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PUBLIC HOUSING — FUNDING 
Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [5.54 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for its budget funding cuts to public housing, crisis 
accommodation and other housing programs as waiting times for public housing continue to increase and 
the failure of Liberal–National governments to increase the income threshold limit for public housing 
tenants. 

The points that I will address in condemning the Barnett government that relate to the motion and the failures in 
the housing portfolio, many of which have been driven by the recent state and federal budget cuts, include the 
following: public housing numbers, crisis accommodation, accommodation for domestic violence and National 
Rental Affordability Scheme programs, waiting times for public housing and the income threshold for public 
housing tenants. 

Before I talk about the number of public homes available to Western Australians seeking public housing, I will 
dip into some of the changes that are occurring in public housing in Western Australia. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Member for Victoria Park, your conversation is quite audible. It would be 
good if you went out of the chamber to continue it. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I put these changes down to the new philosophical approach to public housing in Western 
Australia. This change in philosophy can be found in the wording of and the interpretation given to statements 
about affordable housing by the Minister for Housing on many, many occasions in this house and, of course, in 
the press. The minister is on the record in this house and outside saying that his department and the government 
are moving away from social housing. During the estimates committee I asked the minister how he defines “social 
housing”. His response was that it is public housing—that is, it is government-owned housing, which, effectively, 
is Homeswest housing. That is the minister’s view of the new term “social housing”. We have moved away from 
public housing, or Homeswest housing, to the new terminology “social housing”. The minister refers to “social 
housing” instead of public housing or Homeswest housing because he and the government are philosophically 
opposed to the government being involved in public housing. That is the change. It did not happen under previous 
housing ministers. The Minister for Housing has been a minister twice, and he certainly did not exhibit this type 
of behaviour when he was a minister before, but we now see a slight change in the minister’s approach to the 
whole concept of public housing. It is no longer called “public housing”; it is called “social housing”. Behind that 
change is the view expressed by the minister that the government wants to move away from public housing and it 
has given it a new name and uses the new terminology “social housing”. 

The government wants to stop being involved in public housing; that is why it uses those terms. I put it to the 
house that, in fact, if the government had the opportunity, it would probably wash its hands of public housing 
altogether. It would not be the only state government in Australia to do so. The Queensland government is looking 
to hand over anywhere between 60 and 70 per cent of its public housing stock to the community housing sector. It 
is literally getting out of public housing. This theme can be seen emerging from the statements made by and the 
actions of the Minister for Housing as investment in public housing declines in Western Australia. 

To support that argument, I turn to the numbers involved. I asked the minister in the estimates committee about 
two line items on pages 526 and 527 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2, which deals with the Housing Authority, 
and relates to the program of construction and purchase of houses. Page 526 deals with the asset investment 
program that had occurred in the previous financial year, 2013–14. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Before the break I referred to pages 526 and 527 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2 , which 
deals with the portfolio of housing. I referred to the completed works line item for the construction and purchase 
of houses program and the new works line item  for the construction and purchase of houses program. The 
argument I put forward to the house was that this government’s move away from any commitment to public 
housing is all in the budget papers. I asked the minister during the estimates hearing whether the completed works 
for the construction and purchase of houses program line item includes the construction of public housing and he 
confirmed that it does. We see on page 526 that the estimated expenditure for 2013–14 is $127.519 million. I 
wanted to know how much of that $127.5 million was spent on public housing, and I will come to that in a minute. 
On page 527 we see this year’s estimated expenditure on exactly the same line item. The estimated total cost for  
the construction and purchase of houses program for the forthcoming financial year and the out years is 
$51.672 million, which is well under half what it was the previous year. If we follow the line item for the 
construction and purchase of houses program, of which only a component is public housing, across to the estimated 
expenditure in 2014, we see that the government has committed to spend $8 million. Last year’s figure of 
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$127.5 million drops to $8 million in the forthcoming financial year. There is $2.5 million in 2015–16 and nothing 
in 2016–17, yet in the out year of 2017–18, after the next state election, there is $41.054 million. 

