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BUILDING SUSTAINABILITY INDEX - 5 STAR PLUS SCHEME 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 5 September on the following motion moved by Hon Ray Halligan - 
That this house insists that, before the 5 Star Plus scheme is introduced as a regulatory regime in 
Western Australia, the government - 

(a) listens to the housing industry in Western Australia; 
(b) provides an audited cost-benefit analysis of the proposed regime; 
(c) includes in that analysis the additional costs to taxpayers to administer the scheme; 

(d) identifies other regimes that have been examined and why 5 Star Plus is preferred; 
and 

(e) explains why it wishes to add to the financial burden already being experienced by 
first home buyers. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Paul Llewellyn - 
To delete - 

(e) explains why it wishes to add to the financial burden already being experienced by 
first home buyers. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [11.05 am]:  Yesterday I made some comments on this motion, 
and in particular the amendment moved by my colleague Hon Paul Llewellyn.  I have followed this debate in the 
house, and I think it has been a useful and constructive debate.  I want to make a couple of relatively brief 
comments in response to some of the issues that were raised.  I noted yesterday during debate that there was 
discussion about air conditioning, and whether the minister was suggesting that people should be encouraged not 
to have air conditioning and the government’s attitude to that proposal. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It would be good not to have it, but I think we would have a hard time convincing 
people that they don’t want it. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  What I want to add to that discussion is that it also rather constrains the debate if we 
simply consider whether or not we need air conditioning.  An enormous amount can be done to design houses in 
such a way that any need for air conditioning, fans or other means of electricity-driven cooling mechanisms is 
minimised.  Providing the right signals and mechanisms to encourage the builders and owners and future owners 
of the buildings to make those design choices to make more liveable houses is a win-win situation.  It is not 
constructive to simply develop a scare campaign that people cannot have air conditioning, because I do not think 
that is what anybody is saying.  However, I recognise that many people air-condition their living spaces to such 
an extraordinary degree that it is quite unhealthy.  People must still go outside at some point, and they experience 
this amazing contrast between the 40-degree heat outside and, as the minister said, the 18 or 20 degree 
temperature inside.  It is not particularly healthy.  Apart from anything else, it is a good way for people to put 
their bodies under enormous stress by accommodating those two variances. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  So you are suggesting that a cost-benefit analysis needs to be undertaken.  I do not just 
mean cost in dollars; it is for your health as well. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  It is the overall benefit.  The issue we are debating is how much encouragement and 
direction the community thinks is appropriate.  Should the design and energy efficiency of buildings be driven 
just by economic factors, and how much of a role should the state play in directing or modifying those choices?  
We have already seen these changes in the area of water efficiency.  Even though some of the measures that are 
now mandated are still relatively simple, they have had a significant impact on water savings.  For example, 
there is a requirement that all new buildings have dual-flush toilets, but people still get around that by not using 
one part of the dual-flush system.  I think those sorts of mandatory requirements have been accepted by the 
community as a relevant and acceptable way of allowing buildings, and, therefore, by necessity, the users of 
those buildings, to achieve greater water efficiency. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  You know they were initiated by the community.  Back in those days when water was a 
little scarce, if someone had tank water, they put house bricks in there. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, and I still do.  Call me old fashioned!  It is a very large brick.   

The point that was made earlier in the debate is that the community is well ahead in this debate and wants the 
government to put the mechanisms in place to reflect those changing values.   
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I move specifically to the amendment to this motion.  Having discussed the wording of this motion, apart from 
my criticism that perhaps it could easily have been written by the Housing Industry Association and therefore 
reflects a certain criticism of the way the process has occurred and the debate about 5 Star Plus and BASIX, we 
are seeking to delete paragraph (e) of the motion, which requires the government to explain why it wishes to add 
to the financial burden already being experienced by first home buyers, because it is fairly contentious.  It 
implies that the government is deliberately trying to impose a financial burden on first home buyers.  I think the 
government is trying to balance a slight increase in initial costs with not only an overall benefit in the running 
costs of buildings, but also an overall net benefit to the community by way of reduced energy consumption.  We 
feel that that aspect of this motion is contentious.  We are happy to support the rest of it, but that paragraph is 
unnecessarily provocative.   

