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WATERMANS BAY MARINE CENTRE — ROOF HEIGHT 
Grievance 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [9.33 am]: My grievance today is directed to the Deputy Premier representing 
the Minister for Fisheries, Hon Ken Baston, and it concerns the refurbishment of the Watermans Bay Marine 
Centre. I have received complaints from residents who live opposite this site and who are concerned that the 
refurbishment, which includes an increase in roof height, has been approved without public consultation and is 
now under construction. The responsible authority report by the development assessment panel dated 25 January 
2012 states that the roof height of the building will increase by 1.2 metres. The residents have received three 
letters from the Department of Fisheries—one each year since 2012—and none of them mentioned the height 
increase of 1.2 metres. 

The first letter from the director general dated 16 February 2012 stated that the Department of Fisheries recently 
submitted a development approval application for refurbishment works to be undertaken at this facility in 2012. 
The letter said that works planned would include the replacement of the existing roof; an improvement in the 
overall appearance of and landscape around the facility; improvements to the building’s environmental 
performance; the exterior painting of the entire facility; upgrades to the internal marine culture facilities, 
laboratories and offices; and the installation of a new security system. The letter went on to say that the 
department appreciated that local residents may be particularly interested in the installation of the new roof and 
the slim-line flues that are required to be installed. The design of the new roof will have minimal impact on the 
height of the facility overall, and the exterior works will improve the overall appearance of the facility. It went 
on to say that the roof design will follow the existing low profile, with some minor adjustments allowing for 
rainwater run-off, services and natural light to enter the building. It said that all extraneous roof-mounted 
equipment will be removed, and that the internal footprint of the existing building will change minimally to 
accommodate the building codes of Australia requirements for improved internal accessibility. However, the 
external building footprint will not increase. The letter said that the project details can be accessed through the 
University of Western Australia’s website—that is an important point that I will come back to later on. 

The second letter dated 2 April 2013 was also from the director general and advised that a development 
application had been lodged and approved, and that the department had since been finalising details with the key 
partners involved in the project. It said that there were no changes to the planned works, and that project details 
could be accessed through the UWA website. The third letter from the executive director of corporate services 
dated 15 May 2014 advised that works to upgrade the Department of Fisheries’ Watermans Bay Marine Centre 
would commence soon. It said that the external building footprint and the landscaping and trees in front of the 
facility would remain the same. Work was expected to start towards the end of May 2014 and finish by mid-
2015. Information on the project’s progress was available on a dedicated UWA website, and people could sign 
up to receive project updates via that website. 

Although these letters were designed to keep the residents updated, none of them mentioned that the roof height 
would be increased by 1.2 metres during the refurbishment. The landing page of the UWA website to which 
residents were directed contained the following statement: The works take into consideration the requirement for 
a number of slim-line flues to be installed on the roof. However, the design of the new roof will not increase the 
height of the facility overall. When this was brought to UWA’s attention on 18 July 2014, the statement was 
removed from the website. 

As I have already mentioned, the responsible authority report dated 25 January 2012 states that the height of the 
building would increase by 1.2 metres, so the Department of Fisheries was well aware of this before sending out 
the first letter to the residents who live opposite the site. However, the department chose not to mention this 
important information to them. A detail like this is very important, which is why the residents have individually 
made contact with the Department of Fisheries to ascertain whether there would be any increase in roof height. 
They were continually told that the increase would be minimal; however, a 300-millimetre increase was 
mentioned during the course of their investigations as a possible increase in height, and the residents accepted 
this as reasonable. 

I contacted the City of Stirling with regard to my constituents’ concerns about the increased roof height, and it 
advised that the city does not control development on foreshore land; the WA Planning Commission is the 
responsible authority for development within the public recreation reserve. Due to the value of the works, the 
determination of the application was made via the Metropolitan North–West Joint Development Assessment 
Panel on behalf of the WA Planning Commission and in accordance with the Planning and Development 
(Development Assessment Panels) Regulations. The responsible authority report on the proposal was prepared 
by the Department of Planning for consideration by the JDAP. The original approval was granted by the JDAP 
on 13 February 2012 for two years, with a later approval granted on 10 April 2014 for the same works for a 
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further six-month period only. Neither the Department of Planning nor the City of Stirling determined that public 
consultation was required. Although the JDAP, the City of Stirling and the WA Planning Commission may 
consider 1.2 metres to be minimal, my constituents do not because it blocks out some of their ocean views. I 
would like to stress the point that they should have been told about the increased roof height in the very first 
letter. Increasing the roof height of this building is of great concern to my constituents and they have said that 
they feel duped by not only this proposal, but also the JDAP, the City of Stirling and the Department of 
Fisheries. 

