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Hearing commenced at 10.00 am 
 
WONG, MR KIERAN 
Architect and Director, CODA, examined: 
 
DOYLE, MR BARRY 
Senior Policy Officer, Community Housing Coalition of WA, examined: 
 
McCLUGHAN, MR COLIN 
Executive Officer, Community Housing Coalition of WA, examined: 
 
GARWOOD, DR SHAE 
Research Officer, Shelter WA, examined: 
 
KITCHING, MS BRONWYN 
Executive Officer, Shelter WA, examined: 
 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Welcome. I am the Acting Chair, as the Chair is away and the 
Deputy Chair is not with us this morning either. My colleagues are Margaret Quirk, the member for 
Girrawheen, and Ian Britza, the member for Maylands — 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: Morley. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Morley. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: He knows me really well! 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: I am Tom Stephens, the member for Pilbara. We have the task of 
getting you to answer the preliminary spiel. This committee hearing is a proceeding of Parliament 
and warrants the same respect that proceedings in the house itself demand. Even though you are not 
required to give evidence on oath, any deliberate misleading of the committee may be regarded as a 
contempt of Parliament. I am asked to ask each of you—I need an audible answer for Hansard, and 
I will sweep down the table, if I may, from my left but your right, to the end—have you completed 
the “Details of Witness” form? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Do you understand the notes at the bottom of the form? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Did you receive and read an information for witnesses briefing sheet 
regarding giving evidence before parliamentary committees? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Do you have any questions relating to your appearance 
before the committee today? 
The Witnesses: No. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Welcome, and thank you very much. I wonder if we could start in 
this way. I am keen for each of you to have the opportunity to make a quick introductory comment 
in reference either to the submissions that you have already presented, in the case of some, or 
anything else you would like to say to us as a committee before we go to questions. I do not know 
whether you will find it useful, but we will ask specific questions about your presentation as to what 
you would recommend this committee recommend to government in response to the terms of 
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reference that we have, and which no doubt you have read. If you find that it is useful to ask you to 
answer that in your introductory remark, I might start at this end of the table and work my way 
down. 
Ms Kitching: Thank you, Tom, for the opportunity. I think Shelter WA would recommend a 
number of changes at the planning level. We have detailed recommendations in our submission. I 
believe there is the need for a lot more overt and clear support for the provision of smaller and more 
diverse forms of housing that, by their nature, would be affordable. There are a number of ways I 
think that that can be achieved. Planning and zoning is certainly one of the major factors. Thank 
you. 
Mr McClughan: The Community Housing Coalition is the peak body for the community housing 
providers in WA. That body is made up of a very diverse range of organisations—some 260-odd—
from the large growth providers. We have five of those at the moment, and probably around 11 
preferred providers, and the rest are either registered or unregistered. It is a very diverse group, and 
we recognise the absolute need for growth within the sector. That is a difficult task, but it can be 
helped by government in terms of the continued transfer of assets from public housing and also 
from the stimulus. There is a plan for 75 per cent of the stimulus to go to community housing 
providers. We need that process to be accelerated. We believe that the community housing 
agreement that is currently in place needs to be more flexible to allow community housing 
providers to be able to work in a marketplace where they are going head to head with private 
developers so that they can actually move forward in that competitive environment. 
Mr Doyle: In the submission that the Community Housing Coalition submitted to this committee, 
one of the key things we wanted to highlight was the alarming rise in demand for social housing 
that has been brought about by a private housing market that is dysfunctional in so far as it has 
spectacularly failed to provide a universal level of demand. There are a host of reasons for that, 
including federal policies and tax policies and so on. Highlighting that was a key aim and also 
highlighting the fact that while we have a public housing waiting list that has doubled in four years, 
the emerging demand is also extremely alarming. As the population ages, a significant cohort of 
people are moving from private rental accommodation out of employment but have made no 
provision for stable accommodation when they move into that period of their lives. The 
demographic scoping and demand models that the department has done, and the other academic 
modelling impacts, for example, show that although demand is high now, we have not seen 
anything yet. From the perspective of the Community Housing Coalition, I think there is a 
recognition throughout the country, and certainly it is reflected in the commonwealth’s agenda, that 
the not-for-profit sector, and community housing more broadly, can play an essential role in 
increasing that social housing stock, as it has in Europe and the United States and other places. If 
we wanted to make one recommendation to this committee, it would be for the state government to 
give as much support as it can to that agenda, not unquestioningly, but in so far as a sensible case 
can be made for growing the community housing sector and the not-for-profit sector so that 
everything is done at the different levels of government to make that happen. 
Mr Wong: I suppose that my role as an architect in delivering and designing affordable and social 
housing has put us up against a number blockages that I think need to be addressed in order to 
deliver design outcomes in the long term and not chase, essentially, the number of bedrooms in the 
short term that might lead to a problem in five or 10 years. My intent is to have some kind of 
mechanism through design controls to establish and ensure longevity in housing design and housing 
provision, and adaptability and diversity of the housing design. That will require a complete 
retooling of Perth’s construction sector because we are not geared to deal with anything in terms of 
density or multiunit housing or group dwellings. We cannot deliver the construction of multiunit 
housing or grouped housing for less than we can deliver single detached housing. That will require 
a major retool of the way the whole construction sector works. 
