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Dear Person, 

 I believe that any Fishing Regulation that does not require the return of 
berried females and does not require Fishermen to be able to distinguish between 
different species is a potentially threatening process for those species that are 
protected. Potentially = possible as opposed to actual. 
Overfishing has been proven to be an actual threatening process. This is why we 
have decreasing catch limits or increased catch sizes. My argument is that 
increasing the daily take of shrimp by 20 times with no scientific data to show 
sustainability is a mechanism for overfishing or an actual threatening process. 

Without scientific data it is difficult to show whether a species population is in 
decline. The only information that we get is that they are widespread. I will argue that 
if lakes, dams, creeks and ponds have dried up which then results in decreased 
habitat then a loss of habitat results in a population decline of the species that 
occupy that habitat. Therefore due to the prolonged drought, shrimp populations 
have been on the decline. I find the following statement puzzling “However no case 
was clearly made in the nomination that showed how overfishing of native shrimp 
either poses or has the potential to pose a significant threat to the survival of two or 
more Victorian species…….” Overfishing is an established threatening process 
which results in the decline of a species. Many fish are now endangered by 
overfishing. Reducing a food source will result in a decline in population of species 
that require that food source. 

Fisheries Victoria increased the daily take of shrimp by Recreational Fishers 
by approximately 20 times with no Scientific Data to justify the increase. How about 
the following wording “However no case was clearly made in the nomination that 
showed how increasing the daily take limit of shrimp by 20 times constitutes 
overfishing of native shrimp either poses or has the potential to pose a significant 
threat to the survival of two or more Victorian species …….” 
I believe that all I need to show is that increasing the daily take of shrimp by 20 times 
with no scientific data to show sustainability is a potentially threatening process that 
will impact on species that rely on shrimp for a food source and on two species of 
shrimp one of which is protected in Victoria, namely  Riffle Shrimp (Australatya striolata) 
and the other which is not listed being Glass Shrimp (Paratya australiensis). 



The drought has left many areas dry so I can comfortably say that shrimp 
populations have been on the decline. Fisheries Victoria has not provided scientific 
data to show current population densities before the increase. 

Clarifying the statement “The concern was based on the premise that 
harvesting large numbers of shrimp will impact on the survival of the species and 
that this could lead to a dramatic reduction in shrimp populations, especially during 
recent dry periods and climate change”. To increase a fishing limit by 20 times with 
no scientific data to support the increase is a potentially threatening process that will 
impact on the survival of a least two Victorian shrimp species and native fauna that 
feed on shrimp. 

Fisheries Victoria changed the limit from 100 shrimp to 0.5 litres of shrimp to 
simplify the regulation. There was no scientific data which examines the impact that 
this might have on the ecology. If there is no scientific data available to show the 
impacts increasing the limit may have, I feel it appropriate that mathematical 
calculations can be used to show a potentially threatening process. 

 WHY INCREASE THE DAILY TAKE OF SHRIMP BY RECREATIONAL FISHERS 
BY 2000%+ WITH NO SCIENTIFIC DATA TO SUPPORT THE INCREASE? 

Calculations based on practical test. 

A practical test showed that there was over 400 glass shrimp occupying a volume of 100 ml. 

Under the Fisheries (Shrimp) Notice No. 11/2009 Recreational Fishermen are entitled to a daily take 
of 0.5 litres (500 ml) per person per day. 

This is 400 x 5 = 2000 per person per day. An increase of 20 times the old limit of 100 per person per 
day. 

If we consider a reasonable density of 100 shrimp occupying an area of 1 m2. 

Then 2000 shrimp would occupy 20 m2. 
If 1% of recreational fishermen caught their shrimp entitlement 1 day per month they would strip 
approximately 1,730,400 m2 of waterways and ponds of shrimp per year. 
 
721,000 Recreational Fishermen in Victoria. 
1% = 7210. 
7210 RF x 12 Days x 20 m2 =  1,730,400 m2 of area. 

These calculations are only presented to highlight the need for accurate 
Scientific Data which should be provided as compulsory when any fishing limit 
is increased. 
 

Is there a requirement to return berried females? 
If 10% of the shrimp were berried would this impact on population numbers. 
Is there a requirement to be able to distinguish between shrimp species taking note 
that some are protected. 

Recreational Fishers are permitted to take all Shrimp species with no requirement to 
be able to distinguish between species. The shrimp species coloured red is of 
concern. 



 
Scientific Name Common Name FFG EPBC 

Advisory List of Threatened Invertebrate Fauna In Victoria - 2009 
 

Phylum Arthropoda–Subphylum Crustacea (crustaceans) 
Extinct 
Crenoicus mixtus phreatoicid isopod 
 
Critically Endangered 
Engaeus sternalis Warragul Burrowing Cray L 
Engaeus urostrictus Dandenong Burrowing Cray L 
Gramastacus insolitus Western Swamp Cray L 
 
Endangered 
Austrogammarus australis Dandenong Freshwater Amphipod L 
Engaeus curvisuturus Curve-tail Burrowing Cray L 
Engaeus hemicirratulus Gippsland Burrowing Cray 
 
Scientific Name Common Name FFG EPBC 
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Subphylum Crustacea (crustaceans) (cont.) 
Endangered (cont.) 
 
