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Summary
The Commonwealth Fisheries Resource Sharing Framework is currently being developed by the
Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment. This framework plans to ensure that
each sector, commercial, recreational and indigenous, has appropriate access to fish resources
and that managers can decide on appropriate sharing between the sectors. To support the
development of this framework, this report provides a literature review of methods used for
allocating access to resources of fish stocks between commercial and recreational fishers, in
Australia and around the world. ABARES examined how all fishery jurisdictions in Australia
approach the issue of resource allocation between commercial and recreational fishers and how
this differs between states and the Commonwealth.
Management arrangements in the United States, Canada, New Zealand and Japan were also
examined. Resource allocation between commercial and recreational fishers is also an important
policy issue for fisheries management in these jurisdictions. Information on resource allocation
for Western Europe was more difficult to identify, because most recreational fishing in Europe is
from inland freshwater systems and not the marine commercial sector. Resource allocation
approaches from other international fishing jurisdictions were not explored.
The main finding of the literature review is that in Australia, the United States, Canada, New
Zealand and Japan, resource allocation decisions are made on a case-by-case basis and involve
advisory panels of experts and extensive consultations with industry representatives. Policies,
guidelines and processes for resource allocation are specified in fisheries management plans and
resources or catch allocation policies and frameworks.
The decision-making process in Australia and overseas is based on a range of common principles
including:


sustainability



fairness and equity



optimisation of economic and social benefits



meeting customary needs



management goals



transparency



compensation



practicality.

In Australian states and territories, a range of criteria are used to apply these principles,
including:


contribution to gross state product



contribution to employment



maintenance and growth of regional communities
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sport and recreation opportunities



aspirations and needs of each sector



cultural significance



costs of any structural adjustment assistance



costs and benefits (ecological, social and cultural).

