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Hearing commenced at 9.59 am 

 

GOOSTREY, MS DEBRA 
Chief Executive Officer, Urban Development Institute of Australia, examined: 

 

 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Welcome along. My name is Albert Jacob. I am the Deputy Chair. 
The Chair is running a little late due to traffic. He will join us later. He is the member for 
Joondalup; I am the member for Ocean Reef. This is a committee of Parliament made up of 
members from both sides. On my right is Margaret Quirk, the member for Girrawheen. To her right 
is Ian Britza, member for Morley, and Tom Stephens, who is the member for Pilbara. I will read 
through the opening statements. I will ask you a couple of questions as we go through. Could you 
respond verbally because we have Hansard here today recording; they cannot record a nod.  

This committee hearing is a proceeding of Parliament. It warrants the same respect as proceedings 
in the house itself. 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. Have you completed the 
“Details of Witness” form?  

Ms Goostrey: Yes. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Do you understand the notes at the bottom of that form? 

Ms Goostrey: Yes. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Did you receive and read the information for witnesses briefing 
sheet regarding giving evidence before parliamentary committees? 

Ms Goostrey: Yes. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Do you have any questions relating to your appearance before the 
committee today? 

Ms Goostrey: No. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Would you please state your full name, address and the capacity in 
which you appear before the committee today? 

Ms Goostrey: Debra Goostrey, 17 Dolomite Road, Carine. I am CEO of UDIA in Western 
Australia.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I assume you have had a look at the terms of reference of what the 
committee is seeking to look at. We have a number of questions for you today, but before we get 
into that, do you have an opening statement or any comments that you would like to make? 

Ms Goostrey: It is probably simpler if you ask questions and then I can maybe cover anything that 
we do not in a closing statement.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, not a problem. Are you happy to give us a brief overview of the 
UDIA; what its membership base is and what its chief activities are in Western Australia?  

Ms Goostrey: Certainly. UDIA is a membership organisation that has been in Western Australia for 
the last 40 years. Membership comprises developers, a range of consultants from civil engineering 
firms through to engineering consultants, environmental consultants and advertising companies. We 
have also got most of the larger growth local governments as members. We have a number of 
government departments and universities that are also members of UDIA. It basically encompasses 
the full range of people with an interest in urban development matters.  
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Urban Development Institute of Australia 2011 “State of the 
Land Report” expressed concern that there are not enough approvals for residential lots in the 
pipeline to support any increase in future demands. Is this still the case in Western Australia? 

Ms Goostrey: In the short term, because of the market downturn, no, but we will move in and out 
of this situation over a very long period of time. Maybe I can explain that. The government has 
sufficient zoned land in the short term, although we would dispute the duration of how long that 
land will last. When we talk about land supply from an industry perspective, it is: do we have lots to 
sell on the market today? At various times the answer is no. With the industry itself, we sell any 
time after conditional approval is given by the WA Planning Commission through to titles being 
issued. We often can be selling six months ahead of titles being issued, which is useful for the 
purchaser in that it freezes the price, but it can have some issues with how it interfaces with the 
building industry because they want to know exactly when that block of land is going to be titled. 
We can have some issues. When we start to run down our stock, in very quiet times we are very 
close to titles being issued when we are selling the stock; when the market picks up and we have not 
got enough lots, we gradually sell further and further back until we hit the hard deadline of 
conditional approvals. That is when we run into problems with the approval system not being able 
to actually get those conditional approvals. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Did you say that deadline is six months?  

Ms Goostrey: Approximately. Basically what happens is you get your conditional approval and 
then you can start the civil works. The civil works on that particular subdivision allotment that is 
going out is around about six months. That of course depends on whether you can get the labour to 
do it because in boom times that becomes far more challenging. We are looking at problems 
emerging at the moment simply because there is not enough work around, so many of the people in 
the civil construction industry are going to work on the mining contracts, leaving us short of skilled 
labour when the market picks up, and of course we run into those problems that when the market 
picks up quickly we do not have the capacity to respond in the same way.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I had an 18-month lead time of my own — 

Ms Goostrey: Yes; it very much depends on the circumstance. We roughly quote around six 
months just to give an idea, but you are right, in boom times it can blow out. Even things like 
getting Western Power to come out and connect, that can slow the process down. When you are 
looking at the interface with the housing industry, who have a fixed contract usually for 45 days, if 
we cannot get the land title in the time line that is expected, then the costs of the housing can 
escalate because the contract is then null and void and they need to move through. During boom 
times there are some really significant issues with timing that are exacerbated by skill shortages and 
demands on some of the key agencies. As I said, electrification of subdivisions can cause delays in 
the process. Just trying to get those final sign-offs can be problematic. That is moving into some of 
the problems associated with time lines, but when we are talking about land supply, it is: do we 
have stock to sell? At the moment, yes; and the lots under development over the next six months, if 
we stay relatively flat in our demand, there is plenty of stock around. If we get a lift in market 
confidence, then we will start to struggle to meet demand unless there is a significant lift in supply.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Our biggest concern is that would affect affordability, I would 
imagine, and that is really the angle that the committee is coming from. 

Ms Goostrey: Absolutely. The industry is actually quite different than it was pre-GFC. 
Remembering we actually crashed out in affordability before the GFC hit. At that stage the market 
itself was only after four or five–bedroom houses and that is what the industry was pretty much 
delivering to the market. People were saying, when they could not afford it, “We’ll wait and save up 
a bit more and we’ll get the product of our dreams.” Since the GFC there has been a whole lot more 
reality coming into the marketplace. Now we are seeing five–metre wide product. You have 
probably heard about it from a number of sources. It is hitting the market, fully finished, at 
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$279 000. That is quite a radically different price threshold than we were in before the GFC. The 
market is snapping them up. But if we had put that product out there back in 2007–08, the market 
was not ready for it. When we are talking about affordability, it is not just putting affordable 
product out on the market, it is about market acceptance of that product. We actually have had quite 
a significant shift in the mindset of buyers and, importantly, investors as well because this goes to 
affordable rental properties. We actually have had quite a sharp shift in what people are interested 
in. We have also had people who are downsizers increasingly looking for those smaller products 
which then frees up some of the existing stock for families.  

Mr I.M. BRITZA: Which is purely motivated by the financial restraint? 

Ms Goostrey: I would suggest that it is more than that. We have a lot of — 

Mr I.M. BRITZA: It is changing? 

