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FIRST HOME OWNER GRANT AMENDMENT BILL 2017 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.07 pm]: For those members who were 
not here during the brief time that I spoke before question time, I had noted two important points. One was that no 
government likes to cut anything and only does it when it is absolutely required, especially in the area of home 
ownership. It is not something that we would do if we thought there would be wholesale carnage to the housing 
sector. I also made the point that the Leader of the Opposition’s maths does not add up, just like it did not add up 
for eight and a half long years while he was in government. The Leader of the Opposition said that $5 million 
a year would result in 2 000 jobs, that is $2 500 per job per year. Of course, tradesmen work for more than that. 
They deserve a lot more than that. That is how little the Liberal–National Parties know about jobs in 
Western Australia. That is why the housing market is like it is and that is why the population is declining like it is, 
especially in regional areas. The former government let 84 per cent of royalties for regions tenders to the city, the 
eastern states or overseas. It let 16 per cent of royalties for regions tenders in the regions. That is how much this — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: What percentage, member? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Under the previous government, 16 per cent of all royalties for regions tenders were let 
to regional-based businesses. That is appalling.  

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: And I think that should be fixed. 

I make the point that the figures of the opposition are all at sea on the important First Home Owner Grant 
Amendment Bill 2017, just like they were during eight years in government. 

I apologise for my voice—I think I am getting yet another cold—and in the unlikely or unfortunate event that it 
goes on me I will have to conclude my remarks, but I will soldier on. This bill will remove the extra 
$5 000 promised to first home buyers by a government that had the staggers and was on the way out. It was an 
attempt to try to woo voters in outer metropolitan seats, where most first home buyers are—the mortgage belt—
back to the Liberal–National Party, and it failed miserably. There were some extreme results in those seats. Some 
magnificent wins for Labor candidates, and a magnificent win for the now government. So it did not work. The 
cynic in me says it was a pork-barrel that did not work. I do not think it is now necessary, and I will explain why. 

The measure was brought in for a year that would have fallen into two financial years. There was the six months 
from January to 30 June, which was well underway when the government changed. I note that the Leader of the 
Opposition quoted the now Treasurer—the then shadow Treasurer—saying the then opposition supported the 
measure because of the dire state of the housing market caused by the now previous government. There has been 
a massive change, members. The people of Western Australia have a new government, and we now actually have 
a financially responsible government that will work, among other things, to try to stop the collapse in housing prices 
in the metropolitan area and, just as importantly, regional Western Australia. There are stories of hardworking 
people who bought houses in the Pilbara for over $1 million who now have them valued at about $300 000. They 
are in severe mortgage stress as a consequence of the boom that was blown by the previous government. 

The market is depressed. It is not easy for sellers to make a sale. Members, just to take it down another step, I think 
I am one of the rare regional members who does not own property in Perth and I am looking to perhaps rectify 
that. I have been sporadically looking at homes around the city. I am not yet at the point of getting one, but I have 
noticed that homes are not selling. I have also noticed that it is a buyer’s market. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Where are the National Party members living? Perhaps you could go and live near 
them? 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is interesting, but I think that is a matter for another day, minister. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You’re going to take money out of the regions by moving to Perth, are you? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Michael Mischin raises an interesting point — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I hope you’re not going to be looking south of the river! That would — 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Simon O’Brien, I would love to live in your street. I reckon the end-of-year 
Boxing Day cricket match would be a great spectacle if Hon Simon O’Brien and I were playing! I would love to 
live in Hon Simon O’Brien’s street! 
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I have been looking at property in Perth. I now have adult children, and of course they need somewhere to stay 
and I am thinking about that. But I have noticed, members, that the price of houses is falling. Over the three or 
four months that I have been looking around, kicking a few tyres and checking the property market and talking to 
agents the prices have been softening. I think there is an excellent opportunity for first home buyers to negotiate 
that price back around somewhere in the order of $5 000, and perhaps pick up this incentive anyway without 
a $20 million cost to government over four years. That is not good for sellers who bought in good faith—some at 
higher prices—but that is the price we pay when we have a government that is so poor at managing the finances 
that everything falls off the fiscal cliff. 

There is a new dawn in Western Australian politics. This government actually cares about the state of the finances. 
Hon Ben Wyatt is our Treasurer. For those who are unaware, Ben Wyatt is the first Aboriginal Treasurer in any 
jurisdiction in Australia—I think that is an outstanding achievement. But not only that, Ben Wyatt is a barrister, 
and Ben Wyatt is also a graduate of the London School of Economics, no less. The previous government had 
Colin Barnett and the seven Treasurers—members of the previous Parliament know how I referred to those seven 
Treasurers; I referred to them by the names of the seven dwarves. I will not do that again, but it was a chaotic time 
for the state of Western Australia. The finances are in a parlous state because the state government had no concern 
for the state of the finance, and whatever it took to woo a voter was fair, reasonable and fair game. I think that this 
was one of those measures. Although I have some sympathy for those attempting to buy their first home, I do not 
think it was required and, as Hon Sally Talbot and others have pointed out, I do not think it had the desired effect. 

The responsible Treasurer that Western Australia now has has made the decision that now that the government has 
changed and there is a government with an eye on the state’s finances that perhaps this is a saving that could be 
made without a major effect on the housing market or those working in the housing industry. This was carefully 
considered. The now Treasurer did not just wake up one morning and think of it. The balancing of this budget will 
have been very challenging. We were left a dire set of books and our starting position when drafting this 2017–18 
budget was in the order of negative $3 billion. That is $3 billion with a “B”, members. I have used this analogy 
before, but one million seconds is about eight days, and one billion seconds is about 26 years, so that gives 
members a bit of an idea about the difference between one million and one billion. A negative $3 billion deficit is 
not acceptable to the new government. It is not acceptable to Treasurer Wyatt, and I do not find it acceptable either. 

That means we have to make some hard decisions and everybody needs to shoulder their burden because we have 
a mess to clean up. I think the electors of Western Australia understand that. They overwhelmingly removed the 
irresponsible Barnett Liberal–National government, and they overwhelmingly installed the new McGowan Labor 
government, which was very up-front with the voters of Western Australia before the election about some of the 
hard decisions that would have to be made. The Minister for Regional Development has been very up-front with 
regional Western Australia about some of the changes that we will have to ring, and not because we want to or 
want to pick on the regions. The minister said Labor has 13 regional members of Parliament, the National Party 
has nine and the Liberal Party has seven. Of course we are not out here to undermine and gut the regions. But some 
hard decisions have to be made. Streetscape beautifications, petunias down the side of the road, even good old rec 
centres, are just going to have to wait until the budget is back in a reasonable position. Then it will be time to start 
delivering on some of those things that communities want, rather than the things regional communities need. I think 
that important distinction has not been made for quite a long time. 

I question the effectiveness of this initiative in a falling market. I earlier said that demand is very much in the 
buyer’s favour at the moment, and we just do not see the need to keep this measure on for another six months, into 
the 2017–18 financial year. Let us end it at 30 June, as we said we would in May. We were very up-front with the 
market. I question some of the figures put forward by the Leader of the Opposition. He said July 2016 was a very 
busy month—of course it was because it was the first month of the extra funding. I can fully understand why home 
buyers would have delayed their settlement when possible to perhaps fall after July to get their hands on that 
$5 000. Naturally, there will be a bit of a spike in take-up in the first month or two of an initiative like this, and 
then things will settle down. That is exactly what has happened, to the point that things have settled down beyond 
where they were when this initiative was first invoked. Of course I would love to stand here and say, “We’re going 
to offer first home buyers an even greater incentive and even more money”, but of course that is not possible. 
I think deep down members opposite begrudgingly understand that. I just wish they would accept that this is 
because of their financial mismanagement. 
We can address the inequality in other ways. Hon Tim Clifford very eloquently explained the inequality between 
first home buyers and other home buyers during his contribution. I will quote the federal shadow Treasurer, 
Chris Bowen, when he said, “Why is it that at an auction on any Saturday in Australia the buyer buying their home 
gets more assistance from the government than the buyer buying their first home?” That is an excellent question. 
Labor went to the last federal election—which came down to one seat, and now that majority is under question—
with a policy to address the inequality that is negative gearing. That is a bigger and more important debate than 
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whether we will give first home buyers an extra $5 000. The negative gearing proposal put by Labor was very 
sensible. It would apply only to established homes, and, once the home was sold, it would no longer qualify for 
the benefits of negative gearing. That was an excellent initiative, because it would help increase housing stock, 
especially in our capital cities and large regional centres. I am sure that policy will come into force, given the 
overwhelmingly strong result for Labor at the 2013 federal election. 

Hon Aaron Stonehouse: I am not too familiar with Labor’s policy on negative gearing, but how do you tax an 
asset that is depreciating in value? How do you tax what is essentially a negative income? 

Hon DARREN WEST: We are digressing, but I will address that interjection just briefly. Existing homes will not 
be subject to change. The proposal that was put forward at the 2016 federal election was that after 1 July 2017—
I am sure that date will be reviewed in the future—a person who buys an established home in an inner-city or 
affluent suburb as an investment property will no longer be able to gain the taxation benefits of negative gearing. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Is that why you are rushing to buy a home in the city? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Simon O’Brien’s mind works in a mysterious way! It certainly may have affected 
my decision. But that is my point—investors want to buy as many properties for their portfolio as they can to gain 
the benefits of negative gearing. That is pushing first home buyers out of the market. That is the reality. Investors 
would still be able to benefit from negative gearing for a second, third or even fifteenth property, provided it was 
a new home and created new housing stock. That would provide a good incentive for people to do that. However, 
it is not a good incentive if a person can go to an auction in Mt Lawley, bid to their heart’s content, blow away all 
the first home buyers and secure an expensive property just because they are getting a greater benefit from the 
taxpayer than first home buyers. Hon Simon O’Brien made a good point. It actually adds to my argument that we 
need to look at ways in which we can encourage first home buyers. It is a problem. I have said this many times, 
but it is a very big deal for me, as a financially sound individual in my early 50s and with the resources that are 
available to me, to buy a home. I can only imagine what it is like for an apprentice or someone earning $50 000 or 
$60 000 a year. I put it to members that it is impossible for young families and people on modest incomes to buy 
their first home, particularly with the wages stall or freeze that has been in place for many years now. Housing is 
still prohibitively expensive, even in the current property market. However, I believe that the $10 000 a year 
incentive, plus the incentive outlined by Hon Rick Mazza, plus the opportunity of a Keystart loan, will be more 
than enough to enable people to buy their first home. I wish to explore negative gearing further and I look forward 
to further debate on that subject. 

Recently, this house passed a motion condemning the Barnett Liberal–National government for its management 
of the state’s finances. That motion was in the main supported by the crossbench, naturally. I am a bit flabbergasted 
at the comment today by the Leader of the Opposition that, in his words, “We had a bit of a problem.” One day 
the penny will drop for the opposition about what an appalling financial manager the former government was. The 
former government made a poor decision when it decided to increase the first home owner grant from $10 000 to 
$15 000 for only one year. We should return to the status quo and make that decision in a rational financial manner. 
Western Australia now has a financially responsible government that will turn things around over time. I do not 
believe that can be done in nine months, as Hon Dr Steve Thomas suggested in a previous debate. This government 
has eight and a half years of poor financial management to turn around. We should treat that—ironically, as we 
are debating this bill today—like a mortgage and just chip away at it. We should work at it and make the payments. 
It will be a $40 billion-plus debt by the time all the bad decisions made by the former government hit the bottom 
line of the budget. That is over $1 billion a year in interest payments, members. We need to chip away at that in 
the same way that first home owners chip away at their mortgage. That is the way to pay down debt. We should 
not flog off Western Power or Fremantle port, as the coalition partners suggested, because that is just selling the 
back paddock to keep the farm going. That will not work, and it never has worked. If a government were to sell 
Western Power at this time, it would be a distressed seller selling into a depressed market, ripe for picking by an 
astute buyer. 