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It is one thing to talk about planning strategy. That plays a significant part, but there are possibly 
mechanisms for the government to think about the way in which the construction sector—that 
includes people like architects, civil contractors and the whole raft of people that go to making a 
housing project, or any project—has to be reconstructed in the coming decades to meet the density 
targets that we are talking about. The targets that are currently set under “Directions 2031” are 
almost unachievable in terms of urban infill, unless we radically consider the way we deliver built 
infrastructure. I would hope that the primary outcome is some form of control, whether that is 
through planning guidelines or other guidelines done at either the local level or the state level that 
start to reinforce a realistic target in terms of density but also pushes the idea of diversity, longevity 
and adaptability in the housing sector. We recently worked on a hostel project in Northbridge. 
Hostels—or boarding houses, as they used to be called—is one of those things where the provision 
has become completely decimated as a result of gentrification. The risk is that we try to replace 
those very quickly with very low-end housing so that in five or 10 years the housing stock will be 
completely degraded and we will be in a worse position than we are in now. There is an opportunity 
to make sure that if we do the housing targets that we are talking about, the housing will be 
delivered well and with some quality. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. Can you just please explain to me, at least—
maybe other committee members understand it—but when you say “retooling the industry”, are you 
talking about the construction industry? 
Mr Wong: Yes. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: You will have to explain what that means. 
Mr Wong: At the moment the industry is geared towards a certain type of construction 
methodology. It is essentially geared towards the delivery of brick and tile homes on clear lots on 
the fringes. The subcontract skill base that we have built up in Western Australia is primarily to 
deliver single homes. When people build an apartment or an infill project, there are not the skills or 
the depth of subcontractors or consultants who know how to deal with those projects, and prices are 
higher. Perth is a very strange city in the sense that it is one of the few cities in Australia and 
globally where it is more expensive to build an apartment than it is to build a house. For that to 
change, there needs to be a wholesale rethinking in the way in which we train our tradies as 
apprentices and the way we think about our civil engineers in terms of how they think about 
infrastructure upgrades into existing areas, for example, and the way that new subdivisions are laid 
out to a handle future density. A whole raft of things need to be thought about for the way we—I 
use the word “retool”, but it is a way of rethinking the construction sector. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: The presence of the developments, such as the Mirvac projects along 
the southern side of the city near Burswood and the other infill city projects that one sees, and the 
development down at Port Beach — 
Mr Wong: The Leighton project. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Yes. Have they not built up the skills and the economy of scale to be 
responding to the — 
Mr Wong: They have only built it up in the luxury apartment sector. The luxury apartment sector 
has a margin where you can basically build in a—I would not say a “lazy” way—but the margins 
are quite high, so they cannot deliver a product that sits at a reasonable price point compared with a 
standard home. That Leighton project is fine. You can build the project for an expensive $2 million 
apartment, but we are talking about delivering apartments for under $300 000, in terms of the 
construction costs, which would put it on par with, or be a bit lower than, a single detached home. 
At the moment, the industry is not geared to do that. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Is the other part to it—it was really the first thing about the 
community’s appetite for different types of accommodation—the other issue here? Has anyone got 
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a comment on how you can change the community’s appetite for seeking a different type of 
accommodation to respond to the challenges with which we are faced? The market seems to be 
driving the outcomes that we have, which are unsustainable. Has anyone got a suggestion on how to 
change that community expectation? 
Ms Kitching: I believe that the community’s appetite has been driven by the homogeneity of 
supply. There has not been a diverse choice of housing. Western Australia has been very single-
minded in the construction industry of the kinds of houses that Western Australians live in. I do not 
think there have been the products on the market offered to engender, support and bring alternatives 
into people’s consciousness. I think the supply form is one obstacle to people being aware of what 
is possible. I do not think that that kind of innovation has been evident in the housing market for 
some time. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: Bronwyn, when you spoke about “small housing”, what did you mean by 
“small housing”? 
Ms Kitching: I meant one and two-bedroom homes. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: I guess the thing that we are fighting is that people are not happy with having 
just a one or two-bedroom home, are they? It is not that they do not need it. 
Mr Doyle: If you look at what was built under the stimulus package, for example, the Department 
of Housing explicitly requested that tenders to build under the stimulus package would be 
predominantly one or two-bedroom apartments. The reason for that is that we have a preponderance 
of four-by-two housing units, but increasingly the demand profile is for one and two-bedroom 
housing units. We have a city with a housing stock that reflects a nuclear family structure that no 
longer exists in this day and age to the extent that it once did.  
[10.20 am] 
I think the demand is there, as in there are plenty of people who want one and two-bedroom and 
smaller apartments for a whole host of reasons—from family structure right down to they do not 
need a place that big because it is too hard to clean, they are elderly and so on. The separate issue 
then, I suppose, is getting a situation where you can go into communities, even ones that are very 
close to the city, and get higher-density development in them. That comes down to planning and, I 
suppose, local objections and all the rest of it. 
Mr McClughan: There is an example of an affordable housing project in Goderich Street, which is 
currently a project of the City of Perth. I think there are something like 42 units involved in that. 
That is a joint venture with the Department of Housing and the City of Perth. Also, Access Housing 
is going to be the tenancy manager, and they are looking at the NRAS component, which will give 
it some financial benefit. This is effectively for what you would call key workers in the city. It was 
demonstrated that something like 70 per cent of the people who work in the city come from outside 
and cannot afford to live in the city. So that is a demonstration project that may well be started some 
time early in 2011–12. Of course, another project being looked at is the Foyer model, which is at 
Leederville. It involves the state government and another growth provider, Foundation Housing, 
and Central TAFE, each bringing a component. Anglicare is also involved. They are bringing the 
support services. There are models there, but, again, as Bronwyn said, we are not getting enough 
available models to work with. It does get down to, I guess, being able to build to a level and 
getting the experience within the building industry to do that. 
