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Hearing commenced at 10.00 am 

 
DASTLIK, MR JOHN 
Executive Director, Housing Industry Association, examined: 

 

 

The CHAIRMAN: John, thanks for coming into this morning. If I can just quickly introduce the 
committee. This is Albert Jacob, he is the Deputy Chair of the committee and member for Ocean 
Reef; then we have Ian Britza, member for Morley; Tom Stephens, member for Pilbara; and I am 
Tony O’Gorman, member for Joondalup and Chairman of the committee. Margaret Quirk is also a 
member of the committee and she will be joining us a bit later on. She is the member for 
Girrawheen. Ian and Albert are going to duck out at about 10.50 am—if we are still talking to 
you—so do not feel offended as they are just popping out. I think you know Brian Gordon, he is our 
Principal Research Officer, and Jovita Hogan is our Research Officer.  

John, before we start, I have got a statement to read to you. There are a couple of questions in it and 
I ask you to answer verbally rather than with a nod or a shake of your head. Lots of people nod and 
shake but we need you to actually say it out so that Hansard can hear it. The committee hearing is a 
proceeding of Parliament and warrants the same respect that proceedings in the house itself 
demand. Even though you are not required to give evidence on oath, any deliberate misleading of 
the committee may be regarded as contempt of Parliament. Have you complete a “Details of 
Witness” form? 

Mr Dastlik: Yes, I have.  

The CHAIRMAN: Did you understand the notes at the bottom of the form?   

Mr Dastlik: Yes, I did.  

The CHAIRMAN: And did you receive and read an information for witnesses briefing sheet 
regarding giving evidence before a parliamentary committee?   

Mr Dastlik: Yes, I did  

The CHAIRMAN: Do you have any questions related to your appearance before the committee 
this morning?   

Mr Dastlik: No, I do not.   

The CHAIRMAN: John, you have received a copy of our terms of reference and we have your 
response. Is there anything that you would like to add to what you have provided us with already 
before we fire in with some questions?  

Mr Dastlik: No, but I might just give you some background to HIA. HIA’s primary role in the 
marketplace is to represent the interests of industry members, being builders, contractors and 
manufacturers. I think it is also fair to say—and I know one of you has certainly heard this in the 
room before—that in everything we do as an association, the end result is really the impact on the 
housing consumer, and certainly at the top of our policy agenda is the affordability of housing in 
Western Australia and across Australia. I think it is just as important to remember that while I am 
representing an industry association, all our members are focused on maintaining and trying to 
provide an improvement for the consumers in Western Australia to access affordable housing. 

The CHAIRMAN: John, if we could just fire some questions at you and see where we go with it. 
Perth has been rated internationally as being highly unaffordable. House prices that were once three 
times the median household income were rising by 2005 to more than six times that level. Some say 
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they have dropped a bit but we think they are still rising. How would you see the supply-side factor 
as being addressed to improve affordability? 

Mr Dastlik: Supply-side factors are very much centred around the supply of affordable land. Our 
view has been for quite a number of years now—probably at least the last 15 years—that the supply 
of land to the marketplace has had the primary impact on the affordability of new housing. Since 
about the mid 1990s we have seen the price of land in WA, as a portion of the house and land 
package, increase from a low 40 per cent of the overall house and land package to about 55 per cent 
of the overall new house and land package now. That is not to say that new housing costs have not 
gone up; that is, construction costs. Certainly, the way in which we are supplying land to the 
marketplace has changed over recent years and that has been a primary supply-side issue in terms of 
the increases that have occurred in the cost of new housing.  

The CHAIRMAN: We have spoken with some developers about the supply side and we have 
spoken with the Planning Commission and various other organisations, so I think we have a fair 
amount of information on land. With regard to the cost of land—you mentioned that proportion as 
being about 55 per cent, I think, of the total house and land package—can you tell us why you think 
that increase has happened? What has changed? 

Mr Dastlik: What has changed since the mid 90s is the way, in particular, that government land has 
been supplied to the marketplace. Prior to the mid 90s our view was that the government was a 
significant provider of land, whether it was through the Department of Housing or through agencies 
like LandCorp. In the early 90s, I think, the Ellenbrook development became the first joint-venture 
type of land development process that occurred between government and the private sector. It 
would be fair to say that since that point in time there has been a far greater proportion of 
government-owned land being provided through the joint venture process and, to some extent, that 
is a bit of a conundrum in terms of departments like the Department of Housing and/or agencies like 
LandCorp. The government has a role to provide affordable land to the marketplace, but then in 
joint venturing with private sector organisations, as in land developers, in terms of the marketing, 
promotion and development of that land, there has been a bit of a problem. The private sector 
operator is trying to maximise profits whereas the government, to some extent, has a role of trying 
to provide affordable land. Since that point in time we have seen the escalation—and I have got 
graphs if you would like to have a look at them—of something that we have been tracking for a 
long, long time. In terms of the percentage of land as a total of the house and land package, we have 
seen a quite a significant change from the low 40s to about 55 per cent now. That has been a major 
change in the way land is provided to the marketplace in Western Australia. The origins of that 
came from the land development industry in the early 90s being very much against the government 
being involved in land development, and saying that that should be left to the private sector. The 
government had always been a very strong provider of land in the marketplace, and the compromise 
was that we go into this joint venture model. The vast majority of land developments throughout 
Western Australia that are owned by government are now provided through the joint venture model. 
As an organisation we argued very strongly for the government of the day to remain in land 
development back in the mid 90s, and we had to accept the proposal that we go to this joint venture 
model. We did say at the time, however, that we felt that it would lead to an increase in land prices 
across the State, and that has been borne out now by that change in model creating some increases 
in land costs.  

