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Division 14:  Fisheries, $30 769 000 - 
Hon George Cash, Chairman. 

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

Mr P. Rogers, Executive Director. 

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

Dr J. Penn, Director of Fisheries Research. 

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

Mr P. Millington, Director, Fisheries Management Services. 

The CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I welcome advisers from the 
Department of Fisheries to today’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.  In that 
regard, the committee values your attendance and assistance today. 

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, it is to be 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 the advisers.  The committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and 
to limit the extent of personal observations. 

I ask the minister if he would be good enough to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

Each of the witnesses was provided with an “Information for Witnesses”.  Have you read, understood and 
completed the form?  For the benefit of Hansard, all witnesses have nodded in affirmation of that question. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I thank the minister and the Department of Fisheries for the very good briefing 
that Hon Murray Criddle and I received; we appreciated it.  It has saved us from having to ask a whole lot of 
questions in a limited amount of time.  I refer to page 270 of the Budget Statements and significant issues and 
trends.  The first dot point notes that non-fishers are demanding more involvement in the management of 
fisheries and other marine resources.  The second last dot point outlines the increased pressure for integrated 
planning for new marine reserves.  What role is the Department of Fisheries playing in the creation of those new 
reserves?  I believe that a number have been fast tracked and are to be completed by the end of this year.  I think 
that is quite obscene, because the consultation process is very limited.  I would be very concerned if I were a 
commercial fisherman or a recreational fisherman and found that the Department of Fisheries did not have a 
significant role to play in the establishment of those reserves.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Bruce Donaldson for his earlier comments and for this question.  The process 
for the establishment of marine parks and reserves is laid down by the relevant statute, and the member would 
understand that that is beyond my power.  However, while there is an intention by the Government to make more 
progress than has been made in the past in the establishment of marine parks and reserves, the processes going 
towards the construction of those marine parks are, in the main, laid down essentially by statute.  The role played 
by the Department of Fisheries in that process is also recognised in the statute, but it is fair to say that the role of 
the Department of Fisheries is probably no higher than that of an expert adviser.  Although it is outside the scope 
of the question, the honourable member will be aware that the Minister for Fisheries also has a right of 
concurrence in the adoption of a marine park.  To directly answer the question, the role of the Department of 
Fisheries is that of an expert adviser.  

[3.50 pm] 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  We all know that the Central West College of TAFE is establishing the Batavia 
Coast Marine Centre at a total cost of $5.9 million.  Already $1.34 million has been expended, and the college 
has been allocated another $4.230 million in this year’s budget to complete the marine centre.  I understand that 
there was a proposal, as I saw in the plans, that the Department of Fisheries would have a linkage with that 
centre and establish a research centre in conjunction with it.  I notice that there is no allowance for that in the 
budget.  What happened to that proposal?  Has it crashed?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It ran into some difficulties, because the fisheries proposal was contingent on receiving 
support for our application to the Great Barrier Reef Foundation.  Our application has so far been unsuccessful.  
Perhaps the executive director can provide some more detail.  
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Mr ROGERS:  The minister’s statement is correct.  Part of the proposal was linked to getting something in the 
order of $1 million a year funding from the Great Barrier Reef Foundation.  We have been in discussion with the 
foundation for some considerable time.  There seemed to be shift in the position of the foundation, although I am 
not sure why.  I am speculating, but I think it is linked to a change in cooperative research centres funding, 
which is also affecting some of the projects in Queensland; therefore, the foundation is focusing what little cash 
it has on research around the Great Barrier Reef.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will add to that by indicating that the Government remains committed to this.  It is a 
great initiative and, combined with the department’s investment in the Saville-Kent Centre in the Abrolhos 
Islands, it has the potential to establish Western Australia as a major coral reef research area, where researchers 
and other scientists will - if the project is launched - have an opportunity to conduct coral reef research at a cost 
that virtually no other place can match, simply because of the close location of the coral reef to those areas.  
Although we have so far been unsuccessful in that application, we remain hopeful for the future of the project.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I notice that the net cost of output 1, management of the State’s commercial 
fisheries, shown on page 273, has remained fairly steady.  However, on the next page, output 2 - management of 
the State’s recreational fisheries - shows an increase in cost of $2 million.  The number of full-time equivalents 
required for output 1 is 211, and the number for output 2 is now 113.  Aquaculture - output 3 - is down 10 FTEs, 
from 67.  Is it because of the new aquaculture development group that there has been a tailing away within the 
department itself?  Generally, will this trend continue, whereby the commercial fisheries pay full cost recovery?  
Will Governments have to continually address the issue of recreational fishing by adding more money for 
compliance and research, for argument’s sake? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Regrettably, I think it is fair to say that that is an accurate comment.  The recreational 
fishing program is taxpayer funded.  However, it is also fair to say that recreational fishers pay substantial 
amounts of tax, which comes back to Western Australia in the form of the goods and services tax.  I have always 
argued that there is an element of cost recovery.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  But commercial fishermen also pay a lot of GST. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  They do too, but a commercial fisherman, as with any other businessman, is able to 
recoup the GST component of his costs.  I have always argued - I must be consistent with this because I argued 
this point in opposition - that recreational fishermen pay GST on a range of items.  It is not just the GST they pay 
on their reel or their rod; they also pay GST on their boat purchase and on their trailer licence.  Therefore, I 
believe it is a reasonable expectation that we will continue to see this.  Similarly, I do not think it is a reasonable 
expectation that any Government will make substantial increases in the amount of licensing fee that it takes from 
recreational fishers.  We do take a substantial licence fee.  However, on the concept of the general licence - the 
wet-line saltwater licence - I certainly must relay and remind the member of the Government’s advice to the 
public on this matter, when I think we said something like “never ever again”.  From my recollection of our 
predecessors, they gave similar commitments.  I believe that is something worth standing up for.   

