
 

 

Results of consultation: Discussion papers on the draft allocation 

approaches for the East Coast Inshore, Trawl and Crab fisheries  

Summary 

Three fishery-specific discussion papers were released for public consultation on 27 March 2019. These discussion 

papers outlined draft approaches to allocation in order to implement arrangements in line with the Government’s 

key directions for the east coast inshore, trawl and crab fisheries. 

Licence holders were able to access Fishnet Secure to review estimated individual allocations under each of the 

proposed fishery allocation approach.  

Consultation was open for 4 weeks with a good response received: 

 658 responses to the survey 

- 53 general responses 

- 145 crab fishery 

- 132 east coast inshore fishery 

- 128 trawl fishery 

 112 other written submissions representing around 125 fishers 

- 51 related to the crab fishery  

- 25 related to the inshore fishery  

- 4 related to the trawl fishery  

 5 group submissions (conservation, recreation, local council, industry) 

 174 feedback phone discussions 

- 96 crab  

- 18 crab and inshore  

- 41 inshore  

- 9 trawl 

- 9 other 

The detailed results of the consultation are provided in this report. 

Background 

The Queensland Government is committed to reforming its fisheries to ensure they are managed sustainably into 

the future and continue to provide benefits for the community, in line with the Sustainable Fisheries Strategy 2017-

2027.  
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Following extensive consultation with fishery stakeholders, fishery working groups and the Sustainable Fisheries 

Expert Panel, the Queensland Government agreed on a number of key directions for each of the fisheries. 

Further information on the Queensland Government’s directions paper can be found here: 

https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/business-priorities/fisheries/sustainable/sustainable-fisheries-strategy/fisheries-

reforms  

To provide industry and members of the public an opportunity to consider and provide comment, the Queensland 

Government released three discussion papers detailing the proposed allocation approaches in order to implement 

the Queensland Government agreed directions, quota allocation approaches for the: 

 East coast inshore fishery - allocate commercial individual quota on priority species in 6 regions  

 Crab fishery – allocate commercial individual quota on blue swimmer crab and mud crab in two regions 

 Trawl fishery – allocate existing effort units into 5 regions and require effort units for Moreton Bay 

 

Purpose of this report 

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the discussion paper consultation and summarise the 

feedback received on the proposed allocation options of the nominated fisheries. It does not contain any final 

government position on the proposals. 

 

Public consultation process 

Public consultation on the discussion paper took place over a four-week period from the 27 March to 26 April 2019 

and consisted of:  

 Email notification to key stakeholder groups, working group members and the Sustainable Fisheries Expert panel  

 Letter and email sent to all Queensland Commercial Fishing Boat licence holders with the relevant fishery symbols 

 Email to all Queensland Commercial Fisher licence holders 

 Licence holders able to log on to fishnet secure and view individual allocations under the draft proposals 

 Online discussion papers and survey  

 Telephone ‘call back’ from a Fishery Manager  

The discussion papers were available on the Department of Agriculture and Fisheries website with hard copies 

available upon request.  

While commercial fishers were the targeted audience for consultation, the public were able to ‘have their say’ on the 

discussion papers by completing an online survey or sending a written submission via post or email.  

 

Consultation statistics summary 

A total of 658 responses to the first question of the online survey (survey monkey) were received, mostly by 

commercial fishers (88.6%). Of these 455 (69%) progressed to complete 1 or more sections of the survey, providing 

more detailed comment on the allocation approaches proposed.   

 53 general responses 

 145 crab fishery 

https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/business-priorities/fisheries/sustainable/sustainable-fisheries-strategy/fisheries-reforms
https://www.daf.qld.gov.au/business-priorities/fisheries/sustainable/sustainable-fisheries-strategy/fisheries-reforms
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 132 east coast inshore fishery 

 128 trawl fishery 

 

Submission analysis 

Analysis method and presentation 

There were four types of responses to the discussion paper: 

 Answers to the questions in the online survey (‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘neither agree or disagree’, ‘disagree’, 

‘strongly disagree’, or Yes/No) 

 Comments provided in a written submission or in the comments field of the online surveys 

 Qualitative feedback through phone discussions 

The responses to the online survey questions are presented graphically. 

The survey monkey was in four distinct sections: 

 General feedback - designed for non-commercial fishers to provide general feedback about the allocation and 

reform approaches generally, and specifically about each fishery 

 Crab fishery – for commercial sector (licence and lease holders) 

 Inshore fishery – for commercial fishers (licence and lease holders) 

 Trawl fishery – for commercial fishers (effort unit holders and Moreton Bay fishers) 

 

General feedback 

There were mixed views on the proposed allocation approaches.  Fisheries Queensland did receive particularly 

constructive feedback on how the allocation approaches might be improved via written submissions and through the 

Fishery Manager ‘call back’ option. 