Mr Doyle: I think what Kieran was saying is really key to this as well, which is the abilities within 
the industry. If you have ever gone through a housing boom, like what has happened here, where 
literally building houses and selling them becomes a licence to print money, the question is: when 
you have a plot of land, why would you not put five or six on it instead of two? I ask builders this 
and they tell me that, strangely enough, it is cheaper to build a four-by-two house here than an 
apartment. When time is a factor when there is effectively a building boom going on—Kieran, you 



Community Development and Justice Wednesday, 16 February 2011 — Session One Page 5 

 

probably know more about this than I do—they will just stick to what is simple and make 
conservative choices in the knowledge that it will sell, even if that does not exactly match the 
demand profile that is out there. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Colin, you mentioned earlier the community sector competing with private 
developers developing projects. Can you just expand on what the current impediments are? 
Mr McClughan: Essentially, there are five growth providers, and two of those are what we would 
call generic; they tend to house everybody. All of those growth providers are bound by the 
community housing agreement, and that is a very tightly worded document, which means, in terms 
of being able to move forward and to build and to seize opportunities, it does not quite allow that. 
We gather that this document may be reviewed in the future to make it more easy for community 
housing providers to compete with the private sector, but at the moment the word that we are 
getting from the growth providers is that it does inhibit. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: So there are things in this housing agreement which make you uncompetitive; 
is that what you are saying? 
Mr McClughan: It makes it more difficult for them to seize opportunities. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: All right. What are those things? 
Mr McClughan: I think it is just that they have really got to keep referring back to the department 
to make decisions, and that decision-making process becomes extended because of the bureaucracy. 
These are things that obviously — 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: On what sorts of issues? 
Mr McClughan: It could be in getting land or it could be in the building process, the approval 
process—all of that. These are things that, I suppose, the private sector does not have quite the same 
sort of restrictions on. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: So, you would say cut red tape with the department. You cannot be any more 
specific than that? 
Mr McClughan: It is right. It probably comes down to, I suppose, each party being cautious about 
the other and the capacity of community housing providers to actually have the ability to grow the 
sector. That is probably a concern the department has got, but they have got to nut that out between 
them because, essentially, what that means is that we are not building as many houses as we could 
do. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: This is probably one for you, Bronwyn. How equitable and efficient do you 
think the current allocation system is for public housing? 
Ms Kitching: I think that the allocation system for public housing is bogged down. There is a tidal 
wave of demand that is recognised and registered on the list and a huge tsunami behind it that is not 
recognised and registered on the list. I think that the public housing system has become clogged. 
There is not the kind of turnover that there has been in decades past. As we know, almost half the 
cohort of public housing rental tenants are on a disability or an age pension, which in effect makes 
them tenants for life. The kind of level of turnover in decades previous has been 15, 20 and maybe 
even 30 per cent annually. We are seeing only four or five per cent turnover, and that really means 
that everybody on the waiting list is not really going to get a chance unless they have the most 
extreme, serious, immediate and critical need and multiple barriers. I think that the public housing 
sector is doing as much as it can to meet the highest and most extreme need in the face of a 
diminishing availability of suitable stock because of the entrenchment of the profile of tenants. I 
think that is a real situation. I think the only growth opportunities that have been identified are 
through community housing and not-for-profit providers, who have some flexibility and opportunity 
to be a bit broader in their allocations policies in order to have a more heterogeneous tenant profile 
and therefore, potentially, have more turnover or be able to make it more viable with the differing 
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rent levels and income levels of their tenants and differing potentials to move on, move out and 
move up. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: Is there a difference between the cultural attitude towards downsizing or are 
they being forced to go down? That might be the wrong term. When you were saying that there is a 
demand for one or two bedrooms—you are hearing that, it appears to me, louder than I am hearing 
it—people are not wanting to downsize but are being forced to downsize. Is that unfair? Where do 
you see that? 
Mr Doyle: Who has been forced to downsize? 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Public housing. 
Ms Kitching: Certainly, we have had a few calls from consumers recently who have voluntarily 
indicated that they have been living in a three-bedroom house and have been quite comfortable, but 
their children have grown and are now independent and they certainly do not feel the need for that 
size anymore and have voluntarily approached the department for something smaller and more 
physically suited to their current housing needs. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: I am being unfair but I will just paint the picture. When I see a rectangular 
matchbox apartment and it is 10 storeys high, as in Maylands, it is just a brick monstrosity and you 
wonder about the social effect of just that alone. You are talking about redesigning, trying to get 
people to have a different approach to apartment building and things like that. I wonder whether 
that stereotype is there. I do not know what the correct term is. Do you always call it terrace 
housing when it is sharing one brick wall? 
Mr Doyle: Terraces. 
Ms Kitching: Terrace or row, yes. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: I have seen a wonderful response to that, but when you start talking about 
apartments, there seems to be reticence. Is that right? 
