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Executive Summary  
The primary barriers to engagement between Queensland professional fishers and 
stakeholders (PFS) and Fisheries Queensland (FQ) are currently occurring at an 
organisational, rather than interpersonal level, and are the product of a range of 
systemic and historical factors. Any attempt to improve engagement which does not 
address these systemic challenges likely to have limited success. 
 
In light of these findings, a series of strategies and methods are recommended for 
addressing systemic, as well as day to day challenges. This report is split into three 
key parts.  
 
Part 1 is a strategic engagement plan which outlines a number of key 
recommendations which should be considered in full in order to address fundamental 
systemic and historical barriers to engagement at an organisational level.  
 
Part 1 contains six recommendations aimed at addressing systemic issues which are 
undermining the attempts of FQ to effectively engage with their stakeholders. These 
recommendations are inter-related and mutually supportive and therefore should be 
considered as complementary to each other. They are as follows:  
 

1. Develop an organisational culture of ‘listening’: This systemic change can be 
addressed with methods such as strengthening the liaison function of frontline 
staff, actively creating ‘listening’ opportunities or events, training for FQ in 
listening techniques, and openly demonstrating how industry input influences 
decision making by delivering positive outcomes to address key industry 
concerns. This also relates to Recommendation 6 on deliberative forums to 
allow industry to influence decisions.  

2. Build representational capacity: This can be addressed through methods on 
building the capacity of Working Group members through training and other 
means, by creating new liaison functions within the Department which draw on 
the skills, knowledge and social networks of PFS, and by supporting existing 
representative bodies. It also includes using Expert Panels to include PFS 
expertise.  

3. Enable inclusive engagement: This strategy will ensure engagement efforts 
maximise diversity and inclusion by adopting specific actions to increase the 
opportunities for Indigenous and female voices to be heard, and PFS who are 
isolated from formal networks.  

4. Support and enhance relationships with external stakeholders: This specifically 
relates to improving the relationship between PFS and the general public, with 
other stakeholders such as recreational fishing and conservation groups, and 
with politicians and other decision makers.  

5. Facilitate the co-creation of scientific, social and economic 
knowledge/information: co-creational of research programs are recommended 
to recognise the significant knowledge and insights of PFS in scientific 
processes.   

6. Facilitate deliberative decision making: This is a systemic shift that would be 
embedded in the previous recommendations. Deliberative forums are 
recommended as a means of empowering PFS and facilitate a move to towards 
a co-management model.  

 
Part 2 is a framework for engagement methods, containing a variety of practical 
options and ideas which can be employed by FQ staff to address engagement 
challenges at an interpersonal and operational level.   
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Part 2 summarises the communication and engagement needs of each of the six 
identified groups of PFS in Queensland. The summary tables below show the 
theoretical classification, and the specific methods for both groups.  
 
These six groups are explained in the Table below. Existing methods of engagement 
favour Group A fishers, with innovative responses required in order to reach Group B 
fishers, particularly in the B2 & B3 categories. Methods to reach these fishers should 
include strategies which tap into their existing social networks, making use of trusted 
industry leaders, embedded social research and interactions with frontline staff. 
 
 Highly engaged Transactional  Disengaged 

Group A 
fishers 
(Larger, 
more 
‘business 
oriented’ 
PFS)  

A1: Hold quota/license and 
are actively fishing the 
quota/license. Entrepreneurial, 
tech savvy, motivated by 
competition, autonomy/ 
freedom, utilitarian and 
challenge values – risk takers. 
Often operate vertically 
integrated businesses, high 
levels of investment, fixed 
crew and single species focus. 
Future oriented, have plans 
and a strong vision. Few 
barriers to engagement except 
perceptions relating to a lack 
of transparency or 
predetermined outcomes. 

A2: Not a significant 
group within sample. 
May be owner operators 
or license holders (i.e. 
investors). 
 
 

A3: Lease or license 
holders who are not 
fishing (investors). Often 
have links with post-
harvest sector, often 
offshore, tend to be 
more disengaged and 
corporate. Barriers to 
engagement include 
time constraints and 
quantity and relevance 
of information. 
Perception that FQ do 
not listen to input. 

