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DUTIES AMENDMENT (ADDITIONAL DUTY FOR FOREIGN PERSONS) BILL 2018 
Committee 

Resumed from 20 September. The Chair of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the chair; Hon Stephen Dawson 
(Minister for Environment) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: At the end of our last episode, when we were rudely interrupted by standing orders 
and suspended the sittings, I had posed a question to the minister with reference to some of the premises upon which 
the bill is based according to the second reading speech, in particular with reference to his answer to a question 
without notice of 13 September regarding the availability of information to Treasury as a basis for formulating its 
calculations as to how much money would be raised and the like. To refresh the minister’s memory, he was asked 
a question with reference to the foreign buyer surcharge and the fact that Landgate and the Foreign Investment 
Review Board do not collect data on the number of properties that will attract the foreign buyer surcharge. He was 
asked on what basis Treasury arrived at the estimate that 1 000 properties would attract a surcharge and how 
Treasury forecast the total revenue. His response was — 

The Department of Treasury estimate was based on Foreign Investment Review Board approvals data, 
which was adjusted in accordance with assumptions on foreign investment in residential real estate used 
in the commonwealth government’s House of Representatives Standing Committee on Economics’ 
report. It was also informed through discussions with other state treasuries. 

Plainly, information to other state Treasuries may not be relevant to Western Australia, but I asked whether the 
minister could give us some more information about how the figure of 1 000 was arrived at, based on the 
information that he identified. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank Hon Michael Mischin for his question. I will give him the response provided 
by my advisers. I will give some of the information that he has just provided in his question to put it on the record. 
That estimate of 1 000 properties was based on the 2015–16 data from the Foreign Investment Review Board, 
which was the latest available data at the time the estimate was made. There were 1 646 approvals to purchase 
properties in Western Australia in 2015–16. However, not all approvals result in a purchase, reflecting that there 
may be multiple applications for the same property. Buyers may make applications for multiple properties or 
buyers may make applications and ultimately not purchase any property.  
As a result, the number of approvals overstates the extent of foreign purchases in Western Australia. Treasury 
assumes that two-thirds of approvals will result in a purchase, resulting in an estimate of around 1 100 purchases. 
This assumption, as the member alluded to, is included in the commonwealth House of Representatives Standing 
Committee on Economics “Report on Foreign Investment in Residential Real Estate” and was also informed 
through discussions with other state Treasuries. In accordance with estimates derived by the commonwealth 
Parliamentary Budget Office, the number was further reduced by 11 per cent to reflect a small assumed reduction 
in foreign purchases of residential real estate in response to the surcharge, resulting in a final estimate of around 
1 000 purchases. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: To explore that a little bit more, the estimate of 1 000 properties based on that 
material presupposes that the information provided also gives a value to the properties against which the amount 
of duty that is currently payable can be calculated and how much additional duty would be paid in the event of 
a seven per cent surcharge being added to it. Does the information that has been relied on descend into that sort of 
detail, because it seems to me that various assumptions in rounding exercises have had to be engaged in? That 
being so, it seems to me that the value of properties concerned is also very uncertain as a basis for calculating the 
specific amount that is said that this surcharge will raise. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told the data we have received does not have the value, so we have assumed 
the average price for that financial year. That is based on the transfer duty. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you for that. We have been told that this will raise $123 million, as I recall, 
over four years, so it comes to just shy of $31 million a year in extra revenue based on, give or take, 
1 000 transactions, and, of course, properties are of varied values. Can the minister tell us what assumption the 
value of each of these properties has been based on and how much additional duty per transaction the government 
is assuming will be raised by this? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I can only give the member the same answer as I gave to his earlier question. The 
data we have received does not have the value so we have assumed the average price for that financial year applied 
across all transactions. It is an inexact science. The figure the member spoke about earlier—$130 million—that 
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we estimate might come in is, again, an estimation based on an inexact science based on a range of assumptions. 
