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HOUSING SOCIETIES REPEAL BILL 2005 
Committee 

Resumed from 20 September.  The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the Chair; Hon 
Kate Doust (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill.  

Clause 10:  Distribution of property of societies on or after preservation day -  

Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  When we last discussed this clause I asked the parliamentary secretary to explain why 
the figure of $4 000 in subclause (3)(a) had been chosen.  I am not sure that the parliamentary secretary has 
provided me with a satisfactory explanation.  I can raise the question in another manner; namely, why is that 
figure not $10 000? 

Hon KATE DOUST:  I tried to explain in my response to the second reading debate how the amount was 
arrived at.  I will go through it again.   

Discussion took place about winding up the societies and what would happen with the funds.  One could look at 
it from another side; namely, the decision could have been made not to pay any money to society members.  
However, they decided to acknowledge the contribution that members had made.  Therefore, they decided to 
come to the party and come up with a figure.  My understanding is that they looked at the five societies that 
existed before they were condensed into two, and at the number of members who existed and the amount of 
money involved.  They considered the amount of money the societies could afford to pay to provide some equity 
for their members in recognition of their contribution, without providing, I suppose, a windfall to which they 
may not have been entitled - that is, an amount in excess of their entitlement.  I understand that a number of 
calculations were done to arrive at a figure to provide an equitable amount to all members currently on the 
books.  The $4 000 is not excessive.  Borrowers who discharged their loans prior to 2004 are not entitled to a 
distribution.  Therefore, it is important that any distribution to current members is not excessive. 

I do not know how to provide a further explanation to the member.  It is straightforward.  It was arrived at so that 
members would receive some acknowledgement of their contribution that was fair and equitable.  This compares 
with previous forms of distribution, as I referred to in my response, which were based not on equity, but on the 
outstanding mortgage.  The government has tried to make a fair and reasonable distribution to these people.  It 
also means that, although providing the benefit to society members, an amount of money will still be available to 
continue to provide a similar type of benefit to families on low incomes as that provided by the housing 
societies.  Therefore, such families will be able to afford to purchase their own homes.  I have provided a list of 
the criteria that were taken into account before the decision was made.  I do not think I mentioned previously that 
when they looked at the capacity of those societies to pay, one society could not afford to pay that figure - it 
could not pay any money. If the figure had been the $10 000 that the member mentioned, that society’s members 
would not have received anything.  The government has tried to arrive at a figure that will provide an equal and 
fair payment to members to acknowledge their contribution. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The parliamentary secretary started her explanation by saying “they decided”.  I 
would like to know who “they” are.  It should not be some faceless group, although it sounds as though that may 
well be the case.  The parliamentary secretary spoke about some equity and recognition.  She also referred to a 
housing society that may not be able to contribute to this scheme.  Again, the government states, “Trust us; 
we’ve got it right.”  Today’s The West Australian outlines many instances in which the government has asked 
the people of Western Australia to trust it.  I am afraid I do not trust it; it is as simple as that.  No information at 
all is before us by which any of us can conclude that the $4 000 is equitable.  I keep hearing the rhetoric: “Trust 
me; it is equitable” and “Trust me; this is all they’re entitled to”.  I am sorry, but I do not trust the government.  
The parliamentary secretary has not explained the matter.  She has tried to, but she keeps regurgitating the same 
information. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Same question; same answer. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is the problem - a reasonable question and a rubbish answer!  It happens far too 
often in this place. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Simon O’Brien):  In working through the clause in committee, it is quite 
sufficient for the member to address me rather than entertaining cross-chamber exchanges. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Thank you, Mr Deputy Chairman. 
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The Greens (WA) would not allow the Liberal Party to send this bill to a committee to give all stakeholders an 
opportunity to place their views on the record so that members on this side of the chamber could at least have 
been privy to that information that the government suggests it already has.  I know what will happen in the vote 
on this clause.  I ask the government to place on the public record that this proposal will not be a precedent for 
the confiscation of the reserves of other mutual organisations.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  On behalf of the Greens (WA), I feel I need to make some comment on this issue.  I 
spoke about this matter in the second reading debate.  I have heard Hon Ray Halligan’s concerns, and I will 
expand a little on my previous comments.   