The Minister for Regional Development made an interesting point. The former government was actually two 
governments running as one. We had the traditional Liberal Party, which put its spending through the appropriate 
channels of Treasury. We also had the National Party, which ran its own set of books and did not put the rigour of 
Treasury across any of its projects. That has caused the debacles we are seeing now with the Ningaloo aquarium 
project, Pelago apartments, Osprey Village, and the Ord irrigation scheme. Those projects are a financial disaster. 
They have never had the ruler of Treasury put across them. If the people in Treasury had looked at what was 
spent on some of those projects, they would have laughed that the government was proposing to spend that amount 
of money. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Mr Acting President, I am not going to take the interjection. 
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Hon Jim Chown: Of course you are not! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! 

Hon DARREN WEST: One project in my electorate was the upgrade to the main street of Morawa. That was not 
really welcomed by the community. That was a $5 million project, from memory, of which about $3 million came 
from royalties for regions. The president of the Shire of Morawa is Karen Chappel. She is an excellent shire 
president. I want to acknowledge the great work she does in mentoring new shire presidents. She is very 
experienced. She told ABC radio at that time that that was the shire’s fourth most important project in the town, 
yet that was the project that was funded, because it would look nice and the then government could cut the ribbon 
at the opening of the project. The former government made a lot of decisions that were not subject to the rigour of 
Treasury. It was two governments running as one. That has led to the difficult financial position in which this state 
now finds itself. 

I want to remind members of the former government that the best thing they can do in opposition is get out of the 
road and let Ben Wyatt, that very skilled economics fellow and barrister, do what he needs to do to repair the 
budget. 

Hon Peter Collier: So, we don’t have an opposition? 

Hon DARREN WEST: It should get out of the road. If the measures that we introduce are so poor, the public will 
have a say on them. The Liberal Party is trying to manage the state’s finances—continuing to destroy the state’s 
finances—from the political grave. We have already seen the circumstances around the previous government’s 
proposal to remove licence and stamp duty exemptions for local governments. We were the last state in Australia 
to have those exemptions, but the previous government removed them in the 2016–17 budget. Lo and behold, 
when the time came, it opposed its own measure and left a $10 million hole in the Department of Transport budget. 
Naturally, as a financially responsible government, we have had to find that $10 million from elsewhere. I tell 
members, especially Hon Jim Chown, Hon Rick Mazza, Hon Martin Aldridge and Hon Colin de Grussa, that the 
Agricultural Region—because we are fellow Agricultural Region members—would have been better off without 
the disallowance. All our shires are paying more than they would have paid if they had to pay the licence fees. 

Hon Jim Chown: Tell us how. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I do not see Hon Jim Chown outside Perth very much. I note that his office is in 
West Perth and that he lives in the city. I rarely see him outside Perth except, perhaps, when there was an opening 
in the previous government. If he were to talk to local governments, as I did with the minister last week, they 
would tell him that many of them are between $20 000 and $50 000 worse off as a result of changes to direct grant 
funding that were needed as a result of the disallowance of the vehicle exemption removal. Shires with a lot of 
roads but not a great number of vehicles have lost out—thank you! I am fairly and squarely pointing the blame 
where it belongs. I think we would have been better to let the previous government’s initiative pass — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Members, it has got a little bit rowdy. Hon Darren West, 
I have given you a fair bit of leeway in this debate to talk about more general economic matters, probably out of 
my own interest in economics. However, I direct you back to the bill before the house, which deals specifically 
with the first home owner grant. Try to relate your comments, if you will, back to that. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I take your sage advice on board and will certainly 
return to the substance of the bill. 

I turn to some detail about the intent of the bill. As I have said before, we are removing only the $5 000 bonus; the 
$10 000 substantive home owner grant that has been in place for many years will remain. I think I heard someone 
say that a derivation of this scheme initially started in the 1960s. I will point out to the house some changes around 
Australia, because they fit with what the McGowan Labor government is looking to change. 

The first derivation of the first home owner grant was introduced as part of national tax reform in 2000 and, of 
course, as has been mentioned, to compensate first home buyers for house price increases due to the introduction 
of the goods and services tax. Did members realise that this initiative was the result of the introduction of the GST? 
I bet that if the Court government had its time again, it would not have signed us up to that. But it did. That is an 
interesting point to note. There is no connection between expanding the bonus by $5 000 and the intent of the 
original scheme, which was to offset costs associated with the GST. There is no connection at all because, as we 
know, the GST’s 10 per cent ratio has not changed. But what has changed is what Western Australia gets back. 

I think it is fair to say that it was not designed to foster increased home ownership, which I found interesting when 
I did a bit of research. The scheme has diminished over time. I do not subscribe to the Leader of the Opposition’s 
claims to the contrary. I think all the evidence points to the fact that the value of the scheme has diminished over 
time. But having said that, it is important that we give first home buyers an opportunity when we can. I think 
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$10 000 is a fair and reasonable amount, along with other available opportunities, including stamp duty relief and 
Keystart relief, which allows buyers with low deposits to be free of the burden of mortgage insurance. Generally, 
new home owners need a 20 per cent deposit. In the metro area, a two per cent deposit is needed for Keystart and 
half of that can be the first home owner grant. The requirement in the regions is 10 per cent. I can only imagine 
that that is because of the fluctuating nature of houses in regional areas. As I pointed out earlier, sadly, there has 
been a massive collapse in property prices in areas such as Karratha and Port Hedland. There was a time when the 
median house price in Bunbury was higher than the median house price in Perth. That has certainly changed. 
Consistent with other states and territories, Western Australia has progressively targeted assistance for first home 
buyers towards new homes. That has been the general trend since 2000 and, as we talked about negative gearing, 
there has been a trend to try to get first home buyers to invest by building new homes because, of course, that 
increases housing stock when we are experiencing sharp population growth, which Western Australia certainly 
did over the 10-year mining boom. It enables and helps foster the production of new housing stock. It was originally 
capped at $750 000 for a house and land up to that value. But I note that a higher cap was applied above the 
twenty-sixth parallel, and once again that was at a time when housing was of a much greater premium in that part 
of the state. A more liberal cap was allowed because people could not buy much of a house in Karratha, 
Port Hedland and other parts of the state for $750 000, so it was expanded. 
In 2012–13, New South Wales and Queensland decided to better target their first home owner grants by increasing 
the size of the grant and limiting it to new homes. In 2013–14, the Western Australian budget included a measure 
to increase the first home owner grant to $10 000 for new homes and to lower it to $3 000 for established homes 
subject to a value cap of $750 000 or $1 million north of the twenty-sixth parallel. This change applied from 
25 September 2013. I note that for many years the $10 000 first home owner grant has applied only to new housing. 
The 2015–16 Western Australian budget of the previous government announced that the $3 000 first home owner 
grant for the purchase of an established home would cease. It was repealed in 2015 and we went to just a scheme 
for new homes. 

The 2014–15 state budget amended the first home owner duty exemption threshold to better reflect the first home 
owner median house price at the time of $430 000. In this regard, the $500 000 exemption was reduced to 
$430 000, phasing out at $530 000. As Hon Rick Mazza pointed out earlier, special consideration was given to 
first home buyers to reduce stamp duty burden. It is hard enough for people to save for a deposit whether or not 
they get the first home owner grant, but stamp duty has to be paid upfront and that can be difficult. The exemption 
threshold of $300 000 for the purchase of vacant land did not change and was phased out at $400 000. 

The number of first home owner grants rose from 5 137 in 2012–13 to 7 343 in 2016–17. There was roughly 
a $2 000 or 40 per cent increase over the four-year period. I think we all understand why that happened; we were 
in the midst of the biggest mining boom in memory. With a record number of people moving to Western Australia, 
there was a dire shortage of housing and the grant was to go some way towards alleviating that. First home buyer 
activity is expected to fall in 2017–18, partly due to the pull-forward effect of the temporary increase to the new 
home grant to $15 000 as well as an expected decline in the number of people aged between 25 and 34. People 
who came to Western Australia with the mining boom have now left. I understand that we are down about 
60 000 people in the last couple of years. That all makes sense. The population decrease has meant a decrease in 
the demand for housing, as I outlined earlier. 

 The forecast for dwelling commencements in 2016–17 of 19 000 starts is 25 per cent lower than for 2015–16 and 
is below the long-run average of around 23 000 starts since 2000–01. We are now getting fewer new homes built 
than we have had, on average, since 2001. That is a significant point to make. We are at a point at which a person 
can probably negotiate a reasonable deal if they are building a new home. Residential construction work to 
commence for houses and multi-residential dwellings that have been approved declined in annual average terms 
to May 2017 by 19 per cent and 28 per cent respectively. The 2016 census revealed that there were 
866 767 occupied dwellings in Western Australia in 2016. This compares with 794 159 occupied dwellings in 
2011, representing an increase of 9.1 per cent over that five-year period. Of those dwellings, 28.5 per cent were 
owned outright in 2016, compared with 29.5 per cent in 2011. We have seen a one per cent drop in the housing 
stock that is owned by its occupiers. We are on the wrong trend, even with the grant. In 2016, 39.7 per cent of 
dwellings were owned with a mortgage compared with 37.8 per cent in 2011. That is about a two per cent drop in 
home ownership with mortgage—three per cent overall. In 2016, 28.3 per cent of occupied dwellings were rented, 
compared with 29.2 per cent in 2011. We have not done well in those figures over the past five years in the housing 
sector in Western Australia, but, of course, we all know that and government fiscal policy is one of the factors 
affecting that. Census data also showed that detached houses made up a slightly lower share of total occupied 
dwellings in 2016. That was at 79.1 per cent, relative to 80.4 per cent in 2011. The share of flats and apartments 
also fell over that period from 7.9 per cent to 5.7 per cent, and in 2016 the share of flats and apartments in 
Western Australia was well below the national average of 13.1 per cent. Conversely, semi-detached, row or terrace 
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houses, or townhouses, made up a larger share of occupied dwellings in 2016 compared with 2011. This was more 
than the share nationally, which was 12.7 per cent compared with 14.1 per cent in Western Australia now. 

Just before I finish up—I know I am running out of time and the voice is holding out, I think I have eight minutes 
left in me—I have done some research on first home buyer activity. It is the name of the bill and that is what we 
are debating about today, even though it has perhaps been established that this measure was more seen as an offset 
to the GST than an encouragement into first home buying; however, that is what it has become. First home buyers 
accounted for around 21 per cent of transactions in the three months to November 2016. That is the latest data we 
have available, which is broadly consistent with the same period a year earlier at 22 per cent. The total number of 
first home owner grants paid over 2010–11 to 2016–17 is as follows. In 2010–11, there were 12 584 successful 
applications at a cost of $102 million. In 2011–12, there were 15 192 at a cost of $105.8 million. The peak during 
2012–13, was a total of 19 277 first homes, at a value of $133.8 million. Then we go ever so down in 2013–14 to 
19 806 at $114.2 million. That is a slightly higher number of houses but with a much lower value, perhaps 
reflecting the ending of the boom and the softening of the construction labour market. There were 19 222 homes 
in the following year, 2014–15, at $115.9 million, and then we fell away. In 2015–16, 13 142 first home owner 
grants were paid to a value of $98.6 million. The 2016–17 data, which only goes up to November 2016, shows 
7 399 paid to a value of $78.3 million. We had a slight upturn but we can put that down to the fact that in the early 
months there was a slight lifting of that take-up due to the extra $5 000, and perhaps the houses that might have 
been settled in May or June 2016 were settled in July to try to grab that extra cash. 

The total number of first home owner grant applications declined by 34.7 per cent in 2016–17, largely reflecting 
the abolition of the established grant from October 2015. To make that point and to make sure that everybody 
makes sense of that, once the grant for established houses fell, there was a vast drop-off in applications. That is 
a good thing, because it encouraged first home buyers to build new housing stock. However, including the 
applications for the first home buyer transfer duty concessions for purchases of established homes in lieu of 
applications for the established home grant indicates a much smaller decline of 6.4 per cent over the same period. 
A large number of first home buyers, who were not taking the grant, were able to take advantage of the stamp duty 
concessions made available by the then government and continuing under the McGowan Labor government, 
because, of course, we want to make things as easy as we can. 

