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LAND TAX AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 10 September. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [2.05 pm]: I am pleased to speak on the Land Tax Amendment Bill 
2015, which is yet another tax bill introduced by the government to prop up the massive debt it has imposed on 
this state due to its inability to rein in its spending. One has to question the honesty of this government when it 
went to the last election. At the last election, the government promised a range of budget savings measures to 
deal with increasing state debt, but it said nothing about whacking Western Australians with increased taxes. 
Certainly, at that stage, the government talked about introducing savings measures, not imposing additional taxes 
on Western Australians. Other members have referred to the Liberal Party’s small business policy, which is 
actually quite a gem of a document. It states — 

A Liberal Government will reduce the burden of red tape and foster conditions that encourage their 
growth and viability. 

The paragraph in the statement that I like the most, reads — 
We can be grateful for WA’s natural resources but it is strong economic management and the ability to 
make difficult decisions that has—and will continue to see—real benefits for small businesses in WA. 

I doubt there was one small business owner in Western Australia who read that statement who thought that it 
translated to increased land taxes being imposed on their business. It is quite extraordinary for the Liberal Party 
to include that in a policy statement and then, when elected to government, do the complete opposite. There is no 
way that increasing land taxes can deliver real benefits for small business in WA. Increasing land taxes, 
particularly at a time when consumer confidence is low and small business is struggling, does not deliver a real 
benefit for small business; it actually delivers an additional burden for small business. 

This government promised to deliver savings measures to deal with spiralling debt, yet since it was elected to 
government it has failed to do that. Not only is it a dishonest government for not telling people at the last 
election that it was going to increase land taxes, but also it is an incompetent government, because it did not 
deliver on the savings measures that it said it would introduce. Instead, the government has gone to the easy fix 
of increasing taxes in a way that is very dishonest, because it did not even go to the last election telling people 
that that is what it would do. 

We know that the Barnett government said to the people at the last election that all its election promises were 
fully funded and fully costed. We have proven and established time and again that that was an intentionally 
dishonest and deceptive statement by the Barnett government in the lead-up to the election. 
Premier Colin Barnett has said since the election that people have read too much into that statement and that it is 
nothing more than a logo. It is a very deceptive and misleading logo that delivered the exact result that the 
Liberal Party intended it to deliver; that is, to deceive the people of Western Australia into believing that it is 
a good financial manager and that all its election commitments would be delivered because they had been fully 
funded and fully costed. We now know that nothing could be further from the truth. We have shown time and 
again that that was not the case and the projects were not fully funded and fully costed, and that the ongoing 
costs of a number of projects were not even in the mindset of the people making those decisions, which has 
caused further strain on the budget. 

By anyone’s standard, to intentionally mislead and deceive is disgraceful. In some cases, it is actually criminal; it 
is an offence. This government believes that it can say whatever it likes at an election and that people will accept 
it, and then after it is elected, it can do whatever it likes. 

When this government came to power, net debt was $3.6 billion, it is now $25 billion and forecast to climb to 
$31 billion by the end of the next financial year and then up to $36 billion. That is a massive amount of debt for 
the state to be carrying. We are seeing the Barnett government’s lie, its misleading and deceptive logo of “fully 
funded, fully costed”, coming home to roost, yet still this government has no plan for how it is actually going to 
deal with that increasing debt level; it just hopes it will not be in government by the time debt reaches 
$36 billion, because it has no plan at all for how it is going to pay any of it back. That is obviously what it is 
counting on—either that, or small business needs to be very, very scared, because if the government’s only 
measure to deal with this debt is to keep increasing taxes, small business has a lot to fear from the government. 
The Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015 will raise some $826 million of additional revenue for the state government 
over four years. The government is imposing this financial debt on small business to deal with its out-of-control 
spending and its incapacity to rein in its spending. These are massive problems, but rather than take on that 
responsibility and find savings measures, the government is simply going to impose that burden onto small 
business. 
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The Barnett government promised tax cuts before the last election, but since the election we have seen the 
imposition of more taxes on small business and on Western Australians, and the government, as a result, has lost 
all credibility. As I said earlier, at a time when consumer confidence is really, really low and many small 
businesses, particularly in regional Western Australia, are really struggling, the last thing we need is the 
imposition of this additional land tax. 

The City of Bunbury changed the way it calculates its land tax and as a result a number of small businesses were 
hit with significantly higher local government taxes, and that created quite a lot of angst in the community, 
particularly the small business community, and caused the City of Bunbury a fair bit of grief as it massaged its 
way through that. These businesses have already been hit with an additional tax imposed through the 
City of Bunbury, and they are now being told that the state government is introducing a non-metropolitan 
improvement tax, which will be an additional taxation burden that they will be faced with. Now, on top of that, 
they will also have this land tax increase. It seems to me that the Barnett government is living in a bubble and 
that it does not understand what is going on in the real world and how hard it is for small businesses to make 
ends meet. The fact that the government continues to impose these taxes on small businesses means that it will 
eventually break the camel’s back and it will no longer be there. The government really needs to think long and 
hard about that, because small business is delivering jobs in regional WA, and it is struggling. These measures 
take no account of what small businesses give back to the community, and show a complete disregard for the 
fact that they are going through very, very difficult times at the moment. 

Small businesses are fed up and angry. They feel like they are always being asked to carry the burden and they 
feel that a fair bit in tax concessions is given to big business but that they do not get their fair share of any sort of 
tax relief. The bill that is currently before the house is yet another example of small business being ignored and 
being expected to bear a greater part of the burden than it should. 

In addition to all these things, a number of small businesses are also facing high rents, falling or little growth in 
revenue, and increased water and electricity costs, so they are hurting, and this Land Tax Amendment Bill is just 
an added imposition and burden on small business. A government that holds itself up as being the friend and 
saviour of small business should be looking at measures to make life easier for small businesses to ensure that 
they are able to invest money in growing their businesses, rather than the measures the government is currently 
taking, which impose greater burdens on small business. Small businesses are very angry because they can see 
no light at the end of the tunnel; everywhere they turn increasing costs are being imposed, and this government 
does not show any inclination of beginning to understand the problems being faced by small businesses, much 
less give a damn about them. 
The government has tried to talk up the cost of penalty rates on small businesses and to suggest that the penalty 
rates are killing small businesses. I suggest that the government take a stronger look at its own policy settings 
and how much damage they are doing to small businesses. If the government were to carry out an honest 
assessment, it would find that its policy settings are causing the biggest grief to the widest range of small 
businesses out in the community. 

