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NINGALOO MARINE PARK (ALTERATION OF BOUNDARIES) ORDER 2004, DISALLOWANCE 
Motion 

Pursuant to standing order 152(b), the following motion by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House) was 
moved pro forma on 28 April - 

That the Ningaloo Marine Park (Alteration of Boundaries) Order 2004 published in the Government 
Gazette on 30 November 2004 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 5 April 2005 under the 
Conservation and Land Management Act 1984, be and is hereby disallowed.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [2.46 pm]:  The subsidiary 
legislation for this order was published in the Government Gazette on 30 November 2004.  Fundamentally, it 
increases the size of the Ningaloo Marine Park.  In association with the increase in size of the marine park there 
is a management plan that determines how the waters within the marine park are to be used.  In moving to 
disallow the increase in the size of the marine park, I emphasise very clearly that the opposition supports the 
concept of marine parks.  Our concern is where the extensions are located.  Our main concern is the way in 
which the marine park is to be used on the basis of the management plan issued by the government.  I ask the 
government to consider the idea that it should stop what it has done at Ningaloo and start again.  I will argue the 
reasons that should happen in a moment.   
The motion to disallow the subsidiary legislation might indicate some opposition to the notion of marine parks.  
That is not correct.  This is simply a request by the opposition and many others in Western Australia for the 
government to rethink what it has done and what it will do at Ningaloo.  I do not propose to use time today to 
talk about Mauds Landing.  Members will be pleased to hear that.  I will talk about the subsidiary legislation, the 
increase in the size of the marine park and the creation of sanctuary zones in the Ningaloo Marine Park. 
If one follows the media coverage, this is a very interesting issue.  It goes back to July 2004 when the 
government announced its intention to proceed with a new management plan for the Ningaloo Marine Park.  On 
27 July 2004, The West Australian carried an article on the issue.  It states, in part - 

Premier Geoff Gallop yesterday released for public comment a draft management plan to extend 
Ningaloo Marine Park 17 per cent and expand sanctuary zones from 10 per cent of the park to 28 per 
cent.  Conservationists welcomed the plan as a step in the right direction but recreational fishermen 
were not impressed.   
. . .  
WA Recreational and Sporting Fishing Council spokesman Mark Pagano said there was undue 
emphasis on sanctuary zones throughout the Ningaloo.   
Save Ningaloo Campaign spokesman Paul Gamblin said the protection package was a step in the right 
direction but did not go far enough.   

Those are the views that they normally express on those matters.  The reaction to the draft management plan was 
quite interesting.  The recreational fishing community of Western Australia was quite outraged.  Its views were 
very strongly put in a number of newspaper articles in September 2004.  The concern was expressed that the 
management plan and the sanctuary zones would have a serious impact on recreational fishing and the tourism 
industry in Exmouth and other communities in the Ningaloo area. 
The government was very anxious to have all this put away prior to the election, which was due at the beginning 
of 2005, so it was hoping to make an announcement towards the end of November on the marine park itself and 
also the way in which the marine park was to be used.  Some serious Labor Party politicking took place in the 
middle of November 2004 when the Speaker, Fred Riebeling, decided to publicly criticise the government’s 
intention to increase the size of the marine park and to increase the area of the sanctuary zones from 10 per cent 
to 28 per cent of the park.  An article in The West Australian of Wednesday, 24 November 2004 headed “Labor 
speaker threatens to block Ningaloo sanctuary” reads - 

The Gallop Government’s plan to announce a major expansion of Ningaloo Marine Park sanctuary 
zones before the State election had hit a snag in the form of Legislative Assembly Speaker Fred 
Riebeling.   
The Government was expected to outline the Ningaloo plan later this week as well as announce the 
creation of other marine parks in the Dampier Archipelago, at Barrow Island and the Monte Bello 
Islands.   
But Mr Riebeling is believed to have told Cabinet on Monday that the extension of no-fishing zones at 
the northern end of Ningaloo Reef off Exmouth could cost him his seat. 
. . .  
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“I think the decision politically in relation to Exmouth is not a good one,” said Mr Riebeling, who 
denied reports that he would quit Labor to run as an Independent over the issue.   
. . .  
Recfishwest executive director, Frank Prokop, claimed that marine scientists had hijacked the process. 
“Public submissions closed on a Friday, they had the meeting on Tuesday and rejected any changes.  
What does that tell you about the consultation process?” he said. 
Graham Short of WAFIC also claimed a lack of proper process as well as scientific evidence to support 
the creation of sanctuary zones. 

The article contains other comments from various people.  This occurred before the plan was announced in its 
finality.  The Speaker, the member for what was then Burrup, said that he could not support the government’s 
position on the marine park.  The West Australian published a comment from Robert Taylor on 25 November.  It 
is interesting to look at what he wrote in the article, which reads - 

The Government is desperate to formally gazette greater protection for the reef before the election and 
an announcement on an increase of no-fishing sanctuary zones inside an expanded marine park was 
expected any day before Burrup MLA Fred Riebeling went public with concerns about the plan.   

