
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 18 October 2001] 

 p862b-865a 
Hon Giz Watson; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Barry House 

 [1] 

Division 15:  Fisheries - 
Question:  Hon Giz Watson asked -  

(a) With reference to page 274, bullet points Nos 5 and 9 - Development and incorporation of ESD 
processes and protocols into management arrangements for the major commercial fisheries.  Examples 
given include Shark Bay Prawn and Scallop Trawl Fisheries, and given these fisheries are within the 
Shark Bay Marine Park and Shark Bay world heritage area -  

(i) what are the current figures for by-catch mortality in these fisheries? 

(ii) What is the composition of this by-catch? 

(iii) What is the impact of this by-catch on the biodiversity of the Shark Bay Marine Park? 

(iv) Will the minister table figures for by-catch weight and composition for the past 10 years in 
these fisheries? 

(v) If no to (iv), why not? 

(vi) Is information on the incidental take of listed endangered species such as turtle in these 
fisheries required to be recorded and provided to Fisheries WA, World Heritage and the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management? 

(vii) If no to (vi), why not? 

(viii) If such information is required, will the minister provide figures for the past 10 years? 

(ix) Who logs this information? 

(x) Is this information verified by Fisheries WA or any independent observer? 

(xi) Can the minister provide evidence of the performance of “more efficient and effective by-catch 
reduction devices”? 

(b) With reference to page 287, bullet point nine, regarding marine pest incursions - 

(i) What incursions occurred in the last year that Fisheries is aware of; for example, what species 
was introduced and at what locations? 

(ii) What action was taken? 

(iii) What, if any, is the trend in number and severity of marine pest incursions in WA waters? 

Answer:   

(a) (i) Research into trawl by-catch reduction devices is currently in progress in Shark Bay and to a 
lesser extent in Exmouth Gulf.  The mortality of the species taken in these trawl fisheries is not 
being specifically studied.  However, there is general information available from similar prawn 
and scallop fisheries in Queensland (Wassenber and Hill 1990). 

(ii) The dominant components of the by-catch in the Shark Bay trawl fisheries is dead wire weed 
which naturally breaks off from the Wooramel sea grass banks during summer, small fish 
species, crabs, rays and sharks.  Few of the fish species concerned are subject to other forms of 
fishing. 

(iii) Trawling has been assessed as a low risk to the biodiversity in Shark Bay.  The major sensitive 
areas in Shark Bay were permanently closed to trawling as prawn nursery areas in the early 
1960s.  These closures now form the majority of the Shark Bay Marine Park.  Under the 
relevant trawl management plans, trawling is only possible in a relatively small area of Shark 
Bay (<50 per cent) and only for a period of around eight months a year.  Of the area that is 
legally permitted to be trawled, only around 38 per cent of this is trawled due to targeting of 
known areas where prawns and scallops are commercially abundant.  As such, about 80 per 
cent of the bay is not trawled and is considered to provide sufficient protection to maintain 
biodiversity of this region. 

(iv) No. 

(v) Specific information on the assessed weight and composition of the by-catch is not being 
collected. 

(vi) No. 
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(vii) There is no legislative requirement to report incidental captures of listed species to the 
Department of Fisheries, the Department of Conservation and Land Management or to the 
World Heritage Section of Environment Australia.  Few listed species are taken in the Shark 
Bay trawl fisheries, and those taken eg. turtles, and sea snakes are returned to the sea alive.  
Due to the short duration of trawls in Shark Bay, typically less than one hour and the 
increasing use of By-catch Reduction Devices (BRDs) these species are rarely caught or 
harmed by capture. 

(viii) Not applicable. 

(ix) Not applicable. 

(x) Information on protected species is not recorded by commercial skippers, however 
independent researchers conducting by-catch reduction research aboard such vessels keep 
appropriate records.  This information will be provided on the final report on the BRD project 
in late 2002. 

