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1 • All of the Committee's recommendations are made on the basis that 
the present Government intends to continue the operations of the 
Urban Lands Council ('the ULC'). On that basis, the Committee 
unanimously makes the following recommendations: 

(1) the Government should immediately take the appropriate 
steps for the enactment of legislation to ensure the 
validity of all contracts entered into by the ULC since 
its inception (para 2.5); 

(2) ministerial responsibility for the 
transferred from the Minister for 
Minister for Planning (para 2 .10); 

ULC should be 
Housing to the 

( 3) the ULC should have a board of management with a 
balanced representation from both the public and 
private sectors ( para 2 .11) ; 

(4) the ULC should be provided with a suitable computing 
facility as soon as is possible (para 3.22); 

( 5) the Government should give serious consideration to the 
suitability of the ULC continuing, at government 
direction, to hold land which is not suitable for 
residential development in the short to medium term 
(para 4 .6); 

( 6) while government agencies are developing residential 
land, the Government should give full consideration to 
rationalisating their activities (para 4. 29); 

(7) the ULC should be made expressly liable for the payment 
of local government r ates (para 5 .9); 

( 8) enabling legislation for the ULC s hould be introduced 
into Parliament as soon as is possible to ensure that 
the ULC becomes a properly accountable government 
agency. The legislation s hould clearly set out the 
ULC's objectives, powers and obligations (para 7 .6); 

( 9) the ULC should be required to produce a n annual report 
in accordance with the recommenc!ations of the 
Committee's Third Report (para 7 .8); 

( 10) legislation establishing the ULC as a statutory 
authority should include a ministerial review clause 
similar to section 37 of the Secondary Education Act 
1984 (para 7 .10); and 
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( 11) the ULC should be made subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Ombudsman (para 7 . 12). 

2. On the basis that the ULC will be continued, the Hons Colin 
Bell, Norman Moore and John Williams further recommend that: 

( 1) t he ULC should be made liable for the paymerit of land 
tax and water, sewerage and drainage rates (para 5,7); 
and 

(2) the ULC should restrict its activities 
land for buyers in the lower priced 
residential land market (para 6 .20). 

to developing 
sector of the 

3. The Hons Jjm Brown, Kay Hallahan and Robert Hetherington 
r ecommend that: 

4 • 

( 1) the ULC should not be made liable for the payment of 
land tax or water, sewerage and drainage rates (para 
5 .8) ;· and 

( 2) the ULC should not be expressly restricted to developing 
land for buyers in the lower priced sector of the 
residential land market (para 6 .20). 

The Hons . Jim Brown, Kay Hallahan and Robert Hetherington 
recommend that the ULC be retained, as the ULC has performed 
most satisfactorily over the past eleven years and its 
operations are still required. 

5. Notwithstanding the recommendations set out at paras 1 and 2 
above, the Hons Colin Bell, or man Moore and John Williams 
recommend that the ULC be abolished, in view of their belief 
that the functions of the ULC could be better carried out by 
the private sector. 

6. Although the Committee disagrees over the continuation of the 
ULC, the Committee as a whole recognizes that policy is a 
matter for governments, which are answerable to the 
electorate for those policies. 
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PARl' 1: INI'RODUCTION 

1 .1 On December 1 1983 the Legislative Council resolved in favour 
of the following motion: 

"That the Standing Committee on Government Agencies: 

Cl) Determine whether the Urban Lands Council falls within 
the jurisdiction of the Standing Committee; and if so: 

(2) Investigate within the criteria set out in Standing 
Order 38 ( g) (1 )Ci), the activities of the Council." 

1.2 On December 7 1983, the Committee determined that the Urban 
Lands Council was within the Committee's jurisdiction. 

1 .3 In accordance with the resolution of the Legislative Council, 
the Committee has examined the ULC on the basis of the 
criteria set out in Standing Order 38(g)(l)(i) which provides 
as follows: 

"38(G) (1) The duties of the Standing Committee on Government 
Agencies shall be as follows: 

( i) To make such examination as it deems 
necessary and to inquire into the purpose , 
finance, accountability, extent, nature, 
administrative control and methods of State 
Government agencies, including statutory 
corporations, primary produce boards, 
regulatory and quasi judicial bodies, 
trustees of government agencies, advisory 
committees and local and regional bodies 
(excluding municipal authorities) that are 
the subject of legislation of the Western 
Australian Parliament, with the exception of 
those agencies listed in the Schedule of 
these Orders." 

1. 4 The Committee took evidence from the then Chairman and the 
Director of the ULC, and the Hon Neil Oliver MLC, at its 
meeting of March 15 1984. Advertisements were placed in 'The 
West Australian' on March 17 and 21 1984 calling for 
submissions in relation to the ULC. Submissions were received 
from: 

The Australian Institute of Valuers CW A Division); 
The Local Government Association of Western Australia; 
The Shire of Wanneroo; 
The Urban Development Institute of Australia (W A 
Division); and 
Mr C J Barnett. 
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1. 5 Because of the Committee's other commitments and the need for 
specialist input, the Committee, after inviting proposals 
from a number of consultants, decided on July 12 1984 to 
commission Price Waterhouse Associates to conduct a study of 
the ULC on behalf of the Committee. 

1. 6 After receiving the Price Waterhouse study, the Committee 
released the study on a confidential basis to the Minister 
for Housing and the Leader of the Opposition: written 
comments were received from the Minister for Housing. The 
Committee took evidence from the current Chairman of the ULC, 
Mr S W Parks, and representatives of the Urban Development 
Institute of Australia ( W A Division) at its meeting of May 
2 1985. 

1. 7 On June 7 1985 the Committee toured ULC developments at South 
Lakes, Yangebup and Churchlands in the company of the 
Chairman, Executive Director and staff of the ULC. 
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PARf 2: BACKGIOUND AND .ADMINB.fR.n'ION 

Backgroum 

2 .1 Western Australia in the late 1960 1s experie need a shortage 
of land suitable for residential development and the result 
was a rapid escalation in land prices. In 1967 the 
establishment of an Urban Lands Commission was recommended by 
a State Government appointed committee, however, no action 
was taken to establish such a Commission. 

2. 2 In 1972 the Whitlam Federal Labor Government established the 
Department of Urban and Regional Development. One of the 
functions of this Department was to liaise with State 
Governments to establish land development agencies in each 
State. Subsequent negotiations led to an agreement between 
the Commonwealth and the Western Australian Government for 
the prov1s1on of funds under the Urban and Regional 
Development (Financial Assistance) Act 1974 (Commonwealth). 

2. 3 The terms of this agreement between the Commonwealth and 
State Governments were as follows: 

(a) The State Government would 
establish the ULC and would 
composition and staffing of the 
of one member who would 
Commonwealth. 

introduce legislation to 
be responsible for the 
ULC with the exception 
be appointed by the 

(b) The primary function of the ULC would b e to define 
development and redevelopment areas and growth centres, 
assemble and manage lands in such areas and centres, and 
release land acquired for development to suitable 
development agencies. 

(c) The State Government would ensure co-ordination of State 
programmes effecting urban development by preparing an 
interim programme of land assembly. 

(d) State Government legislation would provide for the 
identification and designation of land in growth areas, 
the acquisition of suitable areas, compensation and 
stabilisation of prices within designated areas. 

( e) The Commonwealth would provide financial as sis ta nee to 
the State for agreed programmes of urban development. 
The terms of this financial assista nee were: 

(i) loan repayments deferred for 10 years; 

(ii ) interest to be charged at the long term bond 
rate; 

(ii i ) repayment to be over a 20 year period commencing 
after the period of deferment; 
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Ci v) review of the financial arrangements every five 
years; 

(v) two for one grants to be available for the 
purchase of open space and recreational areas; 

(vi) continuing financial assistance to be linked to 
the agreed programme; 

(vii) grants for relevant studies to be the subject of 
separate financial allocations; 

(viii) financial assistance for development works to 
be negotiated; and 

(ix) the treatment of any surplus to be negotiated. 

'2 .4 It was central to the agreement reached between the 
Commonwealth and the State Governments that State legislation 
would be enacted to provide the ULC with the status of a 
statutory authority. For a variety of reasons, successive 
State Governments have failed to enact legislation 
establishing the ULC. As a result the ULC has operated on an 
interim basis since it began operations with its first 
meeting of councillors on April 15 1975. 

2.5 The lack of a legislative basis for the ULC is a matter of 
very great concern to the Committee. The Committee will 
refer later in this Report to reasons why such legislation 
should be enacted and what matters should be included in that 
legislation. The Committee is particularly concerned about 
the effect which the lack of legislation may have on those 
persons who have dealt with the ULC since its inception. The 
Committee has seen advice from the Crown Law Department to 
the ULC which indicates that the ULC is, and has always been, 
operating outside the law and that agreements entered into by 
the ULC may therefore be unenforceable. The advice expressed 
doubt as to whether title to land acquired by the ULC could 
be transferred to or from the ULC or from the ULC. If this 
advice is correct, and the Committee has been given no reason 
to suggest otherwise, then grave legal consequences could 
result for people who have purchased land from the ULC. 

~Nl 
The Government should immediately take the appropriate steps 
for the enactment of legislation to ensure the validity of 
all contracts entered into by the ULC since its inception. 

Administration 

2 .6 The organisational structure of the ULC is as set out in 
Figure 1 below. 

( 
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2. 7 As a non-statutory authority the ULC is subject to the direct 
control of the Minister for Housing, currently the Hon Keith 
Wilson, MLA. 

2. 8 The current membership of the Council is as follows: 

Chairman 
Mr S W Parks 

Councillors 
Mr W P Griffiths 
Mr F Pinczuk 
Mr P L Solomon 

Mr Parks is the Chairman of the State Housing Commission (Mr 
Park's predecessor, Mr R B McKenzie, was a former Chairman 
of the State Housing Commission). Mr Griffiths is the 
Deputy General Manager of the State Housing Commission. Mr 
Pinczuk is the Director of Finance and Admin'Lstration for the 
Metropolitan Water Authority. Mr Solomon, the sole private 
sector representative, is the Managing Director of Estates 
Development Co. Although the Commonwealt"!l is entitled to a 
representative, there has been no Commoilwealth appointee 
since 1978. 

2. 9 The present constitution of the UL C's governing council is 
thus heavily weighted towards the State Housing Commission 
('SHC'). In particular, the ULC and the SHC share the same 
Chairman. The Committee believes that this interrelation 
between the ULC and the SHC is not to the real advantage of 
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either organisation. The present arrangement is a compromise 
between the SHC performing the ULC's land development 
function, and there being an independent land 
development agency. If there is to be a government land 
development agency (and this is the Government's policy), 
then the Committee believes that that function would be more 
efficiently performed by a small, independent agency than as 
part of the SHC. The danger with the present compromise 
arrangement continuing is that the ULC could become a defacto 
division of the SHC. 

