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LAND TAX INCREASES 
Grievance 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [9.38 am]: This morning I grieve to the Treasurer on behalf of 
Mrs Silvana Sciullo and her daughter Connie, and Mrs Lena Fiodora, who are in the gallery this morning. 
Silvana is from Thornlie, her daughter from Morley, and Lena from Maddington. I remind Connie, Silvana and 
Lena about what this government has done with land tax. Not long after the very first budget, following the fully 
funded, fully costed election campaign, the government increased the rate of land tax by 12.5 per cent. It raised 
$338 million. In the next budget the government introduced another increase—a 10 per cent increase—in the rate 
of land tax to raise $334 million. By and large I was not inundated with complaints after those two increases, but 
it was the increase introduced in the 2015–16 budget, opposed by WA Labor but supported unanimously by 
every member of the Liberal and National Parties, that is really hurting landowners in Western Australia—the 
2015–16 budget with the revised land scale.  

Rather than raise the rate, that adjusted the land tax scale to raise a whopping $826 million, increasing expected 
revenue from land tax by 25 per cent, paid by the people of Western Australia. Silvana is not, as the Premier 
suggested yesterday when I submitted the question, a wealthy landowner who can sell land and adjust property 
holdings. That was the response from the Premier yesterday. Silvana has three properties—a principal place of 
residence and two assessable properties. Silvana is a self-funded retiree. I will quote from the email I received 
from Silvana when she got her land tax bills. It reads — 

Just look at the bills. Last year I paid $1,697 for the land where I’m building a house and for my 
investment property. This year the bill is for $3,859! 

That is a 93 per cent increase in one year. The email continues — 

It’s ridiculous. I’m trying to do the right thing. I’m trying to provide for myself. Do they want me to sell 
the properties, spend all the money and go onto the pension? I lost money in unpaid rent and damages 
made by my tenant. The Government won’t help me with that, they just rack up the taxes. I’m not going 
to pay this. 

Lena Fiodora from Maddington, another self-funded retiree, is in very similar financial circumstances to 
Silvana—that is, she owns a residential property and two investment properties. She lives off the income she 
receives from those rental properties. Lena’s land tax bill, in one year, went up by 142 per cent, off the back of a 
valuation increase of 13 per cent. The last time we saw these whopping increases in land taxes was when 
properties were surging by 30 per cent, and the rental market was at capacity. Now the government is 
introducing these massive increases in an environment of a slowing economy and a softening rental market. 
Lena made the point to me that one of her two taxable properties is empty. She cannot fill it. There is no tenant 
in there paying this self-funded retiree an income. The other property was earning $420 a week in 2014, but 
when the tenants moved out two months ago, she leased it at $360 a week—a 14 per cent drop. I think everybody 
is aware of what the rental market has been doing. 

I have critiqued the government time and again for not having a coherent financial plan, and now it has 
introduced these whopping tax increases at a time when the economy is softening and rentals are declining. The 
capacity to pass on these land tax increases—in Lena’s case 142 per cent, and in Silvana’s case 93 per cent in 
one year—is just not there. As both Lena and Silvana have pointed out, they have done the right thing; they have 
designed a lifetime of finances around becoming self-funded retirees. Then there is Silvana’s daughter Connie, 
who is also here in the gallery this morning. Connie has investment properties that are effectively leased to small 
businesses. Her valuation went up three per cent, but her assessment went up by over 50 per cent. That cannot be 
passed on in the current environment, Liberal Party members. 

Many of the people who have contacted me have also spoken to Liberal members of Parliament, and they have 
said to me that many of those Liberal members said that when the Treasurer brought this proposal to the party 
room they thought it was only a consumer price index increase. However, the reality is that on the back of 
a 12.5 per cent increase, a 10 per cent increase and now, in effect, a 25 per cent increase in land tax revenue to 
the state, not one member can say that they assume that this was a CPI increase. This is having an impact, and 
I know that Liberal Party members, who voted unanimously for this bill against the Labor opposition, are getting 
the same complaints that I am. I know that the Treasurer will get up and probably make the same arguments that 
were put by the Premier yesterday—these landholders can simply sell land and readjust their property holdings. 
That is what the Premier said yesterday. In the case of Silvana and Lena that is not possible. They are not large 
property owners; they are self-funded retirees with properties to give them the income for their retirement. 

