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AQUATIC RESOURCES MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 April. 

DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [3.46 pm]: I am the lead speaker for the opposition on this bill. 

Mr R.H. Cook: No, you don’t need all that time. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I am going to repeat the same five pages over and again. I am sure the minister will enjoy that 
and it will stop him from getting his red wine. 

I indicate at the outset that the opposition supports the bill. I understand that the Minister for Fisheries and our 
lead in this area, Hon Jim Chown, have discussed the need to include a review clause in the bill. I understand that 
the minister has agreed to this and will propose his own amendment so that the bill can be reviewed after five years 
of operation. I understand that will happen in this place. If it does not happen in this place, Hon Jim Chown will 
move that in the upper house. 

This is a very important bill. It finalises some good work that was started under the previous Liberal government 
to improve the management of important fisheries and aquaculture in Western Australia. I was not in this place at 
that time, but I understand that the Aquatic Resources Management Act was assented to in 2016 and had an 
implementation date of 1 January 2019. The act was a response to a nationally agreed approach to sustainable 
resource-based management of fisheries. However, shortcomings in the bill prevented implementation of the 
provisions of the act due to a number of factors, including the way the fishing zones were set up, different catch 
limits and periods of catch in different zones. Those factors, especially, affected the pearl and rock lobster 
industries. This amendment bill will rectify those shortcomings so that the act can be fully implemented. 

I understand also that this bill has been very well communicated to the fishing industry. Can I say that that is 
a hallmark of the new Minister for Fisheries and that it is a pleasant change from actions of the previous fisheries 
minister, who seemed to embark on a campaign to alienate every sector of that industry, no more so in his attempt 
to nationalise the crayfish industry, or at least part of it. Fortunately, that was seen off. As I say, the industry is 
certainly very pleased with the efforts the new minister and his department have made to consult on the bill. The 
industry supports the changes contained in it. 

The fishing and aquaculture industry is a very important part of our local economy, particularly in regional 
economies. I was surprised when I saw that about 85 per cent of the commercial fishing activity in the state is 
conducted in remote coastal areas. That obviously has quite a significant impact in those communities. It is very 
important that this area is managed well. 

I was looking up some statistics that had been collected by the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council in 
a release that it had put out in December 2019. In 2017–18, fishing and aquaculture contributed $989 million—
almost $1 billion—to the WA economy, which was a tremendous contribution. The sector is a major employer. It 
is responsible for almost 6 300 full-time equivalent employees. Because it is a regional industry, we largely do not 
see it, but it is a very substantial contributor to the wellbeing of this state. 

The sector income is dominated by the western rock lobster catch. That is obviously very topical at the moment 
because that particular fishery is under enormous stress because of the problems caused by the COVID-19 crisis. 
When I visited rock lobster fishers last year, I recall that something like 98 per cent of Geraldton Fishermen’s 
Co-operative catch was going into China. I said to them at the time I thought that was a huge risk to the industry. 
Not that I am an economic expert, but I thought it should be looking to diversify. That is a very high value catch 
and it is very well managed. In 2017–18, that rock lobster fishery reported the gross value of its product at 
$392 million. Obviously, there is a significant multiplier of that in the overall benefit to the economy. 

As a historic aside, the western rock lobster fishery has had its fair share of controversy in relation to regulation. 
Some members in this chamber and elsewhere may remember that in 2009, Hon Norman Moore, who was then 
the Minister for Fisheries, banned commercial crayfishing in the Big Bank fishery at Kalbarri, not far from the 
start of the season. The minister did not do it because he was trying to be cruel to the fishers; he did it because he 
had discovered that that fishery was under a huge threat of overfishing. I visited the fisheries with the member for 
Geraldton 13 months ago, or a period such as that. We had a good opportunity to look at the various parts of the 
industry. I met Mr Bert Boschetti. The minister might know Bert. I think the way to put it is that he is a vigorous 
correspondent! He is a first-rate person. At that stage, Mr Boschetti had alerted the minister to the fact that technology 
improvements and longer range crayfishing boats meant that the catch was being maintained. Even though it 
appeared this catch was sustainable, in fact stocks were diminishing. He certainly got the minister to look at that 
catch to show him that, historically, the catch was not necessarily the best way of looking at it. On the wall in his 
office, Bert had a graph that he was very pleased to show me. He had produced the data from his own boats showing 
the distance that the fishers were travelling each year to achieve their quota. This graph was a straight line heading 
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to the stars! It was just that boats were travelling further. With GPS, fishers could be more targeted in where they 
went. Bert was especially proud that he was able to educate the minister perhaps more than some of the significantly 
credentialed department officials at the time. 

