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SENIOR CITIZENS, COUNCIL REBATES 
Grievance 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [9.26 am]:  My grievance is to the Treasurer and it relates to senior citizens’ 
entitlement to council rebates.  Principally, I present this grievance on behalf of the residents of St Ives Subi 
Centro Retirement Village in Subiaco, but I have received complaints also from the Nedlands Aged Persons 
Homes Trust, to which I will refer shortly.  I have been requested to ask the Treasurer what his current views and 
thinking are in relation to senior citizens who are living in privately owned retirement villages, where the 
properties are purchased leasehold from the developer and the title does not pass; that is, the senior citizen does 
not obtain the title deeds to his or her new home.  This means that these people are discriminated against because 
they are not given access to the 50 per cent local government rate discount.  I know the Treasurer is aware of this 
issue and has been thinking about it, but I need to know whether his thinking has progressed, so that I can relay 
back to my constituents whether he will extend the ambit for people to claim that 50 per cent discount.   

It basically boils down to the fact that senior citizens have been penalised for moving to retirement villages in 
this State.  They should really be rewarded.  By working hard and accumulating enough money to pay for a 
home, they save the State the burden of providing accommodation for them.  Health-wise, those senior citizens 
also save the State an enormous amount of money, because it has been shown that living in retirement villages is 
psychologically good for people.  They do not live in isolation; they live in a community with people of a similar 
age, and this lowers the demand on the health system.  They also live longer, which means they pay more rates.  
They come off economically worse by saving the Government money, although they lose money themselves by 
moving to retirement villages.  They lower the demands on the health system.  They also lower the demands on 
the security they require.  Senior citizens feel more secure, less vulnerable, less isolated and less prone to attack 
by living in a group in a secure situation.  Legislation was passed last year in relation to attacks on the elderly 
and handbag snatchers.  Criminals in society see the elderly as a group that is vulnerable to attack.  This group 
does save the community money and they should not be penalised. 

I asked Mr Turner, the chairman of the residents group at St Ives Subi Centro, to conduct a survey of residents: 
49 of the 50 households replied that 41 had received the 50 per cent rate discount before moving to St Ives Subi 
Centro, which shows that almost all have been penalised following their move to St Ives retirement village.  
Interestingly, a condition of the land lease was that the company that developed the retirement village was to pay 
the Subiaco council normal rates.  I ask the Treasurer to investigate whether this is valid under the relevant Act.  
I am not having a shot at the Subiaco council; I am simply saying that it places the people who do purchase the 
lease properties in a position in which they have to pay full rates, maybe pursuant to the law, to Subiaco council.  
In the electorate of Nedlands there are nearly 8 000 people over the age of 55, representing 34.7 per cent of 
voters.  With so many baby boomers coming up to retirement, so to speak, the Government needs to reconsider 
its policy on this issue.  All the residents in St Ives Subi Centro have been penalised over $1 000 per year.  It is 
odd that water and electricity rates can be sent direct to each unit but council rates cannot be billed directly to 
unit holders in St Ives.   

Post Newspapers Pty Ltd published an article on this issue and provided an example of one home owner at St 
Ives who had sold his house in Crawley.  Notwithstanding the fact that he paid 25 per cent less for his retirement 
village home, he found his rates increased from $782.75 in his City of Perth bill, to $869.70 in his City of 
Subiaco bill.  I hope there can be some review of the assessment made by the Valuer General on the gross rental 
value of these retirement village properties.   

I also speak on behalf of the Nedlands Aged Persons Homes Trust, members of which are some of my 
constituents.  A letter was written to me on 4 March 2003, in which the trust manager referred to the private 
member’s Bill introduced by Hon Phil Pendal in the Legislative Assembly in 2000.  The letter outlines how in 
February 2001 the Nedlands Aged Persons Homes Trust wrote to the Treasurer about that Bill, and states that it - 

. . . received an unsatisfactory reply in which he rejected the notion of concessional rates to pensioners 
in retirement villages due to ‘budgetary cost and administrative complexity’.  We - 

That is the trust - 

believe this is insufficient excuse, particularly as far as the Trust is concerned which is a not-for-profit 
organisation with charitable status and wholly-owned by the residents themselves.  The position with 
the Trust’s retirement villages is somewhat different to those in the commercial sector.  In our situation 
the residents own 100 per cent of the Trust and their individual residency agreements are based on 
lifetime leases for their units.  Consequently we believe we have a stronger position than those residents 
in retirement villages owned by companies or private individuals.  The fact that the Residents do not 
have individual title to their units and therefore should pay full rates through the Trust is a spurious 
argument.   
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The Trust has asked me to put this matter to the Treasurer.  The letter further stated that the trust believes - 

It would not be administratively difficult for local government authorities to exempt those charitable 
organisations within their territorial jurisdiction from full rates when rate notices are sent out every 
year.  The organisations such as ourselves would simply advise the local authority in question of the 
number of units that would qualify for exemption on 30th June every year and the rates could be 
adjusted accordingly. 

