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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 3) 2008 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 7 April. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [7.32 pm]: The Revenue Laws Amendment Bill (No. 3) 2008 
seeks to amend the land tax and metropolitan region improvement tax scales for the land tax year 2008-09. 
Members may recall that when we dealt with the 2008-09 budget, budget paper No. 3 set out a number of 
revenue relief measures that were introduced as part of that budget, including an intention to reduce the total tax 
collected from land tax and MRIT for this current financial year by about $120 million. That would obviously 
have flow-on effects over the forward estimates to $558 million over a four-year period. One of the things that 
needs to be recognised when we are debating this bill is that a fair bit of land is involved because we are dealing 
with land tax scales that are used as the basis of an assessment of the ownership of a property on 30 June 2008 
based on valuations that are conducted in August 2007. There is quite a lag time between when those matters are 
dealt with and what we are dealing with in the debate this evening. That was the intention at the time. 

As a consequence of the valuations being provided by the Valuer-General�I think it was estimated that property 
values would go up by about 30 per cent whereas the real increase ended up being 35 per cent�a decision 
needed to be made and the new government made it, which was to continue to hold the revenue that was 
collected out of the land tax and the MRIT. The revenue that was expected to be collected would be held at what 
was in the budget figure and the additional money that would have been collected at the scale that was originally 
set based on the valuations that had come in would be returned. As a consequence of that decision, there is a 
need to adjust the scales down. The end result is that the revenue that was predicted in the budget of 2008-09 
will be about the same. 

The interesting thing about this bill is that it is a retrospective bill in that, as I understand it, all the processes 
have already occurred and the assessments have already been sent out. If this bill is not passed by 14 May�I 
believe that it is required that it be given royal assent by 14 May�a range of new assessments would need to be 
issued to people, those people would pay that money and in this year�s budget, the government would seek to 
address that problem and people would be refunded the money. I do not think anyone would support that. I do 
not think anyone disagrees with the course that the government has taken whereby this year�s budget was based 
on a certain revenue to be collected from those two taxes and that amount should now be returned. It is a 
significant amount. It is somewhere in the order of $43 million. I note that in the parliamentary secretary�s 
second reading speech, the figure is quoted as $41 million but when I was briefed by the advisers, they said it 
was $43 million, with $37 million of that going to land tax and $6 million going to the metropolitan region 
improvement fund.  

It is a little ironic that we are seeking to pass a bill to reduce the tax scale because the valuations of properties 
exceeded what was predicted when the budget was being set, increasing by 35 per cent rather than 30 per cent. 
Yesterday and over the weekend there was a fair bit of media coverage, particularly yesterday, about the fact that 
over the past 12 months Perth property prices have reduced by about 10 per cent. When the government is 
casting its new budget, it will be interesting to see how it intends to deal with that matter and whether it intends 
to adjust the scales back up. It is an appropriate mechanism that we have whereby decisions are made, the 
Treasurer does it and it then comes back to Parliament for ratification. The bureaucracy that would be involved 
in doing it any other way�trying to get the decision made and put through Parliament first�would be quite 
complex.  

I flagged this next question to the advisers, so hopefully the parliamentary secretary will have the answer. When 
we were last in this chamber we were dealing with the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009. One of its 
components was the requirement of additional funding for refunds for tax purposes. I am interested to know 
whether there is a need to draw down on the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill as a result of money being 
refunded, not necessarily because of the decisions we are making in this legislation but as a result of people 
challenging their valuations. We are seeing a particularly volatile market in Western Australia and I imagine that 
a number of people are trying to work out what is going on. Last year they would have had a massive increase in 
their land tax assessment based on the valuation of their properties. If the average is 35 per cent, I suspect that 
some people probably would have had an increase in their valuation of between 50 to 100 per cent. The 
parliamentary secretary would remember that a couple of years ago land valuations along that strip between 
Dunsborough and Busselton shot through the roof. I know a number of people involved in tourism in that area. It 
was good to catch up with some of those people when I was the parliamentary secretary. I remember discussing 
the impact of land tax on their businesses. I am trying to think what the figure was. I think they required $10 per 
person per night from people who stayed at some of the accommodation because of the massive increases in the 
valuation of those properties. As a result, that led to some changes in the way land tax is calculated, particularly 
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for caravan parks. I understand that there is the capacity to help those people who were affected by what 
occurred in that area. I know that the parliamentary secretary would be well aware of that.  

