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and Happy New Year

ISV President, Tom Champion 
and the Board, wish all Members 
a safe and happy festive season.

Merry Christmas
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I am very humbled to hold the position 
of ISV President for a second year and 
I am looking forward to a challenging 
year ahead with much eagerness. The 
past year has been hard work but very 
rewarding. I have had the opportunity 
to converse with many ISV members 
and listen to their concerns and ideas 
for the betterment of the profession. 
I have also had the opportunity to 
represent and promote this profession 
to parts of Government and the 

community into which we rarely venture.

I could not consider a second year in this position without the 
support that I enjoy from the ISV Board of Directors and Executive 
Officer Gary White. I am greatly appreciative of the support they 
have provided me and I look forward to working with the Board 
and Gary throughout 2018 to further advance the ISV.

Understanding that the strength of the ISV is its membership, the ISV 
has put much effort into harnessing the experience and knowledge 
of its members. And so, I would also like to acknowledge and thank 
the numerous sub-committee members that have contributed to 
the various initiatives and advocacy undertaken by the ISV. 

This contribution has come from the full breadth of our membership, 
from young and old, general members, to Fellows and past 
Presidents. The diversity of experience and knowledge across our 
membership is highly valued by the ISV, and we will continue to 
promote diversity across our membership. This will ensure we can 
advocate more effectively on behalf of the profession and better 
represent the community’s interests. 

Mentoring and Education
Much has been said and written this past year about the impact 
of the anticipated retirement of a significant number of Licensed 
Surveyors and how it is one of the biggest challenges this 
profession faces. This presents great opportunities to rejuvenate 
our culture of mentoring and knowledge transfer from experienced 
members of the profession to the next generation. The successful 
embedding of such a culture will establish a young generation of 
surveying professionals who will hold future positions of leadership 
and custodianship of this profession’s legacy.

In 2018 the ISV will continue to build on its successful initiatives like 
the Young Surveyors Group and the Surveyors Inter-Generational 
Network (SIGN) to build participation, capacity, and knowledge 
within the younger members of the profession. The ISV will also 
continue to support the joint association PTA workshops that have 
been increasingly successful since their inception in 2014.

Our initiatives around mentoring and education are not limited to 
members of the profession. For many years the ISV has supported 
the tertiary institutions in their delivery of surveying courses. In 
2018 The University of Melbourne will run the Cadastral Surveying 
subject which is now a biennial subject and a pre-requisite for 
students wishing to undertake a future PTA. This course is of special 
interest to the ISV as it is supported by the ISV through delivery of 
the subject by Greg Thompson MISVic.

The ISV’s ongoing support of both The University of Melbourne and 
RMIT, and the inclusion of their respective student representatives 
at ISV Board meetings results in good insight into the education of 
future surveyors. It also provides good insight into the ways that 
tertiary education is evolving and how this presents challenges for 
specialized professions.

We will therefore keep supporting and working with both tertiary 
institutions to ensure that the education students are receiving is 
relevant to industry and promotes the fundamental principles of 
measurement science and surveying. Most importantly we will 
work with the tertiary institutions to ensure that the evolution of 
tertiary education does not lead to a limited understanding of the 
purpose, value and potential of this profession.

LRS Commercialization
In the last edition of Traverse we published Part A of Keith Bell’s 
paper which gave a detailed oversight of the various types and 
extents of Public Private Partnership arrangements that are possible, 
ranging from full privatization (i.e. full divesting of Governments 
responsibilities) to those arrangements retaining significant 
government control. In this edition of Traverse we have published 
Part B of the paper which looks at the experiences in other national 
and international jurisdictions in some detail.

When looking at these other experiences it is important to consider 
the level of operation and development of their respective Land 
Registries. In instances where commercialization was considered 

From the President

The Board and members of The 
Institution of Surveyors Victoria 
acknowledge and thank our 
sustaining members for 2017

GENERAL

GOLD

PLATINUM

SILVER



December 2017 • Traverse 316

page 3

Congratulations Rachael

a success (as in some Canadian experiences as cited by NSW 
Government) they were undertaken in vastly different economic 
situations and of land registries of much lesser advancement to 
those in Australia.

It is also important to consider the experience of New Zealand and 
the outcomes of independent reviews that were undertaken to 
ensure good governance and transparency prior to final decision 
making over such a critical piece of public infrastructure.

We have met and discussed some of the issues involved in the 
commercialization of Land Registry Services with the Treasurer, 
Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF) officers and their 
financial consultants. The Government aims to deliver the results 
of the scoping study by Christmas. We believe that the scoping 
study will recommend the following key elements, amongst 
others, whilst supporting the commercialization of Victoria’s Land 
Registry Services:

• The Government’s continued guarantee of title.
• Performance targets will be deployed that incentivize improved 

service delivery and maintain expertise of staff.
• The State will retain control and oversight of pricing.
• Other branches and services of Land Use Victoria, currently 

funded by fees generated through Land Registry Services, will 

continue to be financially and human resourced at the same or 
a greater level to maintain effective functioning of the cadastral 
system and public confidence in the system.

• The Registrar will maintain oversight and audit mechanisms.
• All data collected and created by the private operator will 

continue to be owned by the State. 

Whilst we are appreciative of the opportunity to inform the 
scoping study team, details of the proposed commercial operating 
models, economic justification and anticipated public benefit have 
been kept within the DTF. The ISV is therefore not in a positon, 
at this point in time, to endorse any proposal by Government to 
commercialize Land Registry Services. 

We believe that our involvement has added value to the scoping 
study process.  We look forward to continuing to inform and work 
with the DTF officers and consultants as they look to further develop 
the proposed operating model, KPI’s and oversight mechanisms.

On behalf of the ISV Board of Directors, I thank you for your 
support and contribution to the ISV throughout 2017. I wish all of 
you and your families a safe and Merry Christmas and the best of 
luck in 2018!

Tom Champion LS MISVic

Congratulations to Rachael Musgrave-Evans MISVic has been 
awarded the SSSI Excellence in Cadastral Surveying Award, 
announced at the recent Victorian Spatial Excellence Awards.

The Excellence in Cadastral Surveying Award is awarded to a 
licensed surveyor for sustained excellence in contribution to the 
integrity of the cadastre in Victoria. Nominations for this award 
will be made by a panel of invited experts in Cadastral Surveying.

The award citation reads:
“Following consultation with staff from Land Registration Services, 
OSGV and SRBV, the recommendation is that Rachael Musgrave-
Evans (LS#1702) be nominated for this year's SSSI Excellence in 
Cadastral Surveying Award. 

Rachael is the Managing Director of Musgrave-Evans and 
Gilbert Consulting Pty Ltd; a Land Surveying and Town Planning 
consultancy in Central Victoria. She has been a licensed surveyor 
in Victoria since 1992 and has a Bachelor of Applied Science in 
Surveying with Distinction (RMIT), and a Master of Social Science 
in Environment and Planning (RMIT

In conjunction with her husband Graeme Gilbert, she has 
successfully managed Musgrave-Evans and Gilbert Consulting 
Pty Ltd and developed a reputation as a most competent 
licensed surveyor and planner with a particular understanding 
of the integrity of the cadastre and the significance of the role 
that licensed surveyors play in the economic development of 
the State.  In the performance of her role as a licensed surveyor, 
Rachael has maintained an exemplary audit record and is well 
known for the standard of her field surveying, data analysis 
and the documentation of her work.  Rachael sees herself as a 
licensed surveyor first and planner second but understands the 
importance of both roles. 

Despite her location in the regional country town of Maldon 
and the distance from the city Melbourne, Rachael has played 
very active roles as a professional body representative on the 
Surveyors Registration Board of Victoria (since February 2008) 
and more recently as a lecturer in cadastral surveying and 
land development at the University of Melbourne and RMIT 
University.  Rachael continues to fill roles as Chair of the Board’s 
FPET committee, Moderator of the Rural Cadastral Project and 
Professional Assessment Project (planning) and more recently 
as a representative on the Surveying Task Force. She has also 
participated in numerous Professional Practice Interviews for 
candidates presenting for their final registration examination, and 
in professional conduct matters for the Board as a member of 
the disciplinary hearing panel.  In these roles, Rachael has been 
proactive, and persistent, in the maintenance of standards. She 
continues to take a keen interest in the development of the next 
generation of surveyors where her practical experience is both 
welcomed and acknowledged. 

Rachael plays a leadership role within the profession and is the 
first female recipient of this award.”
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My childhood was spent on the River Murray at Murray Bridge.

I attended the South Australian Institute of Technology (SAIT) and 
completed a Bachelor of Applied Science (Surveying).

My first role as a graduate was as a surveyor in a Coal Mine and 
progressed to cadastral work a year after.

Completed my requirements as a Licensed Surveyor in Queens-
land. As a surveyor, I have worked in SA, Qld, ACT, NSW and most 
recently NT. 

My career has taken me into the world of GNSS Surveying and 
GPS Manufacture and working with various government and 
private sector organisations in using geographic based information 
and systems to solve business challenges. Prior to starting in 
Victoria, my role was as Director Survey and Surveyor-General of 
the Northern Territory.

My involvement with Professional Organisations began during 
my university days and has continued to the present day. I’m 
passionate about supporting and participating in surveying and 
spatial science organisations. It has been an honour for me to be 
selected and to serve members in many capacities. The highlight 
was as President of the Institution of Surveyors, Australia in 
2005/2006. This role lead to involvement with FIG and the 2010 
FIG Congress in Sydney as part of the organising committee.

Apart from surveying I’m a sport nut and following just about 
everything. Squash is my preferred sport and is closely followed 
by Australian Rules Football. Yes, like John the former Surveyor-
General, I’m a Hawthorn supporter. It was not a pre-requisite for 
the role. :)

I’m joined in Victoria by my wife Lola and 2 fur children 
(Burmese cats).

As the Surveyor-General what do you see as your 
key aims and objectives to take the state forward? 
Ensuring that the Victorian land development process is efficient 
and benefits all stakeholders. A starting point is to convert the 
land development process to digital and ensure the components 
are linked appropriately. Victoria has an excellent system in 
place called SPEAR (Surveying and Planning through Electronic 
Applications and Referrals). This provides a foundation for a data-
driven process that captures data once, and re-uses it. My interest 
is in the survey components of the process and the management 
of survey data captured.

Capturing survey data digitally is essential to the productivity of 
the land development process. Creating a two-way flow of survey 
data between the digital cadastre and surveyors is essential to 
realising the benefits to be gained. Land Use Victoria has identified 
the modernisation of existing digital cadastral data as the first step. 

The capture and integration of the current survey measurements 
will provide a two-dimensional (2D) base as a beginning. This will 
lead to 3D, 4D and nD in the future, as part of the Cadastre 2034 
vision for ensuring all rights, responsibilities and restrictions in land 
are understood.

Currently, this is a priority project for my role. Surveyors and other 
land development professionals will use the digital cadastre as 
the basis for planning applications and subsequently lodging 
digital survey data. To achieve just this goal is at least a 3 - 4 year 
project and I plan to deliver this in my tenure.

As Surveyor-General I have responsibilities to set and maintain 
the standards for surveying in Victoria. This includes the training 
of the next generation of surveyors. These surveyors face 
different challenges in the future, however the need to have a 
solid understanding of the principles of surveying remains an 
important aspect of their training. In partnership with the Surveyors 
Registration Board of Victoria and the Surveying Professional 
organisations, I’m confident that these surveyors of the future 
will be highly skilled and knowledgeable professionals. The 
priorities include finding ways to improve the output of Licensed 
Surveyors through the training program without compromising on 
quality. Discovering ways to encourage young girls and women to 
consider a career in a profession that has exciting and innovative 
opportunities in the future. 

Promotion of the role of the profession and the benefits to the 
community needs to be a priority for all surveyors including 
the Surveyor-General. This will require collaboration with 
the professional organisations to achieve an outcome in the 
right direction.

My role also includes the Registrar of Geographic Names, this is 
an important aspect of the cadastre. The Victorian public are very 
passionate about the names used in their community. It is my 
role to ensure the names are appropriate and meet the Naming 
Rules in place. This is important in the interest of public safety and 
to avoid confusion. Duplication of names and similar sounding 
names cause major challenges for the emergency services 
authorities, Australia Post and utility service organisations. It is also 
an inconvenience for the public, reliance on mobile devices for 
navigation is wide spread and duplicated street names can be a 
significant inconvenience.

Where do you see Surveyors, and particularly 
Licensed Surveyors, fitting into the picture? 
The role of the surveyor is as important today as it was in the 
establishment and development of our country. The surveyor 
provides essential knowledge and skills in land that no other 
professional is able to provide.

The key aspects of our role, providing advice about land and 
land transactions, the understanding of the capture, analysis and 
representation of survey and spatial data put us at the forefront of 
the land development process, now and into the future.

Our ability to understand data that has been captured from a 
variety of sources and to manage the error budget for any project 
make us unique as a profession.

Introduction to Craig Sandy 
Surveyor-General
A brief Q&A
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ADVANCED VISION TECHNOLOGY THAT 
HELPS YOU DELIVER SUPERIOR RESULTS 
• 1” Robotic Instrument
• 26,600 Points / Second Scanning
• Market’s smallest reflectorless spot

BOOK YOUR DEMO TODAY 
P: 03 9518 7400 
E: SX10@upgsolutions.com 

SX10 Scanning Total Station 
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These skills will be more important into the future as our role 
changes from the direct measurement of data to managing 
data that will be predominantly captured by machines (for 
examples scanners, robotic devices, automated surveying devices 
and others).

What are the key metrics upon which 
you would gauge your success? 
The transition of the profession into the digital lodgement world. 
Currently less than 10% of surveys are lodged with digital data. In 
5 years this should be close to 100%. 

The training of sufficient Licensed Surveyors to meet the demands 
of the land development industry.