Group B 
fishers 
(Smaller 
owner 
operators 
often in 
multiple 
fisheries) 

B1: Owner/operators, 
interested more in business 
viability than business 
profitability ie ‘lifestyle’ 
motivators important, 
motivated by tradition, 
freedom/ autonomy and 
escape values.  Few barriers 
to engagement except 
perceptions relating to a lack 
of transparency or 
predetermined outcomes. 

B2: May include owner 
operators, as well as 
mixed income owner 
operators, lessees and 
crew. Mixed ages, may 
include younger fishers. 
Barriers to engagement 
related most specifically 
to time and capacity, as 
well as a feeling of 
suspicion that any 
information provided to 
FQ would be ‘used 
against them’. 

B3: Especially 
Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander (ATSI) 
and English as Second 
Language (ESL) fishers, 
fishers from 
disadvantaged 
backgrounds, lessees 
and crew. Language 
and literacy issues a 
major communication 
barrier. May also lack 
confidence and skills to 
engage effectively. 

 

Level of 
engagement 

PFS Group 

A1: Highly 
engaged Group A 

A2: Transactional 
Group A 

A3: Disengaged Group A 

Inform Email, letters and 
online. Regular, 
consistent and 
detailed.  

Email, letters and online (e.g. short videos). Brief, 
succinct and targeted to their specific fishery or 
sector (often post-harvest). E.g. a quarterly update 
or similar. 

Consult Working groups and 
regular meetings 

Facilitated 
consultation through 
representative bodies 
and Working Groups  

Time efficient techniques 
such as online polls, short 
surveys or telephone 
interviews. 

Involve Focus group discussions or 
one on one interviews 

Collaborate Deliberative forums, co-management, co-production and conduct of 
scientific and economic research  Empower 
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Level of 
engagement 

PFS Group 

B1: Highly 
engaged Group B 

B2: Transactional 
Group B 

B3: Disengaged Group B 

Inform Email, letters and 
online. Regular, 
consistent and 
detailed.  

Tap into ‘wharf talk’ 
networks through 
strategic engagement 
with trusted industry 
sources either one on 
one or through ‘port 
meetings’ 

Directly (face to face) 
through frontline staff and 
liaison officers or 
volunteers including trusted 
industry sources and/or 
short online videos. 

Consult Working groups and 
regular meetings 

Involve Dedicated one on one or focus group discussions 
on vessels, at ports or other location of PFS 
choosing.  

Collaborate Deliberative forums, co-management, co-
production and conduct of scientific and 
economic research 

Embedded social research 
and/or ‘observer’ programs, 
that allow for direct 
connection with lived 
experiences. 

Empower 

 
 
Part 3 proposes an implementation framework for one important short term 
intervention proposed by FQ in early 2019 – the development of a social and economic 
reporting and monitoring system. 
 
Part 3 highlights how the recommendations in Parts 1 & 2 should be used to inform the 
implementation of the development of a social and economic reporting and monitoring 
programs, which is expected to take place in 2019. In particular it is recommended that 
a deliberative forum is piloted and used to co-design the objectives of the program, the 
data collection process and the research outputs. It is also recommended that the 
outcomes of the program be used to clearly communicate to the wider community the 
role and value of PFS to Queensland coastal communities.  
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Introduction  
This report draws from the key findings of a complementary report to this project, the 
Analytical Report, to propose a range of practical methods and strategies that can be 
implemented by FQ that will lead to improved stakeholder engagement. These 
methods and strategies directly draw on the research outlined in the Analytical Report, 
which included; 

1) Desktop analysis of the historical factors that have led to the current state of 
engagement,  

2) Thematic analysis of stakeholder sentiment in relation to existing engagement,  
3) The development of a typology of professional fishers and stakeholder (PFS) 

groups in Queensland, and 
4) PFS Social Network Analysis mapping of communication pathways and 

networks. 
 