Two things arise from those figures. One is that there has been a disgraceful drop-off in the money committed to 
the purchase and construction of public housing in Western Australia; it has dropped from $127.5 million last year 
to $8 million in the forthcoming financial year. Worse than that, all the money that is committed—the other 
$43 million—has been pushed out beyond the next state election. It has been pushed out to the end of the out years 
covered by this budget paper. There is a similar pattern in many other line items in this budget. That tactic is 
disgraceful because it is pushing out government expenditure beyond the next state election to make the balance 
sheet look better. It is to make the Department of Housing’s balance sheet look better and that then flows on to the 
state budget, so it is to make the state budget also look better. Basically, capital expenditure is being put off for as 
long as the government possibly can. The government is telling departments not to spend money as it does not 
have it. It makes promises that it will do things, but it puts off those things as long as it can to make the balance 
sheet and, ultimately, the state budget look better. That is what is going on here in black and white. 

Two things come out of that. Firstly, the way the Department of Housing is managing its budget is deceitful to the 
people of Western Australia. Secondly, it is not doing anything to address the problem of more than 20 000 people 
being on the public housing waiting list in Western Australia. I asked the minister whether he could provide a 
breakdown of those two line items; the minister is well aware of this. I wanted to know out of those two sets of 
figures, the 2013–14 figure and the 2014–15 figure, for the construction and purchase of houses program how 
much is spent on building or buying public houses. I wanted to know that, because other things are included in 
those figures. I wanted the department and the minister to break it down for me so that we could get to the bottom 
of it. How many houses will the government build or buy to address the issue of having 20 000 public housing 
applicants in the forthcoming financial year and in the out years? That was supplementary information A63. The 
answer was — 

The Housing Authority advises that, of the $127.5 million completed works and $51.67 million new 
construction works identified as “Construction and Purchase of Houses Program” on pages 526 and 527 
of the Budget Papers, none relates to government employee housing.  

I did not ask that question — 

Both figures relate to spending on social housing and equate to the completion of 830 homes. 

That is not the answer to the question that I asked. I asked: Of the $127.5 million spent in the previous financial 
year, how much was spent on public housing and how many houses did the government purchase? Of the 
$51 million that is committed to this financial year and the out years—$8 million in the forthcoming financial 
year—how much will go to public housing and how many houses will the government build or purchase as a result 
of that? I get the total figure for both sets of figures of 830, which leaves me with no idea of whether we got 800 
of the 830 in the current financial year and 30 in the forthcoming financial year and the out years. I have no answers 
to those questions. To whoever put together that answer for the minister, I find that shocking. I will raise this again 
in my speech on the appropriations bills because this is deceitful and it is avoiding the question I put to the minister. 

Further on the housing issue, those figures I just gave the house show the government walking away from public 
housing. Even if all the money to which I have just been referring were to go to the program—which it is not, but 
even if it were—it is disgraceful. A drop from $127.5 million to $8 million is a clear example of the government 
walking away from the issue of public housing.  

The other point I would like to highlight to the house is the contradiction between the public housing build purchase 
numbers and the total stock on hand. I have raised this with the minister before. Only as recently as Saturday, in 
response to the issue I raised, the minister said on Channel Seven and Channel Nine, “We’ve built over 4 000 new 
social houses.” In fact, the figure provided in the estimates committee to me of social housing numbers—meaning 
public housing and Homeswest housing—at 31 March 2014 was 4 289. What I cannot seem to tally is the 
minister’s continual boasting in here about the affordable housing strategy, its target of 20 000 homes and the 
number of homes that have been made available through the affordable housing strategy, which apparently stands 
at 14 230, and the total stock of Homeswest, public housing or social homes on hand with the department. There 
seems to be a disconnect between the two. The minister is saying, “Our strategy is affordable housing and getting 
people into cheaper and more affordable accommodation.” When we asked the minister in the estimates committee 
how many of those 14 230 homes or opportunities that have been made available to people are public houses, the 
minister’s answer was 4 289. 