2 .10 The Committee believes that there would be merit in 
transferring ministerial responsibility for the ULC from the 
Minister for Housing to the Minister for Planning. This 
transfer would recognise that the ULC is not a housing 
agency but a land development authority whose advice and 
activities are integral to overall planning, and it would 
separate the ULC from the SHC. The Joondalup Development 
Corporation is already within the Minister for Planning's 
portfolio. 

~AI'ION 2 
Ministerial responsibility for the ULC should be transferred 
from the Minister for Housing to the Minister for Planning. 

2 .11 In addition to a transfer of ministerial responsibility, the 
Committee believes that the ULC would benefit from a more 
diverse representation on the governing council. With the 
exception of Mr Solomon, appointments to the Council have not 
been made from the private sector because of the possibility 
of conflicts of interest . The Committee recognizes the 
danger of conflicts of interest. However, the successful 
membership of Mr Solomon indicates that such problems are not 
insurmountable. The Committee believes that any 
inconvenience caused by the need to deal with conflicts of 
interest as they arise would be more than offset by the 
advantages which would accrue to the ULC by having 
Councillors from a diverse range of backgrounds. 

~N 3 
The ULC should have a board of management with a balanced 
representation from both the public and private sectors. 

2 .12 Th€ ULC functions with a staff of eight: 

Director: 

Deputy Director: 

Finance Officer: 

Mrs BE Robbins BA ( Econ) 

Mr C Curtis Dip PTC Public 
Administration 

Mr R J Fitzsimmons BEc, 
Dip Accroy, AAS A 
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Development Officer 
Rates Officer 
Research Officer 
Secretary 
Typist 

The Director and Deputy Director have approximately 15 years 
service with the ULC between them ·. The Director previously 
worked with the State Treasury and the Department of 
Industrial Development/Resources Development. The ·Deputy 
Director previously worked with the State Housing 
Commission. 

2 .13 The ULC has appointed two additional staff, a project 
manager/planner and a project assistant/architect on 12 month 
contracts for the East Perth redevelopment project which the 
ULC is undertaking on behalf of the State Government. 

2 .14 The ULC has continued to function with a small staff as a 
result of a policy of maximum utilisation of private sector 
contractors and sub-contractors. The Committee believes that 
the small staff size is an indication of relatively efficient 
operation. 

2 .15 There are no formal guidelines which govern the operations of 
the ULC other than being subject to the controls which attach 
to government finance (including an annual examination by the 
Auditor General and the provisions of the Public Monies 
Investment Act 1961) and direct Ministerial control. 

2 .16 The ULC has adopted a number of objectives which it has 
formulated over the past few years. For the greater part -of 
the period in which the ULC was under review, those 
objectives were as follows: 

( i) to research the private and public sector demands 
for land and alternative uses with a view to 
maintaining an ongoing programme of land 
acquisition, development and sales to meet 
anticipated demands and optimise the 
profitability of ULC land resources within the 
limits of Government policy, financial capacity 
and community standards; 

(ii) to acquire land in a broadacre form so as to meet 
the researched needs for current and future 
residential iand requirements of the low income 
first home buyer segment of the market 
complementing the activities of the private 
sector; 

(ii i ) undertake a land development programme for 
developed residential lots maximising as far as 
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is practicable and possible the utilisation of 
private sector agencies, consultancies and 
contractors for its programme; 

(iv) to incorporate innovation in design and 
development of residential land to achieve 
maximum cost effectiveness and enable greater 
variety and choice in residential lifestyles; 

(v) to market residential land and ancillary 
commercial sites in ULC sub-divisions to achieve 
a reasonable rate of profit aimed at maintaining 
ULC financial viability; and 

(vi) to manage ULC land assets so as to minimise 
holding costs and maximise the full potential for 
future development. 

2,17 In June 1985 the ULC produced the following aims: 

( i) to ensure availability of land at a reasonable 
price with a range of choice; 

(ii) to prevent speculation on its residential lots; 

(iii) to ensure that all its purchasers are given an 
equal opportunity to buy a residential lot; 

(iv) to maintain a close involvement and relationship 
with the Housing Industry; 

(v) to introduce innovative 
resulting in direct flow 
Housing Industry; 

development 
on benefits 

projects 
to the 

(vi) to undertake land use planning, development and 
marketing of surplus Crown land on behalf of the 
Government; 

(vii) to employ private sector consultants in planning 
development and marketing roles; and 

(viii) to provide land for purchasers to privately 
finance and build their own homes. 

2. 18 In Part 6 of this Report the Committee will examine the 
effectiveness of the ULC in meeting its objectives. 

( 
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PARr 3: FlJNilH} AND F1NANaAI. MANAGEMENT 

Sources of Funds 

3 .1 The primary source of funds for the operations of the ULC has 
been Commonwealth loans and grants. The ULC has received 
loans totalling $20,177,000 from the Commonwealth under the 
Urban and Regional Development (Financial Assistance) Act 
1974. These loan funds attracted interest at the long term 
bond rate with repayment deferred until July 1 1985. This 10 
year deferrment of repayments was intended to provide the ULC 
with time to generate sufficient funds from land development 
to effect the loan repayments and provide surpluses to fund 
future programmes. Apart from a Treasury overdraft incurred 
during its commencement phase, the ULC has not needed to 
generate funds through external borrowings. 

3 .2 As at June 30 1984, the ULC accounts disclosed the following 
funds employed : 

Commonwealth Gover rune nt 
Loan Principal 
Deferred Interest Liability 

Accumulated Surplus 

Funds Employed 

$'000 

20,177 
25 ,43-2 

5,935 

51,544 
====== 

3 .3 Negotiations between the ULC and the Commonwealth Government 
since June 30 1984 have resulted in a fundamental improvement 
in the ULC's financial position. The Commonwealth has agreed 
to accept $23,500,000 in full settlement of the principal and 
interest owing to the Commonwealth. The ULC is not unique in 
this respect. Other State urban land authorities which were 
funded under the Urban and Regional Development (Financial 
Assistance) Act 1974 have received similar treatment from the 
Commonwealth. 

3 .4 The ULC is now required to meet the following repayment 
schedule: 

1985 - On settlement 
January 1 1985 

1986 - July 1 1985 
January 1 1986 

1987 - July 1 1986 
January 1 1987 

1988 - July 1 1987 

7.0 
4.0 

4.0 
3.0 

2.0 
2.0 

$ 
Million 

11.0 

7.0 

4.0 

1.5 
23.5 
----
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3. 5 The Commonwealth/State agreement which preceded the 
establishment of the ULC provided that the treatment of any 
surplus accuring to the ULC would be negotiated. The 
Commonwealth has not shared in the ULC's trading surpluses. 

3 .6 The net result of the re-negotiation of the financial 
arrangement between the ULC and the Commonwealth, is an 
improvement in the ULC's financial position by approximately 
$22,000,000: the amount which has been fe,rgiven by the 
Commonwealth. The ULC has also benefitted through the 
decision of successive Common wealth govern.me nts not to seek 
access to surpluses generated by the ULC. 

Financial Position 

3. 7 An abbreviated summary of the UL C's financial position as at 
June 30 1984 and the estimated financial position as at June 
30 1987 is set out at Appendix 1 to this Report. An abridged 
sources and applications of funds from the UL C's inception to 
June 30 1984 is set out at Appendix 2. 

3.8 Changes and refinements in the accounting systems and methods 
adopted by the ULC over the period of its operation 
necessarily mean that not all fi.na ncial data included in this 
Report has been prepared on a consistent basis. However, the 
Committee believes that the financial information in this 
Report can be regarded as providing a reasonable summary of 
trends up to June 30 1984. The accounts for the financial 
year ending June 30 1984 do not reflect the Commonwealth's 
decision to forgive the repayment of $22,109,000. 

3. 9 The major components of the UL C's accumulated surplus as at 
June 30 1984 are set out at Appendix 2. Total profit on land 
sales of $8 ,737,000 has been derived from the sale of 4,109 
blocks at an average profit, after bringing to account as 
holding costs a proportion of interest payable to the 
Commonwealth on funds advanced, of approximately $2,100. 

3. 10 Other income derived of $8,833 ,000 is represented mainly by 
interest received by the ULC on cash surpluses deposited with 
the State Treasury. At June 30 1984, cash funds held by the 
State Treasury amounted to $18,083 ,000. Income from cash 
surpluses is expected to decline considerably over the next 
few years because of the UL C's repayment obligations to the 
Commonwealth (see paragraph 3 ,4 above). 

3.11 Provision for diminution in land values charged against 
profits of $8,988,000 represents holding cost s attributable 
to all land held for development but subsequently written 
off. The amounts written off relate mainly to holding costs 
on long term holdings, which are not expected to be 
developed. A loss of $393,000 was incurred by the ULC on the 
transfer of land at Wilbinga to the Industrial Land 
Wilbinga to the Industrial Land Development Authority. The 

( 
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loss represented mainly holding costs, including interest, 
which were not recovered by the ULC. Other expenses noted in 
Appendix 2 amounting to $2,284,000 represents interest not 
capitalized as land development costs for the years 1979 to 
1981. Administration costs totalled approximately 
$1,466,000 for the nine years to June 30 1984 and represent 
salaries of $985,000; depreciation of $32,000; and other 
expenses (including rent) of '$449,000. (See Appendix 3 for a 
statistical comparison between the ULC and the ULA (Victoria) 
and Larrlcom (NSW) .) 

3 .12 The ULC has been able to build up its total land bank to a 
book value of $24,565,000 through cash flows emanating from 
profitable trading in land development and interest receipts. 
In essence, as a result of Commonwealth funding and trading 
profits, the ULC has established its present level of 
operations at no direct cost to successive State 
Governments. 

3 .13 The projected financial position at June 30 1987 (see 
Appendix 1) clearly shows, however, that the ULC will require 
funds following the repayment of Commonwealth loans. Based 
on budgetary information given to the State Treasury for the 
three year period from July 1 1984 to June 30 1987, the ULC 
will require an injection of about $2,700,000 in 1987. 

3 .14 It is possible that the UL C's 1987 fund requirements could be 
generated internally by a combination of increased 
residential land sales and reduced acquisitions. Such a 
course of action may have serious consequences for the ULC's 
ability, beyond 1987, to meet demand for land from low income 
land purchasers. An alternative method for .generating funds 
would be the transfer at cost of long term land holdings 
which are inappropriate to the UL C's functions. This 
alternative is discussed in detail in paragraphs 3.16 and 
3 .17 below. It is also possible that the ULC could arrange 
its own borrowings so as to meet future fund requirements. 
Were the ULC to become a statutory authority it could be 
empowered to make suitable borrowing arrangements. On the 
assumption that the ULC will continue with profitable 
operations, it could reasonably be expected that the cash 
flow generated by the ULC will be sufficient to service some 
external borrowings. 

