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Walpole and Nornalup Inlets Marine Park —Statement by Minister for Environment — Motion 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Before the interruption of this debate for question time, I was just going through a bit 
of the chronology on this ministerial statement now under consideration, which is about the Walpole and 
Nornalup Inlets Marine Park. I was reminding honourable members that after this announcement of Labor’s 
marine park in Walpole and Nornalup, what we got for the next many, many months from the Barnett 
government was total silence—total silence—about marine parks. At every budget estimates hearing, I would 
ask the minister whether she had yet found on her desk the plans that Labor had drawn up for Dampier 
archipelago and the cape to cape marine parks, and at every estimates she would say, “There is a little more work 
to be done. You know that these things take time, honourable member.” We were going along like that, and all 
of a sudden out of the blue comes the announcement of the Kimberley marine park, and in particular Camden 
Sound Marine Park. I was suggesting to honourable members that the reason for that sudden announcement was 
quite clear: the Barnett government was making such a botched job of negotiating for the liquefied natural gas 
hub that the Premier had clearly asked the Minister for Environment to do something green—a bit of a green 
smokescreen, if you like. Out of the blue we had the announcement of the marine parks up in the Kimberley.  

I had also repeatedly asked the government where the plans were for the two other marine parks that we knew 
were very close to completion, and the minister reminded us over and again that these are lengthy procedures. 
Yet, suddenly, in relation to Camden Sound, it seemed that there were corners to be cut. That was what the 
government was hoping about a year ago. Let us fast forward 12 months to the present day, and what do we 
find? We find that plans for Camden Sound Marine Park have totally ground to a halt. I am sure that all 
honourable members have heard the same stories I have heard and that what has happened on the benches over 
there is a stalemate; the Minister for Fisheries, whose concurrence is required to get marine park plans off the 
ground, has dug his heels in and refused to budge on his position on sanctuary zones. On the other hand, the 
Minister for Fisheries has the Premier and, who knows, maybe even the Minister for Environment, having a say 
about this, although I doubt it because one of the things I will say about Hon Donna Faragher is that she did have 
the ear of the Premier, but I am not so sure that the same thing can be said about her successor, whom I can only 
imagine sits in cabinet like the very frightened mute person that he is. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I wish to also take note of the statement. I do not intend to say much because I am 
quite sure we will no doubt hear again from Hon Sally Talbot in the time remaining. However, I want to draw 
members back to the statement that we are taking note of—that is, the creation of Walpole and Nornalup Inlets 
Marine Park. From the brief comments I have heard Hon Sally Talbot make—other than the usual ridiculous 
comments—she said that the government is not committed to marine parks. I want to put on record once again—
it is here in the statement—when the last marine park was created, before this one was created in 2009. It was in 
2004, by the former Labor government.  

We have had to sit in here and listen to Hon Sally Talbot go on and on about marine parks. I put it to the 
honourable member that she was parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Environment in the previous 
government. If she was so committed to the establishment of marine parks, why did she not get in the ear of the, 
I do not know, four or five Labor environment ministers under the previous government? They had so many of 
them; they did not have time to do anything because they got sacked or moved on or whatever else. The member 
was the parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Environment. What did she do? She did absolutely nothing! 
Or, maybe she did say to the minister that he should progress these marine parks, but clearly she had no effect on 
him whatsoever. This government created the Walpole and Nornalup Inlets Marine Park. This government said 
there will be a Camden Sound Marine Park. This government has said there will be a Greater Kimberley Marine 
Park that will encompass almost treble the area of marine parks and reserves in Western Australia from 
1.5 million hectares to 4.1 million hectares. The question that I put to Hon Sally Talbot is whether she supports 
the government in the establishment of the marine park. Does the member support them or not? Because all she 
does is come into this place and carp and complain and carry on as if she is the only person who has the right to 
talk about the environment. I have said in this place before and I will say again—I know the member will hate 
me saying it: Hon Sally Talbot hates the fact that a Liberal government can do good things for the environment. 
The member hates the fact that the Liberal–National government will be able to deliver on a Kimberley science 
and conservation strategy, which members opposite never even suggested! The member hates the fact that we 
have a strategy for the Great Western Woodlands. The member hates the fact that we have a variety of very 
positive initiatives that will support the very unique environment that we have in Western Australia. Hon Sally 
Talbot should not come in here and try to lecture us, as she always wants to do, and tell us that we do not have a 
commitment to marine parks, because I remind the member that the last marine park created under her 
government was in 2004. Members opposite were last in government in 2008, so they had four years in which to 
do something and they did nothing.  
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: That took me a little by surprise because I thought Hon Donna Faragher might need the 
other six minutes that she could have spoken for, but she ground to a halt at that moment. I am a bit surprised by 
that because if I had been in her position I would probably have got up and spoken for about 45 minutes. It will 
be interesting when we go over the Hansard and look at the points that Hon Donna Faragher made, because she 
has given me the perfect segue into what I want to talk about. For a moment I will continue my time line, as I 
know that Hon Simon O’Brien is very interested in this.  