Similar principles and criteria are considered in the United States, Canada and New Zealand in
order to determine allocations that provide the greatest overall benefit to the country (FOC
2001; USDC 2017).
Australian state and territory jurisdictions occasionally review allocations. In many jurisdictions
this involves a full review. A full review assesses current and proposed allocations by analysing
the biology of the species involved, current management practices, historical catch data, and
social, economic and cultural factors. The process involves stakeholder consultation followed by
a report on findings, which is released for public consultation.
In the United States, Canada and New Zealand relevant bodies provide and review catch share
permits for certain species (FOC 2001; MAF 2018; USDC 2017). Canada has introduced an
experimental market-based approach to allocate the total allowable catch of halibut between
recreational and commercial fisheries. This approach allows licence holders from both sectors to
trade their allocation (FOC 2019).
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Introduction
In the absence of management, fisheries resources are common-pool resources (Grafton, Squires
& Fox 2000) that can freely be accessed by all. With a number of competing users and without
limits being imposed, the resources can potentially be depleted to levels that compromise the
biological sustainability of fish stocks and the viability of commercial, Indigenous and
recreational fishing. In Australia, government plays a key role in fisheries management to
address the economic, social and biological concerns that can arise from open-access fisheries.
The Australian Government and state and territory governments are responsible for the
management of fisheries within their jurisdictions. However, recreational fishing in
Commonwealth waters is managed by the jurisdiction immediately adjacent to those waters.
Australia’s fishery resources are valued by a range of groups for a variety of reasons. About
3.4 million Australians engage in recreational fishing each year, for a range of reasons—
including for food, thrill of the catch, health benefits and love of the outdoors (Campbell &
Murphy 2005; Henry & Lyle 2003). In the commercial sector around 9,000 people are employed
in direct catching and aquaculture activities, providing seafood to both domestic and
international consumers (Savage & Hobsbawn 2015). Smyth, Egan & Kennett (2018) highlight
the cultural, social and economic values that customary fishing provides to Indigenous
communities, including encompassing a deep, multifaceted value to Indigenous people, allowing
for the maintenance of connection to country, culture, identity, spirituality and knowledge.
Australia’s fishery resources also offer tourism opportunities, for example the Great Barrier Reef
Maine Park (Esparon, Stoeckl & Farr 2015), and have a range of non-use economic values
(Hassall & Associates 2001).
User groups often highlight the need for access to a fair and equitable share of resources for
competing users—commercial, recreational and Indigenous fisheries. However, this can be
complex to achieve. The scarcity of catch, social and economic data for the recreational and
Indigenous fishing sectors is a key difficulty for policymakers. It can also be difficult to compare
different sectors and goods. During the resource allocation process, policymakers must also
consider factors such as biomass, the stock structure and the surrounding environment and
interactions within the ecosystem.
In Australia, most economic assessments of recreational fisheries use fisher expenditure data to
help measure the regional or national benefit of recreational fisheries on income levels,
employment and the economy more broadly. However, these measures are known to be
incomplete and not comparable with measures of the value of access to other sectors.
To efficiently allocate resources between users, the net benefit of access by each sector needs to
be compared. This requires more information than expenditure data. Ideally, the change that
occurs in each sector’s net economic value when allocation shares change would guide allocation
decisions. For a reallocation to be worthwhile, there needs to be an increase in overall net
economic benefit across the sectors.
This report provides a literature review of current approaches for resource allocation in
Australia and overseas.
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1 Methods used for resource
allocation in Australia
Commonwealth fisheries
Most recreational fishing occurs within state and territory waters, so responsibility for day-today management of the recreational sector falls to the states and territories (DAWR 2015). The
Australian Government and the recreational and commercial fishing sectors have a long history
of collaborating to develop resource allocation arrangements for Commonwealth fisheries.
However, the issue remains contentious amongst stakeholders. In 2002 a national workshop on
recreational fishing rights and resource allocation between commercial and recreational
Commonwealth fisheries was held in Coolangatta. The communique from this workshop
included principles to support resource allocation between fishing sectors for some species, a
framework for resource allocation and possible mechanisms and management arrangements for
rights-based management for the recreational sector.
The general principles initially developed in the Coolangatta Communique led to the formation
of a formal Memorandum of Understanding in 2004 between the Commonwealth, state and
Northern Territory jurisdictions for proposed resource allocation arrangements where resource
conflicts arise. The Coolangatta Communique is reflected in current principles and processes
used by state jurisdictions (see State fisheries).
Resource allocation arrangements in Commonwealth fisheries have been developed for some
tuna fisheries. In 2001 the commercial and recreational sectors took part in informal
negotiations in the Western Tuna and Billfish Fishery (WTBF) to reduce conflict and provide an
equitable allocation of catch to each sector (Foster, Ward & Colquhoun 2006). However,
resource allocation arrangements in the WTBF were contentious despite a mix of spatial and
temporal arrangements announced by the government in 2005 (Foster, Ward & Colquhoun
2006). The Eastern Tuna and Billfish Fishery (ETBF) is another Commonwealth fishery that has
attempted to implement resource allocation arrangements. An ETBF resource-sharing
agreement was developed in 2007 (AFMA 2007). The major components of the agreement
included spatial separations and an agreed recreational share of catch within the ETBF. The
spatial separations included restricting longlines from shooting inside the 400 metre depth
contour and hauling their gear before entering water shallower than 200 metres.
Species-specific allocation arrangements have been made in some cases, in recognition of the
importance of particular species to the recreational sector. Longtail tuna was made a
recreational only species by the Australian Government in 2007 through restrictions on
commercial sector targeting. The restrictions on longtail tuna for the commercial sector are:


bycatch trigger limits of 35 tonnes in the WTBF and ETBF fisheries



a 10-fish trip limit if the fishery wide bycatch trigger limit is reached in these fisheries.