The CHAIRMAN: I think that is the first time we have heard that particular viewpoint put forward. 
So prior to the 90s, or mid 90s, the government used to release land, develop it and sell it to the 
market at an affordable rate, and the private operators used to find their land, subdivide it and then 
sell it at a — 

Mr Dastlik: And do the same thing.  
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The CHAIRMAN: Then they merged and did the joint ventures and that is where the escalation 
started to come in.  

Mr Dastlik: Yes, it is one of the factors but it is not the only one. At the same time private sector 
developers have also maintained land supply to the marketplace, and that is important. We are not 
saying that it should be only government supplying land or it should be only the private sector, but 
it is one of the factors that perhaps has impacted on the price of the land in the marketplace, and that 
is not a criticism of either government or of private sector land. It is just a reality.  

The CHAIRMAN: That is probably why we cannot go back and rehash it again.  

Mr Dastlik: No, that is right.  

The CHAIRMAN: With that in mind, John, can you tell us what you think are the main 
contributors to constraints on land supply in WA? 

Mr Dastlik: The time taken to get to market, and that is not just in terms of selling it to the market 
but the whole approval process. We look at it as an industry and how quickly you can get a mine 
site approved in this state.  

The CHAIRMAN: I would say not very quickly.  

Mr Dastlik: I would say much more quickly than you can get a land estate approved once you go 
through the local, state and federal approval processes. It can be three, four or five years, and I 
would venture to say that a lot of mining operations can get approvals much more quickly. We have 
had a very strong focus—and there is nothing wrong with that focus—in terms of trying to get 
mines up and running and quickly approved, but we do not think we have seen the same sort of 
emphasis being placed on trying to get land to market through those approval processes. It is a very 
convoluted process and we sympathise with land developers. It takes a long time, and there are a lot 
of holding costs in having land sitting there for three or four years, particularly when you have 
interplay between local, state and federal governments where processes do not necessarily run 
consecutively. It might be that you go through one process and then the federal government comes 
in and it says it wants to do something as well. So that whole process of consolidating land, buying 
it and then being able to go through the approval process is a very time-consuming process, and that 
certainly is having an impact on getting land to market in an affordable manner.  

Mr I.M. Britza: So you do not think there is a land shortage; it is a process issue.  

Mr Dastlik: No. There is plenty of land in Western Australia, so let us get the land shortage issue 
correct. We have been saying for years that there is a land shortage in WA. When we talk about 
land shortage it is about developed, titled lots. You can only build on a titled lot. We have been told 
for years and years by successive governments that we have got 70 000 lots approved in the 
marketplace. That is technically correct but a lot of those lots have got trees growing on them, so 
having 70 000 lots approved for land development is fantastic and it is very forward looking, but 
until you get the lots developed and titled you cannot build. In fact, you cannot even ask for an 
approval to build on that lot. That is the issue we have as an industry. Certainly in the last year and 
a half the problems with shortages of land have reduced quite substantially, and that is only because 
of what the market has done; that is, the demand for new housing has dropped quite significantly. 
So at present, I think it would be fair to say that in certain pockets of land in Western Australia we 
have sufficient quantities. In other pockets where people want to live we still have shortages of 
land. In the mid 2000s—2003 to about 2006—when we had many people camping out for land, it 
was a real problem. We felt that we would run out of developed titled land very quickly. We argued 
long and hard with the government of the day that we really needed to improve the processes and 
we said that the next time we turned up we would do exactly the same thing but in a much shorter 
timeframe. So when we turned back up in late 2009 with the boost coming through for the first 
home owners grant at a federal level and the stimulus package introduced by the government here in 
WA, we quickly chewed up our stock of land—that is developed titled land—and we think that the 
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next time it turns—because we are on a downward cycle—we will run out of developed titled land 
very quickly, even more so than what we did in 2009–10.  

The CHAIRMAN: Have you got a projection or an estimate of how quickly we could run out if it 
turned up tomorrow and we had the demand? 

Mr Dastlik: If it turned up tomorrow and you had the demand, within six months you would have a 
problem, in our view—developed titled land, remember; that is the important issue.  

[10.15 am] 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: One of the issues that comes up in terms of affordable housing is the idea about 
people’s expectations being too high these days. You have obviously been in the industry for some 
time; have you noticed any changes in people’s expectations, or any other, if you like, cultural 
change that has maybe exacerbated current housing affordability or what people are prepared to live 
in or whatever? 