Further to that, Bert represents the archetypal commercial fisher. It is something that is seen constantly in a lot 
of regional industries: he is hardworking, passionate, intelligent, and deeply concerned about the sustainability 
of the industry. The thing that really struck me about talking with fishers is that they are utterly committed to 
the sustainability of their industry. They know that their long-term wellbeing, as well as the wellbeing for the 
economic impact on this state, are utterly dependent on this fishery being maintained in a sustainable way. Since 
that time, we have progressively seen greater refinement of the management practices in the fisheries to ensure 
their sustainability. 

Around that time, I remember talking to Hon Norman Moore about this matter. A lot of fishermen at the time 
displayed as much passion as Bert. In fact, the minister feared for his own safety because not only were a lot of the 
fishers passionate, but many of them also had guns! I think he received some communication linking those two things. 
In any case, he persevered. I want to recognise Hon Norman Moore because he took an enormous amount of personal 
political damage and harm in doing that. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: He was a great secessionist. I think he would be very pleased with the current arrangements. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: That is another matter. He may want to make it permanent, do you think, minister? 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: He took an enormous amount of personal pressure over that. He, like the current minister, is very 
passionate about us having a sustainable fishery. He initiated a study into improvements to the act. That manifested 
in the 2016 act. As I said, there were some shortcomings in that that the current minister is remedying so that it 
can be fully implemented. 

The Aquatic Resources Management Act 2016—the acronym is ARMA—replaced the Fish Resources Management 
Act 1994. The aim of that was to provide a more flexible and efficient management of fisheries. We would all 
support the ARMA’s core objectives, which are — 

• the ecological sustainability of the State’s aquatic resources and aquatic ecosystems for the 
benefit of present and future generations; and 

• that the State’s aquatic resources are managed, developed and used factoring in the economic, 
social and other benefits they may provide. 

The important part was that the new act also legally recognised fishing access rights for each sector. 

The Aquatic Resources Management Amendment Bill has three intended outcomes. Those are summarised: to expand 
the definition of an “aquatic resource” to provide greater flexibility when determining which existing fisheries are 
covered by a declaration of a managed aquatic resource; provide for different classes of resource shares under aquatic 
resource management strategies and aquatic resource use plans; any shares by zone or gear type; and to streamline 
processes around grant variation and the transfer of aquaculture licences. It was pointed out in that summary that 
that was particularly assisting the pearling industry in its seeding rights and the like. 

As I mentioned at the outset, we support those outcomes and, consequently, we support this bill. I will not be 
moving any amendments in relation to this, but I am interested in the minister’s response and perhaps these matters 
could be looked at very briefly during consideration in detail. One issue is the meaning of “aquatic resource”. Industry 
suggested that sometimes when we are looking at plans that cover an area, there could be one plan for multiple species 
in an area rather than a plan for each species. That is in section 4 of the Aquatic Resources Management Act. In 
section 16 of the act, “Content of ARMS”, reference is made to broodstock for aquaculture, and that broodstock has 
to come out of the total allowable catch for the commercial fishery. The issue raised by the industry was that there 
may be no commercial fishery for some stocks. It is only a niche market but in particular for fish that are raised 
for people who have collections of fish, are we sure that covers that as well? 

The other reference was to section 16(1)(g) which addresses harvest strategy. There was a concern around the 
limit of five years for that. The view was that if there was a principle or philosophy behind that, having perhaps 
a 10-year horizon for that particular part of it may make sense, simply because of the investment that people make 
in that industry of having longer term certainty. As I said, I am not looking for any amendments in relation to that; 
I raise those issues in response to some queries the industry made. Maybe it is something that can be looked at in 
the future. 

Another part of it was with section 147, which provides for the chief executive officer to notify persons of certain 
decisions. That is one of those provisions that hopefully speeds things up because we do not have to go through 
an official advertising process and the person can be notified. The industry’s question was, “What is a person?” 
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It was keen that a person should also include an industry association as a relevant person falling within that 
definition. Obviously, industry associations need to be made aware, as well as individual fishers. There was another 
concern over the legal standing of annual catch entitlements, but I think that matter can be dealt with outside 
this place. 

As I said, I do not seek to amend the bill around these questions. If the minister has some responses now, I am 
happy to hear those, but equally I am happy for that to be communicated at a later date. The passage of this bill is 
not contingent upon that. 