Those figures should correlate with the Department of Housing’s annual report’s total stock of homes held by the 
Department of Housing as public homes. This 2012–13 report is the latest annual report. The 2013–14 annual 
report will be tabled soon. The figures on page 191 of the 2012–13 Department of Housing annual report show 
that the total public housing stock held by the government in 2008–09 was 35 800. That figure went up during 
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2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12 and 2012–13 to 36 714. If we subtract the 2012–13 figures from the 2008–09 figures, 
which is virtually the entire period of the Liberal–National government, we will find that the net actual number of 
homes added to the public housing stock is 914, or a 2.5 per cent increase over five years. We could then scratch 
our heads and say, “These are the government’s figures in the department’s annual report; it’s not telling lies; they 
are not made up; it’s the department’s own annual report.” Only 914 extra homes have been added to the 
Homeswest net stock of homes. 

Where, then, are the 4 289 extra social, public housing, homes that the minister keeps telling this house about as 
part of the affordable housing strategy? I put it to the house that the homes are in those figures, but in addition to 
building 4 289 homes, at least just over 3 000 of them have been sold or have been given away to community 
housing. The minister can correct me, but I do not think the figure of 36 714 in last year’s annual report has 
increased that dramatically; it may have a little bit, but not much. The net increase over five years is 2.5 per cent 
or 914 extra places of accommodation held as public housing by the Department of Housing. That is why when I 
opened my speech tonight, I referred to the philosophical change that is taking place in Western Australia, 
specifically in the Department of Housing directed by the government and by the minister, of moving away from 
public housing. That is clear. The number of people on the waiting list was just under 15 000 in 2008–09, and it 
crept up to 24 000 two years ago. I will not criticise the minister too much about the affordable housing strategy 
because it has had some effect on bringing down those numbers to just over 20 000, but that strategy will not 
address the number of people on the waiting list and never will. The government cannot boast about building 4 289 
houses for public housing stock and at the same time give away or sell about 3 300 of the same housing stock and 
address the waiting list. It will not work; it is impossible. The government will not bring down the number of 
people on the waiting list if it behaves like that unless, of course, its philosophy is to push some of the people on 
that waiting list into the community housing sector, private housing, Keystart or the SharedStart scheme because 
that is what the affordable housing strategy is all about—get people off the public housing waiting list, push them 
into the community housing sector, private rental, SharedStart and Keystart, and let us not build any more new 
public homes for people. That is the affordable housing philosophy. That is the strategy, and I am afraid, minister, 
it will not work. I grant him that it has had some effect, but the number on the waiting list is great and that number 
will increase due to the problems our community is facing as a result of both state and federal budgets. More 
people, not fewer people, will put up their hands for public housing because of the situation they find themselves 
in. The government will never tackle significant numbers on that public housing waiting list with this form of 
strategy. It just will not work. The government is basically devolving its responsibility to someone else to fix, and 
it will not work. 

One of the issues around the affordable housing strategy is whom it is aimed at. If we break down who has been 
housed by affordable housing, we can see that a big part of the affordable housing strategy is not even aimed at 
people eligible for public housing. I point that out with a letter I have that is addressed to a public servant and 
signed by Grahame Searle, director general of the Department of Housing, in which he writes to not only this 
particular public servant, but also other public servants within his own department. The letter states — 

This is a courtesy letter to advise you of the launch of a new web portal: 
www.affordablehousing.wa.gov.au. 

Developed by the Department of Housing on behalf of the State Government, this portal is designed as a 
single entry point for consumers to access government and other information about affordable housing. 
For example, the portal provides access to information about low-cost and low-entry home loans, 
affordable housing for purchase, financial assistance for renters in the private market and advice on 
renting and buying property. 

I jump a couple of paragraphs to where the letter states — 

The portal is designed for broad community use. Based on income thresholds, it may be of particular 
interest to your employees who are Level 5 and below who are searching for affordable housing options 
and opportunities. 

We ask for your support in publicising the web portal to your staff, and to your agency’s clients where 
relevant. 

The director general of the Department of Housing is encouraging his own level 5 and under employees to apply 
for affordable housing through the government! Have members ever heard of anything like this? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: No, I have never heard of anything like that. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The government is trying to flog financial services to its own employees in the Department of 
Housing because their wages are so low that they fit within the affordable housing strategy. This is bizarre. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: It is remarkable. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is bizarre! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: It is bizarre! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: There it is, signed by Grahame Searle, director general. 