Mr Dastlik: Yes, I think there are definitely expectations, particularly in the younger age group. 
They all want what mum and dad have—three or four-bedroom, two-bathroom home. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is that a perception or is that a reality? 

Mr Dastlik: No, that is a reality in my view. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is there research showing that? 

Mr Dastlik: Only on the basis of what is sold in the marketplace. Very few three-bedroom homes 
are sold in the marketplace. The reality is that the vast majority of single, detached housing that is 
sold in the marketplace is very much four-bedroom housing.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: And in the first home owner market as well.  

Mr Dastlik: And in the first home owner market as well. That is what has been happening. I do not 
think that will change for a while, but I think the industry needs to drive it the other way. People 
cannot continue to afford to, I suppose, expect that quality of product when they do not need it. 
When you have an average of 2.5 people per house, why do we continue to provide that sort of 
housing? 

Mr A.P. JACOB: What is the inverse of that in the old demographic? 

Mr Dastlik: Well, I have been trying to say to our industry for quite some time that we are going to 
have two first home buyer markets; one is going to be the genuine first home buyer market who 
really need a three-bedroom house—in many cases they are singles and/or just couples. But you 
have about five of us in this room who are going to be the second first home buyer market, where 
we are going to be downgrading shortly. 

The CHAIRMAN: Downsizing, not downgrading! 

Mr Dastlik: Sorry, downsizing; what we call the baby boomers coming through. I think there is a 
huge market coming through, and it started this year, where lots of people in our age group are 
going to be wanting to downsize and build very similar homes to what the genuine first home 
buyers should be building, however up spec. I do not want a small four-bedroom home, I want a 
large three-bedroom home so that when the kids keep coming back home they have somewhere to 
stay. 

The CHAIRMAN: You sound frustrated, John! 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Just do not build a laundry and you will be right!  

Mr Dastlik: It is a fact of life, but you are dead right. I think there are two marketplaces there. We 
are driving it that way because land lots are getting smaller, and they are only getting smaller 
because we cannot afford to buy $400 000 lots so we have to reduce the size to still get the yield 
from our land. A lot of our lots now are sort of 450 square metres or smaller, which creates some 
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problem. I have some real frustrations, as has the industry, with why we have certain rules for 
smaller lots as compared with a 500, 600-square metre lot, which, again, drives a wedge in the 
affordability equation, and we might get into that a bit later. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Do you hope to see some of that resolved in the R codes review that is coming 
up later this year? Are you as an industry putting in a submission to that? Have you started talking 
to them about it? 

Mr Dastlik: We will certainly be putting in a submission. I will give you a good example of what 
the R codes do to us in the marketplace. If I subdivided a 900-square metre lot into three lots, if it is 
approved in an established area you have certain planning requirements. I can buy a 700-square 
metre lot in a certain area and I cannot subdivide it. If I buy a lot that I think, under the R codes, is 
350 square metres or less, I have to put it through planning. Why, if I buy a 360-square metre lot, do 
I not have to put that house through a planning process, depending on the local council? You need 
to understand that some local authorities require every single residential house to go through 
planning, and you have others that simply require just a building licence. We did a study in 2008, 
and I think some representatives in the room may have seen it in the past, where we surveyed a 
number of our builders primarily in the Perth market. We took about 2 000 of their building 
approvals and we said, “How long did it take you to get a building approval?” The answer varied. 
Some local authorities like Swan and Cockburn, on average, provide a building licence to a builder 
in 2.9 weeks, up to the worst performing one, which was about 38 weeks. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Do you want to name names? 

Mr Dastlik: Mosman Park was the one at the top of the tree. That is not having a go at Mosman 
Park. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: They would just be flat-out, wouldn’t they? They wouldn’t have time to look at 
it!  

Mr Dastlik: The other thing we did in that was that we actually got the builders to give us the split 
between how long it took to get the building licence versus how long it took to get the planning 
licence. In any of those local authorities that have a requirement that every single residential house 
has to go through planning, it adds months to the process time of getting a home built. We do not 
understand why a local authority such as Cockburn and Rockingham, where there are significant 
numbers of homes being approved and building licences being gained, just need a building licence, 
but the City of Stirling requires a planning licence on anything that moves on a housing site. That 
adds months to the building process. What you need to understand is that when a major builder has 
a sausage machine working and they are building large volumes of homes, when they advertise a 
house it is advertised at one price across the Perth metropolitan area. But if they know that it is 
going to take two weeks in one local authority and it could take six months in another local 
authority, they have a holding cost and they had to hold their price for that client, so they are going 
to average that cost out. So everybody who is buying that house across Perth, Western Australia 
will now be paying in some cases more than they should be, and in other cases there will be a 
saving for them—good luck to them—but it adds to the cost of housing overall. I think there are 
about eight local authorities in Perth metropolitan area that now insist on every single residential 
house having an individual planning licence as well as a building licence. We have a set of R codes 
that are designed as residential design codes, and if you comply with them you should be able to 
just go through the system. Planning is probably one of the biggest issues—not planning of land 
development to get site, the planning of the built form. If it is zoned residential, why on earth do 
you have to have a separate planning licence at a fee of $700, $800 or $900, which is passed 
straight on to the consumer? Why do we continue to have that sort of requirement?  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I think you said roughly eight councils go above and beyond the R codes; how 
many of them have genuine requirements above and beyond the R codes? How many of them, 
while they are putting you through the planning process, actually have substantial localised —. 
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The CHAIRMAN: How many of them add value?  