These restrictions still apply (AFMA 2019a, b). Blue and black marlin were also made
recreational only species by the Australian Government in 2007, through an amendment to the
Commonwealth Fisheries Management Act 1991.
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State fisheries
State and territory jurisdictions have applied similar principles to allocate fish stocks between
sectors. The WA Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Primary
Industries and Regions SA, the NSW Department of Primary Industries and the NT Department
of Primary Industry and Resources all have approaches for resource allocation for fishery
resources. These have been applied mostly at the fishery level, but also for specific species. For
example, Western Australia uses an integrated approach to manage catch of Roe’s abalone in
Perth’s metropolitan region (Box 1).
Key documents that outline approaches to resource allocation decision frameworks from across
jurisdictions include:


Fisheries Resource Sharing in NSW (2015)



Management Plan for Recreational Fishing in South Australia (2017)



Northern Territory Fisheries Resource Sharing Framework (2015).

Table 1 Resource sharing principles and processes, selected jurisdictions
Document

Purpose

Process to resolve resource sharing
issues

WA Integrated
Fisheries Management
Government Policy
2009

To outline the process to determine how
fish resources can be best shared between
commercial, recreational and customary
fishers and aquaculture.

Integrated Fisheries Allocation Advisory
Committee investigates resource allocation
issues and makes recommendations on
optimal resource use to the Minister for
Fisheries.

Queensland
Sustainable Fisheries
Strategy 2017–2027

To provide clear harvest strategies and
guidance on resource allocation between
sectors. Sets out fishery objectives, targets
and triggers for management intervention.

Expert panel provides independent advice
on the implementation of the Sustainable
Fisheries Strategy and best practice
fisheries management.

Management Plan for
Recreational Fishing in
South Australia (2017)

To outline how resource sharing is
achieved between sectors and the
allocation review process. Aims to ensure
recreational fishing resources are
harvested within ecologically sustainable
limits through a transparent allocation
process.

Stakeholder review, and establishment of
independent expert panels for conducting
assessments if changes to allocation is
required.

Fisheries Resource
Sharing in NSW
(2015)

To establish principles for resource
allocation between sectors.

Working group of stakeholders, Ministerial
Fisheries Advisory Council and
government consider the application and
prepare advice and recommendations for
the relevant Minister.

Northern Territory
Fisheries Resource
Sharing Framework
(2015)

To establish principles for resource
allocation between sectors.

An independent and expert advisory panel
provides advice on specific resource
sharing issues.

The Victorian Government has no formal allocation process for resource allocation between
sectors but the Victorian Fisheries Act 1995 requires that management plans are prepared in
consultation with all major stakeholder groups, including commercial, recreational, Indigenous,
conservation and aquaculture interests. Management plans for commercial rock lobster, eel and
abalone include maintaining recreational use of the fisheries. For example, the Victorian Rock
Lobster Fishery Management Plan 2017 allows 5% and 10% of the total allowable catch (TAC)
(in western and eastern zones of the fishery respectively) for recreational use in formal stock
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assessment processes. On 1 July 2017 tags were introduced to estimate the number of lobsters
caught in the recreational sector, as part of a 3-year pilot program (Victorian Fisheries Authority
2017).
The Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment has no formal
allocation process for resource allocation arrangements. Fishery advisory committees (FACs)
provide advice to the minister on significant issues related to the fishery and are in place for
major fisheries in Tasmania. FAC members are appointed for their expertise and experience, and
include representatives from major fishing sectors, community groups and key stakeholders.
FACs also provide advice on resource allocation issues (DPIPWE 2016). Despite no formal
allocation process, a resource allocation agreement was developed for the Tasmanian rock
lobster fishery in 2007 (Box 1).
The independent review of Queensland fisheries management (MRAG 2014) identified a need
for a clear framework for resource allocation between fishing sectors. The review recommended
the categorisation of stocks into tiers (for purposes not exclusive to resource allocation):


Tier 1 stocks—of high social and economic importance



Tier 2 stocks—not primary target species but requiring active management (for example,
species that may be at biological risk)



Tier 3 stocks—require little active management other than catch reporting.

