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REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT (TAXATION) BILL 2007 
Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed.  
Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Mr Acting Speaker, I seek some guidance.  Earlier today I was under the impression that 
this bill was coming on tomorrow.  Unfortunately, I was unable to get a minor amendment put on the notice 
paper. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  You can move one now.   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I move - 

Page 2, line 21 - To delete “1 January 2009” and substitute - 

1 July 2008 
This commencement clause is the part of the bill that will impose the second tranche of reform to motor vehicle 
stamp duty relief.  As I highlighted in my speech on the second reading, the Treasurer has effectively said - 
unfortunately, my notes have disappeared to Hansard but that is okay - that he will give a bit of stamp duty relief 
to motor vehicle owners in Western Australia from 1 July, and he will then give a bit more on 1 January 2009.  
As the member for Roe said, why do we have to wait 18 months for the second wave of this reform to bite?  We 
are not looking at a particularly expensive component of the Treasurer’s tax reform package, if I could call it 
that.  I understand that raising the threshold by $5 000 will cost $27 million, so it would be reasonable to assume 
that raising it by another $5 000 may result in a similar ballpark cost, without knowing exactly what that is.  This 
would not result in a major cut in government revenue, but it would provide a real meaningful benefit to motor 
vehicle purchasers in Western Australia.  For example, the budget papers indicate that purchasers of a $40 000 
motor vehicle currently pay $2 600 in stamp duty.  Under the Treasurer’s plan from 1 July, they will pay $2 300, 
and under his plan from 1 January 2009, 18 months later, they will get another $300 reduction.  Surely he could 
bring that forward by six months.  The total budget impact in the upcoming financial year will be absolutely nil.  
The amendment would bring forward these tax cuts by six months.  The reason I am keen to move this 
amendment is that this will test the Treasurer on whether there is any political motivation behind delivering the 
tax cuts on 1 January.  As I have said, I have a sneaking suspicion that there is a political motivation in 
introducing the second wave of these tax cuts on 1 January 2009.  As I have said, it will be smack bang in the 
run-up to an election campaign.  I can just imagine the four-page newspaper advertisements in The West 
Australian.  We are seeing those advertisements now.  The other day there was a four-page advertisement telling 
me to turn off my lights when I go outside and not to leave my air conditioner on.  This is a bit of a test for the 
Treasurer.  I will be very interested to hear his response. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Of course it is easy for an opposition that does not need to take responsibility for debt, 
infrastructure or services to pretend to take an initiative on taxation.  It is the case that all these matters need to 
be considered together.  We need to consider taxes and tax relief, services and service improvements, 
infrastructure and infrastructure improvements, and public sector wages all together.  That is what is done in a 
budget; we do not take one item in isolation from another and make an ad hoc decision.  It is not unusual for 
taxation to be dealt with in a phased manner.  It is not unusual for taxation relief to be phased in.  Almost every 
commonwealth budget contains some staggering of taxation relief over forthcoming financial years.  It is the 
case that this government has engaged in phasing in taxation relief, as have previous state governments.  It is 
good that there will be a further increase in the thresholds to reduce motor vehicle stamp duty from 1 January 
2009.  It really is just a bit of a stunt for the opposition to move this amendment and pretend that it might be 
better on taxation than the state government.  The fact is that tax as a share of the state’s economy is lower on an 
average basis than tax as a share of other states’ economies.  In fact, on the basis of the analysis done at the time 
of the budget - some budgets have come down very recently, so it has not been updated - Western Australia’s 
taxation share of its economy across the forward estimates will be the lowest or the second lowest of all the 
states. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  What are you saying?  It will be the lowest or the second lowest? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It will be the lowest or the second lowest across every year in the budget and every year in 
the forward estimates. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  So, to the best of the knowledge that you have, Western Australia’s stamp duty rates in the 
forward estimates for 2009 will be lower than those of any of the other states.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No, Western Australia’s tax as a share of the WA economy will be either the lowest or the 
second lowest of all the states in every year of the forward estimates.  
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Dr J.M. Woollard:  What about this particular item?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Every state has a different constellation of state taxes, and that is why we must have some 
aggregate measure to make a comparison.  The aggregate measure I am using is tax as a share of the state’s 
economy.  
Mr T. Buswell:  Do you always use that measure?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  At the beginning of this parliamentary term, we changed the measure back to the measure 
Richard Court used for the coalition government.  We, of course, have a more powerful economy than do other 
