opposition is of a 
capital works program much reduced from that which the Government intends to run.  The capital works 
program is funded from the surplus and from borrowings, and the Leader of the Opposition wants to reduce both 
of those sources of funding.  The business community in this State would find it interesting that the Opposition is 
preaching a much smaller capital works program than that proposed by the Government.  I have read out some of 
the important projects the Government has included in its capital works program, and I would be interested to 
know which particular items of capital works or infrastructure spending the Opposition would cut to meet its 
lower surplus and borrowing target.  There would be massive cuts to capital works if the financial strategy of the 
Leader of the Opposition were to be followed.  
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Mr Johnson:  How would the Treasurer respond to my suggestion that if stamp duty on more expensive motor 
vehicles were lowered, people would come from other States to purchase motor vehicles?  The number of motor 
vehicles sold would increase.  Although the Government would not receive as much per vehicle, the increase in 
sales of these vehicles would more than offset that.  If property stamp duty were reduced, or even left as it was in 
the previous year, this would probably result in a lot more property purchases and sales.  The revenue would be 
acquired in a cumulative way, because the number of sales would increase.  If the stamp duty is too high, the 
number of sales will decrease.  

Mr RIPPER:  I understand the point the member for Hillarys is making.  He is saying that reducing the tax rates 
will result in more transactions, and ultimately more revenue.  

Mr Johnson:  You put it very well.  

Mr RIPPER:  If I put it well, it is because I have had to consider the argument as it has been put, in particular by 
the Motor Trade Association of Western Australia, for a reduction in the stamp duty on heavy vehicle transfers.  
Unfortunately, the professional advice from Treasury is that reducing the tax rates, even on heavy vehicle 
transfers, would result in a reduction in revenue.  My response to the member for Hillarys is that such an effect 
could result, but it would depend on the impact on people’s willingness to make commercial decisions.  The 
professional advice from Treasury on these matters is that there will be an increase in revenue from the increase 
in tax rates.  If the Government thought there would not be such an increase in revenue, it would not go ahead 
with these measures.  After all, the Government knows that tax increases are not popular and, if at all possible, it 
wants to avoid them.   

The Government does not embark on tax increases with any degree of enthusiasm; in fact, it does so with a 
feeling of trepidation about the way in which the increases will be received.  The Government knows how the 
public will respond to the increase.  

Mr Johnson:  If the officials advising the Treasurer have got it wrong - and I believe they have - what action will 
he take against them?  If the tax income goes down, despite their assumption that by increasing the stamp duty 
the revenue will increase, what will the Treasurer do?  

Mr RIPPER:  If Treasury predictions did not work out as expected, I would first listen to the explanation for the 
failure.  I would make a judgment on the plausibility of the explanation before I took any further action.  All of 
us in politics and at senior levels of the Public Service must perform.  If there is a significant history of non-
performance at senior levels of the Public Service, it is the same situation that prevails when there is non-
performance at senior levels in politics.  Eventually there will be a change.  

Mr Birney:  Is the Treasurer embarrassed that the Premier said during the leaders’ debate before the election that 
there would be no increases in taxes and charges under a Labor Government, and now he is having to impose 
increases?  

Mr RIPPER:  The member for Kalgoorlie may not have been present during my earlier remarks.  I have run 
through the history of that matter and the feelings of the Government on the need to increase taxes in its first and 
second budgets.  We do not like increasing taxes, and I was angry at the unfunded pressures and the half-funded 
commitments the Government was required to pick up in the first budget.  I was concerned in the second budget 
process to find that the Government simply did not have the revenue to meet the needs in the health area.   

Mr Birney:  Are you embarrassed?  
Mr RIPPER:  I am not embarrassed, because I have an understanding of the reasons the Government has had to 
act in this way.  I regret that taxes have had to be increased and that the plan put to the people of Western 
Australia during the election campaign has not come to fruition.  I have explained to the public and to the 
Parliament why that is the case.   
I need to move on, because I must answer some questions from individuals.  People have raised the question of 
the $19.21 increase in third party insurance premiums.  Naturally, that will not be welcomed, but Western 
Australia still has very cheap motor vehicle third party insurance premiums, including stamp duty, in comparison 
with other States.  The Western Australian rate will be about $262.66, which is the lowest rate in Australia.  The 
next cheapest is in Queensland at $290; followed by New South Wales at $348; then Victoria at $336; South 
Australia at $350; the Northern Territory at $360.80; and the Australian Capital Territory at $377.65.  The only 
other place which gives Western Australia a little bit of a run for its money but which still cannot match its 
premium is Tasmania, at $294.  It is an increase, but the overall rate is still the cheapest of all the States.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 11 June 2002] 

 p11221d-11241a 
Mr Max Trenorden; Mr Arthur Marshall; Acting Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr John Bradshaw; Mr Matt 

