
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 November 2011] 

 p9608e-9623a 
Hon Jon Ford; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Giz Watson; Deputy President; Hon Linda Savage; 

Hon Kate Doust 

 [1] 

MARINE PARK PLANNING 

Motion 
Resumed from 9 November on the following motion moved by Hon Sally Talbot — 

That this house condemns the government for taking an old-fashioned piecemeal and politically driven 
approach to marine park planning in Western Australia. 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [2.12 pm]: Before debate was adjourned on this matter I had taken 
members on a little journey through contemporary marine park planning and some of the values that we try to 
protect when we establish those parks. I also talked about some of the restrictions on ministers who are involved 
in establishing and developing those parks, particularly from the perspective of the Department of Environment 
and Conservation. The Minister for Environment is restricted in his ability to protect mammals. Of course, the 
minister has a lot of control over possible pollutants in the environment generally, but the biomass, living rock 
and marine mammals are primarily within the role of the Minister for Fisheries. The Minister for Fisheries is also 
restricted, because in developing the total allowable catch, not all the information is made available all the time 
because some items tend to be excluded. I gave an example of the minister looking in isolation at sardines or 
squid, with most of the measures indicating that the main predator is human beings, so that is the basis for the 
allocations out of the biomass that are divvied up by different stakeholders who want to access the fishery; that 
is, the commercial sector, the Indigenous sector from a custom and tradition fishing perspective, and the 
recreational sector. In my time as Minister for Fisheries I do not ever remember anybody explaining to me how 
much of that biomass was consumed by whales, dolphins or turtles. Of course, one of the biggest impediments is 
that the Minister for Fisheries has to consider everything from a sustainability perspective, which of course 
assumes that the resource will be exploited, and there is mention within the Fish Resources Management Act 
about maximising the value of that resource.  

Hon Norman Moore: Sustainably.  

Hon JON FORD: It is a sustainable resource, but I am contending that as soon as we say “sustainable” the 
assumption is that the resource will be exploited in some way. I am not saying that is what this minister does, but 
that is what the act specifies. I will talk about things that I do not think a lot of people quite understand. The 
problem that I see with contemporary marine park planning in this state, from the state’s perspective, is that a lot 
of pressure comes from the Department of Environment and Conservation through stakeholders to create these 
great big marine parks, but in fact the Department of Environment and Conservation does not have any of the 
expertise in marine animals or the corporate history or research capability to look at marine animals. That is 
recognised in the act, because only the Minister for Fisheries has the ability to write the regulations that give 
effect to the protection values that are espoused by the government of the day over that marine park. I can 
remember at the end of the long debate about Ningaloo Marine Park, sitting down with my department in 
numerous meetings and going through the regulations that would give effect to that marine park. People have 
said that something was seriously wrong—I have heard this argument—with the Minister for Fisheries having to 
concur to a marine park plan and that it should be the Minister for Environment. However, the Minister for 
Environment does not have the power to do that. I get a bit upset when I go through my electorate in the Pilbara 
and the Kimberley and I see a sign in a national park or a state park saying “no fishing”, because I would bet that 
the Minister for Fisheries did not sign off on that! People have been fishing in those areas for tens of thousands 
of years and some person has decided to do that! If I were the current Minister for Fisheries I would have a real 
problem with a proposal for a marine park in, for example, Camden Sound to protect whales. Firstly, I would 
have no jurisdiction over whales; and secondly, a marine park will not protect whales because the whales are 
already protected. Indeed, I had myriad problems with Ningaloo Marine Park when as minister I was given the 
job of writing the regulations. That is because I was given a whole bunch of instructions that were impractical 
and would not work to protect the values that we espoused for Ningaloo. In fact, we came to an impasse that was 
resolved in the end by the Premier telling me that I had to find a way forward and sign off on those regulations. 
It was as simple as that. Interestingly enough, the Premier could give me that instruction as Minister for 
Fisheries, but he could not give that instruction to the Minister for Environment because technically, under the 
statute, the Minister for Environment is independent of the executive when making those decisions—of course, 
that does not matter because the Minister for Environment has no power. I found that as minister I was being told 
that a certain species of invertebrate needed to be protected within the first 300 to 400 metres of the high tide 
mark, and to write regulations to facilitate that. In the north west, as everybody knows, there are whopper tides, 
and around Ningaloo the tide can be between 1.5 metres to 6.5 to seven metres. How can someone write a 
regulation that protects the value there? What complicated matters further was that beyond that mark we wanted 
to have a general usage area to allow mums and dads to chuck a line in off the beach. Had I written that 
regulation, the practical effect would have been that the only time people could have fished would have been at 
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the low watermark. I would have had to put a blanket ban on fishing from the high tide mark to the low 
watermark, and 300 to 400 metres beyond that. Mums and dads would only have been able to chuck a line in to 
fish over the 300 to 400 metres from the low watermark. I can tell members that trying to argue that with the 
Department of Environment was an interesting debate. 

Another example is around the benthic protection—“benthic” means the bottom. The department wanted me to 
ban all fishing and traversing of that area, unless people had a permit for research and taking pictures. I said to 
the department that we were actually talking about a depth of between 30 and 40 fathoms, and asked what it was 
trying to protect. The department said it was trying to protect the benthic values, such as the worms, corals and 
living rocks and so forth. I asked the department why it wanted to ban pelagic fishing; if people were trolling 
over the top—30 or 40 fathoms above—there was no way in the world that they were going anywhere near the 
bottom. The department could not come up with a reason for banning that, other than that people might drop an 
anchor. So, the department wanted me to draft regulations that would only allow people to stop there and take 
pictures of the bottom or conduct research on the bottom. I asked where the money for the moorings was going 
to come from, and it asked why moorings would be needed. I said that if it wanted me to allow people to go 
there, they would have to throw a pick down; it is out in the ocean and they cannot just leave the boat and dive 
down, they would have to throw an anchor over the side, and the anchor would go into the area that the 
department was trying to protect and rip it up. The department had not thought of that, and we came to a 
compromise.  

In another example, the department requested that I designate a fish protection area off the western side of 
Rottnest to protect pelagic species. Why would it do that? For a start, pelagic species are wide ranging and would 
only pass through that small area from time to time; on top of that, it is a popular fishing area and there were 
some fishing-attracting devices out there. It was one of those moments of absolute noddy logic. The department 
actually said to me at one stage that it wanted to keep a cohort of sardines. If the department wanted to protect 
sardines, it should have gone to South Australia, because that is where they spawn and begin life. They are not 
really present in Western Australia. Sardines are a short-lived species, and they can recover from near-
catastrophic events. We saw that when they all ended up with herpes and died in their thousands. But the species 
has largely recovered from that. The department thinks that way because it is basically a terrestrial management 
group and it thinks about things in two dimensions. It thinks that if we put a fence around something, it will be 
protected; well, of course, the water is completely different and much wider ranging than that.  

We have to get away from that old-fashioned way of thinking around marine parks. We have to think of water 
sources and the effect the water source has on species all the way through, remembering that a lot of estuarine 
and creek systems have a lot of varied and in some cases rare and endemic species, like in the Fitzroy River, and 
that they also feed into the ocean species nurseries. Then we have to get rid of the idea that the first value of 
fisheries or the marine environment is exploitation; the first value should be the preservation and management of 
that environment. Then, if there is the possibility to exploit for social reasons—such as people wanting to fish, 
people needing access to protein and people having agricultural proposals—if the exploitation does not affect the 
overall environment and pose unacceptable risks, then that should be considered. If we took a precautionary 
approach to that, we would not let people fish for any species that lives for longer than five or seven years, 
because those are the highest risk species. A species that lives for longer than five to seven years is a long-lived 
species that is in real danger of being exploited and becoming extinct.  

It would not be right to have this debate without talking about sanctuary areas. That debate has been going on, 
and been used as a political football, for a long, long time. Overall, both sides of the argument in the marine 
scientific world agree that there is value in sanctuary zones, and indeed I have seen it. But there are 
two thoughts: one is that the best way of achieving a sanctuary zone is that we should lock up large areas and 
create bioregions to protect a whole range of animals and monitor interaction with those animals. The net effect 
of doing that, of course, is that we end up excluding a whole bunch of people from going into an area. I do not 
think that provides good value in regards to protecting the environment. If we give people access to a valuable 
area and let them use it to some extent—that does not necessarily mean catching fish, but it might—they get to 
appreciate the value of that area and they add to the protection of that area. 

