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4. Governance and Co-management

Under current fisheries legislation, the Board

of Directors of AFMA has ultimate legislative
responsibility for all decisions made by AFMA and
its staff. The Managing Director is responsible for
conducting the affairs of the Authority in accordance
with the policies and directions of the Board. The
Board may delegate all but a few of its legislative
powers and responsibilities to an individual director,
a Board committee, an AFMA employee, a contractor
or a Management Advisory Committee. While the
capacity to delegate exists, the delegate remains
subject to the direction of the Board. Thus, while
the responsibility for governance ultimately rests
with AFMA, there is ample scope for co-management
arrangements® with industry.

AFMA has established three Board committees to
advise it on technical matters. The AFMA Research
Committee advises the Board on the strategic
directions, priorities and funding for monitoring and
research relevant to meeting AFMA'’s information
needs and objectives; the Environment Committee
advises the Board on fisheries-related environmental
issues; the Finance and Audit Committee reviews
draft financial statements, monitors compliance with
financial statutory reporting requirements, deals with
the National Audit Office and reviews the adequacy
of AFMA’s financial systems through an internal audit
program. The establishment of an Audit Committee
is a statutory requirement under the Commonwealth
Authorities and Companies Act 1997, whereas the
establishment of the other two Board committees is
discretionary.

Under current procedures, AFMA staff report to the
Board about governance, policy, financial, legal and
operational fisheries management issues. MACs
provide advice to the Board through MAC Chair
summaries, which are accompanied by AFMA
management advice. Board decisions involve either
specific actions for implementation by AFMA staff or
they provide strategic guidance on policy issues.

9 ‘Co-management is an arrangement where responsibilities
and obligations for sustainable fisheries management are negotiated,
shared and delegated between government, industry and other
stakeholders’ (National Working Group on Co-management Initiative,
draft interim report 2007).

Over the past three years, one AFMA Director has
attended each MAC meeting and reported to the full
Board at the time the MAC Chair’s report is discussed.
The Board has also invited each MAC annually to
make a face-to-face presentation and to discuss any
matters of concern. The costs of the current MAC
process and possible savings arising from proposed
reforms are covered under the following section of
this report.

The major cost drivers in the Board process are the
number and complexity of issues considered by the
Board and its sub-committees and the number of
meetings held. The total acquitted cost of the AFMA
Board in 2006-07 was $0.75 million which equates

to about 1.5% of the total AFMA budget. Beingan
overhead, industry was charged $0.3 million of these
costs, which equates to about 2% of the total levy
base. However, these direct costs are less than half of
the estimated real costs of the Board process.

AFMA staff currently spend a considerable amount of
time preparing papers for the Board. A staff survey

in July 2007 indicated that, in aggregate, there were
around 7.5 full-time staff employed servicing the
Board and its committees in 2006-07. This work

and cost is distributed across AFMA'’s functional
areas, including fisheries, operations, corporate and
executive. It representsan estimated $0.8 million in
total or about $0.4 million in the levy base in addition
to the direct Board costs shown above. This workload
should reduce and result in savings as the new policy
framework is fully implemented and decision rules
become more stringent.

The frequency, length and location of Board
meetings determine travel and accommodation
costs, which are a significant part of direct Board
costs. In 1999, the Board met for a total of 13
days. In 2006, the Board met for a total of 18 days
and, in addition, held three short teleconferences.
The additional meetings in 2006 were due to the
strategic and policy guidance required from the
Board in implementing the significant reforms to
fisheries management commenced previously. In
particular, this included the implementation of the
Ministerial Direction, finalisation of outstanding
management arrangements, consideration of
ERAs and the determination of an EBM approach
to Commonwealth fisheries and consideration of
comprehensive foreign compliance arrangements.
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In recent years, AFMA has worked hard to more
effectively institutionalise ecological sustainability
in the management of fisheries. The Board has
received detailed briefings and reports on progress
and provided detailed guidance in the development
of the processes and systems. This work is ongoing,
although harvest strategies under the Commonwealth
Harvest Strategy Policy and ecological risk
management are nearly complete. There is now

an opportunity to benefit from a clearer policy
framework for managing fisheries, in part through
cost savings at the Board and MAC level, as well as
in the AFMA resources applied to these processes
and in progressing co-management. In summary;,
the CRWG considered the Board should now be able
to shift focus from managing the implementation

of ecologically sustainable fisheries policies, to
monitoring and auditing the agency’s performance
against its policies and work program.