Ms Goostrey: Lock and leave mentality is really strong, whether it is grey nomads or people 
wanting to go overseas; whatever it is. The traditional family home with a big backyard actually 
constrains some of our people who are over 55 and looking to be a bit more flexible in their 
lifestyle. Yes, “financial” in that they can release the equity of their existing home, but not 
necessarily driven by the fact they cannot afford their existing home. I would suggest they are very 
much in the minority. Most want to unlock their equity in their existing home and have a lifestyle 
outcome.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I am a big fan of more diversity of product, personally. I have got 
here, just on some square metreage costs, in 2001 I think the average cost was $136 per square 
metre. It has blown out to $471 a square metre by 2010. These smaller lots would still be running a 
very high square metreage costing. In some cases they may even be higher, if you break it down to 
a per square metre price on the land. What are some of the main factors that have led to that sharp 
increase, if you bring it down to that unit? 

Ms Goostrey: I will address the overall industry first and then come back to the small cottage lots, 
if you do not mind. I will take it back a little bit further. We have been very spoilt in Western 
Australia in that when we were developing in the ’70s, ’80s and ’90s we were developing on flat, 
well-drained sandy soil that you could literally just smooth off a bit and then the project home 
builders, who are fantastic value for money, but require flat blocks, would come in, build their 
product and move on. So we had almost ideal building and development conditions. We have 
actually used up all the easy-to-develop land. Now we are moving into highly constrained land, 
whether it is environmental—in which case we are constrained on how much can be cleared and of 
course there is a value proposition: the less land you can clear for housing, the more expensive 
per lot the remainder is to actually make the project viable. In poorly drained areas, one of the 
highest expenses for development now is sand. Most people think Perth has lots of sand; 
unfortunately in these high watertable areas we are very constrained by sand. The distance travelled 
to move the sand impacts very strongly on cost and also the extraction licence at the moment cannot 
actually deal with the volume of sand. When I am talking “volume” of sand, an average 
development would have at least 1.2 metres over every inch of it, and some several metres deep. 
When you are looking at a 500–square metre lot, you are not just looking at the lot, you are looking 
at the road, the public open space, everywhere else has to be covered with a couple of metres of 
sand; the fill. That can range anywhere from $20 a cubic metre. During the boom we were heading 
up to around $40 a cubic metre in some of the regional areas down south for sand. You start doing 
the maths; we are talking about huge amounts of money to actually deal with the sand. We have A-
class lots here, which, through engineering conditions, the councils tend to ensure are delivered. On 
the east coast they go to S-class lots and below. They build on clay; we do not. We import the sand 
to build. Part of that is the complication of the types of housing we actually deliver. They are brick, 
they are on larger footings if you want to go to S-class lots—there are a range of factors. On the east 
coast they do not import the fill. They will build on the clay, but they will build framed housing and 
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the footings only have to be marginally larger. I am sure the housing industry has told you the 
constraints we have in terms of altering the frame to construction in terms of the skilled labour to be 
able to do it. We have vertically integrated companies. There are a whole range of reasons, but I 
would suggest, as we continue to struggle with the cost of sand supply, there will be some very 
entrepreneurial builders and developers who get together and start addressing that through a 
different build form. But we are not actually there yet.  

One of the key things with affordability, if it is market driven, is you have to get to crisis before 
innovation occurs. You have this glitchy process of, “Okay; what do we do next to reach a certain 
threshold?” I will move onto the cottage lots which was the second part of your question. When you 
are looking at cottage lots, they are expensive per square metre, but if you are looking for a 
threshold to actually purchase at, by reducing the size you bring down the purchase price. When 
they first started doing it, they would release cottage lots, sell them, and then there was a sudden 
realisation in the industry, “Actually, we can’t quite do it that way because if you’ve got three 
people with cottage lots on either side of a middle one, they can’t build it.” Then they started doing 
deals with builders who would build out a particular area. We got far better value in terms of the 
built form outcomes. We are not yet mature in that process. For example, the developer will still go 
through and build the retaining walls that surround those cottage lots and the attached dwellings, yet 
the builders are saying, “Please don’t build the retaining walls because we actually have to take 
them down again to get on to develop those lands.”  

[10.15 am] 

Affordability is a gradual process of innovation rather than a sharp jump forward. Developers and 
builders need the time to be able to innovate and test it in the marketplace. Once it is successful, 
then they expand on that. There are real issues with market-driven affordability. We are 
significantly more affordable than we were four years ago. We do have product around that most 
people would be able to afford. It is a two-bedroom product; I will give you that, but it is an 
affordable entry point. But we are still talking about affordability as a size issue rather than radical 
innovation in the way we deliver the built form and land, and that is a new innovation that will 
come through. It is certainly on the east coast; it is just not here yet. 

The CHAIRMAN: Can I ask you about the different built forms because that was one of our terms 
of reference specifically.  

Ms Goostrey: Sure. 

The CHAIRMAN: We have found that builders are very reluctant to go to the timber frame and the 
lighter construction models. It is also very expensive here. That may be driven by the fact that the 
trades are not here to do it. How can we get a significant shift to that type of building? If you are 
saying we are moving tens of thousands of cubic metres of soil, that seems to be very expensive and 
very labour intensive and it breaks up our roads and all those sorts of things. What is the big lever 
that will shift them?  

Ms Goostrey: That is the $64 000 question or somewhat more expensive than that! We are finding 
that the framed construction is happening in the south west far more than in the metropolitan area. It 
is at least, in part, market driven. The knock, knock campaign, for those of you who remember it, 
was exceptionally successful.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes, and they have run a series of those over decades.  

Ms Goostrey: That is right, so people do not feel that anything but a double-brick house is a 
worthwhile investment. It is a perception; it is not reality, but it is a real challenge. Developers have 
told me that they have encouraged framed display homes in some of their areas, particularly if they 
are trying to go for a sustainable approach to the urban development. They will encourage 
alternative building materials but people still veer towards the double brick. At the moment we 
cannot get the cost efficiencies that they do on the east coast simply because it is not just labour, 
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although that is a major, major component of it. If you are going to do framed construction 
effectively you need to have the factory set up to deliver that and we do not have that here either.  

I hate saying these things but the reality is that tax levers are fantastic if you want to encourage a 
particular outcome. At the moment, there is no great reward for the industry to innovate towards 
framed construction. But over time affordability will be one of those, particularly when you put the 
sand supply issues into that mix. But if you want to make it happen faster, then you will have to 
have an outside lever to make it happen. It will happen but not in the short term. 

The CHAIRMAN: If this committee could recommend something that would lever that, what is 
your recommendation; what do you suggest we can recommend to lever people into framed 
construction?  

