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DUTIES AMENDMENT BILL 2022 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 May. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [2.23 pm]: I am the lead speaker for the 
opposition on the Duties Amendment Bill 2022, and I may well be the only speaker from outside the government 
on this. Let me say at the outset that it is a pleasure to stand up to speak to a bill that reduces the tax impost on the 
people of Western Australia. As much as I would like to stand here for an hour and wax lyrical about that, it is my 
intention not to take that level of time, but to welcome the bill and talk briefly about what it does, and make some 
comments around the government’s capacity to provide additional tax relief, given the budget circumstances. 

The opposition supports the bill. It would be very difficult for an opposition that claims economic conservatism 
and economic literacy to oppose the bill, and that is certainly not what we are going to do today. This is a good bill. 
Of course, my only argument with the bill is that the government could perhaps have gone further. However, I will 
not let the search for perfection interrupt my acceptance of what is feasible, given the bill before the house today. 
The Duties Amendment Bill 2022 has four pillars through which it proposes to provide some relief to the people 
of Western Australia. The first is to align the general rate of duty with the residential rate of duty, so that the same 
rate will apply to all duties, not just those for residential properties. This is obviously of benefit to all those who 
are engaged in the selling and purchasing of non-residential property. This is a welcomed component. Currently, 
when duty is applied, residential transfers receive a discount that is a concessional rate of duty, whereas a higher 
rate of duty is applied for business transactions. Obviously, we are looking for this. For example, one might be 
investing in property for rent. This might be part of their wealth accumulation. I discussed this in my speech on the 
budget only a couple of days ago. It is good to see that the government has taken some of this on board. It is a small 
assistance, but every assistance is welcomed. The concessional rate will provide some discount to those who are 
transferring and purchasing assets that are non-residential. I note that in his second reading speech the minister 
said that 3 000 to 5 000 transactions could benefit from the changes proposed in the bill. By my calculation, given 
that the total cost expected, the total benefit, the total amount of money being handed back to taxpayers in this bill 
is $7.3 million, $7.2 million of which comes under this particular first pillar of the bill proposed by the government—
I found this out partly in the briefing, but it came out in the government’s press release when the bill was introduced 
in the other place that shall not be named—the harmonisation of the residential and non-residential property duty 
rate will basically cost the government $7.2 million in revenue. If that is applied to 3 000 to 5 000 transactions, the 
benefit per transaction will be somewhere between $1 400 and $2 400 per transaction. I think that is a reasonably 
accurate looking figure. 

The maximum benefit to any particular taxpayer for transactions under the proposal of the government is $2 800; 
that is, the benefit is capped. That is an important part of the proposal before the house. If someone is transferring 
a $500 million asset, they do not necessarily want to expand the level of duty rebate to an extreme level, so it is 
appropriate that a cap is put in place. The government has probably got somewhere near an appropriate level. It 
could have been more generous, but it had to pick a number somewhere and I think this is a reasonable figure. 
Several thousand property transfers a year will see on average a reduction in the duties payable of between $1 400 
and $2 400, to a maximum of $2 800. Although that may not be immensely generous, it is welcomed. Every time 
the government takes its hand out of the pocket of taxpayers in Western Australia and gives a little back should be 
welcomed by government, opposition and the business community. We will absolutely support that. I suspect that 
one of the key reasons the government is going down this path is the advice of the Department of Finance that has 
told them that they are probably losing money on the deal. By the time they go through the process of assessment 
and analysis and end up sending a bill and the cash is processed, they might well be losing money on the process. 
There is an expectation that a less complicated process will save the government some money as well. Again, from 
a conservative political perspective, I am very happy to see the government save money in administration, and that 
should be encouraged, too. In other bills I might come up with some suggestions about where the government can 
save some serious dollars on administration. But, at the moment, it is certainly a welcome sidebar to what is proposed 
in the bill before the house today.  

I note that there are some caps on supply. I take this from the minister’s second reading speech: the concessional 
transfer of owner-occupied homes and businesses for properties valued at less than $200 000 will be adjusted as 
a part of the alignment of general and residential duties. Currently, according to the government’s numbers—I have 
no reason to not believe it—and one assumes according to Treasury’s advice, the benefit for owner-occupied homes 
cuts out at about $116 000, whereas there will be some continued benefit under the proposals put forward by the 
government. The concession will apply to every dutiable transaction under $200 000, so there will be some additional 
benefit to the taxpayers of Western Australia. All those things, although modest, are welcome. I think they are 
a positive contribution. 