Mr Wong: I think the issue primarily is the perception of density. Those apartments that you are 
talking about—the salmon brick ones that came out when the GR codes came in in the 1960s—
meant that you could suddenly develop plot ratio way beyond what would normally occur. They 
were instantly snapped off with the first star code change and then we lost that kind of typology. 
People have that in their mind; they have 10-storey salmon brick flats. Those flats are all full, by the 
way. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: Yes. 
Mr Wong: There is a demand. They are not sitting there vacant because no-one wants to live in 
them. At that point, that was one of those things. That period of time meant—I mean that in terms 
of the construction sector—we really started to develop a way in which to build that kind of housing 
typology. It was supported by the planning codes. Builders started gearing up to build those kinds of 
things; developers started to take an interest in how that might happen. We had for the first time, for 
example, private syndication of group housing, so people would go and find a site, syndicate for 20 
people and develop a project. That all happened in the 1960s and it was supported by the GR. Then 
it was sort of stopped and we lost that skill over 30 or 40 years or whatever it happens to be. I think 
the issue is that we do not need to. If you look at the research that was done by UWA and was put 
out in Boomtown 2050, we do not actually need to get to 10 storeys to cater for Perth’s population; 
we are talking about four storeys probably. If you walk around most parts of Sydney, four storeys is 
where it is at. It is actually a fairly comfortable human scale. You are not talking about these towers 
blocking out the sun for miles and miles. A four-storey development in Perth would be an almost 
tenfold increase in density, which is sort of what we are trying to chase, but we are not having to 
talk about 10-storey towers. Part of the problem is that we do not have a language in Perth where 
we can say, “This is what it is like to live in medium density”, because people either live in houses 
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or have these salmon brick flats in Maylands and they go, “I don’t want to live in one of those” and 
there is nothing in between. That is what I mean by a reconsideration of it. The problem at the 
moment is that there is no continuum in housing. What we have is a continuum in price, but the 
product is exactly the same. If you are trying to make a choice and you have got a certain price 
point, you are really choosing between where your four-by-two house is going to be located, not 
“Should I live in an apartment or should I live in a terrace or should I live in a townhouse or should 
I live in a single detached house?” The Perth continuum is sort of skewed in many respects. If you 
were to live in a more dense metropolis, you would have a series of choices presented to you. I do 
not think it is realistic to expect people to downsize. We have got plenty of clients whose kids have 
left home and then they come back—and they keep coming back. People need to have some 
flexibility in their life, but they do not necessarily need to have a detached dwelling. I think the 
conversation needs to somehow shift, and the only way to do it is these demonstration projects, 
because people need to see what it is like to have a three-level medium density housing project and 
for it to be a good streetscape and for it not to suddenly become a terrifying block of flats. 
Mr Doyle: And the market will decide as well. Australia has the largest houses in the OECD and 
one of the highest rates of underutilisation is waste. It is people rattling around in three and four-
bedroom houses. It is massive urban sprawl. You can stand in the Perth city centre and walk for 10 
minutes and you are in a residential area that looks like something that could be a suburb of most 
cities that you would have to walk five miles to get to. There are issues like that. I agree absolutely 
with what Kieran was saying, but I think that there is a genuine appetite for medium density; it is 
just the kind of momentum behind it. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Bronwyn. 
Ms Kitching: I would like to just acknowledge that Apartments (WA), which is a Buckeridge-
owned company, is probably the largest social housing provider in the state. It was Buckeridge who 
was the land developer in those times and saw the opportunity and built those monstrosities that we 
are talking about down Stirling Highway and in Mosman Park and Maylands. He developed all of 
those regions and snapped up the opportunity to build these 10-storey blocks, although not 
particularly helpful. But Apartments (WA) certainly meets a major need. They are affordable. They 
are absolutely necessary. Unfortunately, I think those types of blocks of flats are etched in the 
public’s mind as being public housing, but they are not. They are not public housing. They are a 
privately owned, individual’s company. It is not public housing. Public housing, for all its faults in 
design and build and its homogeneity of facades, certainly builds to a much better standard and is 
much more liveable and respectful of the environment, the streetscape and the aesthetics than 
Apartments (WA) and Mr Buckeridge ever was when he built those things. It is a real shame that 
that one opportunity was snapped up in such a way as to then jeopardise further development of 
something that is more sympathetic and more appealing. For Buckeridge’s units to be identified as 
public housing and colour the public perception of what social housing is or looks like is a tragedy. 
It is a real issue. We have talked about trying to challenge some of those myths about “Do you think 
this or this is public housing?” and nine out of 10 times it is the more appealing, less obvious, more 
amenable dwelling that is public housing. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: That is an excellent clarification and I appreciate that because I have obviously 
voiced what I have felt. I am looking forward to seeing these new models for myself, because we 
will then of course help spread that word and spread that change, because it is an issue in my 
electorate. Housing is probably one of the top three; people come in all the time. Although I 
absolutely genuinely want to help them, they have resigned themselves to go down. I can see how it 
would be a real help for those of us on that front line to say, “No; you’re going to go to a better 
place.” 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: In the Shelter submission, there is reference to the onerous local 
government regulation and approvals processes. There is also obviously the supply of smaller, more 
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appropriate and more affordable housing. I wonder whether anyone wants to detail any sort of 
specific concerns you have got in respect to the application of planning policy and zoning codes by 
individual councils or existing legislation. Is there anything that extrapolates from the Shelter 
submission as anything specific that is the cause of that type of articulated sentiment? 