The CRWG therefore anticipates that the focus

of management reporting to the Board will be

on strategic direction and policies, performance
reporting and timely updates on emerging and
exceptional issues, management actions and other
governance requirements. To contribute to the
potential savings from this policy framework and
efficiently deliver operational results, broader
delegation will be required of AFMA’s powers and
functions for operational matters to the Managing
Director and executive.

The CRWG noted that much of the work undertaken
by the Research and Environment Committees was
focused on quality assurance and the need for that
level of input was diminishing as the framework

for conducting strategic assessments, ERA/ERM

and commissioning research has become more
established. The Group saw scope for streamlining
the operation of these Committees based on guidance
from the Committees on how this might be achieved.
The CRWG recommends that, initially the Board
reviews the need for continued operation of the
Environment Committee in 2008, and the Research
Committee meets on an as-needs basis as part of the
Board or Commonwealth Fisheries Advisory Body
(ComFRAB) process.

As part of the process of moving to a less operational
focus, the CRWG recommends the Board hold six
meetings in 2008 with this frequency to be reviewed
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when the Commission is established. The CRWG also
recommends that direct contact between the MACs
and the Board, including Director as an observer at
MAC meetings, be on an ad hoc rather than a regular
basis.

The CRWG expects that this should both reduce
overall costs and result in a more strategic
relationship between the Board and the MACs. The
CRWG estimated that the above initiatives were likely
to result in a cost saving of up to $0.5 million per year,
provided the savings are captured in adjustments

to the planning and support services framework,
together with workloads and staffing levels under the
BTS.

As discussed later in this report, reform of the MACs
should facilitate a move to higher levels of co-
management, in the form of delegation of decision-
making on agreed matters to MACs or industry
associations. Under the current MAC structure,
there appears to be limited scope for further co-
management beyond the existing work being done in
the Northern Prawn and Great Australian Bight Trawl
fisheries.

The current legislation provides AFMA and its
stakeholders with enough flexibility to create

a workable arrangement on a fishery by fishery
basis. It also provides for Board intervention if

the arrangements do not work. The potential
challenges are in having industry-based entities
willing and adequately resourced to carry out the
delegated functions, and for the AFMA Board to
have in place sufficient monitoring and auditing
safeguards. Successfully moving to higher levels of
co-management depends on correct decisions being
made by the delegated authorities and confidence
by all stakeholders, including the Government,
AFMA and the community, that these decisions

are consistent with AFMA’s legislation. The CRWG
acknowledged recent work by the FRDC and others
in describing the responsibilities involved and
prudent preparation for pursuing higher levels of co-
management.

Co-management should be pursued on the basis
of a systematic, well considered case supported
by evidence. The CRWG supports the trials of co-
management that have been initiated by AFMA in
2007, as well as the industry association initiatives
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already in place in some fisheries. These, and
initiatives in some state fisheries, are examples of
greater responsibility being assumed by the industry
for those aspects of fisheries management affecting
its reputation, costs, opportunities and profitability.
As ecological sustainability becomes more certain,
the move to higher levels of co-management will

be AFMA’s next strategic challenge. It may well

pay industry to have slightly more expensive co-
management systems if they result in much improved
outcomes for the fishery as a result of better, more
responsive management.

The CRWG’s recommendations on governance, MACs
and MAC-related consultation processes, are aimed at
giving flexibility to AFMA managers and industry to
trial and develop higher levels of co-management in
Commonwealth fisheries.

The CRWG acknowledges that greater co-
management can result in some cost shifting with
industry taking on responsibility for some functions
currently performed by AFMA. However, it provides
the opportunity to lower the overall cost base and
achieve greater efficiencies. Co-management trials,
including those already initiated by AFMA, will
demonstrate the likelihood and extent of benefits.

