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Results of consultation:  Discussion Papers on the proposed reform options for 

the East Coast Inshore, Otter Trawl and Crab fisheries and management 

review of the Coral Reef Line fishery 

Summary 

Four fishery-specific discussion papers were released for public consultation in 2018. The discussion papers outlined 

the proposed reform options and management review for the specified fisheries as the first step in implementing 

the Sustainable Fisheries Strategy 2017-2017 (the Strategy).  

Consultation was open for 8 weeks with a good response received: 

 184 people filling in the East Coast Inshore survey 

 146 people filling in the Crab survey 

 75 people filling in the East Coast Trawl survey 

 90 people filling in the Reef Line survey 

 233 people filling in the Act amendments survey 

 More than 600 people voting on the social media polls 

 144 direct engagements through a 2 hour live online Q&A session 

 340 people attending regional face to face meetings 

Six long form submissions were also received from representative bodies (recreational, commercial, conservation, 
GBRMPA) with regards to the east coast inshore fishery.  More than 4,000 emails were also received supporting the 
conservation sector proposal to create a ‘net free north’. 

The detailed results of the consultation are provided in this report.  

Background 

In June 2017, the Queensland Government released the Strategy paving the way for a world-class fisheries 

management system for Queensland.  

To deliver upon the commitments made under the Strategy, changes to the management of Queensland’s fisheries 

will be required. These changes include reforming the priority fisheries of East Coast Inshore, Otter Trawl and the 

Crab fisheries.  In addition a management review of the Coral Reef Line fishery will be considered. 

To provide members of the public an opportunity to consider and provide comment, the Queensland Government 

released a series of discussion papers detailing the proposed reform options and management review for the: 

 Reform options for the East Coast Inshore Fishery

 Reform options for the East Coast Otter Trawl Fishery
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 Reform option for the Queensland Crab Fishery 

 Management review for the Coral Reef Line Fishery 

Purpose of this report 

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the discussion paper consultation and summarise the 

feedback received on the proposed reform options and management review of the nominated fisheries. It does not 

contain any final government position on the proposals.  

Public consultation process 

Communication and meetings 

Public consultation on the discussion paper took place over a nine week period from the 16 March to 20 May 2018 

and consisted of: 

 Ministerial media releases (picked up by local newspapers and radio)  

 Email notification to key stakeholder groups, working group members and the Sustainable Fisheries Expert 

Panel 

 Online discussion paper and survey 

 Social media posts and polls 

 Online Q&A session 

 Face to Face meetings with fishery managers, on appointment, with stakeholders in small groups or individually 

 Telephone meetings and attendance at stakeholder-led meetings by appointment. 

The discussion papers were available on the Department of Agriculture and Fisheries website with hard copies 

available upon request. Individual or small group meetings were arranged in regional locations along the Queensland 

coast. 

Making a submission 

The public were able to have their say on the discussion papers by completing an online survey or sending a written 

submission via post or email. A number of social media polls also sought public views, through the Fisheries 

Queensland Facebook page, on certain aspects of each of the fishery discussion papers. 

Consultation statistics summary  

Responses received 

A total of 493 responses to the online surveys (across all four fisheries) were received along with 7 written 

submissions. A total of 340 people met with fishery managers at meetings across Queensland. 

Social media polls  

The Facebook posts (seven posts in total) on certain aspects of each of the four fishery discussion papers reached an 

average of 5,671 people. The social media polls resulted in 2,162 votes in total. 

Subject Date of post Reach Votes 

Boat limits to prevent black marketing 15 May 2018 2892 120 

Total possession limits for all fish species 14 May 2018 3365 134 

General possession limit to cover species with no 
possession limit at all 

13 May 2018 4827 225 
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Review of inshore species size limits to ensure they 
are set at the right level to allow fish to breed; 
which species need to be reviewed 

11 May 2018 6678 114 

Reducing the mud crab possession limit 9 May 2018 8245 502 

Crab pot unitisation to reduce the number of 
commercial crab pots 

10 May 2018 7203 294 

Blue Simmer crabs 8 May 2018 9480 628 

 

Submission analysis 

Analysis method and presentation 

There were four types of responses to the discussion paper: 

 Answers to questions in the online survey (‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘neutral’, ‘disagree’, ‘strongly disagree’). 

 Comments provided in a written submission or in the comments field of the online surveys 

 Answers to the social media polls (‘yes’, ‘no’) 

 Qualitative feedback through meetings 

The responses to the online survey questions are presented graphically.  

General feedback 

There were mixed views on the proposed reform options and management review of the nominated fisheries.  

Proposal Overall response 

1. East Coast Inshore Fishery Mixed feedback 

Commercial fishers generally preferred the Total Allowable Commercial Catches 
(TACCs) approach with Individual Transferable Quota (ITQ) rated second.  The 
recreational and conservation sectors preferred ITQs.  Further reduction in net 
fishing licences to reduce catch was raised during consultation with a campaign 
for a Net Free North led by the conservation sector.  There was strong support for 
better gear technology that was coupled with doubt about what technology 
improvement would realistically achieve for the fishery from all sectors.  However 
there was strong willingness to keep improving. There was no clear collective 
view on the temporary closures proposal.  The review of size limits was generally 
agreed amongst stakeholders.  Recreational possession limit proposals received 
mixed support with commercial fishers generally supportive of better controls, 
particularly boat limits.  However, recreational fishers were mixed in their 
responses although there was some in principle support for a ‘general possession 
limit’ proposal to set catch limits for species with no specific possession limit and 
‘boat limits’ for priority black market species (primarily through the social media 
polls).  Some recreational fishing groups opposed reductions in the possession 
limits outside of the harvest strategy, particularly for key inshore species like 
bream, whiting and flathead (however this wasn’t proposed in the discussion 
paper). 

2. East Coast Otter Trawl Fishery Mixed feedback 

Most of the feedback was in relation to whether the existing effort units should 

be allocated to the proposed management regions or not.  There was concerns 

that allocation of ITE would bias larger boat operators over smaller boat 

operators in the fleet.  Some of the other options outlined (eg. ITQ) in the paper 

were not supported.  There was some support for regional effort caps without 

allocating effort units to the regions. There was also feedback suggesting no 
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change or reintroducing additional input controls like preferred access, closures 

or maximum allowable fishing nights.  A buyback was also suggested to deal with 

latent effort risk in the fishery.  

3. Queensland Crab Fishery Mixed feedback 

The preferred option, when ranking the options available in the survey, was to 

manage the fishery using ITQ.  There was concern from a number of commercial 

fishers about excess capacity and competition in the fishery and the need to 

reduce the number of crab licences.  There was good support for tagging of crabs. 

Most supported introducing a recreational possession limit for Blue Swimmer 

crab.  Feedback was split on the mud crab recreational possession limit although 

the social media polls showed strong support for a reduction.  There was general 

support for a boat limit to help address black marketing. 