Work is currently progressing on this site. However, due to the appalling way in which my constituents have 
been misled about the increased roof height, I request that work on the Watermans Bay Marine Centre be halted 
until new plans can be agreed upon. The roof line should follow the existing low profile, as indicated in the 
Department of Fisheries letter dated 16 February 2012, and the design of the new roof should not increase the 
height of the facility overall, as was stated on the UWA website until recently.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [9.40 am]: I will respond on behalf of the Minister for 
Fisheries. I have a number of dot points that I will go through. To go back through some of the history of the 
project, the previous minister, Hon Norman Moore, initiated the project in 2011, which would see the vacant 
Watermans Bay Marine Centre renovated and used as part of the Indian Ocean Marine Research Centre. This 
represents a partnership between the state, which provided the site and $4 million in funding; CSIRO, which 
contributed $5.675 million; and UWA, which contributed $2.675 million. The total project cost is estimated to 
be $12.5 million. The architect’s plan was agreed on by the partners in late 2011 and a development application 
was submitted to the City of Stirling. A further submission was then made to the north west joint planning panel. 
The City of Stirling, the Department of Water and the Department of Parks and Wildlife all agreed with the 
development application, and it was subsequently approved. Work has started on the site and continues. Roofing 
contractors commenced work this week. 

This grievance concerns the matter of raising the roof height of the Watermans Bay building by 1.2 metres. The 
site is overlooked by 10 to 12 homes on West Coast Drive. Of those, three neighbours have articulated concerns. 
One of those concerned neighbours will have no impact on his view. The joint planning authority identified and 
assessed the roof height and approved it as having a minimal impact. Clearly, the local residents do not believe 
1.2 metres is minimal. Senior town planners and professionals assessed and approved the project. This report 
suggests it is unfeasible to reduce the proposed roof height due to engineering requirements, occupational health 
and safety requirements, water run-off calculation, and Australian standards. The roof is already at the lowest 
height possible taking into account those requirements. Changing the roof now, and the cost of doing that, would 
make the project unviable and see its partners walk away. In that case, the state would become responsible for 
the demolition of the building and rehabilitation of the site. Combined with the funds spent to date and legal 
costs, that would in all likelihood see the government spend well in excess of its original $4 million contribution. 

As the site is on a government reserve, there is no obligation under the joint planning authority process for the 
Department of Fisheries to consult. However, it decided to do that. Three letters have been sent to the neighbours 
of the project, as members have heard. These included information that advised that the roof would be replaced 
and that residents would have an interest in that, and that there would be a minimal impact on the height. Again, 
the word “minimal” was used. Residents were directed to the UWA website. We just heard from the member for 
Carine that that website contained information that was inaccurate. 

The importance of the Watermans Bay facility is considerable. There are very few sites in WA—indeed the 
world—where pure and uncontaminated sea water can be accessed for research. This alone is enticing 
researchers from around the world to the project. Western Australia will benefit directly through the ability to 
gain a better understanding of our marine environment. The renovation will rejuvenate a previously vacant 
building that was vandalised, graffitied and used for drug and antisocial behaviour. In this respect the department 
believes that the renovation will increase the value of homes, not diminish them. The problem with all that is that 
it is always very difficult when residents are told one thing and then something different happens. There is 
nothing worse for people than to believe certain information that turns out not to be correct. I think the advice is 
accurate; it is too late to do anything about that. The member has been to some of the houses. 

Several government members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Will members stop interjecting on me, please? The member has been to some of those houses 
and it has blocked a portion of their view. I think the residents are entitled to feel aggrieved by that, given that 
the information they were given before was different. Clearly, part of the problem is the Department of Fisheries 
sending the letter when it was probably CSIRO and UWA that were largely involved in deciding what work was 
to be done to provide that centre, although I do not know that for sure. Sadly, it is too late to do anything to turn 
back the clock because it has progressed significantly beyond that. Clearly, it is unfortunate that the residents 
were given incorrect information. 
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