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The Recreational Fishing Alliance of NSW (RFA) is the peak representative body for recreational 
fishers in NSW. It represents the interests of fishers in the management of the State’s recreational 
fisheries, promotes sustainable fishing practices, encourages the participation of children and the 
disabled, helps secure rights to fishing access, encourages recreational fishers to become involved in 
the well-being of the fishery, promotes consultation and communication between government and 
recreational fishers and promotes fishing safety. The RFA is a not-for-profit, volunteer organisation 
supported by recreational fishing clubs, associations and individual anglers. 
 
The RFA has been at the forefront of engagement during this current Bioregional Assessment and 
has encouraged the recreational fishers of NSW to participate and become engaged when it seems 
the communication strategy of Marine Estate Management Authority (MEMA) was designed to 
exclude the many individual voices that anglers have and also to exclude those with basic literacy 
and computer skills. Non-licence holders, young anglers, disabled and culturally and linguistically 
diverse anglers have also been excluded and no significant efforts have been made to seek 
comments from these user groups. The assumption that we all speak English as our first language 
and come from the middle to upper classes of society fails to appreciate that many anglers fish for 
food to supplement the family’s food requirements and often don’t have access to transport and 
disposable incomes. Any lock out from any fishing spot in the Bioregion will not result in any tangible 
benefit to the biodiversity; rather it will only result in harsh socio- economic impacts to anglers.  
 
At a recent workshop hosted by MEMA, recreational anglers had an opportunity to present the 
collective views of recreational anglers and business owners to the Bioregional Team.  The RFA 
undertook to invite the major fishing clubs in the bioregion, representatives from the tackle industry, 
spearfishing groups, state and national peak bodies and the charter fishing industry.  
 
The RFA has already conveyed the sentiments shared after the workshop to the Ministers 
responsible for the Marine Estate in NSW. 
 
There are 3 main areas of concern following on from that workshop; 
 

1. Lack of community engagement / communication 
2. The Threat and Risk Assessment Process (TARA)  
3. Complexity of the submission process 

 
Lack of community engagement / communication 
Community consultation needs to be adequate, inclusive and appropriate, and be undertaken in an 
open and accountable way and requires the type and scale of consultation to correspond with the 
activity impact. The Hawkesbury Bioregion and the proposed lockouts are set to occur in the most 
heavily populated, multiculturally diverse and developed region of NSW with an estimated resident 
population for Greater Sydney at over 4,600,000.  

http://www.rfansw.com.au/
http://www.safefishing.com.au/
mailto:contact.us@marine.nsw.gov.au
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Approximately 30% of the NSW population was born overseas and many have poor English language 
proficiency. The RFA is concerned that these same migrant and culturally and linguistically diverse 
(CALD) anglers are being ignored by the NSW Government. CALD anglers make up a huge percentage 
of land-based anglers that rely on places like Sydney Harbour, Clifton Gardens, Bare Island and all 
the easy accessible land based spots in the entire bioregional coastline to catch fresh fish. They 
probably make up a large percentage of offenders in Fisheries Compliance matters for much the 
same reason; they are ignored by Fisheries NSW in terms of engagement and education. Despite this 
MEMA does not have an effective CALD community engagement strategy that will deliver the views 
of these anglers. 
 

The workshop held on the 6th April was beneficial in motivating anglers to engage and advise 
accordingly, it was also very technical and required a high level of English proficiency to participate. 
It was essential that community consultation for all recreational activities be undertaken in a way 
that ensures that MEMA collects broad advice to assist with the management of commercial fishing, 
recreational/charter fishing and Aboriginal cultural fishing as well as issues which impact across 
fisheries and sectors such as resource sharing, co-management, compensation, cost recovery and 
ecosystem based fisheries management. This did not occur.  
 
Without undertaking a process of adequate, inclusive and appropriate community consultation, any 
regulatory changes or loss of access will fail to gain the ‘social licence to be implemented’. This social 
licence is the recognised as the level of acceptance or approval continually granted by local 
community and other stakeholders. Without gaining and maintaining this licence, and undertaking a 
robust and accountable community consultation process there is a risk that MEMA will face 
potential negative impacts including:  
 

- a lack of community trust and support;  

- a failure to be able to address community misconceptions and misinformation;  

- the cost of additional staff time needed when conflict arises or escalates;  

- ongoing legal challenge to exclusions, projects or activities;  

- inability to follow-up effectively on commitments or respond to complaints; 
 
Threat and Risk Assessment Process (TARA).  
This is one of the most contentious issues about the entire process and the lack of transparency 
shown by MEMA is disappointing to the states 900,000 anglers. The fact that recreational fishing has 
been rated as “high” impact and is based on inference by the Environment Ministers department is 
dishonourable.  One single high rating in the matrix resulted in the entire activity being rated as high. 
These high ratings have occurred under the “Threatened and Protected Species” which is broken up 
into two columns as shown below; 
 

- Species and communities protected under the Fisheries Management Act which is under the 
control of DPI 

- Species protected under the Threated Species Act under the control of OEH 
 

When asked to present evidence that discarded fishing gear and debris from recreational fishers 
poses a major threat to turtles and seabirds through ingestion and entanglement both Ministers 
failed to respond. The RFA have been told that OEH does not share this information and it has not 
been made available.   
 