The irony of the situation is that our retired residents would have qualified for this rebate had they still 
been living in their homes . . . 

I intend to persistently pursue this issue on behalf of my constituents, and I would appreciate the Treasurer’s 
views on the matter.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [9.34 am]:  I thank the member for raising this issue.  Seniors have 
benefited from an extension of concessions legislated by this Government in one of the first pieces of legislation 
put through the Parliament following its election.  The changes will benefit seniors at a cost of around 
$6.5 million annually. 

From 1 July 2001 those seniors who hold both the state Seniors Card and the Commonwealth Seniors Health 
Card have been entitled to the same level of government and water rates concession as a pensioner.  Those 
seniors with only a state Seniors Card also benefit as they are entitled from that date to a rebate of 25 per cent of 
their local government rates up to a prescribed amount, in addition to the existing entitlements that they had of a 
25 per cent rebate for water rates.  In addition, pensioners and seniors are now entitled to pro rata concessions.  
Prior to 1 July 2001, pensioners or seniors were required to hold the relevant concession card and own-occupy 
the land as their ordinary place of residence at the commencement of the rating year.  Accordingly, a person who 
became a pensioner or a senior after 1 July could not qualify for a rates concession in that financial year.  This 
changed from 1 July 2001 so that now, a person who becomes a pensioner or a senior after 1 July can qualify for 
a pro rata concession in that year as long as that person meets the ownership and occupancy requirements at 1 
July. 

Prior to 1 July 2001, pensioners and seniors with outstanding arrears of water or local government rates were 
prevented from receiving a rebate on or deferment of their current year’s rates.  After the 1 July 2001 changes, 
those who hold a state Seniors Card and a Commonwealth Seniors Health Card are able to obtain a rebate on or 
deferment of their current year’s rates when they have arrears.  That is conditional upon their entering into a 
repayment arrangement with the administrative authority to clear those arrears and comply with these 
arrangements.   

I repeat, this was one of the first pieces of legislation put through the Parliament by the newly elected Gallop 
Labor Government.  The cost of those measures amounts to $6.5 million annually.  Since the extension of those 
concessions, there have been calls by pensioners and seniors who occupy retirement villages under lease-for-life 
arrangements to receive the same rates concessions as those provided to retirement village residents who own 
their own units.  I can understand why they would expect to receive the same concessions.  However, there are 
some other considerations on the other side of the argument that must be pointed out.  One is the question of 
stamp duty.  When someone buys a unit and takes ownership of the unit, that person pays stamp duty on that 
transaction.  When someone makes a lease-for-life arrangement, he does not pay the stamp duty.  The owner 
who is getting the rates concession has made a bigger payment of stamp duty than the person who is the lessee 
and has not paid the stamp duty.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  What a feeble excuse. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is not a feeble excuse; it is a relevant consideration.  The person who owns the unit has 
paid more in taxation than the person who leases the unit, so they are not in the same position.  Therefore, the 
argument that they should be entitled to the same concession is weakened.   
Ms S.E. Walker interjected.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will come to the member for Nedlands in a minute.  She should be patient and wait and 
listen to the argument.  That is what one has to do in court and sometimes in Parliament as well.   
A further issue must be considered; that is, the rate payment itself.  Most local government authorities have a 
minimum rate requirement.  The minimum rate requirement for someone who owns their unit is likely to be 
higher than the pro rata rate payment required of a person who is making a payment to a retirement village who 
is then paying the rates on the aggregated value of the village.  In other words, the rate payment required of an 
owner may well be higher as a result of minimum rate provisions than the rate equivalent payment that a 
retirement village might demand from the lessee of a unit.  The third consideration is that once we move away 
from the provision of concessions to people on the basis of ownership, where do we draw the line? 
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Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If a lessee is going to be entitled to a rate concession, what happens with a pensioner or a 
senior who is in private rental accommodation and whose rent reflects, at least in part, the rate payment made by 
the landlord?  If this concession is to be extended to lessees in retirement villages, why could it not be extended 
to renters in private rental accommodation?  There is a much bigger issue here than just the question of people in 
retirement villages. 

I will now give the member for Nedlands a chance to comment because she has been interjecting incessantly.  
She is asking me questions and raising issues.  She is a frontbencher in the Liberal Opposition and I want to 
know whether the Liberal Opposition’s policy is to extend this concession. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  It has not come to the party room. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It has not come to party room!  Why does the member not take the matter to her party room 
first and see whether she can get her party to adopt this policy before jumping up and down at the Government 
saying that it should adopt the policy.  What hypocrisy!  The member for Nedlands cannot even convince the 
shadow Treasurer or her own party that it should be the Liberal Opposition’s policy.  However, she comes to the 
Government and pretends to be taking up the case of these people in retirement villages.  The member should 
work on her own party and, when she is done with that, come and talk to us. 
 


