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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (TAXATION) BILL 2007 
REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (ASSESSMENT) BILL 2007 

Cognate Debate 

On motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House), resolved - 

That leave be granted for the Revenue Laws Amendment (Taxation) Bill 2007 and the Revenue Laws 
Amendment (Assessment) Bill 2007 to be taken together in a cognate debate, and that the Revenue 
Laws Amendment (Taxation) Bill 2007 be the principal bill. 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 16 May. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.49 pm]:  I will make a couple of comments 
on this bill on behalf of the opposition.  We are happy to deal with these bills in a cognate debate.  Although the 
bills are not exactly similar, there is a logical connection between them.  However, in my second reading 
contribution, I will spend more time responding on behalf of the opposition to the revenue laws amendment 
component as it relates to taxation as opposed to assessment.  The opposition’s position is that we will support 
both of these bills for a variety of reasons that I will hopefully outline to the house as we move forward. 

There are, of course, some minor changes to these bills - I will outline these as I move through my second 
reading contribution - that we would like the government to consider.  I think the Treasurer might be interested 
in supporting a couple of the changes, but I doubt that he will be interested in supporting others.  
Notwithstanding that, we will get to those changes in due course.  However, in reviewing this bill, it would be 
impossible to describe the taxation component of the bill as being in any way, shape or form part of a tax reform 
process, which is what the Treasurer would like to have us believe.  I think the experience of the government 
with the budget has shown that we have a government with little or no appetite for meaningful tax reform, we 
have a government with no desire to use the economic good times that we are currently enjoying to position our 
state for the long-term future, and we have a government with a hunger for taxation revenue, which in many 
ways is unparalleled in the history of state governments in Australia. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  It’s a ravenous appetite. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, ravenous.  I thank the member for Capel.  He is always one to chime in with an 
appropriate comment at an appropriate time.  It is little wonder that, as part of this process, Mr Jonathan Ilbery, 
the head of the state’s much-vaunted and very disappointing state tax review, said, in part - 

This - 
That is, the process - 

has lead to frustration in the Committee, reflective of the general community frustration, of there being 
no substantive agenda for visionary reform. 

He is on the money, because the people of this state are sick and tired of being taxed to the hilt, and they are sick 
and tired of being bled on the taxation table by this Treasurer when they buy a house, a motor vehicle etc.  There 
was an expectation that this government, with coffers bulging, would use the budget as an opportunity to deliver 
perhaps a small dividend to the public from the economic good times in the form of taxation relief.  There is 
certainly no dividend flowing into the households of Western Australia through improved services.  There is 
certainly no dividend flowing in a marked increase in the quality of education our kids are receiving or the health 
care that people in this state are receiving.  There has not been a service-driven dividend as a result of the boom.  
The public was looking for a fiscal dividend through taxation reform, and that did not happen.  It is difficult.  
The Treasurer talks about tax reform.  In fact, his main claim to fame when it comes to the reform agenda for 
public sector service delivery in Western Australia is the Office of Shared Services.  The Treasurer has probably 
seen a copy of the Auditor General’s report - we in the opposition do not like seeing those things anymore - that 
will come down tomorrow, as I understand, on the Office of Shared Services.  I think I made the comment in the 
house earlier that the Office of Shared Services is, unfortunately, only a couple of heartbeats away from a 
complete and absolute meltdown. 
Mr G. Snook interjected. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  A complete and absolute financial Chernobyl.  That is a very nice term, member for Moore: 
financial Chernobyl.  I do not want to dwell on the Office of Shared Services, but that project was justified a 
couple of years ago in a business case put to cabinet and built around a total project cost of $80 million - I think 
that is right, Treasurer - and an expectation that most of the 100 government agencies and departments identified 
to participate in the process would be up and running by December last year.  Here we are today, the project cost 
is between $150 million and $200 million and not a single department is up and running.  The business case, 
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sadly, has been shot to bits.  So, when we come to reform, the Treasurer’s track record is sadly lacking.  His 
track record on taxation reform is also sadly lacking, and this situation is driven reluctantly by commitments 
made by other governments of this state to the GST reform process. 
In the time I have this evening I want to work through some details of the bill, have a look at some of the specific 
changes and then deal with broader issues confronting the government in fiscal management.  The bill is 
effectively the legislative tool that implements the government’s taxation measures announced in the recent 
budget.  I will start with stamp duty on houses because the bill at last provides a restoration of meaningful stamp 
duty relief to first home buyers in Western Australia.  Let us not forget that first home buyers had previously 
been provided with meaningful relief from stamp duty by this government.  When stamp duty concessions were 
first introduced in 2004, it meant something.  Back in 2004 the median house price was about $275 000.  A first 
home buyer buying a house at the median price then would have paid about $3 300 in stamp duty instead of the 
normal $9 450.  It actually meant something to first home buyers.  Over the past couple of years the median 
house price in Perth has accelerated upwards at an alarming rate, driven in no small part by this government’s 
failure to make land available.  There is no doubt that the land supply crisis in the past couple of years has been a 
significant factor in driving up prices.  I am not going to talk about the land supply crisis tonight, but it was 
created by a government that slowed down and incapacitated the approvals process to such an extent that the 
market almost failed.  The market became almost incapable of responding with increases in supply after clear, 
strong and consistent demand signals.  The result was almost a market failure and the price of land shot through 
the roof.  That government’s actions drove up the price of houses; there has been a massive increase in prices.  
That means that for much of the past 12 to 18 months, first home buyers who went into the market to buy a home 
at the median price received no relief from the stamp duty they paid to this state government.  The increase in 
house prices had eroded to nil any meaningful relief provided by the government in 2004. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Yet the government said during the budget estimates that it had fixed the whole problem of 
land releases - it had stopped setting targets. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is right.  A very good point, member for Capel.  The member is on fire tonight!   

Last year the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, with much fanfare, announced the appointment of a land 
release coordinator, Ms Marian Thomson, and the appointment of a number of specialist planners to speed up the 
process.  The other thing she announced, right at the top of the page, was that 20 000 lots a year would now be 
the government’s target.  That was in August, but that target has been abandoned because it has become blatantly 
obvious that the government cannot reach it because of systemic failure.  Interestingly, in relation to first home 
buyer stamp duty relief - it is important for the Treasurer to understand this and important that it be recorded in 
Hansard - in September last year the Treasurer stood in this chamber and said that we did not need it in Western 
Australia.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We don’t what? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer said that we do not need first home buyer stamp duty relief in Western 
Australia. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think you’re misquoting me. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will rephrase that.  The thrust of the Treasurer’s argument was that we do not need it.  The 
Treasurer said that it was not needed because if the government was to provide any relief at all, it would be 
capitalised by an increase in land values and would be of no value whatsoever to the first home buyers.  That 
was based, in part, on advice received from Mr Saul Eslake, the chief economist of the ANZ Bank.  
Interestingly, the Treasurer had that advice from 2003.  He did not wheel it out in 2004 when he provided first 
home buyers with stamp duty relief but he did wheel it out last September when the opposition wanted to change 
the regime to provide meaningful relief for first home buyers.  Today the Treasurer has said that he is the saviour 
of first home buyers in Western Australia because at long last he will provide this relief.  The sad thing is that he 
has missed the boat on first home buyer relief.  The reason he refused to provide that relief last year when we 
had a private member’s bill in the house had nothing to do with economics or with driving up the price of land; it 
had everything to do with politics.  The one thing that disappoints me more than anything on behalf of all those 
Western Australians who are trying to buy their first home is that last September the Treasurer deliberately chose 
to politicise the plight of first home buyers in this state.  The people who have paid for that have been first home 
buyers.  An analysis of financial data provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics for first home buyer 
financing approvals from between September last year until April this year when the announcement was made 
shows that 8 458 Western Australians had financed their first home.  Let us assume as a rough indicator that 
8 500 Western Australians have paid stamp duty because last September this Treasurer decided to not accept a 
bill to provide stamp duty relief because it did not suit him politically.  If those 8 500 young Western Australians 
had bought their homes for the median house price, they would have had to borrow $18 200 for the stamp duty.  
The Treasurer forced them into that debt over that time simply because it did not suit him politically to provide 
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them with stamp duty relief.  That is an outrage.  I accept that this is a good announcement but I think it is 
outrageous that the Treasurer chose to sit on his hands, effectively for seven months, and make those 
8 500 young Western Australians pay money that they did not have to pay.  Shame Fraser - that was a slip of the 
tongue!  Shame on the Treasurer! 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is what you used to say when you were a member of the Labor Party. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was.  I was a member of the Labor Party until I saw the light.  It was a Damascene 
conversion. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It was your descent into darkness. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not know about that. 