The automation of surveying data and systems to enable the 
flow of accurate survey data to be available to any user, with any 
device and in close to real time.

Having a suitable methodology for capturing, managing and 
representing 3D Cadastral data into land registration systems.

With the assistance of the profession, academia and government 
Victoria can progress towards the vision of Cadastre 2034.

Can you provide us with your thoughts 
on the future, say in ten or twenty years? 
Where do you see your role and what 
will we be doing differently to today?
The answer to a question like this, is really brainstorming. These 
views are personal observations and thoughts. The use of Artificial 
Intelligence (AI) has not really been investigated in the surveying 
world to any extent that I’m currently aware. There are certainly 
opportunities in this space. 

IBM’s Watson is demonstrating that AI can be used for many 
purposes including the collating and analysis of very complex 

legislation. This is an area for surveyors and land development 
industry to consider the benefits of a tool that can find and 
analyse data more easily than a human. This does not mean that 
surveyors would not be required to make the final decision, it will 
provide another source of data and information to consider as 
part of the evidence gathering and decision making process.

The measurement technology is only going to get better. 3D, 4D 
and beyond data (by this I mean the inclusion of time, cost and 
other elements) will be a reality we must embrace. The question 
for us is, how do we ensure that it is providing the solution to the 
level of accuracy required. 

Automation of many things (I hope not everything) will become 
more common. The connectivity of devices and their ability to 
link and work as a system will continue to grow. Currently, it is 
really just the start of this, embracing the Internet of Things. The 
younger generations are keen to find quicker and smarter ways to 
do things. If this included getting a machine to do the tasks then 
I’m sure that will be where the progress occurs.

The role of the Surveyor-General will still be required to set and 
monitor the standards for surveyors. Provide advice on surveying 
and land to government. Continue the role in educating and 
licensing surveyors. In ten years I may still be in this role, in 20 I 
hope to have passed the reins to the next Surveyor-General and 
be enjoying a happy and healthy retirement.

What are your personal objectives for your tenure 
as Surveyor-General?
My personal objective is to leave the profession relevant to the 
changing needs of the community. This will only occur with the 
collaboration of all surveyors. My legacy is tied to that of the 
profession to educate and train the next generation of surveyors 
to continue the work that was started by surveyors of the past.

Student Job Seekers (source: Surveying Task Force and University of Melbourne)

Please make contact if you can assist with a placement

Pei Yang peiyang1338@live.com 0452 211 338 based in Burwood East

Ben Coleiro coleirobenjamin@gmail.com 9395 2989 based in Point Cook

Ryley Muldoon ryleymuldoon@hotmail.com 0455 662 949 based in Fairfield

John Zhang johnzhang_2425@hotmail.com 0403 006 224 based in Strathmore

Lachlan Noakes  lochienoakes@gmail.com 0421 598 363 based in Hawthorn

Semisi Kafatolu s3607022@student.rmit.edu.au  based in Glen Iris

Ryan Khan khanrm@gmail.com 0422 899 830 based in Brunswick West

Sufyan Abdulle sufyanabdulle@gmail.com 0432 437 103 based in Deer Park

Alexandros Oikonomidis alxikon@gmail.com 0400 952 449 based in Bundoora

Alain Barribal alainbarribal22@hotmail.com 0420 538 250 based in Altona

Zhiyuan Lin juejove@163.com 0413 292 200 based in Carlton

Haoyu Pang kirathy3@gmail.com 0452 490 614 based in Hawthorn

Anil Bhardwaj anil.bhardwaj.er@gmail.com 0420 254 376 based in Kew

Sean Harris s3602849@student.rmit.edu.au 0401 633 442 based in Murrumbeena

Andrew Kennedy andrewjkennedy01@gmail.com 0416 015 317 based in Berwick

Hess Echresh hess.echresh@yahoo.com 0415 626 199 based in Melbourne
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A firm “No” to the privatization of the 
Victorian Land Information Register
By Peter F. Davies FRMIT (Surv), ARMIT (Carto), Hon FIS (Vic), Hon FAPI

On the 2nd of October 1862 the Torrens system was introduced 
into Victoria. This system, formulated in South Australia by Sir Robert 
Torrens, found acceptance throughout various nations of the world 
as they became familiar with the objectives of such system, namely:-

• the replication upon one sheet of paper of the legally endorsed 
depiction of the status of an identified property, together with 
a graphic presentation of the on-ground characteristics of the 
subject property;

• the presentation graphic and textural elements were guaranteed 
by the State through the backing of an Assurance Fund; 

• an historical chain of documentation was held by the government 
office administering the act.

Its format was in complete contrast to the then existing “Old Law” 
system that was extremely cumbersome in its format and highly 
unfriendly to persons perusing the details of such a title.

In Victoria the Torrens system, since its initiation in1862, has been 
proved to be an extremely efficient and effective land ownership 
management process in regard to both textual and graphic 
characteristics. The relevant legislation has, on a number of occasions, 
experienced enhancements that have served to entrench the land 
tenure system as being highly effective in the achievement of its 
prime objectives.

Examples of changes are as follows:-

• modifications as reported in the Royal Land Surveying Com-
mission of 1885 on dealing with early survey variations;

• the introduction of the ability to deal with issues such as adverse 
possession claims through statutory procedures where by the 
Registrar of Titles can arbitrate of such instances thus obviating 
protracted court cases;

• the registration of subdivisions with ability to introduce prescribed 
easements and the vesting of designated land in an identified 
authority;

• the introduction of significant textural components for unit style 
development in regard to management aspects;

• the introduction of complementary material as found in the Land 
Victoria Lodging Book – Section 3 of Transfer Land Act and the 
very highly detailed latest guide to dealings that sets out formats 
that must be used when preparing lodging book claims under 
the Act.

The land registry system has generally striven to integrate admini-
strative processes that have lent themselves to the use of advanced 
technological advancement. This is best represented by the manner 
in which titles searches can be conducted over the internet and 
the striving to maximise capabilities for transference of textural and 
graphic matter for registration. The amount of work undertaken in this 
area is vast and virtually amazing when consideration is given to the 
mass of “chain of title” documentation and past survey information 
that has been processed.

The Registry office receives a continuous stream of graphic and 
textural input through two major conduits, namely:- 

• the land conveyancing sector of the legal profession and its 
associated linkages relating to ownership changes or other 
matters dealing with ownership variations impacting of ownership 
that are available under the Transfer of Land Act;

• land boundary surveyors who are licensed to practice in the 
area of boundary definition. The members of this sector serve 
as virtual agents of the Crown in the marking/delineating of 
boundaries. This feature incorporates associated “on ground 
arbitration” as they apply their boundary decision making ability 
where boundary disputes arise in regard to the location of 
property boundaries. Primarily their association with the Torrens 
system is as follows:-

1. the preparation of plans of subdivision that are creating new 
land parcels to be incorporated in the cadastral map graphic 
base;

2. detailed reporting of how the adopted external boundaries 
are a retracement of earlier surveys that defined the “parent 
title” under consideration. They may also prepare plans 
supporting applications for variance of 

3. existing title boundary dimensions where extensive on-
ground surveys substantiate are undertaken to refine the 
status of measurements.

The Land Register Office vets all information coming through these 
conduits to ensure compatibility exists with “existing in house 
information” and that the information provided is capable of 
integration with the existing background held by the office. Failure to 
have an ability to achieve compatibility will result in no endorsement 
of both graphic and textural matter and if resolution is not achieved 
through a requisitioning procedure, the lodged documentation will 
be rejected.

It is in this area of requisition that there can be significant demands 
upon the examining officers to ensure every endeavor is made to 
achieve a resolution, given the considerable capital outlays that 
may be linked with the lodged documentation. Officers of the Land 
Registration body need to have a high level of experience and a 
capability to receive respect from the lodging party when reviewing 
requisition issues. This ability comes only over time and extensive 
experience and it can be an area that would come under attack when 
any sale of a Registry Authority is proposed.

In reflecting on the massive task that faces the operation a State 
Land Register systems it is interesting to examine a perspective of the 
extent of such everyday management and the need for the highest 
level of attainment of quality controls that lie behind the Assurance 
Funds maintained by the Government.

Looking out the plains below when flying over Victoria we witness a 
vast spread of terrain. It is virtually impossible to appreciate:-

• the number of properties being viewed;
• the intensity of the cadastral boundaries that have been traced 

and defined upon the ground by licensed surveyors; and
• the extent of the supporting title documentation that must be 

managed and be available for access for each of the land parcels.

A further rather daunting aspect is the huge capital outlay that is 
associated with the area being viewed. This capital value sits over the 
entire area as a massive latent value whose qualities are enhanced by 
integrity of the Land Registration system and the supporting insurance 
contribution by the Registry. (Discussion in regard to Victoria is to 
be found in a NSW Law Reform Commission Paper entitled Issues 
Paper 6 (Torrens system) – Torrens Title: compensation for 
loss where in section 4 the position in Victoria is discussed) .
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I personally would hold great concern if these aspects emerged as 
a result of privatization. It is of interest to note the existence of a 
well authenticated document written by Dr. Pamela O’Connor titled 
“Double indemnity – Title Insurance and the Torrens System”. This 
document should be viewed as a “must read” and can be 
readily accessed on the internet.

The document instances views of private insurance on a range of 
fronts and illustrates how this aspect has, in my opinion, reached 
a range of dominance that is inappropriate as private insurers seek 
to access the huge capital potential that could open up under 
privatization.

In my opinion the compensation process existing under the Victorian 
system is more than adequate to meet the needs of the land tenure 
system and the main features to be impacted by transference to 
privatization are the critical impacts upon the cadastral elements and 
possible loss of quality on textural elements. I strongly contest a need 
for privatization. 

Both sides of Government are supporting sale of the Land Register 
– approx.$2.0 to $2.5 billion and the current Government appears to 
have July as the time of disposal. I can only say that they are highly 
ill-informed and money grasping without any deep consideration 
being given to over 150 years of dedicated staff input through the 
provision of a land registry operation that is both highly effective and 
highly regarded and which has been incredibly stable in the quality 
of title information.

In closing I trust that the matters canvassed in my presentation are of 
some value in dealing with the consideration of any propositions to 
privatize the Land Registry Office in Victoria.

When the above overview is appraised, it is evident the Land 
Registration Body performs a mammoth task every day and, in 
essence, it warrants recognition as a jewel in the State Crown. Its 
employees should be held in the highest respect and, given the vast 
capital associated with the land that falls under its management, 
allied with a near impeccable integrity, absolutely no sound case 
exists for its privatization.

Privatization could lead to:-

• a need for the inevitable board of directors and associated 
payments;

• the need for attaining a profit for its shareholders every year;
• in the instance of a land registration body there will never be any 

competition because by its very structure it is a stand along body 
and thus no spirit of competition will exist;

• the ability for the State Government to attain a yearly income will 
be lost for all time;

• a stripping of assets and subsequent offering of the body on the 
market.

• a private based body in seeking to attain profits or to meet 
demands by the Crown for reducing land registry costs will un-
doubtedly result in a “cutting of corners” with a resultant possibility 
of both the level of integrity being attacked and adverse impacts 
on the financial attributes of the cadastre;

• a tendency will arise to set aside the Assurance Fund and 
title holders will be expected to enter into private insurance 
agreements. Such action may not be compulsory. It is known that 
American Insurance interests are walking the corridors of power in 
Australia. It is interesting to note that industry has been lobbying 
for more than a century against the Torrens System on America.
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Monthly Newsle er 
Issue No. 30: October 2017 

Craig Sandy LS 
Chair 

Surveyors Registra on Board of Victoria 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Board convened on 18/09/2017 
and 16/10/2017 for Mee ng #139 

and #140 respec vely. 
 
 

A endees: 
Mr Craig Sandy  LS 

Mr David Boyle LS*  
Ms Rachael Musgrave-Evans LS 

Mr Peter Sullivan LS 
Dr Elizabeth Boros 
Dr Donald Grant* 

Ms Jennifer de Vos 
Ms Rikki Andrews 

 
Ms Anita Davids 

(Execu ve Officer) 
 

Apologies for Mee ng #140: 
Mr David Boyle LS 

Dr Donald Grant 

Newly licensed surveyors 

The Board congratulates the following candidates who were registered as licensed 
surveyors in Victoria on 11 October 2017 a er passing their Professional Prac ce 
Examina on: 

* on secondment to Reeds Consul ng. 

Candidate Regn No. Supervising Surveyor (Employer) 

Ma hew Wa  LS 2043 Timothy George LS (Thomas & George) 

Linas Spokevicius* LS 2044 Alan Norman LS (Reeds Consul ng) 

Thomas Marks LS 2045 Michael Degg LS (Charlton Degg) 

Reciprocal Registra on 

The following licensed surveyors recently obtained reciprocal registra on in 
Victoria under the principle of mutual recogni on: 

Licensed surveyors who are granted reciprocal registra on in Victoria are re-
quired to arrange a mee ng with the Surveyor-General of Victoria who is also 
the Chair of the Board before undertaking and/or cer fying any cadastral sur-
veys in Victoria.  The purpose of this mee ng is to discuss the Board’s expecta-

ons regarding the responsibili es and obliga ons of Victorian licensed survey-
ors with respect to professional prac ce and its impact on the community.  

Name Regn Date Reciproca ng Jurisdic on 

Benjamin Meyer LS 2040 21/08/2017 New South Wales 

John Henley LS 2041 21/09/2017 South Australia 

Edward Williamson LS 2042 26/09/2017 Western Australia 

Ma hew Dunn LS 2046 16/10/2017 Western Australia 
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rofessional raining Agreements ( As) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Board approved the following rofessional raining Agreements. 

* denotes   t ns e .   

