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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (ASSESSMENT) BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 May. 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [2.49 pm]:  The Opposition was prepared to have a 
cognate debate, but it expected some explanation.  While the Bills are related, they are functionally different.  
The first Bill relates to technical anomalies of payroll amendments and to a reduction in stamp duty.  The other 
Bill, the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill, is specifically about extensions to the entitlements of 
Seniors Card holders in Western Australia.  There is a relationship between the Bills, because one picks up some 
of the technical or consequential amendments of the other, but that does not necessarily mean they should be 
debated cognately.  I do not wish to be difficult, and the Opposition will not delay the debate, but I am 
disappointed that this House was not allowed to discuss whether the Bills should be debated cognately.   

The Revenue Laws Amendment (Taxation) Bill seeks to make two amendments: one to the Pay-roll Tax Act and 
the other to the Stamp Act.  The State Revenue Department describes the amendments as largely technical in 
nature.  However, I note that its solution to these technical issues is one that will impose additional taxes on 
small business in this State.  The Bill seeks to correct what are described as anomalies relating to the calculation 
of the tax rate.  I am advised that there are inconsistencies between the calculation of the rate of payroll tax and 
the threshold.  Members may be aware that businesses, particularly small businesses, do not pay payroll tax if 
their wages bill is less than $675 000.  The rate of the tax they must pay cuts in at $675 000 and rises 
progressively from 3.65 per cent to 5.56 per cent.  The legislation makes a distinction between two types of 
employers: non-group employers and group employers.  Non-group employers are individual employers, which 
is the typical case.  Group employers are regarded as those connected to other employers, often throughout 
Australia, and their payroll tax is assessed on a group basis.  I am advised that the grouping provisions are 
consistently applied by all payroll tax administrations or jurisdictions within Australia; that is, all the States and 
Territories.  In having one method of calculating the payroll pax and another method of calculating the threshold 
level and then allowing for distinctions in the calculation of payroll tax between group and non-group 
employees, some anomalies have emerged.  The first anomaly relates to a situation in which a member of a 
group company does not pay wages in Western Australia.  I am curious and ask the minister to explain what sort 
of company might fit into that category.  

Mr Ripper:  I was distracted by another conversation.  What was the question? 

Mr BARNETT:  The first anomaly that this Bill seeks to address relates to a situation in which a group of 
companies or employers may have a member in Western Australia that does not pay wages in Western Australia.  
I asked for an example of a group that has a presence in Western Australia and employs people and pays wages 
in Australia other than in Western Australia. 

Mr Ripper:  I will seek advice on that.  Secrecy provisions might constrain me from indicating the name of the 
employer.  I will seek some advice for an example. 

Mr BARNETT:  Does the minister mean that this Bill relates to only one employer?  

Mr Ripper:   No.  You’re asking for examples.  I may be constrained from providing those. 

Mr BARNETT:  Generic examples will be sufficient.  I understand that an employer or organisation that 
operates in this State but does not pay wages in this State may pay payroll tax according to the grouping 
provision because it pays wages in other States.  I struggle to think of what that example might be, unless it is a 
case of an exempt employer or charity. 

Mr Ripper:  I’ll deal with all your questions during my response. 

Mr BARNETT:  As the law stands, employers who find themselves in the peculiar situation in which they pay 
wages only outside Western Australia, wages paid outside the State would be disregarded in the calculation of 
payroll tax.  There is a distinction between the threshold and the rate of tax.  The wages of all parts of the groups 
are included when calculating the threshold, but I understand that not all are included when calculating the rate.  
I ask the minister if that is true.  He is distracted again.  

Mr Ripper:  I’ll deal with your question in my response.  

Ms MacTiernan:  It is because your delivery is so riveting.  

Mr BARNETT:  That was an arrogant comment from the sin-bin.  Will the Treasurer handle this Bill or not?  We 
agreed to bring on the Bill a day early.  I said that, in principle, we were willing to debate it cognately, but the 
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Treasurer did not explain the reasons for that.  I have asked two questions, and both times the Treasurer was not 
paying the slightest attention -  

Mr Kobelke:  Put the dummy back in.  

Mr BARNETT:  Mr Speaker, it is up to you: do you want a functional Parliament in which we debate 
legislation?  I asked two questions of the Treasurer within two minutes, and both times he showed no interest in 
a piece of legislation that he has told the Parliament is urgent and needs to go through.  The Opposition is trying 
to cooperate and assist with the passage of the Bill.  However, the minister responsible for the Bill has made no 
attempt to show any interest in its passage.  

Mr Ripper:  I will answer the Leader of the Opposition’s questions in my response rather than interject 
continually during his speech.  People from State Revenue who can deal with the technicalities of the legislation 
are here. 

Mr BARNETT:  I am interested to find out whether the Treasurer knows what my question was; I will repeat it 
in case he does not.  I referred to a person who is employed as part of a group and whose wages are not paid in 
Western Australia, but are paid by the group in other States.  Previously, those group wages outside Western 
Australia were not included for the calculation of either the rate or the threshold; an anomaly existed for the 
determination of those two.  I understand that the wages outside the State were included for the calculation 
threshold but not for the wage rate.  Is that the case?  What impact does that have on the statutory rate?   

I understand that the so-called correction of this anomaly will increase payroll tax revenues by about 
$1.5 million.  However, it does not mean that more employers will pay tax into the system; rather, existing 
employers will pay more tax.  I understand that an extra $1.5 million will apply to some 360 employers within 
Western Australia.  Although this measure has been described as a correction to a technical anomaly and that it 
will introduce consistency across the States, which I am willing to go along with, 360 employers will now pay 
another $1.5 million in payroll tax.   

This is the second financial Bill introduced by this Government, and it is the second financial Bill to increase 
taxes on small business.  That is why members opposite should show some interest in the legislation.  

Mr Ripper:  I refer to the grouping provisions.  By definition, an employer who will be subject to this legislation 
is part of a group that has a payroll beyond the payroll tax threshold; it would be at least a medium-size business.  

Mr BARNETT:  Those businesses would have a payroll above $675 000, which is not necessarily a large 
business.  A business of 15 employees would have a payroll of that size and would pay payroll tax.  If the 
Treasurer’s ministerial office were subject to payroll tax, it would be caught by that requirement.  Indeed, most 
ministerial offices would meet that requirement.  We are not talking about huge organisations, but organisations 
with fairly modest numbers of staff.   

How will that $1.5 million or the 360 employers fit within the payroll tax regime?  Will the businesses that fall 
within the transitional rates of payroll tax as it increases from 3.65 per cent to 5.56 per cent be affected, or will 
the businesses in the so-called larger levels of employer, which lie above the top threshold level for payroll tax, 
be affected?  That top threshold level is in the order of $5 million.  It is of interest to the Opposition to know 
where those rates apply.   

The second anomaly this Bill seeks to address is the cases in which an employer does not operate for the full 
financial year, or an employer changes from being a group to a single employer.  Obviously changes in 
employment in organisations happen all the time.  Organisations form and dissolve during the financial year; 
therefore, the liability for payroll tax would change.  Organisations may become part of a group or break away 
from a group and become a single entity, whether it be through takeovers, mergers, or whatever else.  Currently, 
the rate is calculated as if the wages were paid for the full financial year.  Again, there is a different method for 
calculating the rate of payroll tax and the threshold level according to the timing of wages paid.  This 
amendment apparently seeks to treat employers equally, whether they are paying wages for the whole or part of 
the financial year.  What would be the impact of the amendment?  If payroll applies only over part of the year, 
will that affect the threshold or the rate?  Which groups of employers will be affected?  The net effect of getting 
rid of what is described as an anomaly is that businesses in this State will pay more payroll tax.  In this case, the 
correction of this so-called anomaly will increase tax on business by $350 000.   

I would like a better understanding of the examples, particularly of the first provision of this tax Bill.  What type 
and size of businesses will be affected?  I would like reassurance that the provisions being put in place are 
identical to those that apply in payroll tax regimes in other States.  I also ask why the measure to correct these 
anomalies will increase the payroll tax liability, rather than be tax neutral.  The response of this Government has 
been to increase taxes. 
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MR TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.00 pm]:  I thank the minister for the briefing on 
this Bill.  Some matters in this Bill, particularly those relating to payroll tax, are of interest to National Party 
members.  Members are curious about the urgency of a Bill which the Government of the day wants to get 
through the Parliament by the end of this financial year and which will have a positive impact of $1.5 million on 
state revenue.  I have some doubts about the accuracy of that estimate. When members asked during the 
Treasury briefing about the amount of money involved and the number of people who would be affected, 
Treasury representatives could not answer the questions.  All members were told during the briefing was that the 
estimated figure was $1.5 million and that 360 employers would be affected.  Treasury also could not provide 
examples of the types of people who would be affected.  The National Party is concerned that Treasury and the 
Government have not researched this Bill in as much depth as they convey.  During the years I have been a 
member of this place, unintentional consequences have arisen from payroll tax Bills.  One critical matter 
concerns the groupings and who is aligned with whom.  Members are also aware that the Tasmanian Parliament 
recently amended its Bills to give its minister discretion on whether some of these measures applied, because the 
Parliament was concerned that some measures could chase employers out of Tasmania.  That concern is lacking 
here.  It was an issue that Treasury had thought of.   

A small number of employers in Western Australia that are associated with other groupings or are part of the 
same company in the east, may be liable for payroll tax.  However, that may also result in the removal of all or a 
portion of those people from Western Australia.  The National Party is concerned about that because few 
companies are headquartered in Western Australia.  There is also a massive debate in Australia about the number 
of companies headquartered in Australia; hence, the Woodside debate.  Australians are concerned about the 
movement of corporations, headquarters and decision-making processes.  The Government seems to lack the 
enthusiasm to explain the course of this Bill.  I have no idea why it is so urgent that this Bill be passed by 30 
June, unless the Government wishes to implement its provisions on 1 July.   

The Bill allows for averaging of seasonal workers.  Sizeable industries in this State operate by employing 
seasonal workers, most of which occurs in agricultural or primary industries.  Shearing and crayfishing are two 
prominent industries in which substantial amounts of money are paid on a seasonal basis.  I would like the 
minister’s attention for a tick.  Obviously that is not going to happen.  I will get his attention in a moment.  

Ms MacTiernan:  I am listening to the member for Avon!   