Mr A.P. JACOB: How many add value as well—I have my own personal opinion on that! But how 
many of them actually have a good, solid local district planning scheme reason to do that?  

Mr Dastlik: I think they all have district planning schemes, but why should they have district 
planning schemes when you have a building code that you are required to build by, you have a set 
of state government residential design codes that you are required to conform with in terms of your 
design, and then you have some planner, because the council requirement is that you have to put it 
through the planning process, who then has to check it as well? It is just ridiculous. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: That is what I am asking. Mosman Park, I imagine, has all sorts of obscure rules 
that they add on to the R codes. Every council has to comply with the R codes, but how much is 
Stirling—I do not know the answer to this—putting on top of the R codes in their planning 
requirements, or are they even; are they just making you go through the planning process? 

Mr Dastlik: I could not, off the top of my head, say whether Stirling has additional measures. I 
would venture to say that they have, but it is a fact that they are requiring people to go through the 
planning process when it is single residential housing. Fifteen years ago we did not have to do it; 
now we do, and our affordability equation is going out the window. It is just another factor that is 
impacting on the supply of affordable housing to the marketplace. 

The CHAIRMAN: So, John, if you had an opportunity, what would your recommendation be to 
those councils? Would your preference be to say to those councils, “We have R codes; that’s all we 
have to comply with. You’re adding extra, you are adding cost. Butt out.” How can you do that, or 
how can we do that for you?  

Mr Dastlik: We have been lobbying the previous government and this government on this issue for 
probably three or four years now. What it needs is just simply the removal of the ability of a local 
government authority to require a single residential house to have to go through the planning 
process.  

The CHAIRMAN: Will the DAPs help in any way? 

Mr Dastlik: No. 

The CHAIRMAN: Because they deal with buildings worth more than $1 million. 

Mr Dastlik: No, no, it is also the style of building that will be built under the DAPs process. We 
fully support the DAPs process, but that might be 300 or 400 approvals during the course of the 
year. What about the 10 000 of them that actually currently go through a local authority that have to 
go through planning? That is where the big numbers are. It is the single detached residential 
housing that is being impacted on. It just needs to be removed. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: When you have been doing this lobbying, what argument is put up to maintain 
this planning overlay, shall we say? 

Mr Dastlik: I do not think there is an argument against it; it is a matter of the process.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: But why is it said that it is necessary?  

Mr Dastlik: To have planning? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes, in those cases that you have talked about. 

Mr Dastlik: I have no idea, Margaret. Honestly, I have no idea why local councils within their 
jurisdictions require that sort of policy, when we have many other councils that do not have that 
requirement and yet they are still building very good houses 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I know what you are saying about the overall objection to the planning process, 
but is there any particular sticking point with the cases where you have the extra measures around 
planning?  
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Mr Dastlik: No, there is not; not that I am aware of. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: There is not a specific thing that really gets up everyone’s nose or whatever?   

Mr Dastlik: No; not that I am aware of, anyway. It is the disparity between 30-odd local councils in 
Perth, some of whom just want you to have a building licence, and yet you have others that say — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Is it an aesthetic thing, do you think? Can you talk about sort of councils where 
they are, shall we say, red hot on this? Is there some sort of feeling that they do not want tin shacks 
or something going up and that it might lower the tone of the neighbourhood or anything?  

Mr Dastlik: That would certainly come into play, but, for example, you try putting a modular 
constructed home or a prefabricated home in a Perth suburb; it would be pretty difficult at present. 
But let me tell you, it is going to happen; it will happen eventually.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: My sense of the local councils that just require the R codes are the ones at the 
metropolitan fringe, so it seems like places like Stirling, and as you get in closer to the city, you are 
having these requirements piled on, on top of the R codes. I have heard that City of Joondalup just 
requires the R codes, and you have said Rockingham does. It seems to me that these councils going 
in closer to the city that are piling on extra requirements are actually working against urban infill, 
and that seems to be a big part of what is encouraging sprawl. 

Mr Dastlik: Exactly, yes. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: They are the very areas that we should be going back into and getting infill, but 
those councils are making it harder and harder and harder and harder. The ones that are actually 
working to make the planning processes easier are pushing us out further and further and further. 

Mr Dastlik: Exactly; definitely. We got a note yesterday or the day before from the City of Subiaco 
saying that they are going to change their planning requirements and leave it up to the builder to 
check it all and just give it to them. We are actually meeting with them today to find out where they 
are coming from, because it is a very significant change and it is a very positive change in trying to 
make that process a lot easier. But the planning process, from a builder’s perspective, is probably 
the hardest to now go through in terms of getting your house ready. Many of our major builders are 
saying to us that they have more people now working within their companies to build the same 
number of homes than they had 10 years ago. One of the major areas of that is what they call the 
client liaison officers with the local councils.  