There is a risk in motions sitting on the notice paper for a considerable amount of time.  Notice of this motion 
was given in September 2006, 12 months ago.  Events have moved on and we now have a 5 Star Plus system in 
place.  Calling on the government to have this debate is theoretical now because it has actually happened.  The 
Greens have certainly appreciated the opportunity to debate issues of housing, sustainability and energy 
efficiency.   

My final comment is that although this motion deals with the construction phase of building, a lot more needs to 
be done about the planning and subdivision stage if we are to achieve major changes in energy efficiency in our 
housing.  For example, we need to orientate subdivisions suitably to take best advantage of north and south-
facing windows, shading and all those sorts of things, which can be constrained, to a large extent, by the 
orientation of the subdivision.  I was asking some questions of the Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
during the most recent hearing of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations about what 
DPI is doing to require developers to subdivide in a way that optimises energy efficiency and, to that extent, 
address drainage and other sustainability issues that arise in the construction of new subdivisions.  I hope that 
DPI will be further encouraged to require those criteria to be met at that planning point, otherwise whatever we 
do about requiring design changes or energy efficiency measures within the building are still constrained.   

With those comments, the Greens, as my colleague said, are happy to support this motion.  However, we 
encourage members to delete paragraph (e), which we find to be politically contentious.  We are happy to 
support the substance of the motion.   

HON LOUISE PRATT (East Metropolitan) [11.15 am]:  I rise to speak to the motion and the amendment, 
noting that the motion requests that before the 5 Star Plus scheme is introduced, certain things should be 
addressed.  I am pleased that this scheme is well underway and that initiatives are in place that will begin to 
make real cuts to emissions, even though they are only baby steps.  We have had so many debates about 
greenhouse issues in this house, yet we have debated very few real initiatives to reduce greenhouse emissions.  I 
really think the opposition is dragging its feet by moving this motion because it does not present any real 
challenge to the government beyond the status quo.  It is just a general “let’s debate this issue” motion.  I 
welcome the opportunity to debate this issue, but the motion does not push the government to improve its 
performance in any way.   
In reference to paragraph (a), we have listened to the housing industry, to my mind perhaps a little too much.  
My personal opinion is that perhaps 5 Star Plus is not as good a system as is the building sustainability index.  
The motion also asks the government to identify other regimes that have been examined and why 5 Star Plus is 
preferred.  The housing industry prefers it.  BASIX was one of the other schemes that was examined.  They are 
pretty simple answers to these questions.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  It is a matter of whether the government prefers it and why it prefers it. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I will get to that.  The motion asks that the government provide an audited cost-benefit 
analysis of the proposed regime.  We have figures that demonstrate the benefits of this scheme.  The 
government, and the community for that matter, will have to get used to doing a cost-benefit analysis on 
greenhouse issues.  We can see significant savings in energy consumption over the lifetime of a building that are 
offset against the extra costs within a reasonable period.  They are certainly good grounds to argue that the 
amendment moved by Hon Paul Llewellyn to delete paragraph (e) is valid and important. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Do you have all this information documented? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Yes, I have a table that compares the Building Code of Australia 5 Star program, 5 Star 
Plus and BASIX.  It considers some of the issues relating to their viability. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Do you wish to table that document? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is a copy of a PowerPoint presentation.  It refers to the time it has taken to develop 
BCA 5 Star.  It is an annual update, which is a really efficient way of managing these things.  The thing about 
5 Star Plus is that it does not take extra time to develop and implement because it sits on top of the building 
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code, whereas BASIX was a far more complex system because it was a new system on top of the Building Code.  
That is one of the important distinguishing factors of these two methodologies.   
We are trying to achieve energy efficiency by managing the building codes rather than by inventing a new 
system at a greater cost to both builders and consumers.  Although BASIX would have been intrinsically more 
efficient in its analysis of energy efficiency, a cost-benefit analysis shows that 5 Star Plus is the way to go 
because we already have in place legislation and a process within which we can work.  This program will not 
require new legislation or processes to be put in place as BASIX would have done.  It will have a minimal 
impact on the price of housing, whereas the cost of BASIX had not really been quantified.  BASIX would also 
have duplicated some of the processes with which builders must comply.  It is clear that working with the 
building code regulations and adding energy and water efficiency provisions to them is a more efficient way to 
do it.  The other key comparison is that BASIX had pretty low industry support, whereas 5 Star Plus has much 
stronger support. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  But what is the government’s commitment?  If you say that BASIX is the best and should 
have been used, but you have done a backflip and said to the Housing Industry Association - 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  The member should not be ridiculous!  I am saying that, in an ideal world, BASIX 
would be the best system; however, it is too expensive.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  That is exactly what we said early in the piece but we were told otherwise by the Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I am providing the cost-benefit analysis that the opposition asked for. 
An important point to consider is that this is part of a national scheme within which builders will be able to 
develop their in-house knowledge of the regulatory schemes that the different jurisdictions have in common.   