states.  Our GDP per capita is about $58 000, whereas the national GDP per capita is $47 000.  By the way, when 
we came to power, our GDP per capita was about $40 000.  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer makes broad, sweeping statements about the affordability of this outrageous 
suggestion that the second wave of motor vehicle stamp duty relief should be brought back from 1 January 2009, 
in the middle of the election campaign, to the start of that financial year.  By my estimate, that will cost 
absolutely nothing in the coming financial year, or the next financial year, for that matter.  I take it that the cost 
in the subsequent financial year will be in the vicinity of an extra $11 million or $12 million on what is in the 
forward estimates.  I find it outrageous that the Treasurer claims that he must slug Western Australian motor 
vehicle purchasers for an extra six months because there will be a $12 million gaping black hole in the budget, 
which will send the state over the fiscal precipice!  I am surprised that he did not say it would cause the state to 
lose its AAA credit rating as part of the process and we would all be kaput!  That is, quite simply, not the case.  
The facts are that the Treasurer has been caught out.  He is playing politics with the provision of relief to 
Western Australian motor vehicle owners.  I make the point again: when this tax relief is announced in 2009, it 
will be accompanied by a suitably impressive advertising campaign; I will bet my left leg on it.  The Treasurer 
will not budge on it, because it is not about taxation reform; it is about playing politics with the hip pockets of 
Western Australian families, and, in this case, motor vehicle drivers.  It is a bit like the Treasurer’s approach to 
first home buyer stamp duty relief.  He was dragged kicking and screaming to provide relief.   
I want to make a quick point on interstate comparisons of taxation competitiveness.  We know all about stamp 
duty on motor vehicles, because we in Western Australia pay more than anyone else.  The Western Australian 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry - again, these are based on figures from 2006-07; certainly not on next 
year’s figures - conducted an analysis of taxation as a percentage of gross state product.  That analysis found that 
between 2001-02 and 2005-06, taxation as a percentage of GSP in Western Australia increased from 3.71 per 
cent to 4.29 per cent - an increase of 15 per cent.  In other words, taxation in Western Australia of GDP has 
trended steadily upwards over five years.  The weighted average for all other Australian states has trended down 
by three per cent over the same period.  Even on the measure of taxation as a percentage of gross state product, 
the state’s competitiveness is going backwards.  The Treasurer changed that measure.  Do we know why?  I will 
remind members: when the Treasurer was elected in 2001, he made the bold statement that the government 
would maintain the state’s tax competitiveness as a measure of taxation per capita.  That was his taxation 
compact with the people of this state.  Do we know why he changed tax to a percentage of GSP in the past year 
or two?  His figures were blown out of the water.  Taxation per capita in this state went through the roof.  We all 
knew that; it was there for everyone to see that Western Australians pay more in tax on a per capita basis than do 
people in any other state in Australia.  What did the Treasurer do?  He did not tackle the problem; he changed the 
measure and tried to mask the incredible growth in taxation by comparing it with the percentage of gross state 
product, which has been absolutely booming.  It is farcical.  Even the Commonwealth Grants Commission 
measure of taxation effort shows that the squeeze on taxpayers has grown at a far greater rate in this state than in 
any other state.  It does not matter what measure of taxation competitiveness we look at, things are not good in 
the state of Western Australia. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s not true. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is true. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You look at tax as a share of our economy, and we are low compared with other states.  We 
are the second lowest or the lowest. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  All I am saying is that the analysis conducted by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
of Western Australia showed that tax in this state is going up and tax in the other states is trending down, using 
that weighted average.  That is what I am saying.  Our position is progressively worsening.  I do not think this 
amendment is about a stunt; it is about trying to highlight to the house and, I hope, to the people of this state that 
the Treasurer is all about playing politics with their hard-earned money. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There is a psychological phenomenon called projection, which I think the Deputy Leader of 
the Opposition has just engaged in when he accuses me of playing politics with taxation and taxpayers’ money.  
There could be nothing more political than seeking to change the budget and to move an amendment such as 
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this.  The good thing is that I have locked in a further tax cut for motor vehicle stamp duty from 1 January 2009.  
The government could have left this matter on the backburner and decided to deal with it in the next budget.  I 
have not done that.  I have locked in the second phase of a tax cut for motor vehicle stamp duty in the budget in 
this legislation.  Is it not better to lock in a future tax cut than to leave it to discussions that might or might not be 
productive at the next budget, when there will be all sorts of pressures for additional expenditure on important 
facilities; for example, in Albany? 