The fact the under the GIPA Act requests have been made to access this information discredits and 
weakens MEMA and the Bioregional process and further erodes community trust and support.  
 

The high risk rating is “inferred” by MEMA with the information derived from the NPWS marine 
incident database which we are told holds records of turtle mortality from marine debris ingestion 
and once again no information has ever been provided. The RFA has been told by MEMA that 
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interactions with marine mammals and reptiles are more likely to occur on the continental shelf in 
this bioregion due to high level of recreational fishing and that this is rated as likely to occur given 
the high level of rec fishing that occurs in this bioregion and once again this evidence was not 
presented. The inference that these things occur in the Bioregion and the lack of evidence 
contradicts what the TARA is designed to achieve as outlined below; 
 

- Be undertaken at a range of scales from Statewide down to the geographic region that best 
aligns with the management issue being investigated; 

- Provide transparency and ease of understanding to stakeholders; 
- Draw on a range of credible and accepted information sources; and 
- Accommodate whatever level of analysis is ‘fit for purpose’, from broad, qualitative, 

‘scanning’ assessments, down to in-depth quantitative analyses, where more detailed 
assessments provide necessary further information for decision making. 

 
The level of confidence in the process at this late stage of the consultation is of great concern to the 
RFA. The lack of transparency by OEH is not acceptable as part of the part Hawkesbury Bioregional 
Consultative process and the community is being treated with the utmost contempt. The lack of 
transparency and information needs to be addressed. The process is supposed to be an “Evidence 
Based Approach” and “TARA seeks to ensure all relevant and credible information sources are used 
to identify the risk of a threat being realised” but must also be shared to validate the process, not 
shroud it secrecy. 
 
Further information should have been provided to justify the “high” risk rating given to recreational 
fishing in the Hawkesbury Bioregion for the following; 
 

- Seabird entanglements 
- Turtles caught in crab pots 
- Entangled seals / Seals caught in lures reported to NPWS 
- Vessel Strike on Turtles and Penguins  
- High mortalities of turtles from fish traps and crab pots 

 
Without this information it has been impossible for recreational anglers to suggest any management 
options. It was vital that MEMA clarified the actual numbers of incidents and when and where they 
occurred. In this regard the Ministers and MEMA has failed.  
 
Complexity of the submission process 
Even though many fishers with English proficiency are able to navigate a complex web portal and 
have excellent computer and language skills, many of them have tried navigating the online 
submission process and have failed. Those with a lack of proficiency skills have been completely 
excluded. The process has been designed by academics for academics and this sentiment was 
continually spoken about on the day of the workshop. 
 
The most critical aspect of this consultation that will impact recreational anglers will undoubtedly be 
Section 4 of the discussion paper / consultative process; 
  
4. Spatial management for biodiversity conservation and use sharing - To enhance the conservation of 
biodiversity and use sharing through spatial management measures 

- Design a system of targeted marine protected areas based on detailed analysis and 
community engagement.  

Any suggested changes will ultimately have significant impacts to recreational fishing in the 
following ways; 
 

- Loss of access for recreational fishers 
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- Loss of income to charter operators / tackle shops / boat sales 
- Loss of jobs in the charter / tackle industry / boating 
- Loss of jobs in DPI due to downturn in NSW Fishing Licence Sales and Trust Fund 

revenue 
- Added congestion on the water and on land due to shift of effort 
- Claims for compensation from the tackle / charter / boating industry 

 
One workshop for recreational anglers, tackle shops and charter operators, a complex and exclusive 
submission process and the lack of transparency around the sharing of information is not adequate 
consultation, especially in an area vastly populated as the Hawkesbury Bioregion. 
 
The premise and suggestion by MEMA that they have actually provided  detailed analysis and 
community engagement  is misleading and corrupt. 
 
Whilst the entire process initiated by MEMA should be vetoed by recreational anglers throughout 
NSW, the RFA is hopeful that changes can and must be made. In support of our current adaptive 
fisheries management throughout NSW the RFA has taken the time to consult with recreational 
anglers and many other stakeholders in providing comments below on the real threats to 
biodiversity in the Bioregion. 
 
The following sections are from the MEMA website and the RFA has endeavoured to offer thoughtful 
and constructive comments to the best of its abilities based on the information provided. 
   
Improving water quality and reducing litter and marine debris 

More work needs to be done to reduce litter, sewerage, industrial pollution and plastics in all our 
waterways and must include our coastal waters and offshore waters. The only way this can have any 
effective impact to even attempt to clean up our waterways is if it is well funded and the NSW 
Government shows a willingness to remove its tendency to blame subsequent governments about 
these “legacy” problems like outdated sewerage outfall infrastructure , Dioxins and now PFOS issues 
in the Hunter River. Marine Pollution including NSW Government approved or legacy issues need to 
be addressed. MEMA has failed to address the real threats to biodiversity. The focus of MEMA in this 
area has been extremely narrow and has failed to look at the big picture which will require major 
changes and a large funding commitment to address, something the NSW Government is not willing 
to do as indicated by MEMA in the discussion paper.  
 