I will talk a little about the benefits of 5 Star Plus.  By addressing in the building codes such things as thermal 
comfort, water efficiency and water heating, we are really trying to deliver sustainability outcomes.  The 5 Star 
Plus program will be quicker to implement than BASIX and will not have as great an impact on housing 
affordability as BASIX.  It also has better industry support, fits into our existing systems and regulations, and is 
consistent with government commitments.  The 5 Star Plus program will achieve better outcomes than BASIX 
and without the need to develop a computer system, pass a new act, amend existing legislation, put in place new 
bureaucracy to administer it, or rely on support from New South Wales, which put BASIX together.  These are 
the answers that the member sought in his motion.  I am giving him those answers. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  You have not provided me with an answer.   
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  These are the answers. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  They are not satisfactory.   
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Why did we prefer 5 Star Plus to BASIX?  Why is that not a satisfactory answer?  
BASIX would have required the development of a computer system, a new act, reliance upon New South Wales 
for support, and a new bureaucracy.  The 5 Star Plus program fits into the government’s agreement on the 
Building Code of Australia.  The delineation of building and planning laws and the areas of responsibility for 
laws are clear under 5 Star Plus but were unclear under BASIX.  The 5 Star Plus program is sustainable in terms 
of its affordability and it is a good beginning in terms of environmental sustainability.  The 5 Star Plus program 
is one through which we will be able to introduce new efficiency measures in the future.  We will build the 
playing field up and up to create greater energy efficiency.  In that sense, it will be adaptable to climate change.  
It does not require additional bureaucracy or red tape.   
I will provide the background to 5 Star Plus.  The Council of Australian Governments agreed in 2006 that the 
BCA would be the sole vehicle for building standards.  An intergovernmental agreement considered the 
Australian Building Codes Board and the Building Code of Australia.  The 5 Star Plus program is being 
introduced in Western Australia through the building regulations.  It prescribes the building codes.  The 
important thing is that it will also allow for supplementary standards to encourage people to achieve a better 
level than that prescribed in the building codes.  It is significant not just that simple performance standards must 
be met, but also that there is the capacity to look at verifiable solutions or at what are deemed to be solutions.  
That means that if there is a particular design problem with a house that would normally be dealt with in one way 
but it can be shown that by making alterations in another way energy efficiency will be improved, that will 
satisfy the building code regulations.   
We have been doing this for awhile.  The first energy efficiency measures were introduced in 2003 and were 
progressively extended to all new buildings by 2006 to a 5 Star rating.  The 5 Star Plus program also includes 
water efficiency, embedded energy and indoor air quality measures.  Under the existing 5 Star rating, the general 
principles that are considered include wall, roof and floor insulation; the type, size, orientation and shading of 
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windows; the sealing of buildings; the ventilation of building and ceiling fans; and the insulation of hot water 
pipes and air conditioning ducts.  These are pretty basic things.  For as long as humanity has been building 
houses, these have been important principles to live by and implement.   
In our carbon-constrained world we need to minimise greenhouse gas emissions.  It is more important than ever, 
particularly in our energy intensive society, to come up with smarter ways in which to lower energy use in our 
homes.  How many members turn off all the stand-by switches in their homes?  This is something that needs to 
be addressed by our building codes, because the power points in many houses are tucked neatly away out of 
sight and people cannot get to them to switch off the stand-by power.  We need more prominent and perhaps 
more attractive power points so that instead of leaving the microwave on all day, people can turn it on and off at 
the wall.  We need to do that with all appliances in our homes.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is an interesting point, because people back their furniture against the power 
points, which does not make it convenient to turn them off.   
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is not good practice.  It makes it really difficult.  My filing cabinet sits in front of the 
one and only power point in my study.  That means that I cannot turn off the stand-by power to the appliances 
that are connected to that power point.  These are really simple things that can be addressed in the future in the 
building codes.  These things do not necessarily need to be prescribed in the building codes, but they are things 
that could help to achieve an overall energy rating.  We had a great discussion in this chamber a few weeks ago 
about the new council committee offices and discussed some of the things that are being done to assist in 
lowering energy use in those offices.  The use of stand-by power was something that we discussed.  We can use 
the existing 5 Star rating for houses and adhere to new energy efficiency measures without the costs exceeding 
the benefits.  In the future, 5 Star Plus might incorporate provisions on stand-by power that would require better 
planning of the positioning of power points.  We are currently talking about ensuring that houses install efficient 
water-heating systems, efficient taps and fittings and efficient toilets, and that larger properties use alternative 
water supplies or that the plumbing for such properties be able to facilitate the use of alternative water supplies at 
a later date.  I am really pleased to see these provisions included in the 5 Star Plus scheme.  Constituents have 
been whinging to me for ages about the lack of a building regulation that would have enabled them to have done 
these kinds of things when they were building houses.  We have come a long way from telling people that they 
cannot do this or they cannot do that.  We are now being proactive and supporting new technologies and new 
ways of doing things. 
My family has its own little history when it comes to sustainable housing.  In the early 1980s my parents built a 
mud-brick house.  They had a terrible time getting that building approved by the council.  The council was 
concerned that the building would wash away and about how much overhang there was on the verandas because 
it did not understand the sustainability principles of mud brick or, indeed, the resilience of a mud-brick house.  
My parents sought to build that house with the best energy rating possibly by putting a skylight in the roof, 
building mud-brick walls and laying concrete floors, which would retain heat in the building.  One mistake they 
made, though, was putting in too many doors.  The layout of the house could have perhaps been planned a little 
more efficiently to make it more energy efficient.  However, one measure that we should be thinking about for 
the future - this will be a challenge for the building industry, as it likes to rely on current suppliers in the current 
economy - is to transform the building materials that we use.  For example, bricks are very energy intensive.  
Western Australia has a very strong brick-kiln industry.  It generates quite a lot of money and people are keen for 
that industry to continue, although my constituents are not.  I contend that in the future we will need to find less 
energy-intensive ways of creating building materials.  It can take up to 20 years to offset the embodied energy in 
a new house against the energy that was used to create the house.  Therefore, there is a big distinction in the 
amount of energy used to create the building materials between a brick-kiln house and a mud-brick house.  That 
is one of the efficiencies, other than just the design of the house, that we will need to look at in the future. 
I saw some very innovative examples of energy-efficient housing - this is becoming more common now - that is 
reversing the way in which we build houses in Australia.  Traditionally, we put brick on the outside and cladding 
on the inside.  However, an analysis of energy, sunlight and weather patterns indicated that we are better off 
putting the cladding on the outside of the house and the bricks on the inside.  Because the outside of the house is 
less dense, it does not absorb as much heat and therefore not as much heat is transferred into the house in 
summertime and not as much air conditioning is required.  Then in winter, as the inside of the house is warmed 
by a heater, the energy that goes into the walls of the house is absorbed, but because the cladding is on the 
outside, the heat is not drawn quite as quickly to the outside.  These are the kinds of design principles that we 
will need to look at in the future to transform Australian housing.  I believe in time we will be able to work with 
the building industry to introduce these principles, and they will eventually become standard.  There are some 
fantastic innovative builders currently building fantastic sustainable housing, such as GreenSmart.  They are 
becoming more common and more mainstream as people acknowledge the importance of an energy-efficient 
house. 
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I want to go on to talk about one measure that the government is taking to encourage more sustainable lifestyles.  
We are all concerned about global climate change.  Everyone has a role to play in addressing this problem and in 
working towards a sustainable future.  Every time we use water and energy in our homes, we contribute 
significantly to the production of greenhouse gas emissions.  I do not know whether members saw a really neat 
television program, I think on the ABC, that set two families the challenge of seeing how far they could drive 
down their energy use.  It was clearly quite a big challenge to those families to halve their energy use; however, 
they did it.  We could make it so much easier for people to do that by introducing standards and codes to take the 
hard work and thinking out of the cultural change to become more energy efficient, which would result in people 
living in such houses.  Indeed, standby power was one of the measures that the families found particularly 
challenging, as they found themselves constantly running around turning light switches on and off.  However, 
once they were in that culture as a family, it became second nature to them. 
We really must act now to minimise our impact on the environment.  We need to adopt simple conservation 
measures in our homes, such as energy-efficient shower heads, five-star solar or gas hot water systems and 
adequate insulation.  I believe 5 Star Plus is the right direction to go for people to improve energy and water 
efficiency in their homes.  The 5 Star Plus scheme is based on existing codes and two new codes; that is, the 
Energy Use in Houses Code and the Water Use in Houses Code.  These codes are now mandatory for all new 
homes.  The codes are also an important guide to existing homeowners who want to improve their water and 
energy efficiency.  When we consider the vast amount of housing stock in this state, at some point we must 
consider how we can lower energy use in existing houses. 

