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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT BILL 2004 
REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2004 

Cognate Debate 
On motion by Hon Nick Griffiths (Minister for Housing and Works), resolved - 

That the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2004 and the Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill 
2004 be debated cognately. 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 3 June.  

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [11.13 am]:  We are dealing with the Revenue Laws Amendment 
Bill 2004 and the Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill 2004.  The Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2004 
proposes to amend the Land Tax Act 2002 and the Stamp Act 1921 and is for related purposes, while the 
Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill 2004 seeks to amend a number of Acts, they being the Land Tax 
Assessment Act 2002, the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002, the Taxation Administration Act 2003 and the 
Stamp Act 1921.  It is also intended via the Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill 2004 to amend the 
Financial Institutions Duty Act 1983, the Land Tax Relief Act 1991, the Land Tax Relief Act 1992 and the 
Taxation (Reciprocal Powers) Act 1989.  It is also intended to make amendments and provide for transitional 
matters as a consequence of the amendments and repeals effected by the Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal 
Bill 2004. 

It is worth having a look in general overview at what these Bills propose to do.  They are substantial in size and 
will in fact make significant changes to the revenue laws in Western Australia.  The first Bill, the Revenue Laws 
Amendment Bill 2004 proposes, as I have indicated, to amend the Land Tax Act 2002 and the Stamp Act 1921 
in a manner that will implement a new scale of land tax rate, reduce stamp duty rates on the conveyance of 
property and provide the phase-out rate of stamp duty for purchases of a principal place of residence or business 
property when the amount or value of the consideration is between $100 000 and $200 000.  The Bill also 
proposes to provide stamp duty relief for eligible first home buyers and ensure that stamp duty is paid on the 
acquisition of 90 per cent interest in a listed company that otherwise would be land rich.  That is a general 
overview of the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2004. 

The Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill 2004 covers a considerably greater number of Acts.  In this Bill 
it is intended to provide an exemption from land tax for land that is the subject of an agreed conservation 
covenant, and to amend the Stamp Act 1921 to support the budget measures that were brought into this House by 
the Minister for Housing and Works some six weeks ago.  It is also intended to repeal a number of redundant 
taxation Acts, to insert new arrangements for the lodgment and payment of stamp duty on certain classes of 
conditional contracts, to remove nominal duty from leases and mortgages executed as a deed, to amend the 
mortgage duty provisions to recognise the abolition of mortgage duty in Victoria, to extend the family farm 
conveyance duty exemption in certain circumstances, to allow a unit trustee applying for registration as an equity 
trust to hold options to acquire shares, to correct an anomaly in the calculation of a family farm conveyance duty 
exemption for land-rich companies, to clarify the time for lodgment of a mortgage following an advance, to 
provide an alternative to endorsement of an instrument stamped as part of a special tax return arrangement, to 
confirm the evidentiary value of an assessment notice, to prevent the use of a stamped or collateral mortgage that 
is no longer part of the same mortgage package, to clarify the due date for payment of tax resulting from a 
reassessment, and to provide access to objections and the appeals process for certain decisions of the 
commissioner.   

In general terms one would think that the substance of the two Bills has merit.  In that regard we believe that 
much of what is being done is necessary, and clearly we would support it.  However, there is a need to consider 
some of the more significant matters having regard to the background from whence they came.  For instance, 
members will recall that prior to the 2001 election the then Labor Opposition set out a number of policies in 
respect of the way it would handle issues of government if elected to government.  One of the policies that was 
put out was dated Thursday, 15 February 2001 under a banner heading, “Labor’s Financial Management 
Principles”.  It is a four-page document that sets out Labor’s propositions for what it termed to be the need for 
sound financial management.  The fourth paragraph on the first page states - 

Strong State finances help to breed confidence in the wider community, encouraging business 
investment and economic activity.  A sound financial management policy also protects the State budget 
from external shocks.   

I raise that issue because the then Opposition was talking about the need to breed confidence in the wider 
community by encouraging business investment and economic activity.  However, since the Labor Party was 
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elected in 2001, it has imposed greater taxes right across the community.  I will show that with regard to land tax 
and stamp duty in particular the Labor Party has nearly killed the golden goose that has been laying the golden 
egg of revenue for the State.  There is no question that we are getting to a stage at which the Government’s 
revenue take from stamp duty and land tax is having a negative effect on the property market in Western 
Australia.  That is something I will explore as I go through the various propositions that are contained in the Bill.   

The most frightening proposition from this Government since it was elected is the memory of the now Premier 
saying that a Labor Government would not raise taxes in Western Australia.  Of course we know that very soon 
after being elected in February 2001 the Government introduced a new tax, which was to be called the premium 
property tax.  That tax was to be imposed on residences worth more than $1 million and was to hit a particular 
area of the market that the Government did not consider was electorally beneficial to it.  However, in reality, that 
section of the market was able to raise significant public comment and draw media attention to the proposition 
and within a couple of months the Labor Government abandoned that proposition and ran back to its cabinet 
table with its tail between its legs.  One would have thought that having made that mistake so early in 
government, the Government would have learnt its lesson; however, it did not.  The Government decided that if 
it could not hit that end of the property market by way of a premium property tax, it would increase taxes 
generally right across the property market so that it would significantly increase the amount of property taxes it 
raised.  That has occurred over some time.  Since this Government came to office, stamp duty and land tax in 
particular have risen dramatically to the point at which, as I said, groups of people and organisations in the 
community are forming coalitions to talk about the things they will do to make sure that this Government and 
future Governments recognise that the taxing system, particularly with regard to property tax in Western 
Australia, is out of control.  One of the parties I have met with produced a paper called “land tax revolt”.  That 
paper talks about land tax being out of control and it proposes the objectives of a land tax revolt.  The 
organisation believes -  

. . . Dr Gallop’s State Labor Government should be made to honour their election promise not to 
increase State Taxes.   

Obviously that objective goes back to the first comments I made with regard to that broken promise by the 
Gallop Government.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Is that from REIWA?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It may be associated with the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia.  It was 
produced by a gentleman named John Mair.  As I understand it, he circulated the document to all members of 
Parliament.  I am happy to provide a copy to Hon Dee Margetts if she does not already have it.  The point is that 
although Mr Mair and his associates have produced this document, other groups in the community have 
produced similar documents in reference to the massive increases in land taxes, stamp duties and property 
conveyance taxes in general.   

The second point made by this land tax revolt organisation states -  

We want the Land Tax rate and all exemptions and amendments restored to the position that existed 
when he was elected. 

Meaning before the Labor Government was elected in 2001.  The third point is -  

We want future Land Tax increases limited to any increase in the Consumer Price Index.   

Its fourth objective states -  

We want a review of the Land Tax System in order to create a fairer and more equitable Land Tax.   

