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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Paper 

Resumed from 21 June on the following motion moved by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Education and 
Training) - 

That pursuant to standing order 49(1)(c), the Council take note of tabled paper 1519 (Consolidated 
Fund Estimates 2006-07), laid upon the table of the house on 11 May 2006. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.36 pm]:  I take this opportunity to make some comments on 
the budget on behalf of the Greens (WA).  The overall impression gained from the recent budget is the notion 
that for many people the economy is going very well.  It has been described as a V8 economy, and the overall 
impression that one might have is that everybody is benefiting in the current circumstances.  The Greens 
certainly do not deny that a healthy economy is an essential component of the community, but it is not the only 
one.  I want to begin by making some comments about some of the feedback on the budget from the not-for-
profit sector, particularly referring to comments from the Western Australian Council of Social Service.  As 
members know, WACOSS is the peak body representing a large number of smaller non-government 
organisations providing social services such as health, housing and welfare.  When this year’s budget was 
brought down, WACOSS released a media statement that reads in part - 

This is a positive budget that makes some investment in services and infrastructure for our community, 
especially for some of the people who have not been getting a fair go.  
. . .  

•  WACOSS applauds the State Government’s allocation of a 10% increase in core funding for the 
Supported Accommodation Assistance Program as a good step forward in addressing needs for 
homeless people and those in crisis.  Though there is still much to be done to develop a statewide 
strategy to address poverty. 

I will talk a little bit more about housing later.  Housing is the area in which many people are struggling to gain 
the benefits of the booming economy.  They are finding themselves caught in a trap, lacking affordable housing.  
The media statement continues -  

•  WACOSS supports the commitment to more staff for the Department of Community Development, 
with a priority for protecting vulnerable children.  

I offer my thanks to the government for addressing this area.  I and a number of other members in this place have 
been working quite hard in this area, albeit perhaps behind the scenes, on the issues we have been examining in 
our committee work.  It is very clear to us that the Department for Community Development has struggled, and 
arguably will continue to struggle, to provide for the growing demand for services to ensure the protection of 
vulnerable children.  I believe that the increase in the budget for this area is one of the largest ever; I think it 
amounts to about 12 per cent.  It is substantial, and the government should certainly be acknowledged for 
allocating more money to this area.  However, the trend in this area is for increasing demands for these services.  
As legislators and decision makers, we must ask ourselves why children are being left vulnerable and, in the 
worst circumstances, are suffering abuse.  We have to look at preventive measures, as well as intervening in the 
crisis.  The government has a responsibility to deal with people in crisis; however, if it does not look at the trends 
within the community that lead to circumstances in which children are abused, it not only will incur more costs 
in the future, but also will not be tackling the problem at the point at which it needs to be tackled.  The 
WACOSS media statement goes on to state -  

•  We welcome the increased funding in accommodation and support for people with disabilities, . . .  

It is certainly worth acknowledging again that the government finally listened to the ongoing and sustained 
campaign from the disability and aged sectors to ensure that more funding is provided for people who suffer 
incontinence.  It is certainly one of the really positive things in the state budget.  Those people will now be 
compensated for the cost of incontinence aids.  The condition affects many, many Western Australians.  
Honestly, it is shameful that it has taken so long for funding to be provided, but the Greens are pleased that it is 
now in place. 

On the downside of the budget, WACOSS states -  

•  Average household budgets will be facing increased fees and charges with significant price hikes to 
water and public transport hitting hardest.  This is on top of the already rising cost of living in food, 
fuel and housing prices. 

The argument I am putting is that despite the fact that we have a booming economy, a significant proportion of 
Western Australians are still missing out.  The Greens argue that the budget could have done more to address 
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those significant needs.  We are talking about meeting basic needs; we are talking about bringing people up to a 
basic living standard.  In April this year, WACOSS released a statement about a survey on the basic needs of 
Western Australians.  It states -  

Survey results released today by The Western Australian Council of Social Service provide the latest 
mounting evidence that essential community services are under considerable strain and in dire need of 
funding. 
Increased pressure on non-government organisations providing vital social infrastructure is the clearest 
sign yet that the Treasurer’s stance on tax cuts is well-founded. 

That was his stance to resist pressure for tax cuts -  
“Any reform of state taxes must address urgent needs of disadvantaged groups in our community,” said 
Lisa Baker, Executive Director of WACOSS. 
“The West Australian Community Sector Survey report clearly indicates that services are stretched in 
WA.  Lack of funds in 2004/05 meant that 5,926 people in WA were eligible for a service but unable to 
receive help,” . . . 

There is a very clear gap between people who meet the eligibility criteria and the availability of services for 
them.  It continues -  

“Demand for help increased by a staggering 42% in the last financial year.  Community sector agencies 
also report that the people coming through their doors face a number of problems and have more 
complex needs to be met than ever before.” 

I am sure that members regularly read the newspaper and will have noted that in the past few weeks there have 
been a number of articles on organisations that provide food parcels and assistance for people in very dire 
circumstances.  Those organisations are asking for public donations and funds.  This happens every winter, and 
every winter the figures that are provided indicate that there is more and more unmet need.  Quite frankly, it is 
appalling that in one of the wealthiest and most comfortable states in which to live in the world, homeless people 
and those in severe financial difficulties are not able to be provided for, not only by the government, but also by 
non-government welfare organisations that are struggling to provide basic needs for families and homeless 
people.  The media release goes on to state -  

Users of community services also face waiting lists in WA, with 52% of community service agencies 
report that their waiting lists grew or stayed the same in 2004-05. 