The other view is that we should have a range of small matrix sanctuary zones and pick significant areas to 
become sanctuaries within an exploited area—I think, actually, that would probably be the best way. Members 
might think that is contrary to what I have just said in that I made a supportive argument for large areas to be 
protected, provided people can access them. The trouble is, as Minister for Fisheries I was involved in the 
compliance game, and it is very difficult—just about impossible—to ensure compliance with the rules and 
regulations designed to protect these areas in contemporary marine park design. If we had myriad small 
sanctuary zones, it would be very, very difficult. The rules are complex now, but that would make it even more 
difficult for people to negotiate that complexity and work out where they can and cannot fish. I bet the Minister 
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for Fisheries, the Leader of the House, has been involved in making decisions on those sorts of sanctuaries zones 
as much I was; there are a squillion of them in Western Australia. Ultimately, the Minister for Fisheries creates 
the protected zones either in the formal sense of a marine park, or in an informal sense in that communities or the 
department, after research, have asked for certain areas to be protected, or indeed the commercial sector may 
have asked for specific areas to be protected.  

The Minister for Fisheries can also protect fish from commercial or recreational fishers. Some species are 
commercially protected. That means that recreational people can access the species, although access is qualified 
through restrictions, and there is no commercial fishing. A lot of that work therefore goes on. What we do not 
need is scaremongering. We have heard in debate what the federal government is trying to do in large mandated 
areas. I said earlier in my speech that I do not support mandated percentages. As I said, one per cent restriction 
might be good enough to protect some species and 100 per cent might be required for other species. The 
government just picking an arbitrary figure such as 17 per cent and saying that it will implement that over 
bioregions does not make sense to me. However, doing nothing is not an answer. When I hear people say, 
“You’re going to cut off this whole area to me and therefore the whole idea is bad”, that is not an argument not 
to have any marine park. It is an argument that says, “You’re taking something away from me and I don’t like 
it.” We therefore have to be courageous. Members will therefore note that I endeavour in this place not to 
criticise the Minister for Fisheries for making hard decisions to implement further restrictions. I will comment 
sometimes that I think the restrictions need to be harder and I will say that other areas need to be protected, but I 
will not have a go at the minister because parts of the sector disagree with the areas that he has decided to 
protect. So, where do we need to go? I have to say that during my time as Minister for Fisheries, the Liberal 
Party in opposition afforded me the same respect because this is not a game that we can use as a political 
football. 

We have to change the way we look at marine parks. As I said before, because the act talks about maintaining 
sustainable fisheries, the single biggest issue is the underlying assumption that the marine environment must be 
exploited. We have to change that. We have to change the way we look at marine parks from an agency 
perspective. It has to be a holistic approach. I would like to hear a debate over time—I assure members there will 
be a debate over time—about whether we continue with the current system for overseeing marine park reserves 
or whether we use all agencies—the Departments of Fisheries, Planning, Transport and Agriculture and Food—
as the most effective way of managing our marine environment. I put to the house that that is not the most 
effective way. We cannot think about the marine environment as a terrestrial environment around which we can 
stick a fence and pretend that somehow that will protect the values in it. We cannot create marine parks that 
purport to protect no value or values such as the whales, which are already protected, if we want to maintain 
some sort of credibility in managing the marine environment. What we have to do is re-look at the acts and the 
way in which we manage the marine environment. For instance, I do not believe that fisheries should be 
regarded as a primary industry. I understand that Western Australia is the only jurisdiction in the commonwealth 
that treats fisheries separately. Fisheries in the commonwealth and in other states is always an annexure to a 
department of agriculture or forestry so that it is treated as a primary industry. It is true that within the marine 
environment there are industries, but the big reason we are failing the marine environment is that we have an 
attitude that it has to be exploited. We have to change that attitude. That is why bag limits will never fix the 
problems, sanctuary zones will never fix the problems and marine parks on their own will never fix the 
problems. We will always, therefore, have this argument with people saying, “You said it was going to fix 
dhufish and they’ve all died out.” The best example is of those of us in this place who now eat fish that we 
regarded as rubbish fish when we were children. The reason we are eating those fish nowadays is that the fish 
that were targeted species when we were young people are all gone. Nannygai is a classic example. Nannygai is 
a very rare fish. We need only look at New South Wales to learn about the best way to destroy a species. New 
South Wales should never be used as the example of how to manage fisheries.  

Western Australia has a great record in managing fisheries, but we have to fundamentally change our whole 
approach to looking after this valuable asset for the community of Western Australia; indeed the Australian 
people. Therefore we need a review of the statutes, a review of governmental management and a review of the 
way we classify the marine environment. 

Finally, I need to talk about the jurisdictional issues. Where the commonwealth does not know what it is doing—
which is anywhere out of Canberra, so I am going to agree with the minister here — 

Hon Norman Moore: It’s almost a permanent state of affairs. 

Hon JON FORD: It is. The only way we are going to protect the marine environment in Western Australia is for 
states to have control from the beach to the 200-mile mark.  
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HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [2.36 pm]: Since it was 
elected in 2008, the Liberal–National government has gazetted one marine park, the Walpole and Nornalup 
Inlets Marine Park, which protects a significant estuary on the south coast, and has made significant progress 
toward the creation of a further seven marine parks and reserves. They are the four new marine parks as part of 
the Kimberley science and conservation strategy at Camden Sound, Eighty Mile Beach, North Kimberley and 
Roebuck Bay; Ngari Capes, which extends from Busselton around the Leeuwin–Naturaliste coast to Augusta; 
and Dampier Archipelago and the Regnard area. All are significant, positive initiatives, which contrast sharply 
with the slow and ineffective marine park planning regime that was overseen by the Carpenter–Ripper Labor 
government. In some instances, the previous government consumed up to eight years of planning and still failed 
to deliver the intended marine park. I will not go into metaphors about glass houses, but the honourable 
member’s claim that the Liberal–National government’s approach to marine park planning is somehow 
piecemeal and politically driven is not supported by the facts. This government adheres to a clearly defined 
statutory planning process that is matched by the political will to do what is right for both the marine 
environment and the hundreds of thousands of visitors who are drawn to WA’s world-class network of marine 
parks every year. 

For the benefit of the honourable member, I shall outline the process. The government firstly identifies its 
intention to create one or more marine parks. Planning processes are then commenced. This leads to the 
gathering of background ecological and social-use information derived from published sources as well as from 
discussions with specialists, key stakeholders and others who can contribute important information. 
Establishment of a broader communication and engagement program with stakeholders and the community is 
initiated. The Department of Environment and Conservation drafts an indicative management plan on behalf of 
the vesting body, which is the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority. The MPRA provides a report and advice on 
the IMP to the Minister for Environment. The Minister for Environment then seeks from the Minister for 
Fisheries and the Minister for Mines and Petroleum approval to release the IMP for public comment, as required 
by the Conservation and Land Management Act. The IMP is released for a three-month public comment period, 
at the end of which the MPRA considers public submissions and provides recommendations to the Minister for 
Environment. If necessary, the IMP is modified in the context of submissions and advice received. Ministerial 
approval is sought to gazette the marine park. The marine park is formally gazetted following government 
approval, and the final management plan is released. 

So there we have it: a simple, clearly defined statutory process, which under this government has already 
delivered outstanding results for the marine environment and the WA community. The Liberal–National 
government has committed to new marine parks that will almost treble the size of the current system from 
approximately 1.5 million hectares to about 4.3 million hectares. The government recognises that establishing 
new marine parks is one thing but that their ongoing management is another, so we have committed almost 
$30 million over the next four years to marine park establishment and management. We are ensuring that DEC 
and the Department of Fisheries have the funds to meet their responsibilities for the benefit of the people of WA 
and for those who visit these areas. 

I am pleased to update the house and advise that the final management plan for the Camden Sound marine park 
is currently under consideration by the government. This proposed marine park, which will be the first in near-
shore waters of the Kimberley region, will protect the important values of this special area, including intertidal 
and subtidal reefs, mangrove communities, seagrasses and a variety of marine fauna, including whales, turtles, 
dugongs and crocodiles. The government has also committed to finalising the proposed Ngari Capes and 
Dampier Archipelago marine parks, and funding has been committed in the 2011–12 financial year. 

The indicative management plan for the proposed Eighty Mile Beach marine park was released for public 
comment on 30 September 2011. The closing date for public submissions is 20 January 2012. Members might 
not know that Eighty Mile Beach is actually more like a 140-mile beach, as it runs along an extensive stretch of 
remote and remarkable coastal country that covers vast intertidal sand and mudflats that extend approximately 
four kilometres out to sea at low tide. The majority of the proposed marine park lies in the Kimberley region, 
with the southernmost portion crossing into the Pilbara region. Extensive parts of the beach are listed as a 
wetland of international significance under the Ramsar Convention because of the high visitation rate by 
migratory shorebirds.  

