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RESERVES (MARMION MARINE PARK) BILL 2019 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 August. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [3.42 pm]: I take this opportunity to make some comments about the 
Reserves (Marmion Marine Park) Bill 2019 and indicate that given the discussion we had earlier today about the 
need for more collegiate work between the government and the opposition, I am pleased to say that in this case, as 
in many others with the work of the Minister for Environment, the opposition, in a truly collegiate manner, will 
support the bill before the house. I am sure that suggestions we are not on the same page in many cases will not be 
reflected in Hansard! We are, of course, here to help and, occasionally, when we can, make improvements. It is 
a very collegiate atmosphere with the Minister for Environment. I hope to see that continue into the future. 

This marine park bill is effectively about the development of the Ocean Reef marina, a project that has a long 
history, with various attempts to deliver it. I understand that it has been on the cards for over 30 years and is supported 
by both sides of the house. Before I go into detail on the project, let me say that this legislation seeks to remove 
a small part of the Marmion Marine Park to allow for the substantial development of the Ocean Reef marina. 

We must always take into account that in the name of progress, unfortunately, on some occasions, the environment 
also must make a contribution. Both the Minister for Environment and I take that quite seriously because there 
will be some environmental damage in the construction of the Ocean Reef marina. If there were no damage in it, 
perhaps the bill would not be before the house. The reality is that there will be some damage to some of the reef that 
is part of a class A marine park. It is expected the development will have an impact on the area the Ocean Reef 
marina will sit on and that there will be a slightly larger impact on the immediate area. I will have some things to 
say about the potential impact on the area, and how it might be mitigated. If we proceed along the lines that this 
process will be completed and the bill will pass with the support of the opposition, it is important to make sure that 
we look after the environment and take the community along with us. Obviously, this area contains a degree of 
reef, which is a fairly significant habitat for abalone Haliotis roei. I will go into some detail about how it might be 
managed, alternative options that might have been presented and why we must take account of those impacts. 
We are looking at a development area and an impact of approximately—the minister will no doubt confirm—
143 hectares for this proposal. I want to make some comments about the impact on the environment because it 
will be significant. It is not to be glossed over lightly that 143 hectares of marine environment, including some 
significant local rock structure, home to some fish and a significant abalone resource, will be, effectively, destroyed 
in the development process. We therefore need to take some time to ensure we consider the impacts of it because 
it is not insignificant. However, I note that the government is of the opinion that to deliver this project, which we 
support, 143 hectares of marine environment clearing has to occur. Although that is unfortunate in a reasonably 
high-value area, I want to draw a comparison with another project. It is the case that most projects have some 
environmental degradation that we must accept. For a slight comparison, I chose a project in the South Metropolitan 
Region. Although we support 143 hectares of degradation of environment for the Ocean Reef marina—a good 
project; it is another ocean marina for the northern suburbs—I hope the south west can increase its stock of marinas 
in the not-too-distant future, but far be it for me to engage in petty jealousy! I will compare that 143 hectares of 
degradation with the 97.8 hectares that would have been cleared for the Roe 8 highway. The government is 
perfectly happy to suggest that 143 hectares of activity and degradation can occur to allow for this Ocean Reef 
marina but is adamantly opposed—violently opposed occasionally perhaps—to clearing 79 hectares for Roe 8. Far 
be it from me to suggest that this is horrendous duplicity and a double standard from the government of 
Western Australia, but I have not been able to come up with another description, so I will call it a horrendous 
double standard. The government is prepared to endorse the removal of 143 hectares of reef, and if I were in the 
minister’s position, I would undertake the same proposal. I would do the same thing. But the government reveals 
its duplicity and double standards when it says, “You cannot clear 79 hectares of land for Roe 8 to take all those 
trucks away from the cars and development and make the roads safer for the people using them.” Of that 79 hectares, 
something like one-third is described as highly degraded and weed infested. All the same, there was at that point 
a significant offset put in place. I draw members’ attention to quite an old press release from the then environment 
minister, Hon Albert Jacob, which shows that Western Australia was going to purchase 523 hectares of black 
cockatoo habitat to offset the 78 hectares of the total 97.8 hectares that was ultimately to be cleared for Roe 8. That 
was 97.8 hectares of clearing in total for Roe 8. 
It has an impact, and I am just interested in that immense double standard. Some organisations will accept clearing 
for some developments, but remain completely and adamantly opposed to it for others. I would suggest that, given 
that it is a good habitat for Roe’s abalone, perhaps the environment that will be sacrificed for the Ocean Reef 
marina development is of a higher quality than what was proposed to be removed for Roe 8. I just throw that out 
as a bit of an interesting double standard. I hope all the people who think that the Labor Party’s environmental 
credentials are set at a high and uniform level take a little notice of this double standard. 
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Having said that, and taking that slightly hypocritical position on board, the opposition is supportive of the 
Reserves (Marmion Marine Park) Bill 2019 because, as I understand it, it was an election commitment of the 
previous government and was supported by the then Labor opposition and now by the Labor Party in government. 
From the consultations we have had with the local community, I can say that it is a project that is very much in 
demand. It is expected to attract significant investment, stimulate the economy and provide a significant tourist 
attraction. It has been looked for and supported by the majority of the local community for a very long time. It has 
only reached the point at which construction is looking more imminent within the last eight to 10 years, but it has 
certainly had support from the drawing board stage, well before that. 
But it will have impacts, and I would like to talk a little more about that because there have been suggestions that 
alterations to the proposal might reduce those impacts. I have spent a fair bit of time looking at all the options 
available and at whether the environmental impact, and the impact on fisheries in particular, might be mitigated by 
changes to the proposal. I say at the outset that this proposal in its current form is the only one that the government 
and government departments have looked at in any great detail. The first point I make is that to take the proposal 
back to the drawing board and say that we need to shift it, move it or substantially alter it would be to run 
a significant risk of returning to the drawing board we have been at for about 30 years. We had some conversations 
this morning about red tape holding up developments; let me say that another three decades might see me out, and 
I might not be here to see the results of this process. In my view, going back to the drawing board is not an option. 
Having said that, in our various briefings we asked the departments what alternatives had been considered. I will 
talk in a bit more detail about the potential flip of this project from the current marina running north to the current 
marina running south. Unfortunately, that material is quite limited. As happens in most environmental analyses, if 
we go to the environment department in most jurisdictions and say, “What do you think about the variations?”, it 
will say, “Don’t talk to us about variations. Give us what you want to do and we will tell you whether you can do 
it.” There is a very limited opportunity to discuss variations of scope in any particular way, and I think that is what 
has struck us with this particular project. We do not have a lot of capacity to say to the various departments, “If it 
was going to look different, what would the outcome be?” Some information has been provided, and I will look at 
that in a little more detail as well, but let me say that starting over completely would set this project back for 
a decade or decades to come, and that is not supported by the Liberal Party. 