There are always issues like this when we can say that perhaps the user should pay a little more.  However, these 
things get built into the quality-of-life expectations that Western Australians have.  We can make the same 
argument for paid parking on beaches.  Yes, there is good and logical sense about having paid parking on 
beaches, but we will never do it, because we regard it as a quality-of-life factor.  I think we can make the same 
argument for mum, dad and the kids throwing a line on the odd Sunday. 

The member also mentioned aquaculture and its budget.  The aquaculture budget has come down quite 
substantially, and its direction has been refocussed.  Although the aquaculture industry obviously does not 
support a reduction in its budget, it does support the direction that we have taken, and that is largely moving 
away from the provision of technology, which has been the role of successive Governments.  I think there is a 
realisation that we have really taken the support of technology as far as we need to, at least for the time being, 
and that the industry’s needs now are more focused on the issues of investment attraction and even perhaps 
market facilitation. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Listed under the major policy decisions on page 271 is integrated fisheries management.  
I note that there is not any money in the budget estimate for 2004-05, but it looks as though a fairly major project 
is coming on line after that.  I want an explanation of what that is and how it will work. 

[4.00 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The budget does in fact identify - I will identify where it does this in a moment - a 
commitment of $4.9 million in new funds for protecting and sharing WA’s coastal fish resources.  Integrated 
fisheries management is a short term for a very big and, one might even say, courageous initiative.  It is an 
initiative that has been four years in the planning, so it crosses both Governments, and was a major plank of the 
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Gallop Government’s fisheries policies.  However, I believe it is supported across the board.  So far, it has 
involved the production of some six major reports and a wide-ranging consultative process with major interest 
groups.  It sets itself out to do no less than provide an equitable sharing mechanism between the four key sectors 
in society that make demands on the fishery; that is, commercial, recreational, charter and Aboriginal fishing 
interests.  It is a process that sets out to identify what part of the resource can be available for exploitation and 
how that exploitation needs to be shared among those competing interests within the community.  It is something 
we need to do because we can still do it.  In many places around the world the resource has been so run down by 
comparison with the size of the population demanding access to the resource that it is effectively not available to 
most people.  We have the opportunity to remedy this now, but with the rate of growth we are experiencing, in 
both local and foreign demand on our fish resources, we will not have this luxury for very much longer.  We 
need to take control of it, and integrated fisheries management is a fair, just and equitable way of going about it.  
However, it would be folly to pretend that it will be either cheap or easy to do, or that it will be achieved easily.  
I think we are several years down the track from its full implementation.  However, we will start to see the 
rollout of IFM on a fishery by fishery basis in the quite near future, particularly for key species such as rock 
lobster and jewfish.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  To clarify that, obviously integrated fisheries management sits above that in terms of the 
balance that is provided.  Output 1 is the management of commercial fisheries and output 2 is the management of 
recreational fisheries.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  On the same page there is reference to marine parks compliance.  I think this partly 
touches on Hon Bruce Donaldson’s question.  I understand that marine parks are assessed separately.  What role 
does the Department of Fisheries have in compliance in those parks?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Bruce Donaldson’s question really related to those factors that lead to the 
establishment of a marine park, and Hon Louise Pratt’s question has gone to what are the respective roles of 
agencies - principally the Department of Conservation and Land Management and the Department of Fisheries - 
in the maintenance of the marine park, which includes compliance matters.  The Department of Fisheries 
obviously has a core role in compliance within a marine park.  Those include matters as simple as ensuring that 
exclusion zones -  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  Policing?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, policing.  It also includes working with CALM to try to ensure that the use of the 
park is consistent with the objectives for the park.  It is an expensive business.  The cost of providing compliance 
from the point of view of both CALM and the Department of Fisheries is very high.  We are actively working 
with the Minister for the Environment, CALM and the Marine Parks and Reserves Authority to try to identify 
ways in which compliance can be made simpler, easier for people to understand and also easier to enforce and at 
lower cost.  The complicated design of some parks contributes greatly to the cost of compliance.   

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I refer to the new exclusion areas with regard to Gnarabup, Hamelin Bay and 
Cowaramup.  Will that represent additional compliance costs? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  They are not related to the marine parks question, although at some time in the future they 
may arise.  The section 43 order that I issued in respect of parts of those three bays was simply a quick response 
to what seemed to me to be a major safety issue and was identified to me as such by the Shire of Augusta-
Margaret River.  The cost of enforcing compliance on those section 43 prohibition areas will be minimal, 
because our compliance people are already there.  
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I turn now to the management of the State’s recreational fisheries.  The sixth dot point on 
page 274 states -  

Produced a discussion paper on future management arrangements for the Demersal Gillnet and 
Longline (Shark) fisheries.   

What will be the outcome of that discussion paper, given the overfishing of long-live and slow-growing fish such 
as sharks?  Will the fishing effort be reduced and will the bio-catch issue be addressed as a result of that 
discussion paper? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I refer that question to Mr Peter Millington.  
Mr MILLINGTON:  The discussion paper will be released shortly; we are just tidying it up.  It will outline some 
major options for future management.  The elements include a drastic reduction in the amount of shark being 
taken by the non-target fisheries in the State, because a lot of the shark is taken as an incidental catch to other 
activities; and some fairly major realignment of the management settings for the target shark fisheries, of which I 
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think there are four.  The discussion paper will be the platform for negotiation with the stakeholders so that we 
can work out the finetuning of it.  That should take place over about three months.  Final recommendations will 
be presented to the minister in the fourth quarter of this year.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I refer to page 276, major initiatives for 2004-05 under output 2, management of the 
State’s recreational fisheries.  The fifth dot point talks about research projects that are continuing, one of which 
is on the release mortality of demersal fin fish on the west coast.  Does that research have to do with survival 
rates following catch and release; and, if so, what is that research showing?   