One of the key findings of this research was that the primary barriers to 
engagement are currently occurring at an organisational, rather than 
interpersonal level, and are the product of a range of systemic and historical 
factors. Any attempt to improve engagement which does not address these systemic 
challenges are unlikely to succeed.  
 
In light of these findings, this report is split into three key components:  
 
Part 1 is a strategic engagement plan which outlines a number of key 
recommendations which should be considered in full in order to address fundamental 
systemic and historical barriers to engagement at an organisational level.  
 
Part 2 is a framework for engagement methods, containing a variety of practical 
options and ideas which can be employed by FQ staff to address engagement 
challenges at an interpersonal and operational level.   
 
Part 3 proposes an implementation framework for one important short term 
intervention proposed by FQ in early 2019 – the development of a social and economic 
reporting and monitoring system. 
 
Whilst Part 2 of the report may assist to some extent with day to day interactions, it 
should be noted that FQ already have in place, or in planning, a range of best practice 
efforts and strategies designed to facilitate engagement and communication with PFS. 
Despite this, the nature of the relationship remains poor, with level of trust extremely 
low and high levels of dissatisfaction with FQ within the industry. This was documented 
in a 2018 stakeholder satisfaction survey conducted by FQ, and a late 2018 survey by 
the Queensland Seafood Industry Association (QSIA) shared with the research team. 
 
It should therefore be stressed that implementing the methods outlined in Part 2 of this 
report on their own will not lead to improvements in stakeholder engagement, and it is 
our recommendation that the strategy outlined in Part 1 of this report is prioritised.  
 
It should also be noted that effective engagement that results in greater trust of 
government and legitimacy of governance measures is not easy to achieve. Coastal 
and marine resource management jurisdictions around Australia continue to struggle to 
achieve effective engagement through participatory processes (ref Fudge 2018 in 
resources folder). While some easy wins are possible, improving engagement as a 
whole will take time and commitment, as it requires deep change to the relationship 
between government and industry stakeholders.  
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1 A strategic engagement plan to address systemic and 
historical barriers to engagement at an organisational 
level 

 
The research findings from the Analytical Report identified seven key themes which 
summarise the current state of engagement between PFS and FQ. Each theme points 
to systemic organisational or historical barriers to engagement (Table 1). 

Table 1: State and barriers to engagement between Queensland PFS and FQ 

State of engagement themes Barriers to engagement 

Theme 1. The perceived impact of 
professional fisheries stakeholder input 
into FQ processes and outcomes 

PFS do not see the impact their input (or that of 
their representatives) has had on outcomes. 

Theme 2. The cumulative historical 
effect of reform processes over a 25 
year period, and the perceived 
advantages/disadvantages offered 
through past reforms  

PFS often view historical engagement with FQ 
as a history of loss and marginalisation. 

Theme 3. Differing worldviews and life 
experiences among industry and 
between industry and FQ, and their 
implications on engagement  

PFS often feel that FQ do not understand the 
day to day reality of their lives, do not view the 
world in a similar way to them, and do not value 
their particular experience, knowledge or 
relationship to fisheries and marine systems. 

Theme 4. The influence of political 
decisions on professional fisheries 
engagement  

PFS feel that decisions at the political and 
upper managerial level are subject to the 
influence of stakeholder groups who would 
prefer the industry did not exist. 

Theme 5. Perceptions of the value of 
the professional sector, and the 
contributions that professional fishers 
make to society 

PFS often feel demonised and that the 
momentum for change is reflective of an 
incorrect societal view that professional fishing 
is unethical and unsustainable. 

Theme 6. Balancing interpersonal 
engagement vs organisational 
engagement 

Interpersonal relations were generally 
considered to be good, however barriers exist 
to facilitate greater interpersonal interactions – 
including staffing levels, budgets and workplace 
rules and regulations. The main barrier to 
engagement at an interpersonal level appears 
to be low levels of trust for FQ at an 
organisational level. 
 
 

Theme 7. Stakeholder fragmentation 
and cohesion 

A lack of co-ordination and cohesion between 
PFS represents significant barriers to effective 
engagement. 