Recommendations 13 - 18

13. AFMA holds six Board meetings in 2008, with this
frequency to be reviewed when the Commission is
established.

14. AFMA reviews in 2008 the need for the continued
operation of the Board’s Environment Committee.

15. AFMA agrees that the Research Committee meets
on an “as-needed” basis as part of the Board or
ComFRAB process.

16. AFMA agrees that direct contact between the MACs
and the Board be on an “as needed” basis.

17. AFMA reviews the delegation of its powers and
functions with a view to more fully delegating
operational matters to the Managing Director and
Executive.

18. AFMA, through co-management trials with
industry, investigates the feasibility of greater
co-management, including delegation of AFMA
functions to MACs and/or appropriately constituted
industry organisations.
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5. Reform of the Management Advisory
Committees and related processes

MACs are established under the Fisheries
Administration Act 1991 to assist AFMA in the
management of its fisheries. Under current
legislation, they comprise a Chair, an AFMA fisheries
manager and up to seven other members. AFMA has
not delegated any powers or functions to MACs but
has in place a policy (Fisheries Management Paper
No 1) that specifies how MACs are to operate. The
current approach has linked advisory and consultative
roles within the MAC, with expectations of industry
MAC members (such as consulting with the broader
industry) which may not have always been achievable
or realistic.

The model is largely effective. In the great majority
of cases the Board accepts the recommendations of
the MAC, which are reported to the Board viaa MAC
Chair summary.

The number of MACs has grown in parallel with

the number of fishery management plans that have
been implemented. There are currently 12 MACs

for fisheries varying in value from less than $1
million to about $73 million annual gross value of
production. There are a number of standing costs in
MACs - the Chair, the Executive Officer, travel and
accommodation costs and preparation of the agenda
papers. Every MAC has an associated RAG for fishery
and stock assessment which incurs similar costs.
MAC:s are totally funded by industry, while RAGs are
funded 75% by government and 25% by industry.

The direct cost of AFMA’'s MACs (excluding the
Torres Strait MAC) in 2006-07 was $0.8 million,
which equates to about 1.6% of the total AFMA
Budget. As MAC costs are fully industry-funded, this
represents about 5.3% of the levy base. However,
based on a 2007 staff survey, there are further costs
associated with the MAC process that are not directly
reflected in the fishery-specific MAC budgets. These
include Board costs for MAC attendance and Board
consideration of all MAC Chair summaries (an
estimated $178,000); and the time spent by AFMA
staff providing information to and dealing with
MAC-related issues and preparing Board papers on
MAC outcomes (an estimated $1.8 million). The real
costs of the MAC process are therefore about three
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times higher than the direct costs presented in the
MAC budget. These additional costs are reflected
within salary costs in the fishery-specific budgets and
overheads.

Little has changed in terms of how AFMA has

run MACs over the past 15 years. However, the
environment in which MACs operate (i.e. technology,
expectations of society and government policy) have
all changed significantly. The advisory focus has
moved from developing fishery specific management
plans and target species management to broader
ecological issues and associated policies on harvest
strategies, bycatch-discard and spatial management.

The CRWG questioned the value of running the
current number of MACs given the fall in the value of
Commonwealth fishery production over the last four
years. Furthermore, the CRWG noted that a number
of well organised fishing industry associations now
exist and that they provide a more appropriate
vehicle for negotiating with industry sectors on the
implementation of management arrangements that
meet sustainability criteria.

However, MACs provide opportunity for input

from AFMA’s full range of stakeholders, including
recreational fishers and environmental groups who,
arguably, represent the broader community. This
opportunity must be maintained as modifications are
made to the current MAC processes. It is the CRWG'’s
expectation that non-industry stakeholders may
welcome MAC rationalisation as the reduced number
of committees will allow their coverage within
resources available to them.

The CRWG has considered the cost and effectiveness
of the MAC structure as it has evolved, and is of the
view that reform of the MAC and RAG processes is
required to not only reflect the current operating
environment but also to look to the future. In doing
so, the CRWG envisages a continued strengthening
of industry associations with a capacity to take on a
fishery co-management role.

To achieve more cost-effective and strategically
focused outcomes, the CRWG recommends that some
MACs need to be amalgamated while others should
be changed to less formal consultative forums.
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Similarly, while recognising that the degree
of specialisation may be an issue, the CRWG
recommends consideration be given to the
rationalisation of RAGs.