Another thing I was interested to read in the Treasurer’s second reading speech was he said that he introduced 
changes to the first home buyer regime in such a way that avoided any disruption to the property market.  I am 
very interested in his claim that he did not create any disruption to the property market because in January he 
gave a very strong and clear signal to the property market that he would provide meaningful relief to first home 
buyers in Western Australia.  However, according to the Treasurer, he did it in a way that did not disrupt the 
market.  Therefore, I would assume that it snuck by without receiving any press coverage whatsoever.  I have 
kept on my wall in my office next to a picture of the Treasurer an advertising hoarding for The West Australian 
from Tuesday, 23 January 2007, which states “Ripper sparks housing panic”.  I wondered whether that was 
consistent with a person who did not want to disrupt the market in his treatment of first home buyers from a 
taxation perspective.  That is what the Treasurer did in January.  He sent a clear signal to first home buyers in 
this state that he would provide relief, and that did have an impact on the market.  First home buyer activity in 
January and February in this state was as low as I think it has ever been.   

Indeed, it is very interesting to map the first home buyers as a percentage of the housing market in Western 
Australia.  I know that the Treasurer loves charts, so I will show him this one.  The black line indicates Western 
Australia.  The Treasurer can see that we have consistently, but at an exacerbated rate, run below first home 
buyer activity compared with the other Australian states, especially in the months since the Treasurer made that 
announcement.  Effectively, what the Treasurer did in January, again for political purposes because there was a 
bit of heat in the kitchen, was send a message to the market that caused confusion among first home buyers and 
clearly impacted on driving some of them out of the market.  Notwithstanding that, it is a good initiative to 
provide stamp duty relief to first home buyers.  However, the sad reality is that the Treasurer politicised the issue 
last year when he had the opportunity to provide that relief earlier.  Now, about 8 500 young Western Australians 
will not send the Treasurer a Christmas card this year.  They will know that they have paid stamp duty after 
settlement, which for a first home buyer is a very exciting time.  They have gone out on a Sunday afternoon and 
chosen a property of their dreams, gone to the bank manager and begged for the money and gone to the 
settlement office on the day of settlement and come out of that office full of the joys of the world and the thought 
that their aspiration of home ownership would be fulfilled, but guess who was waiting around the corner in the 
shadows?  It was the Treasurer with a big fat bill requesting payment of stamp duty of $18 000.  Effectively that 
is what happened. 

I will move on to stamp duty on motor vehicles, another amendment to the Stamp Act, which is a stimulating act 
and I encourage all members to read it if they get the opportunity.  Some changes have been made to the motor 
vehicle regime in Western Australia and, by crikey, that is much needed.  Western Australians pay the highest 
stamp duty on motor vehicles of any Australians.  I will give a comparison on a vehicle worth $30 000.  
Currently in Western Australia, stamp duty on a $30 000 motor vehicle is $1 500.  Members should compare that 
with New South Wales where the stamp duty on the same vehicle is $900; Tasmania, $900; and Queensland, 
$600.  In Western Australia the tax on a vehicle worth $60 000 is $3 900, and in Queensland, $1 200.  This bill 
provides some much-needed relief to motor vehicle purchasers in Western Australia.  It provides that relief by 
adjusting the thresholds at which the tax rates cut in and out.  At the moment the stamp duty in this state on a 
vehicle worth up to $15 000 is 2.75 per cent of the value of the vehicle; over $40 000, it is 6.5 per cent; and 
between $15 000 and $40 000, the stamp duty increases on a sliding scale between those two extremes.  As a 
result of the Treasurer’s generosity, from 7 July that scale will increase by $5 000.  Therefore, the new 
thresholds will become $20 000 and $45 000.  At a later date there will be another $5 000 increase in the 
thresholds to $25 000 and $50 000.  The latter date is interesting.  Members might think that the Treasurer would 
change the tax rates at the start of a financial year.  The state tax review suggested to the Treasurer that the rates 
be increased by $10 000.  I think I am right, am I not, Treasurer?  What did the Treasurer do?  He said that he 
would put the rate up by $5 000 at the start of this year, and at some stage down the track he would put it up by 
another $5 000, so that he could fulfil his commitment to the state tax review.  Members might think that instead 
of dudding the taxpayers for another year, the Treasurer would introduce the next change on 1 July 2008.  It is 
reasonable to have the change at the start of the financial year.  I ask the Treasurer when the change will be.  
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Will it be 1 January 2009?  What would be significant about deferring a tax cut until January 2009?  Normally I 
try to be analytical in these things but I will throw caution to the wind and make a ridiculous, outrageous guess.  
Could it possibly be that January 2009 will be in the middle of an election campaign?  It could be one of those 
announcements whereby for much of January we get a full-page advertisement every day in The West Australian 
that tells us how lucky we are that stamp duty was cut on 1 January 2009. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Call me a cynic, but I have a suspicion somewhere deep inside that this may be the reason 
that the change will take place on 1 January 2009.  I have read the state tax review final report.  I have read 
Mr Ilbery’s report as chair of the State Tax Review Reference Group.  I did not see any mention in that report of 
deferring this change until 1 January 2009.  I actually looked for some logic for deferring this change until 1 
January 2009, but I could not find any.  Perhaps the Treasurer will explain to us why he has chosen deliberately 
to defer the introduction of the second wave of his motor vehicle stamp duty reform agenda to 1 January 2009.  I 
suspect that my wild extremism will be accurate.   

It is interesting that despite this change that will be introduced on 1 January, Western Australians will still be 
paying the highest level of stamp duty on motor vehicles in Australia.  The Economic and Fiscal Outlook states 
that stamp duty on a six-cylinder Holden Commodore, with a tare weight of 1 622 kilograms and a market value 
of $34 490, will be $339.60 annualised over five years.  The next highest state is South Australia, at $263.93 
annualised over five years.  The Treasurer will, no doubt, get up and say in a moment that we need to add onto 
that licence fees, compulsory third party insurance, stamp duty on insurance etc, etc.  The Treasurer is right.  
However, when that is added on, it bumps Western Australia up the list by only about two places.  Western 
Australia then sits about fourth on the comparison list.  The people of Western Australia are still paying a lot 
more to own and operate a motor vehicle than are the residents of Victoria, Queensland and Tasmania.  I would 
like to know what justification the Treasurer can provide to the motorists of Western Australia for why they are 
continuing to pay more than other Australians to own and operate a motor vehicle.  I do not know. 