That is a very clear indication that there is significant unmet need -  
“Services most in demand by Western Australians were income support, long term housing and crisis 
and supported accommodation.  These are basic needs and in this time of economic growth WACOSS 
calls on the State Government to invest in meeting them.  For example: 0.5% of the surplus would give 
the much-needed funds to keep crisis accommodation services open and provide beds for nearly 1000 
homeless people each night.” 

The next issue I will discuss is in the context of decisions about the budget and the lobbying of and pressure on 
the government to make a choice between providing funds for services and using the budget surplus to provide 
tax relief.  Again, we add a strong word of caution for the government in this area to those expressed by 
organisations such as WACOSS.  They are very concerned that if there is a push for tax cuts, we will not 
maximise the opportunity provided by a healthy budget surplus to address some or all of the unmet need of a 
significant proportion of the community.  A media statement released by WACOSS in March this year states -  

Even a small component of the current budget surplus could provide a lasting difference in the social 
arena. 

It provides some examples of how the surplus could be utilised.  It continues -  
For example:  
•  .5% . . . of the money given away today would give over the next 12 months the much-needed 

funds to keep accommodation services open and providing beds for nearly 1000 homeless people 
each night. 

•  1% of the money given away today would over the next 12 months address unmet demand for 
refuge accommodation for women and children escaping family and domestic violence. 

It is worth repeating a figure that I have cited on a number of occasions in this place.  We need to be aware that 
for every woman and child who are the subjects of domestic violence and who seek and get a place in a refuge, 
the same number are turned away.  Although I acknowledge that the government has committed to build a new 
refuge in the northern suburbs, which is very welcome and needed, women and children are being turned away 
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from the most basic requirement; that is, a safe place to spend the night or a few weeks to escape threats and 
danger to their own personal safety.  To my mind that is a human right, not something that is an optional extra.  
If we cannot ensure a refuge and basic emergency accommodation whenever required, what are we doing in a 
wealthy, affluent community like ours?  In an ideal world we would not need such refuges.  Many of us dreamed 
in the 1970s that such refuges would be a temporary measure; that we would move on and that we would be able 
to reduce the incidence of family and domestic violence.  Unfortunately, that has not proved to be true.  There is 
not only ongoing but also increasing demand for the protection of refuges.  The media statement continues - 

•  10% of the money given away today would over the next 12 months address the housing crisis 
for low-income and disadvantaged Western Australians by providing homes for the majority of 
the 13,000 people currently unable to find affordable, secure and appropriate housing.   

That figure of 13 000 represents a lot of people.  I want at this point to focus particularly on housing.  A booming 
economy and rapid escalation in the value of housing in the metropolitan area in particular have repercussions 
for those who are not in an income bracket that enables them to get into the market.  The Australian Institute for 
Social Research at the University of Adelaide produced an article entitled “Waking up to a Great Australian 
Nightmare”.  The article was published on 19 June, so it is hot off the press.  It reads - 

With no shortage of ideas for approving affordable housing, it’s only the political will that’s missing . . .  
Your house might be worth a lot more today than it was a few years ago but will you be able to afford 
the repayments if interest rates and petrol prices continue to rise?  Will future generations of middle and 
low income earners be able to afford to buy a home if housing costs continue to rise faster than 
incomes?  If recent trends continue, thousands of households will be spending around a third of their 
income on the average mortgage.  Meanwhile thousands of others seeking relief from rising rents in the 
private rental market are waiting years on public housing waiting lists.  The great Australian dream is a 
nightmare for a growing number of Australians. 

The West Australian published a recent article on the issue with Homeswest houses in the western suburbs.  A 
single tenant occupied an asset that, it was argued, was worth up to $1 million.  I assume that the state would not 
wish to displace, and nor should it, a tenant who has been residing in a property for a reasonable amount of time.  
On the other hand, the amount of money tied up in such houses probably exacerbates the problem of not being 
able to provide a greater number of affordable housing places.  The Australian Institute for Social Research 
article continues - 

The nightmare is one where housing prices and rents escalate and your income stagnates.  It is a 
nightmare where property speculators driven by the promise of large capital gains, dominate the 
housing market, pushing up property prices and crowding out low and middle income earners.  It is a 
nightmare where incomes determine postcodes, forcing low and middle income earners to commute 
longer distances from home to work.  
Some of the dimensions of the affordability nightmare were spelt out by Dunstan Fellow, Professor 
Julian Disney, at a recent Affordable Housing forum organised by the Don Dunstan Foundation at the 
University of Adelaide.  Alarmingly there are around 1.5 million Australians living in housing they 
can’t afford.  Over the last decade average house prices have risen by around 100 per cent while 
average mortgages are 50 per cent or ($500 per month) higher.  While increasing property values 
provide home owners with some comfort, interest rate hikes are making housing less affordable and 
debt servicing less sustainable for many.  
One measure of the housing affordability crisis is the proportion of households in ‘housing stress’ - that 
is households paying 30 per cent or more of their income on housing costs.  A recent study by Professor 
Judith Yates found that around 862,000 low income and 164,000 moderate income households in 
Australia were experiencing housing stress.  
According to the OECD Australia’s capital cities are now among the least affordable places to live in 
the world. 