Birney; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Mark McGowan; Deputy Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Bill 
McNee; Mr Clive Brown 

 [21] 

Mr Johnson:  Even when the previous Government was forced to bring in the $50 levy in 1993, the rate was still 
the cheapest of all the States, but the increase was as popular as an acute attack of flatulence in a spacesuit.  That 
surcharge was paid for a long time.  It had to be addressed before the following election.  The present 
Government must do something similar.  Even though this increase is only 45 per cent of that imposed by the 
previous Government - the increase was required because of the unfunded liability of the State Government 
Insurance Commission - the effect will be similar.  This increase is not essential for the funding of insurance 
claims; it is simply a tax grab.  That sort of increase could get many people’s backs up.  

Mr RIPPER:  I will make two important points about this tax increase.  Firstly, the Government has done a lot of 
work on containing government expenditure, which will increase by less than the rate of inflation in the 
forthcoming year.  Secondly, where is the revenue going?  It will not go to advertising, travel and consultants.  
Expenditure in those areas has been cut.  The revenue will be spent on important community priorities such as 
health, education and science.   

The Leader of the Opposition raised the question of the Labor Government’s allegedly having a nexus between 
inflation and taxation increases.  We have a nexus between inflation and increases in charges.  In line with our 
election commitments, we intend to keep increases in essential community charges below the rate of inflation.  
We examine the impact that our increases in charges for essential household services will have on the household 
budget and try to keep that below the rate of inflation, and we have succeeded in doing that in this budget.  We 
do not make the same calculation for taxation increases, but I repeat that even with these revenue measures, 
revenue will increase by 1.8 per cent, which is less than the rate of inflation.   

The Leader of the National Party referred to the impact on farmers of the increase in motor vehicle licence 
conveyance duty.  He said that farmers usually have more vehicles than the average person and raised the 
question of whether these tax increases will have a disproportionate impact on the rural sector.  I am advised that 
item 9(3) of the third schedule to the Stamp Act provides an exemption for a tractor or tractor plant, other than a 
prime mover, to a person who has the licence fee reduced under regulation 21M of the Road Traffic (Licensing) 
Regulations 1975 and uses it for a purpose described in that regulation.  Regulation 21M states -  

(1) This regulation applies to a vehicle that is a tractor (other than a prime mover type) or tractor 
plant if the Director General is satisfied that the vehicle is only to be used for one or more of 
the following -  

(a) to pass from one portion of a farm to another; 

(b) to travel between a farm and some other place for farming activities;  

(c) to carry out fire fighting or fire prevention operations; 

(d) to take part in fire control exercises . . . 

(e) if a farm is in an area that is declared by the Minister for Primary Industry to be 
drought affected or water deficient, to travel between that farm and a water supply for 
the purpose of carting water for stock or for domestic purposes. 

That deals with the question raised by the Leader of the National Party.  In many cases, farm vehicles will not be 
licensed; or, if those farm vehicles are licensed, they will be licensed at the concessional rate of $4.  In either of 
those circumstances, the conveyance duty will not apply.   

The member for Dawesville compared the situation for first home buyers in this State with the situation in New 
South Wales.  It is always easy to find a difference between the tax rate in one State and another State.  What is 
important is the overall taxation impact.  If the taxation impact in this State is measured as a proportion of gross 
state product, this State has the lowest taxation impact of all the States.  If the taxation impact in this State is 
measured on a per capita basis, the taxation impact in this State is the third highest in the country, ranking behind 
New South Wales and Victoria.  While it is possible to argue that this is Western Australia and we should not 
compare ourselves with the other States, when teachers, nurses and police officers ask for wage increases, they 
point to what is paid in New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland.  Therefore, if we are asked to match those 
States on the expenditure front, naturally there will be pressure for us to also match those States on the revenue 
front; and I have already dealt with that matter.  We cannot fund a 4.3 per cent increase in health from a 0.8 per 
cent increase in revenue, hence the need for these revenue measures.   

Dr Woollard:  Surely the money from third party insurance premiums should be kept in that area.  We should be 
looking to the future.  There are huge costs in that area.  The cost in Western Australia for medical and other 
indirect costs is $1.3 billion.  Look at what has happened with the various insurance companies that have gone 
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bust.  Surely we should be putting that money aside, not taking money out of this area just for the sake of raising 
revenue.  This is a very important area.   