I can understand why the organisation seeks to obtain those objectives.  I have no doubt that during the next six 
months in the lead-up to the state election other groups and organisations will work hard to reinforce the position 
they have taken.  They will try to get the Government, the Opposition and other interested parties to recognise 
that state taxes are clearly out of control, which is also my view.  Later I will refer to a document titled “The 
State of Taxes in Western Australia”, which was produced by the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia 
and Ernst and Young.  It was produced only a couple of months ago and was distributed to all members of 
Parliament.  That document involves an investigation by those two organisations into state taxation, including 
stamp duties, payroll tax and land tax.  The investigation was prompted by the ongoing debate in the community 
and industry in general about the high rate of taxes in Western Australia and, more than that, the very significant 
increases that have occurred since 2001.   

In reference to the two Bills that we are currently considering, members will recall one of the budget documents 
introduced into the Legislative Council on 6 May 2004 - budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook.  In 
chapter 4 under the heading “financial projections revenue” a number of the propositions that are currently set 
out in these two Bills were announced to the community.  These Bills put into effect the propositions that were 
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announced in the May budget.  Before dealing with the specific items, I indicate that when we talk about the 
financial projections of this Government - in this case with regard to revenue - we should recognise that chapter 
4 of that document began with an overview, which made it very clear that total operating revenue for the general 
government sector was estimated to increase by 3.7 per cent in 2004-05.  It was stated that this would include 
strong growth in commonwealth grants to Western Australia, which increased by 11.2 per cent as a result of the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission’s recommendations to increase Western Australia’s share of the goods and 
services tax collections.  That will be worth an additional $231 million in 2004-05.  Healthy growth in the 
national GST collections also contributed to that situation.  It is noted also as part of the overview that the 
income from the increased royalties to Western Australia was up 5.7 per cent, which obviously has added 
millions more dollars to the Government’s revenue take.  The overview of chapter 4 states also that higher 
revenue in 2003-04 compared with the previous year’s budget was largely due to the impact of stronger than 
expected property market activity on conveyance duty revenue.  That increase was estimated to be about 
$250 million.  Higher than expected payroll tax collections was estimated to increase by approximately 
$69 million.  Higher than expected GST and budget balancing assistance revenue accounted for $74 million of 
the increase and an increase of about $52 million for “other income” was mainly due to the payment of a capital 
user charge by the Public Transport Authority.  The graphs in chapter 4 of the document indicate that the actual 
government operating revenue in 2002-03 was $11.771 billion.  In 2004-05 - the budget year now under 
consideration - it is expected to rise to $12.719 billion.  In the forward estimates I note that general government 
operating revenue is expected to be $14.042 billion in 2007-08.  That is a massive increase in anyone’s language 
in government revenue generally. 

When the Government announced the matters that are now contained in the Bills before us, it said that it would 
ease up on some stamp duty and land tax revenue provisions.  For example, it is intended to exempt first home 
purchasers from conveyance duty for a home valued up to $220 000.  That exemption will phase out at 
$300 000.  In the 2004-05 budget it is anticipated that revenue forgone will amount to $45.5 million.  However, 
the first home buyer’s exemption will come into effect on 1 July 2004.  Members will recall that the date was 
first raised publicly on 6 May this year when the Government announced its budget intentions.  The practical 
effect of announcing the decision on 6 May to give relief to first home purchasers but not have it come into 
effect until 1 July 2004 has resulted in a drying up of the market for first home purchasers between 6 May and 30 
June 2004.  That, of course, is because first home buyers have put off the decision to buy because they know 
they will be able to save the stamp duty on their first home purchase as long as it is valued between $220 000 
and $300 000. 

It is also intended to decrease stamp duty rates on conveyances across the board by five per cent, which will 
result in about $47.2 million of forgone revenue.  I will not knock the reduction of five per cent, as it is 
important.  However, when that five per cent is compared with the rates of stamp duty that have been increased 
dramatically by this Government in the past three years, it amounts to an increase in stamp duty rates by 25 per 
cent and a return of five per cent.  I also indicate that the Government did not want to give it back; it calculated 
that if it did not make a reduction in this area because of general economic activity, in particular the property 
market, there would be a very substantial increase in revenue from stamp duty across the board not only next 
year but also in continuing years.   

It is also intended to extend the concessional scale for the purchase of homes for owner-occupiers and small 
businesses.  I will go into that matter further in a moment.  However, it is estimated to cost $3 million in forgone 
revenue in the next financial year.  There is also a land tax exemption for land under an approved conservation 
covenant that is expected to cost $100 000 in forgone revenue next year.  As a consequence of some land tax 
scale adjustments, there will be an associated impact on the metropolitan region improvement tax revenue, which 
is estimated to cost $17 million next year.  That, in all, totals $133 million.  However, part of the $133 million 
includes an amount of $20 million that the Government could have raised had it not made these adjustments.  I 
would argue that the real reduction is $113 million, not $133 million as indicated in the budget papers. 

