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Division 15:  Fisheries, $26 127 000 - 

Hon Jon Ford, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon Kim Chance, Minister for Forestry and Fisheries. 

Mr P. Rogers, Executive Director. 

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

Dr J. Penn, Director of Fisheries Research. 

Dr W. Fletcher, Manager, Strategic Policy and Planning. 

Mr P. Millington, Director, Fisheries Management Services. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I welcome you 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.  The Committee values that 
assistance. 

Members are asked to sit towards the front of the Chamber where practicable so that witnesses will not have to 
turn their head when answering questions.  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 for 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. 

May I remind those members of the public in attendance that only accredited media representatives may take 
notes.  However, full Hansard transcripts will be available to the public within a week of the close of these 
hearings. 

The Committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the 
extent of personal observations.  At this time, I ask each of the witnesses whether they have 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. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  What is the situation with the bycatch of the Western Australian prawn fishery?  How does 
it match world’s best practice?  How does it match the standards that the Commonwealth has indicated it would 
like to be met?  What compulsory measures are in place to reduce the bycatch of the overall prawn fishery?  
Does it vary from prawn fishery to prawn fishery within Western Australia and from operator to operator?  What 
is the Department of Fisheries doing to improve the bycatch situation in the Western Australian prawn industry, 
which I understand on a world’s best practice basis is not very good. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Peter Foss for that question.  This is an extremely important matter.  I hope 
the statement he made at the end of his question is not correct.  I would be concerned if it were correct.  The 
question of bycatch is a threat to all trawling operations.  There is increasing international attention to the matter 
of bycatch.  Certain markets exclude the product from a country that is not measuring up to standards that apply.  
The United States has instituted sanctions on nations that do not meet its standards.  Dr Jim Penn is a world 
expert on this matter and is familiar with the international ramifications of the bycatch issue.   

Dr PENN:  The bycatch situation with our Western Australian fisheries is much the same as that for all fisheries 
throughout the subtropical regions of the world. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Are you talking about prawn fisheries?   

Dr PENN:  Yes.  The bycatch runs in the order of four to six times on average the level of the target catch.  In 
our major fisheries in Western Australia, in Shark Bay particularly, much of the bycatch is made up of detached 
weed rather than fish species.  Few protected species are involved in our fisheries generally.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  When you say “weed”, do you mean weed or seagrass? 
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Dr PENN:  Detached weed is seagrass that breaks off in storms, usually annually, and is transported onto the 
trawl grounds. 

[5.40 pm] 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Does any of the bycatch survive?  

Dr PENN:  We have conducted extensive studies of bycatch survival rates.  Most of the fin fish do not survive, 
but the sharks, rays and most of the crustaceans do.  There is a variable survival rate.  In most cases, the species 
concerned are not otherwise exploited.  The impact of the bycatch on those populations is relatively mild.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  What compulsory measures have been implemented to reduce that?  