As well as helping to save the environment and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 5 Star Plus will provide cost 
savings in household energy and water bills.  The price of energy and water will increase, and it will continue to 
increase, particularly energy, because at some point there will be a carbon cost for our energy use.  When we talk 
about the cost-benefit analysis of an investment - 
Hon Ray Halligan:  Is it government policy to put up all those prices?   
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  No, certainly not. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  But you just said they will go up. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is government policy to constrain those prices as far as possible.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  But you said they will go up. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  They will inevitably go up because once we agree that there is a price for carbon in a 
carbon-restrained world, the use of electricity produced using coal will have an additional cost attached to it; it is 
simple mathematics.  The challenge for government is to contain those costs for consumers.  One measure 
governments can take to prevent householders from experiencing the impact of the rising cost of utility charges 
is to assist in reducing their use.  Just because the price of a utility goes up does not mean the cost will go up for 
the consumer.  We need to be much smarter in minimising our use of these resources.  I am certain that, in the 
medium and long term, the benefits of 5 Star Plus will be appreciated by Western Australians and, indeed, even 
Hon Ray Halligan.  Western Australian homes are currently contributing to the production of around six tonnes 
of greenhouse emissions every year, so it is really important that we all acknowledge the impact on the 
environment of our household energy and water consumption.  Everyone here should think about what they are 
doing at home to lower their greenhouse gas emissions.  My partner is always telling me to turn off the lights and 
the air conditioning and asking whether I grew up in a tent.  

