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Division 15:  Department of Fisheries, $25 948 000 -  
Hon Kate Doust, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon Kim Chance, Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. 

Mr P. Rogers, Executive Director. 

Mr B. Mezzatesta, Manager, Financial and Administrative Services. 

Dr N. Caputi, Supervising Scientist (Invertebrates). 

Ms H. Brayford, Manager, Strategic Planning and Policy. 

Mr P. Millington, Director, Fisheries Management Services. 

Mr P. Bruce, Manager, Facilities and Contract Management. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I welcome you to 
tonight’s hearing.  Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting 
Parliament to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The Committee values 
that assistance.   

It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the Budget Statements volumes or the consolidated fund 
estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount and so on in preface to their questions.  If 
supplementary information is to be provided, I ask your cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the 
Committee’s clerk within five working days of receipt of the questions.  An example of the required Hansard 
style for the documents has been provided to your advisers.  The Committee reminds agency representatives to 
respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the extent of personal observations.  For the benefit of 
members and Hansard, I ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the Committee, and for each adviser to 
please state their full name, contact address and the capacity in which they appear before the Committee.  Have 
the witnesses read, understood and completed the Information for Witnesses form? 

WITNESSES:  Yes. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Do all the witnesses fully understand the meaning and effect of the provisions of 
that document? 

WITNESSES:  Yes. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  For members’ information, the lead speakers for each party are Hon Giz Watson 
for the Greens (WA), Hon John Fischer for One Nation, Hon Ed Dermer for the Labor Party and Hon Bruce 
Donaldson for the Liberal Party.    

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to significant issues and trends on page 267 and the need for integrated 
fisheries management to deal with the increasing complexity of allocation debates for finite fish stocks.  Given 
what has been happening around the world, when will we see some resolution of the issue?  The Toohey report 
has been released and a number of reviews are taking place.  When are we likely to see some closure of the 
debate about how we will allocate the existing resource?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Bruce Donaldson for that question.  Integrated fisheries management is an 
extensive process in which we are engaged, albeit at only a relatively early stage.  The findings of the Toohey 
report have caused us to colour our judgment.  The member asked specifically about closure.  We have never 
anticipated that this matter will be finalised before some years have passed.  Indeed, it could be seven or eight 
years before we are able to say that every fishery within Western Australia’s jurisdiction is managed according 
to the IFM principles.  Notwithstanding that, we expect to make some concrete moves in some fisheries within 
about 18 months.  That is when the first fisheries should come under that regime.  The process will be done 
fishery by fishery.  Whether we start with the easier fisheries or those that most need attention will be a policy 
decision that will be made as we move into that process.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am concerned about the technology that is available to the amateur fisherman in 
the way of global positioning systems.  It has been reported that much of our jewfish - especially on the west 
coast - and snapper stocks have been pillaged.  What research, if any, is the Department of Fisheries able to do to 
ascertain what is happening?  The growth in the number of people who have their own boats and go out to sea is 
alarming.  At that stage their amateur status has almost disappeared.  I am fearful we will see the complete 
depletion of our fin-fish stock off the west coast.   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed.  The technology that is around and now readily available is allied to the increasing 
number of fishing trips.  On last calculation, about 10 million fishing trips are taken each year.  That, with the 
new technology, poses a real threat to the sustainability of stocks.  That is something we have to deal with as we 
move ahead.  I would be unwilling to have limitations placed on the use of that technology because much of it 
has a safety and navigational aspect.  If we can educate professional and recreational fishing people about the 
principles of sustainability, many of the tough decisions will be made by fishing people themselves.  It is 
something we will have to watch.  We recognise the growth in potential effort in particularly the recreational 
sector.  That is the reason for the implementation of reviews and, from 1 July, measures restricting the take of 
certain species.  However, we understand that that in itself will not make all the difference.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The sixth dot point of significant issues and trends on page 268 refers to 
continued strong emphasis on the development of aquacultural industries as the demand for high-quality seafood 
continues to grow while the harvest of wild-capture fisheries worldwide is generally at maximum sustainable 
levels.  Some fisheries have collapsed.  An example is the cod fishing grounds off the east coast of Canada and 
the United States.  How are the Department of Fisheries and the Government showing that strong emphasis on 
aquaculture in Western Australia?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I again thank the member for the question.  I do not need to tell Hon Bruce Donaldson 
anything about the importance of aquaculture as he is both well read and well travelled in that area.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  You did not have to say that.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No wonder that side always says the minister does a good job!   

