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Hearing commenced at 11.10 am 
 
DUNCAN, MR IAN 
Economist, Western Australian Local Government Association, examined: 
 
HAILES, MRS ALLISON 
Executive Manager, Planning and Community Development, Western Australian Local 
Government Association, examined: 
 
POEPJES, MS MICHELE 
Policy Manager, Community, Western Australian Local Government Association, examined: 
 
 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Thank you for coming. I have to explain that we have a couple of 
missing members. The chairman and deputy chairman are absent. I am Tom Stephens and I am the 
acting chair. My colleagues are Margaret Quirk, the member for Girrawheen, and Mr Britza, the 
member for Morley. I have the task of reading you the mandatory opening remarks, which, as well 
as welcoming you, remind you that this is a proceeding of Parliament that warrants the same respect 
that the house itself requires. You are not required to give evidence on oath, but any deliberate 
misleading of the committee can be regarded as a contempt of the Parliament. I need verbal answers 
from each of you that are audible for Hansard. I will go from my left to right. 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 the information for witnesses briefing sheet 
regarding giving evidence before the parliamentary committee? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Do you have any questions in reference to today’s session? 
The Witnesses: No. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Is there someone who wants to speak to us first with an opening 
comment in reference to our terms of reference and your submission? 
Mr Duncan: Yes. If that is what you desire, we will make some opening comments and then invite 
questions. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: As you shape your opening comments, I encourage you to be 
thinking that we will be doing a report and we are looking for your advice on what 
recommendations should be in that report. 
Mr Duncan: Firstly, we thank the members of the committee for the opportunity to provide you 
with some input on behalf of the 139 local governments in Western Australia who are our members. 
I think everybody around the table would be well aware of the interaction of local governments in 
the supply of housing broadly and of the varying interaction of local governments in affordable and 
social housing specifically across the spectrum of local governments across Western Australia. I 
think that will come out in a number of the points that we make today. Certainly it is clear to us that 
a single approach to addressing social housing needs across the whole of the Western Australian 
community, particularly the geographical issues, is never going to work; one size cannot fit all. 
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Therefore, we will be talking about specific recommendations dealing with regional and remote 
areas as well as the Perth metropolitan area.  
[11.15 am] 
Perhaps to provide a bit of framework, I was going to suggest that we make some comments under 
five key headings: a little bit around the housing strategy, something around the governance 
framework and legislation, land use planning legislation strategies and policies, some barriers and 
incentives from local government perspectives, and then a particular focus on regional centres. I 
will address a couple of those and my colleague Allison will address a couple of those. 
I think the first recommendation that we would like to suggest is a very simple one. Local 
governments, along with a range of other stakeholders, have been quite actively involved in various 
really good quality consultation processes in the area of social and affordable housing over the past 
couple of years, and those inquiries, in our view, have produced some good quality reports and 
outputs. I think what is needed at this stage is to actually release a social or a social and affordable 
housing strategy on behalf of the state government that synthesises and brings together that 
information that has been pulled together in recent years and includes specific forecasts and profiles 
of the needs of what, where and when so that as local governments develop their own housing 
strategies and their land use planning policies, which we will come to in a moment, there are some 
integrated and specific targets that bring those things together. That is the very simple first point 
that we would like to make. I would like to invite Allison to talk a little bit about governance 
frameworks and legislation and planning issues.  
Mrs Hailes: Thank you for enabling us to come and present today. In terms of governance 
frameworks and enabling legislation, WALGA believes that explicit support for affordable and 
social housing at the state level is critical to ensuring the legality and legitimacy of the requirements 
specified by local governments as part of their planning approvals. Local government plays a 
significant role in implementation, but is somewhat vulnerable, both legally and politically, when 
there is not explicit support for the requirements that it sets. There are numerous examples of direct 
involvement of local governments in the provision of social housing, particularly for seniors and 
key workers, including trainees and apprentices. In many cases, these are fully managed and 
operated by the local government. However, there is no strategic framework for this to occur in. 