. . .  

The Government plan calls for sanctuary zones to grow from their current 12 per cent of the marine 
park to 28 per cent.  Mr Riebeling says that’s unnecessary and not backed up by scientific data.   

. . .  

It wouldn’t be too far fetched to suggest that Mr Riebeling’s uncharacteristic public break with his 
Government was sanctioned from on high.  Mr Riebeling gets to play the local hero with the fishing 
lobby while the Government takes the tough decision for the greater good, not to mention the Greens 
preferences.   

Those are the views of Robert Taylor prior to the government’s announcement, which occurred on 27 November 
2004 and was reported in the Sunday Times of 28 November 2004.  The Sunday Times article reads - 

Revealing the plan yesterday, Dr Gallop said the new marine park would include the entire 290km of 
Ningaloo, one of the largest fringing reefs in the world.   

It would be extended 60km south to Red Bluff, increasing it from 225,000ha to about 264,000ha.   

The no-fishing sanctuary zones would be increased from about 10 per cent of the park to 34 per cent. 

It was a bit of a surprise to most people that the size of the zones had increased from 28 per cent, which had 
caused all sorts of concern, to 34 per cent.  Following the government’s announcement that the marine park 
would be increased in size quite dramatically and that the sanctuary zones would go from 10 to 34 per cent of the 
water area was a series of articles and comments from various people.  If we look at the various comments made 
by people, we find that the greens groups say that it is not enough; on the other hand, the recreational fishermen 
and the tourism industry in the North West Cape area say that it is far too much.  A lot of anger was generated as 
a result of this decision.  Another article in The West Australian of 29 November reads - 

Labor Burrup MP Fred Riebeling said he supported the marine park’s new boundaries but opposed his 
party’s changes to sanctuary zones, especially near Exmouth where fishing was a big drawcard. 

Fred Riebeling decided in response to the Labor Party’s announcement that he would sit on the fence and say 
that the government could extend the size of the marine park but that he did not like what it was doing inside the 
marine park.  All of that was designed, of course, to give him some leverage for getting some sort of support in 
his electorate.  People were not happy in Exmouth particularly or in other parts of the north west coast area.   

Some groups expressed a lot of interest in how the government came to its conclusion that 34 per cent of the area 
should be sanctuary zones.  The various newspaper articles that refer to this clearly show that the advice 
fundamentally came from the James Cook University so-called coral reef expert Professor Terry Hughes, who 
has the view that these sanctuary zones are necessary to protect these sorts of reefs.  I gather that 33 per cent of 
the Great Barrier Reef is covered by sanctuary zones.  It transpires that the Department of Fisheries has a 
completely different point of view from that of Professor Hughes.  This is revealed in a very interesting article 
written by Paul Murray in The West Australian of Saturday, 4 December 2004.  The article is headed 
“Government ignored its own department”.  I want to read the article because it makes the whole issue very clear 
indeed.  I must say that I have not always been a great supporter of Paul Murray’s views, but this is a factual 
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documentation of the submission made by the Department of Fisheries to the government on this proposed 
extension of the marine park.  It states - 

The Gallop Government ignored its own internationally acclaimed marine scientists’ advice when it 
decided to lock up a third of Ningaloo Reef from recreational fishing.   

The Fisheries Department’s submission on the plan to extend the Ningaloo Marine Park found there 
was no case to extend the sanctuary zones from 10 per cent to 34 per cent.   

Fisheries Department executive director Peter Rogers dismissed the “independent scientific advice” on 
which Premier Geoff Gallop said he based the decision.   

“Any parallels to unmanaged marine environments elsewhere in the world provides a meaningless 
comparison,” he said in the submission.  “While a high proportion of the marine environment in some 
areas of the world may be . . . necessary to be protected as ‘no-take’ sanctuary zones in the absence of 
long-term fisheries management, this is clearly not the case in WA.”   

Fisheries Minister Kim Chance said yesterday that the Government had preferred the more conservative 
views of coral reef scientists from Queensland to that of his department.  Mr Chance confirmed that he 
had made a submission directly to Environment Minister Judy Edwards articulating similar views to 
those of the department.   

The Fisheries Department submission is also critical of the Government’s decision-making process, 
involving the Coral Coast Parks Advisory Committee and overseen by one of Dr Gallop’s closest senior 
advisers, David Hatt. 

He is the man who led the Dockers to a glorious future.  It continues -  

“The Department of Fisheries has taken every opportunity to input into the preparation of the draft 
plan - direct to the Coral Coast Parks Advisory Committee,” Mr Rogers wrote.   

“There is very little evidence in the documentation that any of the advice provided by the department 
through presentation or submission has been taken into consideration to date, and the claim that the 
document has been prepared in consultation with government agencies - while technically correct, is 
highly misleading.”  