Engaeus karnanga South Gippsland Burrowing Cray 
Engaeus merosetosus Western Burrowing Cray 
Engaeus phyllocercus Narracan Burrowing Cray L 
Engaeus rostrogaleatus Strzelecki Burrowing Cray L 
Engaeus tuberculatus Tubercle Burrowing Cray 
Engaeus victoriensis Foothill Burrowing Cray 
Euastacus bispinosis Glenelg River Spiny Cray L 
Euastacus crassus Alpine Spiny Cray L 
Euastacus diversus Orbost Spiny Cray L 
Euastacus neodiversus South Gippsland Spiny Cray L 
Geocharax falcata Western Cray 
Geocharax gracilis Otways Cray 
 
Vulnerable 
Athanopsis australis Southern Hooded Shrimp L 
Australatya striolata Eastern Freshwater Shrimp L 
Austrogammarus haasei Sherbrooke Amphipod L 
Calamoecia australica calanoid copepod 
Calamoecia expansa centropagid copepod 
Canthocamptus dedeckkeri harpactacoid copepod 
Colubotelson joyneri phreatoicid isopod 
Colubotelson searli phreatoicid isopod 
Engaeus australis Lilly Pilly Burrowing Cray I 
Engaeus fultoni Otway Burrowing Cray 
Engaeus mallacoota Mallacoota Burrowing Cray L 
Engaeus sericatus Hairy Burrowing Cray 
Engaeus strictifrons Portland Burrowing Cray 
Euastacus bidawalus East Gippsland Spiny Cray 
Euastacus claytoni Clayton’s Spiny Cray 
Euastacus yanga Variable Spiny Cray 
Eucalliax tooradin ghost shrimp L 
Gariwerdeus beehivensis phreatoicid isopod 
Gariwerdeus ingletonensis phreatoicid isopod 
Gariwerdeus turretensis phreatoicid isopod 
Michelea microphylla ghost shrimp L 
Naiopegia xiphagrostis phreatoicid isopod 
Phreatoicopsis raffae phreatoicid isopod 
Phreatoicopsis terricola phreatoicid isopod 
Synamphisopus ambiguus phreatoicid isopod 
Synamphisopus doegi phreatoicid isopod 
 
 
 
Near Threatened 
Euastacus armatus Murray River Spiny Cray 
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Subphylum Crustacea (crustaceans) (cont.) 
Data Deficient 
Boekella nyoraensis calanoid copepod 
Canthocamptus longipes harpactacoid copepod 
Canthocamptus mammillifurca harpactacoid copepod 
Canthocamptus sublaevis harpactacoid copepod 
Cherax destructor albidus Common Yabby subspecies 
Fibulacamptus gracilior harpactacoid copepod 
Miralona victoriensis cladoceran 
 
THE FOLLOWING IS A SECONDARY LIST FOR INTEREST. 
 
Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 – Threatened List – May 2010 
 
Invertebrates 
Annelids 
Megascolides australis .............................................................................................. Giant Gippsland Earthworm 
Crustaceans 
Athanopsis australis .....................................................................................................Southern Hooded Shrimp 
Australatya striolata ..................................................................................................Eastern Freshwater Shrimp 
Austrogammarus australis .............................................................................. Dandenong Freshwater Amphipod 
Austrogammarus haasei ................................................................................................... Sherbrooke Amphipod 
Engaeus curvisuturus .............................................................................................Curve-tail Burrowing Crayfish 
Engaeus mallacoota .............................................................................................Mallacoota Burrowing Crayfish 
Engaeus phyllocercus ............................................................................................. Narracan Burrowing Crayfish 
Engaeus rostrogaleatus ..........................................................................................Strzelecki Burrowing Crayfish 
Engaeus sternalis ...................................................................................................Warragul Burrowing Crayfish 
Engaeus urostrictus.............................................................................................Dandenong Burrowing Crayfish 
Euastacus armatus .................................................................................................................Murray Spiny Cray 
Euastacus bispinosus ............................................................................................................Glenelg Spiny Cray 
Euastacus crassus ...................................................................................................................Alpine Spiny Cray 
Euastacus diversus...............................................Orbost Spiny Cray (listed as Orbost Spiny Freshwater Crayfish) 
Euastacus neodiversus .............................................................................................South Gippsland Spiny Cray 
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Eucalliax tooradin...............................................................................................................ghost shrimp species 
Gramastacus insolitus .......................................................................................................Western Swamp Cray 
Michelea microphylla ..........................................................................................................ghost shrimp species 
 

SUMMARY 

There is no requirement to return berried females. 

There is no requirement to be able to distinguish between shrimp species. 

A loss of habitat due to the drought has caused a decline in shrimp populations. 

There was no scientific data to show sustainability with the increased take limit. 

The increase in the daily shrimp take was to simplify a regulation. 

Increasing a limit by 20 times with no scientific data to justify the increase will result 
in a potentially threatening process affecting more than 2 species. 