That is why I ask whom the affordable housing strategy is aimed at. In this case, it is aimed at public servants 
below level 5. It is not aimed at Nadine, whom I was on TV with on Saturday out there at Bayswater. Poor Nadine 
is a young woman with two children who is living with her mum in a one-bedroom seniors unit off Peninsula Road 
in Maylands. She has two children; one is seven years old and the other is just under the age of three. The husband 
walked out on her after their second child was born with Down syndrome. 

[Quorum formed.] 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I thank the member for Mandurah for bringing the numbers in the house to the attention of the 
house. It is nice for them all to come in if they can all shut up! 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): I agree. Members! Thank you. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: The affordable housing strategy seems to have missed out on people such as Nadine, whom I 
was just referring to and whom members saw on all the TV channels on Saturday. As I said, she is a young woman 
trying to do the right thing in life, with two children—one a girl aged seven years old and the other a boy with 
Down syndrome, with such horrendous problems with his stomach that he has a colostomy bag. He carries a 
colostomy bag and he is not even three years old. The husband walked out on her after the birth of the second 
child. She has submitted more than 35 rental applications for private rental accommodation. As she said, “I am a 
young woman with two kids, one is a handicapped child, and the maximum amount I can pay is $340 a week. 
What chance have I of getting through the door of private rental accommodation? None.” She has not even had a 
phone call back from all the applications she has put in, and when she turns up, she is at the end of the queue and 
does not have the money to put down as a deposit for the application in the first place. She is living in a one-
bedroom seniors unit in the seat of Maylands. Her daughter sleeps in the double bed with her gran, the handicapped 
boy is in a cot, and she sleeps on the floor. She has been there since October last year, and as she said, “When I 
went down to Homeswest and asked for priority accommodation, I was told it would be two to two and a half 
years. What do I do? I am completely stuffed.” One of the reporters said to her, “Well, why can’t you leave the 
kids with their grandma and go and get a job?” She said, “Well, I probably could if it wasn’t for my youngest child 
being so severely handicapped and needing a colostomy bag. He constantly has to go in for operations. What do I 
do there? No-one else is going to take him.” 

That is the state of people on the housing waiting list today in Western Australia, and where is the affordable 
housing strategy being aimed at? The director general of the Department of Housing is aiming it at public servants 
at level 5 and below, according to the letter he has written to them. He tells them they are eligible for, effectively, 
subsidised loans from the government while they work for the government! The minister wonders why I stand 
here and say that this government is walking away from any commitment to public housing; it is because it is! 
Every bit of evidence I have put before the house tonight points to the truth in the statements I have made. 

We can look further into the claims made by the minister about how the affordable housing strategy is so 
successful, and how, with its target of 20 000 dwellings, the government is on track by delivering 14 230. Let us 
see where those 14 230 affordable housing applicants are from. As I said before, 4 289 are from social housing, 
57 are from affordable rental, 13 are from community housing, and 1 944 are from the national rental affordability 
scheme. The 1 944 probably include the subsidised government housing we are giving to full-fee-paying overseas 
students at the University of Western Australia; meanwhile, Western Australian students cannot get into 
accommodation. That number probably includes them as well. There are also 449 Indigenous and remote units of 
accommodation, 29 for the Rental Pathways Scheme, 7 458 for Keystart, and 1 064 for SharedStart home loans. 
If we add up the 29 units for accommodation under Rental Pathways, the 1 064 for SharedStart and the 7 458 
successful applicants for Keystart, which is simply loans to applicants, we get 8 551.  By the way, minister, that is 
normal business for the Department of Housing. There is nothing unique about that; it has been around for a long 
time, but it has been incorporated into the affordable housing strategy. It is just normal financial business for the 
Department of Housing. That is, those 8 551 people are being counted as part of the government’s successful 
affordable housing strategy; 60 per cent of the 14 230 people who have been given “affordable housing 
opportunities”, as they are now called, simply received a financial leg-up from the government. Those people 
received a financial leg-up from schemes such as Keystart and SharedStart long before the affordable housing 
strategy came along; they have just been counted as part of the affordable housing strategy. This is smoke and 
mirrors; the minister keeps answering dorothy dixers during question time about how successful the affordable 
housing scheme has been, but 60 per cent of his target figures are people who have just applied for a loan. It is not 
8 551 new homes; it is just people who have applied for a loan, yet they have been counted amongst the target of 
20 000 “affordable housing opportunities”. That is why the wording has been changed, is it not, minister? It has 
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been changed from 20 000 new homes to 20 000 “affordable housing opportunities”, which includes loans to 
people to buy houses. That deceit is a disgrace. 

