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IN THE HIGH COURT OF AUSTRALIA No. B61 of 2012
BRISBANE REGISTRY

BETWEEN: COMMISSIONER OF TAXATION
Applicant
AND UNIT TREND SERVICES PTY LTD
ACN 010 382 242
Respondent
RESPONDENT’S SUBMISSIONS
Part I: Internet publication
1. The respondent certifies that these submissions are in a form suitable for
publication on the internet.
Part II: Issues
2. The applicant seeks to have the court decide what nexus was required under s

165-5 of the 4 New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999 (Cth) (“the
GST Act”), as that Act stood before the insertion of s 165-5(3), between a
benefit an “avoider” got from a scheme, and the making of a choice, election,
application or agreement (a “choice™) that was expressly provided for by the
GST Act, for Division 165 not to “operate”; that is to say, the applicant asks
the court to determine the meaning of s. 165-5(1)(b) of the GST Act before the
insertion of s 165-5(3).

Part II1: Judiciary Act 1903

3. The respondent certifies that it has considered whether any notice should be
given in compliance with s 78B of the Judiciary Act 1903, and has concluded
that no such notice should be given.

Part IV: Material facts

4, The respondent does not contest any material facts set out in the applicant’s
narrative of facts or chronology, but adds to the chronology the relevant dates
relating to:

(a) the “choices” by the respondent’s predecessor as representative
member of the relevant GST group to apply to the applicant under the
former s 48-5 of the GST Act for approval of the group, and to apply
under the former s 48-70 for the substitution of the respondent as
representative member of the group, viz.:
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(1) 2000 — Application by Rapcivic Contractors Pty Ltd under s
48-5 of the GST Act for approval of a GST group including,
inter alia, Simnat, of which Rapcivic was nominated as
representative member: TR Ex 12;

(i)  2/10/2000 — Approval by the applicant of the above GST group
with GST Registration Number 91079314122: TR Ex 12;

(1) 2000 - Application by Rapcivic under s 48-70 of the GST Act
for approval of the replacement of Rapcivic by the respondent
as representative member of the group: TR Ex 13;

(tv)  13/11/2000 — Approval by the applicant of the replacement of
Rapcivic by the respondent as representative member of the
group: TR Ex 13.

(b)  the respondent’s “choices” to apply to the applicant under the former s
48-70 for his approval of the interposed developers Blesford and
Mooreville as additional members of the group, viz:.

(i) 15/06/2004 — Application by the respondent under s 48-70 of
the GST Act for approval of Blesford as an additional member
of the GST group: ST337;!

(ii) 12/07/2004 — Approval by the applicant of Blesford as an
additional member of the group with the date of effect being
01/03/2004: ST340;

(11)  22/07/2004 — Application by the respondent under s 48-70 of
the GST Act for approval of Mooreville as an additional
member of the GST group: ST341;

(iv)  20/08/2004 — Approval by the applicant of Mooreville
approved as as an additional member of the GST group with
the date of effect being 01/07/2004: ST342.

Part V: Applicable statutory provisions
5. The applicant’s statement of applicable statutes and regulations is accepted.
Part VI: Argument

The schemes

6. At all material times, s 165-5(1)(b) has provided that Division 165 does not
operate where the GST benefit is “attributable to the making ... of a choice,

election, application or agreement that is expressly provided for by” the GST
Act.

7. The contracts to end purchasers that Simnat assigned to Blesford and
Mooreville already contained a choice by Simnat under the then s 75-5(1)  to
apply the margin scheme.’

! ST for Supplementary T documents before the Administrative Appeals Tribunal

2 Under the current provision, substituted by Act 78 of 2005 s 3 and Sch 6 item 10, an agreement in
writing between the supplier and the recipient is now required
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10.

11.

12.

13,

Ordinarily, by s 7-1 (GST and input tax credits) and 9-70 (The amount of GST
on taxable supplies), the amount of GST on a taxable supply is 10% of the
value of the taxable supply. However, by s 75-10, as it stood at the time of the
subject transactions:

“75-10 The amount of GST on taxable supplies

(1) If a *taxable supply of *real property is under the *margin
scheme, the amount of GST on the supply is 1/11 of the
*margin for the supply.

(2) The margin for the supply is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds the consideration for
your acquisition of the interest, unit or lease in question.

(3) .7

In other words, if the margin scheme applies, the GST is calculated by
reference to the increase in value between acquisition and supply of the thing
supplied, rather than by reference to the whole value of the thing supplied.

So if no scheme had been entered into, the respondent would have paid GST
under the margin scheme on the supplies to end purchasers, on the margin
between a base figure, being the apportioned value of the land at 1 July, 2000,
and the end sale price.

It was necessary, in order for the respondent to obtain the uplift in that base
figure that was the source of the relevant GST benefit, for Blesford and
Mooreville to be interposed in the chain of supply between Simnat and the end
purchasers, so that there was a supply from Simnat to each of Blesford and
Mooreville (“the first supply”) and a supply from Blesford or Mooreville to
each end purchaser (“the second supply™).

But (subject to paragraph 13 below) if Blesford and Mooreville had been
interposed, but Simnat on the one hand and Mooreville and Blesford had not
chosen to apply the going concern p:rovisions,5 there would have been no GST
benefit, because the total of the GST on the first and second supplies would
have been the same as if no scheme had been entered into.

Likewise, subject to paragraph 12 above, if Blesford and Mooreville had been
interposed, but the respondent had not made the choices referred to in
paragraph 4(b) above, there would have been no GST benefit, because the
total of the GST on the first and second supplies would likewise have been the
same as if no scheme had been entered into.

The “taken discretely” formulation does not assist the applicant

14.

(a) The going concern choice

Section 38-325 provides, relevantly:

% See [2010] AATA 497 [11], [102].

* S 75-10 has been amended by Act 78 0of 2005, s 3 and Sch 6

* There was initially an issue whether there was truly a supply of a going concern, but ultimately the
applicant accepted that there was: [2010] AATA 497 [18], [2012] FCAFC 112 [67], [76]
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“38-325 Supply of a going concern
(1) The *supply of a going concem is GST-free if:

{¢c)  the supplier and the recipient have agreed in writing that
the supply is of a going concern.”

15.  The applicant submits:

“39 The Commissioner’s argument does not require that for the
sub-section to operate the scheme must consist of a statutory
choice and nothing else. But it does contemplate that there will
need to be a close connection between the statutory choice and
the GST benefit.”

16.  Here, simultancously with the interposition of Blesford and Mooreville, in the
document (the sale contract) by which they were interposed, the choice was
made to apply the going concern provision. It is submitted that the GST
benefit of the supplies from Simmnat to Blesford and Mooreville being GST
free, flowing from each agreement in writing that the supplies to Blesford and
Mooreville were supplies of going concerns must be said to flow from the
choice, taken discretely, to apply the going concern provisions, and from that
choice alone. Without that choice, there would have been no GST benefit.
That agreement achieves directly the GST saving on the first transfer that
comprises the relevant GST benefit. There is no need fo pray in aid the group
provisions (discussed below).

(d) The GST group provisions
17.  Section 48-40, as it stood at the time of the subject transactions,’ included:
“48-40 Who is fiable for GST

(1) GST that is payable on any *taxable supply an entity makes
and that is attributable to a tax period during which the
entity is a *¥member of a *GST group:

(a) is payable by the *representative member; and

(b)  is not payable by the entity that made it (unless
the entity is the representative member).

(2) However:

(a) A supply that an entity makes to another
*member of the same *GST group is treated as
if it were not a *taxable supply ... ©

18.  So (apart from the going concern choice), but for the choice to make Blesford
and Mooreville members of the GST group, that choice being the step
immediately preceding the supplies to them by Simmnat, there would have been

35 48-40 has been amended by Act 74 of 2010, s 3 and Sch 1
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no GST benefit. It is submitted that that also satisfies the applicant’s “close
connection” test.

Interpretation of the former s 165-5
(a) Overview
19.  Inany event, it is submitted that;

() the proper (that is to say, text-based) approach to statutory
construction, as explained, for example, in Certain Lloyds
Underwriters v Cross,” does not permit a departure from the ordinary
meaning of “attributable to” as explained by this Court in Federal
Commissioner of Taxation v Sun Alliance Investments Pty Lid (In
Liguidation);® and adopted by the Full Court at [182]-[189],” in which
this court adopted the following passage from Walsh v Rother District
Council:"?

“[Tlhese are plain English words involving some causal
connection between the loss of employment and that to which
the loss is said to be attributable. However, this connection
need not be that of a sole, dominant, direct or proximate cause
and effect. A contributory causal connection is quite
sufficient™; or

(b) if the narrow construction of the meaning of the words “attributable
to” suggested by the applicant had been intended, it would have been
easy for Parliament so to provide, in particular as (see below) there
was a conscious departure from the narrower exception in s 177C of
the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936;

(c) there is no basis for excluding the presumption enacted by s. 23 of the
Acts Interpretation Act 1901 (Cth) that the singular reference to
“choice” etc in s 165(1)(b) includes the plural.

()  Origin of the section

20.  The current sub-s 165-5(1)}(b) and 165-5(3) of the GST Act are based on sub-s
177C(2)(a)(D) and (ii) respectively of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936,"
but differ from them in that:

7(2012) 293 ALR 412, 417-420, 430-432, 436, [2012]) HICA 56 [23}-[31], [68]-[70], [88]-[89]; see also
Federal Commissioner of Taxation v Consolidated Media Holdings Ltd (2012) 293 ALR 257; [2012]
HCA 55 [39]; Australian Education Union v Department of Education and Children’s Services (2012)
285 ALR 27; [2012] HCA. 3 [263-[29]; Alcan (NT) Alumina Pty Lid v Commissioner of Territory
Revenue (2009) 239 CLR 27; [2009] HCA 41 [55]-[571;

% (2005) 225 CLR 488 at [182] — [188] of the Joint Reasons; AB139-141.

? (2012) 205 FCR 29, 72-74; [2012] FCAFC 29

19119781 ICR 1216, 1220; [1978] 1 AL ER 510, 514,

"' The explanation for the curious repetition of “agreement” and “choice” in the ComLaw version of s
177C(2)(a)(i) would seem to be that the compilers of one of the ComLaw compilations between 24
October 2008 and 24 May 2010 (due to what appears to be a corruption of the relevant versions, we

have been unable to access compilations in this period, other than the Jast) appear to have incorporated
the amendments made by item 6 in Schedule 6 to the Taxation Laws Amendment Act (No. 1) 1998 (No.
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(2)

(b)

(©

(d)

{by way of background) for there to be a GST benefit, the tax saving
must be “from” rather than “in connection with” the putative avoidance
scheme;

in order to accommodate differences in the “choices” provided for by
the different legislation:

(i) s 165-5 refers, among other things, to an “application”, while s
177C does not; and

(ii) s 177C refers, among other things, to a “declaration”, a
“selection”, the “giving of a notice”, and the “exercise of an
option”, which s 165-5 does not;

more importantly:

(D s 177C accommodates such choices etc by excluding from the
definition of “obtaining a tax benefit in connection with a
scheme”, such benefits as are atfributable to a statutory choice
but not attributable to a scheme that was entered into “for the
purpose of creating” the opportunity to make such a choice;

(i)  in contrast, the present s 165-5(3) (inserted after, and not
applicable to, the present transactions) achieves the analogous
limitation by modifying the meaning of “attributable to” in the
primary exclusion in s 165-5(1)(b), and modifying it by
reference to benefits got “from™ a scheme (rather than
attributable to the “choice” etc) where the relevant state of
affairs was created to enable the relevant choice etc to be made;
and

with s 177C(2)(a)(ii) the test is whether the scheme was entered into
for the purpose of creating the circumstances giving rise to the choice,
while for s 165-5(3), one looks to the scheme or part of the scheme,
and it is a sole or dominant purpose that is required for the matter to be
taken outside the scope of “attributable to”.

21.  However, the drafter of the original s 165-5 (applicable in the present case)
deliberately omitted the s 177C exclusion of schemes entered into “for the
purpose of creating” the opportunity to make such a choice. Effect should be
given to that deliberate exclusion.

22.  As mentioned above, that omission has been reversed by s 165-5(3)"%, the
purpose of which was said in the Explanatory Memorandum to the Tax Laws
Amendment (2008 Measures No. 3) Bill 2008, in words that appear to be
directed to a scheme such we have here, to be:

16, 1998) and item 16 in Schedule 1 to the Taxation Laws (Technical Amendments) Act 1998 (No. 41,
1998) in the new subparagraph (i) that was substituted by item 404 in Schedule 2 to the Tax Law
Improvement Act (No. 1) 1998 (No. 46, 1998), and the error has been repeated in all subsequent
ComLaw compilations.

2 By Act No 145 of 2008, s 3, Schedule 1, Item 11 with effect from 9 December 2008; cf. . Grain
Elevators Board (Vic) v Dunmunkle Shire (1946) 73 CLR 70, 86, Hunter Resources Lid v Melville
(1984) 164 CLR 234, 254-5, Commissioner of State Revenue v Pioneer Concrete (Vic) Pty Ltd (2002)
209 CLR 651, 669 [52]; Pearce and Geddes Statutory Interpretation in Australia, T" ed., paras [3.34] -

[3.35].
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23.

24,

25.

26.

“1.20 ... These amendments will ensure that a GST benefit is not
attributable to the making of a choice, election, application or
agreement if the scheme was entered into for the sole or dominant
purpose of creating a circumstance or state of affairs necessary to
enable the choice, election, application or agreement to be made... .”

So Div 165 could operate in the present case only if, relevantly, the GST
benefit was not attributable to the making, by any entity, of a choice, election,
application or agreement that was expressly provided for by the GST Act®,

An example

Consider a situation where A is a manufacturer selling through its subsidiary
B, and paying GST on its supplies to B. A wishes to take advantage of the
grouping provisions so as to defer its liability to GST on its supplies to its
sales entity until the sales entity onsells the goods, without subjecting itself to
the risk of becoming personally liable for past transactions of B under s 444-
90 in Schedule 1 to the Taxation Administration Act 1953,14 should some issue
subsequently arise in relation to them. So it incorporates a new subsidiary C to
be the new group sales entity. Pursuant to the current s 48-5, A and C agree in
writing to the formation of a GST group, and A notifies the Commissioner of
the formation of the group and that A is the representative member of the
group. Those actions form a GST group. They also constitute a scheme.'® But
there is no immediate saving of GST.

Then A makes a supply to C of goods which it has manufactured, which C
does not on sell immediately, as it is building up its inventory. Those actions
also constitute a scheme. There is also a scheme comprising the formation of
the GST group and the manufacture by A and supply to C. No choice
expressly provided for by the GST Act is, or could be, made at the point of
supply from A to C, in that s 48-40 has the effect,'® without any choice being
made in respect of the particular supply, that the supply is treated as not being
a taxable supply. So A obtains a GST benefit, in that, at the least, it delays the
incurring of GST, and thus comes within s 165-10(1)(d). But to be consistent
with its approach in the present case, the applicant would have to argue that
there is an insufficiently close connection between the choice to form a GST
group and the benefit, and that the benefit flows from the sale between
members of the previously formed group, rather than from the choice. So on
the applicant’s argument, despite the “choice” to form a group, Division 165
applies to negate the tax benefit, and A must continue to pay GST on its sales
to its sales entity.

Indeed, since by s 165-5(1)(d) a GST benefit is obtained whenever the
payment of GST is deferred to a later date, it is hard to imagine any formation
of a GST group that would not be caught by Div 165 if the applicant’s
interpretation were correct.

1 Section 165-5(1)(b) GST Act.

¥ § 444-90 makes members of a group jointly and severally liable for the GST debts of other members
of the group

135165-10(2)

1% See s 165-5(1)(c)(ii)
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(d)  Reasons why special leave should not be granted

27.  The present matter does not raise special leave questions for the following
reasons:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

the meaning of the expression “atfributable to”, where it appears in s
165-5(1)(b) of the GST Act, has been materially affected by the
insertion of s 165-5(3) of the GST Act;'’ s 165-5 is based on s
177C(2)a)(ii) of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936, but (see
above) is materially different from it in a certain respects, so the
questions posed as special leave questions may well be answered
differently in future litigation in light of the new s 165-5(3);

this matter involved a “scheme”” in which the applicant took
advantage of now superseded legislation, and the only live issue on the
proposed appeal is that of pre-17 March 2005 supplies to end-
purchasers [})ursuant to contracts entered into by Simnat Pty Ltd
(“Simnat™)*° before April 2004; so the amount involved in this part of
the matter is only a part of the amount originally involved in the
dispute between the parties;

quite apart from the amendment to s 163-5, as a result of amendments
to the GST Act by the Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Measures No 2)
Act 2005 (Cth) (“the 2005 Act™); the GST benefit obtained under the
subject scheme could not be obtained after 17 March, 2005, so there
was no Division 165 (Anti-avoidance) issue before the Full Court in
relation to supplies after 17 March 2005, as no tax benefit had been
obtained for that period,;

the applicant is wrong to suggest that s 165-5(3) does not affect the
meaning of the phrase “attributable t0” in s 165-5(1)(b): on orthodox
principles of a section should not be construed paragraph by paragraph
or sub-section by sub-section, but as a whole;?!

further, in interpreting the current section, a court should not adopt the
applicant’s construction, as:

' Inserted by the Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No 5) Act 2008 No 145 of 2008 (the “2008
Act’™), section 3 in Schedule | Item 11; with effect from 9 December 2008; applicable to choices,
elections, applications and agreement made on or after 9 December 2008.

18 See paragraph 1.56 of the Explanatory Memorandum to the 2008 Act

¥ The Commissioner’s formulation of the scheme may be found at [2010] AATA 497 [85]

2 The Administrative Appeals Tribunal found that supplies in contracts entered into by Blesford and
Mooreville were not caught by Division 165; the Commissioner did not appeal against that finding

*! see the judgment of Lord Hoffmann NPJ in Commissioner of Inland Revenue (Hong Kong) v Tai
Hing Cotton Mill (Development) Lid [2007] HKCFA 78 [15], (2007) 10 HKCFAR 704; [2008] 2
HKLRD 40; see also, e.g., K &S Lake City Freighters Pty Ltd v Gordon and Gotch Ltd (1985) 157
CLR 309, 312, 315; CIC Insurance Ltd v Bankstown Football Club Ltd (1997) 187 CLR 389, 408;
Pearce & Geddes Statutory Interpretation in Australia 7hed para [4.2]
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1) on the applicant’s interpretation of s 165-5(1)(b), s 165-5(3) is
otiose, and a construction that renders part of legislation otiose
should be avoided where another construction is available;*
and

(i)  that interpretation is contrary to the assumption that Parliament
made when enacting s 165-5(3);

) the fact that the legislature has chosen not to make a corresponding
amendment to Division 75 of the Fuel Tax Aer 2006 (Cth) does not
mean that a decision in the present case would have utility for the
differently structured provisions of that Act; Parliament may have had
particular political reasons for choosing not to amend that provision at
the time that section 165-5 (3) was added to the GST Act; in any event,
it would be more appropriate to await an application for special leave
in respect of that legislation before deciding this question in relation to
that Act;

(g)  the Commissioner has not suggested that there are any other taxpayers
likely to be affected by the decision of the Full Court™;

(h) in any event, the decision of the majority is not attended with sufficient
doubt to warrant the grant of special leave;

(L) in summary, this matter is not an appropriate vehicle to determine the
true construction of the present s 165-5, in general, and s 165-5(1)(b),
in particular.

Part VII — Any special order for costs sought by the respondent
28.  No special order for costs is sought by the respondent.

Part VIII — Table of the authorities, legislation or other material on which the
respondent relies, identifying the pages at which the relevant passages appear

Authorities

29, Commissioner of Taxation v Sun Alliance Investments Pty Ltd (2005) 225
CLR 488 at [77], [80], [81] and [82].

30. Walsh v Rother District Council [1978] ICR 1216 at 1220; [1978] 1 All ER
510 at 514.

% see Project Blue Sky Inc v Australian Broadcasting Authority (1998) 194 CLR 355 [71] at 382
(McHugh, Gummow, Kirby and Hayne II) citing Commonwealth v Baume (1905) 2 CLR 405 at 414
(Griffith CJ) and 419 (O*Connor J) and Chu Kheng Lim v Minister for Immigration Local Government
& Ethnic Affairs (1992) 176 CLR 1 at 12—13 (Mason CI)

* See generally Grain Elevators Board (Vic) v Dunmunkle Corp (1946) 73 CLR 70, 86, Pearce &
Geddes, Statutory Interpretation in Australia, 7" ed, paras [3.33], [3.34], Hunter Resources Ltd v
Melville (1984) 164 CLR 234, 254-5, Commissioner of State Revenue v Pioneer Concrete (Vic) Pty Ltd
(2002) 209 CLR 631, 669 [52]; Commissioner of Taxation v Anstis (2010) 241 CLR 443; [2010] HCA
40 [24]

24 This is not a test case.
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31.  Certain Lloyds Underwriters v Cross (2012) 293 ALR 417-420, 430-432, 436,
[23]-[31], [681-[70], [88]-[89].
Legislation
5 32, Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 {current) s 177C,
33. A4 New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999 (Cth) (as at 28
February 2005), ss 38-325, 48-5, 75-1, 75-5, 75-10, 165-1, 165-5, 165-10,
165-40;
34, Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Measures No 2) Act 2005 (Cth), s 3, Schedule 6,
10 Items 10 to 16;
35.  Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No 5) Act 2008 (Cth), s 3, Schedule 1,
Item 11;
36. Toax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No 5) Bill 2008 Explanatory
Memorandum, Chapter 1, paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2; paragraphs 1.20 to 1.21 and
15 paragraphs 1.52 to 1.60;
37. A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999 (current as at 5 October

2012), ss 75-10, 75-11, 165-5(3);

Dated: 11 February 2013

Y C o S

Lister Harrison QC
25  Telephone:  (07) 32362766

Fax:
Email;

(07) 3236 2047
harrison{@eibbschambers.com
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'pr?r Bickford
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bickford@gibbschambers.com
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438 COMMONWEALTH LAY REPORTS [2005

COMMISSIONER OF TAXATION OF THE
COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA...... APPELLANT  AND

CROSS-RESPONDENT;
RESPONDENT,
AND
SUN ALLIANCE INVESTMENTS FTY
LIMITED (IN LIQUIDATION). corecssrreenr. RESPONDENT — AND
CROSS-APPBLLANT,

AFPLICANT,
{20051 HCA 70

ON APPEAL FROM THE FEDERAL COURT CR AUSTRALIA

Income Tuax (Cth) — Capital gains rax — Capital logss — Company shares —
Calculation of capital loss en disposal — Reduction of capital loss by
amount of distribitions of profits derived by compemy — Investments of
company — Fluchiations in value — Value recorded annually in group
accownts — Dividend declared and pald — Rebase of tax — Disposal of
investments — Disposal of shares — Whether distribution of profits
derived by compary — Whether disttibutlon reasonably attributebie to
such profits — Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 (Ch). ss 1602,

. 160ZH(3), 160ZK{IB), (5).

Scetions 46 and 464, of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 (Cih)
provided for a rebate of tax for cextain dividends paid by one company to
another. Part A (s3 160AX to 160ZZU) of that Acl provided for the
inclugion of certaln pet capitel gains in taxpayers’ asscgsable ineome.
Section 160ZC provided, amongst other things, that net capital gains in an
income yoar wero to be reduced by any net capital losses arising in that
year and, if any losses exceeded any gains, the diffarénce was to be
cartied forward 45 a net capital loss for the next year Secton 160Z
provided, amongst other things, that a net capital loss resulted from the
disposal by a taxpayer of an asset acquired by that taxpayer on or after
20 September 1985 If the asset’s “reduced cost base” exceeded certsin
consideration received for that disposal, Scction 160ZH(3) provided that
an asset’s reduced cost base was the sum of the “reduced amount® of
certain, consideration given by a taxpayer for its acquisition plus eertain
costs pald for ar in relation fo it. Section 160ZK(1) provided that the
reduced amount was that consideration and those costs less: (&) any part
allowsble as 2 deduction io the texpayer; and (b) any amount Included in
the taxpayer's assessable incore, otherwise than by Pt TITA, as a result of
the asset's disposal and which was attributable to the emounts allowable
as a deduction, If the dieposed asset was a sharc in 2 company,
s 160ZK(1R) provided that any “rebatable dividend adjustment” was slso
to be deducted in colculating & reduced umount. Section IS0ZK(S)
provided that, if 4 company made a distribution in respect of 4 share to a




T

"

225 CLR 483] FCT v SUN ALLIANCE INVESTMENTS P/L 489

company that: (a) was a controlling shareholder; and (b} to the extent that
the distribution was a dividend, was entitled lo a xebate undex & 46 or
§ 464, a rebateble dividend adjustment was the amount being the whole
or ¢ part of that distribution that could reasonably be taken to be
atteibutable to profits that were derived by the company before that holder
sequired that share,

The parent company of an Insurance group (RTP) owned all the shares
in o subsidiary (RIH). The perent company of another insurance groug
(SAH) wholly owned a sobsidiary (RSA) which wholly owned two
further subsidiares that it had aequired before 20 September 1985. COne
subsidiary (S) owaed real property with 2 historical cost of $29.5 million.
The ather (P) conducted an equity investment business, For the calendar
years 1986 to 1991, the SAH group accounts stated changes in the valne
of the assets of S and P, which were carrded to agset revaluation Ieserves.
On 8 Qetober 1992, RIP and SAH entered into an agreernent to merge the
two groups ucder which RIP sold ity sheres in RYH to RSA fox
3125 million plus an issue of shares representing 40 per cent of RSA's
issued capital. At that time, RSA was deemed for the purposes of PL TTA
10 have acquired its shares in 3 for $98 million consideration and in P for
$2R miltion consideration. RIP wished to avoid risks essoclated with S°s
property. Hence, it was agreed that upon the sale of the properly another
wholly owned -stibsidiary of SAT would pay 2my shortfull batween
$57 million attributed as the value of the properties by the agreement but
be paid any excess above that amount. In ¢consequence of thal agreement,
after certain adjustments, S-recorded in its accounts an unrealised profit of
$21 million, On 30 October 1992, 8 declared snd paid a rebatable
dividend of $50 millicn and P declared and paid a rebatable dividend of
$12 million, In 1993, S sold its property for $38 million; hence, S realised
the $21 million profit recorded as unrealised in 1992. In 1996, S paid a
rebatable dividend of $36 million to REA from that profit and other profits
realised after 1992, From 1994 fo 1996, P progressively sold its
investments anéd paid dividends in excess of $23 milion. In
December 1956, § bought back all but two of its shares issued to RSA for
$11 million, Ia its income iax retarn for that year, RSA claimed a
528 wmillion net capital loss on the disposal of the shares in §, caleofated
by deducting that amount and $9.5 million of the $30 milon dividend as
4 rebatable dividend adjustment from their deemed scquisition value,
Under g 160ZP it teansferred, amongst other amaounts, $3 million of that
loss to another group company. On P’s Hquidation in December 1997,
JRSA received $5.8 milllon In respect of ire shares. RSA claimed a met
capitet loss of $10.6 million calculated by deducting that emount and the
312 million dividend as a rebatable dividend adjustment from their
deemed ecquisition value. It transferred $25 million of losses to the same
group company. The Federal Commissioner of Texation disallowed those
losses on the ground that the whole of P’s profit and 2 further $9 million
of 8's profits were profits derived before the merger agreement,

Held, (1) that whether profit had been derived should be established by
en sgcertsinmen{ of whether a gain had arsen by a process of
computation and comparison and was not to be conflated with a derivation
of income.

Federal Commissioner of Taxation v Thorogood (1927) 40 CLR 454




()

450 COMMONWEALTH LAW REPORTS [2005

and Commissioner of Thxes (84) v Execuior Trustee & Agency Co of

Sourh Auvstraiia Ld (1938) 63 CLR 108, distinguished,

(2) That 2 goality of permanence was not necessadly inherent in the
nature of a profit as fucivations in the value of an unrealised gein gave
rise to questions of causation rather than source since they affected only
the extent to which & subsequent distdbution might be rensonably
attributed to that gain,

Read v The Conmonweaizh (1988) 167 CLR 57 and OBE [nsurance
Group Lid v Australlan Securities Commission {1992) 38 FCR 270,
distinguighed.

Evans v Deputy Federal Commissioner of Thxation (84) (1936) 55
CLR 80, explained.

Industrial Equity Lid v Blackburn (1977) 137 CLR 567 at 576, referred
to.

Hence the agsessment should be confirmed.

Per curiam. The mischief sought to be prevented was a olaim by a
company for & capital loss arising from a disposal of shares without the
incurzing. of en equivalent economtic loss. That concept does pot
necesserily distinguish between realised and unrealised gaing and fosses.

Decision of the Federal Court of Australia {Full Cowri): Sun Alllance
Investments Pry Lid (In lig) v Federal Cononissioner of Toxation (2004}
134 FCR 102, reversed.

APPBAL from the Federal Court.of Australia,

A company incorporated in England, Royal Insurance Ple (RIPLC)
owned all the shares in Royal Australlz Holdings Lid (RAHL), an
Insurance group. A compeny Sun Alliance Heldings Ltd (SAH) owned
all the shares in Sun Alliance Australia Ltd, later calied Royal Australia
Insurance Awstralia Holdings Lid (RSA), another insurance group. On
8 October 1992, RIPLC entered into a “merger agreement” with RSA
(thert called Sun Alliance Ausiralia Lid) by whick it agreed to transfer
the shares in RAHL to RSA in consideration of $125 million plus an
allotment of shares by RSA that would, after the issue, represent 40 per
cent of RSA's issued capital. Since s date before 20 September 1985
RSA had owned all the shares in two companies, Phoenix Securities
Pty Ltd (Phoenix) and Sun Alliance Ingurance Led (SATL), An effect of
the merger agreement was to change the “majority underlying
interests™ for the purposes of s 160ZZS of the Income Tax Assessment
Act 1936 (Cih), cansing RSA. to be deemed for the purposes of Pt ITA
of that Act to have sequired the ghares in each company at the time ths
sgreetient was entered into at thelr market value of $28,477,898 and
$98,728,974 respectively. SAIL conducted a generzl insurance
business. Its assets included real estate at Bridge Street, Sydney, with &
historical cost of $29,550,000. RIPLC had a policy of not owning real
estate and it considered the real estate held by RSA and jts subsidiaries
as over-weighting Its risk within the group's asset portfolio. The
merger agreement provided that if the Bridge Strest properties were
sold before 1 Qctober 1999 for an amount less than their veluation
upon the merger, $57 million, a company owned by SAH and
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incorporated for that purpose, Bridge Street Buildings Pty Lid (BSB),
would make up any shortfall or be paid any excess. At the time of the
mergen, the difference of $21,345,000 betwesn that amount and the
historical cost was recorded in an vorealised profits reserve. On
30 Qctober 1992, SATL declared and paid a rebatable dividend of
$50 million, On 31 Angust 1995, the Bridge Street properties were sold
for $38,623,500, causing 2 profit of $21,435,000 to be realised, In
Scptember 1996, SAIL declared and paid a rebatuble dividend of
$36,337,176 including that profit, On 11 December 1996, SATL bought
back afl but two of the issues shares held by RSA for $11,108,952, In
its income tax retumn for the 1996 year, & claimed a capital loss of
$28,058,022 deducting from the reduced cost base, as a tebatsble
dividend adjustment, the whole of the 1992 dividend plus $9,562,000
of the 199G dividend. Tt {ransferred $2,958,296 to Sun Alliance
Investments Pty Ltd (SAT). Phoenix conducted a business of investing
in publicly listed companies. It had no formal accounts, although the
value of its assets was refiecied in the management accounts of the Sun
Alliance group at historical cost in the finanicial years prior to the year
ended 31 December 1986 and at thelr market value on an annual basis
thereafter until the merger, On 30 October 1992, Phoenix declared and
paid a rebatable dividend of $12 million sourced only from its retained
profits and gains realised before the declaration of the dividend.
Phoenix declared rebatable dividends in the 1994 financlal year of
$650,000, in the 1995 financial year of $3,100,000, end in the 1996
finanicial year of $20,891,449. On 30 December 1997, Phoenix was
liquidated and RSA received 35,835,661 in respect of its shares. RSA
deducted that amount as well as the Qctober 1992 $12 million dividend
2s a rebatable adfustment amount wnder & 160ZK(3) in caleulating a
capital loss of $10,642,237. In its Income tax retwrm for the 1997
financial year, it claimed a net capita] loss of $10,416,252, deducting
from its reduced cost base the 1992 dividend. RSA transferred
$25,179,207 to SAL A liquidator was then appointed to SAY. SAI
claimed a net capital loss of $698,788 in its preliquidation income tax
retarn to 31 July 1997 and of $24,485,501 in its post-liquidation retum
to 31 December 1997. On 24 December 1998, the Federal
Commissioner of Taxation issued notices of amended sssessments to it
attributing as rebatable dividend adjustments: (a) $14,522,291 of the
rebatable dividends paid by Phoenix after 1992, thereby eliminating
RSA’s capital loss transferred in 1996; and (b) a further amount of
$8,128,000 of the 1996 dividend as attdbutable to SAIL's profits
before its deemed acquisiion by RSA, reducing RSA’s capital loss in
1957 to $17,080,523. STA was removed from liquidation by court
order, Its objections io the amended assessments having been wholly
disallowed, it appealed to the Federal Coutt {Stone J), which upheld
the diseliowance (1), A Full Couit of the Federal Court (Lee, Sundberg

(1) Sun Alliance Invéstmanss Pry Lid {B lig) v Pederal Commissianar of Taxation
(2003} 52 ATR 27; 2003 ATC 417].
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and Conti JT) allowed an appeal in part on the grovnd that increases in
value of the share investments were not of a permanent character but
that increases in value of the property investments were fixed or
accrued at the date of the merger (2). The Commissioner appealed and
SAI cross-appealed from the judgment of the Full Court to the High
Comt, by special leave granted by Gleeson CF and Gummow and
Callinan JI.

G J Davies QC (with im B L Hemilion and 8 H Steward), for the
appellent/cross-respondent. Surplus assefs of a company not required
to make good share capital are relevantly profits derived, “Dedved”
does not mesn “realised”, A concept of “profit” Is nof limited to
realised profits (3). At the merger date, the share investments were
surplug assets that were immediately realisable although vnrealised (4).
They were subsequently realised save that some shares fell below their
market value at the merger date. That is a guestion of reasonable
afteibution, The market value is to be used to determine profits derived,
That is the ordinary and patural meaning of those words and their
meaning in the context of § 160ZK(3). Determining profit of & business
involves a comparisop of value between two dates (5), “Derived”
connotes the source or origin of income not its immediate receipt (6).
In Evans v Deputy Federal Commissioner of Taxation (SA)(7),
ordinary concepts of “profits™ and “derived” were applied to provisions
concerned with dividends, Nothing in s 160ZK(5) requires the term
“profits that were derived” o be construed narrowly (8). The section is
not concemed with the creation of a liability (9). The words
“attributable” impart a ceusal conpection qualified by the words “could
reasonably be taken to be” (10). The distribution must carry & rebate,
which involves recourse to s 44 or s 46 and therefore s 44, which
assesses dividends. Tt was pot intended the words “profits” and
“derived” in & 160ZE(5) had o more limifed meaning than in s 44. The
purpose of the section was to prevent a capifal Joss where there was no
equivalent ecomomic loss, That is clear from the explanatory
nmemorandum. The logses were not taken futo sccount in determining
the market velue consideration under s 160ZZS; hence, if was not
intepded that they not be taken futo account in s 160ZK(5).

(2 Sun Alliance Investmenss Pry Lid {In Mg) v Federal Commissioner of Taxatlon
(2004) 134 FCR 102,

(3} Fefeml Corunissioner of Thxation v W Angllss & Co Pty Lid (1931} 46 CLR 417
at 494,

(#)  Dickson v Federal Commissionar of Taxation. (1939) 62 CLR 687 at 743,

{5) Re Spanish Prospecting Co Etd (19111 1 Ch 92 at 98-99,

8)  Kemp v Minisfer of Natural Revenne [£9487 DLR 65,

(?)  (i1936) 55 CLR.-80 ot 101-102 per Rich, Dixon and Bvatt J¥; contra per Stuzke T at
107-108%,

(8Y  Federal Commissioner of Taxarion v Orica Led (1998) 194 CLR 500 at 539.