Perth is right up there in the list provided as a schedule to the document.  In the document entitled “2nd Annual 
Demographia International Housing Affordability Survey: 2006”, Perth is in the category of severely 
unaffordable.  In this document none of the Australian cities fits into the category of affordable.  Perth, along 
with other Australian cities such as Sydney, Hobart and Melbourne, is listed in the category “Severely 
Unaffordable”.  The Paris-based organisation concluded that Australia had the most overvalued houses in the 
western world.  The study of 15 countries showed that housing prices were 52 per cent higher than rental prices 
justified.  The OECD says that the price of housing relative to income is 50 per cent higher in Australia 
compared with other countries studied.  Australian capital cities are among the least affordable places to live, 
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according to the study.  Compounding the housing affordability crisis is a 15 per cent decline in the availability 
of low rental housing.  The article also states - 

Providing access to affordable housing is one challenge.  Another is ensuring that the affordable 
housing stock remains affordable over time.  This is the problem with selling off public housing.  It 
erodes the size of the affordable housing stock.  To overcome this problem and tackle the housing 
affordability crisis more generally, Hugh Stretton sketches out the details of a new national housing 
program in his latest book Australia Fair.  The goal of the program is to finance and build 40,000 new 
houses a year.  It would be financed largely by the national government and conditional on the states 
making at least half their share of new houses for sale, rental purchase or rent.  The sales would be 
coordinated through a state agency and require modest deposits “with annual interest at the rate of 
inflation or at 3 per cent whichever is lower”.  Homebuyers would only be able to sell their houses to 
the agency that made the house available, ensuring that properties financed through the program remain 
part of a growing affordable housing stock immune from property speculation.  Stretton’s proposal 
could help ensure that fewer Australians experience the nightmare that is the current housing 
affordability crisis.  It is time for national policymakers to wake up to the need for action. 

It is a critical that in this time of budget surplus we invest even more heavily in increased public housing.  I note 
that some commitment in that area was made in the latest budget, but we would argue that it still will not address 
the full demand for affordable housing in Western Australia.   

The next aspect I wanted to address was the effect of the booming economy and the circumstances in which we 
see those who are doing very well and those who are unable to get a slice of the cake slipping backwards very 
quickly.  During a presentation at the recent Western Australian Council of Social Service conference, Hugh 
Mackay stated that the current figures for who owns what in Australia indicate that four per cent of Australians 
own 50 per cent of the country’s wealth.  I was quite staggered by that figure.  I knew that the inequality of wage 
distribution had changed quite dramatically, but I was not aware that it had changed that dramatically.   

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The next issue that I wanted to address in this debate on the budget was the notion that a 
booming economy can cause splits in the community.  I noted with interest an article in The West Australian on 
17 June by the medical editor, which states - 

WA’s mining boom is creating a growing gap between the haves and have-nots and fuelling resentment 
among people who cannot afford spiralling housing prices, a health expert has warned. 

Curtin University mental health researcher Rob Donovan said that only some people were reaping the 
benefits of the State’s good times while mums and dads out in the suburbs could only look on.   

Professor Donovan, who heads the Healthway-funded Mentally Healthy WA campaign, said the mining 
boom was lucrative for those working in the industry and those who could afford to cash in on the 
stockmarket and real estate frenzy. 

But it was making matters even worse for the State’s poor and even the not so poor. 

“You have to ask what exactly the resources boom is doing for this State and what will be the long-term 
ramifications.” he said. 

“We’re seeing a lot of people making huge amounts of money and that’s fine for them but for a large 
part of the population in the metropolitan area and regional centres all they can do is watch from the 
sidelines as the rich get richer.” 

Professor Donovan said the undercurrent of resentment was highlighted in recent research by Deakin 
University’s Australian Centre on Quality of Life in which WA scored the lowest in the nation in terms 
of personal wellbeing. 

He said the State Government needed to put more of the money it was reaping from increased royalties 
and stamp duty revenue from the resources sector into better community facilities. 

I was intrigued by that article because it seems to me that there is a link.  I have raised this matter in the house 
before.  When we have a high-growth economy, particularly one that is produced by a relatively narrow sector - 
in this case, we all acknowledge that the resource boom is driving the WA economy - the danger is that a few 
people get a lot of money out of this boom but a lot of others do not.  Indeed, many of these wealthy people do 
not even live in Western Australia.  One of the indicators of a healthy community is relative parity between the 
maximum income that some people are getting and the minimum income that others are receiving.  When that 
discrepancy blows out, there is an increased level of disunity and resentment in the community. 
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When I looked into this particular issue that had been raised by Professor Donovan, I came across a media 
statement, which The West Australian had picked up on.  The media statement is interesting - 

A lack of community connectedness has been identified as the main reason that West Australians have 
the worst personal wellbeing profile in the nation in a report by the Deakin University’s Australian 
Centre on Quality of Life. 
And, mental health researcher, Professor Rob Donovan, says that WA’s mining boom might make 
matters even worse for the State’s poor and even the not-so-poor. 
“The mining boom is creating a bigger gap between the haves and the have nots . . .  

That is what I quoted from The West Australian article.  Professor Donovan is quoted as saying - 

“It is a very worrying trend that shows no sign of abating and we are concerned that the gap between 
those that are part of the boom and those that are just being sidelined by it will soon become an abyss.” 

The report, titled The Personal Wellbeing of Australians Living Within Federal Electoral Divisions, 
surveyed a randomly selected sample of people living in WA electorates. 