Then the Treasurer will very likely say that the state’s share of the goods and services tax has declined. I say to 
every person who has ever received a land tax assessment that a budget has never been set by the 
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Barnett government when the government did not know exactly what the GST was going to be in that budget 
year. Yes, it has declined, but the government has known that in setting the budget. If the government cannot 
budget for revenue that it knows, there is a serious problem. That is why land tax assessments have gone up so 
ridiculously and unreasonably, and counter-cyclical to the economy. That is why we are getting so many 
complaints that these increases cannot be passed on to those renting the properties and the small businesses who 
are struggling in the current economic environment, because they are just too large. I am interested in the 
Treasurer’s answers to the questions that I read out to him, as sent to me by Silvana and her daughter Connie, as 
they sit here in the gallery and listen. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [9.46 am]: I thank the member for his grievance. It is a very valid 
issue to raise. I know that members opposite like to decry this measure, but it is a simple fact that up to  
2011–12 we were relying on iron ore royalties amounting for 20 per cent of the state’s revenue. There has been 
great debate on whether we should have forecast what that should have been, but I have not met anybody who 
could have honestly predicted that amount to fall by over 55 per cent. Therefore, the state lost, over two years, 
effectively 10 per cent of its revenue. Every year the commonwealth, right before the budget, gives us the figure 
for our GST share—not very much notice. Also, the methodology changes regularly with data. When we started 
in government in 2008, Western Australia was getting about 95 per cent of its GST revenue back, and that figure 
is now down to 30 per cent. Over the past two years we have effectively lost over 20 per cent of our revenue. We 
have to fund schools, hospitals, police and all the other things. Indeed, Labor Party material decries us for 
driving efficiencies in deliveries that we have already done. We face an unprecedented fall in revenue, much 
larger than that faced by the commonwealth during the global financial crisis years ago. I have gone through the 
past 20 or 30 years, and I cannot find a state that has lost this much revenue, including Victoria and 
South Australia in the 1990s. What are we supposed to do? We are running the largest deficit in this state’s 
history. We are forecasting a $2.7 billion deficit this year; it was $400 million last year, and there will be another 
deficit next year. We are in the red; we are borrowing to pay recurrent expenses. 

So what do we do? The state can only raise revenue in three ways. The first is payroll tax, which we have raised; 
then land tax, for which we have the lowest rates in Australia, apart from the Northern Territory. The reason the 
Northern Territory does not levy a land tax is that it is a territory, and a lot of the land is not fee simple, but more 
importantly, we subsidise it. Western Australia still has the lowest land tax rates in the nation. So what do we 
do? Faced with a precipitous drop in revenue, a large deficit and the need to provide services, even though we 
have kept the growth in the cost of services to the lowest in 20 years, we raise land tax. The member is right: 
three years ago we increased it, but only at the top rate, for properties valued between $5 million and 
$10 million. We did the same thing the next year. Our rate at the top level—$15 million and above, I believe—is 
on par with, or above, the other states. Every other rate is lower. To close this gap, as the member indicated, this 
time we increased the lowest threshold, placing a tax of $300 on properties with an unimproved value between 
$300 000 and $420 000. This is not the total value of property, but the unimproved land value. We increased the 
rates and changed the threshold, leading, as the member indicated, to a 25 per cent increase in forecast land tax 
collections this year. We did it. It is not easy. This is a tax on a capital item. The market is slowing. Of course, 
even though it is deductible from income tax, not everyone pays income tax on their property. If they do not 
have adequate income, it is difficult. It is a difficult time for us all. 

Let me put this into context. I am not sure of the unimproved values of the properties owned by the ladies in the 
public gallery. I know that land tax is not paid in other states, but it is payable in WA. To a large extent, the issue 
relates to the rate of the increase. Before the change in land tax rates, a property in Western Australia with an 
unimproved value of $1 million was subject to land tax of $770. A property of the same value in 
New South Wales would be subject to land tax of $9 188. In Victoria, the amount would be $2 975 and in 
South Australia, the amount would be $9 447. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: You have had a chance, member for Victoria Park. You were heard in silence. Listen to the 
Treasurer. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I turn to another issue. It relates to the Commonwealth Grants Commission. It is a very 
complicated process. Because we have low rates of land tax, we lose $200 million a year because we have 
chosen and we continue to choose to have lower effective tax rates on land. We have chosen repeatedly, despite 
losing at least $200 million a year. In past years it has been higher. I understand the pain. We have increased the 
rates in the threshold that have led to substantial increases in land tax rates in the future. 

I give members a guarantee going forward that this is it; there will be no more increases in land tax for us. There 
will be increases in the base, there will be increases with people moving into higher tax brackets and 
encountering bracket creep, if you wish, and there will be increases in valuations. That is beyond my control. 
I hope those increases in valuations improve substantially. We have increased the tax and we are prepared to cop 
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it. It was necessary. The Labor Party is committed to it. Members should read the Labor Party’s commitment, 
which says “Paying your fair share”. 
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