Ms Goostrey: Firstly, there should not be a requirement for A-class lots. A-class lots means you 
have to bring in the sand no matter what. There should be education for councils about what the 
different lot classifications mean; you also then need to assist in the education—we are doing it 
ourselves—about the price points in relation to delivering affordable lots that may not be A-class 
lots and the outcomes of framed construction. The importance of framed construction is simply that 
it is lighter, therefore, if you are building on S-class lots, you do not need the same size footings to 
compensate as you would if it were brick. 

The CHAIRMAN: Do you mind explaining, for my ignorance, what an A-class lot is. I think I 
understand that, but what is an S-class lot? You said it was lower.  

Ms Goostrey: Yes; lower lot classification is about movement. There is a whole range of things 
that go to make it up. But I will tell you why councils like the A-class lots. It means that they will 
drain effectively. At no point in time will a resident get wet feet in their backyard; whereas if you 
go to some of the eastern states you will find that, on occasions, there may be some pooling of 
water in the backyard. Various councils have had very negative experiences with lot classifications 
other than A-class lots, so they basically go for the premium because they do not want people 
writing to council and saying, “My backyard had some water in it on this day”, so there are some 
negatives. That is not saying all will. I do not want to give that impression, but it is just a different 
outcome. The bigger footings are needed because of the soil types and the movement; whereas sand 
is really quite stable; the water flows through. If you build on clay it is not as stable. You also have 
some negatives when you do not have an A-class lot in terms of building because at the moment the 
builders in Western Australia do not like going anywhere near the water table; they obviously like 
to work in the sandy soils. It makes it easier for them.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: On the alternative forms of construction, I guess that not just double brick and 
framing are the only options; is there anything in between? 

Ms Goostrey: Absolutely.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: One I have heard about—I have not verified this yet—is that rammed earth 
houses, for example, in some ways work quite well in the south west and were previously an 
affordable form of construction there. I have heard there would be some challenges with rammed 
earth housing going forward on green star and energy efficiency requirements. Is that the case?  

Ms Goostrey: I do not know. The reason I smiled at your comment is that when you come to any 
form of accreditation schemes, they are challenged sometimes by different materials, different 
locations and different performance, so it may well be true. The rammed earth housing is still 
extremely niche in Western Australia. I doubt that in project home building they could actually 
deliver the product as affordably as they would a standard product.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I was leading to that more because of the earlier comments about “levers”, and if 
you have a niche product and those levers do not have flexibility in them, you could have a product 
that could perform very well, but on the measurement grade you have it does not match up.  
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Ms Goostrey: That is right. All sorts of perverse outcomes come out when you have a standardised 
measuring process. The only way you can truly measure the performance of a house is on an 
individual level and it is actually quite expensive to do. That is balancing out with these tools 
affordability of the actual process with some quality outcomes but necessarily for all the niche 
outcomes. When we are talking affordability, we need to remember the definition we are talking 
about. Back in 2007 we were saying we were virtually as dear as Sydney. It was reported in the 
paper constantly about their being neck and neck and everyone was saying how unaffordable Perth 
was. We were not comparing the same types of homes. We were comparing averages and, 
statistically, our houses are larger than the ones in Sydney, so it was a little bit warped. We were 
able to deliver to the market incredibly affordable, larger homes, so that became the norm because it 
was affordable. A few other things, such as the R codes, worked against medium density. We have 
now resolved that through the multi- unit housing code. But you will see that there was a period of 
time after the R codes and until councils started developing their own codes, there was almost no 
medium density. That did not happen in the other states, so we had a very good project home 
building industry; we had flat, sandy soils and we had a planning system that worked against 
medium density. The outcome was that we built big homes and we could afford to do it. What we 
are doing is catching up with the eastern states because we are now in areas where it is much more 
difficult and expensive to develop. Even with infill if you start looking at the contaminated sites and 
clearing out, whether it is heavy metals, asbestos—whatever needs to be done—you may have to 
dig down metres and remove and replace that soil to do some of the urban infill that is part of the 
state government’s desired 47 per cent. Nearly everything we are doing adds to the expense. The 
carbon tax will add to the expense, six star will add to the expense. All these things are cumulative 
and the industry tries to be more and more innovative in the way it hits a price point.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: You said something in relation to WA becoming more comparable in lots of 
ways to the eastern states. I think the UDIA said in a recent press release that just 14 per cent of 
Western Australia’s building approvals had been for dwelling units over four storeys, compared 
with 65 per cent in the ACT and 61 per cent in Victoria. What are the reasons for this? Is the trend 
you referred to going to mean that the cost differential goes down?  

Ms Goostrey: We are quite challenged with heights. There are a range of issues with that, one of 
which obviously is neighbours. No matter what height you start at, neighbours want several storeys 
taken off. There is an anti-height mentality in Perth. I say Perth because up in the North West they 
are quite accepting, “Quickly, let’s put some higher storey apartments up.” But in Perth, we tend to 
be very low rise and seek to maintain that. We do have problems with the construction costs. We 
are between a third and 50 per cent more expensive than the east coast. The higher you go the more 
extreme it becomes. I have asked many times what is the cause of that and it seems to be very 
mixed—from the cost of labour over here to some of our basic supplies being more expensive in 
Western Australia. But we need to make better use of our land; we need to be able to develop. We 
are able to under the multi-unit housing code to build one-bedroom, two-bedroom, three-bedroom 
apartments and we need the opportunity to go higher. But we need to be careful about that because 
as soon as you need to bring in a lift the cost goes up exponentially. There are various thresholds 
where it suddenly drops away in terms of being affordable and you need to go significantly higher 
to justify those costs. Whilst height is good, some heights are not as good.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I want to comment on the industry generally with just an observation. You are 
right, you run up against that community opposition in most of what I would call the more 
established areas of Perth. But in areas 15 kays down the road—sorry to dob in your electorate — 

The CHAIRMAN: Joondalup.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: — such as Joondalup, you would be welcomed with opened arms if you wanted 
to go in and start building higher residential buildings. It has got everything going for it for a 
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location but, by and large, more developers would try to fight the community in the established 
areas than go to areas where they get a free run. 

The CHAIRMAN: We have some high rise in and around Joondalup. I think seven storeys is high 
rise. There have been a couple of new buildings just lately. I am not sure whether they have pushed 
to eight or 12 storeys. I think they were originally supposed to get to 12. There has not been any 
backlash whatsoever. The problem with those is they are still not affordable—for a one-bedroom, 
two-bedroom. I think for a one-bedroom in the latest development you are still looking at $390 000 
or $400 000. For someone on an average income, that is not affordable. It needs to get down below 
the price point of $260 000 to $270 000, which you were talking about. How do we get down to that 
price point in those apartment buildings?  

