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CLIMATE CHANGE — IMPACT ON COASTAL AREAS 

Motion 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [10.08 am] — without notice: I move — 

That the house — 

(a) notes the steps that other Australian states have taken to plan for climate change in coastal 
areas; and 

(b) calls upon the Western Australian government to urgently update its planning rules for the 
Western Australian coast to take account of the projected impacts of climate change. 

Members may recall that a few weeks ago we debated a similar issue. Hon Sally Talbot moved a motion 
condemning the government for entering its third year of office without delivering on its 2008 election promise 
to introduce a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy. The motion was defeated, and instead Hon 
Helen Morton moved an amendment, and the house passed a motion noting the progress in relation to the CCAM 
strategy. I am sure I am not alone in remaining totally in the dark as to the nature and extent of the progress that 
has taken place. This might be an opportunity for the government to put that progress on the record.  

Those members who were present in the house on 9 November and heard the debate on the amendment to the 
motion will recall that I argued for urgent action to address the projected impacts of climate change on planning 
along our coast. The science is marching ahead of us and I have some updates for the house today. At that time, I 
argued for modern and proactive strategies to guide the state’s planning regime for coastal areas. Coastal local 
councils are on the frontline in confronting this task and have to deal with those impacts whether we like it or 
not. Local councils are under-resourced to do so and lack certain powers to do what they need to do. To indicate 
that help is required in that area, I would like to review what local councils are doing. I encouraged the 
government at that time to take up the challenge in a systematic and pragmatic way. I listed five key points on 
how to do that, which include adopting an integrated regional approach involving all levels of government, 
including federal, state and local; encouraging community and stakeholder participation; and adopting the 
precautionary principle in planning decisions since the avoidance of future risk is the most cost-effective 
adaptation response.  

I remind members that not that long ago the city of Byron Bay experienced a very difficult and prolonged legal 
case involving a house right on the coast; the local government struggled to deal with that problem. I am trying 
to avoid that in this case. I called for the government to set clear parameters around liability because that was the 
key factor in that case in Byron Bay. Who was liable? Was it the local council that permitted the house to be 
built there? Was it the state government that permitted zoning to include residential development in that area? 
Perhaps it was the builders. Many people were involved in trying to determine who was liable. We can learn 
from that experience and legislate to avoid it. I also argued that the government should properly resource 
relevant authorities, which should then be required to implement the planning principles that provide for the 
impacts of climate change. In Western Australia we already have a very creative local government sector that 
has worked diligently to try to manage these issues; it is worth reflecting on the work that they have already 
done.  

Today I want to make a detailed case on the need for urgent action in terms of the motion before the house. I 
want to talk about two things in discussing the need for this action. Many of us will remember “No man is an 
island” from our days of studying the poetry of John Donne. In the end he says to ask for whom the bell tolls, 
and the bell tolls for you. We in Australia qualify. We are an island and dramatically impacted by coastal sea 
level rise and by other impacts of climate change. However, it has been a constant refrain from Liberal 
governments that there is no point in Australia taking action to address climate change unless the world leads the 
way. Literally translated, that means that we do not have to take responsibility for our own actions because 
anything we do will be insignificant in the global scheme of things. I argue that the climate change bell tolls for 
all of us. With such a high proportion of our population in Australia living at or near the coast, we are among 
those who will be most affected by its impacts. 

Another reason for the need to address this issue is that the Southern Ocean is warming. Research from 40 peer-
reviewed publications was released only two days ago by the Antarctic Climate and Ecosystems Cooperative 
Research Centre. That research shows that the Southern Ocean is storing more heat than any other ocean; ice is 
thinning and sliding off the continent, which causes the sea level to rise. The ocean helps to absorb the earth’s 
excess heat and carbon dioxide, but there are side effects. Anyone who has been watching SBS lately will be 
very much aware of the costs of the acidification of the ocean. The ocean helps to absorb the earth’s excess heat 
and carbon dioxide, but when it becomes too warm to be an effective cooler, the chemistry of the water changes. 
That chemistry can cause the outer layers of fish and the shells of sea creatures to dissolve. Eventually, a 
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threshold is reached at which time the sea becomes corrosive. Previously, it was thought that this threshold 
would be crossed in 2050. Surprise, surprise; two days ago we learned that this has now moved to 2030. That is 
not far away; that horizon is right in front of us.  