I suspect that when those people received their massive increases in land tax assessment they would have said, 
�Hang on a minute, you have assessed my property at this value, but I have got a value from the local real estate 
and values have dropped by 10 per cent.�  
One of the problems in the Perth market is that a house that is valued at under $500 000 is selling, but for a 
house valued at over $500 000 it is very hard to determine what is the valuation because properties in that price 
bracket are not selling. People are not willing to discount their properties by significant amounts, but the reality 
is that there are no buyers in the market for their property at what was its valuation not so long ago. I accept that 
it makes matters dealing with valuation of properties a very difficult and complex area. This year we are 
providing for the scale to be set at a lesser figure because of the increase over and above what had been expected 
in the casting of this financial year�s budget. Now we have to try to determine whether next financial year it will 
go in the other direction. That is a challenge for this government.  
I am interested to know from the parliamentary secretary what has been the impact. Are a number of people 
challenging the valuations that have been set? Have they been successful in their challenges to the valuations and 
has that led to any money being refunded? I understand the money would most likely be refunded through the 
Treasurer�s advance. If there is another avenue through which that money will be refunded, I look forward to the 
parliamentary secretary advising us accordingly. Hopefully he is able to do that because I indicated to the 
advisers in my briefing that I would be asking that question.  

This is an interesting bill to be passing when next financial year�s budget will be brought down in just over a 
week. I have no doubt that all members in this chamber will be waiting with interest and in anticipation, as we 
debated in the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill, to find out whether the state�s finances have declined 
significantly from when the decision was made by cabinet on 14 November to provide for the tax collected to 
remain at the same level that was predicted in the 2008-09 budget.  