The tax hikes proposed by this bill are significant. If the unimproved land value of a block is $300 000, then the 
tax payable increases from zero dollars to $300 and for land valued at $1 million, the tax payable increases from 
$750 to $1 750. This is a significant increase; it is more than double. For land valued at $2.2 million, the tax 
payable increases from $7 730 to $8 950, and for land valued at $5.5 million, the land tax payable increases from 
$56 560 to $66 550. These are significant increases being imposed on small business in just one hit, and that 
does not take into account electricity and water increases, and the range of other increases that small business is 
being hit by. For land valued at $11 million, the land tax payable increases from $156 650 to $186 550; again, 
that is a significant amount of financial impost on small business. 

This bill will generate $118 million in this financial year, and $826 million over four years. It is the 
government’s intention for this bill to be passed by the end of September to allow for the issuing of the 2015–16 
land tax notices at the new rates, so it is a very clear plan to drag in money to help deal with the debt we have as 
a result of the government’s inability to rein in its spending. Between 2007–08 and 2014–15, the amount of land 
tax returned to the state increased by a whopping 77 per cent. This is not an insignificant bill; it will add to the 
financial burden that this government is imposing through land tax. That increase of 77 per cent comes on top of 
similar increases in the cost of water and electricity. I do not know how the government produces a policy 
document that says, “We’re the friend of small business and we’re going to make the tough decisions that deliver 
real benefits to small business in WA”, when it puts up legislation such as this and increases the amount of land 
tax by 77 per cent over the time of its term in government. 

By the end of 2018–19, based on the budget papers, it is projected that there will be a 178 per cent increase in 
land tax. Small business has a lot to be scared of with this government. It is already facing — 

Hon Peter Collier: Where are you getting these figures from? 
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Hon ADELE FARINA: The budget papers. 

Hon Peter Collier: A 178 per cent increase? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Yes. 

Hon Peter Collier: Over what period? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: From 2007–08 to 2018–19. 

This is a massive increase, yet this government seriously thinks it can stand up and say, “We are the friend of 
small business and we’re going to deliver real benefits for small business”, while at the same time imposing 
a projected increase in land tax of 178 per cent from the time it took office to 2018–19. It is a real disgrace. 
Small business has a lot to be scared of with this government. It is little wonder that Western Australians are 
unhappy, and — 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: — it is very little wonder that small business is very unhappy with the Land Tax 
Amendment Bill 2015. The sad reality, however — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: All I am hearing is the same speech from every member. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I want to hear only one member, and that is the member who has the call—
Hon Adele Farina. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It is interesting that government — 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I do not think the member on her feet needs any assistance from across the aisle or 
from the member sitting in front of her. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Government members who are really unhappy with having to hear speeches on this bill 
and other taxing bills could actually stop that from happening by simply not presenting taxing bills to 
Parliament. If the government presents bills, we have a right to debate the issues contained in them. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Indeed you do — 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Hon Simon O’Brien should have a good, hard look at himself if he is unhappy with 
hearing — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: — but why can’t you make your own speech instead of giving the same one? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Why not introduce it all in one bill, rather than a dozen bills? 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us keep it to the bill in front of us, not digress to all sorts of other 
logistical and administrative exercises. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am about ready to wind up, because I think I have put on the record the fact that this 
government is a high-taxing, high-spending government that is not delivering real benefits for small business. It 
is delivering a huge cost burden to small business that will see a lot of small businesses close their doors. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I’m disappointed; I thought you would have brought some new material to the debate. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I clearly did, because the Leader of the House was not aware that — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I have just checked the information I have in front of me, and in fact 
Hon Simon O’Brien has made a contribution to this bill. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Therefore, you have had your chance, Hon Simon O’Brien. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Can I have an extension? 

Hon Ken Travers: Can he be heard a second time? 

The PRESIDENT: No—well, only by leave. 
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Hon ADELE FARINA: I am happy to wind it up here because I think I have delivered the message that was 
news to the Leader of the House and minister of the cabinet, that the budget papers state that there will be 
a projected 178 per cent increase in land taxes over the life of this government through to 2018-19. Perhaps the 
cabinet needs to take a closer look at its budget papers and really understand them before it releases them. But 
that is what the government is doing to small business. It is not the friend of small business; it is crippling small 
business and making it very, very difficult for small business to operate. Small business is angry and fed up, and 
it will not believe the government’s policy documents in the future because it has shown itself to be dishonest in 
that it intentionally uses misleading and deceptive statements to present an impression in the minds of people. 
Certainly, the government is not interested in delivering real benefits for small business in Western Australia. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.23 pm]: I can understand why members opposite get so 
confused about speeches on tax increases and feel they have heard it all before. That is because it is a Tuesday, 
and yet again we are dealing with a revenue bill—the Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015—brought in by this 
government. In fact, the last time I spoke about revenue matters in this house I was halfway through my speech 
when I had to seek leave to continue my remarks. The bill I was speaking on was for a tax increase by the 
Barnett government—on that occasion, payroll tax. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It made you sick! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It made me sick! It brought me to my knees, I have to say, Mr President! I sought leave 
to continue my remarks on that bill, but, unfortunately, I was unable to return to the chamber to do that. I said at 
the time that I was pretty confident that I would get a chance to continue my remarks, and in fact I got my notes 
from my last speech about tax increases and a lot of the material is the same because the themes are similar. So 
I can understand why Hon Simon O’Brien is getting a sense of deja vu. But my point to him is not to come into 
this place and get upset about it, but to go into his party room and ask the Treasurer and the Premier — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I’m not upset; I’m just pointing out what a bunch of losers you are! You can’t even make 
your own speeches! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Now he turns nasty! I thought Hon Simon O’Brien was above that sort of behaviour! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Simon O’Brien is very vocal this afternoon. It is fine to be vocal, but you have 
to do it according to the rules, laws and standing orders of this chamber. I think you might be creeping towards 
getting outside them. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought someone with the longstanding membership of this house of Hon Simon O’Brien 
would set a better example to new members than he is doing this afternoon. He needs to stop getting upset in this 
chamber about hearing, yet again, a discussion about an increase in revenue. I can understand why a member like 
Hon Simon O’Brien would squirm about this government yet again targeting the taxpayers of Western Australia to 
pay for the uncontrolled expenditure of Mr Barnett. I can understand why he would probably be feeling a fair bit of 
pressure from the small businesses in his electorate, and why he would not want to have these debates in this place 
about yet another tax increase from the government of which he is a member. 