Building approvals peaked in 2014–15 at 32 725 before easing to 24 591 in 2015–16. That is quite a significant 
drop of 8 000 building approvals in a 12-month period. In 2016, 20 064 building approvals were recorded, 
representing an annual average decline of 18.6 per cent. As I indicated, we do not have the whole year’s data but 
we were able to make a good comparison on that. Dwelling commencements have also moderated from a peak of 
31 705 in 2014–15 to 25 486 in 2015–16. That is a drop in the order of just over 6 000 dwelling commencements. 
There were 20 884 commencements in the 12 months to March 2017. The WA Housing Industry Forecasting 
Group expects dwelling numbers to fall further to 19 000 approvals before lifting modestly in 2017–18 to 
21 000 starts. 

We understand that we are not in a good place. The industry is not in a good place and it is such a sad indictment 
that when the world went into recession, Kevin Rudd was heavily criticised for stimulating the Australian economy 
with a stimulus package that was targeted, effective and got people into work. There were problems, but the 
Building the Education Revolution funding was an outstanding success. Every school I go to delights in showing 
me and I delight in seeing the Building the Education Revolution building. It created a lot of work for builders 
when the national economy was flummoxed. We were able to ride out the global financial crisis. Not having to 
live through that crisis has perhaps made us a little blasé about what a good job the Rudd–Gillard government did 
in using money that had been—I will be fair about this—put away by the previous government. I was critical of 
the sale of many assets such as Telstra and lots of gold, but it put money away so that when—we are talking 
Keynesian economics here again—the economy faulted and stalled, the government was able to stimulate it with 
a taxpayer-funded recovery. It is fair to say that in 2001, Geoff Gallop certainly did that as Premier of 
Western Australia, but the last government threw away money during a time of boom when we could not get 
projects built and road projects done. It blew the lot during a time when there was no need to stimulate the 
Western Australian economy. Imagine that the last government had been fiscally responsible enough to recognise 
what was happening and hold that money back so that we could now say to first home buyers, “Have another 
10 grand each, because we have the capacity to lead a recovery.” The fact of the matter is that we do not. The 
budget will come down Thursday and we will be criticised for doing our best to rectify the state’s finances. But 
we will rectify the state’s finances. We will go to the people and say, “Here are the measures that we put forward” 
and we will let the people judge. I have to tell members, there is no way I could run my farm the way members 
opposite ran the state in the last eight years—no way known. I would not have lasted two years. They kept 
whacking things on the card until we reach a debt of $40 billion. It is a travesty that we now have no choice but to 
make these decisions. I support the bill, obviously, and I urge the opposition to let the government do what it needs 
to do. Do not stand in the government’s way because we are fixing their mess and the people will decide who they 
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want to manage their finances in 2021. I think they will find that it will not be the opposition; they will find that 
this government will be a prudent financial manager and will make good decisions for the future of 
Western Australia. 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [5.50 pm]: I wish to address an issue that I think is at the 
heart of this First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2017. It is one that other honourable members have touched 
on briefly in their contributions to the second reading debate. This is, of course, housing affordability, which affects 
a growing number of Australians, particularly young Australians, who, as they begin to develop wealth, start to 
think about the next big thing in their lives. Although it has been observed that we have a buyers’ market here in 
Western Australia, house prices are still prohibitively expensive. Rates of home ownership among young 
Australians are at their lowest level since the 1960s. Data from the 2016 census revealed that a mere 36 per cent 
of people aged 25 to 29 said they owned their own home, either outright or through a mortgage. 

But I do not need to go through the numbers to prove to members here that housing affordability is a problem. We 
have also seen the practical effects of what happens when young people cannot enter the property market while 
they are still young. Whether it is the late nesters who still live with their parents until the age of 30 just so they 
can save up for a deposit or the young couples looking to start a family who scrimp and save every penny to try to 
afford the stability that comes with owning their own home. 

While we debate the impact of the $5 000 boost to the first home owner grant, we have ignored the real problem 
and its root cause. At every turn, government interference in the market drives up prices. Although much attention 
is paid to negative gearing, it is mostly a distraction from the real issues. It is a red herring because it addresses 
only one aspect, and that is the demand side. The same can be said of those who talk about migration. We are 
hearing only one side of the argument. One of the obvious culprits is stamp duty, which was designed to cover the 
cost of legal documents, but now does little more than raise revenue. Although it has been pointed out that there 
are some generous exemptions, it remains rather perplexing that the government seeks to stimulate the construction 
industry and incentivise home ownership, yet it still levies stamp duty. We charge stamp duty on property, then 
we incentivise home ownership with grants. Apologists might insist that we need to keep stamp duty as we need 
the revenue in lieu of a fair GST allocation. However, I remind members who perhaps learnt economics alongside 
Hon Colin Barnett, that the GST is designed to allow states to phase out stamp duty. One of the reasons our 
GST allocation is very low is that our stamp duty, among other taxes like payroll tax, is very high. 

The list goes on. Green tape and zoning laws tie up the development of land across the state. Poor planning by 
successive governments creates uncertainty amongst developers. The slow release of crown land further restricts 
supply. All this only serves to increase land prices. The duplication of processes across federal, state and local 
governments, inconsistencies in local government practices and an overall lack of transparency hampers 
construction. The statute book is full of nonsensical and outdated regulations. For instance, the Health Act 
(Laundries and Bathrooms) Regulations still prohibit us from having a washing machine in our kitchen—as though 
we needed a law against that! Navigating this tangled mess of red tape costs time and money. The cost of compliance 
cannot be absorbed by builders when about 98 per cent of the industry is occupied by small businesses. These costs 
are passed on to the consumer. Let us not forget that when a person finally does become a home owner, they are 
slugged with land tax, too, and annually increasing rates bills. In my own area, the City of Rockingham, we saw 
a 60 per cent increase in our rates bills over the course of six years. I commend the current council for introducing 
a far more modest three per cent increase this year, but I long for the day when more councils are able to follow the 
lead set by the Town of Cambridge last month, and bring forward a balanced budget without the need to constantly 
increase their levies. The well is not bottomless, nor is the patience of tax and ratepayers across the state. 

Fifty years after the “Summer of Love”, I would need to use distinctly unparliamentary language to describe the 
economy that gen X and the millennials have inherited. However, I have learnt my lesson in that regard. Baby 
boomers had one responsibility, and I apologise to the likes of Hon Simon O’Brien for putting it in words that his 
generation might find upsetting, but their simple responsibility was to hand us an economy that was at least no 
worse off than the one they inherited from their parents. Instead, they distorted markets, ran up debt, and not only 
invented, but also went on to embody, the age of entitlement that they are now declaring is over. Now, as many of 
them collect their pensions, their biggest worry is how we, the much maligned younger generation, will support 
them in their retirement. “Intergenerational theft” has become a bit of a go-to phrase for politicians of all stripes, 
but it is real and boomers are the world-class champions in this art. Just look at the Howard government years—
the golden age of middle-class welfare—when the commonwealth spent billions of our first mining boom on 
a family tax benefit that was poorly targeted and overblown. More recently, the Abbott government, which 
selectively provided tax breaks and concessions to older Australians, and, in turn, allowed them to invest heavily 
in the housing market. 
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As a Liberal Democrat and a libertarian, I welcome any form of tax relief. However, what we have seen from 
previous generations has been a policy of “tax breaks for me, but none for thee”. Meanwhile, younger Australians 
are left wondering: Who is their government meant to represent? Is it the interests of the predominant demographic 
in Parliament or is it the interests of all Australians—both those who are alive today and those who are yet to be 
born? Over the last year, several commentators have attributed the low rates of home ownership amongst young 
people to their supposed obsession with smashed avocado on toast. This ignores the economic reality and the role 
government policy has played in driving up prices and the cost of living for all of us. Avocado did not run up 
a state debt to $33 billion; the government did. Avocado has not artificially restricted the supply of housing for the 
last 50 years; the government did. Avocado did not make Australian families the second highest taxed in the 
developed world; the government did. 
A recent ABC report showed that binge drinking rates have been falling amongst all demographics except one—
baby boomers. So while millennials may indulge in smashed avocado, baby boomers are simply getting smashed. 
Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: With respect, the honourable member has had his 45-plus years; I will take my 
45 minutes. 
Still, when the question of housing affordability is raised, the response from older generations is often 
contemptuous and narrow sighted. In an article in The Australian titled “Housing affordability crisis a moan by 
privileged millennials” published on 29 April 2017, Grace Collier calls young people struggling to afford a home 
“snowflakes”. Young Australians do not want a hand-out. We do not want any special treatment. We are willing 
to work hard and pay our own way. But we need older generations, particularly those who control government, to 
get the heck out of our way. A $5 000 top-up to the first home owner grant is a vote-buying stunt that obfuscates 
the real reason why so many young Australians struggle to buy a home. The real damage being done to their hip 
pockets is through excessive taxation and regulation. We are only going to fix that by taking a long hard look at 
our taxation system and the many layers of regulation that inhibit business activity, and cutting them to a bare 
minimum. I would be willing to trade my smashed avocado for an opportunity to smash red tape! We are being 
taxed to the hilt—and the government did not even have the decency to buy us dinner first. The government has 
no chill. 
HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [5.58 pm]: I am standing to support the First Home Owner 
Grant Amendment Bill 2017, which may not be a surprise to many. Like many others who have spoken before me, 
I indicate that this is only part of the puzzle. There are many aspects to this, and to look at one of those aspects, 
I did some reading of a report by the Senate Economics References Committee Inquiry into Affordable Housing. 
In the summary at its beginning, it states that evidence indicates that direct grants to home owners, including first 
home owner grants, need to be targeted carefully in order to be effective. What I am gathering most is that there 
is support for the general concept of the first home owner grant. We are talking about degrees and about it being 
part of the puzzle rather than a fix-all because it is certainly not a fix-all. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I will make only a few brief remarks about some of the issues brought up during 
the earlier debate, which I listened to intently. Hon Rick Mazza spoke about working as a real estate agent in 1984. 
It was in about 1984 that my wife and I purchased our first home and I am interested to know whether the real 
estate agent was Hon Rick Mazza. 
Hon Rick Mazza: It wasn’t me! 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: It was not. 
As I mentioned in my inaugural speech, the first home that my wife and I purchased was in Heathridge in 1984 or 
thereabouts. I remember distinctly the assistance given at that time through the first home owner scheme of about 
$3 000. It was a great help to us at that time because we were both on minimum wages. I was working as a shop 
assistant and my wife was working for the Lotteries Commission. I remember at that time putting aside money to 
try to pay for the deposit and the fees incurred. We would not have been able to do that without that $3 000. Money 
after that time was still very tight. I will not regale members about how tight it was, suffice to say it was a very 
fine balance to pay the mortgage and such. 
Hon Rick Mazza suggested that it was as easy then as it is now for a person to buy their first home. It was tough 
back then, but I am of the view that it is more difficult now, and this bill strikes a good balance between providing 
that assistance, particularly for young home owners moving into their first home, and the needs of the budget. 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse also made a similar comment about whether it is harder now or whether it was harder then. 
I think buying a first home is a lot more difficult now. I think it is tremendously difficult for the generation coming 
up. I just fit into the baby boomer generation and we have a lot to answer for. When we think of the changes that 
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have occurred in recent times, particularly the casualisation of the workforce and the precarious work that people 
have now, it is very difficult for people moving into the workforce to get a full-time job that leads to security that 
allows them to put away money for a new home. It is often the case, certainly it is the case in my family, that baby 
boomers are reasonably secure and are able to assist their children to buy their first homes. A lot of parents find 
themselves in that space; I think they call it the “bank of mum and dad”. As I have said, I believe we certainly had 
it a lot easier. I also think owning a first home is getting further and further out of reach, especially when we 
consider the growth in wages and the growth in the cost of housing over the last few decades. The bill that we are 
debating is one way of trying to entree first home owners, younger people in the main, into owning their own 
home. It is certainly a very important thing. It is about not only accumulating wealth, but also, as some others have 
mentioned, delivering and providing security to our families and not being at the whim of landlords. Therefore, it 
is probably more difficult now to buy a first home than it was in the past. 
I am going to turn very briefly to the comments of Hon Dr Steve Thomas. We worry when people in leadership 
make comments. Hon Peter Collier said, “When you say something it often comes back to bite you.” I can never 
forget the comment made by a Treasurer in 2015 that all a first home buyer needs to do is to get a job that pays 
good money. If only it were that easy, but it is not. This bill solves only part of that puzzle. A lot of other things 
affect the ability of young Western Australians to achieve the Australian dream of owning their home. In looking 
at the background of this matter, I found an interesting Australian Bureau of Statistics statistic; that is, in 1991, 
only 20 per cent of homes had a single person living in them, and that is now nearly 25 per cent. That is a massive 
increase in the number of homes that have only one person living in them. That sort of thing has an impact on the 
available housing stock. Another thing that impacts upon the supply of homes is baby boomers who consider their 
homes as investments rather than, as they did in previous times, family homes. The problem with supply is not 
only down to baby boomers, but they use the equity in their homes to purchase other homes and that has an impact 
on housing stock. Often fairly affluent baby boomers stay in large family homes even when their children have 
left. If they do move, they tend to not downsize but remain living in the environment that they have become 
accustomed to. These people are referred to as empty-nesters. Steps have been taken to deal with this problem, but 
there is also a lot of foreign investment in the property market. It is up to politicians to show leadership and this 
legislation is part of that. It is a deliberate attempt to get the balance right. As I said, politicians need to lead the 
way. I am also concerned about the opposition at the federal level to Labor’s suggestion that we at least tinker with 
negative gearing because it seems to me that negative gearing ends up being middle-class welfare. 
Another thing to be promoted as part of the holistic approach to this matter was mentioned by Hon Tim Clifford—
that is, attempts to promote infill housing and build density closer to the city. I was concerned when my youngest 
purchased her home because she had to go to Banksia Grove. Banksia Grove is a lovely area, but she works in 
Shenton Park and she does not have a driver’s licence. She moved that far out only because of house prices and 
the ability to access Keystart and such. That all has to be part of the mix. Another real concern I have in this area 
is with banks. I have a real concern about the behaviour of banks. It seems that they want to lend more and more 
money to fewer people who can repay the money, in an effort to increase their profits so that the chief executive 
officers of those banks can get their bonuses. I know that is a very simplistic view, but I believe that they are not 
as careful in their lending habits as they should be. 
There are consequences of not getting that mix right. At the moment we have a bill before us, the First Home 
Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2017, that deals with the grant, and it is a balance between implementing that sort 
of policy and other policies, and also looking after the budget. The problem in not getting that balance right is that 
we create unaffordable homes for the people who earn the least. Of course, they need to be looked after as well. 
One of the consequences is living with unmanageable levels of debt. We say that mortgage stress is a person paying 
more than 30 per cent of their income on their mortgage, and people are sometimes going above that, which is 
crazy. People are also working longer hours. I spoke about purchasing my first home and working three jobs just 
to make sure we could afford to pay the mortgage. That has a lot of consequences on families, and we as leaders 
in our society should be able to provide a system under which we do not put that much stress on young families. 
I also mentioned travelling long distances to work, which creates other problems with freeways and such. Living 
in overcrowded and substandard housing is another issue, as is people going without. Because they feel the need 
to provide their family with security of housing, they go without other things that are sometimes necessary, such 
as food and heating. When we go through winter, even in Perth, which is fairly mild, we can understand that it is 
difficult for some families, let alone if they live in the south west, which can get a lot colder. 
I mentioned earlier that I wanted to address some of the comments made by Hon Dr Steve Thomas, because I felt 
that in his contribution he was fairly supportive of the basic proposal and obviously wants it to go further, because 
that was a commitment that his party made prior to the 11 March 2017 election. It is really a matter of degree, but 
I felt that in his contribution he was saying that if a party makes a promise before an election, it needs to keep that 
promise afterwards. I find this a very fascinating part of the debate, to be perfectly honest. On the surface, one 
would say, yes, that is what one should do—if one makes a promise beforehand, it needs to be delivered after. 
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I went to a website and I picked up on a couple of comments. I must say that I picked these up because they 
obviously suit my argument, but a number of comments on the same website were from Labor Party members, so 
I am sure they can be pulled back to me in that regard. The first one I do not mind very much. It states, according 
to my notes — 