Dr PENN:  We have a number of commonwealth and industry-funded programs designed to decrease the amount 
of bycatch taken.  They include having grids in the nets that allow large fish - sharks and rays predominantly - to 
escape.  Tests are also being conducted on square-mesh panels that allow smaller fish to swim out of the nets.  
Those measures will be introduced gradually over the next couple of years under a bycatch action plan.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  Are any already in place?  
Dr PENN:  We have been trialling the grids for two years.  This year, operators in Shark Bay and Exmouth Gulf 
have a grid in one of the two nets that each vessel trawls.  The purpose is to phase in the rigs over time so that we 
can measure the impact.  We use the data gathered from the fishery to manage the target species and we must 
calibrate that data for changes.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  I asked a question relating to world’s best practice, not the average.  Which country has the 
world’s best practice and what is its bycatch rate?   
Dr PENN:  I am not aware of a world’s best practice.  The bycatch rate varies from fishery to fishery.  One of the 
ironies of the debate is that a high level of bycatch generally indicates that the species concerned are in good 
shape and are being recruited regularly.  A low level of bycatch usually indicates overexploitation of the bycatch 
species.  While reasonable amounts of bycatch are being taken, we are not concerned about the impact on the 
stocks themselves.  Our fisheries are very limited and subject to extensive spatial closures.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The minister is aware that Wilson Tuckey has recently stated that a commonwealth 
fisheries body could manage Australian state fisheries much better than the various state agencies that currently 
undertake that role.  Can the department or the minister give any details of the problems that might be associated 
with a commonwealth one-stop management shop? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  If I were to answer that question fully, I might risk offending our friends at the 
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry-Australia.  Perhaps I can respond by recounting a 
conversation I had with a Western Australian licensee who holds 16 licences - 15 of which are administered by 
the Western Australian Department of Fisheries and one of which is administered by the Commonwealth 
Government.  He informed me and Mr Tuckey at a recent meeting in Fremantle that he has no problems with the 
15 state-administered licences; it is the one managed by the Commonwealth Government that gives him all the 
grief.  That is my observation and it has been over the time that I have dealt with fisheries that still have an 
overlay of commonwealth control, even though the offshore constitutional settlement process occurred in 1986.  
Until recently, we had a comfortable relationship with the Commonwealth Government with regard to fisheries.  
The Commonwealth Government has embarked on a program of its own - principally through the rollout of the 
oceans policy and the actions of Environment Australia - which has substantially complicated the issue and sent 
the rationalisation of management of Western Australian fisheries back to the drawing board.   
In a sense, I have some sympathy with the issue raised by Wilson Tuckey; these management issues must be 
resolved.  However, Mr Tuckey’s resolution - that is, commonwealth management - would not be welcomed by 
Western Australian licensees and it would certainly not provide an appropriate resolution to the management 
issues that arise.  If Mr Tuckey really wanted to help overcome the multilayered approach to management that 
exists in Western Australia, he would serve the industry better by approaching commonwealth ministers and 
agencies trying to develop a better management system to allow the State to carry out the will of the 
Commonwealth Government.  I do not deny the Commonwealth Government its proper place in setting certain 
standards, but it should be negotiating with the state agencies to determine how those standards will be met 
within the state management regimes.  To that extent, I am grateful to Wilson Tuckey for raising the issue.  He 
simply got the answers wrong.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I am not trying to be critical of the industry in any way.  Can the minister provide any 
examples of industries in other countries that are required to assess the ecological sustainability of their own 
operations?  Is that accepted internationally as a means of accreditation?   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is a common situation in Australia; that is, the standards are set by the regulatory body 
and then the industry or, in the case of a proponent dealing with the protection agency, the proponent must 
satisfy the Environmental Protection Authority that those standards are being met or can be met.   

Mr ROGERS:  From the Western Australian and Australian perspective, there has been a strong push to report 
according to ecologically sustainable development principles.  Unfortunately, we cannot make a one-to-one 
comparison across the world.  There was some discussion at a conference I attended in Cairns about the role of 
central environment agencies and expecting fisheries agencies to report according to ESD standards.  I do not 
think they are the same as our ESD standards, but they do exist.  I also understand that some accreditation 
processes in the marine environment area have been developed in Europe, Canada and the United States.  That is 
where most of the effort is taking place.  I suspect that the cod fish problems in Canada have forced it to follow a 
similar route of implementing better accreditation of fisheries given their impact on the ecosystem.  

We have had a major input in that in terms of national policy and trying to develop a state policy.  A draft policy 
is in place at the moment.  Western Australia has driven the national agenda on ecologically sustainable 
development principles through ministerial representation to the Australian Fishing Industry Council and the 
standing committee for fisheries.  It is increasingly being adopted by other jurisdictions. 

[5.50 pm] 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I refer to the significant issues and trends at page 273 of the Budget Statements.  Dot 
points two, three and five deal with the pressure on inshore fish stocks.  Added community interest and tourism 
potential exists when there are quality fisheries.  Wild capture fisheries around the world have stagnated.  Three 
times as much effort is expended for the same total tonnage. 