@ of Read v The Commonwealth (198%) 167 CLR 57,

(10) Repatriation Commissioner v Thite (1993) 39 PCR 540 at 541, 544,
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B J Shaw QC (with him 3 M Gordon SC and M T Fiynn), for the
respondents/eross-appellant, The profit was not derived. The meaning
of “derived” depends on the context(i1). Section 160ZKL was
concetned with unreslised profits; § 160ZK(5) with realised profits,
The ascertained position was an account reconstructed at the query of
the tax office. It was not prepared at the time. The belanco sheet of the
accounts relating to the merger do not include asset revaluation
reserves, they were excloded from profits. The unrealised gains and
profits for share fnvestments were never recognised. “Attribution”
imports causation (12). Here, the existence of profits was necesgary, No
profit came home (13), As only some profits with an unidertified
source, no atiribuiion was possible. Evans v Deputy Federal
Commissioner of Toxation (S4) (14) is unhelpful; it required a profit to
be ascertained by proper account (15). That position is now
accepted (16), Read v The Commonwealth (17) followed Jncotne rax
authorities relating to dividend whick required profit to be
ascertained (18). There was no econoric loss. That requirement of the
explanatory memorandum was not at large but limited to cireumstances
where profits were derived prior to the date on which the share was
required. There was no anomaly in the provisions, Section 160ZZ8 had
a different purpose.

G J Davies QC, in reply for the cross-respondent. Evans v Deputy
Federal Commissioner of Taxation (SA) (19) is neither contrary to nor
inconsistent with Industrial Equity Ltd v Blackburn (20} 'which was
concerned with distributable profits for corpany law, not taxation,

Puposes,
B J Shaw QC, in reply.

(13) Read v The Commonwealth (1988) 167 CLR 57,

Q2) Reputriation Comnission v Law (1980) 47 FLR 57 at 68; afiomed in Reparrdaiion
Commission v Law (1980) 147 CLR 635.

(13) Rusyell v Town and Country Bonk {(1888) 13 App Cas 418 at 424; Re Spenish
Prospecting Co Lid [1911} 1 Ch 92; Evany v Deputy Federal Commissioner of
Taxation ($A} (1936) 55 CLR 80; Corvnissioner of Taxes (SA} v Executor Trustge
& Agency Co of South Avstrali Lid {Carden's Case) (1938) 63 CLR 108; Dickson
v Federal Commissioner of Taxation (1938} 62 CLR 687 Auwstralasien Oil
Exploration Lid v Lachberg (1958} 101 CLR 119; Federal Commissioner of
Toxation. v Slater Holdings Lid (1984) 156 CLR 447, Read v The Commonwealth
(1988) 167 CLR 57, QBE lnsurence Group Ltd v Australlan Securities
Conunission (2004) 38 RCR 270.

(14) (19353 55 CLR 80 2t 101-102.

(15} Evany v Deputy Federal Commissioner of Taxation (S4) (1936) 55 CLR 80 at
101-102 pex Rich, Dixon &nd Byatt JJ; contra Starke J at 107-108.

(16) Dimbule Vadley (Ceylem) Tea Co Ltd v Laurle [19611 Ch 353 at 372; Jndusirial
Equlty Ltd v Blackbim (1577) 137 CLR 567.

{17) {1988) 167 CLR 57. _

(18) Faderal Commissioner of Tuxation v Slafer Holdings Lid (1984) 156 CLR 447,

(19) (1936) 55 CLR 80 at 101-102 per Rich, Dixon and Bvatt II; contra Stacke J st
107-108. )

(20) {197) 1397 CLR 567.
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Cur adv vult

17 November 2005

THE COURT delivered the following written judgment: —

The respondent (Sun Alliance) appealed to the Federal Court (21)
from the disailowance by the appellant (the Commissionsr) of its
objection to en amended income tax agsessment in respect of Sun
Alliance’s year of income ending 31 December 1897, The amendment
reduced by more than $17 milion certain capital Josses claimed by Sun
Alliance and consequently iucreased its taxable income, The losses in
question had been ihcumed by Royal and Sun Alliance Insurance
Australia Holdings Ltd (RSA) and, 45 permitted by the legislaton, had
been transferred to Sum Alliance. Sun Alliance was a wholly owned
subsidiary of RSA. The losses were incurred in circumstances to which
it will be necessary to refer in some detail.

The primary judge (Stone J) upheld the disallowance of the
objection by Sun ATliance (22). An appeal by Sun Allfance to the Full
Court (fLee, Sundberg and Conti JT) was lazgely successtul (23) and the
matter was remitted to the Commissioner for redetermivation. The Full
Court delivered a joint judgment, There is an appeal to this Court by
the Commissioner and a cross-appeal by Sun Alliance.

Befors tumning further to consider the facts, something should be
said of the provisions respecting capital losses upon which the
litigation turns.

Part ITA of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 (Cth) (the 1936
Act) is headed “CAPITAL GAINS AND CAPITAL LOSSES™ snd
comprises 58 160AX-160ZZU. The stated object of Pt IOA is to
provide for the inclusion in assessable income of net capital gains
(ss 160AXK, 150Z0(1)). Net capital losses are taken into account in
gocordance with & 160ZC but are not otherwise allowable as
deduetions {5 160Z0O(2)). It is significent for this lifigation that the
application of Pt ITTA is confined to disposals of assets acquired on or
after 20 September 1985 (s 160L(1)).

The preseat appeal and cross-appeal concern the treatment for
income tax purposesof capital losses. The determination of the
existence and amount of a capital Joss requires a comparison between
the reduced cost base of the asset (the disposal of which by the
taxpayer has given rise to the claimed loss) and the consideration
received in sespect of that disposal (s 160Z). The advantage to the
taxpayer in esteblishing such a loss lies, not only iu reduction to the
taxpayer’s net capital gain for the relevant yeer of income, but also in
its availability, provided for in 5 160ZC, for the loss to be carried
forward to the immediately following year of income, to be absorbed
by capitel gains or to increase the net capital loss for ther yeer.

(21) Under s 3422 of the Tixation Administration Act 1953 (Cth),
(22) (2003} 52 ATR 27, 2003 ATC 4171.
(23} (2004) 134 FCR 102.
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Sections 1602 and 160ZC have been rewritten in ss 104-10 and
102-5 of the Income Tux Assessment Act 1997 (Cth) (the 1997 Act)
respectively, This development is of no significance for the instant
proceedings, The reason for this is to be found in s I-3(2) of the 1997
Act, which provides thaf, wheee the 1997 Act appears to express in a
simpler and clearer siyle the ideas in the 1936 Act, those ideas axe not,
for that reason alone, to be taken to be different.
The notion of “reduced cost base” i8 eritical to the determination of
& capital loss. As defined in s 160ZH(3) of the 1936 Act(24), the
reduced cost base of an asset is the sum of:
“(a) the reduced amount of any consideration in respect of the
scquisition of the asset;
(b) the reduced amount of the incidental costs to the taxpayer of
the acquisition of the nsset;
(¢} the reduced amount of any expenditure of a capita] nature
incurred by the taxpaver to the extent to which it was incurred
for the purpose of enhancing the value of the asset and is
reflected in the state or nature of the asset at the time of disposal
of the assef;
(d) the reduced amount of any expenditure of 2 capital nature
incurred by the taxpayer to the extent to which it was Incurred in
establishing, preserving or defending the taxpayer’s title 1o, or a
right over, the asset; and
(e) the reduced amount of the incidental costs to the taxpayer of
the disposel of the asset.”

(Emphasis edded.)

Pach reference in this definition to a “reduced amount” was
explained in s 160ZX(1), as enacted, as being a reference to the sum
of;

“(a} the amount of the consideration, the amount of the costs or
the smount of the expenditure, a5 the case may be, reduced by
any part of the consideration, of the costs or of the expenditure
that has been allowed or is allowable, or would but for section 51
be allowable, a3 4 deduction to the taxpayer in respect of any
year of income; and -, | -

{t) any amount that, as a resulf of the disposal of the asset by the
taxpayer, is included in the assessable income of the taxpayer of
any year of income by virtne of & provision of this Act other than
tds Part and is attributable to the part of the considerstion, the
part of the costs or the part of the expenditure, as the case may
be, that wis allowed or is aflowable as a deduction.”

{24y Tho rewritten and refommulated rulos for determnining the reduced cost bass of an
assel which attracts capitol galng tux may De found in subdiv 110-B of the 1997
Act,
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Section 160ZK(5}

At issue in these proceedings js the proper construction of
amendments made to 5 160ZK by s 68 of the Thxarion Laws
Amendment Act (No 2) 1994 (Cth) (the Amending Act) (25). The
objective of those amendments was described as follows in the
Explaratory Memorandam on the Bill forthe Amending Act:

“4,2 The amendment will prevent a controller of a company or an
associate of 2 contreller from being able to generate & capital loss
on the disposal of shares in the company in circumstances where
the controller or associate does not suffer an economic loss to
the extent of that capital loss,

4.3 Under the current law, a capital loss conld be generated in

relation to the disposal of shares in & company where there is no

equivalent economic loss, This could atise where the shares are
sold after the pre-acquisifion profits of the company have bsen
distributed in the form of rcbatable dividends., [ (26)] Pre-
acquisition profits, in relation to a shareholding in a conipany, axe
profits retained in the company at the time the shareholding was
acquired.”

(Bmphasis added.) i ]

The references to “economic loss” are significant. The objective so
stated was pursued through the introduction into the 1936 Act of & new
5 160ZK(1B), That sub-gection, to which s 160ZK(1) is now expressed
to bz subject, provides:

“If the asset is & share, ths amount worked out undeg
subsection (1) is to be reduced by any rebatable dividend adjustment
that axises in yelation to the share (see subsection (5)."

Sub-section (5} (27), in turn, provides that a rebatable dividend
adjustment arises in relation to 4 share (the RDA share) if four eriteria
specified in paras (2)-(d) are satisfied. It is the construction of pata (b}
which is critical for the present litigation. The parapraphs state:

“(a) under an arrangement, & company makes a distribution to the

holder of the RDA share; and

{b} an amount (the ‘atrributable amount'), being the whole or a

part of the distribution, cowld reasonably be taken fo be

attributable to profits that were derivéd- by the compuny before
the holder acquired the RDA share; and
(¢) the holder of the RDDA share is entitled to a rebate of tax {the

{25) These changes came into fores on 23 June 1994, before the formulalion of the
1936 Act appearing in Reprint No 9,

(26) Sections 46 and 46A of the 1036 Act set out the circumstimess in which &
company, being a resident within the mesning of the 1936 Act and the reciplent of
u dividend from mvother residant company, may b entitled o 2 fulf or partial
tebate of tax payable on that dividend. As was noted in the Explanatory
Memoradum (para 4,10), “[#] full xcbate hus the effect of feeiog tbe Gyidend
frona tax while 4 partie] rebante reduces the tax payuble on thyt dividend”,

{27) A rewritten form of {his provizion appears as s 110-55(7) of the 1997 Adl,




e ey

.

225 CLR 488] FCT v SUN ALLTANCR BIVESTMENTS P/L 497
Gleeson CJ, Gummow, Xirby, Caflinan and Beydon JY

‘dividend rebate’) in the holder’s assessment for 4 year of
Income under section 46 or 46A. in respect of g amount {the
‘dividend amount”) being so mmuch of the distribution 25 is a
dividend; and
(d) the holder of the RDA share is, 2t any dme during the period
in which the arrangement is made or carried out, a controller
[ (28)] of the company ot an associate (29) of a controiler of the
company.”

(Emphesis added.)

Sub-section (6) then sets out diagrammatically the formula by which
the amount of the rebatable dividend adjustment is caloulated:

Attributable amount x Arnount of the dividend rebate

Divi- X Gengral compagy
dend tax rate.
axnount

In the judgments both of the primary judge and of the Full Coust
reference was made, for the purpose of essisting in the construction of
s 160ZK(5), to an example provided in the Explanatory Memorandum
of a situation in which that sub-section was to be engeged. That
example is worth setting out at length: .

“Company ¥ acquired all the shares of company Y for their
market value of $10,000. At the fime of acquisition of the shares,
the balance sheet of company Y was as follows:

Share capital $ 2,000
Retained profits 3 8,000

$10,000
Asgets £10,000

Company Y continued business cperations over the next four

years. During this period, it distributed el of its current earnings as
well as the ratained profits. Company X then disposed of the shares
in company Y for $2,000.
4.5 The dividends paid by company Y to company X qualified for
the dividend rebate uvnder section 46 of fthe 1936 Act]
Consequently, no company tax was paid on those dividends,
Moreover, company X has recovered the full amount of its
investment of $10,000 in company Y in the form of dividends
(38,000) and disposal consideration ($2,000). Nevertheless, under
the current law, company X may claim a capital loss of $8,000. This
is the difference between the cost of the shaves (310,000} and the
disposal consideration ($2,000).

(28) The term “controlier” is defined in ¥ 160ZZRN(L) of the £936 Act. There is no
dispule in these proceedings as 1o the application of that definition,

(29) The persons who may be deseribed as "agsociates” Jor the purposes of s 160ZR(5)
gre identified in 5 318,
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4.6 The auti-avoidance provigions of Part IVA of [the 1936 Aci]
could apply where there is = scheme by way of or in the nature of
dividend stripping or a scheme having substantially the effect of &
scheme by way of or in the nature of dividend stopping. However, if

should be the general rule that a capital loss should not be able 1o

be claimed where the result of the course of action 1s that there is no

economic loss to the taxpayer.

4.7 The amendments to the law will have the effect that a capital

loss cannot be claimed by compeny X in the circumstances shown

in the example.”
(Emphasis added.)

The contrast between the above example and the facts which have
given rise to the present litigatlon discloses the mmain points of
confention between the patties, The most salient of these is a dispute
concerning the meaning of the phruse in para (b) of s 160ZK(5),
“profits that were derived by the company". That dispute revolves
around the question whether a profit can be said to have been derived
at a time before the acquisition of the relevant shares by the taxpayer
if, at the date of acquisition, a gain to the company (specifically an
accretion in the value of some part, or all, of its asset portfolio)
remained unrealised, albeit ascertained. The submissions by the
Comrnissioneyr that the question should be answered “yes™ should be
accepted. To explain why that should be the outcome of the dispute it
is convenient first to retum to the facts.

The merger

Royal Insurance Ple (RIPLC) was a cotopany incorporated in
England and the beneficisd owner of all the issued shares in Royal
Australia Holdlngs Ltd (RAHL). In an agreement (the Merger
Agreement) dated 8 Ootober 1992 (the merper date), RIPLC ggreed to
sell its entire shareholding in RAHL to RSA (then styled Sun Alliance
Australia Ltd). As consideration, RSA agreed both to pay RIPLC & sum
of $A125 million and to issue to it an allotment of fully paid ordinary
shares In RSA. This would, after issue, represent 40 per cent of the
issued ordinary shere capital in that company, Prior to the Merger
Apgreement, the beneficlal owner of all of the {ssued shares in RSA had
been Sun Alliance Holdings Litd (SAHL), )

The Royal and Sun Alliance Group (the RSA Group), which
represented a merger between the Royal Group and the Sun Alliance
Group, was thus formed, with RSA as its Australian holding company.

As at the merger date, Phoenix Securities Pty Litd (Phoenix) and Sun
Allience Insurance Lid (SAIL) were wholly owaed subsidiavies of
RSA. The shareholding of RSA in these companies pre-dated
20 September 1985. However, the 40 per cent change in ownership of
RSA thet was contemplated in the Merger Agreement, coupled with
various other developments that had occurred between 1985 and the
merger date, resulted in a change bt the majority underlying interests in
BSA. As a result of this, the shares held by RSA in both Phoenix and
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SATL were, by operation of & 160ZZS of the 1936 Act (30), deemed to
have been acquired by RSA afier 19 September 1985 (specifically, on
8 Octaober 1992) for a consideration equal to their market value on that
date, The market value of the shares in Phoenix on 8 October 1992 was
$28,477,898, and that of the shazes in SATL $98,728974,

The present appee] by the Commissioner and cross-appeal by the
taxpayer relate to capital losses claimed by RSA unpon its disposal of
ghares in both Phoenix and SAIL. As already noted, these Iosses were
subsequently, in part, transferred to the taxpayer, which was itself
wholly owned subsidiary of RSA (31). It is important to note, for
purposes of what follows, that RSA's years of income ended on 31
December,

Phoenix

Until ig dissolution in 1997, Phoenix conducted a busineas of equity
investments, This was consistent with the practice of insurance groups
holding equities in separate vehicles to atiract a tax rebate under s 46
of the 1936 Act. Phoenix held shares in companies Listed on the
Australian Stock Exchange, Prior to 1992, no formal accounts were
prepared at the entity level for companies then in the Sun Alliance
Group, of which Phoenix was one.

However, after the merger, shifts in the value of the shares held by
Phoenix were reflected in its accounts, in accordance with Australian
Accounting Standards Review Board requirement AASB 1010, as
increments snd decrements in its asset revalnation reserve, The
affidavit evidence of Mr Harold Bentley, the Chief Financial Officer of
RSA, suggests that it was the practice of the RSA Group to vaiue those
shares on a monthly basis and that these valuatlons disclosed
significant monthly fluctuations in the value of Pheenix's portfolio of
investments,

In this Court, the Commissioner contended that, as at the merger
date, the shares held by Phoenix wers valued st cost at $8,028,016.
They were then revalued at the time of the merger to & market value of
$20,728,138, reflecting what was said fo be an unrealised gain in
Phoenix's asset revaiuation reserve of $11,800,122.

However, to accept this particolar description of the methoed by
which the accretions in the value of Phoenix’s share portfolio were
recorded is fo misunderstand the accounting systems that had besn

(30} Section 160ZZ3(1) of the 1936 Act provides: “For the purposes of the applicaton
of this Part i relafion to a taxpayer, an asset acquired by the taxpayer on or before
19 September 1985 shall ba deemed to have been acquired by the taxpuyer after
that date unless the Commissloner is salisfied, or conmdexs it xeasonable to
assume, that, ot il thnes after that dude when the asset was held by the taxpayer,
mujority undexlylng interests in the ossel were held by matural persons who
irmapedintely before 20 September 1983, hold majority underlying intercsts in the
asset,”

(31) Secilon 2 160ZP(7) conternplates the possibility of loss transfer agresmants entered
into by member companies of the ane cuxputule group,
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adopted by the Sun Alliance Group before the merger date, Prior to the
financial year ended 31 December 1986, investments were stated in the
accounts of the Sun AHiance Group at their historical cost. Thereafter,
in the period between 31 December 1986 and 31 Decemtber 1992,
assets were revalued and increases or decreases in value were taken 1o
en asset revaluation reserve on an annual basis, In other words, at the
merger date (8 Qctober 1992) and reflected in its management
accounts, Phoenix's investments had last been revalued at 31 Decem-
ber 1991,

The fignres upon which the Comraissioner relies were taken from an
analysis of Phoenix’s investments thet had been undertaken
subsequently by Asthur Andersen upon instructions from the Australian
Goverhment Solicitor. However, it is also frue that a reconstructed
halance sheet for Phoenix as at the merger date had been prepared in
response to an information reguest from the Commissioner.

In any event, Phoenix’s investments were progressively realised
during the period from 1994 to 1996 inclusive for an aggregate sum of
$30,159,720, This yielded a realised profit of $21,231,714.

On 30 OCctober 1992, less than & month after the merger date,
Phoenix declared and paid a dividend of $12 million to RSA, sourced
only from its retained profits and gains on investments realised prior to
the declaration of the dividend. Subsequent to this, as at 31 Decem-
ber 1992, the retained profits of Thoenix were $438,842, and the
balance In its investment realisation reserve was $2,621,991.

Phoenix’s after-tax operating profit for the financial year ended
31 December 1993 came fo $1,103,542, Given that there was no
distribution made to RSA in 1993, it began the financial year ended
31 December 1994 with retained profits amounting to $1,542,384,
This, when added to its after-tax opersting profit for that finsncial year
of $4,313,187 and allowing for the transfer from thizs sum of
$3,235,228 to its investment trealisation regerve, left sufficlent from
which to declare apd pay to RSA a dividend of J650,000 on
25 May 1994, The retained profits of Phoenix at the end of the
financial year ended 31 December 1994 thus amounted to $1,970,343.

For the financial year ended 31 December 1995, Phoenix's afier-tax
operating profit was $2,774,904, with $1,604,683 teansferred to its
investent reatisation reserve. Taking into account.its retained profits
from the previous financial year, the total sum available to Pheenix for
gppropriation was $3,140,564, of which $3,100,000 was paid on
28 December 1995 a5 a dividend to RSA and $40,564 kept &5 retained
profits.

In the following financial year, that ended 31 December 1996,
Phoenix reported an after-tax operating profit of $18,897,352 and
transferred from its investhient realisation reserve a sum of $7,461,902.
Tt was thus able eazly in Septemsber 1996 to pay to RSA a dividend of
$20,891,449,
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There is no dispute that the dividends paid by Phoenix attracted the
rebate provided for in s 46 of the 1936 Act, However, in the present
appeal, Sun Alliance submitted that the facts outlined above wers
sufficient to esteblish that the dividends paid to RSA after
30 October 1992 were attributable to profits derived by Phoenix after
the merger date; it followed that para (b) of s 160ZE(5) was not
satisfied.

Phoenix was liquidated on 30 Deceraber 1997, RSA received
$5,835,661 in respect of its Phoenix shareholding. In estimating the
capital Joss incurred as a result of this, RSA reduced the cost base of its
shares in Phoenix by attcibuting only the dividend of $12 million paid
on 30 Oectober 1992 to profits detived before the merger date. The
captal Joss claimed by RSA thus came to $10,642,237. Tt will be
necessary later to return to this in detailing the suhstance of the
Commissioner’s response to RSA’s self-assessment.

SAIL

SATL carcded om the business of general insurance. Pror to the
introduction of AASB 1023 (32), which took effect for the RSA Group
during the financial year ended 31 December 1992, SAIL's accounts
were prepared in accordance with the above-deseribed prastice and
policy of the Sun Alliance Group. Put simply, there was not at the
merger date a formal balance sheet available in respect of SAIL.
However, in the period subsequent to the merger, it was the practice of
the RSA Group, in accordance with AASB 1023, to recognise changes
in the value of its investments as revenne or expenses in the profit and
Joss account; uorealised gains were transferred to an asset revaluation
reserve known as the uprealised profits reserve,

At the time of the merger which resulted in the formation of the
RSA Group, SAIL's assets included land and buildings located in
Bridge Street, Sydney (the Bridge Street properties). The evidence of
Mr Bentley snggests that RIPLC (heeding the Royal Group) had a
policy of not owning land and buildings, and that it considered the real
estate investments contributed by RSA and its subsidiaries to the assets
of the RSA Group to be an over-weighted risk within the RSA Group’s
asset partfolie. Therefore, in order to protect RIPLC from any risks and
costs associated with holding the Bridge Street properties, all the
potential gaing and risky attendant upon that continned holding were
acquired or assumed by 2 new company, Bridge Street Buildings Pty
Litd (BSBPL). This was wholly owned by SAHL,

The potential gains and risks thus identified were passed to BSBFL
through, among other things, the Merger Agreement. The combined
effect of ¢l 14 and Sch 10 of (hat instrument was that, if before
1 Getober 1999 the Bridge Street properties were sold for & price less

(32) This accountlng standard requires an insurer to valus investments tegral o its
insyrance buslness on & "mork to marke! value basis” and to teflect those
valuations in its profit and loss statements.
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than the valuation pertaining at the merger date, then BSBPL would
meke up the shortfall. Conversely, were the sele price to exceed the
valuation pestaining at the merger date, then the excess would be paid
ta BSBPL. It should also be noted that, on 2 November 1992, SAIL,
RIPLC, BSBPL and SAHL entered into an sgreement under the terms |
of which SATL granted a sale option over the Bridge Street properties
to BSBPL.

As st the merger date, the Bridge Street properiies were valued at
$57,050,000. The historical cost of the properties was $29,550,000, So
it was that, after providing for deduction of certain rarealised losses, a
balance of $21,345,000 was recorded in the unrealised profits reserve
in the Special Purpose Financial Report for SATL for the financlal year
ended 31 December 1992,

On 31 August 1993, the Bridge Street properties were sold to & third
party for a sum of $38,623,500. The differcnce between this armount
and the $57,050,000 valvation pertajning on the merger date was thus
met, pursuant 1o ¢l 14 and Sch 10 of the Merger Agreement, by
BSBPL.. As a result, thers was realised the sum of $21,345,000, already
identified as the unrealised gain at the time of the merger on the Bridpe
Street properties,

On 30 October 1992, SATL declared and paid to RSA a dividend of
$50 milkon.

The realised profits retnined by SATL at the merger date amounted to
39,562,000, Much of this was used to meet an opemating loss of
$7,732,000 incurred in the financial year ending 31 December 1993,
Subsequently, in the years ending 31 December 1994 and 31 Decem-
ber 1995, SAIL earned after-tax operating profits of $11,896,000 and
$1,266,000 respactively, These sums, combined with the halance of the
profits retained at the merger date and the above-mentioned sum of
$21,345,000, amounted to $36,337,176, In Septerber 1996, the whole
of that amount was digtributed by SAXL fo RSA as a rehatable
dividend,

Thereafter, by an agreement dated 11 December 1996 snd for a sum
of $11,108,952, SAIL bought back from RSA all but two of the issued
shares in SAIL held by RSA. In caloulating the arcount of the capital
loss thus inewrred by it, RSA applied s 160ZK(1B) and (5} and
dedusted from the reduced cost base of thoss shares a sum comprising
the whole of the $50 million dividend paid on 30 Qctober 1992 and
$9,562,000 of the $36,337,176 dividend paid in September 1996, The
capital loss claimed by RSA came to $28,058,022.

Transfer of losses

In its tax retorn for the year ended 31 December 1996, RSA claimed
$28,216,603 in net capitul losses, of which a sum in the amount of
$10,416,262 was the subject of capital loss transfer sgreements, In
particular, an amount of $2,958,296 was transferced to the taxpayer,
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For the year ended 3] December 1997, RSA claimed a net capital
loss of $34,558,733, OFf thkis, an amount of $25,179,289 was trangferred
to the taxpayer, Sun Alliance, pursuant o s 160ZP(7), as explained
carlier in these reasons.

Proceedings were instituted to liquidate Sun Alliance duting the
course of that year. It lodged two returns of income covering 1 January
to 31 July 1997 and the liguidation perod 1 Augusi to 31 Decem-
ber 1997, In the first of these returns, it clalmed a capital losg of
$693,788 transferred from RSA and, in the second, it claimed the
balinee of the capital losses transferred, namely a sum in the amount
of 24,485,501, Smn Alliance since has been reinstated under a court
order and with the approval of the Australian Secusities and
Tnvestments Corarnission,

The amended assessment

On 24 December 1998, & notice of amended assessment in respect of
the taxpayer was issued. In relation to the capital loss refuned by RSA
following the liquidation of Phoenix, the Commissioner attributed an
additional $14,522,351 of the rebatable dividends paid to RSA after
30 Cctober 1992 to profits derived before the deemed acquisition by
RSA. of its shares in Phoenix. This had the resuit of eliminating entirely
the capital loss claimed by RSA. As for the capital loss incumed as a
xesult of RSA’s disposal of shares in SAIL, the Commissioner treatad
as attributable to profits derived before the deemed acquisition by RSA,
of those shares 4 futher amount of $8,128,000 of the dividend paid in
September 1996, The net effect of these adjustments was a
$17,080,524 redoction in the net capital loss that had been available for
transfer by RSA to the taxpayer.

On 22 December 1999, the taxpayer lodged a notice of objection to
the amepded income tax assessment. This objection was disallowed,
with written reasons, by the Conuniseioner on 23 February 2000,

The proceedings

As already noted, the Commissioner wes successful before Stone J,
In its decision allowing the taxpayer’s appeal, the Foll Court held that
the accretions in the value of Phoenix’s share portfolio as at the mesger
date did not have a sufficiently “permanent character” to be accorded
the status of “profit” (33). The Full -Court also held that no error was
made by the Commissioner in atiribufing to profits derived by SAIL
before the merger date the amount of $17,688,000 of the total dividend
of $36,337,000 paid to RSA (34). It is against this part of the decision
of the Full Court that the faxpayer now cross-appeals.

“Profits that were derived”

The process of construing s 160ZX(5) of the 1936 Act begins with
the recognition that the meaning of the word “derived”, as it appears in

(33) (2004) 134 ECR 102 at 133,
(34) (2004) 134 FCR 102 at 133-134,
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that provision, cannot be ascertained without at least some reference to
the thing being sajd to be derived, namely the profits of a company,
The need for this first step s explained by the circomstance that the
concept of profits is all too easily confiated in this field of discourse
with that of income,

Such conflation should be avoided. A distinction is drawn in income
tax Iaw between the case where a taxpayer in relation to an item is
trested as on a cash basis of tax accounting and that where the taxpayer
is on an aceruals basis, Bat “(flor the most part, the law expresses an
ordinary usage notion of derivation of a receipt” (35). Thus the notion
of income directs one's attention to “receipts” (36) by 2 taxpayer ~ oz,
as Lord Macnaghten put it, “what goes into his pocket” (37), This
quality may not so readily be attributed to “profits”, as that concept Is
generally undexstood. This much is apparent from a reading of what
was said in an oft-cited passage from the judgment of Fletcher
Moulton LT in Re Spanish Prospecting Co Ltd (38), That case
concerned the construction of a provision in 2 service agreement that o
salary was 10 be drawn “only out of profits (if any) agising from the
business of the company which may from time to time be available for
such purpose”. His Lordship said (39):

“Profits’ implies & comparison between the state of a business at
two specific dates ususlly separated by an interval of a yeax. The
fundamental meaning is the amount of gain made by the business
duting the year. This can only be ascertained by a compazison of the
agsets of the business at the two dates,

For practical purposes these assets in calculating profits must be
valued and not merely enumerated. An enumeration might be of
little value. Even if the assets were identical at the two periods it
would by no means follow that there had been nefther gain nor loss,
because the markel value — the value in exchange — af these assets
might have altered greatly in the meanwhile.”

(Brphasis added.)

These words have since been described by Gibbs CT s setting down
& “guide” rather than a “dictum ... of universal application” (40).
Nonetheless, the notion that a profit inay be revealed or disclosed by
revaluation even where fhe composition of the assets held by 2
business does not chenge (41} appears at odds with the focos, naturally
attendant upon discussions of the “ordinary usage” concept of income,
on receipts coming into a taxpayer’s hands,

{35) Parsons, fcome Taxation In Ausiralia (1985), §2.10.

(36) Seottv Federdl Commissioner of Taxation (1935) 35 SR (NSW) 215 ot 219,

{37) ‘Tennant v Smith [18921 AC 150 at 164,

{38) [1913111Ch 92,

{39) [1911} 1 Ch 92 at $8.99.

40 fggeml Conmmissioner of Toxation v Slater Holdingy Ltd {1584) 156 CLR 447 at

(41y See glse the judgment of Latham CI in Dickson v Federdd Commissioner of
Tuxarion (1939) 62 CLR 687 et 705, 712,
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It is for this reason that little assistance is to be found, for present
purposes, in statements in cases such as Faderal Commissioner of
Taxation v Tharogood (42) snd Carden’s Case (43). There, the
question was whether the return of incoms on 2 cash basis or an
earnings basis better discovered the gains which during the period of
account have “come home to the taxpayer In a realised or immediately
realisable form” (44). This well-known statement by Dixon J In
Carden’s Case should not be taken, as it was in this case by the Full
Court (45), as providing a fest for determining the applicability in a
given case of s 160ZK(3) (46).

The taxpayer rightly submitted in this appeal that the word *derfved”
in that sub-section takes its meaning from its context. There is, as a
consequence, some danger in seeldng to rely upon those past
authorities which have considered the content of the words “profits”
and “derived” in isolation from each other,

One example of this may be found in the relisnce by beth the Full
Court and the taxpayer in submissions on thds appeal upon the decision
of Locklart J in QBE Insurance Group Ltd v Australian Securities
Commission (47). His Honour held that a parficular accoumting
standard did not convert into profits that which was incapable of the
conversion and was not inconsistent with the prohibition in company
law upon payment of dividends except out of profits. The standard was
designed to require companies carrying on the buginess of genersl
insurance to bring imto account borealised gains or losses on
investments. However, OBE was taken by the Full Coumst(48) as
authority for the general proposition that an unrealised accretion to the
value of an asset may constitute a profit only where it is “of a
permanent character” (49). It will be necessary to return to the matter
of the correctness and width of this proposition later in these reasons.
Presently, something should be said about the decisions of this Court in
Evans v Deputy Federal Conunissioner of Tuxation (S4) (50) and Read
v The Commomwvealth (51}, Both involved some consideration of ths
compotnd concept “profits derived”.

(42) (1927} 40 CLR 454 at 458,

43y Commissioner of Taves (S4) v Executor Trusiee & Apency Co of Souwth Australiy
Lid (1938) 63 CLR 108 at 155.

(44) Cunden's Case (1938} 63 CLR 108 at 158; cf Henderson v Federal Commissioner
of Tereation (1969) 119 CLR §12 a2 645-647,

(45) (2004} 134 BCR 102 at 133,

{46) Other examples in which the term “derlved” was considered in relatlon to the
retem of income Include Federal Commissioner of Taxatlon v Clarke (1927} 40
CLR 246 at 261; Tindal v Federal Commissioner of Taxation (1946) 72 CLR 608
at 624; Brent v Federal Commlssioner of Taxation (1971 125 CLR 418 at
427-428,

(47) (1992 38 FCR 270,

(48) (2004} 134 FCR 102 at 133,

(49) {1992} 38 FCR 270 at 287.

(30) (1936) 55 CLR 80.

(51) (1988) 167 CLR 57.
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Evans and Read

It is convenient to deal fiest with what was said in Read. That case
concerped the construction of s 18 of the Soclal Security Aot 1947
(Cth), This defined the texm “income” as follows:

“income’, in relation to & person, means any personal earnings,
moneys, valuable considerstion or profits earned, derived or
received by that person for his own use or benefit by sny means
from any source whatsoever,”

The guestion was whether the issuc of additional units in a unit trust to
the appellant unit holder constituted “income” for the purpose of
defermining her pession entitlements under the Soclal Security Act.
Noting that the gain represenied by the additional units was an
unrealised gain in the honds of the appellant, Mason CJ, Deane and
Gaudron JJ said (52):

“In our opinion 2 mere increase in the value of an asset does not
amount to a capital profit. A profit connotes an actual gain and not
tere potential to achieve a gain, Until a gain is realised it is not
‘earned, derived or received’. A capitsl gain is realised when an
item of capital which has incressed in valus is ventuzed, either in
whole or In pazt, in a transaction which returns that incresse in
value”

Counsel for the taxpayer in this appeal sought, during the cousse of
oral argument, {0 call this statement in aid, submitting that, though
Read was a decision ultimately concerned with socisl security and
therefore coloured by the congiderations arising in that partienlar
context, the authorities cited therein related, in the words of the Full
Court (53), “to relevant concepts of income”. However, to the extant
that the decision in Read did refer to concepts of income, this
manifested jtself cnly in an assumption, apparent in the reasoning of
Mason CJ, Deane and Gaudron JJ, that, in applying s 18 of the Soclal
Security Act, the votion of capital profite is to be equated with that of
capital gaing, in the sense of realised capital gains (54).

This assumption may be contrasted with the proposition, established
in o serles of cases dealing with the prohibition against the payment of
dividends by companies except out of profits (55), that the concept of
profits in the context of company law is sufficiently broad to embrace
unrealised cepital profits. The meaning here of “profits” was said by
Higgins J in 1910 not to be “rigid and absolute” and to be depsndent
upon the cogtext in which it is being deployed (56). There is nothing in
the text of 5 160ZK.(5) to suggest that an equation similar to that drawn

(52) (1988) 167 CLR 57 at 67.

