chapter 2:	commonwealth fisheries and the australian fisheries management authority


This chapter examines the nature of fisheries resources and the rationale for management of fisheries. There is an examination of Commonwealth fisheries and a brief history of their management. Finally, the chapter looks at the creation of AFMA and provides an overview of the policy and legislative environment under which it manages Commonwealth fisheries. 


The nature of the resource and its inherent complexities


Fisheries resources are difficult to understand and extremely challenging to manage. Two key factors which contribute to the inherent complexities associated with fisheries are the environment in which fish live and the difficulty of the indeterminate property rights over fish stocks. The marine habitat is an extensive three dimensional environment that is sometimes extremely hostile for humans. This makes understanding the resource and its characteristics difficult; much more so than for terrestrial environments. The marine environment could be described as the "last frontier" on earth. A great deal of the evidence received by the Committee emphasised the dynamic nature of fish habitat and environment and how this complicates decision making. 


In evidence to the Committee, Mr Stevens highlighted a number of factors which influence the availability of fish stocks:


firstly, environmental influences, such as changes in water temperatures, ocean circulation and weather conditions generally. Secondly, there are the biological characteristics of the fish stock itself, such as movement and migration patterns, other behavioural characteristics, breeding cycles and reproductiviy capacity, and the survival of young juvenile fish.


Thirdly, predator-prey relationships and natural mortality. Fourthly, the effects of fishing itself on fish behaviour; that is, fish can become accustomed to the presence of certain gear such as nets and simply avoid being caught. And, lastly, the impact of man-made events such as stormwater discharges into the ocean, agricultural run-off, offshore sewerage outfalls — out of sight out of mind— ballast water discharges, introduced marine organisms and pollution generally. �


All of these factors make the fisheries environment highly uncertain as well as very difficult and challenging to manage. Decision making will always be problematic in this type of environment. The imprecise nature of knowledge about fish stocks and habitat means fisheries managers face great challenges in achieving their objectives. 


The absence of property rights over fish stocks is also a difficult issue for fisheries managers. As a public resource fish stocks to some extent belong to everyone. While it is simple to say that the resource is owned by the entire community, only fishers have the capability of turning this resource into an economic return. However, because of the absence of property rights, fisheries resources are liable to over exploitation by the commercial sector.�


Fisheries managers must tread a careful path in balancing the interests of the commercial sector and those of the community. It is important to provide industry with some degree of certainty of access to the resource which gives them the continuity of long term activity and acts as an incentive to invest in the industry. At the same time, managers must remember that fisheries are a public resource and the broader community has every right to expect the Government and fisheries managers to make decisions which ensure the long term sustainability of the resource. The public may also have an expectation that fisheries be managed in a way that provides a return or rent to the community from allowing commercial fishers to realise an economic return from their resource. Such factors reveal the complex nature of the pressures which are brought to bear on the resource, which can have conflicting objectives. 


The Australian Fishing Zone (AFZ) incorporates the third largest body of water under the control of a single nation and the task of managing such a high area is complicated by the wide dispersal of fish stocks. The waters around Australia are relatively nutrient poor and commonly described as a desert ocean. In its submission to the inquiry the Department of Primary Industries and Energy (DPIE) described Australia's fisheries resources in the following way:


Although Australia's fishing zone is the third largest in the world, our waters lack nutrient rich currents and consequently have low productivity. There are some 3000 known species of fish and at least an equal number of crustaceans and mollusc species inhabiting Australian waters, but only around 10 percent are commercially fished.� 


Commonwealth fisheries and Commonwealth responsibility


The waters under the control of the Commonwealth were largely defined with the formulation of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). This Agreement enabled Australia to determine the AFZ which is approximately nine million square kilometres and extends up to 200 nautical miles off the coast. This area also incorporates the waters around the Australian territories of Cocos, Christmas, Lord Howe and Norfolk islands, and Macquarie, Herd and McDonald islands. Figure 2.1 illustrates the extent of the AFZ and the major fisheries in Commonwealth waters. 