It is fine—in fact, admirable—for the government to extend those loans to people, but it should just tell the general 
public the truth; it should not try to package it up in this nonsense called “affordable housing” and try to pretend 
that there are 14 000 new homes when there are not. Just tell the truth—that 8 551 Western Australians managed 
to get into a home of their own because of financial opportunities that were provided by the government. It is not 
the affordable housing strategy; those opportunities were made available before the affordable housing strategy 
came along. The government should just tell the truth. 

It should also tell the truth about where it is going with public housing. As I have pointed out to the house 
repeatedly tonight, the government is moving away from a commitment to public housing and towards, I would 
suggest, a Queensland model in which the responsibility for housing people is hived off to the community housing 
sector and the private sector. That appears to be where the government is going. The minister knows my views 
about community housing. The model of community housing is that community housing groups are not-for-profit 
groups; they come to the government and, as a result of a national housing agreement, the government is obliged 
to provide them with housing, including—not always, but often—the title to the home. The concept is that the 
government gives the community housing groups the title to the home, and that is basically a significant financial 
asset against which the not-for-profit organisation then borrows money to build more homes. I have pointed out 
to members of the community housing sector that that is a great model; I think everyone could jump on that one. 
I come along to the government and say, “You give me homes, and I’ll go to the bank and borrow against it.” What 
a great model that is! It is a terrific model! I am surprised that there are not more community housing associations 
popping up all over the place—coming along, knocking on the minister’s door and saying, “Give us 10 houses and 
I’ll go to the bank and borrow against them”; brilliant! Who came up with that strategy? But that is what 
Queensland is doing, and it is doing it for philosophical reasons, not for financial reasons. If it were doing it for 
financial reasons, any one of us in this house would be wondering what the hell is going on: “They’re giving homes 
away to people so they can borrow money against them?” But that is what is going on in Queensland, because the 
Queensland government wants to get rid of its public housing responsibility. It wants to hand it over to someone 
else—the not-for-profit sector, the private sector; it does not care. It just wants to get rid of it so that it does not sit 
in government hands; it is a philosophical issue. 
Members in this house all have community housing in their electorates and they know that if they have a problem, 
they can go to the community housing sector on behalf of their constituents to try to sort it out. If they have a 
nuisance resident in community housing who is annoying the neighbours, is there a three-strikes policy? No; there 
is no three-strikes policy. There is a section 60, which relates to eviction, but they still have to get past the 
magistrate, and magistrates will be very reluctant to do that, particularly when there is no process in place and they 
have not been given any warnings. How many members in this chamber have been approached by Homeswest 
residents over maintenance, access or interference with neighbours issues? They can all be resolved through the 
procedures and policies that are in place at Homeswest and the Department of Housing. Those procedures and 
policies do not exist in the community housing sector. Certainly, I have raised these issues with the community 
housing sector and said, “You should get them in place. I am not going to support you unless you look after your 
tenants and you ensure that your tenants have a way of resolving problems, because you haven’t got anything there 
at the moment, and you’re still demanding that more public houses be handed over to you. You still haven’t got 
these procedures in place; nothing.” That is why I am very wary about the community housing sector and very 
wary about further handing over houses to the community housing sector, and I have raised this with the minister. 
That sector is well aware of my opinion on this; I have told those involved in the sector to their face. 