Fishery Proposal Feedback 

East coast 

inshore fishery 

Demographics of 

responders 

Most of the responses (approximately 80%) were from fishers who own both 

the commercial fishing boat licence (CFBL) and a relevant symbol.  

Approximately only 7% owned a CFBL and presumably leased a symbol, while 

13% leased their CFBL. 

More than 85% accessed the fishery using netting authorities while around 60% 

accessed the fishery using line symbol.  This is consistent with the diversity of 

apparatus used in the inshore fishery with many fishers being both net and line 

fishers. 

Most of the responders were from Management Area 6 (MA6) and the least 

number of respondents were from MA1 (which is consistent with the low levels 

of fishing in this area).  There were similar numbers responding from MAs 2 to 5.  

MA6 has the most active fishers.   

East coast 

inshore fishery  

 

Allocation approach 

 

 

The proposed allocation approach was not supported (90%).  

No clear preferred allocation approach was evident from respondents.  
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Fishery Proposal Feedback 

 

 

 

 

 

East coast 

inshore fishery 

 

 

 

 

 

Allocation approach 

 

The key relevant issues raised were that the time period was too short and that 

there was lack of consideration of poor years caused by seasonal variation, 

personal issues and the implementation of Net Free Zones in 2015. 

There was more support for allocation based on greater than 5 years than 

support. Most wanted a period of 10 years or longer but many also wanted a 

period between 5 and 10 years. 

Alternative allocation approaches suggested were typically based on time 

periods longer than 5 years. A significant number also requested removal of the 

proposed 500 kg qualifying criteria.  Some people suggested equal allocation.  

The key circumstances people said the allocation did not address well were: 

 Seasonal effects 

 Waste of catch 

 Personal health circumstances 

 Inaccuracies and misreporting in logbooks 

 Economic hardship and other impacts 

 Disadvantage to lessee’s 

Most (~80%) did not support minimum quota holdings.  There was no consensus 

amongst those who supported a minimum holding on what the quantum should 

be. Responses ranged from 100 kg to 2000 kg. 

Responses throughout the survey indicated that many commercial fishers do 

not support moving to ITQ.   While this is noted, the consultation was 

specifically about allocation approaches rather than ITQ versus other forms of 

catch control. There were common themes around data validation, removing 

the eligibility criteria so more fishers received an allocation and why the 

allocation approach was not the same as proposed for the crab fishery.  

Crab fishery Demographics of 

responders 

Most of the responses (approximately 67%) were from individuals who own 

both the commercial fishing boat licence (CFBL) and a C1 symbol.  

Approximately 8% only owned a CFBL and presumably leased a symbol, while 

18.5% leased their CFBL. 

Crab fishery  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Allocation approach 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There was mixed feedback.  

No clear preferred allocation approach was evident from either the commercial, 

or the non-commercial fishing respondents.  

Many individual commercial fishers provided an alternative that would benefit 

their own particular circumstances. Many of those who did not support the 

proposals wanted a more restrictive quota formulae – either higher levels of 

demonstrated history or longer qualifying period (ie more than 10 years) or to 

only take into account catch history from before the investment warnings 

(2003/2014). Other fishers wanted less restrictive quota formulae – based on 

only the last few years average, equal allocation or a sizable ‘base’ allocation to 
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Fishery Proposal Feedback 

 

 

Crab fishery 

 

 

Allocation approach 

all licences. Those fishers who leased a licence wanted quota to be allocated to 

fishers, rather than licence owners. 

Many of those unsupportive of the allocation approach preferred either no 

management or a competitive total allowable commercial catch – whereby 

individual allocation is not required.  

A common theme was the quality of the data being used to allocate quota. 

Many noted other licence holders would receive more than their ‘fair’ allocation 

due to misreporting in logbooks, and they would have preferred catch data to 

be ‘validated’ before being used to allocate quota.   

Feedback on whether a seven-year period in general was a reasonable time 

period on which to base allocation was mixed. Those that did not support seven 

years proposed timeframes ranging from the last 2 years to the last 19 years, to 

10 years before the 2003 investment warning.   

Crab fishery  Minimum holding 

(the minimum quota 

holding to permit 

fishing) 

There was mixed feedback.  

