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FISH RESOURCES MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 11 August. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Fisheries) [7.31 pm] — in reply: I think a 
member was still speaking when we last finished, but he is not here, so I cannot help him, I am afraid. 

I thank members for their contributions to this debate. I particularly thank Hon Jon Ford, the former Minister for 
Fisheries, who during his watch began the work on reassessing the Fish Resources Management Act to see how 
it could be improved. Obviously, things had changed since the bill was brought into Parliament in 1994, and he 
very sensibly arranged for Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm to chair a committee to review the legislation. I guess one 
of the messages to come out of this is that it takes a long time to get from a committee reviewing an act to the 
stage at which the Parliament can deal with the recommendations of that particular review by way of 
amendments to the legislation. 

I will refer to the comments made by Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm first and then come on to the points raised by 
members. From his comments, there is no doubt that the bill reflects the findings of the report that he did for Hon 
Jon Ford and, of course, in that context he expressed his support for the legislation. I was not aware of it, but I 
gather that Ray Burrows, the fisheries department officer, was the executive officer of the inquiry. I have to say 
that I have found Ray Burrows to be a very competent public servant and a person who has provided me with 
some very good advice since I have been the Minister for Fisheries. Obviously a wise choice, Hon Jon Ford! 
Indeed, the legislation reflects the work that was done by that particular group. 

The point that I need to explain to the house as clearly as possible now up-front, so that I can cover some of the 
concerns raised by Hon Giz Watson, is that this bill is in a sense an interim measure designed to deal with some 
reasonably urgent matters in the Fish Resources Management Act. It is the government’s intention to in fact 
rewrite all the fisheries legislation between now and some time next year. The work is being done now and the 
bill is called the “Fish and Aquatic Resources Management Bill”. It is an attempt to provide brand-new 
legislation to cover the whole of the fishing industry and the pearling industry in one piece of legislation, and to 
include aquaculture so that the legislation reflects the situation that exists in Western Australia. As was 
mentioned when Hon Giz Watson asked a number of questions about why we are not doing certain things in this 
legislation, it is because it will happen in the next piece of legislation. Therefore, the themes that she mentioned 
in her comments are themes being addressed in the rewrite of the legislation in its totality. In a sense, it probably 
would have saved a bit of time to wait until the new legislation could be put together, but I thought it appropriate 
to deal in this bill with some matters that are of a reasonably technical nature, get them out of the road and then 
insert them into the new legislation in due course. That will save a bit of time down the track because we know 
that some of the stuff we are dealing with today will in fact be part of the new legislation. 

Hon Jon Ford raised a number of matters that are contained in the bill. I do not intend to go through all of those, 
other than to make a comment on his reference to the increasing efficiency of fishers. When we look around at 
how efficient the commercial fishers have become and how efficient recreational fishers have become, the poor 
fish just about do not stand a chance. 

Hon Giz Watson: That’s why you need some marine parks. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: We could do that and nobody would catch anything. What is important to me is that 
we use proper fisheries management strategies to ensure that we have sustainable fisheries. Sustainable fisheries 
are those where people can catch fish but they do not go below the threshold that we discussed by way of my 
interjection on Hon Giz Watson last week when we discussed this matter. It is possible, as both Hon Jon Ford 
and I know, that by using good fisheries management practices we can in fact create sustainable fisheries. Hon 
Jon Ford made a decision to reduce the commercial catch of the west coast demersal fishery by half, and I made 
a decision to reduce the recreational catch by half. All the evidence that has become available to us in the time 
since those decisions were made—this evidence was from a researcher from Murdoch University and the 
fisheries department research section—indicates that the fisheries are in good shape, demonstrating quite clearly 
that if we manage the fishery well and make hard decisions when they have to be made, fishers will respond in a 
positive way and people can be allowed to catch fish. Unlike in sanctuary zones where they cannot catch 
anything, they can have their fish and eat it too—to use a simple phrase! 

Hon Giz Watson: A marine reserve is an insurance policy. You actually set aside a little bit and say, “This will 
be your test area and this will be the area where you don’t extract”, and then you’ve got something you can 
compare with. So, even for good science, they serve a very important purpose. You still leave the bulk of the 
area available for fishing. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE: I do not subscribe to the general view that having green blobs on a map of the ocean 
is somehow a good thing per se. There has to be a good reason for doing that. 