[10.30 am] 

They are now physically employing more and more people who have a batch of councils that they 
have got to relate to for the houses that they are proposing to build in that area just because of the 
differences between the councils. They have all got different rules and regulations as to what they 
accept, what they will not accept, what sort of drawings they will accept, what sort of details—
someone needs to be liaising with those. One builder in particular keeps telling me that in 2000 he 
had two of them, now he has got eight of them. Eight people’s salaries, plus on-costs et cetera, plus 
office space—guess what it is doing? It is adding to the cost of the housing that he is building 
because of the complexities that builders are actually experiencing. It is a real frustration for the 
industry.  

We think that we could save months on the build program in those councils where the planning 
process was removed. I will give you a very good example. I had a president sitting down talking to 
a member of Parliament in my office one day and he quoted an example. He had two houses—one 
in Council X and one in a council just north of here. He got the building approval in one council 
within two weeks; the same house with no difference in specification facing the same way on the 
block in another local authority had been sitting in there for nine months and he still did not have a 
building licence for it—the same house in two different local authorities. 
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The CHAIRMAN: Maybe if we just try to finish this part off, can you just explain what the ideal 
is, what the perfect situation is, the two and a half week–type thing? It is where you get a building 
licence, you do not go through a planning process, you adhere to the R codes, it is stamped and that 
is out within two weeks. That is the ideal situation. 

Mr Dastlik: Well, the ideal situation, the first part of it is about to come through the Parliament, 
which is the Building Commission bill. That will provide the ability for a builder making an 
application to either self-certify or use a local government. There will be some local governments 
that will become major self-certifiers for builders because they are so efficient. So, the first step in 
the process is to introduce a self-certification system where I can contract with somebody who is a 
certifier and I can guarantee you that if he has not got the building plans back to me within 24 hours 
approved or with comments as to what I need to change, I will be looking for somebody else. 
Rather than having somebody take weeks to give you a building licence, you know, overnight or 
within a couple of days, we will have building licences being able to be issued, understanding that 
the process that is going to happen with the Building Commission is that the self-certifier certifies 
that it is approved for building, but then it has to be lodged with the council and then there are days 
involved there, which we do not agree with. So that is the first part of the process.  

You need to understand that in some local authorities building surveyors are allowed to do R code 
variations, in other local authorities they are not allowed to do R code variations. Therefore, it has 
got to go to planning. So the best system is to have the choice for builders to either go to the local 
authority to get their building licence and have their plans checked and approved or use a self-
certification system. The important part in this legislation, which is not addressed, is that the 
building licence issue can be resolved relatively simply, you then have got the R codes and in some 
local authorities, as I say, building surveyors can also do that, in others they cannot. It is important 
that we have a system where the building surveyor or the certified agent can also assess the 
application for R codes compliance, tick those off and then they get submitted to the local authority.  

The last step in the process is planning, and we think that for single residential housing on zoned 
lots, it should be just removed completely. We have got the first part of it coming, the next step 
will, because we will not have this R codes assessment issue resolved, in our view, be that many 
local authorities will now say, “Well, okay; if you use self-certification, that is fine, but we want to 
do the R codes assessment”. I am not quite sure who is going to be doing that, but I am guessing it 
is going to be planners within the local authority, so I think we are going to go backwards to some 
extent as a result of that, and then you may have to still go through planning as well, not only R 
codes assessment. So you need to have building licence certification, either through a local 
government or self-certification, and the same people being authorised to do the R codes 
assessment. If those two conditions are met, you get a building licence and away you go. Why then 
have to put those through the wringer again through a planning process? In fact, the planning 
process will have to happen first. So we are nearly there but we are not there. 

The CHAIRMAN: John, you mentioned earlier about the expectations of first home buyers is a 
four-by-two. Some of the people that we have spoken to are saying to us—yes, I accept that many 
of the expectations of younger people is that they have the same as mum and dad—that what you 
get is a double-brick and tile because that is how the builders do it, that is what they are good at and 
that is what they have done for 100 years. Alternative methods of construction are not coming to the 
fore here. They are starting to slowly—you talked about transportable homes and modular homes—
come through, why is it so difficult? They can be cheaper, they can be quicker, they can be 
constructed in a factory that can be more accurate and then transported out. Why is it so difficult for 
those homebuilders to get into the marketplace? 