The amalgamated MACs would provide the capacity
to meet AFMA’s continuing need for advice on those
matters where there is a public interest, such as
biological and environmental standards and bycatch-
discard policy.

Where a cohesive and representative industry body
exists, AFMA can deal directly with that body on
a range of other commercial/operational matters

such as licensing, quota management, information
collection and implementing Codes of Practice. An
example of how matters for consideration by a MAC
might be separated from those which might be more
properly considered by an industry association has
been provided by the CFA, and this is shown in

Figure 4. The full scope of functions that might reside
with MACs or with industry will need to be discussed
as part of consultation and implementation of this
report.

For those industries that do not have a body
representing the wider industry, the relevant MAC
or consultative committee under the proposed

Figure 4. A model for MAC-industry-AFMA relationships

Management Advisory Committees

Issues for all stakeholders:

1. Broad Management Settings
a. TACs and TAEs (below Bmsy);
b. By-catch targets;
¢. Discards policy etc

Public Interest Research
Compliance

Codes of Practice (Parameters)
International/cross fishery issues

©n G g5 {9 I

Biological and Environment Standards

AFMA Board/Commission

AFMA Staff

Potential issues for AFMA/industry co-management:

7. Licensing and administration

8. Fisheries specific management and
administration Budgets

9. Fisheries management and industry
research;

Expertise based RAG

AFMA/Industry Co-Management
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arrangements could continue to perform the full set

of functions.

The CRWG believes that the adoption of this model
will both clarify and promote the role of industry
associations with long-term benefits to AFMA and
industry in terms of cost, responsibility and more
effective engagement in the fisheries management
process.

MAC amalgamation has the potential to not only
achieve significant cost-savings (thereby meeting

the requirement for a lower industry levy base), and
efficiency dividends, but can also result in MACs
having a more strategic focus. The CRWG considers
this is achievable in a way that complements the
development of industry associations, more efficiently
addresses stakeholder interests, fits an ecosystem
approach to fisheries management and better reflects
synergies between the fisheries.

Several different options are available to
structure MACs. These options include status
quo, rationalising to a six MAC structure, and
a four MAC structure underpinned by strong
and comprehensively representative industry
organisations.

The rationalisation to six MACs could result in the
following structure:

Tuna MAC (Eastern Tuna and Billfish, Western
Tuna and Billfish)

SBT MAC (Southern Bluefin Tuna, Skipjack Tuna)

SESS MAC (South East Trawl, Gillnet Hook and
Trap)

SWS MAC (Great Australian Bight, Western
DeepWater Trawl, Small Pelagic)

NORMAC (Northern Prawn, NorthWest Slope)

South MAC (Heard and McDonald Islands,
Macquarie Island)

To this would be added four consultative committees
(Squid, Scallop, Coral Sea and Norfolk Island). For
these, secretariat support would be provided by
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AFMA" and consultative committee members would
self-fund attendance and travel.

The four MAC structure would be as follows:

Southern Demersal MAC (South East Trawl,
Gillnet Hook and Trap, Great Australian Bight,
Western DeepWater Trawl)

Pelagic MAC (Southern Bluefin Tuna, Eastern Tuna
and Billfish, Western Tuna and Billfish, Skipjack,
Small Pelagic),

Northern Demersal MAC (Northern Prawn,
NorthWest Slope) and

Southern Ocean MAC (Heard and McDonald
Islands, Macquarie Island).

To this would be added four consultative committees
(Squid, Scallop, Coral Sea and Norfolk Island). For
these, secretariat support would be provided by
AFMA" and consultative committee members would
self-fund attendance and travel.

The benefits and draw-backs of each option are
summarised in the table overleaf.

The CRWG considered all options and, in weighing up
the costs and benefits, recommended discussion with
stakeholders on the option of a four MAC structure
and a larger and clearer role for industry associations
in addressing industry operational matters. This will
establish whether there is broad agreement with the
recommended model, or if alternative, more workable
and cost-effective, models are found.