While jurisdictional responsibility for the extremities of the AFZ are well defined, the same cannot be said for the division of responsibilities between the Commonwealth and the States for inshore waters. By the 1980s fisheries managers were facing considerable difficulties because of the jurisdictional separation of responsibilities that had developed between the States/Territories and the Commonwealth. Traditionally, the States have jurisdiction over inland and inshore fisheries. However, many fisheries cross Commonwealth waters into State waters. For example, the South East Fishery (SEF), while predominantly in Commonwealth waters, also extends into waters under the control of New South Wales, Victoria, South Australia and Tasmania. To have five governments maintain responsibility for some part of a fishery on an ongoing basis would make it virtually impossible to effectively manage the SEF and other fisheries in similar jurisdictional circumstances. 


Figure 2.1: The AFZ and Commonwealth fisheries


�


Source: AFMA, 1995-96 Annual Report, p 14. 


In an attempt to solve the jurisdictional problem negotiations between the State/Territory Governments and the Commonwealth called the Offshore Constitutional Settlement (OCS) arrangements were initiated. The OCS provided a mechanism for developing single jurisdictional fisheries through a negotiation process between the Commonwealth and each of the States and the Northern Territory. As a result of negotiations since the early 1980s the Commonwealth now has responsibility for the following major fisheries:


Northern Prawn Fishery;


the migratory tuna fisheries including southern bluefin tuna, yellowfin, bigeye, albacore tunas and associated species;


central zone of the Bass Strait Scallop Fishery;


fisheries in the Torres Strait Protected Zone; 


deep water trawl fisheries off western and eastern Australia; as well as


parts of the south eastern fisheries which include the south east trawl and non-trawl, the southern shark, squid and Jack mackerel fisheries. 


The northern states of Queensland and Western Australia as well as the Northern Territory were the first to reach agreements with the Commonwealth. More recently, Tasmania, South Australia and Victoria appear ready to sign agreements with the Commonwealth, which is particularly important in the SEF. At this stage, negotiations between the Commonwealth and New South Wales are not progressing�. 


Despite the considerable recent progress in the resolution of OCS agreements, there remain significant problems for fisheries managers due to the existing jurisdictional arrangements. Evidence received by the Committee highlighted jurisdictional problems and slow progress in resolving OCS arrangements as the single greatest problem facing fisheries managers and a principal cause for ongoing uncertainty experienced by key stakeholders in the industry. This was also highlighted in the ANAO report as a significant problem facing AFMA in meeting its legislative objectives:


The delays in finalising the OCS arrangements have impacted on AFMA's ability to implement effective management of the fisheries under its control. In fact, until all arrangements have been finalised, AFMA cannot be fully aware of those fisheries for which it will have complete management responsibility. �


Managing fisheries resources


While fisheries are a renewable resource, the renewability of stocks is entirely dependent upon limiting the pressures on fish stocks and avoiding over-exploitation. For this reason, the role of management and regulations controlling the harvesting of these valuable resources are vital. This has become more important as fishing methods have improved so that increasingly large catches can be taken by commercial fishers. As the pressures on fish stocks have increased, scientific evidence has revealed that increasing numbers of fisheries and fish species are now fully fished or overfished.�


The need for Government control and regulation of the resource arises because of its common property nature. The community has a reasonable expectation that the Government will control access to the resource on its behalf. Australia's fisheries managers face the challenge of ensuring that harvesting of fisheries resources is consistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable development (ESD) while at the same time allowing the industry to operate in an economically efficient manner. 


The 1989 policy statement clearly identifies the rationale behind government involvement and management of fisheries:


Worldwide experience has shown that unregulated fisheries generally suffer from over-capitalisation and falling productivity and, with increasing frequency, face the threat of biological collapse.�


These words have proved to be prophetic since the release of the statement. The incidence of fisheries collapsing in the world has increased, in particular in the northern hemisphere where the pressures on fish stocks is greatest. At the Second World Fisheries Congress in Brisbane (28 July to 2 August 1996) the keynote speaker, Dr Pamela Mace of the United States, described world fisheries as being "on the brink of disaster". The collapse of the Grand Banks fishery off Newfoundland in 1992 provided a sobering lesson on the possible impact of a collapse of a major fishery.  It resulted in the loss of forty thousand jobs and devastated communities dependent on the fishery for their livelihood.�


Despite the relatively healthy state of Australia's fish stocks when compared with overseas fisheries, Australia faces a no less serious problem in the future. Australia's fisheries appear to be particularly vulnerable to over-exploitation because of the small size of  the fish stocks which are harvested by a technically advanced, well developed industry.� 