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The second pillar the bill examines is the abolition of duty on transaction for the transfer of mining tenements, with 
the exception, of course, that if a company has a mining tenement on which there has been significant development—
that is, the assets are beyond simply a licence to search for minerals—then duty will occur in a separate sense in 
relation to those other assets. Therefore, it is not as though a company could build a mine, call it a mine, and therefore 
get a duties discount. This will be for undeveloped mining tenements so, in my view, it is a boost to exploration. 
There are tenements out there for which there has been a lack of exploration, so, a tenement could be granted, 
a company might take up the licence to explore it, but not have the capacity to do that and deliver and it may seek to 
move that asset on to a company that has the capacity to explore and potentially shore up a resource that ends up 
being of economic benefit to the state of Western Australia.  
There is an argument that I could go into in some detail about how much time we might give companies, for example, 
to sit on tenements without developing them. In fact, that applies to lots of other approvals processes; once a company 
gets an approval to explore, how long can that go on for? I think that that is probably a debate for another day, but 
the argument for the opposition has always been that we want to see these things progress, if possible. Certainly, 
in my view there would be no loss to the state in exploring for and working out what resource is there, even if it is 
not realised for some years down the track. It would particularly apply to some of those rare earth minerals that 
companies go looking for. We want to know what is out there. The application for a mining lease does not grant 
permission for a mine to be developed. There are a whole series of approvals processes to go through, including 
environmental assessment and all those other things. It does not automatically grant an approval for the development 
of the mine, but it certainly would encourage exploration to a point so that some companies that have exploration 
licences over mining tenements could not proceed and would need to transfer them.  
This is a fairly small component of the overall cost impact of the bill. Sorry; I should have started by saying thank 
you, minister, for the briefings that were provided. They were very good. Thanks to a good briefing—as I always 
say—I do not intend to go into the committee stages of the bill because the briefing covered the questions that I had. 
The cost saving on this second pillar of the bill—mining tenements—is expected to be about $100 000. That is a fairly 
minuscule amount of money, and I suspect that is reasonable because even if there were a duty transfer, the value 
of the tenement—without necessarily knowing what is there, and any other assets are probably fairly small—will 
encourage the transfer of tenements to companies that might be able to proceed. Again, it might well be the case—
even more so than the $7.2 million that will benefit the harmonisation of the residential and non-residential property 
duty, I suspect—that the abolition of the duty on undeveloped mining tenements for exploration will probably save 
the government money because I suspect that more money has gone into trying to examine and process these things 
than will actually be saved. Again, on behalf of the opposition, we welcome this second pillar. 
The third pillar of the four that this bill examines is some exemptions to motor vehicle licence duties. There are 
a couple of versions of this. The first version is the exemption of duty when a vehicle is returned to the seller. I do 
not know whether we call this the “lemon duty” exemption. I was trying to find a good name for it, to be honest. 
You cannot win with good names like Scrooge McDuck every week! 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I certainly don’t think it’s a lemon! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It could include the lemon duty abolition!  
Again, the opposition welcomes this. I think it is a very positive move. There are circumstances in which a vehicle 
that has been sold needs to be returned for a number of reasons. Minister, I presume there will be some checking 
with the Department of Finance to make sure the reasons are valid. This move is designed to avoid paying duty twice 
on a vehicle that needs to be returned. Again, that makes sense to me. I think that it is an obvious move. The motor 
vehicle sales industry welcomes this, and I think it is a positive step in the right direction. The savings in duties 
received by the government is again very small, but everything that the government can do to streamline the process 
and remove some administrative burden should be welcomed. 
The sub-part of the motor vehicle duties exemption refers to demonstrator vehicles. This gives rise to the slightly 
confusing question: what is a demonstrator vehicle versus what is a loner car? One of the existing issues is that 
demonstrator vehicles in car yards are often given out to people who book their vehicle in for a service. My vehicle 
does a lot of kilometres and I think it gets serviced about every six weeks. I do it every 10 000 kays, and, in a normal 
year, I drive anywhere between 80 000 and 95 000 kilometres a year. Servicing a vehicle every 10 000 kays means 
I am servicing it every month and a half, but I try not to take service vehicles because I know that I am in competition 
with people who have a greater need. With purely demonstrator vehicles and purely courtesy cars, we currently 
have a duty exemption for one and not the other. However, there are a bunch of vehicles that are a combination of 
both, such as the demonstrator cars that are given out as courtesy vehicles. The amendment before the house will 
simply and effectively deal with that issue of the vehicle that is both. As the minister said in a second reading speech, 
it is a vehicle that is either loaned by the dealer without charge or for a nominal charge to people who are having 
their vehicles serviced or repaired. I understand that the point of the loan vehicle is to try to demonstrate that the 
newer model that you are driving around for a day might just tempt you to purchase something a bit flasher than 
the one you have just taken in to have serviced. I would like to think that such advertising does not work, but we 
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know that that advertising works remarkably well, and it is an indication of the free market. Again, the opposition 
is supportive of this. This has almost no impact on the revenues to the state and just seems to make sense, therefore, 
that this is something that assists an industry without cost to the government.  