Mr TRENORDEN:  I am worried about that!  I want to talk to the member for Perth later about community 
banking, but that is a different issue.  The National Party wants to be assured that new section 11 of the Pay-roll 
Tax Assessment Act 1971, proposed by clause 3 of this Bill, and dealing with questions about seasonal activity 
and its relationship to the payroll tax, will operate in the manner it would expect.  The issue is not about people 
paying their way, but because some of those seasonal activities are of high interest in rural areas - I am not sure 
whether the minister caught all that - 

Mr Ripper: I have just been speaking to an independent member of Parliament, who was seeking my advice on 
the same Bill at the same time. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  He is also a rural member of Parliament.  I would like the minister to make some comment 
on the seasonal aspect of the payroll tax. The National Party received a briefing on the matter, but it wants to be 
sure of the manner in which industries involving seasonal payments, such as the shearing and crayfishing 
industries, are catered for in this Bill.   

Other matters in the Bill relating to concessions are also very important, and they will be well received 
throughout the State.  Rebates of water and local government rates, and electricity charges, for holders of 
commonwealth and state Seniors Cards, will go down well in the community and the National Party supports 
them.  Provisions relating to pooled superannuation trusts and land-rich provisions are straightforward revisions, 
and the National Party does not have much concern about them.  The minister may not have heard what was said 
earlier about concern in Tasmania about people being chased from the State.  There is provision in the 
Tasmanian legislation for the minister to waive some assessments, but that provision is not in this Bill.  Is there a 
concern that, in the grouping process, a situation might arise in which employers, and hence jobs, are driven out 
of the State?  Other than negative responses to those questions, the National Party supports the Bill.  

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [3.08 pm]:  I support the Bill with some enthusiasm, particularly because it amends 
two Acts of Parliament, the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 1971, which has been dealt with by other speakers; and 
one in which I have a particular interest - the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992.  I am 
pleased to say that the Bill seeking to amend that Act reflects, in the main, provisions of a Bill I introduced and 
read a second time in this House as a private member on 13 September last year.  Members who were present on 
that occasion may recall that the private member’s Bill I introduced sought to recognise the reality of the year 
2000 or 2001.  By that stage it was 25 or 30 years after we, in this Parliament, gave local government rates and 
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other concessions to pensioners.  My Bill sought to extend a range of concessions to self-funded retirees and, in 
particular, those at the lower end or modestly placed bracket of the scale. 

When the Bill to extend a range of concessions to pensioners was first introduced 30 years ago, the pension was 
regarded as the principal method of financing one’s life in retirement.  We have lived through an era in the past 
generation in which successive Governments - state, federal, Liberal, Labor and National Party - urged a greater 
number of Australians to begin making provision for their own retirement.  The result is that in that period many 
people were left behind.  The people who were most adversely affected - and to use the colloquialism, those who 
were left behind - were those who took the Governments at their word, and took the trouble and made the 
sacrifice to get themselves into, very often, modest self-funded retirement packages.  I understand the result is 
that most of the people in receipt of the commonwealth Seniors Health Card are at the lower end of the threshold 
mentioned in the legislation.  The upper end of that threshold, before it was changed recently, was a combined 
family income of $68 000.  Most people would say that that does not represent penury or challenged 
circumstances in retirement.  However, when research was done last year for my Bill, it became clear from the 
National Seniors Association and the Association of Independent Retirees that the vast number of people who 
were in receipt of the commonwealth Seniors Health Card were at the modest end of the scale.  The best we 
could estimate was that most of those people had retirement incomes in the mid to high $20 000 range.  
Therefore, I introduced my Bill, and I was pleased that within a few days the Government had agreed to refer it 
to the Office of Seniors Interests and to Treasury.  Subsequently, the Treasury had contacted - 

Point of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  Are we discussing the assessment or the amendment Bill? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  We are discussing the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill 2001. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr PENDAL:  The result was that Treasury contacted my office because there was some doubt about the 
revenue implications if a Bill such as this were passed.  However, the Treasury revenue estimates indicated that 
we had overestimated the financial implications of our Bill.  That was pleasant, because it encouraged the then 
Court Government to begin to take the matter seriously.  I was pleased that subsequently the then Premier, 
Richard Court, announced in December that the package would be endorsed by the Government, and indeed, in 
fairness to him and his Government, would be extended.  The Labor Opposition was then put in the position of 
having to make a decision before the state election, and it announced within a few days that it too supported the 
principle embodied in my Bill.  In fairness to the then Opposition, it announced also that it would extend that 
package to make it somewhat more generous than I had envisaged.   

Therefore, peace was brokered.  The two major parties were about to go into an election and were agreed that the 
position of self-funded retirees, particularly those at the modest end of the scale, should be revised, because 
justice required that the concessions be extended to them.  The election was fought, and was lost or won, 
depending on which side we happened to be on.  However, it was clear that regardless of which party would 
form the majority after the election, self-funded retirees would be the real winners and would be looked after.   

The Government’s Bill should be endorsed, and I congratulate the Government for taking it this far.  However, 
having said that, the Bill is a bit like the curate’s egg: it is good in parts, but has one glaring deficiency.  The Bill 
does not pick up the provisions of the legislation that I introduced last September in respect of privately-owned 
retirement villages.  This Bill - as, indeed, the previous coalition Government’s Bill - will extend the rate 
concession to people who pay local government rates.  However, people who live in retirement villages that are 
owned and operated by a church or charity will not receive that rate concession because local government rates 
are not levied against them in the first place.  The local government rate concession also will not apply to people 
who live in retirement villages that are owned by local government, because it would be a bit like robbing Peter 
to pay Paul.   

However, that leaves one group of people who will not be covered by this Bill; namely, people who live in 
privately-owned retirement villages.  The Bill that I introduced last year proposed to insert a new section 23B, 
but in my amendment to the Government’s Bill, which has been circulated to members, it is called new section 
23A.  That amendment seeks to extend that concession to those people, who live in my electorate and in many 
other parts of Western Australia.  The reason that those people have been excluded from the provisions of this 
Bill is that they live in privately-owned retirement villages as lessees.  It does not make sense to exclude them.  
If the Government is the practitioner and advocate of social equity, it must pick up the amendment.  It was part 
of the Bill last year.  One could even say that the people who live in leasehold retirement villages are in a more 
precarious position than people who live in their own homes.  It is not drawing too long a bow to deduce that 
someone who is living in a leasehold arrangement may not have the resources to purchase a property in some 
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form or other.  Unless the Government is prepared to agree to the amendment, we are in real danger today of 
allowing a group of people to fall through the net.  Under the current law, the owners of privately-owned 
retirement villages pay local government rates.  Under the provisions that I and the two associations to which I 
referred envisage, leaseholders would be treated no differently from anyone else, and neither should they be.  
They are retirees on modest self-funded and self-generated income packages, but, by virtue of being 
leaseholders, they may be in a more precarious position.  I know that I cannot go into the detail of the 
amendment that I have circulated at this stage; however, it intends to bring to a halt any suggestion that they will 
be discriminated against.   

Mr Trenorden:  There is another group that should be considered.  They are the people living in caravan parks.  
They can only afford that sort of accommodation and because strata title caravan parks are treated as commercial 
property, they will not get any benefit either.   

Mr PENDAL:  The Leader of the National Party has a point.  However, he will understand that my concerns 
have been for those people whose plight has been brought to my attention.  I stress that when my Bill was 
circulated last year, but prior to its introduction, I sought the support of the Western Australian Municipal 
Association.  I wanted its public support for what I was doing.  To underscore the importance of what we are 
doing, I will read a letter dated 28 August 2000 from Ricky Burges, the Chief Executive Officer of the Western 
Australian Municipal Association.  It reads - 

I refer to our previous exchanges of correspondence on the issue of extending the Pensioners Rates 
(Rebates and Deferments) Act provisions to cover low-income, self-funded retirees. 

At the August WAMA Executive meeting, the following was resolved:   

I will deal only with points 1 and 3.  I could read out point 2, but it is not relevant.  Point 1 reads - 

That the proposal to extend the provisions of the Act to low-income, self-funded retirees be supported 
for the rebate component of the legislation.   

Point 3 reads -  

That you be requested to consider in your Private Members’ Bill the situation where pensioners and low 
income self- funded retirees are liable for a portion of property rates but are not necessarily the property 
owners (ie in the case of a retirement village). 

That was the reason my Bill was amended before it was introduced into the House.   

I thank the Treasurer and the department for the briefing that was offered to me and to other people.  In the end, 
time did not permit that and I received a briefing, to the extent that I needed it, on the telephone on Friday.  I was 
interested to learn what would be the revenue impact.  I had given the officer no notice of my query and, 
therefore, I could hardly expect an authoritative answer.  However, investigations undertaken last year, prior to 
the introduction of the Bill, indicated that the impact on revenues of extending my Bill and now the 
Government’s Bill in this way would be negligible.  Governments are always loath to entertain amendments 
because they are generally of the view that they got it right the first time.  I have already congratulated the 
Government for substantially getting it right as a result of the promises made during the election campaign.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr PENDAL:  I am willing to help to get it a hundred per cent right.   

Mr Ripper:  You think that imitation is the sincerest form of flattery.  

Mr PENDAL:  That was not lost on me, and I invite the Treasurer to address this inequity seriously.  It would be 
a great tragedy if a government Bill that is designed to undo an injustice that has existed for more than 25 years 
simply institutionalised a new injustice.  That injustice would occur if the many hundreds of people who lease 
their premises were to be denied the facility that we will provide to others by passing this legislation today.   

This measure will have no financial impact on local authorities, because Treasury issues a rebate to those 
authorities.  After all is said and done, it is a state concession.  It would be a social inequity and injustice at least 
as large as that which we are trying to correct if we did not extend this measure.  Therefore, I signal my intention 
to move an amendment during the consideration in detail stage.   

That aside, this is an important Bill.  In that generation to which I have referred, we have seen a massive shift in 
the way we expect Australians to provide more and more for themselves.  Of course, that means a greater level 
of sacrifice.  In the course of my campaigning on this Bill last year, a number of people in my electorate 
expressed the view that we should not make this extension.  One particularly disparaging comment referred to 
our providing middle-class welfare.  I pointed out that many of the people beating a path to my door were getting 
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not much more than the pension, but they were locked in.  Some couples receive $21 000, $22 000 or $25 000, 
but usually about $28 000, in retirement after having made sacrifices for many years only to be confronted by the 
grim reality that they will get no concessions.  What we are doing is very important.  We are experiencing an 
outbreak of bipartisanship - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr PENDAL:  It could be contagious.  I am pleased to say that the measure was brought to this House as a 
private member’s Bill as much as anything to help reassert the view that this place is for parliamentarians and 
not simply the Government.  I support the Bill, but reiterate that the Government has an obligation to support my 
amendment. 