Candidate Supervising Surveyor (Employer) 

Michael aba yle Bracher LS ( B Land Surveys) 

Raymond Cox Eriks Birzulis LS (Landair Surveys) 

Gordon Peardon Mark Sargent LS (Spiire) 

Sebas an Withycombe Glenn Smith LS (Smith Land Surveyors) 

Lyall Timms* Terry Mawson LS (Spiire) 

Peter Pipertzis* Ross Nicholson LS (Bosco Jonson) 

Hugh Baird Paul Reidy LS (Office of Surveyor-General Vic.) 

ro ects 

Cadastral Law ro ect 

Candidate Supervising Surveyor (Employer) 

Ma hew Wa  Timothy George LS (Thomas & George) 

Thomas Marks Michael Degg LS (Charlton Degg) 

Rural Cadastral ro ect 

Candidate Supervising Surveyor (Employer) 

Peter Carnovale Richard Hockley LS (All General Surveying) 

The Board congratulates the following candidates on passing their pro ects and 
thanks their respec ve supervising surveyors for their support and encourage-
ment. 
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Registra on Renewal for 201  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Board will soon commence the registra on renewal program for 2018.  The 
registra on fee for prac sing licensed surveyors is 21 .00  and for non-prac sing 
surveyors  0. 0.   

Registra on renewal invoices will be sent out by the end of November 2017.  Regis-
tra on fees must be paid by 1 December 2017 to avoid incurring a late payment 
fee of 60.90. 

As part of the registra on renewal program  the Board will audit approximately 
10  of prac sing licensed surveyors for compliance with 2017 urther Professional 
Educa on or Training ( PET) requirements.  Licensed surveyors who are audited for 

PET will receive formal no ca on of the audit via registered post. 

SRBV Annual Report 201 17 

Surveyors Registra on Board of Victoria 
Level 11  2 Lonsdale Street  Melbourne VIC 3000 

T    61 3  9194 0258 

E   info surveyorsboard.vic.gov.au  

 

Secretariat: 

Anita Davids  Execu ve Officer ond  to d  

Candice Shao  inance Officer uesd  ednesd  d  

Anita Rudel  Administra on Officer ond  to d  

Daniel Reid  Administra on Officer ond  ednesd  u sd  

Contact s 

The Board is pleased to present its annual report for 
2016-17.   

The report is published on the Board’s web site at  
www.surveyorsboard.vic.gov.au. 
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Global Experiences with Public Private Partnerships 
for Land Registry Services:
A Critical Review

PART B: Global Experience

1.  Approaches to LRS PPP

The most commonly accepted PPP modalities for LRS would be 
LDO, BOO and BOOT. Both NSW and SA operated very effective, 
modern land registries using contemporary information technology 
(IT) infrastructures. Obviously over time updating will be required as 
required and it would be assumed that these are both LDO types. 
Similarly, the LRS of Ontario and Manitoba would be assumed to be 
LDOs, as a major reason given publicly for these PPPs was to fund 
computerization, for which the governments lacked funds. 

LRS PPPs are typically long-term leases, such as Ontario extended 
to 2067, NSW is 35 years and South Australia is 40 years. The 
concessionaire needs to recoup the initial investment cost, and make 
a profit on annual operations. However, and quite frankly, after a 
period of 30-60 years, how would government resume operating 
a LRS? The government would most likely be lacking in capacity 
and human resources to immediately step in. If the event of an 
early termination of the lease for governance reasons, the private 
sector operators staff may not be able to be taken on board under 
government due to civil or criminal proceedings or key personnel 
may decide to take positions elsewhere. One cannot assume that the 
private partner’s personnel would be taken on by the government. 
There may be a court injunction issued that precludes immediate 
assumption of operations by government? NSW, SA and the 
Victorian governments all claim that the fail-safe risk mitigation is 
that government resumes full control. Governments will claim they 
have specific penalty arrangements in place contractually, but how 
would such measures be implemented when the company defaults 
and the government has little chance of taking back control of the 
operation in the short-term?

Interestingly, the Philippines, adopted a BOOT PPP modality for the 
Land Registry Authority (LRA, under the Department of Justice), with 
an initial concession period of just ten years. The reason why the 
Philippines adopted BOOT is that the land registration system was 
very much under-developed and the government lacked finance 
to modernize the system. Further, the LRA is a highly-decentralized 
organization with a Registry of Deeds (RD) in every Provincial Capital 
and major municipality and lacked suitable office accommodation 
in most locations, requiring significant civil works construction in 
many locations. It is now approaching 15 years, including 2 years of 
dispute 2004-06, where the PPP stopped and the contract went into 
a protracted arbitration. Investor consortium partners changed and 
even the IFC pulled out. The contract subsequently morphed into a 
BOO arrangement and it seems that no-one raises the duration of the 
agreement anymore. It is unlikely to ever be returned to government.

There are constantly raised concerns about all LRS PPPs in areas such 
as fee increases, government access to land records and even the 
very ownership of the information itself has most definitely continued 
to be concerns in the Canadian Provinces of Ontario and Manitoba, 
as well as in the Philippines. Transparency and governance have 
been raised as ongoing concern. The Philippines, which operates 

a modified version of the Torrens System, adopted from the State 
of Massachusetts in the US, has many fraudulent titles. Fortunately, 
public land records are maintained by the Land Management Bureau 
(LMB) under the Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
(DENR). But there are tensions in areas such as plans of subdivisions, 
surveying standards and maintaining cadastral base mapping.

There may be similar considerations for other jurisdictions, including 
Australia’s State of Victoria where a PPP is under consideration for 
the Land Registry. What happens to the Crown plans and records? 
Can there be an iron-clad guarantee that the Surveyor-General would 
be able to fulfil statutory functions under the Surveying Act 2004, 
without any limitations or restriction arising from the LRS private 
partner. The Victorian Surveyor-General’s responsibilities include: 

• (a) setting standards for survey information 
• (e) & (f) correct position and description of Crown boundaries 

– has been alienated from the Crown or subdivided
• (g) resolve disputes over boundary determinations resolve 

disputes over boundary determinations that affect the Victorian 
cadastre; 

• (i) maintain records of the status of land in Victoria and verify 
and certify the status of that land

• (j) register Crown plans
• (k) to prepare, or cause to be prepared, sign or approve plans 

of survey under any Act
• (l) Co-ordinate and provide access to survey and other 

information relating to land
• (m) provide surveying services to government projects and 

land dealings. 

Typically, LRS PPPs attract a special type of investor – an investor 
which has a very long-term investment horizon of many decades, 
viz. pension or superannuation funds. This is certainly the types of 
investor in Canada, NSW and now SA. Victoria is also being eyed 
by such investors and is already a topic with the major Canadian 
pension investor in Ontario and Manitoba. Victoria is now in its sights. 
Investors in PPPs are usually long-term, buy-and-hold investors, suiting 
OMC and LDO PPPs. Having said that there have been exceptions. 
For example, the Philippines LRA PPP attracted a consortium, the 
original investors including IFC, Samsung, Manila Ports and the Indian 
financier Infrastructure Leasing and Financial Services, Ltd. (IL&FS), 
which would seem to invest more for the medium term.

For the UK, full privatization (outright sale) was the preferred 
approach, although two PPP variants were also considered.

As has been seen through the media, many politicians and bureau-
crats from the Australian States of New South Wales (NSW), South 
Australia (SA) and now Victoria, continue to laud the success of LRS 
PPPs, with particular attention given to Ontario and its private partner 
Teranet. The benefits espoused, as earlier mentioned, include better 
service delivery, cost-effectiveness, accountability, innovation and the 
financial benefits of large upfront payments, annual royalties and 
decreasing public expenditure and debt. In many cases, there have 
been benefits. However, there has been a tendency to cherry-pick 
the benefits, ignore the negatives and downplay the risks.

Any government proposing a LRS PPP should be able to address all 
of the following considerations:

Keith Clifford Bell RFD, LS, FISV, FIEAust, F.ASCE
September 8 2017
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Registration and search volumes were steadily rising and land 
values increasing at the time.

Customers were required to close their land deal in person and 
on paper in their own limited jurisdiction. On the operational 
front, the government had a number of pressing challenges. The 
sheer volume of the paper-based land registration system was 
becoming unmanageable while, at the same time, constructing 
a good chain of title in the registry system was difficult since land 
records were not parcelized.

In the late 1980s, after receiving reports from the Law Reform 
Commission and Law Society of Upper Canada plus completion 
of a successful pilot exercise, the Ontario Government passed 
legislation to automate the land registration system.

The Land Registry Reform Act of [1984] subsequently gave legal 
authority to an electronic registry record and work began on 
POLARIS – the Province of Ontario Land Registration Information 
System.

POLARIS is comprised two related databases – a real-time 
title database containing title information that replaces paper 
documentation; and, a map database that is a graphical index 
of individual properties which is updated after information is 
recorded in the title database.

In 1987 land registry officials realized the system was designed 
to modernize services behind the counter not with needs of the 
customer in mind. It was also designed without the awareness 
that the internet could change the customer interface. When the 
public service leaders realized they could have a system that would 
provide customers real time and online services. To upgrade to 
this new service would cost an additional 150 million dollars, 
would require 1200 additional staff and take 12 years complete. 
Given the state of the economy and the tight pressure on public 
spending, it was clear that this level of investment was untenable”.

Daniels’ comments on the Ontario economy are very important, as 
it was probably the major influence on the government’s decision 
to adopt the PPP. Ontario’s economic and fiscal circumstances 
were bleak, as indeed were other provinces at that time:

• By 1990, the persistent inflation of the 1970s and 1980s had 
pushed the consumer price index (CPI) to a level nearly four 
times as high as in 1970.

• During that whole inflationary period, many Canadians sought to 
protect themselves from the effects of inflation through indexed 
wage contracts and by investing in the housing market. Others 
saw an opportunity to benefit from high inflation by speculating 
in real estate or other assets. Since many of these transactions 
had been financed by borrowing, debt had risen to high levels.

• When the Bank of Canada’s anti-inflationary policy actions in the 
late 1980s finally convinced Canadians that inflation would be 
brought under control, the inflationary excesses that had built up 
contributed to a severe recession in 1990–91.

• Canada’s other major economic problem in the early 1990s was 
large budget deficits—federal and provincial.

• By 1994, the Canadian dollar came under strong downward 
pressure, and interest rates rose sharply (in excess of 13 
percent) across all maturities as investors demanded even larger 
risk premiums.

• Canadian governments (federal and provincial) responded 
“forcefully and effectively” in the mid-1990s to the need to cut 
fiscal deficits and slow down the accumulation of public sector 
debt. The overall government sector moved from a total deficit 
of close to C$45 billion or 6 per cent of gross domestic product 
(GDP) in 1995, to a balanced position in 1997 and 1998, and 

• Are PPPs the best approach for the operation of LRS in the digital 
age? 

• What risks and mitigations are necessary? 
• How does it impact consumers? 
• Why have some proposed PPPs for LRS proceeded and 

others not? 
• What are the net social benefits?
• Can the government recover from failed LRS PPP? 
• Can the government compel the PPP company to comply when 

it is in breach? 
• Should PPP contracts be deemed commercial-in-confidence or 

open to public scrutiny?

2.  Case Studies

This report presents ten case studies on LRS ASD approaches – 6 
where PPP has been fully adopted; two outright rejections (one of 
which also considered full privatization); and two which have adopted 
alternative approaches. Any review should be objective and hype-free. 
Apples should be compared with apples, and where it is a matter of 
comparing apples with oranges, there is a need for explicit clarifications. 
The respective case studies endeavor to consider the following:

• The political, economic and fiscal situations of jurisdictions at the 
time that ASD was first considered

• The capacity of the land registries to deliver services
• Requirements for investment in technology to modernize service 

delivery
• Due diligence undertaken
• The deal
• Risks
• Governance
• Consultation with stakeholders – professions, business and the 

public.

Notably, almost all of the cases reviewed in this report, are jurisdictions 
which use the Torrens title system. The exceptions being Ontario and 
UK. Most Canadian provinces use the Torrens system. The Australian 
and New Zealand cases are Torrens. Also, the two cases from Asia, 
viz. Malaysia and Philippines, are Torrens. 

7.1  Ontario Province, Canada

7.1.1  Challenges faced by Ontario 1980s-90s

What drove Ontario went down the LRS PPP path is quite a compelling 
account of developing innovative solutions in troubled economic 
times. Ontario’s circumstances were anything but the scenarios of 
NSW, SA and now Victoria – strong economic performance, low 
interest rates, low inflation and well-capacitated and resourced 
modern land registries. The initial Ontario decision wasn’t a political 
expedient to realize a quick cash windfall from a recycled asset. In 
sum, the Ontario Land Registries were struggling to deliver services 
and modernize (automate) and this came at a time when the country 
plunged into a severe recession. 

Former Deputy Minister Daniels, responsible for establishing 
the Ontario LRS PPP, provides a bleak but sobering, first-hand 
assessment of land registry offices, back in the 1980s: 

“Imagine having to queue in tents outside a government office 
to fill out documents. That is what used to occur at land registry 
offices across Ontario. Government had no space inside for them 
inside and did not have enough staff to cope with the volume This 
was happening during a real estate boom in mid-1980s, the land 
registry system was a very archaic and fragmented organization. 
It had 67 offices across the province containing. land records of 
some 3.8 million parcels of land and 200 million paper records.
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to surpluses thereafter. Moreover, net public debt as a ratio of 
GDP fell from close to 104 per cent in the fiscal year 1995-96 
to an estimated 80 per cent in 1999-2000.

In preparing this paper, the author communicated with the former 
NSW Registrar-General, Kevin Nettle, who specifically commented 
on how challenged Ontario was in the early 1990s, which he 
observed during his visit to advise on titles automation, drawing on 
the advanced status in NSW.