The survey examined a range of factors which make up the Personal Wellbeing Index including 
standard of living, health, life achievements, personal relationships, feelings of safety in the community, 
community connectedness and feelings of future security. 
People in WA scored lowest in Australia on community connectedness and this was a major factor in 
the State being awarded the dubious title of the worst in terms of personal wellbeing. 
Professor Donovan said that the issue of community connectedness was so important in determining 
personal wellbeing that it was the main factor in separating the highest and lowest ranking States in 
terms of personal wellbeing. 
“You have to ask what exactly what the resources boom is doing for this State and what the long term 
ramifications will be,” Professor Donovan said. 
“Certainly, we are seeing a lot of people connected to the mining industry making huge amounts of 
money and that includes people who work in the industry as well as people who have money to invest 
in the stock market and in real estate. 
“That’s fine for them, but for a large part of the population in the metropolitan area and other regional 
centres, all they can do is watch from the sidelines as the rich are getting richer and housing prices are 
spiralling out of sight.   

I looked further into what was available on the web site on Professor Donovan’s particular area of interest, 
mental health.  It is an important issue because we know that mental health is one of the issues that is also 
spiralling in the same way that our economy is.  I am not saying that they are directly linked but it is worth 
making some points about the mental health of Western Australians.  There should be an emphasis on the 
preventive measures being taken to ensure that mental illness does not spiral out of control.   

I received some correspondence from Mr Ray James, who is part of the Mental Health Council of Australia’s 
Act-Belong-Commit project, which is funded by the Department of Health.  Mr James wrote - 

The New South Wales Farmers Mental Health Network says the suicide rate for farmers is double the 
rate for urban cousins . . . a survey reported by Lifeline in Dec 2005 indicates that the rural-urban drift 
may be creating a lonelier society for older rural Australians, and a survey we completed late in 2005 in 
WA - 

This is particularly relevant - 
indicates that 1 out of 4 respondents has ‘talked to a doctor, psychologist or counselor about a mental 
illness’ … and around 80% of respondents ‘know someone with a mental illness’ . . .   

A booming economy with some people getting very wealthy and others lagging behind is not necessarily 
conducive for a sense of wellbeing and community cohesiveness.  Some of the repercussions show up in terms of 
mental wellbeing.  It is an area of great unmet need. 

I will refer in more detail to the survey that I just alluded to concerning wellbeing.  The survey is the fifth annual 
special report that summarises the major findings of the Australian Unity Wellbeing Index Survey.  The results 
were released in March this year.  I know there is a danger that the Greens are always seen as being a dampener 
on all the exciting things that are happening and in acknowledging how great our economy is and how happy 
everybody is to live in such a state of excitement.  It is important that somebody makes the point that not 
everybody is doing so well.  In fact, in these times of boom, those who are not doing so well feel it greater.  I 
have just made a point about rural people; in particular, rural men who are experiencing severe crises because of 
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many factors.  The lack of rain is just the latest.  There is a drift from the country to the city and a decline in 
regional communities.  There is a question mark about sustainability and the long-term viability of the rural 
sector, especially with broad-scale wheat production in Western Australia.  Those sorts of issues have 
repercussions on the health of people throughout the community.  It is the long-term prospects that can often be 
overlooked in the euphoria and in the self-congratulatory sentiments of how great it is to live in such a wealthy 
community and how great it is that China is going gang busters - at least at the moment.  If we look at some of 
the research and analysis of China as the latest economic tiger, we see that there are doubts about how long it 
will last, whether it can be sustained and what it means for economic and environmental sustainability.  There is 
a danger in hitching our wagon to a booming economy.  The opportunity we have at present in this state is taking 
the benefits of the resource boom to ensure long-term outcomes for the health and wellbeing of all Western 
Australians.   

I will return to the study carried out by Deakin University, which was published in March.  It is interesting.  
Under the heading, “Buying more happiness is cheaper when you are poor” it states - 

The power of money to influence wellbeing lies not in the purchase of luxury goods (people adapt to 
them) but as a flexible resource to defend against threats to wellbeing.  Rich people can hire people to 
perform the tasks they do not enjoy, they have access to the best medical treatments when they become 
ill, and have the resources to access family and friends.  As one consequence of this, wealth has a 
limited, but powerful influence on wellbeing.  Its power is concentrated in conditions of low income 
where the financial resources are insufficient to allow many people to defend themselves against a 
hostile living environment.  

Further down the page is a section titled “Implications for Australia”, which states - 

The average wellbeing of Australians could be effectively raised by providing additional financial 
resources to the lowest income groups in our society. 

That is a quite profound observation.  If one of the objectives of a state or national government, apart from 
providing economic wealth, is to provide community wellbeing and cohesiveness, there would be a better 
outcome - that is, more bang for the buck - by providing additional financial resources to the lowest income 
groups in our society.  It is self-evident but it is interesting to see that a university is researching this and 
providing an intellectual basis of understanding to what we know intuitively.   

The report looks at the high-risk groups of people who may feel a lack of wellbeing.  It states that middle-aged 
people without partners are a high-risk group - 

It is commonly reported that wellbeing decreases in middle age.  Our findings confirm this at the level 
of the whole sample.  However, as shown below, there is no evidence of such a decrease in people who 
are in a married or defacto relationship. 

The implications are - 

Middle-age people who do not have a partner are highly vulnerable to depression.  Additional support 
services could usefully be directed to these people. 