Point of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  I want clarification about how we will proceed with this debate.  We are debating the Revenue 
Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill.  I refer to the minister’s second reading speech, which states -  

Part 2 of the Bill amends the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 1971 as a consequence of amendments to the 
way that the rate of payroll tax is calculated, as contained in the complementary Revenue Laws 
Amendment (Taxation) Bill 2001. 

My point is that, although it does not matter too much in the second reading debate in what order we debate the 
Bills as the Bills are related - although not that closely - in the consideration in detail stage the sequencing of the 
Bills means that we will be debating the consequential amendments prior to our having looked at the original 
amendments.  The Bills are in the wrong order; we are considering the consequential amendments before the 
fundamental amendments.  I do not see how we can deal with a Bill consequentially when it has not been dealt 
with in the first place. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The House may decide in which order it wants to debate Bills.  I ask the Treasurer to 
respond. 

Mr RIPPER:  I refer members to comments made in the second reading speech. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Debate Resumed 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [3.31 pm]:  Let me deal with a number of points that have been raised by 
the Leader of the Opposition about the process by which these Bills are being dealt with before I address the 
substantive points he has raised.  I will deal with proposal to debate the Bills cognately.  I believe that I had the 
agreement of the Opposition to a cognate debate of the Bills.  The Leader of the House wrote to the Opposition 
late last week about the House’s program and suggested that the Bills be debated cognately.  He asked for 
comments but received none.  I made a personal approach to the office of the Opposition this morning to request 
that the Bills be debated cognately.  I believed that I had the agreement of the Opposition to do that.  The Leader 
of the Opposition has confirmed that I had the preliminary agreement of the Opposition to a cognate debate.  I 
was pleased to have the preliminary agreement as the Bills go together; they are a package.  It is far easier, from 
everybody’s point of view, to debate them cognately than to debate them separately.  The Leader of the 
Opposition is now saying that it is difficult to debate the Bills separately.  He is now arguing that the 
Government has got them back to front; however, if we were debating them cognately, that objection would fall 
away.  The Opposition has a right under standing orders to deny leave for the Bills to be debated cognately.  
Technically, the Government, if it wished to, could use its numbers to suspend standing orders and move for the 
Bills to be debated cognately, but there is no need to do that.  If the Opposition wants to debate the Bills 
separately the Government will comply. 

One could choose either Bill as the principal Bill.  The Opposition objects to the Government choosing the 
Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill as the principal Bill in the cognate debate proposal and the Bill 
listed first on the Notice Paper.  The Leader of the Opposition knows, from debating many pieces of legislation, 
that the House often debates consequential amendments before it debates the amendment that embodies the point 
of principle.  It happens in the debate of a single Bill.  When the House debates the definitions clause of a Bill, it 
debates consequential matters.  Further on in the debate, the real issue of substance will become apparent in a 
later clause that uses one of the changes to the definitions clause that has been agreed to earlier.  It is a 
consequence of parliamentary debate, and if the Opposition has difficulty coming to grips with the need to get on 
top of standing orders and the clauses of Bills, it must be accepted as part of the transition process from 
government to opposition. 
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Mrs Edwardes:  Only if you need us to run the House. 

Mr RIPPER:  The Government can run the House quite satisfactorily; it has no difficulty with that. 

Mr Trenorden:  When the Government has its little chats with the Opposition in the future, I would appreciate it 
letting me know what is going on.  No-one consulted me about the debate on these Bills. 

Mr Kobelke:  The member received a letter from me last week suggesting we have a cognate debate. 

Mr RIPPER:  The Leader of the House points out that the Leader of the National Party received a letter from the 
Government.  The Government is still coming to grips with the dissolution of the coalition and the need to do 
everything twice.  The Government will take into account the position of the National Party even though it seems 
to be further away than it was when last in opposition.  I recall that, when last in opposition, the member was one 
row further forward in the House. 

Mr Trenorden:  I understand that the Liberal Party is the Opposition but I ask to be consulted about the debate of 
Bills. 

Mr RIPPER:  I will endeavour to improve the Government’s communication with the National Party.  The 
Leader of the House has pointed out that we are not having a cognate debate on these Bills because of the 
position taken by the Opposition.  That is enough bickering about the process.  Let us get to the substance. 

I draw members’ attention to something that has changed since the second reading speech was made.  The 
second reading speech referred to the extension of concessions in the Rates and Charges (Rebates and 
Deferments) Act proposed by the Bill as being worth about $6.5 million annually.  Since that time, the 
Commonwealth Government has announced that, from 1 July 2001, the income limits for the commonwealth 
Seniors Health Card will be lifted, thereby allowing all seniors to qualify for the card.  The announcement means 
that almost 3 000 additional Western Australian households will now be entitled to the 50 per cent concession 
available for those who hold both a commonwealth Seniors Health Card and a state Seniors Card, rather than the 
25 per cent concession available to those who hold only a state Seniors Card.  This will result in an additional 
cost of $600 000 yearly, thereby raising the value of the additional concessions proposed in this Bill to over 
$7 million annually.  I thought it wise to advise members of that change. 

The question was asked on a number of occasions about the urgency of this legislation.  These two pieces of 
legislation bring together a number of proposals, some of which are urgent and others that are not so urgent.  The 
practice of the previous Government and this Government is to bring together changes that are proposed to 
taxation laws and include them in one Bill.  When the opportunity arose, matters that were perhaps not so urgent 
were added to those that need to be approved quickly; that is,  seniors’ concessions, and concessions on water 
rates and local government rates.  The changes have to be implemented by 1 July.  That is the applicable date for 
the issuing of rates notices.  If the legislation has not passed through both Houses of Parliament by 1 July, it will 
be difficult to administer the concessions.  It is likely to produce widespread confusion among both local 
government and the people eligible for the concessions.  Therefore, it is important that the part of the package of 
legislation relating to seniors’ concessions be passed so that it can be administered properly from 1 July. 

The package of legislation also proposes that the stamp duty on the workers compensation insurance premiums 
of small businesses be cut from five per cent to three per cent.  

Mr Barnett:  Which Bill is that? 

Mr RIPPER:   I am talking about the package of legislation. 

Mr Barnett:  It is the consequential amendment.  

Mr RIPPER:  I will comment on both Bills because they are a package.  The Opposition might want to debate 
them separately, but the two Bills complement each other.   

Mr Barnett:  The Speaker might want to rule on that. 

Mr RIPPER:  It is very difficult to distinguish the line of argument that should apply to one Bill from the line of 
argument that should apply to the other. 

I was asked about the urgency of the Bills.  The Government proposes to apply the workers compensation 
insurance premium stamp duty cut from 30 June so that it will affect workers compensation insurance for the 
next financial year.  If this legislation were to come into effect on 1 July, many small businesses would miss out 
on the concession the Government intends they should have.  Therefore, it is advisable that that part of the 
package of legislation be passed well before 30 June.  Further, the payroll tax changes relate to events that occur 
within a financial year.  If the legislation were to take effect during a financial year, the administration of the 
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legislation would be complicated.  Therefore, although not all aspects of this package of legislation are urgent, 
there is merit in the House dealing with all the changes to revenue legislation in one go rather than through 
separate Bills.  Some aspects are urgent and need to be dealt with before the end of the financial year. 

I now deal with the questions of substance.  The Leader of the Opposition concentrated on only one aspect of the 
package of legislation; that is, the changes to payroll tax legislation.  People listening to his speech would not 
know that the Government is helping small business through the stamp duty cut on workers compensation 
insurance premiums, nor would they know what the Government is doing about seniors’ concessions.  Anyone 
listening to the Leader of the Opposition would think that all the Government is doing is increasing taxes.  In 
fact, the Government is offering significant concessions to seniors, thereby honouring an election promise.  We 
are offering concessions to small business valued at $24 million over four years, again honouring an election 
promise.  That is the message of this debate: the first package of taxation and revenue Bills brought into this 
Parliament honours Labor Government election promises.   

I now deal with the questions of the Leader of the Opposition.  He asked what types and sizes of businesses will 
be affected by the payroll tax changes.  The changes will affect any group of employers that has members in 
Western Australia and members that pay wages only in States other than Western Australia.  It will not affect 
those groups that pay wages only in this State nor those in which all members pay some wages in this State.  It 
will also affect only those employers who have payrolls in the transitional range of the payroll tax rate schedule.  
Members know that a variety of rates are payable under the payroll tax scheme.  Only those employers who pay 
payroll tax based on the progressive increments of the payroll tax rate will be affected by this legislation.   

The second question was whether the legislation will affect the payroll tax rate or the payroll tax threshold.  The 
threshold for a group is already calculated on the basis of the Australia-wide wages of all members of the group.  
The package of amendments in these two Bills seeks to make the calculation of the rate consistent with that 
method.  All the wages paid by a group are already taken into account when the State Revenue Department 
considers whether an employer in Western Australia should be liable for payroll tax.  However, when the 
department decides what rate of payroll tax the employer should pay, only the wages paid in Western Australia 
are taken into account.  It does not take into account the fact that the employer may be a member of a group of 
employers with a large payroll.  The activities of members of the group in other States are not considered.  The 
changes will mean that a group of employers with a large payroll Australia-wide but a relatively small payroll in 
Western Australia will pay payroll tax based on the large Australia-wide payroll, rather than on the smaller 
Western Australia-wide payroll.  I was asked whether the changes are identical to methods used in other States.  
I am advised that this is not an issue in other States, which apply a single rate of payroll tax.  They do not have 
the transitional arrangements that apply in Western Australia and, therefore, the calculation of the rate is not an 
issue. 

The fourth question was why taxes are being increased and why the package is not tax-neutral.  The affected 
employers have received an unfair tax advantage.  We are talking about people in competition in Western 
Australia.  At the moment, a Western Australian company with all its employees in Western Australia pays more 
payroll tax than its competitor of the same size with a significant proportion of its employees in other States.  
That does not seem fair.  The fact that an operation is based in another State should not entitle it to a lower rate 
of payroll tax than that of its Western Australian competitor of approximately the same size.  