Let us move on to the current proposal. The current proposal is to develop approximately 565 boat pens; 200 boat 
stackers; 1 000 homes; and 12 000 square metres of retail and commercial space. It is a significant development. 
The theory is that we might be creating another Hillarys a little further north, and the expectation is that it will 
bring in significant additional revenue and additional activity and tourism. The suggestion is that the development 
is likely to provide more than 900 local jobs on top of the tourism it brings in, so it is not an insignificant 
development; 900 jobs is a lot. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Permanent jobs or construction jobs? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Good question; I am thinking 900 permanent local jobs. We might check those 
numbers later on, but we will get to it. That was the information that was provided in one of the briefings. The 
estimation of future jobs is always a bit of a tricky exercise, so perhaps we should take it with a grain of salt. The 
proposal includes 12 000 square metres of retail and 1 000 homes, which will provide for a fair number of the 
support services that are required. 

Let us address the two main issues that we need to flesh out for this proposal. Obviously, the first is environmental 
damage. There will be environmental damage to the reef; we know that 143 hectares will be impacted on. There 
will be an extended impact because some of the development will involve significant dredging, which will create 
a silt issue. There are regional populations of seagrasses on which this proposal will have an impact. It will also 
have an impact on abalone growth and development, and abalone harvesting, so there will be a localised impact. 
The abalone industry is important to this area. It is part of the commercial abalone fishery that is called area 7, and 
I might ask the minister to check the extent of area 7 and how wide it goes. Does it cover the entire metropolitan 
area or is it more restricted? That will become more important, just to let the minister know. 