As I was saying, the last time I was on my feet we were talking about payroll tax increases; today, we are talking 
about a massive jump in land taxes. It is fascinating to see the sort of measures we are getting. Members on the 
other side may not like to hear members on this side pointing out that tax increases of the magnitude that the 
government has applied are a broken promise—one of the many broken promises from the fully funded, fully 
costed election. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It is a joke. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is a joke. I do not think I have seen the advisers from the Department of Finance in 
this chamber as often as I have recently. We need to buy them a room up here; we need to get them a room in the 
house so that they can continue their day-to-day work in between attending this and the other chamber to deal 
with taxation revenue! I suspect they probably attend here more than some of the staff who work only on 
parliamentary sittings. 
Hon Sue Ellery: I gave them afternoon tea yesterday because I felt so sorry for them. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Afternoon tea! 

Hon Sue Ellery: That was for the revenue bill briefing—the next one in. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I will not allow the Leader of the Opposition to try to raise matters of future debates 
before the chamber because that, again, would be, like Hon Simon O’Brien, setting a bad example to members of 
this chamber. I have no doubt that this will not be the last of the taxation bills we see from the Barnett government. 
The only consistent theme we get from the Barnett government is tax increases. The government cannot hold its 
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line on anything else. What it is going to do about public transport and education changes on a daily basis. Which 
part of the education department is going to have its budget cut changes on a daily basis! The government changes 
on a daily basis how it will deal with the health system in Western Australia. On a daily basis it changes in so many 
ways what this chaotic and dysfunctional government will do, but there is one thing we can say it is consistent on—
that is, tax increases—and today we are dealing with the Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015. 

Does the government do it in an orderly way? Does it do it with any sense of trying to bring forward a proper 
process for tax reform in Western Australia? No, it does not. It has had the report. The government went out to 
the Economic Regulation Authority and said, “Tell us how we can have a micro-economic reform agenda.” One 
of the many former Treasurers—I lose count of which one or when it was done—wrote to the ERA and asked it 
to do a report on micro-economic reform. Of course, members may recall that I was speaking about that when 
I was so rudely taken ill because of the way in which this government has been increasing the taxes of this state. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You are a sensitive soul, aren’t you, with a delicate constitution? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am! I feel for businesses in this state, unlike members opposite. 

The government and the then Treasurer asked the Economic Regulation Authority to conduct an inquiry into 
micro-economic reform in Western Australia, which made a range of recommendations. In particular, it pointed 
out that there are two efficient taxes. Nobody likes collecting taxes, but all members accept that there is a need to 
collect some taxes. Whether we need the massive increase of $826 million that this bill will generate for the 
government over the next four years or whether the government should constrain its expenditure is another 
matter; the simple fact is that some taxes are needed. I think the Economic Regulation Authority made the 
assumption that this government was not planning to increase taxes, but it came up with ways of collecting tax 
more efficiently. As part of that reform, the ERA brought down a comprehensive paper. I find it fascinating that 
this government still has not formally responded to the ERA report; in fact, it is constantly doing the exact 
opposite. The ERA recommended a number of things. I refer to a summary sheet of the issues from the inquiry, 
titled “Inquiry into Microeconomic Reform in Western Australia: Reforming State Taxes”, released by the ERA 
in July 2014, so there was plenty of time for the government to formally respond to these matters. I will now 
quote formally from that document. It states — 

The ERA presented two main options for improving the efficiency of Western Australia’s major taxes, 
while collecting the same amount of revenue for the State Government. These options were: 
1. broadening the base and lowering the rate of all three taxes to increase their efficiency; or 
2. increasing the reliance on efficient taxes (land tax and payroll tax) and reducing or abolishing 

the inefficient taxes (residential transfer duty). 

We recommended that the Government give further consideration to both options, but consider that the 
second option is preferable. 

I might add that we could go through in more detail, if time allows me, how it recommends land tax can be made 
more efficient, so it is about not only collecting revenue, but also how to collect it efficiently. There are 
obviously two things to remember about efficiency. The first is the efficiency for the taxpayer. I would have 
thought that we would all want to reduce the compliance costs and the effort that needs to be put in by taxpayers 
to comply with the tax laws of this state. The other side of the equation is the efficiency for the government in 
collecting tax. It is obvious that the more efficient the government is in collecting tax, the lower the rate and the 
amount of tax that needs to be collected. If we spend $5 to collect $100 in tax, what would happen if we were to 
improve the efficiency of collecting tax so that it costs only $3? The total amount collected could be reduced to 
$98, and that would lessen the burden on Western Australian taxpayers. I would have thought that a government 
committed to economic reform that cared about the people and Western Australian taxpayers, even if it had to 
collect more tax to deal with its uncontrolled drunken sailor–like spending, would try to get a more efficient way 
of collecting that tax. Then, when it got a report from a body such as the ERA, it would at the very least come 
back into this place and say that it does not accept the recommendations because of this, this and this reason, and 
that the ERA got it wrong because it does not improve efficiency, or whatever. We could have expected to get in 
this place a bill to deal with land tax because we were going to make it a more efficient tax; or, better still, we 
were potentially having these sorts of increases in land tax, but the reason for having those increases was so that 
we could abolish the inefficient tax revenue, the residential transfer duty. That is what the ERA recommended 
the government do. Remember, the ERA said, “consider that the second option is preferable”. 

The government had two options, yet do we see that? It brought in a bill to increase the burden on the taxpayer to 
$826 million, and it has not even done the work to try to improve the efficiency of the taxation system in 
Western Australia. I reckon if I were a backbencher of the Liberal Party, I would be hanging my head in shame. 
As a member of the Labor Party, I would be berating our ministers in this place and publicly if they were doing 
that, and as a member of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, I would be bringing in 
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the bureaucrats from the Department of Treasury to berate the minister and their bureaucrats about what they 
were doing with those sorts of increases. Of course, that is the problem with this government. We do not hear 
a peep from the other side. They complain about opposition members giving speeches on this side, as an 
opposition should do, but we do not hear them arguing for their measures or the ERA reports to be incorporated 
as part of government policy. 