(53) (2004) 134 FCR 102 at 121,

(54) (1988) 167 CLR 57 at 66-67.

(35) Dimbule Valley (Ceylon) Ten Co Lid v Laurte [1961) Ch 352 at 37 Mara
Developments Lid v BW Rofe Pry Lid [1977] 2 NSWLR 616 at 629; Hancock
Foantly Memorial Foundation Lid v Porteous (2000) 156 FLR 245 &t 277,

{56) Webb v Australian Deposlt and Mortgage Bank Lid (1910) 11 CLR 223 at 241
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in Read should he adopted in constrning that sub-section, The present
ulility of the statemments made in the course of deciding Read may
therefore be doubted. Whether similar doubt attends what was earlier
said in Evans is the subject of what follows,

At isswe in Evans were the construction and application of
s 16(b)(AN(1) of the Income Tox Assessment Act 1922 (Cth) (the 1922
Act), Subject to a presently immatedal proviso, that provision included
within the assessable income of any resident shareholder in a company
those dividends, bonuses or profits paid or distributed by the company
to the shareholder out of profits derived by the company from any
source. The televant dividend in this case was a distribution made
among its shareholders by Guinea Gold NL (Guinea Gold) whick
consisted, in part, of shares in another company, New Guinea
Goldfields Ltd (NGGL). Those shares had been acguired by (uinea
Gold as part of the consideration for which it sold to NQGL certain
gold mining leases it owned in respect of land in New Guinea. The
total value of that consideration was excesded by the amount which
had been expended by Guinea Gold in connection with the leases,

The taxpayer was an Australian resident and a shareholder in Guinea
Gold, On appeal to this Court, he submitied that, as the shares in
NGQGL did not contain any profits, their market value should not have
been included in his assessable incoms, This subniission was mjected
by Rich, Dixon and Evatt JJ. Tn a statement upon which the
Commissioner relied, their Honours said (37):

“Iny the first place, the fact that the shares contain no profit on the
sale of the leases does not mean that they represent capital and not
profit of the company. Actnzally they represented surplus assets, that
is, assets not requited to make good issued share capital. This
appears from the last preceding balance-sheet. In the second place,
5 16001} brings into charge all dividends and distefbutions out of
profit, whatever be the natmxe of the profit. The word ‘derived’ does
not connote that the profit must be a realised profit. It is enough ot
least if it is an ascertained profit, ascertained by a proper atoount,
Under the articles [of Guinea Gold), the 5s 64 contzined in the share
could not lawfully be distributed, except as a dividend satisfied by
specific assets, and the dividend must be out of profits. The meaning
of profits in & 16(b)(E)(1) is no narrower, and the state of the
coropany’s affairs, as disclosed by its batance-sheet, perraitted such
a dividend. It follows that the whole amount of the 55 6d per share
should be included in the appellant’s assessable income.”

(Emphasis added.)

‘Two points may be made about this passage, First, contrary to the
submission advanced by the Commissiones, thelr Honours’ reference to
the “surplus assets” of & company was not intended as ¢ definition of
the term “profits”. It was directed instead towards demonsirating the

(57) (1936) 55 CLR 80 et 101.
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error in the taxpayer's contention that the shares disttibuted by Guinea
Gold were somehow representative of o sum on ifs capital account,
However, as will later appsar, the reference in the emphasised sentence
to ascertainment by a proper account does assist the Cornmissioner.

Secondly, the provision in the 1922 Act which was construed and
applied in Bvany was the precursor 10 s 44 of the 1936 Act. That
section provides in broadly similar terms to s 16(b)(D)(1) of the 1922
Act, This leads one to ask: if, for the purpose of defining a component
of agsessable income, the 1936 Act contemplates the possibility of
dividends being paid out of uarealised profits, then why, for the
purpose of prescribing the rules by which a capital loss is to be
celoulated, should the application of the statnfe be confined to
distributions reasonably attributable to, as distinet from diswibutions
paid out cf, profits that have been realised? In other words, what is
there in the 1936 Act to limit the scope In 5 160ZK(5) of the corpound
concept “profits derived” so that it is narrower there then in § 447

This question is all the more significant for the fact that, in the
Explanatory Memorandum on the Bill for the Amending Act, it was
made very clear that the mischief towards which s 160ZK(5) was
directed was a situation in which the controlling sharcholder in a
company conld ¢laim a capital Joss on disposing of its shares in that
company, despite not having incwrred an equivalent economie loss. It
suffices presently to say that, prima facie, the concept of economic loss
does not respect the distinction between realised and unrealised gains
and losses.

Section 160ZLA

In its submissions before this Court, the taxpayer argued that the
mnswer to the question posed - above lies in 5 160ZLA(4) of the 1936
Act, which was enacted at the same time as s 160ZK(5) (58).

The essence of the taxpayer’s submission is that, in referring
expressly to a situation where rebatable dividends ars paid out of
revalzation reserves, s 160ZLA(4) operated to exclude from the ambit
of the general terms in s 160ZK(5) the payment of such dividends.

1t js unnecessary to set out the text of s 160ZLA(4), It was made
clear in sub-g (1) of & 160ZL.A, that the rebatable dividend adjustments
provided for in that section were Intended only to bear upon the
application of ss 160ZA and 160ZL, of the 1936 Act. The first of these
sections addresses the capital galns tax consequences where 2 capital
gain has accrued to a taxpayer because of the disposal of an asset, but
where, &5 a result of that disposal, an emount (the included amount)
will also be included in the taxpayer’s assessable income under a
provision of the 1936 Act other than Pt ITA. For the purposes of that

(58) By 5 70 of the Amending Act, Section 160ZLA. was repraded by the Zaxation Laws
Amenddment Aet (Wo 3) 1995 (Cih), Sch 1, Jiew 32; that Aot introduced s 468 as
one of a number of provisions dealing with disallowanes of the rebate for eerlain
dividends,
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section, the amomnt of a rebatable dividend adjustment o relation to 2
share was teken not to be able to constitute an included amount
(& 160ZA(4A)(D)), In contrast, as t0 5 16071, & rebawmble dividend
adjustment in rclation to a share is talkten, for the purposes of
determining the capital gains tax consequences of a return of capital by
a company to its shareholders, to be a non-dividend payment by the
company to the taxpayer.

Neither provision touched then upon the caleslation, for the
purpases of Pt IIA, of the reduced cost base of an asset. It cannot be
said then that s 160ZL.A(4), as enacted, was Intended in any way to
affect the construction of 5 160ZK(5). These two sub-sections had, as
the Commissiorer rightly contended before the Full Court, “distinet
and separate fields of cperation” (59). Accordingly, the submissions
advanced by the taxpayer, both on this point and in relation to the
wider proposition that s [60ZK(3) Is engaged only where a company’s
profits are realised, must be rejected.

The Merger Agresment

Tt should also be observed that the wnrealised gains in the valus, both
of the shares held by Phoenix and the Bridge Street properties, were, in
a sense, tumed to account on the date of the merger between the Royal
and Sun Alliance Groups, Coutributions to the capital of the merged
RSA Group were made by the Royal Group as to 40 per cent, and by
the Sun Alliance Group as to 60 per cent, based on valuations of their
respective assets as at the merger date. Thege veluations were required,
pussuant to the terms of the Merger Agreement, to be reflected in a
consolidated balance sheet for each of the Royal Group and the Sun
Alliance Group as at 30 September 1992 (the Completion Accounts),
where, following a serics of adjusiments, they would supply the basis
for determining the monetary amounts of the contributions to be mads,
It was in this sense that value was given for the assets, both of Phosnix
and of SAML,

To say this, however, i5 not to dispose fully of the taxpayer’s
contentions.

Unrealised accretions in value “of a permanent character”

As was noted by Fetcher Moulton LT in Spanish Prospecting, the
word “profits”, as it iz generally understood, implies a gain made by &
business and disclosed by a comparison between the state of that
business & one point in time and its state at another, In a passage in
Evans which has been set out earlier in these reasons, Rich, Dixon and
Evatt JT indicated that it was sufficient to establigh the derivation of a
profit that it be ascertained by 2 proper accouwnt (60). It might be gaid
then that at the very least, in contexts other than s 160ZK(5) of the

(59) (2004) 134 FCK 102 at 130,
(60} (1936) 55 CLR 80 at IO See also the remarks of Losd Hemchell in Russell v
Tewn and Cowsrry Bank (1B88) 23 App Cas 418 at 424,
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1936 Act, the compound concept of “profits derived” suggests an
arnoupt revealed by some process of computation or accounting.

However, the texpayer subsitted that more is required in order to
establish “profits” than the process of comparison and computation
described above: it is necessary also that one be able to ascribe a
quelity of permanence to the gain repregenied by the amount so
calculatad. This was accepted by the Full Court and provided the basis
for its holding that the “[ilncrements in value emesging from the
valuations for the time being of the Phoenix share portfolio cannot
realistically be characterised as having been derived pending ultimate
realisation” (61),

The “permanent character” requirement thus adopted was said to
have originated from a dietum of Lockhart J in QBE (62}, His Honour
gave extended comsideration in that case to the concept of profits (63).
However, a3 already noted, this wes in the context of a discussion of
s 201(1) of the Corporations Law, which provided that “[nJo dividend
shall be payabie to a sharsholder of a company except out of profits or
under section 191", The basis for the prohibition against the payment
of dividends except out of profits was explained by Mason J in
Industrial Eguity Lid v Blackburn in the following terms (64):

“The principle, which was certainly designed to protect creditors
and, I think, sharelrolders, ruore particularly where there is more
than one class of shareholder in a company, inhibits the peyment by
way of dividends ont of 2 company’s capital. It is founded on the
proposition recognised in Trever v Whirworth (65) that a reduction
of capital can only be effected in accordance with the statutory
procedure and that there can be no return of capital except in
accordance with that procedurs — I re Exchange Banking Co
(Fliteraft's Case) (66}, The rule i3 frequently expressed, as here, in
the form of a prohibition against dividends being payable except out
of profits.”

It should also be noted, given the use of the word “payable”, as
distinct from “paid”, in s 201(1), that the prohibition therein set down
was directed to the declamtion of a dividend, and not merely its
payment (67). This may account, in large measare, for Lockhart I's
adoption in QBE of a requirement, where an unrealised accretion to the
value of a company's assets is sought to be treated as a profit against
which dividends may be declared, that that accretion in value be “of a
permagent character”, For, to repeat what was said by Meson J in

(61) (2004) 134 FCR 102 at 133.

(62) (1992) 3% FCR 270 at 287, See also Dimbule Valley (Ceylon) Tea Co Ltd v Laie
{1961) Ch 353 at 372,

(63) (1992) 38 FCR 270 at 284-289,

(64} (3977 137 CLR 567 at 576,

(65) (1887) 12 App Cas 408,

(66) (1882) 21 Ch D 519 &t 533.

(67) Ses Mndusirial Equity Lid v Bleckburn (1977) 137 CLR 567 at 578.
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Industrigl Equity, just as it “would be productive of confusion and
uncertednty if companies were to declare dividends against the
possibility that profits not in existence at the time of declaration would
or ight be eamed or recelved by the time the dividend was paid” (68),
80 would it be productive of confusion and uncertainty if companies
were to declare dividends against profits that are sabject to constant
fluetations,

But this is not to say that like considerztions should be taken as
providing a guide for the purpose of construing § 160ZK(5) of the 1936
Act. After all, that sub-section spesks of distributions which “could
reasonably be taken to be attgbutable to profits”, rather than
“dividendf{s] ... payeble ... out of profits”, suggesting that the
confusion and uncettainty contemplated above do not here constitute
50 pressing a concern as they do in the area of company law.

In MacFarlane v Federal Conmissioner af Taxation (69), in
construing the phrase “dividends paid to him by the company out of
profits derived by it from any source” in & 44(1}(a) of the 1936 Act,
Beaumont J said there was “no reason, of logic or of experience, to
import the technical requirements of the company law™,

Moreaver, as has already been demonstrated, there is nothing in the
1936 Act, not even in s 160ZLA(4), to render presently inapposite the
notion, articulated In Evans, that the derivation of a profit may ba
established where such profit is ascertained. It might therefore be said
that fhe application of para (b) of s 160ZK(5) in any given case
requires the fulfilment of two key tasks: first, the ascertainment, by a
process of computation and comparizon, of a gain made by a2 company;
and, secondly, the making of a determinstion as to whether a
distribution by that company may reasonably be afiributed to the
Bscerfained gain, Duzing the course of oral argugeent, counsel for the
Cornmissioner submitted that aseription to an unrealised gain of the
quality of permanence is more appropriately seen as going to the
second of these tasks. It {s not inherent in the nature of a profit, as that
concept is employed in s 160ZK(S), that it should be of a permanent
chatacter.

In other words, finctuations in the value of an unrealised gain would
affect only the extent to which a subsequent distribution may
réasonsbly be atiributed to that gain. The Commissioner submitted that
if, following the merper date, the unrealived pains as at that date in the
value of the shares owned by Phoenix finctuated, in the sense that they
were constantly being eroded and restored, before being realised and
distributed to RSA, then the amount of that distribrtion which would
reasonebly be attributable to profits derived before the merger would

(68) (1977) 137 CLR 567 at 579.
(69) (1936) 13 FCR 356 at 376,
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be the lowest point inr the value of the gains between the merger date
and the date of realisation, This proposition should be accepted as
correct.

Nonetheless, the taxpayer contended that, even if this were so, an
ascertained profit had not accrued to Phoenix at the time of the merger.
To this contention we now turn.

Ascertainment of profits

In its submissions, the taxpeyer gave significant emphasis to the
circumstance first that there were no formal separate accounts for
either Phoenix or SAIL.at the merger date and, secondly, that
Phoenix’s investments had Iast been revalued at 31 December 1991 in
its management accounts, It was conceded that those investments had
been recorded at their market value as at the merger date in the
consolidated Completion Accounts of the Sun Alliance Group, but this
was said to be of ljttle, if any, imiport. The reason given by the taxpayer
was that the concept of profits directs attention to the circumstances of
each individual company, specificelly the manner in which that
company, as distinct from any corporate group of which it is a member,
keeps its accounts.

Cited as providing authoritative support for this last proposition wag
a statement by Higgins J in Webb v Australian Deposit and Mortgage
Bank Ltd (70), to which zeference already has been made, His Bonour
said (71}
“The truth is, that the meaning of ‘profits’ is nmot rigid and
absolute; 1t is fexible and relative — relative to each company; and
in ascertaining the meaning of the word in any context, we must
consider the whole context.”
When these words are themselves read in context, it is apparent that
Higgins T was saying no wore than that there is no universal legal
meaning of the tern “profits” applicable in every circurnstance for
every purpose, Nothing in this staternent is to be taken ags linking the
concept of profits to the individual accounts of a given company.
Perhaps realising this, the taxpayer relied also upon the observation by
Mason T in Industrial Equity that (72); “in all the cases it has been
gssumed the principle [conceming the payment of dividends out of
profits] refers exclusively to the profits of the company declaring end
paying the dividend.” However, Mason J was concemned with the
prohibition on the payment of dividends except out of profits, It must
be recalled that Rich, Dixon and Bvatt JT in Evans referred to the
ascertainment of profits “by a proper account”, There is nothing to
suggest that accounts are any less proper for being consolidated.

In light of this, the ciroumstance that as at the merger date the
unrealised increases in value of both Phoenix’s share portfolio and the

(70) (1910) 11 CLR 223,
(71) (1910) 11 CLR 223 at 241,
{72) 1977) 137 CLR 367 at 577,
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Bridge Street properties were recorded, not in separate zccounts for
Phoenix and SAIL respectively, but in the consobdated Completion
Accounts of the Sun Alliance Group did not mean that those gains
were not ascertained profits, (It will be necessary to refum to the matter
of whether those gains, in so far ag they concemed the Bridpe Street
properties, were profits at all.) In eny event, as the Commissioner
contended, the fact that the reconsteructed balance sheet for Phoanix
was not produced antil after the merger date is of minimal relevance:
both the cost of acquisition énd the market valne of Phoenix’s shares as
al that date were known, giving an ascertained unrealised profit

The same might be said, on the assumption that the unrealised
accretion 1o the value of the Bridge Street properties had the character
of & profit before the merger date, in respect of 8AIL’s ownership of
those properties. Whether this assumption can be made good is a
matter we now consider.

The Bridge Street propertizs

The primary submissions advonced by the taxpayer on the
cross-appeal may be reduced to the following three propositions. Pirst,
in order to be treated as profit for the purposes of s 160ZK(5) of the
1936 Act, an unrealised increase in the value of an asset must be of 2
permanent characier. Secondly, s 160ZK(S) spenks of profits that were
derived before, as distinct from contemporaneously with, the
acquisition by a taxpayer of the relevant shares, And thirdly, because
the unrealised increase in the value of the Bridge Street properties did
not agsume 1 quality of permanence until the entry by members of both
the Royal and the Sun Alliance Groups into the Merger Agreement, it
cannot be said that SAIL derived any profit unti) the merger date at the
earliest — that is, on the date on which RSA was desmed to have
acquired its shares in SATL. As a result, the taxpayer contended,
§ 160ZK(5) had no application in respect of the distribution made by
SAIL to RSA in September 1996,

There 1s, however, an immediate answer to these submissions. As
has slready been explalzed in these reasons, the first of the
propositions outlined above does not hold true. Nonetheless, it is upon
the basis of this first proposition that the third proposition rests, It
necessarily follows thai that third proposition must similacly be
rejected. In other words, to say that there was no profit accruing from
the inereased value of the Bridge Street properties untll the mezger date
is to fall into error. '

A profit had accrued to SAIL, and for the reasons already given, it
was an ascerteined profit. All that ¢! 14 and Sch 10 of the Merger
Apreement did was to ensure that subsequent fluctuations in the value
of the Bridge Strest properties would not affect the process of
reasonably attbuting to that profit any distributions made by SAIL to
RSA. after the merger date.
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"Could reasonably be taken to be attributable fo”

It remains then to engage in that process of attribution required by
para (b) of s 160ZK(5) in respect of the distributions made by Phoenix
and SATL. In doing so, several points should be noted. The first is that
para (b} presents a question of characterisetion of an amount which is
the whole or a part of the distribution made by a company to the holder
of the RDA share, as identified in para (2). Secondly, para (b) presents
an fnquiry as to the existence of a sufficient ok between that whole or
part of the distribution and profits derived by the company before a
specifled event (acquisition of the RDA shate), Thirdly, that link may
be deseribed in tevms of necessary causation but, as with all questions
of causality, the starting point is the identification of the purpose (here
the legistative purpose) to which the question is directed (73). Fourthly,
here, the legislative purpose of 5 160ZK(S) is to ensure that a capital
loss not be claimed where the result of the course of action described
i the sub-section {s that there has been no economic loss to the
taxpayer, Finglly, the criterion of linkage in para (b}, an atiribution that
is reasonable, is to be read and applied accordingly.

The evidence of Mr Robed Hardy, the Taxation Manager of RSA,
indicates that it was the policy and practice of companies within the
RSA Grmoup to declare dividends from retained profits and realised
gains on the sale of investments. As was previously adverted to in
these reasons, the dividends paid by Phoenix and SATL to RSA after
30 October 1992 were sowrced in the retained and operating profits of
both companies. As a consequence, the taxpayer submitted, those
dividends could not reasonably be attdbuted to the unrealised gains
which have been the focus of this litigation.

However, unlike 5 44 of the 1936 Act, ¢ 160ZK(5) speaks, not of
"dividends paid ... oot of profits derived” by a company, but of a
distribution that “could reasonably be taken to be attributable to profits
that were derived by the company™ before the taxpayer’s acquisition of
shares in it. The inquiry contemplated by that provision is therefore not
directed exclusively towards the identification of the source of funds
from which a dividend is paid.

It is the concept of cavsation, rafher than source, with which
8 160ZXK(5) is cohcerned, In determining whether the plaintifi®s loss of
employment was “itwibotable fo” the provisions of the Locdl
Government Act 1972 (UK), Donaldson J in Walsh v Rother Disirict
Council said (74):

“[Tlhese are plain Frxglish words imvolving some causal
connection between the Ioss of employment and that to which the
loss is said to be attributable, However, this connection need not be
that of & sole, dominant, direct or proximate cause and effect. A

(13) Alfianz Australia Insurmmee Ltd v GSTF Australia Pry Led (2005) 221 CER 568 o
586 1543-[55;, 596-598 [951-[103), 605 [125].
(74) [1978] 1 All ER 510 et 514,
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contributory causal connection i quite sufficient.”

Nothing, either in the text of s 160ZK(5) or in its objeots es expressed
in the Explanatory Memorandun: on the Bill for the Amending Act,
indicates that a narrower meaning should be presently ascribed to that
Phrase.

As explained above, the phrase “could reasonebly be taken to be”
indicates that in order for 8 160ZK(5) to be enlivemed the relevant
pre-acquisition profits need not actually be & contributory canse to a
subsequent distribution: it would suffice that those profits may
reasonably be capable of being seen as such.

The taxpayer submitted, rightly, that s 160ZK(5) requires an answer
to the question whether a distribution is attributable to pre-acquisition
profits, not whether profits realised subsequently to the acquisition of
the relevant shares are attributable 1o pre-acquisition unrealised gaing,
Nevertheless, given the breadth of the nexus coptemplated by the
words “attributable to”, where a pre-acquisition unrealised gain is a
contributory cause to & post-acquisition realised profit, then that
unreglised gain would, failing some break in the proverbial chain of
causation, reasonably be capable of being taken to be a contributory
cause to any distribution sourced in the subsequent realised profit.

The acerctions in value of the shares held by Phoenix that occumed
prior and up to the merger date, accretions which may be understood as
profits derlved by Fhoenix befors that date, wers, in part, a cause of the
dividends paid to RSA after 30 October 1992, The dividead paid by
SAIL to RSA in September 1996 may similarly, snd reasonably, be
seen ag being, in pett, attributable to what was at the merger date the
unrealised increase in the valne of the Bridge. Street properties,

Orders
The appeal by the Commissioner should be allowed with costs, The
orders of the Full Couzt of the Pederal Court dated 9 March 2004
should be set aside and in place thereof the appeel to that Court should
be dismissed with costs.
The cross-appesal by the taxpayer should be dismissed with costs,
1, Appeal allowed with costs.
2. Set aside the orders of the Full Court of the
Federal Court dated @ March 2004 and, in
their place, order that the appeal fo that
Court be dismizsed with cosls.
3. Cross-appeal dismizsed with costs.

Solicitor for the appellant, Australian Government Solicitor,

Solieitors for the respondent, Maddocks.
MYB
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Walsh v Rother District Council

QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION
DONALDSON J .
3JISt MAY, T7th JUNE 1977 g J}L;(L

Local government — Officer — Compensation for loss of employment —Loss of employment
attributable to reovganisation of local government - Attributable to - Causal connectipn
between reorganisation and loss of employment — Applicant town clerk of a borough
council due to disappear under reorganisation — Applicant appointed to office of chief executive
of a district council created under reorganisation - District council reviewing its management
structute after one year of being in operation — District council deciding to abolish post of
chief executive because of economic conditions — Applicant’s employment as chief executive
terminated ~ Whether loss of employment “attributable to’ reorganisation of local governmen;z -
Whether sufficient causal connection between reorganisation and loss of employment — Local
Government Act 1972, 5 259(2) ~ Local Government (Compensation) Regulations 1974 (SI

1974 No 463), reg 4(2).

Prior 10 1973 the applicant was the town clerk of a borough council. Pursuant to the
reorganisation of local government under the Local Government Act 1972, the
borough council was to disappear and a new district coundl was to be created. The
local councillors set up a committee to decide, inter alia, the management structire
of the new cowncil. The comtnittee recommended, following the recommendations
of a study group on the management structure of new councils, that the district
council should have a chief executiye without departmental responsibilities and
certain other officers. The applicant applied for and, as from July 1973, was appointed
to the post of chief executive of the district council. Under the 1972 Act the district
council had a wide discretion as to the management structure it would adopt. After
the council had been in operation for one year it decided to review its management
structure. As a result of the review and because of economic conditions the district
coungcil decided to abolish the post of chief executive. Accordingly, in April 1976 it
terminated the applicant’s employment as chief executive. The district council
refused his claim, under reg 4(1)® of the Local Government (Compensation) Regula-
tions 1974, for compensation for loss of employment. The applicant therefore applied
to an industrial tribunal for compensation under reg 4(x) oo the ground that the loss
of employment was “atrributable to” the provisions of the 1972 Act. The tribunal held
that the loss of employment was not so attributable and dismissed the application.
The applicant appealed.

Held -Loss of employment was ‘attributable to’ the provisions of the rg72 Act,
within s 255(x)? of the 1972 Act and reg 4(1) of the 1974 regulations, if there was some
causal connection between those provisions and the loss of employment, although
it was sufficient if the provisions of the 1972 Act were a contributory cause of the loss

4 Regulation 4(1), so far ag material, provides: *. .. any person to whom these regulations
apply and who suffers loss of employment. . . which is actributable ro any provision [of the
Local Government Act 1572] shall be entirled to have his case considered for the payment
of compensation under these regulations ...’

b Section 259(1), so far as marerial, provides: “The appropriate Minister shall by regulations
provide for the payment by such body or such Minister as may be prescribed by or deter-
mined under the regulations of corripensation to or in respect of persons who are, or wheo
but for any such service by them as may be so prescribed would be, the holders of any
such office or employment as may be so prescribed and who suffer loss of employ-
ment . . . which is afuributable to any provision of this Act or of any instrument made under

this Act.”

/
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of employment and they did not have to be the sole, dominant, direct or proximate
a g cause of the loss of employment. Whilst there was a sufficient causal connection
berween the provisions of the 1972 Act and the applicant’s employment as chief
executive of the district cound, since withourt the 1972 Act the councit would not have
existed, there was no sufficient causal connection between the provisions of the 1972
Act and the applicant’s loss of his employment as chief executive, for the sole cause of
that was the district coundl’s change of policy as to its management structure, It
Aoyment b p followed that the tribunal’s decision had been correct and that the appeal would be
nnection dismissed (see p 514 d to h, post).
borough Dictum of Lord Reid in Central Asbestos Co v Dodd [1972] 2 AH ER at 1141 applied.
sxecutive Mallet v Restormel Borough Council p 503, ante distinguished.
tagement
L post of Notes )
executive o ¢ For the compensation of local government officers for loss of employment, see
rment — 24 Halsbury’s Laws (3rd Edn) 507-510, paras 937-939.
it — Local For the Local Governnient Act 1972, 5 259, see 42 Halsbury's Statutes (3rd Edn) 1o83.
1974 1 Cases referred to in judgment
Central Asbestos Co Ltd v Dodd [1972] 2 All ER 1135, [1973] AC 518, [1972] 3 WLR 333,
at to the o [1972] 2 Lloyd's Rep 413, HL, Digest (Cont Vol D) 618, 20224¢.
o572, the Mallet v Restormel Bovough Council p 503, ante,
ed. The
srructure Case also cited-
ndations Sneddon v Glasgow Coal Co Ltd (x005) 42 SLR 365.
e district f
ities and e Appeal '
ppointed * This wasan appeal by Nicholas Chnstopher ‘Walsh against the decision of an industrial
e district tribunal sitting at Ashford, Kent {chairman ] H Humphreys Esq} made on 22nd June
pt. After 1976 dismissing Mr Walsh’s claim, under reg 4(1) of the Local Government {Compen-
1agement  sation) Regulations 1974, for compensation for the loss of his employment by Rother
e district ; District Council (‘the district council’} as chief executive of the district council. The
iy it f . facts are set out in the judgment.
T council :
9 Regula- - YO Griffiths QC and Colin Hilner Smith for Mr Walsh,
:e applied Patrick Medd QC and Charles Gibson for the district coundil.
it the loss : : ‘
aumal held Cur adv vult
plication. g 17th June. DONALDSON ] read the following judgment: Mr Walsh was the
chief executive of the district council from 3oth July 1973 until April 1976. His employ-
1972 Act, Ient carne to an end because, in December 1975, the district council decided to
wras sorae reorganise its establishment of officers and to dispense with the post of chief executive.
, although - Mr Walsh was very naturally aggrieved with this dedsion and claimed compen-

sation for loss of employment under the provisions of the Local Government Act
1972 and the Local Government (Compensation) Regulations 1974. The district
council rejected his claim and Mr Walsh applied for relief to an industrial fribunal

of the loss A’

;‘fﬁi‘?othﬂ: sitting at Ashford, Kent. That tribunal unanimously dismissed Mr Walsh’s applica-
1¢ payment tion on the ground that he had not suffered any loss of cmployment or Joss or diminu-
ton of emoluments which was attributable to any provision of the Local Government
regulations ‘et 1972, That dedision was published on 8th July 1976.
by or deter- Now, nearly a year later, Mr Walsh appeals to this court. On his behalf counsel
are, or who Submits that the tribunal misdirected itself as to the meaning of the words ‘attributable
difl‘s of la;‘;i ' in the 1972 Act and the regulanons and, in consequesice of that misdirection,
21 R de?uljl dor teached a wrong conclusion.

‘The 1972 Act involved a radical reorganisation of local government in England,

B W e gy 42 e mand
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substituting new county and district coundils for most of the pre-existing local author.
iries of more than parish status. The district council is such a new authority ang
operates in the area which was previously the concern of the Battle, Bexhill ang
Rye authorities. It came into existence on 1st April 1974.

The widespread abolition of employing local authorities left a number of Jocal
government officers without jobs, but of course the new local authorities had 5
large number of posts to fill. Nevertheless, it was anticipated that in the ensuing
‘local authority musical chairs” some officers would find themselves without a sea;
and others would find seats which were less remunerative than those which they had
previously occupied. Provision was accordingly made vo compensate those who

suffered financial loss.

The relevant statutory provisions are s 256(1) of the 1972 Act and regs 3, 4, 7
and 11 of, and Schs 2 and 3 1o, the 1971 regulations. I need not setout these provisions
in this judgment, since it is common ground that Mr Walsh is within the class of
person who is entitled to compensation if he suffers loss of employment ‘attributable
fo any provision’ of the 1972 Ace not Jater than ten years after 15t April 1974.

Counsel for Mr Walsh submits thet Mr Walsh’s loss of employrment was attributable
to ss 1, 2 and 112(3) of the r972 Act. Sections 1 and 2 provide the new local govern-
ment areas and the constitution of the new prindpal coundls in England. Section
112(3) abrogated various statutory provisions which required coundils to appoint
specified officers such as a clerk, treasurer or borough surveyor, It thus opened the
way to, although it did not require, the adoption of a new management structure
of the type recoramended in what has come to be known as the Bains report, the
report of the study group on the New Local Authorities” Management and Structure
published in 1972. For present purposes the essence of the study group’s recom-
mendations was that there should be a chief executive who should be wirhout
departmental responsibilities and who should be the alter ego of the authority ar

officer level.

The. Borough of Lewes in Sussex was one of the authorities which was due to dis-
appear as a result of the xo72 Act. Mr Walsh was the town clerk and if he had suffered
loss as a result of the abolition of his office, he would without doubt have been
entitled to compensation. It appears that he in fact suffered no such loss. In anticipa-
tion of the formation of the new district council, the councillors of Battle, Bexhill
and Rye set up a district joint committee to give consideration to marters which would
require to be decided by the district council as soomn as it was formed. One such matrer,
was its departmental structure. The committee accepted the recommendations
in the Bains report, although, as I have already said, it was not obliged to do so.
It recommended that there should be a chief executive, a principal chief officers’
management tearn and heads of departments. Mr Walsh applied for and was appoin-
ted to the post of chief executive. No doubt he welcomed the change and the challenge.
Today he probably feels differently.

No complaint is made of the way in which Mr Walsh discharged his dudes. He
assisted to the full in setting up the new district council’'s management structure
in accordance with the Bains report recommendations and the wishes of the elected
members of the district council, Unforrunately, this period was short-lived, and in
January 1975 the staff and general purposes committee resolved that a complete
review of the establishment be carried out after the district council had been inoperation
for one year. This was done and, in December 1973, committees of the coundl
recommended a restructuring of its central administration which included the aboli-
tion of the post of chief executive. This recommendation was accepted by the district
council and Mr Walsh’s employment was terminated.

The industrial tribunal found as a fact that the cause of the dismissal of Mr Walsh

wak—

'

‘the need of the [district coundl) to cur back the costs of its administration

¢
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because of the national economnic climate and the particular economic conditions

2 which confronted the [district council] in 1975..."

and thar this cause operated in drcumstances which had been created by the 1972
Act. Counsel for Mr Walsh submits that if the tribunal had correctly directed itself
in law it would have found that a further cause was that, in the light of experience,
the district cound] found that its functions were not as extensive as had at first been
anticipated, that it did not need the elaborare Bains management structure and in
particular that it did not need to have a chief executive withour departmental
responsibilit_ies.

The industrial tribunal considered the authorities on the meaning of ‘artributable’
and their conclusion is expressed in the following paragraph of their reasons: ’

“We prefer the argument which is based upon the need for a chain of causarion
to be established berween the alleged cause of the loss ie the 1972 Act or one of
its provisions and the dismissal of the applicant. We find as a fact that in any
event the chain was broken when the structure of administration was completed
in 1973. [Mr Walsh] was then in post and his position and terms of employment
were settled. The [district council] carried on its administrarion with the structure
which had been settled, until early in 1975 when the structure came up for review
in the light of the drcumstances which prevailed at that time.’

s

Counsel for Mr Walsh critcises this conclusion insofar as it suggests that once an
officer accepts employment with a new authority and takes up that position, his
subsequent dismissal can never be attributed to the 1972 Act or any of its provisions.
T am far from sure that this is what the tribunaj intended to decide. However, if
‘it was, it was plainly wrong because regs 7 and 11 of the 1971 regulations contemplate
“that a dismissal giving rise to a claim for compensation may take place as long as
ten years after the old authority. has gone out of existence. However, in fairness to
‘the tribunal, I should point out that the members may only have been considering
Mr Walsh's position on the facts as they found them. On any view of the matter,
‘the tribunal’s conclusion is one which is open to review in this court,

: I confess that until I saw regs 7 and 1x I think that I should have assumed that loss
- of emaployment as a result of the provisions of the 1972 Act would inevitably occur
at the latest by 1st April 1974, when the old authorities disappeared. The draftsman
f the regulations was more far sighted and one of the circumstances which he may
.have had in mind js illustrated by the judgment of Griffiths J in Mallet ¥ Restormel
orough Councill, In thar case the applicant, Mr Maliet, was the manager of the St
-Mawgan airport for which the Newquay council was responsible. That council
isappeared in the reorganisation and its responsibility was assumed by the new
estormel Borough Council. The latter council offered Mr Mallet re-employment
s manager of the airport from 15t April 1974, but in Decernber of that year decided
‘10 abolish the post and ro employ British Midland Airways to manage the airport.
he reason for the change was financial. If the council had continued to manage the
irport themselves, it would have cost them {3,000 a year. British Midland Airways
ere prepared to pay £2,000 a year for the privilege. Mr Mallet maintained that he
quld show that if Newquay council had remained in existence, it would, despite
& financial burden, have continued to manage the airport itself and thar he wounld
Hll have been the airport manager. Accordingly, he submitted that the loss of his
ob was artributable to the provisions of the 1972 Act, i e the local government re-
organisation, Griffiths ] held that this was indeed correct, given that Mr Mallett
ould establish the facts which he alleged.
Counsel for the district councdil had said that stmilar situations may arise where it
1 be shown that a deceased coundl employed staff to perform functions for other

i
Page 503, ante

T AT AT

S Yo PR S Rt P




514 All England Law Reports [1978]1 1 Al ER

authorities, such as a county council, and would have continued to do so mdeﬁmtel
that the staff were re-employed by a new council and that the new council, wn:hm
ten years, terminated the agency and dismissed the staff concerned.

Unfortunately for Mr Walsh, his case is quite different. He was not re-employed
by the district council having previously been employed in the same place by ane
of its predecessors. His post was entirely new. This may not be fatal, but it does rob
Mallet’s case! of any relevance to his.