In order to have any significant improvements in Biodiversity the NSW Governments needs to 
address how it currently does business and not rely small scale projects that cannot feasibly have an 
significant impact on the issues below when we have a growing population and expanding urban 
footprint in the Bioregion. Currently we are potentially seeing a huge amount of pollution entering 
our waterways as indicated below; 
 

- ½ of Marine Plastic Pollution comes from land based littering – 65% are beverage containers 
and include non-recyclable coffee cups both plastic and Styrofoam.  

- Maritime Waste represents 11% of plastic pollution in Australia. 
- There are no (achievable) solutions to eliminate 1/3 of all marine plastic pollution 

(nanoplastics when released) 
- Production Losses and Discharges in waste & recycling are rapidly becoming a major source 

(at least 9%); 
- While microbeads and bags only represent 2% of the total pollution they are a major threat 

to biodiversity 
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        Estimated plastic entering the marine            
     environment (tonnes/P.A.) 

Catchment Area Plastic Litter Commercial and Industrial 
Activities 

Residential microplastic Total  Catchment 
Population  

Wollongong 624 260 420 1304        203,000  

Illawarra 1340 560 900 2800        436,000  

Botany & Port Hacking 3814 1590 2600 8004     1,500,000  

Sydney Harbour 3051 1270 2050 6371     1,200,000  

Middle Harbour 510 210 350 1070        200,000  

Hawkesbury / Nepean  2034 850 1350 4234        800,000  

Lake Macquarie 260 110 175 545        190,000  

Newcastle 926 330 270 1526        670,000  

      

Totals 12559 5180 8115 25854    5,199,000  

      

Major Sources Plastic Bottles Pellet losses  Microbeads   

 Cigarette Butts Waste escaping landfills  
& recycling facilities 

Laundry - Synthetics   

 Plastic Bags  
Marine Industries 

Wear & tear of plastic 
goods 

  

 Coffee Cups  Tyre Dust   

 

 
                                                                                                       Image and data courtesy Boomerang Alliance 

 

Beverage Litter 
33% 

Plastic Bag Litter 
1% 

Cigarette Butts 
5% 

Other 
Litter 

9% 

Microbeads 
1% 

Tyre Dust 
18% Use of Plastic 

(Wear & Tear) 
4% 

Nurdles (plastic 
Manufacturing) 

9% 

Synthetic 
Fibres 

9% Maritime 
Waste 
11% 

Sources of Marine Plastic Pollution in Australia 
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The RFA has shown that without a willingness to address the threats to our marine biodiversity and a 
willingness to change the way it operates, the NSW Government will continue to use lockouts of 
recreational anglers as a way of justifying it is protecting the biodiversity of the bioregion when the 
real threats are overlooked.  
 
 http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-03-03/sewage-spilled-into-sydney-harbour-a-'cheap-fix'/7216028  

 
The RFA and all of the bioregions residents know that it is widely recognised that dumping toxic 
waste into the ocean is undesirable from a public health and environmental point of view. The costs 
of past policies that have facilitated the wholesale dumping of toxic waste into the Sydney sewers 
have recently become painfully obvious, let alone recent plans to dump even more into Sydney 
Harbour.  Fish have become contaminated and this has cost the fishing industry millions of dollars in 
lost sales. Sydney Water and the NSW Government are guilty of not conducting any recent studies 
around our coastal and offshore toxic sewerage dumps to look at the levels of organochlorines, 
chlordane, hexachlorobenzene, mercury and DDT and deildrin.  
 
The RFA also questions the validity of the Threat and Risk Assessment and the NPWS Incident 
Database which could have potentially failed to recognise or address marine debris as an impact to 
species protected under the Threated Species Act and the Fisheries Management Act. Once again in 
data supplied to the RFA, entanglement from marine debris, ingestion and nanoplastics seems to 
have been overlooked by MEMA.  
 
Entanglement in Australia; 

- Affects at least 200 marine species  
- 44 sea bird species, 9 cetaceans, 11 pinnipeds, 31 invertebrates, and 6 sea turtle species are 

suffering from entanglement 
- The rate of entanglement by marine debris has increased by 40% over the past 10 years  
- 20% of entanglements reported are from litter (bags, ribbons, packing tape) 
- Between 5-15,000 turtles become entangled in ‘ghost nets’ in the Gulf of Carpentaria 

- 40,000 fur seal deaths by entanglement p.a. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          Image and data courtesy Boomerang Alliance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                       Image and data courtesy Boomerang Alliance 

 
 

http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-03-03/sewage-spilled-into-sydney-harbour-a-'cheap-fix'/7216028
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Ingestion in Australia; 
- 96% of all biodiversity is vulnerable to the ingestion of microplastics 

- 65% of all seabirds studied have been found to have plastic in their gut. By 2050 CSIRO 
estimates it will reach 99% 

- 30% of all turtles autopsied in Moreton Bay have been found to have ingested plastic 

- Coral has been found to be ingesting microplastics at about the same rate as plankton 

 

                          

               
Image and data courtesy Boomerang Alliance 

 
 
Nanoplastics; 
Whilst the main focus of MEMA has been microplastics the RFA believes that nanoplastics present a 
bigger threat. Microplastics are pieces between 100 nm and <5 mm; nanoplastics are smaller than 
100 NM (a human hair is 75 nm in diameter).  