The good news is that for first home buyers there will be a reduction in stamp duty as long as the home 
purchased is valued between $220 000 and $300 000 and there are other opportunities for first home owners in 
the market for some commonwealth assistance.  The land tax thresholds have been adjusted to mitigate the 
impact of stronger than expected growth in property values on land tax and the MRIT.  It is estimated that the 
changes proposed in the Bills to double the minimum threshold will free about 55 000 land taxpayers, or 36 per 
cent, from paying land tax.  These propositions will also reduce the liability of a further 58 000 land taxpayers.  
The land tax exemption for land held under approved conservation covenants is designed to encourage and assist 
landowners to conserve environmentally significant pockets of native vegetation and fauna.  Although that 
sounds admirable - we can discuss this in committee - there appears to be a limited understanding of just what 
land is intended to be within the pockets of native vegetation and fauna.  I do not understand exactly what that 
land tax exemption is designed to achieve. 
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I mentioned the general decrease.  There is to be a five per cent decrease in all marginal rates of stamp duty from 
1 July 2004.  That will obviously assist buyers in the market generally.  It is said that as a result of the reduction, 
conveyance duty rates will fall by $467; that is, the duty payable on a median-priced house in Perth.  That is 
interesting.  However, table 7 sets out the stamp duty payable on selected property values, which indicates that 
Western Australia has extremely high stamp duty rates compared with other States.  For instance, the proposed 
new rate of stamp duty payable on a property valued at $500 000 in Western Australia is $23 170.  In New South 
Wales, which is sometimes quoted as having a higher rate than Western Australia, the stamp duty payable on a 
property valued at $500 000 is $17 990, which is considerably less than what we in Western Australia would 
pay.  In Queensland a $500 000 property attracts stamp duty of $15 975, again dramatically less than the 
proposed rate in Western Australia.  In South Australia a $500 000 property attracts stamp duty of $21 330, 
again considerably less than the proposed rate in Western Australia.  In Tasmania the stamp duty reduces to 
$17 550 for a property valued at $500 000.  In the Australian Capital Territory the stamp duty payable on a 
$500 000 property is $20 500.  I mention again that in Western Australia, even after the reduction proposed in 
this Bill, the stamp duty will still be $23 170 for a property valued at $500 000.  Western Australia’s stamp duty 
rates will still be considerably higher than those in most other States, and that is a great pity.   
I mentioned the premium property tax whereby the Government was aiming at a particular section of the market, 
that is residential properties worth more than $1 million, but it backed off.  The Government then decided to 
apply a general increase in stamp duty right across the board.  The effect of that, particularly for those people 
with properties in the $300 000 to $500 000 bracket, was a dramatic increase in stamp duty payable on those 
properties.  For properties between $100 000 and $300 000 - that is, not for first home buyers - there has been a 
very significant increase in rates of stamp duty payable in Western Australia since this Labor Government came 
to office in 2001.  People buying properties worth between $100 000 and $300 000 recognise that stamp duty is a 
very significant and considerable outgoing that they will have to meet.  In years gone by stamp duty was always 
payable in cash.  It was something that banks and finance companies did not like to lend on, because it was an 
outgoing or expense that did not add anything to the value of the property.  The general rule was that stamp duty 
was paid in cash and the mortgage was a percentage of the value of the property.  In recent times there has been 
a significant shift by home buyers to capitalise the stamp duty on their homes.  A person buying a house worth 
$500 000 does not have an additional $23 170 in ready money to pay stamp duty.  That stamp duty is being 
capitalised and made part of the loan that is being taken out on a residential property.  If the cost of that stamp 
duty is extrapolated by adding interest over the period of years that the mortgage will run, that $23 170 turns into 
a huge amount of money by the time that capital amount is paid off.  That is a great pity.  There is no doubt that 
in Australia, generally the Australian dream is to own a residential property, but with the increases across 
Australia, and particularly in Western Australia, that dream is becoming much harder to realise for many people, 
especially younger people. 
One of the other propositions contained in the Bill is to extend the concession for principal places of residence 
and business property.  The existing concessional rate for lower value properties is to be extended.  Currently the 
concessional rate of duty, which is as low as 1.5 per cent, cuts out when the property value reaches $135 000.  
What has occurred there is somewhat of an anomaly, because this results in a jump in conveyance duty for 
purchases just over the cut-off value.  It is intended by the amendment contained in this Bill to remove that 
anomaly by introducing a gradual phasing out of the concessional rate by increasing the property value to 
$200 000. 
On the question of land tax, there are to be some changes to the land tax scale that comes into effect on 1 July 
2004.  The proposed changes will mean that approximately 55 000, or 36 per cent, land tax payers will be freed 
from paying land tax altogether as a result of the doubling of the minimum threshold to $100 000.  In total, the 
Government, in its budget papers, indicates that approximately 113 000 taxpayers will pay less land tax than they 
would otherwise pay.  For instance, a taxpayer who owns a taxable property with an unimproved land value of 
$200 000 in 2004-05 will enjoy a nine per cent reduction in land tax from $330 to $300 relative to the current 
applicable scale.  The revenue forgone in respect of that measure is estimated to be $17 million for 2004-05. 
On the question of the exemption for land under conservation covenants, the Government will provide a land tax 
exemption for land protected by an approved conservation covenant from 1 July 2004.  The budget 
documentation indicates that this measure will provide land tax relief for land owners who are willing to set 
aside environmentally important areas of native bushland for the benefit of future generations under a covenant 
approved by the National Trust or the Department of Conservation and Land Management. I would like to know 
what the minister means by “environmentally important areas of native bushland”, because a better definition is 
required so that the community better understands that proposition.  Farmers have come to me and said that they 
have areas on their properties that they are retaining.  The farmers say they are environmentally important areas 
of bushland, but I am unsure whether they will be caught by this provision.  My guess is that they will not. 
It is instructional to look at table 11 in budget paper No 3 dealing with taxation revenue generally.  Under the 
heading “Taxes on property and financial institution taxes”, it can be seen that land tax in 2002-03 raised 
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$260 million.  It is estimated that that will rise to $301 million for the year 2004-05 and it will rise again by 
2007-08 to $369 million.  These are very significant increases.  There will be a 50 per cent increase between 
2002-03 and 2007-08 - from $260 million to $369 million - which is an increase in excess of $100 million over 
that period.  An amount of $978 million was raised from stamp duty on financial and capital transactions in 
2002-03 and that is expected to rise to $1.143 million in 2007-08.  Again, that is a very significant increase.  
Generally, the increase in taxation revenue for 2003-04 is expected to be 14.7 per cent higher than in 2002-03, 
which is a huge amount.  Many of the documents provided to members of Parliament arguing for a general 
reduction in state taxes make the point that state taxes have been rising well and truly in excess of the consumer 
price index over an extended period.  A clear example of that is that taxation revenue for 2003-04 is expected to 
rise by 14.7 per cent for the next financial year.  If a company wanted to put its prices up by 14.7 per cent in one 
year when the CPI was running at around 2.5 per cent, that would not be acceptable.  The company would end 
up going out of business; it would not be competitive if it raised its prices in that regard.  Yet, because 
Governments do not have to be competitive and because they have the ability to put their hand into the 
taxpayer’s pocket as often and as deep as they like, we see what I would consider to be excessive rises in 
taxation revenue over a 12-month period.   

If we go back, for instance, to the document produced by the Department of Treasury and Finance during the 
term of the Court Government in November 2000 titled, “Overview of State Taxes - Western Australia 
2000/2001”, we see that the stamp duty collections from conveyances for 2000-01 were $448 million compared 
with $978 million in 2002-03 and the proposed $1 143 million in 2007-08.  They are massive increases over that 
period, which cannot continue otherwise we will just kill the golden goose, so to speak.   

Some of the other interesting statistics in the 2004-05 Economic and Fiscal Outlook about taxes on property and 
financial institution taxes indicate that the category of taxes comprising land taxes, stamp duties on financial and 
other capital transactions, financial institution taxes and other taxes - the metropolitan region improvement tax 
and the emergency services levy - are estimated to account for 41.3 per cent of total taxation in 2004-05.  The 
group of direct property taxes - land tax, MRIT and stamp duty on conveyances - is estimated to account for 
31.9 per cent of the total taxation revenue in 2004-05.  That in itself equates to 9.4 per cent of total general 
government operating revenue.  The expected growth in property and financial institutions tax in 2003-04 is 
estimated to be 26 per cent.  This financial year has not quite finished but, judging by the revenues that have 
come in and are anticipated to come in before 30 June 2004, revenues are anticipated to increase by 26 per cent 
for the year.  Again, what company could possibly put up its prices by 26 per cent and not sustain very 
significant public outcry?  The reason for the very significant increases in these taxes is, in the main, due to the 
continuing strong growth in the property market.  It also includes the emergency services levy, which came into 
effect on 1 July 2003, and it relates also to property-related revenue measures that were introduced in 2003-04.  
They represent increases in taxation that the Government imposed on the property market and property 
purchasers generally for the financial year 2003-04.  Although there is the argument that the continuing strong 
growth in the property market has contributed to the increase in revenue collected in that area, it also is 
dramatically affected by the significant rise in property taxes that the Government has imposed during the past 
12 months, and, let us not forget, those that were imposed in the 12 months before that.   