Hon Giz Watson: Yes; I just gave the reasons. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The member has not necessarily given me a good reason at all. I can give her many 
examples of areas in which fishing takes place where there is good fisheries management, the fishery is 
sustainable and no damage has been done to the environment whatsoever. 

Hon Giz Watson: There has; you’ve already modified the ecosystem by putting the fishery in there. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Pardon? 

Hon Giz Watson: You’ve already modified the ecosystem by taking out that whole biomass, which is that fish 
that you are taking out. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: So Hon Giz Watson is saying that we should somehow or other preserve — 

Hon Giz Watson: An area. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: — the marine environment in its pristine state — 

Hon Giz Watson: Yes; a portion of it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: — when there is not such a thing any more. The environment changes on a constant 
basis. The only human beings who do any damage to the marine environment that I know of are probably fishers 
and offshore petroleum operators. They are the only people who do anything on the ocean that might have an 
effect on the environment. It is not hard to control what both those groups do—not hard at all. It seems to me, for 
example, that if we have a benthic situation where we do not want any damage done to the surface of the ocean, 
because there are coral reefs or whatever, how does stopping any fishing at all preserve that? If we bring in laws 
that say people cannot drop an anchor, cannot trawl and cannot catch demersal fish, but they can catch pelagic 
fish, then we are not doing any damage to that environment at all; and we can manage the pelagic fish population 
by good fisheries management, by using such things as bag limits, by seasonal closures, and by all sorts of gear 
rules. It is quite possible to have a very significant positive impact on the marine environment by good fisheries 
management. 

Hon Giz Watson: What about controlling Japanese tuna fishing? Is that very successful?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Well, I do not control Japanese tuna fishing. 

Hon Giz Watson: I was just giving the minister an example of when fisheries management tools actually do not 
work very well. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The problem with people like Hon Giz Watson is that they do not seem to want 
human beings to do anything. Hon Giz Watson is opposed to lobster fishing. She is opposed to oil and gas 
exploration. She is opposed to tight gas. She is opposed to coal-fired power stations. She is opposed to nuclear 
energy. I am just looking forward to the day when I see Hon Giz Watson and Bob Brown flying around in their 
wind-powered aeroplane! How on earth are we going to have the energy that the human race needs if we were to 
follow the policies of the Greens? How on earth are we going to deal with the needs of the growing world 
population in respect to food security if we cannot have GM crops? We just cannot have the policies that the 
Greens have, which basically say that human beings cannot do anything, and then expect that somehow or other 
we can deal with a growing population in the world and those millions and millions of people who are living in 
conditions that are substandard by any imagination—people who are starving to death at this very moment in this 
world. Surely we can do something about that. But when I read what the Greens want us to do, I have to say that 
they have no solutions for that problem—no solutions whatsoever, other than to stop people from doing 
anything. But I am being distracted, because this has absolutely nothing to do with this bill at all, so I will bring 
myself back to that particular matter. 

Hon Jon Ford: I think the member was just referring to compliance.  

Hon Giz Watson: Or lack thereof. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Yes. But that is part of fisheries management. We have the rules, and then we have 
people who ensure that people comply with the rules. That is good fisheries management. I do not have the 
resources, as the Minister for Fisheries in Western Australia, to look after the activities of fishermen outside of 
those areas of the ocean over which our department has responsibility. We have responsibility for all state 
waters, and we have responsibility, as the designated authority, in commonwealth waters in some parts of the 
fishery. Where that applies, we to the best of our ability have good compliance. I think what is happening—I 
give credit to previous ministers—is that the message is getting out among fishers that sustainability is the key to 
them being able to continue to enjoy their recreation, or, for commercial fishers, to continue to make a living out 
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of catching fish. As we bring in tighter and tighter rules, if they are necessary, I am finding more and more the 
acceptance by fishers that that has to happen; they accept the fact that good fisheries management, with the 
necessary compliance, gives us a chance to have sustainable fisheries. That is the way forward in my view, as 
opposed to having large lumps of the ocean made into sanctuary zones. I have no problem with having marine 
parks and sanctuary zones if they are there for a good scientific purpose. That is the way I look at it. Indeed, 
some marine parks have a whole range of different activities that are permitted. But we create marine parks that 
have particular zones that allow people to do particular things and not others. So, in some marine parks, people 
can catch pelagic fish; in other marine parks people can do other things, but no trawling, and they are multi-use 
marine parks. It makes sense to me that if we are going to have marine parks and sanctuary zones, it has to be 
based on the science, and the science has to tell us that what we are doing, or preventing from happening, in 
those areas is for a good scientific reason.  

