
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 16 September 2009] 

 p7123b-7124a 
Hon Jon Ford 

 [1] 

Recreational Fishing Licences and Fees � Adjournment Debate 
HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [11.25 pm]: I rise tonight because we will not be sitting tomorrow, 
when I was going to use another opportunity to speak to this matter. Today the Minister for Fisheries�it is a 
shame that he is out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, but we have had a discussion�explained 
to me behind the Chair the sustainability measures that have been implemented over the past 12 months or so, 
and offered me a briefing on those. I am glad with today�s announcement to recognise those sustainability 
measures that the minister has taken. However, I want to comment on the proposed new fishing fees. 

The trouble that the minister has experienced with the fishing fees, or the fish tax as the media likes to call it, is 
that they do not have a direct relationship to the preservation of fish stocks. Voluntary or compulsory logbooks, 
or something like that, would at least give us some indication of what people are targeting, how long they fish, 
how successful they are and how often they go fishing. The trouble with a general fishing licence, or any sort of 
fishing licence in fact, is that all it does is tell us that someone has a fishing licence. It does not tell us how often 
that person has gone out to fish, what he is targeting, and how often he is catching those fish. 

Hon Ed Dermer: There is no substantive data.  

Hon JON FORD: There is no substantive data at all. The trouble with the proposal that has been put forward 
today, although it is about 50 per cent cheaper than the previous proposal, if we were going for the whole gamut 
of fishing licences � 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! The time on the clock is incorrect. The member has a full 10 minutes, if he 
requires it. The clock was initially set at five minutes. 

Hon JON FORD: Thank you, Mr President. The trouble with the proposed licence fees�although, as I said 
before, they are cheaper than those in the previous recommendations�is that they are still more than double 
what people currently pay for an umbrella licence. An amount of $87 a year gave a person access to lobster and 
marron. It was a multi-use licence. Now, if a person goes for the whole gamut of licences, he will get a 10 per 
cent discount, which adds up to $207. The other issue is that, under the proposal, not everybody in a boat has to 
have a licence. That means that two or more people may be on the boat but they are limited to the bag limit of 
one licence. That creates a couple of issues. One is a compliance issue regarding what people catch. There is a 
temptation to upgrade or upsize, but that is a temptation under any regime. Also, it discriminates between a 
person who owns a licensed boat and a person who fishes on the beach, and that creates friction. If it were linked 
to something that offered some sort of sustainability, it would have to be legitimately argued that way. The only 
way that people can legitimately argue for licence fees as a sustainability measure is if they are giving access to a 
limited fishery; that is, a cap is put on the number of people who are allowed into that fishery. That is exactly 
what we do with commercial licences. We have limited-entry fisheries. We determine how many tonnes or how 
many types of fish can be taken, monitor against that, and control the number of people entering the fishery. That 
was always a quandary under the integrated fishery management scheme and the recommendations presented to 
me and my government about rock lobster. The committee recommended a reduction of five per cent, but I sent 
them away and said, �You tell me how you�re going to implement that.� That is a good example. When we look 
at it, there is no cap on the licence; it is where most of the licence revenue comes from. We do not know how 
many rock lobsters are being caught in the recreational sector; we just guess. It plays no useful role at all from a 
research perspective, nor does it play a useful role in preservation of the stocks. That is the trouble with a licence 
fee. What has come from today�s announcement? It was a good, strong robust announcement regarding limiting 
the dhufish catch in particular, which is the most at-risk demersal fish, along with a whole bag of other measures. 
However, there is still a pretence that somehow a licence fee will add to the preservation of fish, but it will not. It 
should never have been added to the argument in support of a package for sustainability, because it creates 
mixed messages. 

The minister has a revenue issue, and if he wants to raise money for Recfishwest, the most non-representative 
peak body in Western Australia, or he wants to argue that it will be used for fisheries adjustment schemes, as 
occurs in New South Wales, or as specific funding for research, that is the basis on which it should be argued, 
not on the basis of some sort of phoney argument for sustainability. That is the problem the minister has made 
for himself. It will make it difficult for future ministers if we do not get rid of the argument about sustainability. 
An announcement about revenue is mixed up with messages about trying to save the fishery. 

I congratulate the government on its announcement today about tightening restrictions on the most at-risk species 
on our coast at the moment, which is demersal finfish, but I call on the government to reconsider the issue of 
licence fees because it targets one group over another. It is divisive and sends a mixed message to the 
community. It is just a revenue-raising activity, and that should not be mixed up in the argument about fishing 
sustainability. If the minister wants to talk about a small general fishing licence that applies to all, I have some 
empathy with that, provided it is backed up with real data and real research such as compulsory logbooks. But if 
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we are talking only about revenue, we will not support that. The opposition�s position is that when those 
regulations come up, we will support the regulations for sustainability, but we will seek to disallow the 
regulations for a general boat fishing licence.  

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 11.33 pm 
__________ 

 
 