According to our briefings, the proposed development is estimated to reduce the available abalone catch by 
approximately nine tonnes. That is approximately half the commercial catch and half the recreational catch. I want 
to focus on the commercial catch. Although the recreational catch is an interesting and important social event, the 
people who are taking the recreational catch are not relying on it to feed their families or to keep people employed. 
I understand that an annual catch is set, according to the briefings that we had, at 18 to 22 tonnes of recreational 
catch and 24 tonnes of commercial catch. Therefore, four and a half tonnes are lost out of the 24 tonnes of 
commercial catch. Minister, we may need to debate this in the Committee of the Whole House, but I was interested 
to see that—I know the minister will have people listening—there was some confusion during various briefings 
when we talked about the loss of harvest of nine times four and a half tonnes of that commercial catch as 
a percentage of the available catch. We had various figures ranging from about seven per cent to 20-odd per cent, 
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which I think relates to the percentage of that measurable area. If we could get some more detailed figures, we 
may need to go into committee to pull these out. I am interested to know how much of the overall catch are we 
giving up to put this process in place in area 7. If it is a fairly small percentage, we would adjust to that. If it is 
a bigger percentage, obviously the adjustment will be much bigger. Is the total commercial catch area of 24 tonnes 
for the immediate area? What area is that catch defined in? We need a bit more information to measure that. 

On top of the environmental issues, which is the first pillar of discussion today, I am interested in the second pillar 
of discussion, which is the impact on the commercial abalone fishermen. It is important because there are not many 
of these fishermen. I understand that there was 13 and that might be down to 10 now. It would be interesting to 
know the current number. Obviously, those commercial fishermen use this piece of reef as a really important 
resource. Along the coast, there is about three and a half kilometres of reef that is an important piece of resource, 
some of which abalone fishermen will be giving up for the development of the Ocean Reef marina for the benefit 
of the wider community. If that will be the case—I understand that sometimes sacrifices have to be made—they 
need to be looked after as part of this process. They need to be compensated for the reduced catch and looked after 
to make sure that they have either a viable transition into the future or a viable and supported transition out of the 
industry. If the industry can no longer support those people, that is probably the worst-case scenario. It might be 
the case that it cannot support all those people. If we are talking about a local harvest of 24 tonnes, and we are 
taking four and half tonnes out of the professional fisherman’s catch, that is one-sixth. Theoretically, one or two of 
those producers is being dropped out of the system. Does every producer absorb a reduction in quota on that basis? 
That process needs to be worked through, but it needs to be worked through in a way that protects the commercial 
fishing industry. 

I understand that this commercial fishing industry has already had to absorb some significant reductions in harvest 
in recent years. For those of us who are believers and strong advocates for action on climate change, we understand 
that ocean warming has had a significant impact. Not all of the significant ocean rises are directly related to climate 
change. Heat spikes and variations can occur outside that process as part of the natural cycle. However, there is no 
doubt that increased heat spikes have impacted on the abalone industry, and, for that reason, in the past decade, 
harvests by abalone fishermen in that region have dropped in the order of, I understand, 20 per cent—and in some 
cases higher than that. That has happened in the industry because it was a requirement to support the industry to 
keep its future. This is an industry that is recognised worldwide as a sustainable fishery, but it is a sustainable 
fishery on the basis that it does not have many significant impacts on it, and there will be significant impacts with 
this proposal. 
Hon Jim Chown: What was the impact on Hillarys? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I do not actually have the impact for Hillarys. Certainly, there was an impact on Hillarys. 
The first globally certified sustainable industry from a Western Australian perspective in the fishing industry was 
the western rock lobster industry. The abalone industry is now also a globally recognised sustainable industry. 
I believe it has a gold star or gets a gold stamp of some sort on that basis. Obviously, as long as we manage it well 
and manage it sustainably in the future, there is no reason why it cannot stay. But when there are impacts like this 
one, we obviously have to compensate. For impacts that are two-thirds the size of Roe 8, we actually have to look 
after this and ensure that the industry can survive. 
During the debate on this bill, I am interested in a conversation about the best way to manage the impact on the 
commercial operators in this industry. Again, I suspect we will get to the detail of this in committee, but let me 
outline the areas that need to be addressed, which are in two halves. The first half is that the affected producers 
will need a compensation mechanism. The second part is the government will need to respond to minimise the 
impact on both the environment and the fishery and to try to build back and enhance the industry into the future. We 
have been briefed to some degree on the expectations around the second half, but I will comment on the first half—
that is, the direct compensation process for fishermen. I understand there will be—certainly, in my view, there will 
have to be—a buyback of licences if additional resource is not made available. My understanding is that there are 
no additional fisheries resources in abalone that these fishermen could go to to fill out their current licence. That 
might be wrong; I am happy to be corrected if the minister knows of other resources that might be picked up in the 
process. But, in my view, there is no opportunity for that and therefore these abalone fishermen will have to give up 
a proportion of their licence or lose some of their number, or a combination of both. I expect the government to be 
engaged in the development of an adequate, proper and representative compensation package for that—that is, the 
government will buyback the level of licence required. It needs to do so in a way that is fair and just. I know that 
is a set of words that we throw around and bandy about, potentially in terms of a property right, a bit too easily, 
but the reality is that in this case the licence to fish for abalone is a property right or a taking right. In that case, it 
needs to be a fair and just compensation. I am hoping that the minister either in his reply speech or I suspect we 
might go to committee to try to tease these things out a little bit — 
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Hon Stephen Dawson: I’m very happy to try to provide a response in my second reading reply. Noting that, of 
course, the bill is quite tight, and so some of the question that you have asked may actually be outside the scope 
of the bill. So, I’m going to try to provide the answer in my response. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Your collegiate nature is well noted, minister, and we thank you for working with 
us in that process. That is why we try so hard to assist you in the house. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I really appreciate that. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes; that is all right. He will never get pre-selected now—will he! Here is some trouble! 
We will seek to get what we can. We may not be able to get to this stage, but I have been doing some very basic 
numbers, for example, on the price of licences that have been sold. Abalone licences are selling in range from half 
a million dollars, or a bit more, to well over $1 million, so a compensation package to take somebody out of the 
industry will have to be that amount plus a bit. For that reason I suspect that the compensation package to the 
commercial abalone fishermen in this region will total somewhere near the $10 million to $20 million mark. That 
sounds like a lot of money, and it is not our job to make people rich off the process of progressing through the 
approvals process, but the compensation has to be adequate to make sure that those people will not be substantially 
worse off in the process. 
The total worth of the development of 1 000 homes, 12 000 square metres of commercial real estate and 500 boat 
pens will surely run into the hundreds of millions or billions of dollars, so a $10 million to $20 million compensation 
package for the commercial abalone fisherpeople of that area is a fairly cheap mechanism to make sure that the 
outcomes of this process are as good as possible and people are not left behind. 
Hon Jim Chown: Who pays for it? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think that will have to come out of the government coffers, ultimately, because it 
is a fishery licence. Right now it is a fishery entitlement. They are licensed by the state to take a certain amount of 
abalone. If the state is going to remove some of that licence because there will be fewer available, there is no 
option but for the state to step up. I suspect the state government has already gone through the numbers on this and 
is having a look at it. Without trying to pin him down to an exact dollar amount, I would love the minister to be in 
a position to say that a $10 million to $20 million compensation package is not out of the realms of possibility. 
I think Parliament should acknowledge that compensation will be required as part of the package. 