The fundamental problem is whether Mr Walsh’s loss of employment was “atyyi-
burable to’ any provision of the r972 Act, ie the April 1974 reorganisation. These
{/words bave been considered in a2 number of cases and 1 do not wish to add tw the
explanan'ons and definitions which have been given. Counsel for Mr Walsh submis
that it is a wider concept than “directly caused by', or ‘caused by or resulting from’,
but he accepts that it involves some nexus between the effect and the alleged cange,
He suggests that ‘owing to” or "a material contributery cause’ or “a material cause in
some way contributing to the effect’ may be synonyms. Lord Reid in Central Asbestos
Co v Dodd? said:

“attributable”, That means capable of being atwibuted. “Attribute”
has a number of cognate meanings; you can attribute a quality to a person or
thing, you can atrribute a product to a source or author, you can attribute an
effect 1o a cause. The essential element is connection of sorme kind.’

Suffice it to say that these are plain Bnglish words involving some causal connection
between the loss of emaployment and that to which the loss is said to be attributable,
However, this connection need not be that of a sole, dominant, direct or proximate
cause and effect. A contributory causal connection is quite sufficient.

Mr Walsh’s problemn js that whilst he can show abundant connection berween the
provisions of the 1972 Act and his employmcnt as chief executive (withour the 1972
Act there would have been no Rother District Council and no such post) he can show
no connection between those provisions and his loss of employment. Counsel for
Mr Walsh seeks ro escape from this dilemma by submitting that the district council’s
adoption of the Bains rmanagement structure was experimental and evolutionary
and that its abandonment so soon after the council’s birth was all part and parcel
of the local government reorganisation itself. Whether or not dircumstances can
arise in which both the creation of the job itself and its disappearance can be attri-
butable to the 1972 Act, I am quite clear thar that is not this case. The district council
was created by the 1972 Act. The terms of that Act gave it wide discretion on the
management structure which it should adopt. It adopted -one structure, worked it
for a year and then decided to adopt another. The sole cause of Mr Walsh's loss of
employment was a change of policy by the council. It was in no sense attributable
to any of the provisions of the 1972 Act.

It follows that I consider that the industrial tribunal’s decision was correct and that
this appeal should be dismissed.

Appeal dismissed. Leave to appeal granted,
Solicitors: J G Haley (for Mr Walsh); John G Millward (for the district council).

K Mydeen Esq Barrister.

1 Page 503, ante
2 [1972] 2 All BR 1135 at 11471, [1973] AC 518 at 533
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CERTAIN LLOYD’S UNDERWRITERS SUBSCRIBING TO CONTRACT
No IH00AAQS v THELANDER (Matier No 5419/2011)

HIGH COURT OF AUSTRALIA

FrencH CJ, HAYNE, CRENNAN, KIEFEL and BELL J¥
15 August, 12 December 2012 — Canberra
[2012] HCA 56

Practice and procedure — Costs — Maximum costs in personal injury damages
matters - Meaning of claim for “personal infury damages” — Claim for damages
for intentional tort within meaning — (NSW) Civil Liablity Act 2002 ss 3, 9 —
(NSW) Legal Profession Act 1987 ss 198C, 198D,

‘Words and phrases — “intentional toxt” — “personal injury damages”,

The respondents alleged that they had been assaulted by hotel security staff, and sued
the appeliants in their capacity as insurers of the tompany that employed those staff. The
action was for trespass to the person claiming damages for personal injuries allegediy
inflicted intentionally and with intent to injure. At issee was whether a claim for personal
injury damages based on an intentional tort falls within the meaning of the phrase “claim
for personal injury damages”, in so far 2s it incorporates the phrase “personal injury
damages” as nsed in 5 198D{1) of the Legal Profession Act 1987 (NSW) (the LP Act) and
Pt 2 of the Civil Liability Act 2002 (NSW) (the CL Act).

Held, per French CJ and Hayne J (Kiefé] J agreeing, Crennan and Bell J¥ dissenting),
allowing the appeal, sctting aside the orders of the Court of Appeal and, in lien thersof,
ordering that the appeal to the Court of Appeal be dismissed:

(i) PerFrench CY and Hayne J: The claims which the respondents made are claims for
damages that relates to personal or bodily injury suffered by thern, such that the claims are
“claims for personal injury damages” within the meaning of s 1980(1) of the LP Act:
at [331-{42].

(it) PerKiefel J; It does not follow from the identification of a broader parpoge beyond
the more irmediate objects of the LP Act and the CL Act, nor from the limited connection
between them, that they are interdependent in any meaningful way, such that the two
statutes operate independently of each other, and the proper construction of the phrase
“personal injury damages” is those damages relating to the death of or injury to 2 person:
al [90]-[104].

(iii) Per Crennan and Bell J3 (dissenting): The mischief with which Div 5B of the
CL Act was intended to deal {ihat is, the perceived crisis involving negligence claims), and
the express language of 5 198C(1) of the LP Act, weigh against interpreting that provision
as merely picking up the words of the definition in s 11 of the CL Act, such that a claim
for personal injury suffered as the result of an act done with intent to cause injury or death
is not a claim for “personal injury damages” within the meaning of the LP Act or the
CL Act: at [68]-[75].
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Appeal

This was an appeal against the decision of the Cowrt of Appeal of the
Supreme Court of New Soutk Wales (Hodgson and Basten JJA and Sackville
AJA). Cross v Certain Lioyds Underwriters [2011] NSWCA 136. See also
New South Wales v Williomson [2012] HCA 57.

R J H Darke SC and M J Stevens instructed by Riley Gray-Spencer Lawyers
for the appellant in all matters (Certain Lloyd's Underwriters Subscribing to
Contract No IHO0AAQS).

R T McKeand SC and A C Casselden instructed by G H Healey & Co Lawyers
for the respondents in all matters (John Cross, Mark George Thelander and
Jill Maria Thelander).

[1] French CJ and Hayne J. These three appeals were heard together with
New South Wales v Williamson.! All four appeals concern the constructon of
provisions of New South Wales statutes that limit the costs that a court may order
one party to pay another if the amount recovered on a ¢laim for personal injury
damages does oot exceed a specified amount. The reasons in these appeals should
be read with the reasons in Williamson (No 2).

The issue

[2] New South Wales legislation repulated claims for “personal injury
damages” and awards of “personal injury damages”. The expression “personal
injury damages” was defined to mean “damages that relate to the death of or
injury to a person caused by the fault of another person”. The respondents alleged
that they had been assaulted by hotel security staff. They sued the appellants,? as
the insurers of the company that employed those staff, for frespass to the person
¢laiming damages for personal injuries allegedly inflicted intentionally and with
intent to injure. Were these claims for “personal injury damages” within the
meaning of the relevant New South Wales Acts?

[3] Answering this guestion requires consideration of Div 5B of Pt 11
(ss 198C-198I) of the Legal Profession Act 1987 (NSW) {the 1987 Legal
Profession Act) as inserted by the Civil Liability Aet 2002 (NSW)
(the Liabilify Act).? Later forms of the relevant legislation are discussed in
Williamson (No 2).

The relevant provisions

[4] Section 198D(1) of the 1987 Legal Profession Act fixed the maximum costs
for legal services provided te a party in connection with “a claim for personal
injury damages”, “filf the amount recovered on [the claim] does not exceed
$100,0600". A lawyer and client could contract out of this limitation® by a “costs
agreement” complying with Div 3 of Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal Profession Act, But
s 198D(4)(b) provided that, subject to some exceptions which need not be
considered, when the maximum costs for legal services provided to a party were
fixed by Div 5B, “a court or tribunal cannot order the payment by another party
to the claim of costs in respect of those legal services in an amount that exceeds
that maximum®,

1. [2012] HCA 57 (Williamson (No 2)).

2. How and why the appsflants were joined in the actions need not bs examined,
3, Section 8, Sch 2, item 2.2[2].

4. Section 198E.
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[5] Section 198C(2) of the 1987 Legal Profession Act provided that Div 5B did
not apply to certain costs, namely, costs payable to an applicant for compensation
under Pt 2 of the Victims Support and Rehabilitation Act 1996 (NSW) and costs
for legal services provided in respect of certain other identified forms of statutory
claim: claims under the Motor Accidents Act 1988 (NSW) or the Motor
Accidents Compensation Act 1999 (NSW), claims for work injury damages as
defined in the Workplace Injury Management and Workers Compensation Act
1998 (NSW) and claims for damages for dust diseases brought under the Dust
Diseases Tribunal Act 1989 (INSW). The respondents’ claims did nct fall within
any of these expressly excluded classes of claim.

[6] Section 198C(1) defined terms used in Div 5B. In particular, it provided that
“personal injury damages has the same meaning as in the Civil Liability Act
20027,

[7] The Liability Act provideds thet, in that Act, “personal injury damages
means damages that relate 1o the death of or injury to a person caused by the fanlt
of another person”. The Liability Act further provideds that:

injury means personal or bodily injury, and includes:
(a) pre-natal injury, and
(b) psychological or psychiatric injury, and
{c) disease.

And it provided? that “fault includes an act or omission”,
[8] Read together with the definitions of “Injury” and “fault”, the Liability Act’s
definition of “personal injury damages” can thus be expressed as follows. In the
Liability Act:
... personal injury damages means damages that relate to the death of or personat or
bodily injury {including pre-natal injury, psychological or psychiatric injury and
disease} to a person caused by the fault {(including an act or omission} of another person,

{9] Section 198C and the other provisions of Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal
Profession Act were introduced by the Liability Act as amendments connected
with and consequential upon the enactiment of the Liability Act. The two Acts did
not, however, have identical areas of operation. The costs limiting provisions of
Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal Profession Act applied o a “claim™ for
personal injury damages whereas Pt 2 of the Liability Act applied to an “award”
of personal injury damages. And there were some similarities, but most
importantly some differences, in the exclusions that were made from the
operation of each Act,

[10] Part 2 of the Liability Act regulated the amount recoverable as an “award
of personal injury damages”. As enacted, s 9(1) of the Liability Act provided that
Pt 2 of the Act “applies to and in respect of an award of personal infury damages,
except an award that is excluded from the operation of this Part”. Section 9(2)
excluded several kinds of awards of damages. The first of these exclusions? was
“an award where the fault concerned is an intentional act that is done with intent
to cause injury or death or that is sexwal assault or other sexual misconduct”.
Other exclusions included awards of damages for death or injury resulting from

5, Section 3.
6. Section 3.
7. Section 3.
8. Section H(2)(a).
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a motor accident to which either Pt § of the Motor Accidents Act 1988 (INSW)
or Ch 5 of the Motor Accidents Compensation Act 1999 (NSW) applied,® awards
of damages for death or injury to a worker to which Div 3 of Pt 5 of the Workers
Compensation Act 1987 (NSW) applied!® and awards of damages for dust
diseases brought under the Dust Diseases Tribunal Act 1989 (NSW). 11

[11] Some, but not all, of thege excluded awards would be made following
claims for persopal injury damages that were expressly excluded from the
operation of the costs limiting provisions of Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal
Profession Act. Thus, particular kinds of award madc under the Motor Accidents
Act 1988, the Motor Accidents Compensation Act 1999 and the Dust Diseases
Tribunal Act 1989 were excluded from the operation of Pt 2 of the Liability Act
and claims for those kinds of awards were excluded by s 198C(2) from the
application of Div 5B of Pt 1] of the 1987 Legal Profession Act. Likewise, an
“award comprising compensation under” the Victims Support and Rehabilitation
Act 1996 (NSW) was excluded?? from the operation of Pt 2 of the Liability Act
and the costs payable to an applicant for compensation of that kind were
excluded by s 198C(2)(a) from the operation of Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal
Profession Act,

[12] Although there was thus some similarity in the express exclusions that
were contained in the 1987 Legal Profession Act and the Liability Act, there were
also some differences between them. For example, the Liability Act also
excludedld from the operation of Pt 2 of that Act awards comprising
compensation under certain Acts other chan the Victims Support and
Rehabilitation Act 1996, bat none of those other Acts was mentioned in
$ 198C(2) of the 1987 Legal Profession Act. And, of greatest significance for the
present appeals, the Liability Act excladed!+ from the operation of Pt 2 “an award
where the fault concerned is an intenfional act that is done with intent to cause
injury or death or that is sexual assault or other sexual risconduct” but there was
no equivalent exclusion in Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal Profession Act.

The parties® arguments

[13] The central point of difference between the parties in this court was
whether the definition of “personal injury damages” in the 1987 Legal Profession
Act (it “has the same meaning as in” the Liability Act) was to be construed by
reference only to the words of the definition of that expression in s 3 of the
Liability Act or by reference to both the words of the definition and the Limited
operation which the Liability Act had in respect of awards of personal injury
damages as a result of the exclusions in s 9(2) of the Liability Act.

(14] The appellants submitted that s 198C(1) of the 1987 Legal Profession Act
required reference only to the definition given in the Liability Act and that, as
there defined, personal injury damages extended to any and every form of
damages that relate to the death of or personal or bodily injury to a person caused
by the fault of another person. In particular, the appellants submitted that
“personal injury damages” included damages for trespass to the person and that,

9. Section H{2)(L).
190. Section 9(2)(c).
11. Section 9(2)(d).
12, Section 9(2)(e).
13. Section 9(Z)(e).
14, Section 9(2)(z).
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in the District Court, Garling DCY had been right to declare, in effect, that 5 198D
of the 1987 Legal Profession Act was engaged.

[15] The respondents submitted that the costs limiting provisions of Div 58 of
Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal Profession Act applied only to those claims for personal
injury damages where the award of damages was regulated by Pt 2 of the
Liability Act. They submitted that it follows that awards of the kind in issue in
these appeals — “where the fault concerned is an intentional act that is done with
intent to cause injury”15 — were not awards of petsonal injery damages because
awards of damages resulting from an intentional act were not regulated by the
Liability Act, On its face, that submission ignored the differences that have been
noted between the provisions which each Act made for its own area of
application. The Liability Act expressly excluded intentional torts, The 1987
Legal Profession Act did not. And yet, on the respondents’ construction, the costs
limiting provisions of the 1987 Legal Profession Act were not to apply to claims
for personal injury damages for an intentional tort.

[16] The respondents sought to surmount the obstacle of this textual difference,

“and thus justify their preferred construction, by reference to notions of “context”

and “purpose”, The respondents submitted that it is necessary to look not only to
the words of the definition of *“personal infury damages” in the Liability Act but
‘also to the “context” provided by the other pravisions of the Liability Act that
define the scope of that Act’s application to an “award of personal injury
damages”, This was said to follow, in particular, from the words “meaning” and
“as in” in the definition of “personal injury damages” in s 198C(1) of the 1987
Legal Profession Act (it “has the same meaning as in” the Liability Act). And
they submitted that the two Acts were intended to have the same sphere of
operation hecause the relevant provisions were made at a time when there was
concermn about the costs associated with claims for damages for personal injuries
caused by negligence.

The appeals to the Court of Appeal and this court

[17] The Court of Appeal (Hodgson and Basten JJA and Sackville AJA) held1s
unanimously that the present respondents’ construction should be adopted.
Sackville AJA described!? the prefetred construction as being that the definition
of “personal injury damages” in s 198C(1) of the 1987 Legal Profession Act
“meant personal injury damages of the kind to which Part 2 of [the Liability Act]
applied”. [Brophasis added.] Basten JA, who gave the principal reasons of the
court, concluded!® that there was “no basis”, either in extrinsic material or “in
terms of the policy underlying the legislation, to impose the cost-capping regime
on all claims for personal injury damages, however they might arise, without
reference to the carefully crafted exclusions in s 9(2)” of the Liability Act.
Accordingly, Basten JA decided!® that the definition of “personal injury
damages™ in the relevant costs limiting provisions should be construed by
“reference not merely to the definition of that expression in the source statute, but
also (o the scope of ifs application in the specified Part” of the Liability Act.

15, Section 9(2)(a).

16. Cross v Cerain Lloyds Underwriters [2011] NSWCA 136 (Cross).

17. Cross st [71].

18, Cross at [49].

19, Cross at [59]; see also at [1] per Hodgson JA, at {79] per Sackville ATA.
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[18] By special leave, the appellants appeal to (his court. These reasons will
show that the appellants’ construction of the costs limiting provisions should be
adopted, not the construction favoured by the Court of Appeal.

Which costs limiting legislation?

[19] The costs limiting provisions of the 1987 Legal Profession Act were
repealed, with effect from 1 October 2005, by the Legal Profession Act 2004
(NSW) (the 2004 Legal Profession Act). The 2004 Legal Profession Act
contained?20 costs limiting provisions in generally similar, but not identical, terms
to those in the 1987 Legal Profession Act, Whether the carlier or the later
provisions applied to the presemt cases depended upon the application of
transitional provisions made by the 2004 Legal Profession Act. Those transitional
provisions2! provided, in effect, that the new Act applied only to “a matter” in
which the client had first given instructions on or after 1 October 2005.

[20] In the Court of Appeal, some consideration was given?? to what was the
relevant “matter” in these cases. Much of the reasons of Basten JA proceeded by
reference to the costs limiting provisions of the 2004 Legal Profession Act rather
than the 1987 Legal Profession Act because he concluded?s that the relevant
“matter” was the respondents” claim for costs, not their claim for damages.

[21] There was limited argument on this issue in this court. The appellants
submitted that the relevant “matter” was the claim for damages, not the claim for
costs, and that the respondents first gave instructions in that matter before
1 October 2005. The respondents submitted that the “matter” was the claim for
costs. But the respondents’ submissions noted that “{i]1 is agreed that the question
of whether the provisions of the [earfier] or the [later Act applies] does not affect
the determination of the principal issue in the appeal[s]”.

[22] The reasons in Williamson (No 2) examine the differences between the
costs limiting provisions of the two Acts and the amendments that had been made
to the Liability Act by the time the 2004 Legal Profession Act was enacted, As
those reasons show, the same answers shonld be given to the questions which
arise about the construction of the later provisions as the answers to be given
about the consttuction of the eardlier provisions., Because no different answer
should be given, the application of the trangitional provisions need not be
examined. Attention can and should be confined in these appeals to the resolution
of the issue of construction of the 1987 Legal Profession Act that has been
identified.

Some basic principles

[23] It is as well to begin consideration of this issue by re-stating some basic
principles. It is convenient to do that by reference to the reasons of the plurality
in dlcan (NT} Alumina Pty Lid v Commissioner of Territory Revenue (at {47]):24

[47] This Court has stated on many occasions fhat the task of statutory construction
must begin with a consideration of the text ifself25 Historical considerations and

Part 3.2 Div 9. .

. Section 737, Sch 9, 1l 3 and 18.

, Cross at (2] and [13}-{23).

. Cross at [23],

. (2009) 239 CLR 27; 260 ALR 1; [2009] HCA 41 at [47).

. Roy Morgan Research Cenmre Pry Lid v Commissioner of Siate Revenue (Vigj (2001}
207 CLR 72; 181 ALR 307; [2001] HCA 49 at [9] per Gaudron, Gummow, Hayne and

BREREE
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{ exirinsic materials canmot be relied on to displace the clear meaning of the text.2¢ The
* languape which has actaally been employed in the text of legislation s the surest guide

to legislative intention2? The meaning of the text may require consideration of the
: context, which includes the general purpose and policy of a provision,2# in particular
i the mischief2? it is seeking to remedy.

[24] The context and purposs of a provision aré important to its proper
construction because, as the plurality said il Projéct Blue Sky,?® “[tlhe primary
object of statutory construction is to construe the relevant provision so that it is
consistent with the langnage and purpose of gl the provisions of the statute™ 3
[Emphasis added.] That is, statutory constriletion requires deciding what is the
legal meaning of the relevant provision “by reference to the langnage of the
instrument viewed as a whole”,32 aid “thé context, the general purpose and
policy of a provision and its consistency and fairness are surer goides to its
meaning than the logic with which it is constructeg” .33

[25] Determination of the purpose of a statute or of particular provisions in a
stainte may be based upon an express statement of purpose in the stapute itself,
inference from its text and structure and, where appropriate, reference to extrinsic
materials. The purpose of a stature resides in its text and structure.34
Determination of a statutory purpose neither permits nor reguires some search for
what those who promoted or passed the legislation may have had in mind when
it was enacted. It is important in this respect, as in others,35 to recognise that to
speak 'of legislative “intention” is to wse a metaphor. Use of that metaphor must
not mislead. “[TThe duty of a court is to give the words of a statitory provision

: Callinan JJ, at [46} per Kitby I; Stevens v Kabushiki Kaisha Sony Computer Entertainment
{2005) 224 CLR 153; 221 ALR 448; 65 IPR 513; [2005] HCA 58 at [30] per Gleeson T,
Gummow, Hayne and Heydon Y, at [167]-[168) per Kirby T; Carr v Western Australia (2007)
232 CLR 138; 239 ALR 4]3; [2007] HCA 47 at [6] per Gleeson CF, Director of Public
Prosecurions (Vic) v Le (2007) 232 CLR 562; 240 ALR 204; [2007] HCA 52 at {85] per Kithy
and Crennan I, Northern Territory v Collins {2008) 235 CLR 619; 249 ALR 621; 78 IPR 225;

. [2008] HCA 49 at [99] (Cellins) per Crennan J.

26. Nominal Defendant v GLG Australia Pty Lid (2006) 228 CLR 529; 225 ALR 643;
45 MVR 133; [2006] HCA 11 at [22] per Gleeson (J, Gummow, Hayne and Heydon J3,
at [82])-[84] per Kirby J. See also Combet v Commonweall (2005) 224 CLR 494; 221 ALR
621; [2005] HCA 61 at [135) per Guemmow, Hayne, Callinan and Heydon M Coilins at [99] per
Crennan J.

27. Hilder v Dexter [1902] AC 474 at 477-8 per Earl of Halsbury L.C.

28. Commissioner for Railways (NSW) v Agalionos (1955) 92 CLR 390 at 397; [1955] ALR 645
at 649; [1955) HCA 27 (Agalianos) per Dixon CJ, quoted with approval in Project Blue Sky Inc
v Australian Broadcasting Authority {1998) 194 CLR 355; 153 ALR 490; [1998] HCA 28
a1 {691 {Project Blue Sky) per McHugh, Gummow, Kirby and Hayne JJ.

29. Re Heydon’s Case (1584) 3 Co Rep Ta at 7b; 76 ER 637 at 638.

30. Project Blue Sky at [69],

31, See Taylor v Public Service Board (NSW) (1576) 137 CLR 208 at 213; 10 ALR 211 at 214-15;
[1976] HCA 36 per Barwick CI.

32. Cooper Brookes (Wollongong) Pry Lid v Federal Commissioner of Taxution (1981)

;147 CLR 297 at 320; 35 ALR 151 at 169; {1981] HCA 26, Project Blue Sky at [69].

33, Apalignor at CLR 397; ALR 649 per Dixon CF; Project Blue Sky at [69].

34. Lacey v Attorney-General (Q1d) (2011) 242 CLR 573; 275 ALR 646; [2011] HCA 10 at [44]
(Lacey).

35. Zheng v Cai (2009) 239 CLR 446; 261 ALR 481; 54 MVR 427; {2000] HCA 52 at [28];
Momeilovic v R (2011) 245 CLR 1; 85 ALJR 957; 280 ALR 221; [2011] HCA 34 at [148(v)),
(258], [315] and [321],
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the meaning that the legislature is taken fo have intended them to have”.36
[Emphasis added.] And as the plurality went on to say®? in Project Blue Sky
(at [78]):

{78] Ordinarily, that meaning {the legal meaning} will correspond with the grammatical
meaning of the provision. But not always. The context of the words, the consequences
of a literal or grammatical construction, the purpose of the statute or the canons of
construction3® may require the words of a legislative provision to be sead in a way that
does not corsespond with the kiteral or grammatical meaning.

To similar effect, the majority in Lacey3? said (at [43]):
[43} Ascertainmont of legislative intention is asserted as a statement of compliance with
the rules of construction, common Iaw and statutory, which have been applied to reach

the preferced results and which are known to parliamentary drafters and the courts.
[Footnote omitted.}

The search for legal meaning involves application of the processes of statutory
construction. The identification of statutory purpose and legislative intention is
the product of those processes, not the discovery of some subjective purpose or
intention.

[26] A second and not unrelated danper that must be avoided in identifying a
statute’s purpose is the making of some a priori assumption about its purpose.
The purpose of legislation must be derived from what the legislation says, and
not from any assumption about the desired or desirable Teach or operation of the
relevant provisions. 40 As Spigelman CJ, writing extra-curially, correctly said:#1

Real issues of judieial legitimacy can be raised by judges determining the purpose or
purposes of Parliamentary legislation. It is all foo easy for the identification of purpose
to be driven by what the particular judge regards as the desirable result in a specific
case. [Bmphasis added.]

And as the plurality said in Australian Education Union v Department of
Education and Children’s Services:42

In constnuing a statute it is not for a court to construct its own idez of a desirable policy,
impute it to ihe legislature, and then characterise it as a stalutory purpose.
[Footnote omitted.]

Context

[27] Because “context” loomed large in argument in this court, particulacly in
the submissions of the respondents in these appeals, it is necessary to say
something more about the use of “context” in statutory interpretation.

36. Project Blue Sky at [78).

37. Project Blue Sky at [78].

38. For example, the presuntption that, in the absence of unmistakable and unambiguous language,
the legislatare has not jntended to intecfere with basic rights, freedoms or immunities: Caco v
R (1994) 179 CLR 427 at 437, 120 ALR 415 2t 418-19; [1994] HCA 15.

39, Lacey at [43].

40, See Palgo Holdings Pty Ltd v Gowans (2005) 221 CLR 249; 215 ALR 253; [2005] HCA 28
at [28]; Byrnes v Kendle (2011} 243 CLR 253; 279 ALR 212; {2011} HCA 26 at [97].

41, Spigelman, “The intolerable wrestle; Developments in statutory Interpretation” (2010)
84 ALY 822, p 826.

42, (2012) 86 ALJR 217; 285 ALR 27; [2012] HCA 3 at [28]. See also Miller v Miller (2011)
242 CLR 446; 275 ALR 611; [2011] HCA 9 ar [29].
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28} 1t is not to be donbteds? that the rélévant provisions must be construed in
«contexi, and the contrary was not suggesied in argument, But there was some
.debate about what use could be made of provisions of the Liability Act in
.construing the definition of “personal injury damages” in the 1987 Legal
Profession Act.

[297 In construing the definition of “personal injury damages” contained® in
the Liability Act (damages that relate to the death of or injury to a person caused
:by the fault of another person) it is no doubt necessary to have regard not onlky
‘to the words of the definition but also to the context in whick the definition was
set, So much follows from what has been said about statutory construction in the
cases to which reference has been made.

[30] Nothing sald in Preducers’ Co-operative Distributing Society Lid v
Commissioner of Taxation (NSW)45 in this court or on appeal to the privy
couneil#s denies the general proposition that regard must be had to context, or
requires that 2 definition which is picked up froin one statute (the source Act) and
applied in another be construed by refersnce only to its words without regard to
the context provided by the source Act. Indeed, in the Producers’ Co-operative
case, Dixon ] expressly acknowledgeds? the neéd to consider the context
.provided by the other provisions of the source Act when considering a definition
-provided for in thdt Act and picked up and applied by another.

[31] It may be accepted that there are some limitations to the use that can
properly be made of other provisions of the source Act when construing a
definition m the source Act that i picked up and applied by another Act. As both
Latham CJ48 and the privy council pointed out4? in the Producers’ Co-operative
case, if the definition that is picked up is to be applied in the source Act only
“unless the context or subject-matier otherwise indicates or requires”, the
particular meaning that the term in question may have in any particular provision
of the source Act will not elucidate the meaning of the general definition of the
term, But it by no means follows from this observation that a definition should
be consirued without regard to its context, That is why the privy council in the
sProducers’ Co-operative case treateds® the activities which the source Aet in
question permitted as explaining “the general méaning and application of the
definition” in question.

[32] Resoclution of these appeals ultimately does not depend upon examining
when or to what extent it is necessary to consider the context of the definition of
“personal injury damages” in the Liability Act in construing that expression in
the 1987 Legal Profession Act. Although the respondents’ arguments were
couched in terms of “context”, upon analysis they sought to go further than
elucidate the meaning of the expression “personal injury damages™ as it was used
in the 1987 Legal Profession Act by consideration of its stattory context in the

43, CIC Insurance Lid v Bankstown Feothall Club 1+d (1997} 187 CLR 384 at 408; 141 ALR 618
at 635; (1997} HCA 2.

44, Section 3.

45, (1944) 69 CLR 523 at 531-2; [1944) HCA 39 (Producers' Co-operative) per Latham CJ, at 536
pér Dixon J.

46. Producers' Co-Operative Distributing Society Lid v Commissioner of Taxarion (NSW} (1947)
75 CLR 134 at 137; [1948] AC 210 at 2¥3 (Producers’ Co-Operative Distributing Society).

47, Producers' Co-operative at 536.

48, Producers’ Co-operative at 531-2.

A49. Producers' Co-Operative Distributing Society at CLR 137; AC 213,

50. Producers' Co-Operative Distributing Society at CLR 37, AC 213,
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Liability Act. Rather, they sought o treat s 198C(1) of the 1987 Legal Profession
Act as providing that “personal injury demages™ means personsl injury damages
of the kind to which Pt 2 of the Liability Act applied. It is more useful to focus
attention on that proposed construction than io investigate, in the abstract, the use
of “context” in statutory interpretation.

Construing s 198C(1)

[33] The construction favoured by the Court of Appeal and supported in this
court by the respondents must be rejected. The text of the provisions at issue in
these appeals readily yields the construction which the appellants urged: that the
expression “personal injury damages” when used in the costs limiting provisions
of Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal Profession Act extended to any and every
form of damages that relate to the death of or personal or bodily injury to a person
caused by the fault of another person. In its tetms, the defivition of “personal
injury damages” contained in the Liability Act and picked up by the 1987 Legal
Profession Act neither required nor permitted any different application according
to whether the “fanlt” which founded the claim was a failure to take reasonable
care or the commission of an intentional act with intent to injure. And s 198C(1)
of the 1987 Legal Profession Act, by providing that “personal injury damages™
has the same meaning as in the Liability Act, naturaily and immediately directed
attention to the definition of that expression in the Liability Act, which used the
cognate word “means”: “personal injury damages means”. [Emphasis added.] It
did not refer to the operation or application of the Liability Act. It did not direct
attention to whatever was identified as being the legal cffect or consequence
which the Liability Act produced by using that defined expression in its various
provisions.

[34] At least in this court, if not also in the courts below, the respondents’
argument for confining the application of the costs limiting provisions by
reference to the operation or application of the Liability Act depended upen a
false premise. The respondents focused attention on the expression “personal
injury damages” as if that expression was the hinge on which both the 1987 Legal
Profession Act and the Liability Act turned. Hence, their argument was that
“personal injury damages” in the 1987 Legal Profession Act is to be confined to
those “personal injury damages” regulated by the Liability Act.

[35] The premise underlying this argument is not sound. Bach Act used the
defined expression “personal injury damages” as part of a larger composite
phrase: “award of personal injury damages” in the Liability Act and “claim for
personal injury damages” in the 1987 Legal Profession Act. [Bmphasis added.]
The hinge on which the relevant operation of each Act turned was the larger
composite phrase and not the defined expression “personal injury damages”.
None of the statutory provisions that depended on the composite expressions
“claim for personal injury damages” or “award of personal injury damages”
affected the sense in which the defined expression “personal injury damages™ was
used in the relevant Acts. There is no textual reason to limit the expression
“personal injury damages” in the 1987 Legal Profession Act to those claims for
personal injury damages the award of which was regulated by the Liability Act,
[36] Thereis an additional problem with the respondents’ argtment. It assumed
that the costs limiting provisions of thc 1987 Legal Profession Act and the
Liability Act were to have coextensive operation. For example, the respondents
submitted that “the Civil Liability Act and the costs limitation provisions of the
Legal Profession Act were introduced as z single package of reforms in the Civil
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Liability Act and were clearly intended to work in harmony”. From this premise,
the argument continued that becavse the Liability Act regulated some but not all
forms of awards of “personal injury damages”, the only claims for “personal
injury damages” to which the costs limiting provisions of the 1987 Legal
Profession Act applied were those claims for personal injury damages the award
of which was regulated by the Liability Act. Again, the premise underpinning this
argument is not right.

[37] The use of the defined expression “personal injury damages” in both
composite phrases provides no textual basis for reading the defined expression
(when it is used in the 1987 Legal Profession Act) as confined by reference to the
Liability Act’s field of operation once due regard is paid to the wider, and
different, composite expressions that are central to the relevant provisions of each
Act. Further, as has already been noted, the two Acts expressly identified
circumstances in which their respective provisions were not to apply, some of
which were the same but some of which were different. In their very termas the
relevant provisions of the two Acts demonstrate that each had, and was intended
to have, a different area of operation.

[38] Considerations of context do not support the conclusion that the two Acts
are 1o be read as having coextensive fields of operation. The Liability Act’s
exclusion of intentional torts done with intent to injure from the application of its
operative provisions (all of which were originally to be found in Pt 2 of the Act)
demonstrates that the mischiefs to which that Act was directed were identified as
arising in copnection with claims for damages for personal injury other than
claims in respect of intentional torts, It by no means follows, however, that the
mischiefs to which Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 Legal Profession Act was directed
were confined to mischiefs arising in respect of only those classes of claims for
personal injury damages the award of which was regulated by the Liability Act.
Particular]y is that so when intentional torts were not expressly excluded from the
operation of Div 5B, as they might so easily have been.

[39] The only circumstance which can be identified as suggesting that the
“purpose” or “intention” of Div 5B should be read as confined in the manner
described is that it was the Liability Act which introduced the relevant provisions
into the 1987 Legal Profession Act. But when it is observed that the provisions
of the two Acts were not connected, as they might so easily have been, by express
reference in the 1987 Legal Profession Act to the operation of the Liability Act,
it is apparent that the supposed limitation by reference to “purpose™ or
“intention” is not soundly based. The text of the relevant provisions provides no
support for confining Div 5B to those claims for personal injury damages the
award of which was regulated by Pt 2 of the Liability Act. The stawtory text
reveals no “intention” so o confine Div 5B.

{40] The reasons of the Court of Appeal illnsirate the dangers of reasoning from
legislative “intention” that is not based, as it must be, in the text of the relevant
legislation. The Court of Appeal statedS1 that there was “no basis” in “the policy
undertying the legislation™ (presumably both the provisions of the Liability Act
and the provisions which it introdueed into the 1987 Legal Profession Act) for
imposing the costs limiting provisions of the latter Act “without reference to the
carefully crafted exclusions in s 9(2)” of the Liability Act. No foundation for
making such an assumption about “the policy underlying the legislation” was

51. Cross at [49].
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identified, whether in the reasons of the Court of Appeal or in arguroent in this
court. Neither the paragraphs from extrinsic material guoteds? by the Court of
Appeal nor the Court of Appeal’s earlier decision in Newcastle City Council v
McShane (No 3)53 founded the asserted assumption. To say, as the Court of
Appeal did,54 that there was “no basis” in extrinsic material or “in terms of the
policy underlying the legislation” for imposing the costs limiting provisions on
all claims for personal injury damages is to assume the answer to the question of
construction and then ask whether the assumed answer is falsified,

[41] It is not legitimate to identify a legislative purpose not apparent from the
text of the relevant provisions {or in this case even expressed in some extrinsic
material), to examine extrinsic materisl and notice that there is nothing positively
inconsistent with the identified purpose, and then to angwer the question of
construction by referemce to the purpose that was initially assumed. That
reasoning is not sound. If is reasoning of the kind of which Spigelman CJ rightly
disapproved in the extra-curial writing set out carlier in these reasons. Statutory
“purpose” and “intention” are to be identified according to the principles that
were described earlier under the heading “Some basic principles”. Once that is
done, it becomes apparent thas the text and context of the relevant provisions
point towards the construction supported by the appellants in these appeals: a
claim for personal injury damages includes any and every form of claim for
damages that relate to the death of or personal or bedily injury to a person caused
by the fault of another person whether it be a failure to take reasonable care or
the commission of an intentional act with intent to injure.