Dr PENN:  The project has been operating for a couple of years.  The focus of the project was to look at the 
mortality incurred from pulling up fish from depth and then releasing them, which happens with under-size fish, 
and on occasions when people catch in excess of the bag limit.  The project has shown that most of the fish taken 
out of deep water - certainly deeper than 40 metres - suffer a fair degree of barrow trauma, or the bends, and 
their survival rate is relatively low.  If they are put back on the bottom, as recreational fishermen are trying to do 
with weighted devices, their survival rate improves somewhat.  The next three years of the project will see 
recreational fishermen tagging excess undersized fish and releasing them according to a joint program between 
the Department of Fisheries and the Recfishwest group.  The recovery of those tagged fish will tell us more 
about the longer-term survival of fish when they are caught at depth and then released. 
[4.10 pm] 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  What is the current understanding about the mortality rate?  Can a figure be put on it? 
Dr PENN:  The mortality rate is essentially zero in shallow water - water of less than 10 metres.  It increases 
with depth.  When it is at 80 to 100 metres, it is at a very high rate, in the order of something like 60 to 80 per 
cent of released fish. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  The same dot point refers to research on the impact of fish kills, which I assume relates to 
the pilchard mortality events that have occurred.  Is that correct? 
Mr ROGERS:  I am familiar with two pieces of work, one of which is centred on the virus that affects pilchards, 
but that is not really what we are relating to here.  In particular, we are dealing with the Swan River.  We have a 
contractual arrangement with Murdoch University, and Professor Ian Potter and his group, who are re-analysing 
the historical data that they have as well as that which we have, to give an up-to-date assessment of the impact 
that various fish kills in the Swan River are having on various fish stocks and the river ecosystem.  We have had 
some preliminary information from them, and hopefully it will be completed in the near future. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  My first question is to do with the ability of fishermen and their business skills.  
Has the minister thought of including FarmBis as an option for funding business skills in the fishery? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes indeed.  FarmBis is available to the fisheries sector.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Can the minister identify it in the budget? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Ms Brayford? 
Ms BRAYFORD:  Not specifically, no.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I believe we can provide detail.  The FarmBis dedicated component is confounded 
somewhat by the fact that the state budget appeared after the commonwealth budget, so it was difficult to be 
precise, and it is still difficult to be precise.   
[Supplementary Information No 93.] 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The first dot point of the major initiatives on page 274 is the review of strategic 
options for future management arrangements for the west coast rock lobster fishery.  Could the minister outline 
that with regard to the user-pays, user-says arrangement, because I was concerned about the decision affecting 
the Cowaramup, Hamelin and Gnarabup bays?  From the information the minister gave in answer to the previous 
question, it would appear that the decision was made before the Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Committee 
gave its views on it.  I am concerned that the fishery is not being handled on a user-pays, user-says basis. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Probably three issues are involved in that.  If I may start with the last issue, the member is 
quite right; the decision I made in respect of the section 43 order on those three bays was made on the basis that I 
was convinced it was an urgent matter.  It was a matter, however, that was not imposed on the industry without 
any consultation at all; indeed, we had been in discussion with the Western Rock Lobster Council in particular 
about resolving the whole suite of issues that had arisen as a result of the unusual number of vessels fishing in 
the capes region this season.  The Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Committee had been involved at 
subcommittee level on this matter.  It is true that the RLIAC subcommittee’s deliberations had not been 
communicated to the full council at the time that I made the decision.  However, immediately on making the 
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decision, I did take steps to ensure the full council was involved.  This was a matter that I felt needed a rapid 
response.  It was a necessary decision, although I did not see that it would make a profound difference, and Hon 
Murray Criddle made this observation also; however, it certainly made a difference to the way people felt about 
the relationship between recreational and commercial users in those areas.  That has always been the case.  There 
has been a clear understanding between the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River and me that the decision only 
touches on the sides of the problem; it does not go to the entire issue.  The shire understands that a more 
complete resolution will take some time, even a year or two, to undertake the consultation and for it to be 
implemented in a proper way.  At that stage, I expect to be able to withdraw the section 43 prohibition order, 
which I have always regarded as a temporary measure pending a solution to the entire problem.   

I move to the broader issues relating to the question of user-pays, user-says.  The honourable member will be 
aware that there has been contention from the very beginning about whether the second half of that motto has 
been properly delivered.  It has certainly challenged us.  The Department of Fisheries and the Western Australian 
Fishing Industry Council have worked through those issues, and we are now at a much more advanced stage of 
contentment at least, if not resignation, that we are getting what we can from the system.  User-pays is a very 
good concept.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  It is all right when it is in place.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  Even though people may say that they do not have a full delivery of user-says, it 
gives the fishing industry a far greater capacity to guide its own destiny than is found in similar industries that 
are not cost-recovered.  I refer specifically to agriculture.  The fishing industry has far more capacity to 
determine its future than is the case with agriculture for a range of reasons.   
The other matter the member raised relates to the issue raised in the line item; that is, the review of the strategic 
options for future management arrangements for the rock lobster fishery.  This is a national competition policy 
matter.  The National Competition Council has identified a matter as being so far unresolved; that is, that we 
have not with sufficient rigour identified the benefits or otherwise of our chosen means of regulating catch in the 
rock lobster industry.  That is input control balanced with what is clearly the pet of the Chairman of the National 
Competition Council - output control.  Dr Wendy Craik likes quotas, and in her view we have not looked at them 
with enough rigour.  

