
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 10 September 2015] 

 p6171b-6180a 
Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Bill Marmion; Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Ben Wyatt 

REVENUE LAWS AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 8 September. 

Clause 3: Act amended — 
Debate was adjourned after clause 2 had been agreed to. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We are here dealing with the fact that the bill will amend the First Home Owner Grant 
Act 2000, and I make the point to the minister that I was just looking at the second reading speech for that 
legislation made at 3.17 pm on Thursday, 6 April 2000. Graham Kierath was the relevant minister and he 
introduced the bill as the Minister assisting the Treasurer. 

An opposition member: Boo! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Boo, hiss, says somebody! 

He said in his speech — 

The purpose of this Bill is to put in place a scheme to assist eligible first home buyers by providing 
a $7 000 grant where they enter into a contract on or after 1 July 2000 to purchase or build their first 
home. The scheme forms part of the package arising from the Intergovernmental Agreement on the 
Reform of Commonwealth–State Financial Relations, which was signed by the Prime Minister and all 
Premiers and Chief Ministers in June last year. 

That year being 1999 — 

Under that agreement, the States and Territories committed to assist first home buyers through the 
funding and administration of a new uniform first home owners scheme grant to offset the impact of the 
goods and services tax on house prices. The scheme is restricted to first home buyers because other 
home buyers should benefit from a GST-induced increase in the selling price of their existing home. 

I foreshadowed this in my contribution to the second reading debate, but I did not have the benefit of having 
those words in front of me at the time, so I thought I should confirm that that is exactly what happened and, of 
course, I am right. In 1999, the Liberal government of Western Australia agreed to compensate first home 
buyers, whether they were building a new property or purchasing an existing one, for the GST effect on house 
prices. Here, 16 years later, the Liberal government of Western Australia is removing part of that agreement. 
I note that the current minister was actually an adviser to the Premier at the time the agreement was entered 
into — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Not on this. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Not on this specifically, of course. I am sure the minister was giving good engineering 
advice to the Premier. 

The now Premier was the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party and Leader of the House when the legislation 
passed through this place. It is interesting to note that on a number of occasions the Liberal Party has said to us 
that the GST system cannot be amended without the agreement of the commonwealth and all the states, yet here 
we are on a frolic of our own without having achieved any sort of amendment to the intergovernmental 
agreement that was entered into June 1999, and we are abandoning one aspect of that arrangement. As I said in 
my second reading contribution, there may well be good policy reasons to do this, but the point here is that this is 
compensation for the GST. While I was on my feet it was noted, I think by interjection, that the states pay the 
first home owner grant. The point I make is yes, but 100 per cent of the GST goes to the states. That is why the 
compensation was being paid for by the states, given that the commonwealth was legislating to bring in a tax. It 
is also interesting to note that further in the minister’s second reading speech made in 2000, he outlined how 
a series of existing first home owner arrangements that had been available to people in Western Australia at that 
time were being removed and replaced with this nationally agreed framework. I am basically asking the minister 
why the Liberal Party is changing its mind on such a crucial issue that formed an important part of the 
compensation package for the introduction of GST back in 2000. Why is the Liberal Party abandoning first home 
owners who buy established homes in the future? I understand from the Minister for Finance’s second reading 
speech on this bill that that is 54 per cent of purchasers. If the minister could explain why this has been done 
without public consultation, I would appreciate it. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Western Australia is the only state, as I said before, that includes established homes. 
I understand that all other states have a first home owner grant only for new houses, and not for established 
homes. Western Australia is the only state that still has the first home owner grant for established homes and we 
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are removing that. The commonwealth has not advised us that this is in breach, I have been told. My department 
is not the department that would deal with it, but Treasury has advised me that the commonwealth has not raised 
a concern. If it had raised a concern, it would have raised it previously with all the other states and territories that 
have already done it. I think that is the answer the member was after. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Following on from the member for Cannington’s comment on the GST, is it something that 
the government would reconsider if it, together with the Abbott Liberal federal government, were to increase the 
GST rate to 15 per cent? Would the state government consider reintroducing the grant for established homes? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I have no idea. Obviously, we would consider anything. I have no policy advice on that. 
It is not something that I would decide; it is something that the Treasurer would perhaps bring to cabinet if he 
thought it was a good idea. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Have there been discussions to increase the GST from 10 per cent to 15 per cent? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I have not been involved in any discussions on that. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 4: Section 3 amended — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What is the intent of this change? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Previously, the definition of “eligible transaction” was included in only section 14(1) of 
the First Home Owner Grant Act 2000. Now, because of the broader implications, we have to look at the whole 
of section 14 to get the definition of an “eligible transaction”. That is the purpose of clause 4. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 5: Section 14 amended — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I suspect this is, in a sense, the killer clause, in that it will remove the eligibility to receive 
a first home owner grant if a person is purchasing an established home. Is that the intent of this clause? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. This is the main clause of the bill. Under the definition of an “eligible transaction”, 
proposed section (5A) provides when a contract is not an eligible transaction. It states — 