The Leader of the National Party asked about the urgency with regard to payroll tax.  I have already given a 
general answer to that question, but I provide more detail.  The July date is essential for the rate calculation, 
otherwise split rates will need to apply, and that will increase administrative and compliance costs.  

If we bring it in after July, there will be a mess for both the State Revenue Department and businesses.  

Mr Trenorden:  I accept that, but the Bill provides for only $1.5 million, which is not a lot of money. 

Mr RIPPER:  No.  Possibly, this matter would have been dealt with at a later stage in the Government’s 
legislative program had it not been for the necessity to deal with seniors’ concessions and the stamp duty 
concessions for small business.  

Mr Trenorden:  We support the seniors’ concessions.  

Mr RIPPER:  I hope the member for Avon also supports us on the stamp duty concession for small business.  

Mr Trenorden:  I presume that we will debate that matter in a few minutes.  

Mr RIPPER:  I will listen to the member’s comments on that matter with interest.   
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As I have said before, those employers in the transitional range will be affected; in other words, those whose 
payrolls fall between $675 000 and $5.625 million a year.  The payroll range across which the transitional rates 
operate will be affected.  About 360 employers will be affected.  All those employers currently pay payroll tax; 
therefore, no-one new will be brought into the payroll tax net.   

In some cases, companies have paid payroll tax at lower rates than companies of a similar size that are based 
entirely in Western Australia or that operate consistently across a financial year.  I cannot give members an 
example of a particular company, or even a generic example, because that advice has not been provided to me.  
However, I have sought advice on the matter of seasonal employers, and that was covered in the second reading 
speech.  I am advised that seasonal employers such as shearers and crayfishers will not be affected adversely by 
the provisions that deal with the apportionment of the rate.  

Mr Trenorden:  I understand that.  The only reason I asked the question is that they are important industries and 
they want some assurance from the Treasurer.  The minister would understand that as well as I do.  

Mr RIPPER:  I have been advised that they will not be affected by the passage of this legislation.  We can pursue 
that in more detail at the consideration in detail stage.  I understand that sufficient discretion is provided in the 
legislation to prevent those industries being affected adversely by these changes.  

Mr Trenorden:  It would be nice to hear in simple words that it is not the Treasurer’s intention to catch seasonal 
industries in this legislation; that would make me content.  

Mr RIPPER:  It is not the Government’s intention to catch seasonal industries in this legislation.   

I have an example of how the grouping provisions might work in the case of a company, X Pty Ltd, that pays 
$2.5 million in wages in Western Australia, $2.5 million in wages in New South Wales, and $2.5 million in 
wages in Victoria.  The payroll tax payable on the $2.5 million of wages paid in Western Australia would be 
determined by the Australia-wide wages of $7.5 million paid by X Pty Ltd and would be 5.56 per cent of the 
$2.5 million.  Under current arrangements, X Pty Ltd would pay $139 000 in payroll tax.  If X Pty Ltd engaged 
in some financial engineering and created different entities, albeit with identical shareholders in each jurisdiction 
to pay the wages in that jurisdiction, the group would then consist of three members.  Each member would pay 
wages in only one jurisdiction as follows: X Pty Ltd WA would pay wages in Western Australia; X Pty Ltd New 
South Wales would pay wages in New South Wales; and X Pty Ltd Victoria would pay $2.5 million of wages in 
that State.   

The payroll tax payable on the $2.5 million of wages paid in Western Australia would be at a rate determined by 
the Australia-wide wages of all members of the group that pay wages in Western Australia.  In other words, the 
tax would be calculated on $2.5 million, but at the rate of 3.65 per cent rather than at the rate of 5.56 per cent.  
Under current arrangements, by splitting into subsidiaries that paid wages in other States but not in Western 
Australia, that company would pay $91 250 in payroll tax rather than $139 000.   

Current arrangements provide an opportunity for an employer to artificially reduce the amount of payroll tax 
payable by structuring the employer’s business interests into a group in which all interstate wages are paid by an 
entity separate from the one paying the taxable wages in Western Australia.  That is an example of the type of 
arrangement that will be counteracted by this legislation.  Some other examples have been given to me, and I am 
happy to make them available to the Opposition so that it can consider them for the debate in the other place or 
in consideration in detail in this Chamber.   

I must deal with the matters raised by the member for South Perth.  It is clear that he has been a leader in the 
campaign to extend concessions to seniors in our community.  He has experienced the rare privilege of both 
sides of politics adopting at least a significant part of the proposals he has put forward in public debates and in 
Parliament.  

Mr Pendal:  The Treasurer is on the verge of making history as being the first person to accept that amendment; 
it will be such a good day!  

Mr RIPPER:  I encourage the member for South Perth to rest on his laurels and to understand when he has 
achieved as much as he can achieve.  The Government will not be in a position to support his further 
amendments today.  This is not a new position for the Government.  When in opposition, we considered the 
possibility of extending seniors’ concessions to retirement village occupants because that case was put to us.  
There was a superficial plausibility to the case.   

Dr Constable:  Superficial?  It was more than superficial. 

Mr RIPPER:  I say it was superficial.  There was a superficial plausibility to the case that retirement village 
occupants should have the same privilege.  Many retirement village residents have a de facto full-rate exemption 
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because retirement villages owned and operated by religious, charitable and public benevolent institutions 
already receive a rates exemption.  Those retirement villages are exempt from rates and presumably can pass on 
those benefits to their clients.   

The member for South Perth’s proposal deals with what has been described to me - we may have further 
information on this - as only a relatively small group of people who live in non-strata, privately-owned 
retirement villages.  

Mr Trenorden:  Does that not make the Government’s argument more unreasonable?  Your argument seems to 
give them less and less.  

Mr RIPPER:  Another much larger group of people could argue that they ought to have access to the concession.  
Rates and rate concessions are based on both ownership and occupation of the property.  If we delete the 
requirement for ownership, we will open the applicability of this concession, at least in principle, to tenants.  

Mr Pendal:  Those are the people you should be most concerned about.  They still pay their rates. 

Mr RIPPER:  I will approach it another way.  The member for South Perth would extend the concession to a 
senior who is in a retirement village, even though that person does not own property. 

Dr Constable:  But they pay rates. 

Mr RIPPER:  Yes.  In principle, how could the concession then be denied to someone who is a tenant in a 
privately-owned house? 

Dr Constable:  Because the landlord pays rates, not the tenant. 

Mr RIPPER:  But the landlord passes on the costs of those rates in the rent.  In essence, a private tenant still ends 
up paying a proportion of the rates.  The tenant pays rent based on the fact that the landlord must pay rates.  
Those tenants would argue that the concession should be extended to them.  The members for South Perth and 
Churchlands are opening up a large area for the expansion of this concession. 

Mr Pendal:  The rates are currently paid by the proprietor of the privately-owned retirement village.  He does not 
get any concession.  We are not saying that that person should get the concession without passing it on to the 
people who are the object of this entire amendment, by your own words and mine: the modestly placed self-
funded retirees.  Otherwise a little section of new poor will be created because the Government will have said 
that they have fewer rights than other people. 

Mr RIPPER:  I suppose it can be argued that every senior who is a tenant, no matter what their tenancy 
arrangement - whether they are a private tenant or live in a retirement village - should have access to a 
concession.  However, that takes this Bill well beyond where it is at the moment.  This legislation will provide 
concessions to people who own and occupy accommodation and who pay both water and local government rates.  
Those payments can be a significant burden on someone who has a reasonable asset but does not have much 
income. 

Mr Pendal:  The people I am talking about pay water and local government rates.  They are locked into a lease; 
they have no option but to pay them. 

Mr RIPPER:  Yes, but they pay in the same way that a tenant of a private landlord would pay. 

Dr Constable:  No, that is not what happens.  They sell their homes and then pay large sums of money to buy a 
lease for life in a retirement village.  All the rates are passed on to them.  It is not like a regular tenancy at all. 

Mr RIPPER:  I will provide an example for members.  This is the advice that I have been given -  

Residents of retirement villages already enjoy the benefit of lower rates relative to occupants of their 
own home.  For example, a rate charge of $26,476 was imposed on a complex of 98 units, which is 
equivalent to $270 per unit.  After these units were strata titled, a minimum rate of $412 was imposed 
on each unit. 

The retirement village in that case paid less than the total sum of rates that would have been paid had each unit 
been charged the minimum rate because that complex had a strata title arrangement.  The member for 
Churchlands might like to consider whether that is a reasonable approach.  This legislation will make a pretty 
significant advance.  The legislation is going about 90 per cent of the way that the member for South Perth 
wanted it to go.  He wants to take it a bridge further; however, that further step would open up a whole new field 
- the question of rates concessions being extended to tenants or de facto tenants because the people from whom 
they obtain their accommodation are faced with paying those rates.  That is a whole new area that the 
Government does not have the financial or administrative capacity to consider at the moment. 
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Mr Pendal:  Would you be prepared to examine the revenue impact? 

Mr RIPPER:  These matters are bound to come before the Government in any case.  I am sure the member for 
South Perth will continue his campaign and that seniors generally will put these matters before Government.  
The Government cannot avoid examining these sorts of matters from time to time. 

Mr Pendal:  I would hate to be saying horrible things about you south of the river, that is all!  You should avoid 
that. 

Mr RIPPER:  The member for South Perth should say that his fellow member of Parliament, his colleague in the 
distribution area of the Southern Gazette, has presided over the introduction of the Bill that has delivered 90 per 
cent of what he wants. 

Mr Pendal:  I will. 

Mr RIPPER:  That is fair progress.  Given the financial situation confronting the Government, it is concentrating 
on its election commitments.  That is its contract with the people.  The Government will firstly honour its 
election commitments.  That is not without some difficulty given the financial situation the Government 
inherited.  However, the Government is working diligently on implementing those election promises.  This 
package of legislation implements two of those election promises.  Once the election promises have been 
implemented and the contract with the people has been honoured, the Government will have the opportunity to 
consider whether it should go beyond those promises and offer new advantages or programs.  On the one hand, 
the Government has a significant program of election commitments, while on the other hand it faces significant 
financial difficulty.  Two deficits are forecast for the next three years.  A lot of unfunded and under-funded 
decisions by the previous Government do not go away, even though they were not in the pre-election statement 
or briefing given to the Government by Treasury.   