Mr T. Buswell:  You haven’t locked it in.  You can change it with the stroke of a pen. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It has been locked in with this particular legislation.  It will go through this house, and I 
hope it will go through the other house, because I want people to get their $2.1 billion worth of tax relief.  The 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition should not overstate his case.  Tax as a share of our economy is below the 
weighted average of the other states, and is the lowest or the second lowest of all the states across the budget 
year and every year of the forward estimates.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should not also overstate the 
argument when he says that Western Australians are paying more tax than people in other states.  The per capita 
measure is not a good reflection of what an individual or a household actually pays.  Most state taxes are paid by 
business.  All payroll tax is paid by business.  All land tax is paid by people with commercial properties, except 
for those people who have holiday homes. 

Mr T. Buswell:  What about investment in residential property? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is commercial; that is a business. 

Mr G. Snook:  What about a holiday home on a block of land? 

Mr T. Buswell:  That is commercial, is it? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Yes.  If a person has a holiday home or a block of land, that is a commercial activity.  What I 
am saying is that all payroll tax is paid by business.  Most land tax is paid by business, and half of the stamp duty 
on property conveyances is paid by business.  People who invest in properties are engaged in a business activity.  
When we come down to what a householder pays, that householder pays stamp duty if he buys a house, he pays 
state tax if he buys a vehicle, and he pays state tax when he buys an insurance policy.  By and large, the majority 
of state taxation is paid by business.  It is wrong to try to imply that Rio Tinto’s taxation or BHP Billiton’s 
taxation is somehow what every Western Australian pays per capita.  Per capita is a measure of state taxation but 
it is not a reflection of what an individual household or an individual Western Australian citizen would pay in 
state taxation.  Most individuals and households paying taxes in their own right are paying commonwealth taxes 
through income tax.  The level of state tax they pay, unless they are buying a house or a car in that particular 
year, is relatively low compared with the level of commonwealth taxation they are paying. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Although the Treasurer said WA may have the second lowest tax threshold, where do 
we sit at the moment with stamp duty on motor vehicles in comparison with the other states?  Where do we sit 
now, where will we sit after the introduction of the first round, and where will we sit in 2009?  The member for 
Vasse has said he believes the schedule should be introduced six months earlier.  Although the Treasurer has said 
that will be in the lead up to the election, and health, education and law and order will be the key issues then, the 
motor vehicle industry will not be focusing on health, education and law and order.  It will be comparing what is 
happening in WA with what is happening in the other states.  Does the Treasurer have estimates from the other 
states?  How will we compare in July 2008, when the member for Vasse suggests the second schedule, item 13.2, 
should be introduced, and how will we sit if its introduction is left until January 2009? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I was trying to get some other information, so I hope I have got the member’s question right.  
Was she referring to what the level of taxation was likely to be in 2009? 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  How will we compare with the other states if this is introduced in July 2008 versus January 
2009?  It may not be the number one priority for the majority of the community but it could have a big impact on 
the motor vehicle industry if the second schedule is phased in in July 2008 or January 2009.  How will these 
rates for motor vehicle stamp duty compare with those in the other states? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the member is talking about taxation rates, our motor vehicle stamp duty taxation rates are 
higher than the other states for vehicles valued at above $20 000. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Now? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Now.  With this change, we will come back, but we still have a way to go.   