(5A) A contract is not an eligible transaction if — 
(a) it is for the purchase of an established home; and 

This has to be read in conjunction — 
(b) it has a commencement date on or after the day on which the Revenue Laws Amendment 

Act 2015 Part 2 Division 1 comes into operation. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I note the minister’s comments in the second reading speech about the $3 million 
a month that the community keeps as this bill gets delayed. Why has a date not been specified in proposed 
subsection (5A)(b)? Is that because the minister is again saying that the government has to keep paying until that 
date, or is there any other way of doing it? Is the minister expecting a rush? If I were a real estate agent, I would 
be rushing around and telling everybody that if they wanted to buy an established house, to do it now. 
Remember, that 54 per cent of people who have been getting this benefit have been buying an established house. 
Is every real estate agent in Perth going to thank the minister afterwards because he is giving them that period of 
grace? Is there any other way that could have been arranged? My view is that this is removing compensation for 
the GST, which is not actually fair; but given that the government is minded to do that, is this the clause that all 
real estate agents are going to be happy about? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It was not put in for that reason, but what the member has said is probably true. As 
I said before, this was seen as the best mechanism because otherwise if it were backdated to 1 July, the 
commissioner would still have had to hand out those grants and then have to collect them again. Treasury has 
assumed that until this goes through, there will be an increase in people moving forward if they were going to 
buy an established home, and Treasury has factored that into account. The member is dead right—he is not 
always, but he is on this occasion. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 6: Section 14AA amended — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, (Mr P. Abetz). That is a big title—Mr Acting Speaker. Some 
members use it to great effect when they travel overseas. I, too, hope, Mr Acting Speaker, that when you travel 
overseas you get armed security! 

Could the minister explain the intent of this amendment and how it impacts on the current operations of the bill? 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: This is really a tidy-up clause. Under agreements there is a mechanism for vendor 
finance. When a person purchases a property and the vendor provides the finance, that person does not get the 
title of the property until the contract is finished. The main part of the clause is to provide that when a person 
moves in, it is deemed that the person buying the property has moved in rather than moving in after they have 
title. This is a provision for that. This particular provision was left out for instalments from the commonwealth or 
state. I am looking to my adviser to see whether I have this right. It makes sure that if a person was buying 
a house under a vendor finance deal from either the commonwealth or the state, the day that person moves into 
the house is when the contract is deemed to be completed for the purpose of getting the grant. It is quite 
convoluted. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If the land was being leased to a person, is that adequate to trigger the grant? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No. It would not be deemed that the person was purchasing the property. If a person was 
only leasing and not buying a property, they would not qualify for the grant. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I refer to the federal government’s agenda to encourage Indigenous communities to 
lease Indigenous-owned land for the purpose of constructing houses, businesses and other things. In respect of 
housing, would they be eligible for the first home owner grant if they were only leasing a house on the 
Indigenous-owned land? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I have been advised that in certain circumstances it can be. Section 6(1)(d) of the 
First Home Owner Grant Act states — 