Conclusion and orders

[42] The claims which the respondents made were claims for damages that
related to personal or bodily injury suffered by them, Contrary to the conclssions
reached by the Court of Appeal in each matter, the claims that each respondent
made were “claims for persopal injury damapes” within the meaning of
s [98D(1) of the 1987 Legal Profession Act,

[43] Each appeal should be allowed. In each appeal paras (4) and (5) of the
orders of the Court of Appeal made on 1 June 2011 should be set aside and in
their place there should be orders that the appeal to that court is disroissed. In
accordance with the appellants’ undertaking proffered and accepted when special
leave to appeal was granted, the appellants should in each case pay the
respondent’s costs of the appeal to this court.

[44] Crennan and Bell JJ. In New South Wales, the statute that regulates the
legal profession imposes a restriction on the maximum costs that one party may
recover from another in connection with a claim for personal injury damages in
which the amount recovered on the claim does not exceed $100,000 (small
claims). The scheme was introduced as Div 5B of Pt 11 of the Legal Profession
Act 1987 (NSW) (the 1987 LP Act) in a Schedule to the Civil Liability Act 2002
(NSW) (the Liability Act), The 1987 LP Act was repealed by the Legal
Profession Act 2004 (NSW) (the 2004 LP Act) and the costs restrictions are now
found in Ch 3, Pt 3.2, Div 9 of that Act. The question mised by these appeals is
whether the restrictions apply to a small claim for damages for personal injury

52, Cross at [41)-[48].
53, (2005) 65 NSWLR 155; [2005] NSWCA 437, referred 1o at Cross at {39)-(40].
54, Cross st [49],
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suffered as the result of an act done with intent to cause injury or death. The
answer turns on the meaning of the words “personal injury damages” contained
in s 198C(1) of the 1987 LP Act (now s 337(1) of the 2004 LP Act).

Factual background

[45] The respondents were assaulted at the Namrabeen Sands Hotel by security
guards who had been engaged to provide security services at the hotel. The
respondents brought proceedings in the District Court of New South Wales
claiming damages for the injuries suffered by them in the assaults. In July 2003,
AVS Australian Venue Security Services Pty Ltd (AVS), the employer of the
security guards, was joined as a defendant to the proceedings. AV later went into
liquidation and the appellants, AVS's insurers, were joined as defendants to the
proceedings. Following a trial lasting in the order of 22 days, judgment was
entered for the respondents. The damages awarded in each case were for an
amount less than $100,0600. On 22 April 2010, Garling DCI ordered that the
appellants were to pay the respondents’ costs. His Honour made a declaration that
the costs were subject to s 198D of the 1987 LP Act

Division 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 LP Act

[46] Section 198D35 js the central provision in Div 5B. Section 198D(1}(a)
provides that if the amount recovered on a claim for personal injury damages
does not exceed $100,000, the maximum costs for legal services provided to a
plaintiff are fixed at 20% of the amount recovered or $10,000, whichever is
greater. Sections 198E and 198F provide exceptions to the cap in the case of
solicitor and own client costs that are the subject of an agreement that complies
with the statute, and costs incurred after the date of a reasonable offer of
compromise that is not accepied by the other party. Section 198G permits the
court to exclude from the cap costs for legal services provided in response to
actions taken by the other party that were not reasonably necessary for the
advancement of that party’s case. As noted, Div 5B is a scheme that restricts the
recovery of costs in connection with claims for “personal injury damages”. That
expression is described for the purposes of Div 5B in s 198C(1) as follows:
“personal injury damages has the same meaning as in Part 2 of the
[Liability Act]”.

[47] The Liability Act defines “personal injury damages™ for the purposes of
Pt2ins 11:

In this Part:
injury moeans personal injury and includes the following:
{a} pre-nmatal injury,
(b) impairment of a person's physical or menta) condition,
(c) disease.
personal injury damages means damages that relate to the death of or injury 1o a persos,

[48] 'The heading of Pt 2 is “Personal injury damages”. Part 2 applies in respect
of awards of personal injury damages except those that are excluded from its
operation by s 3B.%6 Section 3B(1)(a) in Pt I of the Liability Act states that the
provisions of the Liability Act “*do not apply to or in respect of civil liability (and
awards of damages in those procesdings)” in the case of lability for an

55, Section 338 of the 2004 LP Act makes provision in substantinlly the same terms as s 198D of
the 1987 LY Act.
56. Section 11A(1) of the Liability Act.
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intentional act done by a person with intent to cause injury or death or with
respect to a sexual asszult or other sexual misconduct, This is one of 2 number
of exclusions for which s 3B(1) provides.

Procedural history

[49] Garling DCJ reasoned that the respondents’ claims were for “personal
injury damages” for the purposes of s 198D because each was a claim for
damages relating to injury to a person within the meaning of s 11 of the Liability
Act, as picked up by s 198C(1).

[50] The New Sounth Wales Court of Appeal (Hodgson and Basten JTA and
Sackville AJA) allowed the respondents’ appeals against that part of the costs
orders which declared that the costs were subject to s 198D. The Court of Appeal
interpreted the words “has the same meaning as in Part 2 of the [Liability Act]”
as applying the words of the definition in s 11 by reference to their application
in Pt 2 of the Liability Act.57 The Court of Appeal made a declaration that the
legal costs incurred by the respondents were not subject to s 198D of the 1987
LP Act, nor to 8 338 of the 2004 LP Act.

[S1] On 9 December 2011, the appellants were given special leave to appeal
from the order of the Court of Appeal. Their appeals were heard together with the
appeal in New South Wales v Williamson 58 which raised the sarme constructional
guestion. These reasons should be read with those in Williamson (No 2),

[52] TFor the reasons that follow, we would dismiss the appeal.

The 1987 LP Act or the 2004 LP Act?

[53] The costs orders were made by Garling DCT on 22 April 2010. The 1987
LP Act was repealed by the 2004 LP Act, which commenced on 1 October 2005.
Transitional provisions provided for the continued application of Div 5B of Pt 11
of the 1987 LP Act to a matter if the client first instructed the law practice in the
matter before 1 October 2005.5% Garling DCJ applied the 1987 LP Act. The
appellants submitted that his Honour was correct to do so. This had been a
common position below. Basten JA thought that the “matter” under the
transitional provisions was the claim for party and party costs and that the
2004 LP Act applied. The respondents adopted Basten JA’s analysis and in their
written submissions asserted that the question should be determined by reference
to the 2004 LP Act. The operative provisions of the two Acts are identical in their
application to the appeals. Little attention was devoted to the operatior of the
transitional provisions on the hearing of the appeals. There are differences
between the two schemes that are not raised by these appeals,5¢ which make jt
appropriate to Ieave consideration of the effect of the transitional provisions to an
occasion when it is in poiat.

[54] The appellants’ submissions wete based on Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 LP
Act and the Liability Act as enacted. In their submission, the meaning of the
expression “personal injury damages™ had not been affected by Jater amendments

57. Cross v Certain Lloyds Underwriters [2011] NSWCA 136 at [49] (Cross) per Basten JA
(Hodgson JA agreeing at [13), at [71] per Sackville ATA,

38. [2012) HCA 57 (Williamson (No 2)).

59, Schedule 9, ¢l 18(1) of the 2004 LF Act,

60, Under s 338A of the 2004 LP Act, there is provision for the maximum costs fixed vnder Div 9
of Pt 3.2 to be increased in the case of certain claims heard in the Distriet Court, No equivalent
provision was made under Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 LP Act.
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including those introduced in December 2002 by the Civil Liability Amendment
(Personal Responsibility) Act 2002 (NSW) (the Personal Responsibility Act).
‘There is no reason to consider that the meaning of “personal injury damages” has
changed as the result of any of the amendments that have been made to the
Liability Act, although the relationship between the two Acts may be clearer as
& result of the amendments.

~The legislative history

[55] Divisior 5B of Pt 11 was inserted into the 1987 LP Act by Sch 2 to the
Liability Act. As enacted, s 198C(1) provided that “personal injury damages has
the same meaning as in the [Liability Act]”. At the tme, the Liability Act
consisted of two Parts. Part 1 was headed “Preliminary” and contained a
definition section. Part 2 was headed “Personal injury damages” and contained
provisions impasing restrictions of various kinds on the award of damages in
claims for personal injury damages whether the claim was in tort, contract or
otherwise. The expression “personal injury damages™ was defined in s 3 to mean
“damages that relate to the death of or injury to a person caused by the fault of
another person”. “Fault” was defined 1o include an act or omission. “Injory” was
defined to mean “personal or bodily injury” and to inclode “pre-natal mjury™,
“psychological or psychiatric injury” and “disease”, Under s 9(2), statutory
schemes governing compensation for motor accidents, work injuries, dust
diseages, victims support and rehabilitation, discrimination and sporting injuries,
together with sums paid under snperannuation schemes or insurance policies or
under the Industrial Relations Act 1996 (NSW), were excluded from the
operation of Pt 2 of the Liability Act. Importantly, s 9(2)(a) excluded from the
operation of Pt 2:

... an award where the fault concerned is an intentonal act that is done with intent to
cause injury or death or that is sexual assault or other sexual misconduct.

[56] The Liability Act was assented to on 18 Yune 2002, It operated with
retrospective effect from 20 March 2002.6! This was the date on which the
Premier of New South Wales released a Ministerial statement, tifled “Public
Hability insurance”, announcing the measures to be enacted in the proposed civil
liability legislation. An extract from the statement is set out in Basten JA’s
reasons. The Premier referred in the statement to *“the number of small claims
that are argued in a way that drives up legal costs and makes insurance more
expensive”. One way to address that problem was said to be “to cap legal costs
for small ¢laims to a proportion of the claim”.62

[87] The restrictions on the recovery of party and party costs inserted into the
1987 LP Act by the Liability Act also operated with retrospective effect. They
applied to legal services provided om or afier 7 May 2002. On that date, the
Premier announced the release of the draft Civil Liability Bill 20026* (the
Liability Bill),

[58] In his second reading speech for the Liability Bill, the Premier described
it as implementing “stage one of the Government’s tort law reforms™. The need
for reform was said to be “vital to the survival of our community” in light of “the
damage that the public liability crisis is doing to our sporting and cultural

61. Section 2 of the Liability Act.
62, Cross at [41].
63, New South Wales Hansard, Legislative Assembly, 28 May 2002, p 2085,
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activities, small businesses and tourism operators, and owr local communities”.
The second stage of the tort law reform prograin was proposed to be introduced
in the next session of the parliament and to address “broad-ranging reforms to the
law of negligence”.54 Reference was made to the “cap on fees” under the
amendments to the 1987 LP Act. This, it was said, would “promote efficiency on
the part of (he legal profession and help to contain claims costs™.65 In conclusion,
the Liability Bill was said to "build[] on the Govermnment’s work with the
insurance industry and other jurisdictions to fad solations for peaple affected by
the public Hability crisis” 66

[59] The second stage of the reforms initiated by the Liability Act was effected
by the Personal Responsibility Act.67 It was enacted not long after the final report
of the Commonwealth Committee chaired by Justice Ipp was published.5® The
amendments introduced by the Personal Responsibility Act included Pt 1A,
which contains a statement of the principles governing the determination of ¢ivil
liability for the negligent inflicdon of harm. Provisions were also introduced
dealing with mental hatm,s? proportionate liability,”0 the liability of public and
other authorities,”! intoxication,?? self-defence and recovery by criminals,” good
samaritans,7+ volunteers? and apologies.7® These provisions were not confined
to civil liability for personal injury or death. The award of “personal injury
damages” continued to be governed by Pt 2. The definitions of “personal injury
damages™ and “injury” were removed from Pt 1 and inserted into Pt 2in s 11. The
definition of “personal injury damages” no longer contained reference to fanlt.
“Personal injury damages” was now defined to mean “damages that relate to the
death of or injury to a person”.

[60] The Personai Responsibility Act effected a consequential amendment to
the 1987 LP Act.77 The description of “personal injury damages” in s 198C(1)
was omitted and a new description was inserted. Section 198C(1) now provided
“personal injury demages has the same meaning as in Part 2 of the
[Liability Act]”. Section 9 of the Liability Act was repealed. In its place, 5 3B was
inserted into Pt 1. Section 3B excluded the provisions of the Liability Act from
applying to or in respect of civil liability under stamitory schemes for
compensation which largely corresponded to the exclusions under the formers 9.
Relevantly, s 3B(1)(a) excluded from the provisions of the Liability Act the civil
liability of & person "in respect of an intentional act that is done with intent to
cause injury or death or that is sexual assault or other sexual misconduct”.

64, New South Wales Hansard, Legisiative Assembly, 28 May 2002, p 2085,

65, New South Wales Hansard, Legislative Assembly, 28 May 2002, p 2087.

66. New South Wales Hansard, Legislative Assembly, 28 May 2002, p 2088,

67. The relevant provisions of the Personal Responsibility Act commenced on § December 2002,
68. Review of the Law of Negligence: Final Report, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra, 2002.
69. Part 3 of the Liability Act.

70. Part 4 of the Lisbility Act.

71. Part 5 of the Liability Act.

72. Part 6 of the Liability Act.

73. Part 7 of the Liability Act.

74, Part § of the Liability Act,

75. Part 9 of tho Liability Act.

76, Part 10 of the Liakility Act.

77, Schedule 4, ¢l 4.5 of the Personal Responsibility Act.
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[61] The Liability Act has been further amended in respects to which it is not
necessary to refer, save to note the insertion in Pt 2 of s 15B and the amendment
to s 18(1) in 2006.78 Section 15B makes provision for the award of damages for
the loss of capacity to provide domestic services. The amendments made to
s 18(1) were to preclude the award of interest on damages under s 15B. The
exclusion of the provisions of the Liability Act with respect to the civil liability
of a person for an intentional act done with intent to canse injury or death under
‘s 3B(1)(a) was now subject to an exception in the case of 55 15B and 18(1) (in
its application to the award of s 15B damages).? The effect of the 2006
amendments is that Pt 2 now applies to the award of damages with respect to the
loss of capacity to provide domestic services that relate to the death of or injury
to a person arising from an intentional act done with intent to cause injury or
death.

The Court of Appeal

[62] Basten JA gave the leading judgment in the New South Wales Court of
Appeal, with which Hodgson JA agreed. His Honour considered that the words
in s 198C(1) “personal injury damages has the same meaning as in Part 2 of the
[Liability Act]” admitted of a “broader inguiry” than if the provision read
“personal injury damages as defined in".80 In ascertaining that meaning, his
Honour took into account the context of the definition in the source statute®! and
that “the cost-capping provisions were seen as part of a single package, having
the same justification as the controls being imposed on awards of damages”,22
The incorporation of the meaning of “persconal injury damages” in the Liability
Act indicated a legislative intention that the scope and operation of the
expression derive from the source statute.®3 His Honowr concluded that the
description of “personal injury damages™ in s 198C(1} of the 1987 LP Act picks
up the words of the definition in the Liability Act in their application under that
Act84 with the result that a party injured by intentional tortious conduct is not
subject to the costs cap.8s

[63] Sackville AJA also concluded that the description of “personal injory
damages” in s 198C(1) means personal injury damages of the kind to which Pt 2
of the Liability Act applied.#s His Honour, too, took into account that Div 5B of
Pt 11 of the 1987 LP Act was enacted as “part of a broader statutory scheme for
limiting the costs of personal injury claims™ and that the scheme did not apply to
awards of damages for personal injuries caused by intentional acts.®” His Honour
characterised claims in negligence for personal injury as “high volume litigation
conducted or capable of being conducted along largely standardised lines”, and
which are usvally brought against insured defendants,®® This was by way of

78. Civil Liability Amendment Act 2008 (NSW),

79. Schedule 1, [1]-{4] of the Civil Liability Amendment Act 2006 (NSW).

80. Cross at [35}.

81. Cross at [32]-{33] citing Preducers' Co-Operative Distributing Society Ltd v Commissioner of
Tecation (NSW) (1947) 75 CLR 134 at 137; [1948] AC 210 at 213,

82, Cross at [49].

83, Cross at {59].

84. Cross at (49].

85, Cross at £59].

86. Crosy at [71].

87. Cross at [13].

88, Cross at [14].
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contrast with claims arising from the intentional infliction of injury.8® This
contrast highlights a rationale for capping costs in claims in negligence for
personal injury which does not readily apply to claims acising from intentional
torts.
[64] Tive weeks after judgment was delivered in these appeals, a differently
constituted New South Wales Court of Appeal (Hodgson, Campbell and
Macfarian JJA) gave judgment in New South Wales v Williamson 0 The claim in
Williamson was for damages for persoral injury sustained in an assault and
damages for false imprisonment, The latter included claims for the loss of liberty,
loss of dignity and exemplary damages. The claim was settled and judgment
entered for the plaintiff by consent for an undifferentiated sum. Costs were to be
assessed or agreed.®? Resolution of the present question was not determinative on
the view that any of the judges took in Williamson. However, Campbell and
Macfarlan JJA both doubted the correctness of the construction adopted by the
Court of Appeal in these proceedings. Hodgson JA, who sat on each appeal,
adhered to his earfier agreement with Basten JA®2 and gave additional reasons for
that conclusion. His Honour took into account that s 198C was introduced into
the 1987 LP Act as part of “a single package, addressing a perceived crisis in
public liability insurance”. He considered that the phrase “‘the same meaning as
in the [Liability Act]’ ... could be understood as directing attention to the
meaning effectually given in the [Liability Act], and thus as incorporating the
limitations” on its application,?3
[65] Campbell JA made much the same point as Sackville ATA in these appeals
respecting the distinction between small claims in negligence, which fit a “fairly
common pattern”, and small claims for damages for assault, which do not.94
His Honour viewed the enactment of the costs restrictions as part of a single
schieme and remarked that the imposition of a cap on costs in claims for assault
did not appear to come within the mischief to which the Liability Act was
principally aimed,® which he identified as the increasing costs of insurance
premiums. He noted that inswrance for intentional torts will usmally be
unprocurable.9¢ His Honour went on to say this (at [29]):57

1293 ... However, it is the words of the statute that are the starting point in statutory

construction. While those words are to be construed in their context (which includes the

objective of the legislation in question), clear words in the statute will prevail.

[66] Macfarlan JA agreed with Campbell JA. His Honour recognised the
“contextual and policy arguments® favouring the views expressed by the
Cowrt of Appeal in the present case but considered the text of the 2004 LP Act
to be clear. His Honour said that the meaning of “personal injury damages” is
found in the definition, but the scope of the application of the expression is a
separate question.8 His Honour considered that (at {1181):99

88, Cross at [75].

90, {2011]) NSWCA 183 (Willicmson).

91. Williamson st [16],

92, Williamson at [3].

93, Williamson £1 [4] (emphasis In origingl).
94. Williamson at [29].

95. Williamson at [29] and (79].

96. Williamson at [29].

97. Williamson at [29].

98, Williamson at [118],
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[119] ... the literal meaning of the text of a statutory provision must prevail unless it can
be disregarded upon the ground that that literal meaning gives rise to an absurdity or the
text is sufficiendy tractable to accommodate the meaning suggested by contextnal or
policy considerations.

The submissions

[67] The parties’ submissions mirrored the differing views of the members of
the Court of Appeal in these appeals and in Williamson. The appellants contepded
that “the ordinary meaning of [the statutory language] plainly indicated that the
Legal Profession Acts were employing the meaning of an expression found (and
clearly defined) in ancther Act”. The appellants were oritical of the
Court of Appeal’s recourse to extrinsic materials “to discern an intended meaning
other than the ordinary mearing conveyed by the statutory language”. The
respondents contended that the Cowrt of Appeal was correct to take into account
that Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 LP Act had been enacted as part of a scheme
with the Liability Act and to give a purposive construction to the provision.

Construing s 198C(1)

[68] Statutory construction involves the identification of the purpose of &
statute or a statutory provision. A court undertaking that task is concerned with
the assignment of the legal meaning to the words of the text, a task that will
usually, but not always, correspond with the ordinary grammatical meaning of the
text. In the joint reasons in Project Biue Sky Inc v Australian Broadcasting
Authority,10¢ it was said (at [78]):

[78] However, the duty of a court is to give the words of a statutory provision the
meaning that the legislature is taken to have intended them to have. Ordinarily, that

* meaning (the legal meaming) will correspond with the grammatical meaning of the
provision. But not always, The context of the words, the consequences of a literal or
grammatical construction, the purpose of the statute or the canons of construction may
reguire the words of a legislative provision to be read in a way that does not correspond
with the literal or grammatical meaning.

[69] In the last-mentioned respect, their Honours referred with approval to the
statement in Mr Bennion’s text:

Farthermore there needs ta be brought to the prammatical meaning of an enactment due
consideration of the relevant matters drawa from the context (using that term in its
widest sense). Consideration of the enactment in its context may raise factors that pall
in different ways. For example the desirability of applying the clear literal meaning may
conflict with the fact that this does not remedy the mischief that Pariiament intended to
deal with.

99. Williamson at (119] citing Saeed v Minister for Immigration and Citizenship (2010)
24F CLR 252; 267 ALR 204; 115 ALD 493; [2010] HCA 23 at £273-{33) (Saeed); Catlow v
Acciden: Compensarion Commission {1989) 167 CLR 543 at 550; 87 ALR 663 at 668; [1989]
HCA 43.

100. (1998) 194 CLR 355; 153 ALR 4%0; [1998] HCA 28 at [78} (Project Blue Sky} per McHugh,
Gummow, Kirby and Hayne JJ (footrote omitted).

101, Project Blue Sky at [78) per McHugh, Gummow, Kirby and Hayne JI citing F Bennion,
Statutory Interpretation, 3rd ed, Butterworths, London, 1997, pp 343~4 {footnotes ormitted).
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[70] While consideration of exfrinsic materials should not displace the clear
meaning of the text of a provision,f02 the purpose of a provision may be
elucidated by appropriate reference to them.103 It has often been said that the
clear meaning of the text of a statute or & statutory provision is the surest guide
to the meaning of “the intemtion of the legistature”,1%¢ an expression used
metaphorically. 105 Nevertheless, it is uncontroversial that in determining the
meaning of the text of a statute or provision a court may take into account the
general porpose and policy of a provision and, in particular, the mischief that it
is intended to remedy.106 It was for the latter purpose that the Court of Appeal had
recourse to the extrinsic materials. This did not involve etror.107 The extrinsic
muaterials indicated that the Liability Act was enacted to deal with a perceived
problem involving the high cost of negligence claims and the impact of such
claims on the cost of insurance. This conclusion is uncontroversial.108 Was it
right to conclude that Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 LP Act was enacted to remedy
the same problem? The extrinsic materials suggest that it was. So does the
retrospective operation of the Division. The latter is a strong indication that the
scheme was cnacted as part of the legislative response 1o the perceived crisis
involving negligence claims. The enactment of Div 5B in a Schedule to the
Liability Act and the choice to describe “personal injury damages” by reference
to the meaning of the expression in the Liability Act support that conclusion. The
definition of “personal infury damages™ in the Liability Act is not elaborate and

102, Saced at [33]-[34] per French CJ, Gummow, Hayne, Crennan and Kiefel JI. See alse R v
Bolton; Ex parte Beane (1987) 162 CLR 514 at 518; 70 ALR 225 at 228; [19687] HCA 12 per
Mason CJ, Wilson and Dawson JJ.

103. Lacey v Attorney-General (Qld) (2011) 242 CLR 573, 275 ALR 646, [2011] HCA {0 at {44] per
French CJ, Gummeow, Hayne, Creanan, Kiefel and Bell JJ.

104, Sovar v Henry Lane Piy Led (1967) 116 CLR 397 at 405; [1967] ALR 609 at 614; [1967]
HCA 31 per Kitto J; Byrne v Australian Airlines Lid (1995) 185 CLR 410 at 459; 131 ALR 422
at 456-6; [1995] HCA 24 per McHugh and Gunmow JE; Purvis v New South Wales (2003)
217 CLR 92; 202 ALR 133; 77 ALD 570; [2003} HCA, 62 at [92] per McHugh and Kirby T
Dossert v TKJ Nominees Pry Led (2003) 218 CLR 1; 202 ALR 428; [2003] HCA, 69 at [10] per
McHugh F, Singh v Commonwealth (2004) 222 CLR 322; 209 ALR 335; 79 ALD 425; [2004]
HCA 43 ny {19]-120} per Gleeson CJY; Director of Public Prosecutions (Vic) v Le (2007)
232 CLE 562; 240 ALR 204; [2007] HCA 52 at {25} per Gummow and Hayne JT; Alcar (NT)
Abanina Pty Lid v Commissioner of Territory Revenue (2009) 239 CLR 27; 260 ALR 1; [2009]
HCA 41 at [47] {Alcan) per Hayne, Heydon, Crennan and Kiefel J).

105. Zheng v Cai (2009) 239 CLR 446; 261 ALR 481; 54 MVR 427, [2009] HCA 52 at [28).

106, Re Heydon'’s Case (1584) 3 Co Rep 7a at Th; 76 ER 637 at 638; Commissioner jor Railways
(NSW} v Agallancs (1955} 92 CLR 390 at 397; {1955] ALR 645 at 649; [1955) HCA 27 per
Dixon CJ; Bropho v Western Australia (1520) 171 CLR 1 at 20; 93 ALR 207 at 216; (£950]
HCA 24 (Bropho) per Mason CJ, Deane, Dawson, Toohey, Gaudron and MeHugh J; CIC
Insurance Lid v Bankrtown Footbal! Chud Lid (1997) 187 CER 384 at 408; 141 ALR 618
at 635; [1957} HCA 2 (CIC Jnsurance) per Brennan CJ, Dawson, Teohey and Gemmow JJ;
Alcan ut [47) per Hayne, Heydon, Crennan and Kiefel J7.

107, Brephe at CLR 20; ALR 216 per Mason CJ, Deane, Dawson, Tookey, Gaudron and McHugh 3J
referring, inter glia, 10 5 15AB of the Aets Interprefation Act 1901 (Cth) and the equivalent
provision under s 19 of the Inmterpretaton Act 1984 (WA). The equivalent provision in
New South Wales is s 34 of the Interpretation Act 1987 (NSW). See also CIC Insurence
at CLR 408; ALR 635 per Brennan CF, Dawson, Tochey and Gummow J3; Newcasile City
Council v GIO General L2d (1997) 191 CLR. 85 at 99; 149 ALR 623 at 631; [1997] HCA 53
per Toohey, Gaudron and Gummow 11,

108. Harriton v Stephens (2006) 226 CLR 52; 226 ALR 391; [2006] HCA 15 a1 [134]-5135] per
Kitby I; Roads and Trafic Authority (NSW) v Dederer (2007) 234 CLR 330; 238 ALR 761;
48 MVR 288; [2007) HCA 42 at [265) per Callinan J; Insight Vacations Pty Lxd v Young (2011)
243 CLR 149; 276 ALR 497; [2011] HCA 16 at [14],
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the scope and operation of the Liability Act is clearly stated in 8 3B. Something
more than economy may be discerned in the choice to incorporate the meaning
of the expression in the Liability Act into Div 5B.

[71] The Liability Act deals with the award of personal injury damages by
courts and tribunals and Div 5B of Pt 11 of the 1987 LP Act deals with claims
for personal injury damages. Observing this circumstance does not suggest a
reason for concluding that each is not directed to addressing the same problem
involving the reduction of the cost of negligence claims. There are features of the
conduct of personal injury negligence claims which provide a rationale for the
imposition of a cap on legal costs in such claims. They are the features noted by
Sackville ATA and Campbell JA to which reference has been made earlier in
thesc reasons. These features are also noted by Mason P in Newcastle City
Council v McShane (No 3) with particular reference to the conduct of personal
injury litigation by specialist members of the profession in New South Wales, 109

[72] H, as urged by the appellants, the presumed legislative intent of Div 5B is
the achievement of some wider purpose than restricting recovery of costs in small
negligence clafms, what sensible reason could be advanced for confining the
scheme to small claims in which damages for personal injury are sought? The
facts in Williamson highlight the irrationality of a cap that applies to an action
based on &n intentional tort in which a claim is made for personal injury but not
to the same action when no such claim is made.

{73] Consideration of the mischief with which Div 5B was intended to deal and
the express language of s 198C(1) weighs against interpreting that provision as
merely picking up the words of the definition in 5 11 of the Liability Act. The
appellants’ construction requires that s 198C(1) be read as if it provided “personal
injury damages means ‘personmal injury damages’ as defined in s 11 of the

Liability Act”. That method of expressly incorporating a definition from another
Act is used in 5 198C(2){c), which provides that “work injury damages” is “as
defined” in the Workplace Injury Management and Workers Compensation Act
1998 (NSW). A different formulation is employed in the same section with
respect to the expression “personal injury damages”. Tt is a formulation that
expressly directs attention to the meaning of the expression as in Pt 2 of the
Liability Act. In its terms, the definition in s 11 applies to Pt 2. The meaning of
the expression “persenal injury damages” in Pt 2 is plainly circumscribed by s 3B
of the Liability Act. The clear purpose of s 198C(1), so expressed, is to confine
“personal injury damages” to damages relating to the death of or injury to a
person {in the extended way injury is defined) to which Pt 2 of the Liability Act
applies. The rationale for such confinement has already been explained. This
construction of s 198C(1) reflects the evident purpose for which Div 5B was
enacted, gives full effect to the statutory language of s 198C(1) and avoids
uninterded, if not potentially capricious, results.

"[74] One further submission needs to be mentioned. Section 198C(2) of the
1987 LP Act provides that Div 5B does not apply with respect to costs under
various statutory schemes: PL 2 of the Victims Support and Rehabilitation Act
1996 (NSW); the Motor Accidents Act 1988 (NSW) or Motor Accidents
Compensation Act 1999 (NSW); the Workplace Injury Management and Workers
Compensation Act 1998 (NSW) and the Dust Diseases Tribunal Act 1989
(NSW). The exclusions in s 198C{2) overlap but are not co-extensive with those

109. Newcastle Ciry Council v McShane (No 3) (2005) 65 NSWLR 155; [2005] NSWCA 437 at {28).
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in s 3B(1) of the Liability Act. The appellants submit thai had it been the
intention to exciude small claims for personal injury damages resulting from: acts
done with intent to cause injury or death from the operation of Div 5B, it might
be expected that an exclusion in the same terms as s 3B(1)(a) of the Liability Act
would kave been included in s 198C(2). The submission does not advance the
argument either way. If the correct meaning of s 198C(1) is as the respondents
contend, thers was no occasion to expressly exclude claims involving intentionai
torts.

[75] What function do the exclusions serve? Division 58 applies to the
recovery of party and party costs where the amount recovered on the claim does
not excecd the threshold, whether the amount is recovered following trial or by
way of compromise, At the time it was enacted, s 198C(2) operated to exclude
from the regime of Div 5B the recovery of costs under statutory schemes that
make discrete provision for the recovery of party and party costs.!19 The Motor
Accidents Compensation Act 1999 (NSW) made such provision, although it may
be noted that its predecessor did not. Basten JA’s conclusion that the exclusions
were provided by way of abundant caution to meet any argument of implied
tepeal should be accepted.?i! So should the Court of Appeal’s conclusion that for
the purposes of s 198C(1) of the 1987 LP Act (now s 337(1) of the 2004 LP Act)
the meaning of “personal injury damages” in Pt 2 of the Liability Act was not
changed by a sidewind by the 2006 amendments to that Part respecting damages
for the loss of capacity to provide personal services.12

Orders
[76] For the reasons given, the three appeals should be dismissed with costs,

[771 Kiefel J. The facts, statutory materjals and legislative history relevant to
these appeals are comprehensively surveyed in the judgments of French CF and
Hayne J and of Crennan and Bell JJ and it is not necessary for me to repeat them
all. Bach of the respondents suffered injuries as a result of an assault. Bach
received an award of damages of less than $100,000. An order for costs was made
in favour of each respondent on 22 April 2010 in the District Court of New South
Wales. The question posed by these appeals is whether the orders for costs are
subject to the limitation imposed by s 198D of the Legal Profession Act 1987
(NSW) (the LP Act). That question turns upon the meaning to be given to the
term “personal injury damages” for the purposes of the LP Act.

110. See s 35 of the Victims Support and Rehabilitation Act 1996 (NSW) and the Victims Support
and Rehabilitation Rule 1997 (NSW); s 149 of the Motor Accidents Compensation Act 1999
(NSW} and the Motor Accidents Compensation Regulation (No 2) 1999 (NSW) (replaced in
20035 by the Motor Accidents Compensation Regalation 2005 (NSW)); 5 337 of the Workplace
Injury Management and Workers Compensation Act [998 (NSW) and the Workers
Compensation (General) Regulation 1995 (NSW) (now confained in the Workers
Compensation Regulation 2010 (NSW)); 5 29(2) of the Dust Diseases Tribunal Act 1989
(NSW) (s 20 was repealed in 2005 and the Act does not presently restrict the recovery of costs),

111, Cross at [59].

112, Cross at {56] per Bagten JA, at 130] per Sackville AJA.
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- The legislation in summary

{78] At the outset it is necessary to mention that the LP Act was repealed by the
Legal Profession Act 2004 (NSW),113 which provides for restrictions on legal
costs in terms similar to the LP Act. The determination of these appeals is
properly conducted by reference to the LP Act, for the reasons given in the joint
judgments, 114

{791 The LP Act dealt with a number of subjects affecting the conduct and the
practice of legal practitioners. Part 11 dealt with legal fees and other costs, Upon
its enactment, 115 the Civil Liability Act 2002 (NSW) (the Liability Act) contained
provisions concerning the assessment of damages in cases involving personal
injuries. At the same time, the Liability Act inserted Div 5B, entitled “Maximum
costs in personal imjury damages matters”, into Pt 11 of the LP Act.li6 By
s 198C(2), the Division was not to apply to costs payable under or pursaant to
certain specified legislation, to which reference will be made later in these
reasons. i17

[80] Scction 198D(1) in Div 5B fixed the maximum costs for legal services
provided to a party in connection with a claim for personal injury damages where
the amount recovered on the claim did not exceed $100,000. The costs were fixed
at 20% of the amount recovered or $10,000, whichever was preater.
Subsection (4) provided that a legal practitioner was not entitled to be paid an

amount for legal services in excess of the maximum stipulated, a court or tribunal .

could not order the payment of costs in an amount more than the maximum, and
a costs assessor could not determine an amount in excess of the maximum,
[81] By s 198E(1), Div 5B did not apply to the recovery of costs as between a
solicitor or barrister and the solicitor or bamister’s client, if recovery was
provided for by a costs agreement which complied with Div 3 of Pt 11 of the
LP Act. Section 198F(1) provided that Div 5B did not prevent an award, on an
indemnity basis, of costs incurred after the date when a reasonable offer of
compromise was made if the offer was not accepted. Section 198G allowed a
court to order that legal services provided to a party be excluded from the
operation of the Division, if they were provided in 1esponse to any action on the
claim by the other party that was not reasonably necessary.

{82] For the purposes of Div 5B, the term “personal injury damages” was
defined in s 198C(L) of the LP Act to have “the same meaning as in the
[Liability Act]™. “Personal injury damages” was defined in s 3 in Pt 1 of the
Liability Act to mean “damages that relate to the death of or injury to a person
caused by the fault of ancther person”. “Injury” was further defined, as were
“damages” and “fanlt”. 114

[83] Part 2 of the Liability Act was entifled *Personal injury damages” and
contained provisions regulating the assessment of damages associated with
actions for personal injuries caused by npegligence, including damages for
economic and non-economic loss. By s 10, a court could not award damages, or
interest on damages, to a claimant contrary to Pt 2. Section 9(1) had the effect that

113, Section 735 and Sch t of the Lega) Profession Act 2004 (NSW), as enacted.

114, Reasons of Pretch CF and Hayne T at [19)-[22), reasons of Crennan and Bell JJ at [33),

115. 'Fhe Civi} Liability Act 2002 (NSW) was assented to on 18 June 2002, but is taken to have
commenced on 20 March 2002: 5 2.

116, Section 8, Sch 2, item 2.2 [2] of the Civil Liability Act 2002,

117, At [91).