The fourth and final pillar of the bill deals with duties that arise as a result of family breakdown and orders made 
by the Family Court. This is another section that the opposition welcomes. Currently, if an order is made under the 
Family Court for the distribution of property, a duty arises upon the making of the order. Most duties are applied 
when property is transferred. It is a complicated process to advance the duty process. For example, there has to be 
an estimate of value, potentially, before the property is transferred. When the property is transferred, generally an 
agreed value is placed on it. It will just mean a bit less paperwork and will probably place a bit less stress on couples 
who are going through this difficult part of separation. It sort of makes sense that that duty be applied upon the 
transfer rather than a court order. Once again, the opposition welcomes this part of the bill. 
Those are the four pillars on which the Duties Amendment Bill 2022 rests. The opposition supports all four of 
those pillars and will support the bill. I just want to complete my contribution, which will not be all that long today, 
much to my chagrin—we are here to help the government—with a short contribution on economic reform, because 
these are very good components of economic reform, although remarkably modest. I note that the net worth of the 
economic reform in the bill was announced by the government, as now happens, in a pre-budget release a couple 
of weeks before the budget. My press release followed the Treasurer’s pretty quickly a couple of weeks ago. As 
the minister and I have debated frequently, my press release welcomed the bill. As I am wont to do, I called it 
for what it is. When the government does the right thing and reduces taxes by taking its handout of taxpayers’ 
pockets and reduces a bit of administration, I think we should welcome and encourage that. In fact, I would like 
to see the government go much further on that, as I referred to in my contribution to the second reading debate on 
the budget bills. 
Let me give a little bit of perspective to this, though. The government announced in its press release that this bill 
will provide $7.3 million in tax reform, which I welcome. But the budget surplus is an estimated $2.7 billion, on 
top of last year’s $2.8 billion—pardon me Hansard; it is $5.7 billion, on top of last year’s $5.8 billion surplus. I nearly 
had an Albanese moment there for a second! That $5.7 billion is still an estimate for this financial year and the 
amount may well rise by the time we get to the Annual report on state finances, as last year’s did, drifting up by 
$100 million or so. When a government has a $5 800 million surplus—$5.8 billion—$7.3 million in tax reform is 
remarkably modest. I noticed a couple of other bits of tax reform in the budget, which I discussed in my budget reply 
speech. Each of those are remarkably modest. There is a reduction of duties, for example, on high-rise residential 
apartments that are bought new, basically, or off the plan, and there are a couple of other small bits and pieces, but, 
sadly, tax reform was effectively non-existent by comparison in the state budget for 2022–23. That is immensely 
disappointing. I have tried to make my disappointment plain. I may have been a bit subtle about it, as I sometimes 
am, but I have tried to demonstrate some discontent. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I have never heard you be accused of being subtle. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is probably because people do not realise; that is probably why. 
It is a very modest package. Some of the media picked this up and some did not. The government got a bit of credit 
for throwing money at bits and pieces like tourism funds to bring tourists in. Again, I welcome that; that is a good 
investment. Tourist attraction funds and business attraction funds are all good, but they are pots of money that sit 
there from which the government can hand out money to its favourite entrepreneurs for bits and pieces that they 
want to do. It is not actually taxation reform. There was almost no taxation reform in the state budget. We can read 
the most recent economic figures, which up until the state budget were in the quarterly financial report that came 
out for the 2021 December quarter, which I thought was quite instructive. For the first six months of the current 
financial year, general government revenue was $2.7 billion higher than for the same period the year before, when 
we had a $5.8 billion surplus. This was mainly reflected in higher commonwealth grants, up $1.9 billion, but tax 
revenue was up $844 million over that six-month period. Taxation revenue under this government has skyrocketed—
payroll tax, duties. This government is dragging a fortune out of the pockets of the businesses and people of 
Western Australia. As I said, I absolutely welcome the fact that the government is going to take a smidgen less, 
but when it has a $5.7 billion-plus surplus and its taxation revenue alone has gone up by $844 million over just 
six months, I do not think it should expect a round of applause for giving back $7.3 million. It is giving back less 
than one per cent of the increase over six months, which is minuscule. It is paltry. It is not quite non-existent, but in 
terms of rounding to the nearest 10 per cent, it is zero. I will have to do the numbers, but in terms of rounding to 
the nearest per cent, it might get one per cent. 