The $4 000 is a reasonably arbitrary figure.  It can be argued that this is a $4 000 windfall as much as anything 
else. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  No.  It’s not a lottery. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The societies were set up to provide affordable loans.  It just so happens that some people 
still remain in the societies.  Therefore, some of those people will receive a chunk of money. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Where did the money come from?  That is the thing you wouldn’t allow us to look at.  It is 
because of their repayment of their loans, and the interest that accumulated on their loans, that the funds belong 
to them. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Hon Giz Watson has the call.  Other members will have an opportunity to speak. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I realise that the issue of dollars raises a lot of passion in people.  That is part of the 
reason I did not agree with the referral of this bill to a committee.  Members can bet their bottom dollar that if 
this issue were upsetting people who stand to gain $4 000 or $10 000, or whatever, from the wind-up of these 
societies, we would have heard about it. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  Are you sure that they know about it? 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I have heard absolutely nothing from anyone.  No-one has raised concerns about the 
proposal.   
Hon Ray Halligan:  You know how well this government consults.   
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I have been lobbied about all sorts of issues.  I have been a member of Parliament long 
enough to know that if people are concerned about a matter, we will soon know about it, especially if they 
believe they have been hard done by financially.   
Hon Ray Halligan:  That is naivety.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Hon Ray Halligan is making a meal of something that is not hugely significant.   
Hon Ray Halligan:  That is fine.  You have put that on the public record, which is good.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am happy to put that on the public record.  I am quite comfortable that that is an 
acceptable position.  The Greens (WA) support this clause.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Before debate on this bill was interrupted the other evening, I had asked about 
clause 10(2)(a), which deals with the satisfaction of a society’s liabilities upon the winding-up of that society.  
The question I asked was: can the parliamentary secretary provide a ballpark figure of the cost of the liquidator 
or liquidators of the societies?  As I said, the cost of the voluntary or involuntary winding-up of a company or 
society can be quite significant.  I hope the parliamentary secretary has an answer today.   

Hon KATE DOUST:  I hope I can provide the answers to the questions that have been raised, although I believe 
I addressed some of them during my second reading response.  The Registrar of Housing Societies, in 
conjunction with departmental staff, decided on the amount of funds that would be distributed.  With regard to 
why the government should make that decision, the reserves that have built-up over time were based on an initial 
government investment in the societies.  As I understand it, the Registrar of Housing Societies consulted with the 
directors of the societies.  Hon Ray Halligan is aware that I have already tabled a letter from Mike Bonney from 
Western Homebuyers Housing Society, which states that it agrees with the amount.  Hon Ray Halligan is also 
aware that the other society was contacted and asked to provide the same support.  It said that it could not 
provide that support in writing and that it would wait to see what the outcome will be.  When Hon Ray Halligan 
talks about stakeholders, I assume he means the two housing societies and the boards of those housing societies, 
not the 520 members of the societies.  If that is what he means, I have already provided him with a response.  I 
thank Hon Giz Watson for her comments; she has been helpful.  She is right, because the original amount that 
the government gave to the housing societies was to provide assistance to people on low incomes so that they 
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could purchase their own homes.  The intention is to use the money that will be invested in the social housing 
account to provide a similar type of assistance.  I have provided Hon Ray Halligan with a response in plain 
English.  I do not know what else I can say to further satisfy what the member is getting at.  I believe that the 
amount that has been determined is fair and equitable. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  You believe.    
Hon KATE DOUST:  Yes, I do, based on the information I have given Hon Ray Halligan.  The amount 
recognises the contribution of the members.  Hon Giz Watson was correct when she said this is not about 
providing a windfall for those who remain in the fund; rather, it is about recognising their contribution.  I do not 
believe I can add any more to this debate.  If Hon Ray Halligan does not accept what I have said, so be it.  We 
should deal with this clause and move on.   
As to Hon Bruce Donaldson’s query about the cost of the liquidator, the information that I have been given is 
that, notwithstanding the outcome of this legislation, the housing societies will inevitably wind-up their affairs 
and they will absorb the cost of their liquidation.  Due to the limited scope of the housing societies’ business and 
the uncomplicated nature of their transactions, the liquidators used for winding-up other societies have been 
appointed from the management company that has been engaged to manage the affairs of the societies.  Aside 
from the normal costs incurred in the wind-up of societies, the cost of auditing the final accounts will be 
approximately $10 000; a further $10 000 will be incurred if a liquidator is appointed.  The example I can 
provide is that about eight years ago when another housing society was wound-up, the cost of the liquidator was 
about $1 500.  I understand that, because it is often done internally, the cost would not go beyond the figure that 
I have quoted.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is very interesting.  I wish I had used the same liquidator when I recently 
had a company liquidated, because it cost me a lot more than $1 500.   
Hon Kate Doust:  Maybe your business was more complicated.  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It did not involve $7 million!  Clause 10(2)(b) reads -  

