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Thereõs a problem with
òpurse stringó representation

T he importance of recreational fishing has been recognised by the 

Federal Government with election pledges of a grant of $400,000 over 

four years to develop RecFish Australia as an effective National peak 

body for recreational anglers in Australia (even though Federal funding was 

previously cut by the Government back in 1996). There is also a development 

grant of $15,000,000 for recreational fishing which, we understand, will be 

available over a period of three years.

This recognition by the Federal Government of both recreational fishing and a 

peak body is seen as a big step forward, and its timing is fortuitous as RecFish 

Australia has had a discussion paper for a national system to secure its funding. 

Our understanding is that the current membership fee for State delegates 

is  $2,500 pa, and set to increase to $5,000 pa in 2005. It will then move to a 

pro-rata State funded membership system by 2007. Affiliated members are in a 

different classification and fee structure. AFTA, for example, pays an annual fee 

to RecFish Australia of $3,500 pa as an Affiliated Member.

The proposed State funded membership model by RecFish Australia raises 

a number of issues, the main one being how will RecFish Australia recognise 

the representatives of the States in such a funding model and fee structure. 

The current RFA member for NSW is the Advisory Council on Recreational 

Fishing (ACoRF), and this is a Ministerially appointed body set up to advise the 

Minister on matters pertaining to recreational fishing. The NSW Government 

and the Minister has extended its role to that of a peak body, as indicated in 

correspondence with AAG the Minister stated: òWhile I am pleased to receive 

the views of other interested parties on these issues ACoRF is the peak body for 

this purpose and it is not a lobby groupó. The Minister has taken his personally 

appointed chairperson of ACoRF to represent NSW at RecFish Australia, 

implying that ACoRF is the peak body for recreational fishers of NSW. The 

last agenda of a RecFish Australia meeting had listed two representatives from 

ACoRF. Membership funding is from NSW DPI (Fisheries).

AAG has sought from RecFish Australia the criteria they use in determining 

which State bodies are able to represent their recreational anglers at the 

Federal level. We also questioned whether bodies such as ACoRF meet these 

requirements for membership to RecFish Australia. This needs to be clarified, 

especially as it now appears that RecFish Australiaõs funding will move towards a 

State based pro-rata system, and there is more recognition of both recreational 

fishing and the need for a peak body by the Federal Government departments. 

It is interesting to note that our letter to RecFish Australia dated 5th November 

2004 has not been answered, but in March 2005 they employed John Harrison as 

Executive Officer.

These concerns have also been expressed by other groups. At the October 2002 

Committee Meeting of the AFWFA the following motion was moved and carried: 

òThat where more than one  body contests for State representation on RecFish, 

the AFWFA supports and recognises that body which is most representative of 

the Stateõs fishing clubs, societies and fishers in that State as distinct from any 

government appointed body.ó

The problem with RecFish membership and representation is funding. It is 

doubtful whether the NSW Government or the Minister will provide financial 

support for an independent, properly representative body such as the 

Recreational Fishing Alliance of NSW. This possibly includes recreational fishers 

moneys in the various Recreational Fishing Trusts. The high cost of membership 

to RecFish Australia is the principal reason the AFWAF withdrew from RecFish 

Australia. AAG understands that AFTA will be reconsidering its affiliation with 

RecFish Australia for similar reasons.

As it appears that membership to RecFish Australia is dependent upon ability to 

pay membership fees, then whoever controls the purse strings also controls the 

power of representation. But donõt the recreational anglers of NSW contribute to 

a fishing fee for the benefit of recreational angling in NSW? Why canõt some of this 

money be used to fund membership of a body other than ACoRF to represent 

NSW anglers? This option also negates any conflicts of interests, and influence or 

conditions that may come with Governmental funding. Failing this, recreational 

anglers of NSW would be better off by aligning themselves with a body such as 

AFTA and forgetting RecFish Australia. After all, AFTA is the only organisation 

that is getting involved in the marine parks process at the State and National 

levels. It has representatives on many of the committees at the State level, and 

is in a position to, and in fact does, lobby politicians on State and Federal issues. 

Unfortunately, it is doubtful whether AFTA would want to take on this role. 

And with NSW Government recognising ACoRF as the peak body for recreational 

anglers of NSW and not wanting a representative body independent of ACoRF, it 

looks like the status-quo of an un-representative system for recreational anglers 

at the national level remains.
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State v. Local Government:
Caulerpa taxifolia update

The Sydney Coastal Councils Group Inc. (SCCG) held a Caulerpa taxifolia Task 

Force meeting on 3rd December 2004. The meeting was hosted by Manly 

Council, suggested by Pittwater Council, and included representatives from 

Hornsby, Manly, Pittwater, Mosman and Sutherland Councils, SCCG, DPI, 

Oceanwatch, BIA, DIPNR, Maritime Services and AAG.

AAG has previously expressed concerns into the management issues proposed 

in the document òNSW Control Plan for the noxious marine weed Caulerpa 

taxifoliaó released by NSW Fisheries in February 2004 as this had an emphasis 

on containment and education. However, it appears funding was the controlling 

factor into the development of the management plan, and the funds made 

available is a political decision. With limited funds available for the control and 

eradication of Caulerpa taxifolia, NSW DPI had to set priorities for its control, 

looking first at new outbreaks in previously unaffected areas, then areas where 

cost effective treatment is possible, to eradicate a source population to prevent 

further spread, and for areas classified as having a high conservation value.