I think I have covered all the questions raised by members.  In any case, members have the opportunity to 
engage in another second reading debate on the second Bill that is part of this package and there is the 
opportunity to go into consideration in detail should members wish.  In that situation, members can draw on the 
undoubted expertise of officers from the State Revenue Department who will be available to provide me with 
advice on the detail of the legislation.  I think the Government has support across the House for the majority of 
these proposals.  I thank members for that approach to these Bills. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time.  

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1:  Short title - 
Mr BARNETT:  This Bill, relating to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 1971, the Rates and Charges (Rebates 
and Deferments) Act 1992 and the Stamp Act 1921, covers three areas.  I realise that I did not follow the 
sequence on the Notice Paper, but it is still my view that these Bills are being dealt with in entirely the wrong 
order, as this Bill is consequential to the other one, with respect to payroll tax and stamp duty amendments.  
Nevertheless, the main features of this Bill are the changes to rates, charges and rebates.  Previous decisions on 
rates, charges and rebates have been followed by this Government, and I am pleased about that.  The previous 
Government, in a statement on 13 December 2000, announced a series of changes.  Does this Bill accurately 
reflect that statement?  
Mr RIPPER:  This package of proposals implements Labor’s election commitment to the people.  I understand 
that the previous Government had the same commitment.  I am advised that the changes before the House are 
overwhelmingly the same as the proposal put by the then Labor Opposition and the coalition Government late 
last year.  Following consultation with local government, some minor amendments have been made, which relate 
to persons eligible to obtain the option of deferral of rates, and how that was to be made pro rata within a 
financial year.  This Bill is a package that honours Labor’s election commitment, subject to a few minor changes, 
as outlined.  
Mr BARNETT:  The facts of history - I am very conscious that there has been a change of government - are that 
the previous Government did not make an election commitment.  It made a cabinet decision to introduce changes 
to concessions and rebates, which was announced by the former Premier.  At the time, the Opposition made a 
commitment to match that decision.  There may have been minor changes in drafting or rules of application, but 
one obvious difference is that the previous Government made a commitment to introduce an airconditioning 
subsidy for Seniors Card holders living in the north of the State.  Can the minister confirm that the Labor 
Government has followed the commitments made by the previous Government, and advise whether he is 
honouring the commitment made in the previous cabinet decision to introduce an airconditioning subsidy?  
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Mr RIPPER:  The Government’s task is to honour its commitments, which included a package of seniors’ 
benefits, including the airconditioning subsidy.  That is not dealt with in this legislation, because this legislation 
relates to rates concessions.  The airconditioning subsidy is part of the Government’s package, although it is not 
covered by this legislation.  I understand that in the time of the previous Government there was some 
administrative foul-up between Western Power and the Office of Seniors Interests.  That has now been worked 
through, and I understand, although that is not entirely my ministerial responsibility, that that measure will be 
implemented.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 4 put and passed. 

Clause 5:  Section 3 amended - 
Dr CONSTABLE:  I seek clarification relating to the commonwealth Seniors Health Card.  I recall that the Bill 
under consideration was introduced before the recent federal budget.  At that time the cut-off points for 
eligibility for the commonwealth Seniors Health Card were considerably lower than they have been since the 
federal budget.  I want to be reassured by the Treasurer that this Government will be honouring the new cut-off 
points of $50 000 for a single person and $80 000 for a couple.  This is a considerable change that must have 
affected the Government’s thinking, as well as the cost of the implementation of these concessions.  

Mr RIPPER:  I apologise to the member for Churchlands if I drove her out of the House with my attitude to the 
proposed amendments by the member for South Perth, because she may have been absent when I indicated that 
the cost of the concessions, totalling $7 million, will be about $600 000 per annum higher as a result of that 
commonwealth decision.  That was just one of the decisions in the commonwealth budget which impacted 
severely on the Western Australian budgetary situation.  When a commonwealth Treasurer announces new 
initiatives in training, new programs in salinity and new concessions to seniors, which all require state 
expenditure, there is a difficulty for the state budget.  Peter Costello’s budget has added, potentially, about 
$65 million to required expenditure by the Western Australian Government.  When we consider that we did not 
have a surplus for four years during the period of the coalition Government -  

Dr Constable:  That is not the question that I asked. 

Mr RIPPER:  No, it is not - and that we started with a projected surplus of $98 million for this financial year, 
$73.7 million of which came from a one-off stamp duty payment as a result of the privatisation of AlintaGas, 
which reduced the underlying surplus to about $24 million, the decision of the federal Treasurer to add about 
$65 million to our expenditure, however worthy the projects, is not exactly welcome.  Part of that $65 million 
was an additional cost because of the expansion of the income eligibility levels for the commonwealth Seniors 
Health Card. 

Dr Constable interjected.  

Mr RIPPER:  It is the transition to government!  It is a difficulty!  I am certain I will get some advice to sit down 
and let the Bill go through, but I wanted to make the point that although that $65 million will be difficult for us 
to bear, we will pay the rebates to all holders of the commonwealth Seniors Health Card, even though the 
eligibility limits have been increased. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 6 put and passed.  

New clause 7 -  
Mr PENDAL:  I move -  

Page 6, after line 12 - To insert the following new clause -  
7. New Section 23A 

After section 23 the following section is inserted - 
“ 

23A.  Residents of privately-owned retirement villages 
eligible 

(1) A resident of a privately-owned retirement village, who in 
relation to land that is registered and on which a prescribed 
charge is payable, may apply to the administrative 
authority for the purpose of obtaining any entitlement 
under this Act. 
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(2) For the purposes of this Act -  

“eligible resident” means a resident who holds both a 
seniors’ card and a Commonwealth seniors health 
card; 

“resident”, in relation to a retirement village, means a 
person who has been admitted to occupation of 
residential premises in accordance with a 
retirement village scheme and includes a spouse 
of such a person who -  

(a) is residing with that person; or 

(b) was residing with that person at the time 
of his or her death; 

“privately-owned retirement village” means a complex 
of residential premises, whether or not including 
hostel units, and appurtenant land, occupied or 
intended for occupation under a retirement village 
scheme or used or intended to be used for or in 
connection with a retirement village scheme; 

“retirement village scheme” means a scheme established 
for retired persons or predominantly for retired 
persons, under which -  

(a) residential premises are occupied in 
pursuance of a residential tenancy 
agreement or any other lease or licence; 

(b) a right to occupation of residential 
premises is conferred by ownership of 
shares; 

(c) residential premises are purchased from 
the administering body subject to a right 
or option of repurchase;  

(d) residential premises are purchased 
subject to conditions restricting the 
subsequent disposal of the premises; or 

(e) residential premises are occupied under 
any other scheme or arrangement 
prescribed for the purposes of this 
definition, 

but does not include any such scheme under which no 
resident or prospective resident of residential premises 
pays a premium in consideration for, or in contemplation 
of, admission as a resident under the scheme. 

(3) A person who receives a subsidy under the Aged Care Act 
1975 is not eligible to apply under this Act to the 
administrative authority for any entitlement regarding any 
land.         ” 

This amendment is one of the key components of the Bill that I introduced in the Parliament last September.  The 
Western Australian Municipal Association believes it is desirable, as a matter of equity and justice, that the 
benefit that I was seeking and that the Government is now seeking - namely, the local government rate 
concession for self-funded retirees - be extended to people who lease the premises in which they live.  For 
example, there are a number of retirement villages in the electorate of South Perth that are owned by a proprietor 
or corporation.  However, because the retirees have taken out a lease, they pay for all the on-costs that are 
associated with those premises, which means that they ultimately pay the rates and charges that attach to that 
proprietor.   
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Dr CONSTABLE:  I support this amendment and congratulate the member for South Perth for raising this 
important issue for people who live in retirement villages.  I had intended to congratulate the Government on this 
Bill, until I heard the comments made by the Treasurer a while ago.  I am very disappointed that the Treasurer 
does not understand this issue, and I hope that in the next few minutes I will be able to educate him so that he 
will understand the issue that affects many low-income, self-funded retirees.  Several hundred of these people 
live in my electorate and are in exactly the position that was described earlier by the member for South Perth.   

This amendment seeks to extend the rate concession to low-income, self-funded retirees who occupy retirement 
village premises under a residential tenancy agreement, lease or licence.  My electorate has a retirement village 
called Ocean Gardens.  Many people who had lived in Floreat, Wembley, Wembley Downs or City Beach for all 
of their lives and wanted to stay in that area but were unable to maintain a large home chose to move into this 
retirement village, which was set up about 12 years ago by the City of Perth for the very laudable purpose of 
allowing those people to remain in their community.  I have come to know many of these people over the past 10 
years, and many of them are self-funded retirees on very limited incomes.  They are the sort of people that this 
amendment seeks to assist.  They have sold the family home and replaced it with a lease on a unit in a retirement 
village; it is a lease for life.  The charges for land and water rates are passed on to them, and they pay them just 
like a home owner.  If we do not support these people with concessions for land and water rates, we will leave an 
important group - low-income, self-funded retirees - out on a limb.  They will be discriminated against because 
they chose to move from a home that they owned to a home that they will live in for life, or as long as they can, 
for which they bought a lease.  It is important that we take this on board and support this amendment.  In their 
minds there is no difference between their leasehold unit and their freehold home; it is theirs for life.  It is not an 
investment.  It is no more than the home that they wish to live in.  They are faced with the same sorts of charges 
as other people.  I support this amendment.  I urge the Treasurer to rethink his support of it, because many good, 
honest, hard-working Western Australians who are self-funded retirees on low incomes deserve his support.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  I also support the amendment.  I have noticed discrimination over the years.  For a long time 
there was discrimination between pensioners on low incomes and self-funded retirees on incomes not much more 
than the incomes received by pensioners.  That anomaly has been fixed.  However, we are creating another 
anomaly that affects people who live in retirement villages.  I suspect that the people who live in the units 
attached to the three frail age homes in Pinjarra, Waroona and Harvey in my electorate would be in the same 
situation as people in retirement villages, and will not be able to take advantage of these concessions.  Some of 
the people own their own units and may qualify, but others will not be able to take advantage of the concessions 
that are being offered to other people; for example, those who rent units in Bedingfeld Park in Pinjarra, which 
was a joint venture with the Ministry of Housing.  I remember years ago the discriminatory practice of frail age 
homes and retirement villages having to pay commercial rates for their electricity.  It was only after the 
community lobbied the Labor Government of the 1980s to come to the party that residential tariffs for electricity 
were charged.  It was difficult enough for those establishments to run at a profit, without the extra burden of 
having to pay commercial electricity tariffs.  We should support this amendment to remove the discrimination 
against people who live in leasehold units compared with people who own homes that are independent of frail 
age homes or retirement villages.  I hope the Government will also look after these people.  