118. Secticn 3 of the Civil Liebility Act 2002,
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P12 did not apply where an award of personal injury damages was excluded from
the operation of the Part. The first of the eight classes of award excluded by 3 9(2)
was “an award where the fault concerned is an intentional act that is done with
intent to cause injury or death or that is sexual assault or other sexual
misconduct”,

[84] The Civil Liability Amendment (Personal Responsibility) Act 2002
(NSW) (the Personal Responsibility Act) effected substantial amendment to the
Laability Act by expanding the operation of the Liability Act, although not in such
a way as to affect its terms or operation so far as is relevant to these appeals. The
amendments retained Pt 2 as the Part dealing with personal injury damages. The
definition of “personal injury damages” was moved into Pt 2 in s 11 and amended
to read “personal injury damages means damages that relate to the death of or
imjury to a person”. The reference to fault was excluded. The definition of
“injury” changed, but 1ot in any presently material respect, Section 114 applied
Pt 2 to an award of personal injury damages, except where an award was
excluded from the operation of Pt 2 by s 3B, which appeared in Pt 1.
Section 3B(1)(a) excluded civil liability In respect of intentional acts and sexual
assaults, in substantially the same terms as s 9(2){a) had done. The Personal
Responsibility Act also amended the definition of “personal injury damages” in
s 198C(1) of the LP Act to read “personal injury damages has the same meaning
as in Part 2 of the [Liability Act]”.

The issue

[85] Because the injuries suffered by the respondents were caused by
intentional acts, a court’s assessment of damages arising from the injuries is not
subject to the Liability Act, by reason of the express exclusion in & 3B(1)(a).
However, the LP Act did not expressly exclude from the application of Div 5B
costs for legal services provided to a party in connection with a claim for personal
injury damages in respect of intentional acts, The question is whether the TP Act
may be taken, nevertheless, to have intended to exclude such cosis because of its
reference in the definition in s 198C(1) to personal injury damages as having “the
same meaning as in” the Liability Act or, more particularly, Pt 2 thereof.

[86] ‘“Personal injury damages” as defined in the Liability Act were damages
relating to the death of or injury to a person. Without more, Div 5B of Pt 11 of
the LP Act would apply to the costs for the legal services provided to the
respondents in connection with their claims. So much was conceded by
Basten JA in the Court of Appeal.11¥ However, if the words in g 198C(1} of the
LP Act, “the same meaning as in”, encompassed the application of the
Liability Act, which is to say that the Liability Act did not apply to personal
injuries cansed by intentional acts, then it may be that Div 5B of Pt 11 of the
LP Act would not apply to limit the costs that the respondents counld recover,

[87] In the Court of Appeal, Basten JA, with whom Hodgson JA and
Sackville ATA agreed,120 held that the definition in 5 198C(1) extended beyond
the definition of the expression “personal injury damages” in the Liability Act to
the scope of its application in Pt 2121 The matter which appears to have been
most influential to the conclusion reached by their Hopours was that the costs

1£9. Cross v Certain Lioyds Underwriters (2011] NSWCA 136 at [25] {Cross).
120, Cross at [1] and [80].
121, Cross at [59],
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limiting provisions of the LP Act were part of a “broader scheme™!22 or 2 “single
package”123 in conjunction with the Liability Act, that scheme being directed to
a perceived crisis in public liability insurance and being one from which awards
of damages for personal injuries by intentional acts were excluded,

~-Approaches to statutory constructien

[88] The fundamental chjéct of statutory construction is to ascertain legislative
intention, understood as the intention that the courts will impute to the legislature
by a process of construction, by reference to thié language of the statute viewed
as 2 whole.124 The starting point for this process of construction is the words of
the provision in question read in the context of thé statute. Context is also spoken
of in'a broader sense as including the general purpose and policy of the
legislation, in particular the mischief to which the statute is directed and which
the legislature intended to remedy.125

[891 Itis legitimate to resort to materials cutside the statute, but it is necessary
1o bear in mind the purpose of doifig so and the process of construction to which
it is directed. That purpose is, generally speaking, to identify the policy of the
statute in order to better understand the language and intended operation of the
statute. An vnderstanding of legislalive policy by these means does not provide
a warrant for departing from the process of statutory construction and attributing
a wider operation fo a statute than its language and evident operation pernit.

The LP Act — Language, context and purpose

[90] The reference in 5 198C(1) of the LP Act to the term “personal injury
damages” as having the same meaning as in the Liability Act obviously directs
attention to the definition of that term in the Liability Act. The words “as in” may
be read as “as given in”. Section 198C{1) did not refer to the “meaning and
effect” of the Liability Act,126 which may have encompassed the operation of that
Act. Without more, the words in s 198C(1) conveyed that the term was to have
the meaning given to it in the Liability Act by way of definition. A construction
which is consistent with the ordinary meaning and grammatical sense of the
words used in s 198C(1) has a strong advantage over other possible
constructions,27

[91]1 The LP Act also identified the circumstances in which the fixing of
maximum costs would not apply, as has been previously mentioned.128 Not all
legal costs payable in connection with claims for personal injury damages were
subject to Div 5B, Section 198C(2) of the LP Act specifically provided that
Div 5B did not apply so as to limit the costs payable under certain statutes. There

122, Cross at [73] per Sackville AJA,

123. Cross at [49) per Basten JA.

124, Cogper Brookes (Wollongong) Pty Lid v Federal Commissioner of Tuxation (1981)
147 CLR 297 a1 304; 35 ALR 151 at 156; [1981] HCA 26 (Cooper Brookes) per Gibbs CI,
at CLR 320; ALR 169 per Mason and Wilson JI; Project Biwe Sky Inc v Australion
Broadeasting Authority (1998) 194 CLR 355; 153 ALR 490; [1998) HCA 28 at [69].

125. CIC Insnrance Lid v Bankstown Football Club Ltd (1997) 187 CLR 384 at 408; 141 ALR 618
at §35; [1997] HCA 2; Alcan (NT; Alumina Pty Lid v Commissioner of Territory Revenue
(2009) 239 CLR 27, 260 ALR 1; [2009] HCA. 41 at [47).

126, See New Sowh Wales v Williamson [2011] NSWCA 183 at [4(2)) per Hodgson JA, where his
Honear understood the words ef s 198C(1} to direct avention to the “meaning effectually given”
in the Civil Liability Act 2002

127, Cooper Brookes at CLR 321; ALR 170.

128. At [79].
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were four statutes identified, inclunding the Victings Support and Rehabilitation
Act 1996 (NSW) and the Workplace Injury Mamnagement and Workers
Compensation: Act 1998 (NSW).

[92] The most likely explanation for the presence of the four exclusions in
8 198C(2} is that they identified existing legislative costs regimes so as to avoid
any doubt about whether those regimes would continue to have effect following
the introduction of Div 5B.12Y So understood, the exclusion of legal costs
associated with claims arising from intentional acts is explicable. It remains the
case, however, that legal costs charged in connection with such claims have not
been excluded from the operation of Div 5B.

[93] The evident purpose of the LP Act was to contain and limit the legal costs
which may have been charged on recovered claims for personal injury damages,
The limit imposed by Div 5B wenld have applied to orders for costs made by a
court following upon an award of damages, but it was not limited to that
circumstance, It would alse have applied to legal costs associated with claims
which had not been subjected to court processes, It applied to any legal costs
charged for services in connection with a claim for personal injury damages
where the amoumnt recovered did not exceed $100,000. In all these instances, the
amount recovered was the essential criterion,

The LP Act -~ Part of a broader scheme?:

[94] The evident purpose of the Liability Act is to control, in the sense of Iimit,
the amount of damages which may be awarded in personal injury claims. So
much was confitmed by the second reading speech to the Liability Act,120 to
which the Court of Appeal referred.13! In the second reading speech, it was also
pointed out that awards for personal injuries caused by intentional acts, or acts
involving sexual assault, were deliberately excluded from the purview of the
Liability Act because compensation for injuries arising from serious criminal acts
should not be subject 1o limitation.132 So much may be inferred from the very fact
of the exclusion.

[95] The second reading speech also identified a2 wider common purpose for the
controls effected by the Liability Act and the limits placed on costs by the LP Act.
The Liability Act was enacted, and the LP Act amended, in response to what was
perceived to be a crisis in the affordability of public ligbility insurance,13% which
was adversely affecting many bodies and small businesses in the community. The
crisis had been brought about by substantial increases in premiurns charged for
insurance of that Kind. Premiums are directly affected by the sums insurers are
required to pay by way of indemnity for awards of damages and legal costs
following upon claims for personal injuries caused by negligence.

[96] The Coutt of Appeal clearly considered that the identification of a broader
purpose meant that the two statutes formed part of a statutory scheme. In one
sense that is correct, as they were both directed to that common purpose. The
statutes were also connected by their terms. The drafting means chosen effected
amendments to the LP Act via the medium of the Liability Act, and the LP Act
referred to the Liability Act for the definition of “personal injury damages”.

129. As Basten JA observed in the Court of Appeal: Cross at [59].

130, New South Wales Hansard, Lepislative Assenibly, 28 May 2002, p 2086.
131. Cross at [46}-[48].

132, New South Wales Hansard, Legistative Assembly, 28 May 2002, p 2086,
133, New South Wales Hansard, Legislative Assembly, 28 Mey 2002, p 2085,
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[97] The scheme jdentified by the Court of Appeal contained the particular
element of excluding awards of personal injury damages for injuries resulting
from an intentional act. However, that element is found only in the Liability Act.
For a scheme to be identified, it must involve two statutes not just having a wider
common purpose and some connection, but operating together. If the operation of
each statute could be said fo depend upon the other, there would be a warrant for
construing them together in this way.134 In that event, it might be said thar the
definition in 5 198C(1) of the LP Act should be read to encompass the operation
of the Liability Act.

[98] It does not follow from the identification of a broader purpose beyond the
more immediate objects of each of the two statutes, nor from the limited
connection between them, that they were interdependent in any meaningful way.
It is necessary to consider each of the statutes and the means by which they are
intended to achieve their respective objectives, in order to determine whether
they form part of a single scheme, There are a number of indicia which teil
against the LP Act and the Liability Act operating in this way.

[99] When it is said that statutes form part of a legislative scheme such that they
should be read together, the statutes usually deal with the same subject matter,
Here the LP Act and the Liability Act each had its own sphere of operation by
reference to different subject matter: the Liability Act was concerned with the
caleulation of awards of damages; the LP Act’s concern was with legal costs
associated with all claims for personal injury damages where the sum recovered
was no more than $100,000.

[100] The LP Act may have operated on orders for costs made following
awards assessed in accordance with the Liability Act, bul it was not limited in its
operation to that circumstance, The size of the sum recovered was the only
criterion identified by the LP Act, apart from the existence of a claim for personal
injury damages and legal costs payable in connection with it, for the application
of Div 5B. That criterion was not connected with any matter in the Liability Act.
[103] Further, there was no symmeiry between the exclusions effected by each
of the statutes. There were many more statutes and types of awards excluded by
5 3B of the Liability Act than there were statutes excluded from the costs regime
of Div 5B of Pt 11 of the LP Act. In the LP Act, the evident intention was to
exclude only costs provided under existing legistative costs regimes. No intention
is evident to exclude costs in other areas or to align the exclusion of costs to the
awards exciuded by the Liability Act.

[102] These indicia confirm that the two siatutes operated independently of
each other and provide no warrant for reading the LP Act by reference to the
application of the Liability Act. Whether a claim resulted in an award of damages
which was, or was not, calculated by reference to the Liability Act had no bearing
upon the operation of Div 5B of Pt 11 of the LP Act. Division 5B was concerned
with the proportion between the amonnt of the damages recovered and the lega)
costs associated with the claim that resulted in recovery. Division 5B operated
universally with respect to legal costs where a claim resulted in recovery of
damages of no more than $100,000.

[103] The operation of Div 5B read in this way is nevertheless consistent with
the broader purpose of reducing the cost of public lability insurance. Division 5B
sought 1o achieve this purpose by means which differed from those employed by

134, See, for example, Sweeney v Fitzhardinge (1506) 4 CLR 716 at 726, {1906] HCA 73.
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the Liability Act. Nevertheless, in so far as the two statutes were both directed to
that purpose, it may be expecied that they would not operate inconsistently with
each other. Division 5B of Pt 11 of the LP Act, applied universally, was not
inconsistent with the purpose underlying the exclusion of awards of damages for
personal injuries resulting from intentional acts, namely that compensation for
such damages not be limited, So far as concerns the costs of legal services in
seeking an award, subject to the exceptions in Div 5B, a claimant’s lawyer could
not charge more than the maximum amourt specified except by agreement with
the claimant and the other party could rot recover more than that amount in the
event that the claimant was unsuccessful,

[104] There is no basis for construing the term “personal injury damages”™ other
than by reference to the definition given in the Liability Act.

[105] I agree with the orders proposed by Freach CJ and Hayne J.

Orders
In each appeal:

{1) Appeal allowed.

{2) Set aside paras 4 and 5 of the order of the Court of Appeal of the
Supreme Court of New Scuth Wales made on 1 Jupe 2011, and, in their
place, order that the appeal to that court be dismissed.

(3) Appellants to pay the respondent’s costs of the appeal to this court.

JUSTIN CARTER
BARRISTER
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Part IVA Schemes to reduce income tax

Section 177B

more purposes of which that particular purpose is the dominant
purpose.

177B Operation of Part

(1) Nothing in the following limit the operation of this Part:
{a) the provisions of this Act (other than this Part);
{b) the International Tax Agreemenis Act 1953;
(c) the Petroleum (Timor Sea Treaty) Act 2003.

(2) This Part does not affect the operation of Division 393 of the
Income Tax Assessment Act 1997 (Farm managemsnt deposits).

(3) Where a provision of this Act other than this Part is expressed to
have effect where a deduction would be allowable to a taxpayer but
for or apart from a provision or provisions of this Act, the
reference to that provision or to those provisions, as the case may
be, shall be read as including a reference to subsection 177F(1).

{4) Where a provision of this Act other than this Part is expressed to
have effect where a deduction would otherwise be allowable to a
taxpayer, that provision shall be deemed to be expressed to have
effect where a deduction would, but for subsection 177F(1), be
otherwise allowable to the taxpayer.

177C Tax benefits

(1) Subject to this section, a reference in this Part to the obtaining by a
taxpayer of a tax benefit in connection with a scheme shall be read
as a reference to:

{(a) an amount not being included in the assessable income of the
taxpayer of a year of income where that amount would have
been included, or might reasonably be expected to have been
included, in the assessable income of the taxpayer of that
year of income if the scheme had not been entered into or
carried out; ot

(b) adeduction being allowable to the taxpayer in relation to a
year of income where the whole or a part of that deduction
would not have been allowable, or might reasonably be
expected not to have been allowable, to the taxpayer in
relation to that year of income if the scheme had not been
entered into or carried out; or
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Section 177C

(ba) a capital loss being incurred by the taxpayer during a year of
income where the whole or a part of that capital loss would
not have been, or might reasonably be expected not to have
been, incurred by the taxpayer during the year of income if
the scheme had not been entered into or carried cut; or

(bb) a foreign income tax offset being allowable to the taxpayer
where the whole or a part of that foreign income tax offset
would not have been allowable, or might reasonably be
expected not to have been allowable, to the taxpayer if the
scheme had not been entered into or carried out;

and, for the purposes of this Part, the amount of the tax benefit

shall be taken to be:

{c) in a case to which paragraph (2) applies—the amount
referred to in that paragraph; and

(d) in a case to which paragraph (b) applies—the amount of the
whole of the deduction or of the patt of the deduction, as the
case may be, referred to in that paragraph; and

(e) in a case to which paragraph (ba) applies—the amount of the
whole of the capital loss or of the part of the capital loss, as
the case may be, referred to in that paragraph; and -

(f) in a case where paragraph (bb) applies—the amount of the
whole of the foreign income tax offset or of the part of the
foreign income tax offset, as the case may be, referred to in
that paragraph,

(2) A reference in this Part to the obtaining by a taxpayer of a tax
benefit in connection with a scheme shall be read as not including a
reference to: '

(2) the assessable income of the taxpayer of a year of income not
including an amount that would have been included, or might
reasonably be expected to have been included, in the
assessable income of the taxpayer of that year of income if
the scheme had not besn entered into or catried out where:

(i) the non-inclusion of the amount in the assegsable
income of the taxpayer is attributable to the malking of
an agreement, choice, declaration, agreement, election,
selection or choice, the giving of a notice or the exercise
of an option (expressly provided for by this Act or the
Income Tax Assessment Act 1997) by any person, except
one under Subdivision 126-B, 170-B or 960-D of the
Income Tax Assessment et 1997; and
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(i)

the scheme was not entered into or carried out by any
person for the purpose of creating any circumstance or
state of affairs the existence of which is necessary fo
enable the declaration, agreement, election, selection,
choice, notice or option to be made, given or exercised,
as the case may be; or

(b) a deduction being allowable to the taxpayer in relation to a
year of income the whole or a part of which would not have
been, or might reasonably be expected not to have been,
allowable to the taxpayer in relation to that year of income if
the scheme had not been entered into or carried out where:

®

(if)

the allowance of the deduction to the taxpayer is
attributable to the making of a declaration, agreement,
election, selection or choice, the giving of a notice or
the exercise of an option by any person, being a
declaration, agresment, election, selection, choice,
notice or option expressly provided for by this Act or
the Income Tux Assessment Act 1997, except one under
Subdivision 960-D of the fncome Tax Assessment Act
1997; and

the scheme was not entered into or cartied out by any
person for the purpose of creating any circumstance or
state of affairs the existence of which is necessary to
enable the declaration, agreement, election, selection,
choice, notice or option to be made, given or exercised,
as the case may be; or

(¢) a capital loss being incurred by the taxpayer during a year of
income the whole or part of which would not have been, or
might reasonably be expected not to have been, incurred by
the taxpayer during the year of income if the scheme had not
been entered into or carried out where:

()

(id)

the incurring of the capital loss by the taxpayer is
attributable to the making of a declaration, agreement,
choice, election or selection, the giving of a notice or
the exercise of an option (expressly provided for by this
Act or the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997) by any
person, except one under Subdivision 126-B, 170-B or
960-D of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997, and

the scheme was not entered into or carried out by any

person for the purpose of creating any circumstance or
state of affairs the existence of which is necessary to
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enable the declaration, agreement, elestion, selection,
notice or option to be made, given or exercised, as the
case may be; or

(d) a foreign income tax offset being allowable to the taxpayer

the whole or a part of which would not have been, or might
reasonably be expected not to have been, allowable to the
taxpayer if the scheme had not been entered into or carried
out, where:

(i) the allowance of the foreign income tax offset to the
taxpayer is attributable to the making of a declaration,
agreement, election, selection or choice, the giving of a
notice or the exercise of an option by any person, being
a declaration, agreement, election, selection, choice,
notice or option expressly provided for by this Act; and

(i) the scheme was not entered into or carried out by any
person for the purpose of creating any circumstatce or
state of affairs the existence of which is necessary to
enable the declaration, agreement, election, selection,
choice, notice or option to be made, given or exercised,
as the case may be.

(2A) A reference in this Part to the obtaining by a taxpayer of a tax
benefit in connection with a scheme is to be read as not including a
reference to:

(a)

(b)

the assessable income of the taxpayer of a year of income not
including an amount that would have been included, or might
reasonably be expected to have been included, in the
assessable incorue of the taxpayer of that year of income if
the scheme had not been entered into or carried out where:

(i} the non-inclusion of the amount in the assessable
income of the taxpayer is attributable to the making of a
choice under Subdivision 126-B of the /ncome Tax
Assessment Aet 1997 or an agreement under
Subdivision 170-B of that Act; and

(i) the scheme consisted solely of the making of the
agreement or election; or
a capital loss being incurred by the taxpayer during a year of
income the whole or part of which would not have been, or
nuight reasonably be expected not to have been, incurred by
the taxpayer during the year of income if the scheme had not
been entered into or carried out where:
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(i) the incurring of the capital loss by the taxpayer is
attributable to the making of a choice under
Subdivision 126-B of the Income Tax Assessment Act
1997 or an agreement under Subdivision 170-B of that
Act; and

(i1) the scheme consisted solely of the making of the
agreement or election.

(3) For the purposes of subparagraph (2)(2)(@), (b)(D), (¢)({) or (d){d) or
(28)@)(d) or (D) (D):
(a) the non-inclusion of an amount in the assessable income of a
taxpayer; or
(b) the allowance of a deduction to a taxpayer; or
(c) the incurring of a capital loss by a taxpayer; or
(ca) the allowance of a foreign income tax offset to a taxpayer;
is taken to be attributable to the making of a declaration, election,
agreement or selection, the giving of a notice or the exercise of an
option where, if the declaration, election, agreement, selection,
notice or option had not been made, given or exercised, as the case
may be:
(d) the amount would have been included in that assessable
income; or
(e) the deduction would not have been allowable; or
(f) the capital loss would not have been incurred; or
(g) the foreign income tax offset would not have been allowable.

{(4) To avoid doubt, paragraph (1)(a) applies to a scheme ift

(a) an amount of income is not included in the assessable income
of the taxpayer of a year of income; and

{b) an amount would have been included, or might reasonably be
expected to have been included, in the assessable income if
the scheme had not been entered into or carried out; and

(c) instead, the taxpayer or any other taxpayer makes a discount
capitel gain (within the meaning of the Income Tax
Assessment Act 1997) for that or any other year of income.

(5) Subsection (4) does not limit the generality of any other provision
of this Pait.
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' 38-290 Sewerage and sewerage-like services

Chapter 3 The‘exemptions
Part 3-1 Supplies that are not taxable supplies
Division 38 GST-free supplies

Section 38-290

(2) However, a supply of water is not GST-free under this section if it .
is:
(a) suppliedin a container; or
(b) transferred info a container;
that has a capacity of less than 100 litres or such other quantity as
the regulations specify. .

(3) It does not matier whether or not the amount of water supplied or
transferred fills the container.

{1) A supply of sewerage services is GST-free.

(2) A supply that consists of removing waste matter from *residential
premises is GST-free if:
(2) thepremisés are not serviced by sewers; and
{b) the waste matter is of a kind that would normally be removed
nsing sewers if the premises were serviced by sewers,

(3) A supply that consists of servicing a domestic self-contained
sewage system is GST=free,

38-295 Emptying of septic tanks

A supply ofa sérvice that consists of the empiying of a septic tank
is GST-free.

38-300 Drainage

A supply of a service that consists of draining storm water is
GST-free.

Subdivision 38-J—Supplies of going concerns

38-325 Supply of a going concern

(1) The *supply of a going concern is GST-free if:

*To find definitions of eistérisked terms, se¢ the Dictionary, starting at section 193-1,
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- . The exemptions Cilapter 3
Supplies that are not taxable supplics Part 3-1

GST-free supplies Division 38 '

Section 38-355

(a) the supply is for *consideration; and _

(b) the ’recipient is “registered or "reqilired to be registered; and

(c) the supplier and the recipient have agreed in writing that the
supply is of a going consetn.

(2) A supply of a going concern is a supply under an arrangement
under which:

(a) the supplier supplies to the "recipient all of the things that are
necessary for the continued operation of an *enterprise; and

(b) the supplier carries on, or will carry on, the enterprise until
the day of the supply (whether or not as a part of a larger
enterprise carried on by the supplier).

Subdivision 38-K—Transport and related matters

38-355 Supplies of transport and related matters

The third column of this table sefs out supplies that are GST-free:

Supplies of transport and related matters'

Item: Topic - These supplies are GST-free...

H Transinort of the transport of a passsnger:
passengers to, (a) from the last place of departure in Australia to &
from or outside destination outside Australia; or :
Ausiralia (b} from a place outside Australia to the first place of

arrival in Australia; or
{¢) from 4 place outside Australia to the same or another

place outside Australia,
2 Transport of the transport of a passenger within Ausiralia by air, but
passeagetrs on only if:
domestic legs of  (a) the transport is part of a wider arrangement, itinerary
- international or contract for transport by air involving international
flights travel; and

(b) et the time the arrangement, itinerary or contract was’
entered into, the transport within Australja formed
part of a ticket for international travel, or was cross
referenced to such a ticket, issued at that time.

"T'a find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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The special rules Chapter 4
Specslal ruIes mainly about particular ways entities ars organised Part4-1
'GST groups Division 48

Section 48-5

Subdivision 48-A—Approval of GST groups

48-5 Approvai of GST groups

(1) The Commissioner must approve 2 or more entities as a "GST
group if!
(a) the entities jointly apply, in the *approved form, for approval
as a GST group; and
(b) each of the entities "satisfies the membership requirements -
for that GST group; and
(c) the epplication nominates one of the entities to be the
‘representative member for the group; and
(d) the entity so nominated is an *Australian resident. -
A group of entities that is so approved is a GST group.

(2) 2 or more entities would "satisfy the membership recfuirements
of that *GST group, the application need not include all those

entities.

Note: Refusing an application for approval under this section is a reviewable
GST decision {see Division 7 of Part VI of the Texation
Administration dct 1953).

48-10 Membership requirements of a GST group

{1} An entity safisfies the membershz_p reqmrements' of a *GST group,
dr a proposed GST group, if the entity:
() is:
() a *company; or
(i) a *partnership, trust or mdividual that satisfies the
requirements specified in the regulations; and
-(b) is, if the entity is a company, a corpany of the same *90%
~ owned groitp ag all the ofher members of the GST group or
' proposed GST group that are also companies; and
-(c) is *registered; and _
(d) has the same tax periods applying to it ag the tax periods
applying to all the other members of the GST group or
proposed GST group; and

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1,
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The special rules Chapter 4
Special rules mainly about supplies and acquisitions Part4-2
Sale of freehold inferests etc. Division 75

Section 75-1

Division 75—Sale of freehold interests etc.

75-1 ‘What this Division is about

This Division allows you to use a margin scheme to bring within
the G8T system your taxsble supplies of freehold interests in land,
of stratum units and of long-term leages. '

75-5 Choosing to apply the margin scheme

(1) If you make a *taxable supply of *real property by:
(a) selling a freehold interest in land; or
(b} selling a *stratum unit; or. ‘
(¢) granting or selling a *long-term lease;
you may choose to apply the *margin scheme in working out the
amount of G8T on the supply.

(2) However, you cannot choose to apply the *margin scheme if you
acquired the freehold interest, "stratum unit or *long-term lease
through a “taxable supply on which the GST was worked out
without applying the margin scheme.

75-10 The amount of GST on taxable supplies

(1) Ifa *taxable supply of “real ‘property is under the *margin scheme,
the amount of GST on the supply is [/11 of the *margin for the
supply. . '

(2) The margin for the supply is the amount by which the

*consideration for the supply exceeds the consideration for your
acquisition of the interest, unit or lease in question.

(3) However, ift
(a) the circumstances specified in an item in the second column
of the table in this subsection apply to the supply; and

*To find définitions of asterisked terms, ses the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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“Chapter 4 The special rules _
Part 4-2 Special rules mainty about supplies and acquisitions
Division 75 Sale of frzehold interests ete,

Section 75-10

(b) a valuation of the freehold interest, “stratum unit or
*long-term lease, as at the day specified in the comresponding
item in the third column of the table, has been made that
complies with any requirements determined in writing by the
Commissioner for making valuations for the purposes of this

Division;

the margin for the supply is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds that valuation of the interest,
unit or lease,

Lse of valuations to work out marging

Ttem When valuations may be used Days when
valuations are
to be made

1 The supplier acquired the interest, unit 1 July 2000

. ot leases before 1 July 2000, and items 2, '
3 and 4 do not apply.
2 The supplier eequired the interest, imit  The date of

or Jease before 1 July 2000, but doss not  effect of your

become *registered or “required to be registration, or

registered until after 1 Tuly 2000. the day on
which-you
applied for
registration (if' it
ig earlier)

2A The supplier acquired the interest, unit 1 July 2000

or lease on or after T July 2000, but the

supply to the supplier: ,

(a) was *GST-free under subsection
38-445(1A); and

(b) related to a supply before 1 July

" 2000, by way of lease, that would

have been GST-free under
section 38-450 had it been made on
or after 1 July 2000. -

*T'o find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1,
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The special rules Chapter 4
Special rules mainly about supplies and acquisitions Part 4-2
Sale of freehold interests etc. Division 75

Section 75-15

Use of valuations to work out marging

Ttem When valuations may be used Days when
valeations are
" to be made

3 The supplier is "registered or *required 1 July 2000
. to be registered and has held the interest,

unit or lease since before 1 July 2000,

and there were improvements on the

land or premises in question as at 1 July

2000,

4 The supplier is the Commonwealth, 4 The day on
State or a Territory and has held the' which the
interest, unit or lease since before 1 July  “taxable supply
2000, and there were no improvements  takes place
on the land or premiises in question as at
1 July 2000.

(34A) If:
(a) the circumstances specified in item 4 iu the second column of
the table in subsection (3) apply to the supply; and
(b) there are improvements on the land or premises in question
on the day on which the “taxable supply takes place;
the valuation is to be made as if there are no improvements on the
land or premises on that day.

(4) This section has effect despite section 9-70 (which is about the
amount of GST on taxable suppiies).

Note: Section 9-90 (rounding of amouats of GST) can apply to amounts of
GST worked out using this section.

75-15 Subdivided land

For the putposes of section 75-10, if the freehold interest, “stratum
unit or *long-term lease you supply relates only to part of land or
premises that you acquired, the “consideration for your acquisition
of that part is the cotresponding proportion of the consideration for
the land or premises that you acquired.

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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Division 165 Anti-aveidance

Section 165-1

Division 165—Anti-aveidance

Table of Subdivisions

165-A Application of this Division

165-B  Commissioner mﬁy negate effects of schemes for GST
benefits

165-C  Penalties for getting GST benefits from schemes

- 165-1 What this Division is about

The object of this Division is to deter schemes to give entities
benefits by reducing GST, increasing refinds or altering 'the fiming
of payment of GST or refinds.

If the dominant purpose or principal effect of a scheme is to give
an entity such a benefit, the Commissioner may negate the bepefit
an entity gets from the scheme by declaring how much GST or
refind would have been payable, and when it would have been
payable, apart from the scheme,

This Division is aimed at artificial or contrived schemes. If is not,
for example, intended to apply to:

*  an exporter electing to have monthly tax periods in order to
bring forward the entitlement to input tax credits; or

»  asuppler of child care applying to be approved under the d
New Tax System (Family dssistance) (ddministration) dct
1999 (this would sake the supplies of child care GST-fres);
ot

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionaty, starting at section 195-1.
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Anti-avoidance Division 165

Section 165-5

«  asupplier choosing under section 9-25 of the 4 New Tax
System (Wine Equalisation Tax) Act 1999 to use the average
‘wholesale price method for working out the taxable value of
reted] sales of prape wine; or

+  abank having its car fleet serviced earlier than usval, and
before 1 July 2000, so that the servicing does not, at least
initially, bear the GST. .

Subdivision 165-A——Application of this Division
165-5 When does this Division operate?

{0 General rule

(1) This Division operates ift

(a) an entity (the avoider) gets or got a “GST benefit from 2
“scheme; and

(b) the GST beneit is not attributable to the mahng, by any
entity, of a choice, alectaonz apphcatwn or agreement that is
expressly provided for by the *GST law, the *wine tax law or
the “Iuxury car tax law; and

{c) takmg account of the matters described’in seotion 165-15, 1t
i$ reasonable to conclude that either:

(i) an entity that (whether alone or with others) entered into
or carried out the scheme, or part of the scheme, did so
with the sole or dorinant purpose of that entity or
another entity getting a *GS8T benefit fromi the scheme;

or
(ii) the principal effect of the scheme, or of part of the
. scheme, is that the avoider gets the GST benefit from
(] " thescheme directly or indirectly; and
(@) the scheme; '
' (@) is a scheme that has been or is entered into on or after
2 Drecember 1998; or

*Tofind definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1,
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! Division 165 Anti-avoidance

Section 165-10
(i) is a scheme that has been or is carried out or
commenced on or after that day (other than a scheme
that was entered into before that day).
Territorial application-

(2) It does not matter whether the *scheme, or any part of the scheme,
was entered into or carried out inside or outside Australia,

165-10 When does an entity get a. GST benegfit from a scheme?

(1) An entity gets a GST benefit from a "scheme if;
{2) an amount that is payable by the entity under this Act apart
from this Division is, or could reasonably be expected to be,
™ smaller than it would be apart from the scheme or a part of -
the schome; or
(b} an amount that is payable to the entity under this Act apart
from this Division s, or could reasonably be expected to be,
larger than it would be apart from the scheme or a part of the
scheme; or
(¢) all or part of an amouxnt that is payable by the entity under
this Act apart from this Division is, or could reasonably be
expected to be, payable later than it would have been apart
from the scheme or e part of the scheme; or
{d) all or part of an amount that is payable to the entity under this
Act apart from this Division is, or could reasonably be
expected to be, payable earlier than it would have been apart
from the scheme or a part of the scheme,

What is g scheme?

(2) A scheme is: .
i j i ' (a)--any arrangement, agresment, understending, promise or
: undertaking:
(i) whether it is express or implied; and
(i) whether or not it is, or is intended to be, enforceable by
Isgal proceedings; or

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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Spesial rules mainly about returns, payments and refonds Part 4-7
" Anti-avoidance Division 165

Section 165-15

(b) any schemte, plan, proposal, action, course of action or course
of conduct, whether unilateral or otherwise.

GST benefit can arise even if no economic alternative

(3) An entity can get a *GST benefit from a *scheme even if the entity
or entities that entered into or carried out the scheme, or a part of
the scheme, could not have engaged economically in any activities:

() of the kind to which this Act applies; and
(b) that would produce an effect equivalent (except in terms of
this Act) to the effect of the scheme or part of the scheme;
other than the activities involved in entering into or carrying out
the scheme or pari of the scheme, :

165-15 Matters to be considered in determiﬁing purpose or effect

(1) The following matters are to be taken into account under
section 165-5 in considering an entity’s purpose in entering into or
camrying out the *scheme from which the avoider gota *GST -
benefit, and the effect of the schems:
() the manner in which the scheme was entered into or carried
out; ’
(b) the form and substance of the scheme, including:
(i) thelegal rights and obligations involved in the scheme;
and
(ii) the economic and commercial substance of the scheme;
(c) the purpose or object of this Act, the Customs Act 1901 (so
far as it is relevant o this Act) and any relevant provision of
this Act or that Aot (whether the purpose or object is stated
expressly or not); ‘ '
(d) the titming of the scheme;
(e} the period over which the scheme was entered into and
carried out;
() the effect that this Act would have in relation to the scheme
apart from this Division;

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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Section 165-40

(g) any change in the avoider’s financial position that has
resulted, or may reasonably be expected to result, from the
scheme;

(b} any change that has resulted, or may reasonably be expected
to result, from the scheme in the financial position ofan
entity {a cornected entify) that has ot hed a connection ar
dealing with the avoider, whether the connection or dealing is
ot was of a family, business or other nature;

(i) dny other consequence for the avoider or & connected entity
of the scheme having been entered into or carried out;

() the nature of the connection between the avoider and 2
connected entity, including the qu&stmn whether the dea.hng
is or was at arm’s length;

(%) the circumstances surrounding the schems;

(1) any other relevant circumstances

(2) Subsection (1) applies in relatlon to consideration of an entity’s
purpose in entering inte or carrying out a part of 2 "scheme from
which the-avoider gets or got a *GST benefit, and the effect of part
of the scheme, as if the part were itself the "scheme from which the
avoider gets or got the GST benefit.

Subdivision 165-B—Commissioner may negate effects of
schemes for GST benefits

165-40 Comumissioner may negate avoider’s GST benefits

For the purpose of negating 2 "GST benefit the avoider mentioned ‘

in section 165-5 gets or got from the “scheme, the Commissioner
may make a declaration stating either or both of the following:

(2) the amountthat is (and has been at all times) the avoider’s

*net amount far & specified tax period that has ended,

(b) the amount that is (and has been at all times) the amount of
GST on a specified “taxable importation that was made (or is
stated in the declaration to have been made) by the avoider,

Note: A declaration of the Commissioner nnder this section 13 & reviewable

GST decision (see Division 7 of Part VI of the Taxation
Administration Act 1953),

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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*  asupplier choosing under section 9-25 of the 4 New Tax
System (Wine Equalisation Tax) Act 1999 to use the average
wholesale price method for warldag out the taxable value of
retail sales of grape wine; or

+  abank having its car fleet serviced earlier than usual, and
before 1 July 2000, so that the servicing does not, at least
initiaily, bear the GST. .