[10.30 am] 

What do we need to leave out and what do we need to change? Because those buildings have seven 
or nine storeys, one lift is not good enough. They need to have two lifts once a building is higher 
than six storeys, I think. Once it goes above three storeys, it has to have one lift and once it goes 
above that, it needs two. How can we help to bring the price down? Do you have any idea what the 
community’s acceptance is of living in multistorey apartments and what the expectation is for parks 
and those other things such as green spaces that people want, and how much green space we have to 
leave? If we get 30 storeys up, how much green space do we have to leave around for 30 storeys of 
families to be able to recreate?  

Ms Goostrey: That is an extremely encompassing question. When you are looking at any product 
that is market driven, can people sell the outcome? When you are looking at the product in 
Joondalup, you may be looking at a situation in which there are more affluent people that they are 
trying to attract into those particular areas. You need to look at what is around it and what is 
happening—what are the drivers to actually achieve these things? In the US, should the market 
manage it, they do density bonuses. In other words, you can go up another one, two or however 
many floors it is if you have a certain number that are affordable. It depends on the individual 
projects. If you can give the developer more so that they can have some that are pitched affordably, 
it works. What does not work is when you have targets in which you must have that certain amount 
that is affordable without anything that compensates that because that just makes everything else 
more expensive. It works in the US but, again, they are not afraid of heights. They have bonuses if 
you have shopping in the same building—mixed use. They have various levers that they use, 
including tradeable tax credits, to get social housing involved in what is going on when they are 
talking to a private company. The people need to decide what they want and give incentives for it to 
be delivered. At the moment the levers must be telling those developers that the market is there for 
the larger, more expensive apartments and not so much for some of the other apartments. This may 
be driven—I do not know in this particular circumstance—by some of the requirements of the local 
government in terms of standard of finish and various other things. Also, the banks will fund only a 
certain amount of things. If you have an amount that you are looking to borrow, they want the pre-
sales to cover at least that amount of money. You do not even get to look at building something if 
you do not have the pre-sales.  

I will come to the public open space in a moment. If you are trading your private space, being a 
backyard, for public realm, it needs to be reasonable public realm. That may be in the city near cafe 
strips, near exciting things, or it might be near parks or the beach but there has to be an incentive for 
actually doing that trade.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: So apartment buildings on train stations will struggle.  

Ms Goostrey: Yes, without some other incentives around. Simply being at the end of a train station 
may not be sufficient unless there is a lifestyle attached to it. The issue of how much public open 
space is required is the subject of hot debate throughout the industry at the moment. I was at a 
breakfast the other day and somebody did some calculations that you would need 40 per cent, not 



Community Development and Justice Wednesday, 17 August 2011 Page 8 

 

10 per cent, if you were going to stick to the Stephenson-Hepburn outcomes. That is obviously 
impractical. My response at that breakfast will be the same response I give to you. It is not about the 
size; it is about the quality of the public open space and the accessibility. I do not just mean that it is 
safe and it is close. When you are looking at dense living, people want to be able to recreate at 
night. You need some flood lighting in there. You need to be able to hold games of soccer at night. 
People need to be able to walk their dogs at night so they get physical exercise. It is not just a matter 
of asking whether there is enough; it is about how good it is. You need walking tracks, exercise 
machines, multiuse for the public open space, not just “Let’s have some ground and cover it with 
grass and let’s make it bigger”. Much more thought needs to go into this, particularly as we have an 
ageing population. We need to really consider how that fits in with older people exercising and how 
they will use that space. It is incredibly complicated but when you say, “How can we get affordable 
housing”, not necessarily high rise, I guess you can look at things like what is happening at 
Fremantle at the moment. It is a pilot but they are changing the requirements for the “granny flats”, 
the auxiliary housing, and opening them up. It does not need to be a family member in there. In 
some of the new developments, we are looking at the Fonzie flats that are being delivered. There is 
an apartment over the garages in some areas. We need to be much more creative now that the 
market actually has an appetite for alternate dwelling styles.  

The CHAIRMAN: I go back to one of your comments about the banks. When you start looking at 
apartments, the banks are a little less likely to look favourably on your application, especially if you 
are a new home buyer and you want 85 or 90 per cent. They are less inclined to lend money for that 
sort of development. Are the banks changing from your point of view? Can we do something to 
encourage the banks to be more apartment friendly?  

Ms Goostrey: I would suggest you would find that the banks do not like lending to anybody but an 
A class developer, whether it is an apartment, greenfields or whatever. Since the GFC, many of the 
banks were overweighting property. They were actually looking to reduce their book. Only one of 
the majors said to us, “We’re open for business at the moment.” Right across the board the banks 
would only look at really top class developers. That may mean coming into some of the middle 
band developers but certainly not some of the smaller developers that were around. We have seen a 
contraction in size of a lot of the developers. They just were not open for business. Obviously, the 
banks will speak for themselves but my experience with the banks at the moment because they 
speak at our conferences and seminars is more of them are now saying to us, “We’re open for 
business and we’re looking to write for good developments.”  

The CHAIRMAN: You are talking about the developers; I am talking about the individual who 
wants to borrow to buy an apartment that is on the fifteenth floor. It is more difficult than if they 
have a house on a 200, 300 or 500 square metre block. That is a difficulty we have as well.  

Ms Goostrey: I have not seen statistics on that. It can be quite anecdotal. You will find that, within 
reason, it is not the product so much depending on whether it is pre-sales or how it fits together. It is 
far more about their certainty about the person’s capacity to pay and what their savings history is. 
We found that at the lower end of the first home owners, regardless of the nature of the built form, 
developers have really struggled to get some of the first home buyers over the line but they would 
have romped it in in 2006 or 2007. The savings history is just a killer in trying to get a mortgage 
these days. Mum and dad cannot just drop $50 000 into an account any more because it has to be 
seen to be a savings history, not just money in the bank. It is very, very challenging for a young 
person to accumulate enough money these days. I cannot answer for the banks because I have not 
heard about the experience about their lending for apartments versus other housing.  

We do have some problems with valuations. Not all valuations are consistent. Some of my members 
have said they will have four or five apartments exactly the same and valuers will give quite 
different outcomes. That can be very challenging in trying to get a loan because it just depends on 
those outcomes.  
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Mr A.P. JACOB: We heard that the UDIA was working on its own affordability policy. How is 
that coming along? If it is nearing completion, will we be able to get a copy of that?  