Mr PENDAL:  Over the years I have a noticed that a “meanness” test can be applied to Treasurers.  I would be 
surprised if the new Treasurer has begun to approach that level of meanness in this early stage of his career, 
although he is heading in the right direction.  This is not only a serious anomaly but also a serious injustice.  We 
are not seeking to reinvent something that does not deserve that status.  We are not trying to give a concession to 
a group of people who are on big retirement packages.  I repeat what I said in September last year when I 
introduced the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Amendment Bill 2000, and what I said today in the 
second reading debate of this Bill.  This issue was brought to my attention by the Western Australian Municipal 
Association, which said that it could give broad support to that idea of extending the concession in the way that I 
envisaged.  However, WAMA went one step further and referred to a group of people who had been left out.  
They said they were deserving, but they were not picked up by my Bill.  On all indices, the inclusion of these 
people would not be a button off the shirt of the Government.  Earlier the Treasurer said that we were talking 
about a relatively small group of people.  That is never the reason to exclude people; that may be the reason to 
include them.  The fact that they represent a relatively small group is no reason for not giving them the same 
consideration that we are giving to home owners.  The kernel of the matter is how seriously this will impact on 
the public purse.  However, I have questions that are more relevant by way of preamble.  First, what is the total 
cost in the new financial year of the concessions that we will grant by the passage of this legislation today?  
Second, what is the amount by which that would be inflated if my amendment to insert new section 23A were 
carried?  The Treasurer will be able to answer the first question.  I would not be surprised if he were not able to 
answer the second question, because all of the information that came to me over a period of nine months is that it 
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is negligible.  Even if it is not, surely the Treasurer must be in a position of knowledge before he rejects 
something, otherwise it does not make sense.   

Mr Ripper:  I have to be in a position of knowledge to accept something, particularly when it involves 
expenditure.   

Mr PENDAL:  I accept that.  My point is that the Treasurer can go about this in another way.  Rather than totally 
reject the amendment, the Treasurer can give a commitment to incorporating the amendment when the Bill is 
dealt with in another place if it proves to be a relatively minor additional expenditure.  I am aware of the time 
constraints on the passage of this legislation through the Parliament.  I have no desire to hold it up, any more 
than anyone else does.  In fact, because of my actions last year, I have a vested interest in seeing it go through.  
The Treasurer is aware that this is one of those opportunities we get rarely in this place to get some commitment 
from the Government to an important principle that we are debating.  Once the principle is accepted, the 
Government can decide the merit or otherwise of its financial impact on the budget.  

Mr RIPPER:  We all know that there are many groups of deserving people in our community.  Naturally, this 
Government must consider the needs of different groups within the budget processes.  All concessions have to be 
within our means.  This State has a difficult budget situation largely because the words “no” and “priority” have 
not been used sufficiently frequently within government.  We must live within our means.  All politicians know 
that the community has a significant resistance to paying additional taxes.  We also are required to keep our 
taxation regime competitive with those in other jurisdictions.  Business is highly mobile and, if we want 
businesses to locate or expand in Western Australia, we must maintain a competitive environment.   

This Government is honouring an election promise by providing a significant extension of concessions to self-
funded retirees.  Members on this side recognised their claims and made a commitment before the election that a 
Labor Government would pursue this amendment.  We are delivering on that commitment now - early in this 
Government’s term.  However, we must contain the measure to the election promise.  A line must be drawn, and 
on this issue it is drawn between owners who have obligations to pay rates and tenants or lessees who do not, but 
who, I concede, may suffer an indirect rate imposition through either maintenance charges or rents.   

This legislation provides rebates and deferments to eligible pensioners and seniors who own and occupy land.  
Any subsequent arrangement between owners and occupants of a property involving the occupant agreeing to 
assume the owner’s legal responsibility for the payment of rates is not recognised by this legislation.  If we were 
to amend the legislation to include pensioners and seniors in non-strata title retirement villages, we would 
compromise the principle that the owner is legally responsible for the payment of rates.  It would also open the 
way for claims that rates concessions should apply to pensioners and seniors living in private rental 
accommodation when either formally or informally, explicitly or implicitly, landlords pass on the cost of rates 
through higher rents.  How would one argue that they should not also get the concession?  All Governments like 
to extend concessions to a wide range of people, but we most operate within budget constraints.  This 
Government’s first requirement is to honour its election promise.   

I stated in my second reading response that retirement villages operated by religious, charitable and public 
benevolent institutions already receive a rates exemption.  The members for South Perth and Churchlands 
pointed out that that means we are dealing with an even smaller group of people.  We cannot logically and 
equitably contain the concession to that allegedly small group of people without thinking about the flow-on 
effect to people in private rental accommodation.  If we were to go down that path, we would face a considerable 
cost.  One of the problems with this exercise is that the members for South Perth and Churchlands cannot tell me 
what they think it will cost, and I will not embark upon a measure or create an expectation when I do not know 
the potential cost. Even the Government’s advisers cannot say what it might be.  We must be responsible, and I 
will not create an expectation if I do not know the cost.  

Mr BARNETT:  The member for South Perth has raised a valid point.  I compliment the Government for 
pursuing the initiative taken last year and I accept the minister’s comments about concessions for electricity and 
air-conditioning subsidies in remote areas.  However, those living in retirement villages must be considered by 
this Parliament.  Another group of people - permanent residents of camp homes, which are becoming a more 
prevalent form of accommodation for seniors - must also be considered.  In his response, the minister referred to 
precedents and the flow-on effect to those living in rental accommodation.  I concede that that might be an 
argument.  As I understand the amendment, it refers specifically to retirement villages - I would add camp-home 
situations - in which the water or council rates are a specific additional charge and are designated as such.  In 
that case, a form of discrimination would exist.   

The cost of these measures is about $6.5 million.  Other parts of the legislation refer to the raising of an extra 
$1.8 million.  One could argue that it is a swings-and-roundabouts scenario.  The member for South Perth’s 
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request is reasonable.  I understand that the minister wants the issue to be assessed carefully, and definitional and 
costing factors must also be considered.  In that case, he could accept the amendment in principle and adjourn 
the debate so that those issues could be addressed.  He may have to take the legislation back to Cabinet, and that 
is not unreasonable.  The fundamental point is that this legislation is about extending concessions and it has the 
support of all members in this place.  A legitimate issue has been raised: what about those living in retirement 
villages and permanent camp-home facilities?  Why should they miss out?  There is no intent to limit the 
application of this legislation.  Rather than adopt a miserly point of view and talk about the problems of 
priorities, previous budgets and the like, why does the minister not support the amendment in principle and 
consider it before it reaches the upper House or adjourn this debate, reassess the issue, take it back to Cabinet if 
necessary and then continue the debate?  There is no doubt that the point is valid and I congratulate the member 
for South Perth for raising it.  He has the Opposition’s support.   

Mr PENDAL:  I was waiting for the Treasurer to tell me the total cost of the concession and by what factor that 
cost would be increased were we to include the group the subject of my amendment.  I did not expect a response 
on the second issue, but I did on the first issue. 

Mr Ripper:  I will provide that information in my response.   

Mr PENDAL:  I will read into the record a letter dated 15 March 2001 sent to me by the Chief Executive Officer 
of the City of Belmont - 

The City understands that on the state’s behalf, you have been reviewing the entitlements provided for 
self funded retirees under the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act and I write to advise of 
specific concerns that the City of Belmont is aware of in regard to local residents at the Faulkner Park 
Retirement Estate. 

It should be noted that many of the Faulkner Park Retirement Estate residents are current Health 
Benefits Card holders, whilst others are self-funded retirees.  

The Faulkner Park Retirement Estate is owned by the City of Belmont and managed by a professional 
contractor (the St Ives group) who manage several retirement villages in the metropolitan area.  It is a 
modern retirement community, consisting of 72 independent living units providing comfortable, safe 
and secure homes for currently 108 residents.  The Estate also provides increasing levels of care, as 
residents needs demand to ensure that they can remain in the comfort and security of their “own 
homes”, rather than being forced to an early unsettling move to government institutional care.   

In order to purchase a tenure in the Faulkner Park Retirement Estate, our residents have sold their 
family homes and taken up residency based on a “Lease for Life” arrangement (a common tenure in 
retirement villages). 

That may ring some bells with people about what the member for Churchlands said previously.  The letter 
continues - 

Under the terms of the tenure, the resident has ownership to their home until they decide to sell, and is 
responsible for rates and other charges applicable to their individual units however, because of the 
existing provisions of the current Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act, they are not 
eligible to obtain any of the support afforded other Health Benefit Card holders - and should the 
proposed amendments be successful, self funded retirees. 

The City seeks your investigation into this matter to ensure that through the review of the Rates and 
Charges (Rebates and Deferments) legislation, equity for all our State’s Seniors may be achieved, and 
that the disadvantage currently suffered by the residents of the Faulkner Park Retirement Estate, and no 
doubt many other Retirement Villages, is rectified. 

We look forward to your consideration of the full effect that these changes will have on our Seniors and 
their quality of life. 

The Treasurer is well aware that that letter is signed by none other than Bruce Genoni, the Chief Executive 
Officer of the City of Belmont. 

This letter underscores my earlier point: we are not talking about people who live in the so-called well-to-do or 
affluent parts of the metropolitan area.  We are talking about people living throughout the metropolitan area.  I 
am not asking a lot but I would like the Treasurer to say that he will cause some studies to be undertaken.  Even 
if we do not succeed this time - and it is clear that we will not; although I want to divide the House - I would like 
a concession that the principle of what I am saying is worth looking at, and, although nothing may be done this 
year, the point is not lost on the Government and a professional effort will be made to determine how many 
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people would be picked up by the amendment.  My impression is that it would not be many and it may put the 
Treasurer in the position of saying that this time next year the Government will have another look at it. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  It is sad that the Government is not looking at this amendment in a more positive light.  The 
Government is discriminating against a particular group of people.  It is a pity that more government members 
are not in the Chamber.  The members for Joondalup and Geraldton should consider what the Government is 
doing, as their constituents will lobby them - as happened to us when we were in government - about the benefits 
that they miss out on.  It is an important issue: we are discriminating against a group of people who, because of 
the way the Bill is worded, will be unable to obtain these concessions.   