I would like to tease out one other aspect of the stamp duty on motor vehicles.  The list price of a motor vehicle 
in Western Australia may be $50 000.  A person may be a good negotiator and put the squeeze on a dealer, or the 
dealer may decide to give the person a discount because he wants to get the person’s business, or perhaps 
because he just wants to get the person out the door, and the person may be able to get the price down to 
$45 000.  However, because in Western Australia stamp duty is payable on the list price, not the negotiated 
price, the person will be put in the bizarre situation that he will pay stamp duty on moneys that he has not even 
paid for that asset.  It is, no doubt, easier from an administrative point of view to use list price as the basis for 
stamp duty.  However, it strikes me as incredibly odd that a person is required to pay stamp duty on moneys that 
he has not paid.   To pay stamp duty on GST is bad enough.  However, I have yet to have explained to me why a 
person should be required to pay stamp duty on moneys he has not paid.    

We endorse the Treasurer’s changes to the stamp duty regime for heavy vehicles to bring the rate paid on used 
vehicles into line with the three per cent flat rate that is paid on new vehicles.  It seems odd that a person pays 
more in stamp duty on the purchase of a used vehicle than on the purchase of a new vehicle.  For example, if my 
memory serves me correctly, the stamp duty payable in Western Australia on a second-hand vehicle worth 
$100 000 is $5 000.  However, on a new vehicle worth $100 000, the stamp duty payable is only $3 000.  That is 
fixed, which is a good thing.   

We also support the government’s deferred but welcomed decision to remove caravans and camper trailers from 
the stamp duty regime.  That is a fair thing; however, more importantly, it brings Western Australia into line 
with the long-established practice in most other states.  During the consideration in detail stage, I will raise the 
issue of recreational vehicles or campervans; or, as was quaintly put to me yesterday, self-propelled caravans.  
Has the Treasurer ever heard of a self-propelled caravan?  That is a fantastic phrase, one that I have shared with 
my colleagues and that I want read into Hansard.  There may well be an argument that the stamp duty 
concession that the Treasurer has so generously provided to caravan and campervan purchasers should be 
extended to those who purchase a caravan that is self-propelled.  I refer to a motorhome or, as the Americans call 
it, a recreational vehicle.  I raise that issue in all sincerity.  That is something that is worth looking at.  I 
understand that there are difficulties in identifying self-propelled caravans, because they do not necessarily have 
a specific licensing category.  I would like to explore that a bit further on behalf of all those self-propelled 
caravan aspirants in the broader community.  Some stamp duty items are okay.  I am highly dubious about the 
Treasurer’s approach to motor vehicle stamp duty.  He may have gathered that.   

I move on to the land tax and the metropolitan region improvement tax changes advanced in the bill.  There are a 
variety of changes in the bill to the thresholds and rates applicable to land tax.  We have had a number of 
discussions about land tax.  The Treasurer ran it up the mast as the centrepiece of his wonderful taxation reform 
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package.  I do not think that what he has done to land tax meets the definition of “taxation reform”.  This is one 
of the principal reasons that the budget has been generally received so very poorly.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is not the case. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is clearly the case.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is not the feedback I am getting. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  With all due respect, the Treasurer’s colleagues clapped on budget day.  At least the 
Treasurer got some applause for his hollow shell of a document.  I did not see any public endorsement of the 
budget; however, I saw a lot of public criticism.  In fact, people queued up at Parliament House because they 
wanted to criticise the Treasurer’s budget, including those whom one would nominally say are more than likely 
in his camp politically.  I refer, for example, to the State School Teachers’ Union of WA, a union that he may 
have had some influence over previously.  The Treasurer’s budget was condemned and roundly criticised.  The 
Treasurer was hurt and stunned by the criticism.  The day after the Treasurer brought down the budget, the 
Premier and the Treasurer fronted up at their show-off breakfast and had a go at John Langoulant because he 
dared to criticise the budget and say that it lacked imagination.  The Premier completely misused his position 
when he attacked John Langoulant.  His attack was completely and absolutely inappropriate and unacceptable.  I 
suspect that the criticism of the budget hurt the Treasurer and the government.  The Treasurer expected 
platitudes to fall from the sky.  That did not happen, because the budget is built around a deceptive claim to 
provide land tax reform.  By changing the land tax scales and the threshold, the Treasurer has attempted to 
prevent the unprecedented growth in property prices that has occurred in Perth over the past year or so from 
flowing through to an increase in land tax that has never been experienced in the history of this state.  To give an 
example of the increase in property prices, in 2004 the median house price in Perth was $260 000.  It is now over 
$460 000.  Inevitably, that increase would flow through to land taxes.  For as long as I can remember, every 
single year the Treasurer has adjusted the rates and thresholds - mainly the thresholds - to militate against 
dramatic increases in land taxes.  Every year land tax is popped up by a politically acceptable amount.   

This is what happened.  The Treasurer received advice from the Valuer-General, as he normally does, that 
average property values would increase by 50 per cent for the purposes of this year’s land tax calculations.  What 
would be the impact of that?  Firstly, it would mean that 80 000 extra properties would fall into the land tax web 
by crossing the $150 000 threshold.  Eighty thousand Western Australians who did not get a land tax bill last 
year would get one this year.  That is not politically palatable.  The second thing it meant was that land tax 
receipts for the coming financial year would go from $390 million to $710 million.  That is definitely not 
politically palatable.  The Treasurer did what governments have always done - he adjusted the rates and the 
thresholds to mitigate the rise.  That is not a problem; it is a perfectly acceptable approach to managing the land 
tax regime in the state.  However, the Treasurer has done this every single year.  He adjusted the rates so that 
total land tax, rather than going from $390 million to $710 million, would increase to only $430 million.  He 
then turned around to the people of Western Australia and invited them to pat him on the back because he had 
cut land tax by $316 million.  That was run up the flagpole as the centrepiece of the government’s taxation 
reform - a $316 million cut in a tax that people would never have paid. 