The Government said last week that it would increase the area of sanctuary zones to 34 per cent of the 
park, even though the draft plan was for 28 per cent.  “There is very little justification for the need to 
include 28 per cent of the marine park within no-take sanctuary zones,” Mr Rogers said.  

Angling groups argued this week that the Government had settled on 34 per cent because Queensland’s 
Labor Government had included 33 per cent of the Great Barrier Reef in no-fishing zones.   

That article by Paul Murray succinctly describes the scenario with which we were faced in November-December 
last year when the government made a decision about the Ningaloo Marine Park based on the advice of a 
Queensland university professor and ignoring the advice of the Department of Fisheries.  If members read 
between the lines, they will also be aware that it ignored the advice of the Minister for Fisheries.  That is why 
yesterday I asked the present Minister for Fisheries where he stands on this issue because this is an important 
issue.  

Interestingly, in the 4 December issue of The West Australian were a number of articles on this very issue.  
Members will be aware that the Ningaloo Marine Park and area are important political topics.  They certainly 
were at that time.  A significant article written by Tony Barrass on Saturday, 4 December 2004 is headed “Green 
tide engulfs Ningaloo” and reads -  

Last Saturday, the State Government announced that 34 per cent of the reef would be “look but don’t 
take” areas.  This will have ramifications for countless recreational fishers, many of the visitors to the 
area who come to Exmouth and Coral Bay from Perth, the east and overseas to fish.   

Some green groups want that figure to go to 50 per cent.  Save Ningaloo heroes - 

Heroes should be in inverted commas -  

Tim Winton and Luc Longley have again added their substantial reputations and voices to the new no-
fishing boundaries announced.   

But again, detractors claim that while the big picture is being painted in Perth and influenced by a well-
heeled political demographic somewhat patronisingly identified during the recent Federal election as 
“doctors’ wives”, the locals are copping it in the neck.   
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Exmouth caravan parks have already suffered dozens of cancellations for the 2005 season.  Some shops 
believe they are in danger of going under while numerous charter boat businesses believe they will be 
hit hard. 

That demonstrates again the motivation of the Labor Party throughout the Ningaloo debate from the time it made 
the decision to knock back the Mauds Landing development right through to the grand plan to close 34 per cent 
of the Ningaloo Marine Park to fishing, all of which has been designed to satisfy the requirements of a 
government looking for green preferences at the election.  The headline of the editorial in The West Australian 
on Saturday, 4 December reads “Gallop hooked on a green furphy”.  The article states -  

The State Government’s decision to ban fishing in 34 per cent of Ningaloo Marine Park increasingly 
looks like a gesture of craven appeasement to the conservation lobby.  

I concur absolutely.  I do not always agree with The West Australian but on this occasion it is absolutely right.  

Further comment was made by Robert Taylor on Saturday, 4 December.  His article reads -  

The Gallop Government must be disappointed with the controversy that has surrounded its pre-election 
announcement on Ningaloo Reef.   

After taking 5 600 submissions on the proposed marine park expansion, the Government rushed out its 
announcement in the belief that a majority of voters were solidly behind its management of the issue.   

But instead, Dr Gallop finds himself under attack on a number of fronts, one in the form of his own 
Burrup MLA, Legislative Assembly Speaker Fred Riebeling, who after a redistribution will contest the 
new seat of North-West Coastal at the coming election.   

Again there is no question in anybody’s mind that this is all about winning green preferences.   

Following the controversy that erupted as a result of the government’s decision, a number of things happened.  
Three members of the government-appointed Coral Coast Parks Advisory Committee resigned.  Exmouth 
resident Ron Campbell, who was a member of the committee, said he could stand the 28 per cent but was 
appalled by the 34 per cent so he resigned.  Resort operator Axel Passeck also resigned from the committee.  
Stuart Fitzgerald also quit because he believed that the government had no intention of taking any notice of the 
community’s view on the matter.  The government did what it wanted to do without a great deal of consideration 
of the views of the people who live in the area.  That brings me to a real classic in “InsideCover”.  “InsideCover” 
is a part of The West Australian that I have read over the years, sometimes with worry and concern, at other 
times with a great deal of delight and pleasure.  On 7 December 2004 the heading of “InsideCover” read 
“Chance winner takes out our Sir Humphrey award”.  The article, which is very interesting, reads -  

There have been a number of candidates for Inside Cover’s Sir Humphrey Appleby Award this year, but 
a late run from Fisheries Minister Kim Chance has clinched it.   

Mr Chance’s splendid nomination surfaced on November 26 when he was asked in State Parliament 
about scientific research regarding recreational fishing in the Ningaloo Marine Park and whether he 
supported his Government’s decision to extend the park’s boundaries.  

I might add that I asked that question, but “InsideCover” failed to mention that.  It continues -  

Oh, Sir Humphrey, he did you proud.   

“This is an interesting scientific question that is difficult to deal with during question time,” 

“The science that is available, notwithstanding a degree of conflict of view, which is not unusual 
because scientists do have different views, has been carefully analysed during the range of processes 
that led to the establishment of a marine park, but particularly control by the Marine Parks and Reserves 
Authority.  