Also of particular interest is the — 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Is there an example of one of those? 
Mr Duncan: Seniors. 
Ms Poepjes: Seniors. Quite a lot of councils partake in joint ventures with the Department of 
Housing — 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: We have got those. Did you say “workers”? 
Mrs Hailes: Key workers. 
Ms Poepjes: The City of Perth is currently developing a project again with the Department of 
Housing under the joint venture scheme. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Sorry. Thank you. 
Mr Duncan: I might add to that that some towns like Merredin, for example, offer housing 
particularly for trainees and apprentices coming to work in businesses in the town. They have six or 
eight houses under that arrangement. 
Mrs Hailes: And that is part of their economic development strategy. 
Of particular interest is the opportunity to more easily enable local governments to take a leadership 
approach and participate with others, particularly the private sector and community housing 
providers, in the delivery of social housing. The asset that local governments most often bring to 
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such developments is land; however, as a developer, local governments cannot borrow against the 
value of this land to fund their share of the development cost. That is prohibited under the Local 
Government Act at the moment. Removing the current blanket prohibition on local governments’ 
use of corporate governance structures would allow a range of partnership arrangements to be 
potentially developed. The regional subsidiary model, which you might wish to discuss in more 
detail later on, offers some benefits but it focuses on local governments working together to deliver 
core services. The association has actually proposed to the state government an alternative 
mechanism called local government enterprises, which would be more suitable for the type of 
outcome that we believe the government and the community want. 
In terms of land use planning legislation strategies and policies, local government land use planning 
policies are a potential lever to deliver social and affordable housing outcomes. Indeed, most 
development in WA is regulated by local government under delegation from the state. However, at 
present, local planning policies and schemes are developed at a local level to address local 
aspirations and needs. Although local governments do have to have regard for state planning policy 
and region schemes, these do not currently include guidance or direction on social or affordable 
housing. In fact, the key planning legislation, the Planning and Development Act, does not actually 
mention affordable housing, and there are no provisions or objectives under which affordable 
housing can be recognised as a planning outcome. Land use planning policy in WA is quite value 
centralised, with the WAPC playing a very strong role. This provides a direct opportunity to 
influence housing outcomes at a state, regional and local level. For example, implementation of the 
multi-unit housing code and potential changes to the current residential planning codes provide an 
opportunity to reduce the cost of housing and increase diversity in housing type. In some market 
segments, this could both increase the supply of housing and lower the demand for social housing. 
For example, moving to a system of minimum density zonings rather than the current maximum 
would ensure that land is developed to its highest potential. Also, key planning documents such as 
“Directions 2031” identify adequate supply of affordable housing as an objective but provide no 
further guidance as to how and where this is to be achieved, apart from through providing a 
diversity of housing. Local government needs to know what the demand and supply rate is in the 
future, the housing type that is to be needed, and the preferred location for affordable and social 
housing. “Directions 2031” also identifies the importance of infill development in achieving a 
sustainable city and meeting the future housing needs of the Perth and Peel region. However, if this 
is not done carefully, market forces driving infill redevelopment will lead to increases in land values 
and the gentrification of the inner urban areas, thus reducing the supply of social and affordable 
housing in areas where services, public transportation and employment are most available and 
driving people to the outer suburbs where they may find affordable housing but not the supporting 
services. 
Mr Duncan: Can I just make a few comments about barriers and incentives and then we will wind 
that up, if that is all right? I think members will be aware that local governments vary in their 
support for social housing. In some situations, local governments are extremely proactive, and we 
can cite some examples if you wish around proactive actions by local governments in support of 
social housing. In other cases, communities are often opposed to the expansion of social housing, 
and that may be reflected in the motions of council. This is obviously a tension that local 
governments need to deal with. 