- It is likely that approx. 20,000 tonnes p.a. of plastic pollution is missed in previous studies as 
they are too small to identify / capture (primary microplastics and secondary nanoplastics). 

- While they weigh far less; at 1 mg per piece of microplastic this represents 20 trillion pieces 
of plastic entering our marine environment each year (compared to an estimated 34 billion 
larger pieces in Australian waters) 

- Sooner or later every piece of plastic that enters the marine environment will abrade and 
degrade until it reaches the nanoplastic size. 

- These materials are a primary threat to biodiversity – 96% of the food chain are likely to 
digest them & the particles can then pass from the gut into the bloodstream 

“Plastic is so permanent and so indestructible that when you’ve tossed it, in the ocean or even into a 
dustbin ... it does not go away”  Sir David Attenborough 
 

“Once in the ocean, plastic does not go away: it fragments, breaking down into smaller pieces and 
acts as a vector for chemicals such as persistent organic pollutants that may be transferred into the 
food chain upon ingestion by marine organisms. Transported by ocean currents, few places around 
the globe have not been infested by this material.”  Achim Steiner, Executive Director UNEP 
 
“Anyone consuming an average amount of seafood will ingest about 11,000 plastic particles each 
year” Prof Tamara Galloway, Eco-Toxicologist, Exeter University 
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Dioxins and other Pollutants; 
The RFA has been unsuccessful in trying to access recent Sydney Water data on the pollutants that 
fish are ingesting around our coastal and offshore sewerage outlets. It is even more concerning to 
realise that no recent testing of fish species destined for human consumption is being undertaken by 
any NSW Government agency. The very same toxins that are present in our bays and estuaries and 
are ingested by fish destined for the table would have to be present in our sewerage outfalls. MEMA 
has failed to acknowledge this risk in any significant way.  
 
Whilst we do have risk warnings, information and dietary advice in Sydney Harbour, Botany Bay and 
Newcastle, there seems to be a reluctance by the NSW Government to give anglers and the general 
public that consume seafood any information on what is happening along our coast and offshore.  
 Dioxins and heavy metals are so prevalent in Sydney Harbour drastic action has been taken and 
swimming after rain is advised against in Botany Bay. 
 

                                                          

                     

                                                              
 
Whilst the NSW Government fails to do anything substantial to address these threats to the 
biodiversity in the Bioregion, it has recommended 59 sites for further lock outs and wants to ban 
angling as a measurable outcome in addressing the supposed threat is has on the biodiversity in the 
Bioregion to satisfy itself that MEMA has been an effective tool.  Angling in the Bioregion is already 
restricted by a lack of access to the foreshore or coast, parking restrictions, inadequate number of 
boat ramps and parking for boats/ trailers and Port or Airport land reclamation and security issues.  
In Sydney Harbour alone the access to areas anglers can safely catch and consume fish is severely 
restricted as shown below.                                      

http://www.abc.net.au/news/2014-08-16/health-warning-over-fish-caught-west-of-sydney-harbour-bridge/5674960
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With plans to lock out anglers out of Clifton Gardens, North Many and further restrict angling in the 
Nth Harbour Aquatic reserve the RFA questions why MEMA would take away the safest places 
anglers can catch and consume fish. Furthermore when the proposed areas for lock outs are 
overlayed with other maps that highlight significant Lead (Pb) deposits in the Harbour the RFA 
questions the wisdom of taking the safest areas for food consumption away from anglers. The 
threats to biodiversity are already present and need to be addressed, the threats from recreational 
angling are insignificant especially in the well managed fishery we have in NSW. Locking anglers out 
of any spot in the bioregion will do absolutely nothing to address marine pollution and to say 
otherwise is misleading.   
                                                                    

                   
 
 
Reducing water pollution from catchment runoff 

The RFA feels that MEMA needs to develop  complaint development and environmental policies as 
part of a review of the State Environmental Planning Policies (SEPP’S) to tackle water pollution from 
catchment run off in the Bioregion that recognise and identifies any impacts to recreational fishing. 
MEMA has been focussed on report cards, developing guidance, Strategic Planning Frameworks, 
updating Best Practice Management Strategies,  developing  frameworks, reviewing pollution 

http://www.google.com.au/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjnvt_z0cfMAhUDF5QKHb0XDosQjRwIBw&url=http://www.fishingworld.com.au/news/comment-anglers-reject-sydney-lock-out-plan&psig=AFQjCNGuzPLqtBc17IpzAGXVmO7Jui-N8A&ust=1462699332479330
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sources ( but ignoring raw and treated toxic sewerage dumping), research, supporting extension, 
engaging and finalising reviews. The RFA cannot find any tangible on ground initiatives being 
discussed or implemented that are actually funded to reduce water pollution in the supplied 
documents. Getting projects funded and up and running right now is what is needed, not locking 
anglers out of fishing spots.  
 