Many of those who supported the concept suggested 1, 2, or 3 tonne minimum 

quota holding for mud crab. Others were concerned if it was set too high that it 

may prevent their multi-endorsed fishing practices. 

Crab fishery  Other issues Many reasons were provided by commercial fishers to explain their low 

reported catch history for the qualifying years. These included:  

 weather and seasonality  

 difficulty in leasing their licence  

 lack of crab abundance in their region  

 excessive effort and competition (not viable to fish) 

 pot theft (by other commercial and recreational crabbers) 

 business decisions to sell or lease their licences and/or symbols  

 they fished in another fishery during the eligible years  

 illness of themselves or family members 

Some fishers said that they did not invest in the fishery due to the investment 

warnings in place, while others said that they invested only recently despite the 

investment warnings.  

Many fishers indicated their support for banning the take of C-grade crabs, the 

need for more restrictive recreational limits, consideration of female harvest 

and mechanisms to prevent excessive quota consolidation by investors. 

Trawl fishery 

 

 

 

 

Allocation 

 

 

 

 

Fishers strongly supported the option to be able to nominate unused effort units 

if an allocation was to occur. 

Many fishers indicated that they were against the allocation of effort units to 

fishery regions, in principle, and believed they should be allowed to fish their 

existing units in any region they choose. 
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Fishery Proposal Feedback 

 

Trawl fishery 

 

Allocation 

 

Many fishers believed the effort cap system in the harvest strategy was 

sufficient to address risks. 

There were concerns about the likely change in market value of effort units in 

different regions and the impact this may have on fleet behaviour in regional 

areas and on the ability to sell their licence and vessel packages in the future. 

Trawl fishery  Moreton Bay Moreton Bay allocation options received mixed feedback with no clear 

preference identified.  

There was support was from M1 fishers while M2 fishers did not support the 

proposed approach.  A key issue was ‘perceived’ additional access to Moreton 

Bay (i.e 75 night base allocation) outside of their historical usage as well as their 

existing effort unit holdings being allocated according to the East Coast Trawl 

fishery allocation. 

Responses indicate that there are disparate views between the two groups that 

access this part of the fishery. 

 

Responses to fishery-specific allocation discussion papers 

There are four attachments summarising the responses to each fishery-specific allocation discussion paper. 

Attachment 1 – General online survey responses 

Attachment 2 - East Coast Inshore Fishery 

Attachment 3 – Queensland Crab Fishery 

Attachment 4 – Trawl Fishery 

The results of consultation are largely qualitative, rather than strictly quantitative. Noting that some individuals 

responded to multiple fisheries, their responses are included against each fishery. Some individuals filled out the 

survey, phoned a fishery manager and provided a detailed written submission. Other fishers provided more than one 

submission, or added to their submission after speaking with a Fishery Manager. Some individuals relied on the 

phone call as their submission. Some fishers filled out the survey more than once and expanded on their answers in 

subsequent responses, and every attempt has been made to account for these.  

Next steps 

A wide range of views were provided from all sectors on the proposed allocation approaches to the inshore, crab 

and trawl fisheries. Feedback from the discussion papers will be considered by Fisheries Queensland and further 

approaches to allocation will be released as part of the consultation on proposed regulatory amendments later in 

2019.  
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Attachment 1: General comments  
 

Results of consultation 
 

A. Online Survey Results 

Question 1) Which of the following best describes your interest in Queensland fisheries? 

Answer Choices Number 

Commercial fishing 583 

Recreational fishing 31 

Charter fishing 2 

Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander person/community 3 

Seafood marketing 11 

Conservation 6 

General member of the public (e.g. seafood consumer) 15 

*Other (please specify) 24 

TOTAL 658 

*Other respondents were mostly marketing or commercial fishers. Supply or fishing manufacturers were also 

identified. 

 

Question 2) To what extent do you agree with moving to an ITQ system for Queensland's crab (mud 
crab and blue swimmer) and east coast inshore fisheries? 

Answer Choices Number 

Strongly agree 10 

Agree 12 

Neither agree nor disagree 7 

Disagree 2 

Strongly disagree 22 

Other (please specify) 2 

TOTAL 53 
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Question 3) To what extent do you agree with the proposals relating to the east coast trawl fishery 
allocation of existing effort units? 