Dr J.M. Woollard:  So are we still going to be higher? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let me just give this information.  Members must bear with me while I get the information 
the member seeks.  What value vehicle is the member looking at? 
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Dr J.M. Woollard:  A middle-of-the-range vehicle valued at $40 000. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Stamp duty for a $40 000 vehicle in 2006-07 is $2 600, and in 2007-08 it will be $2 300.  
Once the change of 1 January 2009 comes into effect, it will be $2 000 in Western Australia.  It is $1 200 in New 
South Wales, $1 200 in Queensland, $1 540 in South Australia, and $1 600 in Tasmania. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  It still leaves Western Australia way higher than the other states. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I acknowledge that our motor vehicle stamp duty rates are higher than those in the other 
states.  These changes will still leave us higher than the other states I have just quoted.  The big advantage we 
have in Western Australia compared with the other states, is that we have the lowest compulsory motor vehicle 
third party insurance charges of all the states.  It is way below the other states. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  How much is that? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There is a table for that in budget paper No 3. 

Mr T. Buswell:  It is on page 64. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition informs me that it is on page 64, which I have just 
been handed.  The annual charges for motor vehicle licence fees and stamp duty for a Holden Commodore are 
$481 in Western Australian, $729 in New South Wales, $541 in Victoria, $595 in Queensland, $630 in South 
Australia, $546 in Tasmania, $806 in the Australian Capital Territory and $586 in the Northern Territory. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  One can mentally add up those figures.  Even bearing in mind the second figures the 
Treasurer quoted, Western Australia is still not in the same ball park as the other states. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  If members want to have a meeting, they can hold it 
outside. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The table on page 64 also takes into account stamp duty.  People do not pay stamp duty each 
year; it is paid when they buy a vehicle.  The table annualises the stamp duty, assuming that a person owns the 
vehicle for five years.  If that is done, the payment per year over five years, once we have passed the first tranche 
of these changes, is $820 in Western Australia, $935 in New South Wales, $713 in Victoria, $733 in Queensland, 
$893 in South Australia, $753 in Tasmania, $1 103 in the ACT and $793 in the Northern Territory. 

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am saying that the stamp duty is higher but the annual charges are lower.  If the stamp duty 
is annualised to get a comparison of the annual charges, we are in the middle of the bunch.  We are lower than 
some and higher than others. 
Mr T. Buswell:  In Western Australia, the stamp duty annualised over five years on a $34 500 Holden 
Commodore is $339.60.  Is that correct? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is correct. 
Mr T. Buswell:  The total stamp duty will be $339.60 multiplied by five years. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is how it would be done.   
Mr T. Buswell:  That is $1 698 in stamp duty.  If I take the Treasurer back one page to page 63, he will see it 
has stamp duty payable in savings on selected vehicles.  On a $35 000 vehicle, which is basically what we are 
looking at, the stamp duty is $2 013.  The amount of $1 698 is closer to it.  I am not sure that necessarily follows 
through.  It is only a little point.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The calculation is based on this bill being passed and the first tranche of the stamp duty 
reduction being introduced.  The new stamp duty figure quoted on a $35 000 vehicle is $1 750.  

Mr T. Buswell:  My apologies; I understand it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s rough calculation takes us to that equivalent figure.   

