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PUBLIC HOUSING — NORTH BEACH 
Grievance 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [9.26 am]: My grievance today is to the Minister for Housing’s representative, 
Hon Terry Redman. It concerns a part of North Beach where there is a very high concentration of public 
housing, creating significant social problems. Over the past seven years, I have received complaints from many 
constituents about problem tenants who live in Cromer Way and nearby streets. I have regularly had to deal with 
constituents who live in fear of their public housing neighbours. No-one wants to live like this, but residents in 
this section of North Beach seem to have more than their fair share of problems. Many North Beach residents 
expected that the public housing review of the area would address the high density problem of public housing 
and bring redevelopment to the area. However, in January 2013 when I queried this with the then Minister for 
Housing, Hon Terry Redman, I was told that no redevelopment was planned. The explanation was that this 
public housing was still required due to the decline in housing affordability in Western Australia. 

I understand the need to at least maintain the current levels of public housing. However, I would like to ask for 
a meeting with the Department of Housing and a representative from the minister’s office to again review this 
pocket of housing in North Beach to address the following issues. Firstly, if North Beach properties are sold, 
their high land values could provide an opportunity to purchase more public housing properties in areas where 
the land costs are lower, thus increasing the number of public housing properties available to address demand. 
Secondly, when troublesome tenants are moved on, they are sometimes replaced with other troublesome tenants, 
which just perpetuates the problem. Surely a more robust vetting process would ensure that public housing is 
focused on people in genuine need who respect both the property and the rights of their neighbours. 
For  example, last year I received a phone call from one of my very upset constituents. The Department of 
Housing had put a man of about 18 years old and his even younger partner into a unit next door to this 
constituent. The young couple were disruptive, talked loudly when they were on drugs, bragged about their 
graffiti efforts, argued about whose aerosol can was whose and boasted of the burglaries they had committed. 
My constituent reported these tenants to the police, Homeswest and the graffiti hotline. This constituent had 
suffered bad neighbours before and had been assured by the regional manager for the Department of Housing 
that future tenants would be more carefully chosen. When she rang the department to complain about the current 
tenants, she was told that the last regional manager had moved on and that the current tenants were put there by 
a relief person. Staff changes need to be better managed so that they do not impact on the community in this 
way. Another constituent emailed me about a number of problem tenants in Cromer Way, North Beach. He 
reported a series of incidents that involved screaming, arguing and the yelling of profanities between 12.30 am 
and 1.50 am over two consecutive nights. 

Also last year, one of my staff members encouraged a constituent who lives in Edgefield Way, North Beach, to 
make a complaint to the Department of Housing about the antisocial behaviour of her next-door neighbours. 
Of course, when questioned, the abusive tenant denied the allegations and later threatened my constituent. 
She repeatedly kicked their shared fence while screaming profanities and making threats of violence. Just to 
escape the threats and continual antisocial behaviour, my constituent seriously considered selling her over-55s 
unit, worth half a million dollars, and taking the loss that would have been associated with the sale of her home. 
Her latest plan to keep out the noise was to install a $2 000 shutter that closes over her back window at the push 
of a button. Unfortunately for her, she has found it necessary to leave the shutter closed. Two young men moved 
into this house with a young girl who lives there. These three tenants are continually fighting with each other, 
using filthy language, and also using the same filthy language when yelling at the children in the house. These 
tenants have no respect for the property, themselves, each other and certainly not for their neighbours. They have 
often yelled racial abuse filled with obscene language at their neighbours, just because they are there. The yelling 
and screaming and use of obscene language is almost a daily occurrence and makes it impossible for the 
neighbours, who are all over 55 years of age, to enjoy peace in their own homes. They cannot invite friends to 
visit because they are never sure when the neighbours will erupt, and when they do, it makes life very unpleasant 
for all those around them. These neighbours cannot use their own courtyards for the same reason.  