Rehabilitation works 
The RFA cannot find any reference to tangible major on ground initiatives being discussed or 
implemented that is actually funded to improve habitat in the supplied documents. Getting large 
habitat rehabilitation projects across the Bioregion funded and up and running right now is what is 
needed, not locking anglers out of fishing spots.  
 
Urban mangrove management policy  
The RFA feels that MEMA needs to develop complaint development and environmental policies as 
part of a review of the State Environmental Planning Policies (SEPP’S) to tackle mangrove 
management in the Bioregion that recognise and identifies any impacts to recreational fishing, not 
to retain views of waterways as discussed by MEMA. The value of our mangroves is being comprised 
for the overinflated property values of waterfront homes in the Bioregion.  
 
Marine wildlife incident planning and guideline implementation 
The RFA feels that until such time that an acceptable level of transparency is introduced by MEMA 
and all the current data (inc the NPWS Incident Database) is produced publically this section up for 
discussion is a pointless exercise. The lack of transparency and an inability to interpret the inferred 
incident data renders this discussion point redundant. Asking the anglers in the Bioregion to 
voluntarily  report interactions or any other incident and then to exclude and deny them access to 
the information as has happened under the current TARA process indicates how out of touch MEMA 
really is. Anglers in the Bioregion have no confidence in the role the Department of Office and 
Environment has played in the Hawkesbury Bioregion Assessment at this point in time. 

 
Marine research to address shipping and fishing knowledge gaps 
The RFA has previously spoken about the TARA process elsewhere in this submission and the RFA 
feels that many more knowledge gaps currently exist apart from fishing and shipping and these have 
been ignored by MEMA. The lack of information around marine rubbish pollution, cold water 
pollution, and catchment run off, boat based contamination, shading by marinas / wharves, 
commercial bycatch and land reclamation for State Significant Developments are a good start. The 
advocates of lock outs have avoided giving appropriate priority to taking a threats-based knowledge 
approach to marine management and ignored the many threats to biodiversity.  

 

There are knowledge gaps throughout the Bioregion like Land Based Pollution and Eutrophication, 
Heavy Metals, Halogenated Hydrocarbons, PAH (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons), 
Pharmaceuticals, Endocrine Disruption, Eutrophication, Pathogens, Acidic Sulphate Run-off, Litter, 
Debris and Micro Plastics, Ocean Dumping, Tailings Disposal, Nano-particles, Noise/Physical 
Disturbance/Light, Thermal Pollution, UV-B, Radioactivity, Overfishing, Illegal Unreported and 
Unregulated (IUU) Fishing, Managed Fishing, Alterations to Physical Habitats, Terrestrial Mining, 
Ocean Mining and Oil and Gas Extraction, Dredging, Connectivity, Flow-Regime and Salinity Change, 
Watershed Alteration, Watercourse Change, Coastal Development, Tourism,   

Recreational Use, Invasions of Exotic Species, Global Climate Change, Temperature  Change, Sea 
Level Rise, Ocean Acidification, Extreme Weather Events, Changes to Ocean Currents, Mitigation 
Activities (Marine Energy, Offshore Wind Farms, Carbon Sequestration, Ocean Based Activities  

Ship related Accidents Waste and Debris, Bilge Water, Tank Washing, Antifoulants, Criminal Activity, 
Ill-informed Perceptions/Ideologies, Biased/Misguided Human Perceptions - Social/Political (Mis-use 
of Evidence). 
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The RFA believes that the lack of any data or use of outdated studies (some of which is 15 years old) 
used to validate the 15 pre identified and 44 additional sites is unethical. The lack of any socio / 
economic data to justify or validate the 15 pre identified and 44 additional sites is of great concern 
to the RFA. The RFA is concerned that anglers are being asked to justify a process that has no current 
data available, and in the case of the 44 sites, no science or information to validate them.  Anglers 
were promised science based decisions when this current process was announced, not a scattergun 
gun, emotive approach backed by the anti-fishing lobby. The RFA is disappointed that MEMA has 
had the inability to deliver any real and current scientific justification for any lock out in NSW and no 
reasons why anglers even need to be locked out of the 15 pre identified sites.  

 
Spatial management for biodiversity conservation and use sharing 
The RFA feels that MEMA has failed to justify the use of spatial management as a tool to tackle 
improve biodiversity in the Bioregion. Likewise the NSW Government has been very careful not to 
overly use the word “Marine Park” instead utilising the phrase “Spatial Management” to infer lock 
outs. Like many anglers in NSW, the RFA believes that spatial management infers marine sanctuary 
zones.  
 
Spatial Management or lock outs are a blunt tool that could be used if our current fisheries 
management tools were failing; however this is not the case in NSW. Many lobby groups and 
government agencies are engaging in social and political mis-use of evidence. Improving biodiversity 
with a network of sanctuary zones, a marine park and spatial closures to tackle the key stressors in 
the Bioregion is not possible when the issues presented are of such a magnitude that major work 
needs to be undertaken and funded by the NSW Government.  
 