I thank the minister for bringing the bill before the house and completing the job started by Hon Norman Moore, 
all the way back in 2010 when he initiated that review, and also the bill that was passed by the previous government 
in 2016. I commend the bill to the house. 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [4.02 pm]: The intention of the Aquatic Resources Management Act 2016 was 
to combine the Fish Resources Management Act 1994 and the Pearling Act 1990 so there was only one primary 
legislative framework for the management of Western Australia’s fisheries and aquatic biological resources. The 
pearl oyster fishery is currently managed by the use of zones, but under the ARMA 2016, each zone requires 
a separate aquatic resource use plan, because it does not outline the use of different types of resource share; for 
example, each zone with a particular fishery would be a different type of resource share. The amendments in this 
bill allow for more flexibility and management of fisheries, specifically allowing for the management of different 
zones within the same ARUP, allowing ARUPs to provide for aquatic resources that can be defined by the type of 
gear or method used to take the resource, as well as the type of species, and by reference to a particular type of 
characteristic of a species—for example, weight. It reduces the administrative burden for the chief executive 
officer in relation to the publication of notice of a decision to grant, vary or transfer an aquaculture licence. 

I remember this bill coming into the Parliament originally. As the member for Geraldton, I have a fair bit to do 
with the fisheries industry. Those in the industry wanted the bill. We finally got the bill brought to Parliament late 
in the last term. Here we are late in the next term, finally getting this thing so that it will work. The fishing industry 
has not expressed a lot of frustration to me about this, but I dare say that in some quarters there probably is. 

In my time in Parliament I cannot recall anyone speaking about the pearling industry, so I decided I would talk 
a little about the Western Australian pearling industry because one of the main purposes of the legislation is to bring 
the pearling industry under the same act as the rest of our fisheries. Up until now it has had its own act. By value, 
pearling is the state’s second biggest fishery. It is worth about $65 million to $70 million at farm gate, as we would 
say in agriculture. It is actually worth about $90 million by the time it has had some value-adding to it, versus our 
biggest fishery, the western rock lobster fishery, which is around the $500 million mark. Pearling is significant, 
but of course it is quite a bit smaller than the western rock lobster fishery. 

Pearling in Western Australia started in the 1850s in Shark Bay. In the 1860s it moved to Nickol Bay, then Exmouth, 
Port Hedland and eventually became centred on Broome. Luggers become motorised and divers started using diving 
apparatus. There was a significant loss of divers from sharks, cyclones and the bends. Between 1908 and 1935, 
100 boats and about 300 people were lost from tropical cyclones. Divers were Aboriginal, Malay, Japanese, 
Kupangers, from Kupang in West Timor, Makassars and Chinese. Broome had become the centre of an industry 
that supplied about 70 per cent of the world’s mother-of-pearl, which was used to produce things like buttons. 
However, following World War I and the development of plastics for things like buttons, the industry contracted 
and was virtually shut down during World War II. After World War II there were about only 15 boats remaining 
in Broome and about 200 people employed. A significant shift occurred in 1956 when a joint Australian–Japanese 
cultured pearl industry was established at Kuri Bay, about 370 kilometres north of Broome.   

Western Australia’s pearl industry of today has evolved and is vastly different from its former self. Part of it is the 
last remaining significant wild stock fishery for pearl oysters in the world. These pearls are not only the highest quality 
and the rarest in the world, but also have been independently certified as the world’s most ethical and environmentally 
sustainably produced pearls in the world. They have been certified by the Marine Stewardship Council in a similar 
process to its certification of the other major Western Australian fishery, the western rock lobster. 

The pearling industry was absolutely slammed in 2008 by the global financial crisis. Sales dropped by 85 per cent 
and some producers—as a rule, the way they sell pearls is by auction in lots—had no sales at all. Despite these many 
and varied problems, the industry in WA fights on and employs about 400 people, stretching from my electorate 
of Geraldton to Exmouth Gulf and north of Broome. Pearls in farms need to be dispersed across a large area for 
health reasons. They do best in deeply indented bays with considerable water flow from nutrients. These factors 
add to the cost of leases and operations in isolated areas. It is an old and proud Western Australian industry. It has 
a valuable part to play in the future of the north. As a regional member I can attest to the fact that if jobs are hard 
to get anywhere, they are 10 times harder to create in the regions. This ARMA bill was introduced before the end 
of the last Parliament. I raised this a number of times in party forums because I was being told by the industry that 
this bill was required, and it eventually came in late in the term. Unfortunately, when the work started to bring the 
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pearling industry under the act it was discovered that the legislation was not what was required. The legislation as 
it stood did not allow the management of the pearling industry by zones, allowing different types of shares, types 
of gear used or methods to take the resources. These amendments address these issues. It concerns me that here we 
are at the end of another parliamentary term before the act will be as it should have been in the first place. The 
amendments are welcomed by the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council, the Western Rock Lobster Council 
and the pearling industry, and I welcome their support and advice on the bill. 