The Government should look at this issue and provide a positive response so that we do not discriminate against 
people.  No member wants to have people come to his office and ask why they have missed out when other 
people in the same boat receive the concessions.  The situation is wrong.  I do not think the Government is 
implementing this concession correctly.  It is setting itself up to allegations of discrimination against a group of 
people who are being treated unfairly.  Members of the Government can bet their bottom dollar that once these 
provisions are passed and some people get the benefits, others will knock on members’ doors.  The members will 
then run to the minister, but the minister will say, “Tough.”  That is not right.  The Treasurer should allow this to 
go through. 

Mr RIPPER:  This Bill provides concessions to owners who have direct rates obligations.  That is the structure of 
the legislation.  The amendment proposes to extend the concessions to people who are lessees or licence holders 
or tenants who have indirect rates obligations.  The member for Murray-Wellington suggests that, following the 
implementation of the Government’s concession package, demands will come from people living in retirement 
villages for the concession to be extended to them in an appropriate form.  Once that happens, seniors who are 
tenants of private landlords will demand that the concession be extended to them as they pay, as an implicit part 
of their rent, a component of the landlord’s rates and charges.   

The Government is drawing a line where it is easy to draw a line - it is between owners and others.  Once that 
line is crossed and we start giving rates concessions to a group of people who are not owners, it becomes very 
hard to argue that it should not be extended to wider groups of people who are not owners.  There may be social 
equity arguments for doing that.  I am not saying that such people are undeserving; I am arguing that the 
Government has a certain capacity to extend concessions.  The Government has a moral and ethical obligation to 
honour its election commitments - which it intends to do, and is doing so with this legislation.  However, when 
one takes into account the overall context of the budget and other commitments to different groups, the 
Government cannot, at the moment, go beyond its election commitments until the commitments have been 
implemented.  Election commitments come before other proposals, such as the extension of the concessions or 
additional measures, no matter how worthy they may be.  Other measures and commitments must be viewed as 
having a lower priority. 

I am interested that the Opposition supports the member for South Perth’s amendment; it is not the position the 
Opposition took in government.  It is another interesting example of what happens in politics when people move 
from government to opposition.  I am sure that the member for South Perth will make a complementary 
comment about that when he gets the chance. 

Mr Barnett:  The principle is right.  It is up to the Government to coolly work out how extending the concessions 
would be funded.  There is no doubt that the amendment by the member for South Perth should be supported. 

Mr RIPPER:  I am not thinking about it uncoolly; I am trying to analyse the position. 

It is worth mentioning in the debate that people purchasing property pay conveyance stamp duty at a rate of 
$4.85 for every $100.  Occupants of retirement villages who do not purchase property and who take out a lease 
for life or some other form of arrangement do not pay that level of stamp duty on their residency agreements.  
They pay minimal stamp duty.  A person purchasing a retirement unit pays a lot more in stamp duty than 
someone who enters a retirement village and undertakes some other form of residency arrangement.  An owner 
is behind a lessee or renter in terms of stamp duty paid to the State.  An argument could be advanced that we 
should treat owners differently, particularly given our current budgetary situation.   

I am not saying these people are undeserving, but our election commitments are our first priority.  We must draw 
a reasonable political and administrative line, and this legislation does that.  The amendment takes that line 
beyond us in a way that will open up further demands for concessions when we do not know the cost.  
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Mr TRENORDEN:  The National Party supports the amendment.  I was interested to hear the Treasurer say that 
he supports the owners of property.  His next submission will be that one vote, one value will apply only to 
property owners. 

Mr Ripper:  I think the Leader of the Opposition and I probably agree on that! 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I look forward to the debate on that amendment to the electoral legislation. 

The Treasurer’s argument about stamp duty is not totally correct.  Someone owns the retirement unit.  There is 
no question that the owner of the unit will pass on the costs to the person renting it.  Someone pays the bill.  The 
Treasurer cannot tell me that someone does not own the premises in which these people are living or that the 
person who owns the premises does not extract from the tenant remuneration for the capital that has been outlaid.  
That is the basic principle by which these things work. 

The National Party supports the amendment. 

Mr RIPPER:  I did not answer the question of the member for South Perth.  The total cost of the concessions 
contained in the legislation will be over $7 million annually.  That is more than was indicated in the second 
reading speech because of the decision of the Commonwealth Government about the eligibility limits of the 
commonwealth Seniors Health Card.  The Leader of the Opposition spoke as though the amendment moved by 
the member for South Perth was a new issue that the Government should take on board.  While he did not say it 
in so many words, the tenor of his remarks was that the Government had not thought about the issue, and that it 
has only now been raised.  We know that this issue was on the agenda last year, and that the matter was the 
subject of debate and lobbying.  When we were in opposition and we formulated our commitments, we had to 
make a clear decision on this matter.  We knew that the demand was for residents of retirement villages to have 
the same concession, but we deliberately did not give that commitment because we did not know what it would 
cost or how it could be efficiently administered.  There is still no information on how much it would cost. 

Mr Barnett:  A fair guess would be between $500 000 and $1 million. 

Mr RIPPER:  I do not know what the cost would be.  I have no information about that.  The administration of the 
current scheme is based on ownership and a direct obligation to pay rates.  If we move beyond that line, we open 
up administrative difficulties.  I am the representing minister for this legislation, which is the responsibility of 
the Minister Assisting the Treasurer.  I have a brief from him on his position as the minister in this matter.  As 
Treasurer, I do not see any capacity for us to go beyond what is outlined in the package before us.  The initiative 
in this legislation is the initiative for this year.  We will not change the legislation when it is debated in the upper 
House.  I do not want to create any false expectation; however, as Treasurer, I will ask for advice on the costing 
of this proposal and I will have the matter considered.  It will not be included in this budget round because we 
have far too many inherited difficulties, but I will ask for advice, and the proposal can then take its place in the 
jostling for priority that occurs with all the other worthy proposals to be considered by the Government for future 
budgets.  

Mr PENDAL:  I thank the Treasurer for the commitment to at least have the matter costed.  I think he will be 
pleasantly surprised to find that it would be a relatively modest sum, and members will then have the opportunity 
to apply their own pressure after the budget is brought down in the next few months.  Having said that, I ask the 
Treasurer to readjust his thinking on one major issue.  He tells us that the principle of what we do in this area is 
based on land ownership.  I dispute that.  We have moved away from that since the original Bill was passed in 
the 1970s.  That legislation was substantially reworked in 1992.  We are talking not about the principle of land 
ownership but about whether one pays tax, in this case, local government rates.  We are flying the flag for people 
who pay their local government rates.  It is not as though we are trying to extend the scope of the legislation to 
encompass people who have no entitlement.  It is not as though we are trying to dream up a new level of 
entitlement for people who can live without it.   

That is not the case at all.  We are talking about modestly placed people on very small self-funded retirement 
packages who, probably because they are self-funded retirees, do not have the advantage of the other person to 
be able to buy their premises.  That is why those people go down the path of a leasehold.  Ownership should not 
be the principle that dictates whether a person gets the benefit.  The dictating principle should be whether he 
pays local government rates, which he does.  If the village to which I referred earlier contained 72 units, and the 
village attracted $10 000 worth of local government rates, all occupants would pay a proportion of what the 
proprietor is billed by the local government authority.  I assure the Treasurer that it would not be the proprietor 
who pays.  That is why I proposed an amendment to the legislation in 2000 - so that there would be the capacity 
for the person to get the benefit directly rather than going through the proprietor.   
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I finish my argument on that note.  I implore the Treasurer to look at this issue not on the principle of whether 
someone owns the land but on the principle of whether he pays local government rates.  If the modestly placed 
self-funded retiree pays local government rates, he is as entitled as everyone else to enjoy the benefit of this 
concession.  That is what I ask the Treasurer to address when he receives the costing.  I repeat that our argument 
is based on equity and justice.  I accept that there is always a finite amount of funds available.  It may well be 
that we could have extended the provisions to what the Treasurer describes as a relatively small group of people 
without so much as a blip on the financial landscape.  That is what I want the Treasurer to think about.  In the 
meantime, I ask members to support me in this amendment because it is based on equity and the reality that 
those residents already pay local government rates.  

Mr RIPPER:  In effect, many people pay rates.  They might not receive a bill for the rates, but they receive a bill 
for their rent.  Their rent includes a component for the landlord’s cost, which includes rates.  

Mr Barnett:  The bill for the rent also includes an imputed rate cost; therefore, it is an irrelevant point.  

Mr RIPPER:  It is not an irrelevant point.  That comment made by the Leader of the Opposition justifies the 
argument I have put.   

One aspect of the example given by the member for South Perth is worth discussing; that is, the owner of the 
retirement village is the entity that is rated.  The owner might make arrangements with the people who occupy 
the retirement village but, in principle, those arrangements are no different from the arrangements a landlord 
makes with a tenant.   

If a retirement village were divided into strata titles and rated unit by unit, because of minimum rate provisions, 
it would receive a much higher rates payment than if it were rated as a retirement village for which the owner 
paid the rates.  By aggregating all of the units into one entity for the purpose of the payment of the rates, a 
concession, or a lower rates payment, would be paid.  

Mr Barnett:  What is the point of that?  

Mr RIPPER:  The point is that it could be argued that people in retirement villages get a de facto rates 
concession by virtue of the aggregation of the units for ratings purposes.  The main point I make is that we can 
all point to deserving people in the community who need extra support.   

When in Opposition, we developed our election commitments with some rigour.  We argued about spending 
amounts of $100 000, $200 000 or $500 000; we spent time debating whether we could afford to make promises 
of that magnitude.  The Government debates amounts as small as $200 000 in the budget process because that 
must be done to meet financial management targets.  Even if the costing comes in at the member for South 
Perth’s reasonably optimistic prediction, this matter must still be judged against other competing priorities within 
government.   

I will seek advice on the matter.  However, as members who have been in government know, plenty of just and 
worthy causes compete for government support.  That is why I do not want to raise the expectation that in the 
next budget or the one after, the Government will implement the member for South Perth’s proposal.  I will 
investigate the matter and seek advice on it.  That is as much as I can say in this debate.  I suggest that we have 
aired all the different points of view.  I hope that we can move on to other parts of the Bill.  