One of the observations that we would like to highlight is that in delivering social housing, there is 
clearly a need to deliver a range of support services that go with that. Quite often, those support 
services might include very common things like medical services, particularly mental health 
services; child support services; public transport; employment opportunities; education, particularly 
for non-English speaking people; social and recreational infrastructure; and those sorts of things. 
When we contemplate social housing, I think it is really important to contemplate the needs for that 
suite of services and the equitable funding of that suite of services to go with it. There certainly 
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have been cases where reasonably large numbers of social housing clients have been relocated to 
communities where houses are available but those other support service are not, and that has led to 
some undesirable outcomes. 
The second point I would like to make in terms of barriers and incentives is around the charitable 
status. There are two elements to this. Currently, providers of community housing need to apply for 
charitable status in order to claim stamp duty exemption on transactions, and there is a degree of 
uncertainty and therefore a degree of risk in that process. Some legislative or regulatory framework 
to add some certainty to that would be a positive thing. Secondly, some community housing 
providers, on the basis of their charitable status, then apply for rating concessions, and that adds to 
some degree of the tension felt by local governments and local communities, because, effectively, 
the cost of that exemption from rates is borne by the surrounding neighbourhood rather than being 
spread across the community. As a suggestion, we would like to see the cost of those rating 
concessions borne across the wider community, perhaps in the same way as the pensioner 
concessions are currently delivered. 
I guess the final point is that when we start to look at regional centres, there is a whole raft of 
different issues that need to be contemplated. Key workers’ accommodation is a key issue for local 
governments and providing mechanisms to deliver that is a major challenge, particularly in areas 
that are experiencing high growth, so we would suggest that the supply and demand factors for 
social housing in particular regions need to be considered quite separately. 
Mrs Hailes: If I can perhaps just add as a closing comment to our opening statement that clear 
guidance from the state government on to what extent statutory requirements or incentives or 
subsidisation public policy measures are to be used is sought by local government. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Allison, you have talked about the need for the state to provide guidance and 
effectively to loosen up some of the controls on your members. Our previous witnesses also talked 
about a lot of the planning constraints. Is the sticking point the planning commission or is it broader 
than that? I will give you an example. In my electorate in one particular suburb, there has been 
community consultation by the local government about increasing the densities. It is generally met 
with approval. It was put to the planning commission, which then went back to the council, which is 
the City of Stirling, which is a very large council, as you know, and the planning commission would 
not consider it until the City of Stirling had provided its planning strategy for the whole of the city, 
which is a huge undertaking. That has effectively probably delayed that for two or three years, I 
would have thought. Is that the kind of thing that you are talking about? 
Mrs Hailes: That is definitely a considerable part. From a planning perspective, at the moment 
many local governments actually develop their own local housing strategies, but they engage 
private consultants to undertake that work to forecast what their growth and their demographics are 
going to be over the next 20 years. To some extent, that is done in isolation of an understanding of 
what is going to be happening in surrounding councils or at a regional and statewide level. As a 
consequence, there can be a double up or certain consumer groups can get missed et cetera. We are 
advocating that we need, at a state and regional level, to understand, first of all, what the future 
needs are, not just as in 20 000 dwellings need to be developed by a certain date, but, rather, where 
populations are going to exist and the demographics of the people so that we can better understand 
the housing types that need to be developed. In relation to the question of the WAPC, because there 
is no explicit requirement or guidance at a state level at the moment, quite often you can get a 
difference in the positions of the local government and the WAPC as to how the objective should be 
achieved in a particular instance. I know that a lot of work has been done by the Stirling alliance.  