[7.10 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The aquacultural industry in Western Australia has had a number of disappointments.  The 
honourable member would be aware of that.  We have not achieved everything that we thought we could achieve 
when we set out on this path.  The State has made a very considerable investment in the industry.  We need to 
understand that one of our biggest fishing industries started out as an aquacultural industry.  The pearling 
industry, which no longer regards itself as aquacultural, is a very significant industry that is based on 
aquacultural principles.  

The same could be said for the South Australia tuna industry, and perhaps the potential for a similar industry 
here, although some of that potential is unrealised.  The biggest example is prawn farming in Western Australia.  
We are on the threshold of a major investment, but that major investment has not quite taken place.  We must 
stand back and look objectively at the aquaculture industry - we are currently in that process.  We must make 
careful decisions about the way we invest in that sector.  Would support be better placed with larger industries 
with more immediate chance of gaining traction financially, rather than some of the more sunrise-type 
industries?  On the other hand, do the sunrise-type industries more excite that traction?  The honourable member 
will be aware of the seriousness with which some of the inland fishery proponents take their industry, and we 
would not want to discourage that enthusiasm.   

We must look carefully at, and refocus on, where we are headed.  Above all, we must deal with the industry 
objectively, rather than continue our investment in the way we always have done traditionally.  That refocus 
might pay dividends.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to the third dot point under major initiatives for 2003-04 on page 276, 
which reads -  

Develop a criteria based performance management system for aquaculture licences to ensure optimum 
use of aquaculture sites. 

Will the minister outline what the program comprises, and the criteria to be used so the department feels 
optimum use will be made of available aquaculture sites?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Does the member have land-based or oceanic sites in mind?   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I was thinking more about marine sites.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  This has been a contentious issue only in the pearling industry.  We have been trying to 
resolve that contention.  A set of protocols are in place already that work very well.  However, the Maxima 
Pearling industry and the Kimberley Charter Boat Owners Association have recently determined a memorandum 
of understanding.  It is not formalised yet.  Nevertheless, they have made a set of maps available to me of the 
areas covered under the agreement, and, having read the agreement and looked at the maps, I think it is an 
extremely constructive proposition; that is, two major industry players have come together in the Kimberley to 
resolve difficulties.  I look forward to receiving the final detail.   
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In respect of other areas, the protocols established for the pearling industry under ministerial policy guideline No 
8 provide adequate basis for consultation.  Sometimes that adequate basis for consultation is not sufficiently 
made use of because other stakeholders do not fully understand the options that MPG No 8 makes available to 
them.  Maybe we need to be more active in telling people about those matters.  As a rule, although competition 
for space will become increasingly severe, we have protocols in place to handle that competition.  Does the 
executive director wish to add to those comments?  
Mr ROGERS:  Clear criteria apply for new pearling leases; these relate to so many shells per square nautical 
mile in terms of increased production performance over a three-year period.  Similar criteria will be developed 
for other areas of the aquaculture industry.  Obviously, it must be industry specific because issues around 
abalone are different from those for prawns.  One would expect some environmental management criteria to be 
built within that protocol.  The principles are the utilisation of the site, the effective management of the site, and 
appropriate compliance with whatever conditions apply in relation to the site.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  My first question relates to the fourth dot point from the bottom of page 268, which reads - 

The need to maintain barrier controls to ensure Australia’s disease free status in face of new World 
Trade Organisation rules.   

That is a vital issue.  I am interested to know what is happening in that respect, bearing in mind some of the very 
significant and controversial issues, such as the herpes virus in the pilchard stocks and the situation in Tasmania 
with salmon.  What can fisheries do in the face of new World Trade Organisation rules?  I understand it is a very 
difficult area of law.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have confidence in the WTO rules in relation to our capacity to protect our quarantine 
requirements.  I do not claim to be an expert on this aspect relating to fisheries, although I am aware of some of 
the unique difficulties fisheries face, particularly with free-riding pathogens on the hulls of vessels.  That is a 
major challenge.  Was the member’s inquiry more aligned to biosecurity and disease matters? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The issue relates to ballasts and hulls.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member is concerned with the free-riders.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The whole lot.  I would challenge whether Australia has a disease-free status.   