Asked in 1995 if there was any chance he would introduce a goods and services tax, then-Opposition 
Leader John Howard said: “Never ever. It’s dead. It was killed by voters at the last election.” By 1999, 
and after nine days of torturous negations with the Democrats, Australia had a GST 

I do not actually mind that very much because the circumstances are not always the same, and I will get to that 
afterwards. The one I did take exception to was again by John Howard, who was Prime Minister at the time. 
I cannot find the exact quote, but it was to the effect that basically there is a difference between core and non-core 
promises. I had difficulty with that because that was really saying that the then government would deliberately say 
something and then count it as a non-core promise, while others it would count as core promises. I draw 
a distinction between those two—one being that the circumstances have changed, and one might change one’s 
position based on those circumstances, while the other was trying to maybe justify something intentional. I do not 
believe that people go into elections intentionally lying to deceive; I think that often people go into elections and 
make commitments that they believe are appropriate and then find themselves in a situation in which they either 
should not or cannot keep those election commitments. 

There is another quote that sort of sums up my feeling on this, but again I do not want it to be seen too much as 
a get out of jail free card. The quote has been attributed to either Churchill or Keynes; I am not sure which. There 
have been a lot of derivations of it, but it is basically to the effect that “When circumstances change, I change my 
mind; what do you do?” Does a person stubbornly stick to something just because they made a comment at an 
earlier time, or do they reassess and make an appropriate decision? The reason I support this legislation is that 
I think it is appropriate to the time. I do not necessarily want to get into the debate about whether it supported 
a policy beforehand because I do think it is appropriate to the time. 

I will not talk much longer, but I want to get to a couple of things. Unfortunately, I think the current times and the 
pressures put on politicians by the media often mean that we go down the wrong path in trying to stick with what 
we might have said 20 or 30 years ago. I will start off by saying that I think two politicians were the best 
Prime Ministers we never had. One of them whom members would expect me to say is Kim Beazley; the other 
one is John Hewson. I thought John Hewson was an exceptional politician. I always thought that he spoke as he 
saw fit and tried to always tell the truth, but the media crucified him because of a piece of cake. Even at the time, 
as a full-on Labor supporter, that actually disgusted me. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: Yes! 

The media, in my view, have lost the plot a little bit based on the fact that we have a 24/7 media cycle that is almost 
instant. I think the media is caught in trying to feed that particular beast. There is a German word for it and with 
your permission, Mr Acting President, I will use it and hopefully pronounce it correctly: schadenfreude. It 
basically means taking pleasure in the misfortune of others. I think the media have grasped hold of that. Again, 
I saw something in the paper a couple of days ago that I thought was quite disgusting; it was a photograph of the 
state Leader of the Opposition, Mike Nahan. It was designed to make comedy of a very serious situation and 
I thought it was disgusting. I would hope that the media could lift its game a bit. I think it can report the news 
without resorting to schadenfreude to sell its newspapers. 

I think it is important to support this legislation. I flag that I will not support the amendment because I think that 
at the moment this bill is a good balance. I listened to the Leader of the Opposition when he spoke in this house 
about the other effects that it will have on the building industry, and I think there is obviously a bit of that. As 
I said, it is really a balancing act at the moment, but I have a lot of faith in the state Treasurer and I think he needs 
to be given some time to try to make sure that we are on the right path towards an outcome that delivers for the 
people of Western Australia, and also brings us back from the financial difficulties that we currently face. 

I just wanted to make those few comments on some of the observations in the contributions to this debate. I have 
listened to all the contributions and have enjoyed them, while not necessarily agreeing with all of them. 

HON CHARLES SMITH (East Metropolitan) [7.51 pm]: The First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2017 
is hiding a rather large elephant in this chamber. Its name is housing affordability. The first home owner grant, 
stamp duty concessions and Keystart loans only tinker with the real issue, which is that housing in 
Western Australia is too expensive. Even the Minister for Housing, Hon Peter Tinley, recently stated that houses 
in Perth are still too expensive. All Western Australians deserve to have access to safe, secure and affordable 
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housing in cohesive communities. Sadly, too many Western Australians, particularly younger people, find it 
difficult to put a roof over their head. Home ownership was the Australian dream, but it has become the Australian 
nightmare in recent years. The Committee for Economic Development of Australia has stated that the affordability 
crisis could go on for another 40 years if governments continue to take no real action. Tinkering around with first 
home owner grants and stamp duty concessions are not real action. Professor Rebecca Bentley from the 
University of Melbourne School of Population and Global Health has stated that housing affordability is driving 
people into a spiral of disadvantage. Housing affordability is now locking the next generation out of financial 
stability and security. The Salvation Army’s latest National Economic and Social Impact Survey, which drew data 
from users of the charity’s services, found that 65 per cent of Western Australian respondents were under extreme 
housing stress, meaning that they use more than 50 per cent of their income to pay rent. A further 30 per cent of 
Western Australians spent 30 to 50 per cent of their income on rent, compared with 25 per cent nationally. To 
quote from the National Economic and Social Impact Survey report — 

Access to safe, secure and affordable housing is a basic human right underpinning the economic and 
social well-being of Australians and their communities. However, for many respondents, this has been 
unobtainable. Homelessness, high levels of housing transience, and difficulties in sustaining long-term 
housing tenure were major barriers for many respondents. 

The report notes that housing affordability across the country is reaching crisis point, with rising private rental 
costs and inadequate social and public housing stock leading to significant levels of housing stress among income 
support recipients and low income earners. It is worrying to see Western Australia at the top of this housing stress 
list. I hope the new state government will take the issue of housing affordability seriously. Perth’s high rental and 
house prices continue to place financial strain on many households, even in cases where members are in full-time 
employment. According to the 2016 Housing Affordability Study by the WA Department of Housing, 43 per cent 
of households in Perth are considered very low or low income but only eight per cent of established dwelling sales 
between 2013 and 2015 were affordable to those income groups. 

Although the issue has certainly gained more attention in recent years, I remain deeply disappointed by the calibre 
of debate surrounding housing affordability in general. Many in the major parties seem to think that the problem 
can be resolved by simply building more dwellings at a faster rate, and tend to ignore the demand side of the 
equation. For instance, we have a government in Canberra that refuses to acknowledge demand-side pressures, 
such as tax perks, excessive immigration and foreign buyers, that are undeniably pushing up housing costs in our 
major cities. One Nation WA is eager to work with the state government over the coming years to help ensure that 
all Western Australians can access affordable and secure housing. It is clear that we need more than just talk or 
vacuous housing strategy documents to tackle this problem. The government needs to acknowledge the problem 
and put a stop to continually propping up the housing market, flogging a dead horse indefinitely that just pushes 
up prices and benefits only one group of people—the property lobby, who I note are significant donors to the 
former Liberal–National government and the Labor Party. Both are heavily compromised by the property 
developers who put a hell of a lot of money into their party coffers. Successive governments have lacked the will 
to address the issue of housing unaffordability, the cost of which we as a society continue to bear. If nothing is 
done now there will be no other time in our history when our children and grandchildren will be able to secure 
a place they will call home. 