That might be self-evident, particularly to people who work in the area of mental health.  If we wanted to direct 
our resources to the areas of most need, we could see from this report that single middle-aged people are the 
most vulnerable in being an at-risk group.  It is also a good argument for marriage and de facto relationships.  I 
could spend a few minutes talking about that, if members like.  Perhaps I will restrain myself. 

I will refer to a couple of other sections of the report.  It may be of interest to members that one of the factors 
looked at in the report was the relationship between body weight and wellbeing.  The report might be some 
comfort to members here.  The report states - 

There is much negative opinion directed to the condition of obesity, much of it prejudicial.  We present 
the cumulative data on Body Mass Index and wellbeing separated by gender. 

The report presents that material in a chart.  It continues - 

For both genders, personal wellbeing remains within the normal range between the BMI categories of 
underweight and mild obesity.  At a BMI signifying moderate obesity, the wellbeing of both groups 
falls below the normal range.   

Males who are underweight . . . and males who are moderately obese . . . have significantly lower 
wellbeing than normal BMI males. 

Females who are underweight show no decrease in wellbeing but have lower wellbeing than normal 
weight at mild obesity. 
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According to the research the implications are - 

Personal wellbeing does not significantly change due to being overweight, and even remains within the 
normal range in conditions of mild obesity.  This may be one reason that people are so poorly motivated 
to persist with weight-loss programs. 

That is because it does not make them feel any better. 

Page 18 of the report deals with “Distress at the price of petrol”, which is an interesting part of the survey.  It 
states - 

In the months prior to this survey the price of petrol had risen by some 30 percent.  We asked:  

“How much is the price of petrol distressing you?” 

“Do you own a car?” 

The results for people who owned a car are provided below for those who rated their level of distress as 
9/10 or 10/10.  The comparison is with people who rated their level of pain at 9/10 and 10/10, and those 
who rated the probability of a terrorist attack at the same level. 

. . .  

It is apparent that distress at the high cost of petrol is not of itself, sufficiently powerful to reduce 
wellbeing.  Moreover, it is not as powerful at decreasing wellbeing as either physical pain or an 
imminent terrorist attack. 

. . .  

The general assumption that high levels of distress are harmful to wellbeing is unfounded.  The 
influence will depend on the source of the distress.   

I thought that comment was quite interesting.  That is what I have to say about that report.   

It is useful to reflect on the fact that we measure how well we are doing as a community - we become fixated on 
these things - in dollars terms and in terms of the rate of growth of the economy.  We must remember that 
although a booming economy has clear advantages for some, it has repercussions not only by creating 
discrepancies, but also in our overall use of resources and our overall sustainability.  The Greens (WA) always 
argue that growth economics is a fairly terminal concept because, ultimately, it has limits.  We must move 
towards a steady-state economy, one that provides for the health and wellbeing of all its members and ensures 
that other criteria are considered, such as the wellbeing index.  I have spoken about the wellbeing index 
previously during budget debates.  We desperately need indicators of wellbeing to be on a par with economic 
health and environmental sustainability indicators.  Until we apply the same level of seriousness to those factors 
as we do to the bottom line, there will be continued disunity in the community and some people will not benefit 
from the overall wealth of the state.  As parliamentarians and decision makers, it is essential that we consider 
these factors seriously.  

In conclusion, it seems that the most recent budget has struck a fairly reasonable balance in terms of providing 
additional resources for social services.  The government has resisted the opportunity for significant tax cuts.  I 
encourage the government to stay on that track, to move towards an even bigger distribution and to address 
poverty and housing, which are the areas of unmet need.   

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [2.24 pm]:  In preparing for this contribution, I first attempted to 
read the entire budget because I thought I had to be responsible about this matter and pay attention to all the 
information that had been put on the table.  I am holding a full complement of this year’s 2006-07 budget papers, 
including the Budget Statements and the Economic and Fiscal Outlook.  Those volumes covering the economic 
outlook for this state weigh a couple of kilos.  The first page of the budget speech refers to an economy that is 
taking advantage of the big boom.  World commodities have skyrocketed and some of our neighbours that have 
taken off economically are providing us with all the material goods that we demand of them.  It is a great 
relationship.  We demand those goods and they produce them.  They buy more of our stuff and we boom the 
economy.  Sadly, alongside the booming economy is a busting environment.  I have with me a copy of the “State 
of the Environment report: Western Australia draft 2006”, which was released only a few weeks ago.  Compared 
with the budget volumes, it weighs a few hundred grams.  The last report of this kind was probably released five 
or six years ago.  If I were to put side by side all the budget papers for the past six years and the environmental 
reports covering the past six years, the budget papers would stand 1.3 metres high and the environmental reports 
would stand only a few centimetres high.  That is telling us that we are not paying attention to the impact that the 
growth economy is having on the natural capital.   
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Sadly, as a result of our booming economy, we have been experiencing declines in almost every environmental 
indicator.  This can be measured fairly well.  I will go through the “State of the Environment report: Western 
Australia draft 2006”, which ranks environmental outcomes from five-star outcomes, which are the really urgent 
matters, to one-star outcomes, which are the not so urgent matters.  There are many issues in the five-star 
category, including climate change, population and consumption, greenhouse gas emissions, introduced animals, 
phytophthora dieback, weeds, land salinisation and salinisation of inland land waters.  The four-star outcomes 
refer to particulates.  We believe that we live in a cosy and clean environment.  However, particulate pollution 
caused by diesel emissions, particularly in the metropolitan region, is a growing concern.  The four-star category 
includes changed fire regimes, which are decimating the biodiversity of our regional ecosystems, land clearing, 
soil erosion, altered water regimes, loss of wetlands, loss or degradation of fringing and in-stream vegetation, 
degradation of marine habitat and settlement patterns.  We have a five-star budget from a fiscal point of view 
and a five-star environmental debt from an environmental assessment point of view.  What does that mean?   

