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1 Executive Summary 
 

·  Recreational, commercial and charter vessel fishers are the only major 
stakeholders in the Moreton Bay Marine Park (MBMP) that lose 
significant access to areas that are currently utilised as a result of 
marine park rezoning. Members of the public engaging in other 
activities (e.g. diving) can continue their activities largely or totally 
unaffected.  

 
·  Overall, the Moreton Bay Access Alliance (MBAA)zoning plan for the 

MBMP  results in an estimated impact to recreational fishing that is 
approximately five (8) times less than that contained in the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) draft plan.  

 
·  An estimated $48 million of recreational fishing expenditure can be 

attributed to areas proposed as green zones by the EPA. This will 
result in a combination of displaced recreational fishing effort and 
reduced recreational fishing participation. Previous research from the 
Great Barrier Reef shows that reduced recreational fishing participation 
leads directly and proportionally to reduced turnover for businesses 
that support recreational fishing (e.g. fishing tackle, boat 
manufacturers, chandlery).  

 
·  Most of this impact on recreational fishing activity occurs as a result of 

five (5) of the proposed green zones: Peel Island, Cherubs 
Cave/Henderson Rock, Tripcony Bight, Mid-Tempest, St Helena Island 
and Heath Island. In order to minimise impacts of the rezoning of 
MBMP on the recreational fishing sector and supporting businesses, 
these areas are the priority for change.  

 
·  The MBAA alternative plan for the rezoning of the MBMP results in an 

estimate of approximately $6 million of recreational fishing expenditure 
that can be attributed to areas proposed as green zones. 

 
·  The draft EPA plan fails to match the identified environmental threats to 

the values in the MBMP, with proposed actions to mitigate these 
threats. The draft EPA plan focuses principally on limiting the spatial 
extent of fishing and introducing additional fisheries input controls into 
many areas remaining open to fishing.  

 
·  The provisions in conservation (yellow) zones do not provide 

demonstrable biodiversity outcomes and do not address any significant 
threats to biodiversity in the MBMP. They provide an additional poorly 
conceived layer of fisheries management provisions that potentially 
compromise the goals of fisheries management.  
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·  The provisions in yellow zones in the MBMP are not consistent with 
those applied elsewhere in state managed marine parks. In particular, 
there are inconsistencies with the provisions for recreational fishing in 
the Great Barrier Reef Coast Marine Park and the proposed Moreton 
Bay Marine Park where the former allows the use of two fishing lines 
while the latter proposes only one.  

 
·  At the very least, conservation park (yellow) zones should allow for 

recreational line fishing and commercial crabbing consistent with the 
provisions of the Fisheries Act 1994, and allow for commercial net 
fishing in some yellow zones as a non-conforming use.   

 
·  The yellow zones where commercial net fishing should continue as a 

non-conforming use are the areas (although all proposed yellow zones 
within current commercial fishing areas will have an impact that will 
require structural adjustment): 

 
o Outside Pumicestone Passage in CPZ02 where commercial net 

fishing currently occurs,  
o Bramble Bay (CPZ05)  
o Peel Island (CPZ07)  

 
·  The draft MBMP zoning plan as it currently stands has the potential to 

limit recreational vessel access in the medium and long-term from 
harbours and marinas as a result of prohibitions or limitations to 
maintenance dredging in dark blue, yellow and green zones. 

 
·  The following changes to MNP (green) zones are proposed by the 

MBAA: 
 

o Tripcony Bight MNP zone (MNP02) be modified as per the 
MBAA proposal in phase one of this study to allow fishing to 
continue in the channel area.  

o The Heath Island MNP zone (MNP06) be modified to include the 
lagoonal area only. 

o The Cherubs Cave/Henderson’s Rock MNP zone (MNP10) be 
modified to slightly increase the previous MBAA proposal for this 
area (please see map in Appendix A for approximate proposed 
area). 

o The Scott’s Point MNP zone (MNP12) be deleted and replaced 
by the original MBAA proposal (Woody Point). 

o The Bramble Bay MNP zone (MNP13) be modified by excluding 
the Nundah and Nudgee Creeks from the proposed MNP.  

o The Mud Island MNP zone (MNP14) not be implemented and 
instead two MNP’s previously proposed by the MBAA be 
included – Western Banks and Coonungai Banks. 

o The St Helena MNP zone (MNP17) be modified as per the 
MBAA proposal in phase one of this study.   
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o The Amity/Wanga Wallen MNP zone (MNP19) not proceed but 
instead an MNP in the Amity/Boolong Banks area be 
implemented which has a higher abundance of dugong.  

o The Peel Island MNP zone (MNP22) not be extended beyond 
the original MBAA proposal. 

o The Cox Bank MNP zone (MNP23) not be implemented and the 
MBAA alternative at Thornlands be implemented. 

o The Pannikin Island MNP zone (MNP27) not be implemented 
and instead the MBAA alternative in the Victoria Point be the 
basis for an MNP that excludes the proposed Designated 
Mooring area (DA57), in addition to Pannikin Island itself 
provided that crabbing is allowed along the tree line.  

o The Deception Bay MNP zone (MNP09) be deleted and 
replaced by an alternative in the southern part of Deception Bay 
(please see attached Appendix A for map of approximate area). 

o The Mirapool/South passage MNP zone (MNP16) be deleted 
and replaced by the original MBAA proposal with a slight 
extension to the eastern boundary. 

o The Prices Anchorage MNP zone (MNP24) be deleted and 
replaced with the original MBAA alternative (Pelican Banks).  

 
·  The process for the design and site selection for the proposed artificial 

reefs and the timeframes for implementation are unclear. The process 
and timeframes, as well as opportunities for stakeholder participation 
needs to be urgently clarified.  

 
·  Assessing the comparative economic impact of the EPA and the MBAA 

for the commercial fishing sector could not be completed in the 
available timeframe. This assessment remains on-going.  

 
·  The draft zoning plan for the MBMP has outlined a licence buyback 

scheme but has not, as claimed, presented a structural adjustment 
program.  

 
·  For the MBMP rezoning the following components should be included 

in a structural adjustment package (SAP): 
 

o Full business restructure assistance – to include business 
impacted by changes to both commercial and recreational 
fishing activities 

o Fishing industry employee assistance 
o Exit assistance for fishing licence holders 
o Exit assistance for fishing related businesses and fishing licence 

lessees.   
 
·  Structural adjustment should be extended to charter vessel operators 

and land-based businesses that can demonstrate an economic impact 
from the MBMP rezoning.  
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·  An independent advisory panel be established and convened by EPA 
to provide detailed advice on operational principles of the buyback and 
SAP. This panel should include representatives from Queensland 
Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries (DPI&F), Moreton Bay 
Seafood Industry Association (MBSIA), Queensland Seafood Industry 
Association (QSIA) and the Queensland Rural Adjustment Authority 
(QRAA).   

 
·  A class tax ruling from the Australian Taxation Office (ATO) be sought 

by the government and provided to fishing industry participant to 
provide for an understanding of the tax implications of becoming 
involved in any buyback/structural adjustment scheme.  
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2 Introduction 
 
This report is part two of the Fisheries Research and Development 
Corporation (FRDC) project 2007/053 A Coordinated and Participatory 
Solution to the Rezoning of the Moreton Bay Marine Park. Part one of this 
project provided information prior to the release of the draft zoning plan by the 
Queensland Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The purpose of this was 
to have as much of the information as possible collected in part one to inform 
the development of the draft zoning plan by EPA. Part two provides 
information after the release of the draft zoning plan to inform finalisation of 
the plan by the EPA.  
 
The objectives of the project overall are as follows: 
 

·  To collect data on the fishing and associated industries (including 
social and economic values for commercial, recreational and 
indigenous/traditional fisheries). 

·  To collect data on Moreton Bay marine flora, fauna (including protected 
species) and ecosystems. 

·  To undertake a risk assessment of fishing and associated boating 
activity on environmental values. 

·  To develop options for managing the Moreton Bay Marine Park 
(through the Marine Parks (Moreton Bay) Zoning Plan 1997) that 
achieve biodiversity and ecological sustainability objectives of the EPA 
whilst having minimal impact on fishing industries (including 
commercial, recreational fishing, boating and support industries). 

 
While part one addresses all these objectives, part two focuses on providing 
additional information for the last two objectives in light of the details of the 
draft zoning plan released by the EPA. In particular, part two also considers 
implications of, and alternatives to, the proposed conservation (yellow) which 
impact fishing activities. Although it was known that yellow zones would be 
implemented as part of the MBMP rezoning, their locations were unknown 
and as such, it was not possible to provide information on their impacts or 
alternatives at the time of preparing phase one of this study. Many dark blue 
(habitat) zones are also of concern to the commercial otter trawl and beam 
trawl sector. The sighting of dark blue is not assessed in this report but 
detailed discussion of them is included in the QSIA and MBSIA submissions.  
 
The structure of this report is as follows. The first section briefly discusses 
some global issues with respect to the draft zoning plan. The second section 
discusses systematically proposed no-take (green) zone, conservation park 
(yellow) zone and habitat protection (dark blue) zone. Where applicable, the 
rationale for each zone is critically reviewed and alternatives are proposed. 
The alternatives proposed have regard to the scientific principles established 
by the Scientific Reference Panel convened by the EPA for the purposes of 
the rezoning of Moreton Bay and aim to improve biodiversity outcomes while 
further reducing the impact on fisheries users. The third section makes a 
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comparison between estimated economic impacts of the draft zoning plan 
released by EPA and the zoning plan included in this report. The fourth 
section discusses structural adjustment and structural adjustment principles 
for the commercial fishing sector. The final two sections briefly discuss the 
potential social impacts of implementing the marine park, and marine park 
monitoring requirements.  

3 Global Issues for the Rezoning of the MBMP 
 
There are a number of what can be considered global issues associated with 
the draft zoning plan for Moreton Bay. In particular those associated with the 
provisions of the conservation (yellow) zones.  

3.1 Conservation Park Zone Provisions 
 
Conservation Park zoning provisions impact fishing through the following: 
 

·  The limit of one line with one hook for recreational fishing 
·  The practicality of allowing only one line with one hook for line fishing, 

but three lines with one hook for trolling in the same area. 
·  The limit of one line with one hook for recreational fishing directly 

adjacent to an area where three lines or hooks can be used. 
·  Limiting commercial crab fishers to only four pots per person. 
·  Preventing commercial netting with exception of the use of bait nets.  