More generally, the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) and other research groups such as the International Centre for Living Aquatic Resources Management based in the Philippines have presented some alarming findings about the state of world fisheries:


70 per cent of the world's marine fish stocks are either fully exploited, over fished, depleted or recovering from over fishing;


there are estimates that 30 million tonnes of catch (approximately one third of total catch) is classed as bycatch which is dumped and includes species like turtles, dolphins and sea birds;


over capacity in world fishing fleets is a significant problem; and


the decline in catch levels has accelerated rather than tempered the plunder on fish stocks.�


Overseas experience reveals how vital the role of fisheries managers can be. Unchecked and uncontrolled fishing activity will invariably lead to over exploited fisheries. However, the converse does not necessary apply — managing fisheries does not guarantee sustainability. A badly managed fishery may be just as vulnerable as an unmanaged fishery. 


The principal objective of fisheries management is to achieve a balance between the level of harvesting and the productive capacity of the resource.  If this balance is achieved, then the sustainability of the resource is more likely and it becomes less susceptible to over exploitation and collapse. The principal tools used by fisheries managers to achieve this balance are:


input controls (for example gear restrictions, limited entry licences, closures and closed seasons);


output controls (for example total allowable catches, transferable quotas, bag limits, legal minimum and maximum sizes); and


measures aimed at habitat and species protection (for example prohibitions on fishing in spawning areas and on taking females of some species, and gear modifications to reduce bycatch or environment damage).�


While achieving this balance may seem a relatively simple task, the job of the fisheries manager can be extremely complex. As outlined in the previous two sections of this chapter there are many factors which make understanding the behaviour of fisheries resources both uncertain and unpredictable. A number of submissions highlighted how complicated these factors make managing fisheries resources. The Tasmanian Government stated:


The Australian Fisheries Management Authority (AFMA) functions in a particularly difficult environment with a diverse range of fisheries involving many jurisdictions, industry sectors and a huge geographic range. Like all fisheries agencies it must manage fisheries with inadequate information about target stocks, bycatch species, environmental impacts, ecological interactions, industry dynamics, economics and social consideration. Any criticism of AFMA's performance must therefore be considered in this context.� 


The Australian Institute of Marine Science (AIMS) also emphasised the fact that:


fisheries management is widely regarded as the most difficult of resource management tasks, because there are multiple stake-holders, multiple jurisdictions, and a cryptic resource that defies assessment without fairly costly scientific research.� 


Defining the fisheries that make up the Commonwealth fisheries is the first step in developing management regimes in the commercial environment. In its 1995/96 annual report, AFMA named 20 fisheries that it actively managed. The number of commercial fisheries in Commonwealth waters constantly evolve as commercial operators utilise previously unexploited fish stocks in new areas. Because of this it will never be possible to define the Commonwealth fisheries that AFMA is responsible for under legislation without having to constantly review such a list. However, it is important that at any given point in time the Commonwealth fisheries managed by AFMA should be defined despite the difficulties involved in achieving this.


One apparent problem that the Committee had to deal with in investigating what comprises the Commonwealth's fisheries is the lack of consistency in how various Commonwealth agencies define and name Commonwealth fisheries. For example, it is difficult to reconcile the fisheries in AFMA's 1995-96 annual report with the fisheries in the Bureau of Resource Sciences' (BRS) 1996 Fishery Status Reports. Achieving consistency in naming and defining Commonwealth fisheries seems fundamental to good management and decision making and would also enhance accountability mechanisms. If Commonwealth agencies cannot attain consistency then they cannot expect industry to understand. Such inconsistencies can only create confusion for fisheries managers, industry, scientists and other key stakeholders. Therefore, the Committee recommends that:


(1)	the Australian Fisheries Management Authority, in consultation with the Department of Primary Industries and Energy and with industry, establish, and periodically review, a consistent naming regime for Commonwealth fisheries that can be used readily by managers, industry and researchers. 


Legislative environment


By the late 1980s, the inadequacies of the existing Commonwealth fisheries legislation under these changed conditions had become apparent.� In the 1989 policy statement the Commonwealth Government announced it would undertake a review of the legislative arrangements for Commonwealth fisheries. Following this review the Fisheries Act 1952 was replaced with a suite of new fisheries legislation in 1991:


Fisheries Management Act 1991;


Fisheries Administration Act 1991;


Fisheries Legislation (consequential Provisions) Act 1991;


Fishing Levy Act 1991;


Foreign Fishing Licences Levy Act 1991 Statutory Fishing Rights Charge Act 1991; and


Fisheries Agreements (Payments) Act 1991.