A number of reviews are being conducted.  The minister recently announced a reduction in bag limits.  How is 
the Shark Bay exercise panning out?  A divide is created between professional fishermen and recreational 
fishermen.  The State has about 60 000 boats used for recreational fishing.  Pressure is put on the development of 
aquaculture projects.  If we look at fisheries and ignore pearling, there is a reluctance for people to invest in 
aquaculture.  It is hamstringing a lot of good projects involving prawns and fin fish.  I know I am making a 
statement.  How does the department see those pressures and the ongoing role of aquaculture?  There is a 
reluctance by private investors.  What is the long-term future of the industry?  Can peace be kept between 
professional and amateur fishermen? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Much of the member’s statement and questions relate to policy.  I will answer as best I 
can and invite Peter Rogers to cover any gaps.  The question goes to the core of the Government’s policy and 
fisheries policy line.  I will keep my answer as brief as possible as these are matters that have been published.  
The member’s question relates to how the policy will work out.  The State’s quality fisheries are the wild 
fisheries.  They are fully exploited; that is well understood. 

The member referred to the Gascoyne recreational fishing review and the west coast recreational fishing review, 
both of which have been released by the Government.  The Government has not announced bag limits in respect 
of those reviews.  The final reports have been sent for consultation for a short period.  In publishing the reviews 
for further comment, my proposed response to the reviews has also been sent out because, in some instances, my 
proposed response is somewhat different from that of the review groups.  I am enormously appreciative of the 
work done by the committees led by Doug Bathgate and an old friend of Hon Bruce Donaldson and mine, Ken 
Peck.  The member asked how the controls have worked in Shark Bay.  I am advised that stock are rebuilding 
very strongly in the eastern gulf, an area in which there has been a total ban on the taking of pink snapper for two 
and a half seasons.  The two-fish limit imposed on the western gulf is also working well. 

The member’s questions relate to aquaculture and the reluctance of people to invest.  The Government is taking a 
fresh look at the dynamics of the aquaculture industry.  A reluctance is demonstrated by investors in the industry.  
Many investors are deterred by the length of the process they have to go through.  I have spoken to people in the 
Shark Bay region about what is involved.  Many agencies are involved; it is a multilevel approach.  Many 
agencies have a say in this.  People’s reluctance is understandable.  We will have to find a new way.  Some of 
the answers - but not all - to the difficulties in aquaculture are administrative.  Administrative issues could be 
easily overcome if the commercial rewards from aquaculture were greater.  It is a very real problem.  I have 
doubts whether aquaculture in fin fish is as rewarding as it needs to be to attract enough investment.  
Enormously successful fin fish aquaculture enterprises exist.  The tuna industry in South Australia is an obvious 
example.  Some other aquaculture ventures are among Australia’s leading industries.  The pearl industry is an 
example.  Peter Rogers may have something to add. 

Mr ROGERS:  I wish to cover two points.  One relates to the question of dealing with population growth and 
technology and its impact on the sustainability of fisheries.  There must be a fundamental shift in the way 
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resources are managed.  We should follow the New Zealand system.  Sustainable yield limits are set and 
allocations are determined among industry sectors that utilise the particular type of fish.  The yields are managed 
accordingly.  It would involve a fundamental shift in fisheries management in Australia.  An inquiry dealing with 
the issue is being conducted by Justice Toohey.   

Investment in aquaculture is a crucial issue.  It is made worse by the current environment.  As the minister said, 
we need to find an approach that involves high-risk venture capital.  Investors must be given technical 
information to allow aquaculture to proceed.  In respect of fin fish, it is gratifying to note that an operator from 
Kununurra is exploring options of working with Lake Argyle fish farms to expand the scale of barramundi fish 
farming in Lake Argyle.  It is a particular issue with prawns.  Three companies have been given approval to 
develop prawn aquaculture.  I have had recent discussions with David Cohen, who hopes to run the Wyndham 
proposal as a pilot project.  Two weeks ago he told me that he is able to put the project together.  He has some 
venture capital that he would not talk to me about.  I have to take what he tells me on good faith.  He is confident 
he will commence work early next year.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  There is another significant trend that is not in the budget papers.  If the budget had 
been printed after 11 September, I am sure it would have been included in the budget.  Given the events that 
have happened around the world and the effect of not only what happened in the United States, but also the 
downturn in the economies of some of our markets, it will be a low-catch lobster season.  That has been 
predicted by the Department of Fisheries, which is usually fairly accurate.  How does the department perceive 
the market signals at this stage for the rock lobster industry?  How does it appear from a marketing point of 
view, given the serious circumstances that are developing around the world?  