We know these interesting facts because the Liberal–National government is driving a statutory process 
supported by good science, which is what responsible, effective marine planning is all about. That is how we are 
making a difference and a significant contribution to the state’s representative system of multiple-use marine 
parks and reserves. This approach is not old-fashioned, it is not piecemeal and it is not politically driven, other 
than it is a Liberal–National government that has taken the initiative. Hon Sally Talbot understands the concept 
of projection. In personality traits in others it means that a person wants to convey onto another person the traits 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 November 2011] 

 p9608e-9623a 
Hon Jon Ford; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Giz Watson; Deputy President; Hon Linda Savage; 

Hon Kate Doust 

 [5] 

that they themselves have, which is what Hon Sally Talbot has done with this motion. As such, we will vote 
down this ridiculously politically driven motion—a motion motivated by envy.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Fisheries) [2.44 pm]: I want to make a few 
comments on this motion because, as members know, the Minister for Fisheries has a very significant role to 
play in the creation of marine parks. Under the current legislation, which was in place during the last 
government, the Minister for Fisheries and the Minister for Mines and Petroleum—or whatever their titles are at 
the time—have concurrence powers for the creation of marine parks. The legislation was clearly developed on 
the basis that there are competing interests for the use of the marine environment. Ministers who are particularly 
interested in that range from the Minister for Environment, who has particular objectives to achieve, to the 
Minister for Fisheries, who seeks to simultaneously protect the fishing industry and preserve the marine 
environment, and the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, who generally has an interest in offshore petroleum 
activities and has an obligation to ensure that we at least get the right balance between the development of 
offshore petroleum activities and the protection of the marine environment. Therefore, in the context of the 
current government’s consideration of marine parks, I have two roles as Minister for Fisheries and Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum. I have to say that sometimes one minister does not agree with the other, which makes for 
interesting conversations at times!  

However, what I will say today is that, having been quite actively involved in this government’s processes for 
marine parks, I find the attitude of the Labor Party, particularly Hon Sally Talbot’s comments, to be a little 
unfortunate. At the moment, a significant push is being made by environmental organisations to create very, very 
large sanctuary zones off the coast of Western Australia—not just marine parks, as have been created in the past, 
which are multi-use, but large areas that are no-go parts of the ocean. For Hon Sally Talbot to tell us that the Pew 
foundation is one of those organisations that is providing her with good advice worries me because this particular 
organisation, along with the Conservation Council of Western Australia, seems to have a view that unless we 
create sanctuary zones covering some 30 per cent of the ocean, we are not doing our job properly. I do not quite 
know where that 30 per cent figure came from other than somebody’s imagination. What organisations do and 
what the green groups have been doing for some time is create an objective they want to achieve based upon 
some mythical number, in this case a mythical percentage, and keep telling everybody that that is what they have 
to do to achieve proper environmental management. Then it becomes just part of the normal lexicon of the 
community that that is what we have to do to achieve marine protection. Here we have an international 
organisation, ironically funded initially by the oil and gas industry, called the Pew foundation out of the United 
States, which has a very green agenda and which, for reasons that it best knows, has decided to target Western 
Australia and seek to influence the political landscape in this state. I really am saddened to think that it has 
already infiltrated the Labor Party, if Hon Sally Talbot’s comments are correct, because this organisation will 
lead it down a path that will be against the interests of Western Australians generally for the benefit of a few who 
seem to think that sanctuary zones are the be-all and end-all of marine protection.  

I have a very simple view about the protection of the environment, and that is that we protect the environment 
based upon the scientific evidence that suggests we should do certain things in certain environmental areas to 
protect those environmental values that we have determined need to be protected. That should not be all that 
hard, really: what is it that we are going to seek to protect when we create a marine park? Until now, at least, we 
have created multipurpose marine parks and have set aside some parts for some form of protection that allow 
certain activities to take place and made those other parts that require total protection sanctuary zones where 
nothing is to take place. However, the decisions about what we do in the marine environment should be made 
upon the basis of the scientific evidence which we adduce and which tells us what we can and cannot do if we 
want to protect those environmental values. 

A simple example is this: if we want to protect the benthic zone, the ocean floor—because there are coral reefs 
or some other geological structures that need to be protected—we make the decision that it needs to be protected 
and therefore we ban trawling; we may also ban boats putting their anchors down. But that does not mean that 
we have to ban pelagic fishing, because allowing people to catch fish that live at the top of the ocean will have 
no effect on the part of the ocean that we are trying to protect. I use that as a simple example of how it is possible 
to have multipurpose marine parks that look after those environmental values that we consider to be important. It 
does not necessarily require 30 per cent of the ocean to become a sanctuary zone where nothing can happen. 

I suspect that there are some parts of the bottom of the ocean, the ocean itself and the surface of the ocean where 
it would be better to have no activity at all, for all sorts of reasons, but we need to sit down and very carefully 
work out what those reasons are, and our decisions need to be based on science, not on somebody’s view that a 
particular area would look nice if we were to paint it green. That is an attitude that I find permeating some policy 
development in respect of marine parks at the national level. Members will be aware of what the federal 
government is doing when it comes to marine parks in its waters. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 November 2011] 

 p9608e-9623a 
Hon Jon Ford; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Giz Watson; Deputy President; Hon Linda Savage; 

Hon Kate Doust 

 [6] 

I often find myself agreeing with Hon Jon Ford and today, in respect of his last comment, I agree with him 
absolutely. If the state of Western Australia had responsibility for all the waters off the coast of Western 
Australia out to the 200 nautical mile limit, I would be absolutely delighted, because that would have obviated 
the need a couple of weeks ago to pass legislation to look after our interests in respect of offshore petroleum. The 
federal government is now taking complete control of offshore petroleum in commonwealth waters, while at the 
same time putting in place a range of proposed new marine parks in those waters. 

Perhaps I should go back a step. The federal government put out an indicative plan for the areas of the ocean that 
ought to be considered for the creation of marine parks. After that came the federal government’s first iteration 
of what it thought ought to happen, and the first proposal related to the south west of Western Australia. The first 
map that came out had a vast swathe of the Southern Ocean south of Albany—I think it was 250 000 square 
kilometres—painted green to indicate that it was to become a sanctuary zone. I thought, “Why would you do 
that? What is it about this vast area of the ocean south of Albany that it has to be protected to the extent that 
nobody can go there?” Then it dawned on me that this was to make up the 30 per cent. The federal government 
just found a place where nothing happens, coloured it green, and said that it was X square kilometres and that it 
therefore made up the percentage it needed to get to its 30 per cent of sanctuary zones. The federal government 
thinks it can get away with it because there is no fishing there—at the moment, anyway; nor is there, to the best 
of my knowledge, any intention by any offshore petroleum companies to go there, because it is not prospective 
for hydrocarbons. The federal government’s view is that it can do that to get the percentage up. There is no 
science attached to it; it is just a big green blob on a map. 

The problem with that thinking, of course, is that there may well be a fishery down there that nobody has even 
found yet, but once we create these no-go areas, that is the end of it. Nobody is ever going to take any away, 
because that is the nature of the political world we live in. We could finish up tying up vast areas of the ocean 
that may have very productive fisheries which have not yet been discovered and which will then never be 
discovered. 

I want to make this point very clearly: we need productive fisheries. We need a situation where we can feed the 
world, and fish is a very good source of food for human beings. We must have a system whereby we can have 
fisheries that are managed in a sustainable way. When I interjected on Hon Jon Ford, I meant that we should 
have a system of fishing where we do not allow overfishing to take place. It is a renewable resource, and if we 
manage it properly, it could continue to provide fish forever. The same applies to timber, but I will not go into 
that argument today. 

The commonwealth government came out with this plan; the fishing industry looked at it and was absolutely 
horrified, of course. The industry put in its own proposals for modifying the zones that had been determined by 
the commonwealth government as sanctuaries so that fishing could take place while at the same time protecting a 
certain proportion of the ocean for which there was some scientific basis for the necessity of protection. We now 
have a leaked version of the latest commonwealth government proposal for the south west and it is even worse, 
in some cases, than what we had before. Indeed, Geographe Bay, which is in commonwealth government waters, 
will become a sanctuary zone. All the people who go down to that part of Western Australia for their holidays 
will find themselves in a sanctuary zone if they want to go more than three nautical miles offshore; bad luck 
about going on a fishing holiday in Busselton. At the top end of the Abrolhos Islands is another sanctuary zone 
covering an area that is very valuable to the rock lobster industry.  