The emergency services levy was introduced on 1 July 2003.  Members will be aware that when that was 
introduced it was argued that it would raise sufficient funds to cover the amount that had previously been 
collected by the insurance companies for the purpose that the ESL is put to.  I should indicate that the actual 
revenue derived from the ESL is far in excess of what was originally anticipated when the Bill for the ESL was 
introduced into this House in 2003.  The Government is now enjoying revenue that is far greater than was 
originally put to this House.   

That generally covers some of those proposals for the land tax rates scale, the reduction in stamp duty rates and 
the phasing in of some other rates in respect of principal place of residence or business property and the 
provisions that are being made for first home buyers.   

I mentioned earlier that a growing body of opinion in the community is that state taxes are far too high.  I 
indicate that only recently the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia and Ernst and Young published a 
document called “The State of Taxes in Western Australia”.  It is a very interesting document.  It does not just 
concentrate on the period since the Gallop Government came into office in 2001.  It goes right back to the early 
1990s, which is not unreasonable because any comment I make about increases in taxes applies to all 
Governments.  It is not just the Gallop Labor Government over the past three years that has increased property 
taxes; they have been increased by other Governments in the years before.  However, the point I am making is 
that Governments, no matter what political persuasion, cannot continue to impose this burden on the community 
of Western Australia, especially having regard for the very significant increases that are now flowing through 
from the goods and services tax.  Members will recall that originally, the goods and services tax was sold to the 
community on the basis that there would be a significant reduction in state taxes.  That has not occurred at the 
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rate that the community expected.  What has occurred is a significant increase in the collection of GST and the 
continued collection of state taxes.  We are now seeing a Government that enjoys rapid increases in its own state 
taxes, in particular, property taxes, and an escalating revenue from the commonwealth GST.  However, the 
community is suffering because the Government is not prepared to give back some of those state taxes.  I put it 
to the House that the current situation is unsustainable and that at the next state election the question of taxation 
will be high on the agenda of political parties in general.  Unless we recognise that there needs to be an offset for 
the increase in revenue from the GST compared with the current revenue from state taxes, the community will 
end up revolting over this issue.  I am hopeful that the Opposition will introduce a policy by which it agrees to 
cap increases in state taxes.  In fact, I am hopeful that the Opposition will agree to reduce state taxes having 
regard to the increases in GST revenue that are coming forward.   
Some time ago the Opposition produced a policy position statement on land tax.  Some of the highlights of that 
paper were that the Liberal Party in government will honour a written compact with taxpayers to share the 
normal growth in tax revenues through lower rates of tax; that the Liberal Party will restore the land tax 
exemption for owner-occupied family homes owned by a company or a trust for legitimate business or estate 
planning purposes; that the Liberal Party does not support the application of land tax to agricultural land or 
genuine value-added operations on that land, and that the Liberal Party will continue to actively encourage value 
adding and diversification for our rural industries; that the Liberal Party, in accordance with its tax compact, will 
reduce land tax rates in Western Australia; and that the Liberal Party, in accordance with its tax compact, will 
place a cap on any annual increase in the land tax payable on land of unchanged status.  I am sure all members 
have had representations made to them about the fact that the land tax on particular properties has risen 
dramatically over a very short number of years notwithstanding that the zoning or other status of the property has 
not changed during that time.  The position statement states also that the Liberal Party will introduce pro-rata 
provisions as a fairness principle to ensure that land tax liability properly reflects the ownership status of the 
property; and that in adjusting land tax rates the Liberal Party will flatten the land tax rate structure with the 
ultimate long-term goal of introducing a single flat rate for each of the commercial and residential property 
sectors to address the problems of aggregation and bracket creep.  In general terms it is fair to state that the 
Liberal Party is committed to implementing a tax system that is fair, simple and does not inhibit investment, 
employment and economic growth or compromise the financial future of self-funded retirees.  It is also fair to 
state that while the Labor Government is examining new ways in which to tax Western Australia, a future 
Liberal Government will commit itself to finding further ways of easing the land tax burden and making the 
general taxing system a lot fairer to all.   
I return to the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia and Ernst and Young document.  That report found 
that transfer duty has almost trebled from $306 million in 1993-94 to $831 million in 2002-03; that is, an 
increase of 171 per cent.  That equates to $428 in transfer duty paid by each Western Australian in 2002-03.  
Gross state product increased by 41 per cent in the same period from $57 billion to $81 billion.  We need to 
remember that transfer duty increased by 171 per cent while gross state product increased by 41 per cent.  
Transfer duty increased from 0.53 per cent of gross state product in 1993-94 to 1.02 per cent in 2002-03.  
Transfer duty increased by $370 million between 1 July 1998 and 30 June 2003, and by $254 million in the 
preceding five-year period.  That indicates that transfer duty, which is a tax on property, has very much been 
used as a government revenue-raising opportunity over a long period.  The report concludes - 

Transfer Duty revenue is a function of economic activity (the number of transfers and the purchase 
price) and policy (which transfers are subject to duty, and at what rate). 
The growth in Transfer Duty (1715) has considerably exceeded the growth in GSP (41%) between 
1993/1994 and 2002/2003. 
Two major reasons for the increase in Transfer Duty are the increase in rates and the policy initiatives 
to broaden the tax base.   

It is an unsustainable situation to believe that these rate rises can continue at the percentages that they have in 
recent years.   
In the area of land tax the report notes that growth in land tax revenue exceeded 100 per cent between 1993-04 
and 2002-03.  The key findings were that land tax revenue increased from $123 million in 1993-94 to 
$259 million in 2002-03, an increase of 111 per cent.  The land tax portion of that equates to $133 paid by each 
Western Australian in 2002-03.  Gross state product has increased by 41 per cent during the same period from 
$57 billion to $81 billion.  Land tax increased by $88 million between 1 July 1998 and 30 June 2003 and by 
$42.2 million in the preceding five-year period.  There have been increases, but they are not as significant in 
percentage terms as have occurred in recent years.  The report concludes -  

The growth in Land Tax collections has exceeded the growth in GSP between 1993/1994 and 
2002/2003, with a more significant acceleration since 1998/1999 than the preceding five-year period.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 23 June 2004] 

 p4127b-4138a 
Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon George Cash; Hon Dee Margetts; Deputy President; Hon Alan Cadby 

 [7] 

The accelerated growth over GSP is most likely attributable to the increase in land values in the last five 
years.   