 
The objectives of the conservation zones in the Marine Park Regulations 2006 
are as follows: 
 

(a) to provide for the conservation of the areas of the marine park 
within the zone; and 
(b) subject to the objective mentioned in paragraph (a), to provide 
opportunities for reasonable use and enjoyment, including, for 
example, limited extractive use, of the areas. 

 
The MBMP Draft Zoning Plan has been more specific than the Marine Park 
Regulations 2006 by designating yellow zones over areas to: 
 

1. broadly complement the level of protection provided to adjacent land 
based protected areas (such as national parks) while supporting 
existing recreational use and some limited commercial fishing; 

2. protect special and unique areas (including dugong and turtle habitats) 
where inclusion of these areas in green zones would have resulted in 
unacceptable social or economic impacts; and 

3. allow continued entry and use of areas of high recreational value, in 
particular for recreational fishing. 

 
Many of the conservation park zones address neither of the first two points 
and with respect to the third point they do allow continued use by recreational 
fishing, however with restrictions that directly and negatively impact that 
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sector. There are also inconsistencies regarding the zone provisions 
proposed in the MBMP draft plan and those administered in other locations by 
the EPA. For example, in the Marine Parks (Great Barrier Reef Coast) Zoning 
Plan 2004 Part 2 Division 5 Section 29 allows for the use of two fishing lines 
by recreational anglers:  
 

limited line fishing means fishing using not more than 2 prescribed 
instruments. 
prescribed instrument means a hand held fishing rod or a 
handline that has— 

(a) only 1 hook; and 
(b) not more than 1 artificial fly; and 
(c) not more than 1 lure. 

 
In terms of the objectives of yellow zones identified in the Marine Park 
Regulation, it is difficult to reconcile how the proposed zones contribute to the 
identified objectives over and above the fisheries management tools 
developed and implemented by the DPI&F. In many instances they are 
placing an arbitrary input control (e.g. the number of fish hooks for 
recreational anglers) on fisheries where output controls (e.g. bag limits and 
quota management) are either in place or proposed as part of the current 
inshore fisheries review enacted by DPI&F. The management tools employed 
by DPI&F have been developed via an extensive participatory framework and 
for the commercial fishing sector, effort controls should not be separated from 
the issuing of the property right that represents the tradeable fishing licence 
(Baelde, 2005).  

3.2 Protection from What? 
 
The basis for the proposed rezoning of the MBMP makes numerous 
references to protecting environmental values without clearly identifying and 
prioritising what the threatening processes to these values actually are. This 
occurs for some proposed green and yellow zones.  For example, as an 
identified value for the MNP09 (Deception Bay) it is stated that it “protects the 
only example of a western seagrass bed in the draft zoning plan”. The zoning 
provisions however do not provide protection from the well documented 
pressures on this habitat in this area, namely water quality impacts including 
increased nutrients and elevated turbidity from a range of anthropogenic 
sources (Dennison and Abal, 1999).  
 
In terms of the yellow zones, current fishing activities simply do not 
demonstrably impact the identified environmental values, and the proposed 
provisions of the yellow zones are not justified. For example, the number of 
fish hooks or lines that are permissible for use by recreational anglers or the 
number of crab pots used by commercial operators does not impact any of 
these proposed environmental values: 
 

·  Various marine turtle species (CPZ01, CPZ02, CP07) 
·  Shorebirds and critical shorebird habitat (CPZ01, CPZ02, CPZ05, 

CPZ09) 
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·  Dugong and dugong habitat (CPZ02, CPZ08)  
·  Minimising edge effects to unique offshore coral (CPZ03) 
·  Indo-Pacific humpback dolphins (CPZ05) 
·  Nursery habitat for juvenile species (CPZ05, CPZ09) 
·  Bottlenose dolphins and habitat (CPZ06, CPZ08) 
·  Spawning aggregation site for fisheries species  (CPZ10) 
·  Important entry and exit point for larger marine species in Moreton Bay 

(CPZ10) 
 
In the case of the commercial spanner crab fishery, the fishery is managed 
through a total allowable commercial catch (TACC) which is divided into 
individual transferable quota (ITQs) units. As such the catch of the fishery is 
capped and the apparatus is environmentally benign. There are simply no 
demonstrable biodiversity outcomes from limiting quota holders to four rather 
than 50 pots. In an output managed fishery such as the spanner crab fishery, 
it is well documented that the management aim should be to reduce or 
remove input controls (see McPhee, 2008 and references therein). However, 
the draft zoning plan does the exact opposite of this by imposing stringent 
input controls that simply make the commercial fishing activity economically 
unviable. The recreational fishery is also managed by DPI&F through 
recreational bag limits that are either in place or soon to be implemented as 
part of the East Coast Fin Fish Fishery review. Bag limits are an output control 
which can limit the overall magnitude of the recreational catch although more 
imperfectly than a TACC (McPhee, 2008).  
 
Likewise, as a result of the fisheries management measures enacted under 
the Fisheries Act 1994 commercial netting in Moreton Bay does not impact 
these values (see Halliday et al., 2001). These measures include but are not 
limited to restrictions on mesh size and net length. The commercial sea mullet 
fishery which is the mainstay of the Moreton Bay fishery has the lowest finfish 
bycatch of any commercial net fishery in Queensland that has been studied 
(see Halliday et al., 2001). Stranding records administered by the EPA do not 
identify commercial netting activities as a significant source of mortality for 
marine turtles, dugong or dolphin species. Further, there is a culture of 
continual improvement in environmental performance of commercial fishing in 
Moreton Bay which has been undertaken in partnership with EPA, with EPA 
providing cash and in-kind support for this work.  
 
Overall, the draft EPA plan fails in many instances at matching the well 
documented threats to the environmental health of Moreton Bay to actions 
that are included in the plan.  

3.3 Recreational Boating Infrastructure 
 
The draft MBMP zoning plan as it currently stands has the potential to limit 
recreational vessel access in the medium and long-term from harbours and 
marinas as a result of prohibitions or limitations on maintenance dredging as a 
result of including navigation channels in dark blue, yellow and green zones. 
The following existing locations appear potentially impacted: Spinnaker 
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Sound, Newport Waterways, Scarborough Boat Harbour, Cabbage Tree 
Creek, Manly Boat Harbour, Eprapah Creek and One Mile (Dunwich).  
 
MBAA therefore proposes that marked navigation channels leading from deep 
water into marinas, boat ramps and similar locations, plus a suitable buffer 
around them to allow for natural movement of channels over time, be included 
in General Use zones. 

3.4 Artificial Reefs 
 
The commitment of the EPA to construct artificial reefs as an offset for 
impacts to some fishing activities imposed as a result of the MBMP zoning 
plan is welcome. However, it needs to be recognised that it is a long term plan 
that currently lacks detail and lacks a process for developing this detail. The 
design of, and site selection for, artificial reefs is a significant undertaking that 
will also most probably need a Commonwealth referral under the Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The process for 
establishing the artificial reefs and the timeframe for implementation is 
unclear. It is also unknown as to the level and form of stakeholder 
participation in design and site selection. Stakeholder participation is critical 
for ensuring benefits from any artificial reefs are maximised.  
 
MBAA therefore proposes that a small steering committee be established by 
EPA to guide and oversee the process of selecting suitable artificial reef sites, 
suitable reef designs and to ensure a plan is developed and endorsed by 
Government before the new MBMP zoning provisions come into force in late 
2008. This steering committee should include DPI&F staff and representatives 
of those sectors whose activities are directly impacted by the zoning and who 
the artificial reefs are intended to benefit. 
 

4 MBAA proposal 
 
The MBAA held a final stakeholder meeting as part of phase two of this FRDC 
project. The meeting involved participants who had participated in phase one 
of the project and who had signed-off on the original MBAA alternative zoning 
plan (please refer to page 73 of the Phase one report for a list of participants). 
Also in attendance were Dr Daryl McPhee, Professor Colin Buxton, Professor 
Tor Hundloe and Dr Ian Knuckey.  
 
The aim of this workshop was to evaluate the EPA’s draft Zoning Plan and 
agree collectively on which zones were acceptable, not acceptable (with 
alternatives proposed) or required boundary changes. It was felt that this final 
workshop was needed to determine these decisions, given that EPA did not 
identify candidate areas for yellow and dark blue zones throughout the 
consultation process leading up to the release of the draft Zoning Plan. The 
original MBAA map proposed alternatives for placement of green zones only.  
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The addition of yellow and dark blue zones significantly changes the total 
accumulated impacts (both economic and social) on key stakeholder groups. 
 
In light of the combination of yellow, dark blue and green zones proposed in 
EPA’s draft Zoning Plan, the group agreed that the following package of green 
zones could be ‘lived with’ under a comprehensive structural adjustment 
scheme, provided that: 
 

1. Yellow zones permit: 
- commercial crabbing (more than four pots per person); 
- more than one line and one hook per person; and 
- exemptions for commercial netting in some specific areas (as non-

conforming use); and; 
2. Dark blue zones are kept to the existing trawl closure boundaries 

provided for under Fisheries legislation. 
 
Contingent on the above, the following green zone concessions could be 
made (although all green zones will have impact on recreational and 
commercial fishing, therefore requiring structural adjustment): 
 

1. 19 accepted EPA-proposed green zones (although w ill have 
impacts) 
 
Cobby Cobby    MNP29 
Northern Wedge   MNP03 
Flat Rock    MNP18 
Hays Inlet    MNP11 
Coombabah   MNP33 
Swan Bay    MNP30 – provided crabbing & netting  

allowed in CPZ09 
Willes Island   MNP28 
McCoys Creek   MNP31 
Crab Island   MNP15 – provided can work edge of the  

trees 
Mid Tempest   MNP08 -  provided crabbing allowed in  

CPZ06 & MNP 24 
South Stradbroke   MNP32- will affect beach netting and rec  

fishers 
Braydon Beach (spitfire)  MNP07 - (will affect some commercial net  

fishers) 
Maroom/Amity   MNP20 
Myora    MNP21 – provided mangrove access to low  

water mark or SAP 
North Point   MNP05 
Lamb Island   MNP26 
North Stradbroke   MNP25 
Westaways Creek  MNP01 
Flinders Reef   MNP04 
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2. 8 EPA green zones require boundary alteration 
 
Tripcony Bight   MNP02 – original MBAA proposal 
Heath Island   MNP06 – original MBAA proposal 
Cherubs/Hendersons Rock MNP10 – see alternative in appendix A map 
St Helena    MNP17 – original MBAA proposal 
Peel Island   MNP22 – small change but huge impact  

for recreational & commercial. 
Therefore original MBAA proposal. 