Let us have a look at what is actually happening in relation to land tax.  The total number of land tax payers, 
based on 2006 assessments, was 118 272.  My understanding of Treasury modelling is that, with the changes 
made, that number is estimated to drop to 118 056 - a minimal drop in the number of people paying land tax.  In 
other words, the average land tax bill will increase by 10 per cent.  I know that the Treasurer has said in the past 
that the use of an average for land tax is slightly misguided.  The argument could be mounted that if I have one 
foot in a bucket of boiling hot water and the other foot in a bucket of iced water, on average I am comfortable.  
However, it is a fact that the average land tax bill will increase by 10 per cent.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  If you had both feet in buckets of muck, would you be just as comfortable? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The member for Bassendean should be very careful.  I know it is a sensitive issue, and I do 
not want to talk about it, but if he invites conversation, I am very happy to oblige.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Without Ruth Webber guiding the member into a safe seat, the member for Bassendean is a 
goner.  He is the only member of the Labor Party whose colleagues have to draw straws to decide who is to share 
an office with him.  That is how popular he is.  He is the only member I am aware of so far whose staff member 
has received a payout due to alleged bullying.  I do not know whether he did that.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I did not do it.  
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is what the member says.  Let me get this right.  Is the member telling me that the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet would pay a person $30 000 for making a vexatious claim?  Is that what 
happens in the government of Western Australia?  A person can cook up a claim against someone -  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G. Woodhams):  Order!  I urge everybody in the house to return to the debate 
at hand.  There will perhaps be other times in this place when other issues might be discussed that could 
advantage all parties concerned, but I urge the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to return to the bill that is being 
debated.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for that advice. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Currently you can’t answer your question. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  You’re being bullied again.  Don’t be bullied. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Hang on, I think I can hear John Travolta coming in with old L. Ron Hubbard.  He is off!  
He has gone back to consult with L. Ron Hubbard about the future of the alleged bully.  I do not know.  
However, Mr Acting Speaker, I am not going to talk about this any more.  I have sat in this chair in this house 
for two and a half years now, and it has not been without its rocky points.  I have accepted an enormous amount 
of comment from the other side on a range of issues.  Do members know how I have accepted that?  I sat here 
and accepted it.  I did not agree with it but I accepted it and left the chamber through the door.  Do members 
know what I do?  I forget about it because to me that is how I should conduct myself in this place.  This can be a 
difficult place for individuals from time to time.  It has happened to me.  The Treasurer and I have shared many 
meaningful moments in this place and the facts of the matter are - 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The facts of the matter are that we go outside and forget about it.  That is how I will keep 
conducting myself. 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I did provide some advice earlier.  I hoped that all members of 
the house would return to the issues at hand.  I suggest at this time that it is the best course of action if we are to 
proceed with this particular bill in front of us.  I am sure the Treasurer wants to respond at some point to the 
comments made from whichever side of the house they come.  He will have an opportunity to do so as long as 
we proceed with this debate at this point.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I thank you for that excellent advice, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The first thing that we know will happen as a result of these changes to land tax is that the number of payees will 
not change when the average tax rates go up.  The second thing that we know will happen is that the land tax bill 
that a lot of people - not everybody - will get next year for the same property will be higher than the land tax bill 
they got this year, despite the Treasurer saying repeatedly that he has cut land tax.  I will give one example of a 
person who for the purposes of this year owns a property worth $1 million or, alternatively, a group of properties 
that is valued together at $1 million.  That person’s land tax bill under the current regime, which will change on 
1 July, will be $4 568, to the best of my calculative capacity, and the metropolitan region improvement tax will 
be $1 500.  Therefore, $1 million of property value will attract a tax of $6 068.  Next year on average that 
property will go up in value to $1.5 million.  On the same property next year the combined land tax and 
metropolitan region improvement tax bill will be $7 875 under the new lower land tax regime.  A $1 million 
property next year will be worth $1.5 million on average. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is a good point.  It will be up by $1 800 or 30 per cent.  The member for Peel is right; 
an appreciation in property value is something that people would be happy about.  However, it does not 
necessarily flow on that there will be an increase in their capacity to pay an increased land tax bill. 

Mr P. Papalia:  Do you know the land tax rates in other states on the same value property?  You are talking 
about two and a half million dollars really. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is an interesting analysis that we might deal with a little further down the track.  
However, there may be a couple of differences for people paying land tax on the median house price, which is 
really the property value we should be looking at.  However, I will finish my analysis. 

The land tax and MRIT bill will go up by 30 per cent on the same property, despite the fact that the Treasurer 
has cut land tax, but people’s capacity to pay in many instances will not go up.  The Treasurer talked in his 
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second reading speech about a person with a beach house, such as a pensioner on a fixed income who has such a 
property of considerable value, or a person who owns a property that is rented to a business or a residential 
tenant.  Does the Treasurer know what that person does?  He passes the land tax on.  What does that mean next 
year?  On this analysis, $35 a week gets passed on in increased rents.  The Treasurer has not cut land tax on 
individual properties at all because land tax bills will go up next year.  I understand the argument about rates.  I 
understand that the Treasurer can say that Peter Costello has cut income tax rates but before we pay more on 
income tax, our income goes up, our capacity to pay the tax is increased and at the margin we pay more in tax.  
That does not happen with land tax.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Land tax is not an income tax. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I know, but the Treasurer keeps throwing back a comparison to changes in income tax.  It is 
an erroneous comparison.  If he wants to say that he is for affordable housing and all this sort of stuff, how can 
he impose a regime that will see land tax rates go up that will get passed on to renters?  If he was serious about 
taxation reform in land tax, he would have cut the aggregate and made sure that people pay less in land tax.   
I want to share something with the Treasurer.  In 2000-01, $220 million was collected in land tax in Western 
Australia.  Over the next five years the aggregate land tax take went up to $313 million.  That is a total increase 
of 42 per cent, annualised at around 8.4 per cent.  Land tax went up at a reasonable gradual rate over that period.  
We saw a 42 per cent aggregate increase in five years.  In the past two years land tax has gone up 20 per cent per 
annum each year, or $127 million.  That is why people who pay land tax are protesting out the front of 
Parliament House.  I noted that the Treasurer would not speak to them last year.  Maybe this year he might.  
When people get their land tax bills this year, they will be queuing up outside the offices of members of 
Parliament trying to understand why their land tax bill has gone up when the Treasurer repeatedly popped his 
head up on the TV after the budget and said that they will go down.  He said, “I have cut land tax.”  He did not 
cut it.  It is a phantom tax cut and it was seen as a phantom tax cut.  Land tax is very interesting.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Will you vote for that part of the bill?  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have told the Treasurer that we will be supporting the bill.  Does he think I am going to do 
a Latham and vote against a government’s desire to change taxes?  What does he think? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It never troubled you; you’ve changed your mind so often. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have told the member for Yokine before that I suspect it was one too many punches to his 
cranial area in a previous career that has now led to this unfortunate circumstance where the curtain is slowly 
lowering on his cranial capacity.  He sits there like the boy in the barber shop as described in that poem. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  The Man from Ironbark.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was The Man from Ironbark.  It talks about the barber.  Mr Acting Speaker 
(Mr G. Woodhams), you will remember; you are a great one for poetry.  Remember the gilded youths that sat 
along the barber’s wall, their heads were flat, their eyes were dull, they had no brains at all?  It is a flashback.  I 
look over on the other side of the chamber.  The member for Yokine might have been one of those boys for all I 
know; he has been around that long.  He was probably in the barber shop and he has just dozed through life.  He 
popped up in this place.  One bonk too many by one of the Mickelbergs and down she’s coming!  Up goes the 
sign “Shut for business”.  There lies the cranial vacuum of the member for Yokine and it is shut for business.  
That is what I think could be happening.  I am not saying that it is.  For some, it is described as foot in mouth.  
For the member for Yokine, it is “Whopper with cheese in mouth”.   

One of the reasons that I think land tax receives so much community opposition is because of the following.  
This is very interesting.  People with land valued at over $1 million - that accounts for about seven per cent of 
total land tax payers - pay 87 per cent of the land tax in Western Australia.  I found that in a table headed “Value 
distribution of land tax payers and land tax revenue” in the “State Tax Review”, which is a very interesting 
document.  It shows why the people at the upper end are a bit sensitive about movements in land tax.  However, 
it shows me that there could be a fundamental need for reform of this tax.  I do not know whether the Treasurer 
has given that any thought; I suspect he might have.  However, it seems odd to have a concentrated -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  This is a fundamental reform. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Come off it, Treasurer!  I will tell the Treasurer what he might want to do if he wants some 
fundamental reform.  He might consider something that attempts to cap increases in individual land tax bills at, 
say, the consumer price index.  Why does he not do that?  Why does he not say that the increase in the valuation 
used for the purpose of land tax will be capped in any particular year -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Is it fair that someone whose property has markedly increased in value pays less land tax than 
somebody whose property has not increased in value, when the properties are the same value? 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why does that follow? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If we had a cap, that is what would happen.  Someone who has had remarkable appreciation 
would pay less land tax than would someone whose property has not increased at all, yet the properties are the 
same value. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  These things could be picked up in due course.  The property might be revalued at the point 
of sale.  If the Treasurer wants fundamental reform, he should make fundamental changes.  He will not get 
fundamental reform by snipping at the edges; he will get it by pruning the bush properly.  That is the issue with 
land tax; there is ongoing tinkering at the edges. 