My point is a simple one: the government is pushing housing into the community housing sector and selling off 
houses, including some of the new houses. The minister knows that in my own electorate there are another two 
blocks of housing going up in the south part of Cockburn Central; I think they might be four or five-storey blocks 
of units, and are very nice looking. The scaffolding is wrapped in banners reading, “Another state housing project 
brought to you by the Western Australian government”—beautiful! They are wrapped all the way around! 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No; this is just so that people do not fall off the scaffolding. 

You think, “Well, that’s great; there are more units of public housing accommodation in Cockburn Central, which 
we need.” How many of those units are going to be made available for public housing? It will be the same as the 
number across the road: 25 of 140 new units. All the rest have been sold off under NRAS to investors, who then 
offer the houses back to the market, supposedly at a 20 per cent discount. I would suggest to the minister that he 
look carefully into the people whom those investors are letting those units to, because I do not think that employees 
of Chevron should be in units of accommodation that have been offered at a 20 per cent discount to the market 
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and that are aimed at low-income earners. I am sure that a person who is working for Chevron is not a low-income 
earner. Those units are sold to investors, and they should be given to the community housing sector. 

Mr R.H. Cook: So in that big, flash, two-block building near Cockburn Gateway, only 25 in each block will be 
made available for public housing? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I think that in each block there will be 25, or fewer than 25. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: The target is one in nine. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Even though it is marketed as Homeswest? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes. Even though the wrapping around the scaffolding states, “This is the state government 
bringing all these units to you”, in fact the government is going to bring approximately 25 in each block to the 
public housing market. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: It is an opportunity! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes. 

I do understand the concept of one in nine. Obviously we had the same approach, and in fact, as the minister would 
know, Tom Stephens, as a former housing minister, introduced that. But that one in nine is for homes within a 
suburb, and we all know why that policy is in place. But it is a bit different when there are 140 units in one block. 
Therefore, the minister needs to look at applying different criteria to the number of public housing units. I am not 
suggesting for one minute that we should fill up the whole block with public housing tenants. That will not work 
either. But we are not going to address the waiting list of over 20 000 people unless we increase the number of 
public housing units. Although I am not going to criticise the Department of Housing, because it does a great job—
I have both publicly and privately told the department that it does a brilliant job—the department is not a developer. 
It is an arm of government. I know that the department does development. But the department’s obsession with 
development at the moment is starting to get way out of proportion and control and responsibility compared with 
its commitment to the people it should be housing—the over 20 000 people still on the waiting list. 

As the minister knows, there is enough money in the department to address that issue. The Department of 
Housing’s cash assets have jumped from an estimated actual last year of $88.7 million to $218.9 million this year. 
That is why I said to the minister in estimates that instead of making the balance sheet of the department look 
better and instead of making state debt look better, how about using some of that money to address the people who 
have been sitting for five years on more on the housing waiting list. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Sorry, member; how much cash? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is $219 million. The minister is going to get up and say, when he gets the chance — 