Today, the government is once again asking this chamber to pass legislation that will increase the tax burden, yet 
the government is doing nothing to try to lessen the burden by making the tax system in Western Australia more 
efficient. I think that is a shame and a disgrace. What is most amazing about that is that we are not hearing any 
calls from organised business in Western Australia over these matters. At the time of the election, I remember 
the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia lobbying very actively for tax reductions, praising 
the government for its payroll tax reductions, which, of course, have now all been wiped out by other tax 
increases since the election, and getting on the bandwagon and cheering for the government of the day over those 
measures. I still remember Ben Wyatt saying at the time that tax cuts cannot be given whilst the government is 
still borrowing. That is what this government is doing—or that is what the government was proposing at election 
time. What we then found out was that it intended to continue to borrow and not give the tax cuts. It was 
a dishonest campaign, but it was supported by the CCI at the time.  

I find one thing absolutely amazing. Where is its campaign today? Where is its campaign not only having a go at 
the government for the massive tax increases and calling on the government to reduce expenditure rather than 
increasing taxes all the time, but also arguing for a more efficient taxation system in Western Australia? People 
say that members of Parliament have to rise up and take a statesperson-like role to argue for things that are good 
for the state. Organisations such as the CCI should be doing that also, yet they are not. When the budget came 
out, the CCI may have commented that it was disappointed about these increases, but where is the sort of 
campaign that it was running prior to the election as part of the jamboree of support for members on the other 
side? It is a part of the conspiracy because it is not standing up now and fighting against these increases. It is a 
part of the conspiracy that was imposed upon Western Australian electors when this government went out and 
claimed that it had a fully funded, fully costed plan for the people of Western Australia. It was nonsense then and 
it is nonsense now. The irony is that I knew the government would have to do things like this because at the last 
election it was promising for its capital works expenditure significantly more than Labor was, without a single 
offsetting saving, unlike Labor. This was inevitable. I cannot believe, with all the available resources, that the 
chief officers and the economists who sit down at the CCI were not able to work out that the sums did not add up 
and it was not a fully funded, fully costed plan. Of course, it was difficult in one sense because we had the 
complete dishonesty of trying to give the impression that things were fully funded and fully costed, and then we 
found, two days before the election, that there was a massive black hole in the Liberal Party costings document.  

However, as I say, if we accept at the very least that the government now needs to collect this additional revenue, 
surely one of the things that we would ask of this government is whether it can make the way in which it is 
collected more efficient. Can the state taxation system be reformed so that it helps provide a more effective and 
efficient economy in Western Australia to grow jobs? Members opposite clearly do not care about jobs. I suspect 
that over the next 18 months, they will start to care about a job—it will be their job. However, I urge them to 
start caring now about the jobs of other Western Australians and to join with Labor and argue for this 
government to do some serious economic reform of the way our tax system operates in this state. 

It is simply unacceptable that we are getting tax increase after tax increase after tax increase. These are not small 
increases. I went to my hard-worn copy of the “Overview of State Taxes and Royalties 2014–15” that was 
released in October last year. I am not sure that I am looking forward—I do not know that “looking forward” is 
the right term—to the release of the “Overview of State Taxes and Royalties 2015–16”. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I bet you are. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am nervous about it because I am nervous it will make me physically sick again when 
I read what has occurred, Hon Simon O’Brien. These are very good documents. I wonder how many members 
opposite have a copy that has the pages turned as much as mine because I have to bring it in here regularly for 
debates about tax increases. Does Hon Simon O’Brien have a copy? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It’s home under my pillow as we speak. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I suspect that is the problem—it just sits under his pillow and never gets taken out for 
a read, or does it? When was the last time he read it? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What a hurtful thing to suggest! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When was the last time Hon Simon O’Brien read it? 
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Hon Simon O’Brien: Mr President, he is inviting unruly interjection, which would be a poor example to newer 
members. 
The PRESIDENT: There is an easy solution to that—do not oblige. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mr President, one knows that when one wants to go fishing, one throws the line where 
the fish will bite! 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Or, in your case, hurl the berley. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If Hon Simon O’Brien feels that he wishes to respond to me at the end of my speech, 
I am sure that members on this side of the chamber will grant him leave to have the opportunity to speak again 
on this bill. I wonder whether the Leader of the House will be so — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: At least I’m capable of presenting new ideas. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not sure that repeating the same ideas from the 1950s, even though they were new 
then, Hon Simon O’Brien, is a good idea. The other problem with his new ideas is that he introduces them but 
they then get rejected. I remember his vision for Fremantle. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I was ahead of my time! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was listening to Hon Simon O’Brien’s speech the other week about the vision for 
Fremantle and I immediately pulled out my copy of it, which is also a well-worn document that I regularly bring 
out. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Did you ever get me to sign it for you? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, because I want to maintain its value! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Could I get you a saucer of milk or anything? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am now being led astray, Mr President. I am trying to finish my remarks. I have time-
limited speeches on these matters these days, so I certainly do not seek to be delayed. 

The interesting thing I noticed in the Leader of the House’s second reading speech was that he referred to the 
comparative rates between Western Australia and other states and he referred to the comparison rate between 
WA and Victoria for a $1 million property. Of course, what he did not mention was that the $1 750 in land tax 
paid in WA for a $1 million property is an increase on the existing rate of $770. The land tax payable for 
a property worth $1 million in WA is increasing by $980. The government is increasing it by more than what the 
taxpayer currently pays. Members opposite might ask what is the problem with that. However, if a person has 
used their life savings to buy some properties to try to make provision for their retirement—remember, this is an 
aggregated upper amount—this increase will result in $1 000 off their income. It is a significant impost that I do 
not think any reasonable person would have expected. If their properties are leased for an extended period, it will 
make it hard. What an appalling time to make this sort of increase, because the market conditions also are going 
backwards at the moment; it is increasingly hard for people to lease residential property in particular at the 
moment. The Leader of the House was trying to make a good point, but I think he missed a very significant 
point. If people have made a decision to manage their superannuation, they probably should have a balanced 
portfolio, but if they have made a decision to have private property in their portfolio, they would currently be 
paying $19 810 in land tax on a $3 million property. As a result of the passage of this bill, it will increase to over 
$30 000 a year, or an increase of almost $11 000. That is a significant impost that I suspect those people were 
not ready for. 

The Leader of the House, who is handing this bill, gave us the comparative rates in a couple of examples. 
I assume that the next edition of the “Overview of State Taxes and Royalties” will have the updated tables as 
a result of the passage of this bill, but I wonder whether the government has the comparative land tax scales for 
WA and the eastern states, the comparative figures for the new land tax that will be payable in Western Australia 
and the other states, and the comparative average tax rates for different land values in WA and the other states. 
I do not know whether the Leader of the House has that information, but if he does, I would certainly appreciate 
it being provided to us. 