Mr Wong: I have got quite a view, because that is what we do every day. There has recently been a 
change to the residential design codes, so we have got a multi-unit housing code now, which has 
given some clarification in relation to more medium density. There are two big issues typically that 
we are faced with when we are looking at a site for either a developer or a housing provider, and 
primarily they relate to the plot ratio and the achievable densities on those sites, and then almost 
immediately following that are the requirements for parking. I think we would all agree that housing 
is a fairly complex series of interconnected agencies and approvals and all sorts of things. To 
narrow in on planning policy in particular, we did a project recently—it is under construction—for 
Foundation Housing and the vast majority of their tenants are in the city. They are going to work in 
the city; they do not have a car. For us to move through a planning process where we have single-
bedroom or two-bedroom or hostel rooms without the provision of car parking can become a major 
nightmare. The multi-unit housing codes, in my opinion, should increase their plot ratio. At the 
moment, what they have done, which I think is sort of halfway there, is to remove the density 
codings on multi-unit sites and just leave it all to plot ratio. The previous scheme, up until very 
recently, which we would fight against constantly, is that it was really endorsing a density on a site. 
For the developer to make a decent return on a site, the apartments would have to be quite big to be 
sold at a premium level. It encouraged larger apartments—typically around 150 to 250 square metre 
apartments. That was what the residential design codes were pushing. The multi-unit housing codes 
have now got a provision to allow for a removal completely of the density codings and just rely on 
form. We have just done a project recently for a private developer for affordable housing in Coogee 
where we can get the apartments down to 50 square metres for single bedders up to 85. At that price 
point, as long as there is demand—there already seems to be quite a good presale at the moment for 
that project—the development or the delivery of a more diverse range of housing is possible. But I 
still think the multi-unit housing code could increase its plot ratio—possibly double it, in my 
opinion—and still be left with a pretty good outcome for all neighbourhoods. It could remove 
almost entirely the requirement for parking within certain activity centres. You could force parking 
to be dealt with in terms of management; or it could make parking dealt with in terms of when you 
buy the apartment, there is an option to buy a car bay or there is the ability to do something else; or 
the developer can demonstrate within a certain catchment area that people do not need their own 
and they can use public transport. But it relies entirely at that point on something like the public 
transport strategy to come out and say something useful that will tie into the housing strategy as 
well. There is no point trying to force people not to have cars when there are no other options 
available to them. In that sense, to try to keep the answer narrow, I think it is parking and plot ratio 
provisions. The other thing that is missing typically is that affordable housing and community 
housing and other kinds of social housing are not viewed typically very favourably by residents. It 
is not mandated or targeted in a lot of town planning schemes. There are minimum requirements on 
certain areas.  
[10.40 am] 
There is an uphill battle, typically, in convincing redevelopment authorities or local authorities of 
the value of the work, and that adds time. We did a project, and it took something like 300 days to 
get through the planning process to deal with a lodging house because of the concerns that were 
raised by various authorities. In the end, the project was passed, but that adds a considerable impost 
to the developer. Whereas, if we were going and doing luxury apartments, we would have breezed 
through the planning process. There are a couple of things there.  
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The ACTING CHAIRMAN: In the submission from WALGA, concern was expressed about the 
rate exemption status of community housing. They see it as perhaps a disincentive. Any comment 
on this issue?   
Mr McClughan: Within the community housing providers, as I said, there is quite a large diversity. 
When it comes to crisis accommodation, we would represent the providers to say that rate 
exemption should be there. We know that the larger providers, those growth providers, have a 
different view. Their view is that they are willing to work with the local councils to pay rates, but 
they want to be able to get a better arrangement from that by paying rates that they can get an 
exemption—what you have been speaking about, Kieran. I guess they would want a rate exemption, 
but they realise it means when you transfer public stock to community stock, essentially, the state 
government pays rates at the moment and it goes to community; then obviously local councils lose 
out on that revenue, and it is one of their very few sources of revenue. There is a real dilemma 
there, and the large community housing providers are willing to work with councils at this point in 
time to get more land, to get their approvals through, but they realise that it is going to be difficult 
without acceding to paying rates.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Is the exemption vital to the future of community housing in crisis 
accommodation?  
Mr McClughan: In crisis accommodation it is absolutely vital, because of the nature of the people 
who are in crisis accommodation—people with mental illness, youth in particular. In any of those 
areas in public housing where you have people with mental illness, and particularly in youth, you 
have high costs associated with that, where damages are concerned. Really importantly, we need to 
have the support from support agencies. A lot of the crisis centres have got support agencies. A lot 
of the smaller community housing providers are specialists and they are able to provide those sorts 
of services to try to keep people in their homes, because that is really important too. It becomes very 
marginal for them. They do not make any money out of that high-end, high-need end. Whereas 
when it comes to the larger community housing providers, they are mixing up not only the social 
housing but the affordable housing, and in some cases rental, and actually selling off some of the 
stock to reinvest. It is important to them, but they realise the practicalities and pragmatism.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: So growth providers are in negotiations with some councils, and 
those negotiations might not only be about approvals but services too?  
Mr McClughan: Possibly. It may well be that, or it could just be plot ratios.  
Mr Doyle: The next point is that the larger community housing providers have the capacity to 
absorb costs involved in rates, and the smaller ones, who currently enjoy exemptions and operate on 
very tight margins, may not be able to do so. I do not think there is a uniform view of the sector, 
certainly among the larger growth providers, as to a unified position on rates, but I know that 
WALGA is concerned. The position at the moment is that there is probably bilateral negotiations 
going on between different growth providers and different councils as it arises.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Arguably, larger councils could manage more rate exemptions, I 
suppose.  