 
A strategic approach to improving stakeholder engagement requires active 
consideration of all seven themes, whilst recognising that not all of the associated 
barriers are within the power of FQ to directly influence. Table 2 identifies a number of 
recommendations aimed at addressing these themes in a strategic and long term 
manner. Table 2 summarises six recommendations developed in response to the 
identified organisational barriers to engagement and how they interact with the seven 
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‘states of engagement’ themes. Details of each step are contained in greater detail in 
the sections below. 

Table 2: Recommendations to address current state of engagement themes 

Recommendation ‘State of engagement’ theme 

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 

Developing an organisational 
culture of listening  

       

Building representational capacity        
Inclusive engagement, including 
Promoting and supporting the 
presence of Indigenous people in 
the commercial fishing industry 

       

Promoting and supporting the 
industry 

       

Co-creation of scientific, social and 
economic knowledge/information  

       

Deliberative decision making        
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1.1 Develop an organisational culture of listening 

Summary Box: Organisational Culture of Listening 

This strategy relates to developing and creating a listening culture within FQ as part of the 
engagement reform process.  

Four strategies are identified: 

1. Identify and strengthen existing ‘listening pathways’ (immediate priority) 

FQ already has engagement methods where they talk to PFS over a range of topics. We 
recommend that FQ carry out an internal exercise to reflect on how the procedures and 
processes that currently operate between the ‘frontline’ operational divisions and the other 
sections of the department can enable active listening opportunities. Targeted, strategic and 
time efficient engagement activities aimed at building a relationship with the post-harvest 
sector should also be prioritised in order to tap into existing social networks. 

2. Creation of new ‘listening’ opportunities outside of formal consultative mechanisms 
(Short term priority) 

One of the key barriers to engagement identified through the research was that PFS perceive 
engagement to always be occurring on FQ terms, and that engagement activities are largely 
linked with reform and other activities which are perceived as leading to negative 
consequences for individuals, a fishery or the industry as a whole.  
 
We recommend that in the short term FQ senior staff and fisheries managers undertake a 
series of targeted ‘listening’ outreach activities, including port visits throughout the state. 
These should be designed to provide an opportunity for PFS and FQ staff to interact in an 
informal, one on one and face to face manner. These are not formal, scheduled meetings but 
rather interactions like social BBQs, a site visit to port areas or a meet and greet at fish 
receiver depots.  

3. Build FQ capacity in listening strategies (Short to medium term)  

Developing listening within organisations requires cultures, policies, structures, technologies, 
resources, and skills development. Building listening skill within an organisation will require 
long term capacity development, such as training programs and regular practice.  
 
We propose the concepts of organisational listening are researched and explored, drawing 
from expertise such as Mcnamara’s (2015) to design and pilot organisational listening 
strategies. A course could be developed, ran, and tested in the field with PFS as a way of 
advancing engagement and listening skills.  

4. Deliver, where appropriate, on industry concerns (Medium to long term priority) 

A crucial aspect of demonstrating listening is to act on what is heard, and communicating this 
action so PFS understand the extent to which their perspectives have influenced reform. This 
does not equate to meeting all the demands of industry, but it does require having an honest 
conversation on what cannot be acted upon and what is achievable within the many 
constraints that direct FQ work. Demonstrating this could include:  
 

 Developing short high quality videos about professional vishing, their value to 
resource management and communities. This can augment societal understandings of 
the complexities of professional fishing.  

 Reviewing reporting processes to streamline and simplify logbook and other reporting 
requirements.  

 Developing ‘human centred’ digital systems, for example through engaging UX (user 
experience) professionals when developing digital systems or online processes to 
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make interactions with FQ more sympathetic to the needs of its end users.  

 

As detailed in the companion Analytical Report, PFS discussed that their cumulative 
interactions with FQ have been dominated by ‘top down’ enforcement of reforms, 
legislative requirements, log book completions, and similar. They also had the opinion 
that reform processes and decisions are made and treated as final, without ‘adequate’ 
communication with professional stakeholders.  
 