secondly, by paying to each person who was a member or director of the society at the time the winding 
up commenced the amount the person paid for his or her membership share; 

Will the parliamentary secretary give me an idea about the sort of money being referred to in that paragraph?   
Hon Kate Doust:  It refers to $2.   
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The parliamentary secretary said that she could not contribute any further to my 
understanding of this issue, and that is certainly something with which I agree.  Will this set a precedent for the 
confiscation of the reserves of other mutual organisations?   
Hon Kate Doust:  No.   
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The parliamentary secretary has referred to the government’s contribution to the 
housing societies.  Am I to believe that the total $7.1 million in reserves was contributed by the government?   
Hon KATE DOUST:  Yes.  The government provided the initial money through the Commonwealth-State 
Housing Agreement.  The remainder was provided through the Housing Loan Guarantee Act 1957.  When the 
funds were repaid by the borrowers, they were invested before the government was repaid.   
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I know we are looking back at history, and it may be a little difficult to provide all the 
information, but my question related to the $7.1 million in reserves.  I asked whether the government had 
provided this amount.  The initial response from the parliamentary secretary, before receiving advice, was yes.  
After that, there was some further explanation about the fact that the amount is made up from a number of 
different sources, not from the government.  By the parliamentary secretary’s explanation, moneys have even 
come from the Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement.  The present government has not provided all those 
funds; they have come from a number of different sources.  If I heard the parliamentary secretary incorrectly, 
would she please correct me?  
Hon KATE DOUST:  I understand that the commonwealth and state governments funded the amounts to the 
societies for on-lending to borrowers.  When the loans were discharged, the funds were invested by the societies 
during the 1970s and 1980s, when interest rates were about 18 per cent, providing a good return to the societies.  
When they paid the money back to the government, they were paying only about seven per cent interest.  
Members also contributed by paying their loans off in advance, and the society was able to hold the funds in 
investments before paying them back to the government.  
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that explanation, which clarifies the issue a lot 
more.  I hear what she says about the initial capital - as I think the term would be - provided by the 
commonwealth and the state.  Do we have any idea what those figures were?  This is purely for the sake of 
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clarification.  The reason I am going down this path is that the government is saying that it is being 
magnanimous in providing this $1.95 million to the 520 people who still have outstanding loans, in recognition 
of the fact that they were borrowers from these societies.  In fact, if I heard correctly what the parliamentary 
secretary said previously, they were not really entitled to this.  I would like to know how the $7.1 million is 
made up, to some extent, to find out who belongs to what amount.  It would appear to me from what is now 
being said that some of these borrowers may well be entitled to some of these funds, rather than their simply 
receiving a payment as a result of the government’s going down this magnanimous path.  All I want is something 
on the public record to show what the government believes and what it intends to do with these funds.  I know 
what it intends to do with the money - put it into social housing.  I understand that.  I asked the question, and the 
parliamentary secretary answered in the negative, about whether this bill would become a precedent for the 
confiscation of the reserves of other mutual organisations.   
Hon Kate Doust:  No.  
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I know the parliamentary secretary has answered that, and I understand.  However, 
with what is happening there is a possibility that some confiscation is involved in this $5.15 million.  The 
government has gone down the path of saying “It all belongs to us”, but when I queried further about the figures, 
there was an admission that the commonwealth had also put in some money.  Then there were high interest rates, 
and then the borrowers repaid some moneys and the societies received high interest rates on the moneys they 
were holding.  The societies, not the government, owned that money.  The fact that the government contributed 
capital does not mean that it owns the whole lot.  All I am asking of the parliamentary secretary is that she place 
on the public record exactly what the circumstances are.  
Hon KATE DOUST:  I think I have already provided the information the member is seeking.  There has been a 
gradual build-up of funds since the 1950s, when the government - be it state or federal - first contributed money 
to the housing societies.  This gradual build-up over time has resulted from moneys invested and moneys repaid.  
Is the member asking for an individual breakdown? 