I also have with me a copy of “Hope for the Future: The Western Australian State Sustainability Strategy”, 
which is basically lost in action in terms of these budget statements.  I will not be too harsh.  What does it mean 
when we have a busting environment alongside a booming economy?  It means that our economy is not 
sustainable.  It mean that we are living under the illusion that we can grow our economy while we consume more 
and more.  I will use the example of a Coca-Cola bottle that never empties even though someone keeps drinking 
from it.  We keep sucking from the straw.  That is magic pudding-type thinking: that is, no matter how many 
times a pudding is cut, the same amount will always be there.  In every possible way the global economy is fully 
embedded in the global environment.  The environment is capable of coming back to a certain extent.  It is 
capable of accepting pollution and it is capable of responding when we remove trees from our forests for 
logging, because the trees in the forests grow back again.  However, if a resource is over-cut, we will operate it 
well beyond its sustainable limits.  That is precisely what we are doing, on not only a Western Australian level 
but also a global level.   

An ecological audit will determine how much resource it will take to provide for our lifestyle.  I refer to what is 
called an ecological footprint, which is a sustainability indicator.  It aggregates all the material resources that are 
required to sustain one human being and expresses it in hectares of land.  It has become something of science, a 
little bit like the happiness and wellbeing indicators.  However, this science indicates how many gigawatts of 
power we need, how much bread we eat, how much petrol we require, how much iron ore we need and all the 
other material inputs that lead to our material wellbeing and that is then expressed in hectares per person.   

India has an ecological footprint of one hectare per person.  The two countries that have the highest ecological 
footprint in the world are the United States, which requires 9.6 hectares per person, and Australia, which requires 
something in the order of 9.4 hectares per person to sustain our lifestyle.  Members should not get confused 
about that because we have a lot of land.  When we aggregate the whole world, the average ecological footprint 
is something like 2.2 hectares, but it is estimated that, in fact, the world’s carrying capacity is only 1.9 hectares.  
We are running at an ecological deficit.  This is not measured in dollars and cents, which is how we measure an 
economic assessment of our economy.  However, it is an equally valid way of measuring the performance of the 
economy and whether we are meeting sustainability criteria.  The ecological footprint for Western Australia is 
favourable because we have a lot of space, fewer people than other areas and live extremely well.  Sadly for 
Western Australia, ecological footprints are averaged across the world.  The reason for that is that when the 
populations of China and India grow and they want to aspire to a fraction of the kind of wealth that we have, we 
will, whether we like it or not, experience the impact of the pollutants produced in those countries.  One unifying 
theory is that what goes in, must come out.   

The fact is that globally we will experience the decline and fallout of excessive ecological footprints.  It will be 
the result of not only emissions from stacks, but also the total disruption that will occur because, for example, of 
climate change.  In that circumstance we will have international climate refugees.  I understand that 
approximately 150 million people will be rendered homeless because of a rise in sea level.  That will be a lot of 
people on the move.   

Members who pay attention to global affairs will know that people are experiencing chronic water shortages, as 
we are in this state.  The metropolitan region is now looking to the south west to take some of its resource.  We 
will use the Yarragadee to sustain our lifestyle.  Members should think about that happening not only in the 
south west but also in Europe, South East Asia, South America and North America.  As countries experience 
their limits to growth, they look outwardly to see from where they can source their oil or water.  I suggest that 
the turmoil that this world is experiencing, particularly in the Middle East, has a great deal to do with the scarcity 
of particular resources - that is, oil and gas - and it is creating havoc throughout the world.  By not managing the 
ecological footprint, all sorts of external costs must be borne in mind.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 22 June 2006] 

 p4144b-4155a 
Hon Giz Watson; Hon Paul Llewellyn 

 [9] 

The Greens (WA) have always attempted to put forward a global to local perspective; that is, to look at the 
consequences of our extraordinarily privileged position in the world and how that plays itself out in global terms.  
I have heard it said in this house that it was in 1970 that people said we would run out of oil, but we have found 
more oil and we have managed to increase our living standards across the world.  It is argued that that is a good 
thing and evidence that, in fact, the world has far more carrying capacity than we believe.  That is taken as 
evidence that we have actually improved our position and things are looking pretty good and there is no problem.  
My contention is that that is what is normally called “overshoot” in any normal system, particularly in a natural 
system.  When a natural system is stretched it has the capacity to accept a certain amount of stress and still carry 
on and the ability to temporarily exceed the carrying capacity.  That temporary exceeding of a carrying capacity 
of a system - an ecosystem or a paddock - in a global sense has helped some people to live longer and have a 
better life.  We are talking about certain people, and here I refer to Western Australians in particular because this 
state has one of the biggest ecological footprints in the world.  We benefit from overshoot and the temporary 
extension of the carrying capacity.   