The direct buyback will be the first part of the process. The second part of the process will be the direct impact of 
development on the fishery, even when the area that will be developed is taken out. I say that because it is 
impossible to completely exclude the impact of development in a marine environment when dredging is involved 
and things move around. Some of this reef is significant rock, so the development will have an impact. Silt will 
develop and spread, and there will be some environmental impact on seagrasses in the region and other marine 
life, such as fish. There will be a direct impact on abalone and the harvest capacity of commercial fishermen 
outside the 140-odd hectares of reef that has to go to. As a part of this compensation mechanism, the government 
has to look firstly at the direct value of the licence and a reduction in the cost and, secondly, at the reduction of the 
value of the harvest that will be imposed. It also needs to consider the impact of the marina construction activity 
on the marine environment and the fishermen. That may alter the amount of compensation the government should 
be looking at, although not in a large way. 
Through various briefings, I understand that the final part of the compensation package for commercial fishermen 
will consider the long-term impact with a view to working out whether the package needs to be reviewed. For 
example, five years down the track, the Department of Fisheries will do an assessment of the change in available 
stock and harvest and may need to adjust the compensation package at that time because the impact was greater 
or, possibly, being the eternal optimist that I am, lesser than the predicted impact. 
I suggest that five years is a fairly long time. Although a five-year review is reasonable, if that is what the 
government is looking at, I suggest that an interim review would also be reasonable. If a five-year review of the 
impact on the industry is to be done, I suggest a review be done halfway through, because of the impact of silt 
from the construction process. There will be some impacts earlier than five years but hopefully those impacts will 
be minimised and mitigated. A review after two and a half years and again after five years may find that other 
compensation mechanisms are in place, and that is fine. But it is undoubtedly the case that there is a risk that the 
construction process may exacerbate the problem and that may have an additional impact on the cost. I do not 
think any of those things—such as the impact on the commercial abalone fishers—is significant enough to cause 
us to not support the proposal, but there will be an impact on the 143 hectares, which is nearly twice the impact of 
Roe 8, on a high-quality reef rather than on degraded land. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 6938.] 
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Sitting suspended from 4.15 pm to 4.30 pm 
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