3 .15 In summary, the Committee believes that the ULC should be 
regarded as having a fairly sound financial base. This is a 
direct result of the renegotiation of the ULC's financial 
obligations to the Commonwealth. The Committee is not in a 
position to speculate as to what the ULC's financial position 
would have been had the Commonwealth not forgone 
approximately $22,000,000. Notwithstanding the very 
significant reduction in repayment obligations, if the 
operations of the ULC are to continue at the present level, 
an additional amount of $2,700 , 000 will need to be raised by 
the ULC by 1987. 
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3.16 As mentioned in paragraph 3.14, it has been suggested to the 
Committee that one method for generating funds for the ULC 
would be the transfer, at cost, of its long term land 
holdings which are inappropriate for residential development. 
The ULC's long term land holdings were valued at 
approximately $7 .2 million as at June 30 1984 (see Appendix 
4). It is clear to the Committee that these land holdings 
are inappropriate to the functions and objectives of the ULC. 
To the extent that the management of these lands diverts 
resources from the ULC, the holding of this land impinges 
upon the efficiency of the ULC in meeting its objectives. 
The Committee believes that the transfer, at cost, of long 
term land holdings from the ULC to another government 
department or agency would improve its potential for 
efficient behaviour and would meet the ULC's identified 
funding requirements. However, such a transfer would have an 
adverse financial effect on the department or agency to which 
the land was transferred. 

3 .17 The Committee does not propose to make any recommendation as 
to the manner in which the ULC's requirement for additional 
funding should be met. The Committee has identified some 
alternative methods and doubtless the Government will 
ic:lentify further alternatives. The Committee has been assured 
that the ULC is actively pursuing a solution to this 
problem. 

Financial Planning 

3 .18 The ULC's budget is prepared by the Finance Officer in 
consultation with the Chairman and Director. The budget is 
submitted to the Council and the Minister for approval before 
finalisa tion. The budget is prepared largely for the 
purposes of the State Treasury and, as a result, follows the 
cash basis for accounting. Forecasts of profit and loss and 
move ments of balance sheet items are not prepared. 

3.19 The Committee has (Third Report: December 1983) already 
expressed the view that accrual accounting provides a better 
basis for financial accountability than does cash accounting . 
This is especially so where the agency concerned is involved 
in functions of a commercial nature. The Committee believes 
that the profit concept, which is heightened by accrual 
accounting, is a n impor tant consideration for an agency such 
as the ULC; it allows more accura t e assess ments of financial 
performance in any given period. 

3. 20 The UL C's Finance Officer is al so responsible for the general 
financial administration of the ULC. The accounting system 
used is predominantly manual although based on information 
received from the computer ised Government Accounting System 
(GAS). GAS proces ses all receipts and payments and generates 
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printouts from which the Financial Officer is able to write 
up a general ledger and subsidiary ledgers for developed and 
undeveloped land. The following statements are produced on 
a quarterly basis: 

(a) balance sheet; 

(b) income and expenditure; 

( c) land trading; and 

(d) detailed analysis of important balance sheet 
classifications. 

3. 21 The manual nature of the ULC's accounting system means that 
little time is available for detailed work on feasibility 
studies and other forward financial planning. The GAS system 
is inappropriate for the ULC's purposes; it is not designed 
to allow for controlling costs of projects which might extend 
beyond one financial period. 

3. 22 The Committee understands that steps are being taken to 
provide the ULC with a suitable computing facility. A 
consultant's report is being prepared. A small computing 
facility would enable computerisat ion of accounts and 
facilitate the more efficient functioning of the ULC through 
the preparation of feasibility studies, cash flow analyses 
and more detailed budgets. Such a computer facility should 
also serve to reduce any possible pressure for increases in 
administrative staff. 

~N4 
The ULC should be provided with a suitable computing facility 
as soon as is possible. 

Accounting Policies 

3. 23 Accounting for real estate development is seemingly 
characterised only by a lack of uniform accounting policies. 
The lack of an accounting standard in Australia means it is 
possible only to compare the accounting policies of one 
developer with other industry practices and judge whether the 
policies are suitable. Paragraphs 3.24 to 3.44 below give 
consideration to the ULC's accounting policies 

(A) Recognition of sales 

The policy of the ULC is to recognise profit on sales at 
the date of acceptance of offers by the ULC's selling 
agents. 

3 .24 There are two major accounting principle appropriate to land 
sales which ar generally acceptable: 
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(i) Recognition of profit at the point of sale when an offer 
and acceptance becomes legally binding; and 

(ii) Recognition of profit on a cash emerging basis as the 
consideration is received on a pro rata basis over a 
period of time. 

3. 25 The first method recognises profit immediately an offer and 
acceptance becomes unconditional and a binding contract is 
entered into. It is an accept able method in a situation 
where there is a reason able deposit, the repayment period is 
relatively short and there is no history of numerous 
cancellation of sales. The second method is the more 
conservative as it only recognises profit proportionately as 
cash is received and is regarded as being prudent when the 
deposit is relatively small and the repayment period is 
relatively long. In such instances the purchaser has little 
to lose if he/ she defaults and cancellations of sales of this 
type can be high. 

3. 26 Settlement terms offered by the ULC are 10% at the date of 
acceptance of offers, with the balance payable within three 
months, a relatively short settlement period. The profit 
element of land sold in prior years and written back during 
the year ended June 30 1984 amounted to $3,929 or 5.5% of the 
prior year's profit (1983 - 3.2%) which represents a small 
number of cancellations. 

3. 27 The Committee therefore accepts that the ULC's accounting 
policy for recognition of profit is appropriate. Utilisation 
of the cash emerging basis of accounting could significantly 
distort the results particularly in a year like 1984 where at 
June 30 1984 debtors represented 45% of annual sales with an 
estimated 80% collection by the time unaudited accounts were 
prepared in September 1984. Adoption of such a policy would 
in this situation result in a 45% decrease in the 1984 gross 
profit when in fact collection of a material proportion of 
sales proceeds took place within three months of the year's 
end. Where known, the Committee considers it to be prudent to 
make provision for those sales which would be expected to 
fall through each year. 

(B) Valuation of land 

( i ) Broad acre land • 

3. 28 It is generally accepted that expenditure on pre acquisition 
and acquisition of land, holding and an appropriate 
proportion of indirect or overhead costs should be 
capitalised as land development costs. The ULC adheres to 
this policy. When allocatingover heads the ULC takes the 
view that almost all staff time is involved in land 
development and sales with a minimal amount of time spent in 
maintaining broadacre land and therefore no overhead should 
be allocated to broadacre land. 

( 
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3. 29 While capitalisation of all direct costs and appropriate 
indirect costs follows generally accepted accounting 
principles, there is an overriding requirement to ensure that 
such land is valued for accounting purposes at the lower of 
cost and net realisable value. The valuation process 
recognises land inventory held for resale should not be 
stated in the accounts at a value in excess of net realis 
able value. To this end all undeveloped land not scheduled 
for development within five years has been re-valued by the 
Valuer General annually and such land is written down to the 
valuation obtained where necessary. 

(ii) Land underdevelopment. 

3. 30 The accounting policy in relation to land under development 
is similar to the policy in relation to broadacre land, 
whereby all direct costs and an appropriate proportion of 
indirect costs are capitalised. In addition, the costs 
allocated to such land are reviewed internally at balance 
date to ensure cost is no greater than expected realisable 
value and, where necessary, such costs are written off to 
ensure the value of land disclosed in the balance sheet is 
stated at the lower of cost and net realisable value. 

3. 31 The lack of a time recording system within the ULC means that 
allocation of overhead to land under development is 
necessarily an arbitrary process. As mentioned earlier, 
staff spend almost all their time involved in development and 
sales of land. For that reason salaries and other overheads 
are allocated to these areas. It could be argued such costs 
would still be incurred even if the ULC did not develop or 
sell one block but it is reasonable to assume that if such a 
situation developed the staff would be dispersed to other 
areas of the public service and the cost of maintaining the 
land holdings would become negligible. It is, in the 
Committee's opinion, therefore reasonable that overheads are 
allocated to the development and sales areas. 

3. 32 Overheads are allocated to each lot commenced and each lot 
sold during the year on a proportional basis. For example, 
if 100 lots were commenced and also sold during the year, 
each lot would have 1/200th of overheads allocated on 
commencement and 11200th on sale, assuming of course there 
were no other development activities being undertaken. This 
system is both arbitrary and ad hoc and in a year where few 
lots are commenced or sold they carry a disproportionately 
heavy allocation of overheads. 

3. 33 In 1984 approximately 80% of lots commenced and completed 
were sold, thereby ensuring a significant proportion of 1984 
overheads were expended during the year and not carried 
forward in inventory to future years. In prior years the 
situation was somewhat different as 60% of lots sold during 
1983/84 had been carried forward. 
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3. 34 It has been suggested to the Committee that it would be 
preferable to have in place a refined overhead cost 
allocation system whereby when staff are not actively 
involved in development or marketing activities their 
salaries and associated overheads are written off directly 
against profits. In practice, however, the cost of 
instituting such a system would probably outweigh the 
increased accuracy of reporting, particularly when 
administration costs account for approximately 5% of the 
cost of land sold. 

(iii ) Developed Land 

3. 35 There are several schools of thought regarding holding costs 
once such land is developed to the state it is readily 
saleable as trading stock. 

3. 36 In accordance with the Australian accounting standard on 
valuation and presentation of inventories, the cost of goods 
held for sale in the ordinary course of business should 
include only purchase costs, conversion costs and other 
costs incurred in the normal course of business in bringing 
the inventories to their present location and condition. As 
a guide, therefore, once land is developed and available for 
sale, as 'finished' inventory or trading stock no further 
costs should be capitalised. 

3. 37 The alternative view is that holding costs form part of the 
project cost during the selling stage in the same way as 
costs incurred during the development period. It follows 
such costs should be capitalised. Tech nica.lly such holding 
costs should be recognised as a project cost, the cost 
estimated over the expected selling period and capitalised at 
the time the land is transferred to ~rading stock. 

3. 38 In practice it would appear that many developers continue 
capitalising holding costs until the individual lot is sold, 
a treatment which is easier to administer. 

3 .39 A brief review of some public companies involved in land 
development by Price Waterhouse indicated the latter method 
may often be used even though there are schools of thought 
which regard the treatment to be in contravention of 
acc ounting standards. The Urban Land Authority of Victoria 
uses the former method while the Land Commission of New South 
Wales uses the latter. In all instances the accumulated 
costs of developed land are compared with net realisable 
value and provisions for diminution in value are raised where 
appropriate. In view of the considerable divergence in 
practice, the Committee is unable to find that the latter 
method of accounting for holding costs in relation to 
developed land is unreasonable. 