I will use the oil analogy.  The ability to accelerate if the fuel tank is low does not prove that the fuel tank is full.  
In other words, if a person is driving along the road and the fuel gauge is just about on empty and he puts his foot 
down to go faster because he thinks everything will be okay, that will not be the case.  At the moment we are 
accelerating when the fuel tank is literally on empty.  I will not be too dramatic about that because half of the 
world’s oil is still under the ground.  Metaphorically speaking, we are accelerating our economy at a time when 
our environmental assets are at their lowest ebb.  That should say something to us about how we organise 
economies and where we are going.  Other analogies include a farmer overgrazing a paddock, overcropping a 
paddock and overlogging a forest system.  If any system is overloaded, there will be overshoot and, ultimately, a 
failure of the system and then a correction.  However, I am not panicking, because Western Australia, with its 
booming economy, is extremely well insulated from overshoot.  That means we will be able to sustain for quite a 
long time the cushy lifestyle that we enjoy.  A few people may fall off, but we will be able to sustain that.  
However, sadly, we will not be able to contain the bigger geopolitical fallout that results from the fact that 
Western Australia is embedded in not just a local economy but a global economy and body politic.   
As a new member of Parliament, I read the budget papers diligently.  I picked up all the budget papers and I 
thought: I actually have to read through every bit of this stuff so that I am across it.  About six other sets of 
reports then came across my desk, and I read them all too, until it sent me completely silly.  I then thought: when 
we are debating the budget, what precisely are we talking about?  This state is in a fantastic situation.  We have a 
budget surplus.  However, the political process seems to get to the point at which we open the budget documents, 
look for a line item and say, “I could nitpick that one.  I could ask a curly question and really get stuck into the 
government.”  Sadly, that is not the kind of politics that will take us forward.  If we are to deal with the bigger 
issues related to having a booming economy but a busting natural capital asset, we will have to stop nitpicking 
and look a lot further ahead.   
I agree with my colleague Hon Giz Watson that for all intents and purposes the budget is fairly rational in the 
way in which it allocates money for future infrastructure needs and deals with the need to provide emergency 
health care, schoolteachers, schools and other infrastructure.  However, the budget does not address the 
overshoot that I have been talking about.  It does not address the fact that Western Australia is overextending its 
environment and overspending its natural capital.  How do we go about doing that?  The budget needs to look at 
fostering investment in different kind of technologies.  I say it again: technology is only one aspect of the 
solution.  We are talking about investing in, and fostering, clean, safe technologies that will deliver 
environmental as well as economic outcomes.  That means that we move away from the doom and gloom of the 
big boom and look at the opportunities that arise from having a massive budget surplus but an environmental 
deficit.  Rather than view an environmental deficit as a liability, we need to explore the opportunities to invest in 
a future that will not just be economically beneficial to the country, but also deliver environmental goods.  That 
will mean we will have economic goods and environmental goods, and we will also have recovery.   
I will illustrate that with a good example.  That is state-of-the-art closed-system waste water recycling.  That is a 
very large capital investment.  It means that we close our water consumption as much as possible.  We stop 
fouling the water.  We stop bringing in clean water from the surface of the earth, or sucking it out of the 
watertable, and then using it and putting a pollution load onto it and exporting it as dirty water.  It means we start 
investing in technologies - they are available - to close that circuit and provide clean, safe water systems.  That 
will resolve the climate and water issues that we confront.  It will also resolve our obsession with big business.  
Fortunately, the issue of resolving our deficit in environmental capital provides a business opportunity.  It is 
incumbent on both governments and oppositions to look for those opportunities and to invest in those 
technologies, rather than just say the Greens are loopy and they are not putting up plausible, realistic solutions.  
Another good example is renewable energy credits.  If we were to put a value on the pollution that is coming out 
of the stacks from our electricity generation and charge people a small levy for the right to pollute - because it 
has a long-term impact on everyone who shares this planet - we could generate a totally new industry based on 
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renewable energy technologies.  That is a multibillion-dollar industry.  It just does not look the same as the 
mining industry.  I am not saying it is mutually exclusive to the mining industry.  We need all those material 
resources to build the new turbines, the new solar panels and the new energy generation technologies.  However, 
we can generate multibillion-dollar investments in clean, safe technologies that deliver not only the services that 
we require but also the environmental goods that we need.  However, it will take a bit more bravery than I have 
seen in this budget.   
I give the government full credit for its sustainability strategy.  However, rather than leave the sustainability 
strategy in a back room to be covered in dust, the government should give it the legs that it deserves and set up a 
specific agency - a department of sustainability - whose brief will be to pay for itself entirely by inventing 
economic scenarios that will not only deal with sustainability but also provide an economic dividend.  We will 
then have a truly sustainable economy and a truly sustainable environmental outcome.  That is entirely possible, 
starting from today.  However, to create a sustainability strategy, and to then sit on it, hide it and have it missing 
in action, is a recipe for large-scale despair and distress across our community.   
We as a community of political leaders need to look across the chamber and move forward.  We do not need to 
get involved in the political dogma that says there is only one way to skin a cat, and that is to do more of the 
same.  However, that is precisely what is happening with this Labor government.  It also happened under Liberal 
governments.  We tend to have only one winning formula.  That is more digging, more exporting and more 
living off the bounty of our natural capital, and less value adding.  However, that leaves very little for the next 
generation.  It means that we have to take some brave steps.  We need to look to other countries that are doing 
the right thing, and that are getting a leg up on some of these important initiatives.  I am aware that important 
container deposit legislation is coming up in Western Australia.  That is a good thing.  People buy their one and a 
half litres of water, only because they cannot drink the water in Perth because it is not very nice.  I do not know 
how many people drink the water out of the tap anymore.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I do. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  She does; it is lovely stuff!  We have around Parliament water nicely delivered in 
plastic containers.  In South Australia, the plastic container has a 5c deposit on it and on the side of the bottle 
there is a sign which says “Return for 5c”.  