Pannikin    MNP27 – see alternative in appendix A map 
Cox Bank    MNP23 – see alternative in appendix A map 
Bramble Bay  MNP13 – provided does not include  

two creeks in the SW corner. 
 
 
3. 6 EPA green zones are unacceptable (due to subst antial economic 

and social impact) & MBAA have alternatives for 
 
Deception Bay   MNP09 – see alternative in appendix A map 
Mud Island   MNP14 – original MBAA proposal 
Mirrapool/South Passage MNP16 – original MBAA proposal 
Amity    MNP19 – original MBAA proposal 
Prices Anchorage  MNP24 – original MBAA proposal 
Scotts Point   MNP12 – original MBAA proposal 
 

  
For explanations of why the MBAA have proposed to extend some of their 
original proposed green zones and approximate locations of new proposed 
boundaries please refer to the map in Appendix A and the descriptions for 
specific areas in the following sections. It must be noted that the map in 
Appendix A provides approximate boundaries as the timeframes of the review 
did not permit for stakeholder confirmation of exact coordinates. Clarification 
from the MBAA can be provided upon request. 

5 Review of Proposed Rezoning Options 
 
This section is a critical review of the zones in the proposed draft zoning plan 
for the MBMP. Each habitat protection, conservation and no-take zone or 
combination of zones is reviewed systematically. It is not a review of the 
scientific principles that underpin the rezoning. EPA has identified a series of 
environmental values for each proposed zone. Some of these values describe 
the spatial arrangement of the habitats in the proposed Marine National Parks 
(MNP’s), while others describe specific values such as wader bird or dugong 
habitat.  
 
It is prudent to critically review these assigned zone values with reference 
where possible to peer reviewed literature and in particular literature that 
documents an attribute at a broad spatial scale (e.g. across Moreton Bay) 
rather at a single isolated location (e.g. Point Halloran). Overall it is contested 
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that the EPA draft zoning plan makes extremely limited direct reference to the 
large amount of research material available for the MBMP region.   

5.1 Pumicestone Passage (CPZO1, CPZ02 and GUZ01) 
 
The draft zoning in this area creates a circumstance that is extremely difficult 
to enforce with respect to the number of lines able to be used by recreational 
anglers. On the western side of the passage near Golden Beach, three lines 
can be used while on the eastern side only one line may be used. There is no 
plausible reason to allow an angler to use one line/hook on one side of 
Pumicestone Passage and three on the other.  
 
With respect to Conservation Park Zone (CPZ02), the draft zoning plan claims 
that this zone does not impact commercial fishing as Pumicestone Passage is 
already closed to commercial fishing. While Pumicestone Passage is closed 
to commercial fishing, the proposed yellow zone however extends into 
important areas for commercial fishing outside of the Passage itself. The 
southern Pumicestone Passage conservation park zone will close important 
commercial fishing ground along the southern part of Bribie Island and 
Godwin Beach, Cooks Rocks and part of the southern Bribie Island beach 
where sea mullet Mugil cephalus are targeted by net fishers in the commercial 
ocean beach fishery. Commercial operators that are endorsed to fish in this 
fishery are restricted to fishing the ocean beach fishery zone on Bribie Island 
only.  
 
The claim that the zone does not impact commercial fishing is contradicted in 
the explanation of how the impacts of MNP09 (Deception Bay) are minimised 
by the siting of that particular zone away from the foreshore area where it is 
erroneously stated that commercial fishing will continue to be allowed. 
 
It is proposed that the current area in the CPZ02 that is currently open to 
commercial net fishing remain open to commercial net fishing and that area of 
the zone be changed to a Habitat Protection Zone (HPZ) (dark blue). The 
remainder of the Pumicestone Passage Conservation Zone (CPZ01 and 
CPZ02) be a designated zone where the current restrictions for the use of 
recreational fishing apparatus under the Fisheries Regulations 1995 be 
applied. No extension to the area where commercial net fishing currently 
occurs is proposed.  

5.2 Westaways Creek (MNP01) 
 
An identified environmental value by EPA for Westaways Creek is as a 
nursery area for juvenile fish and invertebrates. The scientifically accepted 
definition of a nursery habitat is “A juvenile habitat for a particular species that 
contributes a greater than average number of individuals to the adult 
population on a per-unit area basis, as compared to other habitats used by 
juveniles” (Dahlgren et al., 2006, p. 291). As discussed in part one of this 
study, the Westaways Creek area is in poor condition with low dissolved 
oxygen levels and a depauperate fish assemblage (Langdon 2001; EPA, 
2002). The latter point makes it extremely unlikely that the assigned 



 

 15

environmental value of a nursery area is relevant. The green zone will not 
improve water quality.  
 
In phase one of this study, it was recommended that the Westaways Creek 
MNP exclude the channel area as this area is important for recreational 
fishing. This position is restated here.  

5.3 Tripcony Bight (MNP02) 
 
MNP02 builds on the existing national park zone declared in the Moreton Bay 
Marine Park Plan 1997.  
 
As previously discussed for Westaways Creek, using the accepted definition 
of nursery areas provided by Dahlgren et al. (2006, p. 291) we find that while 
juvenile fish and invertebrates do occur in Tripcony Bight, they also occur in 
every other location that has been sampled on the western side of Moreton 
Bay. Available information does not support the idea that Tripcony Bight is 
any more or less important as a nursery ground than any other vegetated 
habitat in western Moreton Bay.  
 
A specific identified environmental value of Tripcony Bight was a nursery area 
for juvenile elasmobranchs (sharks and rays). However, applying the 
definition of a shark nursery area developed by Heupel et al. (2007) to the 
data collected in the area by Pillans (2006) does not support this assigned 
environmental value.  
 
The value attributed to the area as an important dugong habitat is also 
contradictory to aerial survey studies of the dugong distribution within 
Pumicestone Passage.  Lanyon (2005) found dugong to be concentrated on 
the southern section of the Passage and identified four hot spot areas, none 
of which included Tripcony Bight.  The seagrass areas in Tripcony Bight 
consist of mostly Zostera capricorni (Hyland et al., 1989), the seagrass 
species least preferred by dugong (Lanyon, 2003).  Brand-Gardner et al. 
(1999) found green turtles selectively feed on Halophila ovalis consequently 
the Tripcony Bight MNP, with Z. capricorni seagrass beds, is also unlikely to 
protect important feeding areas for green turtles.   
 
The MBAA in phase one of this study recommended that the MNP02 not 
extend into the channel habitat. These channels are sheltered from winds and 
are important family fishing areas, particularly from the surrounding 
communities of Donnybrook, Meldale and Toorbul. The camping ground at 
Mission Pt was established principally to cater for recreational anglers utilising 
this area.  
 
From the scientific literature and contrary to the claim in the draft zoning plan, 
the Tripcony Bight area is: 
 

·  Not important dugong habitat 
·  Not an important shark/ray nursery area 
·  Unlikely to be important green turtle habitat 
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·  Unlikely to be no more or less important as a juvenile fish and 
invertebrate habitat than other areas in western Moreton Bay.  

5.4 Flinders Reef (CPZ03) 
 
The Flinders Reef area within CPZ03 is an important area for recreational and 
commercial line fishing and charter fishing. These fishing activities generally 
take place “on the drift” rather than at anchor, thus there is no habitat damage 
from anchoring. Typically, much fishing in this area is undertaken using two 
hooks (or occasionally more) on a “paternoster rig”. This is particularly the 
case for charter fishing as it is a simple but effective approach that gives 
novice and average anglers the best chance of catching a feed of fish. For 
charter vessels in particular the use of a paternoster rig with only one dropper 
would result in longer fishing sessions and the use of more fuel. The latter 
clearly impacts the economic efficiency of charter vessel operators and 
contributes to the use of additional fossil fuel. It also makes commercial line 
fishing for demersal species economically unviable in the area. 
 
An identified environmental value for the area is to minimise edge effects to 
the unique offshore coral assemblages at Flinders Reef. First, this statement 
does not factually describe an environmental value. Rather it identifies a value 
(offshore coral) and obfuscates it with mention of a perceived impact that is 
manifest as an edge effect. Second and more importantly, whether one or 
more hooks is permissible for use by fishers does not impact one way or 
another, coral at Flinders Reef.  
 
The habitat value identified, however, is potentially compromised by damage 
from divers. While providing moorings prevents anchor damage from dive 
boats it does not prevent damage from diving per se. Habitat damage from 
divers is documented in other countries (e.g. Schleyer and Tomalin, 2000; 
Zakai et al., 2002). It is inequitable to allow an activity (diving) that impacts 
directly on the identified environmental value to continue without further 
restrictions while preventing another activity (line fishing) which, as practiced 
in the area, does not impact on this value.  
 
It is recommended that the Flinders Reef CPZ be amended to allow for the 
use of recreational and commercial line fishing apparatus in line with that 
contained in the Fisheries Regulations 2005.  

5.5 Cape Moreton (MNP05) 
 
The area of the proposed MNP contains area that is accessed by shorebased 
anglers and extends into an area that is developing as an important boat-
based sportfishing area for snapper and pelagic species, and an important 
bait gathering area. In order reduce (but not eliminate) impacts of the 
recreational fishery, the seaward extent of the MNP should only extend to the 
five (5) metre depth contour. This still allows for the inclusion of rocky 
headland habitat in the MBMP rezoning plan.  
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5.6 Heath Island (MNP06) 
 
The green zone as proposed by EPA includes part of the beach to the 5 metre 
depth contour and imposes a significant impost on residents of Bulwer and 
Cowan Cowan and potentially impacts tourism for these two townships, the 
former in particular. This is despite the area of the closure being small. As 
identified previously by the MBAA the area adjacent to the creek mouth is a 
focal point for recreational fishing. In fact, the area contained in MNP06 
represents the most consistently important area for recreational fishing along 
the entire northern beach of Moreton Island. The previous Environment 
Minister gave a commitment that MNP zones “will not be the beaches, jetties, 
piers and the areas where most people most love to fish”1. This proposed 
MNP in its current form is inconsistent with that statement 
 
The beach and mouth of the lagoon are extremely dynamic and would be 
impossible to effectively delineate a green zone. The creek mouth or mouths 
can move hundreds of metres over a 24 hour period and the beach can 
rapidly build-up and erode.  
 