4. Coral Reef Line Fishery. Mixed feedback 

There was support to retain the existing management arrangements through ITQ 

and the L & RQ symbols.  Most supported limits on tenders in the fishery, a 

spawning closures in some form and adjusting recreational possession limits 

through a harvest strategy.  There was mixed feedback on the management of OS 

Species, finer scale management and filleting. 

Responses to fishery-specific discussion papers 

There are four attachments summarising the responses to the each of the fishery-specific discussion papers.  

 Attachment 1 – East Coast Inshore Fishery 

 Attachment 2 – East Coast Otter Trawl Fishery  

 Attachment 3 – Queensland Crab Fishery 

 Attachment 4 – Coral Reef Line Fishery 

Responses to the online survey questions are summarised by individual and by sector.  Noting that some individuals 

identified with multiple interest groups and their responses are included against each category the respondent 

identified with (i.e some responses are duplicated across a number of sectors).  None of the respondents identified 

as being an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander.   

Responses from the face to face meetings and written submissions are summarised in the overall response.   

Next steps 

A wide range of views were provided from all sectors on the proposed reforms to the East Coast Inshore, Otter Trawl 

and Crab fisheries along with the management review of the Coral Reef Line fishery.  

Feedback from the discussion papers will be considered by the relevant working groups with a package of 

recommended options to be considered by the Sustainable Fisheries Expert Panel in July 2018.   

This feedback will also be presented to the Queensland Government and taken into consideration throughout the 

fisheries reform process. 
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Attachment 1: East Coast Inshore Discussion Paper 

Results of consultation 

A. Online survey 

B. Written submissions from representative bodies 

 

A. Online Survey results 

1) Which of the following best describes your interest in Queensland fisheries?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2) To what extent do you agree with each of the proposed objectives for the fishery?  

Answer choices  

Strongly agree 33 

Agree 71 

Neither agree or disagree 34 

Disagree 20 

Strongly disagree 19 

TOTAL 177 

Answer choices  

Commercial fishing 30 

Recreational fishing 131 

Charter fishing 6 

Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander  0 

Seafood marketing 1 

Conservation 3 

General member of the public 4 

Other 9 

TOTAL 184 
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skipped 7 

 

 

 

3) Do you agree that the fishery should be split into smaller management regions/areas?  

 
Answer choices  

Yes 137 

No 38 

Total 155 

Skipped  29 

 

 

4) If so, do you support the management areas as described in the discussion paper? 

Answer choices  

Strongly agree 28 

Agree 64 

Neither agree or disagree 31 

Disagree 13 

Strongly disagree 16 

TOTAL 152 
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5) Rank your preferred options to manage the commercial catch  

Group Preferred option Second option 

ITQ 54 TACC – x 56 

ITE – x 24 

TACC 77 ITQ – x 43 

ITE – x 2 

ITE 24 ITQ – x 16 

TACC – x 14 

Skipped 29  

 

 

6) Do you think regulations should require better gear technology to improve selectivity and encourage innovation? 

Answer choices  

Strongly agree 96 

Agree 57 

Neither agree or disagree 11 

Disagree 6 

Strongly disagree 6 

TOTAL 176 

skipped 8 
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7) Do you think new net types should be allowed or trialled if they are more selective? 

Answer choices  

Strongly agree 47 

Agree 72 

Neither agree or disagree 17 

Disagree 9 

Strongly disagree 34 

TOTAL 179 

skipped 5 

 

 

8) Do you support temporary closures? 

Answer choices  

Strongly agree 81 

Agree 59 

Neither agree or disagree 13 

Disagree 14 

Strongly disagree 12 

TOTAL 179 
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9) Of the allocation options outlined, which do you prefer? 

Answer choices  

Equal allocation 35 

Validated historical catch 67 

Auction 9 

Mixture of the above options 58 

TOTAL 169 

skipped 15 

 

 

10) Do you support a review of inshore species size limits to ensure the latest science is used to set them at the right 

level? 

Answer choices  

Strongly agree 93 

Agree 53 

Neither agree or disagree 12 

Disagree 7 

Strongly disagree 16 
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TOTAL 181 

skipped 3 

 

 

 

11) Do you support a review of inshore species size limits to ensure the latest science is used to set them at the right 

level? 

Answer choices % supporting 

A total possession limit for all finfish in your possession 42 

A general possession limit for every species to cover species with no possession limit at all 50 

Boat limits, particularly to prevent black marketing 60 

 

 

 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

Commercial
fishing

Recreational
fishing

Charter fishing Aboriginal
peoples and
Torres Strait

Islanders' fishing

Seafood
marketing

Conservation General member
of the public (eg

seafood
consumer)

Other (please
specify)

Review of size limits?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree nor disagree Disagree Strongly disagree

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

Commercial
fishing

Recreational
fishing

Charter fishing Aboriginal
peoples and
Torres Strait

Islanders'
fishing

Seafood
marketing

Conservation General
member of the

public (eg
seafood

consumer)

Other (please
specify)

Possession limits

A total possession limit for all fin fish in your possession

A general possession limit for every species (e.g. 15 for each species in possession unless otherwise specified) to cover
species with no possession limit at all

Boat limits, particularly to prevent black marketing



Results of Consultation Report – Fishery-specific Discussion Papers 2018    11 

B. Written submissions from representative bodies 

Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Recreational 2 Conservation Commercial Recreational 3 

Support for 

fishery 

objectives 

Neither agree nor 

disagree – acceptable 

in principle but 

concerns around 

getting reliable 

biomass models. 

Agree, however 

ecological objectives 

must take precedence 

over other objectives. 

Strongly agree. Strongly support 

concept but ecological 

objectives need to 

take precedence. Lots 

of feedback on each 

objective. 

There was broad 

agreement with 16 

objectives and 2 

objectives. 

Agree with having 

objectives.  

 

Overall – agreed. 

Comments on all 

objectives – most 

agreed but some not 

agreed. 

Support for 

management 

regions 

Support. Support – essential. Strongly agree. Support. Yes – 38% 

No – 62% 

Support. 

Support for 

proposed 

boundaries 

Strongly disagree – 

want 3 EC regions 

1. Border to Sandy Cape 

2. Sandy Cape to Cairns 

3. Cairns to Cape York 

Want Moreton Bay 

and Hervey Bay to be 

special management 

areas within the first 

zone 

Appropriate but could 

be altered as long as 

4-5 management 

units are kept along 

the GBR. 

Strongly agree A management unit 

north of Cooktown 

should be 

implemented as a ‘net 

free North’. 

 

Remaining GBR 

regions ok. 

 

SEQ zones should be 

split into two 

approximating the 

GSMP and the MBMP.  