Of concern to the SCCG was a response by the Minister to Pittwater Council 

on 1st July 2004 where he stated òshould Council believe this matter is a 

high priority and wish to provide resources or funding to assist with the 

control program, they would be greatly receivedó. The SCCG considered the 

management of Caulerpa a State issue that requires a whole-of-government 

approach, and this is a view with which AAG agrees. They also deemed it 

inappropriate for local governments to fund management of Caulerpa and 

resolved to convene a task force to address on-going management issues. One of 

the aims of this task force was to identify areas of inter-agency coordination.

One reason for the lack of funding into Caulerpa by the Commonwealth is 

that it does not classify Caulerpa as an invasive weed. The stated reason being 

it is native to Australia, and its spread is merely translocation. There is also 

no evidence that it is harmful to biodiversity. One needs to wonder if this 

classification by the Commonwealth is merely to avoid responsibilities of this, and 

other related problems, both present and any which may arise in the future.

But isnõt the State Government playing the same game? Salvinia molesta received 

great media publicity as it was a highly visible mat on one of NSW major 

waterways, the Hawkesbury River, and was quite rightly declared a noxious 

freshwater weed. What of other weeds that occur below the surface such as 

Egeria densa? In a response to AAG, the Minister writes: òEgeria, by contrast, is 

not declared a noxious weed in NSW, partly because it is already widespread in 

most NSW coastal catchments.ó

Is it a case of òout of sight, out of mindó? This is reminiscent of the Federal 

Governmentõs non-classification of Caulerpa as being invasive. And what of 

Caulerpa taxifolia itself, what are its vectors? It is a cold-water tolerant tropical 

algae native to Queensland. It has the propensity to spread very quickly, and has 

asexual reproduction in that it reproduces via fragmentation, and fragments can 

survive out of water for 2-3 days. It first became an issue when it was discovered 

in the Mediterranean in 1984, and it was first recognized in NSW in 2000 at Lake 

Conjola and Port Hacking. Recent studies by NSW DPI (Fisheries) have shown 

that Caulerpa taxifolia colonizes bare areas with no vegetation. It actually can 

grow amongst patches of Zostera and Posidinia. As these 2 sea grasses fluctuates 

naturally then Caulerpa can colonize areas where Zostera and Posidinia die 

back. Caulerpa itself goes through boom and bust cycles, often dying back in 

the winter months and this could be related to nutrient levels rather than water 

temperatures. Maximum depth it grows to in NSW waters is 6m. Osmotic shock 

using salt has been the most effect method of eradicating Caulerpa, but it is only 

applicable over relatively small areas, and cannot be used where the Caulerpa 

grows in amongst Posidinia. Caulerpaõs effects on biodiversity of the marine 

environment is largely unknown.

The task force proposed various actions, but it is the environmental impacts 

of Caulerpa that need to be determined and understood. It was suggested 

that NSW DPI (Fisheries) could write to the Commonwealth seeking financial 

assistance to further this research, but for reasons previously stated this 

approach would not be successful. NSW DPI (Fisheries) suggested that the 

coastal CMA process might be an avenue to assist with education and research 

under their strategic projects.

Whatever eventuates from this summit, the SCCG is correct in one aspect, 

management of Caulerpa requires a whole of Government approach, as does 

the management of other invasive weeds such as Salvinia. There should also be 

enforceable laws and management plans in place to ensure that other similar 

outbreaks do not occur with other aquatic pests and weeds by restricting their 

use or re-distribution/translocation. It is a case of prevention being preferable 

than the cure.

Salvina molesta being removed from the Hawkesbury River. Photo: Warwick Gibson 

Bass Stocking Revisited

The previous Anglersõ Action (#39) contained an email sent to AAG by 

Cameron Westaway (Senior Fisheries Manager Inland, DPI Fisheries) outlining 

the new strategy for the stocking of bass following the Fisheries Management 

Strategy to address risks in the EIS. The following is an email sent by Bill Spiers 

to Rodney Tonkin (Council of Freshwater Anglers) and ccõd to AAG. Rodney 

sought assistance in stakeholder input into prioritising freshwater research 

proposals over the next 10 years. Bill expresses concerns to Fisheries new policy 

as indicated in Anglers Action #39. He also has other concerns, namely that, 

despite the new bass stocking strategy by DPI Fisheries, the recruitment and 

genetics of bass used in stocking and brood stock should be sourced from the 

system to be stocked. As a response to prioritising research proposals Bill would 

like to see further research as a priority level 1 on the issue of genetics, stocking 

and bass. Billõs email to Rod follows:

 òDear Rodney - for some time now we have been concerned about the willy-

nilly stocking of bass into unregulated rivers (and even regulated rivers where 

bass can move below barriers when they drown out). These concerns were 

expressed in my submission and Bass Sydneyõs submission to the FMS on 

Freshwater Fish Stocking. As you are aware Cameron recently indicated that 

funding from the dollar for dollar scheme and indeed permits generally will not 

be issued for stocking bass into unregulated systems without research evidence 

that stocking is necessary.

The concern is that the commitment to the new direction may not be as strong 

as we would like and that stocking of rivers may be approved on flimsy evidence. 

Also stocking is to continue above barriers and invariably stocked fish move 

down and hybridise with the wild population below the barrier when the barrier 

drowns out.