That is the level of detail I have on that. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: In that case, can the minister tell us specifically the assumptions upon which 
Treasury has reached the figure of $123 million over four years—$30.75 million a year? The figure of 
1 000 properties is one of them. What are the other assumptions and what figures have been used? They must have 
added up to that figure somehow. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The revenue estimate is calculated as follows. Treasury estimated a number of foreign 
property purchases based on the most recently available data, as I said, from the Foreign Investment Review Board 
for 2015–16. These purchases are applied to the transfer duty data for the same year to provide an estimate of the 
portion and value of properties these transactions represent. This number, again, is decreased by 11 per cent to reflect 
an assumed behavioural response from foreign buyers. Again, this behavioural response is derived from work by the 
commonwealth Parliamentary Budget Office. The seven per cent rate is applied to this estimate to derive estimated 
revenue. The estimated revenue for the data year is then grown at the same rate as forecast transfer duty collections. 
Administration costs associated with this are for one-off system changes for the Office of State Revenue. They 
will total about $1 million over 2017–18 and 2018–19. These costs are non-recurring. Essentially, the financial 
impact of the foreign owner duty surcharge is $10 million net operating balance impact in 2018–19, $35 million 
in 2019–20, $38 million in 2020–21 and $40 million in 2021–22. That is an estimate of about $123 million over 
the forward estimates period. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: What would Treasury say is the value of the surcharge on average for each of the 
properties it is considering? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that the average property sale price is about $500 000, so the surcharge 
liability for that amount is about $35 000. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: In addition to any existing duty that is being paid, $35 000 extra will be paid on the 
sale of a $500 000 property. How much duty is currently paid by one of the purchasers? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The current transfer duty liability for a property of $500 000 is $17 765. That 
compares with New South Wales where the duty is $17 990; Victoria, $25 070; Queensland, $8 750;  
South Australia, $21 330; Tasmania, $18 248; the Australian Capital Territory, $12 100; and the 
Northern Territory, $23 929. It is an average across the country of $18 148. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Once this passes, with a seven per cent surcharge, is the minister saying that there 
will be an extra $35 000 on top of that? A foreign purchaser will be purchasing a $500 000 property and paying 
duty in the order of $50 000 as opposed to $17 000. Is that correct? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: That is correct, member. The figure for $500 000 is $52 765. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: And the government anticipates that there will be only an 11 per cent decrease in 
the number of transactions in which foreign buyers are willing to invest in Western Australian properties and buoy 
the local property market. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is based on the commonwealth House of Representatives Standing Committee on 
Economics report. We did not have the data. We looked at its data and the assumption is about an 11 per cent 
reduction in the number of foreign purchases of residential real estate in response to the surcharge. Again, it is an 
inexact science. We are relying on the information it has available to guide us here in Western Australia. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I thank the minister for that. 
Moving on a little from that, the government’s election commitment was a four per cent surcharge; it is now 
seeking a seven per cent surcharge. What informed a further three per cent increase in the surcharge? Was it based 
on some calculation or is it simply an arbitrary figure? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: With your indulgence, Mr Chair; Hon Michael Mischin, I addressed this issue 
previously but it has been some weeks since Parliament last sat so I will again give the chamber that information. 
Why has the government increased the rate to seven per cent? A rate of seven per cent is consistent with the other 
states that have introduced a foreign buyer surcharge. Increasing the rate to seven per cent will align 
Western Australia with Victoria, Queensland and South Australia. The rate will remain below the New South Wales 
rate of eight per cent. I remind the member that initially Victoria introduced a rate of three per cent from 1 July 2015 
and increased it to seven per cent from 1 July 2016. New South Wales first introduced a rate of four per cent on 
21 June 2016 and increased that rate to eight per cent on 1 July 2017. Queensland, too, introduced a rate of  
three per cent from 1 October 2016 and increased that rate to seven per cent from 1 July this year. The 
South Australian rate of seven per cent came into effect on 1 January 2018. It initially announced a four per cent 
rate but it came in at seven per cent. Tasmania introduced its rate in 2018 and it has not increased. The rate of 
seven per cent is consistent with the rates in the bigger states on the east coast. 