In a week and a half members will see one of the most interesting budgets that has been handed down in this 
Parliament. There has been a massive turnaround. However, the budget will show not only a turnaround in the 
drop in revenue, which has been discussed previously in this chamber, but also record levels of increases in 
expenditure by this government. It is unsustainable, and everybody knows that.  
When the budget is handed down the opposition will be considering whether the solution is to cut and plunder 
some of the expenditure side or rapidly ramp up the income side. Those people who will be waiting for the 
outcome of this bill, although because of the time lag they have probably already received their assessment and 
probably paid it, will find that they will receive a discount this financial year but next financial year they will be 
faced with a massive increase. It will be interesting to find out whether the budget provides for the sustainability 
of the project.  
It was evident in a debate earlier today that there is nobody in this chamber who seriously accepts that the 
government is considering the construction of the Ellenbrook railway line; it is considering a study to justify not 
building the Ellenbrook railway line and to determine what is the alternative method of providing public 
transport to Ellenbrook.  
Tonight this house will be passing a bill that does not retrospectively approve a reduction in land tax scales that 
occurred this financial year. However, next week we might find out that a bill will be introduced that will do the 
exact opposite; that is, to significantly increase the land tax and metropolitan region improvement fund because 
of the need to fund the unsustainable expenditure by this government. The result will be that election 
commitments will be ditched. For example, a massive increase in taxation will be a breach of an election 
commitment. That is the challenge for this government. The government made promises and commitments and 
led everybody to believe that it would reduce taxation. I suspect that the government will argue that this bill is 
about a reduction in taxation when, in fact, it is about ensuring that the tax that was to be collected in land tax as 
part of this year�s budget is the actual amount that is collected. With new legislation being introduced within a 
week or so of passing this bill, there is a fair degree of irony in what we are doing. I suspect that in the not-too-
distant future we will be debating legislation in which the tax scales have been ramped up by who knows what 
amount.  
The Premier said that we will not go into deficit budgets. There are only two ways by which that would happen; 
that is, by massive cuts in expenditure or massive increases in taxation and other revenue measures. The Liberal 
government put itself in a position whereby it made promises and commitments that are completely and utterly 
unsustainable. It will be a great challenge for the parliamentary secretary.  
I know that the parliamentary secretary was a teacher at Busselton Senior High School when the Treasurer 
attended that school. I do not know whether he was his maths teacher.  
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Hon Barry House: No.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the maths he uses in the budget indicates a bit of creative accounting, I am sure the 
parliamentary secretary will not have to take responsibility for that decision.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: He was a star in economics. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: We are continually told that.  
Hon Peter Collier: He was my teacher at Eastern Goldfields Senior High School.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That explains everything and now we understand it all. The mystery has been unfolded. 
I have good friends who were taught by Hon Barry House. He did not affect all his students like he affected 
Hon Peter Collier. Over the years I have come across a number of people who have been taught by Hon Barry 
House.  
Hon Barry House: She has done well for herself.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Which one of my many friends who were taught by Hon Barry House are we talking 
about? There have been a few over the years. He taught a few students. Does Hon Barry House know who the 
Treasurer�s maths teacher was? When we get the creative accounting, does he know who we should go to if the 
figures do not add up? I suspect that we will see delivered a budget in which creative accounting has been used. 
We will probably find that the outcomes predicted for this financial year will be in the budget. However, we all 
know that those budget figures will be exceeded. The government will probably get around that by saying that it 
told the agencies that they must come in on budget. We all know that it will be impossible for agencies such as 
health to come in on budget. I guess I am straying a bit from the topic �  
Hon Norman Moore: I thought this debate was about land tax! 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is, but the Leader of the House would know very well that when we are talking about 
revenue bills and matters such as land tax, we need to put that debate into context. We are living in very 
interesting times. This bill is seeking to ensure that the amount of land tax revenue that was estimated in the 
2008-09 budget will remain at that amount. That is despite the fact that property prices increased by an average 
of 35 per cent during that period rather than by the 30 per cent that had been estimated by the Valuer-General. 
We now know, as a result of the media reports yesterday, that property prices across Perth, and I suspect also in 
some parts of regional Western Australia, have dropped significantly. Anyone who has followed property prices 
in mining towns such as Kalgoorlie will be aware of the cyclical nature of the property prices in those towns. 
Property prices in the north west of this state have been significantly high for a considerable time. I have no 
doubt that the growth that is occurring in Port Hedland and the Burrup will continue for some time. However, 
many of the investment decisions that were made by the private sector in the past two or three years and that are 
now being implemented will start to tail off in a year or two. I suspect that when that pressure comes out of the 
market in places such as Karratha and Port Hedland, there will be a dramatic drop in property prices. I hope that 
the people who have invested in those areas will have the capacity to withstand that drop, because it is important 
to ensure a sustainable future for those towns. We all know that it is the construction phase that creates the most 
jobs in mining towns. Up to 3 000 people may be employed during the construction phase, but only 300 or 400 
people may gain ongoing employment after the completion of construction. The issue in those towns will be to 
maintain the level of construction and thereby sustain property prices.  
It is very appropriate that we are talking about this tonight, because a tourism industry function is currently 
taking place in the courtyard. One issue that was raised with me at that function is that the tourism industry has 
the potential to become the saviour of these towns by providing ongoing economic impetus and picking up some 
of the slack that has been lost in the mining industry, particularly in the north west. The tourism industry could 
play an important role in providing some degree of ongoing economic activity in some of these towns. Just to 
give Ravensthorpe a bit of a plug, I hope the government will do whatever it can to ensure that BHP Billiton 
makes available to the tourism industry its village in Ravensthorpe. That will provide some economic activity in 
that town and help prop up land prices a bit from where they might otherwise be. It will be interesting to see the 
land tax assessments for properties in Hopetoun and Ravensthorpe. One of the difficulties is that there is a lag 
time in implementing valuations. Even though we know that the market value of many of those properties has 
fallen away, the Valuer-General may not yet have sufficient sales history to enable him to set new valuations for 
those properties. I suspect that many of the property owners in those towns will be very unhappy when they 
receive their land tax assessment, because their assessment will show that their property is worth X dollars, when 
it is not worth anything like that amount.  
That is why I am keen to get an answer from the parliamentary secretary about the number of refunds that have 
been made this financial year. I know that the number of refunds is not large. However, it will be interesting to 
know how many people have challenged their land tax assessments and have been successful and received a 
refund over and above what is proposed in this bill. It will also be interesting to know how that will affect the 
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revenue that was expected to be collected in the 2008-09 budget, which was handed down on 8 May but was 
passed in this house probably close to 30 June.  
With those comments, the opposition has no problem with supporting this bill. The purpose of this bill is to 
ratify actions that have already been taken. Hopefully this bill will get through the Parliament in time for royal 
assent by 14 May so that a massive administrative burden is not placed on people for no real benefit. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [7.56 pm]: The Greens (WA) will not be supporting the Revenue 
Laws Amendment Bill (No. 3) 2008. The purpose of this bill is to amend the land tax and metropolitan region 
improvement tax scales for the land tax year 2008-09. The current legislated scales for 2008-09 were introduced 
in the 2008-09 budget and passed by the Parliament in the Revenue Laws Amendment Act on 19 June 2008. At 
the time of the 2008-09 budget it was estimated that unimproved land values would increase by an average of 
30 per cent during the 2008-09 year. The Valuer-General has since advised that the increase will be 35 per cent. 
This difference would, but for this bill, result in an unbudgeted increase in government revenue of $41 million, 
or seven per cent, for the 2008-09 period. The government says it has made a commitment in its tax reform and 
reduction strategy to return windfall tax revenue to taxpayers. This particular part of the strategy was announced 
on 21 October 2008. We recognise that this bill relates just to the rates for land tax for a particular year. 
However, it effectively raises for discussion the whole question of land tax. The starting point for land tax is that 
it is paid on the aggregated unimproved value of taxable land. However, there are many exemptions to, and 
concessions from, this original starting position. Land tax is not charged on the principal place of residence. That 
suggests that land tax is effectively a tax on income-producing properties, with the percentage tax rate increasing 
as the value of the underlying property increases. We have no problem with that. However, we do have a 
problem with the fact that not all income-producing properties are included within the net of this tax. We 
continue to oppose the idea that investment houses are charged land tax, whereas mining land and agricultural 
lands are exempt from land tax. It is inequitable and anachronistic to give special concessions for particular land 
uses without a compelling public interest driver behind that principle. We note, however, that exemptions are 
granted for land owned by charitable organisations, public hospitals and universities, etc cetera, provided the 
land in question is not being leased out to business tenants.  