[11.30 am] 
We need regional strategies, and then local government planning policies and schemes and, 
subsequently, direct mechanisms to deliver affordable housing or social housing, to some extent, to 
be a consecutive process. Those statewide and regional plans do not necessarily exist at the 
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moment, so we have this tension between the local government and the commission. As you would 
probably appreciate, putting a local planning scheme together or a new local planning strategy can 
take years—five years and longer—because of all the community engagement that is needed as part 
of that development. Then the approvals process for that can take another two to three years. We 
believe that there is a more efficient way of doing it: by the state government providing clear 
direction on the outcomes that are to be achieved so that local government, when it is developing, 
whether it is local planning strategy or a structure plan or an amendment to its scheme to increase 
densities, has a clear understanding of how it needs to fit with the state.  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Then there is a bit of flexibility at the local council level. As long as the council 
can convince the Planning Commission how they intend to move to achieve those outcomes, you 
have that level of flexibility.  
Mrs Hailes: That is correct. To a certain degree, local governments need to interpret and determine 
at a local level the best way to achieve that higher order outcome.  
Mr I.M. BRITZA: I just picked up—maybe it is an ignorant question more than anything else—
you said the council is not allowed to borrow off their own land. Can you explain that to me?  
Mrs Hailes: I think you mean borrowing against their land. I think Ian would be better answering 
that.  
Mr Duncan: As I understand it, the WA Treasury Corporation provides the bulk of that finance for 
local governments. You can borrow against your rate revenue stream, essentially, but you cannot 
separate out a parcel of land as essentially collateral or underpinning value and use that to increase 
your borrowing capacity.  
Mr I.M. BRITZA: The second question is to deal with regional issues. Obviously, you have 
already brought up the issue, and we have heard that some councils are pro and some are 
questionable about that. We heard that in some areas in the country where they wanted to develop 
blocks that they wanted underground facilities and deep sewerage, and these financial costs almost 
make it prohibitive. How in the world can they deal with that, or have they just cut off their own 
feet it seems like? 
Mr Duncan: Certainly, there are a number of examples where an incremental development in a 
small country town of maybe half a dozen or a dozen land sites exceeds the capacity of the existing 
infrastructure. Power has been a major issue for a number of country towns, both in the Mid West 
and the Great Southern, that I am aware of. Water and sewerage are often a constraint to those 
things. If a commercial developer or a not-for-profit organisation were going to look at those sorts 
of things, they become quite unviable. When you look at that, LandCorp has taken a quite positive 
approach to a number of those things. Clearly, they do it under their community service obligation 
objectives, because they do not actually make financial sense to LandCorp either. It is often simply 
that the Western Power infrastructure, the transformers, need to be upgraded to the next step in 
order accommodate that additional load. Having done that, you could probably do 20 or 30 or 40 
more of the same sort of things before you incur the next barrier. That is an issue for some 
particular towns; and the type of infrastructure varies.  
Mrs Hailes: If I can just add to that? A number of local governments have indicated to us over a 
number of years that the cost of headworks in regional areas makes it unviable to actually undertake 
developments, whether that is for local government or for the private sector. I believe that even if, 
for instance, a council was to identify land that it was willing to contribute or to sell for $1, the cost 
of the headworks may work out at $50 000 per lot, and by the time you have added it into the cost 
of the building, the market in that particular area would not support that value or that price. In the 
past I believe that a number of subsidies were available through the state government—a regional 
headworks scheme and the rural residence headworks scheme—which sought to subsidise the cost 
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of headworks in both residential and industrial land developments in regional areas .But those either 
do not exist any more or have been significantly reduced in the pool that is available.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: They are not able to draw down on the royalties for regions program 
for headworks charges?   
Mr Duncan: There is some funding under royalties for regions for headworks. I guess there is a 
component of that that is specifically targeted towards towns, for example. I think the concern has 
been around the quantity of funding available and the conditions around that.  
Mrs Hailes: I think the Economic Regulation Authority also reviewed some of the headworks 
charges for power, water and the like, and as a consequence the cost of headworks has increased 
while the availability of funding to subsidise it has decreased.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: In terms of the perception that there are areas and councils that are 
proactive in this area of affordable social housing, and others that are less interested, do you have 
any sense of the drivers that make a council interested in tackling these issues?  