The RFA believes this willingness does not exist within the NSW Government and instead it will opt 
for the cheapest option, banning recreational angling which is the low hanging and cheapest fruit in 
the process. Time and time again the RFA has challenged “ Ill-informed Perceptions/Ideologies, 
Biased/Misguided Human Perceptions - Social/Political Mis-use of Evidence” to compel MEMA and 
the NSW Government to deliver what it promised to the states 900,000 anglers when it started this 
process, at this stage it has clearly failed when we look at the evidence presented. 
 
“Marine reserves only benefit badly managed fisheries”  
Buxton CD, Hartmann K, Kearney R, et al (2014). When is spillover from marine reserves likely to 
benefit fisheries?  
 
Concentration of effort outside current sanctuary zones is more detrimental than the benefit inside 
the sanctuary zones and most case studies fail to acknowledge this fact.  Every reputable scientific 
publication will acknowledge that well managed fisheries are a key part of healthy recreational 
fishery. 
 
“Despite the increasing importance of marine recreational fishing, recreational fisheries 
management is often hampered by lack of adequate data and limited effectiveness of conventional 
regulations. In Shark Bay, Western Australia, snapper (Pagrus auratus) in the Eastern Gulf, Denham 
Sound and Freycinet Estuary have been a major attraction for recreational fishers since the 1960s. 
Various management measures were progressively introduced from 1998 onwards to limit snapper 
catches, including increases in minimum length, introduction of a maximum length, reductions in 
daily bag limit, a moratorium in the Eastern Gulf (June 1998–March 2003), a 6-week spawning 
closure in the Freycinet Estuary and, finally, the introduction of a Total-Allowable-Catch-based 
system in 2003. Stock assessments in 2011 indicated that spawning biomass in the Eastern Gulf and 
Denham Sound had rebuilt to the management target level while biomass in the Freycinet Estuary 
remained below the threshold level but was continuing to slowly rebuild. This paper summarising the 
research and adaptive management of the snapper fishery over the last 15+ years represents an 
important case study that addresses a range of issues typically associated with marine recreational 
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fisheries, including assessment of stock size and recreational catch, evaluation of management 
regulations and active engagement with the recreational fishing community” 
Gary Jackson  and Michael Moran . Recovery of inner Shark Bay snapper (Pagrus auratus) stocks: 
relevant research and adaptive recreational fisheries management in a World Heritage Property 
 
Whilst the study above is from WA, even our own studies from the Solitary Island Marine Park 
indicate that well managed fisheries play a significant role in restoring the biomass.  
 
“Establishing the marine sanctuaries in this study was not the only management strategy undertaken 
in 2002 likely to influence snapper abundance. Additional to spatial management there was a 
reduction in commercial fishing effort in 2002 in the SIMP as part of the marine park re-zoning 
through buy-out of some commercial fishing licences. Also, in 2001 the NSW minimum size limit for 
snapper increased from 28 cm to 30 cm Total Length. Complementary to spatial management, these 
input and output controls would have benefitted the overall region, including the reefs in this study” 
Hamish A. Malcolm , Arthur L. Schultz,  Patrick Sachs,  Nicola Johnstone,  Alan Jordan . Decadal 
Changes in the Abundance and Length of Snapper (Chrysophrys auratus) in Subtropical Marine 
Sanctuaries 

It is noted that this study from a NSW Marine Park refers to sanctuary zones, or lock outs as “spatial 
management”.This excerpt below is from a scientific paper MEMA suggested anglers read and is one 
they are referencing during this process. 
 
“The available evidence suggests that if fishing in Botany Bay has had a negative impact on marine 
systems or the long-term sustainability of fisheries resources this impact would be insignificant in 
comparison with that from other anthropogenic activities in the area. There appears little doubt that 
other anthropogenic activities in and around the Bay would have had more impact on fishing than 
fishing would have had on the well-being of the Bay and its ecosystems. It had been suggested that 
commercial prawn trawling and beach hauling had had a negative impact on the distribution of 
seagrasses and other bottom biota. While the magnitude and significance of this impact were 
debatable, particularly in comparison with other obvious (development) and insidious (pollution) 
impacts, they are no longer of great relevance as all commercial fishing has now been banned in 
Botany Bay. Fishing has not been demonstrably a major or irreversible threat to Botany Bay and now 
that fishing in the Bay is restricted to recreational activities the threat is further constrained” – 
Kearney, R. & Farebrother, G. 2015.  The Comparative Performance of the Management of the 
Individual Threats to Marine Environments and Fisheries Resources 
 
The RFA has endeavoured to mitigate the bias and threats that supporters of lock outs are 
portraying in the media and stop this false notion that they portray that recreational fishing is bad 
for society. 
 