Other risks to our environment have been calculated in terms of how many dollars will be affected. If people 
want to look at the economic impact of these changes and the economic risk to the coast, they should look no 
further than the assessment of the built environment along the coast. Nationally, we know that between 5 800 
and 8 600 commercial buildings in coastal regions are exposed to the combined impact of inundation and 
shoreline recession at a mean sea level rise of 1.1 metres. Western Australia is planning for a sea level rise of 
0.9 metres, but it is fair enough to take a precautionary approach and look at the impact of a slightly greater sea 
level rise. The value of these assets nationally has been calculated at between $58 billion and $81 billion. If we 
look at Western Australia, between 1 500 and 2 100 commercial buildings are exposed to a sea level rise of 1.1 
metres. Replacement values are estimated at $12 billion to $17 billion. If we look at light industrial buildings, we 
see that between 3 700 and 6 200 are exposed to the combined impact of inundation and shoreline recession at a 
sea level rise of 1.1 metres. The value of these assets is between $4.2 billion and $6.7 billion. In Western 
Australia, if we look a bit more locally, 600 to 900 light industrial buildings are exposed. The replacement value 
of those buildings has been set at $700 million to $1.1 billion.  

Between 26 000 and 33 000 kilometres of roads are potentially at risk from the combined impacts of inundation 
and shoreline recession. If we look Australia-wide, we see that Western Australia has the greatest length of 
roadway at risk. Between 7 500 and 9 500 kilometres are exposed, at a replacement value of between $8.7 billion 
and $11.3 billion. Much of the exposure is to unsealed roadway.  

Finally, I want to look at the number of residential buildings along our coast. We know how much we love to 
live on the coast. In Australia, between 187 000 and 274 000 residential buildings are in the area that will be 
affected by a 1.1 metre sea level rise. The value of those assets is between $51 billion and $72 billion. In 
Western Australia, approximately 20 000 to 30 000 residential homes are in that area, and replacement value of 
those assets is approximately $5 billion to $8 billion. For these reasons, if we look at the economic impacts 
alone, the time to act is now.  

Other states are well ahead of us. I have suggested in this motion that we look at what other states have done. 
Unlike other states, Western Australia has no coastal planning legislation. I provide a brief summary of the 
recent action taken by Queensland, for example. Queensland enacted the Coastal Management and Protection 
Act in 1995. In April 2011, the Queensland Department of Environment and Resource Management published 
the “Queensland Coastal Processes and Climate Change” report, which describes the physical processes—the 
waves, the tides and the tropical cyclones—that shape the Queensland coast and the impacts that can be expected 
as a result of climate change. The document outlines the advantages and disadvantages of a range of 
management options and some of the Queensland government initiatives that support better planning for the 
impacts of climate change. What did Queensland do? Earlier this year, the new Queensland coastal plan, 
representing the culmination of a three-year statutory review process of the existing state coastal management 
plan from back in 2001, was introduced. That plan includes a new statement of planning policy and coastal 
hazards guidelines. The guidelines assist in achieving relevant policy outcomes under the coastal plan and ensure 
that coastal hazard areas are accurately identified to inform development decisions in those areas. Finally, 
Queensland’s plan also includes coastal hazard maps to be used for planning purposes. The maps are drawn 
using high-resolution digital elevation data, the latest aerial photography and precise local tidal information to 
identify areas that are likely to be at increased risk. These maps demonstrate the potential impacts of climate 
change and help inform disaster management planning. I know that Western Australia is some way down the 
path of mapping the coastline, and I hope that the government uses this opportunity to bring us up to date on the 
progress of the Western Australian coastal compartments mapping project, known as WA Coast. These are really 
good examples of how the other states are taking an integrated approach. There is not enough time for a detailed 
comparison with every state, but I will quickly mention New South Wales. The “New South Wales Sea Level 
Rise Policy Statement” was released in October 2009. That statement adopts a projected increase relative to the 
1990 mean sea level of 40 centimetres by 2050 and 90 centimetres by 2100, although it is acknowledged in the 
2007 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report that a higher rate of rising sea level is possible. That is 
a similar projection to that which Western Australia made in its “Statement of Planning Policy No. 2.6”. I will go 
into detail about that policy, which we have been waiting for now for some time and which was supposed to be 
released by now. 