Hon George Cash:  Why is that the case; is that because it is not uppermost in your mind?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  She is changing.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I have done.  

Hon George Cash:  She is changing because she is saying, “This is rather interesting; I think I will follow this”. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is something that I am getting much better at doing.  One of the things I have done to 
change my lifestyle is drive a small diesel car that runs on Gull biodiesel.  

Hon George Cash:  I bet those big white cars you drive in Canberra won’t be.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  No; I will be on a campaign to persuade the government to run them on biodiesel.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  This could be the honourable member’s last speech in this place, so can we all be 
respectful?   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I hope not; I would like another chance.   
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Households use an estimated 440 gigalitres of water, which is 450 million kilolitres.  I think we all know - some 
people in this house seem to be contesting it - that our climate is changing.  Rainfall is decreasing and 
temperatures are increasing.  Science is telling us that it is primarily due to greenhouse gas emissions.  I 
encourage members to examine the excellent work of the Indian Ocean Climate Initiative so that they can learn a 
little more about how climate change is specifically affecting our little Western Australian south west corner of 
the world.  In particular, IOC is doing fantastic work studying global climate change and breaking down the data 
to see how climate change will specifically impact on Western Australia.  That includes, for instance, how the 
band of climate will change.  For example, the north west Kimberley’s rainfall will become lower and the south 
west rainfall will continue to decline.  These are significant issues.  In future, we will need to see how we can 
make that information useful to Western Australian industry and to Western Australian farmers so that they can 
adjust their practices and adapt to climate change, and try to ensure that it is not inevitable.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Are you absolutely sure that your analysis is correct?   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  This is what the IOC has told me in the briefings I have been given.  Members will find 
that, typically, scientists say that this is what their research and the probability tell them; however, none of them 
say that they are 100 per cent sure that is what will happen.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  I received a rain forecast last year.  We were promised good rain and we have had three 
inches.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  That does not sound like rain to me.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  That is less than 25 per cent of our annual rainfall.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  What is that telling us?   