I went down that path because Hon Jon Ford talked about increased efficiency in the catch. That is something 
that we have to manage. I think one of the problems the rock lobster fishery had was that the fisheries 
department underestimated the increased efficiency of the industry, and by doing that it did not reduce the total 
allowable catch by enough to compensate for the increased efficiency that the industry was displaying. As we 
have now gone to the quota fishery for rock lobster, that issue has been put to one side, because every 
crayfisherman is now entitled to X kilos of crayfish each season, and, when they have caught that, they then stop. 
So there is no race to fish any more. There is no attempt to see if they can beat the next guy to catch every last 
rock lobster that might be available. When they have caught their quota, that is the end of the season for them. 
Hopefully the mentality will now change so that rock lobster fishermen will go out and catch their rock lobsters 
at a time when the market is at its highest in terms of price. That seems to be coming out of all the evidence that 
surrounds the current season with I guess the interim quota system that we have now put in place. So the point 
the member makes is absolutely right—that we have to, in respect of other fisheries that are not quota managed, 
make sure that we have a pretty good understanding of the increased efficiency that could affect the stock of fish. 

Similarly, and importantly, it relates to recreational fishers, because some recreational fishers have extraordinary 
equipment, and, as I said earlier, the fish have no hope because the fishers can virtually see them and get them to 
jump on the hook. 

Hon Jon Ford: They are better than the commercial fishers. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Yes, they are, and we do not have the same level of control over recreational fishers 
as we have over commercial fishers, so we are working very hard, by using the new fishing from the boat 
licence, to get evidence of where fishers are catching the fish, and what fish they are catching, and asking them 
to send the frames into the department so that we can do the research that is necessary to understand the biomass 
of the fish stocks that they are catching and so on. To be fair to Recfishwest, which looks after the interests of 
recreational fishers, it is very much onside with this process and encouraging its members to understand 
conservation and to catch only what they need. We have brought in some pretty significant bag limit restrictions 
in respect to what people can and cannot take in the west coast demersal fishery, and I think most fishers have 
accepted that as being a fair and reasonable thing to do.  

I just want to say two other things in respect to Hon Jon Ford. He mentioned the hairy marron. Interestingly, the 
hairy marron has been bred in captivity at Pemberton. It was a native of the Margaret River, I gather, and 
virtually became extinct because other marron are predators on the hairy marron. So the fisheries department 
bred them in the hatchery at Pemberton, and they then caught as many of the other marron as they could get in 
the Margaret River, and they have now put the hairy marron back into the Margaret River. When they did that 
and I made a big announcement about it, all my colleagues thought I had gone green, but that could not be 
further from the truth! It just seemed to me to be a good commercial decision, because the hairy marron I am told 
tastes really good, so if we can get them to breed up again in the Margaret River and we then have a sustainable 
fishery, so much the better. 

Hon Jon Ford also referred to exotic fish and to some concerns that have been raised by the aquaculture industry. 
Can I just indicate to him that new part 9A, which relates to exotic fish, has been included to enable the 
department to intervene in relation to exotic fish to minimise the risk of the accidental introduction of exotic fish 
into Western Australian waters where there is no requirement to hold an aquaculture licence; for example, pet 
shops or hobbyists who collect fish for that purpose. They do not need an aquaculture licence, so we need to deal 
with those exotic fish that are not covered by an aquaculture licence. Section 4 of the act, as amended, defines 
exotic fish as a “fish of a species that is not native to WA waters”, so anything that comes from anywhere else is 
exotic. New part 9 has been included because the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007, the BAM 
act, which my predecessor in this seat saw through this house, will repeal part 9, “noxious fish”, when the 
relevant section of the BAM act is proclaimed. The department previously relied on part 9 to deal with unwanted 
fish species, whereby any species of fish could have been prescribed to be a noxious fish for the purposes of the 
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act. The inclusion of the new part 9 in the FRMA will not affect aquaculture licences in any way at all. There are 
no concerns in respect to that. 

Hon Giz Watson, as I mentioned earlier, raised a number of issues about what she thought ought to be in the 
legislation based upon the “Seachange” document. That relates to the new legislation. I think she quoted from 
the document from the Conservation Council of WA. That might in fact be its submission to the department 
about the new legislation. 