Although the Government claims that it is trying to do everything to keep the price of land down, it also enjoys 
very much the significant revenue that it derives from the increases in property values.   
This morning I had the opportunity of attending a function at which property rights were discussed.  There was 
also significant discussion on the tax issues that are affecting property rights in Western Australia, and heritage 
issues.  One of the presenters at today’s function was a gentleman by the name of Mr Geoff Cooper, who is a 
senior policy officer with the Property Council of Australia (WA Division).  He is a very highly academically 
qualified person.  He knows the property market in Western Australia intimately and has studied the property 
market in Western Australia, and indeed across Australia, over a period of years.  I will advise the House of 
some of the issues that he raised.  Many of those issues coincide with the matters raised in the report “The State 
of Taxes in Western Australia” that I alluded to earlier and other matters that I have already discussed.  In a 
succinct paper titled “The story of a boiled frog” he set out some of the issues that affect those who are part of 
the property market in Western Australia.  He noted that in 1993-94 property taxes comprised 28.3 per cent of 
total tax revenue for the State Government but that this year property taxes will comprise more than 40 per cent 
of the total state tax take.  That is after a period of only 10 years.  I indicated earlier that the figures the 
Government discussed in its budget speech show that tax relief will cost $133 million.  In my view, it will cost 
only $113 million in real terms.  Mr Cooper makes exactly the same statement and comes to the same finding.  
He said that the tax relief includes a freeze on household fees and charges comprising $20.5 million.  If 
something is frozen, the revenue will not be received anyway.  It cannot be said that an extra $20 million would 
have been gained so that that figure can be added to other tax relief that is proposed.  The $133 million stated by 
the Government should be $113 million and no more. 

Mr Cooper said that relief included exemptions for first home buyers worth $45.5 million.  From 1 July 2004, 
first home buyers who purchase a dwelling worth $220 000 or less will not pay any conveyance duty.  The 
exemption for first home buyers will be phased out for property values between $220 000 and $300 000.  He also 
noted that there is a stamp duty exemption for first home buyers who purchase only land valued to $100 000, and 
phased relief between values of $100 000 and $120 000.  That relief will assist approximately 80 per cent of first 
home buyers.  He also makes the point that first home buyers account for only 15 per cent of the property 
market.  As I mentioned earlier in my comments, he also notes that there is $17 million in tax savings received 
from the upward adjustment of land tax thresholds.  He further notes that it will only help compensate owners for 
some of the additional tax creep of the increased land values.  He makes the point that the five per cent cut in 
stamp duty on conveyancing off the marginal rate will save an estimated $47 million.  He believes it is a positive 
measure but also makes the point that it follows a 15 per cent increase in stamp duties in the previous year and 
substantial increases in the year before that.  Mr Cooper also indicated that there has been no commitment from 
the Western Australian Government to return future above budget GST revenues to taxpayers through the 
phasing out and abolition of inefficient indirect taxes such as stamp duty.  GST revenues have grown by 48 per 
cent since its introduction.  That is an annualised growth rate of in excess of 10 per cent.  I have estimated 
figures for GST revenues to the States for 2000-01 to 2004-05.  In 2000-01 Western Australia received 
$2 374.6 million.  That figure has since grown.  In 2004-05 it is estimated to increase to $3 528.9 million, which 
is an increase of 48.6 per cent or an annualised average increase of 10.5 per cent.  Western Australia is doing 
better than all other States with annual increases except Queensland, which has an annualised increase of 11.4 
per cent.  If we do not start taking into account the increases received by the State in its GST allocations and we 
do not recognise that our state taxing system is such that - I would argue - it is out of control and that we are 
ripping off the taxpayers of Western Australia over state taxes, we will end up killing the goose that lays the 
golden eggs.  We cannot sustain the current increases in taxes in Western Australia.  We will kill off economic 
activity.  That will obviously be a considerable setback for revenues for the Government.  The point made by Mr 
Cooper this morning is that people’s property rights are under attack, not just by general government 
intervention in what it does about people’s property, but because of the huge tax burden that is imposed on 
people.  It cannot be sustained.   

I spoke earlier about groups and organisations forming coalitions to bring to the attention of the Government, the 
Opposition and other parties in this Parliament the problem with excessive property taxation in Western 
Australia.  Another concerned group called the Coalition for Property Rights comprises the Property Council of 
Australia, the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia and the Urban Development Institute of Australia.  It 
recently published a paper titled “Property Rights Under Attack in Western Australia - A Paper Addressing The 
Erosion Of Property Rights In Western Australia”.  The discussion paper is dated April 2004.  Within the 
document is a significant chapter that sets out the attack on property rights through property taxation increases 
and new charges generally that have been imposed on Western Australia property owners in the past 10 years.  
The document discusses much of what Mr Geoff Cooper from the Property Council of Australia and other 
parties stated.  It is not as if it is just one person in the wilderness making the claim that state taxes are getting 
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out of control.  There is concerted activity within business, industry and the community generally about the 
imposition of property taxes and charges.  When we discuss property taxes, we generally think of land tax, stamp 
duty and the metropolitan region improvements taxes.  We cannot forget the Perth parking levy, which was a tax 
specifically imposed on property in the central business district of Perth.  It started off at much less than the 
current charge.  I believe the current charge is $70 for each parking bay.  When it was introduced into this 
House, it was far less than that.  The Government has decided it will use the opportunity to tax property owners 
for the number of parking bays they have for properties within the CBD.  If that parking levy continues to 
increase at the rate it has in recent years, it will be unsustainable.   

I will briefly touch on some of the issues raised by the Coalition for Property Rights.  Its document states - 

In WA, the main State Government property taxes and charges are stamp duties, land tax, the 
metropolitan region improvement tax, the emergency services levy and the Perth Parking Levy.  The 
revenue collected from these taxes and charges from WA property owners has increased dramatically 
over the last 10 years: 

 land tax paid has doubled; 

 the metropolitan region improvement tax paid has more than doubled; 
 stamp duty paid by WA property purchasers has increased four fold; 
 a new annual charge of $118 million has been introduced in the Emergency Services Levy; and 
 the Perth Parking Levy, introduced in 1999, has increased by more than 150% in the last 3 budgets.  

As a result, property taxes have grown to comprise 42% of WA Government taxation revenue in 2003-
2004.  