Answer Choices Number 

Strongly agree 8 

Agree 5 

Neither agree nor disagree 14 

Disagree 7 

Strongly disagree 18 

Other (please specify) 1 

TOTAL 52 
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Question 33: Please provide general comments on the proposals outlined in the allocation discussion 
papers for the crab, east coast inshore or trawl fisheries 

Answer Choices Number 

Commented 158 

Skipped 500 

 

Comment themes: 

 Concern about access to affordable local 
seafood 

 No need for reform 

 Inadequate science to justify proposals 

 Employment and business impacts 

 Concern about quota investors  

 Fisher stress and mental health 

 

 Ensure that recreational fishing is 
appropriately managed 

 Concern about Investment Warnings  

 Restrict netting/trawling in more locations 

 Hurry up and make these changes 

 Support for restrictive quota/regions 

Questions 34) and 36): What is your name and postcode (optional) 

Answers Number 

Specified name  201 

Specified postcode 24 

 

Interstate 10 

SEQ 52 

Southern Queensland 98 

Central Queensland 26 

Northern Queensland 63 
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B. Representative bodies/group submissions 

Five representative bodies and/or group submissions were received. Their responses are summarised in the following table. 

Recreational group Conservation group Regional Council Industry Group 1  

Supportive of ITQ for the crab fishery. 

Recommends regional ITQ and catch 
caps per region for east coast mud crab 
– same approach as for Inshore fishery.  

Remove pots not actively worked, to 
prevent holding grounds.  

Broadly supportive of the ITQ approach 
and regions in the inshore fishery. 

Suggests a shorter period than 5 years 
(3-years only) for quota allocation. 

Supports the initial eligibility criteria. 
Considers mullet should also be ITQ 
species. 

Minimum quota holding critical to ITQ 
management for the inshore fishery. 

Provided detailed comments on the 
proposed trawl boundaries, and offered 
solutions to alleviate issues with access 
to local marine support services 

Provided concern about economic 
impact and social costs, science behind 
the TACC and sustainability issues not 
evident. 

Specifically identified concerns about 
recreational fishing management and 
impacts and the use of logbook 
information for allocation.  Provided 
advice on potential loss to fishers and 
employment opportunities, devaluing of 
licenses and investment concerns.  
Indicated that there wasn’t support for 
the regional approach for inshore 
fishery. 

Industry Group 2 

 Provide mixed feedback across all the proposed allocation approaches.   

 For the crab fishery, feedback was not supportive of the relevant time periods and date requirements. Suggested approached varied from having a longer allocation 
period, taking into account more recent catch history or only including catch prior to the most recent investment warning. Feedback also indicated that some parts of 
industry supported the time periods. There wasn’t support for the catch cap.  Feedback varied from having no limits on current catch, the TACC is too low for the number 
of licences, and the catch cap doesn’t account for seasonal variation. Feedback indicated that some parts of industry supported the proposed catch cap. Some other 
feedback was also provided including: a preference for equal allocation, need for improved monitoring of crab stock. 

 For the Inshore fishery, feedback was generally not supportive of quota or the proposed management areas as it locked fishers in, there were already enough controls.  
Although feedback indicated that some parts of industry were supportive. There was support for aligning the allocation approach with the crab fishery proposal. 
Respondents also felt that special circumstances should be considered. There was no support for the catch history eligibility requirements and a strong recommendation 
there should be no minimum catch requirement to receive a quota allocation. The feedback identified alternative approaches to managing the fishery including a 2-year 
TACC period and then consider ITQs after that and making the management areas bigger or combining Area 4 and 5 due to net free zones. 

 For the trawl fishery, there was mixed feedback on the proposed management area, use of recognised effort history and allocation of existing effort units. There was 
concern about impacts on recently purchased businesses and recommendation to explore individual circumstances as part of any allocation approach. Feedback also 
indicated that some parts of industry supported the allocation approach. There were concerns about asset devaluation associated with the proposed reforms and that 
latent effort was the real issue to address. There was consistent feedback that it is pointless to allocate effort units (referring to the unused effort units) where an operation 
has never fished. 

 General feedback was also provided and included Government should better consider cost to business; do better modelling of the impacts, do more to consider the 
impacts on smaller and/or multi-endorsed businesses. Feedback also advised that it’s difficult for commercial fishing businesses to operate with current regulations and 
disappointment in consultation and engagement. Across all fisheries there was belief that there is no need for change and fisheries are currently sustainable. There were 
strong themes around the recreational sector being better monitored and limited. Feedback indicated a number of fishers claimed to have considered leaving the industry 
due to their allocation estimate. 



Attachment 2: Crab Fishery 

11 | P a g e  
 

Attachment 2: Crab fishery allocation discussion paper 
 

Results of consultation 
 

A. Online Survey Results 

Question 5) Please indicate your interest in the crab fishery? 