A leasehold interest in the land granted by the Commonwealth or the State that may be converted under 
the terms of the lease or by statute into an estate in fee simple; 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I understand that the concept with the commonwealth is for the underlying native title to 
be retained, which is of course a community asset not an individual asset, and that the use of the land would be 
owned individually through a lease; so, it is not the Crown that holds the land, but the traditional owners, and it 
will never convert to fee simple because that would defeat the purpose of the native title. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is something we might have to look into. The purpose of this amendment is that if 
a person chooses to purchase a state house or a commonwealth house—they might have been living in it; it 
might have been a Department of Housing house that the person chooses to buy off the government—this is just 
to tidy it up and make that clear. The member’s point is probably worth looking into in terms of the technicalities 
around that question, but I am not sure of the answer at this time. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 7: Section 19 amended — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I appreciate the notes in the explanatory memorandum, but it would be worthwhile, 
given the complexity of the dates in the bill, for the minister to make clear what each of the dates refers to. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Clause 7 amends section 19. This is about keeping all the historical information in play 
in the act; they have chosen to keep all the rules in. It mentions the amendment day, which relates to the 2013 
amendment, but this particular amendment brings in a new definition for “second amendment day”, which 
relates to this bill. The provision makes it clear that people will not get the $3 000 first home owner grant if they 
buy an established home after the second amendment day, but if they bought an established home before the 
second amendment day, they will get it. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 8 put and passed. 
Clause 9: Section 141 amended — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is where we get to the very complicated section. As I understand it, the current 
Duties Act relies on the First Home Owner Grant Act for the definition of a first home owner. We now need to 
reinsert into the Duties Act a definition of a first home owner. Is that a confirmation of what clause 9 starts to do 
in relation to definitions? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Pretty well. That sums up the philosophy. The definition is of a “concessional first home 
owner” rather than relating it to a first home owner. If a person qualified previously, it was easy. If they got 
a first home owner grant, they could qualify for the concession, but if a first home owner now buys an 
established home, they cannot get the grant, so we cannot link the concession to the grant. We have got rid of the 
term “FHOG concessional transaction” and the definition is now “concessional first home owner”. The next 
clause will tell us the meaning. This is a definition. “Concessional first home owner” has the meaning given to it 
under the next clause that we will look at. The first bit is a bit messy. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does “concessional first home owner” refer to the total group or the group buying new 
homes? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is the definition for everybody who qualifies. It can be a person buying an 
established home, a new home, a unit or whatever. Proposed section 142A, which is coming up in the next 
clause, provides the definition. If the member wants to be precise, the meaning of “concessional first home 
owner” is defined, but it is about someone who actually qualifies for a reduction in their stamp duty. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I understand it—maybe my memory is incorrect—there was a cap on the value of the 
property for the first home owner grant. How is that reflected in these amendments? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is about the definitions, so that will come up next. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I was trying to work out how I could ask this question under the last clause but I could 
not work out how to do it. I think I know how to do it under this clause. If a person is deciding to buy an 
apartment as a first home—it could be someone like my son-in-law, who goes and buys one in my electorate — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Is your daughter a geologist? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: She has actually moved on; she is now studying natural resource management. It is still 
within that space. Hopefully, with just a couple more units, she will have her degree and then we will all be 
happy. Anyway, we are not talking about my daughter today! But my son-in-law bought an apartment in 
Cecil Avenue in Cannington. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Is it strata? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It was a strata apartment. It was an established one. Clearly, he would not get the first 
home owner grant anymore because he has bought an established property. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: It will depend on when the contract is. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: He bought it years ago. 