Ci v) Cost Apportionment to Lots 
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3 .40 There are four commonly used bases of apportioning costs to 
individual lots. 

(a) Specific identification 

Costs such as rates and land tax can be directly 
attributed to individual lots. 

(b) Pro-rata to the number of lots 

Costs are apportioned equally to each lot with no 
consideration given to lot size or location. It is an 
appropriate basis when variation in price and location 
of lots is minimal but in other circumstances could 
result in wildly fluctuating profit margins within a 
given development. This method is used by the ULC. 

( c) Pro-rata to physical characteristics : 

General development costs are apportioned on the basis 
of lot size while other costs are allocated on the basis 
of appropriate characteristics. For instance roads could 
be apportioned on the basis of length of road frontage. 
If the physical characteristics utilised to allocate 
individual costs are inappropriate there may well be 
variations in profit margins as the sales value of a lot 
will not normally increase due to an increased road 
frontage while the costs allocated to the lot would 
increase. 

( d) Pro-rata to sales value : 

Costs are apportioned on the basis of actual or 
anticipated selling prices which will result in a 
uniform profit margin on all lots. 

3.41 There are arguments for and against each accounting treatment 
and each method has the potential to distort profits during 
the course of selling an individual project. In addition, 
the third and fourth methods mentioned above would require 
considerably more work than the first two methods. Given the 
nature and scale of operations, the current staffing and the 
need for improved management tools, the latter methods would 
probably be impractical to adopt. 

3.42 In relation to trading land, the ULC's consistent method of 
valuation is to value at cost or net realisable value, 
which ever is lower. 

(v) Repurchase of lots sold. 
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3 • 43 The normal accounting treatment for sales which, for some 
reason or another, fall through is to reverse the original 
transaction. However, where the purchaser does not comply 
with the restrictive covenants attached to the lot thereby 
necessitating repurchase, the ULC merely brings to account 
the land at its original sale price with no adjustment for 
profit on the original sale. This accounting treatment will 
result in an overstatement of profit in relation to blocks 
repurchased and on hand at a particular time. Repurchased 
land at June 30 1984 totalled approximately $70,000. 
Assuming a gross profit on sales of 20% there may be an 
unrealised but immaterial profit of approximately $12,000 
included in the accumulated surplus at that date of $5 .9 
million. It is the Committee's understanding that this 
practice is currently unavoidable due to inadequate 
information recorded in prior years in respect of original 
costs. Positive steps are being taken to reconstruct the ULC 
accounting records and systems to provide for the correct 
treatment in future years . 

3. 44 Subject to 
overheads, 
paragraph 
satisfied 
policies. 

the comments at paragraph 3 .34 on allocation of 
at paragraph 3 .39 on holding costs, and at 

3 .43 on uncompleted sales, the Committee is 
that the ULC employs acceptable accounting 

ULC Cost Effectiveness 

3 .45 In an attempt to p rovide a basis for analysing the cost 
effectiveness of the ULC, costs relating to those stages of 
developments completed and sold during the two years ending 
June 30 1984 were separated into their component parts and 
compared by Price Waterhouse with similar projects undertaken 
by private developers. 

3 .46 The ULC's development costs for land developed and sold in 
1984 amounted to approximately $5,400 per lot or 42% of the 
average sale price of $12,800 (see Appendix 5). This is 
comparable to development costs incurred by private 
developers. The comparable nature of the figures is probably 
a direct result of the ULC's policy of having development 
performed by private contractors who are selected on the 
basis of competitive tender. 

3. 47 The administrative costs associated with developing and 
selling land are difficult to compare due to the ULC policy 
of allocating all administration costs to those lots 
developed and sold in a particular year (see paragraph 3 .31 
above). The costs allocated to development administration by 
the ULC are higher than those normally incurred by private 
developers, however, there are no overhead costs written off 
to income and expenditure each year as would be the case with 
a private developer. 
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PARr 4: A<X,JIUr!Ol . .IEVH1FMl'Nr, MANAGING AND MARKETING OF LAND 

Land Acquisition 

4 .1 The second stated objective of the ULC is: 

"To acquire land in broadacre form so as to meet the 
researched needs for current and future residential land 
requirements of the low income first home buyer segment 
of the market complementing the activities of the 
private sector." 

In giving effect to this objective the ULC attempts to 
maintain a presence in each of the four corridors delineated 
for urban development by the Metropolitan Region Planning 
Authority. Such a presence enables the ULC to exert an 
influence on the lower end of the residential land market in 
each corridor. 

4. 2 As at June 30 1984 the ULC had formalised projections for 
land acquisitions through to June 30 1987. The projections 
are based on information gathering by the ULC's staff through 
attendance at auctions, observation of land developments and 
interaction with other land developers. The UL C's 
acquisition policy is of course also influenced by the 
development potential of existing land holdings. 

4. 3 As at June 30 1984 land holdings were made up as follows: 

Long term holdings on land not available 
for development 
Other undeveloped land 

Developed land 

Accumulated development costs 

Total book value 

$ Millions 

7.224 
18.341 

25 . 565 
1.292 

26.857 
4.071 

30.928 
------------

4 .4 Long term land holdings valued at $7,224,000 represents land 
which is unsuitable for residential development in the short 
to medium term. This land was acquired as a result of 
government direction at various stages during the UL C's life. 

4.5 The land which is unsuitable for residential development is 
situated at Yanchep, Pentlands, Yangebup and Lake Kogolup. 
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Yanchep Land 

The land at Yanchep was purchased by the ULC for use as 
residential land associated with the then State Government's 
proposed steel works . at Moore River. As a result of the 
cancellation of the proposed steel works, this land is now 
considered unsuitable for residential development in any but 
the long term. 

Pentlands Land 

The land at Pentlands is believed to be unsuitable for 
residential development in the short to medium term. The 
Committee has been given to understand that the greater 
percentage of the Pentlands land will eventually be used as a 
Metropolitan Water Authority sewerage disposal site, 
industrial land and regional open space. 

Yangebup and Lake Kogoluo Land 

The land at Yangebup and Lake Kogolup was purchased by the 
ULC for residential development in the short to medium term. 
The land has since been reserved by the Metropolitan Region 
Planning Authority as regional open space and it is now 
unavailable for residential development. Although the ULC 
expects to receive some compensation when this land is 
eventually acquired by the MRPA, the ULC is not entitled to 
claim compensation under the Metropolitan Region Town 
Planning Scheme Act 1959; in contrast to private 
developers. 

4.6 The ULC also holds land at Mindarie, north of Wanneroo, for 
the purposes of medium term residential development. 
Although the ULC does not consider it necessary to vary this 
classification, it is possible that this land may only be 
s uitable for residential development in the long term. 

~N5 
The Government should give serious consideration to the 
suitability of the ULC continuing, at government direction, 
to hold land which is not suitable for residential 
development in the short to medium term. 

4.7 Undeveloped land holdings valued at $18,341,000 (as at June 
30 1984) represents the ULC's landbank of land suitable for 
residential development in the short to medium term. (See 
Appendix 6 for the ULC's lot potential as at April 30 1985 
and Appendix 7 for the location of ULC land holdings.) The 
ULC has stated that its intention is to minimise its holdings 
of developed land, the value of which is $1,292,000 (as at 
June 30 1984). 

4. 8 On behalf of the Committee, Price Waterhouse reviewed the 
ULC's stocks of developed land held as at June 30 in the 
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years 1981 to 1984 and equated these stocks to sales levels 
in those years to provide the following comparison of stock 
levels: 

June 30 1981 
June 30 1982 
June 30 1983 
June 30 1984 

( See Appendix 8 for the 
1983 to June 30 1986.) 

2. 4 years sales 
1 .4 years sales 
1. 3 years sales 
O .1 years · sales 
UL C's stock projections from June 30 

4. 9 The year ended June 30 1981 was an atypical year with sales 
dropping from 760 lots in 1979 to 190 in 1981. Conversely, in 
1984 sales doubled as against 1983 producing a very low level 
of stock at June 30 1984. 

4 .10 Evaluation of land for acquisition by the ULC is an on-going 
function. Where land is identified as suitable for 
acquisition, the acquisition must be approved by the ULC 
Prices and Acquisitions Sub-Committee, then the Council and 
finally the Minister. 

Land Development 

4 .11 Land suitable for residential development is identified by 
ULC staff on the basis of feasibility studies done without 
the assistance of computers. Development proposals are 
approved by the Minister either directly or in the course of 
approving the UL C's annual budget. 

4.12 The development project planners and engineers are appointed 
by the Rural & Industries Bank on the ULC's behalf after 
having received the Director's recommendations. Appointments 
are approved by the Council. All other work associated with 
the development is put out to tender, with the exception of 
water reticulation which is invariably completed by the Water 
Authority of Western Australia. It is understood that most 
private developers also use the Water Authority of Western 
Australia. 

4 .13 Over the years the ULC has had some success in negotiating 
fees and commissions lower than those recommended by the 
professional bodies with which the ULC deals. The rationale 
promoted by the ULC is that recommended fees of bodies such 
as the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia (Inc) are 
developed on the basis of individual jobs and are not 
suitable for larger scale developments which involve a 
continuity of employment and consequently lower costs per lot 
developed. 

4 .14 Site developments are supervised by the c.:onsulting engineer 
although the Director, and staff conduct regular site visits 
and monitor the development on behalf of the ULC. 
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4 .15 In addition to the development of land on its own behalf, the 
ULC has been engaged by the State Government on an agency 
basis to plan and redevelop State Government land at Bateman, 
Bicton, Bridgewater, Churchlands, East Perth, Leda, and 
Swanbourne. The ULC _has undertaken joint developments with 
both the SHC ( Balcatta) and with private enterprise (eg. 
Jennings Industries at Lakelands). 

4 .16 The ULC has not been able to generate any profit from agency 
work for the State Government because the only remuneration 
received has been interest on funds Ptilised (at State 
Treasury rates) and a management fee designed to cover 
administration costs. The ULC is negotiating with the State 
Treasury to receive a commercial rate of return for such 
agency work. 

Land Mamgemert 

4 .17 The ULC is responsible for the management of all land which 
it holds. This is particularly so with regard to the land 
held by the ULC which is unsuitable for residential 
development in the short to medium term. 

4 .18 Where possible, the ULC leases unused land for agricultural 
or other appropriate purposes. However, the general 
unsuitability of most of this land for intensive agricultural 
use coupled with its isolation from existing services has 
resulted in very little income being generated from this 
land. (See Appendix 4 for holding costs associated with long 
term land holdings.) 