Answer Choices Number 

Commercial Fishing Boat Licence and C1 owner 98 

Commercial Fishing Boat Licence owner - no current C1 12 

Commercial Fishing Boat Licence owner - currently leasing a C1 7 

Commercial Fisher - leases licence and C1 27 

Investor 2 

Other* 10 

TOTAL 146 

*All ‘Other’ categories were either licence or symbol owners, or also fished in multiple fisheries. 

Question 6) Have you reviewed your proposed allocation on Fishnet secure? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 114 

No 31 

TOTAL 145 

 

Question 7) Which of the three proposed crab fishery management units (EC1, GC1, BC1) did you receive 
an indicative unit allocation for on FishNet secure? (crab allocation discussion paper, page 2) 

Answer Choices Number 

EC1 – east coast mud crab 118 

GC1 – Gulf of Carpentaria mud crab 19 

BC1 – blue swimmer crab 38 

Other* 13 

TOTAL 126 

*Other – zero allocation or lease holders 
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Question 8) Generally, do you support the proposed allocation approach? (crab allocation discussion 
paper, page 3). Average catch of best 6 years from 7 years (2010-11 to 2016-17) 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 35 

No  107 

TOTAL 142 

Comments 29 
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Key comments Number of respondents 
Use different 6 years 6 
Only consider prior to the Investment Warning 3 
Prefer a competitive TACC 3 
Proposal rewards fishers who caught C-grade crabs 2 
Not fair to lease holders 2 
Prefer equal allocation 2 
Close the fishery for 5 months/year 2 
Longer qualifying period needed 2 

 

Question 9) Do you agree that seven years is a reasonable time period for a crab fisher to demonstrate 
catch history in the crab fishery? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 60 

No  84 

TOTAL 144 

Please indicate what a reasonable time period might be 59 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
Use longer period of time - 10 or more years 19 
Consider date of ownership of the licence 7 
Use more recent years (2018) 12 
Assess each fisher individually 3 
Best 2 or 3 years average catch from 7 years 4 
Equal or base allocation 4 
No time period – just best period 5 

 

Question 10) Do you have an alternative allocation approach that you consider would be more fair? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 86 

No  50 

TOTAL 136 

If yes, explain approach 85 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
Equal allocation 14 
Allocate based on individual average catch  8 
No quota 8 
Competitive TACC only 5 
Validate logbooks 7 
Base allocation or minimum allocation to all 6 
Pot units 5 
Only consider prior to the Investment Warning  4 
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Quota be issued to lease holders 4 
Ban take of C-grade crabs 3 
Ensure those with longer history are advantaged 3 
Government funded buy back or compensation 2 
Consider days worked instead 2 

 

Question 11) Are there any other circumstances that you don’t think the proposed allocation approach 
addresses? 

Answer Choices Number 

Comments 98 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
Need to validate logbooks 12 
Seasonal affects or severe weather events 11 
Need to rely on information only before the Investment Warning 6 
Serious illness 5 
Recent entrants 5 
Female mud crab 5 
Lease holders 6 
Need to use a longer qualifying time frame  4 
Minimum quota holding is critical 3 
Where fishers have low or no history 2 

 

Question 12) Once the fishery has been allocated, would you support the use of minimum quota 
holdings? Minimum quota holdings require fishers to hold and maintain a minimum number of quota 
units in their account before commencing fishing for the season. If so, what is an appropriate level for 
the mud crab and/or blue swimmer crab fisheries? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 44 

No  86 

TOTAL 128 

Comments – an appropriate level? 74 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
3 t for mud crab 3 
2 t for mud crab 10 
1 t for mud crab  9 
500kg mud crab 7  
2 t blue swimmer crab 7 
500kg blue swimmer crab 3 
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Question 13) Please provide any other comments in relation to the proposed allocation approach for the 
crab fishery. 

Answer Choices Number 

Comments 85 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
Will cause financial hardship 13 
Female mud crabs 6 
Happy with approach 7 
Concern about inaccurate figures 7 
Concerns about investors 8 
Ban take of C-grade crabs 3 
Equal allocation 2 

 

B. Individual written submissions 
All up there were 51 written submissions representing 63 individuals in response to the crab fishery 

allocation discussion paper. 

Note: a single response may be counted in the table numerous times to capture multiple themes. 

Key themes in the individual written submissions  
 

Number of 
submissions 

Fishers with low levels of logbook catch history during the qualifying years, concerned by 
their resulting low allocation under the proposals.  
Submitted that allocation be based instead on the average of their best years and for only 
the years they fished e.g. a recent entrant, purchasing in 2016, would be allocated based on 
two years catch average instead of six. 