[7.20 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Any disease-free status is relative.  I give the member some indication of our position 
concerning weeds as it relates to the rest of the world.  This is not fisheries associated, but it is an interesting 
observation.  We have 1 200 weeds in Western Australia that affect agriculture.  There are 2 700 weeds in 
Australia not found in Western Australia, and another 22 000 weeds around the world not found in this State.  
Although we do not appreciate the 1 200 weeds here, we would much rather not deal with the 22 000 other 
weeds found elsewhere.  I do not know whether that situation is reflected accurately in fisheries.  The question is 
whether we have capacity, unimpeded by the WTO regulations, to protect our industries under WTO rules.  I 
believe we do.  I have confidence that the World Trade Organisation rules are capable of recognising national 
estate and regional freedom issues, and the need to protect those areas from the import of pathogens.  I have 
sufficient faith that we can continue to do that while remaining compliant with the rules.  The member would be 
aware of the issues raised by the import risk assessment procedure under the World Trade Organisation 
protocols.  While these are often a matter of contention, I am still reasonably confident that they leave our state 
and regional freedom protectable.  I am more concerned with the possibility of the multilateral arrangements 
under the WTO agreements being set aside by bilateral agreements that seek to superimpose themselves on the 
multilateral process.  I refer in particular to the possibility of a United States-Australia free trade agreement, 
which the Americans have already indicated may include the replacement of our multilateral quarantine 
protection regulations by bilateral obligations under the free trade agreement.  To start with, that is something 
that Australia ought to resist.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I refer to outcomes and key effectiveness indicators on page 270 of the Budget Statements, 
and the item on the table stating - 

Level of community satisfaction with the Department’s conservation of fish habitat.   

With regard to those figures, I am curious to know how many people were surveyed, how they were surveyed, 
what sort of questions were asked and how the figure of 90 per cent satisfaction was arrived at. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is difficult to show all that detail in a set of budget papers.  However, note (a) at the 
bottom of the table indicates that more details are available in the annual report.  I do not know whether those 
details disclose the information that the member wants but perhaps -  
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Hon GIZ WATSON:  Could the minister indicate whether the report supplies the level of information and -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am not sure that it does.  We may have an annual report here that we can consult to let 
the member know.  I think the executive director may be able to answer the question. 

Mr ROGERS:  The bottom line is that the annual report gives some of the information.  We contract out a 
measurement of our satisfaction index by a properly constructed survey that is supported by a significant 
document.  I am more than happy, if the minister is happy, to make that available.   

[Supplementary Information No 18.] 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I refer to page 272 and the items dealing with shark fisheries.  Under the list of major 
achievements for 2002-03, the fourth dot point states - 

Updating of the data and re-assessment of the models used for dusky and whiskery sharks as pre-
requisite to setting directions for sustainable management of the demersal gillnet and longline fisheries 
which target those species.   

On the same page under the list of major initiatives for 2003-04, the third dot point states - 

Development of an improved framework for the management of the demersal gillnet and longline 
fisheries . . .  