I will now reflect on the general impacts of having a higher sea level. A higher sea level causes increased or 
permanent tidal inundation of land by sea water. It also causes beaches, dune systems and, to a lesser extent, 
cliffs and bluffs, to recede and changes the way the tide behaves within estuaries, even resulting in salt water 
extending further upstream in estuaries. Rising sea levels cause higher saline watertables in coastal areas and 
increased coastal flooding—that is obvious—due to the reduced ability to effectively drain low-lying coastal 
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areas. The New South Wales policy acknowledges that those physical changes will have an impact on not only 
our coastal ecosystems, but also access to and use of public and private lands. In addition, those changes will 
impact on historical and cultural heritage values, arable land used for agriculture—we depend heavily on that 
food bowl to feed Australia—fresh water access, public and private infrastructure, and low-lying areas of coastal 
land that are affected by flooding. A rise in the sea level will also cause coastal hazards such as beach erosion 
during storms and coastal flooding. When the beach in Fremantle is eroded due to a storm, it takes quite some 
time to recover, and sometimes an interventionist approach is required to restore the beach as a buffer zone 
between the ocean and residences. The New South Wales government has a strong commitment to supporting 
local governments and the community to adapt to a rising sea level. It promotes a risk-based approach to 
managing the rising sea level and provides guidance to local councils to support their sea level rise adaptation 
planning as well as encourages the appropriate development on land that is projected to be a risk. The New 
South Wales government continues to provide emergency management support to coastal communities during 
floods and storms and up-to-date information to the public about the rising sea level and its impact. These are all 
things that Western Australia should be doing. South Australia also has moved forward. The South Australian 
Coast Protection Board was the first Australian agency to discuss the impact of climate change on sea levels 
following the very first release of greenhouse gas predictions by the US Environmental Protection Agency way 
back in 1982, which is about the time I came to Australia. The South Australian Coast Protection Board created 
South Australia’s planning policy in 1991, which is called “Policy on Coast Protection and New Coastal 
Development”. That policy required future development to be safe from a rising sea level and is currently under 
review, but at least South Australia has something to start with. 

The actions taken by the other states highlight the importance of having a well thought out planning framework 
that prepares for the impact of climate change on our coastal regions. In June 2003, the Western Australian 
Planning Commission released and gazetted “Statement of Planning Policy No. 2.6”. The policy was amended in 
2006 and is currently under review again. We know that the sea level rise factor was updated earlier this year to 
0.9 of a metre. We were anticipating that the revised policy would be released for public consultation but there is 
no sign of it on the horizon. In general, SPP 2.6 performed a useful job in the past, although there have been 
some significant exceptions. The policy is now out of date and is inadequate to deal with the challenges 
presented by the present and projected impacts of climate change on our coastal regions. I remind members that 
more than 80 per cent of our population lives on the coastal areas. The policy is fundamentally hampered by its 
status, because it is nothing more than a policy. For a start, the current SPP 2.6 refers to the coastal zone 
management policy of Western Australia as providing a whole-of-government framework for setting strategies 
and plans for the coast. However, the draft of the policy was released in 2001 for public comment but a final 
version has never seen the light of day. As discussed at length in November, this government has failed to 
honour its promise to introduce a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy, and so the state with the 
longest coastline in Australia has a grab bag of planning control policies, development control policies and 
guidelines for bits and pieces of the coast but no integrated planning framework or strategy for dealing with 
development on our coastal zones. That is only going to put people at risk and create uncertainty for developers, 
who will face an even bigger risk. We all know that developers want nothing more than certainty. 

SPP 2.6 does not go far enough. I do not want to dwell much longer on it except to say that we look forward to 
its successor with eager anticipation. The most important point is that it is just a policy; it is not a statutory 
planning framework. It will take us some way toward addressing what developers and others need to know about 
protecting our valuable public resources, but it will not do enough. As members can see, the other states are 
further down the road of doing more about this than Western Australia. Section 5 of SPP 2.6 sets out a number of 
laudable policy measures, but they are not mandatory. A number of local governments, such as Busselton, 
Cottesloe and Mandurah, have already undertaken comprehensive vulnerability studies of the coastal zones in 
their jurisdiction. They have prepared plans for the management of those zones but there is no integrated and 
consistent approach to coastal planning and management for the state. I put it to members that we can do better 
than that. I am looking forward to hearing how the government intends to act on these matters. The science has 
been updated, and it is clear that we have lagged behind taking the necessary action. Local governments are 
getting funding from the federal government to do vulnerability studies, at great cost. The Town of Cottesloe, for 
example, has spent tens of thousands of its own dollars to try to identify how vulnerable it is to the impacts of 
coastal climate change. That is not good enough. The state government needs to support that council. We have a 
beautiful coastline for people to live on, and it is our responsibility to ensure that people are safe from the 
impacts of climate change and that the infrastructure that the public needs and that we provide, such as roads, 
sewers and water, is protected from the effects of climate change. We need better planning rules that can deal 
with that. 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [10.28 am]: At the outset, I 
indicate to members and those who look after the timer that, as Hon Helen Morton is away on urgent 
parliamentary business, I will be the lead speaker for the government on this motion. 
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The government is a little surprised by the motion moved by Hon Lynn MacLaren because we have already 
undertaken and are continuing to undertake action on climate change and its impact on coastal planning. Sadly, 
these types of motions tend to come up every now and again in the house because those on the other side—both 
Labor and the Greens (WA)—want to paint the picture that the government and its departments and agencies are 
not doing anything to address climate change. That is simply untrue. Given that this motion relates to planning, I 
will now outline the work that has been undertaken under the leadership of the Minister for Planning, Hon John 
Day. It has been quite significant, despite what Hon Lynn MacLaren has suggested. First, the Western Australian 
Planning Commission clearly demonstrated its commitment to addressing the impacts of climate change on the 
coast in May 2010 when the commission adopted a revised standard sea-level rise value of 0.9 of a metre by 
2110—up from 0.38 of a metre—for use in coastal planning policy. This was subsequently endorsed by cabinet. 
I think Hon Lynn MacLaren did refer to that change, but she suggested that it occurred only this year; in fact, it 
occurred last year in May 2010. I am sure that is just an error. 