The first two of the above Acts prescribe AFMA's objectives and functions which are detailed in box 1. 


BOX 1: AFMA's Objectives


	The Authority, in the performance of its functions, must pursue the objectives of:


(a)	implementing efficient and cost-effective fisheries management on behalf of the Commonwealth; and


(b)	ensuring that the exploitation of fisheries resources and the carrying on of any related activities are conducted in a manner consistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable development, in particular the need to have regard to the impact of fishing activities on non-target species and the marine environment; and


(c)	maximising economic efficiency in the exploitation of fisheries resources; and


(d)	ensuring accountability to the fishing industry and to the Australian community in the Authority's management of fisheries; and


(e)	achieving government targets in relation to the recovery of the costs of the Authority.


In addition to the objectives, AFMA and Joint Authorities are to have regard to the objectives of:


	(a)	ensuring, through proper conservation and management measures, that the living resources of the AFZ are not endangered by over exploitation; and


	(b)	achieving the optimum utilisation of the living resources of the AFZ;





	but must ensure, as far as practicable, that measures adopted in pursuit of those objectives must not be inconsistent with the preservation, conservation and protection of all species of whales. �
�
�
�



Another piece of legislation which details further objectives AFMA must pursue is the Torres Strait Fisheries Act 1984. Fisheries in the Torres Strait Protected Zone are managed jointly by the Commonwealth and Queensland Governments. The objectives to be pursued under this Act are:


In the administration of this Act, regard shall be had to the rights and obligations conferred on Australia by the Torres Strait Treaty and in particular to the traditional way of life and livelihood of traditional inhabitants, including their rights in relation to traditional fishing.� 


There is more discussion of AFMA's responsibilities in relation to traditional fishing in chapter 12 of the report. 


Creation of AFMA


AFMA was established in February 1992 with an eight member Board of Directors which has particular expertise in areas such as finance, research, resource management and the fishing industry.� 


The Board is responsible for the overall operations of AFMA in terms of policy setting for staff, MACs and Consultative Committees (CCs), ensuring that AFMA's operations are adequately resourced and approving and monitoring annual budgets. The Board also has the final say in setting catch levels, biological reference points and total allowable catches for each fishery. These decisions are made by the Board after advice is provided from a range of sources including the MACs as well as the scientific expertise that exists in Australia's fisheries environment.� 


In its submission to the inquiry AFMA described the Board and its composition:


Under the Fisheries Administration Act 1991, AFMA is a body corporate with a Board consisting of a Chairperson, Government Director, Managing Director and five nominated directors. Importantly no more than two directors can be currently engaged in fishing or fish processing. Directors, other than the Managing Director, are appointed by the Minister. The five nominated directors are recommended by a Selection Committee established under the Fisheries Administration Act 1991, on the basis of expertise in fishing operations, fish processing, natural resource management, fisheries science, marine ecology, and business management. The Selection Committee itself is comprised of members from the government, fishing industry and environment/conservation interests.� 


AFMA's resourcing is provided through annual appropriation and management levies charged against the industry. While AFMA operates on a full cost recovery basis, this is only for those costs that have been determined to be attributable to industry. Recoverable management costs are now defined to include the running costs of the MACs, licensing, AFMA's day-to-day fisheries management activities, the cost of maintenance of statutory management plans, logbooks and surveillance. Enforcement costs are not considered part of the recoverable costs of management.� 


AFMA was not required to recover all attributable managements costs initially. This was not required until 1994-95.� In its 1995-96 annual report AFMA reported that it achieved full recovery of attributable management costs. For its total budget of $18,121,855 in 1995-96, industry provided $9,702,910 (53.5 per cent) and Government $8,418,945 (46.5 per cent).� AFMA's core staffing has fallen from 107 in 1992 to 88 in 1996.� 


In organisational terms, the Board is the key decision making body. However, the MACs which have been established in most Commonwealth fisheries are a key element in the decision making process. Figure 2.2 illustrates the direct linkage between the MACs and the AFMA Board. This structure demonstrates the importance of the MACs in the management process. 


Figure 2.2: AFMA's Organisational Structure
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Details provided by AFMA on May 20. 