Both these items relate to a matter that I have pursued for a while in wanting to know the state of that particular 
school shark fishery.  It seems from these two items that there is some concern about sustainability.  These two 
items seem to be at odds with the reassurances that I have consistently received that there is nothing wrong with 
those fisheries. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I defer to the honourable member’s superior knowledge in this particular area.  I will not 
attempt to answer the question but rather will pass it on to the executive director, who no doubt will be able to 
answer it.   
Mr ROGERS:  I will make a preliminary comment and then pass it on to Peter Millington, who also did some 
work on the national status of sharks and who can perhaps provide another perspective.  The bottom line is that 
there is continuing concern for the dusky whalers.  We need to address and update our information set around 
that to ensure we know where the trend of that population is heading.  In simple terms, that needs to be taken 
back through the management committee process and result in positive management action to reduce 
exploitation.  Peter may wish to add to that answer.  
Mr MILLINGTON:  No, thank you. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Page 267 of the Budget Statements shows an increase in the budget from $21 million in 
2002-03 to $26 million in 2003-04.  However, it includes $5 million for capital contribution, at page 281.  Can 
the minister briefly explain what are the asset sales totalling $685 000 and also what is the point of having 
$3 million plus in the holding account?  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will leave that question to Mr Mezzatesta. 
Mr MEZZATESTA:  The first question related to asset sales.  Less than 12 months ago we commissioned a new 
patrol vessel, and that revenue will flow when we sell the patrol vessel that we replaced.  Other small items such 
as computers and printers also contribute to the figure but the bulk of it relates to the patrol vessel.   
The other question related to the complex way that Treasury is running the accrual appropriation this year.  Each 
year we are funded for the depreciation in any year.  That money goes into what is called a holding account in 
Treasury.  In a subsequent budget year, when the capital program includes an amount for asset replacement, that 
is funded from a holding account withdrawal as opposed to a new capital injection.  The table on page 281 shows 
that we are getting a new capital injection of $5 million in 2003-04, which is funding for a research facility.  We 
are also replacing assets worth about $3.1 million and, as a consequence, there is a draw on the holding account.   
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I had a couple of questions relating to a matter that the minister has already touched 
upon, but I will raise the matter once again.  On page 267 the fifth dot point deals with charter fishing.  Can the 
minister outline further whether the department has resolved issues between charter boat operators and the 
pearlers in the Kimberley?  When I listened to Mr Rogers before it was brought to my attention that no 
application for a pearling lease has ever been knocked back, and I know this caused a lot of consternation among 
the charter boat operators.  Page 276 refers to the new pearling management Bill, to which the minister alluded 
briefly.  Is the minister happy that there is a definite resolve to the issue of pearling and charter boat operators in 
the Kimberley? 
[7.30 pm] 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will leave the question of the impact of the pearling management Bill on that issue to the 
executive director.  At this stage I will deal with the first part of the question, carrying on from the partial answer 
that I have already provided.  The memorandum of understanding, which is in the process of construction, is 
between the Kimberley Charter Boat Association and the Pearl Producers Association.  To my knowledge these 
two organisations have been working together formally for at least 12 months.  I met with representatives of both 
organisations in Broome when they advised me of their intention.  They have not been having those discussions 
under the auspices of the Government as far as I am aware; indeed, it has simply been a case of the two 
associations coming together to resolve issues which have caused or have the potential to cause conflict on the 
use of certain areas in the Kimberley.  As I said, I have looked at the maps and at the agreement.  Although the 
agreement has not yet come to me formally - I have simply seen it by way of courtesy - I think it promotes a very 
effective way forward.  The pearling industry is a substantial user of highly valuable seabed space.  It needs a 
particular type of ground and particular types of oceanic conditions to perform at its best.  Its use of these areas 
can in some circumstances be in conflict with use by other parties.  It is highly desirable that the process that has 
been entered into freely by these two major users should be continued.  I concede there are other stakeholders.  I 
look forward to seeing the final proposed agreement.  I leave it to the executive director to address the other part 
of the question. 
Mr ROGERS:  Although there is nothing specific on charter and pooling in the new pearling Bill, it comes back 
to the question of processes around the granting of pool leases right to the Peel under the Pearling Act.  As I 
understand the discussion at this point in time, given that there is not a Bill on the table as yet and it is still in 
discussion with the pearling industry, there would be some broadening of the right of appeal on matters of 
pooling so that they can effectively address that issue.   
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  On page 268 the sixth dot point refers to the continued strong emphasis on the 
development of aquaculture industries.  On page 275 under output 3 on the development and promotion of the 
State’s aquaculture industry, I note a decrease in the 2001-02 aquaculture budget from $4.7 million to 
$3.6 million.  Why is there a drop of virtually $1 million in the budget at a time when strong emphasis is 
continued to be placed on the development of the industry? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  If the member looks at the third line item of the first chart in output 3, he will see the net 
cost of output moved from $3.81 million in 2001-02 to $3.46 million, $3.396 million and then $3.643 million.  
Although that indicates something of a drop off between 2001-02’s actual and 2002-03’s budget, in fact from 
that point on there is a building rather than reducing figure.  If one takes in the level of appropriation, which is 
the bottom line of that account, the appropriation does not indicate how much money is being spent on the 
project.  That appropriation was clearly built up by those adjustments which are really related to movements in 
cash balances.  As the executive director reminds me, the key issue is the total cost of the output, which is in fact 
the top line, which has grown slightly since 2001-02.  One observes sometimes in these accounts variations 
which reflect the changeover to accrual accounting.  In an agency like the Department of Fisheries it becomes 
even more complicated when one takes into account the variations that show up under cost recovery principles, 
which can also be a bit confusing.  However, the bottom line is that our commitment to aquaculture is at worst 
stable and at best rebuilding slightly. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Does Hon John Fischer have one short question, because I need to move on to 
other members.  We have only 20 minutes left and I must call on other members. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I have several more questions, but I will try to make the last one short.  On page 278 the 
third dot point of major initiatives for 2003-04 refers to initiating work on a marine conservation plan for the 
Abrolhos Islands.  As the minister is aware, applications will be made for tuna farming in that area.  Has 
consideration been given to what the marine conservation plan will be for applications for tuna farming made to 
the department? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  In the light of the fact that I do not want to speak for too long and we need a fairly concise 
answer, the executive director is better placed to do that than I.   