This updated sea-level rise value is in line with steps that have been taken by other Australian states to plan for 
climate change, and that has been referred to in part of the motion. The policy revision was made in response to a 
comprehensive review of work on sea-level rise by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the 
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation and the Antarctic Climate Change and 
Ecosystems Cooperatives Research Centre. Since the modification was made to the sea-level rise value, a 
comprehensive review of the state coastal planning policy SPP2.6—again this has been referred to—has also 
been undertaken to ensure the policy is accurate and based on best available up-to-date information on the 
current status and trends of coastal policy and planning. For the benefit of Hon Lynn MacLaren, a final draft of 
the policy is now ready for consideration by WAPC to release for a four-month public consultation period. I am 
sure Hon Lynn MacLaren will make comment in that public consultation period. 

Once gazetted, following advertising and finalisation, the revised policy will guide all decision making on use 
and development of land on or adjacent to the coast of Western Australia. The reviewed policy includes, 
amongst other things, new policy measures for water resources and management; coastal hazard risk 
management and adaptation; infill development; coastal protection works; and the precautionary principle, to 
which Hon Lynn MacLaren has already referred. It also includes modified policy measures for building height 
limits; coastal foreshore reserves; public interest; coastal strategies and management plans; and guidelines for 
determining the impacts of physical processes on the coastal types within Western Australia. Coastal planning 
operational guidelines have also been formulated to provide detailed guidance for the application of the coastal 
policy measures. These will replace the existing and now dated development control policy 6.1, which is the 
country coastal planning policy, and provide clarification on and improvements to current practice. 

For the benefit of the house, in the time available I will go through some further detail on the updated policy, 
which I am sure will be of great interest to all members of the house. Under the policy, updated coastal hazard 
risk management and adaptation planning will ensure that appropriate risk assessment and management for 
coastal hazards is incorporated into state and local government decision making on the coast. The preference for 
any development on the coast is to allow only consolidation of existing settlements while minimising the 
development footprint on the coastline; in other words, avoiding any linear development on the coastline. This 
policy measure is supported by other key planning instruments, such as state planning policy 3 on urban growth 
and settlement and, of course, Directions 2031 and Beyond. The revised policy aims to prevent any 
inappropriately located or designed development, which can significantly alter the way the coastal physical 
processes occur. The policy considers the placement and design of future development in light of the potential 
risks of coastal hazards and the possible economic, social and environmental costs of those risks being realised. 
By carefully considering the placement and design of future development and ensuring clear regard is given to 
the vulnerability of development to coastal physical processes, the policy provides a framework whereby coastal 
hazard impacts can be considered and addressed. The policy will also strengthen the requirement for an adequate 
coastal foreshore reserve to be identified to include an area beyond that necessary to accommodate possible 
coastal degradation. This will ensure that a foreshore reserve is maintained over time, even if the potential worst-
case scenario physical impacts are realised over the planning time frame. The policy requirement also 
strengthens coastal hazard risk management and adaptation by maintaining flexibility in long-term decision 
making and not diminishing the range of possible future risk management options. 

The recent Australian government Department of Climate Change and Energy Efficiency report “Climate 
Change Risks to Australia’s Coast: A First Pass National Assessment” advocates the adoption of the 
precautionary principle, with avoidance of actions that will make it more difficult to cope with climate risks in 
the future. Indeed, Hon Lynn MacLaren referred to the precautionary principle. I advise the house that the 
precautionary principle or approach was already incorporated in the state coastal planning policy but will be 
strengthened in the revised policy to which I have already referred. Decision makers are required to act in regard 
to the best available science, knowledge and understanding of the consequences of decisions, and, in the context 
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of increasing uncertainty, to make decisions that minimise adverse impacts on current and future generations and 
the environment.  