In future, a person will continue to be eligible for stamp duty relief whether they have bought a new or used 
property, but they will only get the grant if it is a new build. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Correct; yes. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In respect of an apartment, the developer might get 70 per cent of presales, which is 
enough to convince the bank that he is financial, so he goes and builds the apartment block. Seventy per cent of 
the apartments are sold off the plan and they go to their owners. He retains 30 per cent not because he wanted to 
but because he could not find a purchaser for them, and some time in the future he then sells them. I can see that 
in terms of stamp duty concessions the purchaser will be a first home buyer, but will they be eligible for the 
grant even though somebody has owned the property before they purchased it? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: If they are buying it off the developer and they are the first person who lives in it, they 
will qualify for the grant. That is my understanding. If it is below the capping, which we will get to later, they 
can get a concession. That is my understanding, but I will just check. The definition of a new home, which we 
obviously have not got in this bill, means a home that has not been previously occupied or sold as a place of 
residence. That sounds like it would qualify. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 10: Section 142A inserted — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I just want to follow up on that answer. If the developer could not sell the apartment off 
the plan for whatever reason, has built it and has it empty, he may then decide to get some holding income. The 
words the minister used were “previously sold or previously occupied”. That is the question I am going to follow 
up. If the developer then leases the place out while waiting to sell it to get some holding income, does that make 
it a second-hand property? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We believe, under that definition, that because it has been occupied, it would not 
qualify, but we cannot give a definite legal position on that. That is what it appears to be from how it is defined. 
I am not sure whether there is a get-out-of-jail clause that a lawyer could come up with to claim that it has not 
been occupied, but that would obviously have been occupied. 

Clause put and passed.  
Clauses 11 to 13 put and passed. 

Clause 14: Section 145 amended — 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What is the intent of this clause? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Section 145 is about someone who has received a grant, or a concession in this case, and 
their circumstances change and they are liable to repay the concession to state revenue. It means that the duty is 
reassessed at the normal rate, not the concessional rate; basically, someone loses their concession. This defines 
what happens when someone loses their concession. One other part is the requirement to notify of any change. 
For instance, if the person has not lived in the house for the required period—that is, for six months in the first 
12 months—they are required to notify the commissioner. This clause sets out the rule, so they cannot keep quiet 
if things change; they have to notify the commissioner. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am a bit confused, despite being switched on and engaged. With the first home owner 
grant, the person has to live in the house for the first six months. Does the exemption for stamp duty have the 
same requirement; and what does this clause do to that requirement? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: To get the FHOG, a person has to live in the house for a total of six months and move in 
within 12 months. Once they move in, they have to live in the house for a continuous period of six months. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is it the same requirement for the stamp duty exemption? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The stamp duty exemption has the same requirement to live in the house for six months in 
the first 12 months. Previously, we talked about the cap for the FHOG for established homes valued at up to 
$750 000—or $500 000. This bill will change the Duties Act to disentangle it from eligibility for the first home 
owner grant. How is that reflected in this legislation? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I did not know this until I was given the answer, so it is a clever question. The 
difference is because the cap amount on the first home owner grant is a lot higher than that in the Duties Act. 
The cap for the FHOG depends on the latitude and can be based on a value of up to $750 000. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 15 put and passed. 

Clause 16: Act amended — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is funny that two little amendments will have such an impact on 47 000 pensioner 
householders. Why are we setting the cap through regulation and not legislation? Is there any provision to index the 
cap through the regulations, and is that a decision that the government can take when indexing the cap so that the 
concession is not capped forever and the amount payable does not continue to grow exponentially for pensioners? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This gives the government flexibility. I have been advised that the next clause refers to 
an eligible senior—the member might not have that—and the cap is indexed. I suppose it could be written into 
the regulations, but the advice I have been given is that the caps are revised each year and they are advised every 
year for water and local government rates 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: When the minister says “they are advised every year”, is he saying that there will have to 
be a fresh decision each year and that the government will then advise the councils and the councils will advise the 
residents? When the minister says that they are being advised, is that what he is saying is the procedure? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The current process is that each year the regulations are changed. The regulations are 
gazetted and Parliament has an opportunity to pass or fail them. That is how they currently do the capping with 
seniors. My advisers believe that that is exactly what they will do with this as well. I am thinking out loud. All the 
mining stuff is changed every year and it gets approved by Treasury, and there are lists of them. I imagine this will 
be the same, and it may go above CPI or the other way around. That is the advice I am getting from my advisers. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is interesting. In costing this decision in the forward estimates, there must have been 
a policy decision. Is the policy decision that is inherent in the forward estimates a $550 cap each year?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Treasury is fairly confident that it will be indexed to the consumer price index, but it 
cannot categorically tell me right here and now whether that is incorporated in its forward estimates. One would 
hope it is, if that is what people in the Treasury plan to do, but they cannot categorically, hand on their hearts, 
tell us right at this minute. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is the minister saying that he understands—I am not trying to get him to hold more than 
that—that this is based on the current capping limits that were announced in the budget? He is not certain, but he 
thinks it may well be that that capping limit is then indexed to some figure? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Around CPI. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It will be around CPI for the out years for the purpose of the calculation, but 
I suppose—this is going to the heart of the issue—that next year the government could introduce a regulation 
stating that the cap is, in fact, $400 rather than $550. Even though the minister is saying that the forward 
estimates are based on the idea that the cap will rise with inflation, in fact, it could go the other way. Those 
46 000 people could have even more money taken off them and there would be other pensioners who are not 
among those 46 000 who could also suffer at the hands of this change in the future. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, basically, it has been worded so that the capping can be changed in the future, 
rather than bringing in another bill; correct. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 17 put and passed. 