[4.20 pm] 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Perhaps you do not like Wendy!   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am very fond of Wendy but I do not agree with her on quotas.  The National 
Competition Council has made that point and has asked us to look at that with more rigour, and we will.  
Frankly, looking at it with more rigour does not indicate a view one way or the other by the Government on the 
question of quotas.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I understand that Hon Peter Foss had a problem with some questions.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I asked for some supplementary information and I spread the questions across most of the 
minister’s agencies because I was not sure who was involved with it.  The only agency that has not answered my 
questions is the Department of Fisheries.  The question to which I would like an answer is about an aquaculture 
development at lot 84 Clenton Road, Gidgegannup.  I am surprised not to get an answer from the department 
because I thought that if any department had an answer to the question it would have been the Department of 
Fisheries.  It is hard for me to ask follow-up questions because I have not received an answer to the first 
question.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Would the member like to ask the question now?  I can try to find out why the member 
did not receive an answer. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Why have I not been given an answer to a question about lot 84 Clenton Road, 
Gidgegannup, at which an aquiculture development is taking place and a dam is being constructed?  The owners 
of the project have been wavering about what to put in it.  However, it appears they will now farm marron or 
possibly yabbies but not fin fish.  What has been the Department of Fisheries’ involvement in that project?   

The CHAIRMAN:  The reason the Department of Fisheries might not have answered the question might lie in 
the fact that the question was addressed to agriculture and fisheries.  The Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries may have assumed it was to be asked of the Department of Agriculture alone.  It does not matter, but 
that may have been the reason.  Anyway, the minister now has the question.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I did not answer it as the Minister for Agriculture either by the sounds of it.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister did answer it as the Minister for Agriculture.   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I did, did I?  I am so pleased.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  The minister included it in his answers, but he did not answer it.  Actually, the minister did 
answer it; he said “No, no, no, no”.  However, that does not help me very much in getting a response from the 
Department of Fisheries.  Does the Department of Fisheries know about it?  Has it had any involvement with it?  
Can the department provide me with an answer to my question?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I ask that the member be good enough to allow that question to be answered by way of 
supplementary information.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I would have asked some follow-up questions but it is difficult to do that when I have not 
had an answer to the first question.  It would have helped if I had been given an answer.  Does the Department of 
Fisheries know anything about it at all?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will ask Peter look at it and perhaps we will get back with an answer to it.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I refer to the statement of financial performance on page 281 of the Budget Statements.  I 
understand that the capital user charge is a levy charged by the Government on the value of the net assets less 
liabilities that are used by agencies in the delivery of services.  Can the minister tell me what is the percentage 
rate at which the capital user charge is levied?  What determines the percentage rate at which the capital user 
charge is levied?  Is it the consumer price index?  Where does the revenue to the Government from this charge 
appear in the budget statements?  I cannot find it.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There is a reason for that.   

Mr MEZZATESTA:  The capital user charge was introduced three or four years ago.  It relates to a charge that 
tries to reflect within the accounts of government the similar expenses that would be faced in the private sector.  
If the department needed to borrow money to buy assets, it would pay interest on the money or the person who 
provided the money for the department to embark on the business venture would seek a return.  It is a charge 
introduced by Treasury so that that expenditure is recognised within the accounts of the department.  In 
introducing the charge, Treasury introduced also an additional appropriation.  Within the statement of financial 
performance on page 281 is the capital user charge line.  In the budget year 2004-05 it is nearly $3.8 million.  
The revenue that offsets that is listed under “Output Appropriations” under the heading “Revenues from State 
Government”.  The accounts of the agency have no impact.  Treasury provides the moneys and the department 
pays back Treasury the equivalent amount.  The rate is eight per cent and it is levied on the net assets of the 
department; that is, the department’s assets less its liabilities.  Treasury determined the rate of eight per cent 
when it introduced the capital user charge some three or four years ago.  It links it to a particular benchmark, but 
I do not know off the top of my head what benchmark it uses.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER: That is in the output appropriations.   