Why are we doing this sort of thing? Why are we not looking at some different management strategies to protect 
what needs to be protected while at the same time allowing the catching of rock lobsters near the Abrolhos 
Islands and recreational fishing off Busselton? This is all being played out, not for any environmental outcomes 
of any value that I can think of, but because it is a basic political campaign run by the Labor Party at the federal 
level to keep its Greens friends happy. The Greens friends will go away happy, just as they did yesterday, after 
extracting another $150 million. No, that was Windsor who got the $150 million—the Greens got $20 million; 
that was all they got last night. We have a situation in which a tiny group of federal members who happen to 
hold the balance of power at the present time are calling the shots about what can and cannot happen, and the 
whole flavour — 

Hon Giz Watson: Sounds like the Nationals here! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will not comment on that! 

The whole flavour of the federal government’s approach to things, even when there is no deal that is publicly 
known, is to have a Green agenda. That is what really worried me about Hon Sally Talbot’s speech, when she 
spoke about getting her information and advice from the Pew Environment Group and the Conservation Council. 
Since we have been in government, the Conservation Council has had a track record of saying no to everything. 
One thing I could never work out about the Conservation Council is why it actually let the previous Labor 
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government do some things. If we want to do anything, it always says it is going to adversely affect the 
environment. 

What we are doing in government is working our way through the situation that exists within state waters. 
Hon Helen Morton referred to the proposed marine parks that we are contemplating at the present time, 
including at Camden Sound. The original plan there was for a multipurpose marine park to protect whale 
calving. Hon Jon Ford is right; whales are protected, so having a marine park to protect whales sounds a little 
odd. However, the purpose of this marine park is that it is an area where calving is particularly predominant and 
we should make sure that there are no activities taking place in that area of the ocean that will affect whale 
calving. The sorts of activities that could take place in Camden Sound that might adversely affect whales when 
they are calving would be prohibited from actually happening.  

Subsequent to that, the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority has been involved in the process and has come up 
with some propositions for some sanctuary zones and some other areas in which we might ban trawling but 
allow pelagic fishing. There are a range of different options within that marine park. We are going through the 
process of looking at the interests of all the groups that are concerned about what we might do there and coming 
up with what always has to be a compromise. Ningaloo Marine Park is a compromise and it always was going to 
be because there are competing interests, and that is why three ministers get involved in marine park 
development. We are looking at the interests of the environment, what needs to be protected and how we do it. 
For instance, should there be sanctuary zones; and, if so, why? We are looking at which parts of Camden Sound 
can allow certain activities but not others and what can be allowed and what will be prohibited. We are looking 
at what I think is a very innovative idea, invented by the Department of Fisheries, called a wilderness fishing 
zone, which will allow recreational fishing not commercial, but no take away. Therefore, if someone catches fish 
from a boat, they have to eat it on the boat. That is a conservation measure, but it will allow those tourism 
operators who go around the Kimberley in very large numbers these days to access part of that sound or allow 
other recreational fishers who just want to catch a fish to eat that night and then go on somewhere else to do so. 
We are looking at those sorts of issues in respect of this area of the ocean. If we do it properly and sensibly and it 
is scientifically based, the end result will be a marine park that has different zones that allow for different 
activities. That then achieves the outcome that we want to achieve. The notion of saying “no go” for the whole 
area will do virtually nothing, from a scientific basis at least, to achieve the outcomes that we want.  

We are also looking at an area north of Camden Sound through to Cape Londonderry as another multiuse marine 
park. We have also talked about Eighty Mile Beach. I think that is out for public consideration. There are 
indicative management plans out there. Just coming back to Camden Sound, the indicative management plan was 
put out and it has now come back to government to make a final decision. Roebuck Bay in Broome is also being 
contemplated. That ties in with the Yawuru native title agreement and provides some protection in Roebuck Bay.  

Then there is the cape to cape marine park. It is important that we look at that. We are having some 
conversations about a couple of areas in which a sanctuary zone could have a significantly adverse effect on 
some fishing activities that are important, such as rock lobster fishing and abalone fishing. I am looking at how 
we might get an outcome that is a compromise that will allow the necessary protection that we want in a 
proposed sanctuary zone but at the same time allow some fishing activity to take place that will not adversely 
affect the environment in that part of that marine park. We are working on that. There is an interesting concept—
I believe it is in the Jurien Bay Marine Park—that allows for scientific zones in which certain activities are 
allowed to take place in what would otherwise be a sanctuary zone so that can then be used as a benchmark to 
compare the effect of that activity with other activities in areas that are sanctuary zones. It might work out that 
by scientifically assessing the different activities in different parts of the marine park, we could allow a certain 
activity to take place because it is demonstrably not having any adverse effect. On the other hand, by allowing 
that activity, we might be able to prove that it actually does have an adverse effect, so we will ban it from then 
on. That is a concept that is already in place in the Jurien Bay Marine Park and it is something that we ought to 
contemplate in part of the cape to cape marine park—just a small part of it that is appropriate for some of this 
scientific evaluation.  

The government is working very hard on this. I have been in this place a fair while and I do not remember, other 
than Ningaloo Marine Park, anything the previous government did. I know why it did not—because it is not an 
easy thing to do. I listened to Hon Jon Ford with great interest because he was saying as a former Minister for 
Fisheries that we need to consider all sorts of things other than what the Pew foundation will tell us or Jessica 
Meeuwig from the University of Western Australia will tell us; that is, unless we have large sanctuary zones, we 
will destroy the ocean and all the fish in it. That is not correct; it is a complete exaggeration. As a Minister for 
Fisheries, Hon Jon Ford knows that if we have good fisheries management, we can go a long way towards 
achieving the sort of environmental outcomes that most of us would consider to be appropriate. When we think 
about it, who uses the ocean, apart from the creatures that live in it? The ocean is used by fishers, ships and 
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people going sailing and for petroleum activities. Beyond that, oceans are not used for anything. The sort of 
activities that can affect the marine environment are activities carried out by petroleum explorers, and they are 
subject to environmental conditions, as we all know, and fishers. 

Hon Giz Watson: And shipping.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It goes across the top.  

Hon Giz Watson: If you found a wreck — 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Are we going to stop people wrecking ships somehow or other? The only way we 
can be absolutely certain that there will never be another shipwreck is to stop people sailing ships. If we want to 
do that, that is fine; we will just starve to death or let other people in the world starve to death. We cannot do that 
so obviously whatever we do on this planet involves an element of risk, but most sensible governments seek to 
minimise the risk and by minimising the risk we achieve the outcomes that are vaguely possible. If we want to 
protect the marine environment, we control what those people who are using the ocean actually do. When it 
comes to fishers, we can control what they do in all sorts of ways. The fisheries management legislation provides 
the government with enormous power to control the way in which fishers go about doing their business. We can 
ban all sorts of activities. We can have all sorts of restrictions on what sort of gear they use, on bag limits, on 
what fish can be taken, on what has to be put back and on what the total catch can be. Hon Jon Ford knows all 
this because he was part of the process of doing it, as I have been since becoming the minister and as have 
ministers for fisheries who go way back into antiquity, except the ones in New South Wales who do not seem to 
know much about these things. I think the Department of Fisheries of Western Australia has a pretty good track 
record in managing our fisheries so that they are sustainable. It is not a very exact science because it is very hard 
to count the fish under the ocean. It is very hard to know exactly how many are there. We have to rely very much 
on the science that is available to us.  

The point I am trying to make is that if we have good fisheries management, taking into account the effect that 
fishing activities have on the marine environment, we can get the best of both worlds: we can get sustainable 
fisheries, which provide food for the people of the world, and at the same time we can protect those aspects of 
the marine environment that are scientifically determined to be under threat. That is very simple. Somebody will 
tell me—I suspect Hon Giz Watson might be one—that representative areas of the ocean need to be set aside so 
that nobody can touch them ever again, as if the marine environment never changes, so once it is made into a no-
go area, it is there forever for people to say that it is representative of that sort of landscape or seascape and it 
will never change. Of course it changes. The earth changes constantly. We have the same view on terrestrial 
parks. We have to have representative samples of all different sorts of land forms. It sounds like a lovely idea but 
we have to understand what tying them up actually might mean. One thing that is often forgotten by some green 
groups is that there are seven billion people on this planet, half of whom are living in conditions that are totally 
unacceptable and whose standard of living needs to be improved. The world will have to have more energy and 
more food. A very significant part of the food supply is what comes out of the ocean. That is why, if we have 
marine parks in the oceans, that we at least take into account whether a sustainable fishery can be run alongside 
what is sought to be protected. To deny human beings access to fish simply because it seems like a good idea to 
have 30 per cent of the ocean tied up with no-go areas is ridiculous.  