Title — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can the minister confirm whether the revenue raised through these changes to the Duties 
Act, the First Home Owner Grant Act and the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992 goes into 
the consolidated account? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes; absolutely. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I want the minister to confirm for me: does it go into the consolidated account to enable the 
government to fund the thousands of things that government does, including funding parliamentary travel 
entitlements, schools and hospitals? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: One could interpret it the other way: the amount of money that the government has in 
the consolidated revenue fund that it puts towards subsidising pensioners is going to be reduced; yes. 

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

Third Reading 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Finance) [4.12 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [4.13 pm]: Mr Acting Speaker—Acting Speaker is a very prestigious title. It is 
amazing how Acting Speakers are treated when they go overseas with that title! The next time the member for 
Maylands goes overseas, I think she should expect an armed escort everywhere she travels. 

Ms L.L. Baker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Thank you, members; let us bring it back to the bill, please. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am speaking on the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2015. The Labor Party opposes the bill 
in this house because it is yet another broken promise. There are 47 000 pensioners—we were talking about local 
government rates—who will pay more because of the Liberal Party’s actions. It was very interesting during 
consideration in detail when the Premier sat there in his very angry, bitter state and talked about the premium 
property tax. He dared to raise a tax that Labor never introduced into this house. He sat there talking about the 
premium property tax and Geoff Gallop. This will have a bigger impact than the premium property tax. It is 
similar in nature, in some respects; the premium property tax would have affected 1 000 households, which 
mostly were not pensioner households. This tax impacts 47 000 households, which are all pensioners. Although 
the Premier talked about the premium property tax, this is 47 times worse than any premium property tax. It will 
have the same impact; this will be an annual impact on pensioner households throughout Western Australia. 
Many people supported this party at the last election and members opposite go around saying to them, “I’m 
a friend of the pensioners.” What do they do? They impact on 47 000 pensioner households in Western 
Australia; the impact will be again and again and again. We heard in consideration in detail that this may not be 
the end of it. The government entirely has flexibility to reduce the cap and therefore increase the rates paid by 
pensioner households in WA. 

The other ludicrous point we got from consideration in detail was when the Premier started talking about his 
idea—copied from the Leader of the Opposition—about capping local government rates. He sat there saying, 
“You support councils; we support capping local government rates.” No, he does not. The government will have 
increased rates well beyond the consumer price index for 47 000 pensioner households in Western Australia. In 
the same breath that he was talking about how the government wants to try to protect people from increases in 
local government rates, the Premier has increased rates for pensioner households—those who can least afford it 
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in the state and who are on fixed incomes. We saw a lot of own goals kicked by the government during 
consideration in detail in this debate. The Premier raised the premium property tax, only to learn that what the 
government is doing is actually 47 times worse than the premium property tax. He then talked about how he 
wanted to limit the impact of rates on Western Australians, yet he brought in a bill that will see 47 000 pensioner 
households paying hundreds of dollars more each year in their rates than they should be. 