We heard the announcement about the Camden Sound Marine Park and then we all waited for the 
implementation plan to be finalised. That process has clearly ground to a halt because—I am told, and as others 
have been told—of deep disagreements within the government about how to proceed. I gather that Hon Norman 
Moore, the Minister for Fisheries, has made his point of view known very widely amongst his colleagues in the 
Liberal Party and he is certainly not supporting the kind of measures that should be in place around the 
Kimberley. I can only think that Hon Donna Faragher agrees with that, otherwise she would have addressed 
some of the problems with these unexplained delays.  

Then what happened was that the budget was brought down in May. Can members guess what? All of a sudden, 
after Hon Donna Faragher telling this place over and again that the cape to cape and Dampier archipelago marine 
parks needed more work, there they are in the budget papers with an allocation of $11 million over four years. It 
will come as no surprise to anyone to know where the government decided to get the money. It decided to get the 
money for national parks from royalties for regions. Everybody on this side of the house celebrated that because 
we thought royalties for regions funding for national parks was a very good thing. If we can fund marine parks 
out of royalties for regions, then we can really power ahead with what we are trying to do because there does not 
seem to be any shortage of royalties for regions money. I then read the fine print in the budget papers, and this is 
where I began to be a little alarmed about the government’s announcement. I read in a footnote in the budget 
papers that $11 million for the cape to cape and the Dampier archipelago marine parks was coming from the 
regional community services fund of royalties for regions. I had a look at the background information that the 
government puts out about royalties for regions. I looked at that fund to find out what sort of things were eligible 
for funding, and what met the funding criteria for that pot of money, to see whether all sorts of other 
environmental initiatives might be able to be funded out of that fund. To my puzzlement, I found that this fund 
supports things like the Country Age Pension Fuel Card, the Royal Flying Doctor Service, the patient assisted 
travel scheme, the boarding away from home allowance and community resource centres that we used to call 
telecentres. I thought it was very nice that they managed to fund a couple of marine parks out of it but it was not 
immediately obvious to me how a marine park would sit in a list along with those other things that are quite 
clearly to do with service delivery in regional communities. I asked the Auditor General to look at how that 
decision had been made. There was one thing I wanted to establish before I made the formal referral to the 
Auditor General; that is, how the department and the minister had assessed the two marine park proposals 
against the eligibility criteria for that particular element of the royalties for regions money. When we got to the 
estimates committee in this place, I asked the minister representing the Minister for Environment and the 
departmental officers present how that application had been made and how the department had presented the 
case for funding from royalties for regions. To my utter astonishment, the answer was that the Department of 
Environment and Conservation had not actually applied for that money from royalties for regions. It had not 
submitted an application for funding from the royalties for regions fund in general or from the regional 
community services fund. My alarm bells were ringing very loudly.  