According to pre-election propaganda, I understand the McGowan government is currently proposing 
a four per cent foreign buyer tax at some point. I do not believe that that will have any effect on the marketplace. 
I therefore encourage the McGowan government to harden up and actually start pushing robust legislation in all 
major policy areas that will actually bring significant change and benefit all Australians and challenge the status 
quo. One Nation WA therefore urges this government to strongly consider the introduction of a significant foreign 
buyer tax. In Victoria, the foreign tax is currently seven per cent of the value of the purchase; in New South Wales, 
it is four per cent; and in Queensland, it is three per cent. Here in WA we have no foreign buyer tax at all. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [7.57 pm]: I am pleased to make a relatively brief contribution to 
the debate on the First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill 2017. I found interesting today, in the contributions 
to the debate, the quantity of filibustering from the government benches, in circumstances in which I would have 
thought there were other things that the government could proceed with. I made an interjection earlier in the 
afternoon, and was given a categorical assurance by Hon Dr Sally Talbot that I was mistaken, and that she and her 
colleagues were very interested in this legislation. No doubt that is the case, because we have heard some very 
lengthy contributions this afternoon. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Do you want more? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I imagine that the Minister for Regional Development might rise to her feet and join the 
party, continuing the filibustering on the First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 5 September 2017] 

 p3263c-3285a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Aaron Stonehouse; Hon Martin Pritchard; Hon Charles Smith; Hon Nick Goiran; Acting 

President; Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Deputy Chair; Hon Peter Collier 

 [12] 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): Order! We were doing fine up until a few minutes ago. I ask 
the member to continue his contribution, and preferably address me. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I was about to say that no doubt the Minister for 
Regional Development will join the party in a moment and continue the filibustering that we have heard this 
afternoon, and most probably proceed to explain to us how we need to futureproof this bill, and make sure that 
every first home owner is able to access the grant, and how she is planning to send people to the moon, and make 
sure they are able to put a home there. 

I look forward to those various contributions. Mine, on the other hand, is a serious contribution. I want to flag 
a couple of issues that I suspect we will need to explore when we go into Committee of the Whole. For the benefit 
of the minister, especially as he is the minister representing, I want to give sufficient notice of the matters that we 
will need to explore. My colleagues have adequately explained the opposition’s position on this matter. As has 
been mentioned on a couple of occasions, our position is to support the legislation. The issue that I would like to 
explore with the minister arises from sections 52 and 53 of the First Home Owner Grant Act 2000. Section 52 of 
the act is entitled “Arrangements for instalments and extensions of time” and section 53 of the act is entitled 
“Recovery of certain amounts”. This bill will insert a proposed section 52A between section 52 and 53. It would 
assist me if the minister could take some advice and answer this question. The bill proposes to insert a proposed 
section 52A and amend section 53 to, amongst other things, facilitate the recovery by the government of money 
owed to it. By way of explanation, the bill will allow people to access a $15 000 first home owner grant. Previously 
it was the case that people could access a $10 000 first home owner grant. There may be situations, because there 
are certain conditions upon who can access the $15 000, that somebody will get $15 000 when they were entitled 
to only $10 000. The government wants the capacity to claw back or recover the $5 000 that that person never 
ought to have received in the first place; that is quite understandable. What needs explanation from the government 
is why it will insert these provisions in the act when section 53(3) of the act, as it currently stands, states — 

An amount to which this section applies is recoverable by the Commissioner in a court of competent 
jurisdiction as a debt due to the Crown. 

In other words, the primary act already has a provision that allows the government to recover moneys owing to it. 
Yet, this bill will insert a proposed section 52A. It does not exist at the moment. We have a section 52 and a section 
53. We do not have a section 52A but the government will insert a proposed section 52A. The title of the section 
proposed by the government is “Commissioner may recover legal costs”. As I say, the act already has a provision 
that states — 

An amount to which this section applies is recoverable by the Commissioner in a court of competent 
jurisdiction as a debt due to the Crown. 

In summary, the government already has the capacity to chase people who owe it money. As I said earlier, it has 
been the case for a substantial period that people could apply for a $10 000 grant. Unfortunately, some individuals 
in Western Australia—thankfully, a very small minority—try to fraudulently take advantage of these schemes and 
apply for funds that they are not entitled to. Quite rightly, the government of the day takes those people to court. 
The language of the act at the moment is “a court of competent jurisdiction”. The government takes these people 
to a court of competent jurisdiction and seeks to recover the debt due to the Crown. That is the language in the act 
at the moment. That is entirely appropriate and the government has my full support for that measure. If somebody 
goes to Premier McGowan and tries to take $10 000 that they are not entitled to, I would expect Premier McGowan 
to recover that $10 000 from that individual because it is effectively money that has been stolen from the taxpayers 
of Western Australia. The Premier and the government have my full support in seeking to recover those funds. 
Because it already has the capacity to do it, the minister will need to explain to the house why the government 
seeks to insert proposed section 52A— a special provision—and to amend section 53, because no explanation has 
been provided for that. The minister might tell me that that is why we have an explanatory memorandum and he 
might ask me to read it. To save the minister the time, I indicate that I have done so and the explanatory 
memorandum does not help. I will directly quote the explanatory memorandum about proposed section 52A. It 
states — 

Section 52A inserted 

This clause inserts new section 52A which enables the Commissioner to require an applicant to pay the 
legal costs incurred by the Commissioner in recovery proceedings. 

The question immediately becomes: is that not already the case? When the government recovers the $10 000, 
which it has been doing for an extended period, would it not already be getting applicants to pay the legal costs of 
the recovery? Why would we need a proposed section 52A to do that? The explanatory memorandum continues — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 5 September 2017] 

 p3263c-3285a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Aaron Stonehouse; Hon Martin Pritchard; Hon Charles Smith; Hon Nick Goiran; Acting 

President; Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Deputy Chair; Hon Peter Collier 

 [13] 

The amendment aligns the First Home Owner Grant Act with the Taxation Administration Act 2003, 
which allows the Commissioner to recover legal costs incurred by the Commissioner in relation to 
proceedings for the recovery of tax.  

Subsection (1) enables the Commissioner to recover legal costs incurred from an applicant if the costs 
relate to proceedings for the recovery of a grant amount, a penalty imposed under the Act, an amount 
including any interest that is due and payable under a repayment arrangement, or an amount relating to 
the registration or withdrawal of a memorial on land. 

I understand that the government has been lodging memorials on land for a long time. I will be interested to find 
out if the government has routinely been registering memorials on land when it has been trying to recover the 
$10 000. Hopefully the minister will have this information available because, if not, we will have to explore that 
at length and in detail during the committee stage. I anticipate that the answer will be yes. The question then 
becomes: who has been paying those costs? I anticipate that the debtor has been paying those costs until now. If 
that is the case, it once again puts into question why we need this section. 

The explanatory memorandum continues — 

Subsection (2) provides that an applicant must pay those legal costs within 28 days after the date on which 
notice of the requirement is given to the applicant, unless the applicant has entered into an instalment 
arrangement.  

The 28-day period in which an applicant must pay the legal costs is consistent with the period in which 
an applicant must repay a grant amount and any penalties under section 51(4). 

The question again arises: is this not already the case when the government recovers the $10 000 that it is owed? 
Why do we need this special provision? Clause 16 of the bill looks to amend section 53, which is the other section 
that I have some questions about. The explanatory memorandum states — 

This clause amends section 53(1) to include in the operation of section 53 the amount of legal costs 
referred to in a notice given by the Commissioner.  

The effect is that where legal costs are required to be paid under section 52A by two or more applicants, 
the liability for that amount is to be joint and several, and the legal costs are recoverable as a debt due to 
the Commissioner in a court of competent jurisdiction.  

Is that not familiar language, because that is precisely what is already in section 53? As I read earlier, section 53(3) 
of the First Home Owner Grant Act 2000 states — 

An amount to which this section applies is recoverable by the Commissioner in a court of competent 
jurisdiction as a debt due to the Crown. 

I understand that governments of all persuasions—it does not really matter much which government is on the 
Treasury bench—have for an extended period routinely sought to recover in courts of competent jurisdiction 
amounts from Western Australians who have wrongfully claimed the grant. I understand that governments have 
routinely put memorials on land. It calls into question why it is necessary to insert these proposed sections into the 
act. Is there a purpose in inserting these proposed sections into the act and amending section 53, or are these 
proposed sections superfluous and unnecessary and therefore could be deleted from the bill? I imagine that 
members will be keen to ensure that the bill is as efficient and effective as it possibly can be, and the 
Legislative Council can perform its role in ensuring that that is the case. 

I promised that my contribution was going to be brief and serious. I look forward to hearing about those issues 
from the minister in his reply in the fullness of time. To the extent that there is inadequate time for him to take 
advice on them, I will be happy for us to explore them further when we go into Committee of the Whole. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [8.12 pm] — in reply: 
I thank all members of this place for their contributions on the important First Home Owner Grant Amendment 
Bill 2017. I will quickly run through some of the issues that have been raised by members. Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
mentioned John Winston Howard and his role in history. He also talked about the now Treasurer and the comments 
he made in the media prior to the election. The Treasurer said that we did not have any intention of removing the 
extra $5 000 grant, and absolutely we did not at the time. The fact is that since coming to government, we have 
found that we have been left with one of the worst sets of books in history by the Barnett–Grylls–Redman 
government, and this is one of the issues that we have had to address as part of our budget repair. 

Hon Rick Mazza suggested that the boost might have been an exercise in pork-barrelling, given that it was 
announced just before the election. I think Hon Darren West may have said something similar. I will not comment 
on that; it may well have been. Hon Rick Mazza was also concerned that if we continued with the boost, it would 
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or could put the substantive first home owner grant in jeopardy. He also raised the issue that we have a depressed 
real estate market in Western Australia and some people have an issue with this grant and its potential impact on 
an already depressed market in this state. I am pleased that he also indicated that the crossbench will support the 
bill. The honourable member also expressed concerns about the eligibility of first home owners if they enter into 
a shared equity scheme. I am advised that applicants under the government’s Keystart shared equity scheme are 
entitled to the first home owner grant and the first home duty concessions. There is also the ability for the 
government to exclude by way of regulations a shared equity investor from being an applicant to a grant. The 
effect of this is that only the first home owner is required to be an applicant and to satisfy the grant eligibility 
criteria, which also entitles them to the duty concession. Hopefully, that makes sense. 

I thank Hon Peter Collier for his support of the bill. He said that other states are more generous with their first 
home owner grant schemes. 

Hon Peter Collier: Some are. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Some are, with the exception of New South Wales. I make the point that with the 
billions of dollars in GST revenue that we lose to the east, perhaps places such as Tasmania that are very generous 
should not be. The member also said that this is not a cost-effective way to stimulate new home building. However, 
in this very difficult budgetary environment, it is more important than ever to exercise expenditure restraint and to 
target concessions to where they are most needed. He also raised the issue of jobs. As a government, we are very 
focused on the creation of new jobs in Western Australia and we have done a range of things so far in relation to 
jobs and job creation. I will touch on Metronet, for example. The construction of Metronet, including building new 
railcars in Western Australia, will increase the number of jobs significantly in this state. We have also invested in 
numerous congestion-busting road projects, such as the upgrade of Wanneroo Road to a dual carriageway from 
Joondalup Drive to Flynn Drive and the upgrade of Armadale Road to a dual carriageway between Tapper Road 
and Anstey Road. I am just answering the member’s points, because I think it is important to do so. We are 
removing 160 different occupations from the Western Australian skilled migration occupation list and we are 
getting Perth removed from the regional sponsored migration scheme. We believe that all four of those things will 
lead to the expansion of jobs in Western Australia. 

The member also attacked Treasury’s forecasts of the number of boost applications. 