[6.00 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  They are extremely important questions, and we are happy to comment on that. 

Mr ROGERS:  At the coastal meetings yesterday, I had the opportunity to talk to a number of processors.  They 
signalled that the market has gone soft in Japan.  They were not overly positive about improved prices next year.  
They want to work together to get the best they can out of their promotional marketing approaches, to at least 
maintain the current position.  They did not confide in me about the price predicted at the beginning of the 
whites; however, we will find out in a couple weeks time.  There is no question that following the events in 
September, there has been a softening in the seafood markets.  That is not only reflected in the views about rock 
lobster, but also it has been demonstrated in the reduction by a couple of dollars a kilo in the price of tiger 
prawns, almost directly in response to the events in America.  It will be a difficult year for fish processors to 
maintain fish prices.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Due to the slight delay, I intend that this division will continue until a quarter past six.  Eight 
members have indicated that they want to ask questions.  I ask members to keep their questions succinct so that 
everybody will have an opportunity to ask a question.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I refer to output 1 that deals with the management of the State’s commercial 
fisheries.  I refer specifically to the fourth dot point under major achievements on page 277, which deals with the 
establishment of an independent committee to develop a new integrated management framework for fisheries.  
Why is there a need for a more integrated management framework within fisheries?  Has this independent 
committee reported?  If it has, will those recommendations or at least some of those recommendations be 
implemented in 2001-02?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Those questions open a fairly wide field.  Bearing in mind the request for us to be precise, 
I will skip through this issue as quickly as I can.  The integrated fisheries management is a fundamental policy 
position of the Government.  It attempts to resolve an extremely difficult issue; that is, the competing claims for 
the resource between the recreational sector and the commercial sector.  I will not go into further detail on that 
matter, other than to describe the need for it.  We need a resolution of this matter otherwise we will face resource 
access issues and conflict for a long time in the future.  Justice Toohey heads the independent committee, which 
has not yet reported.  I have had discussions with Justice Toohey, who is involved in what is effectively a royal 
commission into the Bloody Sunday massacre in Ireland.  I expect that we will receive a report from the Toohey 
committee around the middle of next year.  The implementation of those recommendations is unlikely to occur 
in 2001-02; it would be extremely difficult for it to report before then.  This is such a large issue that the 
finalisation of the implementation of integrated fisheries management would take two terms of government.  By 
the end of the first term of government, we hope to make some headway.  I hope that the next Government, of 
whichever persuasion, will see that process through; it is an extensive process.  
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Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I thank the minister for the earlier briefing.  Under these circumstances, we will not get 
any in-depth discussion.  What is the total percentage of foreign investment in the rock lobster industry and in 
the fishing industry?  I refer to page 288 of the Budget Statements.  Have planning approvals been finalised for 
the Hillarys research facility?  I hope that the minister will provide an explanation of the full-time equivalents 
referred to on the bottom of page 276.  Perhaps the minister can answer that question on notice.  The budget 
statements indicate that during 2000-01, 179 FTEs were employed in this output and that figure was estimated to 
increase to 199 for the 2001-02 budget.  However, the next line states that budgeted FTEs had not been 
increased.  That issue needs some clarification.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Murray Criddle for those questions.  I ask Peter Rogers to address those 
issues.  I am particularly interested in the answer to the second question.  

Mr ROGERS:  In broad terms, the department does not keep records on the levels of foreign investment in the 
catching sector.  However, I am aware that at least four boats are registered to people who are not resident in 
Australia.  Currently, three of those boats are owned by the Stavianos family and the other boat is tied up with 
Oceania, which is a South African company in the business of rock lobster, among a range of other seafoods.   