That is my soapbox for this week. I find the motion to be somewhat offensive. I do not think what we are saying 
is old-fashioned. It is actually a scientifically based process. If science is old-fashioned, then that really, really 
worries me because if the new environment in which we now discuss these matters is that percentage is what 
counts as opposed to proper scientific analysis, let me have the old-fashioned scientific process any time. To 
suggest the planning is piecemeal—of course it is piecemeal; we are doing bits of the ocean at a time. If the 
Labor Party wants us to have a marine park covering all state waters in Western Australia, we could do it in one 
slab. We could just start at Eucla and work our way around to Kununurra to make it all a marine park and say, 
“Go away; we do not want people to go there.” The piecemeal approach involves us doing bits of it at a time. We 
have chosen areas we think are worthy of protection. Indeed, the Labor Party started the work on cape to cape. It 
is hardly something we picked up in a piecemeal sense. We are working our way through what the Labor Party 
started; the same with Eighty Mile Beach and Roebuck Bay. Camden Sound is a new initiative of this 
government, as is the north Kimberley proposal. They are new proposals by this government—not piecemeal, 
but well thought out and based upon scientific information.  

I have to say that I do not understand what Hon Sally Talbot means by “politically driven”. I do not quite 
understand how what we are doing is politically driven. Perhaps when Hon Sally Talbot sums up, she might tell 
us what is politically driven about this. The tragedy of marine parks is it is actually a political exercise as 
opposed to a scientific exercise. The fact that Hon Sally Talbot raised it and criticises this government for not 
following the Pew foundation means that the member is herself politically driven, whereas this government 
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seeks to scientifically determine what should be a sanctuary zone and what should be a multi-use marine park 
and what should not be a marine park at all. It is a ridiculous motion. The terminology bears no relationship to 
the facts and should be dispensed to where it came from.  

I conclude by saying it is important to look at these things from a non-green political perspective and do what is 
actually right for the environment and the ocean as opposed to trying to score points. In the context of the Labor 
Party trying to win the hearts and minds of people who have been voting green but used to vote for the Labor 
Party, I again finish by giving the usual advice: that will not get the Labor Party re-elected into office because, 
by doing that, it will get rid of all those recreational fishers and all those other people who use the ocean as it 
pursues the green vote, which will not shift to it, and it will lose all those people who used to vote Labor and 
who reside somewhere in the middle of the political spectrum. My advice is that the Labor Party should go back 
to where it came from politically. It should look after those interests and it might have some prospect of getting 
re-elected.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [3.13 pm]: It is quite touching to hear the Leader of the 
Government offer advice on how the Labor Party could be re-elected! We are talking about marine park planning 
in this motion. The motion is — 

That this house condemns the government for taking an old-fashioned, piecemeal and politically driven 
approach to marine park planning in Western Australia. 

I was involved in marine park planning before I became a member of Parliament. Five years before I became a 
member of Parliament, I was involved in promoting the notion of the need for a comprehensive and adequate 
representative marine protected system for Western Australia. It is interesting to see how far that debate has 
come to where we are now. It is worth reiterating a comment that Hon Sally Talbot made; that is, we currently 
have 18 recognised bioregions in the marine environment, of which 12 have no protected areas at all. It is also 
interesting to reflect on Western Australia in the early 1990s. In terms of marine conservation, Western Australia 
was considered to be at the forefront of establishing a comprehensive and adequate reserve system. A report was 
produced called the Wilson report, which identified areas of the state that had significant conservation values and 
should be considered for reservation. It was an excellent report. I know that marine conservationists from other 
states were quite jealous that Western Australia had already got to a point at which there had been a scientific 
assessment of the values in the marine system. Inevitably, it was limited because, as members may be aware, in 
the marine systems we had only about a five per cent known description of what is out there, even in the best-
known systems. We know a lot more about coral systems than we do about certain other bioregional systems. 
We have descriptions of only about five per cent of what is out there. It is a difficult area to know exactly what 
we are trying to protect. Nevertheless, the Wilson report did a good job in making suggestions of the 
extraordinary values in the marine system of the Western Australian coast. It is worth noting, too, that one of the 
key things that the Wilson report made comment on was that, not surprisingly, the marine system reflects the 
terrestrial system. In fact a lot of the near-shore environment is relatively poor in nutrients and productivity. We 
have a lot of marine desert off the Western Australian coast, which produces an additional challenge in 
managing those systems and ensuring the impacts are not running the system down.  

Going back to the point Hon Sally Talbot made relating to Ningaloo being the only protected area that meets 
international standards in terms of percentage of no-take area, it is worth noting that although there is a debate 
about taking a consistent science-based approach to establishing marine-protected areas and recognising which 
values we are protecting and setting out a management system that does that, Ningaloo is an absolute classic of a 
total political marine park. Over the years, governments of both persuasions have made political decisions about 
the management of Ningaloo. I go back to Richard Court’s day. He made an announcement that there would be 
no oil drilling in Ningaloo Marine Park—no other marine park. For some reason Ningaloo was special. We know 
it is special because in the public eye it is special. It was not a decision based on science or — 

Hon Norman Moore: It was probably about the only place with any prospectivity for oil.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Absolutely; and it was because it was a very politically — 

Hon Norman Moore: Name another marine park that might have been affected by oil.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: It was a very politically contentious issue; that is what I am saying. The decisions about 
what is protected and how it is protected in the marine environment are particularly politically driven.  

Hon Norman Moore: Name another marine park where you might have said you cannot do that.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Some of the ones in the north that we are looking at establishing have oil prospects.  

Hon Norman Moore: You are saying that Ningaloo was the only marine park that could not have oil drilling. 
There probably were not any other marine parks at the time.  
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Hon GIZ WATSON: The point is, minister, if there is a threat to a coral reef system from oil drilling and 
extraction activities, that would hold good for every marine area; therefore, a policy decision would be made, as 
with terrestrial parks, that we will not have mining. We do not do that in the marine environment; we do it on a 
case-by-case basis. I think that is a problem. I was also going to comment on the fact that the decision to have 
substantially more no-take zones in Ningaloo—which is a good decision, in our view—was taken as an election 
commitment; in other words, a politically driven offer to the conservationists. I am not saying that was not a 
good outcome—I absolutely fully supported it—but it was not based on anything particularly, other than that the 
Labor Party thought it was going to be useful in terms of getting credentials in its conservation area. My 
observation over the years that I have been involved in this issue is that progress towards establishing a more 
comprehensive and adequately protected marine park system has been painfully slow under both governments. It 
is worth pointing out to Labor Party members that they might criticise the New Horizons policy as being 
outdated—they can correct me if I am wrong—but I do not remember when they came into power, and were in 
power for eight years, that they produced a new direction for marine park planning or marine conservation; in 
fact, they were just as slow at implementing marine reserves as is the current government. That is because of the 
fairly fundamental problems that exist. One is that in making a case for marine parks, there has to be a 
recognition that something needs fixing. Hon Norman Moore, with his Minister for Fisheries hat on, has made 
the point for and argued that Western Australian fisheries are well managed and that the impacts are under 
control and therefore there is no need for no-take areas.  

Hon Norman Moore: I didn’t say that. Don’t misrepresent me. I didn’t say that at all. I said if you’re going to 
have no-take areas, have a scientific basis for doing it; that’s all.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: But the minister also said that Western Australian fisheries are well managed. 

Hon Norman Moore: If you think they’re not, just tell us. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: This is going to be a very tedious debate.  

Hon Norman Moore: Then don’t provoke me and put words in my mouth. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Mr Deputy President, maybe I will address my comments to you. 

I agree that we are managing a number of fisheries pretty much in a sustainable way, environmentally. But there 
are some significant fisheries where that is not true. For example, I would be interested to know what the current 
puerulus count is in the rock lobster fishery, because I have heard that it is not looking good. I have heard that 
the rock lobster industry is in serious trouble. That industry was accredited by the Marine Stewardship Council 
as the first-named sustainable fishery in the world. It is a serious problem, because we are going to find that the 
rock lobster industry is in serious trouble. It is not all down to the management of that sector, but also down to 
changing conditions due to climate change. There is no doubt that is happening, but if we want to manage 
sustainably, we have to manage with a cautionary principle that recognises that those changes have been 
occurring for a while and are continuing to occur. There is overfishing in the shark fishery, and shark plays a 
particular role in marine ecosystems. It is very unlikely that marine parks will fix that, unless we are talking 
about reef sharks or sharks that tend to congregate in certain areas, but most sharks move around a lot.  

That brings me to another point: if we want to manage the marine environment for sustainability, we have to use 
other management tools for the highly migratory species such as whales and turtles. Hon Jon Ford made that 
point that we cannot protect the whales simply by protecting an area in Camden Sound. The only point I disagree 
with there is that it is very important to protect calving grounds; therefore, that argument is only half true. We 
need to protect Camden Sound and other calving areas as well as manage the area so that the impact on these 
marine animals is restricted as they move around these areas. It is the same problem with turtles. We can protect 
certain beaches where they nest, and that is really important, and we are very supportive of Eighty Mile Beach as 
an important turtle rookery, but that is not going to help them when they are out at sea and there are other threats 
to their numbers and their survival.  