The member for Alfred Cove raised another question for which I can give a comparison.  In 2009-10, on the 
basis of the budget figures, our tax is expected to be 3.6 per cent of our economy.  At the same point, the 
weighted average for the other states is expected to be 4.45 per cent.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Treasurer, I was knocking out a couple of calculations on my calculator with the big 
buttons.  For the member for Alfred Cove’s information, I did a quick calculation of what would happen to the 
sum of our stamp duty plus all the other costs as at 1 January.  The figure is $820.79, which is basically the 
figure the Treasurer referred to.  That figure would be reduced because the stamp duty will drop a further $262, 
give or take, which is $52 a year across five years.  That amount will go from $820 to $768, which means that 
our relevant position will get better, but it will not change.  I thought I would share that with the member.   
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I have a couple of other points to raise with the Treasurer.  I am interested to hear the Treasurer’s attack on per 
capita taxation as a measure of taxation competitiveness.  It was the target that this government adopted when it 
was elected to government in 2001.  I find it incredibly ironic that the Treasurer would stand in this place and 
attack the use of taxation per capita when in 2001, in his election paraphernalia, of which I have large volumes -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We were an excellent opposition and you would be well advised to copy some of our tactics.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why does the Treasurer think I am talking about taxation per capita?  In 2001, it was a 
wonderful measure and the way forward.  The Treasurer actually said, “We commit to maintaining or improving 
our relevant position as measured by taxation per capita.”  The basic fact is that this government got shot out of 
the water and became the worst state, not the best, and it changed the measure.  The Treasurer should not reject 
taxation per capita as a measure of taxation competitiveness when he happily embraced it for five lovely years.  
He can keep trying, but I do not accept that line because it is political.   
My other point is that I am interested that the Treasurer now defines a mum and dad investor who decides to 
invest in residential property as a business.  I cannot see that they are a business.  They are not registered as a 
business and they do not trade in the normal way that a business trades.   

Mr G. Snook:  There are thousands of ordinary mums and dads. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  They do not pay the business rates of tax.  What they get is -  

Mr G. Snook:  Clobbered.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  They get clobbered and they can also offset some of their interest costs and other costs of 
holding an investment property for the purposes of their income tax.  However, they still pay income tax on a 
personal income tax scale.  I do not know how the Treasurer can say that they are a business.  It is not an 
accurate statement and the Treasurer would probably agree with me.  It is not a major point.  When I go to the 
land tax rally next year and say, “You are businesses and you can pass it on to your tenants,” they will be even 
happier with the Treasurer than they were this year.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  They will be very happy when we pass this bill and cut land tax.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer has not cut their land tax.  The reason they will be at that rally is that their 
land tax bill will be higher, on the same property.   
The final point I want to make is that one option that the state tax review talks about, interestingly, and one 
option that the Treasurer might like to consider, is raising the minimum threshold by $10 000.  The state tax 
review goes on to say that timing might be an issue.  The Treasurer has certainly grasped that point with great 
gusto.  The reason that we want to move the tax relief from 1 January 2009 to 1 July 2008 is to depoliticise the 
issue, because, as sure as eggs, the Treasurer will seek to politicise it.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I concede the point that investors in property are not running a business.  I have taken advice 
on that matter.  There is a definition of “business” that is particularly relevant from the point of view of the 
goods and services tax.  From the point of view of the Australian Taxation Office, people who have investment 
properties are not running a business when it comes to the application of the GST system.  Therefore, perhaps I 
have overstated my case on that matter.  The point I was trying to make is that business, properly defined, pays 
the overwhelming majority of state taxation, even though householders with investment properties and holiday 
homes pay a proportion of the land tax, and householders pay about half the stamp duty on property 
conveyances, and probably half the stamp duty on motor vehicles.  Therefore, it is a bit hard to make that 
judgement.  I will therefore give the Leader of the Opposition the minor point, if he will give me the major point, 
which is that business pays the overwhelming majority of state taxation.   

On a related point, a press release that I issued on 31 December 2004 states -  

From midnight tonight, thousands of businesses in Western Australia will start to benefit from the State 
Government’s decision to cut payroll tax. 

That payroll tax cut applied from 1 January 2005.  Therefore, I was correct in my memory that we had 
implemented a tax cut with effect from 1 January 2005.   