18 

Concern regarding the unreliability of the logbook data used to allocate quota and 
requested data validation prior to allocation processes. 

11 

Agreed the crab fishery needs reforming 
7 

Believed the indicative draft TACC was too low 
7 

Did not support the 6 and 12 tonne mud crab catch caps for allocation 
6 

Supported the 6 and 12 tonne mud crab caps for allocation 
5 

Submitted that the previous Investment Warning dates be used to establish the qualifying 
years for quota allocation. Suggested that the investment warnings be used to exclude more 
recent entrants from any allocation 

7 

Requested a government funded buyback of commercial crab fishing licences with history 
and symbols.  

4 

Concern that the introduction of quota will significantly reduce the value of their licence 
and/or symbols 

 

Felt the consultation with industry could have been improved 
4 

Felt the crab abundance is already at 60% biomass so the target of the Sustainable Fisheries 
Strategy is already achieved 

3 
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Key themes in the individual written submissions  
 

Number of 
submissions 

Requested equal allocation for all C1 symbols or a base allocation to recognise the value of 
the C1 symbol 

3 

Suggested that Fisheries Queensland use calendar year over financial year for allocation. 
Crab and net have the same allocation years to assist multi endorsed fishers 

3 

Commented that harvest of female crabs should be included in the quota and TACC 
2 

Suggested recreational bag limit (4) 

Suggested recreational bag limit (8) 

2 

Were concerned about the increased costs and technology requirements to remain in the 
fishery 

2 

 

Issues raised by respondents as reasons that logged fishing history did not reflect their entitlement for 
quota allocation. Other issues respondents considered important to consider in determining allocation 
approaches. 

Health/personal 

matters 

Fishery related Business related 

Cancer 

Heart condition 

Mental illness 

Broken limbs 

Car accident 

Death of close family 

member 

 

White Spot Disease (Prawn) Southern 

Moreton Bay, forcing closure of the Logan 

River to all fishing 

Pot theft 

Crab theft 

C-grade crabs (some fishers don’t harvest 

and feel like they are being punished) 

Fishers listing discard crabs on logbooks (all 

crab) 

Excess apparatus leading to higher 

allocations (unlawful activity) 

Gladstone harbour dredging 

Black marketing (loss of product) 

Multi endorsed fishers should get more 

Transfer of effort via net free zones 

Bad weather 

 

Recently purchased licence with little 

history 

General Fisheries Permits in the offshore 

blue swimmer crab fishery 

C1 attached to 14m vessel, so unable to 

move off to lease out  

New vessel building delays 

Sold a licence with good history in net 

free zone, purchased another licence 

with poor history 

Crab mortality during transport to 

markets (10%) 
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C. Logged phone call submissions 
Feedback Number of Fishers 

Concerned their allocation is not enough 
16 

Supportive of approach 
16 

Seeking advice about transferring/purchasing C1 
8 

Bought licence with no relevant or not enough history  
6 

Concern about investors 
6 

Concern that those who caught C-grade getting a higher allocation 
5 

Concern proposals won’t address regional pressure and latent licences 
4 

Concerned by catch caps proposed 
4 

Leased licence during the period so no relevant crab history 
4 

Illness/injury prevented fishing 
4 

Allocation for mud crab not for region they require  
4 

Recent entrant. Was not aware of any Investment Warnings 
2 

Health issues preventing fishing 
2 

Preferred different qualifying years 
2 

Impacted by cyclone 
1 

Wanted earlier than 2010 years to be qualifying years 
1 

TOTAL Logged phone calls regarding crab allocation 
114 
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Attachment 3: East coast inshore fishery allocation discussion 
paper 
 

Results of consultation 

A. Online survey results 

Question 14) Please indicate your interest in the inshore fin fish fishery? 

Answer Choices Number 

Commercial Fishing Boat licence and relevant fishery symbol owner 104 

Commercial Fishing Boat Licence owner only 9 

Commercial fishery – leases licence 19 

Investor 0 

TOTAL 132 

Other Comments 3 

*All ‘Other’ categories were either licence and/or symbol owners. 