Subdivision 165-A—Application of this Division
165-5 When does this Division operate?

( _ .'} General rule

(1) This Division operates if:
(8) an entity (the avoider) gets or got a *GST benefit from a
*scheme; and

(b) the GST benefit ig not stiributable to the malung, by any
entity, of a choice, elec’rlon, apphcatlon or agreement that is
expressly provided for by the *GST law, the *wine tax law or
the *luxury car tax law; and

{c) tahng account of the matters described'in section 165-15, it
is reasonable to conclude that either:

(i} an entity that (whether alone or with others) entered into
or carried out the scheme, or part of the scheme, did so
with the sole or dominant purpose of that entity or
another entity getting a *GST benefit froni the scherme;

or
(if) the principal effect of the scheme, or of part of the
. scheme, is that the avoider gets the GST benefit from
P " thescheme directly or indirectly; and
(d) thescheme: '
' (i) is a scheme that has been or is entered into on or after-
2 December 1998; or

S

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1,
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An Act to amend the Iaw relating to taxation, and

for related purposes
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2 Commencement

This Act comimences cn the day on which it receives the Royal
Assent.

3 Schedule(s)

Each Act that is specified in a Schedule to this Act is amended or
repealed as set out in the applicable items in the Schedule
concerned, and any other item in a Schedule to this Act has effect
according fo its terms.
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Schedule 6 Goods and services tax and rezl property

Schedule 6—Goods and services tax and real
property

A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999

1 Section 17-99 (after table item 11)
Insert:
11A Sale of frechold interests etc. Division 75

2 After subsection 40-75(2)
Insert:

(24) A supply of the premises is disregarded as a sale for the purposes
of applying paragraph (1)(a):
(a} ifitis a supply by a member of a *GST group to another
member of the GST group; or
(b) if:

(i) itis a supply by the “joint venture operator of a *GST
joint venture to another entity that is a *participant in the
joint venture; and

{ii) the other eniity acquired the inferest, unit or lease for
consumption, use or supply in the course of activities
for which the joint venture was enfered into.

3 After subsection 48-55(1)
Insert:

(14) i
(a) while you were not a *member of any *GST group, you
-acquired or imported a thing; and
(b) you become a member of & GST group at a time when you
still hold the thing;
then, when the *representative member of the GST group applies
section 129-40 for the first time afler you became a member of the
GST group, the "intended or former application of the thing is the
extent of "creditable purpose last used to work out:
{c) the amount of the input tax credit to which you were entitled
for the acquisition or importation; or

is Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Megsures No. 2) dct 2005 No. 78, 2005
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(d) the amount of any *adjustment you had under Division 129 in
relation to the thing;

as the case requires.

4 Paragraph 48-115(1)(a)
Repeal the paragraph, substitute:
(a) either:
{i) while you were a *member of a “GST group (the first
GST group), you acquired a thing (other than from
another member of that group) or imported a thing; or

(i) you acquired or imported a thing while you were not a
member of any GST group, and you subsequently
became a member of a GST group (the first GST group)
while you still held the thing; and

5 Subsection 48-115(1)
Omit *, under section 48-557,

6 Paragraph 48-115{1){c)
After “to which”, insert “you or™.

7 Paragraph 48-115(1)(d)

After “*adjustment”, insert “you or”,

9 Section 75-5 (heading)
Repeal the heading, substifute:

75-5 Applying the margin scheme

10 Subsection 75-5(1)
Repeal the subsection, substitute:

(1) The *margin scheme applies in working out the amount of GST on
a “taxable supply of “real property that you make by:
(a) selling a freehold interest in land; or
(b) selling a *stratum unit; or
{¢) granting or selling a *long-term lease;
if you and the *recipient of the supply have agreed in writing that
the margin scheme is to apply.

Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Measures No. 2) Act 2005 No. 78, 2005 17
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(1A) The agreement must be made:
(a) on or before the making of the supply; or
(b) within such further period as the Commissioner allows.
Note: Refusing to aflow, or allowing, a further peried within which o make

an agresment is a reviewable GST decision (see Division 7 of Part VI
of the Taxation Administration Aet 1953).

11 Subsection 75-5(2)
Repeal the subsection, substitute:

(2) However, the *margin scheme does not apply if you acquired the
entire freehold interest, *stratum unit or “long-term lease through a
supply that was *ineligible for the margin scheme.

Note: If you acquired part of the interest, unit or lease through a supply that

was ineligible for the margin scheme, you may have an increasing
adjustment: see section 75-22,

(3) A supply is ineligible for the margin scheme if.
(a) it is a “axable supply on which the GST was worked out
without applying the *margin scheme; or
(b) it is a supply of a thing you acquired by *inheriting it from a
deceased person, and the deceased person had acquired all of
it through a supply that was ineligible for the margin scheme;
or
() it is a supply in relation to which all of the following apply:
(i) you were & *member of a *GST group at the time you
acquired the interest, unit or lease in question;
(ii) the entity from whom you acquired it was a member of
the GST group at that time;
(iif) the last supply of the interest, unit or lease by an entity
who was not (at the time of that supply) a member of
the GST group to an entity who was (at that time) such a
member was a supply that was ineligible for the margin
scheme; or
(d) it is a supply in relation to which both of the following apply:
() you acquired the interest, unit or lease from the *joint
venture operator of a *GST joint venture at a time when
you were & “participant in the joint venture;
(ii) the joint venture operator had actuired the interest, unit
or lease through a supply that was ineligible for the
margin scheme.

18 Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Measures No. 2) Act 2005 No. 78, 2005
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(4) A reference in paragraph (3)(b), (c) or (d) to a supply that was
ineligible for the margin scheme is a reference to a supply:

(a) that was ineligible for the margin scheme because of one or
more previous applications of subsection (3); or

(b) that would have been ineligible for the margin scheme for
that reason if subsection (3) had been in force at all relevant
times.

12 Subsection 75-10(2)

Omit “The margin”, substitute “Subject to subsection (3) and
section 75-11, the margin®.

13 Subsection 75-10(3)
Omit “However”, substitute “Subject to section 75-11".

14 Paragraph 75-10(3)b)

Omit “a valuation”, substitute “an *approved valuation”.

15 Paragraph 75-10(3)(b}

Omit “that complies with any requirements determined in writing by the
Cornmissioner for making valuations for the purposes of this Division™.

16 After section 75-10
Insert;

75-11 Margins for supplies of real property in particular
circumstances

Margin for supply of real property acquired from fellow member of
GST group

) If:

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question at a time
when both you and the entity from whom you acquired it
were *members of the same *GST group; and

(b) on or after 1 July 2000, there has been a supply (an earlier
supply) of the interest, unit or lease that occurred at a time
when the supplier was not a member of the GST group; and

(ba) the *recipient was at that titae, or subsequently became, a
member of the GST group;

Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Measures No. 2) Act 2005 No. 78, 2005 19
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the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:
(¢) the consideration for the last such earlier supply, if the
supplier and the recipient were not *associates at that time; or
(d) the *GST inclusive market value of the interest, unit or lease
at that time, if the 2 entities were associates at that time.

(2) If:

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question at g time
when both you and the entity from whom you acquired it
were *members of the same *GST group; and

(b) subsection (1) does not apply;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds an “approved valuation of the
interest, unit or lease as at 1 July 2000.

Margin for supply of real property acquired from joint venture
operator of a GST joint veninre

C(24) Ifs

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question af a time
when you were a *participant in a *GST joint venture and the
entity from whom you acquired it was the “joint venture
opetator of the joint venture; and

(b) you acquired the interest, unit or lease for consumption, use
or supply in the course of activities for which the joint
veniure was entered into; and

(c) on orafter I Fuly 2000, there has been a supply (an earlier
supply) of the interest, unit or leass to the entity from whom
you acquired it (whether or not that entity was the joint
venture operator of the joint venture at the time of that
acquisition); .

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:

(d) the consideration for the last such earlier supply, if the
supplier and the "recipient were not *associates at the time of
the earlier supply; or

(e) the *GST inclusive market value of interest, unit or lease at
that time, if the 2 entities were associates at that time.

(2B) If:

20
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{a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question at a time
when you were a *participant in a "GST joint venture and the
entity from whom you acquired it was the *joint venture
operator of the joint venture; and

(b) you acquired the interest, unit or lease for consumption, use
or supply in the course of activities for which the joint
venture was entered into; and

(c) subsection (2A) does not apply;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds an *approved valuation of the
interest, unit or lease as at 1 July 2000,

Margin for supply of real property acquived from deceased estate

3) I
(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question by
“inheriting it; and
(b) none of subsections (1} to (2B) applies; and
(o) the entity from whom you inherited the interest, unit or lease
(the deceased) acquired it before 1 July 2000;
the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:

{ca) if you kmow what was the consideration for the supply of the
interest, unit or lease to the deceased and you choose to use
that consideration to work out the margin for the supply—
that consideration; or

(d) if paragraph {ca) does not apply and, immediately before the
time at which you inherited the interest, unit or lease, the
deceased was neither *registered nor *required to be
registered—an *approved valuation of the interest, unit or
lease as at the latest of:

(i) 1 July2000; or
(ii) the day on which you inherited the interest, unit or
lease; or
(iii) the first day on which you registered or were required to
be registered; or

(e) if paragraph (ca) does not apply and, immediately before the
time at which you inherited the interest, unit or Jease, the
deceased was registered or required to be registered—an
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approved valuation of the interest, unit or lease as at the later
oft
(1) 1 July2000; or
(ii) the first day on which the deceased registered or was
required to be registered.

4 If:

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question by
*inheriting it; and

(b) none of subsections (1) to (2B} applies; and

(c) the entity from whom you inherited the interest, unit or lease
(the deceased) acquired it on or after 1 July 2000;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:

(d) if you know what was the consideration for the supply of the
interest, unit or lease to the deceased and you choose to use
that consideration to work out the margin for the supply—
that consideration; or

(e) if paragraph (d) does not apply—an *approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as at the day on which the deceased
acquired it,

ft

Margin for supply of real property acquired from associate

() If:

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question from an
entity who was your *associate at the titne of the acquisition;
and

(b) none of the other subsections of this section apply;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:
(c) if your acquisition was made before 1 July 2000—an
“approved valuation of the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July
i 2000; or
(d) if your acquisition was made on or after 1 July 2000—the
*GST inclusive market value of the interest, unit or lease at
the time of the acquisition.

(8) Subsection (7) applies to an acquisition through a supply made by:
(a) 2 *GST branch; or

22 Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Measures No, 2) Act 2005 No. 78, 2005
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(b) a*non-profit sub-entity; or
{c) a "government entity of a kind referred to in section 72-95 or
72-100;
ag if Subdivision 72-D affected the operation of subsection (7) in
the same way that it affects the operation of Division 72,

75-12 Working out margins to take into account failare to pay full
consideration

In working out the “margin for a *taxable supply of *real property
you make (the later supply), if:
(a) you had acquired the interest, unit or lease in question
through a supply (the earlier supply); and
(b) the *consideration for:

(1) if your acquisition was not an acquisition from a
*member of a *GST group of which you were also a
member at the time of the acquisition—the earlier
supply; or

(ii) if your acquisition was such an acquisition—the last
supply of the interest, unit or lease at a time when the
supplier of that last supply was not, but the *recipient of
that last supply was, a member of the GST group;

had not been paid in full at the time of the later supply;
treat the amount of the consideration as having been reduced by the
amount of unpaid consideration referred to in paragraph (b).

Note: If you subsequently pay more of the consideration for the eerlier
supply, you may have a decreasing adjustment: see section 75-27.

75-13 Working out margins to take into account supplies to
associates

In working out the “margin for a “taxable supply of “real property
you make to an entity who is your *associate at the time of the
supply, treat the *consideration for the supply as if it were the same
as the *GST inchisive market value of the interest, unit or lease at
the time of the supply.
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75-14 Consideration for acquisition of real property not to include
cost of improvements etc,

(1) To avoid doubt, in working out the *consideration for an
acquisition for the purposes of applying the *margin scheme to a
“taxable supply of "real property, disregard:

(a) the cost or value of any other acquisitions that have been
made by you, or any work that has been performed, in
relation to the real property; and

(b) the cost or value of any other acquisitions that are infended to
be made by you, or any work that is intended to be
performed, in relation to the real property after its
acquisition;

including acquisitions or work connected with bringing into
existence the interest, unit or lease supplied.

(2) This section does not affect what constitutes *consideration for a
purpose not connected with applying the *margin scheme.

17 Section 75-15
Omit “section 75-107, insert “sections 75-10 to 75-14”,

18 After section 75-20
Insert:

75-22 Increasing adjustment relating to input tax credit entitlement

(1) You have an increasing adjustment if:
(8) you make a *taxable supply of *real property under the
*margin scheme; and
(b) an acquisition that you made of part of the interest, unit or
lease in question was made through a supply that was
“ineligible for the margin scheme; and
{¢) you were, or are, entitled to an input tax credit for the
acquisition,
The amount of the increasing adjustment is an amount equal o the
“previously attributed input tax credit amount for the acquisition.

(2) You have an increasing adjustment if:
(a) you make a *taxable supply of *real property under the
*margin scheme; and
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(b) you acquired all or part of the interest, unit or lease in
question by inheriting it; and
{c) the entity from whom you inherited (the deceased) had
acquired part of the interest, unit or lease that you inherited
through a supply that was *ineligible for the margin scheme;
and
(d) the deceased was entitled to an input tax credit for that
acquisition.
The amount of the increasing adjustment is an amount equal to the
*previously attributed input tax credit amount for the acquisition.

19 After section 75-25
Insert;

75-27 Decreasing adjustment for later payment of consideration

(1) You have a decreasing adjustment if;
(a) section 75-12 applied to working out the *margin for a
*taxable supply of “real property that you made; and

(b) after you made the supply, a further amount of the
*consideration was paid for the eatlier supply referred to in
that section.

(2) The amount of the decreasing adjustment is an amount equal to 1/11
of the further amount of the *consideration paid.

20 At the end of Division 75
Add:

75-35 Approved valuations

(1) The Commissioner may, by legislative instrument, determine in
writing requirements for making valuations for the purposes of this
Division.

(2) A valuation made in accordance with those requirements is an
approved valuation.

21 Savings provision—determinations under paragraph
75-10(3)(b)
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A determination by the Commissioner, for the purposes of paragraph
75-10(3)(b) of the A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act
1999, that was in force immediately before the commencement of this
Schedule:
(a) continues in force on that commencement as if it had been
made under section 75-35 of that Act as amended by this
Act; and
(b) may be revoked or amended by the Commissioner in the
same way as a determination under section 75-35.

22 Section 195-1
Insert:

approved valuation has the meaning given by subsection 75-35(2),

23 Section 195-1 (note at the end of the definition of
consideration)

After “sections”, insert “75-12, 75-13, 75-14,”.

24 Section 1951 (after table item 4 of the definition of
decreasing adjustment)
Insert:

4AA Section 75-27 Payments of further consideration for
supplies relating to supplies of *real
property under the *margin scheme

25 Section 195-1 (after table item 4 of the definition of
increasing adjustment)

Insert:

4AAA  Section 75-22 Input tax credit entitlements for
acquisitions relating to supplies of *real
property under the *margin scheme

26 Section 195-1
Insert:

ineligible for the margin scheme has the meaning given by
subsections 75-5(3) and (4).

26A Section 195-1

26 Tax Laws Amendment {2005 Measures No. 2) det 2005 No. 78, 2005
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Insert:

inherit; you inherit a frechold inferest in land, a stratum unit ora
long-term lease if you become an owner of the interest, unit or
lease:
(a) under the will of a deceased person, or that will as varied by
a court order; or
(b) by operation of an intestacy law, or such a law as varied by a
court order; or
(¢) because it is appropriated to you by the legal personal
representative of a deceased person in satisfaction of a
pecuniary legacy or some other interest or share in the
deceased person’s estate; or
(d) under a deed of arrangement ift
(i} you entered into the deed to settle a claim to participate
in the distribution of the deceased person’s estate; and
(ii) any *consideration given by you for the interest, unit or
lease consisted only of the variation or waiver of a claim
to one or more other assets that formed part of the
estate,

27 Section 195-1 (definition of margin)
Omit “subsection 75-10(2)", substitute “sections 75-10 and 75-117,

27A Section 195-1 (definition of margin scheme)

Omit “you choose, under section 75-5, to use the margin scheme in
working out the amount of GST on the supply”, substitute “subsection
75-5(1) applies™. .

Taxation Administration Act 1953

27B Subsection 62(2) (after table ifem 37A)
Insert:

37AA  refusing to allow, or allowing, & further period patagraph 75-5(1A)(b)
within which to make an agreement that the margin
scheme is to apply

'

28 Application

Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Measures No. 2) Act 2005 No. 78, 2005 a7
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(1)

@

3)

The amendments made by this Schedule (other than items 3 to 7, 9 and
10) apply, and are taken to have applied, in relation to supplies made on
or after the day the Bill for this Act was introduced into the Parliament.

The amendments made by items 3 to 7 apply, and are taken to have
applied, in relation to adjustments arising under Division 129 of the 4
New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999 on or after the day
the Bill for this Act was introduced into the Parliament.

The amendments made by items 9 and 10 apply only in relation to
supplies that:
(a) are made under contracts entered into on or afier the day on
which this Act receives the Royal Assent; and
(b) are not made pursuant to rights or options granted before that
day,

28
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2 Commencement

This Act commences on the day on which it receives the Royal
Assent.

3 Schedule(s)

Bach Act that is specified in a Schedule to this Act is amended or
repealed as set out in the applicable items in the Schedule
concerned, and any other item in a Schedule to this Act has effect
according to its terms.

2 Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No. 5) Act 2008 No. 143, 2008
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Schedule 1—Goods and services tax and real
property

A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999

1 After subsection 75-5(1A)
Insert:

(1B) A supply that you make to your *associate is taken for the purposes
of subsection (1) to be a sale to your associate whether or not the
supply is for *consideration.

2 At the end of subsection 75-5(3)
- Add:
;or (e) it is a supply in relation to which all of the following apply:
(1) you acquired the inferest, unit or lease from an entity as,
or as part of, a “supply of a going concern to you that
was *GST-free under Subdivision 38-J;
(i) the entity was "registered or *required to be registered,

at the time of the acquisition;

(iii) the entity had acquired the entire interest, unit or lease
through a taxable supply on which the GST was worked
out without applying the margin scheme; or

(f) it is a supply in relation to which all of the following apply:
(i) you ecquired the interest, unit or [ease from an entity as,
or as part of, a supply to you that was GST-free under
Subdivision 38-O;

(ii) the entity was registered or required to be registered, at
the time of the acquisition; :

(iii) the entity had acquired the entire interest, unit or lease

(- through a taxable supply on which the GST was worked
L) out without applying the margin scheme; or
(g) itis a supply in relation to which all of the following apply:
(i) you acquired the interest, unit or leage from an entity
who was your "associate, and who was registered or
required to be registered, at the time of the acquisition;

Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No. 5) Act 2008 No. 145, 2008 3
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(i} the acquisition from your associate was without
*consideration;
(i) the supply by your associate was not a taxable supply;
(iv) your associate made the supply in the course or
furtherance of an *enterprise that your associate *carried
on;
(v) your associate had acquired the entire interest, unit or
lease through a taxable supply on which the GST was
worked out without applying the margin scheme.

3 After subsection 75-5(3)
Insert;

(34A) Subparagraphs (3)(g)(iii) and (iv) do not apply if the acquisition
from your *associate was not by means of a supply by your
associate.

4 After subsection 75-11(4)
Insert:

Margin for supply of veal property acquired as a GST-fiee going
concern ov as GST-free farm land

(5) It
{a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question from an
entity as, or as part of:
(i) a *supply of a going concern to you that was "GST-fres
under Subdivision 38-J; or
(i) asupply to you that was GST-free under
Subdivision 38-0; and
{b) the entity was *registered or *required to be registered, at the
time of the acquisition; and
{(c) none of subsections (1) to (4) applies;
the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:
(d) if that entity had acquired the interest, unit or lease before
I July 2000 and on that day was registered or required to be
registered;

4 Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No. 5) Act 2008 No. 1435, 2008




Goods and services tax and real property Schedule 1

(i) if you choose to apply an *approved valuation to work
out the margin for the supply—an approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July 2000; or

(ii) if subparagraph (i) does not apply—the *GST inclusive
market value of the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July
2000; or

(e) if that entity had acquired the interest, unit or lease on or after
1 July 2000 and had been registered or required to be
registered at the time of the acquisition:

(i) ifthe entity’s acquisition was for consideration and you
choose ta apply an approved valuation to work out the
margin for the supply-—an approved valuation of the
interest, unit or lease as at the day on which the entity
had acquired it; or

(if) if the entity’s acquisition was for consideration and
subparagraph (i) does not apply--that consideration; or
(it1) if the entity’s acquisition was without consideration—
the GST inclusive market value of the interest, unit or
lease as at the time of the acquisition; or
(f) if that entity had not been registered or required to be
registered at the time of the entity’s acquisition of the
interest, unit or lease (and paragraph (d) does not apply):

(i) if you choose to apply an approved valuation to work
out the margin for the supply—an approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as at the first day on which the
entity was registered or required to be rogistered; or

(if) if subparagraph (i) does not apply—the GST inclusive
market value of the interest, unit or lease as at that day.

Margin for supply of real property acquired from associate

(6) If:

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question from an
entity who was your *associate, and who was “registered or
*required to be registered, at the time of the acquisition; and

(b) the acquisition from your associate was without
*consideration; and

{c) the supply by your associate was not a “taxable supply; and

(d) your associate made the supply in the course or furtherance
of an *enterprise that your associate *carried on; and

Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No, 5) Act 2008 No. 145, 2008 5
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(e) none of subsections (1) to (5) applies;
the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
consideration for the supply exceeds:

(f) if your associate had acquired the interest, unit or lease
before I July 2000 and on that day was registered or required
to be registered:

(i) if you choose to apply an *approved valuation to work
out the margin for the supply—an approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July 2000; or

(i) if subparagraph (i) does not apply—the *GST inclusive
market value of the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July
2000; or

(g) if your associate had acquired the interest, unit or lease on or
after 1 July 2000 and had been registered or required to be
registered at the time of the acquisition:

(i) if your associate’s acquisition was for consideration and
you choose to apply an approved valuation to work out
the margin for the supply-—an approved valuation of the
interest, unit or lease as at the day on which your
associate had acquired it; or

(if) if your associate’s acquisition was for consideration and

subparagraph (i) does not apply—that consideration; or

(iii) if your associate’s acquisition was without
consideration—the GST inclusive market value of the
interest, unit or lease at the time of the acquisition; or

(h) if your associate had not been registered or required to be

registered at the time of your associate’s acquisition of the

ititerest, unit or lease (and paragraph (f) does not apply):

(i) if you choose to apply an approved valuation to work
out the margin for the supply—an approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as at the first day on which the
entity was registered or required to be registered; or

(ii) if subparagraph (i) does not apply—the GST inclusive
market value of the interest, unit or lease as at that day.

(6A) Paragraphs (6)(c) and (d) do not apply if the acquisition from your
*associate was not by means of a supply by your associate.

(6B) To avoid doubt, you cannot be taken, for the purposes of
paragraph (5)(©) or (6)(h), to be *registered or *required to be
registered on a day earlier than 1 July 2000.

& Teace Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No, 5) Act 2008 No. 145, 2008
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5 Subsection 75-11(7) (heading)
Repeal the heading,

6 Subsection 75-11(8)
Omit “Subsection (7Y, substitute “Subsection (6) or (7).

7 Subsection 75-11(8)
Omit “subsection (7), substitute “that subsection”.

8 Section 75-13

After “for the supply”, insert “(whether or not the supply was for
consideration)”.

9 After section 75-15
Insert;

75-16 Margins for supplies of real property acquired through
several acquisitions

1) 18
{(a) you make a “taxable supply of *real property under the
“margin scheme; and

(b) the interest, unit or lease in question is one that you acquired
through 2 or more acquisitions (partial acquisitions); and

{c) one of the following provisions (a margin provision) applies
in relation to such a partial acquisition, or would so apply if

the partial acquisition had been an acquisition of the whole of

the interest, unit or lease:
(i) section 75-10;

(ii) subsection 75-11(1), (2), (24), (2B), (3), (4), (5), (6) or

(7,

the margin provision applies, in working out the margin for the
supply you make, only to the extent that the supply is connected to

the partial acquisition,

(2) The application of a margin provision in relation to one of the

partial acquisitions docs nof prevent that margin provision or a
different margin provision applying in relation to another of the

partial acquisitions.

Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No, 5) det 2008 No. 145, 2008
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10 Afthe end of section 75-22
Add:

(3) You have an increasing adfustment if;

(a) you make a *taxable supply of *real property under the
*margin scheme; and

(b) an acquisition that you made of part of the interest, unit or
lease in question was made through a supply that was
*ineligible for the margin scheme because of paragraph
75-5(3)(e), () or (g); and

(c) the entity from whom you made the acquisition had been
entitled to an input tax credit for its acquisition.

(4} You have an increasing adinstment if:
(2) you make a "taxable supply of *real property under the
*margin scheme; and
(b) the acquisition that you made of the interest, unit or lease in
question:
(i) was made through a supply that was *GST-{free under
Subdivision 38-J or Subdivision 38-0; or
(ii) was made through a supply (other than a taxable supply)
from your *associate without *consideration and in the
course or furtherance of an *enterprise that your
associate “carried on; or
(iii) was made from your associate but not by means of a
supply from your associate; and
(c} the entity from whom you acquired the interest, unit or lease:
(i) acquired part of the interest, unit or lease through a
supply that would have been “ineligible for the margin
scheme if it had been a supply of the whole of the
interest, unit or lease; and
(i) had been entitled to an input tax credit for its
acquisition; and
(i) was "registered or "requited to be registered, at the time
of your acquisition of the interest, unit or lease.

(5) The amount of the *increasing adjustment under subsection (3) or
(4) is an amount equal to /11 of:
(a) if you choose to apply an *approved valuation to work out the
amount——an approved valuation of the part of the interest,

Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No. 5) det 2008 No. 145, 2008
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unit or lease referred to in paragraph (3)(b) or
subparagraph (4)(c)(i) as at the day on which the entity had
acquired it; or

(b) otherwise—the “consideration for the entity’s acquisition of
that part of the interest, unit or lease,

11 At the end of section 165-5
Add:

Creating circumstances or states of affairs

(3) A *GST benefit that the avoider gets or got from a *scheme is not
taken, for the purposes of paragraph (1)(b), to be attributable to a
choice, election, application or agreement of a kind referred to in
that paragraph if:

{a) the scheme, or part of the scheme, was entered into or-carried
out for the sole or dominant purpose of creating a
circumstance or state of affairs; and

{(b) the existence of the circumstance or state of affairs is
necessary to enable the choice, election, application or
agreement to be made,

12 Section 195-1 (definition of margin)
Ormit “and 75-117, substitute %, 75-11 and 75-16,

13 Apblication

1) The amendments made by items 1 to 10 and 12 of this Schedule apply
in relation to supplies that are supplies of things that the supplier
acquired through a new supply to the supplier.

(@) Division 75 of the £ New Tax Svstem (Goods and Services Tax) det
1999 as in force imamediately before the commencement of this
Schedule continues to apply in relation to supplies that are not supplies
of things that the supplier acquired through a new supply to the
supplier.

(3) The amendment made by item 11 of this Schedule applies in relation to
choices, elections, applications and agreements made on or after the
commencement of this Schedule.

(4)  Inthis item:

Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No. 5) Act 2008 No. 145, 2008 9
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new supply means a supply that:
(a) is made on or after the commencement of this Schedule; and
{(b) is not made:
(i) under a written agreement entered into before that
commencement, or
(ii) pursuant to a right or option granted before that
cominencement;
that specifies in writing the consideration, or 2 way of
working out the consideration, for the supply.

10 Tax Laws Amendment (2008 Measures No. 5) Act 2008 No. 143, 2008
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Glossary

The following abbreviations and acronyms are used throughout this

explanatory memorandum,
Abbreviation Definition

ADIs authorised deposit-taking institutions

AEST Australian Eastern Standard Time

ATFRS Adustralion equivalents to International
Financial Reporting Standards

Commissioner Commissioner of Taxation

Corporations Act Corporations det 2001

FBT fringe benefits tax

FBTAA 1986 Fringe Renefits Tax Assessment Act 1986

GST goods and services fax

GST Act A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax)
Act 1999

ITAA 1936 Income Tax Assessment Act 1936

1TAA 1997 Income Tax Assessment Act 1997

IWT interest withholding tax

NA4B case National Austratia Bank Lid v FC of
793 ATC 4914




Chapter 7

GST and the sale of real property —
integrity measure

Outline of chapter

1.1 Schedule 1 to this Bill amends the A New Tax System (Goods
and Services Tox) Aet 1999 (GST Act) to maintain the integrity of the
goods and services tax (GST) tax base by ensuring that the interaction
between the margin scheme provisions (see paragraph 1.4) and the going
concern, farmland and associates provisions does not allow property sales
to be structured in a way that resulis in GST not applying to the value
added to real property on or after 1 July 2000 by an entity registered or
required to be registered for GST.

1.2 These amendments:

+ ensure that where the margin scheme is used after certain
GST-free or non-taxable supplies, the value added by the
registered entity which made that supply is included in
determining the GST subsequently payable under the margin
scheme;

¢+ ensure that eligibility to use the margin scheme cannot be
reinstated by interposing a GST-free or non-taxable supply;
and

+ confirm that the GST general anti-avoidance provisions can
apply to contrived arrangements entered Into to avoid GST.

Context of amendments

1.3 (ST is intended to be payable on the value added, including
capital appreciation, to real property on or afier 1 July 2000 (the date that
GST commenced) by an entity registered for GST.

1.4 For real property, special rules exist that allow taxpayers an
alternative means of calculating GST. These rules are known as the
margin scheme.

1
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1.5 As a result, under the GST Act, registered businesses can
calculate GST payable on supplies of new residential property or
commercial property under the basic rules (GST is 1/11th of the
GST-inclusive price) or, subject to certain conditions, under the margin
scheme (GST is 1/11th of the margin).

1.6 The margin scheme was designed to ensure that GST is payable
only on the incremental value added to land by each registered party in &
series of transactions, The margin scheme is generally used for new
residential property developments.

1.7 Under the margin scheme GST is generally payable only on the
value added to property on or after 1 July 2000. It levies GST only on the
margin by which the value of the property increases each time it is sold by
a registered entity on or after 1 July 2000.

1.8 Ordinarily, the margin is calculated as the difference between
the sale price of the property, and the consideration paid for its
acquisition. However, where the property was acquired before

1 July 2000, an approved valuation as at 1 July 2000 may be used. This
ensures that the property’s value prior to the introduction of the GST is
not taxed,

19 Purchasers of real property supplied under the margin scheme
are not entitled to claim input tax credits for GST remitted by the supplier.
This ensures that each registered supplier in a series of transactions remits
the GST applicable to the value added by them. To ensure that the full
amount of GST is payable, the margin scheme does not apply where the
property has been acquired under the basic rules for the calculation of tax
payable, as an input tax credit would generally have been claimed on the
purchase of the property (and GST would effectively not have been
collected).

1.10 However, an entity that would otherwise be prevented from
applying the margin scheme, on the basis that it acquired the property as a
taxable supply under the basic rules, can reinstate eligibility for the
margin scheme by interposing certain GST-free or non-taxable supplies
prior to selling the property under the margin scheme.

1.1 This arises generally where property has been acquired as a
GST-free or non-taxable supply and the margin scheme is available o
calculate the GST payable on a subsequent supply of the property, In
these circumstances there is no requirement to take into account whether
the sale before the GST-free or non-taxable supply would have been
eligible for the margin scheme.

12




GST and the sale of veal property — integrity measure

1.12 These amendments aim to ensure that an otherwise ineligible
supply cannot become ‘re-eligible’ for supply under the margin scheme as
a result of interposing certain GST-free or non-taxable supplies.

1.13 The interaction of the margin scheme provisions (Division 75)
of the GST Act with certain other provisions - such as the going concern
(Subdivision 38-J) and farmland (Subdivision 38-O) provisions —- has
resulted in GST not being applied to the full margin of value added to real
property within the GST system. Similarly, GST is not calculated on the
full margin of value added when real property has been acquired from an
agsociate for no consideration.

1,14 This occurs because, under the margin scheme provigions, GST
is only paid on the value added by the supplier of a taxable supply of real
property. However, real property may be acquired GST-free under the
going concern or farmland provisions, or acquired from a registered
associate without consideration, When it is later sold under the margin
scheme, GST would not have been applied to the full value added while
the property was in the GST systen.

1.15 The GST-free treatment assigned to going concerns

(under section 38-325) and farmland (under section 38-480) is not
granted with a view to removing value added by the supplier from the
tax base. Rather it is to relieve the recipient of the burden of obtaining
additional funds to cover the GST included in the price of a going
concern, when ordinarily they would be able to claim an input tax credit,

1.16 However, where such a GST-free supply includes real property
that is later sold under the margin scheme, the efféct is that the value
added to the real property before the GST-free supply is excluded for GST
purposes. This is contrary to the policy intent that GST be collected on
the value added to real property by registered owners on or after

1 Jaly 2000. This deficiency arises irrespective of whether an entity is
motivated by a desire to avoid tax.

1.17 These amendments aim to ensure the appropriate amount of
GST is collected on supplies of real property consistent with the policy
intent of the GST system.

1.18 These amendments will also remove an unintended outcome that
was created by the Tax Laws Amendment (2005 Measures No. 2)

Act 2005, A technical deficiency in this amendment allowed an entity to
eliminate or substantially reduce the amount of GST payable on a sale of
real property it intended to make to a third party, by first supplying the
property to a registered associate for no consideration. This supply would
nof atfract any GST, The associated entity would then supply the property
to a third party under the margin scheme, paying GST on a margin that

3
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would be much less than the margin that the original entity would have
faced,

1.19 The general anti-avoidance provisions in the GST law provide
the Commissioner of Taxation (Commissioner) with broad powers to
cancel GST benefits that arise from contrived schemes.

1.20 The GST general anti-avoidance provisions may only operate if
the GST benefit obtained from a scheme is not atiributable to the making
of a choice, ¢lection, application or agreement that is expressly provided
by the GST law. These amendments will ensure that a GST benefit is not
attributable to the making of a choice, election, application or agreement
if the scheme was entered into for the sole or dominant purpose of
creating a circumstance or state of affairs necessary to enable the choice,
election, application or agreement to be made.

1.21 This measure will apply prospectively so that arrangéments
already entered into will not be impacted.

Summary of new law

1.22 Schedule 1 ensures that a supply that is ineligible for the margin
scheme continues to be ineligible for the margin scheme after it is
suppiied as part of a GST-free sale of a going concern, as GST-free
farmland, or it is supplied to a registered associate for no consideration.

1.23 This is achieved by specifying that a supply is ineligible for the
margin scheme if the previous supplier acquired the entire interest through
a taxable supply on which the GST was worked out without applying the
margin scheme, This limited eligibility applies to supplies that are
supplies of things that the supplier acquired through a new supply to the
supplier.

1.24 This Schedule also provides that where real property is acquired
GST-free as part of a going concern, GST-free farmland, or from a
registered associate for no consideration, the calculation of GST on the
subsequent sale of that property under the margin scheme should also
account for the value added by the previous owner, The new calculation
rules apply to supplies that are supplies of things that the supplier acquired
through a new supply 1o the supplier.

1.25 New supplies are supplies made on or after the commencement
of this Bill and are not made under a written agreement entered into
before commencement or pursuant to a right or option granted before

14




GST and the sale of real property — integrily measure

commencement, where consideration or a way of working out the

consideration is specified.