It is reiterated here that the closer of the previously identified part of the Heath 
Island lagoon area can reduce significantly the impacts on stakeholders 
without compromising the key environmental values for this area, namely, 
lagoonal habitat and feeding and roosting sites for shorebirds.  
 
Therefore the MBAA maintain their original MBAA proposal for Heath Island. 

5.7 Deep Offshore Area/mid-tempest (MNP08) 
 
The basis for zoning summary downplays the importance of this area for 
fisheries and overstates how the boundaries minimise the impacts to 
recreational fishers. 
 
Further deepwater reef habitat will be closed to fishing when the 
Commonwealth zones the area outside of the current boundary of the MBMP. 
The total amount of habitat type included in green zones should be calculated 
in a cross jurisdictional manner, rather than in a piecemeal fashion such as by 
considering the MBMP in isolation. This is the essence of integrated marine 
resource management as espoused by the Oceans Policy. 
 
Despite this, the MBAA has agreed to the EPA proposal for this area, 
provided that it is acknowledged that this green zone will have significant 
impacts on both the commercial and recreational fishing sectors. This will 
trigger a requirement for structural adjustment for this area.  

5.8 Deception Bay (MNP09) 
 

                                                
1 http://www.cabinet.qld.gov.au/MMS/StatementDisplaySingle.aspx?id=53667 
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In terms of environmental values assigned by EPA to the area, shorebird 
habitat, in particular for the eastern curlew (Numenius madagascariensis) is 
identified. However, in their spatially comprehensive study within Moreton 
Bay, Finn et al. (2007) ranked the eastern curlew density in the 32 sites 
identified as their intertidal feeding grounds- the two sites2 examined within 
Deception Bay were ranked 18th and 19th (Table 1).  This suggests there are 
many sites within Moreton Bay which should be prioritised for the 
conservation of eastern curlew before those in Deception Bay. In any case, 
the proposed zone is sub-tidal whereas the feeding and roosting habitat for 
the eastern curlew and other shorebirds is intertidal. Key eastern curlew 
habitat is included in other green zones in the draft zoning plan.  
 
The fact that the zone includes a western seagrass bed is an environmental 
value, but as already alluded to previously, simply creating a no fishing zone 
does not protect this habitat from the well known threats to this type of habitat. 
It is a very clear example of how the pressure and the response are not 
aligned in marine park planning. The impacts on this part of Moreton Bay are 
identified as water quality impacts (Dennison and Abal, 1999). 
 
The MBAA has proposed a new alternative to the EPA proposed green zone 
for this area (please see map in Appendix A for approximate location). This 
alternative covers the same mix of habitat types in the southern part of 
Deception Bay. The proposed area includes the shoreline and provides 
significant protection for bioturbated mud and seagrass habitat types adjacent 
to the EPA-proposed site (south of the Caboolture River). This MBAA 
alternative will significantly minimise impacts on the commercial and 
recreational sectors. 
   

                                                
2 The site identified as Deception Bay which was ranked 11th is in HPZ04 
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Table 1 The rank order of the importance of feeding  sites for eastern 
curlew in Moreton Bay (from Finn et al., 2007) 

 

 
 

5.9 Cherub’s Cave/Henderson Rock (MNP10) 
 
In terms of the values identified by EPA for the Cherub’s Cave/Henderson 
Rock area, it includes identification of an aggregation site for the endangered 
east coast population of the grey nurse shark, habitat for hawksbill turtles 
(Eretomochelys imbricata) and bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops aduncus), and 
incorporates three habitat types: offshore sandy, offshore reef and a limited 
amount of the offshore deep habitat.  
 
The area proposed as a green zone is significantly larger than that proposed 
by the MBAA in the phase one report. The environmental values listed by 
EPA are found within the MBAA proposal and although the MBAA proposal is 
reduced in area in comparison to the EPA proposal, it still represents a large 
MPA that covers the same mix of habitats. This area contributes to protection 
of offshore sandy habitat (of which over nine per cent is protected in no-take 
zones under this model). It also protects some offshore reef area (of which 
eight per cent is protected under this proposal).  
 
The Cherubs Cave and Henderson Rock area represents an important area 
for recreational line fishing and charter fishing during westerly winds and also 
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during summer months in particular when the east coast current is often so 
strong that wider areas become very difficult to fish and, when current and 
wind conflict, even dangerous to fish. Evidence from recreational fishers and 
charter boat operator’s logbooks is that the area south of the MBAA 
alternative proposal represents between 35 - 60% of trips during the summer 
and early autumn months.  The EPA proposal has the potential of forcing 
fishing vessels further offshore which poses a potential marine safety risk as 
well as leading to the use of more fossil fuels. Removing access to this area 
will mean that the viability of charter vessels operations will be likely to be 
questioned as 4 – 5 months of potential trips may be lost.  
 
The MBAA proposal for the Cherub’s Cave/Henderson Rock area should be 
accepted. Despite this, the MBAA have proposed that the original MBAA 
proposal could be extended by a small amount to the west (in line with the 
EPA-proposed western boundary) and south (please see map at Appendix A 
for approximate location). This would result in increased protection for the 
offshore sandy (approximately 10 per cent) and offshore reef habitats 
(approximately nine per cent) under the total MBAA proposal. 

5.10 Scotts Point (MNP12) 
 
Scotts Point was not identified as an original Area of Interest (AOI) by EPA, 
but it does represent a better alternative than Scarborough Reef which was 
identified as an initial AOI. That said, the area of the proposed MNP includes 
a key area for recreational land based fishing on the Peninsula and an 
important bait digging area for rock worms, wriggler worms and Cribb Island 
worms. It is one of the few land based areas on the Redcliffe Peninsula where 
an angler can access relatively deep water from the shore to target yellowfin 
bream, squire and tailor. Data from the recreational fishing tagging database 
clearly identifies the importance of the area for members of the Australian 
National Sportfishing Association (ANSA) (Figure 1).  
 
The impact on the recreational fishing sector can be minimised by reducing 
the northern extent of the area or alternatively adopting the MBAA proposal. 
Either option ensures that rocky shore habitat is included with the network of 
green zones.  
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Figure 1 Distribution of fish tagged in Moreton Bay  by members of the 
Australian National Sportfishing Association
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5.11 Bramble Bay (MNP13 and CPZ05) 
 
The EPA proposal includes parts of Nundah and Nudgee Creek. Nundah 
Creek is particularly important for mud crabbing. Owing to the built up nature 
of Cabbage Tree Creek, the area remaining open to fishing has little value for 
this fishery. Nudgee Creek is accessed by recreational fishers including those 
that live at Nudgee Beach. Serpentine and Jackson Creek will be reclaimed 
for the airport extensions and thus do not represent fishing locations that can 
be substituted for Nudgee Creek. The MBAA proposal omitted both Nundah 
and Nudgee Creek.  
 
Bramble Bay is consistently identified as having poor water quality. The 
Ecosystem Health Monitoring Program indicated Bramble Bay to have a 
highly degraded ecosystem health.  Marine Park Zoning will not improve 
water quality and it indeed may disenfranchise recreational and commercial 
fishers who can and have been a driving force for improved water quality in 
the region.  
 
It is identified by EPA that the area of the proposed MNP includes important 
shorebird habitat including for the eastern curlew. While shorebirds do occur 
in the proposed MNP, the value of the area for eastern curlew is identified by 
Finn et al. (2007) as low (see Table 1). The area is important habitat for Indo-
Pacific dolphins (Chilvers et al., 2005) but such dolphins are not and have not 
been impacted by fishing activities.  
 
Bramble Bay also includes the Conservation Zone (CPZ05) which significantly 
impacts the commercial mesh net fishery which operates in the area that 
principally targets sea mullet. This fishery is a highly selective fishery with low 
rates of by-catch (Halliday et al., 2001). The MBAA propose that mesh net 
fishing continue in CPZ05 as a non-conforming use. The MBAA proposal for 
an MNP in Bramble Bay which excludes Nundah and Nudgee Creeks should 
be adopted. Additionally, the Bramble Bay/Hays Inlet CPZ05 should be 
modified near Woody Point to reflect the current otter trawl boundary.  

5.12  Mud Island/Paddock (MNP14) 
 
The Mud Island/Paddock area is important for both recreational fishing and 
commercial trawling and crabbing. Contrary to the claim in the draft zoning 
plan, this area is important for recreational fishers and it is regularly fished by 
recreational fishers targeting pelagic species such as mackerel and various 
tuna species. It is frequently featured in recreational fishing reports and 
feature articles in fishing magazines. It is also fished by recreational anglers 
targeting blue swimmer crabs and, to a limited extent, recreational line fishers 
targeting diver whiting, snapper and grassy sweetlip. 
 
The area is a critical area for commercial prawn trawling and crabbing. The 
shape of the zone (a square box) demonstrates no attempt to minimise the 
impacts on these fishing sectors. While the need for as simple a shape as 
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possible for an MNP is accepted, the argument that a straight line boundary is 
the only solution for easy identification of the MNP is not accepted.  
 
If this EPA proposed zone were to go ahead it would have significant 
implications in terms of structural adjustment across a range of fisheries. 
 
In terms of the zone values identified by EPA, it is identified as having a 
unique assemblage of inshore habitats, but no justification is provided for this 
claim. Seagrass habitats are identified in the proposed MNP but their 
presence is not identified in mapping surveys (e.g. Stevens and Connolly, 
2005) used to underpin the zoning plan. 
 
MBAA proposed in phase one alternatives to AOI#16 which include two areas 
referred to as “Western Banks” and “Coonungai Banks”, and these provide 
viable alternatives to the EPA proposal that will limit impact on users and 
should be adopted instead. These areas overlay sites identified by EPA as 
important seagrass habitat. 
 
In relation to the protection of bioturbated mud, the main impact on this habitat 
type is trawling. Under Fisheries legislation, 23 per cent of bioturbated mud in 
the Marine Park is already protected from trawling through permanent 
fisheries closures. The phase one MBAA proposal saw three per cent of 
bioturbated mud protected. In phase two the MBAA have agreed to extend 
this protection by proposing an additional site in the southern part of 
Deception Bay (please see attached map in appendix A). This would result in 
total protection of bioturbated mud through green zones to approximately 7 
per cent.  
 