The other significant impediment to progressing an adequate and representative marine system in Western 
Australia is the veto held by the Minister for Fisheries and Minister for Mines and Petroleum. It is well known 
that that veto has been the impediment to the signing-off of marine parks. That is because the Minister for 
Fisheries, I am sure, will argue that it is his responsibility to look after the interests of productive fisheries, which 
is absolutely correct, but that does create problems. The point was also made by Hon Jon Ford that the 
management of fisheries activities and fish-related activities within marine parks is under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Fisheries. One of the first things I remember occurring not long after I came into this place was 
the tabling of a paper on regulations for fishing activities in Marmion Marine Park. I thought that there must 
have been new changes to the fisheries regulations; however, what had transpired was that despite Marmion 
Marion Park being proclaimed 10 years earlier, it took 10 years for the Department of Fisheries to introduce the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 November 2011] 

 p9608e-9623a 
Hon Jon Ford; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Giz Watson; Deputy President; Hon Linda Savage; 

Hon Kate Doust 

 [11] 

regulations necessary to enforce the fishing restrictions for Marmion Marine Park. So, for 10 years, whoever was 
telling people not to fish in Marmion Marine Park — 

Hon Norman Moore: It wasn’t me!  

Hon GIZ WATSON: No, it was not the minister; it was before his time. I am saying that for 10 years whoever 
was enforcing the no-fishing rules in Marmion Marine Park was doing it totally on bluff, because there was no 
regulation in place that gave that any weight in law.  

We have heard the argument that it is fine if we produce multiple-use marine protected areas and continue to 
allow various activities to occur. One of the major criticisms of the marine parks that have been established in 
Western Australia is that the sanctuary areas are minimal and are not based on science. Jurien Bay Marine Park 
is a classic example. I was well involved in all the discussions and debates about how that marine park was going 
to be established. Basically, the problem that occurred there, which had occurred in the establishment of other 
marine parks, was that there was no independent facilitation of discussion between the various stakeholders in 
establishing that marine park, so DEC was required to play a role in facilitating the process, whereas it needed an 
independent facilitator who did not have a stake in the outcome. That would have allowed our conservation 
agency to argue for the conservation values of that proposed marine park. We should not tie DEC up as the 
broker of the process, so that it has to make compromises between the various stakeholders. There will always be 
conflict. We will have commercial fishers who want to maintain their interests and recreational fishers who want 
to maintain their interests. Although, interestingly enough, in my experience over two decades working in this 
area, a lot of people in the recreational fishing sector will now quite readily admit that there are significant 
changes happening in what they catch and what they used to catch and where they catch it. They know that 
something is changing, and a lot of them now understand the value of a certain portion of the marine 
environment where we do not take fish. The science says that when we establish no-take areas, it has a spill-over 
effect into the rest of the marine environment. If we protect breeding areas and we select the right places, it 
provides the brood stock to restock the broader marine environment. The evidence elsewhere around the world is 
that this is a strategy that works to improve fishing, as well as to achieve environmental outcomes.  

The key thing that went wrong in the process of the establishment of the Jurien Bay Marine Park was that lines 
were drawn on the map way too early in the process, and the various stakeholders spent a long time arguing 
about whether this line was going to be moved that way or this way; whereas what needed to happen was an 
agreement about the values. This is where I agree with Hon Norman Moore: we have to decide on the values we 
are protecting and how we are going to do that. What are going to be the key performance indicators? If we do 
not know those, it will be total guesswork. So, that did not happen; there was no agreement on what was to be 
protected, and then the process got highly politicised.  

It is an interesting dynamic, because fishing interests are not a combined force—they are in competition against 
each other—and if we wanted to have a good debate, we could get the commercial fishers and recreational 
fishers talking about who is taking the most fish and causing the most impact. It is a very long-running and 
exhaustive debate, and there is probably truth on both sides. What needs establishing are the values of the area, 
why that area has been picked rather than another area, how we are going to know whether changes are 
occurring and how the impact will be evaluated. One of the criticisms the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority 
has made of the management of existing marine parks is that there is very little monitoring of impacts, 
particularly when it comes to fisheries. One of the annual reports—I cannot remember which; it was probably in 
the past five years—had a very scathing assessment of how we did not know whether we were on track for 
maintaining the values in our marine reserves because we simply were not monitoring what was happening. We 
have to actually work out what it is we are trying to protect. We have to have agreed science on that, and we 
have to ensure that we have full stakeholder engagement, including community members who are not seeking to 
go fishing but might actually just want to go into the marine environment to go snorkelling or swimming and use 
it in a non-extractive way. Those people have a very significant role to play in arguing the values marine 
environments provide for recreation and enjoyment.  

There has to be some agreement about the pressures that this area is being protected from. I agree that if there are 
no obvious threats, the argument for the need for a specific protected area is probably greatly reduced, but there 
are pressures on the marine environment. I mentioned recreational fishing because with the advances in 
technology—global positioning systems, echo sounders, mobile phones and all the electronic communication—
the impact of fishing for recreational fish has got out of all proportion. This is the issue with the west coast 
fishery; people go back to the same spot time and again until, basically, there is nothing left. It will be very 
interesting to see how this fishery actually comes back from the brink.  

Hon Norman Moore: It’s coming back very nicely, thanks. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: That is good; I am delighted that it is coming back very nicely. That is excellent! 
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Hon Norman Moore: And measures have been taken to ensure that happens. Hon Jon Ford started it, and I 
finished it. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Good! I hope that that continues, because that was a pretty close call. 

Hon Norman Moore: It wasn’t as bad as you’re saying it was. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Sorry?  

Hon Norman Moore: I didn’t think you were taking interjections! 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I thought it was a close call; a few people thought it was a close call.  

Then there are the impacts of commercial fishing to consider, and it is often the techniques that are used as much 
as where the fishing occurs. I talk about sharks a fair bit; longline fishing is indiscriminate and kills a lot of high-
order predators, which has a significant impact on the marine environment.  

I mentioned shipping, because if we want to talk about the two most significant threats to the marine 
environment in Western Australia, one was when the Sanko Harvest hit the reef off Esperance, and the other was 
the Kirki, which only for the good fortune of a wind change did not break up and put oil up and down the coast. 
Obviously, I am not suggesting that we should not have any shipping — 

Hon Norman Moore: What are you suggesting? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: — but I suggest that if members look at the reports of those accidents—certainly the 
Kirki—we needed to be mindful of preventing inadequate shipping using the coastline. I am not convinced that 
we have that right yet either. 

Hon Jon Ford: Ships of shame.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Ships of shame; yes, that is right.  

There are also significant issues in terms of habitat loss. If we want to talk about protecting the marine 
environment and the marine values, we should consider things like the massive seagrass loss in areas such as 
Cockburn Sound, Princess Royal Harbour and Geographe Bay. If we wanted to ensure that we had a marine 
protected area that increased biological values and fish stocks, we would be doing everything we could to 
maintain health of seagrass beds because they are so essential at the bottom of the marine ecosystem. We have 
not yet done that successfully.  

I conclude by saying that it is all well and good to say that Western Australia is fine and we do not need marine 
protected areas and that all our fisheries are well managed, but it is interesting to suggest that WA fisheries are 
needed to feed the world, because I am not quite sure that we produce that much fish. 

Hon Norman Moore: I was talking generically about the green movement trying to stop fishing generally 
around the world. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I would rather talk specifically about Western Australia, because Western Australia — 

Hon Norman Moore: Of course we’re not going to feed the world! 

Hon GIZ WATSON: — is a relatively unproductive marine environment — 

Hon Liz Behjat: It has lots of sharks! 

Hon GIZ WATSON: No, it does not have lots of sharks, interestingly enough. 

The WA marine environment is relatively unproductive and is being impacted by climate change quite 
significantly. In terms of marine product, it produces some high-value export produce, such as crayfish, pearls or 
some of the finfish, but it does not actually feed the world and it probably never will. 

Hon Norman Moore: You’re absolutely right; I just said that. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Okay. 

Hon Norman Moore: But the more ocean you close up to fishing, the less fish there are going to be in the 
world. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: No, that is not true. 

Hon Norman Moore: Okay; carry on.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I say that because the science says — 
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Hon Norman Moore: Which science? You keep saying “the science says”, but you never actually qualify which 
science you are talking about. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I will give Hon Norman Moore a list of references. 