I have pondered why these delays happen and I have come to a few conclusions. It certainly helps for quite a few 
pieces of legislation to have a friend in this place who will argue the case. One of the things that people outside 
this place frequently do not understand is the value of knowledgeable backbenchers pushing their case, and it can 
be from either side of the house. I remember that in the last Parliament we did an excellent report on innovation in 
Western Australia. Interestingly, it was at the suggestion of the now Minister for Fisheries. The innovation sector 
impressed on us the importance of getting the Limited Partnerships Bill 2016 through the Parliament as quickly as 
possible. As it was, it was actually the last bill passed through that Parliament on the last night, with the cooperation 
of both parties and both houses. I sometimes wonder where that bill would be now if a group of MPs had not 
decided to take the issue into their own hands and get it done. 

I hope that the Aquatic Resources Management Amendment Bill 2020 will mean more investment certainty for 
fisheries. Our waters are not rich and they need to be well managed. Just over the border is South Australia. We 
could learn a lot about aquaculture from South Australia. We need to get more serious about aquaculture. Maybe we 
should do what the Israelis have done, which is to place aquaculture on the same level as agriculture. Aquaculture 
needs to be run in the same way as agriculture. The costs need to be carefully controlled and good management is 
required rather than wild catch fisheries, which is about limiting the catch to make sure that the resource is not 
destroyed, as is done in many parts of the world. I think I read recently that 90 per cent of the world’s fisheries are 
overfished. With that, I commend the bill to the house and thank everyone for their support. 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee — Minister for Fisheries) [4.10 pm] — in reply: I thank members for their swift 
responses to get through the Aquatic Resources Management Amendment Bill 2020, noting the hour of the day 
and the time of the week. With Thursday being the new Friday, hopefully we will get through this as far as we can 
in the time available. The proposed amendment to the bill is not terribly onerous. I thank both members who spoke 
for their contributions on the 15 clauses and the amendment that I foreshadow will be read from the table. 

The value of the fishing industry is often talked about in gross economic terms—its value. As every member knows, 
and does not need me to tell them, we measure it also more in terms of jobs and lifestyle. Western Australia’s natural 
endowment allows us to dominate the global supply of iron ore and gas and, partially, oil. But there is one natural 
endowment off our coastline that, if managed well, will be there long after we are gone. This bill gives us the 
opportunity to make sure that comes to pass. Both members who spoke on the bill outlined its history and the 
stumbling block regarding its incompatibility with the Pearling Act. That is the reason we are here today. 
Unfortunately, these things happen from time to time, but we think that we have cracked it this time and we will 
tidy it up. The reality is that the Pearling Act is a relic of the past when our economy was just beginning—the 
European settlement economy, if you like. The long arm of that relic has reached forward and delayed the bill. 
The amendment to the bill is listed on the notice paper. 