Mr R.H. Cook: If he gets the chance! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: He is going to get up and say, as he said during budget estimates, that the department holds 
that cash for the normal running of the department, and also that this is money from Government Regional Officers’ 
Housing that is being held by the department. I think it was Mr Searle, the director general of the Department of 
Housing, who said that the department cannot change that; that money has been allocated to GROH. Come off it, 
minister! The minister can do whatever he likes in his department. Remember, I have been in the minister’s job. I 
know that the minister can do whatever he likes in his department. It is not a government trading agency. The 
minister owns Keystart. There is only one shareholder, and that is the minister. If the minister said to the 
department, “I don’t give a monkey’s what that money is allocated to; go ahead and spend it”, it would say, “Yes, 
minister”, and off it would go. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: The director general is the one shareholder of Keystart. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: He is not. The minister should go and check. The minister is the one single shareholder and 
owner. Have a look at the deed and see whose name is on the deed. It is the minister. But, not only that, as I have 
said, it does not matter what that money is allocated to; if the minister wants to change it, he can change it at the 
drop of a hat. That is what ministers do. I point out to the house that the reason that cash on hand is being held is 
that it makes the balance sheet of the Department of Housing look better and it makes the budget bottom line look 
better. That is the reason why throughout these budget papers there has been a deferral of capital expenditure to as 
far out as the government can possibly go in the out years. It is to make the balance sheet look better. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Did you do that when you were housing minister? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, I did not, because we did not have the debt problem, as the minister well knows. We did 
not have to do that, and I am very pleased we did not have to do that, because it made it much easier for me as the 
minister to operate. 
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I now want to move on to the other items that I have referred to in this motion. The second item I referred to is 
crisis accommodation. Last year, 2013–14, $10.698 million was allocated to crisis accommodation, and that 
money was expended, so those works were completed. In the current financial year and in the out years, the 
estimated total amount of capital that has been allocated to crisis accommodation is $14.364 million. However, 
only $4.2 million will be spent on crisis accommodation this financial year. In the next financial year, nothing will 
be spent on crisis accommodation. In the following financial year, 2016–17, nothing will be spent on crisis 
accommodation. The bulk of the money—$10.162 million—will not be spent until after the next state election. 
What is happening with the expenditure on public housing is exactly the same—a bit of the money will be spent 
this year, and the bulk of it will be spent after the next state election, because that makes the balance sheet look 
better, and it helps the state debt figures. That is what this is all about. 

The point I would make to the minister is this: Do we not have a crisis in crisis accommodation? Is the demand 
for crisis accommodation not going to be there next year? Is the crisis in crisis accommodation worth only 
$4 million in the forthcoming financial year? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Not all the money comes from that line item. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: As the minister knows, I am only going on what I have before me. 

I have an article from the South Western Times of 5 June 2014. The heading is “Living in a Car: Mum and four 
kids have nowhere to go as housing crisis bites”. That is in Bunbury. The article states that Catrina and her children, 
aged 21 months, six, nine and 11, are forced to live in their station wagon in a car park next to the beach. What do 
we have in the budget papers for Catrina and her kids? We have a reduction from $10.6 million to $4 million in 
expenditure for crisis accommodation in the forthcoming financial year, nothing in 2015–16, nothing in 2016–17, 
and then the bulk of the money, $10 million, after the next state election. What does the member for Bunbury say 
to Catrina when he sees her living in her car: “If you can hang around in the car until after the next state election, 
we can do something for you”? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: We put $9 million into Bunbury to rebuild Yanget House. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Clearly, it did not work; they are still living in her car! 

Mr V.A. Catania: What is the reason for her not living in a house? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is a dispute, I believe. She has been with the Salvation Army. Salvation Army Lieutenant 
Harriet Farquhar is quoted in the South West Times article — 

… it was not unusual to see whole families who were homeless. 

“There is a dearth of crisis accommodation out there, particularly for large families,” 

This is in response to what the minister just said — 

The Salvation Army had two crisis accommodation units in Bunbury, but Lt Farquhar said she had to turn 
people away daily because they were full. 

“Once they are empty, I could fill them four times over,” she said. 

The minister may have put $9 million into housing in Bunbury, but, clearly, just like the amount he has allocated 
to crisis accommodation in this year’s budget for the next financial year, it is nowhere near enough. How will the 
minister explain that to the Salvation Army in Bunbury? Will he say, “There is $4 million allocated for crisis 
accommodation this year and when it is all gone, that is it. Come back and see us after the next state election”? 
That is what the budget papers state. 

I turn to accommodation for victims of domestic violence. I applaud the minister and the government for allocating 
$2 million for domestic violence accommodation in the previous financial year. 

[Leave denied for the member’s time to be extended.] 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): You have 60 minutes. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Is that all? I have plenty to go! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Sorry, member; you have three minutes. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I will have to hand over the next hour to someone else to continue! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I have some more to say, but I have plenty of time to raise it with the minister. 