The four MAC structure has the potential to save
about $0.4 million in direct costs (fisheries staff,
contractors and travel) per annum, most of this will
be a saving in industry levies. In addition, further
savings of about $0.3 million may be achieved in
other areas of AFMA which provide input to MAC
processes (other staff and travel). Savings in fisheries
administration were also identified as flowing

from rationalising fisheries management processes
and management arrangements, and in reducing

10 Costs for AFMA support of these consultative committees
would be recovered in accordance with AFMA's CRIS.
11 Costs for AFMA support of these consultative committees

would be recovered in accordance with AFMA's CRIS.
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Table 2: Comparison of MAC models

m-m

Twelve MACs
(Status quo)

Six MACs

Four MACs

o

stakeholder comfort with
current MAC process;

detailed consideration of
technical fishery-specific
issues;

higher level of fishery
representation than four-
MAC model;

achieves some efficiency
dividends;

provides some scope for
work load restructure;

more conducive to:

— focus on strategic &
policy issues;

—  cross-fishery
consistency in advice;

— stronger industry
association involvement
and potential for co-
management:

achieves most efficiency
dividends;

provides greatest scope for
work load restructure;

most conducive to:

—  focus on strategic &
policy issues;

—  cross-fishery
consistency in advice;

—  stronger industry
association involvement
& potential for co-
management;

-

-

-

most costly consultative model;

no scope for work load
restructure;

less conducive to:

— -focus on strategic & policy
issues; cross-fishery consistency
in advice;

— -stronger industry
association involvement &
potential for co-management;

potential stakeholder opposition
to change in status quo;

does not deliver same efficiency
dividends as four-MAC model

may not significantly improve
relationships between
stakeholders;

potential stakeholder opposition
to change in status quo;

limited scope for consideration
of technical fishery-specific
issues;

lowest level of fishery
representation;

$430 000
(Total)

$250 000
(Levy Base)

$700,000
(Total)

$400,000
(Levy Base)
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MAC associated staff travel through greater use of
teleconferencing. These savings are expected to be
captured by restructuring AFMA’s workload and
staffing levels.

Similar changes to RAG arrangements that reflect

the above MAC structure are anticipated following
public consultation but the extent to which savings
can be achieved will be dependent on how the
implementation of the Harvest Strategy Policy

and ecological risk assessment evolve, and also on

the level of funding provided to the RAGs through
Government appropriations. The CRWG examined
several options for the delivery of fishery assessment
advice but concluded that most of the RAG costs were
associated with conducting the assessments rather
than the cost of these meetings, and there was limited
scope for major cost reductions.

The CRWG also expects that the four MAC approach
would be more conducive to achieving consistency
in the operating rules for fisheries and in addressing
broader ecosystem issues. The unique set of
management rules which currently apply in each
fishery is expensive to administer and comply with,
and the CRWG considers that there are long term
cost savings which can be achieved from greater
standardisation of fishery rules. The four MAC

Figure 5. Proposed Four MAC Structure

AFMA BOARD
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structure will align better with fisheries management
arrangements that are increasingly based around
ecosystems and further policy developments dealing
with fisheries” ecological and economic risks.

Many things about MACs and RAGs would not change
under the proposed structure. They would continue
to have an independent Chair, remain expertise-based
and comprise all key stakeholder groups. However,
there will need to be a transition process, and a review
of the number of MAC members may be necessary to
ensure an appropriate balance of skills and expertise
under the four MAC option.

The CRWG expects that, if accepted, the
implementation of new MAC (and RAG)
arrangements could occur during the remainder

of 2008 and be completed in the 2009-10 financial
year. MACs will require policy changes from AFMA
and preferably a greater legislative recognition of
co-management, particularly if a delegated authority
model is pursued.

The four MAC approach is an option that needs to be
supported by industry and community stakeholders.
However, it is the option the CRWG considers has the
most merit.

b
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Recommendations 19 - 21

19. AFMA accepts in principle the need to rationalise
MAC structures.

20. AFMA consults with stakeholders on:
- the option of a reduced MAC structure with a
preference for a four MAC model
- a greater role for industry associations in
addressing industry operational matters
- the scope of functions MACs and industry could
perform
- whether to rationalise RAGs

to gauge whether there is broad agreement with
the recommended model or if alternative, more
workable and cost-effective models are proposed.

21. Unless a more cost-effective and workable
alternative is proposed following public
consultation, the CRWG recommends that AFMA
implements a four MAC structure.