A periodically calculated TAC was recommended for high importance stocks (Tier 1). Within
Tier 1 stocks, an explicit share of the TAC would be allocated to the commercial, recreational and
customary sectors. Independent allocation panels or similar technical groups made
recommendations to the minister that were based on social, economic or cultural importance, or
relative historical catch. The minister then made the initial allocation decision.

ABARES
4

Allocating fish stocks between commercial and recreational fishers

Box 1 Examples of resource allocation agreements in Western Australia and Tasmania
Western Australia’s integrated fisheries management policy—Perth metropolitan Roe’s abalone
fishery

Mollusc Science (DPIRD, Western Australia)

The Perth metropolitan Roe’s abalone fishery operates in shallow coastal waters along Western
Australia’s coast, from Moore River mouth to Cape Bouvard. The resource allocation process is
undertaken using the integrated fisheries management policy (DFWA 2013). The Minister for Fisheries
determines the final allocations (likely to be fixed for 5 years) based on the Integrated Fisheries Allocation
Advisory Committee’s report. Members of the allocation committee represent government, and the
commercial and recreational sectors. If the committee establishes a need for allocation:
1) The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development prepares a report detailing each
sector’s current management arrangements, historical catch, species biological characteristics,
allowable harvest and other considerations such as social, lifestyle, regional employment and
economic issues. In September 2005 the department completed a report for Roe’s abalone.
2) The allocation committee conducts investigations through consultation with stakeholder groups.
Consultation identifies areas of conflict or agreement between different parties and draws on
technical material and data relevant to the fishery. The committee then releases a draft report for
public comment (usually for a period of 3 months). The Roe’s abalone report was released for public
consultation. The full consultation plan involved a series of public meetings, radio and flyer
advertisements, and articles in Western Australian newspapers. Information was also released for
recreational abalone fishers of Chinese and Vietnamese descent.
The committee reviewed public comments from February 2007 and published the final report in
April 2009. The recreational sector allocation for the Perth metropolitan Roe’s abalone fishery is currently
18.6 tonnes. This represents a significant portion of the total allowable catch. For example, recreational
fisher’s landing of Roe’s abalone was around 41 % of the total catch of this species in Western Australia in
2014, with 15-25 tonnes taken in Zone 1, an area including the Perth metropolitan Roe’s abalone fishery,
and 14 tonnes in the remainder of the state (Hart, Brown & O’Malley 2015).
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Tasmania’s rock lobster fishery

Source: shutterstock

Revill and Williams (2006) detail the process for developing resource sharing arrangements for the
Tasmanian rock lobster fishery. After reaching a 10% of commercial catch trigger point, recreational catch
in the fishery was subject to review in 2003 by the Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Water
and Environment. Relations between the commercial and recreational sectors had deteriorated prior to
this trigger being reached due to concerns about equitable resource sharing. The Department formed a
working group in 2003 to develop resource sharing options. These options were put forward to the
relevant fishery advisory committee and peak bodies.
A working group was established to develop key principles for a resource sharing arrangement, which
received support from the FACs and peak bodies. The Department released an issues paper to promote
discussion before a new rock lobster management plan was developed. A total of 394 responses were
received from recreational fishers and 125 responses from commercial fishers.
A sharing framework was released for a second phase of public consultation, following the Department’s
consideration of feedback from the issues paper and Recreational and Commercial Fishery Advisory
Committees. This formed part of the review of the rock lobster management plan. Public meetings were
also held across the state. Submissions by commercial fishers were generally supportive of the
framework; however, the few submissions from recreational fishers expressed a wide range of views. The
proposal eventually went ahead without amendment.
One of the key outcomes was the establishment of a TAC set for the whole fishery, divided into a total
allowable commercial catch (TACC) and a total allowable recreational catch (TARC). The TACC is managed
within the existing quota management system, while the TARC is set at a percentage of the TACC. The
TACC is monitored through surveys of recreational fishers and catch controlled through bag, possession
and size limits, gear restrictions and seasonal closures. Individually, recreational fishers are not required
to fish under a formal quota management system. However, collectively they are subject to a fishery wide
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TARC. Initial allocations were based on historical catch levels, with buffers to accommodate the increasing
recreational sector. Monitoring of the recreational catch is undertaken through biennial surveys.
Part 2 of the Tasmanian Fisheries (Rock Lobster) Rules 2011 contains the final sharing arrangement.