The policy has also been updated to reflect a report commissioned by the Department of Transport in 2010 titled 
“Selection of Design Cyclones for Coastal Development Approval Assessments”, indicating, obviously, that 
there is a broad range of consultation and dialogue between agencies and departments within the government. 
The revised policy requirements for cyclones in this instance view them as an event with particular 
characteristics determined by the location on the WA coastline. The area at risk of inundation from a storm event 
can then be identified against a particular coastal type, which will inform decision making on the related risk 
management to be implemented, including decisions on where development should be permitted to be located. 
This approach is considered to enable a more pragmatic application of the policy requirements, with particular 
regard to the complexities of development decision making in the northern parts of our state.  

Finally, to improve knowledge of the current condition of the WA coastline and to better anticipate future 
changes to our coast, a comprehensive mapping project has been undertaken jointly by the Departments of 
Planning, Transport and Environment and Conservation to classify the WA coast into coastal compartments 
based on coastal landform, geology, and geomorphology. This work has informed the policy review and has led 
to improved definitions of the different coastal types specified in the policy. I am sure that Hon Lynn MacLaren 
would agree that that is a very important piece of work. 

Hon Lynn MacLaren: Yes. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I see that she is nodding in agreement; so, that is fantastic. 

Hon Lynn MacLaren: Good work! 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Six coastal types have been defined, and these are considered to better reflect the 
actual features along WA’s coastline than the typology contained in the existing policy. The required allowance 
for physical coastal processes is closely dependent on the shoreline type. For example, the allowance on a sandy 
shore needs to be greater than that on a rocky shore. As a result of the mapping project and the new knowledge 
that has been gained of coastal type, each coastal type identified in the revised policy now has a different 
methodology for determining the coastal processes allowance in comparison with the relatively standard 
methodology used in the existing policy, which of course is a very good thing and certainly very appropriate. 

With all of that in mind, I just say to Hon Lynn MacLaren that this government is doing something significant in 
this area. We are doing significant things to address climate change. I appreciate that this motion has been 
moved, perhaps, to indicate or paint a picture that work is not being undertaken in the planning area. I would like 
to think that after going through some of the issues in the new policy that will be released for public comment—
no doubt Hon Lynn MacLaren will put in a comprehensive submission, which of course is invited as it is from 
anyone else who wants to put in a submission in that period—it will be obvious that we actually do have a very 
strong commitment to addressing the impacts of climate change on our coast.  

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [10.39 am]: It is nice to see Hon Donna Faragher getting a little dry run 
at her new job, although I must say that anybody who thinks that Hon Donna Faragher is the answer is probably, 
I think, asking the wrong kind of question about what the problem is that the government faces. It was all very 
interesting to hear the list of things that Hon Donna Faragher just read out, but the fundamental problem is not 
being addressed. The fundamental problem is not about the work that is going on in the background.  

I was very pleased to hear that the City of Mandurah has already been mentioned in this debate in very 
complimentary terms, along with a few other local government authorities, because, as I have indicated in this 
house before, the City of Mandurah has done some genuinely groundbreaking work in the area of planning for 
the effects of climate change, particularly in coastal regions. However, the fundamental problem is that we have 
all this work going on in the background, both in local government and in the bureaucracy, and some excellent 
brains are engaged with this serious issue, but the problem, as in so many other areas, is that absolutely no 
leadership is coming from this government. Frankly, the community of Western Australia now understands that 
in another 50 years Hon Donna Faragher will still be standing up and reading out the same sort of speech, which 
is basically devoid of any kind of action plan to implement these measures. The terrible thing is that by that time, 
as we edge towards 2070, or whatever it will be in 50 years, it will all be too late, and that is troubling more and 
more members of the Western Australian community as they realise that in this area of mitigating climate 
change, as in so many other areas, this government is, frankly, not up to the job. 

The nature of the challenge has been on the public record now for years. It does not need me to enumerate what 
those challenges are. It is about the identification of greenhouse gases as a human product of industrialisation 
and modernisation; it is about the use of certain types of fuel, certain types of land use changes and other sorts of 
industrial contributions to climate change; it is about the fact that human activity is without any doubt the 
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activity that runs the risk of pushing us over the brink; and it is about the effect of climate change on the types of 
events that will very, very seriously impact ordinary Western Australians and prevent them going about their 
day-to-day lives. 

We all saw with horror the pictures that came from Thailand recently of the effect of the inundation of one of its 
central city areas. Although not a scientist in the world is prepared to say that an individual weather event is 
directly caused by climate change, the number and the extent of these events are clearly increasing. I thought that 
the recent reports by News Ltd media that seemed to suggest that there was no link between these extreme 
weather events and climate change were completely disingenuous. In fact, anybody who took the trouble to read 
the articles quickly saw that the attention-grabbing headlines were completely divorced from the substance of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s findings. 