Strongly agree – 1% 

Agree – 39% 

Neither agree nor 

disagree - 17% 

Disagree – 8% 

Strongly disagree – 

35% 

Themes:  

1. No consideration for 

movement of fish 

stocks.  

2. If management zones 

are implemented there 

needs to be flexibility 

of access.  

3. How will zoning take 

into account changing 

Disagree. Prefer the 

areas used in the rec 

fishing survey with 

some variation. 

 

Comments on 

proposed boundaries 

provided (but not 

preferred). Area 1 

should be south of 

Cooktown – Archer Pt 

or Cape Trib. The area 

2/3 boundary should 

be just north of 

Cardwell, the middle 

of Hinchinbrook or just 

south of Lucinda. 
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Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Recreational 2 Conservation Commercial Recreational 3 

weather patterns and 

the current ability of 

net fishers to move 

between fishing 

locations?  

4. Increasing regulation 

not needed.  

5. Regions will reduce the 

value of licences by 

restricting where you 

can fish.  

6. More funding for stock 

assessments and 

research.  

Preferred 

option to 

manage the 

commercial  

ITQ then TACC. Where 

there is a rec 

restriction on a 

species there needs to 

be an ITQ or TACC. 

ITE because TEP risk is 

associated with net 

effort. 

ITQ for all species 

where catch exceeds 

10 t and for important 

rec species (e.g. 

mangrove jack and 

black jewfish). 

 

Little support for 

TACCs and no support 

for ITE. 

ITQ’s for all species of 

over 100 t catch or 

listed over WTO 

conditions with all 

other species in an OS 

category for up to 3 

years. 

 

No changes in input 

controls until 

allocation finalised 

and independent 

observers in place. 

ITQ – 38% 

TACC – 52% 

ITE – 10% 

 

Themes: 

1. Need more 

information on each of 

the options.  

2. Flexibility to increase 

catch rates in good 

years.  

3. Are there any other 

options for industry to 

consider?  

Prefer a large 

reduction in large 

mesh net licences. If 

not, then ITQ’s / 

TACC’s set well below 

current catch levels. 

 

N11’s need to be 

reviewed. 
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Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Recreational 2 Conservation Commercial Recreational 3 

4. Why change 

management 

arrangements at all?  

Requirement 

for better 

gear 

technology 

Strongly agree. 

 

Small mesh nets 

should restricted to 

200m length and for 

sale as bait only. 

 

Gill / mesh netting 

should be banned due 

to bycatch. 

 

Ocean Beach should 

be restricted to seine 

for mullet only – no 

mesh nets on ocean 

beach areas. 

 

Tunnel netting OK 

provided localised 

depletion and 

spawning aggregation 

issues are managed 

and they are not 

introduced to new 

areas. 

Strongly agree. 

 

Would like to see 

improved practices 

and 100% digital 

observer coverage. 

Agree. Reducing effort and 

closing areas is the 

only way to mitigate 

gillnet interactions. 

Continued large mesh 

netting should be 

contingent on 100% 

observer coverage. 

Allow line catch of 

barra. 

 

Pingers are unlikely to 

work. 

Strongly agree – 8% 

Agree – 42% 

Neither agree nor 

disagree - 13% 

Disagree – 21% 

Strongly disagree – 

16% 

 

Themes: 

1. Many technology 

improvements have 

already been trialled.  

2. Despite previous 

efforts to improve 

technology there is still 

a willingness to 

improve technology.  

 

 

Strongly agree. Open 

to look at proposals 

but hard to see where 

mesh netting could be 

improved.  

 

Digital observation is 

100% supported. 
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Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Recreational 2 Conservation Commercial Recreational 3 

Support for 

new net 

types 

Strongly disagree. 

 

Encourage gear that is 

more selective as long 

as fishing effort isn’t 

increased. 

Gear that reduces 

bycatch and improves 

release of non-target, 

protected and 

undersized / oversized 

fish could be 

considered. 

Not mentioned. Strongly agree – 16% 

Agree – 58% 

Neither agree nor 

disagree - 8% 

Disagree – 13% 

Strongly disagree – 4% 

Strongly disagree. Ring 

netting shouldn’t be 

brought back. 

 

Tunnel netting is 

better from a 

protected species 

perspective but 

unlikely to be practical 

in the north. 

Support for 

temporary 

closures 

Strongly disagree – 

already too hard for 

rec fishers to know 

what the area 

regulations are. 

Yes, for TEP species 

and spawning 

aggregations. 

No comment on 

temporary closures but 

disagree with opening 

of older fishery 

closures. 

Support but caution 

that compensation 

should not be 

payable. 

Strongly agree – 0% 

Agree – 19% 

Neither agree nor 

disagree - 25% 

Disagree – 31% 

Strongly disagree – 

25% 

 

Themes: 

1. Are there enough 

resources to manage 

closures from black 

market fishers? 

2. Overfishing can occur 

once an area is re-

opened.  

3. Too many areas 

already closed to net 

fishing.  

Strongly agree. 
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Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Recreational 2 Conservation Commercial Recreational 3 

4. Other areas should be 

opened as some areas 

are temporarily closed.  

5. Closures need to be 

based on scientific 

evidence.  

Preferred 

allocation 

option 

Validated historical 

catch that uses tax 

and sales records. 

Supports validated 

catch history 

allocation but defer to 

industry and fishery 

managers on final 

decision, provided no 

adverse outcomes for 

the MP and WHA. 

Validated logbook 

history. 

Historical logbook 

catch with a full audit 

against landing 

returns and taxation 

returns. 

Equal allocation – 35% 

Historical catch – 55% 

Auction – 0% 

Mix of options – 10% 

 

Theme: 

1. The use of tax records, 

bank statements and 

dockets not solely the 

use of log books. 

Logbooks verified 

using tax records over 

a 5 year catch history. 

Targets should reflect 

60% biomass target. 

Review of 

inshore 

species size 

limits 

Agree as long as 

based on real 

sustainability issues. 

Strongly supports a 

review, particularly of 

grey mackerel, king 

and blue salmon MLS.  

King threadfin should 

have a max size of 1.1 

m. 

 

Barra max size should 

be reduced from 1.2 m 

to 1.0 m. 

 

Minimum size for 

whiting should be 25 

cm. 

Simplistic policy that 

needs to be supported 

by a full range of 

other management 

tools. 

 

Mangrove jack and 

trevallies are not 

protected. 

Yes – 52% 

No – 48% 

 

Themes: 

 

1. Leave size limits where 

they are now.  

2. The use of size limits 

will help better 

understand inshore 

stocks.  

Agree. 
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Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Recreational 2 Conservation Commercial Recreational 3 

3. More information 

needed regarding a 

review of size limits.  

Bag limit 

change 

support 

Don’t support rec bag 

limits going up and 

down with harvest 

strategy. 

 

Current bag limits are 

already too complex. 

Supports all 

proposals.  