I will touch quickly on a couple of other tax matters.  The first matter is the state tax review.  The way that the 
Treasurer snuck the state tax review out a couple of weeks after the budget was brought down exposed the fact 
that it was a sham.  He set up the state tax review in 2005. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I released all the documents and held a press conference.  That’s sneaking it out? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer had those documents before he brought down the budget, did he not?  Did 
the Treasurer have those documents before the budget?  Mr Ilbery’s report was given to the Treasurer on 11 
April.  He had the documents and he would not publicise them because it exposed him. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Of course I had those documents before the budget, because we used them to inform the 
budget decision making. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Rubbish!  The Treasurer got the tax review and I do not reckon he even opened it, because 
there is nothing in the budget that says to me that he took any notice of Mr Ilbery and his committee.  That is 
why the Treasurer sat on it.  When he had his press conference, who was the next person who spoke out quite 
boldly?  It was Mr Ilbery, who said, “I’m not happy, Jan, because we were excluded from the process.  We were 
put in here as a committee to advise the government on meaningful tax reform and it has no appetite for 
meaningful tax reform.  We are disappointed.”  I will read some of his report to the Treasurer.  It states -  

This has lead to frustration in the Committee, reflective of the general community frustration, of there 
being no substantive agenda for visionary reform. 

That is what Mr Ilbery said. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you support visionary reform? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Too right I do.  I do not support tinkering at the edges.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The visionary reforms that were proposed were a state income tax, an increase in GST or a 
new labour services tax.  Do you support those? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No; the Treasurer did not ask that question.  He should not play games with me. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s the visionary reform that they were talking about. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer asked me whether I supported visionary reform, and I do support reform. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s the visionary reform that they put forward. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer cannot get away with that.  He is not in the Labor caucus now, trying to con 
his mates.  That is the issue.  The Treasurer set up the state tax review only to delay the need to introduce state 
tax reform or changes.  He kept saying, “Don’t worry.  I’ve referred it to the state tax review committee; it will 
come back with all the answers when we need them.”  Do members know what was said in the committee’s 
report about the process of the Department of Treasury and Finance?  The Treasurer appointed a committee to go 
off and come back with advice.  The committee said that the process was hijacked by the Department of 
Treasury and Finance, which produced the state tax review report.  In its report there are some indicative tax 
relief packages for the Treasurer’s consideration.  I will read out what it said about those packages.  It states -  

The DTF’s highest indicative package is, in the context of Western Australia’s booming economy and 
particularly tax collections dramatically in excess of budgeted significant surpluses, seen quite simply 
as mean. 

It described the DTF’s outcome as mean.  If we stack up the DTF outcome against what the Treasurer has done 
and take out that phoney land tax cut, he will be shown to be even meaner because when those phoney tax cuts 
have been taken out, he will have given less in tax relief than is shown in this document.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you take out what we have done, it is less than what we have recommended!  
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer has given people a tax cut on taxes they would not have paid.  It is a 
nonsense.  At the same time the Treasurer has increased their tax and had the gall to tell them their taxes are 
going down.  There are so many ups and downs that it is confusing me.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I can tell you are confused.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  When people get their land tax bills next year, I suggest that the land tax bills will be 
increased for the vast majority of landowners.  The Treasurer cannot deny that.  He even claimed in the budget 
papers that he was proud that he had saved 80 000 people from paying land tax.  Guess what?  They were not 
paying it anyway.  Eighty-thousand people who were not paying are still not paying.  We should run out into the 
streets and celebrate!  The Treasurer wonders why his budget was roundly condemned.   

There we have the state tax review - a complete farce of a process.  I do not know why the Treasurer bothered 
dangling that little carrot of hope in front of Mr Ilbery and his committee when he said, for example, in his press 
release - 

The State Tax Review gives all Western Australians the opportunity to have a say on the shape of our 
taxation system over the next five years.  

What a lot of absolute bunkum.  The committee did not have a say; it did not even get to look at the report.  The 
Treasurer would not give the committee the report because he was scared it would leak it.  All the committee did 
was write a report on the report it never saw.  The committee comprised the people the Treasurer empowered to 
have a positive say on the future of the taxation system of this state.  What a load of absolute tripe.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is a good thing we didn’t give the report to the opposition!  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer has been criticised for not taking action on payroll tax.  He had plenty of 
capacity to do so.  The state tax review makes some very important comments about taxation on insurance 
policies.  I do not know whether the Treasurer has seen it, and I have not had a chance to read it.  A paper has 
been produced by the Insurance Council that talks about that issue and the impact of under-insurance particularly 
on people with lower incomes.  It is a serious and significant issue that, collectively, we might need to get our 
heads around.  The Treasurer was criticised roundly for not providing general stamp duty relief to the property 
sector in this state.  Why would that be?  In 2000-01, $550 million was collected in stamp duty.  Last year it was 
just under $2 billion.  That is an increase of $1.42 billion, or 260 per cent.  That is why the property sector is 
screaming.  Let us drill down and look at individual households.  In 2000, a median house price of $160 000 
drew stamp duty of $4 350.  Now, for a median house price of around $460 000, stamp duty is around $18 700.  
Here is the score: house prices have risen by about 190 per cent.  At the same time stamp duty on the same house 
has risen by 330 per cent.  The Treasurer has driven increases in the rate of growth of stamp duty well above 
increases in the rate of growth of property prices.  It is interesting to look at the per capita collections of 
conveyance duty.  The interim report of the state tax review indicates that we collected $610 per capita, and that 
has increased to more than $900.  It is well above what it was.  The next least competitive state is New South 
Wales at $486 per capita.  Taxation on conveyance duty in this state is out of control, uncompetitive and 
onerous.  As I indicated earlier, the Treasurer is forcing households in this state to transfer money, via the stamp 
duty mechanism, to him and, therefore, he is forcing them into debt.  Therefore, when the Treasurer stands and 
says that the general government sector is debt free, which it is, a lot of that debt has been transferred via stamp 
duty to individual property owners in this state, because a lot of individual property owners borrow the money 
they need to pay for that stamp duty.  It is a part of the transaction of buying property; they add on the stamp 
duty.  Effectively, what the Treasurer has done, through the transmission mechanism of stamp duty, is increase a 
lot of private sector debt in this state, which has provided the money that the Treasurer uses for budget surpluses. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  How much stamp duty do you think is paid by business? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is an issue.  Households are being forced into increased debt to help fund the 
Treasurer’s recurrent expenditure blow-out.  That is a fact. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Isn’t it true that about half the stamp duty, at least, is paid by business? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I cannot take the interjection.  The Treasurer will have to make the point himself when he 
stands, because I have only six minutes left.  I will close with a couple of quick comments. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, as recommended in the state tax review. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No.  I will deal with a very interesting issue about gross state product and where we are 
positioned for the future.  On page 138 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook is a very interesting table.  I am sure 
the Treasurer has looked at it.  Do members know what it says?  It says that the growth in our state in the next 
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few years will predominantly be driven by export performance.  The growth in our state in preceding years has 
predominantly been driven by business investment.  The rate of growth of business investment slows quite 
dramatically, although it is still growing.  I will give an example.  In 2005-06, business investment grew at 
37 per cent, last year at nine per cent, and this year at 3.5 per cent, and next year it will grow at 2.25 per cent.  
Therefore, it is slowing as a contributor to our state’s economic growth. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It has grown from just under $10 billion to $27 billion. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer should keep his knickers on.  I am not having a go at him.  The dynamic of 
the economic driver of the state is changing, because a lot of that investment was in expanded capacity in the 
mining industry.  Logically, that is flowing through now into export growth.  That is just an observation.  
However, what it says to me quite clearly is that, as a state, we need to be working hard now to make sure - it is 
also one of our key challenges for the future - that when we are looking for capital in a highly competitive 
international market for the next wave of investment in this state, we provide an attractive destination for foreign 
capital.  It is a competitive international environment.  What does that mean?  We need to make sure we are 
focused on labour supply in Western Australia; that is, attracting and maintaining a workforce suitable to drive 
this state forward and to leverage our economic growth.  We need to look at our approvals process to make sure 
that things can be done in this state.  That is a significant issue.  We also need to make sure that one of the 
legacies of the boom is a competitive state-based taxation regime.  Sure, at the moment it is not a significant 
issue, but things change, and it may well be that the fact that we have an uncompetitive taxation regime becomes 
an issue down the track that impacts on our capacity to attract business and economic activity to this state.  What 
do we need to do in terms of policy development?  It must be a can-do state, and we must address labour 
shortages and ensure that government services are delivered efficiently in a low-taxing environment.  These are 
critically important factors. 