Hon Murray Criddle:  It tells me that they do not have a clue.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is telling us that climate change is here and it is having a very real impact.  We need 
to all acknowledge that the impacts of climate change will be with us for quite some time, and the benefits of 
lowering our emissions now will not be felt by us but by generations into the future, and those emission 
reductions will prevent us from tipping off the climate change scale.  

From this month, under the Energy Use in Houses Code, a new house must have a low greenhouse emitting hot 
water system.  It could be a solar hot water system, a five-star rated gas hot water system or a high energy 
efficient electric heat pump.  Also, 5 Star Plus introduces stage 1 of the Water Use in Houses Code.  It will apply 
to all new houses from this month.  It provides for limiting water use through efficient three or four-star rated 
taps, shower and toilet fittings.  The code also requires that new swimming pools be fitted with a pool blanket, 
which will assist heated pools to retain their heat and will prevent water evaporation.  It will also reduce energy 
waste by requiring the distance of taps from the hot water source to be limited.  They are fundamental measures 
to improve energy efficiency; they are not revolutionary.  They are simple measures to include in our building 
codes.  
Hon Ray Halligan:  They are for new homes, of course.  
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Yes; they are in our building codes.  

Stage 2, the next phase to be introduced next year, will require the plumbing of new homes be done to ensure 
that they can be connected to an approved alternative water supply at a later date.  An alternative water supply 
might be a water tank, a bore, or pipes for recycled water.  Plumbing of new homes on appropriately sized lots 
will need to be done to enable connection at a latter time to a grey-water diversion system.  New homes with a 
high water demand for landscaping will need an approved alternative water supply for appropriate non-potable 
use.  New homes with a high water demand for internal use will also need an approved alternative water supply 
for appropriate non-potable use.  While codes will be mandatory for all new homes approved from September 
2007, owners of existing homes can also use the ratings tools under 5 Star Plus to find out how to make savings 
around their existing homes.  The great part about the initiatives in this phase of the building codes is that they 
are things that, in many cases, can be retrofitted into our homes.  People can change their taps, update their hot 
water systems and look to the new standards as a way of improving the energy efficiency in their home.  It is a 
useful check-list for anyone intending to purchase a new home and wanting to incorporate energy efficiency into 
it.  If people are planning to build a new home, they will need to comply with these provisions.  They need to be 
clear that their builder is ready to incorporate the new codes into the design of their home.  Existing homeowners 
do not need to comply, but they can use the codes to improve energy water efficiency in their home through their 
choice of appliances.  
Will it cost more to build a house?  This is one of the questions that has been floating around in this debate.  It is 
viable to introduce these as universal standards because best change comes slowly.  When we look at how we 
want to change things, we must inspire a little bit of new momentum and thinking on an issue that builds up over 
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a number of years.  From there, in this case, we can inspire builders and providers to begin implementing it, who 
then begin to build up a culture in the industry until a critical mass is reached, at which stage we can make 
everyone comply and try to force those who have not been self-motivated to introduce those standards.  The 
housing industry is at that critical mass point at which it is able to cope with introducing these new energy 
efficiency standards.  Most progressive builders are already incorporating most of the 5 Star Plus measures in 
new homes.  They are designing houses to include water efficient taps, shower heads and toilets, and even solar 
hot water systems.  As such, houses with those incorporations are becoming minimum standard.  The great thing 
also about 5 Star Plus is that it has not resulted in more red tape.  One of the key advantages is that it can be 
quickly and easily implemented.  New regulations are being introduced to the building code so that energy 
efficiency can be increased, and introduced over time.  
The benefits to the consumer of 5 Star Plus are considerable because they will result in lower water and energy 
bills.  For example, by changing from an electric hot water system to a solar hot water system and using an 
efficiently controlled booster, the hot water bill in Perth will reduce by about 75 per cent.  That will add up to 
thousands of dollars over the lifetime of the system and offset the initial extra expense considerably. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  You obviously firmly believe that. 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Absolutely.  I do not have the figures in front of me, but it is proven, because I have 
researched it myself in looking at building a house.  I looked at solar hot water systems.  I also went so far as to 
look at solar panels.  Before solar panels could be introduced as a standard, we would need to look at them a bit 
more carefully, because the pay-off period for solar panels is some 15 years.  Therefore, the cost of those panels 
would add quite considerably to the cost of any house, and it is as yet unclear whether that house would attract 
back that extra capital if it were sold within seven or eight years before the money that was paid for the system 
was recouped, if that makes sense.  People can do the maths on these things quite simply, and many builders do. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  The motion asks that the government provide those figures.  That is the reason for the 
motion. 
Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Does the member want me to provide him with figures on the energy efficiency of his 
car?  I just do not think that it is government’s business to drill down into all these things.  Should the 
government go in and do an energy audit in the member’s home?  We are not talking about rocket science.  They 
are quite simple principles that people work through with their builder.  I do not think that the Liberal Party has 
ever been a big supporter of overregulation and the big brother mentality.  Sure, the member may want to 
advocate that the government could build people’s houses for them, but that is not really what we are talking 
about. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  So are you saying that 5 Star Plus is voluntary; you don’t have to do it if you have no wish 
to? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It is time for smarter homes to tackle climate change.  I am really pleased that we are 
finally taking what I consider to be baby steps towards assisting households to lower their energy use.  This will 
be a continuing debate, because at a federal level and at a state level a lot of work goes on regarding 
sustainability and our lifestyles, and whether good practice can be encouraged in our lifestyles, whether we 
should regulate or whether we should put a cost on carbon.  A range of different measures are being widely 
debated, and they will be widely debated until kingdom come.  It is a new way of thinking that is more and more 
a part of everyday life now for everyone.  It is not a matter of dragging our feet.  We must get on and get it done, 
and get smarter and better at it as we go along.  That is the only way forward. 