Mr MEZZATESTA:  Yes, the revenue is there.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I want to follow up on the answer given to the question asked by Hon Murray Criddle 
about the review into the western rock lobster industry.  How will the review be conducted and who will chair it?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Government members are not supposed to ask hard questions like that!  We are dealing 
with that issue now.  I can say only that that matter is one for current deliberation.  Normally in a national 
competition policy type issue a government agency will determine whether a review should be carried out within 
government or by an external consultant.   

Mr ROGERS:  The management of this review is being managed, if you like, under the auspices of the Rock 
Lobster Industry Advisory Committee, which has an independent chair and comprises me, representatives of 
industry, the catching and processing sectors, another representative of the Government and recreational fishers.  
Three streams of work are being conducted.  Work on the economic modelling stream was recently called by 
tender, and I understand that that was awarded to Economic Research Associates.  It is looking at three 
alternative scenarios: current management, quotas and a variable individual transferable effort approach to the 
management of the fishery, which covers the broad spectrum.  Dr Neil Drew is working separately on a 
sociological study on the probable impacts of those management models on townsites and communities.  That is 
groundbreaking work.  ERA is being ably assisted by the department with technical advice from our research 
branch to assist with the biological modelling, which fits in with the economic and social models.  That is the 
intention.  There is also marketing input, which will be provided to a panel under the auspices of the Rock 
Lobster Development Association, which will also be doing work.  It is intended to be a three-phase process.  
The first phase is getting the information, science and analysis completed into a comprehensive report.  The 
second stage is to make that report available to the industry with an independent facilitator so that it completely 
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understands what the data is saying.  The third and consultative phase will be undertaken by the Rock Lobster 
Industry Advisory Committee and ultimately it will provide advice to the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries with all the background material for his consideration.  Ostensibly it is a three-year program.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  I refer to 273 of the Budget Statements and note that “2” fish stocks have been identified 
as being at risk or vulnerable through exploitation.  I can only presume that the “2” refers to two different species 
of fish.  What are those fish stocks?  How has this problem been managed in the past few years, because it is a 
recurring pattern?  Are the same fish stocks being identified in those years?  What is the management plan to 
prevent the exploitation of those fish stocks and hopefully remove them from that rating?   

[4.30 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will get Dr Penn to provide more detailed information, but basically the answer is that 
the two species are dusky whalers.  For a number of years that species has been identified as vulnerable.  The 
other is the Shark Bay offshore pink snapper, which is a more recent arrival. 

Dr PENN:  Each year the species concerned are sometimes different.  Previously, the Lake Argyle catfish stocks 
were in a certain amount of difficulty.  Management was put into place to change the fishing patterns in that area 
and that stock is now recovering.  Prior that we had a problem with the pilchard fisheries on the south coast 
which were affected by an exotic virus.  At that stage we were dealing with another species and not dusky 
whalers.  Each year, if there are any stocks in trouble, it is a different set of species.  That information is 
published annually in the State of the Fisheries Report, which comes to Parliament as part of the annual report. 

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  What fish are involved this year and are they still the same for 2004-05? 