If this is not acceptable to EPA then the area should be zoned “olive” with an 
additional provision to allow lure casting and flyfishing for listed pelagic 
species. The latter proposed solution does not reduce the amount of area in a 
“highly protected zone”. The Marine Park Regulation 2006 Part 2 Section 7 
identifies that for the purposes of the Marine Park Act 2004 an olive (buffer) 
zone is a highly protected zone.   

5.13 Mirapool Islands/South Passage Offshore (MNP16 ) 
 
The Mirapool Island MNP is extensive and impacts a number of fisheries, 
shore based recreational fishers target yellowfin bream, tarwhine, sand 
whiting, tailor and swallowtail dart within the area. The area is an important 
shore based fishing location for residents and tourists to Kooringal. The 
offshore part of the proposed MNP includes important bait gathering areas for 
offshore anglers and reef complexes that are used by anglers and charter 
vessel operators to target snapper and other rocky reef species. Some of this 
area is important for commercial spanner crabbing, netting and trawling. 
 
Mirapool Islands itself is landlocked and has been for approximately ten 
years. Coastal processes are leading to an infilling of the lagoonal habitat. 
While the Mirapool Lagoon is an important roosting site for shorebirds, it is 
extremely questionable whether the area fits the definition of a tidal area and 
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thus whether it should be included in the MBMP. The area is identified 
specifically as beach stone curlew (Esacus neglectus) habitat and this widely 
distributed species is recorded as occurring there. However, of the threats to 
this species identified by EPA3 recreational or commercial fishing is not listed 
and fishing closures are not listed as recovery actions for the species. The 
recovery actions for the species are as follows: 

·  Protect important habitat areas from urban and industrial development, 
and pollution;  

·  Restrict or control assess to beaches where these birds are resident, 
particularly during the breeding season;  

·  Increase public awareness about the effects of beach/sand dune 
driving;  

·  Educate dog owners to restrain their animals in habitat areas;  
·  Implement control measures for feral animals;  
·  Monitor populations to determine long-term trends.  

In order to minimise the impacts on stakeholders without compromising 
environmental values, the MBAA proposal should be adopted.  

5.14 St Helena Island (MNP17) 
 
St Helena is a heavily degraded area that has been impacted by coral 
dredging and spoil deposition, but nonetheless it remains an important area 
for commercial and recreational fishing. The habitat heterogeneity identified 
by EPA in the area may be attributed in part to spoil grounds from past 
extractive industries in Moreton Bay.  
 
There is the opportunity to rehabilitate habitat at St Helena and this is being 
investigated jointly between stakeholders and the Centre for Marine Studies at 
the University of Queensland. Rehabilitation requires active restoration 
approaches and simply declaring a MNP across the entire Island will not 
achieve this. While habitat rehabilitation can be undertaken in a MNP it will 
not have the strong support of fishing groups which means cash and in-kind 
support (e.g. provision of boats and heavy equipment) would be unlikely to be 
forthcoming.  
 
The MBAA recommend that the green zone outlined for St Helena in the 
original phase one report be adopted by the EPA to ensure that rehabilitation 
of this area can go ahead.  
 
In terms of the zone values identified by the EPA, it is identified that the area 
provides habitat for dugong. Lanyon (2003) in her comprehensive study of the 
abundance and distribution of dugong in Moreton Bay found that the St 
Helena area was not used frequently by dugongs. While like many other 
areas in Moreton Bay dugong occasionally pass through it, it is clear from the 
work of Lanyon (2003) that the area should not be considered a dugong area 
sensu stricto.   

                                                
3 http://www.epa.qld.gov.au/nature_conservation/wildlife/az_of_animals/beach_stonecurlew/ 
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While Indo Pacific humpback dolphins do occur in the region of St Helena 
Island the abundance of the animal is less than most of the central and 
western area of Moreton Bay north of the Port of Brisbane in general (Hale et 
al., 1998; Chilvers et al., 2005).  
 
The St Helena area is identified by EPA as critical shorebird habitat. The area 
does include a wide expanse of intertidal habitat which is generally 
recognised as a habitat type of importance to many shorebird species. 
Recreational or commercial fishing poses no demonstrable threat to any of 
the zone values identified by EPA.  
 
The MBAA recommended that the area of the Island less impacted by 
dredging and spoil deposition be the MNP, while the heavily impacted area 
remains open to fishing. This proposal still had significant impacts on 
commercial and recreational fishers, but much less than that of the EPA 
proposal. The dugongs and dolphins that do occur around St Helena Island 
are concentrated in the area MBAA have proposed as the MNP and not the 
area that is proposed to remain open to fishing activities (Chilvers et al, 2005). 
The MBAA proposal should be implemented instead of the EPA proposal.  

5.15 Wanga Wallen Banks (MNP19) 
 
The Wanga Wallen Banks area is used by commercial tunnel net fishers. This 
area supplies a disproportionate amount of fresh finfish such as yellowfin 
bream to the local seafood markets.   
 
The area closest to Amity Point is directly adjacent to the Amity Point caravan 
park and is used by residents and visitors to the caravan park and many 
others to harvest yabbies (McPhee and Skilleter, 2002). The area is also 
accessed by shore based anglers targeting sand whiting, yellowfin bream, 
tarwhine and flathead.  
 
In terms of the zone values identified by EPA, it includes “a set of inshore 
banks supporting a range of marine and coastal species”. This value can be 
attributed to ANY inshore bank in Moreton Bay. Habitat for the water mouse 
(Xeromys myoides) is also an identified value for the area. The species 
inhabits the upper mangroves and the supralittoral zone (Redland and 
McKean, 1975; Mangussen et al., 1976; Woinarski, 2000). There is no spatial 
overlap between fishing activity and this type of habitat in the area which is 
not accessible for commercial fishers or recreational anglers.   
 
While the area does provide a nursery function for juvenile fish and 
invertebrates, areas such as this one on the eastern side of Moreton Bay tend 
to be less important than more turbid areas on the western side of Moreton 
Bay (e.g. Blaber and Blaber, 1980; Weng, 1985). In any case, juvenile fish 
and invertebrates are protected under current fisheries legislation throughout 
Moreton Bay as a result of input controls (e.g. mesh size for commercial nets) 
and minimum legal sizes.  The area does provide habitat for green and 
loggerhead turtles, but so does the entire Moreton and Amity Banks complex. 
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The MBAA proposal was for a section of the Boolong Banks to be the MNP. 
This area is significantly more important for dugong than the Wanga Wallen 
Banks area (Lanyon, 2003). Wanga Wallen Banks are not identified by 
Lanyon (2003, p.404) as important dugong habitat where she specifically 
stated that dugong “ were rarely encountered over southern Amity Banks, 
Wanga Wallen Bank and in Rainbow Channel ”.  
 
It is also utilised by green and loggerhead turtles and provides some nursery 
function for juvenile fish and invertebrates.  

5.16 Myora Reef (MNP21) 
 
The area of the proposed MNP includes all of the Myora Reef area. This area 
is accessed by recreational anglers targeting grass sweetlip, snapper, and 
blue and grass parrot. This area was not included as an initial area of interest. 
The boundaries of the area, specifically the thin extension labelled in Figure 2 
appears to pose an enforcement challenge. It is understood that the shape of 
this zone was influenced by the need to omit an oyster lease from the MNP. 
While this is supported, a more parsimonious approach is to omit the area 
labelled in Figure 2 from the MNP. This will not affect achieving the 
achievement of a minimum of 10% of each habitat type in a no-take zone 
within the MBMP.  
 
 

 
 
Figure 2 Map of MNP21 (Myora Reef) with the area that is proposed to be removed from the 

MNP. 

5.17 Peel Island (MNP22) 
  
The extension to the Peel Island MNP represents the zone that has the most 
impact on the recreational fishing sector. The extension includes the only 
productive reef area around the Island that can be fished in the prevailing 
south-easterly weather. Several sources of evidence support the importance 
of Peel Island for the recreational fishing sector. Sumpton (2000) found Peel 
Island to be the more desired fishing location in Moreton Bay.  Groves (1995) 
undertook a survey on the boat based activity (including fishing) within the bay 

Area that is proposed for 
removal from the MNP.  
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and found four out of thirteen favourite destinations identified involved Peel 
Island.  The north-west of Peel Island, where the extension of the existing 
closure has been proposed, was the second most popular area. Data from the 
recreational tagging database clearly identifies the importance of the area for 
members of the Australian National Sportfishing Association (ANSA) (Figure 
1).   
 
The survey data collected in phase one of this study supported the results of 
the previous studies. Peel Island was identified as the most desirable fishing 
location in the MBMP. Peel Island generates nearly 10% of the total 
recreational fishing expenditure in the marine park and stakeholders 
confirmed that the majority of this recreational fishing activity (approximately 
70%) occurs within the proposed MNP. There are limited comparable 
alternative fishing areas available to recreational anglers if these areas were 
to be closed to fishing, and the resulting pressure on those remaining areas 
would be expected to have significant negative impact on the environment. 
The previous Environment Minister gave a commitment that MNP zones “will 
not be the beaches, jetties, piers and the areas where most people most love 
to fish”. This proposed MNP in its current form is inconsistent with that 
statement and will result in a disproportionate impact on recreational fishing 
compared to the environmental outcomes being sought. In fact, it would be 
better described as an area where minimal environmental gain is achieved, 
but maximum negative impact on users is the result. 
 
In terms of the zone values identified by EPA, the important habitat for 
shorebirds is the intertidal area which is included in the current MNP not the 
extended section which is sub-tidal habitat. The area does provide habitat for 
green turtles but these turtles are not at risk from the fishing activities that 
occur in there. Using a comprehensive aerial survey technique that covered 
all of Moreton Bay, Lanyon (2003) identified the spatial distribution of dugong 
there. Clearly, Peel Island was not identified by Lanyon (2003) as an 
important area for dugong. This was subsequently verified by the analysis of 
Chilvers et al., (2005). Chilvers et al., (2005) also clearly identified that the 
occurrence of bottlenose dolphins around Peel Island is significantly less than 
a large number of other areas in Moreton Bay.  
 
A go-slow zone is already in place and MBAA are not proposing to remove 
this zone. While Indigenous cultural heritage values are identified it should 
also be recognised that the area is accessed by Indigenous fishers for 
commercial and recreational fishing.  The cultural heritage values are for the 
island itself and are not impacted by fishing activities.  
 