The opposition will support the Revenue Laws Amendment (Assessment) Bill.  It basically makes some minor 
changes to the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992 to ensure that pensioners maintain access 
to concessions during some changes in federal government arrangements; for example, moving people off 
pensions onto things such as the Newstart allowance.  The bill will help those people who are surviving spouses.  
I congratulate the people involved for bringing that forward, because that is an important change, and that issue 
has caused a lot of grief to people over time.  The bill also makes some other changes.  The opposition will also 
support that bill. 

In conclusion, I say that the Treasurer cheekily asked me whether we would oppose the land tax changes.  The 
answer is no.  The Treasurer, on behalf of the government, makes the decisions about what he chooses to offer 
the taxpayers of this state, and they will form a judgement of him.  My view is that it is not our role as an 
opposition to stop the government imposing its taxation will on the people of this state.  Our role is to highlight 
areas where we see that the government has failed to deliver the best outcomes for the state in both the short and 
long run, and as time goes by to outline alternatives that we will espouse and hopefully be able to put into 
practice when we win government. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [8.50 pm]:  I would like to add to the debate on this bill, mainly 
focusing on stamp duty on motor vehicles.  Before I do I would like to talk about what happened here last 
Thursday night with the 175th anniversary of the Legislative Council.  This chamber was used for a debate.  It is 
a shame a lot of members could not make it, but I am pretty sure it was recorded and is available through the 
Parliamentary Library.  It is well worth looking at, especially for new members.  I learnt a lot about the 
parliamentary process and what the Council did many years ago.  There was a debate encompassing the 
experience over 30 years of four Presidents of the Council about whether the upper house should continue in its 
present form or should go.  It was a great debate and I encourage all members to have a look at it.  It was a great 
night and, as I said, as a new member I got a lot out of it; I learnt quite a bit.  I guess a lot of members in this 
place regarded it as an anniversary of the Council, but the debate was well and truly worthwhile and I 
recommend it to members. 

A number of issues came out of the budget, and the member for Vasse has highlighted stamp duty on housing.  
However, I feel the motor vehicle industry is another area that has been let down by this government in terms of 
promises made and what was received.  The motor industry donates a lot of vehicles to sporting organisations, 
home help groups and those types of services.  Those organisations are given a car to use for a certain period of 
time and the motor vehicle dealers then take it back and give them another one.  In that process the organisation 
has to pay the stamp duty on the vehicle even though the vehicle remains within the organisation.  That is an 
issue the government could look at more favourably because those organisations are doing a great service for our 
community.  You, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams), will understand that in your district there will be a lot 
of services, such as Silver Chain, to whom car dealers are more than happy to donate a vehicle.  However, the 
cost of the stamp duty is a burden.   
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I will highlight the stamp duty on vehicles at present.  Compared with seven or eight years ago, the average 
Western Australian family is paying more for a new car.  Stamp duty has risen at a rate more than double that of 
inflation.  Currently in Western Australia, on a $30 000 motor vehicle, stamp duty is $1 500; after 1 July it will 
be $1 275, with a $13.80 transfer fee, a total of $1 288.80.  In New South Wales, the figure is $900; in Victoria, 
$750; in Queensland, $600; South Australia is closest to us but still cheaper at $1 140; in Tasmania and the 
Northern Territory the figure is $900.  They all have varying costs for the transfer fee.  Even though we have 
come down some $300 or $400 on a $30 000 motor vehicle, I think we could do a lot more for the industry.  We 
have spoken about having a boom economy, and it is great to have it, but not everyone in the state benefits.  I am 
sure members can probably relate to anyone who has been mowing their lawn for five or six years.  That 
person’s price has not gone up a great deal and in no way is he benefiting from a boom economy.  It is service 
industries like that that do not necessarily benefit from a boom. 

The point I wanted to make tonight is that the motor vehicle industry is in a similar sort of situation.  It was 
hoping for some reduction in stamp duty and it received, as industry members explained it to me, a token 
gesture.  The government could have done a lot more to help.  I wanted to put those points on the record tonight. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [8.54 pm]:  I thank members of the opposition for their support for 
the legislation.  Nevertheless, they raised a number of points that I would like to respond to.  The Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition asserted that the state government had no desire for tax reform.  Since 2001, this government 
has rewritten every single piece of state tax legislation that has existed in this state, except for one piece, the 
Stamp Act, which we are in the process of rewriting using the information that is flowing from the state tax 
review.  As part of the process of rewriting every single piece of taxation legislation, we introduced, by 
consensus, 46 measures to improve the state’s tax system flowing from the predecessor to the state tax review, 
which was the business tax review.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition further asserted that we were not using 
this period of prosperity to set up the state’s tax system for the future.  That is not the case.  There have been five 
rounds of tax cuts since the extent of the state’s prosperity first became evident in 2004.  We have delivered 
$5.8 billion of tax relief as a result of those five rounds of tax cuts over the four years since then and we will 
deliver some $1.2 billion of tax cuts in the forthcoming financial year alone. 

There is a contradiction in the argument of those who say words to the effect that we have a historic or 
generational opportunity to change the tax system.  If we are going to change the tax system, we should do so on 
the basis that any change we make is sustainable in the future, when generational or historic events might no 
longer be applicable.  Making changes to the tax system and reducing tax rates has the same fiscal effect as 
increasing expenditure on recurrent services and should be dealt with in the same context of sustainability as 
would apply to any increases in recurrent expenditure. 