Ms Goostrey: We have a policy but it is not a strategy. There is a difference between the two. I am 
happy to pass that on. UDIA has a national policy on affordability as well as a state-based policy. 
We recognise the challenges of affordability. One of the key things is what is affordability? How do 
you define it? The traditional way is to say no more than one-third of the household income for the 
bottom quartile but that does not mean you can live affordably. A whole range of things need to be 
taken into consideration. There are some very quirky outcomes that you can get. I will re-phrase 
that. There are some unusual outcomes that you can get when you are looking at some of those 
things. We need to get a little more sophisticated in what we are talking about when we are talking 
about affordability. It is not just a purchase price issue; it is about how people go about living. We 
are very challenged at the moment if we design a product that operates more efficiently and 
therefore saves money but is more expensive to purchase in the first place. People would prefer it 
the other way around. They would rather pay a lower threshold entry price, even if it costs them 
more to run the home in the longer term.  

The CHAIRMAN: Is that attitude changing? With all the things that are around at the moment with 
going green, the lifecycle of the property and even TV programs such as The Block, where people 
are getting right into double glazing, extra insulation, alternate building materials and things like 
that, are people’s attitudes changing?  

Ms Goostrey: Not very much. The reality is that TV shows do not necessarily reflect real life. They 
are a tool for educating people but we are still quite a long way away from those types of outcomes. 
We have done some casual surveys through our websites and other things. We asked people, “If you 
were given $5 000, would you choose a sustainability option, would you put on an alfresco area? 
What would you do?” The things that enhance lifestyle rather than sustainability are chosen nearly 
every time. We have quite a long way to go. People do not understand that not every outcome suits 
every location. For example, in Perth, rainwater tanks have very limited use simply because we get 
all our rain in a few months and then it is dry so the capacity is filled up very quickly and then you 
drain it, so it sits there useless for the rest of the time. Photovoltaics in Perth are fantastic; they work 
very, very effectively but the payback on them is so long that most people do not worry. 
Sustainability and affordability are a real challenge. Some of the builders will say, “Look, we’ve 
designed this affordable place; it’s fantastic” and then the consumer will come along and say, “Can 
I flip it over because I want my living room on that side of the house” and of course all those good 
benefits go out the window. We need to educate the community. UDIA has a sustainability 
certification program in which developments can be certified on water waste materials, environment 
and a range of other things. It gives the consumer a better understanding of where a particular 
development will excel. If you ask somebody what sustainability is about, they say, “I’m 
sustainable because I turn off my tap or I turn off my lights.” They do not have an understanding of 
an all-encompassing approach so they struggle with what they should buy and what they should do. 

The CHAIRMAN: What views does the UDIA have on the environment assessment processes and 
the planning process?  

[10.45 am] 

Ms Goostrey: One of the key issues for the development industry is certainty, and with a lot of the 
approvals processes the outcomes are quite uncertain, whether it be the conditions that are placed on 
the subdivision, which are worded “to the satisfaction of”, and you cannot seem to satisfy the 
officer at the other end. You cannot get clarity about what is required, so the approvals process—
and they are working on this—must give greater certainty about what needs to be done to get 
through to the other end. The timelines tend to blow out, as we all know. We did a study around 
Australia about the timelines basically from when you first view a potential site through to it 
coming to the market, and we did a best case and worst case scenario. We have the greatest 
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variation in Australia. What that means is that that increases the risk profile for the development 
because you do not know quite how long it is going to take to get through, therefore risk and reward 
are linked; the greater the risk, the more reward you need to be able to deliver that project to the 
market, particularly as we have quite a bit of our development done on a prospectus, so mums and 
dads buy into it as an investment. We need to be aware that giving greater surety to developers of 
what they need to do is really important. We are finding that the EPBC Act is having an enormous 
impost on the industry. The EPBC Act is federal environmental legislation, which means that at this 
instant in time the Carnaby’s Cockatoo is the most important factor in development in the 
metropolitan corridor, and I am not kidding! Developments are being designed to actually cope with 
the outcomes that are required there, and whilst we recognise that environmental outcomes are very 
important—we recognise and accept all of those things—what is very, very difficult is when 
different government agencies want different things, and the developer has to run around and 
resolve the conflicts.  

We deal through the approvals system often with about 14 different agencies, and so we need to get 
rid of the “silo mentality” in the agencies and actually have a much clearer whole-of-government 
approach to what it is that you want, and that will give guidance back to those agencies so that we 
can move forward. We have a very riskadverse approval system, and that is fine, but you cannot 
scream about affordability if you are extremely risk adverse. Risk adverse adds to the timelines, and 
holding costs are crippling. We used to be not too bad because we had a lot of people that land 
banked. Families who owned the land would run it as a farm for a while, or whatever it was. What 
we are finding now is that a lot of that land is being developed and banks will not lend for land 
banking purposes. So people will borrow money, then they need to get that land to market as 
quickly as possible because they have significant holding costs.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: Have you done any work on what the effects on affordability are?  

Ms Goostrey: Yes, we have at subdivision stage. I cannot recall it off the top of my head but I can 
provide it to the committee. We did this work a little while ago but the principles are still the same. 
We delayed the outcome for six months, and then for 12 months, and then it went through. So a 
year’s delay from memory is about 13 to 14 per cent uplift, and that is not adding any extra 
consultancy fees or anything else; it was just simply stopping the clock and then starting it again. At 
subdivision level you are talking about where you have nearly all of the money outlaid, and the 
impact is not as bad at the structure-planning level, for example, although with the new ways of 
funding development the impact is now quite significant the whole way through because you have 
got the holding costs.  

Mr A.P. JACOB:  I would love to see that if you have got it. 

Ms Goostrey: I am happy to send that through. As I said, we did it a little while ago so when we 
were actually looking at the cost of lots they were based on larger lots and the numbers per lot are 
higher, but the actual percentages would still hold fairly true.  

Mr A.P. JACOB:  You made some comments earlier around the R codes and the multi-unit 
dwellings, and a reference to councils putting their own planning policies in there as well. What sort 
of effect in the residential area do you find that council policies on top of the R codes have? Is it 
positive? 

Ms Goostrey: It can be. If you look at, for example, Stirling, which has the largest amount of 
medium-density housing in it. It is the top suburb for medium-density in terms of volume. They 
have been able to do that because they did not restrict themselves to the R codes. The limitation 
with the R codes is that there was a plot ratio and a density requirement, so what that meant is you 
ended up building bigger apartments to get the usage out of the land, so you ended up with three-
bedroom apartments. We do those very, very well and it is a hangover from the R codes. Once we 
explained that to the department, work immediately began on the multi-unit housing code. We 
identified that back in 2007. The situation is that if you have a plot ratio you can be this big, but you 
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can only put that many apartments in it, you will make them big. So when you come to local 
governments, they realised this and those that wanted medium or high-density housing actually 
went around the R codes and developed their own. In some cases it was great, but some were not so 
great. Like everything else, as soon as you start tinkering with things it can have some interesting 
outcomes. Certainly, there was enormous room for improvement on the R codes as they stood in 
terms of medium density.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: We have had evidence from other people that in some of those councils it could 
add up to nine months onto the residential approvals process as well. 