Support a general 

possession limit for 

species that do not 

have one, but not on 

bait species. 

 

Do not support a total 

in possession limit. 

 

Commercial catch and 

rec bag limits should 

go up and down with a 

harvest strategy. 

 

Bag limits should only 

apply where a 

commercial quota also 

applies. 

Bag limits should be 

used to rebuild stocks 

to 2020 and 2027 

targets and only in 

those circumstances. 

 

Don’t support an 

overall bag limit. 

 

Winter whiting 

possession limit is too 

high. 

 

Total possession – 14% 

Possession limit – 17% 

Boat limits – 28% 

A mix of methods – 

41% 

(note that this is not 

directly comparable 

with the FQ survey as 

only one option could 

be chosen in the QSIA 

survey). 

 

Themes: 

1. A need for better data 

from recreational 

fishers.  

2. A need to better 

understand the impact 

on stock of 

recreational fishing 

pressure.  

3. More systematic 

targeting of 

recreational fishing 

effort across the state.  

Agree with total 

possession limit and 

boat limits but not a 

general possession 

limit (may affect 

baitfish). 

 

Contentious in the 

south and requires 

more debate and 

consideration. 
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Attachment 2: East Coast Trawl Fishery Discussion Paper 
Results of consultation 

A. Online survey 

B. Written submissions from representative bodies 

 

A. Online survey results 

1) Which of the following best describes your interest in the East Coast Otter Trawl Fishery? 

Answer  

Commercial fishing 50 

Recreational fishing 18 

Charter fishing 0 

Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander  0 

Seafood marketing 1 

Conservation 1 

General member of the public 2 

Answered 72 

 

2) To what extent do you agree with each of the proposed objectives for the fishery?  

 

 Answers by sector 

Commercial fishing 70.00% 49 

Recreational fishing 24.29% 17 

Seafood marketing 1.43% 1 

Conservation 1.43% 1 

Community 2.86% 2 

Total 100.00% 70 
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3) Do you agree that the fishery should be split into smaller management regions/areas? 

 Answers by sector 
 

Commercial fishing 69.01% 49 

Recreational fishing 25.35% 18 

Seafood marketing 1.41% 1 

Conservation 1.41% 1 

Public 2.82% 2 

Total 100.00% 71 

 

 
 

4) Do you agree with the proposed boundaries of the management regions for the East Coast Otter 

Trawl Fishery? 

 Answers by Sector 
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Commercial fishing 71.01% 49 

Recreational fishing 24.64% 17 

Seafood marketing 0.00% 0 

Conservation 1.45% 1 

Public 2.90% 2 

Total 100.00% 69 

 

 

 

 

5) Rank your preferred option to manage the commercial catch of target species 

  Score 

Option 1: ITQ's 2.9 

Option 2.   Allocated Effort Units 3.75 

Option 3.   Regional Total Allowable Effort Caps 3.73 

Option 4.   Allocate Individual Licences 2.77 

Option 5.   Limit the nights per month a boat can fish in each region 2.77 
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6) Which allocation option do you prefer? 

 

  10yr VMS 

History 

Nomination Combination 

approach  

Other  Total 

Commercial 

fishing 

16.00% 8 10.00% 5 6.00% 3 68.00% 34 69.44% 50 

Recreational 

fishing 

22.22% 4 16.67% 3 38.89% 7 22.22% 4 25.00% 18 

Seafood 

marketing 

0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 1 1.39% 1 

Conservation 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 1 0.00% 0 1.39% 1 

Public 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 100.00% 2 0.00% 0 2.78% 2 

Total 16.67% 12 11.11% 8 18.06% 13 54.17% 39 100.00% 72 
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B. Written submissions from representative bodies  
 

Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Conservation Commercial Recreational 2 

Support for fishery 

objectives 

 These objectives are 

fine but past experience 

has shown that this 

level of operational 

integrity is difficult to 

monitor and adhere to. 

All three are good 

objectives but will 

depend on how the 

fishery is managed. 

Currently there is still 

too much latent effort 

(unused speculation 

days) in this fishery and 

this needs to be 

addressed. 

The Authority supports 

the set of fishery 

objectives developed 

through the working 

group process. We 

strongly endorse the 

explicit recognition that 

ecological objectives 

will have priority over 

other objectives. 

Generally Support 

however priority of 

objectives need to be 

clarified. 

 

Stock biomass targets 

supported 

 

Observer program to 

quantify bycatch and 

SOCI interactions 

 

Not supportive of the 

SFS biomass objectives. 

Not supportive of 

testing/pursuing new 

and effective 

technologies to 

minimise ecological risk 

Not supportive of 

economic objectives  

Not supportive of 

maximising value of 

commercial product  

 

 

Support for 

management 

regions 

The proposed regions 

are practical and 

representative of 

existing fisheries. Some 

consideration needs to 

be given to the taking of 

juvenile prawn by 

Smaller management 

regions are essential for 

implementing the 

strategy and better 

management of the 

trawl fishery, and the 

regionalised approach 

proposed is a practical 

We support the concept 

of splitting the east 

coast otter trawl into 

five separate 

management regions, 

with the beam trawl 

fisheries addressed 

separately given their 

29% support for spitting 

into regions 

 

The first tool to address 

this is to declare finer 

scale regions, just has 

been suggested for 

other fisheries.  
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Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Conservation Commercial Recreational 2 

inshore trawling before 

it matures. 

solution appropriate for 

this fishery.  

existing spatial 

management 

arrangements. 

Support for 

proposed 

boundaries 

Whilst the proposed 

regions include a 

separate zone for 

Moreton Bay, Hervey 

Bay may also require 

consideration as a 

separate inshore zone. 

Special management 

arrangements may be 

needed in all inshore 

areas. 

The Authority agrees 

with the proposed 

boundaries. 

We believe the final 

boundaries should be 

guided by the VMS data 

and industry but must 

follow the principle of 

achieving regional 

management that can 

be changed to reflect 

species (stock) 

abundance using a 

formal harvest strategy. 

Split support roughly 

50/50 for proposed 

boundaries 

 

Retain North/south split 

only 

 

Preferred option to 

manage the 

commercial  

Option 1: Individual 
Transferable Catch 
Quota (ITQ’s)  
This is the preferred 

option as the individual 

catches will dictate the 

pressure on the fishery. 

Regardless of the short 

lifecycle of prawns they 

are annually renewable 

and mainly subject to 

climatic conditions. A 

harvest strategy is there 

to manage the current 

The Authority’s 

preferred option is 

Option 2. Individual 

Transferable Effort 

Units (ITEs) Allocated to 

Region. This is the only 

option presented that 

would be consistent 

with meeting the 

strategy objectives, and 

would allow effective 

harvest strategies to be 

developed for trawl.  