6. Reform of AFMA's Research and
Development Program

AFMA is reliant on research and development

(R&D) to provide much of the advice it needs to
manage fisheries in accordance with the Fisheries
Management Act 1991. The use of science as a basis
for fisheries management decision-making has been
reinforced by Government in the 2005 Ministerial
Direction and the associated Commonwealth Harvest
Strategy Policy.

Funding attributions for R&D have been specified

in AFMA’s 2004 CRIS (see Figure 2). Research is
considered as either fisheries management research
(FMR)* or broader marine research (BMR)3. FMR

is fishery specific R&D, while BMR is more generic
R&D and often benefits multiple fisheries. BMR also
includes resource assessment groups (RAGs). In most
fisheries R&D is a major cost on the levy base and so
was a key issue for the CRWG to consider.

The focus of AFMA’s R&D has changed over the
past 15 years in line with its needs, those of industry
and of other stakeholders. The first phase focused
primarily on improving information relevant to
stock assessment in major fisheries, the second

on expanding the scope to include the effects of
fishing on the broader marine environment and the
third taking a bio-economic approach to fisheries
management. These three phases are not mutually
exclusive and today all are taking place in a more
complex fishery management environment.

There have been significant implications of the
change in R&D focus for industry and AFMA.
Demand for research has grown, and the task

of setting research priorities in much tighter
financial circumstances for industry has become
more challenging. The level of contribution to
management outcomes of past research has also been
debated and the CRWG agreed that it could be more
tightly focused. The AFMA Research Committee
(ARC) in association with the Commonwealth
Fisheries Research Advisory Board (ComFRAB) is
moving towards a new more rigorous process for
evaluating R&D proposals. This process will see a

12 FMR = 80% industry funded and 20% government funded
13 BMR = 25% industry funded and 75% government funded



Cost Reduction Working Group

shift towards a ‘Risk-Catch-Cost’ trade-off promoting
the need to formally consider the net cost-benefit

of the combined components. The aim of the Risk-
Catch-Cost approach is to promote necessary R&D,
consider the alternatives to R&D and ensure there is
wise use of R&D funds in addressing critical issues
and delivering benefits to the fishing industry and
AFMA.

The ERA/ERM approaches for each fishery provide
vital information to the risk component and R&D
priority setting generally. The CRWG recognised that
the Cost and Catch components remain weaknesses in
how R&D is currently evaluated by RAGs, MACs and
ultimately AFMA. It is proposed that the ARC will
consider how it can provide guidance on improving
performance in these areas in consultation with MACs
and RAGs.

The CRWG’s analysis indicates that a more rigorous
R&D process focusing on management outcomes
should yield budget savings of $0.5 million per year
over each of the two years (2007-08 and 2008-09),
primarily in fishery management research costs across
all fisheries. The bulk of this (around 75%) would be
savings to the industry levy base.

The CRWG was advised that the MACs and RAGs
will have the opportunity to comment on the ‘Risk-
Catch-Cost’ trade-off approach to R&D priority
setting through an AFMA discussion paper. This
will be a three stage process; discussing and agreeing
Risk-Catch-Cost trade-off principles, applying the
principles in a fishery specific context and assessing
the research proposals against the principles.

The CRWG also considered other strategies to
manage R&D costs. Foremost amongst these is a
reconsideration of the need for annual collection

of all data and a move from setting annual catch

and effort limits to a multi-year approach where
appropriate (e.g. when there is an existing long time
series of data or when a more conservative but stable
catch better suits industry needs). These are matters
that individual MACs, RAGs and industry need to
provide advice to AFMA on through both R&D and
catch/effort setting processes. The research plan

for the Great Australian Bight fishery is a notable
example of implementing this approach.

A further AFMA/industry initiative is a greater
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focus on the ‘D’ of R&D through co-management
projects that lead to better business outcomes for
both industry and AFMA. Some current examples

of this are between AFMA and the Lakes Entrance
Fishermen’s Cooperative Limited, the Northern
Prawn Fishing Industry Company and the Great
Australian Bight Industry Association. The aim of
each is to trial co-management approaches which are
collaborative (an AFMA-industry partnership) and/or
where authority to make decisions is delegated to
industry, usually via a contractual arrangement with
an industry company or association. AFMA, industry
associations and FRDC will be key partners in the
R&D program for co-management.