New clause put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (19) 

Mr Barnett Mr Day Mr Marshall Mr Trenorden 
Mr Birney Mrs Edwardes Mr Masters Mr Waldron 
Mr Board Mr Edwards Mr Omodei Dr Woollard 
Dr Constable Mr House Mr Pendal Mr Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr Cowan Mr McNee Mr Sullivan  

Noes (30) 

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

            

Pair 

 Mr Johnson Ms Radisich 

New clause thus negatived. 

Clauses 7 to 10 put and passed.  

Clause 11:  Section 33 amended - 
Mr BARNETT:  Clause 11 relates to making an arrangement for payment if a person is in arrears.  It is 
appropriate to have an arrears arrangement to prevent people losing the benefit of a current or future entitlement 
for a rebate.  However, I would be interested in the minister’s comments on how he intends to administer this.  It 
seems to place the onus on local government, in particular, and the Water Corporation to arrive at an 
arrangement for the payment of arrears to enable a person to continue to receive a concession.  What 
requirements will be placed on local government?  How will local government be assisted?  Will there be a 
standard form of agreement?  The reason I raise these questions is that this provision places an administrative 
burden on local government.  It could also place local government at risk if it believed there was an arrangement 
for arrears, but this was not accepted by the Government or vice versa.  I am interested in how the administrative 
arrangements will work and whether compensation or funding will be provided to local governments so that they 
do not incur additional costs. 

Mr RIPPER:  I am advised that these matters have been discussed with local government officers, who are now 
satisfied with the arrangements.  There will not be a standard form.  Local government will deal with these 
matters on a case-by-case basis.  Once local government has reached an agreement with a person and is satisfied 
with that agreement, the concession can be extended.  That is my understanding of how it will work.  Obviously, 
a larger group of people will be eligible for the concessions.  I suppose this will create a small additional 
workload for local government; whereas under the previous arrangement local government could simply tell 
people that they would not receive a concession because they were in arrears, this legislation allows local 
government to negotiate repayment arrangements with people and to extend the concession to them.  The 
Government does not contemplate providing any additional administrative or financial support to local 
government.  This legislation will be a big benefit for ratepayers.  The State’s taxpayers are supporting these 
concessions.  I will seek further advice on whether any issues were raised by local government, which I will deal 
with in my next comment. 

Mr BARNETT:  I recognise that this is administratively difficult.  However, the principle must be made clear for 
local government.  If a person is in arrears on his rates, the Government is asking local government to make a 
decision on whether an acceptable agreement was in place to provide for that person catching up on those 
arrears.  Local government could simply say to anyone in arrears that it is fine.  The Government is asking local 
government to administer a state government concession and to make a decision on whether the agreement on 
repayment is acceptable.  If a local government officer believed that someone had an agreement to repay arrears, 
what would happen if that person did not meet that agreement?  Who would be liable for the concession that 
would have been paid inappropriately?  Is the State Government, the individual or the local government body 
liable for that?  I can accept the detail may require some administrative work; however, the principle must be 
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answered here.  If someone does not meet an arrangement for repayment of arrears, is the individual property 
owner, the local government body or the State liable to bear the cost of that failed arrangement? 

Mr OMODEI:  Negotiating with the ratepayer on the extent of a rebate or whether the ratepayer is in arrears is 
not the only issue.  This legislation will also place a burden on local government to administer the whole 
scenario of the rebate system.  State Governments have been doing this to local government for some time.  
There has been a fairly strong argument from local government about the cost shift to it to administer these types 
of things.  If the Government decides to proceed with a levy on insurance for fire fighting, fire brigades and 
emergency services, that will yet again be an administrative burden on local government.  It is a legitimate 
argument by local government.  The local government body’s administration carries it out, but the ratepayer 
bears the burden of the cost of extra staff or the greater burden placed on existing staff and the reduction of 
activity elsewhere in local government.  I would like to know whether the Government has considered the extra 
burden that the administration of this legislation will place on local government and whether compensation will 
be given to local government to cover the cost of administration. 

Mr RIPPER:  I recommend that the Leader of the Opposition look at subclause (7), which deals with what 
happens when someone defaults on a repayment arrangement.  The matter is also covered on page 6 of the 
explanatory memorandum, which was tabled with the Bill.  The second last paragraph on page 6 reads - 

Subsection (7) provides that the pensioner must also comply with the repayment arrangement.  Where 
the pensioner has not complied, they cease to be eligible to pay a rebated amount or to defer their rates. 

In other words, if someone does not comply with the arrangement, he loses the concession that is applicable 
under this legislation.  A further comment was made by the member for Warren-Blackwood.  He might need to 
remind me of the issue. 

Mr Omodei:  It was about the administration of this legislation.  Obviously the cost on local government will be 
an added burden on ratepayers.  Does the Government intend providing some kind of compensation to local 
government? 

Mr RIPPER:  No, the Government does not intend to provide finance to local government to cover any 
additional administrative costs.  The argument is that this is a significant benefit to local government ratepayers.  
In essence, the Government is assisting people to pay their rates.  If the Government was not assisting people to 
pay their rates, local government might have some collection difficulties and would either pay more in 
administration to collect rates or would lose out through non-payment of rates and the cost of collecting them at 
a later stage. 

Mr Omodei:  With the licensing situation, the Government provided funding and technology to local government 
on a cost plus arrangement.  This is another cost shift to local government.  Local government could legitimately 
argue that the Government is placing a greater burden on it.  It is your call minister. 

Mr RIPPER:  The Government appreciates the cooperation of local government on the payment of these 
concessions.  I recognise that there may be some additional work for local government in administering this.   

It needs to be recognised by those who argue the case of local government that there are benefits, as I have just 
mentioned.  The people receiving these concessions are ratepayers, and if they were not being supported by the 
State in this way, it could create flow-on difficulties for local government in the form of extra collection costs, or 
rates simply not being paid.  There are benefits both for local government and its ratepayers, but I also recognise 
there may be some additional administrative costs or workload for local government.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 12 and 13 put and passed. 
Points of Order 

Mr RIPPER:  Madam Acting Speaker, would there be an opportunity for me to move some clauses in bulk, 
rather than go through the Bill clause by clause, which is a tedious process?  I am happy to debate any clause that 
members wish to raise.  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Hodson-Thomas):  Provided the House gives leave.  Do members wish to deal 
with the Bill clause by clause?   

Debate Resumed 
Mr RIPPER:  Madam Acting Speaker, I seek leave to move clauses 14 to 26.  
Mr Barnett:  I wonder whether, with reference to page 11 of the Bill, the minister could explain the formula for 
the benefit of members?  
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Mr RIPPER:  I appreciate the comment of the Leader of the Opposition, and refer him to his homework, which is 
on pages 7, 8, 9 and 10 of the explanatory memorandum.  I expect to be able to question him on this homework 
after he has read those pages!  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Hodson-Thomas):  Could I ascertain whether the House will grant leave to 
consider the remaining clauses in bulk?   

Leave granted.  

Clauses 14 to 26 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Third Reading 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [5.34 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [5.35 pm]:  I will not detain the House long.  Most of the 
discussion on this Bill has been about the concessions and rebates, which have the support of all members of this 
House.  It is regrettable that the Government did not give more attention to the issues raised by the member for 
South Perth, and I hope those issues will be duly considered.  I do not care too much what happened in the past.  
The principle has been raised about people in retirement villages and those in camping ground accommodation 
being treated on an equal basis.   

Mr Board:  They are the poorest people.  

Mr BARNETT:  They are indeed often the poorest members of the community, and if anyone deserved a 
concession it would be those people.  That type of accommodation, for reasons of lifestyle, affordability and 
convenience, is becoming more prevalent in our community.  The aspects of this Bill which extend concessions 
from pensioners to self-funded retirees were strongly supported by the previous Government, and it still supports 
them in opposition.  Extending those rebates on water and local government rates more widely to seniors is a 
long overdue improvement in equality and assistance for older people in our community.  The aspect of the Bill 
which allows people to qualify on a pro rata basis during the year is only fair and sensible.  For many people late 
in life, every month will count.  The issues of outstanding rates and liabilities are not clear.  It seems to be 
putting a burden on local government, both administratively and financially, to keep track of records.  It is very 
good for the Government to be providing a concession, but the administration cost and some risk seem to have 
been placed on local government.  Perhaps that issue does not need to be dealt with in the context of this 
legislation.  If extra computing and administrative staff time is required, the Government should recognise that in 
terms of its overall support and assistance for local government.  Local government is the most logical group to 
administer the rates rebate; however, it could prove very difficult if large amounts of arrears are created, or if 
there is movement of people.  The other side to that is the danger that local government might simply adopt a 
laissez-faire approach and give the concession to everyone.  That is not the intent of the Bill, but who will have 
the responsibility of sorting out the situation?  Will future State Governments be blaming local government?  
That would be unfair.  I hope good attention is given to putting administrative arrangements in place.  The other 
parts of the Bill relate to technical changes to the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 1971, and consequential 
amendments to the Stamp Act 1921.  The legislation is supported.  It is good legislation based on sound 
principles, but on administrative matters relating to local government and in ensuring the coverage of the Bill is 
sufficiently wide to include those living in retirement villages and park homes, there are further matters to be 
dealt with.  I hope the Government will deal with them.  

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [5.38 pm]:  I thank members for their support of the principles of this 
legislation, although the Government has not been able to accept the suggestions of members on some issues.  In 
dealing with this legislation, I represent a minister in another place, and I will ensure that the comments made by 
members of this House are relayed to the minister responsible for the legislation when the matter is dealt with in 
the other House.  I am advised that discussions have taken place with local government, and those discussions 
have proved satisfactory.  This legislation honours Labor’s contract with the people and I am proud to have 
represented the Government in dealing with it.  
Mr Barnett: The minister can say those things about his party’s contract with the people, but he is also following 
the policy of the previous Government.  The legislation has had bipartisan support.  The minister should be fair 
in that regard.  

Mr RIPPER:  Speaking as a Labor minister, it is important to the Government that it honours its election 
commitments and it is doing so with this piece of legislation.  The Leader of the Opposition correctly pointed out 
that the previous Government intended to offer the same package of concessions to seniors, were it returned to 
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office.  I acknowledge that, and I am not trying to avoid that.  However, it is important that we place on the 
record that this package of two Bills implements some significant commitments made by the Labor Opposition 
when it put its case to the people before the last election. 
Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