However, I want to address directly the motion under discussion today, and I want to take a slightly different 
approach from that of other speakers. Rather than talk about the facts and figures, which I think bear repetition 
but are now there for everybody to see, I want to talk about the question of the narrative and the story that we are 
telling ourselves about how we can mitigate some of these risks, because I think it is at this core level that the 
government is showing itself to be so totally devoid of ideas and understanding. That is what I want to focus on 
in my contribution. 

Nowhere are people in Western Australia more aware of these risks, Mr Deputy President — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Col Holt): Order, members! The member on her feet has the call. Perhaps 
she can keep addressing the Chair and we will be right. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Indeed, I will, Mr Deputy President, as you noticed I was exactly doing so then. A 
more astute member of this place would have noticed that I am not taking interjections. I know that Hon Donna 
Faragher is getting terribly excited, but she is just going to have to contain that excitement for about another 
week. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Can I tell you that I do not get excited by listening to you. 

Hon Kate Doust: Oh, that’s not terribly charitable. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The member on her feet started off pretty scratchily on 
addressing the motion, but she is moving into it now, and I suggest we stick to the content of the motion. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

As I was saying, nowhere are people more aware of the risks and the effects of climate change than in the 
Mandurah region, where, as I have noted before in similar debates, something like seven out of 10 values that 
people articulate about their lifestyle in the Peel region relate to things to do with the water and the marine 
environment. Of course, that is where we are most at risk in areas such as the Peel. This is because of things such 
as the large-scale clearing of vegetation needed for agriculture. I think the Murray region is likely to become one 
of the food bowls of the twenty-first century, at least for WA. We have had a timber industry and we have the 
mining industry, as you well know, Mr Deputy President. Of course, the City of Mandurah has grown over the 
last 20 to 25 years from an agricultural–fishing village to what is virtually a thriving metropolis. 

Going along with all that development, we have seen various changes in the shape of things such as drains, dams 
and river diversions to accommodate people’s wishes about how they live and where they live. Of course, the 
biggest engineering event there has been the construction of the Dawesville Channel, which has had a 
considerable positive effect, at least on the Peel–Harvey Inlet, although, of course, there are theories that it has 
simply pushed the problems further upstream. And, of course, we have also seen the canal estates. I am told that 
many people who own properties on the canals are already experiencing the effect of rising sea levels. But it is 
not just the people in the canal estates who have focused local governments such as the City of Mandurah onto 
coming up with really effective strategies for mitigating climate change. 

In the Peel region and other areas of Western Australia, we admit that climate change is heavily influenced by 
human development and human behaviour. It is that behaviour and that way of reacting to events that we have to 
change if we are to really make progress, and that is what the government is not doing. My proposition is that we 
need to build a narrative around resilience. The government still talks in those old-fashioned terms about 
mitigating the effects of climate change. So the government is still focused, to the extent that it is doing 
anything, on things such as reducing individual footprints. I do not suggest for one moment that those strategies 
do not have a role to play in our climate change strategy, but when it comes to learning to live with climate 
change, we have to help people understand the nature of their very engagement with our marine and our 
estuarine environment. While we focus only on reducing our individual carbon footprints, we are missing the 
bigger story. 
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I listened very carefully to the list of Western Australian Planning Commission initiatives that Hon Donna 
Faragher just read into the Hansard. It is interesting, and obviously people with a considerable amount of 
expertise are working on developing these policies. But the problem, as I see it, is that we are still locked into a 
mentality that says that the answer to things such as rising sea levels is to seek higher ground. We heard Hon 
Donna Faragher say that there would be no linear development down the coast. We are talking about a retreat. 
That will not wash with the Western Australian community. More importantly, it is an entirely inadequate way 
of dealing with the science of climate change. These are very, very big issues; they cannot be addressed in an 
hour’s debate in the house. This is something that we need the government to engage in if it is ever going to be 
able to show us that leadership, confidence and forward thinking that governments are supposed to provide. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [10.49 am]: As most members know, I have spoken in this chamber 
before about the science of global warming and the implications—albeit they are much harder to work out—of 
climate change. As with some other members of this chamber, my position is that I accept the science of global 
warming but I also recognise the risk involved in ignoring climate change; to do so is to run a great risk. 
Therefore, we should not be ignoring it, as both Hon Lynn MacLaren and Hon Donna Faragher have said. Hon 
Donna Faragher enlightened us to the fact that the cabinet of this government also recognises the implications of 
anthropogenic climate change and, in doing so, stated that planning implications are being acted upon. 

The only issue we have here is the issue of timing. The issue of timing is always so very hard when it comes to 
government action. It is so easy to make policy and decide on policy; it does not mean putting in hard dollars or 
resources or a lot of other things. It is just a decision to say, “Yes, we will do something”, but the “will” is 
meaningless unless things are done. Hon Donna Faragher said, and I already know, that a number of local 
councils are not only doing the “will” part; they are actually doing the “doing” part which, of course, is what 
state government has to be about in each of the functions we carry out and for which we are responsible as a 
chamber. We need to be doing things if we are to make a difference and bring about the necessary changes. 