This is a challenging barrier to overcome, as FQ will continue to enforce legal 
requirements and reform processes. However, one element that can shift is the 
perception of FQ as an only an ‘enforcing organisation’ to also being a ‘listening 
organisation’. This will be a long term process that can begin immediately with short 
term, immediate reform to engagement processes while building longer term 
organisational change. The PFS interviews undertaken as part of this research 
identified the key components of listening as: 

 Acknowledging and respecting the ideas, opinions and knowledge of others 
even when you don’t agree, 

 Demonstrating you have heard and understood these ideas and opinions 
through tangible responses.  

 
Four strategies have been identified which would assist in the transition towards a 
greater listening culture. 

1.1.1. Identify and strengthen existing ‘listening pathways’ (immediate priority) 

The social network maps and interview data highlighted in the Analytical Report 
identified clear pathways of communication that are currently operating reasonably well 
with FQ. For example, the research and monitoring team appear to have better 
relationships with PFS than the majority of the Department, perhaps facilitated by their 
regular one on one, and face to face engagement with individuals across the industry. 
The Queensland Boating and Fisheries Patrol (QBFP) were also identified as a key 
conduit of information and communication between PFS and the Department, although 
the extent of their ability to act in a liaison role is constrained somewhat by their need 
to focus on compliance activities.  
 
Another existing listening pathway identified in the Social Network Analysis (see 
Analytical report) was the role played by the post-harvest sector in communicating with 
large sections of the industry. This is a key opportunity for FQ to tap into existing social 
networks in order to strengthen their links with a greater cross section of the 
professional fishing industry. The challenge for this group is that they are often time 
poor and disengaged from FQ processes. Targeted, strategic and time efficient 
engagement activities aimed at building a relationship with these important 
stakeholders should therefore be prioritised. 
 
FQ already has engagement methods where they talk to PFS over a range of 
topics. We recommend that FQ carry out an internal exercise to reflect on how the 
procedures and processes that currently operate between the ‘frontline’ operational 
divisions and the other sections of the department can enable active listening 
opportunities.  
 
Practical methods that could be undertaken by these staff to facilitate listening may 
include: 
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 Field officers to deliver a short interview or survey periodically with PFS, which 
feed directly back to managers and other FQ divisions,  

 Shift the focus of the regular ‘port meetings’ held by QBFP from information 
dissemination to an ideas exchange forum to comment on processes in place 

 Incorporate agenda items relating to PFS feedback into regular reporting 
processes between QBFP/Research & Monitoring and FQ, and communicate 
back to PFS stakeholders how their points made it to FQ agenda items.   

 Develop strategies which allow for the use of notes and annotations commonly 
made in log books, so that PFS can see the influence of their ideas on FQ 
processes. 

 
In order to demonstrate listening in these cases FQ should include a summary of key 
themes and areas of concern raised through these processes in correspondence with 
PFS, and identify if and how they plan to respond to them. This might include a regular 
update through newsletters, mailouts and social media posts which highlight listening 
strategies undertaken and FQ responses to what has been heard. 

1.1.2. Creation of new ‘listening’ opportunities outside of formal consultative 
mechanisms (Short term priority) 

One of the key barriers to engagement identified through the research was that PFS 
perceive engagement to always be occurring on FQ terms, and that engagement 
activities are largely linked with reform and other activities which are perceived as 
leading to negative consequences for individuals, a fishery or the industry as a whole. 
Whilst it is clear that efforts have been made in the past, and continue to be made, to 
have regular meetings or workshops which allow PFS to interact with FQ staff, the 
feedback from both the PFS interviewed and FQ staff was that these are often poorly 
attended. It is clear that some methods of engagement work well for some 
stakeholders whilst others do not (see Part 2 in this report for details of methods 
recommended for each of the 6 identified stakeholder ‘types’). It should be noted, 
however, that formal meetings were rarely a preferred method of communication 
for any of the stakeholders we interviewed.  
 
A key findings of the analytical report was that the strengths of existing networks and 
methods of engagement lie in the  more “hands on”, personal, relationship focused, 
and on the ground approaches. This reflects the strong preference of PFS for face to 
face or one on one modes of communication.  
 
