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Wukalina/Mount William Conference Room – Lands Building 

Meeting opened: 10:00 AM 

Attendance: 

Ian Cartwright     (Chair) 

Adrian Cuthbertson    (Industry) 

Matt Bradshaw    (DPIPWE) 

Darvin Hansen    (Industry) TEAMS 

Craig Mundy     (IMAS) 

Jaime McAllister    (IMAS) 

Sue Forward     (Industry)  

Bryan Denny     (Industry) 

Paul Richardson    (Industry) TEAMS 

Julian Harrington    (TSIC) 

Greg Ryan     (DPIPWE- Exec Officer) 

 

1. Chair’s opening remarks 

The Chair opened the meeting by welcoming participants, both those present in-person and 

those joining using Teams. It was noted that the meeting purpose was to discuss the Rich 

Little (CSIRO) review of the Abalone Harvest Strategy, which had been Commissioned by 

DPIPWE but attention was also drawn to the Ian Knuckey review of the Abalone Harvest 

Strategy that had been commissioned by the TACL.   

Dr Little provided an overview of his review including the persons and organisations 

consulted. He emphasised the importance he placed on consultation throughout the process 

with extensive discussions with the TACL, FAC members, all sectors of the abalone fishery 

and eminent authorities on the topic including Drs Mapston and Sainsbury.  He also noted 

that he had addressed only the empirical elements of the harvest strategy and in preparing the 

report had liaised closely with Ian Knuckey. 

 The FAC agreed to run through a table containing the recommendations of the report and 

review comments from IMAS and DPIPWE, including the priority level and, where known, 

the resource implications associated with implementing each recommendation.  

2. Apologies 

Bill Grierson, Mal Budd and Jon Bryan were apologies for the meeting. 

 

3.  Pecuniary interests 

No change 
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4. Adoption of the Agenda 

The agenda was adopted without change. 

5. Minutes of the previous meeting 

Two members asked for some additions to be included in the minutes and for one paragraph 

to be deleted.  The Committee agreed to the changes after which the minutes were accepted. 

6. Actions Arising 

Due to the previous meeting having been held so recently and the single purpose of this 

meeting, all Actions Arising from the meeting on the 20th August 2021 were deferred to be 

addressed at the next meeting.   

 

7.  Size data 

 

The issue of size limits was raised, noting the link between size limits and TACs set under the 

harvest strategy. The FAC noted that some key processors were fully cooperating with 

measuring fish while others made little effort.  Industry questioned why the Department did 

not make data collection on fish size mandatory for the larger processors in a manner similar 

to the decision to make the use of IMAS loggers compulsory for divers.   

 

IMAS was asked to determine exactly what information it required to better inform decision 

making.  IMAS will look into the use of the MSE for determining an appropriate sample size 

for length-frequency data collection and report back at the next FAC. 

 

Action 1.  IMAS to use MSE to assess the most appropriate sample size required to 

maximise benefits from market measuring and report back at next FAC.    

 

The FAC noted that the wider collection of size data using more processors could be trialled 

under a voluntary basis and if required, mandatory data collection could be considered 

 

 Harvest Strategy   

 

The Committee reviewed the 20 recommendations made in Dr Little’s Harvest Strategy 

Review. IMAS and Dr Little answered questions and clarified issues for FAC members 

where requested. 

The TACL also provided three documents for the Committee to consider.  The documents 

represent the views of TACL members on Little’s Review, the Knuckey Review and the 

outcomes from the recent port visits. These documents have been attached to the minutes.   

The responses by the FAC for each of the recommendations in Dr Little’s Report are 

recorded in the table below. 
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AbFAC comments on Harvest Strategy Recommendations 

Number Recommendation IMAS comments FAC comments FAC Position 

1 The Harvest Strategy should clarify 

whether avoiding localised depletion is a 

management objective. 

The primary benefit of Size Limits in 

this fishery is preventing localised 

depletion. Needs to be made explicit in 

the DPIPWE HS document. Preserving 

spawning biomass is secondary. 

Fully support Agree 

2 The Harvest Strategy should provide 

greater clarity on the spatial scale(s) at 

which the fishery is managed, and the 

criteria of what defines the spatial unit of 

management. 

There are plans to pool some blocks in 

order to get a better understanding of 

trends, and to split some larger blocks, 

particularly in parts of the fishery with 

historically high catches and catch rates 

or where protection of depleted stocks 

is necessary e.g. Block 12. Suggest we 

also switch to a new grouping layer 

name - Spatial Assessment Unit 

(SAU). This can be explicitly identified 

in the documentation. 