Mr MILLIGAN:  This is the latest in a series of tiered plans that we have had for the Abrolhos Islands.  We 
started off with a general plan for the whole fishing habitat protection area.  We have one for the aquaculture 
section, which deals with the tuna farming to which the member referred.  A land management plan has been 
published in draft form, as I understand it, and we are now moving towards a marine conservation plan.  It is 
therefore one of a series.  I am not sure whether that answer is succinct enough. 

[7.40 pm] 

Hon ED DERMER:  I refer to the seventh dot point on page 268, which refers to the need to continue to pursue 
opportunities in developing markets, including those in Europe and America, in the face of instability in the 
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State’s traditional seafood export markets.  I understand this pursuit is of particular importance in the light of 
recent declines in the western rock lobster prices.  I would be grateful for an explanation on what opportunities 
are being pursued to develop further overseas markets and the price of the western rock lobster.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank the member for that question.  It has been exercising the Government’s mind 
rigorously, particularly over the past couple of months.  The causes of falling western rock lobster prices can be 
isolated to two areas.  The most commonly stated has been the quite well understood external factor relating to 
the outbreak of severe acute respiratory syndrome in our traditional north Asian markets, and the growing 
strength of the Australian dollar, which has its own particular negative impact.  The other issues, which I think 
relate to the fall in price beyond a certain point, relate to the structure of our marketing system in Western 
Australia.  I will leave the rest of that unsaid.   

The Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Committee, which is the statutory ministerial advisory committee for rock 
lobster, and the Western Rock Lobster Council, the newly formed industry peak sector body, are both working 
on their own and with the Government to investigate options for the manipulation of the supply side of the 
equation in the 2003-04 season that can assist in stabilising and even perhaps stimulating market demand in 
those existing markets.  I do not regard that form of management particularly highly.  We are only one player in 
the supply side of the industry, and not a hugely significant player at that.  Other suppliers of rock lobster of 
various kinds can fill a market gap that we might create by manipulating the supply side.  We have examined the 
demand side and worked extremely hard at trying to broaden the market footprint from its traditional north Asian 
market footprint - Japan, China, Taiwan and Korea - into a much broader structure.  The particular target is the 
European Union on which an enormous amount of work has been done.  I acknowledge the Agent General in 
London, Bob Fisher, who has played an important part in that work, in trying to convince the European Union 
that the tariff against the western rock lobster is extraordinary, particularly compared with the tariff against the 
produce of some of our competitors such as Canada, which gets a huge tariff free kick compared to that of 
Australia.  I hope those issues will soon bear fruit.  I have some confidence now that we will have some success 
in that area, although I have nothing concrete to announce at this stage.  