The role and structure of allocation panels
Expert panels or committees are used for allocating resources or making adjustments to
allocations across fishery sectors in Western Australia, New South Wales and South Australia.
The panels include independent experts and representatives of fishing sectors. Independent
experts may be economists, social scientists or individuals with expertise in fisheries
management from outside the state where the assessment is being carried out. Panel members
could be from peak industry bodies, fishing sectors or government.
The general process is:
1) Identify the need for allocation or adjustments to the current allocation
Panels identify the need for allocations to be made or adjusted through a number of
mechanisms. In New South Wales and the Northern Territory, proponents of a new allocation
are required to submit a full proposal to the government, which includes evidence to support
their case (NSW DPI 2015; DPIF NT 2015). In South Australia, the need for a change in
allocations may be identified:


through a review of a management plan



when one or more sectors exceed their allocation, or



when a major change in the management of a species or a sector results in a shift of
allocations to a sector (PIRSA 2017).

2) Panel assessment
Allocation panels often conduct preliminary assessments to determine whether a full review of
an allocation issue is necessary. A full review can be expensive and involves collecting and
analysing evidence on:


current allocations



the biology of the species involved



current management practices



historical catch.

A full review also takes into consideration wider factors relating to social, economic and cultural
contributions of the current situation and proposed change. Typically, the panel will undertake
stakeholder consultation and release a final report on findings, for public consultation.
3) Recommendations
The expert panel or advisory committee makes recommendations through a full report to the
minister of the relevant department.
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Overarching principles for allocation
The resource allocation frameworks contain overarching principles, in addition to decisionmaking criteria. Principles for making resource allocation decisions in New South Wales, South
Australia, Western Australia and the Northern Territory are:


Sustainability—the sustainability of the resource is considered, including the biological
condition, vulnerability and resilience of the species, in determining appropriate harvest
levels (with a preference for application of a precautionary approach).



Fairness and equity—benefits of use are distributed amongst fishery sectors and for the
benefit of present and future generations.



Information—decisions are made on the basis of the best available information. Where
information is limited, uncertain or unreliable, a precautionary approach is taken and the
sustainability of the resource is considered. Absence or uncertainties in information are not
used as a reason to delay or fail to make a decision.



Optimisation of benefits—decisions optimise benefits from use of the resource to the
community, not just the fishing sector; taking into account economic, social, cultural and
environmental factors.



Goal orientation/harvest strategies—decisions are oriented towards existing legislative
and fisheries management objectives.



Certainty—decisions provide sectors with certainty and stability around their opportunity
to access allocations. Ongoing needs of users of the resource are considered.



Transparency—stakeholders are allowed opportunity for input into the allocation
decision. Outcomes are made fully transparent and subject to public consideration.



Compensation—decisions consider whether there are clear and demonstrable loss of
access to the resource or financial loss as a result of the allocations. Structural adjustments
or offsets are considered as part of the decision.



Practicality—decisions are uncomplicated and comply with enforceable law.



Customary—the availability of resources for Indigenous cultural use is maintained.