Why are we debating this legislation? It is because the promises that the government took to the public were not 
fully funded and fully costed—the biggest lie ever perpetrated on the public of Western Australia; the false 
campaign run by the Liberal Party. The Liberal Party is a very good campaign machine. It has planes that fly 
overhead and they put good, shiny pamphlets in our letterboxes. My good friend the member for Swan Hills 
said—I do hope his wife is okay—that he did not even see the brochure about committing to the Ellenbrook train 
line. Firstly, I did not believe him, but—you know what?—I sort of do now, because the Liberal Party campaign 
machine has no relevance to the elected members. All the members do is go out and fundraise and do their little 
duties, occasionally doing a bit of doorknocking to show that they are connected. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: We do a lot of doorknocking! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will ask a lot of people in South Perth whether they have ever seen the member for South 
Perth on their doorsteps. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: I doorknocked your candidate one day and said hello to him. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My candidate? 
Mr J.E. McGrath: The candidate for Labor. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Who was that? 
Mr J.E. McGrath: They said, “You’re doorknocking South Perth”. I said, “How do you know?” and they said, 
“You doorknocked our candidate.” 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That must have been on the way to the coffee shop. Where did I see the member last? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, let us try to bring it back to the bill specifically. This is the third reading 
debate. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I saw the member for South Perth on Beaufort Street as I was heading from my electorate 
office to Parliament House. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, can you just bring it back to the bill. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am talking about the member for South Perth’s willingness to doorknock the 
47 000 householders and tell them how much he is increasing their rates by. I saw him in his relaxed gear on 
Beaufort Street in the middle of the day. I think I was on the phone to someone when I saw the member for 
South Perth looking very relaxed in his civvies while he was out for the day. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I have issued a couple of warnings about where the debate 
is heading. Member for South Perth, as much as you are a friend, I am not that interested in your coffee habits. 
Member for West Swan, if you can bring it back to the bill before the house, that would be appreciated. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am talking about doorknocking and campaigning because this bill has been brought to this 
place to raise more money for the government because it failed—I said this during the second reading debate and 
the consideration in detail stage, so it is entirely relevant—to tell the truth at the time of the 2013 election. There 
were no fully funded and fully costed projects. Now the government is taking money out of the pockets of first 
home buyers and pensioners to cover for its campaign machine funding signs for projects that were never 
committed to. It made commitments on projects that it would never be able to deliver. I knew that the 
Metro Area Express light rail was not well thought out when the government said that the light rail would go 
down the Hay Street Mall. 
Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The northern end is completely different, member for Mirrabooka; it is a very different case. 
However, when it was revealed that poor customers could be hit by a tram when they walk out of the chocolate 
shop in the Hay Street Mall, I thought that the government had not done much research on this plan, particularly 
for the city centre. 
My friends the minister’s advisers from the Department of Finance have gone and I have not said bye, but I am 
sure that I will see them soon. I see them every month. I have a big family, but I tend to see those people far 
more often than many members of my family. 
We oppose this bill because it is another broken promise that reflects the financial incompetence of this 
government that has no idea how to plan for tomorrow but just goes from day to day. This is yet another hit on 
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Western Australians. It is another tax increase. Ultimately, it is here because the government lied to the public in 
2013. 
MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [4.22 pm]: I, too, rise to make some brief comments on the third reading of 
the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 2015. As I said in my contribution to the second reading debate, we do not 
blame the Minister for Finance. He is the finance minister. The Treasurer—the former small taxing government 
advocate from outside Parliament—has become a big spending, big taxing Liberal. The Minister for Finance is 
just required to introduce into this place revenue laws amendment bill after revenue laws amendment bill, and no 
doubt there will be many more to come as the government thrashes around looking for more revenue and new 
money to spend on things. That is why I asked the minister that question. The revenue raised under these 
amendments through taking money out of the pockets of the pensioners of Western Australia will just go into the 
consolidated account. That money will not be put towards things specifically for the pensioners of Western 
Australia; it will go towards all the things that the government spends money on—health, education, the travel 
entitlements of members of Parliament, and all the other various things that governments spend money on. I note 
that in the minister’s second reading speech, he referred to the fact that these changes were being made because 
it is the policy of government and the revenue is needed to continue the agenda of government, or words to that 
effect. That money will flow into the consolidated account. The member for West Swan made the point that the 
government has never had a revenue problem; it has had a spending problem. The fully funded, fully costed 
deceit is still here, shackled to its neck, which is why it brings in these sorts of tax increases again and again. 
I was intrigued, Mr Acting Speaker, from that lofty height at which you and other Acting Speakers sit—
a position I have never been fortunate enough to hold — 