Dr PENN:  For 2004-05 we have a target of two.  We are still expecting the dusky whalers to be an issue, and we 
are currently looking at the program to change the arrangements in the fishery that Mr Millington referred to, 
which will hopefully address that issue.  We have put in place management measures to reduce the snapper stock 
quota.  However, we will not take that species off the list until we are sure that the stock is recovering.  At the 
moment it is the same two species anticipated for the next year. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I refer to output 4, management and conservation of fish and fish habitat, on page 
278.  I was surprised to see a reduction in the figures - of only approximately $550 000 - and there were three 
full-time equivalents less in the target for 2004-05.  Given the resource allocation that will be developed over the 
next couple of years and the pressures of fishing - a lot is recreational fishing with modern technology, and 
commercial fishing - I was surprised, because the reason stated is a shift in priorities.  Maybe there is a very 
good explanation for that, and I would love to hear it. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will leave that one to Mr Rogers. 
Mr ROGERS:  There are a number of reasons.  The aggregate has been impacted in a positive sense by the 
additional revenue from marine park compliance.  Another important element has been a reduction in funding for 
a disease or pest contingency fund of $250 000, because we are essentially holding funds in reserve to deal with 
that.  We do not need additional dollars.  I guess the other thing that impacts on the year-to-year variation is the 
external grant funding and where some of those external grant funds end up with project outcomes.  There has 
been a variation around the outputs for fish and fish habitat protection associated with variance around research. 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I referred to that because there was a shift in priorities.  If that issue is being 
addressed by other ways and means, I am surprised to see that type of terminology being used in what I consider 
to be a very important area. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I take the point that Hon Bruce Donaldson has made, because it is more a matter of the 
impact on readers of this budget from outside Parliament who do not have the opportunity to challenge the 
minister and the department to get the answers, and they may be misinformed as a result.  The member makes a 
fair point.  As with many other things in the budget process, the budget papers are a very imprecise tool for 
showing what the department is setting out to achieve, and sometimes we make our task even harder than it need 
be.  I must get that little criticism in, Mr Chairman.  I think I have made it every year in the 12 or 13 years I have 
been a member of Parliament.  
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I refer to the question I was following up before about the discussion paper on shark 
management.  When will that discussion paper be released?  What is the current status of shark stock?  How 
urgent is the need to reduce the catch of sharks?   
Dr PENN:  The shark stock in question is a very long-live stock and has been declining slowly for a number of 
years.  It is not yet at the point of likely collapse.  However, it is certainly at the point at which we want to start 
rebuilding it as soon as possible.  I guess the intention is to reduce the effort almost immediately.  It will then 
take a very long time to recover, as the dusky whale breeds at about 20 years of age, so the flow back to 
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enhancing the breeding stock by having a lower catch and allowing greater recruitment through to the breeding 
stock will take a very long time.  Although the action is not urgent, it is the highest priority at the moment for 
recovery.   
Mr MILLINGTON:  As indicated in my previous answer, when I was wearing the chief executive officer’s hat 