7.1.2  Ontario’s Decision for the PPP

The Ontario Cabinet decided to explore a partnership with the private 
sector after positively reviewing the approach taken by the Province 
of Quebec in the James Bay Hydro-electricity construction project, 
where as an alternative to direct contracting, a strategic alliance 
was established between the government and the private sector 
contributing equity and both providing staff resources. 

Prior to engaging in negotiations with the private sector, Ontario 
established a committee of Assistant Deputy Ministers (one of who 
was Arthur Daniels) to review and assess what a land information 
system should look like. This group included a range of key 
ministries: Transportation, Natural Resources and Finance. The team 
developed a Request for Information to determine whether there 
was any interest from the private sector in collaborating to develop a 
land information system across Ontario. Seventy-five companies of 
varying sizes attended the first meeting. The government considered 
that there were too many companies so they were asked to form 
consortiums. They merged into two large partnerships that included 
banks, surveyors, lawyers, and investment firms, with two companies 
submitting competitive bids. What followed was almost two years of 
negotiations to determine which would be the most effective partner:

“Normally, things in the private sector move a little quicker so 
it was important to explain to the private sector partners the 
need for government to carry out its due diligence. It was a very 
thorough process of negotiating and trying to get the best deal.

Patience was needed because Teranet was not going to make an 
investment return within the first ten years. The investment was 
initially focused on building a new system: hundreds of millions of 
dollars into imaging, conversion and Research and Development. 
As the company automated the processes it received the profits 
from the electronic services; and this acted as a compelling 
incentive for sustaining progress.

Creating the partnership that established Teranet was a 
challenging proposition. Commitment and support had to be 
obtained from a number of powerful stakeholders including the 
Law Society of Upper Canada.

Following public tender and an arm’s length audited selection 
process, the partnership was struck. The result – the private sector’s 
spirit of innovation and entrepreneurship blended wonderfully 
with the public sector’s aura of stability and accountability.

In this newly formed partnership, Teranet was responsible for 
building automated LAS [Land Administration System] and 
providing electronic search, registration and certification capabili-
ties for the Province’s land registry system. The new system 
has virtually replaced (99.9%) the outdated paper-based land 
registration system and converted from Registry lands to Land 
Titles using guaranteed ownership.” 

Thus, Teranet was established in 1991 as a partnership between 
the Province of Ontario and the private sector, with the specific 
goal to automate the province’s cumbersome, paper-based land 
administration system and run its operations. 

7.1.3  Ontario sells it interest in Teranet

In 2003, the Ontario government sold its 50 per cent stake in Teranet, 
the province’s electronic land registry service, for C$370 million. The 
sale has created considerable controversy. The sale of government’s 
stake, effectively valued Teranet at C$740 million. The controversy 
arises because Teranet was operating with profit margin of 62 per 
cent – sales of C$190 million and a profit of C$118 million. Analysts 
have assessed that a more realistic estimate of Teranet’s total value 
would have been closer to C$2 billion, not C$740 million. This was 
subsequently raised by the enquiring media as being a fire-sale price 
to the detriment of the public purse. However, what drove the sale of 
the government’s stake in Teranet was Premier Eves, who after only 
18 months as premier was facing an election and claimed that the 
province did not have a budget deficit, and it was the sale of its stake 
in Teranet that was filling the hole. Eves lost the election, in October 
2003. Furthermore, as raised later in this case study, the huge cost 
overruns required a very significant injection of extra funding, far in 
excess of the C$370 million received and the initial investments by 
government. That Teranet was also far behind schedule is further 
cause for concern.

7.1.4  Borealis acquires Teranet.

In November 2008, Borealis Acquisition Corp. announced its take-
over bid for Teranet. Borealis is infrastructure investment arm of the 
Ontario Municipal Employees Retirement System (OMERS). The total 
acquisition figure was around C$1.6 billion.

7.1.4  Lease Extended to 2067

In November 2010, Ontario signed a 50-year contract extension until 
2067 with Teranet’s owner, Borealis Infrastructure, for an upfront 
payment of C$1 billion. This was ahead of schedule, as the original 
agreement ran to the end of 2017. From 2017, under the new 
agreement, Teranet will pay annual royalties of C$50 million a year. 
So, in addition ot the annual cash flow benefits to the province, the 
upfront payment also saves the province up to C$50 million a year in 
debt repayment charges. This would seem to be a sensible business 
decision taken by government, with the primary driver for the early 
extension being reduction in provincial debt. However, was it the 
best deal for the government? The period of the lease would make 
any recovery by the government all but impossible in the event of 
contract failure. 

7.1.5  Fee Setting and Transparency Concerns Raised

In Ontario, the Electronic Land Registration Services Act, 2010 
(ELRSA)received Royal Assent from the May 18, 2010. The law 
created the position of Electronic Land Registration Services 
Commissioner to oversee and regulate the financial and operating 
relationship among the government, Teranet and third party service 
providers. Under this law:

• The ELRS Commissioner’s records are exempt from public 
scrutiny under the Freedom of Information (FOI) and Protection 
of Privacy Act. 

• The law gives the government a free hand to allow third parties 
to charge fees in addition to the prescribed government fees.

The exemption of the Commissioner’s records from FOI impacts 
transparency.

It is widely reported that most fees have now increased by an 
average of 350 percent. At the time ELRSA received Royal Assent, 
Teranet surcharges for title searching started at C$10. This is now 
widely reported as now being C$28. In Ontario, Teranet imposes 
a C$10 service charge to register documents, in addition to the 
government fee of C$60. In comparison with other provinces such 
as British Columbia, the search fee starts at C$1.50.
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There have been impacts on the land transfer tax in Ontario, and 
in particular Toronto, the provincial capital. Effective from April 1, 
2016, Toronto imposed an administration fee of C$75 plus HST 
(harmonized sales tax) – total C$84.75 – to cover the cost of 
collecting the municipal land transfer tax on the registration of all 
titles transfers. Teranet itself charges the C$75 fee, so that is on top 
of this. As it has been described, it is a tax on a tax. In preparing 
this report, the results of complaints to the provincial Ombudsman 
concerning Teranet were not found.

7.1.6  Real Estate and Money Laundering Concerns

Fraud and corruption has emerged as a significant issue across 
Canada’s real estate sector. Buyers, sellers, realtors, developers, 
lawyers, mortgage brokers and banks have been implicated in 
various fraud and corruption cases. Money laundering, lying about 
income and occupation, fake bids, value falsification, title fraud and 
falsely claiming as owner-occupied are common real estate frauds 
in Canada. In 2012, Equifax uncovered C$400 million of mortgage 
fraud in Canada, which experts suspect represents only a fraction of 
the cheating taking place in the country’s real estate market. It has 
been reported some Canadian banks allow wealthy Asian investors to 
skirt Chinese law by helping them bring in large amounts of money, 
which is then often used to buy real estate. Canada is reported to be 
an attractive destination for Russian oligarchs. The Panama Papers 
leak of documents from the law offices of Mossack Fonseca brought 
to light a rather high level of referrals by Canadian banks to the 
Panamanian offshore specialist.

As Canada is increasingly sought as a tax haven, and also for 
anonymity, the most attractive lure to foreigners is the Ontario limited 
partnership (LP), which is a unique tax structure is marketed globally 
by dozens of online firms promising quick and easy anonymity and 
shelter from taxation. Ontario’s corporate and land registries allow 
corporate concealment, where owners of companies and property 
can hide behind company names established by their lawyers and 
accountants. Vancouver in British Columbia and Toronto the capital of 
Ontario are the two key destinations. A recent study by Transparency 
International Canada found it impossible to determine the identity 
of nearly half the owners of the most expensive Vancouver homes 
bought or sold over the last few years. Their names are hidden 
by numbered companies, private trusts, figurehead directors and 
impenetrable corporate structures.

This paper has specifically raised this growing concern in Canada 
for consideration in the Australian context were access to land 
registry information by Federal and State police may be compromised 
by private sector operation of land registries, as has been reported 
in Canada.

7.1.7  Author’s Remarks

The Ontario LRS PPP experience with Teranet continues to be cited 
as a successful example of using private finance to modernize an 
archaic government service at a time when the government lacked 
funds in a tight fiscal environment. Teranet modernized the Ontario 
LRS and has continued developments with digital mapping, electronic 
search and secure collaboration, e-signature and e- registration and 
certification.

The Ontario government’s own reform commission cites the success 
of the PPP:

“Teranet’s agreement with the Ontario government is an example 
of a public-private partnership in public service delivery that 
modernized the way customers conduct electronic transactions in 
real property, title and writ searches, and registrations. Since the 
introduction of electronic registration in 1999, over 15.3 million 

documents have been registered electronically. Additional private-
sector partnerships that improve public service delivery and quality 
need to be sought and attained.

Princeton University also published a very positive report on the 
Ontario LRS PPP experience.

On the other hand, the early failures of the Teranet IT automation 
and Ontario having to invest further funding, gets little attention. 
Given the PPP commenced in 1992, and it was not until 1999 that 
automation commenced, there would appear to be issues that have 
not been reported. Nonetheless, over the long-term the automation 
can be judged to be a technical success. However, the “technical 
success” of Teranet, came at a huge cost overrun, and ran well past 
its anticipated completion date. The Ontario Legislative Assembly’s 
Standing Committee on Public Accounts reported the findings of the 
Provincial Auditor:

“In 1991, the Polaris project had an original cost estimate of $275 
million and an anticipated 1999 completion date. Then, in April 
1999, Teranet provided the ministry with an estimate of over $700 
million to complete the project and a project completion date of 
2010. Then, according to a consultant hired by the ministry, due 
to significant uncertainties in the assumptions used by Teranet, 
the project could cost over $1 billion. Consequently, the ministry’s 
risk, costs and benefits with respect to the project have changed 
considerably.”

Thus, reporting of the Teranet experience in Ontario is a mixed bag. 

7.2  Manitoba

In 2012, the provincial government of Manitoba government 
announced that it would be “selling” The Property Registry (Manitoba 
Land Titles and Personal Property Registry) to Ontario-based Teranet, 
a private firm.  The Property Registry then generated around C$11 
million per annum in each of 2010 and 2011. It was a time when 
there was significant fiscal restraint in government and Manitoba 
was ranked as having the worst performance in governance of all 
provinces. The Property Registry required investment in technical 
systems development for automation, which it was unable to finance 
out of public funds. So, there was legitimate rationale for engaging 
a private sector partner. It is noteworthy that the 2013 Manitoba 
provincial budget committed to “sell off” C$83 million in government 
assets. The asset sales were a key part of the fiscal plan to keep the 
province’s deficit to C$460 million for the fiscal year. In addition, the 
government was to cut program spending by C$128 million.

The government advised of the following key benefits of the deal 
with Teranet:

• An upfront lease payment of C$75 million would be paid to the 
government;

• Teranet would invest C$35.5 million in systems development; 
• There would be estimated annual royalty payments of C$11 

million in 2013, increasing to C$24 million at the end of the 30-
year licensing agreement; 

• Employees of the existing Property Registry would be transferred 
reducing the size of government by more than 100; 

• Teranet would not lay-off employees and will protect employee 
benefits.

Did the government get a good deal? There doesn’t seem to 
be available any analysis of the real return over the lease period 
compared with the retaining the operation under government. 
Furthermore, there seems to be no economic assessment of the net 
social benefits.
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In terms of risk mitigation, the government advised of the following:

• The Government would maintain the authority to set rates 
charged by Teranet for services; 

• All existing Property Registry offices would remain open; 
• Data such as land survey and property titles, would always be 

owned by the Province and protected by privacy legislation. 

These are similar for most LRS PPPs. 

The Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives (CCPA) subsequently 
raised some serious concerns about the lease to Teranet, which have 
gone unanswered by the government:

“When tax payers build a valuable data base and a private corp-
oration reaps the benefits by controlling access to that asset so it can 
expand its product base into non-controlled, proprietary products, 
we see why a private corporation would find this deal attractive. 
But why would an NDP [New Democratic Party] government, 
committed to a strong public sector, hand this asset over? 

Will the amount paid in royalties (which to start at least, are 
no more that the revenues already transferred to the province) 
adequately compensate Manitobans for their loss of control over 
this public asset? 

When all is said and done, what will the impact be on quality of 
service?

Details of the Property Registry sale notwithstanding, privatization 
of this asset in itself may not make a big difference in our day-to-
day lives. But it does beg bigger questions: why, if protection of 
Manitoba Hydro [the government-owned provincial electric power 
and natural gas utility] was paramount in the NDP’s re-election 
platform, is this government willing to let our Property Registry 
go so easily, without even consulting the public? [Presumably, 
Manitoba Hydro had a strong and influential union base that had 
powerful political influence.]

Is the concept of public assets for public good not the same with 
this smaller agency? 

Given the potential profit-making capacity this public resource 
has, is Teranet paying enough? 

Could the public sector not develop this resource, rather than 
handing it over to the private sector?”

7.3  Nova Scotia 

Nova Scotia, up until 2015, had operated highly-decentralized land 
registries down to county level. Following a government decision to 
reduce costs, the province decided to close thirteen Land Registry 
offices, cut some staff and re-deploy other staff and consolidate to 
five registries in more central locations. The decision was expected 
to save the province around C$1.8 million per annum. The rationale 
for cost cutting and reduction in staff was also a reflection of the 
way doing land registry business had changed.Seventy per cent 
of transactions were being conducted online, while twenty-five 
percent were mailed orcouriered. Thus, only five per cent of the land 
transactions were completed in person at the county Land Registry 
offices. There used to be an office in every county. Closures began 
the end of June 2016 and are expected to be completed bythe end 
of 2017. Thus, it was inevitable to restructure registry offices in Nova 
Scotia. 