Again we have no problem with those exemptions. However I take this opportunity to flag our continuing 
concerns with land tax exemptions for religious bodies. If a religious body is doing charitable community work 
from a piece of land, it makes sense for that land to be treated the same as land owned by a non-religious 
charitable organisation. However, the idea that land might be exempt from a tax just because it is owned by a 
religious group does not make any sense if the goal is to have a proper separation between church and state, for 
example, which should be the goal of Parliament. We therefore question that differentiation. 

Hon Ken Travers: Would you include community housing then as not exempt from land tax? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It should be exempt if it is for a charitable purpose. 

Hon Ken Travers: In fairness, isn�t the church a charitable purpose? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It depends. 

The Greens (WA) acknowledge that the Gallop government changed the law such that from 1 July 2004 land 
held under an approved conservation covenant was exempt from land tax. We also acknowledge that the 
Carpenter government legislated in 2006 for land tax exemptions for parents, grandparents or siblings who 
provided independent accommodation for relatives with disabilities. 

I come back to the conservation covenant issue. Land that is to be protected for conservation purposes is now tax 
exempt. That is a good thing, but we need to look at the issue more closely. The exemption is only for approved 
conservation covenants, and that is too narrow an approach. I would go further and suggest that privately owned 
native vegetation should not be subject to land tax unless it is being used for income-generating purposes. This is 
an argument that even hard-headed economics advocates should support. Why should something be taxed if it is 
not used to generate income? That should be the rationale behind this tax approach. If what we are seeking to tax 
instead is property ownership itself, surely that is the role of the federal capital gains tax system. 

To comment on the metropolitan region improvement tax specifically, we acknowledge that this bill relates only 
to the MRIT rates, but it effectively raises for discussion the concept of an MRIT. The first thing to note about an 
MRIT is that it is effectively a tax on income-producing properties because it is subject to the same exemptions 
and concessions as land tax, although it is applied at one rate above a single land value threshold. An MRIT is 
levied upon the unimproved land that is both liable for land tax and located within the boundaries of the 
metropolitan region. The MRIT is hypothecated to a trust fund for expenditure by the Western Australian 
Planning Commission on road reserves, parks and recreation areas. My question to the parliamentary secretary is 
whether this trust fund is being used to acquire or at least manage Bush Forever sites. If I had a little more time I 
would have done more research in this area, because the issue that I have been well aware of for many years now 
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is that the proportion of the metropolitan region improvement tax that is allocated to purchasing and managing 
Bush Forever sites is wholly inadequate to achieve the Bush Forever program. 

To get back to this bill, I understand it is quite normal for the government to adjust the tax rates when 
government modelling shows that tax revenue will exceed the forward estimates. However, we are talking here 
about a second adjustment relating to the same tax year. I understand that it is almost without precedent, and 
indeed has happened only once before. Given this debate about what land tax is and how it is levied, is this really 
a windfall? Perhaps the minister can address that question. It seems to me that nothing extraordinary has 
happened here. Property prices have gone up, the capacity to rent out those properties has improved, and the tax 
on those properties has thereby increased. That is as it should be, and the government is not benefiting from a 
windfall. 

I would like to ask the parliamentary secretary, to get it on the record, how the process for land tax assessments 
usually works. I have a reasonable understanding but I think we need to put it on the record. In particular the 
house needs to understand how the revenue from the 2008-09 land tax and the MRIT is spiking even though in 
the second half of 2008-09 land prices are falling. I think that was the point the previous speaker was making. 
Given that those land prices are falling, it seems to me that government revenues will eventually fall when the 
land tax assessments catch up. We are therefore headed for a revenue drop ultimately. I ask the minister why we 
are reducing government revenue now when basically there is a bleak future ahead of us.  

There might be an argument that some sectors of the community would be entitled to a three per cent reduction 
in fees and charges, given that the state government is also reducing its expenditure across the board by 
three per cent, but why in this scenario is it considered good policy to give specific sectors of the community�
notably developers and those with investment properties�discounts of seven per cent? For those reasons, the 
Greens will not support the bill because we think it is disproportionately rewarding that sector and does not in 
fact deal with the principle that the government claims it is dealing with�that is, that the government not benefit 
from a windfall�because we do not actually identify this situation to be a windfall; it is in effect a fluctuation in 
conditions. 

Because of the variations in statute power, or the Henry VIII clause, the commissioner has been able since 
November 2008 to rely on a notice that this bill seeks to stop the clause from lapsing; the Henry VIII clause 
requires the relevant legislation to come to Parliament by 14 May 2009. I will comment later about Henry VIII 
clauses. However, for now I ask, given the now impending deadline for this bill, why it could not have been 
brought on, for example, at the beginning of March this year. Why has it taken so long to get to the house? 