Hon Ray Halligan:  I wanted to know the initial amounts of capital provided by the commonwealth and the 
state.  

Hon KATE DOUST:  I do not know that.  I do not know whether that figure can be obtained, but I do not have 
it.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I will not ask any further questions on this clause, because I do not believe we will be 
able to elicit the type of information that needs to be on the public record.  There will always be doubt in the 
minds of some people about whether the amounts the 520 borrowers will receive are equitable, and whether the 
government is entitled to the $5.15 million to do other things with.  I have said before that what the government 
intends to do with the funds is laudable, but I am concerned about whether the 520 borrowers have been treated 
in an equitable manner.  I do not believe that we have had sufficient information.  The government’s saying we 
should trust it - others have calculated the amount and believe it to be equitable - does not convince me.  
However, I can see that I will not be in a position to receive any further information that will clarify that in my 
mind.  The other grey area I mentioned previously is whether, having gone down this path on this occasion, there 
is a possibility - hopefully not a likelihood - that other instances such as this will occur.  A topical issue comes to 
mind.  The bill is not before this house at the moment, so I can probably make mention of it - the Perry Lakes 
redevelopment and the confiscation of land that is worth money.  It comes back to precedents: is this government 
going to go out there and ride roughshod over people in a manner that satisfies the government?  Is it going to 
put up a banner saying, “That is enough for you.  Just be thankful for what you get because that is all you are 
going to get”?   

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 11 and 12 put and passed. 

Clause 13:  Payments into and out of the Social Housing Account - 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  In my contribution to the second reading debate I indicated to the parliamentary 
secretary that I would ask her who would make the decision on borrowings and what process would be put in 
place; in other words, if I wanted to borrow money from the social housing account, how would I go about 
raising the money and who would make the decision? 

Hon KATE DOUST:  In relation to the first question of who would make the decision, the decision would be 
made by the board of directors of the not-for-profit housing company.  As to who can access the money, I will 
provide a broader explanation.  Money from the social housing account would be wholly applied in creating the 
not-for-profit housing model, which would provide housing assistance to families in a cooperative manner to 
alleviate housing stress currently being experienced by those families or singles.  The housing assistance from 
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the social housing account would be targeted to those on the Homeswest waiting list, so that the amount they pay 
for housing would not exceed 30 per cent of their income.  Most would be paying in the order of 25 per cent of 
their income, with those receiving family tax benefits paying 20 per cent or below.  I think I provided that 
information in my response to the second reading debate.  Rents will be below 75 per cent of market rent and 
will not exceed 30 per cent of income.  I hope that answers the question. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The point I was making was that if people were to apply for a loan, they would 
make an application to the Department of Housing and Works, as they would currently do.  Is that right? 

Hon KATE DOUST:  I understand that they would make an application to the not-for-profit housing company.  
The department would set up guidelines to deal with that. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Who will develop the guidelines and when will they be available? 

Hon KATE DOUST:  I understand that the guidelines are in the process of being developed.  The department is 
hoping to have them ready in approximately six months. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The bill before us refers only to the social housing account that is to be established as 
part of the State Housing Commission fund that already exists.  That is where the moneys will be deposited, so it 
is the bank account.  Reserves will go into that bank account and any payments that must be made will come 
from that bank account.  We are now discussing something that appears to be outside the bill; that is, the not-for-
profit company.  I take it that nothing in the bill makes mention of the incorporation of that company and that it 
will be done outside this bill.  The government is providing us with information on where these funds will be 
used.  The government has given us information on the group of people who are likely to be able to access the 
funds.  I have heard what the parliamentary secretary said about guidelines being available in six months.  I am 
not sure what “guidelines” means in this instance.  I would like to know whether the government has already 
identified an existing not-for-profit company, or whether the government intends to incorporate a not-for-profit 
company.  It will be one or the other.  Which members of our community are likely to be the board members?  
This is all in the context of the government having $5.15 million, because I think it is important for us to know 
how it will be handled. 