We do not know whether a secondary owner owns a rock lobster boat or a company stands behind a licensee, or 
ownership of a boat occurs through shares.  The Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Committee is considering that 
issue because it too has some concerns.  It is likely that with the progression of time - I suspect within the next 
two years - a proposal will be presented to the Government to establish a register that identifies the ownership of 
every pot in the industry.  That would be a significant shift from the way the registry operates currently.   

The other side of the member’s question relates to the processing sector.  We had planned to get an update of 
foreign ownership at the end of this year as part of our pre-licensing requirements.  However, in broad terms in 
the rock lobster sector, IMF is totally foreign owned.  There is some foreign ownership in Kailis and France and 
Cervantes fish processors.  Blue Wade, which is the new entity taking over from the Fremantle cooperative, is 
still finalising its corporate structure.  I suspect it will have some foreign ownership, but that it will not exceed 
the 20 per cent limit of the foreign ownership policy.  Other than those that have historically had foreign 
ownership in the rock lobster processing business, I do not believe that any of them have exceeded the 20 per 
cent limit put in place many years ago.  No foreign investment restrictions are placed on the wider fishing 
industry.  That is not an issue we have explored.  By and large, the major investments and the major companies 
in Western Australia are family businesses with company structures.  I suspect that the level of foreign 
ownership is very low indeed.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Dr Jim Penn will address the issue of planning approvals for the Hillarys research facility.  

Dr PENN:  The Hillarys facility plan was approved by the Department for Planning and Infrastructure about 18 
months ago.  The department is now progressing to organising the lease for the land from the Department of 
Transport.  Detailed design work will commence during this financial year.  

[6.10 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Murray Criddle also referred to page 276, and the reference to full-time equivalents.  
Mr Bruno Mezzatesta can deal with that point.   

Mr MEZZATESTA:  The footnotes read rather curiously, because the column we are looking at has 179 as an 
estimated actual figure.  It is lower than the budgeted figure, because the agency had significant vacancies during 
2000-01.  If the budget for 2000-01 is compared with the budget estimate for 2001-02, there would be no 
increase in FTEs.  That variation is merely caused by the fact that the department carried significant vacancies 
during the year.  Output 1, being the largest output in the agency, is showing the biggest variation.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  My question relates to page 285, under the heading “Major Achievements For 2000-01”.  
That page refers to a study of the impact of the purse seine fishing industry on seabirds, in conjunction with 
Murdoch University.  What was the result of this study?  Did the study indicate any impact from the two major 
pilchard mortality events?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Dr Jim Penn is the best person to try to answer this question, although we may need to 
take the matter on notice, because it is an issue relating to seabirds rather than fish.  

Dr PENN:  The project concerned the study of seabirds at the Abrolhos Islands and the interaction of those 
seabirds and their diets with the purse seine fishery in that area.  The purse seine fishery was for scaly mackerel, 
a species which was not subject to the mortality event.  The fishery itself is at a very low level; in fact it is barely 
functioning.  The study has been completed and has shown a relationship between what the birds eat and the fish 
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in the area, but the fishery operating in that area does not exist to an extent sufficient to reveal any interaction of 
significance.  The disease issue did not relate to that species of fish.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Is the report of that study available?  

Dr PENN:  The report on that study is being finalised.  It may already have been published.  It is available 
through the Commonwealth Fisheries Research and Development Corporation or the department’s library.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  My question relates to page 284, dot points 4 and 5.  What initiatives have been 
implemented to deal with the stand-off between the pearling industry and Kimberley charter boat owners, with 
respect to new licence applications for pearling?  Will the review of the Pearling Act formalise the application of 
new pearling licences so that competing industry concerns are addressed?  