Setting aside the supply and demand side of the market, the other area to which I referred obliquely is discipline 
in the market place.  I think we lack discipline.  I have answered a couple of questions on that in the Legislative 
Council during question time.  I do not need to go into those in great detail at this stage, except to report that we 
now have advice from the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission on the efforts we were taking to 
instil some discipline in the market.  Now that I have that advice I will speak to the western rock lobster 
processors, I think next week or perhaps even later this week, to impart that knowledge and to determine whether 
they are prepared to go further in instilling some form of market discipline.  All three parts are important.  
However, management of the supply side is probably the least important and potentially the least effective way 
of doing something constructive about prices for next season, which we acknowledge will be a productive 
season.  

Hon ED DERMER:  The tenth dot point under significant issues and trends on page 268 refers to the 
amalgamation of certain at-sea functions of the Department of Fisheries and the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure, anticipating that these will result in improved at-sea compliance presence across the State.  I am 
interested in what is involved in those at-sea functions and what is anticipated to be achieved in the improvement 
for clients.  I also note that further down the page under a major policy decisions line item, there appear to be 
estimated savings of $100 000 per annum in the at-sea operations.  What is hoped to be achieved by the 
amalgamation of the two departments and the operations and what savings will be made?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will try to be as concise as possible, although I am quite proud of this initiative.  
Recommendation 25 of the Function Review Taskforce was that the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure’s at-sea safety compliance program be integrated into the Department of Fisheries with the 
objective of creating greater utilisation and rationalisation of the Government’s at-sea compliance services.  As 
things stood, any boat travelling from Perth Water to Rottnest Island could be intercepted and questioned by no 
fewer than four government agencies - the Department of Conservation and Land Management, police, fisheries 
and transport - all running their own navies.  It was an absurd waste of money.  Although we accept we cannot 
bring police into those services, albeit we have an MOU with the police, it is necessary to see what can be done 
in relation to the other three services.  The government initiative that has been introduced as a result of 
recommendation 25 will result in the transfer of 20 marine safety compliance positions to the Department of 
Fisheries, together with 15 small patrol vessels and the large marine safety vessel Guardian.  A number of 
vehicles and sundry compliance operational equipment will be transferred.  It is envisaged that, from 1 July 
2003, following this compliance integration, efficiencies will be gained within the Department of Fisheries 
compliance group through the rationalisation of resources and there will be a resultant reduction in operational 
costs.  The compliance efficiency and effectiveness initiative will result in $100 000 savings to government.  
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That is the tip of the iceberg.  The costing for the employment of about 20 new fisheries officers was in the order 
of $2 million to $2.5 million a year.  The State of Western Australia will effectively get 20 new fisheries officers 
out of this deal, because the transport officers will be cross-trained.  It will also receive about an eightfold 
increase in the number of marine transport compliance officers.  It is a substantial pay-off for the people of 
Western Australia, or at least the recreational boat users of Western Australia.  The Government is happy that, 
with some difficulty, it has ultimately pulled off the deal.   

[7.50 pm] 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Firstly, I welcome back Mr Peter Rogers; it is good to see him again.  I refer to the 
top of page 268 of the Budget Statements, which states -  

The development of high quality recreational fisheries and low-impact eco-tourism . . .   

I was in Jurien Bay the other day.  I understand that a decision made earlier in the year has been extended.  The 
fishermen are feeling quite a bit of angst on this issue; they say they have not received any consultation on that 
further decision on the marine park.  I invite the minister’s comments on that, bearing in mind that I got the 
message loud and clear in Jurien a couple of days ago that they were not happy.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I had a meeting on Friday with Mr Snook and Mr Finlay, who managed to broadly impart 
the same sentiment that Hon Murray Criddle has indicated.  The process of marine parks is not technically a 
question for me.  Marine parks are managed by the Minister for the Environment and Heritage.  As the member 
is aware, the Minister for Fisheries has a right of concurrence, as does the Minister for State Development, on 
the creation of marine parks.  That is as it should be.  There are some profound questions to be answered on the 
resource sharing components of at least three of the marine park proposals the Government is considering - 
Jurien Bay, Cape to Cape and the Dampier Archipelago - and about whether adequate reservation has been made 
for sanctuary areas.  Jurien Bay Marine Park was established on the principles contained in the new horizon 
policy, which is a multiple use concept.  I have formed the view that the multiple use concept has difficulties, 
although I know that Hon Bruce Donaldson, for example, has always strongly supported that concept.  To my 
mind, what has come out of this process is that it has been divisive, it has complex outcomes and it is 
extraordinarily expensive to achieve compliance.  The total annual compliance cost for the quite small Jurien 
Bay Marine Park is in the order of $600 000 to $800 000 a year.  The Wilson report proposed some 70 marine 
parks.  When $600 000 to $800 000 is multiplied by 70, one starts to get an idea of what would happen if we 
were to stick with the current system.   