Hon KATE DOUST:  The government will establish a new not-for-profit company, which will be incorporated.  
The board will consist of community representatives and representatives who have expertise related to this area 
in banking, finance and property, and the social area, as I understand it. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that explanation.  Any number of organisations 
are working in this area, not necessarily with funds of this magnitude.  I have some little concern at this time that 
with the amount of expertise - or lack of it - that the government has in financial matters, it might not be able to 
choose a board with the requisite qualifications, experience and aptitude to ensure that this large amount of 
money is available, not just for the first few who might receive funds from it, but for those who come after.  
Hopefully, that will be a debate for another time.  We have nothing before us at the present time with which to 
argue a particular case, but I hope that there will be opportunities for the house and/or standing committees of 
this Parliament to be made aware of what is happening.  The government is taking an important step.  I believe 
the government cannot afford to see this $5 million frittered away.  What it has in mind as an end result is 
something we all agree with.  As is usual between the two major parties, the difficulty is in the road we take to 
get there.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is exactly what I was concerned about.  I am flagging to the government that the 
Greens (WA) may not support the bill.  I have been trying to establish whether this money will be used to 
establish a new entity; this affordable housing cooperative.  It is beginning to make sense now.   

I refer to the government’s housing strategy discussion draft which was released last week.  On page 28 
reference is made to the establishment of a not-for-profit housing company.  The concern I raised in the second 
reading debate, which is also a concern of organisations such as Shelter WA, is that this new not-for-profit 
housing company will be operating in direct competition with the community housing sector.  I will quote from 
an occasional paper put out by Shelter WA and to which I referred in the second reading debate, which states - 
 Firstly, who would a prospective WA Housing Company house? In order to take pressure off social 

housing waiting lists, the Company should draw at least some of its tenants from the existing public and 
community housing waiting lists.  The problem is that in order to be financially viable, a WA Housing 
Company would house only those applicants with relatively high incomes and low management 
requirements.  Public and community housing would be left with those on lower incomes and 
presenting higher needs, thus further exacerbating the negative effects of targeting on the financial 
viability of social housing providers discussed above.   
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 Secondly, how would a WA Housing Company relate to the community housing sector?  At present, 
there are eight Regional Housing Associations and hundreds of other community housing providers 
competing for the same limited growth funds in WA.  In this sense, a WA Housing Company would 
compete for the same funds, adding nothing to growth but reducing the growth potential of community 
housing providers.   

 Thirdly, what happens if and when market rents increase?  As argued above, the indications are that 
significant rent rises will occur in the near future.  Since most tenants of a WA Housing Company 
would pay a market related rent, their rents would increase in line with the private sector.  In this 
scenario, housing provided by the Company could become unaffordable for a large part of its target 
group.  The concept could therefore entail allocating significant Government resources with very 
uncertain outcomes regarding long term affordability.   

 Finally, where would a WA Housing Company operate?  Financial imperatives would require the 
Company to operate stock in a very compact geographical area, making it unlikely that the concept 
could be implemented in regional or remote areas.  A WA Housing Company would therefore 
effectively shift housing funding away from regional areas and towards Perth.  Yet at the same time 
some of the worst housing problems occur in regional and remote areas of WA. 

My concern is that if this $5.15 million is used to establish a not-for-profit housing company, it will operate in 
competition with the existing community sector.  If that is the case, we will not support the bill.  I understand 
that this move is based on the model that currently operates in Queensland.  The housing strategy document 
states that the Department of Housing and Works will establish one or more not-for-profit affordable housing 
companies in WA with charters to develop and manage subsidised housing projects similar to recent initiatives 
in the eastern states.  The substantial difference between Western Australia and the eastern states is that in this 
state there is a well established community housing sector that is operating effectively and deserves government 
support.  Why is not this money being put into that community housing sector?  Why is this money being used to 
establish a not-for-profit company to run in competition with the community housing sector?  Surely we should 
support the existing organisations that are doing a very good job with very little funding. 
The Greens’ support for this bill is contingent upon an assurance that the money will not be used to establish a 
company that will compete with those organisations.  It is essential that the money for social housing purposes 
be used to provide housing to those people who most need it and to increase the social housing stock.  I would be 
deeply concerned if this were the backdoor way of announcing that the government had found some money to 
establish this not-for-profit housing company.  I know that within the sector there are significant concerns about 
this matter.  They were certainly not aware that this particular pot of money would suddenly be popped in to 
establish a company that will compete with the good work they are doing.   

