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HOMESWEST TENANCIES 

Grievance 
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [9.08 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Housing. I rise to speak 
about issues with Homeswest and how I believe its operations are being impeded by the Residential Tenancies 
Act. I have come to this conclusion after complaint after complaint from people in my electorate that the 
department’s good neighbour policy, with all its well-meaning intent, is not working in many cases. I might 
point out that this is in only a minority of cases, but that where it happens life becomes unbearable for those 
neighbours who are on the receiving end of antisocial behaviour. I am sure that I am not the only member of this 
Parliament whose office is continually approached with complaints about antisocial behaviour by bad 
neighbours. Sadly, almost all of these complaints—or most of these complaints—relate to Homeswest tenants.  

I want to make the point that I grew up in a Homeswest house. As I have told this Parliament before, I grew up 
in Hilton Park and Hamilton Hill, and I had a great upbringing. I think that we do have to look after people who 
require public housing; it is a role that government has to play. However, I want members to hear some examples 
of the complaints made to my office. According to my notes — 

In the early hours we were awoken by screaming, swearing and bottles being thrown in the street. We 
feel our street resembles a war zone.  

According to my notes, another complaint reads —  

Our children are constantly abused, threatened and subjected to disgusting language by the tenants.  

According to my notes yet another complaint reads — 

Two big burly blokes chased one another out of the flats full of rage/ drugs screaming obscenities at 
each other, just as our kids were coming home from school.  

At 7.44 this morning I received a copy of an email that was sent to the mayor of South Perth from a resident in 
my electorate. It reads —  

Just to let you know that at approx. 4am this morning there was a fight/ serious assault that started in the 
Allen Street flats and the couple ended up fighting—he had already beaten her up—in our drive way 
before it progressed back to the flats when the 3 police cars and Ambulance rolled up. This morning 
there is a congealed pool of blood (and a trail) on the footpath between my driveway and our 
neighbours. My son was awoken by the screaming of the woman and the sound of punch blows etc; and 
was so frightened he could not get back to sleep and had to come into our bed. A police paddy wagon 
took away someone and the Ambulance had the woman on board I am assuming.  

That is the sort of conduct that takes place in my electorate. I do not think we would see that behaviour in 
Northbridge at that time of the morning. The good neighbour policy is not working. My staff are continually in 
contact with Homeswest on behalf of such complainants. I am the first to admit that Homeswest staff do a 
terrific job. They are under huge pressure. They have a lot of tenants to deal with and they are under great 
pressure to fix these sorts of problems. They have been fighting a losing battle for a long time. Earlier this year 
the Department of Housing introduced a disruptive behaviour management strategy, but I am yet to be convinced 
that it is working. I ask the Minister for Housing to provide me with some statistics as to how it is going. 
Something has to be done about this issue, because the government has to consider the 25 000 Western 
Australians who are on the public housing waiting list. We often read about people who live in their cars. My 
office has been contacted by good people who have been waiting two years to get public housing. I feel 
disappointed for those people. Some people who are given the privilege of government–assisted housing do not 
treat that privilege with any respect. It is a basic principle of life for people to show appreciation to someone who 
has given them a leg up in life. There are many people sitting around waiting for a Homeswest property.  

There are some serious problems with Homeswest in general. There should be a public inquiry into whether we 
are doing the right thing with Homeswest and whether things can be done better. There should be better support 
programs for some Homeswest tenants. Some tenants are placed in the wrong accommodation. A block of flats 
in my electorate is a halfway house for those who have been released from prison. I understand that people who 
have been released from prison need help to rehabilitate themselves. However, more consideration should be 
given to where they are placed and how they are assisted. As I said before, I have absolutely no problem with 
social housing, having grown up in a Homeswest house.  

The government needs to look at the Residential Tenancies Act because Homeswest comes under that act. I am 
told that the provisions of the act make it very difficult to evict tenants, even very bad tenants. I ask the minister 
to consider a review of the Residential Tenancies Act to determine whether Homeswest should be removed from 
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that act. Perhaps Homeswest should be given a transparent role in moving tenants out more quickly. That people 
should be able to go about their daily lives in a reasonably peaceful way is part of the basic fabric of our society. 
Something should be done about those Homeswest tenants who want to conduct themselves in this manner.  