I am keen to consider a new system or to at least go through a process of review of how marine parks should be 
constructed in the future.  I would like to do that before we go much further with the Dampier and Cape to Cape 
marine parks.  I attempted to gain more stakeholder support for the Jurien Bay Marine Park.  The member will 
be aware that the Conservation Council of Western Australia essentially threw up its hands in disgust and walked 
away from the process, and that RecFishWest, representing the statewide fisheries lobby, was also pretty 
unhappy with what was proposed.  I sought to make a change, which met part of RecFishWest’s request.  We put 
that up basically for public discussion.  I have been given a very clear message of what the public or a large part 
of it thinks, and no doubt the Government will make its decisions accordingly.  I have heard what Hon Murray 
Criddle has said, and I have certainly heard what some stakeholders have said.  We have to find a way around 
the situation.  This incident points to some of the complexity and the divisive capacity of the current system for 
gazetting a marine park.  It must be reviewed.  I have learnt a lot from the process with the Jurien Bay Marine 
Park and I do not regret any of it; however, it is a difficult and complex process.  We need to look for a better 
way.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to page 271 of the Budget Statements as a way to raise the issue of national 
competition policy and the 150-pot rule.  At what stage is that review, if any progress has been made at all?  As 
the minister knows, this issue was raised with me on three separate stopovers as I travelled up the coast the other 
day.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Other honourable members may not be aware of the context of this issue.  Briefly, the 
Government made a decision during the review of national competition policy that the rule that sets a maximum 
holding of 150 pots by a licensee on one vessel should be abandoned.  That proposal was part of the 
Government’s NCP review response.  Since that time some very clear objections have been raised by fishermen, 
who believe that it is inappropriate to lift the ceiling on the number of pots that can be carried on one licensed 
vessel.  The Government has invited the Western Rock Lobster Council to put forward a submission on the 
socioeconomic impact of the proposed decision to remove the ceiling.  Indeed, the Government funded that 
review, because I was keen to hear what the industry had to say about that issue.  If it will have a socioeconomic 
effect, that must be considered.  I await the Western Rock Lobster Council’s advice on that matter.  If it 
convinces me, I will take the case back to Cabinet for resubmission.  
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Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer to the fourth dot point on page 275, which states that a project to assess the 
status of west coast demersal scalefish, with a focus on jewfish and snapper, will commence.  I was surprised to 
learn how many fish can be brought in on a boat - each person can bring in four jewfish.  I know that number 
will reduce, but the stock of jewfish seems to be of some concern.  When will the project to assess its status 
commence?  There should be an understanding of the total take, because recreational fishermen bring in quite a 
few.  If four people are on a boat and bring in four jewfish each, they will end up with 16 jewfish on one boat.  I 
know that number will reduce shortly.   

[8.00 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I believe this line item refers to the commercial sector in isolation.  However, Hon Murray 
Criddle has indicated there is a similar situation in terms of catch in the recreational sector.  This project has 
already commenced.  I look forward to its conclusions and findings.  A lot of fish can be seen being unloaded 
from the commercial fishing boats.  That is what fishing boats do.  Ideally, they will catch a lot of fish because 
there are many people to feed.  However, there is no evidence of which I am aware - I may be corrected on this - 
that the commercial catch of what we generically call wet fish, has risen over recent years.  Indeed, the increase 
in wetline returns has been principally in the recreation sector rather than the commercial sector.  Insofar as the 
integrated fisheries management process that we are entering into, which has been referred to already this 
evening, has a generic and stock-specific resource-sharing function, these are factors that must be taken into 
account.  That opens up a huge and somewhat ideological subject.  I have probably answered the member’s 
question relating to the line item.  I look forward to discussing this matter with other members at a more 
appropriate time.   

Sitting suspended from 8.01 to 8.05 pm 
 