The HS should include the process used to 

amalgamate blocks for caps.  It should also 

differentiate between spatial assessment 

unit (scale at which data is assessed) and 

spatial management unit (scale at which 

the area is managed) noting that they are 

generally the same. 

Agree 

3 DPIPWE develop a clear operational 

objective, with performance indicator and 

target, relating to recruitment and stock 

level. 

Alternative - Timed Swim program 

delivers a trend and potential target for 

>140 and < 140 counts.  Will require a 

time series of data. Possibly examine 

the opportunity cost of failing to 

rebuild to a target. 

High level of difficulty More discussion between 

 Little and IMAS needed 

4 Levels of risk tolerance should be specified 

for all management objectives. 

Refer to updated Discussion Document 

(originally provided to AbFAC in 

2019). 

Identifying and articulating risk will prove 

to be problematic. 

Agree 
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5 It is recommended that in stating the 

objective to maintain stocks at target levels, 

DPIPWE explicitly state the target, and the 

indicator. If rebuilding is an objective, 

DPIPWE should state the rebuilding target. 

As previously indicated, the spatial scale at 

which targets are applied should also be 

explicitly stated. 

Current HS attempts to manage fishery 

to a CPUE target, not a stock target. 

The 'Rebuilding Target' should be the 

same as the aspirational CPUE target. 

Could establish a catch target from the 

long-run stabalised MSE projections, 

but would need to assume no change in 

ecosystem productivity and average 

recruitment is unchanged. This also 

seems parallel to recommendation #3.  

Agreeing to set a stock target would 

require an estimate of biomass, which 

remains problematic and inadvisable.   

The objective should be matched to a 

CPUE rather than biomass. 

Agree 

6 Limit reference points should define 

undesirable states of the fishery, and the 

harvest control rule should define the 

course of action under such conditions. 

Requires agreement on which HCR 

score (i.e. 1) equates to the threshold 

value. Refer Discussion Document 

provided to AbFAC in 2019. 

The threshold for heavily declined stocks 

needs to be clarified.  What are the 

undesirable states and what action should 

be taken when? 

Agree 

7 The factors and process of CPUE 

standardisation should be documented in 

the Harvest Strategy, and suggested 

changes should be conducted in 

consultation with management and 

stakeholders. 

Factors listed in Fishery Assessment 

Report. Suggest that the FAC is the 

body to consult on changes. 

Fully support Agree 

8 It is strongly recommended that a fixed 

reference period be considered, or that the 

dynamic reference period is simulation 

tested. It is also recommended that the 

choice of reference period be justified (see 

box 1) and consistent with management 

objectives. A retrospective analysis 

showing how CPUE and targets have 

changed relative to each other would show 

the extent of risk that the stock has been 

subject to by a moving reference period. 

Perhaps also a document that sets out 

the desirable patterns as the basis for 

adopting a fixed reference period. 

IMAS will be testing both fixed and 

moving reference points bearing in mind 

the position of Dr Little who warned that 

the moving reference point can prove to be 

problematic.  Using 1992 - 2010 was 

suggested as a possible reference point.  

Agree 
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9 The Harvest Strategy should consider 

objective climate and environmental 

indicators to factor the effects of long-term 

climate change and short-term episodic 

events into the TAC setting process. 

CAVEAT: Appears to work with GPS 

logger data, but not with logbook data. 

Work is ongoing. Could include 

deviation from the seasonal 

temperature threshold rather than 

actual temperature? 

Where possible, other threats to areas such 

as Centro, storms etc. should be identified.  

IMAS agreed that it needed to do more 

work but stated that it should be assumed 

that declining stocks are due to fishing 

until shown to be otherwise. 

Agree 

10 The fishery (industry, management, 

scientists) consider pre-recruit surveys as 

an indicator to reduce lagged observation 

effects, with the potential of incorporating 

such an indicator into the TAC setting 

process and harvest control rule. Given the 

potential costs of such widespread 

functionally independent populations, costs 

may be a constraining factor. 

Review and consider Timed-swim 

results. ARMs to be deployed at a 

smaller number of key-indicator sites 

(Canarys) for key parts of the fishery. 

Industry was strong on supporting the 

collection of sub-legal size data.  It was 

recognised that the fishery had very little 

information about the stocks coming 

through. The Committee recognised the 

costs were an issue but it was adamant that 

a balance using Timed swims and ARMs 

needed to be undertaken as a high priority.   

Agree 

11 DPIPWE consider performing an economic 

analysis of management costs and benefits 

according to risk-cost-catch framework, 

benchmarked nationally and globally. 