In order not to take up too much time of the house on this bill, I also refer members back to the contribution to 
the debate on the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2008, which was a contribution by my colleague Hon Paul 
Llewellyn on 19 June 2008. In short, my colleague observed that reductions in the MRIT�the same point can be 
made about land tax�have very little impact on housing affordability, but they do reduce the capacity to manage 
our vital urban bushland. I agree with Hon Paul Llewellyn that such reductions let the state government off the 
hook in this area and put more pressure on already stretched local governments. 

In regard to Henry VIII clauses, it might be interesting for some members of the chamber to discuss whether it 
has been appropriate to use a Henry VIII clause to implement these tax reductions in this case, or whether such 
powers are ever appropriate. I do not believe that is a debate that we want to extend this evening, but we did 
cover that ground in debate on the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2008. We said then that the Parliament 
should be extremely suspicious of such clauses, but ultimately we agreed on introducing enough accountability 
mechanisms to find that particular clause acceptable. I acknowledge the contribution of Hon George Cash in 
particular in this debate. With those comments I indicate that the Greens will not support this bill. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West � Parliamentary Secretary) [8.08 pm] � in reply: I thank members for 
their contributions, and support in some cases. At the outset I want to clarify that when the Treasurer was a 
student at the school I was teaching at I did not teach maths or economics; I was in a different role as the youth 
education officer. Perhaps I had more to do with his social conscience and community contribution than I had to 
do with his maths and economics. However, that is by the bye.  

Hon Ken Travers: Are you claiming credit for his social behaviour now? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE: I am not taking credit or blame for anything.  

As members have said, this has been classified as a windfall in the order of $41 million to $43 million on the 
estimates for the 2008-09 land tax assessments. Upon the change of government on 6 September 2008, the new 
Liberal-National government could have pocketed that extra $40-odd million as an unaccounted, unestimated 
windfall. Members have made the point that the figure was an estimate, and it is usual to expect overs and 
unders. The new government made the decision to honour its election commitment that the excess money 
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collected would be returned in this financial year. The Treasurer was very keen to honour that election 
commitment. 
Hon Ken Travers: It might end up being the only one the government keeps!  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: Hon Ken Travers will see a 100 per cent commitment to the government�s election 
promises.  
As events have unfolded over recent months, if the Treasurer were making the same decision now he would have 
seen a few more holes in the budget where the estimates have come in well under the budget estimate figures of 
a year ago and he may not have been so keen to do that. Nevertheless, an election commitment was made and 
that is what this bill is all about.  

As has been pointed out, a commitment was made not to collect that money because of the differentials that had 
been exposed, and new scales were drawn up. This bill contains those new scales. Assessment notices were 
issued. The announcement had to come before the assessment notices were issued, and the assessment notices 
were issued on the scales contained in this bill; they were not issued on the scales contained in the 2008-09 
budget.  

The legislation has passed through the other place and it is now here. As has been pointed out, royal assent must 
be obtained before 14 May, otherwise the provision requiring that the bill is assented to within six months will 
render the bill null and void and new assessment notices will have to be issued. If that came to pass, the new 
assessment notices would be issued on the old scales, not the scales contained in this bill. That would mean quite 
an upheaval and a disruption for not only the public service, but also many people who pay land tax.  

In my response, I will attempt to address some of the issues raised by both Hon Ken Travers and Hon Giz 
Watson. Hon Ken Travers asked about the number of people lodging challenges and seeking refunds. I am told 
that those figures are kept by the Valuer-General, not the Department of Treasury and Finance. In that regard, I 
do not have access to those figures and I cannot provide them to the house tonight; however, I undertake to 
provide that information to the member.  

Hon Ken Travers: If they are successful, they must eventually get them.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: I guess they do. 

Hon Ken Travers: If they are successful, the land tax assessment would be known.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: When the actual figures are being collated by the Department of Treasury and Finance 
at the end of the year.  

Hon Ken Travers: If a land tax assessment has been made, and an appeal is made against the valuation and if 
the appeal is successful, surely DTF would know because the smaller amount of tax would be paid? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE: Yes. However, the appeal and challenge process is not handled by the Department of 
Treasury and Finance but by the Valuer-General. The Valuer-General then provides aggregated figures to the 
Department of Treasury and Finance. That is my understanding.  

Hon Ken Travers: Who issues the amended assessment? Is it the Valuer-General? This might be a reason to go 
into committee.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: That is a fair question that I can perhaps address in committee. As I understand it, the 
money is refunded through the Treasurer�s advance. The question asked by Hon Ken Travers relating to the 
breakdown of the past year�s revenue funds is important. The tax types were contained in the 2008-09 budget 
estimate and the 2008-09 revised budget estimate. When these figures were presented to the Treasurer, he made 
the decision that this action would be taken. The tax type, which is payroll tax, has not changed from the 
2008-09 budget estimate of $6 593 000 to the revised estimate. The threshold for mortgages has not changed; it 
is $242 000 in both instances. Insurance has not changed, it is $475 000 in both instances. Land tax has not 
changed, it is $7 526 000 in both estimates. Other minor duties of $124 000 has not changed.  