DPI Fisheries has a policy to source brood stock from three zones for systems 

within the zones. The centre zone is from the Hawkesbury to the Macleay 

inclusive and the other two north and south to the borders.

We contend that, in order to preserve the wild fishery, if stocking of unregulated 

rivers, and even stocking above barriers, is to be approved that brood stock 

should be sourced from the system to be stocked as was the policy when 

the dollar for dollar scheme was first implemented and indeed was the policy 



when the Manning River was stocked after a number of years data indicated a 

recruitment problem.

When the subject was broached earlier this year Cameron provided two 

research papers that he said DPI Fisheries relied on to conclude that there was a 

ògentle incremental genetic shiftó up and down the coast and that the wild fishery 

is therefore not compromised.

The two research papers relied on were: 

1. D.R. Jerry - Population genetic structure of the catadromous Australian bass 

from throughout itõs range - Journal Of Fish Biology (1997)

2. D.R. Jerry and S.C.Cairns - Morphological variation in the catadromous 

Australian bass, from seven geographically distinct riverine drainages - Journal of 

Fish Biology (1998).

In the first publication it was concluded, quote òGiven lower levels of 

heterezygosity in wild populations, interbreeding between wild and cultured 

fish (with higher hetererzygosities) may have a significant impact on population 

fitness, through the disruption of adaptive gene complexes particular to the local 

environment (Hindar et al 1991). There fore particular care should be exercised 

to minimise genetic differences between cultured and wild populations by, for 

example, basing supplementation programmes on local populations as much as 

possibleó.

The second paper concluded, quote òFirstly, even if most of the morphological 

variation observed is determined environmentally, population specific 

morphologies indicate that movement of bass between different drainages 

is limited. Therefore bass populations would be slow to recover from local 

exterpation by individuals migrating in from neighbouring areas, and for 

management purposes, the locales we sampled may represent seperate stocks.ó

Both papers wax and wane between the need to apply caution to hybridising 

between different populations.

If DPI Fisheries do not accept some of the conclusions of this research then it is 

essential that a further  research project at Priority 1 level be implemented ASAP 

because once the wild population is compromised it cannot be recovered. After 

all it is the wild population that has adapted to itõs particular unique environment 

that provides the best recreational fishing experience. Hybrids by definition 

are not adapted. There is a N. American warm water species example of a 

population becoming extinct as a result of hybridisation.

I had circulated the other members of the bass committee for input but , I 

presume because of the limited time, have not yet had a response.

Regards,

Bill Spiersó    

Spearfishing banned: Lord Howe Island

Spearfishing will be banned within the marine park at Lord Howe Island. In a 

letter to the president of the AUF, DPI Minister Ian Macdonald said the ban was 

apparently based on the submissions made by the local residents, three quarters 

of whom wanted spearfishing banned.

The stated purpose of marine parks is that they belong to the entire community 

and aim to be multi-use by all stakeholders, and at the same time providing for 

the protection of biodiversity. The exclusion of one section of the community 

or stakeholder group nullifies the notion of community ownership and also fails 

to provide a balance between conserving biodiversity and sustainable use of the 

park.

Serious questions are also raised into the marine parks process itself, and the 

role of community consultation. From the document òSummary of Submissions 

Received on the Lord Howe Island Marine Park Draft Zone Plan Regulation and 

Draft Operational Planó by the Marine Parks Authority of May 2004, it is stated:

òThe majority of submissions on spear fishing recommend that spear fishing be 

allowed in habitat protection zones (however 75% of submissions from Lord 

Howe Island residents agreed with the proposed prohibition on spear fishing)ó.

From the same document it is given that 495 submissions were received, 468 

from individuals and families and 27 from organisations. 141 submissions (28%) 

were received from residents of Lord Howe Island and 207 (41.8%) were 

received from mainland NSW, 53 submissions (10.7%) mostly form letters 

providing no address, 91 (18.4%) were from other parts of Australia, and 3 

from outside Australia. 244 submissions (49.3%), including 178 form letters, 

commented only on the proposed prohibition of spear fishing. No form letters 

were received from residents of Lord Howe Island.

The prohibition on spear fishing also fails to follow the guidelines given by the 

Marine Parks Authority Planning Guide Number 13, which is to provide for 

suitable access to alternate areas within the Park for activities, which have been 

excluded from an area due to zoning.

Although 75% of residents of Lord Howe Island supported the ban on spear 

fishing, only 32% of the total submissions received supported the ban. It is 

obvious that only a subset of the total submissions was used in justifying the 

ban. From these figures it appears that, at best, politics and local views replaces 

the community consultation process, or at worst, the decision making process 

for deciding no take zones can be based on whatever criteria the Marine Park 

Authority wish to use to obtain a pre-determined outcome. This process has 

implications in the consultation and submission process for other marine parks 

for other stakeholders, and should be of concern to all anglers.