Factors considered by allocation panels
Historical catch and subsequent adjustment to allocations
Allocation panels commonly consider historical catch when making allocations decisions. For
example, a number of existing commercial fishery management plans in South Australia have
developed allocations for commercial, recreational and Indigenous usage based on historical
usage and data available at the time.
Catch is monitored over time to determine if changes to allocations are warranted. Given the
difficulties in measuring economic values (particularly for recreational species) and social
values, catch is used as an indicator to measure changes in the value of shares. In some cases,
threshold indicators have been determined for each sector's percentage allocation in order to
detect changes in sector share values, with surveys of recreational catches collected every
5 years to measure against the thresholds (PIRSA 2017).
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In Western Australia, where allocations have been made within 3 different fisheries, historical
catch was considered for each sector as part of the expert panel’s final report and
recommendations. The plan for management of recreational catch levels includes monitoring
through a 5-year moving average of the estimated catch (DFWA 2013).
Other criteria
In addition to historical catch, the states and the Northern Territory use similar other criteria
when making allocation decisions, including:


the aspirations and needs of each sector



the costs of any associated structural adjustment assistance



contribution of each sector to Gross State Product and employment



access for consumers to fresh seafood



maintenance and growth of regional communities



contribution to lifestyle



health impacts



sport and recreation opportunities



consistency with tourism policies



cultural significance



qualitative and (where possible) quantitative assessment of ecological, social and cultural
costs and benefits



other criteria relevant to the fishery in question.
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2 Methods used for resource
allocation in selected countries
United States of America
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration marine catch share policy
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is a part of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) and is responsible for research, protection, management, and
restoration of commercial and recreational fisheries and their habitat, and protected species.
Eight regional councils, responsible for managing fisheries under their jurisdiction, provide
expert input to NOAA Fisheries. In developing its own catch share policy, NOAA Fisheries sought
input from these councils. The make-up of councils varies but voting members of these councils
include commercial, charter, and recreational fishers as well as scientists and academics. NOAA
Fisheries details a number of guiding principles relevant to allocation between commercial and
recreational sectors. For example, councils should:


revisit the total allocation to each sector of a fishery on a regular basis



consider a broad range of participation criteria to ensure the most fair and equitable catch
share distribution for their given circumstances



consider endorsing the obligatory submission of data, including social and economic data, in
return for the use of the public’s fishery resources (USDC 2017).

Review of fisheries allocation decisions
In 2014 NOAA Fisheries undertook a review of allocation decisions. Outcomes from the review
are reported in Morrison & Scott 2014, which also summarises historical allocation decisions in
the United States. Key observations include:


A large percentage of allocation decisions within the United States are based on historical
catch.



Many of the allocation decisions are made by councils and are done in consultation with
recreational and commercial fishers.



Allocations are reviewed frequently and are responsive to changes in circumstances.
Decisions are made on a case-by-case basis because the profiles and circumstances of each
fishery and species vary significantly.

Canada
In Canada, the management of recreational fisheries involves multiple levels of government,
legislation and judicial interpretation. The Government of Canada is responsible for managing
marine recreational fisheries and the provinces and territories manage recreational fishing of
freshwater species.
Five principles guide the implementation of recreational fishing policies, programs and
initiatives (FOC 2001). These principles highlight the social and economic importance of
recreational fisheries, and the role of Fisheries and Oceans Canada in:
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providing sustainable harvesting opportunities for recreational fishers



fostering stakeholder cooperation



providing effective leadership in the management and development of recreational fishing.

The principles also highlight the shared responsibility of recreational fishers and managing
agencies for stewardship and conservation of recreational fishery resources.
Despite the principles outlined in FOC 2001, the allocation process between recreational and
commercial fishers for contested stocks remains complex. Gislason (2006) provides a summary
of the resource allocation process for Pacific herring, salmon and halibut. The allocations are
made by the relevant federal or province department on a case-by-case basis. Gislason (2006)
suggests that allocations are often made with little regard for economic considerations and no
apparent formal stakeholder committees. The approaches taken for each of these species vary in
complexity, from standard approaches based on historical catch to more sophisticated
approaches involving market-based mechanisms that change allocations.
Of the 3 case studies presented in Gislason 2006, the allocation process for halibut is the most
complex. The case study highlights the use of a market-based approach to change allocations
after the initial allocation is made. The approach was trialled in the early 2000s, allowing intersectoral trading of quota for halibut in British Columbia. The market‐based transfer program
allowed individual anglers or fishing experience businesses—such as charters, lodges, and
marinas—to lease halibut quota from commercial halibut licence holders. It allowed recreational
fishers who bought quota from commercial fishers to fish beyond the normal recreational
season and bag limit. An example of this process is provided in Box 2.
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Box 2 Allocation process for Pacific halibut in Canada