Ms Goostrey: The process can be very convoluted and it just depends—as I said, you have a lot of 
local governments, some are extremely good and some are less so. I read the transcript from John 
Dastlik from HIA and he outlines some of the issues that they have in some of the local 
governments. That is his area of expertise more than mine, but certainly like all things, things can 
improve or deteriorate depending on how well thought through some of these things are. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: What sort of submissions has the UDIA made to the R code review? 

Ms Goostrey: We were actively engaged all the way through, so we had a representative who was 
working within the committee that was working on this. We were looking for the design focus with 
“deemed to comply”, and then the capacity for variation. We have got most of the things that we 
needed to allow the flexibility. Just breaking the nexus between plot ratio and density was what we 
needed as a fundamental in that. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: How about density focuses for affordability? 

Ms Goostrey: We support that. What we do not support is affordability mandated without any 
density bonus. 

The CHAIRMAN: Some of our local councils have reassessed certain suburbs and certain parts of 
suburbs and increased the densities from the R20s to R40 or R60, and quite a few people are now 
building a second house in their backyard. Is that going to cause us a problem in the future with 
redeveloping those areas, because now we will have two owners to deal with and not one, and if 
you want to start building a multistorey or higher-density, you might need to buy up three 
1 000 square metre or 700 square metre blocks. Now that we have built the house in the backyard, 
we have got double the number of people to talk to. Is that an issue? 

Ms Goostrey: Yes, absolutely. If you are looking for high quality medium and high-density 
housing, you do not put a whole lot of battleaxe blocks in. My understanding of what has happened 
since the GFC is that the number of battleaxe blocks has increased substantially because people 
have had their superannuation denuded somewhat through the GFC. However, they had equity 
sitting in their backyard so they were able to get bank funding to be able to do the subdivision 
because they had the equity, and then they sold these blocks off. On a small scale it is fine, but 
when you get whole communities doing it, there are really big issues that sit around particularly in 
terms of infrastructure, and it is something to look at overall when we are looking at medium and 
high-density infill. The Water Corporation tells me that their pipes are big enough, and they have 
the capacity for additional sewerage facilities, so they probably will be all right, although they will 
need some new pump stations et cetera. 

The CHAIRMAN: But are their plants big enough? 

Ms Goostrey: There are issues around this. 

The CHAIRMAN: I sit on the Waste Water Treatment Plant reference group — 

Ms Goostrey: They are fairly reliant on less water being consumed per capita, but with power we 
also have really significant issues. Now a standard lot would take 5 kPa. When the power was being 
put into some of these suburbs we did not have the plasma TVs, the airconditioning or all of those 
things, so most of the houses were using about 2 kPa. So if you are chopping up a backyard, you are 
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actually looking at 10 kPa on something that was 2 kPa, and where do we put the extra substations? 
They take up quite a lot of room. With regard to the infrastructure, it is not just having to retrofit 
what is underground, but having to find places for the pump stations, the substations, or whatever it 
is that supports the additional infrastructure that is required. When you have battleaxe blocks it does 
gets quite complex about how we are going to do this. It is a very fragmented process when 
deciding how the services are going to be delivered. It is just so much more ad hoc how those things 
happen. The problem is that if you are trying to buy up fragmented land, it is really, seriously 
challenging. The government has the opportunity to use their improvement plans. Legislation has 
gone through for the metropolitan redevelopment authority. If they want to actually consolidate 
land, the government will probably need to provide some assistance. We do have some good infill 
sites, quite large ones, but once they are developed we will be trying to bring the fragmented land 
holdings together. 

The CHAIRMAN: Again, that will radiate out from the city, but Stirling is one of those councils 
that is really proactive in allowing the house in the backyard. I know it is an issue for a lot of people 
through that local government area. They get very angry about it because they have moved into a 
house on a 700 square metre or an 800 square metre block, and their neighbour sells and all of a 
sudden they have got two or three dwellings next door. It is really starting to cause a bit of friction 
out there.  

Ms Goostrey: It is not only the house that is being built in the backyard. Stirling has the highest 
demolition rate in the metropolitan area, and they are converting to two or three dwellings on the 
site. So, absolutely, I hear what you are saying. At what point in time is it a good thing—at what 
point in time is it better to have a land approach where you have consolidated land and you can you 
can do it in a larger chunk? It is quite difficult. We regard just raising the zoning as a very blunt 
instrument, but I suggest that people will still want the option of subdividing their backyard. We 
have not come out and spoken against it. We simply say that for high quality outcomes, you need to 
ensure that you have sufficiently consolidated land to be able to bring on planned communities in 
urban infill, as well as on the fringes; it is just as important. Whilst the built form is a major 
component of it, urban development must be seen in the context of community development. I do 
not know how many of you picked up on it, but with the recent riots in London there has been quite 
a lot of discussion about how much did the town planning approaches influence what was going on. 
I suggest there will be a few theses coming out that actually examine that. However, if you do not 
do the planning right, then the outcomes are going to sit there for 50 years. Remember, we only 
build about 2 per cent new building stock every year, so it takes us a long time to penetrate.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: On the flipside of that, it was often not careless town planning, but the cutting 
edge of where the theory was at the time. So it was not the case of, “Oh we just did not try that”; 
they actually applied the best principles of the day. They would be a bit cautious of what the current 
principles are in 10 or 20 years’ time.  

[11.00 am] 

Ms Goostrey: I will not hold you up, but the best example I have of that is cul-de-sacs are now 
regarded as being quite poor planning in Perth. However, when I went on a study tour to the US 
they were ripping out the grids and putting in cul-de-sacs. Their motivation was a little sad: it was 
based on drive-by shootings! If you have a cul-de-sac you have to go back past the same house. All 
I am saying is that it depends on the circumstance as to certain planning outcomes. There are a 
range of reasons why certain approaches are taken. But absolutely, the planners try to do a fantastic 
job. They do a fantastic job but it is a learning job all the time.  

The CHAIRMAN: We have talked a lot about affordability—what about the profitability of your 
members? We are not seeing too many of them go to the wall?  