“The present degree of reliance on and belief in marine protected areas to provide marine protection 
is seriously questioned, as is the predominant action within them of closing areas to all fishing 
regardless of a lack of identification of the impacts of the many other threats and quantification of 
the impact from particular forms of fishing. It is suggested that enhanced and long-term monitoring 
and evaluation of marine systems, not only in estuaries and in-shore areas, is needed to assess the 
impacts of threats and monitor environmental and resource changes. Such monitoring needs to be 
much more comprehensive and the indicators used should be expanded from the current limited set. 
With regard to fishery resources there is a need to focus on the habitats and conditions needed to 
support the many different fish populations rather than the current emphasis on estimating time-
series changes to the relative biomass of selected species” Kearney, R. & Farebrother, G. 2015.  The 
Comparative Performance of the Management of the Individual Threats to Marine Environments 
and Fisheries Resources  
 
“The impacts of overfishing are frequently incorrectly asserted to be common to fishing more 
generally, even by scientific groups (for example SIMS, 2011) and government agencies (RIS, 2003). 
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This widely promoted misinterpretation drives much public perception and is commonly at the heart 
of advocacy for restriction of fishing, including closing areas to all types of fishing, even in the 
absence of evidence of net negative impacts from fishing and regardless of which form(s) of fishing 
may be harmful and in need of additional management”  Kearney, R. & Farebrother, G. 2015.  The 
Comparative Performance of the Management of the Individual Threats to Marine Environments 
and Fisheries Resources  
 
The following points have been collated by the RFA to counter any argument to lock anglers out 
under the guise of spatial management; 

- Due to breath hold limitations the vast majority of spearfishers are restricted to less than 
20m of water on shallow reefs and headlands which are the main areas targeted (coastal 
waters). 

- 5 of the primary sites that have been targeted are areas of great importance for spear 
fishers due to the safety aspect that they provide for new divers and experienced divers in 
adverse southerly or northerly weather patterns. These are Long Reef, North Head, Magic 
Point, Long Bay and Boat Harbour. 

- For the Illawarra spear fishers there is potential to lose all of the national park coastline, 
then the Northern Illawarra (this extends from north of Wollongong to the national park, 
then the five islands group and Windang Island. 

- Locking out areas will see concentrated effort into the smaller areas left out which will see 
added fishing pressure on these sites that could possibly be detrimental to these 
unrestricted areas due to increased fishing pressures.  

- Lock outs do not address the main issues of pollution, runoff, habitat destruction etc.  
- Most fish species migrate in and out of these protected areas. 
- Recreational Fishing (including spearfishing) is now regulated to an unprecedented degree 

with reviews of regulations at five yearly intervals. Over a period these reviews have 
resulted in far reaching changes being made to the Fisheries Management Act and 
Regulations. These regulations make extensive provisions for such matters as catch limits, 
gear restrictions, minimum legal lengths, protected species and closed or restricted areas.  

- If there are concerns on fish stocks State Fisheries should be looking at alternative 

management options rather than total permanent lockouts. These include looking 

at Adaptive management strategies which change due to the population levels of specific 

species such as adjusting current bag and size limits if needed, seasonal closures to protect 

breeding aggregations, increased enforcement and monitoring to ensure that the current 

management strategies that work well are even more effective and increased re-stocking 

programs 

Improving boating infrastructure  

The RFA believes that improvements to “on water” boating infrastructure must be a priority and 

MEMA must consider the impacts on biodiversity that boating infrastructure has. The impacts of the 

following must be considered as part of this process; 

 

- Overwhelming numbers of habitat destroying boat moorings used by vessels that rarely 

move and the cumulative impacts they have in the shallow bays where they are often 

situated. Efforts must be made to reduce the number of redundant and non-operational 

boats on moorings to decrease the overall number of moorings in an area.  

- Impacts of existing and any new marina developments and the cumulative impacts in the 

shallow bays they are often situated. Shading, boat based contamination, marine debris and 

altered flow issues are all having impacts to Biodiversity.  
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Reducing user conflicts in Pittwater  

The RFA feels that the first step to reducing conflict in Pittwater and all of the Hawkesbury River 

system is to map the commercial recognised fishing grounds and then to engage the recreational 

and commercial sector to discuss the conflict. Looking at these recognised fishing grounds and the 

commercial fishing practices and their impacts to the biodiversity must be part of a broader 

education platform that is the first step to negotiating user conflicts solutions.  

 

Land use planning for coasts and waterways 

The RFA feels that MEMA needs to develop a complaint policy as part of a review of the State 
Environmental Planning Policies (SEPP’S) for commercial and recreational fishing access similar to 
the Oyster Growers SEPP. 
 
Conclusion 
100% of the anglers in the NSW love the ocean and the marine environment.  Anglers want our 
ocean, estuaries, and bays and harbour to be clean and healthy and filled with diverse and abundant 
marine life. Anglers support the current Fisheries Management measures that are currently in place 
to that protects our marine life and while ensuring our fish stocks are protected and we have fish for 
the future and fish that are safe to eat. 
 
100% of the anglers in NSW support the Government’s other proposed initiatives to stop pollution 
getting into our waterways and protecting important marine habitats. This will enhance the value of 
the NSW marine environment for local businesses and as a major drawcard for national and 
international fishing tourism. 
 