The document also mentions the Access Economics report of February 2000 that found only four countries with 
a greater reliance on property taxes than Australia.  
With those general comments on the two Bills before the House, I think I have made my position clear.  The 
current increases in property taxes cannot be sustained.  If the goods and services tax grants that come from the 
Commonwealth are not offset against state taxes, the Government of the day will be accused of double dipping, 
because that is exactly what it will be doing.  It is up to us as members of Parliament to take the lead in this area.  
I say that because one thing is certain: the bureaucracy in Western Australia would be delighted at the increase in 
revenue the State has enjoyed over recent years, and the revenue growth it is predicted to enjoy over the next few 
years.  That increase in revenue, if it is not stopped or at least slowed down, will be used to impose greater 
burdens on the people of Western Australia.  Government is all about regulation, and reducing the rights of 
people to do things in a manner of their own choosing - within the law, I hasten to add.  There is a huge 
opportunity for this Parliament to be heard on the question of increases in state revenues, rather than relying on 
anyone else.  In state revenue, Western Australia is far ahead of the pack when compared to other States.  It is up 
to us to recognise that we cannot continue to impose such a burden on the taxpayers of Western Australia.  In the 
end, the taxpayers will break.  They will say that it is not worth being a property owner or engaging in economic 
activity if all it does is fund the Government, which in turn funds the bureaucracy to impose greater burdens on 
individuals in this State.  I am all about supporting private property rights in Western Australia.  One of those 
private property rights is freedom from the imposition of taxation, which reduces a person’s rights in property.  
With those comments, the Opposition is prepared to support the Bills, recognising that they do not go far enough 
in offering tax reductions.  
HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [12.24 pm]:  In providing the Greens (WA) response to the Revenue 
Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill 2004 and the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2004, I first of all thank the 
Treasurer for providing a briefing on these Bills from the Office of State Revenue.  There is a range of measures 
in both of these Bills.  I listened carefully to the second reading contribution of Hon George Cash, which backed 
up the questions I asked of those who gave me the briefing about whether there were contentious issues in this 
package.  The only comment I received in reply was that there might be argument that some of these measures 
should have been brought about sooner.  As Hon George Cash indicated, the Opposition’s main concern is that 
some of these measures should have been greater.  There is no specific opposition of which I am aware to 
individual measures, especially those providing relief.  As has been mentioned, a number of the land tax 
measures address what in effect is a land tax creep.  It would be useful if the minister could provide some 
information on whether, if the stamp duty take has increased by over 100 per cent in 10 years, there has been an 
accompanying increase in land values.  In my understanding, land values in Western Australia have been quite 
buoyant during that time, and those who own land benefit from those values.  I would be interested to see the 
relative figures for land values.  The period mentioned was 1992-93 to 2002-03.  I would be interested to see 
what the average increase in land values has been during that time.  
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We have had these debates before, but there are limited ways in which State Governments can gain revenue.  
When discussing State Government revenues in Western Australia, we must understand that revenue is not a 
bucket that can be added to.  There are leakages.  In the view of the Greens (WA), on an annual basis the 
taxpayers of Western Australia are subsidising major resource development projects from which there is no 
immediate revenue import.  Personal income taxes and company taxes go to the federal Government, but much 
of the assistance provided for major projects in Western Australia does not have a revenue stream that 
compensates for that level of assistance.  We have heard about royalties, but unfortunately, as we all well know, 
an adjustment is made by the Commonwealth Government to reduce the amount of grants available to Western 
Australia to only a very small proportion of the royalties.  Questions are often raised in this Chamber about the 
funds available for particular schools, medical services and so on; every day members of the Opposition ask why 
more money is not being spent on those areas.  Today Hon Barbara Scott asked about drama facilities, and the 
next speaker for the Opposition talked about the extra money provided for the new theatre at John Curtin College 
of the Arts.  That was an interesting juxtaposition.  Most people in the community will want to make sure that 
the revenue available to this State gives us good value in providing the services we consider to be important.   
I refer to good environmental protection and making provision for the arts and culture and other areas everybody 
considers worthy of receiving taxpayers’ money.  Issues arise regarding not only whether the State is taking 
more tax, but also whether the amount of revenue that is available to the State is sufficient, and is spent on the 
right priorities to ensure that community needs are met.  That is where debate should be directed.  It should focus 
on not only the amounts, but also whether we have sufficient revenue to meet increasingly recognised needs, and 
whether priorities are met.  Much of that also relates to how much the Commonwealth spends - 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien):  Order!  Conversations in the Chamber are competing with 
the member with the call.  Members will keep their voices down.   
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The amount the Commonwealth spends in certain areas has an impact on this matter.  
Does commonwealth expenditure add to overall service provision in health, education, welfare, the environment 
and so on, or does it duplicate or compete against what the State is trying to provide?  That important issue must 
be considered when looking at the overall revenue take.   

I now refer to one specific measure in the Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill; namely, the amendment 
to the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002 to provide a land tax exemption for land held under an approved 
conservation covenant issued by the Department of Conservation and Land Management or the Western 
Australian branch of the National Trust of Australia.  The projected forgone revenue in this measure is very 
modest.  It is expected to have a cost of around $10 000, not $10 million, in 2004-05, and only increase to 
$50 000 in 2007-08.  That should ring a few bells.  It means it is a very narrow measure.  It will presumably 
assist only a few property owners.  Clarification is needed from the Government, and I hope the minister will 
provide that explanation.  I have been approached in my Agricultural Region by a number of farmers with 
remnant bushland who are concerned about whether they could or should place a conservation covenant on their 
land.  I know that confusion is evident about how this takes place.  In my case, I have worked with groups of 
farmers to assist them to see whether they can place a covenant on land through, say, planning bulletin 48 
provisions, which allow farm land to be subdivided in order to put the remnant bushland on the market as 
remnant land; however, rules are associated in relation to having pre-existing cleared pockets of land.  Does this 
land tax exemption cover such areas?  I understand that in those cases properties need not contain rare and 
endangered species, but a certificate or an approved standard of conservation value is needed.  If this revenue 
measure is likely to raise up to $50 000, is it broad enough?  Will it give sufficient encouragement to property 
owners who have done the right thing over decades - that is what it represents - to take up the measure?  Is 
enough remnant bushland to be covered?  The revenue figures indicate that this will not be the case.  I have had 
inquiries from people in other catchments who believe they fall through the gaps with this measure.   
The Greens (WA) believe, and I have discussed this measure with my colleague Hon Christine Sharp, that the 
Government should take many other measures.  These could include paying or covering the cost for local 
governments in future to provide an exemption on rates for covenanted land of conservation value.  The State 
Government should provide a fund to local governments for people who have done the right thing for decades; 
that is, exempt or reduce rates on that land.  One cannot expect local governments to be enthusiastic if they are 
forced to apply such measures without a revenue stream from state taxpayers.  If taxpayers were asked whether 
they believe their dollars should assist or encourage agricultural land-holders to do the right thing in repairing 
damage and protecting the land, the majority of taxpayers would say yes.  It would send the right economic 
signals to those who have done the right thing.  As Hon George Cash stated, the land tax exemption has not gone 
far enough.  The revenue projections indicate that this measure is woefully inadequate.  The right signals must be 
sent.  We should not just provide funds to fix up the damage.  Economic signals must be sent so that an 
agricultural landowner with remanent bushland will think “Oh, good!”, not “Oh, dear.”  The benefits of 
biodiversity, such as retaining water quality, apply to not only the direct property owners, but also people in the 
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catchments in a wider manner.  Benefits arise in terms of soil and water quality and productivity.  However, it is 
not only people in the vicinity who benefit, as we all share in the heritage of our biodiversity in Western 
Australia with species in our water and on remnant bushland.  We are not aware of many species yet.  The flora 
and fauna species have not been assessed in areas of high conservation value.  This relates to areas of bush that 
may have one of the greatest percentages of biodiversity anywhere on the planet.  Coastal heath and banksia 
bushland may look unimpressive to many people, but it is amazing in its species diversity.  We have an 
obligation to recognise those qualities, and Parliament must recognise the benefits of species diversity, many of 
which science has not yet discovered.  We know that many areas of remnant bushland are under pressure 
because of climate change.  We have an obligation to ensure that rather than adding to the stress, we encourage 
areas of remnant bushland to be kept.  The benefits of applying covenants include obligations to ensure areas are 
properly fenced, protected from weed and feral animals and pests, and so on.  It is dual obligation.  If people are 
expected to undertake their side of the obligation, it is more than reasonable that state taxpayers assist in 
providing incentives.   