Hon Giz Watson: My apologies. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Do not apologise; I really should have made that much clearer in the second reading 
speech so people were aware of that. We will have an interesting discussion when that legislation is introduced 
to the house to see whether it meets the Conservation Council’s view of the world on the management of the 
fisheries and the marine environment. That legislation will go through the proper process of government and in 
due course will arrive here for us to consider. 

Hon Philip Gardiner raised a number of issues, and he might raise them again in the committee stage, as I think 
he missed out on finishing his speech on the second reading. He talked about the rock lobster industry and how 
we rely on science to a large extent to make sure that we understand the fishery. I think it is fair to say that fish 
science is a fairly inexact science. If someone is running a farm, it is easy to see how much grass there is in a 
paddock, how many sheep are in there and the effect of what they eat. But if we are looking at the ocean, it is a 
bit hard to count fish. Therefore, we rely on the best science we can gather, but it is not as exact as most 
terrestrial science, particularly the science that relates to agriculture or pastoral activities. However, when we 
look at the rock lobster fishery—the member raised the issue of the puerulus count—the science surrounding that 
puerulus count has been very exact for 40 years. The predicted catch, based upon the puerulus count, three or 
four years after the count, has been within an average of five per cent of what was caught and what was 
predicted to be available.  

When I became the minister, in fact the day I walked in—Hon Jon Ford was probably very glad he was walking 
out—there was a headline saying there was no puerulus this month. Of course my first question was, “What is a 
puerulus?”, which demonstrated my very superior knowledge of the fishing industry. When it was explained to 
me, I decided we had better do something about this. I said to the scientists, “What happens if next month we get 
a zero count?”, and that is when he said it will hit the fan, but he was more explicit than that. 

Hon Jon Ford: Did you get the Latin dictionary as well? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I thought, “We’ve got a bit of a problem here. We better do something about it”. I 
took a lot of advice, and indeed we made some hard decisions with respect to rock lobsters. 

Hon Jon Ford made the comment in his speech that he was at the Fremantle Sailing Club when we had a meeting 
of rock lobster fishers. They wheeled in one of their scientists who had an American background, who told us 
that the minister was a complete mug, that there are more crayfish out there then I can shake a fist at, and how 
dare I interfere with the right of fishers to catch what they wanted to. He got a standing ovation. When I got up 
and said, “We are going to cut it by half”, it was not as well received. 

Hon Jon Ford: His last job was to look after cod fishery in the Atlantic. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will not go into any more detail about that gentleman. As it turns out, we have 
made the hard decisions on rock lobsters, and we now have gone to a situation in which the total allowable catch 
is about half of what it was when Hon Jon Ford was minister. It is on a quota system. I think most fishers are 
managing their businesses better than they ever did before. In my view the economic consequences have been 
minimised by the quota system, because inputs in running a business have been reduced. 

The member talked about totally protected fish. If someone catches a fish that is totally protected, they are 
required to release it. But in releasing it, it has barotrauma so therefore it dies. It is a defence in the legislation 
that if someone caught a fish, they sought to release it. In some cases, particularly with dhufish, they will die 
from barotrauma. Under the new fisheries rules, recreational fishers are required to carry release weights on their 
boats. Should they catch a fish that has barotrauma and needs be returned—it is above the bag limit—then they 
attach this release weight to the fish and it immediately goes back down again. Recfishwest, and Frank Prokop 
particularly, tell me that these are fairly successful. I do not know that they are the panacea to the problem, but if 
we save one out of two fish that would have otherwise died, that is a benefit. However, it raises the issue that 
when fisheries management controls the number of fish people can catch, and there are bag limits and the size of 
fish people can catch is controlled, there is a bit of a problem, because the temptation for fishers is to keep 
fishing until they get a bag limit of big fish. They hang onto the little ones and then chuck them back after they 
get the big ones.  
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On the other hand, if there are size limits and fishers catch one that is undersized and they have to put it back in 
again, the fish could die whilst they are waiting to catch one that is sized. I have given a bit of thought to this and 
never come up with a solution, but maybe if somehow or other we did not have a size limit for some fish and just 
said, “When you’ve caught your bag limit of any size, that’s it”, that would work, except that some people are 
greedy and will hang on to the two little ones until such time as they catch two big ones and throw the two little 
ones back in, but the fish are well and truly dead by then. If somehow people were absolutely strictly honest 
about this, it seems to me that just allowing a number of fish regardless of the size would be the better way to go 
than having undersized and oversized fish, when all the undersized ones have to go back and many will die on 
the way down. Hon Philip Gardiner might be able to tell me how to sort that one out, if he has a solution to that. 
He has raised that matter. 