It is recommended that the current MNP be retained but not be extended, with 
the existing boundaries continuing to follow the 2m contour at low tide (as per 
the original MBAA proposal). Practical experience shows that the existing 
boundary is quite clear to users because there is a virtually vertical drop-off 
from the reef from less than 2m down to around 5m and often this “edge” is 
visibly obvious as well. 
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There are a large number of small boats that frequent this area, and whilst the 
vast majority have depth sounders and can readily find the 2m boundary, 
these smaller boats mostly do not have GPS with mapping capability. 
Navigating a small vessel so that it is positioned just outside an imaginary line 
between the EPA’s proposed boundary beacons is a far less accurate 
approach than using obvious depth contours in these circumstances. 
Improved signage along the drop-off would be a better solution if EPA’s main 
concern in this case is ease of enforcement/boundary identification. 
 
This proposal does not compromise achieving the minimum level of protection 
of 10% of inshore reef habitat type within green zones.  

5.18 Cox Bank (MNP23) 
 
The area of this proposed MNP includes area along the Point Halloran 
foreshore that is utilised by local anglers and commercial net and crab fishers. 
The area is accessed by bait gathers harvesting yabbies (McPhee and 
Skilleter, 2002) and anglers target bream, yellowfin whiting and flathead. Boat 
based anglers also access this area targeting these species as well as blue 
swimmer crabs and squire. The area provides a comfortable venue for shore-
based family fishing in south-easterly winds. The previous Environment 
Minister gave a commitment that MNP zones “will not be the beaches, jetties, 
piers and the areas where most people most love to fish”. This proposed MNP 
in its current form is inconsistent with that statement. The area is accessed by 
commercial mesh net and tunnel net fishers and is a critical area for operators 
based in the Wellington Point to Victoria Point region. The area is also 
accessed by commercial mud and blue swimmer crab fishers.  
 
The MBAA in phase one of this research identified that an area in the 
Thornlands area was a potential MNP and this is again proposed as a better 
alternative in terms of minimising impacts to recreational and commercial 
fishing. This potential MNP excludes Eprapah Creek which should be a 
General Use Zone. In terms of identified values for the area, the EPA identify 
that the area provides habitat for eastern curlew. The important habitat for 
eastern curlew is largely in the area proposed by MBAA and not EPA. The 
value identified by EPA of “protecting a Ramsar site” is specious since all 
wetlands in Moreton Bay constitute the Ramsar site.  
 
After reviewing the EPA draft, the MBAA have agreed to extend part of the 
MBAA Cox Bank proposal south to include a small patch of reef in the green 
zone. 

5.19 Prices Anchorage (MNP24) 
 
Price’s Anchorage is used by a large number of vessels for overnight stays 
and is an existing go-slow area for marine turtles and dugong. The value 
identified by EPA of “protecting a Ramsar site” is again specious since all 
wetlands in Moreton Bay constitute the Ramsar site. While the area is 
accessed by recreational anglers, it does not constitute a key recreational 
fishing area. Enforcing no recreational fishing in the area is likely to be 
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difficult, particularly at night. Commercial mesh and tunnel net fishing occurs 
in the area, but less so than in other areas proposed as MNP’s.  
 
It must be noted that this area is however significant for the commercial mud 
crab fishery. 

5.20 Offshore North Stradbroke (MNP25) 
 
While some recreational angling occurs in this proposed MNP, provided the 
proposed MNP excludes the wreck of the “Dragon”, this MNP minimises 
impacts to recreational and commercial fishers.   

5.21 Lamb Island (MNP26) 
 
The proposed MNP at Lamb Island is an area that is fished by recreational 
anglers in a northerly wind and is also fished by commercial net fishers. 
Recreational anglers target bream, whiting, flathead and blue swimmer crabs, 
while commercial net fishers target bream, whiting, flathead and sea mullet.  
 
Lamb Island is idenitified by EPA as important dugong green turtle habitat. 
While dugong do occur there, again Lanyon (2003) did not identify the area as 
important dugong habitat. The seagrass bed at Lamb Island is identified as 
consisting of Zostera capricorni, a species of seagrass that is not preferred by 
dugong (Preen, 1993). While published literature documenting the 
comparative distribution of green turtles in Moreton Bay is not available, it is 
recognised that green turtles do use the proposed MNP. That said, the fishing 
activities that occur there do not pose a significant demonstrable risk to 
marine turtles.  

5.22 Pannikin Island (MNP27) 
 
The surrounding channels and inlets within Pannikin Island form a large part 
of the most valuable area for the mud crab fishery in the whole of the MBMP. 
The area is also accessed by recreational fishers targeting mud crabs, 
yellowfin bream and whiting. The area is accessed by recreational anglers by 
boat and from sheltered beaches included in the proposed green zone.  
 
Residents and visitors to the Point Talburpin area in particular frequently fish 
from the shore and use small tinnies to fish the sheltered waters around 
Pannikin Island, and this is one of few locations for shore based fishing in the 
southern bay area. Again, the previous Environment Minister gave a 
commitment that MNP zones “will not be the beaches, jetties, piers and the 
areas where most people most love to fish”, and this proposal would conflict 
directly with that commitment. 
 
The area is identified by EPA as important habitat and feeding grounds for 
dugong. However like previous areas discussed, Pannikin Island was not 
identified as dugong habitat by Lanyon (2003) in her Bay wide survey of the 
distribution and abundance of these animals as important dugong habitat. The 
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claim that this proposed zone protects the only example of western bay island 
connected to the mainland fails to recognise that Thooloora Island is 
connected to the mainland via MNP02 (Tripcony Bight).  
 
Selection of this proposed MNP directly conflicts with Guiding Principle 8 
identified by the Scientific Expert Panel. The proposed MNP is immediately 
adjacent to the north entrance of the Logan River, and is therefore directly 
impacted by the well documented water quality issues applicable to that 
catchment. Water quality in the Logan River was rated an “F” in the most 
recent healthy waterways survey. The area of proposed MNP 27 is therefore 
an area that has been subject to these water quality impacts, and is highly 
exposed due to its location to future events such as pollution flowing from the 
Logan River and to floods (with sediments affecting seagrass). Its 
“naturalness” has therefore been compromised already, and has a high 
likelihood of being impacted again by these threatening processes in the 
future. 
 
MBAA proposes that if, despite these reservations, it is considered necessary 
to have an MNP in this area, the boundaries of proposed MNP 27 be 
amended to only include Pannikin Island itself with the boundary to be the 
mangrove line (please refer to map in Appendix A). An additional area 
proposed by MBAA in the first stage of this project and referred to as “Victoria 
Point”, modified to exclude the proposed DA57 mooring area, could be added 
if necessary. 

5.23 Cobby Cobby Island (MNP29) 
 
The channels surrounding Cobby Cobby Island as well as the inlets have a 
high value for the commercial and recreational mud crab fishery.  The MBAA 
in phase one of this project proposed an area at Russel Island (Brown’s Bay) 
as an alternative to an MNP in the Cobby Cobby Island area.  The MBAA 
reiterate that the Brown’s Bay alternative MNP be implemented. If the Cobby 
Cobby Island MNP is implemented, commercial and recreational crabbing 
should be allowed to continue subject to applicable controls contained in 
fisheries legislation. 

5.24 Swan Bay extension (MNP30) 
 
Swan Bay is an existing long standing closure to all forms of fishing under 
fisheries legislation. The rezoning plan proposes to extend this area by 
including Never Never Creek and Stingaree Island. The Kalinga Bank section 
of Stingaree Island which faces into the main channel is fished by land-based 
anglers and by anglers who through their anchors up on to the shore and fish 
back into the main channel. The boundary definition of this MNP should be 
drafted so as to allow recreational fishing to continue in this area unaffected.  

5.25 South Stradbroke Offshore (MNP31) 
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The proposed MNP which includes part of the South Stradroke Island beach 
and the area offshore directly impacts recreational fishing and recreational 
fishing tourism. It includes an area of beach which to the knowledge of the 
MBAA is accessed by staff and visitors of the Couran Cove Resort and the 
boundary should be altered to allow recreational fishing and bait gathering by 
hand along the beach and eastwards 200m. 
 
The offshore part of the MNP includes areas of “coffee rock reef” which is 
used extensively by sportfishers that access the area via the Southport 
Seaway and target various pelagic species, and zoning as Olive (“buffer” 
zone) would better mitigate impacts whist still providing a “highly protected” 
status to this area.  
 
Overall though, the level of recreational fishing effort in this proposed MNP is 
not as significant in comparison to other MNP’s.  

5.26 Coombabah Lake (MNP33)  
 
Coombabah Lake is an existing long standing closure to all forms of fishing 
under fisheries legislation. However, it was not included as an MNP in the 
Moreton Bay Marine Park Zoning Plan 1997. There has been confusion over 
the level of recreational fishing use outside of the current closure under 
fisheries legislation. The MBAA proposes that the MNP mirror the current total 
fisheries closure without any extension.  
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6 Comparative Impacts from the MBAA and EPA 
Proposals on the Recreational Fishery.  

 
This section documents the comparative economic impacts of the MBAA 
rezoning proposal and the EPA rezoning proposal. For the recreational fishing 
sector, data used is from the recreational fishing survey described in phase 
one of this project and augmented where possible from a range of other 
published sources. The survey yielded information that in phase one of this 
study, data was aggregated to specific locations (e.g. Peel Island). In phase 2 
of this study it was necessary for some areas to apportion recreational fishing 
expenditure at a finer spatial scale. This was achieved by utilising existing 
published information on the distribution of recreational fishing in the Moreton 
Bay Marine Park as well as expert opinion provided by the MBAA stakeholder 
panel.  
 
In response to the implementation of an MNP in an area where anglers fish, 
recreational anglers may either: a) redistribute their fishing effort elsewhere 
(displacement of fishing effort), or b) greatly reduce or even cease their fishing 
activities which has flown on economic impacts to businesses that support 
recreational fishing. Figure 1 shows the changes in recreational fishing effort 
as a result of the Great Barrier Reef Representative Areas Program (GBR 
RAP). The accessible fishing ground remaining available around Cairns and 
Mackay is much more than that in the Rockhampton and Townsville region, 
hence the regional difference. At Rockhampton, recreational anglers 
participated significantly in the final location of the no take areas in that area 
which significantly minimised the impacts on the sector.  
 