I must point out at this juncture that my concern was twofold. On the one hand, we had the possibility that 
marine parks were legitimately fundable from the regional community services fund—royalties for regions—but 
that there had been some mistake in the application process and that money had not been secured. It did not 
make sense to me that there could be an announcement of $11 million when no application form had been 
submitted. On the other hand, it seemed to me that it was more than likely that marine parks would not meet the 
eligibility criteria for the regional community services fund. Again, the outcome for marine parks, which is what 
we on this side of the house all want, was not a particularly happy one. It was important to clarify the 
circumstances surrounding the government’s announcement of $11 million for two marine parks.  

I wrote to Mr Colin Murphy, the Auditor General, asking him to examine how the allocation had been made. I 
reminded him that, under questioning, neither the minister representing the Minister for Environment nor the 
DEC officers present were able to explain how DEC was able to secure funding from the regional community 
services fund for the cape to cape and Dampier Archipelago marine parks. I pointed out to him that it appeared 
that DEC did not apply to the regional community services fund for the $11 million that the budget papers had 
indicated was being spent on the establishment and maintenance of those two marine parks over the next four 
years, and that neither the minister representing the Minister for Environment nor the DEC officers could 
account for the funding allocation in the eligibility criteria pertaining to the regional community services fund. I 
pointed out to him—I have just gone over this for the benefit of honourable members—that my concern was 
based on the apparent lack of process relating to DEC’s securing of the funding and the announcement in the 
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budget that that funding had been secured. I asked Mr Murphy to look at it. I received a reply from Mr Murphy 
on 18 July. I took some comfort in his advice because he does say that he believes, on the basis of information 
that has been given to him, that there is a possibility that the funding of the two marine parks will meet the 
necessary governance standards. That is what we must cling to in hoping that this funding for these two marine 
parks is in place as the government has announced. The rest of his advice, sadly, is perhaps the most troubling 
part of the whole sorry saga of these two marine parks to date. The Department of Regional Development and 
Lands confirmed to him that DEC did not apply directly to it for royalties for regions grants. Instead, DEC 
applied for funding through what the Barnett government calls the Economic and Expenditure Reform 
Committee, the EERC. The EERC knocked DEC back on that money for the marine parks. I will just quote from 
Mr Murphy’s letter. It states — 

According to RDL, the EERC recommended that it would be appropriate for moneys to be allocated 
from the Royalties for Regions Fund.  

All we have now is the minister going to the expenditure review committee with a request for money, being 
knocked back and walking out of that meeting with the advice from the ERC, or the EERC as the Barnett 
government calls it, that perhaps the money could be taken from royalties for regions. Mr Murphy’s letter goes 
on to state — 

RDL advised that while this is not common practice, it is also not unique.  

My question of the minister is based around the next part of the advice.  

Hon JON FORD: Hon Donna Faragher likes to rewrite history, as do ministers, both past and present, on the 
environment. We are talking about the ministerial statement on the Walpole and Nornalup Inlets Marine Park. I 
have said in this place before that although I was happy that the minister got the chance to proclaim it, she had 
nothing do with its creation, design or build. In fact, I had carriage of it into cabinet, along with my ministerial 
colleague Hon David Templeman. Happily, this government continued with it. My government introduced the 
closure and removal of commercial fishing out of the Swan River. At the time we commenced that, the then 
opposition opposed it but, happily, the Minister for Fisheries continued with it when coming to power and taking 
over those responsibilities. My government protected 200 kilometres of coastline and reduced the overall effort 
off the west coast zone by spending about $7 million to remove commercial fishing and pay for the adjustment 
scheme to remove those fishers to create a 50 per cent reduction in total effort. As the minister said yesterday 
when we were discussing the Fish Resources Management Amendment Bill 2011, he continued with the 50 per 
cent reduction in the recreational catch.  