Mr Doyle: Yes.  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: I might ask all of you, and I do not want a political answer—it is just a way to 
cut through what obviously is a very complex area—but if you were, say, Minister for Housing for 
the day or Graham Searle at the Department of Housing, what is the one thing you would do?   
Mr Wong: And I only had a day?  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes! What is the priority? 
Mr Wong: It is a very interesting question, because housing is a very complex area. I think I would 
look to rewriting the multi-unit housing codes. I would look to try to work out a way to ensure that 
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all councils are required in the next TPS to mandate minimum targets for affordable housing. I 
would look at ways in which we can think about service and infrastructure provisions in network 
centres, which is currently one of the major imposts for a developer in terms of smaller developers 
delivering in infill areas the cost of infrastructure upgrades, service, headwork charges and all those 
sorts of things.  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: What is TPS?  
Mr Wong: It is town planning schemes; it is real jargon. Local authorities are required to upgrade 
their town planning schemes on a regular basis. I think it would be good to mandate areas and 
targets in a similar way that the City of Perth is looking to do currently. I know this would be 
outside my ministerial portfolio, but I would try and work in order to align the service and 
infrastructure provision with housing and general works. I do not know how that would work 
exactly, but in a sense they are critical to an understanding of how you can deliver housing more 
effectively and affordably in infill areas. Then I would have lunch!  
Mr Doyle: I find an argument like this is actually a debate about economics housing. You asked 
about the state minister, but it would be more interesting if you were the federal minister. The 
reason why we have a problem in social housing is because housing is too expensive. The reason 
why housing is too expensive is because it has been treated like an asset class, where people 
speculate on it. How sustainable that is—it must be a process for an economy in general. It pushes 
up costs, causes inflation, increases wage demands from key workers and increases debt levels 
among young couples who are buying houses and the proportion of their incomes they are spending 
on servicing mortgages increases. The amount of money that is misallocated in the economy, rather 
than going into productive parts of the economy that create jobs and build exports and so on is just 
invested in bricks and mortar which do not produce anything. It is a real issue. Of course, the 
downside of that is if you are not the one in seven Australians who own a second property who is 
playing this game, you are usually somebody younger generally—because there is a generational 
element to this—who is struggling to access affordable accommodation. In the housing market, of 
course, when house prices double in four years you have a situation where people who would 
ordinarily be buying houses are moving into the rental sector, which is traditionally the preserve of 
people on lower incomes, and you get a squeeze. That is really the key reason why you have a rise 
in demand for social housing; it is because house prices have increased. People are renting for 
longer. People who are considered middle class have to wait longer to buy housing, and that 
housing is more expensive. Really, the issue here is, if you could go in and change something, it 
would be fundamental attitudes and policies towards how we treat housing in this country. It is 
dangerous too, because this attitude towards housing, this treating it as an asset class, was allowed 
to persist in other countries and it led to massive housing busts. It has very serious consequences for 
an economy.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Can you zero down on what that actually means? Basically, are you 
talking about the tax deductibility for housing investment? 
Mr Doyle: The whole negative gearing regime incentivises a lot of speculation in the housing 
market, which I believe has negative consequences on the whole. It does not have any social or 
economic benefit to the nation as a whole, I believe. If it was there to keep the rental sector buoyant, 
fine, but it does more that. It offsets losses and it encourages speculation that perhaps would not 
exist. The point is, do you want a situation where you have that level of speculation in the housing 
market? I argue no, that is not a good thing, because people are not in it for a buoyant investment; 
they are often in it for capital gains. They are only buying the houses in anticipation of the prices 
going up and using them as a retirement fund and whatever. I think it is all-pervasive in the 
discussion about property in Australia. There is a whole industry surrounding property investments. 
The financial services industry has been crucial to it. Just like everywhere else in the world you had 
a proliferation of non-bank lenders, and bank lenders themselves, who have increased the supply of 
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credit into the market, which has meant more money going to more people than ever before that is 
just being funnelled into housing. All it does is just push up the price of these houses. That is all it 
does; it does not have any material economic benefit, in my view, and it is dangerous.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Have you come across any jurisdictions that have tackled it 
successfully and turned this around?  
Mr Doyle: What has happened where we have had this phenomenon internationally is that these 
booms have been followed by crashes. We have seen them in the United States, in Ireland and 
Spain. The European countries that have not had them are the likes of the Netherlands and the 
Scandinavian countries, which have long histories—even different political models like the social 
democrat models where you have 30 per cent of the housing stock, going back 100 years—being 
what we would consider social, affordable non-market. Australia has a more neo-liberal model—I 
do not like using that term; it is so nebulous—but in terms of housing it has some of the lowest 
levels of social housing in the world, more comparable to the anglophone countries—Ireland, the 
UK and America—than the European countries. When you get to a stage at which you have house 
prices at this level, the question is: can you have a soft landing? I do not believe that prices can just 
keep rising eternally. I do not believe that ratio between average incomes and average house prices 
can keep going like that. There is a lot of debate. There are academics that publish on it. It is 
something to watch out for, I think.  