Land Marketing 

4 .19 

. 4. 20 

The final decision on the price which will attach to ULC land 
is (subject of course to direction by the Minister) made by 
the ULC's Prices and Acquisitions Sub- Committee. This Sub
Committee is presented with three separate valuations before 
arriving at a decision: valuations are made by the Valuer 
General's Office, the ULC's selling agent for the land, and 
the ULC's staff. It is ULC policy to attempt to generate a 
20% profit on land which it sells. 

The prices for which ULC land may be sold are affected by the 
conditions which the ULC attaches to its sales contracts. 
These conditions include: 

(a) the purchaser must construct a house on the purchased 
lot to at least well plate level within four years from 
the date of purchase; 

(b) lots purchased may not be resold within four years of 
the date of purchase; 

( 
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(c) no person who owns more than one block of land, house or 
unit in the metropolitan area may purchase a lot from 
the ULC; and 

(d) the ULC has the option, within four years of the sale, 
to repurchase any lot sold. 

These conditions do not apply to land developed on an agency 
basis for the State Government. 

4. 21 Sales of ULC land are undertaken by private real estate 
agents on behalf of the ULC. Real estate agents are 
appointed in each metropolitan corridor for a 12 month 
period. Real estate agents may register with the ULC their 
interest in being appointed to handle ULC sales . 
Appointments of agents are for particular projects and the 
appointment of a particular agent for one project does not 
mean that that agent will handle all ULC sales in the 
relevant corridor for that year. 

4.22 The techniques used by the ULC to market land have been 
modified over the period for which it has operated. 
Initially all land was sold by auction with only land u nsolci 
at auction being sold by private treaty. The auction system, 
although initially successful, proved unsuitable when demand 
for land decreased and a high percentage of lots were being 
passed in at less than their reserve price. Sale by auction 
also proved incompatible with the Commonwealth's First Home 
Owners Scheme which requires applicants to first find land 
and then apply for assistance. The ULC is now experimenting 
with selling land through the appointed real estate agent on 
a first come, first served, basis after having conducted 
several weeks of pre-release advertising (see Appendix 10). 
Sales ·are made on the basis of 10% deposit on acceptance of 
offers and the balance payable within three months. 

4. 23 The ULC introduced a programme of mortgage subsidies and in 
September 1982 for purchasers who built on the land within 
six months of purchase. The subsidies, which applied only 
in selected slow selling sub-divisions, were $80 per month 
paid directly to the purchaser's bank or building society for 
an 18 month period. In some sub-divisions a cash refund of 
$500 was offered. The subsidies were terminated in February 
1984 by which time 260 purchasers had received assistance. 

Duplication of Functions 

4. 24 The ULC is not the only government ag ncy in Western 
Australia which performs the functions of acquiring, • 
developing, managing and marketing urban land. The S HC, the 
Rural and Industries Bank ('R&l Bank') and the Joondalup 
Developm nt Corporation are currently performing, and have in 
the past perform d, similar functions. 
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4. 25 The R& I Bank developed 328 lots in the year ended March 31 
1985 with land currently available in Bibra Lake, Carine, 
Duncraig, Greenwood, Marmion and Rockingham. The Bank has 
also entered into a joint development at Forest Lakes, 
Tho' nlie. The land developed by the R& I Bank is marketed to 
attract middle and upper-middle income earners. The 
profits from the sale of land, most of which is transferred 
Crown land, are split equally between the Bank and the 
Consolidated Revenue Fund. 

4. 26 The development of land by the R& I Bank does not duplicate 
developments by the ULC which are intended to attract low 
income first home buyers: the developments are targeted 
toward different markets. However, developments by the ULC 
of Crown land as agents for the State Government are also 
directed at upper-middle income earners. In relation to 
these developments by the ULC, there would appear to be 
considerable duplication of functions by the ULC and the R&I 
Bank: both agencies are developing Crown land on behalf of 
the State Government for a market which, if not identical, 
overlaps. 

4. 27 The S HC develops and markets land which it believes has a 
higher market value than could be justified for welfare or 
government employee housing. Profit from such sales assists 
the SHC in the provision of welfare housing. The SHC has 
engaged the ULC to jointly develop SHC land at Balcatta. The 
activities of the SHC in developing residential land clearly 
results in some duplication of function between the ULC and 
the SHC. 

4. 28 The Joondalup Development Corporation is responsible for the 
development of the Joondalup sub-regional centre. Current 
development is based around an exclusive golf course and is, 
therefore, targeted towards upper income earners. As with 
developments by the R& I Bank, this development overlaps the 
market sector at which ULC developments of Crown land are 
aimed. 

4. 29 As both the S HC and the R& I Bank are excluded from the 
Committee's jurisdiction, the Committee has not more closely 
analysed the degree of duplication of functions between the 
ULC , the SHC and the R& I Bank. It is, however, clear that a 
considerable degree of duplication is involved in the 
development of residential land by the ULC, the SHC, the R & 
I Bank and the Joondalup Development Corporation. It is 
reasonable to expect that the rationalisation of these 
development activities would result in a more efficient 
development programme. 

~N 6 
While government agencies are developing residential land. 
the Government should give full consideration to 
rationalising their activities. 
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PA.Kr 5: (X)M>AREOl Wll'H THE PBIVME SECrOR 

5 .1 The ULC has to date been almost completely funded by 
Commonwealth grants and loans. The Commonwealth loans were 
made on terms which were very favourable in comparison to 
those available to the private sector during the same period. 
The extent of the benefit is however diminished by two 
factors. Firstly, the ULC no · longer has access to 
Commonwealth funds and by June 30 1987 the ULC will need to 
have established separate sources of funding. Secondly, a 
direct comparison between the interest rate payable by the 
ULC and that paid by private developers during the same 
period is misleading. The ULC has never enjoyed an equity 
base, all its funding has been in the - form of debt. This 
would not be the case with a private developer. Equity 
funding does not carry a liability for interest and must 
therefore be discounted to effect a meaningful comparison 
between the ULC and the private sector. From 1975/76 to 
1983/84 the average annualized rate of interest paid by the 
ULC, calculated on outstanding advances plus interest, ranged 
from about 8% to 11.5%. In comparison, a private sector 
developer with a debt/ equity ratio in 1984 of 50: 50 would 
have had to incur an effective interest rate ( net of interest 
received on surplus funds) in excess of 23% to be able to 
claim to be at a disadvantage compared with the ULC. The 
greater the ratio of equity to debt, the more favourable 
would be the private developers position. 

5. 2 The ULC is advantaged in comparison with the private sector 
because many of the government services which it uses in 
areas such as banking, valuations and legal assistance, are 
not charged to the ULC at a commercial rate. However, this 
advantage is more than compensated for by the fact that the 
ULC is required to deposit all funds with the State Treasury 
and therefore receive less than commercial rates of interest. 
The ULC also does not receive a commercial rate for work 
which it does for government departments and agencies. 

5 .3 The ULC is not subject to taxation on its income as are 
private seqtor developers. This is a clear advantage enjoyed 
by the ULC. 

5 .4 In direct comparison with the private sector, the U.LC is 
advantaged in relation to the application of certain 
government charges. The ULC is not required to pay local 
government rates, however, unlike most government agencies, 
the ULC pays local government rates on an ex gratia basis. 
The ULC does not pay land tax, nor water, sewerage and 
drainage rates, with the exception of paying water rates on 
revenue earning property. The ULC does pay stamp duty, pay 
roll tax, workers compensation and general insurance premiums 
and financial institutions duty. 
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5. 5 On the basis of the balance sheet value of land held at the 
end of each financial year for which the ULC has operated up 
until ,June 30 1984, it is estimated that the ULC has saved 
approximately $6,000,000 in the form of land tax which a 
private developer would have been required to pay. This 
amount would have to be discounted to take account of 
legitimate land tax minimisation techniques available to 
private developers. 

5. 6 The Committee has not been able to quantify the total water 
rates which would have been paid by the ULC from its 
inception had it been a private developer. Evidence before 
the Committee indicates that water rates payable by a private 
developer depend on a number of variables, including the 
proximity of land to both water and sewerage mains, and that 
at least some of the ULC's land would be exempt from water 
rates. However, on the basis of the June 30 1984 balance 
sheet, and excluding the UL C's land at Yanchep and Pentlands, 
it is estimated that the ULC would have incurred a liability 
of approximately $200,000 in 1983/84 for water, sewerage and 
drainage rates had the ULC been a private developer. 

5. 7 The ULC is clearly advantaged in comparison with private 
sector developers because of its exemption from land tax and 
water, sewerage and drainage rates. It has been argued that 
because the ULC is competing with private sector developers 
it should be, as far as is possible, on an equal footing with 
the private sector in all respects. This argument was 
accepted by three members of the Committee. It is the view 
of these members that only by placing the ULC on an equal 
footing with the private sector can the UL C's true 
performance and effectiveness be assessed. Imposition of 
these government charges would also balance the improvement 
in the ULC's financial position which would result if the ULC 
were no longer required to hold land which is unsuitable for 
residential development (see para 4 .6). 

The Hons. Colin Bell, Norman Moore and John Williams 
recommend that the ULC should be made liable for the payment 
of land tax and water, sewerage and drainage rates. 

5. 8 The remaining three members of the Committee do not accept 
the view that the ULC should be made liable for the payment 
of r.1dditional government charges. It is the view of these 
members that increasing the ULC's liability for government 
charges wou~d require the ULC to either increase its profit 
from land sales (to the detriment of low income buyers), or 
to seek increased government funding (which would increase 
overall government costs). These members believe that the 

( I 
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object of ensuring that the ULC's financial performance is 
more directly comparable with private sector developers is 
not worth the costs which would result. 

The Hons Jim Brown, Kay Hallahan and Robert Hetherington 
recommend that the ULC should not be made liable for the 
payment of land tax and water, sewerage and drainage rates. 

5. 9 The Committee is unanimous in believing that the payment of 
local government rates by the ULC can be treated quite 
separately from the payment of State Government taxes and 
charges. The ULC currently pays local government rates on an 
ex gratia basis. Exempting the ULC from the payment of local 
government rates could have a significant effect on local 
government finances. 

~N7 
The ULC should be made expressly liable for the payment of 
local government rates. 

5 .10 The Committee's review of the ULC's operations has uncovered 
no evidence that it is exempt from any Commonwealth or State 
Acts or local government regulations · other than in the 
revenue areas previously referred to. 

5 .11 Despite suggestions to the contrary, the Committee has no 
reason to believe that the ULC has had any access to 
privileged information which would have benefitted it in 
comparison to the private sector. Senior ULC staff have 
denied that they have access to privileged information. 