I do not want to stop government and taxpayer obligations.  Great steps can be taken by financial institutions and 
the real estate industry in general to assist and encourage those people who wish to place covenants on and 
protect areas of remnant bushland.  A much greater understanding needs to be exhibited by members of the 
Western Australian Real Estate Institute and financial institutions about what can be done to encourage farmers 
and holders of remnant bushland in agricultural WA.  I am very pleased that meetings will be held at which those 
interested bodies will be discussing what can be done to provide the right economic signals for holders of rural 
land who have not cleared their land over many decades. 

The only real criticism that appears to be made is that some of these measures might not have gone far enough.  
We must understand that State Governments need revenue.  Everybody believes that there are extra things that 
Governments can and should do.  I disagree that the goods and services tax revenues have always led to a huge 
increase in state government revenue.  The GST is an extra take but the revenues available to the States have not 
increased by the amounts that many people assume they have.  The debate must be held in the full context of 
where money is being spent in the State, and those leakages.  If we do not address those leakages, State 
Governments will continue to desperately try to find means of increasing revenue, which will always appear to 
be an imposition to those people who must pay. 
HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [12.41 pm]:  I shall speak to the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill.  I 
then have a number of questions I would like to ask on the Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill.  I would 
first like to deal with land tax.  We have heard a great deal on land tax from Hon George Cash.  He has taken a 
macro view.  I want to take a more micro view of land tax.  The budget papers state quite categorically that land 
tax is at a historical high.  Maybe the Government is embarrassed by that and so is changing the scale of land tax 
somewhat.  The biggest change is to the tax threshold, which has been increased from $50 000 to $100 000.  
From the information I received from my briefing, which was reinforced in the budget papers, it means that 36 
per cent of land owners will now not have to pay land tax.  That sounds good on the face of it, but with the 
increasing value of land, I wonder how long those people will remain below the threshold.   
It would seem that if a person’s land is valued between $100 000 and $200 000, even though the mathematical 
equation of the rate has changed, the owner will be paying the same land tax as he was paying previously 
without an increase in land value.  It is only when it gets to between $200 000 and $5 million that he will start to 
save some money, which will be between only $90 to $352 depending on where on the continuum he stands.  
Overall the budget papers suggest a revenue take in land tax for this forthcoming year of about $301 million, 
which is some $24 million more than last year, or an increase of 8.7 per cent.  The budget papers show 
historically, if one looks at a trend line, the increase has been 8.5 per cent over the past 10 years, so this would 
seem to be about that figure.  That being the case, this Government has done nothing different from that which 
the previous Liberal Government did when it increased land tax at that rate.  The 2001-02 budget shows a take of 
$226 million, which means that this year there will be an increase of 36 per cent, which is quite significant.   
Many people feel aggrieved about the aggregation of liability.  For example, let us say someone has two 
properties on which land tax is liable, and one is worth $200 000 and the other is worth $350 000, making a total 
of $550 000.  If the owner were to pay his liability on the two separate properties, it would come to $1 215, 
because he would pay $300 on the $200 000 property and $915 on the $350 000 property.  However, in our 
system the property values are added together, and the owner is taxed on the basis of a single holding.  
Therefore, the tax on the $550 000 is $1 815, which is a difference of $600 or 50 per cent more than if it was 
treated as two different holdings.  Members may say that if that were not done, people could avoid tax by having 
two properties worth less than $100 000 each, but I do not think that is realistic.  Many people in my community 
feel that it is unfair to aggregate tax liabilities.  I am one of those people. 
There are two major changes to stamp duty.  The first is in the rate of stamp duty and the second is the assistance 
given to first time home buyers.  I was interested to see that on page 114 of the budget papers, the first table 
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shows the saving that would be made.  In the information that the Government is trying to give, it would have 
been fairer and much more honest to have shown how much extra people are paying than they were in 2001-02; 
in fact, it is an increase of some 18 per cent.  Hon George Cash has mentioned this, so I will not go into it, but it 
is clear from the budget papers that Western Australia has the second highest stamp duty rates of any State, 
irrespective of the property. 
For first time home buyers the Government is aligning the stamp duty concession conditions with those of the 
first home buyer’s grant, which I believe is a good way to go.  There is some relief for stamp duty liability if the 
value of the property is less than $300 000.  If the value is $220 000 or less or the land value in a home package 
is less than $100 000 and the house component less than $150 000, no stamp duty would be payable.  It is 
interesting to look at the figures.  For instance, if the house value was $221 000, the buyer would pay $149.60 in 
stamp duty; if it was $225 100, he would pay $762; if the value jumped by $24 000 to $250 000, the buyer’s tax 
liability would jump to $4 428.  In other words, the marginal rate of tax between $220 000 and $300 000 is 
$14.96 per $100.  The marginal rate is the rate of change in dollar values as people move from one dollar value 
to another or, if one were looking at a graph, it would be represented by a gradient on the graph.  Although the 
marginal rate is pretty steep, it may encourage first time home buyers to be more realistic.  They might choose a 
home that will allow them to avoid paying any stamp duty or to pay as little as possible.  That is a positive.  Far 
too many young people are borrowing to the hilt and not living a full life because most of their money is going 
on debt, which I do not think is a good thing. 
I remember the Premier trumpeting stamp duty relief for first time home buyers in all the media forums.  
Unfortunately, he did not emphasise the fact that it will not start until 1 July 2004 or that stamp duty is due not at 
the exchange of contracts but at the acceptance of an offer stage of the purchase.  I have been contacted by a 
number of young people who did not realise this.  I do not think that they received the right advice from their 
real estate agent.  They have bought a property thinking that stamp duty would not be payable because they will 
not get ownership until after 1 July 2004.  Of course, a number of them have been hit with a tax liability that they 
cannot afford to pay.  I have an e-mail from a gentleman called Keith Palmer containing a copy of an e-mail that 
he sent to the Premier.  Rather than read it out, I seek leave to table the document and have it incorporated in 
Hansard. 
Leave granted. 

The following material was incorporated - 

From: Keith Palmer <kppalmer@bigpond.net.au> 
Date: 17 June 2004 9:15:12 AM 
To: wa-government@dpc.wa.gov.au 
Subject: First home buyers and WA Stamp Duty 
Good morning Mr Gallop 

Please can you respond to me by email on the problem my 18yo son faces in relation to a first home purchase 
and WAStamp Duty. 

My son lives in Perth and after seeing the publicity for the cancellation of State Stamp Duty for first home 
purchasers went out and made an offer on a house in Kenwick. 

He works designing engineering structures for a local engineering design firm (having graduated with a TAFE 
diploma in engineering last year) but is paid only $14 per hour.  Currently he is working at least 50 hours per 
week and sometimes over 60 hours a week in order to afford the house in Kenwick.  Unfortunately his position 
pays no overtime or penalty rates or bonuses of any kind so even working 50 hours per week only generates 
$700 before tax. 

His problem is that yesterday he found out that he owes the WA Government over $4800 in Stamp Duty that he 
thought he did not have to pay. 