Hon Peter Collier: They were specific figures given to specific questions in the other place. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The advice that has been given to me about claims that Treasury overestimated the 
overall number of first home owner grants that would be paid indicates that Treasury forecasts the total annual 
expense for providing the first home owner grant, which is included in the budget publications. In forecasting the 
expense, Treasury also projects the number of grants expected to be paid in each year. Treasury does not forecast 
first home owner grant applications. The underlying forecasts used for modelling the cost impacts 
of ceasing the $5 000 boost payment six months early are the same as those used to model the impacts of 
introducing the boost for a 12-month period from 1 January to 31 December. These estimates are reflected in both 
the 2016–17 Pre-election Financial Projections Statement and the 2016–17 Government Mid-year Financial 
Projections Statement. New forecasts for the first home owner grant will be included in the upcoming budget on 
Thursday, so I am sure the member will look forward to that. Treasury estimated that a total of around 4 700 first 
home owner grants would be paid from January 2017 to July 2017, with around 1 300 of these receiving the 
$5 000 boost. According to Office of State Revenue data, around 4 200 first home owner grants were paid for the 
seven months to July 2017, of which around 1 500 received the $5 000 boost. 

The member also advised us of the comments made by industry. However, I want to place on the record that 
Dale Alcock, who is the managing director of a significant building company in Western Australia—in fact, I think 
it is the country’s fourth largest home builder—is on the record as saying that the cut would not make a significant 
difference and that the state government was under pressure to rebuild its fiscal position.  

He spoke to the media in May this year and he said — 

“If you look at what they inherited in terms of an economy and the impact of the very poor GST 
allocations into WA, then they’ve got very little room to move,” 

I agree. We are in a very difficult financial circumstance in this state. As government we have to make a range of 
decisions to try to get the state’s budget back on track. Unfortunately, this decision has to be made in that vein. 

Hon Aaron Stonehouse made some comments about the fact that it is a buyers’ market in Western Australia. He 
also acknowledged that young people are finding it difficult to get into the property market. I think the honourable 
member said that first home owners have to pay land tax. Land tax is not payable on a person’s principal place of 
residence, and because a first home owner has to satisfy the residence requirement, first home owners would not 
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have to pay land tax on that home so long as they live there as their principal place of residence. I will make sure 
that the member is aware of that when he returns from urgent parliamentary business. 

I thank Hon Tim Clifford for his indication of support from the Greens. He mentioned that we have an oversupply 
of housing in Western Australia. He also mentioned the Greens’ view that infill should be the focus. He also spoke 
about the challenges being faced by millennials and put a few noses out of joint in the process. However, with 
Metronet we are committed to the expansion of the rail system in this state and in this city in particular and we, 
too, are keen to ensure that we use the benefits of that to build residences and create hubs around the train line. 
Hopefully, that helps him. 

I thank Hon Darren West for his contribution. He too talked about the election sweetener. As I said, I do not know 
why the Liberal–National government made the commitment, but I am advised that we cannot afford it continuing 
to December 2017. I thank Hon Martin Pritchard and Hon Charles Smith for their contributions. Hon Charles Smith 
spoke about housing in WA being too expensive and the challenges faced in Western Australia. The new 
Minister for Housing, whom the member mentioned in his contribution, takes this issue seriously and we look 
forward to addressing this issue moving forward. It is a very challenging issue. Walking through Perth a couple of 
weekends ago, I was reminded of the issue when I saw the number of homeless people on the streets in Perth, 
particularly on Murray Street just off Barrack Street. I was shocked by it. It hammers home the issue. 
Notwithstanding that the financial circumstance we find ourselves in is not the best, thanks to that mob, the former 
government, we are a rich state, and yet people are living on the streets and in doorways. Minister Tinley is looking 
into that issue. 
Who have I missed? Hon Nick Goiran. I am not sure whether I will give Hon Nick Goiran any response now. We 
will probably delve into his issues in committee. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Let’s delve. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: He asked about who pays memorial costs. Memorial costs can already be recovered 
under section 60. I am advised that proposed section 52A allows the commissioner to recover legal costs, including 
legal costs relating to recovering memorial costs. However, Hon Nick Goiran asked a number of other things too, 
so we will address those in committee moving forward. I will conclude my remarks there. As we know, 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas has an amendment, so there is a requirement to move into committee. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Matthew Swinbourn) in the chair; Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for 
Environment) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will start by making a few general comments before we move to the amendment 
in my name, which is to clause 9. If I could just respond to a couple of the comments made earlier, in particular 
about affordable housing, that the minister raised in his reply to the second reading debate. A number of members 
in this place raised it as well. I make the point that although affordable housing is a critical issue and probably 
worthy of a much larger debate, it is, unfortunately, not really encompassed in this bill. This is a tiny component 
of affordable housing. Affordable housing is a much bigger issue. I make a couple of points. The first is that simply 
dropping the price of housing does not necessarily help the process. Although we say that, yes, housing is too 
expensive, for the vast majority of those people who own housing, it is their most significant asset and if the 
conversation were to turn to the fact that we need to make housing more affordable by dropping the capital worth 
of their assets significantly, which is really the only way to make significant change in the short term, a lot of 
people would be very worried. Especially for people who have borrowed $400 000 or $500 000 for a house that 
we might through debate suddenly decide is worth $200 000, their net worth does not look good. I have seen that 
happen. In the south west a suburb called Dalyellup was developed. A lot of people through the peak of the mining 
boom got very good wages. A lot of public servants were building homes there. Two partners were both employed 
and paying it off, but then something happened and one partner was no longer employed. When the mining boom 
ended, prices decreased and people could not make repayments on their loan. That is a comment on housing 
affordability. It is a much greater debate than we could deal with in this bill and I do not want to downplay the fact 
that members have raised it. I am using this as a response because obviously the minister gets to respond to 
everybody, and from our perspective it is hard to do. I am going to jump in and out of a couple of things. 
I was interested in the maths of Hon Darren West. He got out the calculator and talked about dividing out. I do not 
remember the member’s exact numbers because Hansard is not out yet, but Hon Darren West came up with 
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a $2 500 wage. He divided a number by 2 000 because that was the expected employment rate. Hon Darren West 
may have to take his shoes and socks off for this one. This is about the expansion of an industry. It is not only the 
subsidy provided by the state government that provided additional employment; the subsidy provided by the state 
government was designed to increase activity in the building industry. If the $20 million that might have been 
provided by the state government created 650 instances of activity, each one a building, dwelling or house worth 
$200 000 or more, that is a $130 million development. When that is divided by the 2 000 jobs, it works out at 
about $65 000 per person. It is quite simple. 
Hon Darren West interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No; it is not a simple calculation. Hon Darren West needs to read the initial 
contribution I made, because this is a stimulus to the economy and the construction industry of $130 million or so, 
which provides a significant additional wage. Hon Darren West can pull out numbers, but this is the reality of what 
was proposed—a significant boost in the construction industry with additional jobs. If that did not work, there 
would not be a significant cost to government, but there obviously was, because the government is trying to save 
money. It is the expansion; it is the multiplier effect. 

Hon Darren West: Is the member suggesting to me, this house, all these people here and anyone who might be 
listening live that every time the government invests $2 500 in the scheme, it creates a $65 000 job? Is that what 
I’m hearing? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No; the member has to get back to the basis of it. 

Hon Darren West: Just so I have got it clear. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, let us try to get this clear. The government expects by adding additional money 
into the subsidy that it will stimulate more people to go into the process of constructing or purchasing a new house. 
The subsidy is only one part of the total value of the construction of the house. The $5 000 subsidy is not the only 
part that pays the wages of people going in. The amount of $5 000 does not buy the house. It is the additional 
expenditure of those people that provides and drives the additional employment. It is not complicated, honourable 
member; it is really not. It is the multiplier effect of a subsidy into the system that allows it to happen. Trust me, 
it is not complicated, but the member will get there eventually. 

Hon Peter Collier: I would not bet on it! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is true. I suppose we are not under oath. 

That is the critical thing. The mathematics does work out—additional jobs are generated as is additional revenue 
for the state. 

I go back a bit to housing affordability. As we say, one of the most difficult things is that housing affordability is 
addressed as much by the additional costs of land as it is by anything else. Things have changed. The secret is to 
compare the price of housing with the average wage. Everyone gave examples of their past, so let me give one. 
I paid $42 000 for my first house in the late 1980s or early 1990s, and the average wage at the time was $25 000, 
so we are talking about one and a half times the average wage. The problem now is that the average wage is about 
$80 000 and the average house price in Perth is over $500 000. The ratio is not one and a half times anymore; we 
are talking about five times that wage. That is the issue of the imbalance we have to get. There are things we can 
do, not necessarily in this bill, but in other areas. I look forward to the debate about affordable housing and 
appropriate housing. Does everyone need to live in a four-by-two brick-and-tile house, for example, versus the 
alternatives that used to be there some time ago, but that do not tend to get built anymore? This debate needs to be 
had—the most appropriate and efficient housing for low socio-economic residents will obviously look a bit 
different. One of the problems is expectation. Everybody assumes that the picture of success is a four-by-two 
brick-and-tile house with two cars in the garage, one of which is a four-wheel drive. Managing that expectation is 
going to be critical going forward. That is the debate that we all need to have about the delivery of socially 
appropriate and yet still affordable housing, and how government plugs into that process. This is not the bill to do 
that and I appreciate the largesse that the Deputy Speaker has given me just to address — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: President. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Deputy President, sorry. Oops, I have done it again! 

Hon Nick Goiran: Deputy Chair. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Deputy Chair. Third time lucky! 
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I appreciate the largesse he has given me to address some of the issues raised by honourable members, because 
I think we need to broaden the debate a little bit before we move into some of the specifics, which I will come to 
in a minute after I have given someone else a chance to address the general issue. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: There were a couple of interesting points raised by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. He 
made a point about housing affordability. He pointed out that bringing the price of housing down impacts those 
who already own house, and I agree. There are two sides to this equation and that is always worth keeping in mind. 
We cannot just talk about prospective home buyers; we have to take into account those who already own property 
and bought it as an investment, and that is why the attempts by our friends in the Labor Party and the Greens to 
put an end to negative gearing or restrict existing home owners from using their equity to invest in additional 
property are quite misguided. The reason that people want to get into housing in the first place, aside from the 
obvious security of owning one’s own home, is to make an investment to get ahead in life. That is the whole point. 
Home ownership is an investment. The point I made during my contribution to the second reading debate is that 
government should not be involved in the housing market in the first place. Perhaps house prices are too high due 
to government interference in the market, perhaps they can be brought down through further government 
interference, further grants and stamp duty exemptions, but while we scratch our heads and try to figure out exactly 
what the right price for housing is, there is already a mechanism that will do it for us. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, I need to call you to order. The debate needs to be relevant to the content of the 
bill and not just a general discussion about the matters that you have raised. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Sure, I will bring it to the amendment on the notice paper, which is to extend the 
grant — 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: The amendment has not been put yet. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Very well, Deputy Chair, I will resume my seat. 

Point of Order 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can you please clarify that, Deputy Chair, for the benefit of the member who was just 
speaking, because it has been a longstanding custom and practice of this house to be able to have a very broad 
ranging discussion on consideration of clause 1, the short title, including to foreshadow and look at amendments. 
Part of the reason, of course, that has been the case is that there may be consequential amendments that need to be 
considered. It might be useful for the member’s benefit, and all of us, if that could be clarified. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Matthew Swinbourn): At this stage we are debating the provisions of the bill as it 
stands printed. I have been advised that the longstanding practice is in relation to a member’s own amendments, 
rather than those proposed by others. Can the member bring the debate back to the bill before us. You can speak 
generally about whether you are going to support the amendment, but should not be getting into the specifics of it. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Thank you, Deputy Chair; I will wrap up shortly and I thank you for your 
indulgence. 