While the Analytical Report includes the analysed data, it is important to bring out 
some key quotes related to the concept of a listening organisation as noted by PFS. 
When asked how FQ could improve engagement, many interview participants simply 
responded that they need to ‘talk to us more’ and ‘listen’, as illustrated by the following 
quotes: 
 

They need to be helping us, running with us, be more personal. It needs to 
be less “us and them.” 

Fisher  
 

FQ need to do more of what you’ve just done here. Go to the boats, go to 
the businesses, talk to people face to face and get to know their situation. 

Fisher  
 

There are a few big guys that get in there at meetings and do 80% of the 
talking. But I think it would be better to do some individual meetings first 
and book in 30 minutes with everyone to get a few key issues in place, 
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and then head to the meeting with those key issues common among 
everyone. 

Processor and Fisher  
 

 
FQ need to be more hands on, be on the ground speaking to us, speak to 
the fishermen, speak to the markets, figure out what that change is going 
to do to the market. A key thing is that you need to be on the ground 
yourself, not having guys like UTS doing it, if they want things to change. 
If they were here more, then we'd have a name, we'd have a face, 
someone we could go to. 

Wholesaler  
 
We recommend that in the short term FQ senior staff and fisheries managers 
undertake a series of targeted ‘listening’ outreach activities, including port visits 
throughout the state. These should be designed to provide an opportunity for PFS 
and FQ staff to interact in an informal, one on one and face to face manner. These are 
not formal, scheduled meetings but rather interactions like social BBQs, a site visit to 
port areas or a meet and greet at fish receiver depots. The focus of these activities 
should be on FQ receiving information from stakeholders, about their stakeholders. 
Similar outreach activities should be provided specifically for indigenous fishers so their 
voice can be heard without fear of being ‘shouted down’ by other stakeholders. Part 2 
of this report contains details on the best methods of approaching and reaching each of 
the major stakeholder groups, and further details about methods for ensuring this 
interaction is constructive, respectful and, most of all, safe for all parties.   
 
The listening activities should aim to identify and classify primary areas of 
concern and associated strategies to address them where possible. If it is not 
possible to act on a concern this should be honestly acknowledged, and the reasons 
clearly stated. Part of the outcomes of the listening activities should include 
identification of the best means of feeding back the outcomes to participants. This 
feedback is crucial in order to demonstrate that PFS voices have been heard and 
acknowledged, and that their input will result in tangible outcomes wherever possible.  
 

1.1.3. Build FQ capacity in listening strategies (Short to medium term)  

Listening effectively is an acquired skill. The work of Mcnamara (2015) illustrates 
through 36 global case studies that organisations are very good at ‘speaking’ to 
stakeholders’, yet actual ‘listening’ skills are hard to embed into organisations. 
Mcnamara (2015) identifies categories of listening, including:  

1 Recognition of others’ rights and views 

2 Acknowledgement of difference 

3 Paying attention 

4 Meaningfully interpreting what is being said  

5 Develop an understanding of others’ views 

6 Give consideration to what is being said 

7 Develop appropriate, tailored responses.  

 
Developing listening within organisations requires cultures, policies, structures, 
technologies, resources, and skills development. Building listening skill within an 
organisation will require long term capacity development, such as training programs 
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and regular practice. Qualitative social scientists are skilled in this practice and can 
provide insights into methods of ‘coding’ stakeholder feedback into thematic groupings.  
Stakeholders respond well to qualitative social science methods if they can recognise 
their voice within the findings (Barclay et al., 2017). We propose the concepts of 
organisational listening are researched and explored, drawing from expertise such as 
Mcnamara’s to design and pilot organisational listening strategies. A course could be 
developed, ran, and tested in the field with commercial sector as a way of advancing 
engagement and listening skills.  
 

1.1.4. Deliver, where appropriate, on industry concerns (Medium to long term 
priority) 

 
A crucial aspect of demonstrating listening is to act on what is heard, and 
communicating this action so PFS understand the extent to which their perspectives 
have influenced reform. This does not equate to meeting all the demands of industry, 
but it does require having an honest conversation on what cannot be acted upon and 
what is achievable within the many constraints that direct FQ work. It also requires 
targeted and effective communication methods which demonstrate to PFS what has 
been acted on and how it is progressing towards addressing the needs of its 
stakeholders. Part 2 contains further details on how communication methods can be 
tailored to reach each of the different stakeholder types. 
 