Hon Barry House:  Yes, but you would not drink the water in South Australia! 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  No, I would not drink the water in South Australia.  However, we are getting 
there; we are just behind South Australia.  Container deposit legislation internalises the cost to the economy of 
producing that bottle and throwing it into landfill.  In other words, it gives the bottle an economic value.  When 
the cost of pollution or, in this case, plastic into the economy is internalised, economic opportunities are created 
for other people to pick up the bottle, put it through some sort of processing facility and actually generate more 
wealth and income out of the process. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  We can talk about Coca-Cola or anything we like.  We can talk about any 
packaging that should have some container deposit on it.  When a value is put on our waste stream, those 
materials are internalised into the economy and new opportunities are generated.  They are based on the 
reprocessing.  In other words, they do not go from the gas field, to plastic to landfill.  We use these containers 
once!  What do we want?  We want the water, not the bottle.  We throw the bottle out and it becomes landfill.  
We want the stuff that is inside.  We do not want the packaging.  However, the packaging is what we get and 
when a container deposit is placed on that packaging, the cycle is closed and that has environmental outcomes: 
we get social and environmental good as a consequence. 

Hon Barry House:  Did you see a report the other day of an Australian company importing plastic rubbish from 
Samoa for reprocessing? 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  There are all sorts of things like that.  We are exporting much of our rubbish 
offshore because we do not have the capacity here.   

The container deposit legislation could include extended product liability.  Extended product liability includes 
items such as mobile phones.  I need my mobile phone because I need the service it provides.  I do not want the 
mobile phone itself; I want the communication.  The person who provides me with the mobile phone is the long-
term owner of that product.  In other words, that person rents the mobile phone service to me and at the end of its 
life, it goes back to that company.  What would that company have to do if we had extended product liability?  
What would happen if our washing machines were rented to us and not sold to us and then thrown on the 
scrapheap?  Those products would be designed for longevity.  They would design them so that they could be 
taken apart and the materials reused.  That concept is gaining credibility in Europe.  We need to see initiatives 
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like that being put in place across the world if we are going to set up modern, sustainable economies.  We can 
have economic activity and the goods and services without the environmental bad.   

Another piece of brave legislation that we should introduce is differential licensing for small and large cars to 
ensure that more efficient cars get a serious reduction in licensing fees and the gas guzzlers will pay more.  I 
know the four-wheel-drive lobby will be on our backs about this.  However, members should consider this.  It 
will result in vehicles becoming far more efficient over time.  What do people want?  Very few people want the 
four-wheel-drive vehicle capacity necessarily.  They want the mobility and the service.  If that service can be 
delivered more efficiently, then it should be delivered more efficiently.  Then we can have the booming economy 
with the social and economic goods and reduce the economic bads with no loss of service and amenity.  
Efficiency measures in vehicles, for example, will deliver better outcomes for everybody.  As the price of oil 
increases, there will be a market shift.  We will see, as the price of oil increases, a shift towards more efficiency.  
However, we need to do a lot more than that as political leaders to make that shift to sustainability quicker.   

I spoke this morning about the urban areas light rail services.  We need to invest in light rail services and we 
need to invest in urban infrastructure.  We also need to invest in improving the quality of the urban environment, 
and reducing traffic congestion will lead to greater wellbeing.  That does not mean to say that we cannot have all 
of the mobility that we want.  However, we should design urban areas and regional centres and the connections 
between them in a way that we reduce the ecological footprint of each Western Australian.  That can be done by 
reducing the number of times that we get into our extravagantly inefficient cars to do trips all over the place 
because our urban centres are so poorly laid out and designed.  However, we must be prepared to look at 
increases in urban densities.   

Many of the economic issues related to the booming economy are located in the way that we organise, plan and 
develop our infrastructure.  Sprawling railway lines across the landscape for their own sake is not necessarily the 
way of doing it.  We are not saying for one minute that a railway line to nowhere is good because it is a railway 
line.  The railway line is useful when it is in its right place and it can be most efficiently used and when it does 
not generate external costs and unintended consequences of urban sprawl.  I can imagine a multibillion program 
over years to improve liveability and infrastructure in the urban area as our mobility patterns change and as our 
access to expensive, private and wasteful vehicles changes because of the reality of the price of oil increasing.  
We should not see that as a liability; we should also see it as an opportunity for renewal.  That might be looking 
a bit too far ahead in terms of annual day-to-day state budgets.  I could have gone through this budget and 
nitpicked about certain things in it.  However, that would not be productive.  The role of the Greens is to say that 
we have specific measurable programs to be put in place that will transform the economy to become more 
sustainable while maintaining our quality of life and our services without generating environmental bads.   

Those programs are all commonsense based, but they require a certain amount of political leadership and 
personal reflection about what is important.  Is it about scoring a point by criticising an item on page 903 of the 
budget papers or is it about working in the best interests of the Western Australian and global community?  

On a lighter note, I thank members on behalf of the Greens (WA) for the opportunity to articulate these issues.  
The upper house provides a particular opportunity for people to speak on the budget, and I thank the members 
who listened.     

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ken Baston. 
 