Option 2: individual 
transferable effort 
units (ITEs) allocated to 
management regions  
We support this option 

as the one that is the 

most consistent with 

the SFS and the MRAG 

review, and is 

consistent with 

approaches that should 

be adopted for all other 

fisheries.  

Equal support for 

Option 2 (ITEs) and 

option 5 (limit nights 

per month to a region) 

 

 

Theme (1) – None of the 

options are supported.  

Theme (2) – No 

argument provided for 

change in what are 

 



 

Results of Consultation Report – Fishery-specific Discussion Papers 2018    24 
 

Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Conservation Commercial Recreational 2 

catch into the future 

and can only be done 

on catch levels – not 

future perceptions. 

 

Importantly, Option 2 

should include 

allocation of all (active 

and inactive) effort 

units, as well as 

adjusting the 

conversion factor so the 

amount of fishing effort 

is kept within 

sustainable limits and 

ideally also builds up 

stocks to higher 

biomass levels to 

provide greater 

resilience to stocks.  

sustainable trawl 

fisheries.  

Theme (3) – If regions 

are introduced it should 

be for management of 

the stocks not to restrict 

access for operators.  

 

Allocation 

preference 

History based allocation 

is the preferred option 

with catch levels used 

to allocate the 

estimated ITQ 

proportion of the TACC. 

Verification of claims 

can be requested via tax 

records or receipts. 

Generally the Authority 

supports vessel 

monitoring history for 

allocation in this fishery, 

but is open to combined 

approaches provided 

that all effort units are 

allocated and risks and 

impacts to the GBRMP 

and WHA are reduced.  

We support the use of a 
blended allocation 
method supported by a 
stakeholder based 
technical working group 
to provide advice 
around exceptional 
circumstances to the 
decision maker.  
 

Combined approach 

preferred 

 

Other issues  The 2016 quantitative 

assessment of the 

Queensland saucer 

There must be greater 
transparency in this and 
other fisheries through 

 We would not like to 

see further effort or 

capacity in the fishery 
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Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Conservation Commercial Recreational 2 

scallop fishery provides 

an estimate that the 

spawning stock in 2015 

was potentially as low 

as 5 – 6 per cent of 

1977 levels, when the 

fishery was in its early 

development. The 

saucer scallop fishery 

occurs largely within the 

GBRMP and WHA and 

with such sustainability 

concerns the Authority 

strongly encourages the 

adoption of measures 

to ensure that the stock 

rebuilds in a timely 

manner. 

the timely review and 
release of all 
government reports 
used in the EPBC WTO 
process. For example, 
the Southern ERA has 
still not been released, 
leading to the 
perception that this is 
due to southern species 
and habitats being at a 
high risk of impact from 
trawling and in need of 
spatial closures as the 
most effective 
mechanism to reduce 
habitat risks.  

2. Observer programs 
must be re-established 
for each of the fishery 
areas, and the 
management 
arrangements to 
address at risk species 
identified during the 
existing ERA processes 
must be implemented 
within them by 2020.  

3. Any fishery, no 
matter what industry 
states, should remain 

than already exists. The 

current latency should 

be bought or made 

redundant by some 

scheme if the current 

effort units are kept. 

We would strongly 

encourage past data 

from the observer 

programme be made 

available so the public 

be better informed on 

this industry. We also 

strongly advise future 

monitoring be stepped 

up with observers and 

by use of electronic 

means like cameras, 

and that data collected 

also be made publicly 

available. 
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Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Conservation Commercial Recreational 2 

closed until such time 
they are on trend to 
reach or exceed the 
2020 and 2027 biomass 
targets.  

4. The Queensland 
government should 
implement an effort 
unit buyback process 
that is repaid through 
licence fees.  

5. Licence fees for T1’s 
and effort units should 
be increased to reflect 
the cost of management 
of this fishery to the 
community, with a base 
rate set for T1’s that 
would produce an 
economic signal to 
remove latent symbols.  

6. There should be no 
expansion of existing 
trawl grounds into new 
fishing areas.  
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Attachment 3: Crab Fishery Discussion Paper 

Results of consultation 

A. Online survey 

B. Written submissions from representative bodies 

 

A. Online survey results 

1) Which of the following best describes your interest in Queensland fisheries? 

Answer choices  

Commercial fishing 36 

Recreational fishing 203 

Charter fishing 1 

Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander  1 

Seafood marketing 0 

Conservation 0 

General member of the public 3 

Enforcement, public, Rockhampton 
Council 

3 

Other unspecified 5 

TOTAL 147 

 

 

2) To what extent do you agree with each of the proposed objectives for the fishery?  

Answer choices  

Strongly agree 40 

Agree 59 

Neither agree or disagree 17 

Disagree 17 

Strongly disagree 10 

Other (please specify) 8 

TOTAL 143 

skipped 6 

 

 

 

 

3) Do you agree that the fishery should be split into smaller management regions/areas  
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Answer choices  

Strongly agree 40 

Agree 59 

Total 143 

Skipped  6 

 

 

 

 

 

4) If so, do you support the regions as described in the discussion paper: 

  Agree Neither Disagree 

East Coast - mud crab 68.80% 5.60% 25.60% 

Gulf of Carpentaria – mud crab 81.04% 10.34% 8.62% 

All Queensland Waters - blue swimmer crab 73.38% 13.71% 12.90% 

 

5) Rank your preferred options to manage the commercial catch of crabs  

Options 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Individual transferable quota  50% 15% 9% 6% 6% 15% 

Individual transferable effort 
units  

7% 24% 16% 18% 13% 20% 

Tagging mud crabs  
 

17% 25% 23% 12% 11% 13% 

Symbol amalgamation  7% 3% 28% 33% 21% 8% 

Pot unitisation to reduce pot 
numbers  

17% 18% 8% 22% 27% 8% 

Combine symbol amalgamation 
with pot unitisation  

10% 14% 15% 7% 19% 34% 

 

 65% supported ITQ as first or second preference. Of commercial fishers, 67% identified ITQ as 

first, second or third preference.  

 65% supported the use of tagging as a 1, 2 or 3 preference. 

 10% supported symbol amalgamation as 1, or 2 preference. Of commercial fishers, 8% 

supported as 1 or 2 preference. 

Ban C-grade crabs 5 Reduce the number of platforms/licences/fishers 11 

Equal allocation 1 Reduce the number of pots 10 

No change required 4 Support tagging as a concept 12 

Non-transferable quota 1 Restrict commercial fishers to zones 3 
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Commercial Recreational Other
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6) Of the commercial allocation options proposed, which do you prefer? (see page 14 of the 

discussion paper) 

 

Answer Choices 

Voluntary nomination (for 
symbol allocation only) 

6 

Base equal allocation 19 

Historical catch 43 

A mixture of the above 57 

Other (please specify) 29 

TOTAL 126 

skipped 23 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments # 

Auction 1 

Lessee should have rights 2 

Equal allocation 2 

Historical catch should be used 7 

Catch data should be validated 7 

Pre-investment warning period should be relevant 5 

No fair way to allocate 5 

Non- fixed rolling averages 1 

Buy tags, user pays 2 

 

7) It is proposed that recreational in-possession limits should change up and down in line with a 

harvest strategy. However, before this happens, current rules could be reviewed and 

simplified. Do you support any of the following? 