5.12 The ULC's position as a non-statutory government agency 
~xposes it to certain disadvantages in operation ·which are 
not faced by the private sector. The ULC is subject to total 
ministerial control. Political direction has clearly been to 
the ULC's disadvantage with regard to the acquisition of 
certain land which is unsuitable for development. The ULC has 
not been fully compensated for land transferred from it to 
other government agencies. There is also a belief in t h e ULC 
that it has suffered from various planning decisions, 
affecting the utilisation of its land, which were made 
because the ULC was not entitled to full compensation. 
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PARf 6: EFFECrIVENfSS OF THE UIC IN MEETING ITS OB.JECTJV}S 

6 ,1 As mentioned in Part 2, although no formal guidelines exist 
for the performance by the ULC of its functions, the ULC 
itself developed six major objectives for its operations. 
This Part of the Report is devoted to a consideration of the 
effectiveness of the ULC in meeting those objectives. 

"To research the private and public sector demands for land and 
alternative uses with the view to maintaining an on-going programme of 
land acquisition, development and sales to meet the anticipated 
demands and optimise the profitability of ULC land resources within 
the limits of Government policy, financial capacity and community 
standards". 

G. ·z No meaningful statistics of developed land stock or land 
sales are maintained for the Perth metropolitan region which 
makes accurate determination of past and future demand 
virtually impossible, The ULC's acquisition and development 
programme is based on its past sales, current stocks and 
internally generated forecasts of land sales. 

6. 3 The ULC has maintained a programme of land acquisition which 
resulted in a short to medium term lot potential as at June 
30 1984 of 4,101. This figure may be compared with total lot 
sales since the UL C's inception of 4,109. 

6 .4 The statistics on stock levels set out at paragraph 4.8 above 
indicate that the ULC has had reasonable success in matching 
acquisition and development to demand although variations in 
demand have produced occasions when the availability of 
developed lots has not matched demand, especially in 
individual corridors. 

"To acquire land in a broadacre form so as to meet the researched 
needs for current and future residential land requirements of the low 
income first home buyer segment of the market complementing the 
activities of the private sector". 

6.5 In each year purchase statistics are collated for those ULC 
sub-divisions with significant sales. The percentage of lots 
purchased by first home buyers for the financial years 1981-
1984 were as follows: 

1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 

... 
78% 
79% 
79% 
78% 

The percentage of purchasers with incomes under $14,000 for 
the financial years 1981-1984 were as follows: 

( i 
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1981 82% 
1982 62% 
1983 54% 
1984 19% 

In the financial year ending June 30 1984, 50% of ULC 
purchasers had an income of less than $16,000, (see Appendix 
9). 

6 .6 The above statistics together with those at Appendix 4 
indicate that the ULC is catering for the low income first 
home buyer. However, the statistics also indicate a trend 
towards more ULC land being purchased by other than low 
income buyers. These statistics reflect the sale of land 
developed on an agency basis for the State Government. Lots 
in these developments are not marketed towards the low income 
buyer. Lots released at the Churchlands Private Estate in 
May 1985 were marketed with an average price of $60,000 per 
lot. Forty seven lots were released at Bateman in March 1985 
with an average price of $28,000 (see Appendix 10). The 
ULC's development at Bridgewater (adjacent to Heathcote 
Hospital in Applecross) is expected to yield 35 lots for sale 
at an average price of $75,000. All profits from these 
projects are returned to consolidated · revenue. 

6. 7 Because the ULC does develop lots for the low income first 
home buyer, it is often placed in the position of pioneering 
residential developments. The ULC development serves to make 
private sector development more viable. On several occasions 
private developers have exchanged land for better located ULC 
la nd thereby allowing the ULC access to land for sale to 
lower income buyers. This is of benefit to private sector 
developers also as development costs bear little relevance to 
sale prices and the profit derived from the better located 
land is much greater. 

6 .8 In the nine years to June 30 1984 the ULC was responsible for 
a n average of 6. 2% of total lot creations in the metropolitan 
area, with the hig hes t percentage in a ny one year being 9.2%. 
In th e four years to June 30 1984 the ULC was responsible for 
4 .8% of lot creations; this compared with 75% for the 
private sector and 20 .2% for other governme nt authorities. 
(See Appendix 11.) 

"Undertake a land development programme for developed residential lots 
maximising as far as practicable and possible the utilisation of 
private sec tor age ncies, consultancies and contractors for its 
programmes." 

6. 9 Currently, all agents, consultants and contractors, with the 
exception of the Water Authority of Western Australia, are 
from the private sector. The Water Authority of Western 
Australia is used by private developers as well because of 
the compe titiveness of th pricing for water reticulation . 
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6 .10 The ULC is required, in most circumstances, to use government 
agencies for its banking facilities, legal assistance and 
land valuations. All of these functions could be performed 
by the private sector although at greater cost to the ULC. 

"To incorporate innovation in design and development of residential 
land to achieve maximum cost effectiveness and enable greater variety 
and choice of residential lifestyles." 

6 .11 The degree of innovation which is permissible in land 
developments depends upon planning authorities and is thus 
largely outside the control of the ULC. The ULC completed an 
experimental development at I Broadwater Village' in the South 
Lakes ubsdivision at Jandakot which had reduced lot sizes and 
road reserves producing lower prices. This development 
consisted of 49 residential lots averaging 566 square metres 
in size and selling for an average $10,110. 

The ULC had propos~d a similar development 
Morely/Lockridge sub-division however this was 
approval by the Town of Bayswater. 

in its 
refused 

6 .12 The ULC is also involved in the development of a solar 
housing estate. The ULC will acquire a 7. 75 hectare SHC site 
at Kingsley and develop this into a solar housing estate of 
77 lots which are projected to sell for approximately 
$21,000. The ULC will receive technical advice from the 
Governme nt1s Solar Housing Estate Committee. 

6 .13 The Committee believes that there is considerable scope for 
achieving lower land costs through innovative development. 
To date, there is little evidence that the relevant planning 
authorities have attached a high priority to examining the 
cost advantages available through innovative design. 

"To market residential land and ancillary commercial sites in ULC 
sub-divisions to achieve a reasonable rate of profit aimed at 
maintaining ULC financial viability •11 

6 .14 The ULC attempts to set sales prices approximately 20% above 
the cost of development. The ULC has achieved an overall 
margin of 24% on cost of development with variations from 
losses in the Beechboro sub-division to 70% in one of the 
Ya r.gebup releases. 

6 .15 The ULC1s present rate of profit will be insufficient to 
ensure the financial viability of the ULC beyond 1987 unless 
the ULC receives an additional injection of funds to the 
value of approximately $2,700,000. It is also difficult to 
estimate what the ULC's financial position would have been 
had the Commonwealth not forgone approximately $22,000,000 
owing to it. 
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6 .16 The ULC's ability to generate profit is of course restricted 
by its objective of providing land for low income buyers and 
the fact that it receives no commercial return for 
developments on behalf of the Government. 

"To manage UL C's · land assets so as to minimise holding costs and 
maximise the full potential for future development." 

6 .17 There was no evidence presented to the Committee to suggest 
other than that the ULC's holding costs have been reasonable 
in all the circumstances. 

Is the ULC meeting its objectives? 

6 .18 The Committee believes that the ULC is meeting all its 
objectives to the best of its ability. The UL C's capacity to 
introduce innovative design in its developments is restricted 
by the need to comply with local government land use 
controls. 

6 .19 As mentioned in para 2 .17 above, the ULC produced a new set 
of aims in 1985. In most respects those aims are consistent 
with the objectives discussed in this Part which governed the 
operations of the ULC for the period under review. The 
exception is the following new aim: 

"To undertake land 
marketing of surplus 
Government. 

use planning, 
Crown land 

development and 
on behalf of the 

6. 20 Developments of Crown land by the ULC are intended to 
maximise profit; this is a departure from the ULC's prime 
objective of providing residential land to low income first 
home buyers. The aim of developing Crown land on behalf of 
the Government was articulated by the ULC long after the ULC 
actually commenced such developments. The ULC's operations 
expanded beyond its own aims and objectives and the aims and 
objectives were then varied to reflect this expansion. This 
point is considered further by the Committee in Part 7 of 
this Report. However, it is the view of three members of the 
Committee that the ULC should be expressly restricted to the 
development of land for low income buyers and that the ULC 
should not undertake developments of Crown land on behalf of 
the State Government which are intended for middle and upper 
income buyers. This view is not shared by the remaining 
three members of the Committee. 

The Hons Colin Bell. Norman Moore and John Williams recommend 
that the ULC should restrict its activities to developing 
land for buyers in the lower priced sector of the residential 
land market . 

The Hons Jim Brown, Kay Hallahan and Robert Hetherington 
recommend that the ULC should not be expressly restricted to 
developing land for buyers in the lower priced sector of the 
residential land market. 
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PAID' 7: AOOXJNil\BJLIIY OF THE ULC 

7 .1 Accountability of government agencies has been a matter of 
primary concern to the Committee. This concern was evidenced 
in the Committee's Sixth Report ('A Framework of 
Accountability for Government Agencies': June 1985). The 
Committee has assessed the accountability arrnngements 
relating to the ULC on the basis of the framework established 
in the Committee's Sixth Report. 

7 .2 In a number of significant areas there are, the Committee 
believes, deficiencies in the accountability arrangements 
which apply to the ULC. These deficiencies are most 
pronounced in the areas of mandate and evaluation and 
review. 

7.3 

Mandate 

An agency's mandate is the framework within which it 
operates; it includes the agency's functions, duties, 
objectives and operating parameters. The mandate is a matter 
of fundamental importance because it sets the ground rules 
which determine the behaviour of the agency. 

7 .4 The most significant elements of' an agency's mandate should, 
in the Committee's opinion, be set · out in legislation 
relating to the agency. In its Second Report ('Government 
Agencies in Western Australia': Second Edition May 1985) the 
Committee recommended that all government agencies should be 
made the subject of legislation. The Committee's Sixth 
Report identified the following matters which should be 
included in an agency's legislation in order to provide an 
adequate mandate: 

the agency's objectives; 

the duties of the agency's board members; 

the capacity of the agency's minister to issue 
directives; 

the capacity of the agency's board to delegate 
functions; 

the terms and conditions of appointment to the 
agency's board; 

the access by the minister to information and 
assistance from the agency; 

the Auditor General's powers in relation to the 
agency; 

the sources of funds available to the agency; 
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the agency's banking rights and obligations; 

the circumstances under which an agency may inves t 
funds; 

the treatment of profits or surpluses; 

the liability for taxes , rates and other government 
charges; 

the rights attaching to the agency's staff; 

the preparation and ministerial approval of 
estimates; 

the ministerial approval of high value contracts; 

the procedure for board meetings; and 

the periodic review of the agency's functions. 