1.26

Finally, this Schedule amends the GST general anti-avoidance

provisions to avoid any doubt that those provisions can apply to schemes
that were entered into with the sole or dominant purpose of creating a
circumstance or state of affairs that enable a choice, election application
or agreement to be made that gives rise to a GST benefit.

1.27

This provision brings the GST general anti-avoidance provisions

into line with similar provisions for income tax. These amendments apply
to a choice, election, application or agreement made on or after the

commencement of this Bill.

Comparison of key features of new [aw and current law

New law

Current law

A supply of real property continues to
be ineligible for the margin scheme if
the previous supplier acquired the
entire interest through a supply that
was ineligible for the margin scheme.

Eligibility to sell a property under the
margin schetne can be reinstated by
interposing a GST-free supply of a
going concern or farmland or a
supply from an associate for no
consideration prior to selling the
property under the margin scheme.

A registered entity that supplies real
property in the course or furtherance
of its enterprise, as part of a GST-free
going concern, as GST-free farmland,
or as a non-taxable supply to a
registered associate for no
consideration does not pay GST on its
value added. However, if the entity
that acquires the real property later
sells it under the margin scheme, it
pays GST both on its own value
added, and the value added to the
property by the registered entity from
which it acquired the property.

A registered entity that supplies real
property as part of a GST-free going
concern, as GST-free farmland, or as
a non-taxable supply to a registered
associate for no consideration does
not pay G8T on its value added. H
the entity that acquires the real
property later sells it under the
margin scheme, it only pays GST on
its own value added in these
circumstances, The value added by
the entity from which it acquired the
property is not taxed.
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New law Current law
A GST benefit is not aftributable to The GST genetal anti-avoidance
the making of a choice, election, provisions may only operate if the
application or agreement if the GST benefit obtained from a scheme
scheme was entered into for the sole | is not attributable to the making of a
or dominant purpose of creating & choice, election, application or
circumstance or state of affairs agresment that is expressly provided
necessary to enable the choice, by the GST law.
election, application or agreement to
be made.

Detailed expianation of new law

1.28 GST cannot be minimised by interposing certain GST-free or
non-taxable supplies prior to a sale under the margin scheme. Tt is
necessary to look through certain GST-free sales or non-taxable supplies
when determining how to apply the margin scheme,

Eligibility for the margin scheme

1.29 A supply is ineligible for the margin scheme if it was purchased
under the basic rules (ie, nof using the margin scheme). This is because
the purchaser would already have been entitled to claim an input tax
credit, and should not be entitled to further relief under the margin
scheme. This principle should apply whether or not there has been an
interposed GST-free sale or non-taxable supply (of the kind to wh10h
these amendments apply).

1.30 A supply of real property that would have been ineligible for the
margin scheme, cannot become re-eligible for the margin scheme because
it was acquired as part of a GST-free going concern or as GST-free
farmland or from an associate for no consideration. fSehedule 1, item 2/

1.31 This reflects the same freatment that applies to real property that
has been inherited from a deceased person (paragraph 75-5(3)(b) of the
GST Act), supplied from & member of a GST group (paragraph 75-5(3)(c)
of the GST Act) or from a joint venture partner (paragraph 75-5(3)(d) of
the GST Act). However, one main difference between the new eligibility

provisions and the current provisions is that the new provisions only

require an entity to look back through one transaction to determine
eligibility.

1.32 It is recognised that limiting the Jook through test to determine
eligibility to the preceding acquisition may enable eligibility for the
margin scheme to be reinstated in instances where a sale of property made

16




' '
pa—

GST and the sale of real property — integrity measiye

under the basic rules is followed by two or more interposed GST-free
sales of a going concern or farmland or two or more interposed sales from
an associate for no consideration. However, limiting the requirement to
look through one transaction seeks to achieve a balance between the risks
to revenue and the complexity and compliance costs that would be
involved in tracing back through a number of transactions between
unrelated parties.

1.33 The general anti-avoidance provisions may be applied to
contrived arrangements that seek to benefit from the opportunity to
reinstate eligibility for the margin scheme by, for example, artificially
interposing two or more GST-free sales before a supply under the margin
scheme,

1.34 It is also recognised that an acquisition from an associate

may not be by means of a supply, for example, some acquisitions

by government entities may be made without a supply.

New subsection 75-5(3A) specifies that the requirements in
subparagraphs 75-5(g)(iii) and (iv) will not apply where the acquisition
by an associate for no consideration is not by means of a supply. This
means that new paragraph 75-5(3)(g) will also apply where property

is acquired for no consideration from an associate regardless of whether
the associate makes a supply. fSchedule 1, item 3]

Example 1.1: Ineligibility for the margin scheme following supply of
going concern

A is registered for GST, and held vacant land before 1 July 2000. A
sells the property to B, a property developer who is also registeraed for
GST. This sale is made under the basic mles. A and B do not use the
margin scheme, because B wishes to be eligible to claim an input tax
credit on the purchase,

B begins construction of a unit complex on the vacant land. Before
completing construction, B seils the partly constructed unit
development to C, along with the necessary arrangements for C to
carry on its conistruction. B and C have agreed that this is a supply of a
going concern, Therefore B does not remit GST, nor is C entitled to an
input tax credit.

C finishes the development, and sells a unit to D, who is a private
individual not registered for GST. This is a taxable supply of new
residential premises. C cannot make the sale to I under the margin
schetne, because B acquired the property under the basic rules, and
would therefore also have been ineligible to apply the margin scheme,
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Exaraple 1.2: Ineligibility for the margin scheme following supply to
a registered associate for no consideration

Kit Holdings is registered for GST. It acquires land in Sandy Bay
under the basic rules. Later, Kit Holdings transfers the land for no
consideration to an associated company, Kit Homes. When Kit Homes
sells the land, it will be insligible to use the margin scheme.

Alternatively, if Kit Holdings had acquired the land under the margin
scheme, then the GST payable on the sale by Kit Homes could have
been calculated under the basic rules or under the margin scheme,

Eligibility and partial supplies

1.35 Under existing subsection 75-5(2), where real property is
acquired partly through a supply that is ineligible for the margin scheme,
and partly through a supply that is eligible for the margin scheme, the
margin scheme can be used for the subsequent supply. However, in these
circumstances, the existing section 75-22 requires an increasing
adjustment, reflecting the input tax credit entitlement for that part of the
acquisition that is ineligible for the margin scheme.

1.36 Subsection 75-22(1) does not apply in relation to the scenarios
described in new paragraphs 75-5(3)(e) to (g) as the supplier in these
circumstances is not entitled to an input tax credit for the acquisition.
Instead, it is the previous supplier that had the input tax credit entitlement.

1.37 Similarly, subsection 75-22(1) does not apply where property is
supplied GST-free as part of a going concern or GST-free farmland oras a
non-taxable supply 10 a registered associate for no consideration, where
the entity making the GST-free or non-taxable supply acquired part of the
property through a supply that was ineligible for the margin scheme.

1.38 For an increasing adjustment to apply in these circumstances,
new subsections 75-22(3) and (4) have been inserted. [Schedule 1, item 10f

1.39 New subsection 75-22(5) specifies the amount of the increasing
adjustment. In recognition that there may be difficulties for the supplier
in obtaining the information to determine the input tax credits to which the
previous supplier was entitled, the provision allows an adjustment to be
calculated using an approved valuation,

1.40 Where an entity choeses to use an approved valuation, the
amount of the increasing adjustment is equal to 1/11th of an approved
valnation of the part of the real property that either, was ineligible for the
margin scheme, or would have been ineligible for the margin scheme at
the time of the previous supplier’s acquisition. Alternatively, the
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increasing adjustment will be 1/11th of the consideration provided by the
previous supplier to acquire that part of the real property. [Schedule !,
iters 10]

Calculating the margin for a supply of real property after certain GST-free
or non-taxable supplies

1.41 Where property has been supplied GST-free as part of a going
concern, as GST-free farmland, or as a non-taxable supply to & registered
agsociate for no consideration, the entity making the GST-free or
non-taxable supply does not have a GST liability for the value they have
added to the property. Instead, the calculation of the margin on a
subsequent sale of such properties under the margin scheme only takes
into account the value added by the supplier under the margin scheme,

142 The approach is to look through the prior GST-free sale or
non-taxable supply in order to calculate the margin for supplies of
property under the margin scheme. The margin is based on the
consideration paid by the previous entity for their acquisition, orona
valuation of the property when the previous entity acquired the property
or first become registered on or after 1 July 2000. In this way, the overall
GST liebility cannot be reduced by resefting the margin by way of a
GST-free supply or a non-taxable supply to a registered associate for no
consideration, [Sekedule 1, item 4]

1.43 As stated, a valuation of a property may be required in order to
calculate the margin. In particular, where an entity acquired land before
1 July 2000 and was required to be registered for GST at the
commencement of GST, a 1 July 2000 valuation applies for the purposes
of determining the margin,

1.44 Where an entity acquired real property on or after 1 July 2000
and was registered at the time of acquisition, a vaination of the property at
the time of acquisition or the consideration for the acquisition may be
used for the purposes of determining the matgin.

145 Where real property is acquired by an entity on or after

1 July 2000 and the entity was not registered or required to be registered
for GST at the time of acquisition, the value of the property at the time
that the entity is first registered or required to be registered applies for the
purposes of determining the margin.

1.46 New subsection 75-11(64) recognises that an acquisition from
an associate may not be by means of a supply, for example some
acquisitions by government entities may be made without a supply.
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Example 1.3: Calculation of the margin following a GST-free sale

A is registered for GST, and held land before 1 July 2000 valued at
$110,600. A selis the land to B for $165,000, The margin scheme is
apphed to this sale. A’s GST liability is based on A's value added.

B begins operating an enterprise of construction and sale of a unit
complex, and later sells the construction site as part of a going concern
to C. Becauso B and C agree to treat the supply as a GST-free going
concern, B pays no GST on the sale price of $440,000 for the site.

By interposing a GST-free sale, the tax on B’s value added becomes
payable on C's sale. This potential tax liability was contemplated by
the parties when they negotiated the GST-free sale price. At the time
of the G8T-free sale, C could ensure that the necessary documentation
evidencing B’s acquisition price of the real property was obtained,

C completes the construction and sells it to D for $495,000, applying
the margin scheme. In calculating the margin for the sale, C subtracts
B’s acquisition price of $165,000 from C’s final sale price of
$495,000, This results in a margin of $330,000 for this supply. C pays
$30,000 in GST to the Australian Taxation Office.

This is equivalent to the outcome that would have been obtained had B
sold the property to C under the margin scheme. In this case B would
have paid GST of $25,000, based on B’s margin of $275,000
($440,000 — $165,000). C would have paid §5,000 GST, based on
C’s margin of $55,000 ($495,000 ~ $440,000). The total GST
collection from B and C would stiil have been $30,000,
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Example 1.4: Calculation of the margin following supply to a
registered associate for no consideration

A is registered for GST, and held land before 1 July 2000 valued at
$110,000. A begins construction of a unit complex on the land, The
property is transferred to its associate B, for no consideration. A is not
liable to pay any GST on the transfer because B is registered for GST
and acquires the property solsly for a creditable purpose. The market
value of the property at the time of the transfer is $440,000.

B completes construction, and sells new residential premises to C for
$495,000, under the margin scheme. The margin for this sale
includes the valee added by B of $55,000 ($495,000 — $440,000) as
well as the value added by A on or after 1 July 2000 of $330,000
($440,000 -~ $110,000). The total margin is therefore $385,000
($495,000 — $110,000), upon which $35,000 GST is payable,

This is equivalent to the outcome that would have been cbtained had A
sold the property to B under the margin scheme for its market value of
$440,000. In this case A would have paid GST of $30,000, being
1/11th of A’s value added of $330,000. B would then have paid onfy
$5,000 GST based on B's value added of $55,000. The total GST
collection would still have been $35,000.
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Example 1.5: GST-free farmland

Jack ig a farmer who is registered for GST. Jack owned property near
Bendigo valued at $440,000 on 1 July 2000, Jack farms sheep on this
land until 2010, when he sells the iand to Toby for $550,000, another
farmer who is registered for GST. Because Toby intends that a
farming business be carried on, on the land Jack’s supply to Toby is
GST-free.

Toby is later approached by a develaper that offers to buy the land in
order to build residential premises, If Toby sells the property under the
margin scheme, the margin would be the difference between the sale
price and the value of the property as at 1 July 2000, Toby would have
to remit GST on this margin, but the purchaser would not be entitled to
an input tax credit.

Example 1.6: Land acquired on or after 1 July 2000 by an
unregistered entity, that later becomes registered for GST

Land js acquired in 2002 by an unregistered entity. In 2010, the entity
becomes registered for GST. In 2012, the property is supplied as

(38T -free farmland, then later sold under the margin scheme. The
margin for the later sale is based on an approved valuation or the
GST-inclusive market value of the property when the entity became
registered in 2010, not the consideration paid for the property in 2002,

Supplies between associates for no consideration

1.47 Division 75 applies to the sale of a frechold interest inland, a
stratum unif or granting or selling a long term lease. As a result, under the
current law, Division 75 does not apply in relation to supplies between
associates for no consideration.

1.48 To ensure that Division 75 can apply, new subsection 75-5(1B)
specifies that a supply of real property to an entity who is your associate is
taken to be a sale to your associate whether or not the supply is for
consideration, [Schedule 1, item: 1}

1.49 Existing section 75-13 applies in relation to working out the
margin for a supply to an associate. A consequential amendment is made
to section 75-13 to ensure that it applies where there is a supply between
associates for no consideration. fScheduls 1, item 8]

Calculating the margin for the supply of real property acquired through
several acquisitions

1.50 There may be circumstances where more than one of the
following provisions applies to the calculation of the margin for the
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taxable supply of real property; section 75-10 and subsections 75-11(1)
to (7). This may occur where there have been several acquisitions of real
property which may later be combined or amalgamated.

1.51 New section 75-16 specifies that where real property has been
acquired through two or more acquisitions (partial acquisitions) the
calculation of the margin under a particular provision is determined only
to the extent that the supply is connected to the partial acquisition.
[Schedule 1, item 3]

Example 1.7: The margin for supply of real property acquired
through several acquisitions

Bob acquired an interest as a GST-free supply of farmland. Bob
acquired a second interest from an voregistered vender, The two
interests are merged as part of a development and sold under the
margin scheme.

Section 75-16 provides that the calculation of the margin under
subsection 75-11(5) should only apply to the extent that the inferest
was acquired pursuant to the GST-free supply of farmland.

GST general anti-avoidance provisions

1.52 The general anti-avoidance provisions in Division 165 of the
GST Act apply to artificial or contrived schemes that are entered into or
carried out for the sole or dominant purpose of getting a GST benefit.
Through entering into or carrying out a scheme, an entity may create a
circumstance or state of affairs that is necessary to make a choics,
election, application or agreement allowed under the GST Act. In this
case, the GST benefit is not attributable to the choice, election, application
or agreement,

1.53 In particular, the provisions of this Schedule apply to tax the
value added to real property by looking back through certain GST-free ot
non-taxable supplies. However, in order to minimize complexity and
record-keeping requirements for taxpayers, the taxpayer is required only
to look back through one GST-free sale or non-taxable supply.
Taxpayers attempting to circumvent these provisions by confriving a
string of GST-free sales may be subject to the application of the GST
anti-avoidance provisions.

1.54 The reduction in the margin that arises because of the
interposition of 3 G83T-free or non-taxable supply is not attributable to, for
instance, the agreement to apply the margin scheme or that a supply is a
supply of a going concern, but rather {o the overall arrangement, including
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the interposing of the intermediate supply, of which the choice or
agreement is but one part.

1.55 Part IVA of the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 (ITAA 1936),
subparagraph 177C(2)(a)(ii) provides:

*,..the scheme was not entered into or carried out by any person for the
purpose of creating any circumstance or state of affairs the existence of
which is necessary to enable the declaration, agreement, election,
selection, choice, notice or option to be made, given or exercised, as
the case may be...”.

1.56 For the avoidance of doubt, new subsection 165-5(3)

introduces into the GST Act a concept that is already found in
subparagraph 177C(2)(a)(ii) of the ITAA 1936, so that if a GST benefit is
attributable to the making of a choice, election, application or agreement,
then consideration needs fo be given to the purpose of creating any
circumstance or state of affairs which enable such a choice, election,
application or agreement, [Schedule 1, item 11]

1.57  This exception is not limited to schemes involving real property
and the margin scheme and applies to other schemes to which the GST
general anti-avoidance provisions may apply.

1.58 Division 165 is intended to apply to artificial or contrived
schemes and not, for example, where parties merely take advantage of
concessions, such as the margin scheme and grouping provisions in
accordance with the objects of the provision.

Example 1.8: When Division 165 will not apply

A vendor and purchaser initially instruct their solicitors to draft a
contract of sale for a taxable supply. Prior to the contract being
executed the parties instruct their solicitors to amend the contract to
reflect their agreement that the supply is of a going concern.

In amending the contract, the pariies have not entered into an artificial
or contrived arrangement to obtain an unintended benefit contrary to
the object of the GST Act. They have merely taken advantage of the
concession for a supply of a going concern. There is no additional
benefit involved. Thus Division 165 does not apply.

1.59 However, where entities take steps to create a.circumstance
whete a statutory choice may be exercised, as part of an artificial or
contrived scheme to defeat the object of the GST Act or particular
provisions of the Act — such as schemes that seek to use multiple
applications of the going concern concession to avoid GST on the value
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added by registered entities — the new provision may be relevant to the
application of Division 165.

1.60 This new provision requires a conclusion to be drawn as to the
purpose of creating the requisite circumstance or state of affairs consistent
with the exception contained in Part IVA of the ITAA 1936. The purpose
must be the sole or dominant purpose. This standard limits the potential
application of the provision to those arrangements that are artificial or
contrived in nature, [Schedule 1, item 11}

Example 1.9: A string of going concern sales

A is registered for QST and acquires real property on 1 July 2008 for
$660,000. The property is acquired under the margin scheme. A
partly completes a residential development on the property. On

17 June 2009 the market value of the property is $3.3 million. IfA
were to seil this property under the margin scheme at its market value
of $3.3 million, the GST payable would be $240,000, based on A’s
margin of $2.64 million,

Instead, A transfers the property to B, as part of a G8T-free going
soncern for $3.3 million, If B were to sell the property under the
margin scheme for the same amount, the GST payable would still be
$240,000, as B is also required to account for the value added prior to
A’s supply as & GST-free going concern.

A has arranged with B to transfer the property back te them on

18 June 2009, The property is still valued at $3.3 million, However, A
is later able to sell the property to C under the margin scheme for

$3.4 million. Because A had acquired the property from B as part of 2
GS87T-free going concern, A calculates the margin based on the
difference between the final sale price ($3.4 milllon) and B's
acquisition cost (33,3 million). However, A i8 not required to look
back further, hence A’s original margin of $2.64 million is not taxed.

This transaction is brought to the attention of the Commissioner, who
seeks to apply the GST general anti-avoidance provisions. Although
the agreement to make a G8T-free supply of a poing concern is
expressly provided for by Subdivision 38-J of the GST Act, this does
not mean that any GS8T benefit received by A was attributable to the
agreement, because the agreement was but one step in the arrangement.
Also, under the amendments, the exclusion of GST benefits
attributable to agreements provided for under the Act does not apply as
the creation of the circumstances or state of affairs was for the purposs
of enabling the agreement to be made,
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Application and transitional provisions

1.6t The amendments to Division 75 relating to eligibility to apply
the margin scheme and dealing with the calculation of the margin for a
sale under the margin scheme apply in relation to supplies that are
supplies of things that the supplier acquired through a new supply to the
supplier. New supplies are supplies made on or after the commencement
of this Bill and are not made under a written agreement entered into
before commencement or pursuant to a right or option granted before
commencement, where consideration or a way of working out the
consideration is specified.

1.62 If a supply is made under a writien agreement prior to the
commencement of this Schedule, the supply of real property under that
written agreement is not affected. This means that where parties have
already entered into a written agreement that specifically identifies the
supply and identifies the consideration in money or a way of working out
the consideration in money for the supply of real property, the law ag it
stood prior to these amendments continues to stand.

1.63 The new rules apply only to parties entering into written
agreemtents on or after the commencement of this Bill, This ensures that
when negotiating the terms of a supply of real property, the parties have
the opportunity to negotiate the contract price based on any potential
liability under these provisions, and have the opportunity to obtain
evidence of consideration paid or relevant valuations.

1.64 The sale of a property that was acquired as part of a going
comcern, or from an associate, prior to the date of commencement will be
subject to the existing rules. This is illustrated in Diagram 1.1.
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Diagram 1.1: Application of Schedule 1 to the calculation of the
margin
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IfB had purchased the property from A under a written agreement
entered into before commencement, that specified in writing the
consideration or a way of working out the consideration, the existing
rules would apply. If B had similarly purchased the property from A
under a right or option granted, that specified in writing the
consideration or a way of working out the consideration for the supply
before commencement, the existing rules would appiy.

1.65 The amendments to the GST anti-avoidance provisions apply to
a choice, election, application or agreement made on or afier the
commencement of this Bill. [Schedule I, item 13]
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Consequential amendments

1.66 There are also amendments reorganising assorted headings,
notes and other things that need to be removed or changed because of the
introduction of the new provisions, [Sechedule 1, items 5 to 7 and item 12]
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The special rules Chapter 4
Speciel rules mainly about supplies and acquisitions Part 4-2
Sale of freehold interests ete. Division 75

Section 75-10

(if) the entity was registered or required to be registered, at
the time of the acquisition;

(ifi) the entity had acquired the entire interest, unit or lease
through a taxable supply on which the GST was worked
out without applying the margin scheme; or

{g) itis a supply in relation to which all of the following apply:
(i) vou acquired the interest, unit or lease from an entity
who was your “associate, and who was registered or
required to be registered, at the time of the acquisition;

(i) the acquisition from your agsociate was without
*consideration; ;

(iii) the supply by your associate was not a taxable supply; ’

(iv) your associate made the supply in the course or
furtherance of an "enterprise that your associate *carried
on;

(v} your associate had acquired the entire interest, unit or
lease through a taxable supply on which the GST was
worked out without applying the margin scheme.

(3A) Subparagraphs (3)(g)(iii) and (iv) do not apply if the acquisition
from your *associate was not by means of a supply by your ‘
associate. l

(4) A reference in paragraph (3)(b), (¢} or (d) to a supply that was
ineligible for the margin scheme is a reference to a supply:
(a) that was ineligible for the margin scheme because of one or
maore previous applications of subsection (3); or
(b) that would have been ineligible for the margin scheme for
that reason if subsection (3) had been in force at all relevant
times.

75-10 The amount of GST on taxable supplies

(1) If a *taxable supply of *real property is under the *margin scheme,
the amount of GST on the supply is 11 of the *margin for the
supply.

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1,
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Chapter 4 The special rules
Part 4-2 Special rules mainly about supplies and acquisitions
Division 75 Sale of freehold interests etc.

Section 75-10

(2) Subject to subsection (3} and section 75-11, the margin for the
supply is the amount by which the *consideration for the supply
exceeds the consideration for your acquisition of the interest, unit

or lease in question.

(3) Subject to section 75-11, ift

(a) the circumstances specified in an item in the second column
of the table in this subsection apply to the supply; and

(b) an *approved valuation of the frechold interest, *stratum umit
or *long-term lease, as at the day specified in the
corresponding item in the third columm of the table, has been

made;

the margin for the supply is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds that valuation of the interest,

unit or lease.

Use of valuations to work out margins

Item When valuations may be used Days when
valuafions are
to be made

1 The supplier acquired the interest, unit 1 July 2000

or lease before 1 July 2000, and items 2,

3 and 4 do hot apply,

2 The supplier acquired the interest, unit  The date of

or lease before 1 July 2000, but doesnot  effect of your

become *registered or *required to be registration, or

registered until after 1 July 2000, the day on
which you
applied for
registration (if it
is eatlier)

*“To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at secﬁon 195.1.
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Use of valuations to work out margins
Item When valuations may be used Duays when
valuations are
to be made
2A The supplier acquired the faterest, unit 1 July 2000
or lease on or after 1 July 2000, but the
supply to the supplier:

(a) was “GST-free under subsection
38-445(1A); and

(b) related to a supply before ' Tuly
2000, by way of lease, that would
have been GST-free under
section 38-450 had it been made on
or after 1 July 2000.

3 The supplier is “registered or *required 1 July 2000
to be registered and has held the interest,
unit or lease since before 1 July 2000,
and there were improvements on the
{and or premises in question as at 1 July

2000.
4 The supplier is the Commonwealih, 2 The day on
State or a Territory and has held the which the

interest, unit or lease since before I July  *tazable supply
2000, and there were no improvements  takes place

on the land or premises in question as at

1 Tuly 2000.

(3A) Itk
{(a) the circumstances specified in item 4 in the second column of
the table in subsection (3) apply to the supply; and
(b) there are improvements on the land or premises in question
on the day on which the *taxable supply takes place;
the valuation is to be made as if there are no improvements on the
land or premises on that day.

(4) This section has effect despite section 9-70 (which is about the
amount of GST on taxable supplies).

Note; Section 9-90 (rounding of amounts of GST) can apply to amounts of
GST worked out using this section,

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1,
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75-11 Margins for supplies of real property in particular
circumstances

Margin for supply of real property acquired from fellow member of
GST group

1) If:

(a) you acquired the inferest, unit or lease in question at a time
when both you and the entity from whom you acquired it
were “members of the same *GST group; and

(b) on or after 1 July 2000, there has been a supply (an earlier
supply) of the interest, unit or lease that occurred at a time
when the supplier was not a member of the GST group; and

(ba) the *recipient was at that time, or subsequently became, a
member of the GST group;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the

“consideration for the supply exceeds:

(c) the consideration for the last such earlier supply, if the
supplier and the recipient were not *associates at that time; or

(d) the *GST inclusive market value of the interest, unit or lease
at that time, if the 2 entities were associates at that time.

2 It
(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question at a time
when both you and the entity from whom you acquired it
were “members of the same *GST group; and
{(b) subsection (1) does not apply;
the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
“consideration for the supply exceeds an *approved valuation of the
interest, unit or lease as at 1 July 2000.

Margin for supply of real properiy acquired from joint venture
operator of a GST joint venture )

(24) 1t
(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question at a time
when you were a *participant in & “GST joint venture and the
entity from whom you acquired it was the *joint venture
operator of the joint venture; and

*T'o find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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(b) you acquired the interest, unit or lease for consumption, use
or supply in the course of activities for which the joint
venture was entered into; and

(c) on or after 1 July 2000, there has been a supply (an earlier
supply) of the interest, unit or lease to the entity from whom
you acquired it (whether or not that entity was the joint
venture operator of the joint venture at the time of that
acquisition);

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
“consideration for the supply exceeds:

(d) the consideration for the last such earlier supply, if the
supplier and the *recipient were not *associates at the time of
the earlier supply; or

(e) the *GST inclusive market value of the interest, unit or lease
at that time, if the 2 entities were associates at that time.

(2B) If:

{a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question at a time
when you were a *participant in a *GST joint venture and the
entity from whom you acquired it was the “joint venture
operator of the joint venture; and

{(b) you acquired the interest, unit or lease for consumption, use
or supply in the course of activities for which the joint
venture was entered into; and

(c) subsection (2A) does not apply;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds an *approved valuation of the
interest, unit or lease as at 1 July 2000,

Margin for supply of real property acquired from deceased estate

(3) It
(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question by
*inheriting it; and
(b) none of subsections (1) to (2B) applies; and
(c) the entity from whom you inherited the interest, unit or lease
(the deceased) acquired it before 1 July 2000;
the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds;

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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(ca) if you know what was the consideration for the supply of the
interest, unit or lease to the deceased and you choose to use
that consideration to work out the margin for the supply—
that consideration; or

(dy if paragraph (ca) does not apply and, immediately before the
time at which you inherited the interest, unit or lease, the
deceased was neither *registered nor *required fo be
registered—an *approved valuation of the interest, unit or
lease as at the latest of:

{i} 1 July 2000; or
{if) the day on which you inherited the interest, unit or
lease; or
(ifi) the first day on which you registered or were required to
be tegistered; or

(¢) ifparagraph {ca) does not apply and, immediately before the
time at which you inherited the interest, unit or lease, the
deceased was registered or required to be registered—an
approved valuation of the interest, unit or lease as at the later
of:

(i) 1 July2000; or
(i) the first day on which the deceased registered or was
required to be registered.

4 If

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question by
*inheriting it; and

{(b) none of subsections (1) to (2B) applies; and

(c) the entity from whom you inherited the interest, unit or lease
(the deceased) acquired it on or after 1 July 2000;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:

{d) if you know what was the consideration for the supply of the
interest, unit or lease to the deceased and you choose to use
that constderation to work out the margin for the supply—
that consideration; or

(e) if paragraph (d) does not apply—an *approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as af the day on which the deceased
acquired it,

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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Margin for supply of real property acquired as a GST-free going
concern or as GSI-free farm land

(5 It
{(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question from an
entity as, or as patt oft

(i) a *supply of a going concern to you that was *GST-free
under Subdivision 38-J; or

{fi} a supply to you that was GST-free under
Subdivision 38-0; and

(b) the entity was ‘registered or “required to be registered, at the
time of the acquisition; and
{¢) none of subsections (1) to (4) applies;
the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:
(d) ifthat entity had acquired the interest, unit or lease before
1 July 2000 and on that day was registered or required to be
registered:

(i) if you choose to apply an *approved valuation to work
out the margin for the supply—an approved valvation of
the interest, unif or lease as at 1 July 2000; or

(ii) if subparagraph (i) does not apply—the *GST inclusive
market value of the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July
2000; or
(e} if that entity had acquired the interest, unit or lease on or
after 1 July 2000 and had been registered or required to be
registered at the time of the acquisition:

(i) ifthe entity’s acquisition was for consideration and you
choose to apply an approved valuation to work out the
margin for the supply—an approved valuation of the
interest, unit or lease as at the day on which the entity
had acquired it; or

(ii) ifthe entity’s acquisition was for consideration and
subparagraph (i) does not apply—that consideration; or

(iif)} if the entity’s acquisition was without consideration—
the GST inclusive market value of the interest, unit or
lease as at the time of the acquisition; or

“T'o find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1,

A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999 245




wr et

—

Chapter 4 The special rules
Part 4-2 Special rules mainly about supplies and acquisitions
Division 75 Sale of freehold interests ete.

Section 75-11

(f) if that entity had not been registered or required to be
registered at the time of the entity’s acquisition of the
interest, unit or lease (and paragraph (d) does not apply):

(@) if you choose to apply an approved valuation to work
out the margin for the supply-—an approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as at the first day on which the
entity was registered or required to be registered; or

(ii) if subparagraph (i) does not apply—the GST inclusive
market value of the interest, unit or lease as at that day.

Margin for supply of real property acquired from associate

6) If:

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question from an
entity who was your *associate, and who was *registered or
*required to be registered, at the time of the acquisition; and

{(b) the acquisition from your associate was without
*congideration; and

(¢) the supply by your associate was not a *taxable supply; and

(d) your associate made the supply in the course or furtherance
of an "enterprise that your associate *carried on; and

(€) none of subsections (1) to (5) applies;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
consideration for the supply exceeds:

(B if your associate had acquired the interest, unit or lease
before 1 July 2000 and on that day was registered or required
to be registered:

(i) if you choose to apply an *approved valuation to work
out the margin for the supply—an approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July 2000; or

(ii) if subparagraph (i) does not apply—the *GST inclusive
market value of the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July
2000; or
{g) if your associate had acquired the interest, unit or lease on or
after 1 July 2000 and had been registered or required fo be
registered at the time of the acquisition:

(@) if your associate’s acquisition was for consideration and

you choose to apply an approved valuation to work out

’fT o find definitions of asterisked terms, ses the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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the margin for the supply~~an approved valuation of the
interest, unit or lease as at the day on which your
associate had acquired it; or
(ii) if your associate’s acquisition was for consideration and

subparagraph (i) does not apply—that consideration; or

(iif) if your associate’s acquisition was without
consideration—the GST inclusive market value of the
interest, unit or lease at the time of the acquisition; or

(h) if your associate had not been registered or required to be

registered at the time of your associate’s acquisition of the

interest, unit or lease (and paragraph (£) does not apply):

(i) ifyou choose to apply an approved valuation to work
out the margin for the supply—an approved valuation of
the interest, unit or lease as at the first day on which the
entity was registered or required to be registered; or

(ii) if subparagraph (i) does not apply—the GST inclusive
market value of the inferest, unit or lease as at that day.

(6A) Paragraphs (6)(c) and (d) do not apply if the acquisition from your
*associate was not by means of a supply by your associate.

(6B) To avoid doubt, you cannot be taken, for the purposes of
paragraph (5)(D) or (6)(h), to be *registered or *required to be
registered on a day earlier than 1 July 2000.

(7) It :

(a) you acquired the interest, unit or lease in question from an
entity who was your *associate at the time of the acquisition;
and

(b) none of the other subsections of this section apply;

the margin for the supply you make is the amount by which the
*consideration for the supply exceeds:

(e} if your acquisition was made before 1 July 2000-—an
*approved valuation of the interest, unit or lease as at 1 July
2000; or

(d) if your acquisition was made on or afler 1 July 2000-—the
*GST inclusive market value of the interest, unit or lease at
the time of the acquisition.
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Subdivision 165-A—Application of this Division

165-5 When does this Division operate?

General rule

{1) This Division operates if:

(a) an entity (the aveider) gets or got a *“GST benefit from a
*scheme; and

(b) the GST benefit is not attributable to the making, by any
entity, of 4 choice, election, application or agreement that is
expressly provided for by the *GST law, the *wine tax law or
the *luxury car tax law; and )

(c) taking account of the matters described in section 165-15, it
is reasonable to conclude that either:

(i) an entity that (whether alone or with others) entered into
or carried out the scheme, or part of the scheme, did so
with the sole or dominant purpose of that entity or
another entity getting a *GST benefit from the scheme;
or

(ii) the principal effect of the scheme, or of part of the
scheme, is that the avoider gets the GST benefit from
the scheme directly or indirectly; and

(d) the scheme:

(i) is a scheme that has been or is entered into on or affer
2 December 1998; or

(ii) is a scheme that has been or is carried out or
commenced on or after that day (other than a scheme
that was entered into before that day).

Territorial application

(2) It does not matter whether the *scheme, or any part of the scheme,
was entered into or carried out inside or outside Australia.

Creating circumstances or states of affairs

(3) A *GST benefit that the avoider gets or got from a *scheme is not
taken, for the purposes of paragraph (1)(b), to be attributable to a

*To find definitions of asterisked terms, see the Dictionary, starting at section 195-1.
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choice, election, application or agreement of a kind referred to in
that paragraph if:

(a) the scheme, or part of the scheme, was entered into or carried
out for the sole or dominant purpose of creating a
circumstance or state of affairs; and

(b) the existence of the circumstance or state of affairs is
necessary 1o enable the choice, election, application or
agreemment to be made.

165-10 When does an entity get a GST benefit from a scheme?

(1) An entity gets a GST benefit from a “scheme if:

(a) an amount that is payable by the entity under this Act apart
from this Division is, or could reasonably be expected to be,
smalfer than it would be apart from the scheme or a part of
the scheme; or

(b} an amount that is payable to the entity under this Act apart
from this Division is, or could reasonably be expected to be,
larger than it would be apart from the scheme or a part of the
scheme; or ’

{c) all or part of an amount that is payable by the entity under
this Act apart from this Division s, or could reasonably be
expected to be, payable later than it would have been apart
fromthe scheme or a part of the scheme; or

(@) all or part of an amount that is payable to the entity under this
Act apart from this Division is, or could reasonably be
expected to be, payable earlier than it would have been apart
from the scheme or & part of the scheme,

What is a scheme?

(2} Aschemeis:
(2) any arrangement, agreement, understanding, promise or
undertaking:
(i) whether it is express or implied; and
(ii) whether or not it is, or is intended to be, enforceable by
legal proceedings; or
(b) any scheme, plan, proposal, action, course of action ot course
of conduct, whether unilateral or otherwise.
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470 A New Tax System (Goods and Services Tax) Act 1999