The other interesting issue with these documents is that they give a sense of the historical changes to exemptions 
and concessions in the different tax rates. It is fascinating to look at the rate for land tax in Western Australia. Of 
course, the thing that is noticeable is that in the 2007–08 financial year, the last year of the Labor government, 
$420 million in revenue was collected from land tax. In 2014–15, the amount collected was $754 million. 
I would imagine that, as a result of the passage of this bill, another $184 million will be raised in 2015–16. In 
a short space of time this government will have doubled the amount of money it collects from land tax. That is 
not because it has made the system more efficient and got rid of stamp duty for residential properties, as 
recommended by the Economic Regulation Authority. People might argue that there has been inflation in those 
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years, and we must make an allowance for that. However, the Department of Treasury has been kind enough to 
do the calculation for us in 2014–15 dollars. In 2014–15 the government collected $754.9 million. In 2014–15 
dollars, the 2007–08 figure was $505 million. Even by that approach, there has been a 50 per cent increase in the 
revenue from land tax compared with what was collected in the last year of the Labor government. That is 
another sad and damning indictment. I wonder what Liberal Party backbenchers do in their party room when 
these measures are brought in. Surely at some point their constituents, who are having to pay these taxes, will 
start to complain to them about the size and the scale of the increases that have been perpetrated on them. 

We are dealing with land tax, but we could, as part of putting that into context, discuss all the other tax increases 
that have been applied by this government. I know that is probably not necessary, because we get such regular 
opportunities to discuss the other tax rates as each of those goes up. This is not isolated to one area of 
government taxation. It is now clear by any measure that the Barnett government is the highest taxing state 
government in Western Australia’s history however we look at it. Government members can sit there and argue 
about comparative rates with the eastern states. If they want to model Western Australia on the eastern states and 
drag the Western Australian economy down to the level of the other states of Australia, then so be it; but I want 
to raise Western Australia up. I love that Western Australia has always been the leader, and has not just been 
competitive on taxes, but has led the charge on the tax system in Western Australia, in the areas of efficiency and 
reform, to make the system fairer, more equitable and more efficient. I have never wanted Western Australia to 
drag itself down and try to chase the other states down to where they are, rather than raising Western Australia 
up, and continue to make us the example to the rest of the country. Of course, this government is all about 
bringing Western Australia down to the standards of its colleagues on the east coast. This is a very sad day. 

The saddest thing in all of this is that, despite all these tax increases and the fact that we now have the highest 
taxing state government in Western Australia’s history, sitting alongside that is the highest level of debt in the 
general government sector, and over the total public sector, in Western Australia’s history. Members may recall 
the graphs I had when I last spoke on taxation matters that showed what has happened to debt under this 
government. It has gone through the roof in the general government sector. That means either that this will not 
be the last tax increase we will see from this government, or that things that need to be done in 
Western Australia—the schools that need to be built, the hospitals that need to be renewed, the police stations we 
need to build, and the roads and the public transport that we need to provide—will ultimately need to be delayed 
because this government has wasted money.  

The other day I started trying to tally up how much this government has spent on failed public transport plans. 
Hon Simon O’Brien would remember the many plans and documents he initiated when he was Minister for 
Transport. I wonder how much was spent on the Fremantle Ports Optimum Planning Group, yet the work of that 
task force has disappeared into the ether. It got incorporated into the submissions to the federal government for 
Infrastructure Australia, but now, with the Perth Freight Link, all those hard yards were wasted. If we had not 
wasted that money, or if we had followed through on that money—because we are now having to re-spend more 
money to come up with yet another transport plan—we would not be needing to increase the tax rate to the 
degree that we are today. I think Hon Simon O’Brien signed off on the $1 million of state money, with a bit 
more from the federal government, to plan the Albany ring-road. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: There was so much going on in those days. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, so many plans were going on; I understand why the member cannot remember. 
There was the PortLink plan. I think about $5 million was put into that. About $6 million or $8 million was put 
into the public transport master plan. There was the Metro Area Express light rail plan. I think about $30 million 
was spent on planning the MAX light rail, which has now been lost. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That was after my time, if I remember rightly. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It started in the time of Hon Simon O’Brien. He should take credit where it is due. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It ran off the rails after me, I can assure you of that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not disagree with Hon Simon O’Brien that the transformational idea came during 
his term as Minister for Transport, and the train wreck came afterwards. The idea of the transformational vision 
was inspired by Hon Simon O’Brien, and the train wreck was delivered by those who came after him. We have 
probably spent in this state close to $100 million on transport plans and initiatives that have never seen the light 
of day. Just imagine, we would not need to be — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: At $100 million, I think you might be exaggerating just a touch there. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Just a touch? What does Hon Simon O’Brien think the figure is? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I have no idea, but I think your figure is an exaggeration. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member has no idea, but he is sure I am exaggerating. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I think you have pulled the figure out of the air. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have provided Hon Simon O’Brien with a range of examples, and I was totalling them 
up. As the member himself pointed out, he got confused because he commissioned so many studies during his 
time as minister, most of which never came to fruition. This government has commissioned literally hundreds of 
studies. How much has been spent on the Bunbury outer ring-road planning? That project made it to 
Infrastructure Australia—it got within grasp; it was almost there. Submitted to Infrastructure Australia by the 
Barnett government in 2012, it then fell by the wayside. I will supply to Hon Simon O’Brien a document that 
was tabled with the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations showing all the candidate 
projects that were put forward in 2012 by the Department of Transport, many initiated during the member’s time 
as minister. I think he would remember the business cases that were prepared for the extension of the railway 
line to Yanchep. Millions of dollars was spent on those projects, and now the government is redoing all of that 
work because it is out of date; the government did not move on those projects at the time. There is a long list of 
candidate projects. The money that the government wasted on those projects, and the fact that the government 
then borrowed money, are the reasons we are having to increase taxes today. That is why we are dealing with 
this bill today, in the way in which we are dealing with it. I am happy for Hon Simon O’Brien. If he does not 
think $100 million is a fair figure, he can come back and tell me what he thinks the figure is. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have been putting up $5 million on the freight PortLink project, at a minimum. It 
ended up being a bit more than that; that was the initial amount of money. There was over $1 million on the 
Albany Ring Road. I have talked about the millions of dollars spent on the Bunbury Outer Ring Road. I have 
talked about the money spent on the Yanchep railway line and the money spent on the rapid bus transit system to 
Ellenbrook. Hon Simon O’Brien should tally them all up; he should get his calculator out. This is the problem. 
Members opposite live in a dream world where they do not bother to count these sorts of figures up and then 
they say, “Oh no, $100 million must be outrageous. You must be making it up.” They do not take the time to add 
one plus one and realise that that makes two, and then if they add two plus two it makes four. It all tallies up. 
I start with the $30 million spent on Metro Area Express light rail and then we just keep going from there. That 
is just in one portfolio area of plans. There must be a vault down at the Department of Transport that has 
$100 million worth of reports sitting in it. It is sitting somewhere down in the Department of Transport, 
Main Roads or the Public Transport Authority, or maybe they have one vault each for their own little sections of 
all the reports, studies and the consultants’ reports that have been done that are now gathering dust—not like my 
trusty old “Overview of State Taxes and Royalties”, which gets drawn out on a regular basis to come into this 
chamber to discuss the Barnett government’s latest tax increases, or my trusty copy of the Economic Regulation 
Authority reports, or my trusty copy of the net-debt figures of this Barnett government. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You ought to leave it alone. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not surprised to hear members opposite say, “Leave it alone, you are embarrassing 
us; go away, stop talking about these things. We don’t want to hear the truth anymore because it embarrasses 
us.” 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What else did Hon Simon O’Brien mean by “leave it alone”? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Perhaps we better leave it at that and you better sit down. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have six minutes and 55 seconds left, and I guarantee the Leader of the House that 
I will try to be brief with my comments and finish before my time — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What was that mumble? See what Hon Simon O’Brien has done, Madam Acting 
President? He has encouraged newer members of the chamber to get nasty when they are not winning an 
argument. His little lapse earlier today has now set the standard for those who sit around him; the newer 
members who come into this chamber who need to be taught how to behave. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What? 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: You set the bar on nasty. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If raising things that the members on the other side do not want to hear about, such as 
how high a tax is in a government they are a member of, hurts them, I apologise for that, but I cannot not do it. It 
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is important that those matters are raised in this chamber. I understand that it must be sensitive for them, because 
they would have loved the mantra that the Liberal Party has run for years and years that they are all about lower 
taxes and smaller government, when what we have is a high-taxing government that is extremely wasteful in its 
expenditure on doing reports and spending money on planning projects that never see the light of day. They plan 
a project then the polls change so they have got to start planning the next project. Just in planning alone, 
I suspect over $100 million has been spent on transport plans in this state that have never seen the light of day. 
Then today the government comes in here and says, “Come on, let’s have a bill that will collect us a hundred and 
something-odd million dollars this year.” Where was the figure again? This is the problem, I brought in a couple 
of the other previous tax bills and we get so confused that the number of figures just starts to become 
mesmerising. It is $184 million this year—so $826 million. We could have been having half the increase in land 
tax that we are, or better still, maybe as the ERA said, leave the tax because the government is going to collect it, 
and cut the stamp duty rates. It would be really good for the economy in Western Australia at the moment if we 
cut the stamp duty rates so as to help get the housing market booming again: get people investing in that and get 
some jobs created. At the moment, the domestic house market is probably one of the few areas that is creating 
new jobs in Western Australia. Imagine if we had that opportunity for Western Australia and for people in those 
peri-urban areas of Western Australia such as Yanchep and the like, or down around Armadale or around 
Mandurah—imagine the jobs that would be created today. Even if we accept this bill as a result of not wasting 
money, imagine if we were able to cut some of the other taxes that this Barnett government has implied. 