Table 2 Changes in recreational fishing effort in f our regions of the GBR 

as a result of implementing the Great Barrier Reef Representative 
Areas Program (from Hunt, 2005) 

 
Change in Effort Cairns Rockhampton Mackay Townsvil le 
Changes in total number of 
participants 

-37% 0 -15% 0 

Change in total number of 
fishing trips 

-37% -5% -17% 0 

Change in number of boat-
based participants 

-57% 0 -24% -13% 

 
Recreational specialisation is the favoured paradigm for understanding the 
multi-dimensional aspects of anglers’ attitudes and behaviours (Bryan, 1977; 
Ditton et al., 1992; Oh and Ditton, 2006). Along a continuum of specialisation, 
various different groups of anglers can be identified based on factors such as 
frequency of participation, choice of equipment, the importance of catching 
fish, and social setting of the activity (Bryan, 1977). Using the concept of 
recreational specialisation, various “sub-sectors” of anglers can be identified. 
This is important from the perspective of marine park planning because it 
means that without careful consideration equity issues may arise because  
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sub-sectors maybe: a) impacted more than others due to the spatial 
arrangement of MPAs, and/or b) unable to find a similar fishing experience in 
an area remaining open to fishing.  
 
Following on from the concept of recreational specialisation, particularly the 
last point in the preceding paragraph is the need to consider the 
substitutability of the recreational fishing experience between sites and 
species (Gentner and Sutton, 2008). Generally, substitutability is high if a 
similar fishing benefit (however defined) can be obtained elsewhere or by 
targeting a different species without a significant change in travel time or level 
of protection from prevailing weather. Substitutability is low if a similar 
recreational fishing experience cannot be obtained elsewhere. That said, 
anglers may have a strong psychological attachment “to place”, even when 
suitable substitutes appear available (Gentner and Sutton, 2008).  
 
Understanding the concepts of recreational specialisation and substitutability 
of the recreational fishing experience and the attachment of many anglers to a 
specific place is a necessary prerequisite for understanding the impacts of a 
network of MPAs on the recreational fishery. Understanding these concepts is 
necessary for reducing conflict over the development and implementation of 
an MPA network and this understanding cannot be generated by the current 
generation of computer software that focuses on habitat classifications as the 
primary driver of MPA network design.  

6.1 Methods 
 
An estimate of economic expenditure on recreational fishing in Moreton Bay 
was calculated from the economic report conducted as part of the National 
Recreational and Indigenous Fishing Survey (Campbell and Murphy, 2005). 
This report estimates expenditure based on a number of land-based 
economic zones. In order to attribute this land-based expenditure to fishing 
within the MBMP specifically, a number of assumptions were made. First, it 
was assumed that 90% of the expenditure in five of the zones (Brisbane City, 
Caboolture, Logan, Redland, and Outer Brisbane) would be attributed to 
fishing within the MBMP. This high level of attribution is supported by studies 
discussed in the previous section (Pond, 1997; O’Neill, 2000) which identified 
the high reliance on local areas by anglers in the region. For two zones 
(Sunshine Coast and Gold Coast), a larger proportion of expenditure is likely 
to be attributed to recreational fishing outside of the MBMP boundaries. As 
such, 10% of expenditure in the Sunshine Coast zone and 60% of 
expenditure in the Gold Coast Zone was attributed to recreational fishing 
within the MBMP. Since the data used in Campbell and Murphy (2005) was 
collected in 2000/2001, CPI adjustments were made to update the estimates 
to 2006/2007 levels. An output multiplier of 1.7 from Hundloe (1985) was 
applied to the estimates of expenditure. Although this multiplier is dated no 
updated estimates exist. It is unlikely the value has changed significantly. 
 
Thus, the estimate of the total value of recreational fishing expenditure 
reported in part one of $265 million (with multiplier effect) was derived from 
the Campbell and Murphy (2005) using the above mentioned approach. It was 
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not derived from the survey conducted at the Tinnie and Tackle show which 
was a component of part one of this study. The Tinnie and Tackle show 
survey was used to apportion the recreational fishing effort and then 
expenditure to specific locations within the MBMP that had been fished over 
the previous 12 months. Twelve months was chosen in order to reduce recall 
bias which is a standard approach and a standard period of time. The survey 
was conducted before the EPA Area of Interest (AOI) were identified and 
publicly announced meaning that deliberate bias as a result of respondents 
overemphasising use of areas proposed as green zones was not introduced.  
Respondents of the survey were asked to apportion their fishing effort to 
locations throughout the MBMP. Respondents were also asked to identify, the 
most desired fishing location within the MBMP. This location did not have to 
be the respondent’s most frequently fished location and this data.  
 
It was identified that avidity bias was evident in the population surveyed when 
compared to the complete sampling frame identified from Campbell and 
Murphy (2005). While all demographic categories and avidity categories were 
included in the survey, anglers that fished less frequently were 
underestimated in the survey and anglers that fished more frequently were 
overestimated in the survey. To correct for avidity bias, responses were 
weighted to ensure that the results were reflective of the sample population as 
a whole. In lay terms, the response from a single respondent in a low avidity 
category had a greater weight than a response from a single respondent in a 
high avidity category. This approach is a standard approach in data analysis 
across all disciplines (for instance see De Vaus, 2002).    
 
The locations identified were generally of a larger spatial scale than the 
proposed green zones or indeed the initial AOI. In phase 2, available literature 
together with advice from an expert panel of recreational fishers was used to 
apportion the expenditure at a finer spatial scale. For example, an estimate of 
effort and expenditure attributed to, for instance, Peel Island includes the 
proposed MNP as well as area in other zones that can still be accessed. 
Available literature in conjunction with advice from the expert panel was used 
to estimate the amount of fishing at Peel Island that occurred in the proposed 
extension to the Peel Island MNP.  

6.2 Results and Discussion 
 
Table 3 shows a comparative analysis of the estimated changes in 
recreational fishing expenditure and recreational fishing effort for the MBAA 
plan and the EPA plan. The analysis shows that the proposed EPA draft Plan 
has an impact on recreational fishing that is over five times that of the MBAA 
Plan. The draft EPA Plan will result in an estimated 18.2% of fishing effort in 
the marine, while the MBAA Plan results in an estimate under 2.4%. The 
majority of the difference in the two plans is as a result of the Peel Island, 
Cherub’s Cave/Hendersons Rock, St Helena Island and Heath Island 
proposed MNP’s. For three of these locations, a substitute for the recreational 
fishing experience is low. In the case of Peel Island, the area is protected from 
the prevailing south-easterly wind and provides a shallow reef area that is 
directly adjacent to Cleveland. In the case of Heath Island, it is also protected 
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from SE winds and includes the most consistently productive stretch along the 
northern side of Moreton Island for catching tailor, swallowtail dart (McPhee, 
1999) and flathead. In fact the area chosen along the northern beach of 
Moreton Island maximises impact on the recreational fishing sector.  
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Table 3 A Comparative Analysis of Foregone Recreati onal Expenditure from the EPA Proposed Draft Rezoni ng Plan and 
the MBAA Rezoning Proposal 

 
EPA Location Estimated 

Expenditure 
Apportioned 

to the 
Specific  

proposed 
MNP   

Estimated  
Foregone 

Expenditure  

Estimated % 
of effort in the 
MBMP overall 

MBAA Location Estimated 
Expenditure 
Apportioned 

to the 
Specific  

Proposed 
MNP   

Expenditure 
Forgone 

Expenditure 

Estimated % of effort 
in the MBMP overall 

        
Westaways Ck 
(MNP01) 

5% 799,113 0.30% Westaways Ck 5% 799,113 0.30% 

Tripcony’s Bight 
(MNP02) 

20% 3,196,452 1.21% Tripcony Bight 1% 159,822 0.06% 

Northern Wedge 
(MNP03) 

8% 34,448 0.01% Northern Wedge 8% 34,448 0.01% 

Flinders Reef (MNP04) 15% 584,497 0.22% Flinders Reef 15% 584,497 0.22% 
Cape Moreton (MNP05) 8% 602,222 0.23% Cape Moreton 2% 150,555 0.06% 
Heath Island (MNP06) 60% 3,798,480 1.43% Heath Island  2% 126,616 0.05% 
Braydon Beach 
(MNP07) 

1% 20,960 0.01% Braydon Beach 2% 41,920 0.02% 

Mid Tempest (MNP08) 14% 3,607,004 1.36% Mid Tempest 8% 2,061,114 0.78% 
Deception Bay 
(MNP09) 

5% 28,726 0.01% Deception 
Bay/Scarborough 

2% 11,490 0.00% 

Cherubs Cave (MNP10) 35% 9,950,097 3.75% Cherubs Cave 3% 772,929 0.29% 
Hays Inlet (MNP11) 6% 187,182 0.07% Hays Inlet  7% 218,379 0.08% 
Redcliffe (MNP12) 15% 447,255 0.17% Redcliffe 1% 29,817 0.01% 
Bramble Bay (MNP13) 32% 258,780 0.10% Bramble Bay 8% 64,695 0.02% 
Paddock (MNP14) 40% 1,483,234 0.56% Wellington Point 2% 24,327 0.01% 
Crab Island (MNP15) 1% 24,862 0.01% South Passage 2% 78,792 0.03% 
South Passage 
(MNP16) 

15% 1,181,886 0.45% Cox Bank 5% 3,012 0.00% 

St Helena Island 100% 1,296,846 0.49% St Helena Island  10% 129,684 0.05% 
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(MNP17) 
Flat Rock (MNP18) 0% 0 0.00% Goat/Bird Island 10% 168,391 0.06% 
Wanga Wallen Banks 
(MNP19) 

10% 60,023 0.02% Chain Banks 50% 134,453 0.05% 

Amity Banks (MNP20) 12% 439,361 0.17% Flat Rock  0% 0 0.00% 
Myora (MNP21) 90% 220,082 0.08% Pelican Banks 10% 55,899 0.02% 
Peel Island (MNP22) 70% 17,714,033 6.68% Cox Bank 2% 1,204 0.00% 
Cox Bank (MNP23) 15% 197,191 0.07% Victoria Pt 3% 39,438 0.01% 
Price Anchorage 
(MNP24) 

50% 78,273 0.03% Offshore Nth 
Stradbroke   

5% 155,009 0.06% 

Offshore Nth 
Stradbroke  (MNP25) 

5% 155,009 0.06% McCoys Creek 0% 0 0.00% 

Lamb Island (MNP26) 15% 273,840 0.10% Coombabah Creek 2% 32,586 0.01% 
Pannikin Island 
(MNP27) 

30% 771,882 0.29% Offshore Sth 
Stradbroke  

10% 42,626 0.02% 

Cobby Cobby Island 
(MNP29) 

2% 322,779 0.12% Russel Island   2% 51,548 0.02% 

Swan Bay (MNP30) 2% 322,776 0.12% Swan Bay 2% 322,776 0.12% 
McCoys Creek 
(MNP31) 

0% 0 0.00%     

Offshore Sth 
Stradbroke (MNP32) 

30% 127,879 0.05%     

TOTAL  48,185,172 18.17%   6,295,140 2.36% 
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7 Impacts on the Commercial Fishing Sector 
 
Phase one of this study provided an overview of the economics of the 
commercial fishing sector in Moreton Bay. Calculating the comparative 
impacts of the proposed rezoning between the MBAA and EPA Plans was 
hampered by the response rate to the initial survey. While responses were 
sufficient to provide a broad overview as presented in phase one of this study, 
they were generally insufficient to estimate economic impacts at a finer spatial 
scale.  
 