Mr Dastlik: Can I just preface my statement by saying whatever we do, we cannot just regulate to 
change that sort of marketplace. The marketplace in WA for 60 years now has been built around, 
particularly in Perth, double-brick construction. It is a very good way of building homes in the Perth 



Community Development and Justice Wednesday, 22 June 2011 — Session One Page 9 

 

marketplace. So our workforce is structured to have certain trades and certain numbers of trades in 
each area. If, for example, we said tomorrow, “Well, sorry; we’re not going to have double-brick 
anymore—it’s only going to be single brick”, your price of housing will go through the roof 
because you simply have not got the number of carpenters, for example, that you would need to 
change. So that process has got to happen in a natural course of events. It is happening; it is starting 
to change. There are more and more options being provided to consumers for alternative types of 
construction, not necessarily the whole modular kit—do not get me wrong—in Perth, but that will 
change over time as the industry progresses. But we certainly cannot change it overnight because 
we simply have not got the mix of labour force to accommodate that sort of change. So, if you went 
from double-brick to framed housing, the cost of housing in WA would soar. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: How much of a pushback are we going to get from brick manufacturers as we try 
and change? Because you start to see these ads come on TV, where you have the woman who 
knocks on the door and it is hollow and then knocks on her husband’s head made by Midland Brick. 
As you said, the industry is geared towards that and those who have a good stake of the industry do 
not seem to want to be sharing it. 

Mr Dastlik: I suppose my question to you is: Should we be forcing a change? Is it a good way of 
building? Is it an energy efficient way of building? 

Mr A.P. JACOB: That is the thing for me because reverse–brick veneer would be more energy-
efficient than double-brick. 

Mr Dastlik: Some will agree with you; some will not. But there is nothing wrong with building 
double-brick, and there is nothing wrong with building a reverse–brick veneer, brick veneer or a 
modular style of housing. I think the important thing is to have options. The marketplace will sort 
itself out eventually and it is: progressively we are seeing a change in the type of product that is 
being used. Probably the other bugbear that the industry has is in terms of covenants. You know—
forget about planning and then you have got covenants and you cannot build with a light-coloured 
tin roof or you must have two different types of fascia on the front of the home to accommodate the 
elevation. Why? It just adds to the cost of housing to have those sorts of things in place. The 
marketplace is changing progressively. From a consumer’s perspective—let us think about this 
from the consumer’s perspective because at the end of the day that is who benefits—if we let the 
change occur naturally, it is going to be the most affordable way of doing it. If we try and turn it 
upside down on its head overnight, you will reduce the number of homes being built and for those 
that do get built, the cost of that housing will go up substantially because you have not got the 
labour mix in terms of the types of trades that you need to accommodate a turning upside down of 
the industry. It is just not feasible. It certainly does not happen in the regional areas; there is a lot 
more variation in regional areas in terms of the style of housing that is built. But certainly in Perth, 
it has been the standard way for many, many years that we built and it has been a very efficient way 
of doing it as well. That is not to say it is the most efficient or it is the least efficient, but it has 
worked for the industry here. Until five years ago, we had the most affordable housing market in 
Australia. It has changed in five years; we fight with Sydney as to whether we are the most 
unaffordable or the second most unaffordable. 

The CHAIRMAN: The modular market is one of the markets that I think is coming up, but even in 
the regions I think there is still some pushback from local governments on modular building and 
prefabricated and things like that. Have they any reason to be pushing back on that? 

Mr Dastlik: No; absolutely none. They should not be telling — 

The CHAIRMAN: Is that product as good in a region as building a double-brick and tile house? 

Mr Dastlik: Of course it is. If people can afford to then actually occupy the house in Karratha, Port 
Hedland or Broome because it is more affordable, why should the local government have the ability 
to pushback on that sort of product? I want to build my house the way I want to build it; I do not 
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want some local government, particularly some planner, telling me how it should look, which is 
what we are being told as consumers, believe it or not, but they did not understand that. There are 
people determining what sort of housing we have to build for consumers because they think that is 
the right way to go. If you buy your block of land, why can you not build a house if it conforms 
with the R codes? Why do you have to get told, “Hmm, no; it must have a gable in the front of this 
house so that the front elevation is there”? Sure, $1 800, that is what it is going to cost you—that is 
the sort of covenants that we have—or it has got to have a portico that is two metres by two metres, 
add $2 000 to the house. That is local government conditions and/or covenants that are being 
imposed on consumers when they buy the block of land. They do not understand that. The builder 
gets it and says, “By the way, this house that you’ve chosen which you love, we need to put a 
portico on it because that’s what your land contract has said.” “Well, we didn’t know that.” “Well, 
bad luck; here’s $2 000 worth of costs.” 

The CHAIRMAN: Is it just local government or are developers doing that as well? 

Mr Dastlik: There is a mix. 

The CHAIRMAN: Why would developers do that? What is the advantage to the developer in 
saying, “You will have XYZ”? 

Mr Dastlik: It provides a far more standard product across the subdivision. When I say developers, 
that includes joint venture land developments which have government involvement as well, and 
supposedly maintains a certain standard of development within that particular subdivision. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: That actually raises an interesting issue. If we are going to get people doing 
something more innovative, that is probably where you need the government to be the leaders, if 
you like, and absorb the extra cost initially because it is a one-off or a new type of product. Do you 
think there is a role for government in that regard? Certainly, to underwrite or act as leaders in some 
of the more innovative housing products that maybe developers do not want to do alone or do not 
want to take the commercial risk on? 

Mr Dastlik: I actually do not think that should be the case. I think the marketplace does that very 
well and is probably the most experienced at it. Personally, I think it should be left to the 
marketplace to actually be — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: But is that not why we have got sprawling suburbs of four-by-twos, and that 
does not necessarily suit the demographics of the community? 