With a growing population and more and more people using safe and easy accessible fishing spots 
more lock outs in the NSW will only put anglers at risk and cause a shift of effort and concentration 
of effort that is more detrimental to the marine environment. There is a real threat of being “locked 
out” of 100’s more fishing spots in NSW. The existing science often quoted to justify these lock outs 
is so outdated it is embarrassing and almost no socio economic facts are available. MEMA should be 
embarrassed by the current knowledge gaps in justifying the 59 areas of interest that it has 
presented.  
 
100% of NSW anglers are opposed to lock outs as there are better management strategies than 
drawing a line on a map and banning fishing. As anglers we have seen adaptive changes in our 
Fisheries Management Act and Regulations that include catch limits, gear restrictions, minimum 
legal length, possession limits, and protected species that are dealt with key habitats that are closed 
or restricted.  
 
The RFA feels that anglers are being targeted in the NSW due to reluctance by the NSW Government 
to tackle the bigger threats like pollution, ocean sewage outfalls, run off and habitat degradation. 
 
So what are some of the alternatives to recreational fishing lockouts? 
 
Stop pollution getting into our waterways, especially run-off from urban drains and 
sewage. Marine sanctuaries and marine parks are not immune from pollution, storm water runoff, 
microplastics and introduced pest species. All these are far more devastating than well-
regulated recreational fishing. And Sydney Water is still pumping toxic sewage straight into the 
ocean through the deep water ocean outfalls and allowing untreated urban drain overflow into 
many locations within the Harbour. 
 
Work with recreational anglers to develop more cooperative management of our marine 
resources. Effective bag and size limits and seasonal closures to protect breeding aggregations will 
always be accepted by anglers. 
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Increase monitoring and enforcement of regulations that affect the marine environment, including 
pollution, habitat destruction and commercial and recreational fishing transgressions. 
 
Maintain safe and easy recreational fishing access for the young, elderly and disabled by removing 
places like Clifton Gardens, North Harbour, Bare Island and Long Reef from the Assessment process. 
 
Consider more realistically the small threat that recreational fishing poses compared to other 
threatening processes such as pollution, foreshore development, sewage outfalls, cruise ships and 
some methods of destructive commercial fishing. 
 
Increase engagement and communication with Sydney's enormous CALD community ("culturally 
and linguistically diverse") to better explain fishing regulations, pollution and other issues that help 
create a sustainable marine environment. 
 
Give better consideration to spearfishers. It is estimated that they take less than 0.1% of the total 
fisheries catch, yet under the 59 locations being assessed, they risk losing a number of important 
and safe locations such as Long Reef, Magic Point, Long Bay and Boat Harbour. For Illawarra 
spearfishers, they risk losing the entire Royal National Park coastline, the Northern Illawarra, the 
Five Islands group and Windang Island. 
 
Declare Sydney Harbour a Recreational Fishing Haven to give it better protection from commercial 
fishing and environmental harm 
 
Most of Sydney Harbour is already off-limits to anglers. Don't take any more.  
 
People who want to turn Sydney Harbour into a Marine Park often claim that only a tiny percentage 
contains sanctuary zones that ban angling. 
They ignore the fact that for various reasons most of the Harbour is ALREADY well-protected, 
with over 60% of the Harbour already off-limits to anglers. 
Areas already off-limits to anglers include:  

- "Restricted Areas" such as high traffic maritime zones set aside for large commercial and 
naval shipping and ferries...no anchoring or drifting allowed. 

- "High Traffic Areas" set aside for ferries and small commercial shipping where anglers 
cannot stop to fish. 

- "Fish Refuge Zones" including the entire area west of the Bridge where the government 
recommends that fish not be consumed due to dioxins, and swimming enclosures, wharves, 
jetties and marinas east of the bridge where it is not practical to fish from a boat or from the 
shore. 

- North Harbour Aquatic Reserve where spearfishing, net fishing, crustacean and squid fishing 
are banned. 

- North Harbour and Chowder Bay where spearfishing is banned. 

Here are some popular land-based locations around Sydney that anglers have recently been locked 
out of:  

1. Barangaroo  
2. Royal Botanic Gardens 
3. Botany Bay Breakwall 
4. Port Kembla Breakwall 
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MEMA must not forget that port and airport exclusion zones in Newcastle Harbour, Botany Bay and 
Port Kembla mean that up to 25% of these popular fishing spots are already off-limits for fishers and 
are defacto sanctuary zones. 
 
MEMA has built its entire argument for lock outs to recreational angling in the Bioregion on 
knowledge gaps, lack of science and the lack of any baseline data. The RFA has attempted to counter 
these claims with facts and science based arguments. Ill-informed perceptions and ideologies, 
biased/misguided human perceptions and the social/political mis-use of evidence have tainted this 
Hawkesbury Bioregion Process in contrast. In a press release earlier this year Minister Speakman 
said “the NSW Government was seeking the community’s feedback on the strengths and 
weaknesses of the suggested initiatives”, as this part of the process ends, the RFA is finding it hard to 
identify any strengths.  
 
Regards 

 

Stan Konstantaras 

 
President 

Recreational Fishing Alliance of NSW 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