Source: Shutter stock

Halibut is a highly valued species for both commercial and recreational fishing sectors in Canada. Fisheries
and Oceans Canada determines access to the Pacific halibut Canadian TAC for commercial, recreational,
and food, social, and ceremonial fisheries. The International Pacific Halibut Commission sets TACs for the
United States and Canada.
In 2000 Fisheries and Oceans Canada oversaw an allocation agreement between the recreational and
commercial sectors that recommended a 9% share for the recreational sector. In 2003 the recreational
catch ceiling was raised to 12% to allow for growth in the sports sector (Gislason 2006). A
recommendation was then given to all sectors to develop a suitable market-based mechanism for future
allocation adjustments. This allowed the recreational sector to trade their surplus to the commercial
sector, or to obtain additional quota where the recreational sector sought catches greater than 12% of the
TAC. In 2004 and 2005 approximately 320 tonnes was transferred between sectors.
In 2011 Fisheries and Oceans Canada piloted an experimental fishery program where recreational
stakeholders could acquire an experimental licence that would allow them to lease quota from
commercial harvesters through a market-based transfer mechanism. The experimental licence allows
fishers to fish halibut beyond the limits and times of the regular recreational licence. Under the current
arrangement between commercial and recreational fisheries, 85% of the resource is allocated to the
commercial sector and 15% to the recreational sector. An experimental licence holder can acquire
additional halibut quota from the commercial sector. Fisheries and Oceans Canada tracks the transfer of
quota through a quota management system (FOC 2019).

New Zealand
The Ministry of Primary Industries has significant discretion in allocation decisions between
recreational and commercial fishing, both marine and freshwater. Decisions are made at the
individual fishery level, are based on a range of factors and aim to maximise the benefit obtained
from the fishery. The main issue is how to value the benefits of recreational fishing, in order to
compare them with that of commercial fishing.
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Based on scientific advice, the Minister of Fisheries sets a TAC for each fishery and allocates the
share to the recreational, customary and commercial sectors based on what is a reasonable
share. During this process, stakeholders are consulted and public submissions are considered.
However, no specific guidance exists for the minister in setting recreational share (McMurran
2000). For example, southern bluefin tuna is an important recreational fishery in New Zealand.
The Ministry of Primary Industries proposes the catch limits and allocations for southern bluefin
tuna between the sectors. However, there is little statutory guidance on allocation—either on
quantitative measures or the relative priority of allocation to each sector. Similarly, there is no
specific policy on how allocation decisions should be made.

Japan
Recreational fishing is a popular activity in Japan (Ruddle & Segi 2006). The management of
marine recreational fishing in Japan is managed under several independent laws and
regulations. There is no comprehensive management framework for resource allocation among
different users. Recreational fishing is managed by the regions and the national law covers only
basic regulations.
Conflicts between commercial and recreational sectors are resolved through negotiations
between various stakeholders who define certain rules and conditions. For example, in southern
Beppu Bay the government set zoning rules for the recreational sector. These rules permitted
chumming if recreational fishers followed time and catch restrictions (Ruddle & Segi 2006).
Similarly, Japan dealt with a conflict between recreational and commercial fishers in
Matsudashise area by zoning exclusive areas for recreational and commercial fishing and
limiting the number of boats that could fish in the specific zones and time limits.