“I have been engaged in that scientific debate and my department has also been involved but the process 
involving the resolution of marine parks takes account of the conflicting views that are always evident 
at a time when something of this nature is being constructed.   

“That is not in itself a reason not to do something and the Government has to make decisions from time 
to time.”  

“Our task is to try to analyse them in as effective a scientific manner as we can, in consultation with the 
community, in this case, and by working through those issues,” the Minister continued.  

“Eventually, we hope to resolve the right question.  I hope I have covered the question.”  

That is a worthy winner of the Sir Humphrey Appleby award.  The article continues -  
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Mr Chance was then asked if he supported the concerns his Labor colleague Fred Riebeling had about 
extending the marine park. 

That is a further question that I asked on that occasion.  The article continues -  

“I have been involved in the differing points of view, which add to the diversity of opinion that will 
lead to an eventual plan being constructed . . .    

Congratulations, Mr Chance.  You left readers in no doubt about your opinion - conflicting or 
otherwise.  

I thank “InsideCover” for putting this issue into perspective.  The previous Minister for Fisheries clearly did not 
support the government’s decision.  There is no question about that.  He can argue whether The West Australian 
got it right or wrong.  It goes further than that.  I refer to Dr Jim Penn who is a highly respected officer in the 
Department of Fisheries.  He is involved in research, has been with the department for many years and is highly 
respected in the fishing world.  On Thursday, 9 December 2004 the headline of an article in The West Australian 
reads “Ningaloo bans may backfire: Fisheries”.  I will quote from this article, because it is worth understanding 
what the Department of Fisheries believes about this issue.  The article reads -  

Wider fishing bans around Ningaloo Reef could devastate stocks in nearby waters as fishers crowd the 
few remaining spots along the coast, the Fisheries Department warned yesterday.  

Director of research Jim Penn said that sedentary species such as cod, coral trout and some types of 
emperor would be more heavily fished, upsetting the delicate balance and depleting stocks in areas 
surrounding the sanctuary zones.  

The article later states - 

The State Government has extended no-fishing zones at Ningaloo from about 10 per cent of the marine 
park to 34 per cent.  But Dr Penn claimed it was the wrong decision based on bad advice from the 
Marine Parks and Reserves Authority.   

“Sanctuaries are a very blunt instrument - by simply saying don’t fish here you don’t control the level 
of fishing, you are exacerbating it,” he said.  “You create additional concentrations of effort of fish 
fished in the outer areas.  

“The same number of people will concentrate fishing into much smaller areas, these fisheries will be 
more heavily fished and that will probably do more damage to the fishing stocks.”   

The article goes on to say - 
The department claims there is no evidence that sanctuaries improve biodiversity.   
But Environment Minister Judy Edwards said the Australian Institute of Marine Science, eminent WA 
marine scientists and scientific research from around the world disagreed.  “Sanctuary zones can 
increase the numbers and size of fish in fished areas,” Dr Edwards said.  “These refuge areas can 
replenish fished areas via emigration as well as via increased reproductive output of juvenile fish.”   
She rejected Dr Penn’s claim that she had received bad advice from the marine parks authority, saying 
it was backed by many credible sources, including coral reef expert Terry Hughes.   

Terry Hughes is the guy from James Cook University in Queensland upon whose advice the government made 
the decision to increase the sanctuary zones within the marine park.  We have an extraordinary situation in which 
a highly qualified expert in fishing, who has been employed by the Western Australian government for many 
years, has publicly said that the government has got it wrong.  He has been criticised by the Minister for the 
Environment, who said, “Hang on a minute; decisions on fishing within the marine parks of Western Australia 
should be made by the environment minister, not the fisheries minister.  What would the fisheries minister know 
about fish?”  The minister said that she had received advice from a guy in Queensland who said that this was the 
way to go.  She is taking his advice and ignoring the advice of the Department of Fisheries.  Two government 
agencies are involved.  The agency that is vested with the responsibility of managing our fisheries is at total odds 
with another agency that is interested only in making sure that nobody can catch a fish.  The minister is ignoring 
the department that knows about fishing and is taking the advice of the agency that knows about protecting 
things to the point at which nobody can go anywhere near them.   

The political scenario continued, because it was not just the Ningaloo Marine Park that Dr Gallop was trying to 
float to get the green vote.  The Premier also spoke about a number of other proposed marine parks; that is, the 
Montebello Islands, Barrow Island and Rowley Shoals Marine Parks.  On top of that, he also had to worry about 
the proposed Dampier Archipelago conservation reserve.  Those who know the Dampier Archipelago know that 
it is adjacent to Karratha, which is the home town of the member for North West Coastal, the Speaker, Fred 
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Riebeling.  The member for North West Coastal has criticised the government over the Ningaloo Marine Park, 
because it is now in his new electorate.  What has the government done about the proposed Dampier Archipelago 
conservation reserve?  I will quote from The West Australian of 11 December 2004 - 

The State Government has defused one political time bomb but detonated another with plans for more 
restrictions in popular fishing areas off the coast.   
It solved one problem in a marginal electorate by cutting proposed sanctuaries from 28 per cent to just 7 
per cent in the Dampier Archipelago.   