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Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I thank the minister for that information. The earliest imposition of a levy, if 
I understand correctly, was Victoria in 2015, which more recently increased its rate, with other states having had 
this surcharge for varying lengths of time. Has Treasury explored the effect these surcharges have had on the home 
market in other jurisdictions; and, if so, can the minister inform the chamber what Treasury has discovered? Has 
there been a deflation in investment? What economic consequences have been revealed in other places quite apart 
from the benefits of those state governments raising extra revenue? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that foreign buyers comprise less than two per cent of all house purchases; 
it is about 1.76 per cent, I think, all told. We did speak to the other states and they told us that the impact was 
negligible because it affected such a small number of properties. I have information about South Australia. As 
I mentioned earlier, it introduced its seven per cent levy in January 2018. Despite introducing that tax, in July this 
year, the South Australian Valuer-General revealed that median house values have hit an historic high of 
2.41 per cent in the June quarter from the same quarter last year. Following the release of those figures, the 
president of the Real Estate Institute of South Australia said he is, and I quote, “delighted” to see that confidence 
remains in the SA marketplace and “The June quarter has been nothing short of spectacular”. During our 
conversations with agencies from the other states, we were told that the impact has been negligible but certainly 
other factors could have been at play in South Australia. Certainly from what we have seen, there has been a change 
in the other direction in South Australia; there has not been a negative impact since it introduced its surcharge. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I thank the minister for that. I cannot imagine that the imposition of a surcharge on 
one sector of the property market, albeit a small one, would involve an increase in housing values for the rest of the 
market, so I would think, yes, other factors have come into play. I think the minister has provided just about all that 
he can reasonably provide in respect of the premises underlying the bill, so I have no further questions in that regard. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I have a few questions that I want to go over with the minister in clause 1. The first 
is about the change. If I understand this right, the Labor Party in opposition took a policy to the election of 
a four per cent duty surcharge. That was reflected in the 2017–18 budget, the first budget of the Labor government. 
In the 2018–19 budget, the second budget of the Labor government, that duty surcharge was increased to  
seven per cent. I want to get some clarity about some of these figures because there is a bit of confusion, certainly 
in my mind, as we move from the 2017–18 budget of four per cent to the 2018–19 budget of seven per cent. 
I understand from questions that I have asked in this chamber that the expected revenue as shown in the 2018–19 
budget over the budget year and the three-year forward estimates is total revenue of $123 million, of which 
$23 million is required for the TAFE fee freeze policy that is linked to this revenue measure. Can the minister tell 
me whether any of that is incorrect and can he advise the chamber of the step-change between the 2017–18 budget 
decision and the 2018–19 budget decision, but can he do so comparably because, obviously, we were one year on 
and another year of the forward estimates came in? If we are comparing apples with apples, what was the change 
from four to seven per cent over those budget years? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: All the things that the member said are correct. In terms of the financial impact or 
the difference, we anticipate that a four per cent increase would have brought in $6 million in 2018–19, $21 million 
in 2019-20, $22 million in 2020-21 and $24 million in 2021–22, which adds up to $73 million. I previously said 
that the difference between the four and seven per cent will contribute an extra $50 million to state coffers. I am 
not sure whether the member was here, but we anticipate that the financial impact of the seven per cent increase 
will be $10 million in 2018–19, $35 million in 2019–20, $38 million in 2020–21 and $40 million in 2021–22, 
which adds up to $123 million over that forward estimates period. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: If we are comparing apples with apples and the same budget period, an extra 
$50 million will result from the increase from four per cent to seven per cent. I understand that funding the policy 
that Labor took to the election to freeze TAFE fees will cost the government $23 million over the forward 
estimates. From what has been provided in this place, that seems quite lumpy in that the information I have is that 
$2 million is required in 2018–19, $7 million in 2019–20, $9 million in 2020–21, and $5 million in 2021–22. Can 
the minister clarify for me why it goes from $2 million to $9 million and back down to $5 million and to what 
extent that relates to the calendar training years that apply to TAFEs, rather than the financial years that we deal 
with in the budget? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I do not have that information with me. We indicated that this amount would come 
in as a result of the foreign buyer surcharge, but the money will then go across to another agency. In this case, it 
is the Department of Training and Workforce Development. Therefore, the member would probably have to ask 
the question of that minister or agency. We do not have that information here on why those figures fluctuate. That 
would have been a request made by that agency to cabinet through the Expenditure Review Committee process. 