(xi) Bycatch reduction research has been under way since 1998 to redesign existing BRDs to make 
them suitable for the Shark Bay and Exmouth Gulf fisheries.  As a result of this work between 
the industry and Department of Fisheries researchers, all Shark Bay prawn vessels will be 
installing BRDs in both nets from the start of the 2002 season.  The Shark Bay Scallop Fishery 
will have bycatch reduction devices installed on one of the two nets, with two BRDs to be 
installed in future years. 

(b) (i) In December 2000, an Indonesian boat carrying illegal immigrants was brought into Broome.  
It was inspected by fisheries officers who reported that it was infected with black-striped 
mussels. 

(ii) The boat was kept five nautical miles from Broome until the people were unloaded.  the Navy 
then towed it out of Australian waters and it was destroyed. 

(iii) There is no trend. 

Question:  Hon Dee Margetts asked:  With reference to Recreational Fisheries on page 21 of the Annual Report 
-  

(i) Can an update be provided of the status of the pipe, associated with a hydro scheme, which runs along 
the centre of several kilometres of the Lefroy Brook, having a major impact on the growing recreational 
fly fishing in that area? 

(ii) Are there likely to be any prosecutions and if so, which department is pursuing such prosecutions? 

Answer:   

(i) A committee of relevant agencies, local government and community groups has been established to 
consider the options for shifting the pipe and all the financial and ecological costs of doing so. 

(ii) Decisions relating to prosecutions are the responsibility of my colleague the Minister for the 
Environment. 

 

Forest Products Commission 
Question:  Hon Christine Sharp asked:  With regard to the job advertisement in “The West Australian” on 29 
September 2001 for a Public Affairs Manager, how does the minister justify $68 000 per annum for a Public 
Affairs Manager?  Is this not an off-loading of the industry’s public relations task on to the taxpayer? 

Answer:  It should first be noted that this is not a new position but to date has been filled on an acting basis, a 
situation that is being rectified.  The Forest Products Commission has only the one position responsible for 
public affairs.  This position assists the commission in responding to issues raised in the media, managing public 
notices of initiatives such as consultation about harvest plans and allocation of resource, and fulfilling the 
requirements of the Forest Products Act with regard to promotion of forest production as outlined in subsections 
10(1)(d),(j) and (q) of the Act. 

Question:  Hon Christine Sharp asked:  With regard to the indicative jarrah sawlog cut of 140 000 m3, does the 
minister acknowledge that this figure only includes an allowance for ESFM at whole of forest level, and not a 
local application of ESFM? 
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Answer:  The figure is based on existing knowledge and practices, since the Forest Management Plan has not yet 
identified any changes that would influence yield. 

Question:  Hon Peter Foss asked:  The two matters in which I am particular interested are the inclusion of 
regenerated forest in national parks - I realise that at this stage it is only proposed, but it seems to have the same 
effect whether it is proposed or in existence - and the one per cent moratorium.  There may be some overlap in 
the areas of the blocks that are concerned.  I have here a list of what I understand to be the regenerated forest 
that has been included in national parks.  I would like to know whether my list of the blocks is correct.  In other 
words, what blocks are contained in the proposals, what area of land is involved, and what is the sustainable 
yield? 

Answer:  Table 1 below lists the area of regrowth forest, by forest block, within each of the proposed national 
parks.  These areas are the net addition to the reserve system - they exclude regrowth forest within informal 
reserves and areas that were previously set aside from timber harvesting under the 1994-2003 Forest 
Management Plan, Regional Forest Agreement, and the Ministerial Advisory Group on Karri and Tingle.  The 
precise boundaries for many of the proposed new national parks are still under active consideration. 

The total area of jarrah regeneration within these areas is approximately 4 700 hectares, located mostly within 
the Warren region.  Because these stands are very young, their estimated contribution to the sustained yield of 
first and second grade sawlogs during the period to 2040 averages only 100 cubic metres per annum.  In the 
longer term, mainly in the period 2040 to 2200, the average contribution is 1 700 cubic metres per annum of 
grade 1 and 2 sawlogs. 