Ms Goostrey: There are quite a few that have had to quietly sell off some assets. Some are doing 
very well. Some are very well placed. It depends how highly leveraged they were in the first place. 
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In Western Australia, we probably fared a little bit better than some of the other states did through 
the GFC. In Brisbane, for example, there were a lot of developers that hit the wall because they 
were very, very highly leveraged; smaller developers that were mainly in medium and high density. 
In Western Australia, we have got quite a few larger developers and they were able to ride things 
out. The actual profit margins, when you look at what has been going on over the last few years, we 
had a reliance coming out, through the GFC, on the first homeowner grant boost. That put a lot of 
emphasis on the lower end where there is pretty limited profit. That was done for cash flow. I spoke 
to a few developers; they were in cash flow mode only at this stage. We are still very slow in the 
middle market. It is not that people do not want to necessarily build, they just cannot sell their 
existing home. We are getting quite a few fall-overs to the extent that some developers will not look 
at “subject to” any more because the existing market is so slow. It is tough out there. We have had 
another round of redundancies within some of the developers. In the last two or three months there 
have been more redundancies. It depends which market people are playing in—where their land 
holdings are—as to whether they are okay or not. But certainly there are some real challenges at the 
moment with the viability of businesses. As I said, those that have diversified and who are operating 
in several states, particularly if they have landholdings in Melbourne at the moment, they are okay. 
Melbourne is only just coming off. It has been doing extremely well.  

The CHAIRMAN: Does the UDIA have an opinion on the state’s affordable housing strategy; and 
is there anything in there that particularly needs some further work?  

Ms Goostrey: We were actually on the committee for the state’s affordable housing strategy. We 
certainly support very strongly the underpinning concept which is that social housing is not social 
housing for life, it is part of the journey. The far greater diversity and flexibility of the housing 
stock that they are looking for is much more reflective of the people who are on the waiting lists.  

The CHAIRMAN: If we accept that social housing is just part of the continuum, at what point do 
we decide that we have an adequate amount of social housing? At the moment we have seen the list 
grow; that is through the GFC and it is through our mining resources boom. We see people being 
pushed further and further down with the hikes in rents and the house-purchasing capacity of 
people. We are seeing a lot more people come onto the waiting list, but we are not building a whole 
amount of new social houses. We have through federal government stimulus money but not through 
state. At what point do we decide we have enough basic stock? Once we get people into affordable 
housing, into their dream house—that is sort of the continuum—at what point do we start 
converting social houses into the next level up? Clearly at the moment we are 6, 7, 8, 10, 20 000 
short, however many it is.  

Ms Goostrey: I think for me, and for UDIA, the process, rather than a mandatory “this is enough”, 
is far more the point. I think that some of the new government strategies where they are transferring 
ownership off some of the existing housing stock to social housing so they can leverage to get more 
money to build more is a wonderful idea, but very early days yet. We are simply seeing the seed, 
and we need to wait a while to see how that will work in terms of creating more stock without the 
government having to actually invest a whole lot more money. We also need to have far greater 
case management of people. Again, I will use the US example where they do not just have social 
housing, they have the community officers who work with people to ensure that they are in work, 
they are going to work, what is going on, so that those people can actually start to understand about 
accruing some money and then they can move out into NRAS—subsidised rental et cetera. We do 
not have that pathway. What we have is a growing waitlist but we have not yet seen the actual 
implementation fully of what we need to do to get them out the other end. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is that not because some of our community housing people, associations, they 
just do not yet have the capacity, financially or knowledge-wise, if you like—if that is the way to 
put it—to start putting a significant amount back into address the problem that we have at the 
moment with people on the waiting list and no prospect of getting out in the next four or five years? 
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That is a problem we have. A way to fix that is for the government to say, “We’ll start again, we’ll 
put some money in, we’ll build the 5 000 or 6 000 houses to get these people housed”. When I say 
“houses” I mean housing units, whether that is one bedroom or four bedrooms. But then, when we 
move them on the continuum, do we have to move them from that house they have just made their 
home, or is it a recognition of the fact that, “Okay, you’ve got in there because you’re on the bones 
of your bum, now you’ve gotten a job, we move you out because you’ve hit the threshold”, or is it a 
case we work on 25 per cent of income even though they have gone up, and they continue to remain 
in that house, until they come to the rental market and keep them in that house and just use other 
stock to supplement?  

Ms Goostrey: Again, quite a complex question. The first part, which was about community housing 
associations not having the skill set and the capacity to raise finance, is true to some extent, but it is 
a longer term strategy. I know that the larger community housing associations have now actively 
encouraged diversity on their board, including people with development expertise. They are aware 
of what their own limitations were and are starting to address them.  

When it comes down to: should we keep them in the home they are in or should they move out—
which is paraphrasing what you are saying—my answer is that it depends. If you build an apartment 
block, it would not be all social housing. You would have private ownership as well as public 
ownership.  

This is not a UDIA position, because we do not actually have a position on it, but I have a personal 
preference for at least some of the stock being available for people who have the capacity to stay in 
there but move into more formal rental arrangements and then potentially have an owner–occupier 
arrangement. To move people out who are vulnerable, even though they are working and may have 
crossed a threshold, can actually undo some of the stability that is there, but it should not be one 
outcome versus another right across the board. There are a whole range of outcomes. When you are 
looking at the people in social housing, you have got those people who basically will not work—
they are either aged, incapacitated or there is something. They will be in those dwellings basically 
long term; and we need to accept that. But we need to be far more proactive about those people who 
aspire to being out of social housing and part of the pathway is the opportunity for homeownership. 
That also gives people far greater pride in the place that they currently have. There are 
opportunities, but I would not like to see a one-size-fits-all approach. It would need to be managed. 
It is about effective case management of individuals and having a variety of outcomes. That is one 
of the reasons why I am very supportive of community housing, because they have the case 
management support and I recognise some of their limitations in the shorter term. They are getting 
really good, strong boards in place; they will move ahead quite quickly.  

The CHAIRMAN: My comment was not a criticism — 

Ms Goostrey: No, I know; it is a recognition.  

The CHAIRMAN: I think it is just a fact that they are just new, or relatively new. It will take time 
to get to a level where they have the financial capacity but also the intellectual capacity as well.  

Ms Goostrey: The third part of your question is: should the government be doing more now? My 
answer would be yes. I do not believe that you can simply have this strategy of saying, “Community 
housing people, go forth and multiply” because that will take some time. We need to ensure the 
government is actually delivering some of the relevant housing stock.  

The CHAIRMAN: Could the government get a better deal at the moment, because the market is so 
depressed?  