Mr Dastlik: But if the land in that area is a much cheaper product than a more central location, then 
some people will need to go. We will always have that urban sprawl; you cannot stop the urban 
sprawl. But I do not think we should be saying to government that you need to be the leaders or the 
innovators in the construction — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: No, but you would need a variety of housing to suit a variety of demographics 
in every area, surely. 

Mr Dastlik: I am not sure that I am understanding you, Margaret. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Well, you know, you have got single parents, not only do they not want a four-
by-two necessarily, they cannot necessarily afford it. But they want to be near family networks and 
what have you, so they want to live in a particular suburb and all it is four-by-twos. 

[10.45 am] 

Mr Dastlik: Okay. Now I understand. In that regard, yes. One example is the affordable housing 
strategy and the EOI that has gone out. We think that is a very, very good way for government to be 
a leader. The social housing task force has done a lot of work in looking at what is their 
demographic. The vast majority of their demographic is one or two-person households, and they are 
very much focused on trying to provide that style of product into the marketplace, and that is what 
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they are asking the development community to come back to them on. So, from that perspective, 
yes. But that is all that they should be doing. Whether it has got brick or tin, or whether it has got a 
gable or a portico, they should not be getting down to that sort of level of scrutiny. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: No. I meant something that was a little broader than that.  

Mr Dastlik: But the broad concept, yes, very much so. We are supporting that affordable housing 
strategy. It will be a very good way of providing affordable housing to the marketplace, to a 
demographic in the marketplace—one and two-person households—that desperately needs that.  

The CHAIRMAN: Are most of your members the cottage-builder type, where they build the three 
by ones and the four by twos? Do you have many people in your organisation who build unit 
developments, apartments and multistorey developments; and why is that so much more expensive 
in this state compared with other states? My guess is that it should be cheaper. The land is the 
expensive bit, and you build up from there, and the bottom floor is almost identical to the top floor; 
so, it should be cheaper.  

Mr Dastlik: Certainly the vast majority of our builder–developer members are detached housing, 
small-unit developers. They are certainly not apartment builders. We do have some—do not get me 
wrong—that do build apartments as well. But the vast majority—it would be 96–97 per cent—of 
our builder membership would be purely in the cottage area, and/or small unit developments, four 
and five, and alterations and additions builders. So, although we have a few members who build 
apartments, it is not a great number. The MBA, for example, would have a far greater proportion of 
their members who would be doing the apartment building. I do not know why our commercial 
building costs are so significantly more than what they are in the eastern states. I really cannot give 
you an answer on that. My understanding is that here in Western Australia, the cost is about double 
what it costs to build a similar sort of product in the eastern states. 

The CHAIRMAN: When you start talking about the one and two-bedroom developments, that is 
obviously a lot better suited to apartment blocks rather than individual on-the-ground units. So it 
seems ridiculous that we cannot manage to get it right here. 

Mr Dastlik: Yes, if people want to live in a 10-storey apartment block. I think it is about having a 
mix and options. It is always about providing a diversity of product to the marketplace. Yes, we do 
need to have some apartment-type buildings, and, yes, we do need to have some townhouse-type 
developments, single residential and multi-unit residential. There has to be a mix, because 
everybody has a different view about where they want to live. Everybody also has a different view 
about where they want to live at different stages in their life cycle. So we need to be providing as 
much of a mixed product to the marketplace as possible. If we concentrate on one area, it just 
creates supply–demand situations and therefore has the potential to increase costs. But if we can 
provide a mix across the marketplace to accommodate consumers’ requirements, the supply–
demand pressures are not there as much as they could be if you tried to push down one pathway. I 
think you need to be careful about that. As I said, our whole focus as an association is on trying to 
provide affordable housing, which is land and housing. I have to say that after 20 years, I am just 
about sick to death of constantly fighting government. It does not matter which government is in 
power, whether it is federal, state or local government — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Have you worked out that the issue is that it is the same bureaucrats? That is 
the issue!   

Mr Dastlik: In some cases, that is correct. As the HIA, we must come across sometimes as, “They 
are whingeing again; they are objecting to this.” But it is all about providing affordable housing. It 
is a frustration to see what has happened with the price of housing in this state. 

The CHAIRMAN: Can I take you to something else that I know is one of your hobbyhorses as 
well, and that is the notion of green star ratings on houses. How much extra is that adding to the 
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cost of a house? Can you tell us your views on the affordability impacts of adding all these extra 
things to the cost of a house? Is it better to have those costs front loaded or is it better later on? 

Mr Dastlik: Firstly, from an association perspective, we support sustainable housing being built. 
That is really important from our perspective. I think that as an industry we need to continue to 
work on those sorts of things and progressively educate our builders in the marketplace to provide 
more and more of that sort of housing. Having said that, we have our own green smart program, 
which consists of trying to promote it through an awards program for over 10 years, and trying to 
educate the builders in the marketplace through a training program on how to build sustainable 
housing. But it is not regulatory or compulsory. It is about trying to say to people, “If you can afford 
to build in a more sustainable manner, we have builders who know how to do it, and we can provide 
that product.” If your primary objective is simply to get a house and a roof over your head, then the 
sustainable practices may not be something that you should be trying to accomplish in your home 
right now. The primary issue is to get an affordable home so that you can move into it and be 
housed. 