Approximately 8 300 hectares of regrowth karri forest are contained within the proposed park boundaries.  In the 
short-term period to 2020, the estimated contribution from these stands to the sustained yield of first and second 
grade sawlog is approximately 2 500 cubic metres per annum.  Over the period 2020 to 2150, the average annual 
sawlog production from these areas would be approximately 22 000 cubic metres. 

Most of the forest blocks listed in table 1 contain a mixture of old-growth, regrowth and ‘other’ non old-growth 
forest.  There is a total of approximately 23 500 hectares of ‘other’ non old-growth forest.  These stands have 
been previously cut-over and contain varied proportions of regrowth and mature trees.  They would make a 
significant contribution to the short-term sustained yield of both jarrah and karri sawlog during the period to 
2040. 

Table 1 Area of regrowth forest within proposed national parks (hectares) 

Proposed National Park Forest Block Regrowth area 
Boorara-Gardner Babbington 50 

Boorara 150 
Gardner 1,220 

Boyndaminup Boyndaminup 60 

Butler Butler 160 
Darradup 30 

Greater Beedelup Beavis 1,040 
Carey 1,250 
Giblett 40 

Greater Dordagup Poole 70 
Sutton 40 

Greater Hawke Crowea 10 
Dombakup 10 

Greater Kingston Corbal 200 
Dudijup 20 
Dwalgan 30 
Mersea 110 

Hilliger Blackpoint 30 
Hilliger 190 

Jane Jane 400 

Lake Muir Chitelup 340 
Poorginup 120 
Spring 10 
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Walpole Wilderness Burnett 10 
Dawson 310 
Deep 880 
Frankland 270 
Harewood 10 
Keystone 670 
Lochart 1,990 
Long 70 
Mossop 20 
Ordnance 30 
Rocky 120 
Sharpe 50 
Swarbrick 670 
Thomson 720 
Wattle 50 
Weld 70 
Wye 1,460 

Source:  Forest Management Information System 23/10/01 

Question:  Hon Barry House asked:  Following the regional forest agreement process a buy-out was put in place 
for the small timber mills.  Which timber mills have already exited the industry through that scheme, which have 
current applications in place, and which are left that might qualify? 

Answer:  Timber mills that have exited the industry through the Business Exit Assistance (BEA) program are 
Mangee Milling, Pickering Brook, Denbarker, and Thomson sawmills. 

All mills have been invited to apply for BEA ‘without prejudice’ and it would not be appropriate to name mills 
that have not received or accepted offers.  However, of the 82 applications received to date, 42 have been from 
sawmills and of the 15 offers made to businesses, 13 have been to sawmills. 

Question:  Hon Peter Foss asked:  I have some questions about exit package proposals.  People are interested to 
know how much money will flow out for the rest of this financial year.  From the assessment of the proposals and 
the rate at which they are being handled, can I have some idea of the rate at which the money will go into the 
community?  What will happen to people who have made submissions that are not accepted?  If they are not 
accepted, will the cost of the unsuccessful submission be included in the exit package?  What is the average cost 
of the submissions? 

Answer:  The 2001-02 financial year budget to fund the Business Exit Assistance program is $17 million with 
payments being made to businesses or individual persons. 

Applications for Business Exit Assistance are assessed for eligibility and those applicants who do not meet the 
eligibility criteria are not eligible to receive Business Exit Assistance.  Each eligible application for Business 
Exit Assistance is individually assessed, by independent valuers, to provide a commercial valuation relevant to 
that business.  For these reasons an average value is not meaningful. 

Proponents whose submission under the Forest Products Commission’s “Request for Proposals” is unsuccessful 
will be able to apply for Business Exit Assistance.  It is understood that the cost of an unsuccessful proposal 
could only be considered in a Business Exit Assistance evaluation if the cost formed part of the business position 
for the period assessed by the independent valuer when making the commercial valuation for that business. 

The costs incurred by a business in making its proposals to the Forest Products Commission are details that are 
not provided to the Government.  It should be noted that the “Request for Proposals” does not close until 4 
December 2001. 

 
 


