DISSENT ON THE REPORT OF THE INQUIRY INTO THE MANAGEMENT OF COMMONWEALTH FISHERIES: THE LAST FRONTIER


I wish to record my dissent to a number of the conclusions and recommendations made by the majority of the Committee in chapter 13 of its report : Recreational and Game Fishing.


At the outset, I need to declare a pecuniary interest in the outcomes and recommendations of this report. This interest is as a current and active member of the Newcastle and Port Stephens Game Fishing Club and formerly as a member of the Sydney Game Fishing Club.


The first area of dissent is contained within the subheading: Recreational sector’s involvement in the management process


I refer to paragraph 13.15, wherein it reflects that the recreational sector (Game fishing charter operators) do not contribute to the costs of management in the same way as the commercial sector. However I also refer to paragraph 13.16 wherein the Game Fishing sector claimed that they contribute an amount of $41m per annum to the Federal Government through sales tax and fuel excise. Whilst it is true that they do not contribute in the same way as the commercial sector, they do contribute to consolidated revenue through the collection of Sales Tax and Fuel Excise. Fuel excise is collected as a road fuel tax which clearly does not apply to seagoing vessels and this is the reason it does not apply to commercial fishing vessels.


I note and understand the reasons why the Australian Seafood Industry Council opposes the recreational fishers having representations on MAC’s without having to contribute to the management costs. But equally the presentation of evidence by Mr Robert Lowe, of the Game Fishing Association of Australia (GFAA), presented a point of view that support could be obtained for contribution towards the costs of the management of the fisheries. It must be stressed that this was qualified upon the removal of the fuel excises which do not apply to the commercial fishing sector of the industry


I disagree with the majority Committee view that the Game Fishing Sector’s contribution to government revenue through taxes such as sales tax and fuel excise do not exempt it from having to contribute to the costs of managing Commonwealth fisheries.


In consideration of the evidence submitted by both of these groups, I believe that in order for the demand for the recovery of costs from the recreational sector to be met before they are accepted as having equitable representation on MAC’s (recommendation 36), that consideration be given to the exemption from sales tax on the purchase of boats and equipment, and the exemption from fuel excise, so as to arrive at an equitable position on costs and outlays as commercial fishers are exempt from sales tax and fuel excise.


I recommend that:


the government exempt the following:


The sales tax on the purchase of Charter Vessels for Game Fishing and the equipment for use on those vessels.


Fuel excises on fuel used solely on those Charter vessels


If the government were to consider the above then I would support the committees recommendation (36) seeking to recover costs.


The second area of dissent in this report is in relation to the section under the subheading: protection of blue and black marlin


The presentation by the Game Fishing Association of Australia, it would appear, seemed to solely focus on the areas of Northern Queensland, when indeed attention needs to be paid to the protection and sustainability of all billfish throughout all Commonwealth waters as AFMA controls all waters throughout the AFZ.


The commercial game fishing (charter) and recreational game fishing sector are extremely important to local economies throughout Australia and the protection of all billfish stocks is essential to the long term viability of this industry.


The recommendations to AFMA from ECTUNAMAC (paragraph 13.23) to ban catches of all species of billfish was supported by the GFAA when originally submitted in June 1995. I understand from the evidence provided that the position of the GFAA has not altered from this position, despite the allowance of commercial long line fishing for selected species such as striped marlin and broadbill.


The problem with allowing individual species to be fished, such as Striped Marlin and Broadbill, is that other species of billfish cannot discriminate that the baits are not intended for them. The long line fishing method for Striped Marlin is in no way different from that of the method for other billfish and as a result bycatch occurs. Even the banning of the possession of recommended banned species such as blue and black marlin will not reduce the catch effect on unwanted bycatch species at all, as the fish cannot determine if one piece of bait is meant for the blue, black or striped marlin.


I totally disagree with the majority of the committee in supporting the commercial harvesting of stripped marlin and broadbill. I believe that the evidence received by the Committee demonstrates there is a need to protect all billfish and not just the blue and black marlin.


Accordingly whilst I agree with the thrust of the recommendations 37-39, I believe that they need to be extended to recognise the importance of all billfish species to the Game Fishing Sector. In each of these recommendations I recommend that:


the words “blue and black marlin” be substituted with the word “billfish”














Bob Baldwin MP


Member for Paterson


2nd June 1997
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