Answer Choices Responses 

Introduce a possession limit for blue swimmer crab, as it doesn’t have one currently 75.18% 109 

A review of recreational pot limits 34.75% 52 

Boat possession limit for all crab, particularly to prevent black marketing 65.25% 95 

Reduce the mud crab possession limit, particularly to prevent black marketing 56.74% 83 

Comments 41.84% 59  
Answered 144  
Skipped 5 
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Detailed comments – Recreational limits # 

pot limit = 3/person 2 

pot limit = 5/person 2 

pot limit = 6/boat 3 

boat limit 10 pots 1 

Mud crab limit = 2 1 

Mud crab limit = 3 1 

mud crab limit = 5 4 

mud crab limit = 6 2 

Blue swimmer crab limit = 4 4 

Blue swimmer crab limit = 10 5 

Blue swimmer crab limit = 16 1 

Mud crab boat limit = 10 2 

Boat limit = 12 crabs/boat 1 

Boat limit = 6 mud crab 4 

mud crab boat limit = 15-20 4 

Boat limit for crabs is supported generally 3 

Only agree to revised rec limits if ITQ or TAC is introduced in 
comm sector 

4 

Recreational tags 3 

 

8) Other comments 

Comments – top four issues Responses 

Ghost potting is a major issue 10 

Permit female harvesting 5 

Trawl catch of blue swimmer crab needs to be reviewed 4 

Black marketing is an issue 3 
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B. Written submissions from representative bodies  

Issue Recreation 1 GBRMPA Recreation 2 Conservation Recreation 3 Commercial 

Support for 
fishery 
objectives 

“An assessment of what a 
crab is worth to both 
sectors is essential so 
that we know where the 
economic benefit lies.” 

Supported. 
Encourage fishery 
independent validation of 
interactions and risks to 
TEPs 

 Stock biomass targets 
supported, but should 
reflect fishable biomass, 
regionalised basis 
Observer program to 
quantify bycatch and lost 
apparatus 
Ecosystem role of crab 
required 
Ensure quota available 
for Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islanders’ access 

 Not supportive of the SFS 
biomass objectives. 
Not supportive of 
testing/pursuing new and 
effective technologies to 
minimise ecological risk 
Not supportive of 
economic objectives  
Not supportive of 
maximising value of 
commercial product  
 

Support for 
management 
regions 

Supported, but split out 
Moreton and Hervey 
Bays’ 

Supports Gulf of 
Carpentaria mud crab, 
and blue swimmer crab.  
 

 Support generally. Supported 42% support for spitting 
into regions 
 

Support for 
proposed 
boundaries 

Streamline with proposed 
ECIFFF regions 

Streamlined with 
proposed ECIFF regions 

Streamlined with 
proposed ECIFF regions 

Streamlined with 
proposed ECIFF regions 

Streamlined with 
proposed ECIFF regions 

Concerned about limiting 
access 

Preferred 
option to 
manage the 
commercial  

Regionalised ITQ 
Tags for traceability 
 
TAC is the current catch 
Trawl catch be reviewed 
Pots to remain at 
50/operator 
 

Regionalised ITQ 
Tags for traceability 

Regionalised ITQ 
Tags for traceability 
 
 

Regionalised ITQ  
Tags for traceability 
 
 

Regionalised ITQ 
Tags for traceability 
 
50 pots/symbol 
 
 

27% support (highest) for 
symbol amalgamation 
and pot unitisation 
14% support ITQ 
14% support use of tags 

Allocation 
preference 

Use catch history, 
validated by tax/receipts 

Base equal allocation, 
historical catch 
combination. 
 

Use catch history, 
validated by tax/receipts 

Consistent with other Qld 
fisheries. Historical catch 
in logbooks.  
Regional quota be 
allocated based on 
logbooks, overseen by 

Use catch history, 
validated by tax/receipts 
 
No quota to latent 
licences 

32% support historical 
catch 
15% support equal / base  
25% support 
historical/equal 
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Issue Recreation 1 GBRMPA Recreation 2 Conservation Recreation 3 Commercial 

industry based working 
group re exceptional 
circumstances 

Validation through sale 
dockets/tax records 

Recreational 
review 

Any reduction in 4 pots 
and 10 mud crabs be 
coupled with stock 
declines and restrictions 
to all sectors.  
Possession limit reduction 
only apply if ITQ is 
implemented. 

Supports limit for blue 
swimmer crabs, boat limit 
for mud crabs. 
Agrees 10 is too high for 
mud crabs. 
Boat possession limit 
should be divisible by the 
individual limit 

Supports a reduction to 6 
crabs. 
But only if ITQ 
introduced. 
No reduction to 4 pot 
limit. 

Changes only to occur 
once harvest strategies 
have been finalised and 
stock abundance 
estimates warrant a 
change.  
Support a boat limit of 12 
pots 

Boat limit of 10 crabs, 
household limit of 20, but 
only if ITQ introduced.  
 

Support for recreational 
blue swimmer crab limit, 
reducing mud crab limit, 
and introducing boat 
limits. 
 

Other issues Review trawl caught blue 
swimmer crabs. Exclude 
trawling in recognised 
crabbing areas.  

Current 100crabs/night 
should be reduced to 50 
(Moreton Bay)  

Pots must be actively 
worked 

Education material on C-
grade needed  

Commercial crabbing 
should not be allowed 
within 2 kilometers of a 
public boat ramp. 

Female protection be 
maintained. 

Supports a closure to 
clean up waterways of 
pots 

Review apparatus for 
risks (eg. light or 
rectangle pots) 

Fishers need to “actively 
work” pots, to avoid 
ghost potting.  

Education material on C-
grade needed 

Trawl fishery should be 
allocated ITQ for blue 
swimmer crabs 

Actively work pots to 
avoid ghost crabbing. 

63% support for 
reviewing trawl fishery 

Arrangements for multi-
endorsed fishers is of 
particular concern 

Small-scale fishers will be 
impacted 
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Attachment 4: Coral Reef Line Fishery Discussion Paper 
Results of consultation 

A. Online survey 

B. Written submissions from representative bodies 

 

A. Online Survey results 
 

1) Which of the following best describes your interest in Queensland fisheries? 

Answer choices  

Commercial fishing 23 

Recreational fishing 61 

Charter fishing 1 

Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander  0 

Seafood marketing 0 

Conservation 0 

General member of the public 1 

Other unspecified 4 

TOTAL 90 

 

 

2) Do you think there should be a change to the maximum commercial vessel size limit?  