Need to factor in true costs in this 

process. i.e. previous 20 years have 

attempted to set TACC precisely on the 

maximum catch extraction, but without 

the investment in research and 

monitoring. 

Fully supported by the Committee in line 

with Rec. 10.  IMAS advised that it was 

working on costings and advised a timed 

swim encapsuling around 300 sites would 

likely cost less than $100K. 

Agree 

12 It is strongly recommended that DPIPWE 

incorporate an objective and outline a 

strategy to manage hyperstability of CPUE 

in the fishery. 

First, we need to be sure we can 

capture and quantify Hyperstability, 

before we can manage it. Spatial data is 

identifying presence of hyperstability, 

but quanitifying proportion may not be 

possible. But, can include 

precautionary settings to address in HS. 

The alternative is to assume 

hyperstability is present and ensure a 

targets and HCR are set with the 

assumption it influences CPUE.  Or 

establish a FIS large program to 

override use of CPUE. Significant 

logistic and financial cost to use FIS to 

estimate abundance at the spatial scale 

of fishery; possibly okay for key part of 

fishery? 

It was acknowledged that costs were an 

issue and the Committee wanted the term 

hyper stability defined but supported the 

recommendation. 

Agree 
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13 The current indicator scoring function 

should be published in a public document, 

and simulation tested. I also suggest 

Do you mean the CPUE target PM? 

Needs to be done by Block.  Suggest 

that the HS info in the Fishery 

Assessment Report be removed, and a 

new standalone report documenting the 

EHS and settings is developed. 

This was recognised as a highly technical 

recommendation that Dr Little and IMAS 

agreed needed to be discussed further.  The 

outcome should provide greater 

transparency of processes. 

? Clarification 

  a. a retrospective analysis be conducted 

across blocks showing the extent and 

potential effect of Δ𝑪𝑬 on the 

corresponding scores and TACs; and 

Already done, but can be improved.   Agree 

  b. an investigation into the extent and 

potential effect of skewness in the indicator 

distributions. 

Skewness in the PM Target 

distributions can't be changed, so 

maybe more appropriate to consider if 

the process of setting the upper and 

lower limits needs adjustment 

  Agree 

  Log-transformations of the gradient 

indicators in the analysis should also be 

confirmed or clarified. 

As above.   Agree 

14 The current and potential future Harvest 

Strategies should be simulation tested. Any 

suggested changes to the Harvest Strategy 

should be similarly simulation tested, and 

range of uncertainty captured. 

Testing of current HS in progress. MSE 

team also working metrics to extract 

from simulations to evaluate scenarios 

or changes to the HS. 

IMAS advised that the existing strategy 

has and still is going through a series of 

simulated tests.  This practice will be in 

place for the new strategy. 

Agree 

15 An attempt should be made to simulation 

test the meta-rules. 

As above. Fully support Agree 

16 A simulation test showing the effects that 

changing LML and TAC have on stock 

level, CPUE and ability to achieve the 

CPUE target would be helpful for 

understanding the interaction and balance 

between the management levers. 

And the effect of LML changes on rate 

of rebuild. 

The question about whether increasing the 

LML or lowering the TAC was more 

effective was raised.  IMAS advised that 

the answer was largely dependent on 

growth regimes in the area.  Testing 

through MSE is needed prior to 

introducing significant changes. 

Agree 
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17 Effort should be made to incorporate a size 

indicator into the Harvest Strategy. Such an 

indicator could provide an additional score 

to the empirical harvest control rule. 

Conditional on having sufficient data to 

have a robust indicator (i.e. trend can 

be volatile, which will be problematic 

in a HS). Plan is to use the MSE to 

identify potential TRP and LRP on 

commercial catch size. Potential 

justification to mandate some form of 

commercial catch sampling? 

Industry pointed out that one of the 

problems associated with increasing size 

limits is that the catch rate drops and 

fishers start fishing right down to the limit 

which gives misleading impression on the 

fishing in the area which was another 

argument for sub legal stock assessment-.  

IMAS acknowledged that these were valid 

points but advised that it was now 

assessing fish on either side of the size 

limit.  Industry also made the point that the 

Govt is obligated to manage a sustainable 

fishery.  Decisions are based on science 

including the HS and supported by 

legislation but yet, getting an increase in 

size limits is still a very difficult process.    

There should really be less need for 

consultation provided the decision is based 

on the science. 

Agree 

18 The rules and decision-making process for 

reviewing spatial catch allocations should 

be formalised and made explicit to ensure 

transparency and reduce subjectivity. 