My government created the biggest shark sanctuary in the world. It stretches from Shark Bay up to Broome. We 
did all the base work for the Burrup marine park. We did all the base work for the cape to cape marine park. I am 
a bit bemused as to why extra money is still required for the cape to cape but I am certainly aware of the 
difficulties with the Burrup marine park. Now there have been other announcements about reserves off Eighty 
Mile Beach and Roebuck Bay. That was started by my government. That was an offset to the Barrow Island 
development, commonly known as Gorgon, with regards to habitat offsets for that development. Happily, this 
government has proceeded with it. The only one marine protection that I have seen from a Minister for 
Environment is the Camden Sound announcement on marine environment. I can understand that, because 
continuously Ministers for Environment have had a big problem with the marine environment. That is because 
they do not actually have an instrument that allows them to legislate and manage that. The Minister for Fisheries 
has that instrument. So, again, my government fought an election on the establishment of Ningaloo Marine Park, 
and I was the one who had to sign off on the instruments to ensure that that park protected the values. Hon Sally 
Talbot has mentioned before, and asked questions continuously about, the values of established marine parks, 
particularly Camden Sound. Why are values important? Values are important, particularly stated values, so that 
the Minister for Fisheries can write the specific instruments that will protect those particular values. In the 
marine environment, which is a multidimensional environment, the Minister for Fisheries can get down to 
protecting certain microscopic organisms, and write instruments to do that. All the Minister for Environment can 
do is declare the boundaries of the park. Those ministers get confused as well, and they were confused in my 
government. Yes, they have the ability to put instruments in place to protect marine mammals; and to this day, as 
I understand it, they still think that they have some control over whale sharks. That is confusion about the name, 
I suppose; whale sharks are not mammals. So, to come into this place and suggest that the Gallop government 
and the Carpenter government did nothing with regard to marine protection is wrong. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon JON FORD: When the parliamentary secretary can come in here and describe to us the values that her 
government is trying to protect, then in the eyes of the Minister for Fisheries and that department, and the rest of 
the stakeholders who are interested in marine protection, some credibility will be given to those comments. To 
declare a park to protect whales is okay. But it is not a marine park. It is an area to protect a mammal. What we 
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want to know is: what marine values are to be protected in a marine park? After all, it is a bit of a nonsense to 
say that we are declaring a park to protect marine mammals such as whales when they are already protected right 
up and down the coast. Western Australian waters, and indeed Australian waters, are one whacking great big 
sanctuary for whales. They are protected everywhere, and we fight that internationally in trying to expand that. 
So it is a nonsense to declare a marine park in Camden Sound on the basis that it is there to protect whales. If the 
government is saying it is putting in extra strengthening measures to protect these animals when they are calving 
and to keep tourists away from them and all the rest of it, that is one thing. But that is not a marine park. The 
purpose of a marine park is to protect marine values. People are interested in that because there are businesses up 
there. There is pearling. There are recreational fishing charters. There are other commercial interests. There are 
many sorts of licences, from living rock to eco tours. Therefore, people want to know what are the values to be 
protected. That is important from a scrutiny perspective because if, for instance, we want to protect benthic 
values—that is those animals and organisms that live at the bottom of the ocean—but then allow people to moor 
their boats, we might have something to say about that, because successive governments have increasingly got 
that wrong. That is why it is important, in this debate about marine parks, to talk about values. It is about the 
marine values, those things that we are trying to protect. 

So, the government is wrong on two points. One, the Labor Carpenter and Gallop governments did more than 
most governments I have ever seen with regard to marine protection. They might not have called them marine 
parks, but they did a heck of a lot of work. Two, it is absolutely essential, when declaring a marine park, to talk 
about the values that we are trying to protect. I will finish on this. I can tell members that to say that a marine 
park is to protect whales is a nonsense, because they are already protected. A marine park will not protect them. 
Australia is the big sanctuary for mammals, and that is fantastic. However, I am still waiting for an answer from 
the government with regard to Camden Sound, as I know the Minister for Fisheries is, on what we are supposed 
to be protecting. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Following on from those comments, we get to the deep unease that has now been 
introduced into this whole debate about marine parks by this advice from the Auditor General, Mr Murphy, 
about the funding of the cape to cape marine park and the Dampier Archipelago from the royalties for regions 
fund. I have already quoted from Mr Murphy’s letter. I will go on. I was advised in the letter from Mr Murphy 
that an application was not made by DEC to royalties for regions; rather, the minister failed in his bid to secure 
funding through normal cabinet processes and was advised to seek money from royalties for regions. No 
application was submitted. The Auditor General then states, with regard to the advice that DEC received when it 
contacted royalties for regions, or the Department of Regional Development and Lands, that — 

DEC is now required to submit a business case to RDL which will go through an assessment process.  