I note the history of those who have brought this forward. I acknowledge Hon Norman Moore, who undertook 
a significant challenge, particularly in the lobster industry but also in other managed fisheries, when he brought 
them into the new era. As members have identified, those people who knock around these sorts of businesses and 
who go out on the seas to fish are colourful characters. Bert Boschetti is but one. He has two daughters, Pia and Erica, 
whom I have met. They are cast from the exact same mould as their father. Their passion for and commitment to 
the industry and the things it needs in not only the wild catch area, but also aquaculture. cannot be doubted. I have 
met many, many fishing families. That is the best way to describe them because they are typically strong family 
businesses. I routinely hear them say that they are the fourth generation doing it. That heritage has some value and 
deserves respect. Unfortunately, some people misinterpret that heritage and want it translated into an inalienable 
property right for future access to the resource. That is not what this bill does. This bill allows each fishery to be 
treated as it needs to be treated. The biomass of a particular species is impacted differently in the natural 
environment as it moves through the state’s offshore geography and differs in how it is harvested by commercial 
and recreational fishers. 
The member for Cottesloe raised the point of my predecessor. Too often in this place, we identify areas in which 
members have not had great success. We use that and weaponise it in a lot of ways. That is the nature of this sandpit; 
it can get a bit willing. The reality is that Minister Dave Kelly, my friend, did outstanding work as Minister for 
Fisheries. No-one in this state has committed more to mitigate the threat of sharks. The McGowan government 
has deployed over $36 million in its shark mitigation strategy. It is not a wholesale, ham-fisted attempt; it is a very 
smart, technological and science-led strategy and includes Shark Shield, SMART drum lines and also something 
as simple as numbering beaches to assist in responding to shark attacks. Minister Kelly was also responsible for 
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developing and fostering the aquaculture zones, particularly the nursery in Oyster Harbour in Albany, which he 
opened with the Premier. These are all achievements to be proud of and Minister Kelly can hold his head high. He 
deserves credit for doing that in a very difficult environment. 
Since taking on the fisheries portfolio, I have not seen a denser portfolio than fisheries, by virtue of the variation 
of species and geography. There are multiple species and multiple ways of harvesting those species, depending on 
whether the fisher is in the south west through to the far north Kimberley. That is why we need a flexible bill. 
Members have identified the very core of the flexibility of the bill to group things, as needed, by geography, the 
type of gear used, the species and the use the multispecies can be put to. The bill will be eminently applicable to 
a range of things not only now, but also in the foreseeable future. The way we undertake harvest strategies will be 
unshackled from the bonds of the previous legislation, which was quite restrictive. We will now be able to give 
quite flexible access to those resources. 
The member for Cottesloe raised a couple of quite complex issues. He can raise them when we go into the 
consideration in detail stage or I am more than happy to give him detailed answers outside this forum. 
Dr D.J. Honey: Maybe outside the chamber. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: My staff will reach out to the member so that we can understand exactly the nature of what he 
wants so that, rather than go through a question and answer process, we can give him the information he wants. 
I was in Geraldton with the member for Geraldton recently and we met with a large number of fishers. Ironically, 
we met at the Geraldton gun club. That was concerning to me when I found out! It was a very committed group so 
it was good to talk to them and hear about their concerns. By and large, they were fairly reasonable. 
Like the member for Cottesloe and other members, I have identified the significant business risk to the lobster 
industry having a single market for a single species. To its credit, the industry is quite happy with its strategy. It 
accepts that the higher price it gets from China and the developed supply chains is balanced against the potential risk 
of coming under stress. As the Treasurer has identified, the market did what the market does; it changed on the 
industry, and that is the challenge. The industry is more than happy to accept that and is keen to meet what it considers 
to be its social licence around whale mitigation throughout the extended lobster season and developing a genuine 
domestic supply. We are very happy about that. As I said, the reasons for the need for this bill are self-evident, as 
members have said, and were outlined in my second reading speech.  
As the member for Cottesloe said, Hon Jim Chown approached me and was concerned. In many of these bills we 
find a review clause, a statutory arrangement. In a certain sense, this is boilerplate. In much of our legislation, 
there is a statutory review at the five-year mark. In fact, many, many pieces of legislation attract those. I agreed to 
that. I agreed with Hon Jim Chown that we do that at the table here, because no-one has foreshadowed any further 
amendments in the other place, so when the bill gets to the other place, members there will not have to go to the 
table unless they want to, and they will not have to deal with it in a more protracted way than is needed. 
I foreshadow that the new clause, which I will move at the appropriate time, will require the minister responsible 
for administering the Aquatic Resources Management Act to review the operation and effectiveness of the legislation 
as soon as practical after the fifth anniversary of proposed section 268 of ARMA coming into operation. Proposed 
section 268 of ARMA repeals the Pearling Act 1990 and its coming into operation would signal full implementation 
of ARMA. The minister will further be required to prepare a report based on the review and to ensure that the 
report is laid before both houses of Parliament within 12 months. The statutory review requirement will provide 
an opportunity for government and fishing stakeholders to assess whether ARMA is functioning as intended and 
to consider any steps that may be required to improve its operation. On that note, I thank members for their 
contributions and look forward to the passage of the bill. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 15 put and passed. 
New clause 16 — 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: I move — 

Page 7, after line 13 — To insert — 

16. Section 266A inserted 
At the end of Part 16 insert: 
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266A. Review of Act 
(1) The Minister must review the operation and effectiveness of this Act, and prepare a report 

based on the review, as soon as practicable after the 5th anniversary of the day on which 
section 268 comes into operation. 

(2) The Minister must cause the report to be laid before each House of Parliament as soon as 
practicable after it is prepared, but not later than 12 months after the 5th anniversary. 

New clause put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

House adjourned at 4.24 pm 
__________ 
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