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RATES AND CHARGES (REBATES AND DEFERMENTS) AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with an amendment. 

Council’s Amendment - Consideration in Detail 

The amendment made by the Council was as follows - 

Clause 11, page 8, line 13 - To delete “7” and insert instead “5”. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I move - 

That the amendment made by the Council be agreed to. 

I regard the amendment as silly and unnecessary.  However, that is apparently why we have an upper house.  The 
amendment will not make a practical difference to the outcome.  The amendment changes the number of years 
for which a person will have to sign a contract for the location of a park home in a park home park from seven to 
five, if he is to be eligible for the rates concession.  The Office of State Revenue has consulted fairly widely on 
this matter, and it has reported to me that the minimum period for such a contract that it has found in its 
consultations is eight years.  To reduce the minimum period from seven to five years, when the actual minimum 
out there in the world is eight years, will not make a difference to the number of people eligible for the 
concession or to the government’s total payments, in budgetary terms, for concessions.  Consequently, although I 
regard the amendment as silly and unnecessary, I do not believe it will increase the government’s expenditure or 
widen the concession base in practice.  In the interests of the legislation going through and the concession being 
available from midnight tonight, I will support this house agreeing to the Legislative Council amendment. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I also support the amendment, particularly given that I made very similar noises about that 
clause in the bill when it was passing through this house.  I believe it is important that we in this place legislate 
for every eventuality.  The point that I made during the second reading and consideration in detail stages of the 
bill was that the requirement for somebody to first sign a seven-year lease in a caravan park before becoming 
eligible for the rebate or the concession was a particularly onerous requirement.  In fact, it may well have forced 
some people into signing leases at caravan parks for seven years, when their intention was to stay there for a 
much shorter time.  Although my personal view is that perhaps two years would be adequate to determine 
whether somebody is a permanent resident in a caravan park, the reduction from seven to five years is certainly a 
step in the right direction.  Therefore, it will have my support. 

I also mentioned during the second reading debate that these days many parents tend to follow their adult 
children around the place.  So as not to be a burden upon them, from time to time they end up staying in a 
caravan park on a permanent basis.  When I say “permanent”, I am talking about the duration of the stay being 
perhaps two, three, four or even five years.  To become eligible for that concession, under the government’s bill 
those people would have had to sign a caravan park lease for seven years.  If the family decided to move on 
within four or five years, the parents would be stuck with that seven-year lease in the caravan park, which I 
believe would be particularly inequitable.   

With those few words, I support the amendment that has come from the upper house.  I believe that a reduction 
from seven to five years is sensible.  As I said, my personal view is that we probably could have gone even 
further.  However, in the interests of expediency, I am happy to support this amendment.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
 