The fieldwork identified a range of issues and concerns held by the industry that are 
likely to build confidence in FQ, in that they can quickly and effectively act to address 
them. Some of these have been incorporated into the recommendations outlined below 
and include (but are not restricted to): 
 

 Demonstrating active support for the industry, including disseminating accurate 
information about the industry to the public, and defending it against 
unsubstantiated criticism in relation to sustainability by other sectors (see 
Recommendation 4).  

o This support can be done through short high quality videos about 
professional vishing, their value to resource management and 
communities. This can augment societal understandings of the 
complexities of professional fishing.  

 Reviewing reporting processes to streamline and simplify logbook and other 
reporting requirements.  

 Developing ‘human centred’ digital systems, for example through engaging UX 
(user experience) professionals when developing digital systems or online 
processes to make interactions with FQ more sympathetic to the needs of its 
end users.  
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1.2 Build representational capacity  

Summary Box: Building representational capacity 

Effective engagement therefore requires partnerships with the full suite of 
representative bodies, and in building the capacity of these groups to effectively 
engage with their constituency. Three strategies are suggested to build 
representational capacity across the state. 

Support current and future Working Group members in their role (immediate to 
short term) 
 
The establishment of Working Groups is largely seen as a significant step in the right 
direction in terms of addressing the shortfall in representation of PFS in decision 
making processes. 
 
It is recommended that a range of methods be explored to support and build the 
capacity of Working Group members to fulfil their roles in these multiple groups 
currently note well represented, as well as prepare the next generation of members 
to take on these positions in the future. 
 
These methods include:  
 

1. A training program for current and future representatives which outlines the 
responsibilities of a representative, provides tips and ideas on how to 
effectively facilitate and provide feedback from the industry, basic fisheries 
management scientific principals and public speaking and meeting protocols.  

2. Investigate opportunities to ‘democratise’ Working Group process and allow 
more direct feedback of wider industry views into the Working Group process. 
For example, this could be through regular ‘polls’ and/or through regional 
Working Group meetings held alongside port visits. 

3. Explore opportunities to incentivise or compensate members for their 
involvement in Working Groups. If budgetary constraints prohibit the payment 
of sitting fees, other incentives could be considered, such as a discounted fee 
structure for licenses for industry representatives.   

4. Consider expansion of the Working Group program to include dedicated 
groups for the charter fisher and post-harvest sectors, as well as Indigenous 
fishers and women  

 
Develop an outreach and liaison function to facilitate engagement between 
PFS and FQ (medium term) 
 
Outreach and liaison create an opportunity for knowledge and ideas exchange on 
the science of fishing, and allow PFS to use their expertise and communicate it 
within a formalised FQ process. We outline three methods which could be used 
independently or in combination to improve industry liaison. 
 

1. Volunteer liaison officers: This would recruit volunteers, which may include 
former and current PFS, fishers’ partners and wives or other people with 
close ties to the industry, to act as a two way conduit between FQ and PFS. 

2. Expert panel membership: We recommend consideration of the inclusion of 
formal representation of PFS on Expert Panel – perhaps in the form of an ex-
professional fisher or a fisher’s partner/wife. Former fishers or partners/wives 
hold extensive knowledge on fisheries policy and reform, and frequently 
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assist PFS in keeping them up to date given their frequent time away from 
home. Inclusion of this expertise would allow the panel to have greater 
access to some of the knowledge and insights found amongst PFS and to 
discuss how proposed reforms might be received, interpreted and 
operationalised in practice.  

3. Extension officer programs and approaches: A longer term strategy may 
include re-establishing dedicated ‘extension officers’ that used to be 
widespread in fisheries agencies. 

 
Support for representative bodies 

Capacity development, through, for example, skills based training within the various 
industry organisations may assist in boosting their membership and providing a 
means of more streamlined communication with the industry. 