Nova Scotia also looked at the overall organizational, technical and 
financial aspects of its registry operations and in doing so looked 
at both privatization and a PPP. The government’s review extended 
beyond the land registry and also covered two other registries, viz. 

motor vehicles and joint stocks. The province invested C$825,000 
to undertake its review. In April 2016, after it had completed the 
seventeen-month long review was completed, the government 
reached the decision to not pursue privatization or PPP for its 
registries. As such, this represented a major diversion from the huge 
PPP investor sector of Canada with decades of experience, and much 
of it quite successful. 

The review which especially looked at overall revenue expected to 
be generated, initial payment and annual returns – represented only 
a marginal gain for the provinces. Up until 2016, the land registries 
collectively generated around C$105 million net revenue per annum. 
It is significant to note that this is net revenue, after all operating 
accounting for all costs. 

“We have decided an alternate service delivery approach with a 
private sector partner is not the right approach. It is not the best 
option … a government-led approach offers certainty.”

But there were other factors that may have influenced the decision, 
which included:

• Very active opposition and lobbying by the private sectors, 
including land surveyors.

• Protests by the 320 staff of the registries 

• Strong public sector union lobbying, especially in the media.

Furthermore, the provincial government is Liberal, which is at the 
center of the political party spectrum in Canada, tends to be more 
public sector oriented.

Nova Scotia land surveyors’ opposition was especially vocal, and 
drew attention to the Ontario and Manitoba experiences with Teranet, 
especially the tripling of land registry fees and reduced information 
access.

The provincial government also was well aware of the magnitude of 
the investments required, especially in IT to upgrade the registries: 

• The joint stocks registry, with around 175,000 transactions per 
year, required C$4 to 5 million in upgrades. 

• The land registry, with around 200,000 transactions a year, 
required C$3 to 4 million to in upgrades; it does 200,000 trans-
actions annually.

• The registry of motor vehicles, with around two million trans-
actions per year, required s C$25 million in upgrades.

There was reported to have been very strong private investor interest 
expressed to take on the leasing of the registries under a PPP. Five 
joint ventures consortiums, all considered to be highly competent 
were interested. Notably, these included Teranet, which has decades 
long contracts to run registries for the provinces of Ontario and 
Manitoba as well as Jamaica in the Caribbean.

The private sector, also lobbied hard in favor of leasing. The 
media reported that the Premier’s 2013 campaign manager, Chris 
MacInnes, was hired by Teranet to lobby the Nova Scotia government 
on “government procurement” and “privatization and outsourcing.” 

In sum, the Nova Scotia government considered the representations 
of both opponents and proponents. It undertook the necessary 
due diligence, which included an independent assessment of the 
business case, and reached the decision to reject moving to either 
privatize or a PPP. 

7.4  United Kingdom

The UK has twice looked at either full privatization or partnering with 
the private sector for the operation of HM Land Registry, in 2014-15 
and again 2015-16. 
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The governments public consultations were led by the Department 
for Business Innovation & Skills (BIS) – “Consultation on Moving 
Land Registry Operations to The Private Sector“. The public-sector 
union (FDA) was especially critical of the proposals and its published 
response is most explicit, especially in terms of risks:

• Risk of creating a structure which contains fundamental flaws 
and is not fit for purpose 

• Risk inherent in using a contractual model to achieve 
stated ends 

• Risk of indemnity liability falling on the state and the indemnity 
scheme not being properly administered 

• Risk to data held, and its availability, and risk of fraud 
• Risk to the government’s immediate and wider economic 

objectives.

The FDA raised concern that the government was not looking at 
alternative approaches, but was more concerned about fast-tracking:

“It is clear that a decision has already been taken about a preferred 
model and so the whole notion of ‘consultation’ appears somewhat 
illusory.”

FDA was incorrect regarding its claim that the BIS did not present 
alternatives, when indeed it presented three:

• Option 1 variant – operating concession
• Option 1 variant – mutual Joint Venture
• Option 2 – Full privatization with independent economic 

regulation.

However, the government was certainly limiting options and the BIS 
document most definitely proposes fast-tracking.

Comment by the highly regarded “The Economist” magazine, in 
November 2015, advised of the need to look at the big picture and 
the real return, not just the upfront payment received:

“Privatization is no panacea for profligate governments. Selling 
assets is a one-off that provides only brief respite for those 
addicted to overspending (though, once sold, assets – from ports 
to companies – tend to generate far more business). It also must 
be weighed against the lost revenue from well-managed state 
companies. Selling when markets are depressed is generally a 
bad idea.”

Following the 2016 Brexit referendum of June 23, 2016, and the 
subsequent resignation of PM Cameron in July 2016, Osborne was 
sacked by newly appointed Prime Minister Theresa May and replaced 
by Phillip Hammond. May had a mutually adversarial relationship 
with Osborne. In the 2016 Autumn Statement, Chancellor Philip 
Hammond put an end to speculation about the future of the Land 
Registry: 

“Following consultation the government has decided that HM 
Land Registry should focus on becoming a more digital data-
driven registration business, and to do this will remain in the public 
sector. Modernization will maximize the value of HM Land Registry 
to the economy, and should be completed without a need for 
significant Exchequer investment.”

Former Chancellor Osborne had such strong ownership of the 
government’s privatization agendas, that his removal was an 
opportunity to remove his brand from everything he had pursued. 
Notably the actual future model for the Land Registry operation – 
privatization or PPP – had never been decided, before his sacking. 

The UK media widely reported the decision by the government as 
the “shelving of privatization” for the second time. A Land Registry 
deal was part of an overall package of “government sell-offs to raise 

There are three separate Land Registry organizations in the UK:

• HM Land Registry covering England and Wales under the national 
UK Government

• The Land Registry Service of Scotland – Registers of Scotland 
(RoS) is the non-ministerial department of the Scottish Govern-
ment responsible for compiling and maintaining records relating 
to property and other legal documents.

• The Land and Property Services (LPS), is an agency of the 
Department of Finance of the Northern Ireland Executive. The 
agency, created in 2008, includes the Ordnance Survey of 
Northern Ireland (the OSNI).

However, it is only HM Land Registry that directly comes under 
authority of the national government, and it was only this land registry 
that was the subject of an alternative service delivery model. 

7.4.1  First Attempt: 2014-15

In January 2014, the Government issued a public consultation on its 
proposal to create a service delivery company to carry out the day-to-
day process of land registration. The government saw the opportunity 
to realize a £1bn-plus upfront payment with an expected on-going 
revenue stream. It is very clear that the government was looking 
alternatives including: (i) wholly Government-owned company; (ii) 
privately; or (iii) PPP approach. The adoption of any option would 
have been to regulatory control from the Office of the Chief Land 
Registrar, which would remain part of the UK government. 

This proposal generated considerable controversy in the media and 
was opposed by Land Registry staff. There was also opposition to 
the plans from legal professionals and other users of Land Registry 
services. In July 2014, the Government announced that, having 
considered the results of the consultation, whilst it continued to 
consider that there were considerable benefits to a service delivery 
company, it felt that further consideration was necessary and therefore 
would not be proceeding with any changes. It is also notable that the 
State Secretary for Business, Vince Cable, vetoed the privatization 
during the coalition because he believed that would:

 “…it would not have raised much money. The only rationale 
behind the proposed sell-off was dogma. I am glad the minister 
has seen sense.”

It is important to note that as there was a general election to be faced 
in 2015, the decision to drop, was driven by the looming election and 
fear of a public backlash. In 2015, the Conservatives won outright 
victory, enabling the Cameron government to govern alone, but with 
a slim working majority of just 12 seats.

Notably under the first Cameron term, it was the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, George Osborne that pursued austerity policies aimed at 
reducing the national debt, including privatization and PPPs. Arguably 
the inclusion of the Land Registry in such considerations was sensible 
government fiscal policy management and working through a process 
of extensive consultations with all stakeholders all very reasonable 
and good governance.

7.4.2  Second Attempt: 2015-16

After the Conservatives won the 2015 general election, Prime 
Minister Cameron reappointed Osborne as Chancellor in his second 
government and gave Osborne the additional title of First Secretary of 
State. Within months of being returned to government, in November 
2015, Chancellor Osborne re-opened consideration of “privatizing” 
the Land Registry. The government looked at further proposals for 
operation of the Land Registry and conducted extensive public 
consultations over a two-month period, March 24 to May 26, 2016. 
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£5bn. Notably the Land Registry “sale” was to be included in the 
Neighborhood Planning and Infrastructure Bill, which was enacted in 
April 2017. It was also described as “quietly postponing”.

It is fair to speculate, that we have not seen the end to the UK Land 
Registry saga, given the media labelling it is “shelved for now”. The 
election outcome of June 2017 for the May Government, which saw 
it lose its absolute majority and establish a coalition, has certainly put 
an end to any Land Registry changes for at least the short term. 

7.4.3  Opposition to Changing the Status 
of HM Land Registry

The UK government’s own watchdog, the Competition & Markets 
Authority (CMA) advised that the privatization would give a private 
organization monopoly over commercially valuable data and would 
reduce access especially to conveyancers. The private partner would 
inhibit private search companies and other private users access to 
ordering platforms and other systems to check on property locations 
and other parcel information important for sellers and buyers. CMA 
warned that it could make it harder and costlier to access information, 
leading to a lack of transparency over property ownership.

Public consultations were undertaken by the government for each of 
the two attempts. The first attempt’s consultations in 2014, through 
BIS, resulted with an overwhelmingly by 91 percent rejection by 
respondents who didn’t agree that privatizing the organization would 
result in a more efficient Land Registry. On top of that, 89 percent 
said they would not be comfortable with the private sector processing 
land registration information. The second attempt’s consultation in 
2016, again through BIS, drew similar high levels of rejection.

Public Petition – There is reported to have been two public petitions, 
one for each of the government’s attempts. The government’s first 
attempt attracted a petition signed by more than 250,000 people. 

For the second attempt around 318,000 people signed. Given the 
combined populations of England and Wales are around 56 million, 
it could be argued that these petitions were not significant evidence 
of public opposition.

“We Own It” Campaign – We Own It is a civil society organization 
which campaigns for public services, which are publicly owned, 
accountable and “run for people, not profit”. The organization secured 
strong support from the Labour party. It was highly successfully in 
combatting Chancellor Osborne. Every form of privatization he raised 
they battled over publicly, using both the media and social media 
to great effect. The defeat of privatization of the UK Land Registry 
was celebrated as a major victory by We Own It. The organization’s 
website provides an excellent summary of its efforts which include a 
detailed report  jointly prepared with the New Economics Foundation 
(NEF) covering a number of agencies that the government planned 
to either privatize or seek private partners to finance. It is significant 
that NEF‘s research determined that the UK government would 
expect to receive negative financial returns after twenty-five years 
of private sector operation. The analysis seems the recommended 
methodology from the UK Treasury’s “Green Book” which uses the 
Social Time Preference Rate (STPR) to determine present values.

Government Consultation – The government’s own consultations for 
the first attempt on transferring the operations of the Land Registry 
to a private company in 2014, resulted with an overwhelmingly by 
91% rejection by respondents who didn’t agree that privatizing the 
organization would result in a more efficient Land Registry. On top of 
that, 89% said they would not be comfortable with the private sector 
processing land registration information.The second ate

John Manthorpe – The highly respected former Chief Land Registrar 
(1990-96), has been a very public expert figure, opposing changes 
to the registry, especially raising the risks:

“The registry’s independence from commercial or specialized 
interests is essential to the trust and reliance placed on its activities. 
It would not be possible for actual or perceived impartiality to be 
maintained, or public confidence sustained, if a private company 
were to assume responsibility for the maintenance of a public 
register.”

7.4.4  Conclusions on UK Experiences

In sum, the UK bowed to public pressure to not pursue privatization 
or PPP for the Land Registry on two occasions, and if it not been 
for Brexit leading to the resignation of PM Cameron, the Chancellor 
Osborne agenda for asset sales, full privatization or PPP, would almost 
certainly have come to fruition. Osborne’s motivation was entirely 
fiscally driven, given the impact of the 2008 economic crisis, that the 
UK sought to recover from through major economic restructuring. 
The government certainly heard the noise of public opposition to 
“privatization” of the Land Registry, the first time around. However, 
the second time around it was well placed to ignore, as a Cameron 
government didn’t have to go to the polls until 2019. Brexit brought a 
change to all of that, and Cameron departed, Osborne was replaced 
and PM May’s call for an early election pushed her into a minority 
government. The government’s own consultative processes through 
BIS, left much to be desired and the concerns raised by the major 
union, the government’s own CMA and ICO are compelling. Arguably 
the merits of any of the proposed approaches were lost in the 
processes followed.

7.5  Malaysia

Malaysia uses the Torrens land registration system. It has long 
experience in PPP across many sectors and services, commencing 
with establishing the legal basis for private participation in infrastructure 
(PPI) in 1981. PPP commenced around 2005. Malaysia has a special 
PPP unit under the PM’s office and the current guidelines came out 
in 2009. Overall, the guidelines are quite robust.

Malaysian PPP experience has been mixed, with the water sector 
being especially problematic. The LRS PPP, called e-Tanah  (Electronic 
Land), was established in 2006. The government’s rationale for 
this PPP was that IT could solve both corruption and incompetence 
of government service delivery. However, e-Tanah failed and this 
was well-reported in the Malaysian media and also by the Malaysian 
Bar Association.

The primary reason for inclusion of the Malaysian e-Tanah PPP in this 
report is that it failed. e-Tanah land administration system, costed at 
around RM66 million (A$20 million) was meant to be fully operational 
by 2007. The system was implemented in Penang as a pilot project 
and the computerized system was supposed to replace all manual 
documentation and paperwork in relations to the work processes of 
the state Lands and Mines Department. The Auditor-General’s Report 
for 2011 reported on the faults in the system, in which out of nine 
modules in the system, only four were fully operational while the 
other five were not operational and does not cater to the needs of 
the department. Despite the implementation of the computerized 
system, key processes were required to be done manually because 
five key modules were not operational in the system. The five 
modules covered the processes for land development, enforcement 
and auction, land disposal and land acquisition. 