The great issue around this motion in relation to planning is time. Time is the crucial determinant of what action 
needs to take place. In one way, climate change might be considered to be insidious. It is insidious because the 
discussions around climate change, not just in this state but in the whole country, come up against the 
insidiousness of not being able to see what might be happening. What might happen may already be happening, 
and in a manner that will be harder and harder to unwind the longer it goes on without capturing the attention of 
the entire community. 

As we all know, the federal government has passed legislation in this area because it feels that it has seen the 
change and it has introduced legislation to try to arrest the change. But it is a difficult area to persuade people 
about—me included—because it is very difficult to see. Scientists say, “I, as a scientist, see it, but I can’t get 
people to see it the same way.” Therefore, the temptation is to either become extreme or follow the more risk-
averse ways of drawing attention to the issue by saying, “This is so bad; we’ve got to do it, and do it quickly.” 
Therefore, we talk about excessive rises in sea levels or whatever. 

The time factor for climate change in this equation should be looked at in the context of one of the other big 
difficulties we have with planning in this state. It is not necessarily to do with sea levels; it is acutely there for 
our bushfire planning and the issue of where residences are built. If they are built in risk-prone areas, how should 
they be built? What other fire protections should they be built with? If we put time into the equation of risk, that 
time is today. It should be part of the equation that we should be doing things right now. We should have done 
things previously because we know that all those in the Darling Range are at risk. We have also seen that all 
those in the Margaret River area are at risk. The risk to those living in the Wheatbelt or in certain areas of the 
agricultural regions of Western Australia has always been there, but it is not as acute as in places where trees 
grow around houses in a manner with which we are very familiar from the Darling Range and Margaret River. In 
these areas, once fires begin, they are very difficult to put out. They are not put out by firebreaks, I can promise 
members. I have fought fires in the Wheatbelt region and I know the dangers. Despite not having fought fires in 
the Darling Range or Margaret River, it is not difficult to see how the escalation of danger is magnified. 

If we are trying to create an equation for what we should be doing in the coastal plain of Western Australia, it is 
an area where things are more difficult to predict. The “T” in the equation—time—is of much lesser value, if we 
like, but we need to plan ahead because, if we build there, in 20 years it will hit us. That is why the T is equally 
relevant for planning in these areas. The government is aware of this and is doing things, and we have been 
updated on that by Hon Donna Faragher’s speech on this issue. How intense it should be and how quickly we 
should do it needs to be balanced with what we should be doing with other climate-affected areas. That is not to 
do with climate change, necessarily, because bushfires in this state happen no matter what the climate change is. 
The fuel is always there to be burnt. 

If I can use this analogy, it is a little like an equation I am very familiar with from the wool industry called the 
team equation. It is about how the characteristics of the wool fibre affect its processing ability. It is the same 
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concept. Just as what we do affects our climate, what we do with our wool affects how well it performs in 
processing, but it took years for the industry to pick that up and accept that it is important. They said, “We think 
we can feel it all; we know all this because we’re skilled with our own human qualities to make judgements 
about how well the fibre processes,” but that was not true. That is the thing. The reality of science proved that 
we, as woolgrowers, were wrong. I know that there are some woolgrowers in this chamber, and I am sure that 
they would agree with me. We had to grow different wool to get it to process in a way that improved the 
productivity performance of that industry.  

The same thing comes back to what we are talking about today. We should have an equation similar to that in the 
example I gave about the characteristics of wool fibre. If we could say that the equation for climate change was 
equivalent to man-made behaviour in a way that included T for time, and if we could be sure about what is going 
to happen in 30 or 40 years, it would be much easier for us to actually identify how urgent it was to do the things 
that we may need to do, from a risk point of view, to protect people who are relatively vulnerable as a result of 
building homes in areas where they maybe should not have. The trouble is that the surety is not there at the 
current time; therefore, the equation is not there.  

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [11.00 am] — in reply: I rise to reply to the very interesting 
speeches of the members who have commented on this motion in the house so far and to reply to the 
government’s response. I note with interest that the former Minister for Environment, Hon Donna Faragher, has 
advised us that state planning policy 2.6 is still in the planning phase and due to be released for public comment. 
However, that has been the case for some time. The point is: when will that occur? I say that it should occur 
urgently. I believe that Hon Phil Gardiner also made a case for urgent action, albeit most poignantly in relation to 
preparedness for the impact of climate change and the high risk of bushfires. I agree with what Hon Phil 
Gardiner said 100 per cent. This is an issue of timing. That is why the motion before us calls for urgent action. 
He also noted that local councils are taking steps to prepare for climate change but that there is much more to be 
done. I agree wholeheartedly with that.  