His loan is approved, the offer is unconditional, he is contracted to purchase the home but he does not have the 
$4800+. 

He does not own the home in any legal sense, he does not have possession of the home, he does not live there, he 
has no furniture there, he has no current financial liability for the home nor does he pay rent or mortgage 
payments for the home.  Simply he has no tenure on the home at all, until settlement in early July. 

However, the WA Government insists that despite all of the above, he has purchased the home prior to 1 July 
2004. 

It seems the WA Government is interested most in 2 items here -  
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1. Insisting that the purchase is effected on the date of the Offer and Acceptance (despite any of the practical 
indications of ownership) for the sole purpose of being able to -  

2. Collect over $4800 in Stamp Duty from my son. 

This being the case, your Government does not have an interest in assisting genuine, struggling first home buyers 
as you promote to the WA public.  My son takes no legal possession or ownership of the home until July 2004 
yet your Government is insistent on extracting over $4800 from him for the benefit of State Treasury. 

Please can you explain why your Government’s priority in this manner is to extract the $4800 from my son 
rather than assist the WA first home buyer in the manner your Government has promoted? 

In this situation the media hype that your Government sought by interviews and press releases has sucked in an 
innocent 18yo. 

Please can you tell me what your Government will do in relation to first home buyers making an Offer and 
Acceptance on a home after your Stamp Duty announcement with settlement AFTER 1 July 2004? 

Will you insist on collecting Stamp Duty from these people or will your Government identify that these are 
genuine first home buyers, not taking any form of legal possession or ownership of their home before July 2004 
and try to assist these people in accordance with your television and other media segments showing your desire 
to assist young WA first home buyers? 

 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  The statistics for first home buyers in suburbs in the North Metropolitan Region, which I 
represent, indicate where a home free from stamp duty could be purchased.  I looked at the median house price, 
as given by the Real Estate Institute of WA website, in 15 suburbs that I thought would fit that bill.  The median 
house price in suburbs that met that criterion - in other words, up to $220 000 - were Clarkson, $178 000; 
Craigie, $190 000; Girrawheen, $145 000; and Merriwa, $177 500.  Local people think that places such as 
Padbury, Quinns Rocks, Kingsley, Heathridge and Hocking are the places to go, but they appear to be priced out 
of the market in those areas because of an increase in house prices close to the ocean. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You have evidenced a very strong understanding of mathematics during your time in this 
place.  I know you are referring to median house prices, so it does not follow from what you say that you cannot 
get houses in many other suburbs. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  One has to base one’s view on some statistics and, unfortunately, I chose the median 
price.  I said it was the median price and it was upon that price that my comments were based.  It is the right of 
the Minister for Housing and Works to make comments based on other values. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I understand that. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I make it clear that I am not trying to pull the wool over the minister’s eyes. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  No. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I have stated quite clearly that it is the median house price. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I point out that I do go along with Benjamin Disraeli. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Good; the minister looks a bit like him too!  It is a pity he is not in a box! 

In the North Metropolitan Region many young people and families purchasing their first home are being pushed 
out to the outer suburbs, such as Brighton and Clarkson.  There is no problem with finding a nice home in those 
two suburbs, but they are about 40 kilometres from the city, and these distant suburbs lack fundamental 
infrastructure.  Low-income families in these suburbs have a great need for infrastructure, such as health care, 
education facilities, public transport, access to technology and, importantly, a sense of community.  These outer 
suburbs lack the social and entertainment fabric of inner-city living.  These more isolated areas do not meet the 
needs of the community.  These ever-expanding suburbs offer only limited infrastructure, with most key 
facilities existing in central Perth.  This continuing form of urban planning causes several social problems that 
we are battling against now and will battle against in the future at great cost to the community.  For some reason, 
it appears that local governments are against better urban planning, such as high-density living.  Rather than 
fiddling with tax rates on housing and land, it is time the Government considered the most important feature; that 
is, urban planning.  With better urban planning people would be able to find affordable housing without having 
to go to the outskirts of Perth where there is a lack of infrastructure. 

I have a few questions to ask the minister about the Revenue Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill 2004.  Proposed 
new section 41 deals with land under a conservation covenant.  An application for land to be registered under a 
land conservation covenant has to be made to the relevant minister within the time conditions, and, if it is 
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granted, the land is exempt from assessment.  Firstly, must the land registration cover the whole title or can 
someone register, say, 30 per cent of the land, which would be clearly defined in some way, and be assessed only 
on the remaining 70 per cent of the land?  Secondly, if at a later date an owner wished to withdraw from a 
conservation covenant, would any tax be payable retrospectively? 

I had a briefing from Treasury, but I am unclear about the meaning of “permanent” in proposed new paragraph 
(b) of clause 5.  Will the minister enlighten me on what “permanent” means?  Proposed section 17AA deals with 
time for payment on certain conditional contracts.  Is the rate payable at the time the contract was first executed 
or at the time of actual payment?  Clause 20 deals with amendments to the concessions available to first home 
buyers.  As I said, it is aligned with the first home owners grant and provides for some residence and age 
requirements, as set out in the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2004.  Proposed section 75AG(7) of the Revenue 
Laws Amendment and Repeal Bill deals with supporting evidence requirements.  To prove the age of 18 is 
simple enough, but what type of evidence is required to prove a six-month residency?  Marriage between the 
ages of 16 and 18 occurs in some communities.  If a property is bought jointly by a married couple, do both or 
one have to be 18-plus to fulfil the age requirement and receive the reduction in stamp duty liability?  Having to 
meet the 18-plus age barrier discriminates against young people who buy a property together.  I know one couple 
- one is age 17 and the other is somewhat older - who want to purchase their first home.  Will they be exempt 
because one is over 18 years or must both be over 18? 

HON NICK GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Housing and Works) [12.57 pm]:  First, I thank 
honourable members who have spoken and for their general support of the two Bills.  Each member who spoke 
raised a number of interesting and, for the most part, significant issues.  It will take me some little time to do 
justice to their contributions.  I therefore do not envisage concluding this response by the time we leave the 
Chamber for lunch.  I envisage I will be speaking after question time. 

Hon George Cash commenced his remarks by speaking about what each Bill does in general.  His comments 
were, of course, accurate.  He spoke of his support for the Bills in general and then put forward some points of 
view.  He raised fears - if that is the correct word - that the taxation regime for the property market may kill the 
goose that lays the golden - the golden goose that lays the eggs or whatever the goose does to the eggs! 
Hon Norman Moore:  The goose is not golden; it is just the eggs that are golden. 
Hon NICK GRIFFITHS:  Yes, I do not want to make an omelette of this! 
In that context, Hon George Cash would be aware that the State’s finances and economy are strong.  There are 
very significant private sector investments in the State.  The State has a very high rate of employment and a very 
high participation rate of employment in Australia.  That has been the case historically.  The State currently has 
the lowest unemployment rate for a quarter of a century since the current method of measuring unemployment 
rates came into being.  It is a bit of a long bow to assert that the proverbial goose is about to - 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 4163.] 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
 