The change was in the conveyance section: stamp duty and so on. The differential is between the 2008-09 budget 
estimate of $24 840 000 and the revised budget estimate of $99 840 000. The differential of $75 million came 
about in the conveyance section. As members can see from that table, the increase in funding for this item was 
due to an increase in conveyance duty refunds, and the allocation for land tax did not need to be increased. I 
hope that addresses the question asked by Hon Ken Travers.  

Hon Ken Travers: My understanding is that the figure may have gone up since the midyear review. Are you 
basing your response on the midyear review or on the Treasurer�s advance?  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: Those figures relate to the 2008-09 budget estimates and the 2008-09 midyear review.  
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Hon Ken Travers: My point is that since the midyear review of $900 million, the Treasurer�s advance became 
$1.2 billion, which included an increase in taxation figures.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: We can address those details more accurately during the committee stage.  

As for the future scales, if members are patient for another nine days when the new budget is brought down we 
will all find out.  

Hon Giz Watson raised a few questions, and I thank her for her contribution. She is right: certain exemptions 
exist for land tax for principal residences, and exemptions exist for mining and agricultural land for historical 
reasons, simply because they have been the major industries upon which this state has been built. Hon Giz 
Watson queried the difference between charitable interests and religious bodies and other bodies performing a 
similar function, and conservation covenants, and also raised questions on the Metropolitan Region Improvement 
Trust Fund and whether it was being used for the management of Bush Forever sites.  

I have some information to clarify these issues for the honourable member. Let us commence with the process of 
land tax assessment. Land tax is assessed annually by the Commissioner of State Revenue based on the 
aggregate unimproved value of taxable land owned at midnight on 30 June in the previous financial year. 
Assessment notices usually start being issued by the commissioner in September each year. However, they were 
delayed this year pending a decision being made by the new government to reduce the land tax and metropolitan 
region improvement tax scales. Land tax is due for payment on the forty-ninth day after the date of the 
assessment notice. The unimproved value of each land item is determined by the Valuer-General in accordance 
with section 18 of the Valuation of Land Act 1978. Section 20 of the Valuation of Land Act provides that a 
general valuation of the unimproved value of land comes into force on a day determined by the Valuer-General. 
Section 21 requires the Valuer-General to publish the making of the general valuation in the Government 
Gazette. This was published on 11 July 2008 in relation to the 2008-09 assessment year. The date of the 
valuation was 1 August 2007, and the Valuer-General determined that the valuations should come into force on 
30 June 2008. That is the broad framework. 

Turning to the subject of land owned by religious bodies, section 32 of the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002 
provides an exemption for land that is owned by, vested in or held in trust for a religious body and is in good 
faith reserved or used as a site for religious purposes, including a site for a church or chapel for public worship, 
for educational purposes or for the residence of a minister of the religious body. Use for any other purpose 
during an assessment year triggers the removal of the exemption for that assessment year and for up to four 
previous assessment years. It is rooted in history to a certain extent. Traditionally, these bodies performed the 
kind of functions the member is referring to, and they have been granted the exemption, and the line in the sand 
must be drawn somewhere. 

The member asked a question about conservation covenants. Section 41 of the Land Tax Assessment Act 
provides an exemption from land tax for land that is used solely or principally for the conservation of native 
vegetation, if the land is the subject of a conservation covenant. A conservation covenant is defined in the act as 
a covenant that restricts or prohibits certain activities on the land, is permanent and registered on the title to the 
land and is approved by the minister responsible for the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984. This 
exemption was implemented as part of the 2004-05 budget. The budget speech and other associated information 
made it clear that the exemption applies to land protected by conservation covenants issued by the then 
Department of Conservation and Land Management and the National Trust. This relates to an approved process 
under which it is recognised and acknowledged that the land has gone through an established process, has been 
recognised for its conservation value, and it is registered for that purpose. If we based it on self-assessment, I 
would venture to say that everybody levied with a land tax liability would claim some important conservation 
values for their land and be exempt. There must be a process that acknowledges whether that land is principally 
approved under a conservation covenant. 

Hon Giz Watson also referred to the amount of metropolitan region improvement tax that is used for Bush 
Forever. In general terms, revenue from the metropolitan region improvement tax is allocated to a trust fund for 
expenditure by the Western Australian Planning Commission on land acquisitions for road reserves, recreation 
areas and the Bush Forever program in the metropolitan area. It is specifically allocated to Bush Forever 
amongst other purposes. The WA Planning Commission has provided $100 million over 10 years for Bush 
Forever. This fund was established to purchase and manage specific areas of land that were not already reserved 
for parks and recreation under the metropolitan region scheme, in order to protect regionally significant remnant 
vegetation and biodiversity. During 2007-08, the WA Planning Commission acquired 11.5 hectares of Bush 
Forever areas at a cost of $1.5 million. Some examples of land purchases are: site 74, Pine Road, Bullsbrook; site 
125, Barrett Road, Southern River; and site 275, Mandurah Road, Baldivis. I am sure that the member will be 
aware that this is quite a bone of contention with regional planning schemes in the Peel and greater Bunbury 
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areas, outside of the metropolitan area, which do not collect the metropolitan region improvement tax. Therefore, 
there is no mechanism, unless it is by specific allocation, for purchase of properties identified for conservation 
purposes in those two schemes. That issue has developed over the past decade. As both those schemes are in my 
electorate, I know that there is a significant bone of contention, about, firstly, what is designated for conservation 
purposes in the first place, particularly on private property, and, secondly, the lack of means to purchase it 
through some mechanism. 