AFMA's responsibilities in managing Commonwealth fisheries


The 1989 policy statement detailed the functions that were envisaged for the new fisheries management authority. The functions that were identified in the policy statement were:


developing and implementing management plans for commercially exploited Commonwealth fisheries;


developing and implementing exploration and feasibility fishing plans for developing fisheries;


setting appropriate catch limits or effort constraints on the basis of biological and economic advice to meet the statutory objectives;


collecting monies in exchange for access to the fisheries;


developing and managing fisheries adjustment programs and restructuring packages;


increasing industry participation in management through management advisory committees;


participating in negotiations about foreign fishing vessels' access to the AFZ;


participating in international meetings which have direct implications for the management of Australia's domestic fisheries;


establishing management related research priorities with the assistance of the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics, the Bureau of Rural Resources (now the Bureau of Resource Sciences) and any other relevant government agencies � for example, CSIRO;


establishing and maintaining a register of Commonwealth fishing rights;


managing fisheries surveillance and enforcement programs;


managing logbook and observer programs for Commonwealth fisheries and ensuring that logbook data is provided to research organisations and the industry as quickly as possible;


understanding the Commonwealth's fisheries management responsibilities in relation to joint ventures;


participating in negotiations with State Governments on issues which affect the management of Commonwealth fisheries, including matters concerning the OCS; and


ensuring that the interests of recreational fishermen are adequately considered in fisheries management decisions.�


Responsibility for these functions was devolved from the Minister to AFMA, which assumed principal responsibility for the day to day running of fisheries management. The responsible Minister now has a more indirect role over the management of Commonwealth fisheries and monitors the activities of AFMA through a range of accountability provisions included in the legislation. AFMA is required to prepare a Corporate Plan and Annual Operational Plan which must be approved by the Minister. AFMA must also submit an annual report to the Minister and the Parliament. 


All fishery management plans must be approved by the Minister before they can be implemented. This requires that the Minister must be satisfied adequate consultation has taken place in developing a management plan. Given the importance attached to management plans in Commonwealth fisheries, the requirement of ministerial approval means the Minister has retained a key role in the management strategy adopted in each fishery. 


The Australian Seafood Industry Council (ASIC), the peak body representing the commercial fishing sector nationally, highlighted another level of accountability that is a key part of the Commonwealth fisheries management model, that is to the industry. In relation to AFMA's accountability to industry ASIC stated that the:


Basis of the AFMA model is a partnership approach based on the clear recognition of the stewardship role encompassing all participants in the MACs. There is strong accountability and responsibility taken up by industry and others in the MAC process, with emphasis on building trust and confidence — and cost effective management arrangements — versus the old adversarial relationship based on a command-control philosophy.� 


Undoubtedly, one of the most important developments under the new administrative arrangements has been the development of a partnership approach to fisheries management between fisheries managers, the industry and other key stakeholders. This development has given industry a greater role in the decision making process, through the MACs, and a sense of ownership over the decisions made which affects the management of each fishery. The Committee found industry was generally supportive of the partnership approach adopted in the management of Commonwealth fisheries, particularly given their experiences with the previous management under the Australian Fisheries Service (AFS). The East Coast Tuna Boat Owners Association (Inc.) supported the partnership approach to managing Commonwealth fisheries and highlighted some of the advantages of this model:


Many problems associated with the effective management of fisheries result from a lack of stock knowledge. This knowledge will not be achieved in a short term under any regime, and the association contends that the best possible strategy is that of industry, scientists and managers working in partnership. The AFMA structure allows this to occur, and the Commonwealth's cost recovery program supports this partnership. ... The partnership approach is one that builds a level of trust and the association believes this approach is more effective in the long term. This not only applies for the fishing industry, but also the community and community groups with an interest. Recent developments in the MAC structure to include environmental, recreational and aboriginal interests is testimony to this approach.� 


Establishing the processes to facilitate this partnership was one of the most important tasks for AFMA in the initial years after its establishment. Developing trust and understanding between the fisheries managers and industry has been a challenging task for AFMA officers as they sought to establish their new role in this uncertain environment. 