Western Australians are currently the highest per capita greenhouse gas emitters in the world.  I do not know 
whether members knew that, but that is what my research has shown. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  In the world? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Yes.  Australia is not quite the highest in the world, but Western Australia is.  That is 
because we have high energy-use lifestyles, because we drive cars and we have a lot of appliances.  We drive 
reasonably long distances to work, and we live in big houses.  On top of that, we have very heavy energy use in 
many of our industries, including the alumina industry.  Gas exports and flaring etc also contribute to our overall 
gas emissions profile. 

Hon Norman Moore:  What proportion of the world’s greenhouse gases are emitted by Western Australians? 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I think Australia’s emissions are about the same as the United Kingdom’s. 

Hon Norman Moore:  From Australia it is 1.5 per cent, and from Western Australia it is 0.2 per cent of the 
world’s total greenhouse gas emissions, so all the things you are talking about will count for absolutely nothing, 
and you know it.  
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Hon LOUISE PRATT:  This is at the very heart of the climate change debate because if everyone said, “My 
little one per cent does not matter; why should I bother?”  The earth would go down the toilet.  That is part of 
what is happening. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Whatever you do will make no difference at all, and you know it. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Whatever I do will make no difference?  If no-one does anything, it will make no 
difference?  Whatever I do does make a difference.  We need to inspire, regulate and cajole every energy user on 
this planet to lower his or her greenhouse gas emissions. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  You know you’re increasing greenhouse gas emissions at this time.  You’ve been speaking 
for far too long. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I think there is probably quite a lot of hot air in this chamber at the moment.  I am 
happy to continue, because this is a very significant issue.  However, I will not continue to speak on this issue.  
In conclusion, I want to say that we are heading into a new future.  This is just a baby step - a tiny tip of the 
iceberg in terms of the measures that we will see in the future.  For example, currently we look towards building 
big electricity-producing power plants using gas or coal.  When will we start to do the economics and say, 
“Okay; if we are to spend $350 million on our next generation of electricity, what would happen if we spent that 
$350 million subsidising solar panels on the roofs of houses?”  We would probably get about the same 
production levels of energy, and we would probably be able to distribute it around the grid a lot better, and 
therefore there would be less energy wastage. 

The kinds of ways in which we will have to rethink our relationship with energy in the future are, I think, quite 
profound.  It is just the tip of the iceberg in terms of the future potential, and the way we are used to doing things 
will need to change.  It is a challenge that I embrace.  We have no choice, because we all have a personal, a 
professional and a political obligation to work with our communities to assist them in lowering their greenhouse 
footprint. 

The PRESIDENT:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I am prepared to defer - 

The PRESIDENT:  I note that, but it is customary, if one can, to go from one side to the other.  The Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [11.57 am]:  I was just trying to do the gentlemanly thing, Mr 
President. 

The PRESIDENT:  I am very pleased to hear that, Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Which you always do. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Which I always do. 