about two weeks ago, the minister and I had final discussions about the discussion paper.  We need to include a 
couple of other matters over the next week or so and we hope to get it to the printers for the usual editorial and 
style work.  We hope to get it out late June but more realistically probably mid July.  
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Is there any issue with the current status of similar long-live, slow-growing species such as 
billfish and swordfish that have been taken in Western Australian waters?   
Dr PENN:  The long-live species are all ones that we watch more carefully.  In Western Australian waters there 
are some concerns about the off-shore tuna fishery, which includes billfish, marlin and so on.  That fishery is 
managed as a commonwealth fishery and is outside our jurisdiction.  However, the Department of Fisheries has 
made very strong representations to the commonwealth fisheries officers to bring better management to those 
stocks, particularly in relation to dusky whales, which are at times taken as a by-catch in that off-shore fishery.  
They are species that we have concerns about but they are not in our jurisdiction to fix immediately.  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The second major initiative for 2004-05 on page 279 refers to establishing a 
particularly sensitive sea area on the west coast between Shark Bay and Cape Leeuwin.  What does that mean?  
Will the coast be locked off?   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  A particularly sensitive sea area is an international maritime designation relating to the 
marine transport industry in particular.  Our concerns exist around some of our very sensitive, fragile and 
valuable ecology, particularly on the approaches to the port of Geraldton and the Abrolhos.  We are seeking to 
have the area declared a particularly sensitive sea area.  In the process that we are going through, we have 
identified for study a much larger area of the coast than just the Abrolhos.  However, this is not a given and, 
indeed, only a handful of PSSAs exist in the world.  I am aware of only one other in Australia. 
[4.40 pm] 
Mr ROGERS:  The Great Barrier Reef. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, the Great Barrier Reef.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Is a declaration made in conjunction with the Commonwealth? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is heavily reliant on the Commonwealth.  The first party we must convince on this 
matter is the Commonwealth.  We must show the Commonwealth that it is an area of such significance before it 
will even entertain an application for PSSA accreditation.  Assuming we were able to convince the 
Commonwealth of that, it would then become our and the Commonwealth’s task to convince the international 
community.  It is not an easy job, but it must be done.  For example, the outcome of an oil tanker coming 
aground in proximity to the Abrolhos - or Ningaloo Reef for that matter - would be horrifying.  We need to be 
particularly careful about how we protect a number of areas.  I think Ningaloo is not quite such an issue, as it is 
relatively more remote from shipping channels. 
Mr ROGERS:  It would depend on whether you go to Japan or Singapore.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  All right.  That is the broad answer to the question. 
The CHAIRMAN:  I want to return to the question of Lot 84, Clenton Road, Gidgegannup.  Is Mr Rogers able to 
provide any additional information at this time to assist Hon Peter Foss on that matter? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Mr Chairman, the degree of detail sought is such that I regret we cannot provide any more 
assistance today. 
Hon PETER FOSS:  Has the minister at least heard of it?  I am happy for him to give me the answer later, but I 
want to know whether he at least knows about it. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Outside the context of the estimates process, I have not heard of it. 