Members know that Labor is disappointed that it has to deal with this bill. While this house continues to 
maintain the ability to block money bills and does not go to face the people when that occurs, I do not think it is 
appropriate. We would prefer for us to vote against this sort of legislation. It disappoints us that it is here, and as 
I said during my speech, I am just simply amazed that we are not getting the cacophony of screams from 
organised business in this state. Maybe it is because they have just got a little bit too close to this government 
and they are now part of the cheer squad. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.06 pm]: I would like to make a short speech on the 
Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015. I do not know whether we are supporting it or not supporting it. I have had 
a good read of Hon Robin Chapple’s speech, as he is the Greens main speaker. In his speech he managed to raise 
quite a few questions to the minister in relation to the bill, and I look forward to hearing the responses to those 
questions. I also want to comment in particular and commend the tremendously informative contributions, 
particularly by the Leader of the Opposition, because I thought the Leader of the Opposition did a great job of 
outlining the concerns regarding the Perth Freight Link, which is one of the concerns that we have about 
spending our taxes. 

This is, as many members have said, not the first time that we have dealt with a land tax bill. In reviewing what 
is happening today, I looked at the second reading speech and it does go through, and members have put it on the 
parliamentary record before me, the exact detail about how much more tax we will be collecting from the owners 
of unimproved land. Unfortunately, it does not give a lot of detail about the significance of that and the impact of 
that on people, in particular—people have raised this—the impact on housing affordability. I would hope that in 
future when we have a land tax amendment bill, that there is some kind of second reading speech that refers to 
the impact on the property industry and the impact on housing affordability, which is one of the key issues in our 
time for the Western Australian economy. What we do have is the exact detail of the increase of tax, and would 
it not be great if we had a land tax amendment bill that had a decrease in tax rate; that would be a fun thing. 

I looked to history to see the proportion that land tax provides to our state coffers, and I also brought in the same 
tables that Hon Ken Travers did, and he discussed different sections of it, so I do not want to repeat things that 
he has already discussed. I wanted to draw member’s attention to appendix 3, which is the chart about what 
percentage of our projected tax collection is the land tax and the metropolitan region improvement tax, and it 
remains at nine per cent in the projected tax collection for 2014–15. We do not have the updated figures, but 
obviously we will get them very soon.  

If we look Way back at 2004-05, it too was still at nine per cent, so nine per cent of the total tax collection has 
been land tax and the metropolitan region improvement tax. The interesting point about that is that payroll tax 
has dramatically increased over the same time period as a proportion of the total tax collection. In 2005 payroll 
tax was only 27 per cent of our total tax collection and now we are looking at it being about 40 per cent of our 
total tax collection. The point I hope to make in several different ways in this contribution is that taxes are 
interdependent on each other. They impact on affordability in people’s lives and they also impact on the bottom 
line of the budget. I ask the government to move towards a more progressive tax system that will level out those 
lumpy bits so that people who are least advantaged are able to have a fair go. With a tax mix that has high 
payroll tax—that is, 40 per cent of our tax collection is payroll tax—I wonder whether employing people in 
Western Australia is becoming way too expensive, with the government taking too big a chunk of it. I know that 
a reduction in payroll tax is a job generator. One way to create jobs would be to look at that tax system. 
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Hon Ken Travers pointed to the need for a review of the tax system to see how these taxes interact with each 
other. Transfer duty and landholder duty, which currently sit at 21 per cent of the total tax pie, used to sit at 
28 per cent. That is one of the duties we could look at. Indeed, if land taxes are increased, I would want to look 
at decreasing some of the stamp duties. In fact, that is what analysts have said in many forms when we have 
looked at taxes at both the state and federal level. 