Answer choices  

Yes - retain existing limit of 20m 53 

Yes - increase the limit to 25m 
(consistent with other quota 
managed fisheries) 

26 

No - remove the limit of 20m 5 

Another limit? 3 

TOTAL 87 

skipped 3 

 

 

 

 

3) Do you think the RQ and/or L symbol should be removed to reduce red tape? (see page 4 of the 

discussion paper) 
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Answer choices  

Quota should determine entry – 
there is no need for limited licence 

12 

Maintain L symbol 7 

Maintain RQ symbol 11 

Maintain existing arrangements 
(both RQ and L symbols required) 

64 

Total 87 

Skipped  3 

 

 

4) Do you think there should there be a change to the maximum tender vessel size limit? (see page 

5 of the discussion paper) 

Answer choices   

No - maintain existing 7m limit for 
commercial tender vessels 

67 

Yes - increase maximum size to 
10m 

10 

Yes - require multiple RQ symbols 
to upsize tender vessel 

5 

Other 4 

Total 86 

Skipped  4 

 

 

5) Do you think there should be limits on the number of tender vessels that can be used (currently 7)? 

(see page 5 of the discussion paper) 

 

Answer choices   

No - remove the existing 
commercial tender vessel number 
limits 

4 

Yes - maintain the existing 
arrangements 

43 

Yes - increase the tender vessel 
number limit 

2 

Yes - decrease the tender vessel 
number limit 

37 

Total 86 

Skipped  4 
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6) Do you think there needs to be restrictions on how far a commercial tender can fish from the main 

commercial vessel? (see page 5 of the discussion paper)  

 

Answer choices   

Yes - maintain the existing 
5 nautical mile or same 
reef limit 

61 

No - vessel tracking will 
negate the need for a 
limit 

25 

Total 86 

Skipped  4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7) Should commercial filleting at sea continue to be permitted in the coral reef fin fish fishery (see 

page 5 of the discussion paper)? 
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8) To improve management arrangements of other coral reef species (e.g. red emperor, crimson 

snapper), what changes do you think should be considered? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9) Do you think finer spatial management measures are necessary in the coral reef fin fish fishery? 

Answer choices

Yes - fi l leting at sea should be 

permitted for any vessel that requires 

it 

19

Yes - but the existing fi l leting 

arrangements need to be 

strengthened to ensure quota 

integrity

24

Yes -  but fi l leting should only be 

permitted in a few circumstances (i.e. 

original historical permits)

7

Yes - fi l leting allowed with a quota 

usage penalty
4

No - cease issuing fi l leting permits 

for all  fishers.
32

Total 86

Skipped 4

Answer choices   

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

No change - maintain existing
'other species' quota category…

Total allowable catch for other
coral reef species

Individual transferable quota
allocated for other coral reef…

Enact reference or trigger points
in the harvest strategy

To improve management arrangements of 
other coral reef species (e.g. red emperor, 

crimson snapper), what changes do you think 
should be considered?

Other Recreational Commercial

Answer choices

No change - maintain existing 'other 

species' quota category as a catch-

all  for all  other species

31

Total allowable catch for other 

coral reef species
15

Individual transferable quota 

allocated for other coral reef 

species

33

Enact reference or trigger points in 

the harvest strategy
6

Total 85

Skipped 5
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10) Do you think the current spawning closure for the fishery needs to be reviewed (relevant to all 

sectors). 

Answer choices   

No - maintain the current 
spawning closure 

40 

Yes - increase the length of 
fishery spawning closure 

15 

Yes - remove or relax 
fishery spawning closure 

7 

Yes - review current 
exceptions to the spawning 
closure (i.e. long range 
charter operators) 

24 

Total 86 

Skipped  4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No - current spatial management 
measures are appropriate 

24 

Yes - finer spatial management 
should be considered for coral trout 

54 

Yes - finer spatial management 
should be considered for red throat 
emperor 

39 

Yes - finer spatial management 
should be considered for other key 
coral reef species 

45 

Total 85 

Skipped  5 

0 10 20 30 40 50

No - current spatial management
measures are appropriate

Yes - finer spatial management
should be considered for coral

trout

Yes - finer spatial management
should be considered for red

throat emperor

Yes - finer spatial management
should be considered for other

key coral reef species

Do you think finer spatial management 
measures are necessary in the coral reef fin fish 

fishery?

Other Recreational Commercial

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

No - maintain the current
spawning closure

Yes - increase the length of
fishery spawning closure

Yes - remove or relax fishery
spawning closure

Yes - review current exceptions
to the spawning closure (i.e.…

Do you think the current spawning closure for 
the fishery needs to be reviewed (relevant to all 

sectors).

Other Recreational Commercial
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11) It's proposed that possession limits should change up and down in line with a harvest strategy. 

No major changes are proposed to coral reef species possession limits in the short term. 

However, to simplify existing possession limits, do you support any of the following (see page 7 of 

the discussion paper)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Answer choices   

Total possession limit 
for all fish species 

41 

A general possession 
limit for every species 
across Queensland (to 
pick up those species 
with no bag limit 
currently) 

41 

boat limits (particularly 
to address black 
marketing) 

40 

special arrangements for 
charter vessels 

17 

Total 88 

Skipped  2 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Total possession limit for all fish
species

A general possession limit for every
species across Queensland (to pick up

those species with no bag limit…

boat limits (particularly to address
blackmarketing)

special arrangements for charter
vessels

It's proposed that possession limits should change up 
and down in line with a harvest strategy. No major 

changes are proposed to coral reef species possession 
limits in the short term. However, to simplify existing 

possession limits, do you support any of

Other Recreational Commercial



 

Results of Consultation Report – Fishery-specific Discussion Papers 2018             40 

B. Written submissions from representative bodies 
 

Issue Recreational 1 GBRMPA Commercial Conservation Recreational 2 

Do you think 
there should 
be a change to 
the maximum 
commercial 
vessel size 
limit 

No Change as there is no 
limits on individual species 
in the OS quota group. 

Support increasing the limit 
once there is a fishery 
harvest strategy in place 
and there is appropriate 
data collection and 
monitoring in place to 
inform such a fishery 
harvest strategy. 

Support increasing the 
maximum size of primary 
vessel – 24m. 

Not supported until such 
time as the fundamental 
reforms in the harvest 
strategy are completed. 

Yes increase it up to 100m. 

Do you think 
the RQ and/or 
L symbol 
should be 
removed to 
reduce red 
tape?  

It is the view of MRFA that 
the L and RQ symbol should 
be maintained. 

Supports the maintenance 
of the L and RQ symbols 
until a fishery harvest 
strategy is introduced. 

Remove L symbols but 
maintain RQ symbol and 
allowing leasing of that 
symbol. 