Mr Duncan: One of the drivers that we observe, in terms of the discussion I guess that goes ahead 
of those things, is that a number of councils—perhaps I might cite Fremantle and Cambridge—are 
very conscious of the fact that given what has happened to real estate prices over the last decade, 
that the people who currently reside within their local government area could no longer afford to 
buy into that area. They are very conscious I guess that the very people they serve can no longer 
afford to live in their community, and they see value in a diverse social mix of people within their 
community. I think that would be one of the key drivers in the metropolitan area for support for this 
kind of diversity of housing. In regional centres, I think the economic growth opportunities are 
driven by population growth and a community that is then large enough to support the services of a 
school, a doctor and those sorts of things, is an underlying driver as well as the availability of 
workers for industry.  
Ms Poepjes: Just to add to that, it seems to be that different age groups are easier for local 
governments to participate in providing services, such as aged communities. A lot of local 
governments have ventured into providing aged housing under joint venture schemes because they 
are a lot simpler for them to operate. Because some councils have the complementary home and 
community care services, it makes it an easier service to operate. Some of the community housing 
schemes that are more socially oriented, some of the challenges facing the tenant management in 
particular has actually put some of the councils off from venturing into that area, because of the lack 
of support they would be given. That seems to be some of the barriers, and I personally have looked 
after that portfolio in local government over the years so I have some insight into it. It is a lot easier 
to manage aged housing as a council than any of other age groups. You tend to find where they 
have got involved—the City of Belmont has got involved quite a bit in aged housing—and quite a 
few of the councils have done aged housing because it a lot simpler for them to operate.  
Mr I.M. BRITZA: The Bayswater council is in my electorate, and that is exactly right. That is 
exactly their approach to it too, because it is easier to do. You mentioned on page 18 of your 
submission that a reduction in the cost of housing could be achieved, among other things, through 
an initiative in relation to planning standards. Could you elaborate on what you mean by that?   
Mr Duncan: I am just trying to make sure I understand the context of the question.  
Mrs Hailes: Could I clarify whether that was our most recent submission or perhaps a submission 
to “More Than a Roof and Four Walls”?  
Mr Duncan: Did you say page 18? 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: It may be the incorrect page.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: We can pass that by, if you like. Is there a WALGA view on the 
question of LandCorp’s community service obligation allocation, where they have an allocation of 
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$4 million for responding to the community service obligation statewide allocation? Do you have 
any thoughts on that?  
Mrs Hailes: The association does not have a formal position on that, but certainly the notion of a 
community service obligation for social housing would be supported.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: In reference to the 43 Wheatbelt councils, and the sense that they 
have the opportunity of responding to the housing challenges collectively rather than individually. 
Is there WALGA support or anything emerging from the Wheatbelt that would suggest the councils 
are cooperating around affordable housing issues that might otherwise be impossible for them 
individually if they stay focussed on their narrow boundary areas and do not have a broader regional 
perspective. Is WALGA doing anything on this front? 
Mr Duncan: Very much so. WALGA has some staff resources specifically dedicated to the task of 
what we call regional cooperation across a range of local government services.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Does this includes housing?   
Mr Duncan: Housing is included there. To some degree, some of that is driven by state and federal 
government policy which looks at requirements for minimum numbers of houses in order to be 
classified as a certain level in terms of support and partnership arrangements with the state and 
federal government. Certainly there is work going on in looking at the supply and demand issues at 
a regional level and looking for the most efficient ways of delivering those. I think the question of 
geographical spread in how you most efficiently manage that housing might turn out to be one of 
local delivery, but those sorts of questions are all being actively debated at the moment.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: What are the examples of councils collaborating and cooperating 
regionally on housing issues? Are there examples? Does that transcend that? 
Mrs Hailes: That is the City of Stirling.  
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: That does not deal with wider cooperation? 