I could provide many more examples of the behaviour of some public housing tenants; however, I am sure that 
the minister gets the picture. We need to get tougher with public housing tenants who display antisocial 
behaviour towards their neighbours on an ongoing basis. I agree that they need to be counselled and supported to 
try to eliminate this type of behaviour from their lives, but if they want to continue living in their government-
supplied property, they need to modify their behaviour or move on if they do not want to change. Dealing with 
the same antisocial tenants creates stress and a tedious workload for departmental staff. Having to deal with the 
same problems over and over again is depressing for everyone involved. If prospective tenants are vetted more 
thoroughly in the first instance and houses are not supplied to those with a history of antisocial behaviour, this 
would avoid a lot of angst for many people, including staff from the department, the neighbours and, of course, 
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me, because my constituents love to keep me updated with their problems—I am sure this is the same for every 
other member as well. It is for all of the above reasons that I seek to find a solution to the many problems 
experienced by my constituents living in Cromer Way and the surrounding streets in North Beach. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Regional Development) [9.31 am]: I thank the 
member for Carine for his grievance on this issue. As the member is aware, I am representing Hon Col Holt from 
the upper house, but this is not something that is totally foreign to me because, as the member mentioned, I was 
the Minister for Housing for a period. First, I want to highlight some of the challenges and what has happened on 
a broader scale. The Department of Housing currently manages 36 500 social houses in Western Australia, and 
the great bulk of them are indistinguishable from any other houses in the street. People do not notice that they are 
social housing. Previous government policy had a very strong focus of placing social housing in lower 
socioeconomic areas, so we have finished up with these sorts of ghettos. In many communities, we see the 
legacy of past government policy of high concentrations of social housing in particular suburbs. We have since 
taken the strategy of trying to intersperse social housing across the whole community on an 11 per cent basis or 
a one-in-nine basis, which is really smart. That takes away the ghetto focus and the concentration of social 
housing, and, therefore, some of the social challenges that come with it. We are now seeing an effort by the 
department — 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Thank you for that bit of information, member for Armadale. I call you to order for the first 
time. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: We are certainly seeing a policy effort from the government to reduce the presence of 
public housing in suburbs such as Lockridge, Balga, Girrawheen, Langford and Willagee. But in an effort to 
maintain access to key social services for people with disabilities, for example, and seniors, a presence in what 
some members might consider to be the high-end suburbs of Cottesloe, Claremont, Swanbourne, Subiaco, 
Mt Lawley and the like is being maintained. The government policy position is to try to intersperse social 
housing among the community to take away this ghetto focus. 
It is interesting to look at some of the statistics for North Beach. The department owns 194 dwellings in 
North Beach, 111 of which are used as seniors’ accommodation, 80 for families and three for singles. That gives 
members an idea of the total quantum that sits on that basis. The member mentioned the notion of trying to get 
some redevelopments occurring, which I think was a product of one of his previous questions to me. There is an 
effort to do that in North Beach, and in a couple of cases the department has encouraged the tenants of the social 
housing to purchase the units. This is supportive of this government’s strategy of moving people along that 
housing continuum to move out of social housing into home ownership, which is the path we want them to move 
along. In some cases, the department has not been able to get the last couple of tenants in some of these 
developments to purchase their rental accommodation. The department has also tried to repurchase the housing 
from those who have actually purchased their property to take control of the units and then move towards 
a redevelopment. An effort is being made to get some redevelopment occurring. I am told that in some of the 
bigger lots in North Beach, there are constraints in ownership and in the department’s capacity to move people 
on or to purchase those units from them to achieve the redevelopment. 
The other strategy on which the government is embarking—I think the member mentioned it in his grievance as 
well—is the notion of looking at some of the high-value properties whereby a high-value property or piece of 
land that the department owns can be put to market. It can therefore purchase a couple of lots or housing units 
where it might be able to get a two-for-one-type deal. To be eligible for the high-value property initiative, 
a value threshold of twice the Perth median price for established dwellings or $750 000 for vacant land 
per dwelling is generally required. That eligibility criterion is not locked down, but it highlights an effort to 
convert some of the high-value properties that we have into a larger number of properties to solve the social 
housing challenge. It is a problem and it is a challenge. The department is very careful about how it allocates 
properties. To ensure equity in the allocation process, there is a priority list and, as the member knows, different 
tiers of a priority list based on people’s needs. We have the challenge of providing housing to people who can ill-
afford it or who have a particular needs, so that is certainly a challenge. 
The government’s disruptive behaviour management strategy, which was introduced in May 2011, has been 
reasonably effective—some people call it the three-strikes policy. I refer to the statistics to 31 January this year. 
The total number of destructive behaviour reporting system complaints was 48 676. The total number of first 
strikes issued was 3 918, the total number of second strikes was 1 541, and the total number of third strikes was 
537. As third and second strikes have lower numbers, it seems that the system has currency. A strike is 
something that people do not want to get. I remember when I was Minister for Housing, I received representation 
from members of Parliament asking me to try to avoid giving people strikes—in other words, they did not like it. 
The total tenancies terminated as a result of destructive behaviour was 523, or where the tenant vacated for other 
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reasons and the maximum number of strikes were present or dangerous behaviour occurred; this states that 
action is taken. 

I am really pleased that the member for Carine respected and kept confidential the names of the people involved. 
It is really important that if the strike system is to work, a formal process is needed to manage that. People need 
to report behaviours. I can understand and fully appreciate how people might not want to report behaviours for 
fear of some form of retribution from their neighbour. That confidentiality is a really important issue and the 
member has respected that in making his grievance. 

We could argue that normal tenants who own a house in these areas do not have the same high level of control or 
policing of neighbourhood behaviour of people in social housing. We have the strikes policy. Police respond to 
it. When there are complaints, we build up the strikes—that will hopefully lead to the moving out of someone 
with continuous disruptive behaviour. That behaviour is certainly not tolerated. 

As a closer, I have the list of streets, all the different complaints made and all the strikes that have been issued. 
I will give this to the member on a confidential basis because scanning this tells me that certain action has been 
undertaken. Some of these cases might involve people who have raised issues with the member. Hopefully, this 
will give the member some confidence that we are working towards a better outcome. It certainly is a challenge. 
I thank the member for his grievance. 
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