Land tax was originally introduced into Western Australia in 1907-08. It is levied on the aggregated unimproved 
value of taxable land owned at midnight on 30 June immediately preceding the financial year assessment. The 
tables provided in the “Overview of State Taxes and Royalties 2014–15” give a good sense of how that has 
changed over time. It also makes comparisons with the other states. The Land Amendment Tax Bill 2015 second 
reading speech tells us that compared with other states, Western Australia will remain competitive even after 
changes to the scale. Having read the “Overview of State Taxes and Royalties” it is my concern that over time 
there have been quite a few changes to exemptions and concessions. The second reading speech does not contain 
a lot of detail about the concessions and exemption that will remain. A private aged care provider, someone who 
provides independent accommodation for disabled children and a person living in a caravan pack are examples 
of exemptions to land tax that are seen to be a social good. It is important that we have that information when we 
are reviewing whether to increase land taxes and what concessions will be available. 

Hon Peter Collier: It will not change at all. It will not impact on concessions at all. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I read from the debate in the other place that there will be no impact on concessions. 
What are those concessions and is there a table of concessions to which we can refer? It would have been good if 
the second reading speech had detailed what concessions are current because, from time to time, the ones listed 
here have disappeared. There was land tax exemption for beneficiary occupiers of residence owned by 
discretionary trusts. It was introduced and repealed. A 50 per cent land tax concession available for retirement 
villages was increased to 100 per cent. It would be nice to have in one place a list of concessions and exemptions 
for land tax as an informational tool to determine the impact of land tax on families. I looked at the impact on 
families in the South Metropolitan Region, because any time the government raises the tax rate on unimproved 
land, it has the potential to increase the cost of housing. I looked at the current cost of housing in the 
South Metropolitan Region after the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia—thank you very much—recently 
provided me with the latest figures. Land sales in the South Metropolitan Region in the year to June 2015 were 
3 120; that is, 3 120 plots of land were sold and there were 9 505 house sales. The median house price was 
$550 000, which has not changed from last year. There has been no change in the median house prices across the 
South Metropolitan Region, but there has been change in different areas. For example, I note that median house 
prices in Cannington and Victoria Park went down a little, while it went up in Alfred Cove and up 6.9 per cent in 
Fremantle, which is quite a change. I mention that because of the current leading thinking about tax, the 
Henry tax review. The Greens (WA) support the recommendations of the Henry tax review related to housing, 
which include the phasing out of stamp duty and replacing it with a fairer broad-based land tax. In this regard, if 
this land tax increase had been coupled with a stamp duty decrease, we would have been able to look at it much 
more favourably because of the impact. The experts say that that would be a good step forward for affordability.  

The Henry tax review also referred to exemptions and the difficulty when there are so many exemptions. 
Examples of land tax exemptions include a person’s home and primary production land. During his contribution 
to the second reading debate, Robin Chapple asked how land that is used for carbon storage is considered in 
relation to land tax. That is all relevant to the decision before us, which is whether the tax on land is increased. 
But land that is subject to land tax, putting aside commercial real estate, is rental property. As members know, 
there has been for a long time a crisis of affordability in rental property. I hope that any change to our tax system 
will indicate the impact on that affordability. An impact statement on affordability would be good, especially if it 
is related to affordable housing, as this land tax might well be, because it will affect the property industry. Of the 
138-odd recommendations in the Henry tax review report, about 25, or thereabouts, can be construed as being 
directly related to housing. I have mentioned one, so I will not go into it in any further detail. The 
“Australia’s future tax system” report provided some modelling on the impact of different taxes on housing 
affordability. One of the report’s recommendations was that land tax should be increased at the same time that 
stamp duty is reduced, which would have the additional benefit of some offsetting impacts on assets prices. We 
were interested to see the modelling of that at the federal level. I do not know whether that modelling exists at 
the state level, but it would be informative to this house to see whether we can get an analysis of the impact on 
asset prices should the government raise land tax without reducing stamp duty. 

I would also just mention for the parliamentary record recommendation 52, which relates to the benefit of 
implementing a broad-based land tax. I recommend “Australia’s future tax system: Report to the Treasurer” to 
members with a passion for this kind of financial planning. 
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As a member for South Metropolitan Region, I looked at this legislation from an affordability standpoint. As a 
representative of the Greens, there are certain goals that we are trying to achieve through our policy and 
analysing government policy against what we would love to happen. I looked at what could be done to make 
taxes more efficient and found one of the policies from the Victorian Greens, which states — 

Taxation which encourages desirable social and environmental outcomes (for example, restructured 
property and land taxes that encourage the development of affordable, energy efficient housing for 
current and future generations). 

Are we missing an opportunity by raising this land tax but not targeting it to the delivery of affordable, energy 
efficient housing for future and current generations? Maybe there is something more to be made than just 
increasing the coffers. Many members have already gone into great detail criticising the government’s choice of 
expenditure, particularly the hot projects members would be well aware of and that many members have listed. 

The way forward is to reform inefficient and regressive taxes, including payroll and stamp duties, and to replace 
them with a carefully phased in expansion of land tax and other progressive taxes, provided that we look at them 
from the standpoint of sustainability and social good. In that regard, I think the end result is that we have this dry 
bill before us with lots of tables and numbers, which refers to percentages of income and how that doughnut of 
the state budget can be developed, but it does not actually provide a story of how that will impact people, such as 
an example of how this legislation will affect an average family. Many members have talked about the impact of 
this legislation on small business, and I would appreciate a model of how small business will be affected. That 
kind of story makes this legislation more real to us as representatives of our constituents. It is more palatable to 
be able to visualise the impact of the increase in taxes. 