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition spoke a little about the timing of stamp duty exemptions for first home 
buyers.  The first point I make in regard to those remarks is that it was this government that first introduced 
stamp duty exemptions for first home buyers.  Those stamp duty exemptions were not available before the 
budget that I brought down in May 2004.  It was this government that began the practice of providing stamp duty 
exemptions for first home buyers.  There was some debate about the advisability of improving exemptions for 
first home buyers from stamp duty in the second half of last year.  The housing market was raging at that time.  I 
correctly advised the house, as I would now in hindsight if I were confronted with similar circumstances to those 
that occurred last year, that stamp duty exemptions at that time would have been capitalised into rapidly rising 
house prices, and the benefit would have gone to the sellers of those houses and to the real estate agents, who 
make commissions from such sales, rather than to the first home buyers.  It is now clear that the housing market 
has softened considerably.  It is therefore a much safer time to be improving stamp duty exemptions for first 
home buyers.  Although there is always a chance that tax benefits will be capitalised into rising house prices, 
there is less of a chance of that occurring now; therefore, there is more chance that real benefits will flow to first 
home buyers and will not be absorbed by others. 

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asserted that some comments that I made earlier this year had, in his 
words, “stalled the housing market”.  Rather too much emphasis is placed on the impact of stamp duty on 
demand in the housing market and rather too little emphasis on the impact of the actual price people are being 
asked to pay for the houses that they are interested in.  I will give members some figures for first home buyer 
participation in the market that belie the assertion that somehow my comments stalled the market.  Over the 
March quarter 2007, the number of first home owner applications averaged 954 per month.  That was below the 
average of 1 492 per month a year earlier, but not so far below what I think is justification for the market being 
stalled.   

Mr T. Buswell:  What were the figures again?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  For the March quarter 2007, 954 per month and for the March quarter 2006, 1 492 per 
month.  Interestingly, the number of first home owner grant applications in March was 1 020, the highest in four 
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months.  Yes, there was a decline in the number of first home owner grant applications.  Yes, there was a decline 
in the number of first home owners active in the market.  However, that is due to the state of the housing market 
and the rapid rise in housing prices that priced prospective first home owners out of the market.  In any case, a 
decline from 1 492 per month at the height of the housing boom to a more sedate 954 per month does not 
demonstrate a stalling of or panic in the market.   

As is any politician, I am required to participate in public debate.  If people say there should be a change to tax, I 
am required, as part of my role, to provide answers to those questions and comment.  It is ridiculous for people 
to make comments about the need for tax reductions and, when they get a sympathetic hearing that this matter 
will be considered further in the budget in a positive light, make assertions stupidly, as some sectors of the 
housing industry did, that those comments stalled the market.  The housing industry brought the debate on.  
What did it expect the Treasurer to say, having brought the debate on?  I absolutely reject its assertions as 
hypocritical and self-serving and, indeed, stupid in some particular cases.   

I come to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s comments on motor vehicle stamp duty.  It is important to 
recognise that Western Australia has the lowest annual costs of holding a motor vehicle of any of the states.  
However, our motor vehicle stamp duty is higher than other states, particularly for vehicles valued at above 
$20 000.  We did not seek to provide stamp duty relief for the purchase of high value motor vehicles in this 
budget package.  We deliberately targeted the purchase of family vehicles valued at between $20 000 and 
$50 000.   

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition commented on the introduction of this stamp duty relief in two tranches.  It 
is not unusual to phase in tax relief.  It is done routinely by the commonwealth government when it introduces 
changes to income tax.  It has been done by this government in the past.  For example, in a previous budget this 
government foreshadowed that it would abolish mortgage stamp duty in two tranches and, because of last year’s 
budget, the second half of mortgage duty will be abolished on 1 July 2008.  The commonwealth phases in tax 
relief.  The state has phased in tax relief in other circumstances and what this government is doing with motor 
vehicle tax relief is not unusual.  As far as I can recollect, there was a tax change at the beginning of 2005.  I 
may need to check that.  I am not able to provide that information at this time, but my memory tells me that there 
was a tax change on 1 January 2005.  I am prepared to correct that, if it is not true, when my advisers come in for 
the consideration in detail stage.   

I want to respond to a comment from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition about the list price arrangement for 
the payment of stamp duty on motor vehicles.  This arrangement was introduced at the request of the Motor 
Trade Association of Western Australia.  The Motor Trade Association was concerned that some confusion 
might arise about how the value of extra items in the motor vehicle package, such as air conditioning and 
accessories, might affect the price of the vehicle for the application of stamp duty.  To resolve the problem that 
there might be a difference of interpretation by the motor vehicle dealer who was arranging the documentation 
for the payment of stamp duty, and the Office of State Revenue when it later conducted an audit, the Motor 
Trade Association put forward the proposition that stamp duty be charged on the list price.  The Office of State 
Revenue and the government agreed to that proposition, and the legislation was changed accordingly.  I am 
aware that some customers who get a discount on the list price are aggrieved when they are required to pay 
stamp duty on the list price.  However, this change was made to make it easier to comply with, and administer, 
that state tax, and it was done at the request of the industry, as I have said. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Is the list price the price of the vehicle without any accessories? 

Mr T. Buswell:  It might be.  The dealers get from the manufacturers the list price of all the vehicles that they 
are selling.  You might buy a $50 000 vehicle.  In your case, it would probably be a $150 000 vehicle!  You 
might be able to negotiate a good deal and get that vehicle for $140 000, but you would still be required to pay 
stamp duty on the $150 000. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Typically, the list price for a vehicle would include the standard accessories for that model. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Just the standard, so anything additional, such as a global positioning system, would not be 
included?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us deal with this during consideration in detail, when I have experts to advise me, lest I 
be providing incorrect tax advice.   

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition went on to talk about land tax.  We have had this debate on numerous 
occasions.  We have calculated the tax relief in this budget on the same basis as tax relief has been calculated in 
every previous state budget.  We have calculated the value of the tax relief in the same way as the federal 
government calculates tax relief when it offers tax relief.  We apply the old scale to the expected circumstances 
for the forthcoming year, and we apply the new scale to the expected circumstances for the forthcoming year.  
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The tax relief is the difference between the effect of the old scale on the new circumstances, and the effect of the 
new scale on the new circumstances.   

I will provide some of the outcomes for a metropolitan property in which metropolitan region improvement tax 
is also payable.  The total saving on a $250 000 property is $525, or 100 per cent.  The total saving on a 
$500 000 property is $780, or 49 per cent.  The total saving on a $1 million property is $2 843, or 47 per cent.  
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition pointed out that particular properties may appreciate in value.  If they do, 
good luck to the owners for achieving an increase in the value of their investment.  I hope they enjoy that 
increase.  We have reduced the land tax payable on properties of a particular value.  The land tax payable in this 
state compares very favourably with the land tax payable in other states.  We have previously presented those 
figures to the house to illustrate just how much more favourable to property owners the Western Australian land 
tax system is compared with the land tax system that is applicable in other states.  On the stamp duty front, I 
have not claimed that there will be tax relief apart from tax relief for first home buyers.  Nevertheless, the lower 
level of activity in the housing market means that we will collect $272 million less stamp duty this forthcoming 
year than has been collected on our estimate for this financial year.  Of that $270 million decline, $80 million 
represents the estimated value of the first home owner stamp duty exemptions, meaning that approximately 
$190 million is a reduction in revenue owing to changed market conditions. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Treasurer, you said that last year, and it did not eventuate.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It may be that the housing market will perform more strongly than anticipated.  Two things 
are happening.  On one side of the equation, we have rising house prices that are eroding housing affordability 
and reducing effective demand.  On the other side, we have strong fundamentals; that is, a 2.1 per cent growth in 
population.  Workers are coming to Western Australia from overseas and interstate, and we are continuing to 
enjoy high levels of business investment.  I think the outcome will be a relatively soft landing for the housing 
market which, for our community, is a good outcome.  We will continue to work very hard to get more land onto 
the market to meet the demand that will eventuate from those strong economic fundamentals that I have been 
talking about.  
Mr T. Buswell:  Do you know how you could do that?  You could take over that portfolio.  Get Mr Marney to 
have a look at it.  I have a lot of confidence in him.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is a very provocative man.  He wants me to fight with 
my colleague.  I have a very well-respected, effective and formidable colleague in the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure.  I will not challenge her for that role.  