EPA provided a copy of the methodology to estimate the potential impacts on 
the commercial fishing industry in Moreton Bay. This uses a similar process 
used by the Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries (DPI&F) to 
calculate individual losses in the recent Great Barrier Reef Representative 
Areas Program for use by the commercial fishing industry in a range of 
Business Restructure Assistance (BRA) programs funded by the 
Commonwealth Government as part of the RAP. This approach 
underestimated the economic impact of the RAP on commercial fisheries and 
it will almost certainly underestimate the economic impact of the MBMP 
rezoning on the commercial fishing sector.  
 
From the information reviewed it is uncertain whether the estimate of $4.1 
million worth of annual forgone impact included conservation park (yellow) 
and habitat protection (dark blue) zones.  
 
Analysis in an attempt to estimate the impacts on the commercial fishing 
sector are ongoing, but could not be completed prior to the closing date for 
the MBMP submissions. The MBAA will continue to work with EPA and the 
commercial fishing industry in order to estimate the economic impacts of the 
MBMP rezoning plan on the commercial fishing industry.   

8 Structural Adjustment for Commercial Fisheries 
 
While there is no legal requirement for the Queensland government to provide 
financial support for taking away a right to harvest a natural resource, there 
are a number of well documented cases where it is provided and it is the 
accepted norm rather than the exception (Tisdell and Harrison, 1999; 
McPhee, 2008).  
 
In the case of the rezoning of the MBMP, financial support in the form of 
structural adjustment is necessary for achievement of the Plan’s objective as 
it is an approach that can offset in part redistribution of commercial fishing 
effort.  The Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) for the draft zoning plan 
identifies a general approach to a structural adjustment program. However, 
what the plan proposes is a commercial fishing licence buyback which is not a 
structural adjustment program. In this case (as was the case in the GBR RAP) 
licence buyback is an essential component of a structural adjustment package 
(SAP) but it is not structural adjustment per se. Structural adjustment provides 
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financial support for a business (on-water or land-based) to change its 
structure and operations to adjust to the changed operational circumstances 
resulting from MPA declaration, but continue in the industry sector. For a 
fishing operation this may involve purchasing new equipment and boats to fish 
in another fishery or elsewhere, or for a land-based business (e.g. a seafood 
processor) sourcing new product and developing new product lines and 
marketing strategies.  
 
For the MBMP rezoning the following components should be included in a 
structural adjustment package: 
 

·  Full business restructure assistance 
·  Fishing industry employee assistance 
·  Exit assistance for fishing licence holders 
·  Exit assistance for fishing related businesses and fishing licence 

lessees.   
 
The package should afford all businesses associated with fishing (seafood 
wholesalers/marketers and licence brokering) the opportunity to apply for 
structural adjustment. Additionally, charter vessel operators and businesses 
dependent on recreational fishing participation should also be eligible for 
financial assistance. Rezoning of the GBR in some areas resulted in 
significant declines in fishing participation and it was accepted that downturns 
in turnover for businesses associated with recreational fishing would be 
equivalent to the downturn in participation (Hunt, 2005). On a regional basis 
this resulted in the following estimated reduction in turnover for recreational 
fishing businesses: 
   

·  57% in Cairns,  
·  24% in Mackay and 
·  13% in Townsville 

 
It was predicted by Hunt (2005) that some level of recovery (measured in 
years) in recreational fishing participation and hence recreational fishing 
business turnover would occur. However, there is no evidence that this has 
occurred to date.  
 
The information provided in the draft MBMP zoning plan stops well short of 
providing a meaningful set of operational principles, or an outline of an 
approach whereby such a set of principles will be developed and by whom. 
There is also no mention of which agency will administer the package once 
the principles are developed, although presumably it will be QRAA.  
 
Previous experiences, most notably with the rezoning of the GBRMP 
demonstrates that government’s consistently underestimate the quantum of 
compensation and structural adjustment to meet societal goals and the 
principles of distributive justice including minimising the impact of the 
redistribution of fishing effort (McPhee, 2008). As well as the quantum of 
structural adjustment/compensation provided to affected fishers, significant 
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government resources also need to be invested into the administration of the 
program.  
 
What is clear is that the amount of structural adjustment/compensation is 
many times higher than the foregone GVP as a result of implementing the 
marine park. For example, in the GBRMP rezoning forgone GVP was 
estimated to be in the range of $12 to $23 million, however over $230 million 
has been paid out and this figure will most probably be well in excess of $250 
million when all cases are finalised. Using the RAP as the most recent 
example, and with the aim of minimising displaced fishing effort, the structural 
adjustment need for the commercial fishing sector for the MBMP is in the 
order of at least ten times the value of the foregone GVP. The EPA has 
provided an estimate of GVP of $4.1 million. As such, the quantum of 
structural adjustment necessary is many times greater than the forgone GVP.   
 
The information presented in the draft RIS on structural adjustment lacks the 
detail necessary to judge its effectiveness at addressing objectives. Although 
unclear, the success of achieving the objectives appears to rely on the 
creation of Moreton Bay fishing permit or endorsement. This is borne out by 
the following statement in the draft RIS which indicates (p.14.): “The second 
component (of the scheme) is intended to reduce the potential for currently 
under-utilised east coast fishing licences entering Moreton Bay Marine Park 
after the new zoning plan commences.  Holders of a Queensland commercial 
fishing boat licence or a commercial harvest fishery licence with fishing 
symbols that could be utilized within the marine park will be eligible for this 
component of the MBMP SAP” 
 
This can only be effectively achieved by changing the nature of the fishing 
property right which is clearly the role of the fisheries management agency 
(DPI&F) and not a conservation agency (EPA).  
 
Previous experience with the implementation of the MPA network in the GBR 
as well as the introduction of the East Coast Trawl Plan and other changes to 
fisheries management needs to be utilised to move forward on financial 
support for the commercial fishing industry as a result of the rezoning of the 
MBMP.  
 
Fishing industry participants need to understand the taxation implications of 
accepting any money from the government for rezoning the MBMP. The 
Queensland government needs to seek from the ATO a class ruling on the 
financial implication of a fishing business accepting any financial offers made 
by the government. This is a routine step in implementing a structural 
adjustment/buyback scheme that needs to be undertaken as a matter of 
priority in order to provide clarity for fishing businesses. For example, tax 
rulings CR2006/42 and CR2006/132 were provided to provide clarity on tax 
implications for the Commonwealth’s Securing Our Fishing Future package.     
 
 



 

 41

9 Social Impacts 
 
The negative social impacts of marine park planning on the commercial 
fishing industry has been consistently understated by avid supporters of 
marine parks and governments. The social costs on fishers from MPAs can 
be profound and significant social inequities can result (King, 2005). Several 
authors have considered that social impacts have not been adequately 
considered in MPA planning (e.g. Agardy et al., 2003; Jones, 2006). Social 
impacts are also not necessarily offset by financial support such as structural 
adjustment.  
 
Social impacts are not restricted to the commercial sector, and such impacts 
on the recreational fishing sector also need to be considered. Equity relative 
to other anglers is an important consideration. For instance, if an MPA is 
declared in an inshore area in a region but the offshore area remains open to 
fishing, then small boat anglers restricted to inshore areas may feel that they 
are being treated inequitably in comparison to larger boat anglers that can 
safely access the offshore areas that remain open to fishing. 

10 Marine Park Monitoring 
 
The rezoning of the MBMP represents an opportunity to implement an on-
going monitoring program of no-take zones. It represents an opportunity for 
stakeholder participation by user (and other) groups in the development of 
research. Stakeholder participation in research can lead to several 
advantages including: reduced operational expenses for research projects as 
stakeholders are often willing to provide resources (e.g. boats) and time free 
of charge or with nominal cost, and improved stakeholder understanding and 
acceptance of research results with greater awareness of environmental 
problems and the need for adopting solutions (Gasteyer and Flora, 2000). 
Engagement of stakeholders in research also helps to demystify research, so 
removing or diminishing an important psychological barrier that often 
precipitates adversarial or obstructive debates from the discussion of research 
findings (Jentoft, 2005).  In Queensland, the CapReef program4 is well 
recognised by government and industry as an example of a good model for 
participatory monitoring of a marine park.  
 
Monitoring needs to focus on more than just assessing biomass build-up in an 
MNP. Key monitoring components should include (but not be limited to) 
quantifying:  
 

·  the redistribution of recreational and commercial fishing effort,  
·  the presence of the spillover effect and whether this is of sufficient 

magnitude to provide a net benefit to recreational and commercial 
fisheries, 

·  changes in seafood supply as a result of the rezoning plan, and 
·  the performance of the artificial reefs.   

                                                
4 http://www.info-fish.net/files/495/What%20is%20CapReef.pdf Accessed 28/10/07 
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Monitoring the MBMP will not be cheap. The annual cost is likely to exceed 
several million dollars. The Fisheries Research and Development Corporation 
are a potential source of significant funding for this monitoring. Accessing this 
funding requires a partnership between stakeholders and the government.  
 

OOO +++ OOO 
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12 APPENDIX A – MBAA final proposal (approximate 
areas) 
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