To help Fred Riebeling, the government cut the sanctuary zones in the Dampier Archipelago from 28 per cent to 
seven per cent, while at the same time it increased those zones from 10 per cent to 34 per cent in the Ningaloo 
Marine Park, against the advice of the Department of Fisheries.  This is not just a political issue.  There is 
another reason for it.  The rest of the article talks about the then fisheries minister, Hon Kim Chance, and states - 

Fisheries Minister Kim Chance said the draft proposal for the Dampier Archipelago was more in line 
with how the Fisheries Department wanted fishing managed than at Ningaloo.   
It also had more local involvement.   
“Having local public support for something means your hopes of obtaining compliance with the scheme 
are going to be much higher,” he said.   

Whether for political or other reasons, or because the then Minister for Fisheries at last had a victory over his 
environmental colleague, Hon Kim Chance reduced the sanctuary zones in the area covered by the seat of North 
West Coastal.  Hon Kim Chance said that the reduced zones were more in line with the management strategies 
and style of the Department of Fisheries, and took into account the views of the local community.  That is 
absolutely right.  If the government gets the local community on side, there is some chance that it will comply 
with the new requirements.  However, if the government starts telling people that they cannot fish over vast areas 
of the ocean, people know that they cannot be caught and will tell the government to get lost.  They will be angry 
about and opposed to what the government is seeking to do.  However, if the government puts forward a 
reasonable proposition that most people think is fair, they will support it.  From one end of the Ningaloo cape to 
the other, people are incensed about the amount of ocean that will be excluded from fishing.  It is not just the 
people who rely on fishing for their recreation or tourism businesses who are angry, but also the Department of 
Fisheries, the government’s own department, which was set up to advise the government on fishing issues and to 
manage our fisheries.  Some people think that the Department of Fisheries is too tough on them already.  We 
could move the Department of Fisheries to one side and bring in the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority, 
which is the mob who said that we could not have anything at Mauds Landing after having said 10 years earlier 
that it was a good idea.  The government has given the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority the power to make 
the decision on the Ningaloo Marine Park, its extensions and its management plan.   

It is history now that Hon Fred Riebeling won his seat, but with a reduced majority.  It is history that the people 
of Exmouth voted strongly in favour of the Liberal Party.  I add that they did not vote strongly in favour of the 
Liberal Party in Karratha.  However, the sanctuary zones off the coast of Karratha were reduced from 28 per cent 
to seven per cent.  They are not unhappy.  The fishermen west of Karratha and south to Carnarvon are not happy, 
but the people in Karratha are happy.  Well, they are not unhappy; I will put it that way.   

The government won the election and is now in charge of the state for the next four years.  I ask it to please take 
note of what the previous Minister for Fisheries said about marine parks and fishing within marine parks.  I ask it 
to please take note of what the previous minister said about the Dampier Archipelago, in that the situation there 
was more in line with how the Department of Fisheries wanted fishing to be managed, rather than the situation in 
the Ningaloo Marine Park.  The previous minister said that having public support for something meant that one’s 
hopes of obtaining compliance with the scheme were much higher.  That is very good advice, which I commend 
to the new Minister for Fisheries.  I ask the minister to say to his cabinet colleagues that the government should 
put the Ningaloo Marine Park on hold and start again.  The government should accept that a marine park is in 
place but should not extend it, because there are some concerns about its extension, particularly at the southern 
end, as we will hear later.  The government should note what the communities of the North West Cape believe is 
important.  It should take note of what the recreational fishing community wants and, obviously, what the 
conservationists want.  It should try to come up with a plan for the Ningaloo Marine Park that reflects the views 
of this wide range of people, and not just the views of the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority.  The authority 
seems hell-bent on tying up virtually all of the North West Cape as some sort of wilderness area for the future, or 
maybe on getting it all prettied up and ready for World Heritage listing.   

The people at Ningaloo do not want that and they will fight vigorously against it if the government decides to go 
down that path.  Let us get real about the North West Cape in Western Australia.  It is a magnificent part of the 
state, but it is and will continue to be used by a wide range of people with different points of view, different 
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needs and different land-use and sea-use requirements.  Let us take into account the broad cross-section of 
opinion and try to come up with a compromise that gives us some chance of meeting at least the basic minimum 
requirements of people, instead of putting in place this plan of the government’s that is making people from a 
range of perspectives very angry.  The government already has the green vote and it won the election.  If it does 
the right thing on this matter, people might forget about it by the next election.  I doubt it, but one never knows.  
The government will have to take its luck, but it does not have to pander to the Greens all the time, because their 
vote went down at the last election. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  How cynical you have become! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is the minister telling us that the reason the government made changes to the 
Dampier Archipelago was it did not need that much sanctuary zone for some good fishing reason?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are very cynical. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Of course I am cynical because this government is absolutely totally cynical.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Two wrongs don’t make a right. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The government could not care less about what is right or wrong; all it cares about 
is how it will get votes.  That is what it is all about.  It could not care less.  The votes are not at all in the 
Ningaloo area.  People up there have voted against the government because they do not like what it is doing to 
their backyard.  The government did it for the votes of green people in other parts of Western Australia and for 
preferences from wherever it could get them.  That is what it was all about; nothing more, nothing less.  The 
tragedy of the whole Ningaloo coast is that it has become a significant political issue when it should never have 
been.  A commonsense approach to this matter would have resulted in everybody’s point of view being taken 
into account and the government would have a balance that most people would accept as fair and reasonable. 