Strengthening role of the management advisory committees has been an important aspect of developing the partnership approach to management. The MACs provide a mechanism through which fisheries managers can closely interact with industry. The composition of each MACs is set out in the Fisheries Administration ACT 1991 (section 60). The guidelines of the Act provide that MAC membership will predominantly comprise of individuals with industry experience. Section 62(3) of the Act states:


The Authority must try, as far as practicable, to ensure that the membership of a management advisory committee includes an appropriate number of members engaged in, or with experience in, the industry in the fishery in relation to which the management advisory committee is established.�


In its submission to the inquiry AFMA stated its belief that the legislation was framed in a way that envisaged a significant role for industry in the MAC process.� The 1989 policy statement similarly highlighted the valuable role of the MACs and the need to enhance their role in Commonwealth fisheries.�


One of the principal responsibilities devolved to AFMA was the development and introduction of a management regime in each fishery. Fishery management plans were identified as the preferred mechanism for establishing a management strategy in each fishery.� The Fisheries Management Act 1991 refers specifically to the development of plans of management for individual fisheries (Section 17). Developing a fishery management plan is a consultative process which involves the MAC, industry participants and other stakeholders in the fishery. To date, management plans have been introduced into three Commonwealth fisheries (Northern Prawn, Great Australian Bight and Southern Bluefin Tuna fisheries) and a draft management plan for the SEF has been made available for public comment. 


Legislation directs AFMA to hold an annual public meeting at which members of the AFMA Board are required to answer questions about the Authority's decisions and performance. It is worth noting that a number of MACs also hold public meetings where the MAC members similarly respond to questions from stakeholders in a fishery about decisions the MAC has made or recommendations it has made to the AFMA Board. The 1989 policy statement highlighted the importance of accountability to the public and the fishing industry when it stated the authority:


would be required to explain the basis for its management actions, to justify the expenditure which it had undertaken, and to report to the public and the industry on the extent to which it had achieved its management objectives.�


Finally,  because it was envisaged that Commonwealth fisheries management would be administered on a full cost recovery basis, the 1989 policy statement highlighted the need for it to deliver cost effective and efficient fisheries management. This in fact became one of AFMA's legislative objectives, providing it with a strong incentive to keep management costs to a minimum as long as this did not jeopardise other fisheries management objectives.� 


Commonwealth fisheries policy and research environment


Prior to the establishment of AFMA, all the tasks related to managing Commonwealth fisheries as well as policy development were the responsibility of DPIE. The 1989 policy statement made a clear distinction between the functions of the new fisheries management authority and the functions of DPIE. While the authority would adopt the operational and regulatory role in managing Commonwealth fisheries, DPIE was to retain a strategic role in the Commonwealth fisheries environment in relation to policy development.� 


DPIE remains the central point for policy development, ministerial advice and co-ordination on national and international fisheries issues. The Fisheries and Aquaculture Branch (FAB) within DPIE develops policy that will "make sure Australia's fishing and aquaculture industries are internationally competitive and environmentally sustainable."� The FAB also represents Australia's interests in various international fora and in negotiating bilateral and multilateral fishing agreements. In its submission to the inquiry the Department stated that its role in Commonwealth fisheries management, "is to provide the necessary strategic policy and infrastructure support for AFMA."�


In addition to its policy role, there is a number of key research organisation within DPIE. These are the Bureau of Resource Sciences (BRS) and the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics (ABARE). These agencies can provide research on a range of fisheries issues. The department's submission highlighted the dual role for these research agencies identified in the 1989 policy statement. Firstly, they provide management related research for AFMA. Secondly, they provide independent and highly professional advice to the Minister on economic and biological aspects of fisheries management, and publish research reports and discussion papers in the public domain.� 


There are other public sector research organisations undertaking fisheries and marine research. The CSIRO, through its Division of Marine Research, has a significant interest in fisheries research. Smaller research bodies such as the Australian Institute of Marine Science (AIMS), State fisheries bodies and tertiary institutions also undertake fisheries research. 


Finally in the research environment, the Fisheries Research and Development Corporation (FRDC) is the national body with responsibility for planning, funding and managing research and development programs. The FRDC manages approximately 60 per cent of fisheries research funding in Australia.�  The FRDC also plays a role in facilitating the dissemination, adoption and commercialisation of the results of research and development. 


AFMA has no in house research capabilities and only limited discretionary resources to fund research on its behalf. Therefore, it is highly dependent on the research of organisation such as the BRS, ABARE, CSIRO and other research agencies to meet its research needs.�
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