 òNarrabeen Twilightó Photo: Andrew Tiede  
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Recreational Lobsters: 
an insight to bag and size limit 

reviews for all fish species

Recreational size and bag limits are supposedly based on sustainability or equity 

issues, but are they? Recreational representative on the LobMAC, Oliver 

Wady, posted the following on a spearfishing website forum, and has given 

us permission to reprint it. Although it deals specifically with lobsters and the 

upcoming review of saltwater bag and size limits (now inexplicably delayed), it 

does have implications in other areas as it gives an insight into management and 

politics. In a follow-up email, Oliver said: òI stand by my concerns that rec fishers 

havenõt been impacting on the oversize crays. Something is going on and it is not 

the fault of rec fishers - nets bashing the bottoms ð probably; overfishing on near 

max size - yes, probably; deep water outfalls - who knows?  But the rec fisher 

isnõt at fault for the majority of this. There just isnõt enough flat calm weather 

available nor the numbers to have such a dramatic impact.ó

4. All commercial lobster fishers have been encouraged by fisheries to put in 

submissions on the rec bag limit. As the TAC was cut last year you can guarantee 

commercial guys will be asking for a reduction in the rec bag limit. 

5. Only 16 responses were received from  public submissions on the draft 

strategy. 5 of these were from rec fishers - guys where were your responses? 

6. There is also a proposal for a zero rec bag limit on wobbies- whilst commercial 

might have a minimum size limit of 100 or 130 cm (this poses interesting issues 

with a potential third species that reaches sexual maturity at 100 cm). The 

interesting aspect is a complete ban on recs yet commercial will be allowed to 

continue work. Wobby fishers have the most opportunity to impact on GNS- so 

why isnõt it being suggested for a zero bag limit? Food for thought and comment. 

7.  Maximum size for eastern rock lobster has been decreased from 200mm to 

180mm. This is now Law! 

8. In terms of management and good stocks - the TAC committee has 

considerable concern over the northern area of rock lobster in NSW (ie north of 

Port Macquarie). This will pose issues in the near future. 

9. Please remember by law and physiology rec fishers are banned from 90% 

of the fishery. It is illegal to set pots in more than 10 metres of water, and the 

majority of the fishery is based in waters from 10 metres plus (with the largest 

component set in 60 to 120 fathoms!)  

10. Rec fishers are being blamed for overfishing the stocks in northern NSW 

but how they fish the shelf fishery is beyond me to explain. I would suggest 

commercial guys fishing hard onto the max size has had its impact as well as the 

destruction of habitat influenced by prawn trawlers (lobster commercial guys 

refer to the destruction of the soft coral grounds north of Crowdy Head as 

adversely affecting the snapper and crays) 

11. When discussing the proposed bag limits, remind fisheries the max size 

limit has been in for 12 years now- surely these big breeders have been doing 

their thing. therefore if there are problems with the stocks- what the hell has 

happened to the crays or their habitat?. This is obviously outside the scope of 

overfishing by the rec sector. 

With the push by some pros to rescind the 100kg by-catch limit for Australian 

salmon for commercial fishers north of Barrenjoey due to an abundance of their 

numbers, one has to wonder why there is still a possession limit of 5 for the 

recreational angler? It surely is not for sustainability, nor for equity. And what 

of the wobbiegong fishery and the impact to grey nurse shark populations? 

Recreational fishers are likely to face increased restrictions on many species 

because we do òinteractó with them. But the question needs to be asked prior 

to making a submission, what level of interaction do we have on a particular 

species, are increased restrictions commensurate with this level of interaction, 

and are there other factors that are having a greater impact on the numbers and 

sustainability for a particular species?

There is definitely a similarity with what Oliver is stating with the lobster issue 

and what is likely to happen with other species in the upcoming size and bag limit 

review. Read between the lines, ask questions and donõt accept blind statements 

that recreational fishers have a significant impact on particular species. Oliverõs 

post is as follows:

Some information on the lobsters of NSW and current going on in terms 

of management.

1. In the next month, Fisheries will be releasing the proposed bag and size limits 

for rec fishers. Included in this will be a proposal to increase the minimum size of 

crays to 110mm. 

2. Forecasts by fisheries scientists suggest that after 100 years of maintaining the 

larger size there will be a 1.6% increase in biomass. Please remember this is 

after 100 years - not 10, not 2 years. 

3. There is no proposal to increase the possession limit for crays - this is despite 

guarantees from Fisheries in 1992 that whenever the commercial TAC is 

increased the rec bag limit will follow. 

Trawled nets bashing the bottom over lobster habitat may be impacting on oversize 
lobster populations.

Hawkesbury Commercial fishers want 
ban on weekend trawling lifted

The Minister of NSW DPI is considering a proposal by commercial fishers to 

re-open the Hawkesbury River east of Juno Point to trawling operations on 

weekends and public holidays. Trawling will include both the prawn and squid 

operations. This follows representation to ACoRF by the commercial fishers, and 

ACoRFõs recommendation to the Minister was to let the closure remain.

The original ban was put in place in January 2003 by former Fisheries Minister 

Eddie Obeid. The stated reason for the original closure was public safety, 

although we suspect it was more to do with removing the trawlers from 

public view over weekends and public holidays in an attempt to reduce conflict 

between recreational and commercial fishers.

There has been a trawling closure upstream from Juno Point for about 30 

years, and to their credit this was instigated by the commercial trawlers for 

safety reasons as the number of powerboats on the river increased. The prawn 

trawlers are also currently suggesting the possibility of a 4 month winter closure 

to prawn trawl operations in the Hawkesbury. The current weekend closure east 

of Juno Point, and any decision made on re-opening or not to re-open, cannot be 

based on scientific grounds as there has not been any study into the recruitment 

and harvest rates of prawns in the Hawkesbury. There is, however, a recent 

study on the growth and reproduction of squid in the Hawkesbury by Katie 

OõDonnell, but this has yet to be made public.