We therefore move today to disallow this regulation, which increases the size of the marine park, not because we 
do not want marine parks, but because we want the government to stop now and start again with where the 
boundaries should be in the future, how the waters in that boundary should be used; and how the future needs of 
conservationists and people who use the water for fishing and other recreational activities can be taken into 
account.  This is not a political action on our part.  We are simply asking the government to please stop and start 
again taking into account all the issues that surround this matter.  It will then be able to come up with a solution 
that meets the wishes of the vast majority of Western Australians.  It is for that reason I have moved the motion.   

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [3.22 pm]:  The Greens (WA) will not support this disallowance, 
and I will explain why.  Currently 99 per cent of state waters is open to fishing.  The percentage of state waters 
preserved as a no-take area is actually a very small percentage; that is often forgotten in what I acknowledge is a 
very emotive debate about hunting rights in the marine environment.  The motion for disallowance, if passed, 
will disallow the extension of the park boundaries and the increase in the percentage of the Ningaloo Marine 
Park which is in sanctuary zones.  The proposal to extend the southern boundary of the park has been on the 
books, as it were, since the 1970s.  The Ningaloo Reef as a natural phenomenon extends well beyond the 
previous boundary of the park.  Therefore, if we are about managing the integrity of the reef system, we must 
include the whole ecosystem.  To simply put an arbitrary boundary where it was previously will limit the ability 
of the Department of Conservation and Land Management to manage the whole ecosystem. 

We must look at the issue of the Ningaloo coral reef in the global context.  Of all the ecosystems in the world, 
coral reef systems are some of the most sensitive and under the most pressure.  Globally one-third of coral reef 
systems have been lost and the remaining two-thirds are under severe pressure.  They are very vulnerable to 
changes in nutrient levels, sea temperature and human activities, whether those activities be recreational or direct 
exploitation.  As Hon Norman Moore said, Ningaloo Reef is of significance.  However, it is of significance not 
only to the local people, who I acknowledge have a great deal of pride in ownership, but also internationally as 
one of the few relatively healthy coral ecosystems left on the planet; and it is under increasing pressure.   

The whole debate, which I will not revisit, about whether to have an international-style resort adjacent to the 
coral reef, raised an enormous amount of community interest and did a lot to broaden the general community’s 
understanding of coral reef conservation.  The reef is particularly vulnerable because it is in a very arid part of 
the state.  It is very susceptible to changes in nutrient levels and to damage by humans.  The question the Greens 
looked at, when considering whether to support the expanded sanctuary zones and the extension of the boundary 
to the south, was whether the current management arrangements were sufficient for us to be sure the reef system 
was being managed sustainably.  The reef system has already exhibited a level of stress.  I have spent quite a lot 
of time understanding the issues around the management of Ningaloo.  Indeed, in my previous job I went up 
there on many occasions and discussed some of the issues with the park managers.  For example, talking about 
the impact of recreational fishing, the Ningaloo area has become a very popular place for recreational fishers 
from not only Western Australia but also overseas and interstate.  The changes to the ecosystem have been 
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brought about partly by the fact that certain fish species have been targeted.  When certain fish species that 
people eat are targeted, it changes the balance in the system.  For example, there has long been debate about 
whether damage has been done to the back reef by drupella snails, which have damaged a considerable amount 
of that coral, as a result of overfishing of blue-bone fish, a predator of juvenile drupella that helps to keep the 
number of drupella down.  Fishing on one level may appear to be a fairly benign activity as it does not damage 
the reef, unless people drop their anchors in the wrong place or pull up chunks of reef when they fish.  On the 
other hand, simply removing substantial numbers of fish from that area can change the balance.  A range of fish 
species reside in reef systems.  Pelagic fish swim around in schools but also residential reef species play a 
significant role in the ecosystem.  We need only talk to people who visited Ningaloo 30 or 40 years ago before 
the level of visitation and fishing increased dramatically to know that divers saw a significant number of very 
large residential reef fish.  Now the chance of seeing larger reef fish has greatly reduced.  That is just one reason 
why putting aside a certain percentage of the marine park as a no-take area will reinvigorate those older and 
larger fish that play a significant role in providing the genetic material for future generations of fish.  A lot more 
is known about marine ecology these days than was known 30 or 40 years ago.  There is no doubt that there is 
increased pressure on the reef system.   