Ms Goostrey: To a certain extent. Unfortunately, the costs have not come down. That is part of the 
problem. Even though there has not been as much building going on, we have seen our trades 
disappear into other places. There is still not a glut of people out there scrambling for work. But 
there are opportunities for the government because there have been some smart things done by this 
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government, including looking at why the public housing specs are different from those for a 
normal home. The way you get best value is through volume, so the department, having its own 
specs meant it was a niche area and cost a lot more. Now they are moving much more towards 
normal project homes. That will give them good value. They have made some changes in there that 
have increased the opportunities for better value.  

The CHAIRMAN: Members, are there other questions? Before I read the closing statement, is 
there anything you thought we should have asked you that you want to add—something brilliant 
that we take away?  

Ms Goostrey: Just let me very briefly glance at my notes. I think we have covered nearly 
everything that was going to be done. There is a lot that has already been done. Whilst we talk 
about the high cost of infrastructure, Water Corporation is working at changing bonding 
arrangements so that it is not as onerous. A whole lot of things are being done. We should not look 
at this as, “Nothing’s being done; it is disastrous.” It is part of a continuum; we got to this place 
over a period of time and we are working our way out of it over a period of time. That pretty much 
would be my closing statement. We do need support from the government, but the government must 
be clear about what it is it actually wants. For the government to say, “We want affordable housing 
and it is your fault,” is not helpful. We need to understand what the government wants to achieve. It 
needs to be clearly articulated and it needs to be reflected in all the government policies, so we can 
start delivering to that. 

The CHAIRMAN: Maybe this question was asked before I managed to get here. The process of 
loading up homebuyers with the full cost of infrastructure at the time of purchase is unsustainable. 
That is one of the UDIA’s comments. 

Ms Goostrey: Absolutely. 

The CHAIRMAN: What is the alternative? 

[11.15 am] 

Ms Goostrey: There are several alternatives. One is to encourage alternative investment. In the US 
they fund a lot of their infrastructure through public bonds. You can raise money or have other 
investments. I have to be careful how I phrase this. I was involved in a superannuation fund, and 
they wanted to invest in infrastructure. They actually had to go overseas to be able to place their 
money because there were just not the opportunities in Australia. If there is appropriate return on 
investment, it does not necessarily have to be loaded up on the homebuyer. They can pay it back 
over time through their electricity bills, water bills, sewerage bills et cetera. I do understand the 
government’s desire to maintain its AAA credit rating, and therefore, it does not want to borrow 
more. But the developer-funded works is a major, major constraint on housing affordability. But 
there are other ways of going about raising funds.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: If you are in an established suburb, you would probably get the property value 
balanced, because it would almost level out. It would be far more attractive for buyers to go into 
what used to be a mortgage-belt suburb, but they are not going to be hit with the extra utility costs 
to pay back the bond. 

Ms Goostrey: Are you saying that a new development would get a cost advantage? 

Mr A.P. JACOB: No; an old development would get a cost advantage—an established 
development—unless you were going to average out those repayments across the whole population, 
and you would probably have a revolt if you proposed that? 

Ms Goostrey: They do it in a range of ways in the US in that the bonds are allocated to those 
individual houses. You need to remember that going back 20 or 30 years ago most of the 
infrastructure was provided by the government. We have seen it move out and in and out.  
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The issue of all costs being loaded onto new housing: if you want total equity, yes, you can say all 
costs should be loaded onto new housing. But it means that the kids of those people living in the 
existing suburbs wanting to buy a house will not be able to afford it. It is about how things are 
marketed.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: It would be a lever that would rapidly encourage infill I think. 

Ms Goostrey: Remembering that there is not that much spare capacity in infill. If you need 
additional power, water and sewerage and the developer has to pay for them, which they do at the 
moment, for example, if there is not enough water pressure to meet the water pressure requirements 
for the fire hydrants for apartments, then the developer has to pay for new pumps, so it adds 
significantly to the cost. There is a real misnomer that infill is just using up the existing spare 
capacity in infrastructure. There are patches where that is true but there are patches where it will not 
cope with the level of infill that is being proposed. That is something we continue to be concerned 
about because we do not believe there has been sufficient analysis of how much infrastructure is 
going to be required, how much it will cost and who is going to pay for it. Yes, it is a complex 
issue. We are not talking about the reticulation in a subdivision; we are talking about developers 
having to pay for pump stations and various other things. One major developer had over $50 million 
in Perth that was being caught up in bonds related to infrastructure. We are talking large, large 
amounts of money, not the reticulation within a subdivision itself, so it is a major issue for us. The 
Water Corporation is now improving this but we had a situation, for example, with a pump station 
where not only did you have to pay for the construction of it, it was a bonded work, so you had to 
pay the Water Corporation 150 per cent of the value, then build it, then you could get your 150 per 
cent back again. The 150 per cent related if you defaulted and they had to construct it. It converted 
from a bond into income and therefore they had to pay GST. There was a reason for it as well as 
escalation. Now what they have been working on has taken ages and ages because it was all to do 
with Treasury—I will not go into it—and to have progress payments so the developer is never out 
250 per cent. What we are talking about is not just the cost up-front; it is the fact that the bonding 
arrangements and other arrangements mean the point in time impost on developers is really, really 
high.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: There is a flip side of that, which is that utility costs are the hot issue of the day.  

Ms Goostrey: That is certainly a major issue. I totally understand. If utility charges for an average 
house go up $100 for the year, it makes the front page, but if you start pulling back and saying how 
much the infrastructure costs per new house, people would get quite surprised by that cost as well. I 
do understand the sensitivities of it. The reality is that the cost of electricity, the cost of water—all 
of those things—are going to continue to go up. One of the outcomes that will occur—we were 
talking about sustainable before—is that it will push people to living more sustainably. They will 
make choices that will reduce their power bills. At the moment they are starting to. As it gets dearer 
and dearer, which is extremely likely, we will see people be more conservative with the appliances 
they choose and how they operate their houses. 

The CHAIRMAN: Sorry to go back to that one, but it is one I forgot. It has been mentioned to us a 
few times. 

Ms Goostrey: It is a huge issue. 

The CHAIRMAN: Thanks for coming in this morning and giving us the benefit of your experience 
and your evidence before the committee. A transcript of the hearing will be forwarded to you for 
correction of minor errors. Can you please make these corrections and return the transcript within 
10 working days of the date of the covering letter. If the transcript is not returned within this period, 
we will deem it to be correct. New material cannot be introduced by these corrections, and the sense 
of your evidence cannot be altered. Should you wish to provide additional information or elaborate 
on particular points, please include a supplementary submission for the committee’s consideration 
when you return your corrected transcript of evidence. Again, thank you very much for coming in. 
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Ms Goostrey: My pleasure; thank you everybody. 

Hearing concluded at 11.22 am 