I feel very seriously about this issue. Had I not raised this grievance in Parliament this morning, I would have let 
down many residents in my electorate. I have with me only some of the copies of complaints that I have received 
from residents in the last week. In some cases, their lives have become sheer hell. Indeed, some residents have 
moved because of bad neighbours. The fact that the Gallop government introduced a good neighbour policy 
some years ago demonstrates that government understands that people have to be good neighbours. This matter 
needs serious consideration either by a public inquiry or a review of the Residential Tenancies Act to determine 
whether Homeswest should be removed from that act.  

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Housing) [9.15 am]: I thank the member for South Perth for 
providing me with a letter outlining his concerns, which he has elaborated in more detail this morning. I 
acknowledge that such complaints have been received from not only the member for South Perth but also other 
members. Indeed, I have received letters from half the members in this house in the past six weeks outlining their 
concerns about individual cases of disruptive behaviour by some Homeswest tenants. Even in my electorate of 
Nedlands there is the occasional incident that disturbs neighbours. I acknowledge that the member for South 
Perth grew up in a Homeswest house in Hamilton Hill and that he has a lot of sympathy for Homeswest tenants. 
Indeed, the majority of Homeswest tenants are good tenants. We have to determine what we do about those 
isolated cases.  

It is my understanding that the previous approach to disruptive tenants was to give them a two-week warning. 
Tenants were issued with a two-week breach notice and if they behaved badly in those two weeks, moves were 
taken to evict them. The disruptive behaviour management strategy that is now in place involves a “three strikes 
and you’re out” policy over a six-month period. The breach has to be a serious and identifiable breach that is 
supported by evidence. If the police attend an incident, such a situation is recorded and it becomes a definite 
breach. If an incident involves someone yelling in the street, evidence must be provided to back it up. I 
acknowledge that one of the problems is that sometimes incidents do not necessarily involve Homeswest tenants. 
There is a grey area about whether some situations are incidents. If a person has three strikes recorded against 
them and those three strikes involve incidents that were attended by the police, there is no argument and the 
department will take action. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: But doesn’t that have to go to court first?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member is dead right. That is another issue. The first issue involved in removing a 
tenant under the strategy is to get the necessary evidence. After tenants have three serious strikes recorded 
against them, the department can take action to terminate their tenancy. The member is right. The process for 
terminating a tenancy is contained in the Residential Tenancies Act. Both the Department of Housing and 
individual landlords are constrained by that act. The purpose of the Residential Tenancies Act is to give rights to 
both landlords and tenants. There is a balance, but perhaps that balance is not right. The government will be 
introducing a bill to amend the act in autumn this year. The aim will be to maintain that balance whilst also 
giving the department and other landlords better ability to terminate the tenancy of a disruptive tenant.  

Mr J.E. McGrath: This year, minister, or next year? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, this year. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Summer or spring? Spring of this year? 

Ms J.M. Freeman: No, spring of last year. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Actually it will be spring of this year. I think the intention was to bring it in in autumn 
but it has been delayed. 

To show members how difficult it is to evict a tenant, I will give members an example of an application made by 
the Department of Housing, as this example is worth mentioning to Parliament. If the department wants to evict 
a tenant, the department must apply to the Magistrates Court. The department made an application in the 
Magistrates Court under section 73 of the Residential Tenancies Act to terminate a tenancy in which there had 
been persistent, serious and disruptive behaviour towards a neighbour. The magistrate heard evidence from the 
department, the tenant, the police, the neighbour and the tenant’s partner. To summarise the case, the magistrate 
was satisfied that the tenant was likely to permit the other person in the house to cause injury to neighbours. The 
magistrate was also satisfied that there was a real chance that the other person with the tenant may engage in 
physical fighting with the neighbours. The magistrate, therefore, acknowledged all of that. However, the 
magistrate was not satisfied that the occurrence of violence was likely to be located on “adjacent” premises. The 
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tenant’s house was apparently number 7 and the neighbour was at number 11. Because the premises were not 
adjacent, the magistrate dismissed the application, despite the fact that the magistrate agreed — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: That’s a problem with the judgement, not the law. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It may or may not be. I might agree with the member for Nollamara on that one. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Something like that is unpalatable, but that is not necessarily a problem with the law. The 
law process has been gone through properly. The problem is the judgement, and what you do is appeal that 
judgment; don’t you? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not want to disagree with the magistrate, but I think there is certainly — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: You do disagree with the magistrate. You are bringing it up to show you disagree with the 
magistrate! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Certainly. There are only 15 seconds to go. 

We will be amending the Residential Tenancies Act so that such a situation is clear for a magistrate and the 
magistrate will have the ability to act on it. 
 