Hon Ken Travers asked about reassessments from objections to valuations. Refunds of past years� revenue relate 
to assessments raised prior to the 2008-09 assessment years. Where an objection is lodged to a current year 
assessment and refunded in 2008-09, the refund is offset against the current year�s collections, and the number of 
reassessments from this process need to be specifically extracted from other types of reassessments. This needs 
to be done using specific query tools. It has not been possible to extract the number of assessments, but this can 
be provided once sufficient time is available to extract the data. 
I think I have covered most of the areas I am able to. Hon Giz Watson asked whether this is a windfall, and that 
is a fair question, because there are always overs and unders in making predictions in the budgetary process. 
There are always estimates, and in this case one of the first things that the new Treasurer faced on coming into 
the job was an assessment provided to him by Treasury that there was an over-assessment of something like 
$40 million. We had just been through an election process in which we as a political party had expressed concern 
and questions about the level and amount of property taxes levied. In good times, when there was a property 
boom, it seemed to be a massive windfall for the government year after year. Faced with that decision 
immediately, to keep faith with an electorate that had just elected a new government, the Treasurer said that the 
government would not collect that money, because it would be a false assessment of the situation the 
government thought it was inheriting. The budget figures were brought back to the same amount as they would 
have been in the 2008-09 budget. There are several other areas in the budget that are different from what we 
thought we were inheriting, but they were mostly on the negative side.  
The estimates of the land tax clearly depend on the value of the properties and the volume of transactions�not 
so much with land tax but if the purposes of that land change. For instance, a person whose property became his 
principal residence would not pay land tax on it. There are some anomalies in the system, one of which was 
brought to my attention the other day. People in Dunsborough, who had an old home on a magnificent block 
right on the water, had their home demolished and a new home built on the understanding, 18 months ago, that it 
would take about 12 months to build the new home. It has already taken about 15 months and the chances are 
that they will not move into that new home before 30 June. Therein lies a problem because there is a two-year 
exemption for land tax on property that is used for residential purposes. If they do not reside in their new home 
by 30 June, they will be liable for land tax, which, on a full year�s assessment, could be something like $23 000. 
The property is also in the Treasurer�s electorate, so both of us are having a look at that to see � 

Hon Ken Travers: The only ones that can get things fixed these days!  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: It is because of circumstances outside the control of those people, such as delays to their 
builders and so on, that they have been caught in this situation. At least there should be a pro rata assessment if 
they move in, say, by the end of July. That is straying off the point just a little.  

The question was asked why it took so long for the bill to get to this house. We came to government on 
23 September 2008. I do not recall the exact date, but some time in October the decision was made to proceed 
with the new legislation and cabinet approval had to be obtained to draft it. Obviously, because it is a money bill, 
the legislation had to be introduced into the other house. The Assembly has its own priorities, including debating 
priorities, as we know. The bill came to this house on the last day of the last week of sitting, which was three 
weeks ago now. We are dealing with it in this house as expeditiously as we can. That is all that is within our 
control to do. I am sure that it has been pointed out to the Treasurer and other people that when there are real 
time lines involved with legislation, they must be adhered to and watched very closely.  