The point I was coming to is that while we ponder the best tools to use to address housing affordability and 
stimulate the housing market, there is already a mechanism that exists that works perfectly fine and that is the free 
market. Supply and demand of housing, along with other factors, will determine the correct price for housing. That 
is merely all I am suggesting. Young people do not need a handout and property investors do not need to be 
penalised. If we let the market do what it does, the right price will be set by those willing to buy houses and those 
willing to sell them, which is something that I am sure Liberals once upon a time believed. I encourage my Liberal 
friends to look back at some of the Liberal economic policies of their past. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I would like to make a few comments, especially in response to the minister’s second 
reading reply to my arguments for the $5 000 boost, which I felt were not necessarily addressed in his response. 
Before I do that, it appears from the minister’s response that the reason the government does not support the 
amendment—I will talk about this further—is fundamentally that the government cannot afford it. There is nothing 
wrong with the boost, but the government just cannot afford it. I understand that the government actually still 
supports the boost. I would like clarification on that. 

I want to make it clear that my comments about the actual figures were based on the figures provided by the 
government in the other place. There was no filtering of the figures or any sleight of hand. The figures I provided 
do not coincide with the justification that was provided for this bill in either the second reading speech, the 
ministerial statement or the media statement. We have consistently talked about $4 500 when in fact it was $4 660. 
That is quite significant, as Hon Dr Steve Thomas has rightly pointed out. It is the spin-off, the peripheral industries 
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impacted by this grant, which will also have a significant impact. That is what we are talking about. We cannot 
flippantly say that 160 houses or approvals do not matter, because they do, and that was not captured in the second 
reading speech. I was saying consistently that the decision to end this boost was made far too early; it was far too 
premature. That is why we are continuing with the amendment. 

The one area the minister did not address is consultation. When we were in government, the cliché often used 
when we were sitting on the government benches or as a minister with carriage of legislation was, firstly, that it 
had to go to committee—every bill had to go to committee—and, secondly, there had been no consultation. That 
is the daily double. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Come up with new arguments. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I liked it so much, it wore me down. The Leader of the Opposition has won me over. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I taught you too well. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That is right. I accept that the Leader of the Opposition was right. 

I assume that with legislation such as this, or a fundamental stimulus package such as this, the government would 
at the very least consult with major industry groups. I heard that Dale Alcock made that comment apparently in 
a media statement—it is something that he did not come out and do. I assure members that Dale is very supportive 
of the first home buyer grant. Yes, it is true that his only argument against the first home buyer grant was the 
financial situation of the state and whether or not it had been effective. As I said, the figures presented by the 
minister do not reflect the reality of the situation, unless the figures that were provided in the Legislative Assembly 
were not accurate. As I said, I did not make up these figures; they were provided in the other place. I would like 
some clarification. I do not mind if the minister does not, but I want it on the public record, to use another cliché, 
that there was not any consultation with the industry. That is fine. I am not going to argue the piece; that is the 
government’s call. But I want it clarified whether there was any consultation with the industry, particularly the 
Housing Industry Association and the Master Builders Association, which is directly affected. Having said that, 
I leave any further comments to our amendment. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his comments. Can I say first of all that the 
only consultation that took place was in government. 

Hon Peter Collier: But there was none within—that is fine. I will wear that, just as long as there was no consultation. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is the answer to that question. 

I am advised that the temporary boost payment was terminated early not only because the boost was not 
a cost-effective way of stimulating new home building, but also because it would help improve the state’s finances 
by approximately $20 million over the forward estimates. I am also advised that only 380 home buyers were 
expected to respond directly to the $5 000 boost payment by switching from buying an established home on which 
they would not receive a first home owner grant to buy or build a new home. However, anyone who intended to 
buy or build a new home would also benefit from the additional $5 000. As I have stated, given the condition of 
the state’s finances, it is simply not prudent to continue providing the additional payments when the stimulatory 
impact is so fine. 

Hon Peter Collier: But you don’t dispute the figures that I have presented, do you? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that the boost payments are tracking in line with where the department 
estimated they would be. 

Hon Peter Collier: I wanted to make sure those figures are right because these are the ones that were provided in 
the other place. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that the figures are the figures. 

I now take the opportunity to address the issues that Hon Nick Goiran raised. I am advised that proposed new 
section 52A limits the legal costs that can be recovered by the commissioner to legal costs incurred in proceedings 
for the recovery of an amount referred to in section 53(1)—namely, an amount that is required to be repaid under 
the conditions of a first home owner grant or by requirement of the commissioner under the act; a penalty amount 
imposed by the commissioner; an amount together with interest that is due and payable under a repayment 
arrangement; and costs incurred by the commissioner in lodging and withdrawing a memorial, which the 
commissioner can require an applicant to repay under section 60. 

I am also advised that the amendments allow the commissioner to recover legal costs associated with the recovery 
of all those amounts. Proposed new section 52A provides that we can get the money back for those things, but the 
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amendments will allow that on top of that we can recover the legal costs associated with the recovery of those four 
points. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister indicated that it is the case that the government already has the capacity to 
recover legal costs. He then said that it is also the case that the government routinely recovers the cost for 
lodgement registration of memorials. If that is the case, will the government be moving to delete from the bill 
clauses 15 and 16? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that at the moment we can recover the costs incurred in lodging and 
withdrawing the memorial but we cannot actually recover the legal costs associated with undertaking that action. 
I am not sure whether that answers the member’s question. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister indicated that the government can recover legal costs and can recover the 
costs of lodging and registering memorials. Either the minister’s reply was correct or we are now changing that. 
We need to be very crystal clear. Can the government recover legal costs when it is seeking to recover moneys 
owing to it under this act? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that the answer is no. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister is saying that the government cannot recover legal costs, so I draw to the 
minister’s attention section 53(3) of the act—this is not the bill or an amendment. Under the heading 
“Recovery of certain amounts” it states — 

An amount to which this section applies is recoverable by the commissioner in a court of competent 
jurisdiction as a debt due to the Crown. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that it is only the amounts that are attached to the four areas I raised 
earlier on: the penalty amount imposed by the commissioner; the amount, together with interest, that is due and 
payable under a payment arrangement; an amount that is required to be repaid under the conditions of a first home 
owner grant, or by a requirement of the commissioner under the act; and the costs incurred by the commissioner 
in relation to lodging and withdrawing a memorial, which the commissioner can require to be repaid under section 
60. We cannot recover the costs associated with any legal action that takes place in the recovery process. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is not what the minister told us in the reply. In the reply he said that we can recover 
the legal costs, then when asked the question a moment ago, he said yes, we can recover the legal costs. I asked 
a third time, and he said no, we cannot recover the legal costs. Now I refer the minister to section 53(3) of the 
First Home Owner Grant Act 2000, and it is still not clear what the government’s position is. Maybe we can take 
it this way: why do we not ask the government to indicate to the house what the current recovery process is that 
the government undertakes when it seeks to recover amounts owing to it? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: As my advisers prepare some more advice for me, I might just talk about section 
53(3), which allows the commissioner to recover in a court the amounts listed in that section as a debt due. Before 
the commissioner can recover the debt in court, there needs to be provision requiring the applicant to pay the 
amount. Proposed section 52A is the provision requiring an applicant to pay legal costs associated with recovering 
the amount in section 53(1)—that is, the grant. Section 53 is also amended to allow the commissioner to recover 
the legal costs in a court if an applicant does not pay the legal costs. In relation to the question about the process, 
I am advised that it starts off with negotiation with the taxpayer. The debt becomes due and payable, the negotiation 
takes place, and the debt is secured by memorial. If the amount is not paid, recovery action is taken in a court. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The recovery process that the minister has just outlined is that, first of all, there is a debt 
due; then there is negotiation; then it is secured by memorial; and, if not paid, it goes to court. Those are the four 
stages. The minister indicated to the house previously that the government is able to recover the costs of securing 
the debt by memorial, but perhaps for the sake of crystal-clear clarity, I might ask the minister to confirm that, at 
the moment, as the act stands today, before this amending legislation is passed, the government can recover the 
costs associated with securing the debt by memorial. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that it can secure the fees in relation to the memorial costs. It cannot, 
at the moment, secure the legal costs associated with taking the action. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is not what was said before in the reply. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: That’s what I’m saying now. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yes, okay. Thank goodness we went into Committee of the Whole, because if we had not, 
the people of Western Australia would have understood that the government could recover the legal costs of the 
memorial, but apparently that is not the case. We can only recover the fees. 
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Hon Stephen Dawson: Member, I don’t think I did actually say that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am quite happy, if the minister likes, to go back to the Hansard tomorrow, because unless 
I was in another chamber, I was sitting here and the minister delivered his reply and said that the memorial costs 
and the legal costs could be recovered. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: The memorial fees. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We will check that tomorrow, and one of us will owe the other an apology, and if it is me, 
I will be the first to stand up and give the minister that apology. 

In terms of further questions — 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I have been advised that I did actually say “memorial costs” earlier on, on the advice 
of my advisers. However, I should actually have said “memorial fees”, so I apologise to Hon Nick Goiran. I am 
pleased I have been able to work through those issues and ensure that this house and, indeed, Western Australia 
knows what this bill refers to. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, minister. Very gracious. 

The minister indicated that at the moment, as the act stands, the government can only recover fees associated with 
the memorial, but not legal costs associated with the lodgement of the memorial. Can the minister advise the house 
what fees are able to be recovered at the moment, and what are the legal costs that the government currently cannot 
recover that we now hope to be able to recover? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that there are a range of costs associated with standard court 
procedures. When lodging forms in a court, for example, we do not engage external solicitors or legal advice; that 
is done internally. There are court processes — 

Hon Nick Goiran: We’re just looking at memorials at this stage. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Okay. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will rephrase the question. At this stage we are talking just about the memorials; we are 
not talking about going to court. It was indicated to the house earlier that there are four stages in the recovery 
process: first there is a debt due; then there is negotiation; then the debt is secured by memorial; and, fourthly, it 
goes to court. I am looking at the third stage because, plainly, there are no fees associated with the debt falling due 
in the first place. We now know—the government tells us—that we can only recover the fees associated with 
securing a memorial. I am asking: what are those fees; and what are the legal costs associated with securing by 
memorial? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that if somebody does not pay the memorial costs, we would take legal 
action. This clause allows us to recoup those costs for taking that legal action. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Minister, that is not the question. The question is: what are the fees that the government 
says it currently has the ability, the power, to be able to recover? That is question number one. The minister 
indicated to the house that there are fees associated with the lodgement of a memorial, which the government can 
recover. The question is: what are those fees? Secondly, the minister indicated that the government cannot recover 
legal costs associated with securing the debt by memorial. The question is: what are those legal costs?  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that at the moment we can recover fees for lodging and withdrawing 
a memorial, but if the person does not pay the fees, we cannot recover the costs associated with that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We are just dealing with the third stage of the government’s four-stage recovery process. 
The third stage is that the debt can be secured by memorial. The minister is indicating a few different responses 
here, so I just want to be clear. The latest response, I understand, is that the government can recover the costs of 
lodging a memorial to secure the debt. However, the minister then goes on to say that if the debtor does not pay, 
the government cannot recover the costs associated with that. There can only be one set of costs. Either those costs 
can be recovered or they cannot, so we need to be clear about what costs we are talking about. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We cannot recover the legal costs if we need to take court action to get them to pay 
the fees. We can recover the costs, but we cannot recover the legal costs if we have to take further action. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is the fourth stage indicated in the four-stage process, which is to go to court. I am 
not talking about the fourth stage. I am only interested, at this point in time, in the third stage, which is to secure 
the debt by memorial. The response provided earlier was that we can recover fees associated with that, but not 
legal costs. The real question is: are there any legal costs associated with securing a debt by memorial? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that there are no legal costs associated with that. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: So far we have gone through the three stages of the debt-recovery process. First of all, 
there is the debt due, then there is the negotiation phase and then thirdly there is the securing of the debt by 
memorial. I want to be clear that the minister is telling the chamber that there are no legal costs associated with 
those first three stages, and that any fees associated with the lodging of the memorial are recoverable. With respect 
to the first three stages of the four-stage process, we do not need clauses 15 and 16 in the bill. It might be said that 
we need it for stage 4, and I am happy to talk about stage 4 in a moment, but I just want to be clear whether the 
minister says we need clauses 15 or 16 for any of the first three stages of the recovery process. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Member, can I ask you to repeat that question? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: There are four stages to the process. I do not want to talk about the fourth stage—just the 
first three stages. The debt is due, there is a negotiation, and then there is securing the debt by memorial. 
I understand the minister to be telling the chamber that there are no legal costs associated with those first three 
stages. There may well be in the fourth stage, and we will get to that in a moment, but no legal charges apply to 
the first three stages, and if that is the case, clauses 15 and 16 of the bill are not needed for the first three stages of 
the recovery process. The minister might have the view that they are needed for the fourth stage, which we will 
get to in a moment. Do we need clauses 15 or 16 for the first three stages of the recovery process? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that we do not incur legal costs per se for the first three stages. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Then are clauses 15 and 16 not needed for those first three stages of the recovery process? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The provisions are drafted to recover costs in totality, so they are not segmented. As 
these clauses are written, there could be a situation in the future in which recovery could be outsourced, so these 
clauses would allow that. Obviously, it is not planned at the moment, but I am advised that it could happen in the 
future. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is the minister telling the house that at the moment, for those first three stages, there are 
no legal costs, but in the future there could be? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: At the moment there are none, but it is a possibility in the future. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: No legal costs are associated with the first three stages at the moment, but they could be 
in the future. What would be the legal costs in the future for those first three stages? The first stage is that a debt 
is due. I cannot envisage any scenario in which legal costs would be associated with the debt falling due. Perhaps 
we will do it one at a time. Can the minister indicate whether in the future the government will need to have the 
power to onlay legal costs with regard to the first stage of the recovery process, which is the debt falling due? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The answer is no. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That makes perfect sense, because as the minister would imagine for any other business 
owner in Western Australia, if a debt is due, it will be them issuing an invoice or a notice or something of that 
nature. I am glad that we are on the same page. 