The initial probe was undertaken by the Penang Public Accounts 
Committee (PAC) has kicked off the official enquiry. Ironically, the 
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with computerization, and in the difficult fiscal situation of the 
country, which was a developing country, the only way forward was 
to see private sector financing. The government decided to pursue 
a PPP with private sector joint venture consortium partner, the Land 
Registration Systems, Inc. (LARES). LARES is the project company 
formed by the STRADEC consortium that was awarded the contract for 
the LTCP under a Build-Own-Operate Transfer (BOOT) arrangement, 
as provided by Republic Act No. 1778 and its Implementing Rules 
and Regulations. As such, LTCP is being implemented at no cost to 
the government. It is wholly funded by the private investors without 
any government guarantee.

It is noteworthy that none of the consortium members had experience 
with land registration or automation. The initial lease was for ten 
years without guarantee of renewal. Early into the project, the private 
partner struggled, lacking competence and there were also issues 
on the government side. The project stalled for around two years 
and worked through an arbitration process. When it restarted around 
2005-06, there were changes to the consortium partnership and 
the proposed backing by the International Finance Corporation did 
not proceed. Importantly a technical partner was brought on board 
– IL&FS Technologies India, part of IL&FS Group, one of the largest 
infrastructure and finance conglomerates in India. It is also notable 
that the BOOT agreement morphed into a BOO structure and the 
original ten-year concession period, seem to have been forgotten.

Governance has been a constant concern throughout project 
implementation. A further key issue has been charging government 
agencies at both national and local level for data. Notably, many of 
these government agencies contribute data free of charge to the 
LRA, and prior to the project received free access to land records.

Nonetheless significant progress has been made. As at August 2017 
total of 159 RDs have been fully computerized. A further innovation 
is called “Anywhere-to-Anywhere (A2A),” under which the public can 
apply for certified true copies of land titles, located in all other parts 
of the country, by going to any of LRA’s Registry of Deeds offices 
nationwide.

In sum, the BOO PPP could be judged as successful in the Philippines, 
where it has almost achieved full national computerization. Private 
finance was the only viable option for the government. However, 
implementation has not been smooth and it is largely assessed that 
government has lost ownership of land titling data through the BOO 
modality. Under the original BOOT modality, full operations, including 
all data would have returned to government. There was no real 
opposition to the PPP. The general public was largely unaware and 
there was no significant professional opposition. There have been 
no staff cuts, so staff opposition was negligible. It is unknown as to 
whether the private consortium has yet recouped its outlays at this 
time, and once it has, as to whether any royalties will be returned to 
government.

7.7  New Zealand

Much can be learned from the experiences in New Zealand – lessons 
that Australia seems to have ignored. Land Information New Zealand 
(LINZ) was formed in 1996 following the restructure of the then 
Department of Survey and Land Information (DOSLI). DOSLI was 
restructured into Land Information New Zealand (LINZ) and Terralink 
NZ Ltd on 1 July 1, 1996. LINZ was vested with core government 
land related regulatory and purchase functions. Terralink NZ Ltd (then 
a State-Owned Enterprise and now fully divested from government 
and is a private company) was vested with the commercial activities. 
(NB. At the same time the responsibility for hydrographic services 
was transferred from the Royal New Zealand Navy to LINZ.)

government continued to promote the success of the failed e-Tanah 
system in professional fora, despite the PPP being cancelled and 
work mainly reverting to manual. What is significant in this case is 
the PPP was to provide the IT infrastructure to support the land 
registry system rather than undertake full land registration operations. 
Furthermore, the system was still at its Penang pilot site and had 
not rolled out nationally. For those reasons, Malaysia controlled the 
failure of this PPP. However, solving the problem became a ten-year 
ordeal. Although the e-Tanah system was reported as failed back in 
2007, the Auditor-General’s report was only delivered in 2011, as 
mentioned above. 

In June 2017, Malaysia announced it was back into a new e-Tanah, 
and it launched “e-Tanah Go-Live” system. The new system is 
again under a PPP concession. The government has maintained its 
objective to conduct land administration digitally. This is considered 
by the government as being a key requirement to increase the 
country’s capacity to attract international business investment. 
E-Tanah is the land administration and management system operated 
electronicallyusing the concept of ‘Single Point of Contact’. The PPP 
follows the Build, Operate and Maintain (BOM) mode and the 
private concessionaire, Puncak Tegap, was appointed by the Ministry 
of Natural Resources and Environment to build and maintain the 
system for 14 years (two years to build the system, 12 years of 
maintenance), depending on the date the system started operating 
in each state. The system is intended to integrate the operations 
across government land administration agencies, such as the 
Malaysian Survey and Mapping Department, the Malaysian Centre 
for Geospatial Data Infrastructure and the Director-General of Federal 
Department of Land and Mines. 

Malaysia’s motivation for the e-Tanah PPP would seem to be sound. 
It has had a troubled implementation history and government 
has rightfully stepped back in and made extensive enquiries into 
the causes of failure, with the Auditor-General also engaged. The 
recently re-launched new e-Tanah PPP, has again sought private 
sector investment to develop and operate the system. It is clear 
that government was not scared off by the initial failure, and was 
determined to follow the same PPP path, to enable private sector 
financing to invest in new technology and deliver services. Only time 
will tell as to whether the decision to pursue the PPP for a second 
time was the right one.

7.6  Philippines

The Philippines is a Torrens system jurisdiction, adopted from the 
version used in Massachusetts, USA, during the American colonial 
period. The responsibility for land registry in the Philippines is Land 
Registration Authority (LRA), under the Department of Justice. The 
LRA’s operations are highly decentralized with 16 Regional Registries 
of Deeds (RD), together with the 162 RDs, as well as the central 
office in Quezon City, Manila.

The county’s land titling system was entirely manual and transactions 
could take years to process, unless informal fees were paid. At 
least half of legally occupied land is not registered. There is a high 
proportion of fake and fraudulent titles in the system. Most RDs were 
in poor dilapidated condition and lacked security. All records were 
held in largely disorganized storage roos lacking security. There was 
weak capacity and no IT infrastructure. To do a land transaction it 
was always necessary to visit the local RD covering the municipality, 
province or district where the parcel was located. 

In 2003, the Philippines launched the Land Titling Computerization 
Project (LTCP) to restore confidence in the country’s registry and 
titling systems and raise its level of service to the public. To proceed 
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LINZ has not reported the expected costs as the government has 
deemed it to be “commercially sensitive”. 

The project schedule for ASaTS (below), is a multi-year effort based 
on rigorous reseach and business planning:

• 2013 Indicative Business Case – approved by Cabinet 
November 2013 and identified a preferred investment option.

• 2014 Request for Information (RFI) March – May 2014 –
sought market information to implement the preferred option 
for providing survey and titles services in the future.

• 2014-2015 Detailed Business Case on the preferred option, 
approved by Cabinet November 2015.

• 2016 Cabinet approval for ‘as a service’ approach to deliver 
ASaTS. LINZ begins procurement process to select a vendor.

• LINZ anticipates having ASaTS in place by 2021.

In sum, New Zealand seems by all accounts seems to have 
undertaken due diligence, including obtaining independent expert 
advice, throughout its evolution from DOSLI to LINZ and has now 
adopted a strategic, low-risk approach for its primary business system 
provided by the private sector. 

7.8  New South Wales

In April 2017, the NSW government announced the awarding of a 
35-year lease of the state’s land registry, under Land and Property 
Information (LPI), to a consortium comprising Australia’s Hastings 
Funds Management and pension fund First State Super. Under 
the deal, described as a “purchase”, the consortium has agreed 
to pay A$2.6 billion to run New South Wales state’s land registry. 
The consortium is made up of 80 percent Australian institutional 
investors, including First State Super, investment funds from Hastings 
Funds Management and a 20 percent stake held by the Royal 
Bank of Scotland Group. The consortium has received the relevant 
regulatory approvals to proceed. The PPP operated Land Registry will 
be answerable to the state’s Registrar General. The government has 
the power to resume control of the Land Registry if required. This 
author is not aware of the specific conditions required to resume 
control by government including any payments, notification periods, 
dispute arbitration and so forth.

The primary driver for the PPP, which the NSW described as a “sale” 
is to fund infrastructure across New South Wales, as population 
growth and a housing boom, particularly in Sydney, “stretched public 
services” such as transport. However, the former Premier has also 
advised that a significant proportion of the proceeds would finance a 
major new sports stadium. NSW has also continued to report much 
of its justification being based on much-lauded “successes” of the 
Ontario LRS PPP. 

A former NSW Registrar-General, Kevin Nettle, who has also worked 
in international development assistance for land registries, advised:

“I had hoped to see what the stated justification was for the 
change but the case is lacking any support. Many of the registries 
in the case studies were so undeveloped that something drastic 
had to be done and PPPs were a good solution. However, NSW 
was not in that situation, either from a technological or a customer 
service viewpoint. It was the first registry to computerise and I 
was invited to the Canadian Registrar’s Conference in 1987 to 
present on our achievements and went to Ontario to see what 
they were attempting with Teranet at that time. We were way 
ahead of them. In NSW, all the hard work of data conversion was 
done long ago and services are online. National Australia Bank 
became our first online customer in the 1980s.

In establishing LINZ, the government considered a PPP for land 
registration and an offer from Unisys was received and rejected. The 
specific reasons for rejection are not available.

New Zealand gave further consideration to a LINZ PPP a few years 
later, and in 2013, as part of its decision-making process, LINZ hired 
ConsultingWhere Limited and ACIL Allen to review the suitability of 
the Ontario LRS PPP for New Zealand. The review would seem to 
provide a balanced assessment of the Ontario-Teranet PPP operation:

“It can be argued that the public private partnership and 
subsequent contractual arrangement have been a success. It 
enabled the development of a fully functioning electronic land 
registration system by the late nineties. The land registration 
process is now virtually all electronic, all records have been 
converted and there is an effective electronic land registration 
system readily accessible to the property business and the citizen. 
Financially, a long-term sustainable model has been established 
which yields profits for Teranet and revenue and royalties for the 
Government of Ontario. The latter has been able to benefit from 
the increased value of the business even after it sold all of its stake 
in it. Meanwhile, the public interest is able to maintain regulatory 
control whilst retaining ownership of the data.

On the down side, the conversion of records to POLARIS took longer 
and cost far more than originally estimated. The arrangement is 
monopolistic to the detriment of other commercial interests and 
competition especially in respect of the value-added services. 
Ontaro is now locked into a very long-term agreement with 
Teranet which could lead to complacency and a lack of incentive 
to evolve the ELRS in line with technological and other changes 
and increasing user expectations.” 

However, the consultant concluded with a risk analysis with very 
strong warnings:

“The dangers inherent in the type of arrangements operating in 
Ontario if there are not strong controls and effective governance 
in place, particularly where agreements run for decades, are that: 
The service provider will exploit their monopoly position to the 
detriment of any potential competitors for value added services; 
Public ownership of the data does not guarantee access to the 
data if it is via a service provider that has little incentive to promote 
its use by others; The rights of smaller players in the data deriving 
originally from them may get lost in the rush to establish an ELRS; 
There will be little incentive for technological advance on the basis 
of, ‘if it ain’t broke don’t fix it’ or more aptly, ‘if it ain’t broke don’t 
spend money on it’; There will little incentive to upgrade the data 
and no migration path in place for this to take place; There is a 
lack of transparency in financial reporting.”

As can be seen, LINZ did not pursue PPP for land registration services, 
following its careful consideration of the independent review – the 
risks far outweighed likely benefits. This would seem to be in stark 
contrast to both NSW and SA which did not take reviews of the nature 
commissioned by New Zealand and did little in terms of risk analysis, 
at least with such information made publicly available.

LINZ is currently working on Advanced Survey and Title Services 
(ASaTS), a project for updating and expanding the range of services 
offered by the Landonline system for property transactions. This is the 
next generation of New Zealand’s Landonline system, first introduced 
in 2000.

“LINZ plans to use an ‘as a service’ model for Advanced Survey 
and Titles Services (ASaTS). This means that instead of paying a 
vendor to build a system that we then own, we’ll select a vendor 
that can deliver a suitable system that we pay to use – a bit like 
renting. We are now working through procurement processes to 
find a vendor to deliver this.”
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• The government chose to ignore widespread public opposition 
to the PPP and proceed. This suggests that the government 
had no intention to change its mindset and was never open to 
considering alternatives or the wishes of the electorate. Both the 
former and current Premiers presented the Ontario success in 
their respective pitches the NSW PPP.

In sum, NSW had an efficient, well-capacitated land services 
agency, LPI, with modern technology prior to entering the PPP. The 
government saw an opportunity, for realizing significant immediate 
funds from the private partner to fund infrastructure and it was fixed 
on this path. The NSW PPP is held to be a great success by both the 
Victorian and SA governments. Both SA, and now also Victoria, utilize 
the NSW PPP establishment as justification for proceeding down 
similar paths for their respective jurisdictions.

What enabled the NSW LRS PPP to proceed? The government 
which doesn’t control the Upper House of Parliament, secured the 
vote of Reverend Fred Nile, Christian Democrat, to get the requisite 
legislative bill passed.

7.9  South Australia

The SA government announced its intention to “commercialize” a 
range of transactional land services and functions in the 2016-17 
State Budget. 

On August 10, 2017, the SA Premier announced that Land Services 
SA has been appointed as the exclusive service provider for South 
Australia’s transactional land services, which cover land registration 
and valuation for a period of 40 years. The Government will receive 
A$1.605 billion in an upfront payment. The Government also will 
receive an ongoing annual royalty stream. The Land Services SA 
consortium comprises Macquarie Infrastructure and Real Assets and 
the Public Sector Pension Investment Board of Canada. The deal is 
comparable with that signed in NSW in April 2017. Notably, the NSW 
PPP does not cover valuation services.