I was not part of those deliberations. Certainly, I was not part of the conversation about why those amounts were 
needed in each of those years. I cannot be more helpful than that, unfortunately. 
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The CHAIR: Just before we proceed, I know members have an interest in this. The bill before us relates to raising 
some tax revenue. I do not believe that it relates to the disbursement of any funds, which presumably will go into 
consolidated revenue. Members, I think we have to be a little careful that we do not start to revisit the second 
reading debate, even though I have allowed these questions under the clause 1 debate, which will now proceed. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I know we entered committee only briefly on 20 September when we last sat, but 
there was an interchange between the minister and Hon Michael Mischin about the surplus funds. Obviously, the 
TAFE fees freeze is linked to this bill, particularly through the second reading speech, in which the minister stated 
that the government’s intent is to raise this revenue to, in part, fund the freeze on TAFE fees. We know that it will 
raise $123 million and that $23 million is required to give effect to that policy and commitment. That leaves 
a $100 million surplus, which is $50 million more than what was expected when we went from four to 
seven per cent in the two budget years. 
On Thursday, 20 September, we had an interchange in this place during the Committee of the Whole stage on what 
the $100 million will be used for. Obviously, this is a budget measure. There was some talk about it being used to 
pay down debt. When we look at the budget papers, we see that they reflect the same thing. They reflect a net debt 
reduction, minus $1 million, which I think is associated with administrative costs, unless I am mistaken. That is 
what the budget papers reflect. I have reflected on Hansard of 20 September and the speech of the Treasurer, and 
indeed the minister representing the Treasurer in this place, when the 2017–18 budget was handed down. The 
speech referred to the government’s budget repair measures and how any “unanticipated or windfall revenue”—
that is a direct quote from the speech—will be placed into the debt repayment account. When we were last at the 
Committee of the Whole stage, the minister confirmed in this place that this money would not go into the debt 
repayment account. I am struggling to understand why not. Is it because the government does not believe this to 
be unanticipated or windfall revenue? Clearly, Labor took a four per cent duty surcharge to the election and 
increased it to seven per cent. I would have thought that the $50 million change between the 2017–18 and 2018–19 
financial years would be a windfall for the government, certainly from its first budget. If the intent is to pay down 
debt, why is it not going to the debt repayment account? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: As the member quite rightly pointed out, this amount has been budgeted for in this 
year’s budget. We do not believe that it is an unanticipated windfall. We have budgeted for it in the budget and, 
as a result, the money that is not being used to fund the TAFE fees freeze will go into consolidated revenue and 
will help us run the state. Part of our mission is to pay down debt, so that money will be used to pay down debt 
and will go into the consolidated account. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That begs the question: why do we have a debt repayment account at all? If at the 
end of the day we just put it all back into the consolidated fund and just whack whatever we have left at the end of 
the financial year onto the credit card, it achieves the same outcome. It seems a bit odd to me that we have a debt 
repayment account and we are not putting money in it, even though we are saying that revenue will be used for 
debt repayment. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: As I alluded to last time, we are putting money into the debt reduction account. We have 
been over the past couple of years. However, the member is correct that this money will go into consolidated 
revenue and it will help reduce state debt. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the minister. 