The claim by the commercial representatives is economic hardship brought on by 

imported prawns, and this is exacerbated by the weekend closure which restricts 

the trawl-time available and hence the unit effort, particularly if the prawns are 

running over weekends. Other reasons include safety, as weekend closures force 

them from Brisbane Waters into Broken Bay to access the Hawkesbury in times 

of bad weather and high seas. They contend from catch records that seasons 

fluctuate, being dependent upon the amount of rain, and that a study by Prof. 

Underwood in the Clarence River that dragging the prawn board across the 

sandy floor will have no effect on the benthic organisms. 



They were also amongst the first to pioneer the use By Catch Reduction Devices, 

now mandatory except for the squidders.

The decision as to whether or not the Minister re-opens the Hawkesbury east of 

Juno Point to trawling operations will be politically based. It has to be, as there is 

no data available on the sustainability of the fisheries. The research just has not 

been done. And this is something that should be considered a high priority in the 

decision making process for the management of any fishery.

Although we do have sympathies with a business that needs to compete 

against cheaper, imported products, and especially where these products have 

the potential of introduction of disease into Australia, having a local product 

competing with imported products is a marketing issue and should not be 

resolved by relaxing current restrictions. It has not been demonstrated by the 

commercial sector that by increasing the ease by which the local product can 

be harvested will affect consumer attitudes, or make the local product more 

competitive. Just as with research, no cost-benefit analysis has been undertaken, 

merely unsubstantiated statements. It is up to the commercial prawn trawlers to 

convince the public as to why their product is superior to the imported product 

and worth the extra expense.

And what of other fisheries? Many other fishing businesses are having to compete 

against imported products from both interstate and overseas. If these businesses 

cry economic hardship will we see an ever-increasing relaxation of restrictions 

imposed upon the various commercial fishers? Perhaps this is already happening. 

Take for example the push to abolish the 100kg by-catch limit of Australian 

salmon north of Barrenjoey.

It appears that many decisions relating to fisheries management are increasingly 

being based on socio-economic aspects rather than sustainability of the fishery. 

We have already seen the Ministerõs desire to remove the 6% community 

contribution, together with the possible removal of the proposed $5000 

management fee, in the plans for the share-managed commercial fishery. And 

these have been brought about by economic hardship that the commercial sector 

was experiencing or was expected to occur.

It is realised that the trawlers are operating a business, and as such the 

responsible ones are taking the stewardship of the fishery seriously and would 

like to see a sustainable fishery. But without the basic knowledge it cannot be 

known whether the current, or an increased, catch rate for both the squid and 

prawn fisheries would be sustainable. Having socio-economic factors play a role 

of greater significance than science and catch rates in the decision making process 

of fisheries management seems like folly and will eventually lead to disaster.

But then, under the proposed share managed fishery arrangements the 

commercial sector would get compensation if a fishery collapsed. It seems like 

the community is in a òlose-loseó situation.

Anglersõ Action News Fillets

Å Apparently the recreational fishers contribution to the various recreational 

fishing trust funds is the only Governmental fee that is not linked with the 

consumer price index. To rectify this discrepancy the Minister is about to link the 

license fee in with the CPI, and doing it without first having a discussion paper or 

review on the matter.

Å Associated with the license fee increases are the other aspects of the fishing 

license, with the end result being no license review at all. Administration charges 

are set to rise above the guaranteed 10% when the license was introduced, the 

Tweed concession will be abandoned, and a new electronic system of license 

purchases are being considered with plastic cards for 1 and 3 year licenses. The 

abolishment of the 3 day license is being considered. Whether or not one agrees 

with these changes, they shouldõve gone through a review process. But then, 

it couldõve been argued that the review process would have been a charade as 

these changes were inevitable anyway!

Å NSW DPI Fisheries were supposed to be releasing two issue papers for public 

comment. One on bag and size limit for both fresh and saltwater, and the other 

being the second review paper on protection of the grey nurse shark. One has 

to wonder why the delay? In the case of the grey nurse shark, could it be the 
cont.next page.

Minister has gone cold on some of the recommendations that involve further 

restrictions on set-lining in shallow water for wobbegongs and commercial 

trawling? Another viewpoint expressed is that the State Government is in òwind-

downó mode as the 2007 State elections draw near. If this is how Governmentõs 

work, then thereõs not much of a window for things get done, particularly at the 

Federal level with 3 year terms.

Å The bass committee of the NSW Council of Freshwater Anglers is supporting 

a proposal to protect aggregating spawning bass from recreational anglers and 

has been pro-active in protection from commercial fishers via closures. The 

committee is pressing for a reduction in the recreational bag limit to 2 fish in 

possession, and the introduction of a slot limit of 250-350mm for bass and 

estuary perch in rivers only. The argument for a slot limit is to prevent ògrowth 

overfishingó where smaller, immature males are released and larger productive 

female spawners are kept. The argument for the reduction in bag limits is to 

attempt to arrest the decline of the fishery, where numbers are falling for a 

number of reasons including environmental, urban pressure and overfishing.