Mr T. Buswell:  The only conclusion I can draw from you and I debating these issues is that we need to spend 
more time out of this place!  It is starting to impact on us!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I would hate to think that anything to do with my life would be influenced by my having too 
much debate with the member for Vasse! 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -  
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Ayes (13) 

Mr T.R. Buswell Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr G.A. Woodhams  
Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Dr J.M. Woollard  

 

Noes (22) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr P. Papalia Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Ms M.M. Quirk Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr E.S. Ripper  

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr T.G. Stephens 
 Mr R.F. Johnson Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr C.J. Barnett Mr A.J. Carpenter 
 Mr M.J. Cowper Mrs D.J. Guise 
 Mr M.W. Trenorden Mrs M.H. Roberts 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 3 to 5 put and passed.   

Clause 6:  Section 38A inserted -  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Will the Treasurer expand on the definition of “aged care facility” and how it ties in with 
the commonwealth Aged Care Act?  I received an explanation the other day; however, I would like one from the 
Treasurer’s learned lips for the purposes of Hansard.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  An “aged care facility” is defined as a building used for the provision of aged care that has 
been certified under the commonwealth Aged Care Act 1997.  Under that act, approved providers seek 
certification as residential aged care service providers that are certified as able to access accommodation 
payments and are also eligible for Australian government funding supplements for concessional and assisted 
residents.  These premises would qualify for a land tax exemption under the current definition of land used for a 
retirement village if the Retirement Villages Act 1992 had been included in the contract between the owner and 
the resident.  However, aged care facility owners have found it confusing and an administrative burden having to 
comply with state and commonwealth laws when providing commonwealth-funded residential care and, 
therefore, in many cases have excluded the Retirement Villages Act from contracts and consequently are not 
eligible for a land tax exemption, although that eligibility was the original intent of the legislation.  The 
amendments provide an exemption from land tax for private aged care providers and it will maintain consistent 
treatment for private and not-for-profit aged care providers.  I hope that that satisfies the member’s request for 
information. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 7 to 13 put and passed.  
Clause 14:  Third Schedule amended -  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have a couple of quick questions relating to a topic I raised during my second reading 
contribution - the self-propelled caravan.  The self-propelled caravan, as it has been put to me, is what we might 
call a recreational vehicle, and what others might call a Winnebago, camper van or motor home.  I support the 
extension of stamp duty exemption to camper trailers and caravans; it brings us into line with what a lot of other 
states have done for some time.  Was any thought given to extending the exemption to those classes of vehicles?  
I notice that the Treasurer, in his second reading speech, commented about the tremendous impact this will have 
on intrastate tourism.  It is a fact that an increasingly large percentage of people choosing this style of 
accommodation or transport, especially but not only retirees, are using camper vans or recreational vehicles as 
opposed to caravans.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Caravan Industry Association of Western Australia recommended, in the state tax 
review, that stamp duty on caravans, camper trailers and motor homes be reduced to nil.  In the course of our 
investigations, it became apparent that other states do not offer the same stamp duty exemption for motor homes 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 12 June 2007] 

 p2837b-2845a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Acting Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper 

 [7] 

as they do for caravans.  We are seeking to come into line with other states and consequently we are not 
proposing to offer the stamp duty exemption for self-propelled caravans.  
Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  You still have to pay stamp duty on the car that is pulling the caravan.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I can see that there is a prospective Treasurer on the backbenches here who is better able 
than I to argue the case.  He has stated the point perfectly.  The propelling element of the travelling equipment is 
still charged for stamp duty.  In the course of developing this measure, we started applying the stamp duty 
exemption to caravans.  For ease of administration, camper trailers were included.  However, if we applied it to 
motorhomes, we would be out of line with other states and we would risk distorting the market by providing 
something in WA that is not available in other states. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have a bit of trouble swallowing the argument that the reason the Treasurer is not doing it 
is because other states do not do it.  Whoopy-do!  Other states for a long time did not charge stamp duty on 
caravans and we did.  The Treasurer did not rush to embrace his uniform approach to legislation for the 
treatment of caravans then.  He has done it this year, thankfully, and I think people will appreciate that, except 
my mother, who bought a caravan in March. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  She probably took advice from you! 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is neither here nor there, Treasurer. 
However, I cannot believe that the reason the Treasurer has not considered it is that it is not done in other states.  
I think there would have been a more detailed examination of the extension of the stamp duty exemption to 
motor homes than the Treasurer has alluded to.  My question is: was a more detailed analysis done, either as part 
of the budget development process or as part of the state tax review, in examining the extension of stamp duty 
relief to motor homes, rather than just saying that it is not done in other states and we are therefore not going to 
do it? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The matter was considered in the processes of the state tax review.  I cannot say that it was 
considered in the budget process.  What came forward to us in the budget process was the option of a stamp duty 
exemption for caravans.  The question of motor homes did not come to my attention in the budget process.  I am 
advised that it was included in the caravan industry’s submission and was considered in the state tax review 
process.  However, by the time it was dealt with, it surfaced in the state tax review final report as a dot point on 
page 14, which reads - 