I want to move to another area. If I were a member of a party that issued a media statement on 20 February 2017 
supporting a 20 per cent surcharge on duty, which part of this bill would I need to amend to achieve the outcome 
that I took to the election? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Not knowing what party the member is talking about or any media releases to which 
the member refers, I am told that it is proposed chapter 3A of the Duties Act. Changes would need to be made in 
the new division. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Similarly, if I were a member of a party — 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Sorry; hang on. I am getting further advice on that. To stop the member from going on 
a wild-goose chase or down the wrong rabbit hole, the rate is mentioned in proposed section 205O on page 14 of the 
bill. If the rate were changed, further changes would need to be made in proposed sections 205ZE(2)(k) and 205ZJ.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: If indeed I were pursuing my party’s election commitment of 20 per cent, or a lower 
reported value of 10 to 15 per cent, I would need to amend those sections. Is the minister aware of any amendments 
to those sections proposed by members? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The only amendment I am aware of is the amendment that stood in the member’s 
name last week that the second reading stage not proceed unless a particular commitment was given by 
government. I am not aware of any other amendments before the chamber at this stage. 
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Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Similarly, if I were a member of a party and was seeking to negotiate an outcome 
with the government for the passage of this legislation by removal of the 10-lot exemption for property 
developments, which clauses of the bill would I need to amend to give effect to such an outcome? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that changes would need to be made to sections 205ZA, 205ZB, 205ZO, 
205ZP and 205ZQ of the act. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you for your assistance, minister. Does the government intend to move such 
an amendment or is the minister aware of any other amendments proposed to those sections? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The government does not intend to move any amendments and I am not aware of 
any further amendments before the chamber from other parties at this stage. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That is very interesting. During the course of the consideration of this bill so far, 
there has been quite a focus on the impact on potential foreign investors. I think that it has been well canvassed. 
There has also been some speculation, or some people have articulated the view, that this measure will contribute 
in some significant or at least measurable way to dealing with housing affordability in Western Australia. Is the 
minister aware of anything that would substantiate such a claim about housing affordability? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We expect the impact on house prices will be minimal. That is the government’s 
view and it also has been the view of the deputy president of the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia, 
Damian Collins. When the original surcharge was announced, he was reported as saying — 

“While there could be a slight impact from this, foreign investment only represents a small proportion of 
the WA property market, instead, the billions of dollars’ worth of key transport infrastructure spending 
will put the property market in a strong position to continue its steady recovery,” … 

From our perspective, the impact will be minimal and real estate industry representatives have been on the record 
as saying that the impact will be minimal. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Those comments were attributed to a REIWA representative and focused on the 
likelihood of foreign investor motivation post passing the duty proposed in this bill, which in some respects is 
linked to the argument about housing affordability. If we are going to reduce demand for property, that will have 
an impact on housing prices. If advice to the government and modelling expertise suggests that there will be 
minimal impact, we would then think that there would be a similar minimal impact on house pricing in 
Western Australia. We are not likely to see a decrease in house prices in Western Australia directly associated 
with the decision we are about to make in the chamber. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, I do not believe we are going to see a dramatic decrease in house prices. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 15 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [3.07 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [3.08 pm]: I will not take very long. We have had a fairly forthright 
debate on the Duties Amendment (Additional Duty for Foreign Persons) Bill 2018. I thank all honourable members 
for their contributions to the debate, especially Hon Michael Mischin and Hon Simon O’Brien. I think it is very 
much a suck-it-and-see bill. We do not know the impact, as yet, in the particular circumstances of 
Western Australia. We will now wait and watch carefully to see what financial impact will be made by this bill 
and its initial impost on foreign purchasers of land in Western Australia. I remain of the opinion that the property 
market in Western Australia is quite independent of the eastern states. We have no real indication of what is going 
to happen. The government has gambled its reputation on the fact that the impacts will be minimal. I am intrigued 
to see that and I will absolutely make sure that if there are impacts above and beyond those proposed by the 
government, I will remind the government and the greater population of that in time to come. I think it has been 
a good debate. We will not really know the impact for some years to come. I will be watching the impacts of the 
bill with great interest and will remind members opposite, if there are untoward impacts, that we had the 
opportunity to do something differently. 

Question put and passed. 
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Bill read a third time and passed. 
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