It is such a small contribution that is being given back to the business community in particular, because it will be 
the greatest beneficiary of this. If members remember, of the $7.3 million benefit, $7.2 million relates to the first 
pillar of this bill, which is the harmonisation of non-residential duties, so I suspect that the vast majority—99 per cent 
of it—will go back to the business sector or people who are investing. Again, it is welcome; it is absolutely welcome. 
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I thank the state government for it and I thank the minister, whom I know appreciates the need for some economic 
reward for the community, but I do not think it should expect a round of applause for this tiny, little bit of generosity—
this $7.3 million worth of generosity—from a budget surplus of $5.8 billion and with a set of budget surpluses worth 
somewhere between $20 billion and $24 billion over four years. It is lovely to see the government giving back 
$7.3 million and the opposition will loudly and proudly support it in that process, but we ask the government to 
have a good look and think whether it cannot just give a bit more back. I would love to be here debating the handing 
back of $70 million worth of taxation, but the government could afford to give back $700 million worth of taxation. 
Those are the sorts of figures for which even I, who regularly puts out press releases saying, “Well done, government; 
I support your efforts”, would be forced to give the government a round of applause. Well done; it is the right 
direction, but instead of walking at a snail’s pace, let us go for a gallop and give some serious money back to the 
taxpayers of Western Australia. It is not a bad bill. It should have gone a lot further, but the opposition will absolutely 
support what is before us today in the Duties Amendment Bill 2022.  
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Emergency Services) [2.49 pm] — in reply: 
I begin by thanking Hon Dr Steve Thomas for his contribution this afternoon, for his indication that the alliance 
will be supporting the Duties Amendment Bill 2022 and for his earlier comment that this is a good bill. I note that 
the honourable Leader of the Opposition suggested that we could have gone further; however, I think this is a good 
piece of legislation, and we can both agree on that. 
In relation to savings from the scale changes, $98 a year will be saved on non-residential dutiable assets that are 
valued from $120 000 upwards. For a value of $1 million, the less duty payable will be $2 800, just to place that on 
the record. The honourable member gave the average, but I just wanted to — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes. If it is less than $120 000, they will not receive any benefit, but those are the 
figures from the bottom to the top, essentially. While people purchasing non-residential assets valued at $725 000 
or more will save $2 800 in duty—this is the largest dollar reduction in duty payable—those who purchase lower 
value assets will receive the greatest percentage reduction. For example, the purchase of an eligible non-residential 
asset valued at $120 000 will see the duty applied to that transaction reduced by $578, which is a reduction of 
about 24 per cent, while a $725 000 asset will see a reduction of nine per cent. Assets valued at less than $100 000 
will see no change, just to place that on the record. 
I have another correction. This bill abolishes the duty on prospecting licences, unless they are transferred with other 
dutiable property rather than the transfer of mining tenements. The 2022–23 state budget includes around $7.3 million 
to cover tax savings for some Western Australians over the next financial year. This bill is another McGowan 
government commitment to reducing red tape and simplifying taxes for Western Australians and businesses. It is 
not $7.3 million alone in tax relief in this budget. In addition to the measures included in the Duties Amendment 
Bill 2022 as part of its $41 million tax simplification package, the state government has a range of other things as 
well. I am happy to tell the member about those things later. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Again—$41 million versus $7.3 million — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Sure. We continue to examine all fiscal settings to ensure that they are fit for purpose. 
We need to ensure that we have the ongoing capacity to deliver the high-quality services that the public expects, 
but also ensure that the overall tax burden does not act as a drag on economic activity. We have spoken in this 
place previously about iron ore prices, and they are anticipated to return to their long-run average over time. I do 
not believe it is prudent to use temporarily high revenues from volatile sources for permanent tax cuts. We have 
a different point of view in relation to that issue. 
Notwithstanding those points, I again thank the Leader of the Opposition for his contribution on this bill. It is a good 
piece of legislation and I think there are many beneficiaries in the community who will also support it. I commend 
the bill to the house. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
[Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Emergency Services), and passed. 
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