The PRESIDENT:  I am very pleased to hear that as well, but perhaps the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
could address the question before the house. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am sorry, yes.  I congratulate Hon Ray Halligan on his dedication to his shadow 
portfolio in raising this issue of concern.  Even the government has understood, since Hon Ray Halligan gave 
notice of his original motion in September last year, that the BASIX scheme that the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure had been cooking up and trying to foist on the Western Australian housing industry was extremely 
unpalatable and likely to be very counterproductive.  I might talk, when I have the opportunity, about some of 
the experiences that I had and the personal observations that I was able to make of dealings with the industry at 
that time.  However, Hon Ray Halligan showed his assessment of the situation very properly back on 12 
September last year when he gave notice of this motion.  He has been proved right, because the government 
itself has changed its path to some extent.  How much of that change is cosmetic and spin is something that 
remains to be seen, but change it, it has.  Hon Ray Halligan has shown his capability and his mature 
understanding of the issue by proposing an amended motion in the terms that are now before us, referring to the 
caution that the government should exercise before it plunges headlong into its latest ideologically driven, 
faddish policy called the 5 Star Plus scheme, the successor to the now discredited and, if we believe the 
government, abandoned BASIX scheme.  I congratulate Hon Ray Halligan for bringing this motion before the 
house.  I acknowledge that the first four of the five paragraphs in Hon Ray Halligan’s motion seem to be agreed 
by members on both sides of the house and those on the crossbenches.  Although I am entitled to talk about the 
substantive motion on this occasion, I will concentrate on the fifth paragraph of the motion, which asks that the 
house insist that, before the 5 Star Plus scheme is introduced as a regulatory regime in Western Australia, the 
government explain why it wishes to add to the financial burden already being experienced by first home buyers.  
That is the part of the motion that Hon Louise Pratt has sought to delete. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 6 September 2007] 

 p4899e-4908a 
Hon Giz Watson; Hon Louise Pratt; President; Hon Simon O'Brien 

 [9] 

Hon Louise Pratt:  I didn’t. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am sorry; that is the part of the motion that Hon Giz Watson has sought to delete. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  It was Hon Paul Llewellyn. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is a moveable feast.  I will rewind a bit.  It is the part of the motion that Hon Paul 
Llewellyn has sought to delete, but the other four paragraphs will be left intact.  This amendment will gut the 
motion if it is agreed to, because the other four paragraphs are quite innocuous.  How could anybody, even 
someone as obtuse as a minister in the Carpenter government -  
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You’re pathetic. 
Hon Sue Ellery:  Oh! 
Hon Ray Halligan:  Not all ministers, obviously. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  With the exception of Hon Sue Ellery, but specifically including the Minister for 
Local Government, how could anyone disagree with the sentiment that, before the government inflicts some 
policy on the housing industry and the people of Western Australia, it listen to the housing industry?  What news 
it is that the Greens (WA) and even the government do not think that is an unreasonable prospect!  Similarly, 
there is no disagreement that an audited cost-benefit analysis of the proposed regime should be provided.  Will 
the government ever provide such an analysis?  I do not know, but it seems like a nice idea that everyone in the 
house agrees could reasonably be called for.  The third paragraph in Hon Ray Halligan’s motion insists that the 
government include in that analysis the additional costs to taxpayers to administer the scheme.  That seems fair 
enough.  That would be part and parcel of such a cost-benefit analysis, and everyone agrees on that.  The fourth 
paragraph of Hon Ray Halligan’s motion requires a comparison to be done with other regimes that have been 
examined to indicate why the 5 Star Plus scheme is preferred.  Again, that seems reasonable.  The government is 
not good at doing things such as having benchmarks for health systems or for freight network reviews.  
However, in this case, even the government agrees that it is reasonable to compare and contrast a proposed 
policy with others that may have been, and, indeed, should have been, examined.  The house agrees to all those 
paragraphs.  However, just when it seems that we could vote on the motion and the house could unanimously 
agree on it, we now have this proposition to delete the fifth paragraph, which insists that the government explain 
why it wishes to add to the financial burden already being experienced by first home buyers.  Is that not the nub 
of the whole issue for the people of Western Australia?  However, the government knows better than that, 
apparently.  The government does not want to do that.  The government does not care about that, yet that is the 
one thing that is lacking in the government’s policies on housing affordability issues.  The government does not 
care that its policies are deliberately adding to the burden on Western Australians. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