Mrs G.J. Godfrey: You’re only a baby. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Thank you, member for Belmont. I am just a baby; there is plenty of time for me to reach 
those heights. I look forward to reaching those heights, because I think there is a real opportunity for me to travel 
as an Acting Speaker of Parliament. I have been fortunate enough to have done a bit of travel. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I trust you are bringing this back to the bill. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am; hence my specific question to the minister earlier about the revenue raised from the 
changes made under this bill flowing into the consolidated account for these sorts of spends. I certainly will not 
take long, so I do appreciate your tolerance for a moment, Mr Acting Speaker. I was intrigued when I noted an 
interesting report in today’s The West Australian about an obviously wonderful trip my friend the member for 
Morley did. I wish the member for Morley was in the chamber at the moment. He clearly had a wonderful trip, 
going by the photo of him with Mr Jim Seth; they looked most fetching on their trip to India. All members 
should read the member for Morley’s report; it is a ripsnorter of a report. Clearly, as Acting Speaker, the member 
for Morley arrived in Delhi and immediately the Indians realised the importance of the man who had descended 
upon them. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, you are going to bring this back to the bill. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am, Mr Acting Speaker. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I have given you a bit of leeway. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Thank you for a bit of leeway. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: It is Thursday! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Thank you, minister. 
The Indians realised the importance of the man who had descended upon them. In his report, the member for 
Morley stated — 

I was met at Delhi Airport by the Airport Commissioner who looked after my security and luggage and 
escorted me to the car waiting for me with armed security in front of us and behind us. 

I do not know about the Leader of the House; has he had armed security in front of and behind him? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Actually, I have in India in about 1999 when I was health minister. There was a bloke sitting 
outside the hotel room with a rifle. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I must admit that every now and again, I want a rifle when the Minister for Planning is in the 
general area, so I can understand the Indians! I have been to India but I have not had such largesse put upon me, 
particularly this largesse. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: I went on a Speaker’s tour to India and we did not even get such largesse. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: And the member was on a Speaker’s tour! 
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Ms R. Saffioti: You should have been on an Acting Speakers’ tour! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member should have been on an Acting Speakers’ tour! For the member for Morley, and 
perhaps for most, he only realised the importance of himself when, according to the quote in today’s 
The West Australian — 

“There were a couple of times when these men knelt down and touched my feet,” he said. 

“I sort of knew where they were coming from but I believe, in their defence, they were honouring the 
position rather than the man.” 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, this is the point at which you bring it back to the bill, 
I am sure. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will bring it straight back, Mr Acting Speaker. I suggest, Mr Acting Speaker, that you travel 
to India. What I like about this is that the member for Morley was obviously of the view for a spell there that 
they were touching his feet because Mr Britza had arrived. 

I am a bit interested in the history of India. It is an interesting country and it goes back a long way, but I am quite 
interested in the period of transition from British rule to independence. When I thought of the member for 
Morley and saw that picture of him gracing the Punjabis with his presence, it reminded me of a great description 
of a former ruler—a prince and viceroy—who had a very high profile role in India. I am referring to Lord 
Mountbatten. Lord Mountbatten of Morley had arrived! I refer to a very good history titled Indian Summer: 
The Secret History of the End of an Empire, by Alex von Tunzelmann, which outlines the transition from British 
rule to independence, and it contains a description of Mountbatten. When I read that description of 
Lord Mountbatten, I thought of the member for Morley, as all members present will, including you, 
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr N.W. Morton). I ask members to close their eyes and think of this — 

Mountbatten was young for a viceroy at forty-seven, but no less assured for it. Tall, broad-shouldered 
and handsome, he had a brilliant Hollywood smile, easy wit and immediate charm; it might never have 
been guessed that he had been born a prince, were it not for his ability to switch to a regal demeanour. 