Climate change readiness will involve more than establishing planning rules. We should have completed this 
task some time ago because other urgent tasks are before us, such as securing our water supply long term into the 
future, securing available land for agriculture and food, and ensuring that we have fuel supplies that will take us 
long into the future. Other urgent actions need to be taken. In relation to planning, today there is inadequate 
guidance and people can potentially put themselves at risk by building too close to the coast. We do not know 
who will be liable if these homes are lost as a result of severe storms or if sea levels rise, which, as I have stated, 
is likely to be sooner than first thought.  

I welcome the comments by Hon Sally Talbot and, in particular, the fact that she raised the approach that one 
should take towards climate change. She said that resilience is a key factor in preparedness for these types of 
changes, which are unpredictable. Resilience is a skill that is very necessary in our local councils when dealing 
with this because they have to act without the guidance of state planning rules. They are going by the advice of 
the federal government. They are getting federal government grant moneys to prepare vulnerability assessments. 
It is an ad hoc approach. We have seen a coordinated approach in Mandurah with some surrounding councils in 
the Peel region but other than that, Cottesloe had to act. It started its coastal vulnerability study in 2008 because 
it could see that vital infrastructure was potentially at risk. It is irresponsible for us as a state government to 
watch these things occur knowing that other assistance could be provided for them in the framework of our 
planning.  

I agree with Hon Sally Talbot that building resilience will be a key factor in approaching this issue and that truly 
effective strategies are necessary. I also agree that the government has not yet really demonstrated that those 
strategies and plans will be implemented. I welcome the comments made by Hon Donna Faragher today because 
it has fleshed out some of the detail around what SPP 2.6 will do, but fundamental questions remain: Is it going 
to be mandatory or optional? Will it be statutory or just a policy that is referred to? To what degree will that 
policy really make a difference in whether development occurs along the coast? How will it make developers 
and local councils clear about what liability they face? Someone said that we will look at geomorphology and 
whether we are likely to see sandy shores or rocky shores and that will be taken into account in planning rules. 
That is really important. However, there still seems to be this notion of 100 metres setback from a certain point. I 
think that is almost meaningless when we take into account the variations of geology along the coast. In some 
low-lying areas, such as up north in the Kimberley where the tides are really long, the notion of 100 metres will 
not provide much protection or much guidance. We will have to set up maps. In most areas of this state maps 
establish the coastal compartments and the sediment zones. That is a really important piece of work and I 
commend the government for getting it done. It needs to be completed for the entire coastline. Those maps have 
to be used as statutory documents that inform our planning framework. 
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I also ask whether local governments will be resourced to carry out the risk assessments that Hon Donna 
Faragher has mentioned. Yes, it is important to have appropriate risk assessments of infrastructure that may be at 
risk, and local governments are best placed to do that, but will they be resourced to do that? If we are going to 
require them to do it, they have to be resourced to do it. Either the state government needs to take on that role or, 
if it hands it off to local governments, it should ensure that they are adequately resourced to complete the task, 
and urgently. I would expect to see something in next year’s budget to complete our coastal vulnerability 
assessment.  

I really welcomed the words of Hon Donna Faragher when she said that we are going to have a strengthened 
precautionary principle. That is a great move forward. We plan for a 100-year time frame. Our planning 
authorities look at that. We need to take a precautionary approach because things are going to change over that 
time frame. The science is being updated every five years and the knowledge of what the impacts will be is 
updated. We need to take some kind of precautionary approach to give us that flexibility and resilience to cope 
with the changes that will occur.  

When I look at the motion before the house and take into account the support from the members who have 
spoken so far, I am heartened that the Parliament assembled is mindful of the urgent need for planning action on 
climate change and that the government believes that it is moving in the right direction and moving with some 
haste towards that. However, I have not heard when that will occur, and that is the devil in the detail. When will 
we establish or accept SPP 2.6? We were expecting it this month; I believe it was announced that it would be 
ready in November. First it was expected in April and then it was expected in November. Maybe it will be 
announced any day now, and that will be great because we will have that four-month period in which to 
comment, but we still do not exactly know what final policy will be adopted. Fundamentally, the weakness is 
that it is just a policy. We need to see how that policy will be implemented and whether it will give us strong, 
reliable, consistent planning frameworks to help us cope and be resilient in the face of climate change.  

I welcome members’ contributions today. I look forward to further urgent action on this issue and to hear when 
we can get SPP 2.6 out of the machine and make some comments on it. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to temporary orders.  
 