Although the commercial details of the contract are confidential, what 
is known includes: 

• The contract includes a commitment by Land Services SA to 
establish an Innovation Hub in Adelaide, provide A$35 million in 
ICT investment in South Australia and to work with local digital 
start-ups. 

• Land Services SA will accelerate innovation and investment in 
transactional land services and functions as it will be investing in 
major ICT systems and bringing new product offerings to market. 

• Under the commercial contract, the government retains key 
legal, policy and regulatory functions and responsibilities while 
the private sector takes over processing of transactions for the 
next 40 years. 

• Government will continue to set prescribed fees and charges 
for land servicesLand Services SA will have exclusive rights to 
commercialize related data, subject to Government approvals. 

Land Services SA will adopt the existing Lands Titles Office information 
technology systems. Some existing staff will be expected to be hired 
by Land Services SA, which implies an early loss of expertise, and 
long-term risk of any early recovery of the land functions if the 
contract had to be terminated.

In addition to the upfront payment and annual royalties for the period 
of the PPP, the government perceives the key benefits included:

• Reduction of future operating costs to government and drive 
innovation in customer service. 

• Promotion of investment in systems and reduce risks to 
government in future ICT upgrades. 

Some of the justification relates to creating a more customer 
focussed organisation. But again, back in my time the NSW registry 
won the Australian Quality Award for Service Quality competing 
against the private sector. That service quality must still exist as all 
the professional bodies, Law Society, Institution of Surveyors etc. 
opposed the sale of the registry.

So, the government has foregone an annual dividend of 150 
million and rising in return for a one-off payment of 2.6 billion 
much of which will go to fund a football stadium. Maybe this is 
short term political thinking or just political ideology. If there is any 
justification it can only be in the redevelopment of the computer 
systems. Many of these are now some 20 years old and no doubt 
are old from a computer viewpoint and could be redeveloped. 
Whether that needed to be done by the private sector is a moot 
point as the registry had always been able to manage it previously 
helped by the fact that it was an executive agency. Landgate, which 
bought the NSW system in 2000, is currently redeveloping through 
Advara. Maybe they are now hoping to sell that back to NSW.”

Critical concerns were raised by professions including lawyers and 
surveyors, which are well summarized by a former President of the 
Law Society of NSW:

• The land registry is a natural monopoly and critical infrastructure 
upon which the security of business and commerce are based.

• Lack of an independent assessment of the deal, and whether 
the expected upfront payment is suitable compensation for 
forgoing the annual revenue.

• Likely requirement for home buyers to pay title insurance, as 
occurs in the US. Title insurance on the purchase of a A$1.4m 
property is currently about A$990. Based on 213,000 land 
transfers lodged in NSW in 2016, it amounts to around A$210 
million in insurance premiums or tens-of-billions of dollars over 
the 35-year term of the lease.

• Failure to consider why similar PPP proposals were rejected in 
other jurisdictions around the world.

Significantly the lack of an independent objective assessment could 
be considered to be a breach of duty of care and due diligence. In late 
2014, the NSW Productivity Commission’s report on the provision of 
public infrastructure, explicitly warned that the government’s financial 
incentives for privatization of public assets (“asset recycling”):

 “…could act to encourage privatization in circumstances that are 
not fully justified and encourage the selection of new projects that 
do not have demonstrable net benefits”.

The NSW PPP raises many concerns:

• NSW’s primary justification for the PPP, was short-term funding 
needs to invest in infrastructure. NSW’s LR was modern, 
advanced in use of digital technologies, provide good service 
delivery, was secure, met the required obligations to state and 
federal police for Law Enforcement Agency Network (LEAN) 
agreement, had the confidence and trust of the banking sector, 
professions, private business and the general public. 

• The real return to the state through the PPP versus what would 
have been realized over 35 years was not provided for public 
scrutiny. Media has reported “insider” views that the sale was a 
bargain and the real upfront payment should have been A$3-4 
billion. LPI, which enjoys a 70 per cent profit margin,generated 
$190 million in revenue in 2015-16. Fees for regulated products 
will rise by CPI each year. Leaked government sales pitch 
documents stressed the billions of dollars profit that would be 
made by the private investor.
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for by a state budget allocation. But the new agency could also 
develop and sell commercial products and services, and it would be 
responsible for funding its own operations and investments by using 
fee based revenue and commercial profits – enabling it to build any 
new IT systems it could afford.

Significantly, the legislation establishing Landgate required it to 
generate a “fair commercial return”, with a portion of the agency’s 
profits, agreed upon each year with the minister, to be returned to 
the state government. The legislation enabled Landgate to engage 
in a wide range of business activities, such as providing consulting 
services, developing and marketing software or other intellectual 
property, forming companies, partnerships, or joint ventures and also 
commercializing land information.

When Landgate commenced in 2007, Western Australia faced 
the biggest land boom in the state’s history with the volume of 
transactions increased by 35%. With manual processes and limited 
staff, the registration of even a simple transaction took up to six 
weeks at the height of the boom. 

In order to deliver land, mapping and geospatial services and provide 
context to the State’s property interests, Landgate coordinates access 
to location information held across WA government departments 
through theWestern Australian Land Information System(WALIS). 
Landgate operates an open data platform called the Shared Location 
Information Platform (SLIP). 

The immediate-past CEO of Landgate, Mike Bradford reported to the 
2016 GovInnovate conference:

“…..the agency saw the writing on the wall in 2010, as the 
advance of electronic property trading gathered pace, and other 
states began to sell their own registries to the private sector in 
anticipation of the market shake-up.

Since then, NSW has announced its intention to sell off part of Land 
and Property Information, and SA is formally scoping its options 
for its own Lands Titles Office. Victoria’s then-Liberal government 
threatened to do the same in 2014 before it lost office.

‘We are seeing privatization of land registries starting to occur 
largely because the governments in each of those jurisdictions 
don’t believe that the government-owned operator has the 
capability or capacity to deal with the industry transformation we 
see coming’…

But instead of sitting and waiting to be dismantled,Landgate 
launched into a five-year, IT-based revolution.”

Since 2010, Landgate has undergone radical transformation as an 
alternative to moving to a PPP. The outcomes have seen a drastically 
smaller, vastly automated organization, as well as establishing 
Advara. A privatized Landgate subsidiary that was awarded the A$140 
million IT contract for Landgate in December 2016, without bids 
being sought from competing providers. Landgate said it received 
an exemption from the requirements of the State Government’s 
competition policy from the Public Sector Commission (PSC) before 
handing out the contract. 

The IT system for online title management, which is owned by 
Landgate, and for which Advara has the contract, was developed by 
partner Adecco. In addition to its IT contract to Landgate, Advara will 
continue to partner in bids on PPPs for other land titles registries. 
Advara was a technical adviser to the consortium that successfully bid 
on the A$2.6 billion PPP for NSW’s land registry services. 

Advara is 78 per cent-owned by the Western Australian government, 
through Landgate, and 22 per cent by Swiss outsourcing giant Adecco, 
which paid A$2 million for its stake in the company in August, 2016. 

The SA government has been very specific of the statutory respons-
ibilities that will reside with, and be oversighted by the government 
which include:

• Continuing to guarantee indefeasibility of property title, 
supported by the statutory assurance fund; 

• No change to Torrens Title or other legal status of land; 
• The Government retaining key legal, policy and regulatory 

functions and responsibilities with the statutory positions of the 
Registrar-General, Valuer-General and the Surveyor-General 
continuing; 

• The Government will continue to set regulated fees and charges 
with no changes other than the standard annual increases applied; 

• The Government retaining ownership of titling and valuation 
data and associated intellectual property; 

• Stringent service delivery standards, data security and privacy 
protections –with penalties, up to termination of the contract, for 
breaches.

Key opposition to the PPP included:

• The Law Society of South Australia and the Property Council 
raised the key risks compromising data security, eroding services, 
as well as increasing consumer costs;

• The Public Service Association (PSA) and Australian Institute of 
Conveyancers have also raised concern about the likely need for 
title insurance, risk of compromising privacy, failure to publicly 
disclose protections and risk mitigations due to “commercial in 
confidence”;

• The government’s move to PPP was more about a short-term 
cash injection.

The PSA established a very informative website “The Secret Selloff” 
which provides a very comprehensive coverage of media reports 
of government “asset recycling” proposals, including LPI, which is 
informative and inciteful.

What has not received adequate exposure is the real return to 
government over the 40-year period taking into account the upfront 
payment, annual royalties adjusted for changes in prices due to 
inflation or other external effects and so forth. Assessing the nominal 
rate of return in real terms, which keeps the purchasing power of a 
given level of capital constant over time. Adjusting the nominal return 
to compensate for factors such as inflation allows you to determine 
how much of your nominal return is actually real return. Was there a 
net social benefit analysis?

In sum, SA had an efficient, well-capacitated land services agency 
with modern technology. The government saw an opportunity, for 
realizing significant immediate funds from the private partner and 
also ongoing technology innovation to support the state. Opposition 
to the PPP was largely ignored by the government. The funds realized 
from the upfront payment became available for other government 
financing priorities. This is most definitely a case of the devil being 
in the detail. 

7.10  Western Australia

Landgate, formerly theDepartment of Land Information(DLI) (and 
earlier theDepartment of Land Administration, DOLA)is the statutory 
authorityresponsible forland registration services, propertyand land 
information inWestern Australia. In Landgate’s creation as a statutory 
authority, it adopted a hybrid model with both public and private 
characteristics. The compromise provided the financial flexibility, but 
the government’s greater oversight made the model more palatable 
to officials. The state continued to regulate prices for core services 
such as registration and valuation, and the new authority would still 
provide discounted services for other government offices – paid 
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From the perspective of law and order, it is important that law en-
forcement agencies have access to land registry information to help 
them in issues of monitoring and investigation of matters such as 
money laundering.

The rights of citizens to privacy and confidentiality should be pro-
tected and private partners should be prohibited from either 
commercializing such data or passing it to others except for official 
government purposes.

State lands (often called Crown or public) lands should also not be 
compromised by PPP lease.

Finally, where jurisdictional governments guarantee title, that should 
not be comprised.

Clearly, these thoughts on safeguards to mitigate risks, are brief. 
Identifying safeguards is one thing, ensuring compliance is another, 
and may prove to be challenging, especially if it is necessary to 
terminate the contract and for government to resume the land 
registry services operation.

9.  Concluding Remarks

There is a lot to learn from those LRS PPPs which are reported to be 
successfully operating, especially from Ontario and Manitoba and the 
respective justifications for going down the PPP path. On the other 
hand, there is a lot to be learned from jurisdictions that are reported 
to have rejected the LRS PPP or privatization approaches. Why have 
similar arguments prevailed in some jurisdictions but failed in others? 
Understanding the political economy is essential.

Jurisdictions including Nova Scotia, New Zealand and the UK have 
looked at the Teranet Ontario experience and rejected it. On the other 
hand, Manitoba and Jamaica contracted Teranet to be the private 
sector partner. It seems to be very much the case that NSW and SA 
governments have cherry-picked the Ontario-Teranet experiences to 
support their respective PPP decisions and the Victorian government 
is now following suit. What differs in each of the Australian cases from 
those of Ontario, Manitoba and even Jamaica, is that the Australian 
state government registries are well-capacitated, have good tech-
nology, are computerized, provide high-levels of service and are 
highly regarded, support law enforcement agencies and so forth. The 
justifications in each jurisdiction are to “recycle an asset” to provide 
immediate cash injection to the governments. In contrast, Ontario 
and Manitoba lacked good capacity, were not modern and struggled 
to meet local demands. These are clearly very different drivers and 
would for all purposes suggest the need for ASD including PPP.

If government has a LRS sale or private partnership arrangement 
firmly in its sights, there may be little that can be done to change 
the political will – and even harder if the government has a strong 
majority. Such governments, with sights set on a fast fat cash injection 
to jurisdictional coffers, are unlikely to be swayed by arguments 
such as:

• Guaranteeing integrity of the property boundary system
• Ensuring that registration services continue to be delivered by 

suitably qualified and experienced persons
• The need for registrations services to be able to evolve because 

of innovation and advancements in technology
• Recognising and maximising the value of the registration services
• History of the jurisdictional titles office.

Arguably, for both proponents and opponents, it is better to focus on 
more substantive factors such as:

• Real return of any deal using net present value methodology 
computed over the lease period

In July 2017, it was announced that the Landgate CEO, Mike Bradford, 
had stepped down and had been being appointed Advara’s CEO. 
Bradford was seconded to act as Advara chief executive in February 
2017, having sought permission from the PSC for the transfer shortly 
after the IT contract was awarded. One can easily speculate on 
governance issues concerning Advara, but that is beyond the scope 
of this paper. 

There are many lessons to be learned from the Landgate experience, 
which to date has avoided going down the LRS PPP:

“The statutory-authority model adopted in Western Australia had 
both advantages and drawbacks. Despite operating increasingly 
like a private company, Landgate still had to adhere to public-
sector policies on human resources and financial management—
for instance, not investing some of its cash reserves because 
doing so would add to the state’s already high net debt. Being a 
statutory authority meant Landgate faced financial pressures for 
efficiency but could think beyond the bottom line. Despite certain 
limitations, the broad commercial powers accorded to Landgate 
in its enabling legislation gave it far more flexibility and space to 
innovate than government department.”

In sum, Landgate was faced with many challenges including efficiency, 
technology upgrade investment, financial return to government and 
so forth. The government adopted the modality of a statutory authority 
to operate the LRS and source its IT from by a private sector partner 
Advara. Having said that, it is arguably ironic that Advara, majority-
owned by the WA government is actively lobbying and pursuing 
business in other jurisdictions for land registry PPP and privatization.