 

 



In my opinion, 

SAC comments “However no case was clearly made in the nomination that showed 
how “Overfishing of native shrimp either poses or has the potential to pose a 
significant threat to the survival of two or more Victorian species or any community 
as required under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Regulations 2001 was not 
provided” is not justified, 

 and I therefore do not support SAC’s Preliminary Recommendation to reject 
the nomination. 

 

 

Yours Sincerely 

CONFIDENTIAL 

Full Name: 

 

 

Complete Contact Address: 

 

 

Email Address: 

 

Signed: 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The following article is from the Weekly Times, August 18, 2010 Page 91. 

 



 



Version No. 002  
Flora and Fauna Guarantee Regulations 2001  

S.R. No. 147/2001  
Version as at 22 February 2008 
 
Flora and Fauna Guarantee Regulations 2001  
S.R. No. 147/2001  Sch. 2 

11 In the case of any potentially threatening process  
 
(1) A statement identifying the potentially threatening process.  
 
(2) The statement must—  

(a) specify the potentially threatening process in accordance with a relevant text or 
reference; or  

(b) describe the potentially threatening process in such a way that it is distinguishable 
from all other potentially threatening processes.  
 
(3) The potentially threatening process must be described as a process and not as a cause or a 
symptom of a process.  
 
12 In the case of a potentially threatening process nominated for addition to the Processes 
List  
 
(1) Evidence showing that primary criterion 5.1 or 5.2 in Schedule 1 is satisfied by the potentially 
threatening process.  
 
(2) The evidence must indicate—  

(a) the range of flora or fauna affected or potentially affected; and  
(b) the significance of the threat which the potentially threatening process poses or has the 
potential to pose.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Taxa or 
communities 
affected 

List individual taxa, functional groups of taxa or communities affected by this potentially 
threatening process. 

Glass Shrimp (Paratya australiensis) 
Riffle Shrimp (Australatya striolata) 
Platypus, Birds and Fish. 

Significance of 
the threat 

Indicate the significance of the threat, in terms of its scale and/or severity.  Indicate how the 
potentially threatening process is operating now and/or is expected to operate in the future. 

The significance of the threat is a dramatic reduction in shrimp populations especially during this 
extended dry period and climate change. Shrimp are a food source for other species which will also be 
affected.  
A practical test showed that there is approximately 2000 shrimp that will occupy 0.5 litres. That is an 
increase of 20 times in the allowable daily take by recreational fishermen. Some calculations to show a 
simple scenario since there is little scientific data available. If we consider 100 shrimp to occupy an 
area of 1 m2 then 2000 would occupy 20 m2. If 1% of recreational fishermen caught their shrimp 
entitlement 1 day per month they would strip approximately 1,730,400 m2 of waterways and ponds of 
h i

Eligibility 
criteria 

Indicate which of the primary criteria and sub-criteria stated in the Regulations the potentially 
threatening process satisfies, on what evidence the case is based and cite the sources of this 
evidence.  The evidence may have been presented in full in the preceding sections, but, in this 
section, a summary of the logic of the case should be provided. Unsupported statements which 
need to be verified delay the SAC's consideration of the nomination.  

5.1   the potentially threatening process poses or has the potential to pose a significant threat to the survival of a range of flora 

and fauna.  
Allowing recreational fishermen to take a huge increase in the daily take of swimmer shrimp without 
providing supporting scientific data as to the sustainability of the increase in regards to the removal of 
a food source for native fauna has the potential to deplete their numbers and have broader ecosystem 
impacts especially during a drought period.  

5.1.1 the potentially threatening process poses or has the potential to pose a significant threat to the survival of two or more 
taxa; 
Since there was no scientific data attached to the increase of the daily take of swimmer shrimp by 
Recreational Fishermen. A simple mathematical calculation as above can show the potential impact 
the increased daily take can have on this resource. 

5.1.2 the potentially threatening process poses or has the potential to pose a significant threat to the survival of a community of 
flora and fauna. 
Shrimp are a food source for many other species of fauna. Unmonitored fishing of large numbers  will 
impact on the survival of these species. Shrimp also exist to play an important part in the ecology of a 
water system where other species co-exist. 

5.2  the potentially threatening process poses or has the potential to pose a significant threat to the evolutionary development of 
a range of flora and fauna. 
Where there is an action there is a reaction. Remove or reduce a food source will result in the 
reduction in numbers or the average size of a species that rely on that food source. If one food source 
is removed or reduced then an alternative is sought. This can cause a change in habit or method of 
searching for food. For example switching focus from a free floating food source to a surface or 
burrowing food source. This could cause an increase in the damage to vegetation, soil erosion and 
water quality.  

5.2.1  the potentially threatening process poses or has the potential to pose a significant threat to the evolutionary development 
of two or more taxa; 
 

5.2.2  the potentially threatening process poses or has the potential to pose a significant threat to the evolutionary development 
of a community of flora and fauna. 
There is a significant threat to the evolutionary development to a community of fauna and flora. 
Reducing a specific food source will result in fauna searching for an alternative which can result in a 
change to a species range. This can then impact on other species. Less shrimp results in less fish that 
eat shrimp which results in less birds that eat fish etc.  



 



 
 