I will just deal with the issue of domestic violence. The government allocated $2 million for domestic violence 
accommodation; and I applaud the government for doing that. I acknowledge that $2 million was one-off funding, 
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but the issue is that it has not resolved the need for accommodation for victims of domestic violence in Western 
Australia, particularly in Perth. It is just a drop in the ocean for the problems that are out there. For example, I am 
not aware of any of the $2 million being spent in the south west suburbs of Perth, where we have real problems 
finding accommodation for women who have escaped violent homes. There is no money or housing for the area 
just south of Fremantle all the way to Rockingham. The $2 million was well accepted by the community sector, 
but it is a drop in the ocean of the need out there by victims of domestic violence and the demand for services 
across the whole metropolitan region, never mind places such as Kalgoorlie, Bunbury, Carnarvon, Broome and 
Kununurra, where there is another significant demand. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, you need to keep your voices down, please. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Minister, there is no funding going forward for domestic violence services. The crisis 
accommodation issue has not disappeared, but got bigger, as the Salvation Army said, and no money is allocated 
in the budget for it beyond the $4 million in the forthcoming financial year. Similarly, domestic violence has not 
gone away, it is getting just as big, and no further money is allocated in either the next financial year or any of the 
out years beyond the one-off funding provided by the government. That is why I say that the housing situation is 
dire and that the minister’s affordable housing strategy is nothing but smoke and mirrors. 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [7.57 pm]: I rise to debate the motion that this house condemns the Barnett 
government for its budget funding cuts to public housing, crisis accommodation and other housing programs. The 
wait times for public housing continue to grow, as we hear from our constituents in our offices, and the Liberal–
National government has failed to increase the income threshold limit for public housing tenants. 

It would be remiss of me to not talk about a solution to this problem in the five minutes that I have on this debate 
this evening. The member for Cockburn outlined very well—I appreciate that he did this—that the amount of 
public housing has not increased in any significant way: in 2008–09, 35 800 houses were listed in the annual report 
and in 2013–14, housing stock was 36 714. That is an increase of only 2.5 per cent over that time. The number of 
homes is really only 914. I appreciate the member for Cockburn’s forensic analysis of the budget that shows that 
the claims of increased capacity of housing for people are based on the idea of housing opportunities. Let us talk 
about an opportunity that is available to the government. Let us talk about that, minister! I understand the minister 
has $219 million of cash in the budget that could be used to develop that land in Mirrabooka—Lots 60 and 61 
Milldale Road, Mirrabooka. Let me talk about that land, minister! This is the land, which at least previously had 
some bushes on it, that the Department of Housing came in and ground zero-ed. The Department of Housing 
ground zero-ed it about six months before the election, and everyone got excited. Six months before the election, 
a few roads were put in and everyone said, “It looks like we are going to get housing.” Six months before the 
election, I asked the department what was going on, and the department replied, “There will be an announcement.” 
There has been nothing, nada, nix—no action whatsoever. At a time when housing is needed like no other, the 
department is sitting on seven hectares of land that is available for development. The government has got itself 
bogged down. The department cannot even rely on the thorny old argument it used previously that it is the 
Department of Health’s fault: “We are having an argument with the Department of Health over who owns which 
bit of land and how it will all be worked out.” That is done; it is fixed. In fact, it looks as though the Department 
of Health will do something on that land before the Department of Housing does anything but roads. Meanwhile, 
we are left with a sandy patch of nothing. If the minister had that in the leafy green of Nedlands, his constituents 
would be up in arms. The minister has left us with a terrible sand patch. If the department does not do something 
with that land very soon, it needs to green it. This again shows the government’s disrespect for the people of 
Mirrabooka. The government told them it would give them light rail into Mirrabooka, and now it will not. It clears 
land to make them think they will get housing to upgrade their suburb, and it does nothing. I can tell the minister 
about all these people—we have talked about it tonight—who are turning up at my office looking for housing. I 
can tell the minister about poor Denise at Coolabaroo transitional housing services for Aboriginal people who is 
turning away people who cannot get housing. I can tell the minister about the Ethnic Disability Advocacy Centre 
that is feeling this crisis. The minister could do something about this crisis in the northern suburbs, and he could 
do it very quickly. I have stood in this house and told the minister and every Minister for Housing that there are 
seven hectares of land, prime real estate, sitting out there next to Reid Highway, and the minister does nothing to 
have affordable housing. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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