Hon KATE DOUST:  I advise Hon Giz Watson that the not-for-profit company is not being established to act in 
competition with community housing associations.  It is being set up to complement those that already exist; it is 
an alternative model.  I understand that the commonwealth government is asking the states to look at alternative 
models.  With reference to the relationship with the community, I also understand that the majority of the board 
of the not-for-profit company will be drawn from people who are already involved in the community housing 
sector.  One of the reasons it will be a not-for-profit company is that it will enable the company to generate 
funding from other sources that perhaps some of the community housing groups may not have access to.  It will 
certainly not be in competition.  It is there to complement the existing structures and particularly to target and 
provide assistance to those people whose names are on the Homeswest housing list to make the transition to 
build a home, or provide them with rental assistance if they choose.   
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The concern expressed by Hon Giz Watson is also one of my concerns.  I would like 
the parliamentary secretary to advise members whether the capital for the not-for-profit company will be 
provided by the government and whether the company will be run by a board comprising members of the 
community.  If the government will provide the capital, the company will sink or swim depending on the 
capability of the board to ensure that the company is viable.  If the government does not provide the capital, will 
it provide a loan?   
What sort of protection do the people of Western Australia have for this contribution the government will make 
to this company?  Will the minister be one of the board members?  I am looking for a connection.  The 
government cannot hand over $5 million, walk away, put out a press release and say, “Aren’t we good?  Look 
what we’ve done”, if, six months later, there could be nothing left.  It is incumbent upon government to ensure 
there are checks and balances associated with this structure it wishes to set up.  I am concerned that in the 
process of setting up the not-for-profit company there will be no scrutiny by the Parliament.  There will be no 
need for the government to bring anything to the house to explain exactly what it will do and how it will do it.  
This is the ideal opportunity for the government to explain the structure that it proposes to set up and the checks 
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and balances that will be in place so that not only members of this chamber but also the community at large can 
be comfortable that the government will handle these large amounts of money in a prudent manner.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  I understand that the board of the not-for-profit company will be set up in a style similar 
to that of Keystart.  The government will have ownership and control of the company through its shareholders on 
the board.  The government, through the Department of Housing and Works, will also provide additional funds 
to enable the company and the board to operate.   
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I go back to the response given by the parliamentary secretary to the concerns I raised.  I 
am not convinced by her response.  I made a point of going through the assertion made by Shelter WA in some 
detail.  Shelter WA, which is understood to have extensive knowledge of this area and a commitment to social 
housing, has told me that it believes that the not-for-profit, affordable housing company will compete.  I went 
through the rationale of how market forces work.  That is my fundamental concern.  I mean no disrespect to the 
parliamentary secretary, but I have to say that I feel I have been misled on this matter.  I have not been misled by 
the parliamentary secretary, but for quite a while I have asked whether this fund for social housing would 
establish the other not-for-profit company.  That issue has been raised with me.  I did not get an answer that it 
would, but it obviously will.  My position is that, if that is the intention, the Greens (WA) will vote against the 
bill.  This is basically a whole new issue relating to a policy direction to establish a new not-for-profit housing 
company.  I have not had the chance to discover whether people in the community who are passionate about 
social housing support this.  We do not know how it will work.  All that I have, and only because I went to its 
launch - I understand the parliamentary secretary was not even aware of this document - is the draft discussion 
paper on a housing strategy for Western Australia.  It is a good initiative.  It is great to have a housing strategy 
for Western Australia.  However, I am not willing to support the establishment of a different type of not-for-
profit company - if that is the path we are going down - which I understand is contentious within the community 
housing sector, unless I have the opportunity to consult with the people who know a lot more about this area than 
I do.  My proposition is to adjourn the debate until a later stage of the day’s sitting so that I can take advice on 
this matter.  I seek the parliamentary secretary’s response.  That is what I am flagging.  The options are for the 
Greens to vote against the bill or for us to adjourn the debate so that I can get some advice.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  Perhaps it may be a good idea for the Deputy Chairman to vacate the chair so that we can 
discuss the member’s concerns.   
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Simon O’Brien):  I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 

Sitting suspended from 11.04 to 11.18 am 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again. 
[Continued on page 5819.] 
 