I think I have raised everything else. I will quickly mention an amendment that I have circulated. We will talk 
about this in more detail in the committee. The bill provides for a new section in relation to biosecurity. It gives 
the fisheries department powers to deal with biosecurity issues. However, it was discovered after the bill had 
been produced that it did not provide us with the capacity to promulgate regulations with respect to the new 
powers that the department will have. The amendment to clause 74 will enable us to put in a head of power to 
allow the department to make regulations in biosecurity matters. We will talk about that during the committee 
stage. That is how the amendment came about. I apologise for it being late but I have asked the department to 
brief all the parties about it. I have spoken to Hon Philip Gardiner. If there are any problems at the time, we can 
talk about them in the committee stage.  

I thank members for their support of the legislation. About this time next year I look forward to having a whole 
new fisheries bill that will combine all the activities of the fisheries department and give us a very modern piece 
of legislation to take forward for the next 100 years or however long it will last. I ask that the bill be read a 
second time.  

Question put and passed.  

Bill read a second time.  

Committee 
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Col Holt) in the chair; Hon Norman Moore (Minister for Fisheries) 
in charge of the bill. 

Clauses 1 to 73 put and passed. 

Clause 74: Section 258 amended — 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I move — 

Page 58, after line 25 — To insert — 

(ib) prohibit or regulate the entry into or movement or use within, or direct the removal from, WA 
waters or an area of WA waters of boats or equipment on or attached to boats for the purpose 
of — 

(i) preventing organisms, as defined in section 177B, that pose or are likely to pose a 
threat to fish or other aquatic resources or to their habitats from entering WA waters 
or an area of WA waters or; 

(ii) preventing or controlling the spread of such organisms in WA waters or an area of 
WA waters; or 

(iii) eradicating or removing such organisms from WA waters or an area of WA waters; 

Clause 74 amends section 258 of the Fish Resources Management Act, which is the regulation-making power 
under the act. This amendment inserts a new paragraph (ib) after paragraph (ia). It will provide a regulation-
making power to prohibit or regulate the entry into or movement or use within, or direct the removal from, WA 
waters or an area of WA waters of boats or equipment on or attached to boats for the purpose of preventing 
organisms, as defined in section 177B, that pose or are likely to pose a threat to fish or other aquatic resources or 
to their habitats from entering WA waters or an area of WA waters; or preventing or controlling the spread of 
such organisms in WA waters or an area of WA waters; or eradicating or removing such organisms from WA 
waters or an area of WA waters. I think WA waters are Western Australian waters, including commonwealth 
waters, to the 200-mile economic zone. The new bill provides increased powers to the fisheries department to 
deal with biosecurity matters.  

This issue has been around for some time. Hon Jon Ford will be aware that in his government Fisheries was 
given responsibility for biosecurity in marine environment issues. Regrettably, it never got any extra money. 
Every budget it kept coming to me saying it needed more money to deal with biosecurity matters. We recently 
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managed to get some extra funds from Treasury because we found some green striped mussels in Fremantle 
harbour. These creatures are not nice because they can cause a lot of damage to ships. There are potential threats 
to our marine environment from imported species such as those. I have just been corrected; they are actually 
Asian green mussels, which are apparently much worse than green striped mussels. Whatever they are called, the 
bottom line is that sea creatures such as those can cause a lot of damage to shipping and do serious damage in 
harbours. We need to manage this very carefully. The fisheries department now has responsibility for this. We 
have additional funds to deal with it. This bill will give us the powers we need to deal with it. This amendment 
will give us the power to make regulations to those matters outlined in new paragraph (ib).  

Hon JON FORD: Under the previous legislation I remember in my time we discovered some cichlids in the 
Whiteman’s creek area. I remember the government media office getting very excited when I told it I was going 
to use high explosives in an attempt to destroy the cichlids. The act clearly had the power to deal with that. I just 
want to know what the difference is.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: My understanding is that the powers Hon Jon Ford used would have been set out 
under part 9 of the Fish Resources Management Act. The Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007 
repeals that part of the Fish Resources Management Act that Hon Jon Ford would have used to deal with exotic 
fish. We are putting in a new bit to replace the bit that was taken out by the BAM act. It is a pity that Hon Jon 
Ford did not bomb them because I am told that they are now in the Swan River.  