Key findings
Allocating proportions of the TAC between the sectors is a common practice between the
countries examined. Similar decision-making principles to Australia, including stakeholder
consultation, negotiation and advisory panels are used in these countries. Allocation decisions
are made on a case-by-case basis with no explicit economic framework used for valuation and
allocation decisions. Lack of sufficient data on recreational catch is recognised in the literature
as the main impediment in the decision process. Inter-sector trading of quotas has been used in
Canada and appears to be appropriate under certain conditions, including within a concentrated
recreational sector and with effective monitoring of recreational catch. Due to differences
between fisheries and species, there is no single explicit framework for resource allocation
decisions (Morrison & Scott 2014).
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3 Efficiency considerations
The economically efficient allocation of resources between sectors maximises the total net
economic benefits from both sectors. Figure 1 demonstrates how a TAC of 10 units can be
shared between commercial and recreational fisheries in a way that maximises net social
economic benefits. In this hypothetical example, granting a TAC of 6 units to the commercial
sector and 4 units to the recreational sector maximises net social benefits at around
$180 million ($60 million for the recreational sector and $120 million to the commercial sector).
This is higher than either sector can generate on its own.

Figure 1 Total net benefits from allocation of catch between commercial and recreational
fisheries

Source: Adapted from Edwards (1990)

Every fishery is unique and has its own optimal allocation. In some cases, it may be socially
optimal for the entire TAC to be taken by one sector. This will be the case where the net benefit
attained by one sector from fishing is always greater than the loss accruing to the alternate
sector. Calculating economically efficient allocation shares is difficult because the goods
produced by the recreational sector are non-market in nature so the values are not easily
available. Non-market valuation techniques can be used to estimate the value of the recreational
fishing sector but can be expensive to undertake and are often contested.
The optimal allocation framework shown in Figure 1 is focused on efficiency, which is only one
consideration in the decision process. Biological, ecological, environmental, technological, social
and cultural factors may also need to be considered.
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4 Conclusion
The most common approach for allocating resources or making adjustment to allocations across
commercial, recreation and Indigenous users involves extensive consultation, and expert panels
or advisory committees. Consultation is the most resource-intensive part of the process for
Commonwealth and state jurisdictions. In Commonwealth fisheries, these consultations have not
always led to a resolution. For state jurisdictions, consultation is embedded in allocation
processes—either by engaging stakeholders as members of allocation panels, or allowing for
comment on draft proposals for new allocations.
Resource allocation decisions are generally based on common principles, including
sustainability, fairness and equity, optimisation of benefits, transparency and compensation.
Criteria such as contributions to the economy, employment, tourism, sport and recreation are
also frequently included in the decision-making process.
A key issue facing decision-makers is insufficient data on various aspects of recreational fishing.
This deficiency has been recognised by many countries including Australia (Georgeson et al.
2015). To support the decision process, more data is needed on various aspects of recreational
fishing. Gaps include catch data, biological and ecological information, socio-economic impacts
and information about the value of different sectors to the community. Collecting additional data
is costly so care is required to ensure collection costs do not outweigh the benefits of additional
data.
It is also important that comparison between sectors is possible. Generally there is a limited
understanding of how recreational values can be combined with economic information from the
commercial sector to assess the effect of changes in allocation of a fish stock between competing
sectors. Non-market valuation methods have not been explicitly used in the decision process;
however they have been used to inform the process (Gislason 2006).
No uniform method can be applied to all scenarios, fisheries and regions to determine the
preferred option. Due to large diversity in fisheries characteristics, each case should be
considered independently. Historical catch, biological and social factors, and economic efficiency
are often considered in the decision process. The lack of economic data on recreational fishing
appears to be a key impediment in the decision-making process. Alternative methods such as
inter-sector tradeable quotas may also be considered as a mechanism for efficient resource
allocation. However, market-based mechanisms have limited application as they can only be
applied within a concentrated recreational sector and with effective monitoring of recreational
catch.
The literature review of the current methods applied in Australia and overseas shows many
similarities in approaches to resource allocation between recreational and commercial fisheries.
Economic considerations and attempts to use market-based instruments have been trialled in
limited circumstances. Examples from overseas demonstrate that it can be difficult to achieve
outcomes that are supported by all sectors. However, it is clear that the objectives of all sectors
must be well understood and the arrangements clear and easy to monitor.
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