Question 15) Which symbol is relevant to you? (check all that apply) 

Answer Choices Number 

Line (L1, L2, L3) 78 

Net (N1, N2, K, N10, N11) 110 

Net (N4) 4 

TOTAL 132 

Other (SM, N3, S) 6 

 

Question 16) Have you reviewed your proposed allocation on Fishnet secure? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 102 

No 28 

TOTAL 130 
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Question 17) Which of the proposed east coast inshore fishery regions did you receive an indicative unit 
allocation for on FishNet secure? (Inshore allocation discussion paper, page 2). 

Answer Choices Number 

Region 1 - North of Cooktown 5 

Region 2 - Cairns region 11 

Region 3 - Townsville/Bowen region 19 

Region 4 - Mackay region 20 

Region 5 - Gladstone region 20 

Region 6 - Bundaberg and South region 20 

Not sure 19 

TOTAL 109 

 

 

 

Question 18) Generally, do you support the proposed east coast inshore fishery allocation approach? 
(East coast inshore fishery allocation discussion paper, page 3)Average catch of 5 years from 2013 to 
2017? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 13 

No 113 

TOTAL 126 

Other 41 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
Should use a longer time period  16 

Do not support quota  10 
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Key comments Number of respondents 
Consider seasonal variation 7 

Response not related to allocation   3 

Prefer best 6/7 2 

Support equal quota 2 

Have low or no history 2 

Consider impacts NFZ implementation  2 

Years prior to investment warning  2 

Health special circumstances 1 

 

 

Question 19) Do you agree that five years is a reasonable time period for a fisher to demonstrate catch 
history in the east coast inshore fishery? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 20 

No 104 

TOTAL 124 

Please indicate what a reasonable time period might be 70 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
Consider 10+ years 27 
Consider 5-9 years 9 

Consider whole logbook history 7 

Response not related to allocation 5 

Consider 5+ years 5 

Impacts ability to work 5 

Do not support quota  4 

Consider after NFZ  3 
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Question 20) Do you have an alternative allocation approach that you consider would be more fair? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 89 

No 33 

TOTAL 122 

If yes, explain approach 84 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
Do not support quota 27 

Prefer TACC 13 

Response not related to allocation 10 

Support longer allocation period 9 

Support for a different allocation period 9 

Support equal allocation 6 

Support using entire logbook history 5 

Support a needs-based allocation 4 

Support 10 year average  3 

Support best 3 years 3 

Support a minimum amount allocated to all fishers 3 
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Question 21) Once the species quotas have been allocated, would you support the use of minimum quota 
holdings? Minimum quota holdings require fishers to hold and maintain a minimum number of quota 
units in their account before commencing fishing for the season. If so, what is an appropriate level for 
the east coast inshore quota species? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 25 

No 89 

TOTAL 114 

Comments – appropriate level? 57 

 

Key comments Number of respondents 
Seasonal variation 18 

Response not related to allocation 21 

Waste of non-target species 11 

Health and personal circumstances 8 

Concerned about inaccurate logbooks 7 

Economic impacts 6 

Lessees disadvantaged 5 

New entrants disadvantaged  4 

Recently purchased licence 3 

 

B. Individual written submissions 

All up there were 25 written submissions representing 36 individuals in response to the east coast 

inshore allocation discussion paper.  
Note: a single response may be counted in the table numerous times to capture multiple themes. 

Key themes in the individual written submissions Number of 
submissions 

Does not support ITQs; or supports TACCs over ITQs 9 

Concerned will be allocated less than their historical catch 9 

Supports changes to recreational fishing rules; concerned about recreational 
black-marketing 

7 

Allocation approach should use their best years (e.g. best 3/5; best 2/5; best 3) 6 

Allocation must consider investment warning (i.e. only use years prior to 2014 
investment warning) 

7 

Needs to consider multi-endorsed fishers  6 

Concerned about validity of logbook data  5 

Supports a longer allocation period or 6 from 7 years (same as crab) 8 
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Key themes in the individual written submissions Number of 
submissions 

Does not support management regions; concerned existing closures render 
some too small  

4 

Should be compensated for loss of income 3 

Disappointed in consultation process 3  

Negatively impacts lessees; difficult for new entrants  3 

Should consider net free zones implementation and implications on catch 
history  

3 

Worried about discards and waste 2 

Do not support minimum quota to qualify  2 

 

Issues raised by respondents as reasons that logged fishing history did not reflect their entitlement for 
quota allocation. Other issues respondents considered important to consider in determining allocation 
approaches. 