Hon Kate Doust: Don’t encourage him. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: This is the whole point. Somebody dumped some of these cichlids in a dam or a lake 
and they came down through Henley Brook into the Swan River. This demonstrates how silly some people who 
have fish in their little tanks at home are. Instead of putting them down in a humane way such as freezing them 
in the freezer, they throw them in a river, dam, creek or something like that and they breed. We now have these 
species in the Swan River. As I said, it is a pity Hon Jon Ford did not bomb them.  

Hon JON FORD: We did, in fact, bomb them and we poisoned them. From that moment on, every time the 
GMO wanted a good news story, it wanted me to bomb them some more.  

This is the last of my questions. There was a suspicion that there was a temple nearby that creek that had these 
fishes living in them. Will this amendment give head powers to allow Fisheries to have some say in ornamental 
lakes that could be populated by these fishes that then could drain out into Western Australian creeks? I think 
that was one of the shortcomings of the act. I certainly hope it is addressed in the amended act.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: As I understand the member’s question, part 9 of the Fish Resources Management 
Act is in place, which is the power we use to deal with the sorts of issues he talked about. That will be repealed 
when the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act is proclaimed. We will replace that power with the new 
section 258(1)(h)(ia), “prescribe measures for the control, recapture and eradication of exotic fish;” which is the 
first part of the amendment in the bill. That provides us with the power to do that, and it means we can make 
regulations that enable us to deal with those sorts of issues.  

Hon JON FORD: I misled the chamber; I actually have another question! In discussion we had about this 
amendment earlier today, Hon Giz Watson caused me to think of a question I have not thought about until now. 
One of the major sources of biosecurity comes with ships from overseas, particularly now with the resources 
boom. Vessels de-ballast or carry stuff in their thrust, in their housing or on their hulls. In light of cross-
jurisdiction among the states, how will it work if we are managing an area of marine environment on behalf of 
the commonwealth? Will we manage that under the federal legislation or will this bill deal with those biosecurity 
issues?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am happy to be corrected if I am not right, but as I understand it, the joint authority 
designated–authority model was created when the Offshore Constitutional Settlement was put in place, I think, in 
the 1970s, which, by way of explanation, was an arrangement between the commonwealth and the states with 
respect to who was responsible for management of activity on the oceans. It was when they determined what 
would be coastal state waters, what would be commonwealth waters and how far out we could go into the ocean 
as a nation. Because most of the activity in the ocean was being managed by the states at that time—that is, 
offshore petroleum, fisheries and whatever—the commonwealth did not have the wherewithal to manage those 
ocean areas, so it created the joint authority designated–authority model, which is the commonwealth and state 
governments working together—the two ministers—with one government being designated as the government 
responsible for management of the whole ocean, if we like, including state and commonwealth waters. That 
applied to offshore petroleum until the current federal government decided to kick the state out of that, which I 
think was ridiculous, but it still applies to fishing. As the member will be aware, we manage a number of 
fisheries on behalf of the commonwealth. My understanding is that they do not have any laws in respect of the 
matters Hon Jon Ford raised, but our laws apply to those designated areas that we manage. The laws we are 
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bringing in today and the amendment I have just moved apply mostly to ships coming into our ports. First of all, 
the bill will give us the authority and the power to deal with biosecurity matters and my amendment will give us 
the capacity to promulgate regulations to deal with issues surrounding activity in state and commonwealth waters 
where it is a joint authority–designated authority situation.  

Hon JON FORD: The example I have in my head is a floating LNG facility that has never berthed in a Western 
Australian port but has been sitting 100 miles offshore and constantly taking shovel tankers from around the 
world that have never come into an Australian port. Will this legislation enable inspections of those vessels?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The simple answer is yes. As I explained earlier, WA waters go out 200 miles, 
which is where the JADA arrangement applies. This legislation will apply there. That is why we will have the 
capacity to deal with any issues surrounding biosecurity matters in the ocean over which we have jurisdiction.  

Amendment put and passed.  

Clause, as amended, put and passed.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Col Holt): Would any member like to speak to any other clauses in the bill? 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I regret not being here to finish my second reading speech. I had a pair until 
8.30 pm, but I rushed back and just missed. My question relates to fines. 

Hon Norman Moore: Which clause? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Member, which clause are you referring to? 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Clause 74. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Member, we have dealt with clause 74. Do you want to refer to clause 75? 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I am sorry; I might have missed the boat on that too. 

Clauses 75 to 78 put and passed.  

Title put and passed. 

Bill reported, with an amendment. 
 