Hon Norman Moore: It is a line you use all the time—“the science says”—as though that is a fact. If you are 
trying to ban interjections altogether, go and get another house of Parliament.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Member, can I just interrupt the debate for a 
second? I am starting to get a bit confused myself as to whether or not you are seeking interjections. You did say 
you were not at some stage; you still have 20 minutes remaining. I do not mean to interrupt you, but there is 
some confusion in the house. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, I will try to avoid that, if I can.  

If we are talking about the need for marine protected areas in Western Australia and who is or is not advancing 
this proposition, my observation is that neither government has been pursuing the establishment of a 
comprehensive and adequate reserve system in the marine environment with any vigour. At the current rate of 
progress, we will never get there; the majority of bioregions still have no protected areas. Maybe some people 
will argue that that is okay because there is nothing to protect it from and everything is fine; I am arguing that we 
need to come from a precautionary position and observe that fisheries in the rest of the world are in dire straits. 
About 80 per cent of the world’s fisheries are overexploited and at serious risk of collapse. The reason that an 
adequate percentage of the marine reserve system has no-take areas is as an insurance policy. Surely there is a 
good argument for putting aside some of those areas, not the least of which is to make a comparison, which is the 
point that was made about scientific areas. We do not know what the impact will be on the marine reserve 
system unless we leave some area that we are not trawling or polluting, as there will be nothing to compare it 
with because the whole lot will be impacted across the board. 

Hon Norman Moore: With respect, most of our oceans are banned for trawling. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Is the member still speaking? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes. 

Hon Norman Moore: There’s not a law against interjections. If they don’t want to respond to them, that’s their 
business. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Minister, I just make the point that the member, I hope, has made it abundantly 
clear that she wants to keep going. I dare say that if there is a capacity for members to speak afterwards, I am 
sure they will. The member has made that point clear. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

The issue of the impact of different sorts of fishing is worth touching on. Let us take, for example, the Exmouth 
Gulf area, which is used for prawn trawling and has a very productive prawn industry; arguably it is sustainable. 
It does not seem to be causing any further environmental degradation. But in the same way as we terrestrially 
clear-felled large parts of the South West timber and turned them into paddocks that are now productive dairy 
industries and so on, exactly the same thing happened in Exmouth Gulf. There were extensive sponge gardens 
and much more diverse habitats in that gulf area before trawling started there. The people who were part of 
trawling when it was first set up there say that it was like clear-felling. They used to pull up nets full of 
biodiversity—sponges and other things. There is, therefore, already a modified marine system there. Trawling 
has had its impact—if we are talking about that sort of trawling—and has probably reached a new kind of 
equilibrium. However, there is a serious problem with deep-sea trawling, especially in areas that have not been 
trawled. That issue was canvassed in one of the major debates on a proposed trawl in the North West. That kind 
of bottom trawling is incredibly destructive and inevitably compromises any kind of marine biodiversity, and 
probably ultimately the fish that come out of there. 

I might conclude my comments there. Suffice to say that the community seems to have got the point that there 
are good reasons for having marine reserve systems around the state. They have a very important function—I am 
sure time will tell—not the least for providing insurance for protecting fish stock. Also, there are really strong 
arguments for protecting certain areas from any extractive activity. Coral reefs are often considered to be the 
icons of Ningaloo Reef and other reefs; they are very diverse and contain an extraordinary range of creatures. 
Some of the southern waters are similarly very diverse but perhaps not as colourful. The conservation value of 
some of the environments off the Recherche Archipelago is extraordinary. It is important that governments of 
whichever persuasion come to some sort of agreement on the process that we will use to base the establishment 
of marine reserves on science so as to provide a process that is fair and transparent and thorough, to ensure key 
performance indicators that everybody agrees on for why we are doing it, and to provide adequate resourcing to 
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ensure that when we establish marine reserves we monitor any change, and, if so, what is causing it. Without 
those processes, we could well establish marine reserves and have them deteriorate and not know about it. That 
is another problem, but first of all let us see whether we can get some more established. 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [3.45 pm]: I will say a few words in support of this motion. I will 
begin by saying that I found it extremely interesting to hear some of the previous speakers who obviously have a 
great deal of knowledge and expertise in this area. It is certainly not something that I am claiming to have but, 
like many others, I am concerned that we take steps to protect marine areas, particularly knowing the damage to 
marine areas that other countries, areas and regions have experienced. I know that it is not the same talking about 
seas as it is talking about oceans, but I clearly recall about 25 years ago being told that the Mediterranean Sea 
was the most polluted sea in the world. Certainly anyone who lives there or has gone there will know that parts 
of it are, quite frankly, disgusting to swim in. That is no doubt related to the fact that for a very long period we 
assumed that the oceans and the seas were capable of flushing out or absorbing anything we put into them. They 
are very capable of absorbing a lot of waste and a lot of use. However, of course, as populations have grown in 
the past century and continue to grow at such an extraordinary rate, we have not been mindful throughout history 
that oceans need to be protected. It is not surprising that only in recent years we have started to concentrate on 
not only the land, but also the oceans to ensure that continents such as Australia are protected. I was interested to 
hear from Hon Giz Watson that there was a time when Western Australia was at the forefront of such protection. 
In some ways I do not consider that surprising. The ocean was as much a part of my life as a child as was the 
land, just as it was for many people who grew up in Western Australia. Having had, I suppose, quite a typical 
Western Australian childhood, I spent a great deal of time in the bush, but I also spent an enormous amount of 
time in the ocean. Like many children, I learnt to swim in the ocean and the river. I do not know whether 
children learn to swim in the river the way we used to. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Too many leeches! 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Jellyfish seem to bother people. 

We all learnt to swim in the ocean. I think the term “blue backyard” was used by Hon Sally Talbot in reference 
to the Conservation Council of WA. That was a very apt description. People do have a sense of the ocean. They 
particularly have a sense that the oceans around Australia are endless, because they really are almost endless. I 
suppose from my point of view when I think of oceans, I think of them as a vast wilderness and almost 
unimaginable in size and depth and in the part they play in the world.  

I happened to hear, I think it was on Monday, an interview with Sylvia Earle. Interestingly, Hon Norman Moore 
referred to the federal government’s current initiative to assess commonwealth waters to identify key areas for 
protection as part of a network of marine reserves. In fact, Dr Sylvia Earle is in Australia at the moment partly to 
talk about that. The bit of her interview I heard was really interesting; she had a way of talking about the ocean 
that I had never heard before. I will just tell the house a little about Sylvia Earle. She is a world-renowned 
oceanographer and National Geographic explorer-in-residence. She is a leading expert in the field of marine 
conservation science and technology and has been recognised for her outstanding contribution to the marine 
sector throughout her career as an academic, scientist and businesswoman. In fact, she was, if I heard correctly, 
described as a United States of America national living treasure for her work. She is well into her 70s and, 
hearing her on radio, still retains in the way she speaks a sense of wonder about the ocean and a sense of hope 
and commitment to us, I suppose, as a species—a race—remembering and doing what we can to protect what 
she called the blue heart of the earth. She spoke about the ocean as the heart and its role as the great provider of 
oxygen to the world. It was her description of the ocean as the blue heart of the planet that really caught my 
attention as I was driving here. I will speak in a moment about some of the specifics she said about the area 
around Australia because one of them, as Hon Norman Moore said, is the waters off the south west of Australia 
that stretch from Kangaroo Island to Geraldton, and the other key area is the Coral Sea off the coast of northern 
Queensland.  

Another interesting thing that Sylvia Earle said was how we talk about animals in the ocean. At this time, she 
was talking about animals and not seaweed and those sorts of things. She said that often we tend to talk about 
what is in the ocean as either seafood or something that is perhaps going to eat us. I found it interesting to listen 
to Hon Norman Moore talk about the ocean very much in terms of fisheries. Sylvia Earle said that there is a 
tendency to see the ocean as somewhere we get seafood rather than sea life, which I thought was quite a 
pertinent point. I do not know that we look at animals on the land that way. I do not think I ever thought of cattle 
and, I suppose, wallabies or anything Australian firstly as something that I would eat. I suppose I first of all 
thought of them as animals that I like or do not like. As she said, we tend to think of a lot of the animals in the 
ocean as something that we would devour. I thought that was an interesting take on the ocean.  
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Hon Norman Moore is not in the chamber and I do not know whether he will ever read this in Hansard, but I 
grew up going fishing and I enjoyed fishing. Not that long ago, about eight years, I was in the area between 
Broome and Wyndham and caught quite a few barramundi, which I understand is something people aspire to. I 
have no fishing tips; I do not know anything really about fishing. The fish I caught did not seem to mind that 
those of us who were fishing were very noisy; perhaps it was the lipstick we had on that attracted those 
barramundi! However, I think fishing is a great recreational sport and certainly something that I, like many 
people who grew up in WA, have enjoyed.  