But wait. There is more. Mr Murphy’s letter goes on to say — 

The Department of Treasury will also be required to review the business case.  

In other words, the announcement in the budget that the government has allocated $11 million from the royalties 
for regions fund—specifically, as I have said, from the regional community development fund—is actually not 
true. DEC has been told to go to royalties for regions to apply for the money. But it has not yet submitted its 
business case, and therefore Treasury has not reviewed that business case. Mr Murphy’s letter goes on to say — 

RDL advised that the assessment may be made against the broader objects of the Royalties for Regions 
Act rather than criteria relating to specific accounts within the Fund. 

What we are now being told is that that money is not coming from the regional community development fund, 
despite what the budget papers say. The budget papers specifically allocate $11 million from that fund. The 
Auditor General’s letter concludes — 

If the business case is supported by both RDL and Treasury, the Ministers for Environment and 
Regional Development will then seek Cabinet approval. 

Since when have budget papers contained line items that are so far from being secured in the budget as is this 
sorry tale of these two marine parks? I think that this advice is perhaps the most worrying thing that the 
government has done in its handling of the environment portfolio now for three years, because we are confronted 
here with something that at least appears to be an act of high deception. The minister announced that these two 
new marine parks would be established and maintained out of a sum to be taken from a specific program. He 
named the program in the budget papers, and he named the amount. Yet just one question and one letter from me 
has revealed that that money is still subject to not one approvals process, and not even two approvals processes, 
but DEC has to write the business case, and Treasury has to approve the business case, and the third step is then 
that the ministers concerned have to go into cabinet and argue their case and try to bring it about. This is 
absolutely unprecedented. It is a disgraceful way to operate when it comes to establishing and maintaining 
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marine parks. This money is still on the distant horizon. I would like to think the Minister for Environment is 
currently sweating over the outcome of a resolution to this. This money has not been secured. 

Hon Donna Faragher: I will tell him that!  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am very glad Hon Donna Faragher will let him know because I doubt he has realised 
he has a problem. The former Minister for Environment, Hon Donna Faragher, would have been on top of this. It 
seems to have completely eluded the current minister that this might be a problem. I thank Hon Donna Faragher 
for cooperating with WA Labor on this point and perhaps pointing out to her successor that he has a big problem.  

Hon Donna Faragher: I was actually being sarcastic!  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: If he is not able to deliver $11 million to these two parks, his credibility will be even 
lower than it is at the moment; hard though that is to imagine.  

What do we have? How does this bode for the Camden Sound announcement? I am sorry to say that in the hands 
of this weak, incompetent minister, who has taken over this portfolio, I have a very deep-seated suspicion that 
the Camden Sound marine park will not get off the ground in the near future. That proposal has already been 
dogged by problems. Hon Donna Faragher knows very well that the traditional owners who were supposed to be 
consulted about the establishment of the Camden Sound marine park felt very much excluded from that process. 
I am told—I am sure Hon Donna Faragher knows—that when the TOs turned up at her office for the meeting 
about the implementation plan, they did not see the minister; the meeting was handled by the minister’s staff —  

Hon Donna Faragher: I actually went up to Broome and spoke to them.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am sure it was handled very professionally, but when the TOs came to the minister’s 
office they did not get the chance to meet the minister. They met with her staff. I am also told that the advice that 
was given to the TOs was that they would get a copy of the draft IP when it was released and they would have 
the opportunity to comment on it. All I can say is that if the Premier’s request of the previous minister was to 
create a green smokescreen to take the heat off the government over the mess it was making negotiating the land 
agreement with the TOs for James Price Point, she did not actually do a very competent job on that.  