Clarification: do you mean setting 

spatial catch allocations, or, reviewing 

catch progress towards that allocation 

as the year progresses?  

As agreed at the previous meeting, once a 

cap is agreed upon, the department can 

close an area without further consultation.  

If the Department and IMAS have reason 

to alter that position based on further data, 

the Committee agreed the Department 

could follow that course of action without 

further consultation. 

Agree 

19 The spatial catch allocation rule should be 

simulation tested, and if needed a model of 

the effort dynamics or fishing behaviour 

should be developed. 

This is already in the current MSE as a 

parameter on fleet dynamics. Can 

change parameter such that catch taken 

in the model is exactly the catch 

allocated, or, allow a deviation of block 

catch from the allocated catch. Default 

is to allow a deviation, as we assume 

that the model 'fleet' does not have 

'perfect knowledge' of the catch 

settings (i.e. under/over runs possible). 

Fully support Agree 
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20 DPIPWE and AbFAC formally respond to 

the recommendations. 

  Fully support Agree 

 

Darvin Hansen also advised the Committee that he had provided feedback in the “Chat” forum in Teams which he would like included in the 

minutes.  These comments are provided as an attachment to the minutes. 
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The Department then explained to the Committee the approach it wished to present to the 

Minister.  Firstly, it advised that Compliance had supported the proposal to cut the time for 

notifications for a closure of an area to be reduced from four days to two.   

The Department also advised it intended to put a recommendation to the Minister that he 

approves the position that no further consultation would be required to close an area once the 

catch had reached the agreed cap.   

Secondly, the Department outlined the timeline it wanted to present to the Minister in relation 

to the development of the HS.  It pointed out that the 20 recommendations that were largely 

agreed to by the FAC would require a considerable amount of work which could not be 

completed for this year.  This was compounded by a significant amount of consultation 

required with stakeholders before any new harvest strategy could be introduced.  The 

intention is to have the new harvest strategy approved by the Minister by October 2022 for 

the 2023 season.  

The Chair acknowledged the workload and asked IMAS for its view on the schedule and 

whether it believed it was achievable by October 2022.  IMAS said that it was not confident 

that all recommendations would be ready to go by October 2022, but it would concentrate on 

the high priority tasks and evaluate them through the MSE.  IMAS would present a better run 

down of the timetable at the first FAC next year. 

Action 2.  IMAS to assess the Little Review high priority recommendations through 

MSE and provide the schedule outlook at the first FAC next year.  

The Chair said that the Department and IMAS needed to work together on the schedule to 

have the new HS signed off by the Minister for use next year.   

The Department said it would also like to provide the Minister with a recommendation that 

the existing HS be used for setting the TAC for 2022 and the new HS be prepared for 

Ministerial approval in the second half of 2022 for setting the 2023 TAC. 

The Committee agreed with the recommendations to go to the Minister with the Chair adding 

that if there were any obvious benefits that could be applied to the existing HS that they 

should be considered.  

Recommendation 1.  that the Minister approves that the 2020 Harvest Strategy be used 

in 2021 to arrive at TAC recommendations for the 2022 fishing year. 

As a final point, the Committee supported that Jaime McAllister be able to attend AbFAC 

meetings as IMAS technical support for Craig Mundy. 
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Actions Arising from AbFAC Meeting No. 99 – 20 August 2021  

Action  Responsible Member Task Progress 

  FAC 1 Meeting 20 August 2021  

1. The Department to talk to the Director about the preferred DPIPWE process for managing the FAC draft minutes  

2.   The Department to address harvest strategy aims 2, 3, and 4.  

3 The Department to open NE greenlip and blacklip on the first Monday in July 2022.  

4 IMAS  to investigate the most appropriate size limit for blocks 33 and 38.  

5 The Department To discuss with compliance the proposal to provide industry with two days notice rather than four 

prior to closing an area. 

 

 Recommendation 1 That the Minister approves that an area be closed without further consideration once an area TAC 

catch cap had been reached. 

 

    

  FAC 2 Meeting No. 100 - 31 August 2021  

1. IMAS to use MSE to assess the most appropriate sample size required to maximise benefits from market 

measuring and report back at next FAC.    

 

2. IMAS to assess the high priority Little Review recommendations through MSE and provide the schedule 

outlook at the first FAC next year. 

 

    

 Recommendation 1 that the Minister approves that the 2020 Harvest Strategy be used in 2021 to arrive at TAC 

recommendations for the 2022 fishing year. 

 

    

  

 