Introducing a caravan exemption in Western Australia would match the treatment of caravans in most 
other States, and would be a relatively low cost measure. 

I can quite frankly say that I do not recall any discussion at a political level on whether motor homes should or 
should not be included.  That was obviously something that fell out of the recommendations in the state tax 
review before it came to the government. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have just one other question in relation to this clause.  In his second reading speech the 
Treasurer said that this particular clause “should be a boon to intrastate tourism”.  I am wondering whether the 
Treasurer can provide me with any analysis that he has conducted to support that statement, which is basically 
saying that the removal of transfers for camper trailers and caravans should be a boon to intrastate tourism.  I am 
just wondering what the rationale for that statement was at that time.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that no formal economic analysis supports that argument.  However, if we offer 
a stamp duty exemption for an expensive piece of equipment used mainly for intrastate tourism, it is fair enough 
to claim that it is an advantage for the domestic tourism industry.  In the previous budget, we offered a 
50 per cent land tax concession for caravan parks.  It is not the first time that we have supported the caravan 
element of the domestic tourism industry.  The Minister for Tourism was particularly supportive of the measure 
and reported favourably on the response from the tourism industry to the measure.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am interested to hear the Treasurer raise the issue of the 50 per cent concession for land 
tax on caravan parks.  The caravan parks in my electorate are often on quite expensive beachside land.  Despite 
the concession, their land tax bills still went up.  It is a major issue in coastal areas of Western Australia.  I have 
a real concern that if the Treasurer does not do something dramatic about land tax and shire rates on caravan 
parks - it will be the same in Albany and up and down the coast - the days when private caravan parks operate in 
coastal areas will be numbered in Western Australia.  It is a sad by-product of the increase in coastal land values.  
I am glad that the Treasurer brought the concession in, but that is a general concern that I have in my own 
electorate.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think it’s an important issue.  If market forces aren’t constrained, it could take us to the end 
of a lot of those caravan parks.  You are right in saying that.  There is one element that you didn’t mention and 
that’s the probability of dealing with it through planning and zoning controls.   
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, to a degree, although, generally, caravan parks are zoned tourism, so they can be 
bowled over and something else can be put there.  It is an issue that has to be looked at collectively.   