The second stage is the negotiation process. I assume that what the government means by that is that it will 
endeavour to get a person to pay. Despite an invoice being issued, people sometimes do not pay on time and you 
might pick up the phone, ring them and say, “Can you please pay or else?” I notice that section 52 of the primary 
act refers to “Arrangements for instalments and extensions of time” and reads — 

The Commissioner may approve (with or without amendment) a written arrangement — 

(a) extending the period for paying a repayment required … 

(b) providing for the required repayment to be made in specified instalments. 

(2) An application for the Commissioner’s approval of a proposed repayment arrangement is to set out 
fully and in detail the reasons why the applicant wants more time to make the required repayment. 

And so on and so forth. It also refers to a payment arrangement. Is that what we are talking about when we refer 
to the second phase of negotiation; and, if so, where does the minister foresee legal costs associated with that? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The member is correct. That is what it is in relation to negotiations. We cannot 
foresee legal costs. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: So far we have dealt with two of the four stages. We are clear on what we are talking about 
and no legal costs are associated with the first two stages and the minister cannot envisage there being any in the 
future. With respect to the first two stages of the recovery process, there is no need for clauses 15 and 16 of the bill. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: In a technical sense, they are not needed. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: Perhaps the minister can explain to the house what is meant by “in a technical sense”. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I do not expect legal costs to be associated with those. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We are through the first two recovery processes. I understand that stage 3 is securing the debt 
by way of a memorial and the government has indicated that currently it can recover any fees associated with the 
lodging and registering of the memorial, so in that sense there would be no need for clauses 15 and 16. But it has 
been indicated to the chamber that although at present no legal costs are associated with the securing of the debt by 
memorial, the minister foreshadows that it is possible in the future. Perhaps the minister can indicate why it would 
be necessary in the future if at the moment the government seems quite capable of securing memorials itself. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that there is an obligation to pay the fees under the memorial, so to 
lodge or withdraw. We do not believe the fees are recoverable under a memorial. If they do not pay, we have to 
go to the next step. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That would be stage 4; I understand that. Imagine for a moment, minister, that this piece 
of paper is the document that needs to be lodged to secure the debt by way of a memorial and that fees are 
associated with lodging the document. The minister indicated to the chamber that the fees associated with lodging 
the document are already recoverable by the government under the current regime. In that sense, there is no need 
for clauses 15 and 16. But he indicated that there might be a need down the track to recover legal costs associated 
with that. What will those costs be? Will the government need to hire a solicitor to pick up the document and lodge 
it? Is the government seeking to recover the picking up cost? What mystery legal costs does the government want 
to have the power to recover in the future that it does not recover at the moment? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Presently, all the work is done internally. There are no legal costs but in the future 
the work could be outsourced to a legal firm, for example, and it is possible that fees will be associated with that. 
I refer to lawyers’ fees et cetera and paying for their time. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: At the moment, the work to secure the debt by memorial is done in-house but the 
government wants the power in the future if it so chooses to outsource that work and so it might receive, as 
I understand from the minister, some form of invoice for legal costs to prepare and lodge the memorial. Is that the 
type of cost that the government wants to have the power to recover in the future? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, that is a possibility for the third stage. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the minister explain to the house why the government should have the privilege of 
being able to outsource the work and recover the costs for that when no citizen of Western Australia has the same 
privilege? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that at the moment the legal costs associated with recovering the duty 
amount for which an applicant received a first home owner rate of duty concession can be recovered under the 
Taxation Administration Act 2003. Proposed section 52A is necessary to ensure consistent treatment of the 
recovery of legal costs when the commissioner has to recover a grant amount and the related duty liability. We are 
aligning the two acts. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister will have to explain that again. It may not be what the minister meant to say, 
but what he has just said to the house comes across as meaning that we are currently doing the legal recovery of 
costs anyway, which makes it seem as if there is all the more reason not to have these provisions in the bill. The 
minister says the government is trying to align the acts and that it can already recover the legal costs. We have just 
been told that the government does not have any costs because at the moment it is all being done in house. What 
are the costs that the minister is referring to? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that the Taxation Administration Act allows us to recover the duty 
concession under the Duties Act. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Then why do we need this? If the regime that the minister refers to is already in place and 
the government already has the power, why do we need these extra provisions? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The duty concession is a duty; it is not a grant. It is a different payment. These 
amendments align the criteria between the FHOG duty concession and the grant. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I take it from what the minister has said in response to my earlier question about why no 
other citizen has these special privileges, that the government already has this special privilege in other 
circumstances when recovering a duty; it does not have this special privilege when recovering a grant and it would 
like to do so.  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, that is correct.  
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is it not the case that for an extensive period, the government has already been recovering 
grant amounts? This First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill will not allow the government to recover grant 
amounts for the first time. Presumably, this has been happening for years. The original act is dated 2000. One 
assumes that since 2000 the government has routinely been recovering amounts owing to it under this regime. This 
is not the first time a government of any persuasion has asked for recovery provisions.  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is the first time a grant act provides for the recovery of penalties et cetera. It does 
not allow for the recovery of costs associated with the recovery of these amounts.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is not really correct, is it? As we saw earlier in section 53(3) of the act, it states — 

An amount to which this section applies is recoverable by the Commissioner in a court of competent 
jurisdiction as a debt due to the Crown.  

The government already has the power to recover in a court of competent jurisdiction all the things we have been 
talking about. What is not covered by section 53(3)? Section 53(1) states — 

This section applies to — 

(a) an amount that is required to be repaid under the conditions of a first home owner grant or by 
a requirement of the Commissioner under this Act;  

If the commissioner requires $5 000 to be paid back, it can be. Section 53(1)(b) states — 

the amount of a penalty imposed by the Commissioner under this Act;  

This very powerful commissioner even gets to impose penalties on citizens of this state and can recover it. The 
other things he can do, as stated in paragraphs (b) and (c), are — 

an amount, together with interest, that is due and payable under a repayment arrangement; and 

an amount that is required to be paid under section 60.  

The commissioner can do all those things in a court of competent jurisdiction but it is no clearer why clauses 15 and 
16 of this bill are necessary. I encourage the minister to take a very close look at section 53(3), which states — 

An amount to which this section applies is recoverable by the Commissioner — 

Not anywhere — 

in a court of competent jurisdiction as a debt due to the Crown.  

This is in the act. As I said earlier, for an extensive period, presumably since 2000, the commissioner has been 
routinely clawing back moneys owed to him or her in courts of competent jurisdiction. It might be a useful starting 
point for the minister to confirm that in a court of competent jurisdiction, the commissioner routinely seeks to 
recover amounts owing.  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: At the moment, we can recover only the cost of the grant, the penalty tax, the interest 
and the memorial fees. But if we have to lodge a statement to the court, we do not have the power to seek payment 
of the costs. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the minister run that by me again? What does “if we have to lodge a statement” mean? 
I heard the adviser say that it is a general procedure claim. A general procedure claim is quite different from 
a statement. The minister is saying to the chamber that if we have to lodge a general procedure claim in the 
Magistrates Court, a court of competent jurisdiction, at the moment the state cannot recover its costs for doing so. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, that is correct. That is what I am advised. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The advice that the minister is getting is wrong, because the act allows the commissioner 
to recover amounts—for example, the $10 000 grant. I understand from our dialogue today that the government 
routinely seeks to recover that amount in a court of competent jurisdiction. When it does so, does the government 
do this in-house or does it outsource the work? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that in the majority of cases our work is done in-house, but if we have 
to seek payment from someone in a different state, that work is outsourced. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: So the work on all of this is done in-house. None of this is a problem. Everything is going 
swimmingly at the moment. The government would like to futureproof the act and create a capacity to charge 
people for unquantified legal costs—basically, as much as the commissioner would like to load up on top of the 
debt. This is the power that we are going to be giving the commissioner. To put it in some context, the amount that 
we are talking about under the new provisions is $15 000. The government seeks to outsource to a firm the work 
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that it is doing in-house. The firm charges the government $10 000. Does the person now owe $25 000 under this 
special provision that we are granting? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Essentially, we are trying to safeguard the state’s money. We will seek to recover 
only the money that is spent. This is not about charging $10 000. It is not a money-making exercise; it is simply 
about being able to recover the costs of undertaking activity and lodging the general procedure claim.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister said that it is not a case of being able to just load the money on, but I note 
that section 54A(8) of the current act allows the commissioner to impose a penalty—a fine of $20 000—on 
a garnishee who does not comply with a garnishee notice. Apparently, that person commits an offence and the 
penalty is a fine of $20 000. That is already in the existing act. When the minister said that we are not trying to 
give a power to impose all these extra costs, it sounds to me that it is already possible that a first home owner who, 
in whatever circumstances, gets a grant that they should not get or does not comply with the various requirements 
not only has to pay back the original amount, interest and these mystery costs that could be needed in the future, 
but also, if they do not comply with a garnishee order, will have another $20 000 added to it. It seems to me that 
clauses 15 and 16 are granting the government a power to impose costs that it does not use at the moment. The 
response that has been provided is that the government does not use external legal providers; it is all done in-house. 
There is no need for legal costs, unless we might need it in the future. We are effectively going to give a blank 
cheque to the government to say that it can now recover the costs for these things, which it does not use at the 
moment, and there is no limit to the amount that the government can put on. I emphasise at this point what I said 
in my contribution earlier: I am in full support of the government being able to recover moneys that are owed to 
it. If a taxpayer of Western Australia is fraudulently claiming the first home owner grant, the McGowan government 
has a responsibility to the rest of the taxpayers of Western Australia to recover that amount. I am in full support of 
that. However, the government needs to explain why it needs these special provisions in clauses 15 and 16, which it 
does not have at the moment and does not use at the moment. Why would this house grant to the government the 
powers in clauses 15 or 16 when they are not even being used at the moment? Would it not be better for the 
government to continue with the current regime, which does not need these provisions, and if the McGowan 
government finds itself in some sort of trouble down the track, which apparently has not been the case since this 
act came into effect in 2000—so for the last 17 years—it could come back to the house to ask for these extra 
powers? We really need some explanation of why we should give the government these powers that it is not using 
at the moment and cannot reasonably foresee will be required in the future. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, on motion by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment).  
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