If we can make an impact on housing affordability, we can make a real difference to the lives of thousands of 
people living on the streets in Western Australia today. I think This is an opportunity that we should never let go by. 
If we have an opportunity to improve the delivery of services and the affordability of accommodation for those who 
are most vulnerable, it will have benefits across society. I want to leave the end of my second reading contribution 
to a homeless woman I met in Fremantle who sells The Big Issue and leave members with this thought: our taxation 
system is not just about accumulating money, it is about how we spend it and how we collect it. If we collect money 
in a manner that worsens housing affordability, we are really shooting ourselves in the foot. It is not in anyone’s 
best interest to make it tougher for those people who are doing it tough. I met Sarah when I was selling 
The Big Issue last year and she wrote this small poem. With the completion of this poem, I will conclude my 
contribution to the second reading debate. The poem is titled “Someday…” and reads — 

Someday I will learn 

Something will change 

Somehow I will find my way 

As the day drifts on by 

The day will draw to its end 

It will NEVER end for me 

The hour is near 

Though it feels far away 

Someday I will learn to change 

Something will change into 

something new 

As the day drifts on by 

The day is drawing to the end 

Though it will never end for me 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [3.24 pm] — in reply: Can I thank 
all members for their contributions—not indications of support—to the debate, it is appreciated. We actually had 
quite a discussion on land tax, which is really good and I appreciate that. 
The land tax scale changes announced in the 2015–16 state budget are part of a package of revenue and savings 
measures to help ensure that the state’s finances remain sustainable in the challenging economic and fiscal 
environment currently facing the state. These challenges include a substantial weakening of the iron ore price, 
a significant decline in the oil price, a further decline in Western Australia’s GST revenue and generally weak 
growth in the state’s major tax bases as population growth and business investment continue to moderate. The 
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Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015 introduces a new land tax scale that will include a minimum flat tax of $300 for 
properties with an unimproved value of between $300 000 and $420 000. It will also increase land tax rates with 
the exception of the top rate, and adjust some thresholds at which the rates change. The current exemption 
threshold of $300 000 will remain unchanged. 

Several issues were raised in the debate on the bill, and I will go through each of those issues. Some of the issues 
raised were similar in content, but I will cover all issues raised by all members. Hon Robin Chapple asked 
several questions during his contribution to the debate on the bill. He asked about the impact that this bill will 
have on the Hampton land district in the Western Desert area. I understand that special arrangements apply for 
mining in the Hampton land district. The area relates to grants of land tenures made pre-1899 where the rights to 
the minerals belong to the owner of the land. The liability to land tax on these properties remains unchanged as 
a result of the amendments in the bill, other than for the quantum of the tax payable; that is, if the land is owned 
in fee simple, land tax is payable by the owner. 
Hon Robin Chapple asked about the impact the bill will have on farming or pastoral land that is used for 
reforestation for carbon storage. This bill adjusts only the rates and thresholds of land tax; it does not change any 
other provisions of the land tax legislation. Therefore, it does not affect the current categories of land that are 
taxable and those that are exempt. There is currently no specific land tax exemption for land that is used solely 
for the purposes of reforestation to store carbon and sell the associated carbon credits. 
The member also asked about the land tax implications if a pastoral lease were to be subdivided into freehold 
lots for residential purposes in the future. A pastoral lease is taxable land under the existing land tax legislation; 
however, an exemption applies for land used in a primary production business. Given that pastoral leases are 
granted for pastoral purposes, it is likely that this exemption would apply. In the unlikely event that a pastoral 
lease were to be subdivided into freehold residential or commercial lots, land tax would apply to each subdivided 
lot, subject to any exemptions that may apply, such as for an owner’s principal place of residence. 
Hon Robin Chapple inquired whether the proposed land tax increase will deter average investors from entering 
the rental market, particularly given the downturn in the property market. The land tax increase is unlikely to 
affect investors’ decisions on whether to buy an investment property, as land tax would be a minor consideration 
in such a decision. For example, the land tax increase for a property with an unimproved land value of 
$500 000 would be only $280. Other factors, such as the return on investment, are likely to play a larger part in 
any investment decisions. 
He also inquired whether the land tax increase will force Western Australians living overseas to sell their houses in 
Western Australia. It is unlikely that the land tax increase will force people living overseas to sell their properties in 
Western Australia as such properties are likely to be earning an income against which land tax can be offset. 
Furthermore, the land tax increase is not significant for properties with an unimproved value below $1 million. 
Hon Robin Chapple asked whether this legislation will disadvantage those who are less able to enter the housing 
market. An owner’s home will continue to be exempt from land tax. Moreover, this legislation will have an 
insignificant impact on the housing market, as property and rental prices are driven by factors such as the 
demand for housing and the level of housing supply. 
Hon Lynn MacLaren asked a question as to what impact the Land Tax Amendment Bill 2015 would have on 
concessions. As I mentioned in my interjection, it will have no impact on concessions whatsoever; it will impact 
only on the rate of land tax. Hon Lynn MacLaren asked whether she could have information on the exemptions 
and concessions, so I table the appropriate information on changes to exemptions and concessions from the 
“Overview of State Taxes and Royalties 2014-15”. 
[See paper 2407.] 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Hon Stephen Dawson inquired about exemptions for war widows. The exemption 
provided to the first $10 000 of the taxable value of land owned by a war widow will continue to apply, so 
nothing will change from that perspective. Hon Darren West raised concerns that a lot of people would have 
a property worth around $1 million, and they would struggle to pay the increase in land tax. Just over 80 per cent 
of taxpayers own land with an aggregated unimproved value of less than $1 million. Importantly, land tax is 
levied on the unimproved value of the land—that is, the market value of land under normal sales conditions, 
assuming that no structural improvements have been made. 
Hon Kate Doust inquired about the impact of the bill not passing by September this year. The amending 
legislation will be applied retrospectively to 1 July 2015, regardless of whether it is passed in September; 
however, the land tax assessment for 2015 will not be issued until the amending legislation is in place. The 
effect, of course, would be the delay in the receipt and use of this revenue. 
Hon Adele Farina inquired as to the increase in rate of 178 per cent. The increase in total land tax revenue was 
about 178 per cent from 2007–2008—at $421 million—to, in 2018-2019, $1.173 billion. The increase can be 
attributed to a number of factors, such as the increase in unimproved land values and the number of taxable 
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properties. Despite that, Western Australia’s land tax is still very competitive with that of other states. 
Western Australia’s land tax is the lowest of all states for unimproved property values from $700 000 to 
$1.85 million, and the second lowest for unimproved values up to $6 million. 
Those were the specific questions asked, and I hope the answers have satisfied everybody. I thank members once 
again for their contribution, and 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 Peter Collier (Leader of the House), and passed. 
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