Å Recreational fishing groups in WA including RecFish West, the West Australian 

Fishing Industry Council and the West Australian Game Fishing Association have 

given their in-principal support for a legal challenge to prevent the Gallop Labor 

Government from expanding the marine protection zones in Ningaloo Reef area, 

and indeed other marine parks as well. Their legal team is currently progressing 

towards disclosure for all the documents that will be needed for any future legal 

action. As to what form the legal action will take, that is not clear as yet. As the 

Gallop government was re-elected in the March State election, it is unlikely the 

group will vary their approach on this issue.

Å The draft zoning map for Dampier Marine Park in WA has been released and 

is up for public consultation. Unlike Ningaloo, Rowley Shoals and Monte Bellos 

Islands marine parks that have 34%, 75% and 50% no take zones, this proposed 

not take zones in this park is 7%. The Burrup MLA is quoted as saying òI can 

understand that the environmentalists are unhappy about it, but to be brutally 

blunt I am sick of them being happy all the timeó. Fisheries Minister before the 

State election, Kim Chance, said the draft proposal for the Dampier Archipelago 

was more in line with how the Fisheries Department wanted fishing managed 

than at Ningaloo. It had more local involvement. òHaving local public support 

means your hopes of obtaining compliance with the scheme are going to be 

much higheró. The Marine Parks Authority in NSW should take note.

Å An increasing number of recreational anglers and charter operators are 

starting to ask the question as to why the eco-dive industry are not paying for 

the privilege to operate a commercial business in a marine park. It is law that 

any commercial venture using a National Park on land is required to pay for the 

privilege, whether it be for filming, operating a shop or whatever. So why does 

not the same principal apply to marine parks and dive operations?

Å Former Director of NSW Fisheries John Glaister has taken up a position as 

CEO for the Ministry of Fisheries in New Zealand. Reports coming back are that 

he is coming to terms with some of the complex challenges brought about in 

the way things are done in New Zealand, such as the Treaty of Waitangi and the 

Quota Management System, combined with the popularity of fishing for food in 

New Zealand and the Kahawai Legal Challenge.

Å In New Zealand, decisions made by their Minister of Fisheries into the total 

allowable catch and allocation of kahawai (our Australian salmon) have angered 

many anglers. Recreational angling groups are critical of the excessive kahawai 

quota being issued to large corporate fishing companies, and it is feared these 

will deplete a highly regarded recreational in-shore species to satisfy a low value 

export market of Kahawai for cray bait in Australia. The New Zealand Big Game 

Fishing Council, Recreational Fishing New Zealand and Option4 have all agreed 

that the allocation decisions for kahawai made by the Minister are so unjust that 

they will be challenged in the High Court. The objective of the challenge is to 

ensure the kahawai fisheries can rebuild to an abundance and availability that 

allows non-commercial fishers a good chance of catching a reasonable bag (limit) 

of decent sized kahawai.

Å A working party formed to discuss the possibility of relaxing the 100kg by-

catch limit of Australian salmon for commercial fishers by all methods other than 



hand and drift lines north of Barrenjoey. This working party did not reach any 

consensus amongst the various options put forward, but with the recreational 

and commercial sector discussing resource allocation this is to be expected. The 

100kg by-catch limit modification of the Fisheries Management Act (1994) was 

imposed by former Minister Eddie Obeid and became effective from 31 August 

2001. The push for the relaxation of the salmon by-catch was instigated by the 

ProAm committee of commercial and recreational fishers in the Port Stephens 

area. The original arguments put forward was that the salmon will be used as bait 

trap rather than luderick that is now being used, and the predation effects that 

the larger salmon numbers have on smaller target species such as whiting and 

bream. But with salmon going through cycles of 10-12 years, and being in a peak 

at the moment, salmon numbers will not get any better.

Å The submissions for the review process into beach seining in Western Australia 

has closed. As part of its management review of beach seining, the Western 

Australian Government wants to reduce the number of commercial operators 

on south-west beaches from the current 25 to six. The increasingly political 

recreational sector led by Recfishwest want to go even further, with Frank 

Prokop reportedly saying òWeõd like to see the south-west salmon fishery revert 

to recreational only, weõd like to see the commercial fishermen compensated, 

weõd like to see herring removed as a list of species able to be taken in the 

beach bait fishery and the fishery effectively become a whitebait and bluebait 

fisheryó. The former Fisheries Minister Kim Chance said the beach seine review 

is more about resource sharing than sustainability. Currently, about 90% of the 

commercial catch is sold for lobster bait, and the previous reduction of salmon 

licenses from 33 to 25 did not reduce the commercial catch by 1 tonne.

Å Research into the survival 

rate of released fish, and 

funded with moneys from 

the recreational fishing 

trust fund has recently 

complteted a study of 

released whiting at Wooli. 

Previous studies were done 

at Botany Bay in January 

2004, and one in the 

Hawkesbury concentrating 

on mulloway, although the 

latter may be repeated. The 

project is due to terminate 

this year, but preliminary 

results are promising with 

100% of bream released 

surving more than 7 days, 94% for whiting, 60-80% for mulloway and 53% for 

trevally.

Å Federal Environment Minister Senator Campbell has rejected HISõs nomination 

for a National Heritage emergency listing of the grey nurse shark critical habitat 

sites located in NSW and at the Cod Grounds. The various environmental groups 

are disappointed at the decision, and are calling for both the Australian and NSW 

Governments to create 1500m sanctuary zones around all critical habitat areas. 

This is at the same time that there has been publicity in various local newspapers 

of the NCCõs push for these 1500m sanctuary zones around many known 

aggregation areas.