Mr RIPPER:  Forgive me if I say the member is a little impatient.  I had intended to deal with the member’s 
question later, but since she has raised it now by way of interjection, I will jump straight to it to avoid the 
possibility of further interjections.  Compulsory motor vehicle third party insurance premiums are examined on 
an annual basis.  Each year we get a recommendation from the Insurance Commission of Western Australia 
about whether there should be an increase to meet the claims costs that the Insurance Commission expects to 
incur in running the third party insurance scheme.  The recommendation this year was that there was no need for 
an increase.  Therefore, there has been no increase in compulsory motor vehicle third party insurance premiums.  
However, what we have done in this budget measure is impose the normal stamp duty on this form of insurance.  
Although the premiums will be used to fund the cost of claims, the stamp duty on the premiums will go into 
general revenue.  I am being frank with the member.  Stamp duty is a revenue measure, and the stamp duty will 
go into general revenue and will be used for important purposes like the increase in health funding.  The 
premiums have been judged by expert advice to be sufficient to fund the claims costs without an increase this 
financial year.   

The member for Murray-Wellington asked how an ad valorem rate can apply to compulsory third party 
insurance when the same premium is payable by everyone.  The answer is that ad valorem means that the 
amount of duty varies according to the value of the transaction.  This amount is ad valorem because it is a 
percentage calculated on the premium; and if the premium varies, so too does the amount payable.  In this case 
the premium is fixed by vehicle class, so the same amount is payable.  When compared with a flat rate, the stamp 
duty payable will not vary regardless of the premium payable.  That is not expressed very precisely, but it means 
that if in future years the compulsory third party motor vehicle insurance premium were to be increased, the 
amount of stamp duty payable would also increase from the $19.21 that is applicable in this budget.   

A question was also asked about whether the Government is preying on people by imposing stamp duty on the 
increased insurance premiums that are flowing from the various insurance crises that we are dealing with.  In 
particular, this allegation was made with regard to public liability insurance.  We recognise that public liability 
insurance premiums are increasing significantly and that is placing a burden on small business and the 
community sector.  We are trying to have those premiums reduced.  We are working together on the issue with 
other States and the Commonwealth to get a nationally consistent response.  Our Cabinet has already decided in 
principle to support the tort reforms by limiting the cost of the general damages component of awards by 
bringing them into line with other personal injury compensation schemes in Western Australia; legislating to 
allow self-assumption of risk by people who choose to engage in inherently risky activities, such as adventure 
tourism and sports; applying a cap for the loss of earnings component of awards; structuring settlements through 
changes to commonwealth taxation legislation to enable claimants to accept their awards over time rather than as 
a discounted lump sum payment; restricting advertising of personal injury legal services to limited factual 
matters; ensuring that the consequences of taking drugs are taken into account as a contributory negligence; and 
also requiring insurers to contribute to a national data set and to revise their strategic approach to claims 
management. 

Although there has been a windfall increase in state government revenue as a result of the increased insurance 
premiums, the State Government is trying to reduce that revenue source by taking action together with other 
States and the Commonwealth to reduce insurance premiums through a variety of reforms.  In any case, the 
public can be assured that the revenue will go to priority community purposes, in particular to the health system, 
the education system and investment in infrastructure, which is important to ensure that Western Australia grows 
as everyone in the community would like it to grow. 

The member for Hillarys asked for the number of owner-occupied residential properties valued at under $80 000.  
I am advised that at present we do not have that information.  However, there are 274 000 owner-occupied 
residences with an unimproved land value component valued up to $100 000.  There would also be a house value 
on top of that.  If the member for Hillarys wants to pursue the matter, I will try to provide him with more definite 
advice when Treasury has had a chance to examine the issue in more detail. 

No Government likes to increase taxes or add additional taxes to the community and businesses.  However, 
without taxation measures, our revenue would have increased by only 0.8 per cent.  As it is, with these taxation 
measures the revenue will increase by 1.8 per cent, which is lower than the rate of inflation.  The important thing 
is that we have controlled expenditure, we have cut expenditure on low priority and wasteful programs, and we 
are devoting the increased revenue to important community priorities, such as health and education.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (29) 

Mr Andrews Mr Hill Ms McHale Mrs Roberts 
Mr Bowler Mr Hyde Mr McRae Mr Templeman 
Mr Brown Mr Kobelke Mr Marlborough Mr Watson 
Mr Carpenter Mr Kucera Mrs Martin Mr Whitely 
Mr Dean Mr Logan Mr Murray Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Mr D’Orazio Ms MacTiernan Mr O’Gorman  
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Ms Radisich  
Ms Guise Mr McGowan Mr Ripper  

Noes (19) 

Mr Ainsworth Mrs Edwardes Mr Masters Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barnett Mr Grylls Mr Omodei Mr Waldron 
Mr Birney Mr Johnson Mr Pendal Dr Woollard 
Dr Constable Mr McNee Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr Day Mr Marshall Mr Sweetman  

            

Pairs 

 Mr Quigley Mr House 
 Dr Edwards Mr Board 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a second time. 
 