Mr McClughan: My aspirations are much more modest. I would just like to speed up the transfer 
of assets from the public sector to the community sector. I think it was the minister’s task force that 
talked about 30 or 35 per cent in that transfer. We are a long way off that at this point in time. I 
think that is going to help. It will allow the community housing growth providers to leverage off 
that stock. Obviously with the stimulus, and 75 per cent of that going to the not-for-profit, I would 
like to see that stock moved as quickly as practical across to the not-for-profits. It is not the only 
instrument they have got, but it is certainly a very important one. That would be by four o’clock in 
the afternoon!  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: The principal advantages as a public policy pursuit is what? Is it in 
order to increase the contribution that some of those people make for their housing?  
Mr McClughan: That is right. There are probably a number of factors, but primarily the 
community housing providers are entitled to commonwealth rent assistance, which gives them more 
income, which is prohibited to the public sector. Of course, they have a larger stock base. It brings 
up their critical mass to a point where they can actually leverage off that and get private investment.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Sorry, you said private investment and critical mass?  
Mr McClughan: The number of units of accommodation they have would allow them —  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Yes, but where is the public policy? That is of value to your sector.  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: That then enables them to build more.  
Mr Doyle: More stock is the issue. The public housing system has over the last 10 years declined. 
The number of public houses in Australia has declined. The number of community housing units in 
Australia has increased, because there is a growth model inherent in community housing and there 
is not one in public housing. If the ultimate agenda is to increase the level of stock, whether that be 
community or public housing, the most efficient way of doing it under the current economic and 
federal policy guidelines—that is what Colin was alluding to in terms of tenants being able to 
receive CRA and community housing providers being able to receive public benevolent tax 
treatment—is, basically, to put your lot in with community housing and not-for-profit. That also has 
been the experience internationally as well.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Am I right in saying it gives you the opportunity as the community 
housing sector to extract a higher rental than public housing?  
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Mr McClughan: That’s correct.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Do all of the community housing tenants pay a higher rental than if 
they were in public housing? 
Mr McClughan: They do not pay any more than 25 to 30 per cent of their income, but that is made 
up to the market rate by commonwealth rent assistance, which effectively goes to the community 
housing provider. They do not pay any extra, but the community housing provider gets that extra 
income, which allows them then to maintain the stock a lot better and use any surpluses as part of a 
component to grow the stock.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: They do not actually pay any more? 
Mr McClughan: No. 
Ms Kitching: Public housing tenants on Centrelink benefit, on income support and social security 
benefits in a public housing tenancy are not entitled to the additional rent assistance component.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: I understand that bit. We had put to us the proposition that people 
who could afford to pay more were getting the opportunity of affordable housing at a greater 
proportion of their income being drawn upon in community housing than what might be drawn on 
in public housing. It is 25 per cent only in public housing, but with the opportunity for a larger draw 
on incomes in community housing; is that correct? 
Mr McClughan: That is correct; and also, as Bronwyn said earlier, the community housing 
providers can actually move into that affordable area, which is where you have people, say, on 
moderate income, and they would pay 20 per cent less than the market rate. That is that good tenant 
mix, where they are able to cross-subsidise.  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: That then reduces public housing.  
Dr Garwood: One small change that I would make if I had the opportunity that I think would have 
a pretty sizeable impact on the affordable housing system would be implementing inclusionary 
zoning policies. That would be across the board. I suppose the Department of Housing does not 
have any capacity to do that, but that is something that has worked in other places—to have that as a 
mandatory. Sometimes it could be as low as 15 per cent. But 15 per cent of all new developments 
would need to be affordable. Of course, there are a number of ways of defining affordable housing 
but if a developer chose not to provide that housing or did not have the ability or it did not fit within 
the mix of what they were doing, they could then make that contribution to a separate fund, whether 
it is to a community housing organisation, to offset that cost. That is something that has worked in 
some other places that would go a long way towards increasing the supply of affordable housing, 
whether it is already in new developments or by helping to grow the community housing.  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Where in particular has that worked?  
Dr Garwood: In the UK there are a number of inclusionary zoning policies. In the US it is specific 
localities; it is not across the board, but in certain cities.  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Where would be the leading city in the states? 
Ms Kitching: Boston would be one.  
Dr Garwood: It is something that I could look up for you and I would be happy to get that 
information to you.  
Mr Doyle: It is unpopular with developers. That is the only — 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: I can see why it would be unpopular.  
Mr Doyle: You can have measures and they get diluted and lobbying takes place, and you can buy 
off your inclusionary obligations—all of this. If a law is enacted and a politician or a political party 
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gets behind it, they really have to follow it through because there would be, I imagine, a lot of 
pressure.  
Mr Wong: It has been trialled already to a certain extent under the Perry Lakes Redevelopment 
Act, which mandates a minimum percentage of certain sizes and types of apartments, which meant 
that the development at Perry Lakes had to have a certain percentage of apartments no greater in 
size than 60 square metres, and the ability for zoning to include ancillary dwellings on single 
residential lots, which did not have to be leased or let to a family member. There have been 
attempts, I suppose, in WA already, although they are yet to be tested because Perry Lakes has not 
been, but I think it will work quite well.  
Dr Garwood: The important part here would also be having that applied across the board to all 
developers because that is where a lot of the problems would come in is. If it is only applied in a 
piecemeal way by councils, it would not work as well.  