Å On the recommendation of the Fisheries Scientific Committee DPI Minister 

Ian MacDonald has declared southern bluefin tuna an endangered species. 

This agrees with the 1994 listing by the IUCN that the southern bluefin 

tuna is endangered. Despite these listings southern bluefin is to be fished by 

Commonwealth commercial fishers in what the Federal Government considers a 

sustainable manner. The quota for bluefin tuna is set at 14,000 tonnes pa, about 

one third to be taken by Australian fishers. Apparantly Senator Macdonald has 

acknowledged that bluefin stocks had been reduced, but said it was now being 

fished at a level that would allow gradual re-stocking.

Å Senator Ian Macdonald has announced that the long tail tuna will be a 

recreational only species in the Commonwealth controlled Australian Fishing 

Zone. Professional anglers will only be allowed a by-catch related to their 

historical catch.

Å The Queensland DPI&F have announced new regulations for recreational 

fishers to help stop the illegal sale of spanish mackerel. This regulation, which 

came into effect on 1st March 2005, require recreationally caught spanish 

mackerel to be fin-clipped so that a pectoral fin is removed. This is one of several 

management arrangements introduced in the Queensland East Coast Spanish 

Mackerel Fishery. Other arrangements have included limiting the number of 

commercial licenses accessing the fishery, reducing the recreational possession 

limit from 10 to 3, and the introduction of a total allowable catch for commercial 

fishers with quotas being based on past catch history.

Å It has been reported that 3 sewage outfalls off South Head, one located below 

the South Head Lighthouse, and 2 about a kilometre away at Diamond Head, are 

pumping 3.5m litres of raw sewage per day into the ocean. Faecal colliform levels 

of 18,000 recorded near the ocean floor. Apparantly Sydney Water promised to 

stop these outfalls 15 years ago.

Å Submissions on the proposed sewage outfall at Brooklyn closed at the end of 

March. The proposed outfall is in the deep hole at the second pylon on the old 

road bridge ð a well known jew hole. The effluent is treated to a level that it is 

almost at the drinking quality. If this is the case, then why have the Hawkesbury 

Prawn Trawlers been told they wonõt be able to use water from the area to cook 

prawns? There are also concerns regarding endocrine disrupting compounds and 

the effects of the influx of freshwater into a marine environment, and rumours 

of possible fishing closures. These aside, with the current low water levels in 

Sydneyõs dams, and the growth of Sydney supposedly at 1000 people per week 

(which, by the way, is 

actually reported by the 

ABS to be 642 people 

per week), why wasnõt 

recycling rather than 

discharge considered?

Å There has been a 

devastating outbreak 

of the parasitic disease 

known as QX in the oyster 

farms in the Hawkesbury 

River. QX was first noted 

in the oyster farms in 

Queensland in the 1970õs 

where outbreaks of the disease resulted in decreased production of about 55%. 

More devastating was the 1998 outbreak in the Georges River where production 

fell by 94%. Outbreaks usually occur in summer with mortality peaking in March 

and April. Little is known of the disease and how it is spread. Oysters apparently 

have this parasite in them, but it is not known what triggers the fatal outbreaks.

Å At the next meeting of the prawn trawlers to be held in late June will be a 

discussion on a possible winter closure of 4 months duration for prawn trawling 

in the Hawkesbury River. The Hawkesbury prawn trawl fishery is the only estuary 

prawn trawl fishery in NSW that currently does not have a winter closure.

Å Charter operators in NSW have concerns into the review into new standards 

for crewing numbers. The contentious issue is the requirement for an extra crew 

for those vessels operating only with a master and carrying passengers. Charter 

operators claim it will add extra expense and reduce the number of passengers. 

The new proposal will not affect vessels under 10m with outboards, and is aimed 

at vessels with only a master operating offshore.

Å First there was Neil, a great white shark tagged with a satellite tracking 

device and itõs movement up Australiaõs south-east coast being monitored, until 

contact was lost near Coffs Harbour.  The second attempt was the great white 

nicknamed Bruce. Tagged in March 2005 near Port Lincoln, South Australia, it 

has been tracked travelling 7,000km through Bass Straight, along the Victorian 

coast in April and May, up the NSW coast and into Queensland waters in June. 

He spent September and October off Rockhampton, both inshore and off the 

continental shelf, and then headed south. His last contact was November when 

he was off the northern Victorian coast.

The year 2020: without effective fisheries management for 
coastal NSW, the only place youõll be seeing this fish activity is in 
a pen. Photo: Andrew Tiede



The long awaited report on the Economic Impact of the Striped 
Marlin Fishery, prepared by consultants Ernst and Young and paid 
for by the Recreational Fishing Saltwater Trust, was released in 
December 2004.  The report identifies the importance of the 
recreational striped marlin fishery to NSWõs economy, and shows 
that this fishery is extremely valuable to the economies of the 
communities that support recreational fishing for this species. 

Specifically, the report places a figure of $183 million that recreational fishing 

for striped marlin contributes to the Stateõs economy, and 907 jobs to regional 

employment. The figures given for commercial fishing for this species is $7 

million for the State economy and 34 regional jobs. The report also considers the 

economic impact to commercial and recreational fishers and regional and State 

economies of four alternative management 

proposals. These are: a continuation of the 

current management arrangements; a ban on 

striped marlin fishing off the NSW coastline; a 

ban on commercial fishing for striped marlin 

with 50 nm of the coast; a ban on commercial 

longline fishing within 50 nm of the coastline. 