I hope that I have addressed some of the issues in assessing land tax. I thank members for their contributions 
and, if there are any further details required, perhaps I can help provide those to the house during the committee 
stage. I commend the bill to the house.  
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Ray Halligan) in the chair; Hon Barry House (Parliamentary 
Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title � 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was trying to indicate to the parliamentary secretary that I could have made my 
comments at the third reading stage, but now that we are in committee I will ask a very quick question. In the 
parliamentary secretary�s second reading speech, he gave some examples of what the land tax would have been 
on a $10 million property if this bill was not passed and also what the land tax would have been on a $10 million 
property if the even more significant reductions in the land tax scales that are contained in the midyear review 
were not applied. I know that this is an odd question to ask, but could the parliamentary secretary tell me what 
the land tax would have been on a $7 million property in each of those circumstances? 
Whilst that is being worked out, I will make a couple of quick comments just to speed up the processes. When I 
finish, the parliamentary secretary can give me the answer to my question. We often get told that the Greens 
(WA) and the Labor Party are one big, happy family and that we always agree. On most issues I find myself in a 
fair degree of agreement with Hon Giz Watson. I wish to place on the record the position that the Greens 
articulated tonight�correct me if I am wrong, Hon Giz Watson�that we should expand land tax to capture a 
range of purposes and that one of those included property that is held for religious purposes. I would like to think 
of myself as a spiritual person but not as someone who is involved in or committed to any form of organised 
religion. I do not agree with the Greens� position and it is worth placing on the record that I believe that would 
be the position of the Labor Party. I think the parliamentary secretary outlined that land held by churches for 
investment purposes would not be covered, but that the land held for religious or educational purposes would be. 
In many cases, houses for the use of priests or the like, if it were not for the way in which they operated, would 
probably be exempt as their primary place of residence anyway. In those circumstances it is absolutely and 
completely appropriate that religious organisations and churches are excluded. They are not set up for 
commercial purposes and they are fulfilling a role in our society. I extend those comments to the broad range of 
churches that we have in our community. They should be exempt. They all have a role to play. It would be a very 
sad and sorry day if we started charging land tax to those sorts of organisations. That is why I asked the question. 
There are a range of other groups that would not be expected to pay land tax. For instance, I would not expect 
community housing groups to pay land tax because they fulfil a very worthwhile and adequate purpose within 
our community. It is important to place that point on the record.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: The figure contained in the second reading speech for a $10 million property shows that 
land tax will fall by about 12 per cent from $143 425 to $125 810. The best figure we can provide by way of a 
very quick calculation for the land tax component of a $7 million property�this is not taking into account the 
metropolitan region improvement tax�is that it will fall from an estimated $72 850 to $68 430. With my very 
rough maths, that is something in the vicinity of five or six per cent. If the member wants the exact figure, we 
can respond in writing.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wanted to place on the record why the Labor Party supports this bill being passed and 
why it is not opposed to it. Someone who owned a $7 million property the year before would have realistically 
thought they would have been paying land tax of $70 000 or $80 000�I suspect they would have done their 
budgeting on the fact that properties have gone up by 30 per cent�adding somewhere in the order of another 
$50 000 to their land tax assessment anyway. They would have probably budgeted for that figure and expected to 
pay some of that but I suspect that, in some areas, properties may have gone up by more than 30 per cent. It is a 
significant jump.  

The land value of some of the businesses that we are talking about may be very high. We talked about some of 
those businesses along the strip between Dunsborough and Busselton that were hit in the past. They would have 
made their assessment on that basis. Even if they thought it may go up to $100 000 this year, they were already 
coping with it going up to $25 000, which is probably a fair chunk of their profits for that year. On top of that, if 
it goes up to even $133 000, which would have been the figure before the reductions that were contained in the 
existing budget, it is a significant jump. The owners of these businesses might be very land rich and have very 
valuable properties but they may have held and operated that same business and the same business model for a 
considerable time. 

I support the government�s decision to hold the land tax at the amount that was set within the budget. The total 
revenue that was collected was set there. That needs to be incorporated in the debate. When people say that they 
will not support this piece of legislation, they need to realise that when some people received their land tax 
assessment, it would have been a fair jump on what they had already budgeted for. Even if we look at figures 
from a regional area, we are probably talking about a difference of up to $50 000. As a result of the growth in 
land valuations over the past couple of years, some people probably accounted for it but that is still a significant 
jump. There is an argument about it being a windfall. I do not know that windfall is the right term but it is 
appropriate for us to be passing this legislation this evening and not obstructing the government as it tries to deal 
with businesses in a reasonable way. I doubt that we would have foreseen a 30 per cent average jump in 
valuations. That is probably the biggest jump that has occurred in quite a few years across the state. In the 
circumstances, it is reasonable to keep it at 30 per cent and not have it jump to 35 per cent.  
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Hon BARRY HOUSE: The figures relating to $7 million or $10 million properties are not unrealistic. They are 
real in terms of the properties that Hon Ken Travers is talking about. They are used for business purposes�
caravan parks, holiday chalets and so on. I would suggest that some of them are valued at well beyond 
$10 million. The member is right in saying that they would have been feeling very bruised about the prospect of 
the land tax they would have had to pay, and they are still feeling bruised. One of the major issues in land tax 
assessments is aggregation where people have a series of investment or business properties and have to pay the 
rate that applies to the aggregate value. 

Hon Ken Travers: Some of those people probably have a greater capacity to pay. It is the small, family owned 
business that has a valuable piece of land under an existing business model.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: The member fairly well summed it up. Having a 30 per cent jump was a hard enough 
pill to swallow, let alone an unanticipated 35 per cent jump. The only thing I can say is that in terms of volatility, 
property prices and various other financial situations, the past 12 months have probably been unprecedented in 
our lifetime. I would estimate that most of the people in this category would not be receiving any of the 
windfalls, using the same terminology, from Mr Rudd. It is only fair that they receive a bit of a windfall from 
Mr Barnett.  
Clause put and passed.  
Clauses 2 to 6 put and passed.  
Title put and passed.  

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

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Barry House (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed.  
 