There are also existing synergies and similarities

in the research administration services within

AFMA and the FRDC. The CRWG sees merit in

and recommends testing with the FRDC whether
outsourcing research administration services to FRDC
would be cost-effective.

Recommendations 22 - 24

22. AFMA vigorously pursues the initiatives currently
under development through the ARC, ComFRAB
and FRDC’s program framework to better focus
research on management outcomes.

23. AFMA co-funds trials of co-management in line
with the findings and recommendation under
governance and co-management above to achieve
better development outcomes for industry.

24. AFMA market tests its research administration.
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

Subject to the recommendations in this discussion
paper being endorsed, their implementation

needs to be planned and monitored, with clear
management accountability and particular emphasis
on incorporating agreed cost savings in the 2008-09
and 2009-10 budget processes. To maintain the gains
into the future, continued financial discipline within
AFMA will be required, together with continued high
quality advice from MACs.

The endorsement and leadership of AFMA’s
governance team - its Board and Executive - will

be critical to successful implementation, as will

the support and leadership of the CFA and the
commitment of AFMA staff. The changes to
governance and advisory processes will be particularly
challenging because they do alter the roles and
responsibilities of AFMA, MACs and industry
associations.

Implementation of the recommendations should

be complete by the end of 2008. This will enable
the savings to be in place for the 2009-10 budget

and coinciding with the cessation of the levy
subsidy. In relation to individual fishery levy
budgets, a mechanism will need to be determined to
appropriately allocate savings between the fisheries.

Implementation of the recommendations will need
to be evaluated and regularly reviewed to ensure
the savings and efficiency gains are achieved and
maintained.

Recommendations 25 - 26

25. AFMA establishes an evaluation and monitoring
framework to provide the basis for periodic
(annual) review of AFMA's cost effectiveness, that
incorporates:

- monitoring of implementation of agreed
recommendations

- monitoring progress of the cost savings
mentioned in this report

- an agreed set of baseline data covering key
operations and service delivery

- limit reference points (e.g. % changes) that would
trigger further investigation of the changes.

26. AFMA undertakes the first review by June 2009.

SUMMARY

The recommended options for efficiency gains and
savings are summarised in Table 2. The table shows
that, if adopted as a package, the recommendations
will lead to a significant reduction in the industry
levy base. However, the CRWG cautions that partial
implementation of the recommendations will reduce
the opportunity to achieve efficiencies, make savings
and improve relationships with industry and other
stakeholders.

The CRWG also acknowledged that some items of
expenditure (including Government funds) may
increase in the short to medium term as AFMA uses
its reserves to implement the information technology
improvements.

AFMA’s operating and policy environment, like that of
industry, is dynamic. The predicted cost-savings could
therefore be affected by any changes in Australian
Government policy or industry expectations regarding
AFMA’s responsibilities or services.
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Table 3: Maximum annual savings over time compared to current expenditure

Short term 1-2 yr Medium to long term 3yr+

Saving ($m) Additional Saving ($m)

Industry Government Industry Government

1. Governance

Board focus on revising governance and 0.2 0.3
delegation arrangements in the short term

2. Advice and Consultation

More focused consultation and reduced number 0.6 0.1
of MACs

Reduced MAC associated staff travel 0.1

Rationalising fisheries management processes and 0.2 0.3
arrangements

3. Research

Streamlining AFMA's research processes and 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1
applying stricter guidance to evaluation of
fisheries management research

4. Administration and investment

Integration and enhancement of AFMA’s data (-1.0)*
management systems*

Upgrade and enhancement of AFMA’s IT system* (-5.0)%

Adoption of e-business solutions (licensing, quota (-1.0)* 0.49 (-1.0)*

management, e-monitoring)

Restructure administrative arrangements; fisheries, 04 0.8
corporate, amalgamated legal services

5. Centralise domestic compliance and simplify regulation

Centralisation of domestic compliance and 0.2* 0.2* 0.05* 0.05*
streamline (to the extent possible) current fisheries
regulations

Savings

Transition*

Notes:

1.The savings are against current expenditure and represent the maximum savings likely to be achieved for these
areas.

2. Transition investments (marked *) are made using government funds

3. Anticipated savings based on a 3% coverage of all landings (marked #)