It can only have been that regal demeanour of the member for Morley that resulted in those Indian people 
kneeling down and touching his feet! Lord Mountbatten of Morley had arrived! 

During the transition to independence — 

… Mountbatten had been sitting in his study alone, thinking to himself—as he later recollected—that 
‘For still a few minutes I am the most powerful man on earth.’ 

I just know that Lord Mountbatten of Morley would have stood there for a minute—armed guards in front, 
armed guards behind—just before the minister took his hand to lead him off to a very important meeting, and the 
member for Morley would have thought, “I am the most powerful man on earth”, until he realised, “Maybe it’s 
not me; maybe it’s the position I hold as Acting Speaker of the Western Australian Parliament.” 

I look forward to the Minister for Transport coming into this place to make a brief ministerial statement, because 
I was disappointed to see, at the end of the article, that questions to the Premier and Minister for Transport, 
Dean Nalder, were referred to Mr Britza, because I think Mr Britza had something to offer. I look forward to the 
call that the Minister for Transport is inevitably going to get—that is, “Your 1 000 trains are ready, minister. 
When are you going to come and pick them up?” The minister will scratch his head and say, “Sorry, who is 
this?” It is like those calls I get at about six o’clock every evening. When Mr Nalder has a look at the contract for 
1 000 trains for Western Australia, scrawled along the bottom will be “Lord Mountbatten of Morley”, and the 
poor old Minister for Finance will be back in here with another revenue bill to clean up the mess created by 
Lord Mountbatten of Morley after a very, very successful, very well reported trip — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Trade mission! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, a trade mission to the good people of the Punjab province of India. Members should 
read this; it is a tear-jerker. Lord Mountbatten of Morley received strong and active media coverage. This is my 
final quote, Mr Acting Speaker; I appreciate your tolerance! He said in his report — 

The Minister then took my hand and insisted that I go with him to officially open a particular business 
in the local town and ‘cut the ribbon’ with him. I rode in his official car with police escorts with the 
media behind us and arrived at the designated place and walked through the throng of people and was 
simply caught up in the excitement and joy of the crowd, which was quite overwhelming. 

It is almost like The Secret Diary of Adrian Mole, is it not? The detail that Lord Mountbatten of Morley has gone 
to in describing his trip to India has been a delight for all to read. Next time I go overseas through the generosity 
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of the taxpayers, I know that my reports will not be quite as fulsome or emotive. Maybe they will be; maybe they 
will have to be, now! 

Mr F.M. Logan: The member for Morley’s passage to India! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Morley’s passage to India! I think “MP’s Punjab pitch causes stir” is one of 
my favourite stories about the member for Morley, and he has given us a few. I know that in his office, hanging 
behind his head, will be a picture of him standing there, surrounded by thousands of Indians touching his feet, 
and he will know, at the very least, that it was not because of him; it was because of the exalted position he holds 
as Acting Speaker of the Western Australian Parliament. 

I am disappointed that Lord Mountbatten of Morley is not here to celebrate with us, because I think it would 
have been quite a trip. Maybe I will have to travel with the Minister for Planning. I look forward to the day when 
I arrive in a foreign country and I am greeted at the airport by armed guards, front and back, so I too — 

Ms R. Saffioti: It was because he overstayed his visa! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I did not refer to being escorted from a country; I referred to arriving in a country, and I look 
forward to that! The meetings that Lord Mountbatten of Morley attended are probably going to leave all sorts of 
interesting legacies for governments to come as, no doubt, the next revenue laws amendment bill comes in to pay 
for the 1 000 trains that will no doubt arrive at Fremantle port at some unforeseen date. I know that the 
importance of Lord Mountbatten of Morley will ensure that the Punjabi economy is now full steam ahead, 
fulfilling the contracts executed by him, and long may he reign! 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Finance) [4.36 pm] — in reply: I think it is an appropriate 
time for me to commend the bill to the house! 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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