[11.45 am] 
Mrs Hailes: Certainly, the association works with councils to identify opportunities for regional 
cooperation. At the moment, that is primarily focussed on regional and rural areas. In the 
metropolitan area, the strategic directions that councils are developing for housing at present are for 
their local area. To my knowledge, there is not a cooperative approach by a number of councils to 
addressing the issues at a regional level. The “Directions 2031” planning policy, which is the future 
strategic plan for Perth and Peel, identifies regional activity centre corridors. Through that, if further 
guidance was provided on what was to be achieved, that would be a mechanism by which local 
governments could cooperate on developing regional strategies for housing, which could be 
implemented through their planning powers. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: Do you have any anything else to add, Ian? 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: By the way, Ian, it was page 10, not 18. Let me come back to that if we have 
time. The question I want to ask is more important than that. You stated that there is currently a 
blanket prohibition in Western Australia on the local government’s use of corporate governance 
structures, which in some instances would be more suited to the development of partnership 
arrangements with community housing providers and private developers. In your view, would the 
provision contained in the Local Government Amendment Bill actually address this issue? 
Mr Duncan: In our view, no. The proposed amendment, if I understand the right one you are taking 
about, is the Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: Yes. 
Mr Duncan: In our view, that is very much focused on facilitating mechanisms for local 
governments to work together when they are the partners in the arrangement and for the delivery of 
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core local government services. The constraint still remains in the ability for local government to 
enter into a partnership arrangement with perhaps a private sector developer for a mixed-use 
development of some sort whereby the private sector—perhaps the community housing provider 
and the local government—remain as partners through that development process. We do not see 
that the regional subsidiaries bill would necessarily address those constraints. Is that clear? 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: Yes. I guess the councils always want to maintain their autonomy and integrity, 
so that dilemma will always be there, will it not? 
Mr Duncan: I think what Allison talked about of in terms of the enterprise model is the ability for a 
council to form a vehicle, a corporate entity of some sort, which could then be the mechanism by 
which it entered into a joint venture relationship with a private sector developer and/or a community 
housing provider and/or the state government, and provide the flexibility of a corporate-type 
structure rather than the constraints of a local government structure. 
Mrs Hailes: If I can just add, under the local government enterprises model, local governments, 
whether individually or cooperatively, would be able to identify and develop business plans for 
particular outcomes that they are seeking within their local areas or at a regional level. Once they 
have undertaken community consultation on that, they would be able to establish these arm’s length 
enterprises, which, as Ian says, would operate under normal corporate law, and would be governed 
and managed by a separate board and would employ the experts that relate to the particular activity 
that is going to be undertaken. As you can appreciate, local governments at the moment are not 
experts in delivering housing developments or in actually running them. It would be better if local 
governments could contribute assets such as land, and partner with an expert body in those 
particular fields to achieve a long-term outcome. Then the local government or the council could set 
the strategic objectives for that particular enterprise over the long term and any of the revenue 
generated could stay within that entity, as opposed to coming back into consolidated revenue for the 
local government. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: So that would be a presumption of us to say that you as an organisation would 
be trying to promote that? I thought that would be commonsense myself, but it is obviously not. 
Mrs Hailes: The association is trying to promote the local government enterprises model. We have 
presented it to the Minister for Local Government. It was a key part of the systemic sustainability 
strategy that the association put forward some years ago. A number of working groups involving 
local government and state government representatives have worked on the development of the 
model. We have prepared draft regulations, or legislative amendments, that would enable this to 
occur. It is my understanding that the Director General of the Department of Local Government is 
giving consideration to the proposal at the moment. 
Mr I.M. BRITZA: Thank you. 
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: We need to wrap it up under the standing orders. Thank you for your 
evidence before the committee today. A transcript will be forwarded to you. You have 10 days in 
which correct any errors and get them back to it us. If anything else has to be included, please 
contact the clerk. Thank you very much for attending. 

Hearing concluded at 11.52 am 
 