7.11  Other Cases

There are extensive other PPP case studies that could have covered 
in this report, but time and space precluded their inclusion. However, 
these further examples are all developing countries, and whilst all 
are interesting with pros and cons, they are of less relevance to the 
Australian context. 

These further cases include:

• Nigeria – states of Ondo and Kaduna.
• Cabo Verde, a former Portuguese colony, is an archipelago 

approximately 570 kilometers west of Senegal, West Africa.
• Honduras
• Jamaica – another PPP with Teranet as the private partner
• India – Maharashtra State.

8.  Safeguards

There are always risks associated with any decision to partner with 
the private sector in delivering land registration services. What may 
work in Jurisdiction A, may not work in Jurisdiction B due to one or 
more local factors that may not have been fully considered.

There would seem to be a consensus across most of the case 
studies that among critical safeguards that any government should 
have in place, there are always two key functions that must be under 
government control: 

• setting fees
• ownership of data. 

Other safeguards may include the retention of key statutory officer 
functions within government including Surveyor-General, Registrar-
General and Valuer-General – where such positions, or their 
respective equivalents exist.

However, such critical oversights must be monitored and the role 
of the jurisdictional Auditor-General would seem to be critical. Of 
course, governments must act on the advice received.
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• Governance, transparency and accountability
• Roles of statutory officers
• Law enforcement access to information specially to investigate 

money laundering
• Risks and mitigations of LRS being delivered from off-shore 

locations and being subject to the obligations of foreign laws 
• Government agency access to information including public 

(crown) lands records
• PPP contractual remedies
• Fees
• Impacts on Financial Institutions requirements.

It seems that in most jurisdictions key government watchdogs and 
information privacy commissioners have raised strong concerns and 
are likely to be ignored if the government has a strong majority. There 
is a role for Auditor-Generals in reviewing risks, accountabilities, due 
process and business cases. 

Continued pursuit of fiscal reform to reduce deficits and balance 
budgets by “recycling assets” is a finite strategy. Once all the govern-
ment’s viable assets, i.e. those that may be attractive to private 
investors – are either under PPP or privatized, what’s next? 

Finally, it is useful to especially look at decisions taken by the 
governments of both New Zealand and also Western Australia, both 
of which have carefully looked at roles for the private sector and have 
made decisions that work for their respective jurisdictions. Malaysia 
would seem to be an example of government stepping in to provide 
a course correction to the PPP approach, and then resuming, with 
close monitoring. There may be roles for the private sector in land 
registry services and with due diligence they can be successfully 
established to deliver benefits.

Although the decision to contract with a private sector partner may 
be taken for primarily political reasons, and there may be significant 
negative public sentiment, nonetheless, the public interest and the 
rights of citizens, should always be protected by adequate safeguards, 
which are monitored and transparent. The ability of the government 
to ensure the safeguards may not be easy.
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Surveying Task Force Report 2017 
 
Career Promotion Marketing Campaigns 
 
The Surveying Task Force continued the implementation of marketing programs 
during 2017 to engage with students, career advisors and teachers with the aim of 
increasing the number people registered for ongoing information in the short term, 
the growth of students undertaking tertiary studies in surveying, and the increase in 
Licensed Surveyors in the long term. 
 
Marketing activities have built on previous programs and channels such as: 

- Redesign of website theme and 
refreshing of online content; 

- Updating you-tube videos about work 
experience and working in surveying; 

- Targeted email campaigns to 
registered student and career advisors: 

- Social media communications; 
- Hosting stands at career events; 
- Conducting seminar presentations; and 
- Organising work experience 

placements. 
 

 
 
 
These marketing programs could not be performed without the support of the 
surveying profession.  
 
Thank you once again for the dedication and support of those who participated in 
events, presentations, hosting work experience students, and any other career 
promotion activity this year. We recognise it is not always easy or convenient to 
participate in these programs during business or personal hours, so thank you again. 
We appreciate your time, enthusiasm, in-kind support, and every other effort you 
have done to help grow the profession. 
 
The report below lists individuals and firms who have provided support in 2017. 
Please accept our apologies if any participants have been omitted in error. If you 
have participated in events or provided work experience placements to students and 
are not included on this list, please contact us at 
trysurveying@alifewithoutlimits.com.au so our records can be updated or corrected. 
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- RMIT Open ay Industry Presentation - Evan Webster, Webster Survey Group 
- allarat Careers xpo - Nathan Farrell, TGM Group 
- ntonine College Sub ect  Course xpo - Thierry Demathieu, RMIT University 
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urveyor irm chool tudent 
dam Carter SMC Land Surveyors Copperfield College acob wald 
ndrew Smith MS Consulting Land 

Surveyors 
Luther College ulia Ruckert 

nthony Ford Ford  ssociates allarat  Clarendon 
College 

Oliver Medovarsky 

nton Wyatt Heading  ssociates raybrook College Tommy Nguyen 
rad u ard ictorian Survey 

roup 
oncaster SC ndrew Chin 

rendan Munari SM C  yabram P-12 
College 

ake Plumb 

rent O rady, 
Nathan Farrell 

T M roup lackburn HS, Loreto 
College 

Louis elson, rin 
lythman 

riallen Frisken RL Land Surveyors oncaster SC Orion Menchin 
Chris Franks Tomkinson  oort SC arcie Chamberlain 

avid Monahan arker Monahan ntonine College Oliver Salloum 
avid Neville Nilsson Noel  

Holmes 
ohn Monash Science 

School 
otish Chandra 

avid Sidley R dwards Lakeview SC eorge astanaras 
awn algarno Peninsula Survey 

roup 
ayside Christian 

College 
yron err 

on Perry Ferguson Perry Marian College axon Healy 
onathan Neate Watsons  oo Wee Rup SC Callen Wheeler 

Lorraine Coles Head  Humphreys  Camberwell oys S Harry Mc onald 
Mal Perriam Peyton Waite Camberwell oys S Peter Lathouras 
Mick Swales, ruce 

roegop 
everidge Williams Traralgon College, 

Melbourne HS 
aak Mc llister, 
aniel ung 

Nic Moore Charter eck Cramer Maribyrnong SC Raphiphat rnon  
Phuntong 

Peter Mulcahy Peter Mulcahy  
ssociates  

yabram P-12 
College 

Scott Fairman 

Philip O rien Culliver  Sim Sunbury College Oscar rcher 
Ray Mawson ic Land Surveying  St ernard s College li Micallef 
Sharon McLean, lan 
Norman 

Reeds Consulting St ernard s College Thomas Lukies 

oe Cox, Leo 
ateman 

Taylors Camberwell oys S rant Lu 

  
Thank you also to those who agreed to host, but the students  re uest was 
withdrawn: Lindsay Perry, Spatial Works; Richard Hockley, ll eneral Surveying; 
Scott imm, S  Spatial Land Surveying Consultants. 
 

ork perience 
 
 
27 Secondary Students have been provided work experience placements in 2017. 
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͞I really en oyed how I was able to get out on the field everyday to e perience what 
surveyors do on a day to day basis. It was interesting to see and use new and 
different technology such as the total 
station that I don t regularly use. I ve 
learned so much about surveying during 
the one week course with so many nice 
and hard working surveyors. 
 
I would recommend surveying to others as 
surveying seems to be such an important 
and en oyable ob.  
 
Doing the work e perience has displayed 
to me that it is a really important and 
diverse ob. Being able to be out onto the 
field as well as some office work makes working so much more en oyable as you 
aren t always doing the same thing constantly.͟ 

Tommy Nguyen  
atabase egistrations  

The following metrics track the interest by target audiences and potential for ongoing 
communication and education on career opportunities and pathways. 
 
 

 
 

udience atabase registrations 
Secondary Students receiving ongoing email 
communication.  

ic: 1,2  
up from 1,0  in Nov 1  

Career dvisors registered for career resources and 
ongoing information.   

ic: 2  
 
 

Industry Members registered to participate in 
Surveying promotion.  

ic: 2 0 
 

 
Tertiary students and graduates promoted to the 
profession for employment opportunities in 2017. 

ic:  

 
  
 
 
 
 
 

 

tudent eedback  
͞From work e perience I mostly en oyed going to different sights sic  and using the 
e uipment to figure out where buildings will or could be. I would recommend this 
work e perience to other people since I en oyed it. After doing this work e perience I 
would like to consider to study surveying in University.  

rin lythman 
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Curly’s Conundrum No.10 Solution to Curly’s Conundrum No.9

CALENDAR 2018
JANUARY 

Monday 01 New Year’s Day Public Holiday
Friday 26 Australia Day Holiday
Wednesday 31 Joint ISV / SSSI Seminar 

FEBRUARY 

Wednesday 07 ISV Board Meeting
Monday 19 ISV GOLF DAY

MARCH 

Wednesday 07 ISV Board Meeting 
Monday 12 Labour Day Public Holiday
Friday 30 Good Friday

APRIL 

Monday 02 Easter Monday 
Wednesday 04 ISV Board Meeting 
Wednesday 25 Anzac Day
Friday 27 – Sunday 29 
REGIONAL CONFERENCE RACV Resort, INVERLOCH

MAY 

Wednesday 02 ISV Board Meeting 
 Friday 25 Joint ISV / ACSV Seminar

JUNE 

Wednesday 06 ISV Board Meeting
Monday 11 Queen’s Birthday Public Holiday

JULY 
Wednesday 03 ISV Board Meeting 
Friday 27 SURVEYING EXPO and
  SURVEYING INDUSTRY AWARDS   
  GALA DINNER

AUGUST 

Wednesday 01 ISV Board Meeting

SEPTEMBER 

Wednesday 05 ISV Board Meeting 
Thursday 13 ISV Annual General Meeting
Wednesday 26 Colin Middleton Luncheon
Friday 28 Grand Final Public Holliday

OCTOBER 

Wednesday 03 ISV Board Meeting
Thursday 04 Gippsland Regional Group Seminar
Friday 19 RMIT Major Project Presentations

NOVEMBER 

Wednesday 07 ISV Board Meeting
Tuesday 13 North Central Regional Group Seminar

DECEMBER 

Thursday 06 Seminar & General Meeting
  & Christmas Networking Event
  ISV Board Meeting
Tuesday 25 Christmas Day
Wednesday 26 Boxing Day

1. In the figure 4A1X the bearing and distance 
14 maybe computed from the coordinates.

2. Using knowledge of chords and 
circumferential angles, the inter-secting 
bearings 4X and 1X can be deduced. 
Distances can be com-puted by closure,  
and the co-ordinates of X obtained.

3. Steps I and 2 can be repeated to obtain the 
coordinates of Y in the figure 2B3Y.

4. The bearing AB can be calculated from the 
coordinates of points X and Y.

5. Applying the observed angles to the bearing 
AB yields the inter-sectingbearings necessary 
to com-pute the coordinates of A and B.

The Solution of the Australian Double Resection Problem can be obtained by using the 
“Collins Point” method and a simple double missing distance closure program. 
Referring to the diagram below, where the observed angles are α, β, γ and δ:

In the diagram below, ABCD is a billiard table  
3.6m long by 1.8m wide (a metric table), 
A ball is at 0, 30cm from the centre of one end. 
Calculate the position of X on the cushion AB, such 
that if the ball is played from 0 to strike, in turn, 
cushions AB and AD, it will drop in pocket C.

The bearing AB is 65° 09' 36"
The coordinates are:
A: 2522.564 E 

4390.925 N 
B: 4755.833 E  

5424.730 N
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ADVERSE POSSESSION & GENERAL LAW
LAND, TITLE BOUNDARY AMENDMENTS
EASEMENTS & ROADS

Peter Speakman & Co. 
Lawyers
Suite 2, 1396 Malvern Road
(PO Box 72) Glen Iris, Vic 3146

Tel: 9822 8611
Email: speakman@speakman.com.au
www.speakman.com.au

The Institution of Surveyors, Victoria
President - Tom Champion
Vice President - Alan Timcke
Honorary Secretary - Adele Thomson
Honorary Treasurer - Matthew Heemskerk
President Elect - Kellie Dean 
Immediate Past President - Doug Gow

Board
Russell Douthat, Mark Howley, Clint Joseph, Sam Lovelock, 
Jonathan Neilson, Linda Porter, Anton Wyatt   

Surveyors Registration Board of Victoria 
Representatives
Rachael Musgrave-Evans & Peter Sullivan

ACSV Representative
Andrew Harman

Traverse
Peter Sullivan, Gary White

Executive Officer
Gary White

Patron
The Honourable Linda Dessau AC
Governor of Victoria

Honorary Legal Counsel
David Vorchheimer, Partner – HWL Ebsworth Lawyers

Suite 206, 370 St Kilda Road, Melbourne Victoria 3004
Telephone: [03] 9326 9227  •  Facsimile: [03] 9326 9216
Email: isv@isvic.org.au  •  www.surveying.org.au

TRAVERSE is published bi-monthly. Articles and letters related to any aspect 
of surveying are invited and should be sent to the Executive Officer at the ISV 
Office by the 12th of the month prior to the edition.

Statements of opinion expressed in this newsletter are not necessarily those of 
The Institution of Surveyors, Victoria and no responsibility can be accepted in 
respect of the opinion of any contributor.

Enquiries to the Executive Officer, Gary White, at The Institution of Surveyors, 
Victoria on Telephone: [03] 9326 9227 Facsimile: [03] 9326 9216
Email:gwhite@isvic.org.au

A monument to surveying along Baseline Road Lafayette Colorado.
Photos: Paul Kenny MISVic

 

WANTED
YOUR SURVEYING RELATED PHOTOS
Please forward to isv@isvic.org.au

GARY SAYS:
“Of course I talk to 
myself. Sometimes 
I need expert advice.”