7 .5 The deficiencies in the ULC's present mandate arrangements 
are evident from the number of matters listed in paragraph 
7 .4 for which the ULC has no formal guidelines, either in the 
form of legislation or otherwise. The ULC has developed itR 
own set of aims and objectives, however, without some 
legislative support these aims and objectives may be, and 
indeed have been, changed without the involvement or 
knowledge of Parliament or the community. In addition, the 
ULC has changed its aims and objectives simply to reflect an 
expansion in activities. The Committee believes that s uch an 
ex post facto statement of objectives militates against the 
development of an accountable government age ncy sector. The 
correct approach is for aims and objectives to be assessed 
and discussed, and then adopted as a determinant of the 
agency's activities . 

7 .6 The Committee believes that, to be accountable, the ULC must 
be given a clear le gi slative mandate for its operations. 
Without such a legislative mandate , set ting out the framework 
within which the ULC may operate, the effectiveness and 
performance of the ULC cannot be adequately ass ssed or 
controlled. 

ma:M\1ENDMION8 
Enabling legislation for the ULC should be introduced into 
Parliament as soon as 1s possible to ensure that the ULC 
becomes a properly accountable government agency. The 
legislation should clearly set out the UL C's objectives. 
powers and obligations. 
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Evaluation and Review 

7. 7 Another aspect of accountability which the Committee has 
given considerable attention to in the past has been the 
evaluation and review of an agency's performance. 'Effective 
evaluation aand review of performance depends on two factors; 
knowledge of the agency's mandate (i.e. the ground rules by 
which the agency is required to operate) and information 
concerning the performance of the agency. The arrangements 
relating to the ULC are inadequate in both respects. The 
Committee has already identified the dP.ficiencies in the 
ULC's mandate. There is also limited information available 
by which the performance of the ULC can be assessed. 

7.8 The ULC, because it is not the subject of legislation, is not 
required to table an annual report in Parliament. The ULC 
does, however, provide the Minister for Housing with a review 
of operations which the Minister tables in Parliament. The 
ULC's 'Review of Operations' is an inadequate document for 
the purposes of assessing the performance of the ULC. The 
Committee's Third Report examined the importance of an annual 
report in the accountability process and identified those 
matters which should be included in an annual report. 

~N 9 
The ULC should be required to produce an annual report in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Committee's Third 
Report. 

7. 9 The Government has begun incorporating formal ministerial 
review procedures in legislation establishing government 
agencies. These procedures require the agency's minister to 
review the performance of the agency after a set review 
period. An example of such a review provision may be found 
in s.37 of the Secondary Education Act 1984 which provides as 
follows: 

"37. (1) The Minister shall carry out a review of the 
operation of this Act 5 years after the commencement of 
this Act, and in the course of such review the Minister 
shall consider ~nd have regard to -

(u) the effectiveness of the operations of the 
Authority and the Committee; 

(b) the need for the continuation of the functions 
of the Authority and the Committee; and 

( c) such other matters as appear to him to be 
relevant to the operation and effectiveness of 
this Act. 
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( 2) The Minister shall prepare a report based on 
his review of the Act and shall. as soon as practicable 
after the preparation thereof, cause the report to be 
laid before each House of Parliament." 

7 .10 The Committee believes that ministerial review provisions 
along the lines of s .37 of the Secondary Education Act 1984 
have an important part to play in 'the accountability process 
by requiring ministers to review the performance of agencies 
in their portfolio. 

~IONlO 
Legislation establishing the ULC as a statutory authority 
should include a ministerial review clause similar to 
section 37 of the Secondary Education Act 1984. 

7 .11 Developments in administrative law have added a new dimension 
to the review process by providing an avenue for external 
review removed from the political process. At the federal 
level in Australia these developments have seen the 
introduction of the Ombudsman, the Administrative Appeals 
Tribunal, the Administrative Decisions (Judicial Review) Act 
1977, and freedom of information legislation. Only the 
Ombudsman has been introduced in Western Aus tralia. 

'7 .12 The role of the Ombudsman was considered in some detail by 
the Committee in its Sixth Report. The Committee recommended 
in its Sixth Report that all government agencies. except 
those acting in a quasi judicial capacity, should be subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Om bud sma n ( more correctly, the 
Parlia me nta ry C.om missioner for Ad minis t ra tive 
Investigations) . The Committee has rejected the argument that 
those agencies operating in a commercial e nvironment should 
not be subject to review by the Ombudsman. 

~ION 11 
The ULC should be made subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Ombudsrnan. 
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PARI' 8: Sill&tARY 

8 .1 The Committee's examination of the ULC has been based on the 
criteria set out in Legislative Council Standing Order 3 8 
(g)(l)(i). Those criteria are purpose, finance, 
accountability, extent, nature, administrative control and 
methods . A brief summarised account of the Committee's 
findings is set out at paras 8.2 to 8,15 below. 

Purpose 

8 .2 The ULC was established in 1975 to co-ordinate development 
and re-development of urban land. Since its inception, 
however, the purpose of the ULC has been to provide land for 
low income first home buyers. The evidence before the 
Committee is sufficient to establish that the ULC has been 
successful in fulfilling this purpose. In the last four 
years, in excess of 75% of all ULC land has been sold to 
first home buyers. However, the Committee notes that the ULC 
has expanded beyond its original charter which was to cater 
for low income first home buyers, and is now also being used 
as an agent of the Government for the development of Crown 
land. 

8.3 

Finance 

Part 3 of the Report provides detailed information on the 
financial position of the UL C. The UL C has received 
favourable financial treatment from the Commonwealth when 
compared to private developers. The Commonwealth loans made 
to the ULC were at a less than commercial rate and the 
Commonwealth has forgiven an amount of $22,109,000. 
Commonwealth funds are no longer available to the ULC . 
The ULC has not received favourable treatment from the 
Commonwealth in comparison with similar public land 
development authorities in other States . 

8 .4 The ULC continues to receive favourable financial treatment 
in comparison with the private sector because it does not pay 
taxation on income, land tax, or water, sewerage and drainage 
rates . The ULC pays local government rates on an ex gratia 
basis. 

8. 5 Th, ULC is financially disadvantaged in comparison with the 
private sector because it does not receive full compensation 
for land acquired by or transferred to other government 
agencies (eg the MRPA); it does not receive a commercial 
return for work done for other government agencies; and it 
holds land as a result of government policy and direction 
which is unsuitable for development and sale. 

8 . 6 Within these parameters, the ULC has been trading profitably; 
achieving an average margin of 24% on the cost of 
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dev elopment s. However, once the Commo nwealth loans are 
repaid i n 1987, t h e UL C will require an estimat ed $2.7 
millio n if it is to mai ntain a level of operatio ns equivale nt 
to p rese nt sta ndards. No decision has yet been made by the 
Government as to t he way in which these funds will be 
pr ovided . 

Accountability 

8 . 7 Part 7 of this Report exami nes the p r ese nt accountability 
a r ra ngement s wh ich a pply to t he UL C . The Committee believes 
th at there are a number of serious deficiencies most of which 
stem from the i nt er im nat ure of the UL C a nd t he lack of 
legislative su ppor t for its operations. In making this point 
t h e Committee is not s uggesti ng that the ULC has acted in an 
i r responsible ma nner. However, t h e Committee fi rmly believes 
that all governme nt age ncies should be fully accountable for 
their operations (see the Committee's Sixth Report : 'A 
Framework of Accountability for Government Agencies : June 
1985). The most serious deficiency in the present 
accountability arrangements applying to the ULC is the lack 
of formal guidelines for its opera tions. There i s no 
legislation directly governing the ULC's operations. The ULC 
has formulated its own objectives but these may be (and have 
been) altered at any time without the Parliament or the 
public having the opportunity to make any judgment as to the 
role and function of the ULC. The ULC has no obligation to 
prepare an annual report although it does prepare an annual 
review of operations; this document does not meet the 
Committee's requirements for an adequate annual report. 

8. 8 The Committee believes that, given the Government's policy to 
continue with the ULC, the only way in which the ULC can be 
made properly accountable is by becoming a sta tutory 
authority with its objectives, powers a nd obligations being 
set out in legislation. 

Extent 

8. 9 As at June 30 1984. the ULC had developed and sold 4, 109 
residential lots; leaving a short to medium t e rm lot 
potential of 4,101 residential lots. The ULC has advised that 
it has the pate ntial to releas e approximately 1,700 
residential lots in 1985 . In its nine years of operations to 
June 30 1984 the ULC was responsible for an average of 6 .2% 
of all lot creations in the metropolitan area. On the 
evidence before the Committee, t he ULC constitutes the 
largest individual developer of residential land in t he 
metropolitan area . The UL C's operations extend throughout 
t he metropolitan area as a result of a ULC policy to be 
active in each of the four metropolita n corridors. 
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Nature and Methods 

8 .10 The nature of the ULC's current operations is land 
development in the metropolitan area and, on behalf of the 
Government, redevelopment of existing metropolitan areas (eg 
East Perth). As already mentioned in para. 8 .2 above, the 
land development operations are primarily for low income 
first home buyers although the ULC has engaged in some 
joint ventures with private enterprise and developments of 
Crown land on behalf of the Government targeted towards 
middle and upper income purchasers. 

8 .11 The ULC conducts its land developments in accordance with a 
policy of maximising the utilisation of private sector 
agencies, consultancies and contractors; a policy which the 
Committee believes is effective and which should be 
encouraged. 

8 .12 The ULC deliberately prices its own developments towards the 
bottom end of the market. The Committee is satisfied that 
the prices set by the ULC are the result of an objective 
valuation system. The Committee is also satisfied that the 
capacity of the ULC to continue to price its .land towards 
the bottom end of the market is inextricaply .connected to 
the favourable renegotiation of Commonwealth loans. 

8 .13 

Administrative Control 

The ULC operates with a staff of eight and a governing 
council of four including the Chairman, Mr S W Parks, who is 
also Chairman of the State Housing Commission. As a non
statutory authority, the ULC is ultimately subject to the 
direct control of the Minister for Housing, the Hon Keith 
Wilson, MLA. 

8 .14 The Committee has no evidence to suggest other than that the 
ULC staff have functioned efficiently and effectively. The 
small size of the staff is commendable and of itself 
encourages direct communication both within the ULC staff 
structure and between the staff and the governing council and 
the ministe r. 

8 .15 The Committee believes that the role of the minister and the 
degree of i ndependence of the ULC must be more clearly 
defined and that these matters should be included in 
legislation establishing the ULC as a statutory authority. 