In terms of the star rating system, Western Australia in our view has been at the forefront of that for 
many years. We moved to what is called five star plus four years ago now. The rest of Australia has 
been at five star, or less, during that period of time. The increase now to six star is going to add 
costs to some housing. It will not add costs to all housing. There are many five star plus design 
homes that are being built right now that already achieve six star. There are some that do not; and, 
for those that do not, to modify them may cost as little as a few hundred dollars. We were given an 
example at our executive meeting last Thursday, where a builder is building in the south west a 
home design that he has up here, and there is an extra $15 000 in costs to that homeowner to get it 
up to six star. It is more difficult to achieve the six-star energy rating in the regional centres than it 
is in the Perth metropolitan area.  

The difficulty that we see with what is being proposed is that it is complex. You have a system of 
either using computer software packages, or you have a system that is called “deemed to satisfy”, 
where you meet a certain number of requirements, and tick a box, and you are deemed to have 
achieved six star. It is nigh on impossible to try and meet the “deemed to satisfy” six-star provisions 
as they are going to be introduced next year in the May 2012 Building Code of Australia. So then 
you will really be pushed to use computer software packages. That would be great if the three 
computer software packages produced the same result. But they do not. If I am a builder who is 
building 1 000 homes a year, first, I have to pay for the licensing of the products. The products get 
upgraded. You also need to have your staff accredited to use the product. I have to pick one of those 
computer software packages. I am not going to use all three of the software packages. It is just 
impossible. The cost of that would be enormous. So, I have picked package A, and I build all my 
homes using package A. But for half my homes, if I used package B, I might actually get to six star 
a lot more simply, and therefore there would not be as much cost. So, for some homes, under one 
computer package, you will achieve six star a lot easier than you will using another computer 
package. When I say “achieve six star”, it means that there are fewer changes that have to occur, or 
there are fewer inputs that have to go into it; that is, increasing the insulation, changing the window 
sizes, or using better glazing. So, the frustration that we have at present is that we have computer 
software packages that do not produce the same results, and we have a DTS model that we are 
having to move to that is going to be very complex, so people will be forced to use the computer 
packages, and I hope that they pick the right package for their style of home. The vast majority of 
the industry here uses deemed to satisfy. We need to have a simple, understandable and easy to use 
deemed to satisfy system that builders can use to achieve a six-star rating. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: John, you said in reference to the question about the cost of building 
differential between Perth and the eastern states, on the issue of more intense high-rise and the like, 
that you did not have the expertise to give us input on that. Who do you think is the best repository 
of the answer to the question as to why that is the case? 
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Mr Dastlik: In terms of making a comment, that would probably be either the Property Council of 
Australia or the Master Builders Association of Australia, because they have a large proportion of 
those builders. It clearly comes down to labour costs. Maybe the agreements that apply to building 
sites in Western Australia are far more generous to the labour that is being utilised on those sites 
than is the case in the eastern states. The product cost would not be that different, I would not have 
thought, in terms of whether I am buying concrete in the eastern states or here. There might be some 
differences. But I do not think there would be double the price differential. It has to come down to 
the ultimate labour costs that are being imposed. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Are you suggesting that the construction workforce in Perth is that much 
more significantly higher paid? 

Mr Dastlik: That is the only thing that I can think of, if you take out the land component, and let us 
say you equate that, and you take out the material costs. Whether you using a Laminex product, for 
example, here in Western Australia, or you are using it in the eastern states, I would not have 
thought there would be significant differences in the cost of the materials. So, the third major item 
must be the component costs that come from the labour input. That is all I can assume it must be. 
But, as I said, I am not versed in that sort of area any more; I just have not been involved and we do 
not concentrate on that sort of area. But, having said that, I do not disagree that certainly the square 
metre rate to build apartment-style buildings in Perth, as I understand it, is significantly more than it 
is in the eastern states. It could come down to as well that there is a lot more of that style of product 
being produced in the eastern states, so they might have efficiencies that we do not have in the 
industry here. There could be a whole range of issues that impact on that cost.   

The CHAIRMAN: John, thank you for coming in this morning. Two of our colleagues have left, 
but you were aware that they would be leaving us before eleven o’clock. You mentioned earlier that 
you have some graphs. Would it be possible to get a copy of those? 

Mr Dastlik: Sure. 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your evidence before the committee this morning. A transcript 
of the hearing will be forwarded to you for correction of minor errors. Would you please make these 
corrections and return the transcript within 10 working days of the date of the covering letter. If the 
transcript is not returned within this period, it will be deemed to be correct. New material cannot be 
introduced via these corrections, and the sense of your evidence cannot be altered. Should you wish 
to provide additional information or elaborate on particular points, would you please include a 
supplementary submission for the committee’s consideration when you return your corrected 
transcript of evidence. 

Hearing concluded at 10.57 am 