One spin-off, I guess, from the Save the Ningaloo Reef campaign and the awareness of the beauty and value of 
Ningaloo Marine Park has been greater visitation.  People who are involved in the management of the area do 
visitor surveys about what people want to do when they go to Ningaloo.  It is interesting that the trend is for 
people to want to look, dive, interact with the whale sharks and, yes, have a feed of fish.  However, the trend has 
moved away from what it was 10 or 15 years ago, when people would go up there, stay in the caravan park and 
fish and fish and fish to their limit every day for three months.  The trend has moved away from that kind of 
visitor.  The younger generation of visitors to the Ningaloo region want to go diving and snorkelling.  They want 
to interact with whale sharks.  They want to walk in the Cape Range National Park.  They want to go to the 
visitors’ centre.  They would also like to eat a couple of fish in the evening because that is part of the experience.  
It is not about people who want to predominantly spend their holiday fishing.   

I would advise against looking at this in pure economic terms, but let us do so for a minute.  If we want to ensure 
that that area will provide an economic return for tourists and provide a tourism experience for people into the 
future, the activities that provide a non-damaging interaction with the environment must be the ones that are 
given priority, because they mean that the resource is not being run down; people are simply being provided with 
opportunities.  Many people who have never scuba dived on a coral reef find that it is one of the most 
extraordinary experiences of their life.  Jumping in the water with a whale shark is an experience that people do 
not forget.  People can catch a fish in 97 per cent of the state’s waters.  I know that areas vary and people cannot 
catch fish in every bit of the state’s waters, although some of us try.  However, many areas of the state’s waters 
are still available for people to fish in.  Therefore, the kind of hysteria about locking up the marine environment 
is just that, and it needs to be seen for what it is.   

It is a much easier task to manage those areas of marine parks that are designated no-take areas than it is to 
manage specific activities.  For example, when there are bag limits, catch limits and size limits, the boat must be 
stopped and the catch must be looked at, whereas if people are in an area that is designated no-take and they 
have fishing gear, it is known straightaway that they are in breach of that regulation.  Therefore, it is a lot easier 
to say that people cannot fish in this area but in that area they can.  Of course, apart from the taking of fish 
species, anchor damage still has a significant impact, particularly on delicate coral reef structures.  I know that 
people’s awareness of how they fish is improving a lot, and generally they do not drop anchors into coral 
gardens.  However, that still occurs on occasions.  Depending on the tides and surges, there is also quite 
significant damage from boats hitting the coral reef structures with their propellers.  There is also the issue of 
increasing the nutrient levels in that environment through people fishing with berley or putting something in the 
water to attract the fish.  Ningaloo Reef has some of the most nutrient-rich water for supporting a coral reef.  
Therefore, any changes in nutrient levels have quite a significant effect.  

I will deal with the change that has been brought about by the gazetting of the order that Hon Norman Moore is 
seeking to disallow.  The percentage of sanctuary zone, which is approximately 34 per cent, is comparable with 
the amount that has been set aside in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park.  Clearly, I take exception to the debate 
about who are the experts in managing the marine environment.  I recognise that fisheries researchers and 
fisheries scientists have an enormous understanding of and contribution to make to people’s understanding of 
marine ecosystems.  However, that is predominantly about managing fish stocks.  That is the limit of fisheries 
research.  However, it is worth noting the question I asked the minister yesterday about whether fisheries 
scientists have done any research into the value of sanctuary zones and the maintenance of biodiversity.  The 
answer that the minister gave yesterday was yes, and he tabled two papers, both of which gave qualified support 
for the role of no-take areas in maintaining marine biodiversity.  Therefore, fisheries researchers are 
acknowledging that no-take areas are one of the tools that can be used to ensure the maintenance of biodiversity. 
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I argue that coral reef scientists are the best people to advise on a management plan that is about human 
interaction with a coral reef system.  There is an enormous amount of expertise in James Cook University.  In 
fact, if I had made a different choice in my university studies, I would have done marine biology at James Cook 
University.  That might have resulted in an interesting shift in life path.  I probably would have ended up being a 
marine biologist.  As it was, I stuck with environmental science.  The difference is that marine ecologists manage 
biodiversity.  The reason we have marine parks is that those areas are managed to maintain and conserve the 
marine biodiversity.  The Ningaloo Marine Park is not a marine nature reserve; it is not a total no-take area.  
However, the Department of Conservation and Land Management is required to manage that area primarily for 
the maintenance of its biodiversity and to allow such recreation and exploitation as is compatible with 
maintaining that biodiversity.  There is no obligation to allow fishing within the Ningaloo Marine Park.  The 
marine conservation agency must make the judgment about what degree of exploitation is sustainable within that 
reef system.  It is also beholden on the agency to ensure that the management structure and the zoning also 
anticipate any possible changes.  It is not a static system.  We are looking at coral reef systems that are 
vulnerable to very small changes in sea temperature, and to events such as coral leaching and overfishing, as are 
many sensitive marine environments.  The advice must come from the agency that is tasked with that 
requirement. 