Mr T. Buswell:  Come on - knock her off!  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Member for Vasse!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I certainly will not take up the suggestion made by the member for Vasse.  

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to the State Tax Review Reference Group in very derisory terms.  
I say this: the state government has engaged in an unprecedented level of consultation on tax matters.  It is not 
usual practice for governments in this country to establish consultative committees and to go through a process 
of discussing the very sensitive issue of tax with a representative group of stakeholders.  The government has 
done that twice.  We did it with the business tax review and with the state tax review.  Not everyone has been 
able to get what they wanted from either of those reviews.  However, the reform is not yet over.  A lot of work 
done by the state tax review will be reflected in the re-write of the Stamp Act which, I hope, will be available for 
debate in the house later in the year.   

It is also worth pointing out that there will be subsequent budgets.  There is one more budget in this 
parliamentary term and, electors, party and caucus willing, there will be more budgets for this side of politics and 
for this Treasurer in the next parliamentary term.  In each of the budgets for which I have responsibility, we will 
examine the right balance between tax relief, funding for improvements to services, funding for infrastructure, 
and the requirement to pay fair wages to 100 000 public sector workers.  When we examine the correct balance 
between those four things, we will go on to examine the correct balance between the various state taxes.  We do 
not have access to the fairest and broadest based taxes, such as income tax and company tax.  As a state 
government, we are restricted to three relatively ugly taxes - payroll tax, stamp duty and land tax.  Nevertheless, 
we try to do our best with those relatively narrow and inefficient tax bases. 

It is worth remembering that, while we debate state taxes a lot in this house, state taxation raises only 31 per cent 
of the revenue the government needs to deliver the services and infrastructure that the people of Western 
Australia expect.  State tax amounts to about $5.5 billion a year in Western Australia, all of which is ultimately 
spent in Western Australia.  Commonwealth tax collection in Western Australia, on the other hand, amounts to 
$30 billion, and at least $5 billion of that $30 billion is not spent in Western Australia but is taken by the 
commonwealth and spent elsewhere.  Let us just remember that balance.  In its taxation, the commonwealth 
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takes out of Western Australia almost the same amount as the state government collects.  Whereas the state 
government spends everything it collects here in Western Australia, the commonwealth takes $5 billion and 
spends it elsewhere in the country.  That amounts to an effective subsidy of $2 442 from each Western 
Australian to the rest of the Federation.  We should spend as much time debating the $5 billion that the 
commonwealth collects here and spends elsewhere as we spend debating the $5.5 billion that the state 
government collects and spends here on health, education, law and order, disability services, environmental 
services, planning services and the infrastructure that this state needs for future service delivery. 

Mr T. Buswell:  What is your solution to that horizontal fiscal equalisation?  What is your strategy, or preferred 
model? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Western Australia joined together with New South Wales and Victoria some years ago in 
supporting an examination of the system by Ross Garnaut, who recommended a new approach that would be less 
punishing for states with good rates of economic growth.  Apart from the solutions that Garnaut recommended, 
other things could be done to ameliorate the difficulties this state is experiencing.  For example, within the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission calculation, insufficient weight is placed on the cost of promoting and 
supporting economic growth.  The benefits of our economic growth are equalised away, but not the costs 
associated with promoting and supporting that growth.  Thirdly, as a community and a state, with the 
government, opposition and business all working together, we can press the commonwealth to directly invest in 
Western Australia’s infrastructure.  The commonwealth spends $237 per capita on infrastructure investment; we 
spend more than $2 200 per capita on infrastructure investment.  There is therefore clearly scope for the 
commonwealth to increase its level of direct commonwealth investment.  I will, since we are on the topic, quietly 
make a political point.  Kevin Rudd has promised that a federal Labor government would devote 25 per cent of 
the Gorgon petroleum resource rent tax revenue to a Western Australian infrastructure fund.  That would amount 
to about $100 million a year over a 30-year period.  That is a very good promise. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  What effect would that have on our grants? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is a very good question from the member for Kalgoorlie.  Kevin Rudd and Lindsay 
Tanner, the opposition finance spokesperson, have promised that that funding would be quarantined from 
Commonwealth Grants Commission considerations. 

Mr T. Buswell:  What about the impact of that funding on other planned infrastructure expenditure, which was 
going to happen anyway, excluding grants?  The member for Kalgoorlie raised a good point, and I accept the 
Treasurer’s answer, but is it not an argument that projects that may have been built will be built anyway, with no 
additional funding? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think it is an excellent promise, in particular, as they have said, the aspect that it will be 
quarantined from Commonwealth Grants Commission funding.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is arguing 
that they might reduce other funding for Western Australia. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Are they committed to that? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There is not much to reduce; that is the problem. 

Mr T. Buswell:  They haven’t committed to that, then? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  They have made a genuine commitment in good faith to a Western Australian infrastructure 
fund.  How future budgets work out is obviously - 

Mr T. Buswell:  How much have they committed every year then, over and above the money that goes into the 
infrastructure fund? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  They have committed to a special additional contribution to Western Australian 
infrastructure through reserving 25 per cent of the Gorgon royalties, quarantined from the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission.  It is a pretty good offer, and I would like to see John Howard’s coalition make a similar 
offer to Western Australia. 

There is one other comment I want to make, as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition did draw me into what other 
means there might be of resolving this problem with state taxation.  I draw attention to some of the 
recommendations that arose from the state tax review: a state income tax, an increase in the goods and services 
tax, and a new labour services tax.  The chairman of the reference committee was critical of what he called a lack 
of visionary reform.  However, what he meant was that the state government would not contemplate a state 
income tax, would not contemplate an increase in the GST, and would not contemplate a new labour services 
tax.  He was recommending that those matters be considered to allow for reductions in some of the other taxes 
levied by the state.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition can support visionary reform if he likes, but he needs 
to do so on the understanding that the visionary reform that was temporarily placed on the table was a state 
income tax, an increase in the GST, and a labour services tax.  If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition would like 
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to write a policy with those three elements and put it to the people at the next election, I would be delighted for 
him to undertake that course of action. 

Mr T. Buswell:  I did not say that, and the Treasurer knows it.  Can I ask another question?  As part of the 
reform of the federal-state fiscal relationship, do you think that at some stage a state-based income tax would be 
one of those things that would be put on the table for discussion in the totality of the reform agenda? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  From my experience of commonwealth-state relations, I very much doubt that anyone would 
put that on the agenda, although some people in the state tax review sought to do that.   

I think I have made all the general remarks that I should make.  This is enabling legislation for $2.1 billion worth 
of tax relief over the next four years, with $433 million worth of tax relief in the next financial year.  I am very 
pleased, despite some critical comments that members opposite have made, that the opposition will be 
supporting this legislation. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill (Revenue Laws Amendment (Taxation) Bill 2007) read a second time. 
 