I want to make my second point.  Basically, the Treasurer said that the concession will be a boon to tourism 
because all those people will stop travelling interstate and buying caravans.  I think that is interesting. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I haven’t said that. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I know.  I am telling the Treasurer that that is why he may have been inclined to make that 
statement.  For years he denied that happened at all.  This should have happened a while ago.  It is in the 
legislation and we are supportive of it.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 15:  Schedule 4 amended -  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Proposed sections 1 and 2 talk about First Start.  These are the transitional provisions.  
Proposed section 2 is the transitional provision that has come from the Premier’s announcement that people who 
qualified for the First Start shared equity program would not pay stamp duty.  That was the surprise 
announcement of the Premier on 12 February.  I am pretty sure that it would have been a surprise to the 
Treasurer. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  It wasn’t a surprise to me. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Did the Treasurer talk about it the day before?  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  We talked about it before, not the day before. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Not long before.  Was it the morning of the day before? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Before the day before. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I think that was the time when the Premier went out to shake the hands of a certain couple - 
I think they had a child - who were on First Start and they thought they would be slugged with a stamp duty bill 
as well.  I understand the transitional arrangements.  It does raise a question about the provision of stamp duty 
exemptions for people who qualify for GoodStart.  GoodStart is a program set up under the Department of 
Housing and Works that enables people who are living in Homeswest homes to purchase a Homeswest home, 
not necessarily the one they are living in.  I think it is a good idea.  It normally involves shared equity.  These 
shared equity arrangements are a good idea.  They stop people being tenants of the state.  Has any consideration 
been given to providing stamp duty relief to people who are purchasing properties under GoodStart?  I 
understand that a subset of those people purchasing properties under GoodStart may qualify for the first home 
buyer exemption anyway.  The criteria for the GoodStart program basically mean that first home buyers would 
get the concession.  However, some people who buy homes under GoodStart may not necessarily be first home 
buyers.  Has any consideration been given to extending stamp duty relief to them?  As I understand it, if they 
qualify for GoodStart, they have to pay stamp duty. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  So far as I am aware, the member for Vasse is the only person who has raised this issue.  
There has not been consideration of exempting GoodStart participants from paying stamp duty.  Of course, if 
GoodStart purchasers are first home buyers, they are eligible for the stamp duty exemptions that are in this 
legislation.  I suspect, therefore, that the member is really talking about the period between 12 February and 
10 May. 

Mr T. Buswell:  There will be some people in GoodStart who are not first home buyers.  I understand the first 
home buyer issue.  I am interested in the treatment of people in GoodStart who are obviously stretched 
financially to buy a property.  Has any consideration been given to, or examination been done of, the number of 
people in GoodStart who pay stamp duty and giving them this type of concession?  It is separate from the 
exemption for first home buyers. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I understand the point that the member is making.  There has been no consideration that I am 
aware of in my portfolio.  It is possible that there may have been some consideration in the housing and works 
portfolio, with a view to putting that proposition to the Treasurer.  I could not confirm whether that has 
happened.  The people to whom the member has drawn attention as especially meritorious are not the only group 
of people who might be considered for special consideration.  For example, seniors have said to me, “I want to 
downsize and if I sell my house, it would be available for a family.  Please give me a stamp duty exemption on 
my proposed purchase of an apartment.”  I have been told about people who are starting again because they are 
divorced.  That usually has a difficult impact on people’s finances, and they would like the stamp duty 
exemption as well.  Apart from first home buyers, the state tax review considered that the best way to approach 
all those issues would be ultimately for a reduction in stamp duty rather than seeking to provide exemptions for 
more and more groups. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  I accept the statement and I support the thrust of the state tax review of not reducing the 
base and of delivering meaningful relief by changing thresholds and reducing rates.  The Treasurer will not get 
an argument from me about that.  I have had conversations with people in similar circumstances.  Obviously, I 
do not have the influence of the Treasurer, but I have put the same arguments.  I am not necessarily a supporter 
of targeted concessions across the stamp duty base.  In fact, one of the problems with land tax that has arisen is 
that the land tax base has reduced quite dramatically in the past five years as the bottom threshold has increased.  
We now have quite a narrow base of people paying the tax, and it creates difficulties and inequities.  I am not 
talking about a lot of people.  I can see that an argument could be mounted on an equity basis for people who 
qualify for the GoodStart program to get access to some form of stamp duty relief.  This is not a political point; it 
is just an interest of mine.  I think that shared equity programs are great.  There is also a shared equity program - 
I apologise for not knowing its name - that applies to Indigenous people.  It might be a useful exercise for the 
Treasurer to consider looking at it.  It is his decision; it is a policy decision.  I just figured that in the context of 
the challenges that people have, be they Indigenous or non-Indigenous, who are in public housing trying to buy 
their own home, which is a commendable outcome, we should support that exemption as far as possible.  The 
Treasurer might just want to look at it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  My colleagues may think I am going soft, but I think the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
has raised an argument that is worth considering.  

Clause put and passed. 

Title put and passed.  
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr E.S. Ripper (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council. 

House adjourned at 10.31 pm 

__________ 
 
 