[11.00 am] 
Ms Kitching: There are two things if I had that capacity to effect a change. The first thing I would 
do certainly is bring the argument about social or affordable housing back home. We think about 
tenants and people who need this form of housing as something other than “us”, our family. But the 
reality is it is us and our family; it is our ageing parents, our divorced uncle, our aunty with a mental 
illness, our student son wanting to go to university who needs a unit. This is not about people who 
have two heads or are hell-bent on axe murdering throughout the suburbs; this is about us and our 
family. Certainly what we hear is that it is average people who have suffered a crisis, a tragedy or 
an illness who thought they could get public housing but are absolutely astounded to find that it will 
be seven, eight or 10 years before their names will come up on the waiting list. The first thing I 
would do is take it out of this strange realm where it has been targeted to the most disadvantaged 
and the most scary kind of cohort, because it is not. The other thing that I would do if I were in that 
position is push hard for some growth. Our populations is growing and we have talked about the 
ageing population. We cannot have a stop level that is a set, fixed number in real terms; it needs to 
grow with the demographics. The other thing I would do is about consumer protection and about the 
people who live in these places having clear and fair treatment and having access to appeals and 
grievance and complaints mechanisms that are fair and realistic. It is also about having appropriate 
consequences for inappropriate behaviour actioned on them fairly and reasonably. They would be 
the two. The boarding house and lodging house cohort have no tenancy protection, residential 
tenancy agreements or laws; it is really happening very much silently, under the radar. The four-
bedroom house next door to you might have eight unrelated people living there on a day-by-day or 
a week-by-week basis and be paying the highest rents in the market for the least amenity in those 
properties. Those sorts of issues, I think, are very important and need to be addressed. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: In your submission, there is reference to the government 
immediately developing a model rule text for local authorities to overcome local resistance by 
people with a vested personal interest against the development of affordable housing. What would 
that look like? 
Ms Kitching: I think that Shae talks about some of that requirement for rezoning and the need to 
recognise that not all of our people are wealthy or are the one in seven people who can afford an 
investment property and can gain from those tax benefits. We need to recognise that at the moment 
around 20 per cent of our households are single-parent households. Over half of our houses have 
over two or more bedrooms excess to their requirements. This is the reality that certainly is a factor 
in our housing market that has been allowed to develop like this, and it is not sustainable. That 
involves the land, the physical structure and the heating and cooling. Social housing must be 
recognised as a public benefit and public amenity and as being good for the whole community. We 
need to embed that fairly deeply into our thinking as a civilised society and have it up front and 
centre of all our planning. There certainly is some model rule text about not needing two car parks 
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for every dwelling if you are located next to the railway station. Having all those flexibilities 
embedded as a public good and a public service and as an infrastructure for the community in the 
long term is something that I would like to try to achieve. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: In terms of support services for tenants in social housing, the 
community resistance, in part, for public and social housing seems to be about the dysfunctional 
behaviour that is often characteristic of public using. Are the support services of a sufficient size to 
tackle that type of dysfunction? 
Ms Kitching: I believe that the National Partnership on Homelessness Agreement and the 
homelessness service under the stimulus package has increased the availability and capacity of the 
existing services and certainly has added some very strong, new services and models into that 
space. They are now far better equipped. Whether there is enough, I would be very hesitant to take a 
guess, but I do think that the skill and the ability are out there. The resourcing, funding and support 
for those agencies could be better. The antisocial behaviour intervention team that has been piloted 
through the Department of Housing, where there is antisocial behaviour identified in a particular 
household in a particular public housing development operates in only two regions—Cannington 
and I cannot remember if it was Fremantle or Mirrabooka, to be honest, but it has been rolled out to 
two regions. A team of people addresses that family in a very intensive case management type of 
way, which says this is your behaviour — 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: It has been wound back in a lot of places. 
Ms Kitching: The antisocial behaviour intervention team? 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes. 
Ms Kitching: Right. 
Mr Doyle: It is possible to overstate the case of antisocial behaviour. The department published—it 
does every year—a breakdown of its costs relating to damage caused by tenants, and it is not a very 
high figure. In the majority of cases—not all of them—they get the money back from the offending 
tenants. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Damage is not the only issue in terms of antisocial behaviour. 
Mr Doyle: I know that, but there is no doubt that public housing and social housing project 
proposals can meet resistance from local communities. On the other hand, the CHCWA has worked 
with a project in Stirling—I cannot remember — 
Mr McClughan: It an alliance with Main Roads. 
Mr Doyle: They have had extensive consultation with the existing residents living in that 
neighbourhood. The plans are very ambitious about what they want to do there. It was stated from 
the outset to the existing residents that the plan was that the new housing development would 
include 20 per cent social and affordable housing, and that was broadly supported by the existing 
community, or at least that was intimated to us by that community. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Whereabouts is that going to be? 
Mr Doyle: At Innaloo. 
Mr McClughan: Stirling. It will be a fully integrated hub. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: We have to wrap it up. As well as thanking you, I remind you that 
your evidence will be recorded here in this transcript that will be given to you. You have the 
opportunity to correct minor errors and to get them back within 10 working days. You cannot 
introduce new material but basically can correct any of the contributions that you have made that 
have been inaccurately recorded. If there is any additional information you want to provide, you 
have the opportunity for being in direct contact with the clerk of the committee. It may well be that 
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we have some unasked questions that he will put to you separately from this hearing. Thank you 
very much for being with us. We have some other witnesses waiting to come in. 

Hearing concluded at 11.08 am 