( 

l I 
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APPENDIX I 

URBAN LANDS COUNCIL 

FINANCIAL POSITION 30 JUNE 1984 AND ESTIMATED 
POSITION AT 30 JUNE 1987 

l1.dvances - Commonwealth Government 
Loan Principal 
Deferred Interest Liability 

Accumulated Surplus 

Represe_nted by: 

Working Capital 
Cash at Treasury 
Land sales and other debtors 
Creditors 

Land Holding 
Long term holdings or land 
not available for develop
ment 

Broadacres and land under 
d e velopment 

Motor Vehicles and Other Fixed Assets 

Long Term Liabilities 
Land purchases 
Long · service and recreational 

leave 

30 JUNE 
1984 

NOTES '000 

2 20,177 
3 25,432 

45,609 

3,4 5,935 

$51,544 

s 18,083 
4,260 

{1,505) 

20,838 

7 7,224 

23,703 

30,927 

19 

(210) 

(30) 

i s1, 54 4 

30 JUNE 
1987 
'000 

1,500 

lLSOO 

31 , 668 

$33,168 

(2,727) 
2,800 

(1,400) 

(1,327) 

7,224 

27,465 

34,68 9 

19 

{180) 

{ 3 3) 

}3"3 i 168 
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URBAN LANDS COUNCIL 

SOURCES AND APPLICATIONS OF . FUNDS 

FROM INCEPTION TO 30 JUNE 1984 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 

Commonwealth of Australia 
Loan Funds 
Accrued Interest on Loan s 

Ac cumulated Surplus 
Grants Received - Whitemans Park Land 

Commonwealth 3 , 567 
State 1,783 

Profit on Land Sales 
Other Income 

Less 

Othe r Expenses 
Land Transferred to MRP A -

Whiternans Park Land 
Loss on transfer of Wilbing a Land 
Provision fo r Diminution 
in Land Value s 

Othe r Liabilities 

APPLICATIONS OF FUNDS 

Undeveloped Land 
Accumulated De v e lopme nt Costs 
Develo p ed Land 
Fixed Assets 
Sundry Debtors & Prepayments 
Cash at State Treasury 

8 , 737 
8,833 

2 , 284 

5,350 
393 

8,958 

APPENDIX 2 

20,177 
25 , 432 

5 , 350 

17,570 

22,920 

16,985 

' 000 

45 , 60 9 

5 , 935 

1 , 746 

$53, 290 

25 , 565 
4 , 071 
1 , 292 

19 
4 , 260 

18 , 083 

$ 53 , 290 

( 
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APPENDIX 3 

URBAN LANDS COUNCIL 

STATISTICAL COMPARISON WITH ULA ANO LANOCDM 

l98J 1982 
ULC ULA La'ndcom ULC ULA Landcom 

'000 '000 • 000 •mm •UUO '000 

Land sales J, 85J J,225 64,374 3,196 3,699 36,792 
Cost o f sales J,687 2,337 55 I 713 2 I 4 76 2 ,8 10 27 1169 

Gross prof it $~ $-W $~ $-2.lQ $_.ll2. $-2.,_ill 

Gro ss p rofit % 4% 28% 13% 23% 24% 26% 

Sales rr om ,ih i ch UL A 
r ec e i\! e d no profit $7,297 $5,647 

Otner income SL,W $~ $ 2,~75 $1,746 $2,395 $ 3 1 42 B 

Admin 1stration $-2.9.Q $__lli $ ..i...Q.Ql $...J._ll $_..ill $~ 

% of gross sales 8% 1 7% 6% 6% 11% 7% 

Op erating surplus/(Oeficit) $2,043 $2,555 $1Q..Qll $~ $~ $!.Q...1.3_.2 

% of gros s sales 53% 79% 16% 77% 68% 28 % 

Su rp lus/(Oeficit) $-il!!l) $~) $ 87 $_,!l,,,ll $L..U§. $ ~ 

Accumulate d surplus $4,4 09 $,Z._,W SZD,719 $4,6 54 $~ $2 0 , 632 

Lots sol d - un its ...,22.!. -2.il ..211 ~ 

Lots created - un its ~ _2.!!.§, _,.il ~ 
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APPENDIX 4 

URBAN LANDS COUNCIL 

LONG TERM LAND HOLDINGS NOT FOR DEVELOPMENT - 30 JUNE 1984 

Yanchep Moore 
River 

Yanchep South 

Wanneroo - Pentlands 

Yangebup Regional 
Open Space 
Lots 298 and 299 

344 
Kogolup Lake 

Cost Plus 
Holding Charges 

1 000 

5,070 

172 

7,893 

709 
139 
546 

$14, 52J.. 

Diminution 
In Value 

'000 

2,570 

42 

4,693 

$7,305 

Valuation 
'000 

2,500 

130 

3,200 

709 
139 
546 

$7,224 



URBAN LANDS COUNCIL 
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1984 

Develooment 
4 21· 

1 983 

Development 
42% 

Average Se ling 
Price - Sl2,800 

Average Sell i ng 
Price • $12,200 

APPENDIX 5 
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APPENDIX 6 

URBAN LANDS COUNCIL 

LAND ON HAND AT 30 APRIL 1985 

NORTH WEST CORRIDOR 

Beldon 
Heat h ri dge 

EASTERN CORRIDOR 

Beechbor o 
Morley 
Maida Vale 

SOUTH EASTERN CORRIDOR 

Armada le 
Go.snells 
Westfield 

SOUTH WEST CORRIDCR 

South L3ke 
Yangebup 

TOTAL 

LONG TERM HOLDING 

Jandakot 
Yanchep 
Pent lands 
Mindarie 

TOTAL 

Lot Potential 

650 
21 

476 
1,057 

~ 

368 
250 
36 

398 
205 

671 

1,793 

654 

603 

3,721 

Hectares 

180 
607 

1,050 
250 



URBAN LANDS COUNCIL 
LAND HOLDINGS AT 30 JUNE 1984 

\ 
\ ,Mindui, 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 
• Heathridge 

■ Beldon WANNEROO 

• south Lake 

• Yangebup 

\ 

45 

•Maida Vale 

Gosnells • 

•westfield 

• Armada le 
N 
,t 

APPENDIX 7 
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STOCK PROJECTIONS APPENDIX 8 

Original 
Stock Stock At Stock At Stock At 

30/6 /83 30/ 6/84 30/ 6/85 30/ 6/86 

Beldon (1) 59 - - -
Beldon ( 2) - 31 26 26 

Heathridge 32 17 - -
I 

TOTAL 91 48 26 26 

( 

Sout h Lakes \.i,I.P.(53)* 53 38 38 -
Lakeland s 113 5 - -

TOTAL 166 43 38 -

Bee chb oro 60 20 - -

Maida Vale - - - -

Morley - 60 50 50 

TO TAL 60 80 50 50 

----
. .4.nnad.:ile - - - 40 

GoenellG 85 70 50 30 

Th orr, lie l - - -

Wes tfield 51 8 32 32 

TOTAL 137 78 82 102 

ULC TOTAL 454 249 196 1 7.8 

Churchlandi. - - 14 -
Swanbourne - - 78 148 

!.ale.at ta - - - -

At;!NCY '%OW. - - 92 148 

Cl.AND TOIAL 454 249 288 326 

• W.I.P - Work 1n proir••• 
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URBAN LANDS COUNCIL 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ _,.. 

/ ., 
/ ., _.,,,,,. 

---
,, 

Average Annual EarnLngs 

Percentage of ULC purchasers 
with incomes greater than $14,000 

I 

/ 
/ 

.,,.-

.,,,,,, ., 
.,. 

/ , 

I 
I 

-

$ 
OOO's 

20 

18 

16 

14 

1 2 

10 

8 

6 

(1976 & 1977 - $15,000) - - - - --

Poverty Line - May 1984 
(Melbourne Institute of App lied 
Economic and Social Research -

4 

Prior years adjusted by the 
Consumer Price Index) 2 

75/7 6 76/77 77/78 78/79 79/80 80/81 81/82 82/83 83/84 

APPENDIX 9 



$14,300 to $15,500 
.• .. rr.,g c selling price $14 ,800 

Location : 
1_ ·11: All one kd 

,. ,,d /\ma zon D11vi: 
Se l l in!! Agent ! : 

fel . 2i'2 ~1 ~5 

$12,700to$14,200 
Average sci lint: price $13,700 

Locatiori: 
;i) Chamberlain St. 

and Anacond3 ()rive 
tJ)Verna St. 

Selling Agents : 
TCS Rec1lty 

Tel : 398 7177 I f-.. , . ,-.·,11 c Rea l fsL•I • 

·-- ------- - - -- ..__ ______ _ 
r--- ---~ 

HEATHRIDGE (EAST) 

0 
'Iui\l{T 

GLEN 
S 14 ,COO lo S l 5,600 

Average ~lling price $14 ,900 
Locatio11 : 

Cnr FJvcrsham Wily 
and Con1dae Drive .. 

Selling Agents : 
/\bcl Draper & Assoc. 

Te l : '101 8822 

HIGH WYCOMBE 

Hjgh 
Wycombe 

$14,400 lo$15,200 
Average s.elling price $14,800 

Loca!ion : 
NewbLrn Rd 

am.I Golden Crescent 
~lling Agents : 

Ray Ware Real Estate 
Tel : 272 5155 

~--, 
cf\Df{CH~N.Ds f 

,1/t/ >•tilt' /J.1/ttlf' ' 

~'?· ;\~llf ~~ll;;~N:~f:! 
, .. _. s-.. _1f.;l il'_}.f,~lf?.7IT'i)JX{J., __ .. , .... ,.·, . BJJ.ld. l;•"(.\J. J:~ \::J.i:YJ't, , ........... -. 

1·i'_1:1~r~-s-~J) ~-ri; h0o'n·;~·;r;;; ' ,-,.~. 
Pres tige homes under cnnslruction. 

Quiet locntion, lO r:-iins from Perth. 
-----··----------
Large blocks priced from $55,000. 

Underground power. 

Brick paved culdesacs & ways. 

Close to shops, colleges, 
schools & beaches. 

Finance is available 
'on 10 % deposit. 

f'lepresen1a1lves onJ/) she Svn<Uy 2-J .:x> 
Cnr Hale Rd,and · , Pe~rson S11 oel 

Fot nfo1m1 11on 'l:<lfl coll sole 19en1S 

SAIIERLEY 
&COMPANY 
58 Angelo S1. S0111h Pe11n 

'rel . 368 221 l 
M-1 J6 ◄ 7662, JS I 1046 

~ URDAH LANDS COUNCIL 

48 APPENDIX 10 

Suite 12-573 Cann ing Hwy, 
I Allro d Cove 

All Hours Phone : JJO 1499 
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No. Lots 
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APPENDIX 11 

Total Lot Creations 
Metropolitan Area - - - - · 
ULC 
Sales ULC - · - · -

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ I 

'✓ 

I 

I 

I 
I 

74/75 75/76 76/77 77/78 78/79 79/80 80/81 81/82 82/83 83/84 
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