I agree that the fisheries scientists have a role in having their say about the management of fish stocks, and they 
have a role in putting their view on what management tools are used to maintain those fish stocks.  That is what 
they do.  However, that does not mean that they are required to take into consideration other components of 
marine ecosystems.  I understand that they recognise that the marine ecosystem provides the basis for fish stocks, 
but they are not required to monitor and provide information about the broader impact. 

It is interesting that in the management and the zoning of marine biodiversity conservation reserves, whether 
they be marine nature reserves or marine parks - in this case, marine parks - some degree of hunting is 
acceptable.  However, I argue that quite a shift is occurring.  I said that in the community’s enjoyment of the 
marine environment, its expectation is moving much more towards recreational activities that do not involve the 
taking of fish or sponges.  People used to go to Ningaloo and come back with buckets of coral, sponges from the 
sponge garden and shells.  There is not the same attitude to terrestrial national parks.   

I will always remember that one of the first times I went to Ningaloo I met with a dive operator who had actually 
been a commercial fisherman before he had taken on that dive business.  He said he looked forward to the day 
when visitors to Ningaloo Marine Park did not want a photograph taken of them standing next to their powerboat 
and holding up a dirty great big fish.  He said a similar scenario would be visitors to D’Entrecasteaux National 
Park having a photograph taken of them standing at the entrance to the park with a kangaroo in their hand. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Or a tree! 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Or a tree, for that matter.  That is fair enough.  The attitude is shifting, but it will take a 
while.  I believe that, contrary to what Hon Norman Moore has said, the group of people who are very vocal and 
passionate in their opposition to the expansion of the sanctuary zones is quite small.  They like to fish, and their 
access to certain areas in Ningaloo will now be restricted.  To some extent I share Hon Norman Moore’s concern 
that because of the displacement factor this will put increased pressure on fish in other areas.  However we know 
from research that if a small percentage of an area is preserved from fishing, it enhances the fishing in the 
adjacent areas, because it increases the number and size of fish available.  There is quite a lot of evidence to 
support that.   
I reiterate that more than 97 per cent of the state’s waters are open to fishing, albeit with some restrictions on 
size and bag limits, and the other management tools that are in place to protect fish stocks.  Two of the benefits 
of having adequate no-take areas are that it increases the size of the residential fish and protects the genetic 
stock.  It is interesting to note that it also changes the behaviour of the fish.  Anyone who has dived in a no-take 
area as opposed to other areas will know that the fish in no-take areas interact with people under the water quite 
differently from the way they do if they have been hunted.  It also ensures that the areas adjacent to the no-take 
areas are better stocked with fish.  It is also a crucial means of measuring impact, because we can compare the 
areas in which exploitation has taken place with the areas in which exploitation has not taken place and see the 
effect on the ecosystem and the biodiversity of the area.  It has multiple benefits.   
In moving this disallowance, Liberal Party members are illustrating yet again their failure to move with the times 
and understand that the community has moved on.  
Hon Ray Halligan:  Is that why your numbers in this place have been decimated from five to two? 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Our vote has dropped by about 0.4 of one per cent.  I would hardly call that a decimation. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  They have dropped from five to two. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  The percentage of our vote has dropped by 0.4 of one per cent.  
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Hon Ray Halligan:  It has dropped every time. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is absolute nonsense. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  It has.  Look at the figures. 
The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  We are debating the disallowance motion, not the result of the last 
election.   
Hon Ray Halligan:  You are the ones who are living in the past, hugging trees. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Hugging coral reefs in this case - much more satisfying, really.  The public support for 
Ningaloo, including the expansion of the sanctuary zone, is irrefutable.  These sorts of rallies would not be 
occurring if people were indifferent. 
Hon Ray Halligan:  You have not heard the arguments. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I have heard the arguments.  
Hon Ray Halligan:  Go back and have another look at it. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Thank you, Mr President.   
HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Fisheries) [3.44 pm]:  The government opposes the 
disallowance.  The government believes there is a place for sanctuary zones in the marine policy processes, 
particularly in terms of biodiversity, conservation and science reference areas.  I share that view.  However, we 
also recognise that there is a great diversity of opinion within the scientific community, certainly by individuals 
within that community, and to that end the Minister for the Environment, and Science has written to the chief 
scientist requesting that an independent scientific reference panel be established to develop a scientific statement 
on marine sanctuaries in particular.  Based on that scientific statement, a marine sanctuaries policy will be 
developed.  I agree with Hon Norman Moore’s position on the need to take a pragmatic approach and, as I said 
yesterday in answer to his question, the need for stakeholders to come in at a much earlier stage.  There are 
pragmatic and practical ways of dealing with this important issue.  
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
(Continued on page 2385.] 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