Troubled though that process might be, it has been eclipsed in terms of issues that are right, front and centre 
today. It has been eclipsed by her successor’s handling of cape to cape and Dampier. All I can say is that when 
we get future announcements, whether it is in the budget or ministerial statements, or however the government 
wants to come into the Parliament and talk about marine parks, we will simply not be able to believe what we are 
being told. This is a prime example of the fact that on marine parks and on the environment, as with so many 
other issues, what the government says and what the government does are two totally different things. The 
simple fact is this $11 million has not been secured for those two marine parks. Somebody is kidding here. If 
Hon Donna Faragher is genuine in her offer to take these very worrying matters back to the Minister for 
Environment, I would like to know who is misleading the house. Who is deceiving the community of Western 
Australia about how this matter has been handled? Is the Auditor General mistaken? Has the Auditor General’s 
office been given the wrong advice by the Department of Regional Development and Lands about the process 
that was gone through? How can we have any trust or any certainty about what the government is telling us, if, in 
response to one inquiry, we get such a disturbing report; that is, the money has not been approved?  

I have quoted from the letter in order to give honourable members a sense of the time frame the Auditor General 
is talking about. He is not reporting on something that has already happened; he is telling me that this is the 
process in the future that the government has to go through to secure this $11 million. What does this say about 
the rest of the environment budget? What does it say about any promise or any announcement that this 
government makes about anything to do with the environment? What it says is that the government is prepared 
to mislead; the government is prepared to deceive people into thinking that it is acting when in fact it is not. It 
underlines and confirms absolutely the fact that what we are dealing with here is an incompetent government. 
We have a bumbling, weak environment minister who is clearly not able to go into the cabinet room and get 
what he wants. Of course, finally, we have this ultimate stand-off apparently between the Minister for 
Environment and the Minister for Fisheries that has totally stymied the action that the government was supposed 
to take in relation to marine parks.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I rise to speak to the ministerial statement that refers to the Walpole and Nornalup Inlets 
Marine Park. I want to talk about that a little bit, but I want to make some comments in regard to the broader 
debate—I have three minutes. Mr Chair, can I check the time remaining?  

The CHAIRMAN: There are three minutes left on this ministerial statement. There were 47 minutes.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I will cut to the chase then! 
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I would simply say in the view of the conservation sector both governments have been slow to implement a 
comprehensive and representative marine park system in Western Australia. The blueprint for that was in 1994. I 
was very closely involved with advocating for that blueprint to be taken up. The actual establishment of marine 
parks in Western Australia is incredibly slow. That is under both governments. One of the key issues is the 
concurrence of the Minister for Fisheries. One of the things I want to talk specifically about in relation to the 
Walpole and Nornalup Marine Park is that it is a marine park in name but not effective in terms of how it will 
manage environmental impact. Yes, commercial fishing has been removed from the area, but recreational fishing 
will continue to be allowed. I noted—because I read all the submissions again this afternoon in regards to the 
management plan—here, again, is the catch: not only does the Minister for Fisheries have to provide 
concurrence before a marine park is established, it is also a fisheries regulation that will manage recreational 
fishing. The Department of Environment and Conservation is not even in control of that. It might have the 
jurisdiction to run that park, but the Department of Fisheries is the one that can say if it needs to modify the bag 
or catch limit, or the size. This is an area that DEC is now advertising as a great place for recreational fishing. 
This is exactly the problem. I concur with Hon Jon Ford: we have to know what we are managing for. My 
concern is if we do not have really good on-the-ground fisheries monitoring, recreational fishing will not only be 
further advertised Australia-wide and internationally—it is recognised it is a key place for recreational fishers to 
go—but also I cannot see how the government will manage the impact of increased recreational fishing. It might 
mean the government has to make special regulations for that area. That will be controversial and quite hard to 
persuade the locals and those who choose to fish there. The government still has a problem when it comes to the 
management of those areas. That is why we have always argued that we need to at least have part of the marine 
park where there is no catch, no take—not necessarily the whole lot, but basically if all of it is declared open to 
recreational fishing, and we then relied on fishing regulations, it is no different from anywhere else. In our view 
it is not a true marine park.  

The other problem is jet skis. Basically, the whole park is open to jet skis.  

Question put and passed. 
 