Health/personal matters Fishery related Other issues 

Cancer in the family 

Mental illness 

Hospitalisation 

Mental health suffering 

Injuries and illness in the family 

Medical problems 

Broken leg 

Death in the family 

Gladstone harbor dredging 

Multi endorsed fishers should 
get more 

Bad weather 

Flooding 

Seasonal variation 

Recently purchased licence 
with little history 

Other disputes 
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C. Logged phone call submissions 
 

Feedback Number of Fishers 

Support proposed allocation approach 
5 

Proposed a longer allocation period?  
9 

Proposed equal allocation 
1 

Supported minimum 500kg qualifying criteria 
2 

Had issues with Management Area boundaries and qualifying criteria impacting allocation 
9 

Wanted data validation 
8 

Requested special circumstance due to health (self or close relative) 
7 

Requested special circumstance due to environmental conditions 
4 

Non allocation related – did not support ITQ 
19 

Non allocation related – supported TACC instead of ITQ 
3 

TOTAL Logged phone calls regarding inshore allocation 
59 
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Attachment 4: East coast trawl fishery allocation discussion paper 
 

Results of consultation 
 

A. Online Survey Results 

Question 25) What trawl symbols do you own? 

Answer Choices Number 

T1 110 

T2 4 

M1 27 

M2 15 

TOTAL 128 

 

 

 

Question 26) Do you currently own effort units? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 104 

No 24 

TOTAL 128 

 

Question 27) Which option do you prefer for determining how unused effort units should be allocated? 
(Trawl fishery allocation discussion paper, page 3) 
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Answer Choices Number 

Use the proposed weighted split 15 

Allow account holders to nominate where their unused effort is allocated 85 

TOTAL 100 

Comment 41 

 

 

Question 28) Do you agree that Moreton Bay effort units should only be issued to T1/M1 fishers who 
already own existing trawl effort units? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 68 

No 35 

TOTAL 103 

 

Question 29) Do you support the proposed allocation option for allocating new Moreton Bay effort units? 
(Trawl fishery allocation discussion paper, page 4) 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 44 

No 51 

TOTAL 95 
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Question 30) Do you agree that M1 fishers should have their optional Moreton Bay effort unit allocation 
(in excess of their 75 night base allocation) deducted off their current east coast holdings? 

Answer Choices Number 

Yes 47 

No 46 

TOTAL 93 

Question 31) Are there any other circumstances that you don’t think the proposed allocation approach 
addresses? 

Answer Choices Number 

Comments 62 

 

Key comments Number of 
respondents 

Fishers do not support the option to allocate effort units to the regions. Reasons are varied 
but a common theme is around reduced flexibility and access if circumstances change. Some 
circumstances may result in fishers having to reinvest in effort units if they have moved a boat 
from one region to another and the history does not result in effort being allocated to the 
new region. 

14 

Fishers are of the opinion that the proposed Moreton bay allocated is biased towards M1 
fishers due to this group retaining their current east coast allocation and receiving additional 
Moreton Bay effort units above their historical usage. 

13 

Fishers suggest a buyback is a better option to address any sustainability concerns the 
Government may have. 

3 

Concerns that market forces will result in effort units of different values in different regions 3 

Question 32) Please provide any other comments in relation to trawl fishery proposed allocation 
approach of effort units into regions or the regions being defined. 

Answer Choices Number 

Comments 65 
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Key comments Number of 
respondents 

Fishers do not support the option to allocate effort units to the regions. Reasons are varied 
but a common theme is around reduced flexibility and access if circumstances change. Some 
circumstances may result in fishers having to reinvest in effort units if they have moved a boat 
from one region to another and the history does not result in effort being allocated to the 
new region. 

32 

Happy with proposal and supports the planned changes 4 
History period to allocate units should be 5yrs not 10 years 4 
The split between the Northern and Central region should move to Cape Grafton 3 
Fishers suggest a buyback is a better option to address any sustainability concerns the 
Government may have. 

3 

Fishers are of the opinion that the proposed Moreton bay allocated is biased towards M1 
fishers due to this group retaining their current east coast allocation and receiving additional 
Moreton Bay effort units above their historical usage. 

3 

 

B. Individual written submissions 
Comments Number of 

submissions 

Does not support allocated Effort Units due to restricted access to fishery 
 

1 

Supports Harvest strategies for regional management but not allocated units 
 

1 

Does not agree with Moreton Bay allocation, biased towards M1 fishers with no 
history and devalues units, suggests alternatives 

2 

 

C. Logged phone call submissions 
Feedback Number of Fishers 

Does not support allocated Effort Units due to restricted access to fishery. 
 

3 

Queries around what their trawl history is. 
4 

Not supportive of Moreton Bay allocation approach. 
2 

Total number of logged phone calls 
9 

 