From the recreational perspective, the only 

way to stop blue and black marlin from taking 

longlinersõ bait is by banning the longliners in 

NSW waters. This study showed that making 

striped marlin a recreational only species 

through a complete ban on commercial fishing 

off the NSW coast provides the best economic 

benefits for NSW, arguing that as stocks 

increased, the recreational effort would also 

increase and would easily compensate for the 

loss of the commercialõs $7 million contribution 

to the regional economies.

Initially, it appeared that neither the NSW 

Government, nor NSW DPI (Fisheries), 

endorsed the findings of the report, as 

evidenced by the comments made by Nick 

Raynes, the Director of Fisheries Management, NSW DPI, in a covering note 

when the report was made public. From his covering note Nick Raynes wrote:

òThe study was funded from the recreational fishing fee through the Recreational 

Fishing Saltwater Trust Fund. In interpreting the findings of the report, I would 

draw your attention to the caveats and assumptions on which the model is based 

that are clearly identified by the authors. The findings of the report should be 

read with those limitations in mind.

òI would also stress that views and opinions expressed in the report are those of 

the consultant and do not reflect the policies of the NSW Department of Primary 

Industries (NSW DPI) or the NSW Government. While mindful of the report, 

NSW DPI is not bound or obligated to act on any recommendations contained 

therein. Further, any errors or omissions in the report are the responsibility of 

the Consultantó.

However this may not be the case. NSW DPI (Fisheries) was responsible in 

calling a meeting in February of various recreational fishing groups. The Striped 

Marlin Working Group consisted of members from ACoRF, RFA, AFTA and the 

GFAA, and the aim was to discuss the way forward with various proposals, and 

to present the Minister with a position paper that he can take to his Federal 

namesake Senator Ian Macdonald. Possible management options discussed 

included the preferred option of the GFAA of an area closure to longlining out to 

the 2,000m isobath, plus other options such as the ban of commercial fishing for 

striped marlin with 50nm of the coast, ban the landing of striped marlin and the 

ban on the use of live bait by Commonwealth longliners. This strategy is possibly 

an attempt to thwart new legislation by the Federal Government aimed at 

Beyond The Striped Marlin Report
circumventing the òno landing of marlinó policy in Western Australia by permitting 

the landing in State ports of fish caught in the AFZ, a policy that undermines the 

authority of the States. 

 Resulting from the meeting a petition was prepared and distributed to tackle 

outlets and fishing clubs. The main points of the petition are:

Å  to make striped marlin a recreational only species,

Å  to remove the defence against prosecution that allows striped marlin to be

    landed commercially in NSW waters,

Å  to prohibit Commonwealth longliners from taking live bait in NSW waters.

These aims are seen as doing something for both the striped marlin fishery, 

the continuing problem of baitfish and Commonwealth longliners along the 

NSW coast, and the right of the States to manage their own fisheries without 

Commonwealth interference. Representation 

was made in early March at Federal level 

as tackle industry representatives met with 

Senator Ian MacDonaldõs office in Parliament 

House. Alby Shultz, Member for Hume 

facilitated the meeting. This will be followed 

up by meetings the State opposition leader and 

Opposition Fisheries Minister.

Key issues with regard to the striped 
marlin fishery off the NSW coast that 
need to be considered are:

Å NSW Fisheries General Regulation Clause 8 

provides for striped marlin only to be landed 

as a by-catch of Commonwealth tuna fishers in 

the ETBF.

Å The Commonwealth intend to manage 

the East Coast Tuna and Billfish Fishery by a 

Total Allowable Effort cap rather than a Total 

Allowable Catch cap. A total allowable effort 

places restrictions on the number of hooks 

that can be used.

Å NSW registered commercial fishers are 

prohibited from landing striped marlin.

Å The Bureau of Rural Sciences report òStriped Marlin: biology and fisheriesó 

released last year shows that tuna longliners are now targeting striped marlin off 

the coast of NSW.

Å The same report expressed concerns at the potential for localised depletions of 

the striped marlin.

Å Reports on the East Coast Tuna and Billfish Fishery states that the overall catch 

per vessel is down, and the catch per unit effort fell by 9% in 2003/04 and has 

been declining since 2001/02, as has profitability of each business.

Å There is no agreement between the State and Commonwealth for the taking of 

bait inside 3nm by Commonwealth fishers.

Å There is an increasing use of baitfish, particularly yellowtail scad, caught from 

inshore grounds rather than pilchards and other frozen baits by the longliners.

Å The FMS of the ETBF states that baitfish may only be used for the taking of 

tuna and not other species.

Just how many of the marlin species are the Commonwealth 
longliners taking? 

Using an average weight of 100kg for a striped marlin, the reported 717 tonnes 

of striped marlin caught in 2000/01 is equivalent to 7,170 fish, the 768 tonnes in 

2001/02 equals 7,680 fish, the 631 tonnes in 2002/03 equals 6,310 fish and the 

574 tonnes in 2003/04 equals 5,740 fish. 

These numbers are far in excess of those for black and blue marlin, being 281 

and 296 respectively in 2003/04 and 169 and 117 in 1999/2000, and these 

numbers for black and blue marlin represent true by-catch figures. 
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