Mr ROGERS:  The whole question of access to sea and the interaction between pearling and other users is a 
matter I take into consideration in every decision on the granting of pearling leases.  The department has taken 
some steps to encourage discussions between the pearling and charter industries on the identification of areas of 
interest.  That has been sought specifically from the charter industry in Broome.  To some extent the industry has 
not followed through the revision of that information.  A meeting took place in the last round of the Pearling 
Industry Advisory Committee, between the pearl producers’ association, the charter industry and agency 
officers, and ongoing dialogue is taking place on those issues.  The whole question of competing requirements 
for sea is an ongoing issue that has bedevilled the department, past governments and this Government.  It needs 
to be addressed for the long term.  The Pearling Act, when it is in place, will strengthen the ability of different 
parties to put their cases in the process of granting applications for pearling leases.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  My supplementary question refers to dot point 9 on page 278, and deals with the 
transferability of licences for the Kimberley barramundi and gillnet fisheries.  At the WA Fishing Industry 
Council in January this year, the Government indicated that licences would be made transferable in the shortest 
possible time.  Can the minister inform me of the progress of that measure?  

Mr ROGERS:  The department has been working on the question of transferability for the last 12 months or so, 
with the aim of shifting some of the inshore estuarine fisheries management plans from non-transferable to 
transferable status, where we are convinced that the issues of sustainability have been properly addressed.  That 
has been the case on the west and south coasts, though the south coast will require further time.  The issue has 
also been raised in relation to the Kimberley barramundi net fishery.  We have not reached a point where we are 
satisfied that the sustainability issues of the barramundi fishery have been fully addressed to enable total 
transferability.  We expect to progress this matter over the next 12 month as the west coast estuarine fisheries are 
brought under new management, along with the Shark Bay fishery and the barramundi fishery in the north.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Is that what the present Government meant when it said licences would become 
transferable in the shortest possible time?  

[6.20 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes indeed.  I wanted to make sure that the Government’s policy on this matter is clearly 
understood.  The Government’s position on transferability and non-transferability is that it will get out of the 
situation of non-transferable licences as soon as possible.  That is what the policy states.  Some issues will 
obviously complicate that move, which is why the policy did not say that the Government would immediately 
legislate for all non-transferable licences to become transferable licences.  That is why non-transferable licences 
are still in the system.  However, the Government’s policy will provide some certainty to those industries that are 
still afflicted with non-transferable licences, because all licences will ultimately be transferable.  I hope that will 
be done within a relatively short time frame - I believe it will occur within one term of government. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  All but one member has indicated that they will withdraw their questions.  I will 
call Hon Peter Foss. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is a longstanding question.  There was some suggestion during the home porting debate 
that a method to improve the efficiency of the fishery and reduce the number of days of catch was to forbid 
crayfishing during full moons.  Has that been given any consideration?  What are the benefits or negatives of 
doing that? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I imagine that is an issue of self-regulation. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Unfortunately it is not. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will leave that question to the executive director or his nominee. 
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Mr ROGERS:  The Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Committee has considered a range of measures over many 
years, including moon closures.  Hon Peter Foss must have read the committee’s notes because I think it decided 
at its last meeting to re-examine the moon closure question.  That could be used particularly at the latter end of 
the season as a means of offsetting the growth in technical efficiency, which continues to blight this fishery.  I 
dare say that following the coastal tour meetings, which will be held tomorrow and Thursday, the Rock Lobster 
Industry Advisory Committee will endeavour to develop a position which it can take back to industry through 
the normal process.  There are social and catch impact benefits if closures are introduced.  They can also reduce 
economic efficiency because closures reduce the time in which people can fish.  That is sometimes counteracted, 
as it was in the prawn fishery, in which moon closures were introduced some years ago.   

The prawn industry has expanded those closures.  That has had the opposite effect.  It has improved social 
outcomes because people take at least a couple of days off and spend them with their families and in making sure 
their boats are more efficient.  They tend now to be a more relaxed group of people.  It probably did the 
Carnarvon town site a lot of favours because some of the crews were a bit bedevilled when they were in town 
and would cause all sorts of problems.  Once they have three or four days off they come to Perth, which spreads 
the risk of having too many beers while in the Carnarvon town site.  Closures will be examined as a matter of 
priority by the Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Committee. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  That concludes division 15 on the Department of Fisheries.  I thank the minister 
and his officers for attending and assisting with this Estimates Committee.  Any members who have questions 
they want placed on notice can hand those to the attendant.  

Sitting suspended from 6.24 to 7.15 pm 
 