Of course, we are not talking about not going fishing or about the fishing industry; it is really about looking 
ahead to what we can do to ensure that we do not make mistakes today that cannot be undone. That really is what 
the precautionary principle is, which Hon Sally Talbot referred to. In the interview I heard, Sylvia Earle talked 
about that region in the south west of Australia. It is an absolutely extraordinary bioregional marine area. I will 
read a little from the consultation documents, which Hon Norman Moore referred to, about these multi-use 
marine reserves. These are draft documents; nothing has been signed off on. These are not areas that will prevent 
all activity; they are multi-use. I will read from one of the draft consultation documents. Interestingly, it starts by 
stating — 

For generations Australians have understood the need to preserve precious areas on land as national 
parks. Our oceans contain many iconic and fragile sites which deserve protection too. 

Australia has the third largest marine area of any nation in the world. Our marine region runs from the 
coral-rich tropical seas of the north to the sub-Antarctic waters of the Southern Ocean. 

Our oceans are twice the size of our continental land mass. They cover almost 16 million square 
kilometres and in the unique area off the coast of south-west Western Australia, reach depths of almost 
six kilometres. 

In some parts of the south-west marine region, up to 90 per cent of marine species are not found 
anywhere else in the world. One third of the world’s whale and dolphin species are found in the region. 

That is, the region from Kangaroo Island to Geraldton. I thought it was pretty amazing that 90 per cent of the 
marine creatures in that area are not found anywhere else in the world. I know that some such areas, including 
areas on land, have been described as biodiversity hotspots because they have such extraordinary and unique 
flora and fauna. Therefore, that particular area, understandably, is the subject of much interest and is why, I 
presume, this proposal for a south west marine reserve network is being considered. I do not take the view that 
the preservation of areas and, therefore, careful monitoring of the use that occurs in those areas will lead to as 
gloomy an outlook as Hon Norman Moore said. I do not think that the sky will fall in; I think that it will simply 
be part of the ongoing understanding and moves that have been made in the past two or three decades, in 
particular, to recognise that parts of the planet’s resources are not without end and that there are things we need 
to do to protect them. Not only governments need to protect areas or monitor use; it is something that obviously 
all of us as individuals need to do, and I am well aware that I am one of those individuals who could do a lot 
more. Therefore, I certainly would not like to preach, but I think that the motion, which Hon Sally Talbot put to 
the house, is very important because it gives us a chance to think about these issues, which is something that we 
do not do very often. I suppose that is partly because the idea of the ocean that many people have is of something 
that, as I said at the beginning of my speech, is just so vast and endlessly bountiful that there is no rush to protect 
it.  

Dr Earle described the oceans as the blue heart of the planet. She was asked during the interview how much of 
the oceans she thought needed to be preserved; she replied that we might like to think of the oceans as the heart 
of the planet. Currently, little more than one per cent of the world’s oceans are fully protected, and we need to 
think about whether that is adequate. In fact, she seemed to be saying that, at first instance, we should do 
everything to preserve the oceans and then see, as we go along, what pressure we are able to put onto them that 
they can bear. I think that was an important point. She said that the oceans are absolutely essential for human 
life. I note that Hon Norman Moore seemed to agree with that in respect of providing protein to the world in the 
form of fish. However, given the size of the world’s population, I am sure that things such as fish farming will be 
the future in some ways. 

I am glad that Hon Norman Moore is back. I said at the very beginning of my speech that it was interesting to 
hear him talk about fisheries. The person I was referring to said that people tend to have the attitude that what 
lives in the ocean is seafood rather than sea life. I thought that was an interesting comment. 

By coincidence, I happen to have had a look at the commonwealth government’s south west marine region 
consultation paper. When Hon Norman Moore talked about the map, I actually had it in front of me, so I was 
able to have a look at what he was talking about, including the 200-nautical-mile zone, and what was actually 
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being discussed and proposed. I do not regard it to be quite as disastrous as Hon Norman Moore seems to. I 
commented earlier on what an extraordinary region it is; 90 per cent of its marine life is unique to that part of the 
world. As I said at the beginning, I do not profess to be an expert in this area; nor do I profess to be across all the 
evidence and information, but I think it is very important that we talk about this issue. 

When Dr Earle spoke about these two regions—the Coral Sea and the south west—she identified them as “hope 
spots”, because of their particular diversity of sea life and locations. She said that they are not just areas that 
have been plucked out of nowhere; they are areas of the ocean that have a very particular role to play. The south 
west marine area has unique sea life, but it is also related to the whales, sharks and dolphins that call it home, 
and it is part of their migratory paths. 

I finish by again thanking Hon Sally Talbot for moving this motion and giving us the opportunity to discuss this 
issue. It was extremely interesting to hear the considered views of the members who have contributed to this 
debate. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.04 pm]: The motion 
moved by Hon Sally Talbot is a very positive one in getting members to think about the future. Having 
unfortunately missed most of this debate, I will start by talking about some aspects of my electorate. 

The point made by Hon Sally Talbot in her motion about the government taking an old-fashioned, piecemeal and 
politically driven approach to marine parks could really be applied to almost everything the government does; it 
is not just confined to this issue. Given the vastness of our state, it is important that we take a holistic approach 
to the future management of these very important areas. I have been a member of the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs for a number of years, and we are frequently canvassed by members of the 
public, via petitions, about these types of planning issues and issues surrounding marine parks. There has been 
ongoing debate over the years between various members of that committee about whether there should be some 
sort of inquiry into how coastal and marine park planning should be looked at. I am not necessarily referring to 
members who sit on the committee at this time, but members who have participated over the last couple of terms. 
Members have expressed their concerns about how decisions are made and about how we are looking into the 
future. Even in my own electorate there are debates about coastal planning decisions that will possibly impact 
upon the marine environment off the coast of Fremantle. We now have the Coogee project, which I fully 
supported; I think it has been a very positive change for that part of the world. I note that in the local Fremantle 
papers today a debate is starting to emerge about planning for the area next to the Coogee area, including the old 
power station. Ordinary people are starting to talk about the area’s long-term future and how that development 
will impinge upon the coastal areas surrounding it, and people’s access to it. 

Even further down through the South Metropolitan Region, a range of other proposals have been either mooted 
or discussed. That could also impact upon the marine environment of those areas. One that springs to mind that 
we have been keeping a fairly close eye on—I know that Hon Lynn MacLaren has certainly been engaged with 
it—is the proposed Mangles Bay marina project. There have been ongoing discussions about its impact upon 
both the community and the marine environment. As recently as last night there was a discussion at a local 
council meeting about whether Lake Richmond should be heritage listed. Thankfully, council members decided 
that it should, indeed, be put on the state heritage register. I see Hon Lynn MacLaren nodding, so she obviously 
agrees that that is a good idea! I am pleased that the council made that decision because if Lake Richmond had 
not been put on the register, it may have opened the door for a range of quite disastrous options for the future of 
that area. When we talk about taking a long-term view on coastal planning and marine park planning, we also 
need to take into account what flows on from that. Richmond Lake is a very important lake in that area and has 
very strong environmental and historical value. Having grown up around the corner, I know it well. I am very 
pleased that the council made that decision last night. That is just one example in which local governments and 
state governments need to work with the federal government on long-term strategies for managing these 
important areas.  

Whilst hopefully most of us will be fortunate enough to kick on and live for a long time in our own electorates, 
we have to think ahead to how our children or grandchildren will have access to and enjoy these places. Some of 
the examples that we have seen over the last couple of years, or some of the attitudes to these areas have 
obviously changed from the attitudes of the previous government and I think more of a long-term view needs to 
be taken, not just in terms of access and environmental or heritage issues. I think Hon Linda Savage was talking 
about seafood. It is about how we manage those areas in sustaining a living or sustaining an income as well. 
Unfortunately, I missed the speech of the Leader of the House but I am sure I will read it in Hansard. 

Hon Norman Moore: It was stimulating, to say the least.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I am sorry I missed it. I will go back and review it. I have only about a minute left in 
which to speak but I know that I will have the opportunity when we come back next week to go back over some 
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of the matters that have been canvassed. I believe that it is timely that we have these types of debates. I will 
spend more time on issues associated with the South Metropolitan Region, particularly Mangles Bay and what is 
proposed on the coastal area around the powerhouse. I have not seen the plans for that. I will be interested to see 
what impact that will have on the surrounding area. We cannot always hold ourselves back on everything but 
there are some areas to which we do have to provide appropriate levels of protection and in some cases limited 
access to certain areas to ensure that they have longevity.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