[Supplementary Information No 94.] 
Hon PETER FOSS:  What does the minister do, by regulation or otherwise, with aquaculture issues?  My 
recollection is that the amendments to the Fish Resources Management Act gave the minister almost as many 
draconian powers on land as he had at sea.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, probably more. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It appears to me that the minister has a fairly broad-brush authority in these matters.  Does 
he concern himself with problems related to aquaculture?  I understand that the people in the case in question, 
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although what they do appears to change from time to time, have a double dam on a river which has riparian 
rights consequences.  However, there are also issues of feeding and ordinary survival in water.  Does the minister 
involve himself in any of those issues?  If so, by which process do people let the minister know that they are 
starting to do these things? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We have particular concerns about dealings with marine animals on land or water, 
especially so when a marine animal is introduced into an area where it is not endemic. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I think in this case it is marron.  I do not think non-endemic animals are being brought in.  
There was talk about other animals.  There may be yabbies. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There is one area of the State where yabbies are not allowed to be raised, although I think 
that is a rule used more in the breach than in the observance.  In one part of the State yabbies are technically not 
permitted because if they got into the wild they would be regarded as competitors with the native marron.  The 
process of regulation of aquaculture is through a licensing system and, as indicated, through a fairly 
comprehensive set of law, some of which the member was very helpful to us with.  However, for more details of 
that I defer to Mr Rogers. 

Mr ROGERS:  The licensing of marron is not done at a level of sophistication that might apply to a major marine 
project such as a prawn or tuna farm, because the environmental impacts are fairly well understood.  We have a 
protocol with the Department of Environmental Protection in managing that issue. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Do you have to license them? 

Mr ROGERS:  We license marron farming; there is a set of normal standard conditions, which apply to whatever 
type of marron farming is being undertaken.  From time to time we inspect the marron farms as necessary, but 
not as part of a regular program.  It is often done on a needs basis. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Does the department make sure people do what they say they are going to do? 

Mr ROGERS:  It depends on what it is.  It comes back to the type of aquaculture people undertake.  If people are 
undertaking very intensive aquaculture with ponds and covers, and are operating at 3 000 kilograms a hectare, in 
terms of their aspirations, we do a much more detailed assessment of an application and conditions.  From time 
to time we inspect farms as part of our general requirements. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  What happens if a farm starts off as a small operation but becomes a large one?  Would the 
department respond to questions about that? 

Mr ROGERS:  We would if it came to our attention. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Could I have a copy of the standard terms that the department applies to the various types of 
marron aquaculture? 
Mr ROGERS:  Yes, of course. 
The CHAIRMAN:  That information will be included with supplementary information No 94, which deals with 
the issue concerning lot 84 Clenton Road, Gidgegannup. 
This draws to a close the session with the Department of Fisheries.  I thank the minister, Mr Rogers, Mr 
Mezzatesta and the other senior officers of the department for their attendance today, and for the advice they 
have tendered to the committee.   

[4.50 pm] 
 