Once appropriate species 
specific regional harvest 
strategies are in place, the 
types of rationalisation 
proposed in this issue would 
make sense as it would 
enable market forces to 
determine the structure of 
the fleet. 

Quota to determine entry. 

Do you think 
there should 
there be a 
change to the 
maximum 
tender vessel 
size limit?  

It is the view of MRFA that 
the maximum tender vessel 
limit should not be changed 

Supports removal of the 7m 
maximum tender vessel 
once there is a fishery 
harvest strategy in place for 
the fishery. 

Maintain the existing rule 
for tenders. 
 
If a tender is needed for 
over 7m then a separate RQ 
symbol should be required. 

Not support a change in the 
maximum size of the dories 
until such time as regional, 
species specific quotas are 
established for all quota 
species, including high risk 
OS species so that localised 
depletion issues can be 
addressed. 

No - maintain existing 7m 
limit for commercial tender 
vessels 

Do you think 
there should 
be limits on 
the number of 
tender vessels 

 Not supportive in increasing 
the number of tenders in 
the fishery due to risks 
around localised depletion.  

Tender numbers are capped 
for the whole fishery 

Removal of input controls 
like tender numbers can be 
considered once regional 
species specific harvest 

The number of tender 
vessels should be regulated 
by safety and vessel survey 
requirements, not arbitrarily 
assigned. 
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that can be 
used 
(currently 7)?  

strategies have been 
completed. 

Do you think 
there needs to 
be restrictions 
on how far a 
commercial 
tender can 
fish from the 
main 
commercial 
vessel? 

It is MRFA’s view that 
existing arrangements 
regarding dory distance 
from mother boat remain 
unchanged until VMS is 
embedded and tried and 
proven. 

Supportive of removing the 
limit in line with the 
introduction of vessel 
tracking. 

There has been a huge 
safety problem being 
identified by AMSA by reef 
dories and should maintain 
current distant from 
primary. Or on large reefs 
stay in sheltered waters of 
that reef. 

Not if it reduces safety in 
the fishery. 

Yes - maintain the existing 5 
nautical mile or same reef 
limit 

Should 
commercial 
filleting at sea 
continue to be 
permitted in 
the coral reef 
fin fish 
fishery? 

Compliance issues regarding 
species identification are an 
obvious concern and the 
existing filleting 
arrangements need to be 
strengthened to ensure 
quota integrity. 

The Authority supports 
consideration of a range of 
additional arrangements to 
address the concerns under 
which such filleting at sea 
arrangements can still 
occur. 

Current arrangements are 
adequate 

Support the removal of 
filleting permits only for 
vessels willing to install 
camera operations in such a 
way that filleted fish are 
recorded automatically 
which will prevent the 
concerns around processing 
of undersized or protected 
species, and high-grading of 
quota into lower grade OS 
fillets. 

Yes - filleting at sea should 
be permitted for any vessel 
that requires it 
 
All fishers should be 
encouraged to fillet at sea, 
both recreational and 
commercial. 

To improve 
management 
arrangements 
of other coral 
reef species 
(e.g. red 
emperor, 
crimson 
snapper), 
what changes 
do you think 

Individual Transferrable 
Quota (ITQ) for all coral reef 
species will have to be 
developed and this needs to 
be underpinned by a full 
stock assessment. 

Concerns regarding the lack 
of species specific quota or 
TACCs for the OS category 
species, including red 
emperor, saddletail 
snapper, crimson snapper 
and spangled emperor. The 
Authority encourages such 
management changes to be 
introduced prior to any 
relaxation of input controls 

Need to better understand 
the recreational catch of 
these species before 
breaking down the 
commercial OS quota.  

Managing this fishery 
through the commercial 
catch only needs to stop. 

More species specific TACC’s 
are required for this fishery. 
 
Key species to be separated 
out of the OS category 
should be any species that 
has reported a harvest of 
over 500 tonnes during the 
logbook history 

If there is a recreational 
possession limit on a species 
there must be an ITQ and 
TACC. 
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should be 
considered? 

and prior to the 
introduction of a fishery 
harvest strategy. 

Do you think 
finer spatial 
management 
measures are 
necessary in 
the coral reef 
fin fish 
fishery? 

MRFA support finer spatial 
management within the 
fishery and in addition, 
support area specific quota 
attached to these. 

Existing decision rules do 
not consider regional scale 
impacts of severe tropical 
cyclones or the lesser 
known effects of such as 
widespread coral bleaching 
on fish stocks. It is critical to 
ensure that regional 
fisheries and regional 
environmental data are 
drivers of such TACC 
decision rules into the 
future. 

Finer scale spatial 
management needs to be 
considered. Not only for 
catch quota, but also for 
individual fishing effort to 
address displacement of 
fishermen from other areas. 

The harvest strategy must 
respond to regional events. 
 
 

No - current spatial 
management measures are 
appropriate 

Do you think 
the current 
spawning 
closure for the 
fishery needs 
to be 
reviewed 
(relevant to 
all sectors)? 

If science proves that there 
is a better and more 
beneficial way of 
determining spawning 
closure this should be 
considered into the future, 
until then it is our position 
to leave the spawning 
closures as they are. 

The Authority supports 
consideration and a review 
of research to increase the 
duration of the existing 
CRFFF spawning closures. 

Spawning closures should 
be removed as green zones 
and weather patterns give 
adequate protection. 
Currently, charter fishing is 
allowed to fish through 
spawning closures – should 
be the same for commercial 
line fishermen. 

Spawning closures should 
be maintained until such 
time there is sufficient 
evidence to suggest 
targeting of spawning 
aggregations no longer 
presents a risk. 

Yes - remove or relax fishery 
spawning closure. 
 
30 % of the total reef area, 
more for actual reefs, is 
totally closed to any fishing 
all year round. 
 
This provides a huge reserve 
for all spawning species 
over the entire year. 

It's proposed 
that 
possession 
limits should 
change up and 
down in line 
with a harvest 
strategy. No 
major changes 

 The Authority believes that 
the present mechanism of 
having individual in-
possession limits applying to 
key CRFFF target species, 
with a total possession limit 
is appropriate, however 

Lower recreational limits of 
CRFF to 10 fish per person.  

Leave bag limits where they 
are at the moment and 
adjust over time.  

Support the need for all size 
limits to be based on a size 
that allows species to breed 
at least once. 

The bogus issue of black 
marketing is not relevant. 
 
There are already laws 
against black-marketing. it is 
illegal … enforce it! 
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are proposed 
to coral reef 
species 
possession 
limits in the 
short term. 
However, to 
simplify 
existing 
possession 
limits, do you 
support any of 
the following 

boat limits should be 
considered as well. 

Need to stop recreational 
catching and landing 
commercial catches.  

Lowering the CRFF limit will 
help address the huge black 
market that exists in the 
reef / line fishery. 