 
There are a range of representational mechanisms within the PFS, including a number 
of peak bodies and the FQ Working Groups. The Analytical Report found that the 
erosion of the Queensland Commercial Fishers Organisation (QCFO) and formal 
bodies led to a hiatus in communication channels between FQ and PFS. No one group 
or body represents or is connected to the industry as a whole, and the social network 
maps identified in the Analytical Report demonstrate that while some Working Group 
individuals are core to knowledge exchange, the more ‘disengaged’ stakeholders have 
their own networks that are not part of Working Groups. It is not feasible or realistic to 
expect the FQ will be able to directly reach or interact with all PFS in the state. 
Effective engagement therefore necessitates healthy partnerships with the full suite of 
representative bodies, and in building the capacity of these groups to effectively 
engage with their constituency. Three strategies are suggested to build 
representational capacity across the state. 
 

1.2.1 Support current and future Working Group members in their role 
(immediate to short term) 

As outlined in the Analytical Report, the loss of MACs and ZACs in previous reform 
processes was seen by many within the industry and the Department as having a 
significant impact on the effectiveness of engagement between PFS and FQ. In our 
historical analysis, we identified that the establishment of Working Groups is largely 
seen as a significant step in the right direction in terms of addressing the shortfall in 
representation of PFS in decision making processes. We note that the hiatus since the 
abolishment of the QCFO, MACs, and ZACs as a critical factor that reduced channels 
of communication between FQ and PFS.  
 
Despite this the research identified that there remains some confusion and 
inconsistencies in perceptions about the role of Working Group members, especially in 
relation to whether members do or should have representational or advisory functions. 
In addition, there are gaps in the current system particularly amongst charter fishers, 
the post-harvest sector, and Indigenous fishers. Finally, the time commitment involved 
in Working Group membership is significant and comes with few rewards, especially 
since members can be viewed with suspicion by other sections of the industry. This 
limits the willingness of many to take up roles in these committees. 
 
It is recommended that a range of methods be explored to support and build the 
capacity of Working Group members to fulfil their roles in these important groups, as 
well as prepare the next generation of members to take on these positions in the 
future. Specifically this could include: 
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 A training program for current and future representatives which outlines the 
responsibilities of a representative, provides tips and ideas on how to effectively 
facilitate and provide feedback from the industry, basic fisheries management 
scientific principals and public speaking and meeting protocols. A current FRDC 
project has been exploring capacity development training for Indigenous people 
to prepare them for representative roles.1 This could be used as a model to 
explore its applicability to non-Indigenous PFS in Queensland, and may be 
particularly relevant for Type B fishers.  

 Investigate opportunities to ‘democratise’ Working Group process and allow 
more direct feedback of wider industry views into the Working Group process. 
For example, this could be through regular ‘polls’ and/or through regional 
Working Group meetings held alongside port visits. 

 Explore opportunities to incentivise or compensate members for their 
involvement in Working Groups. If budgetary constraints prohibit the payment of 
sitting fees, other incentives could be considered, such as a discounted fee 
structure for licenses for industry representatives.   

 Consider expansion of the Working Group program to include dedicated groups 
for the charter fisher and post-harvest sectors, as well as potentially Indigenous 
fishers and women (see Section 1.3 and 1.7). 

 

1.2.2. Develop an outreach and liaison function to facilitate engagement between 
PFS and FQ (medium term) 

The Analytical Report highlighted the complex nature of engaging with PFS in 
Queensland. Some of the major challenges of engaging with PFS relate to the 
following: 

 The large number and geographic spread of stakeholders,  

 The fragmented nature of stakeholder interactions, with most research 
participants indicating that they operate within small and discrete networks, 

 The disparate opinions and worldviews of different groups of stakeholders,  

 Capacity constraints relating to communication methods with a preference for 
face to face and phone based communication common within the sector, and  

 Limited levels of engagement with representative or peak bodies. 
 
All these factors combine to create a highly labour intensive and complex engagement 
challenge. The small numbers of FQ staff and Working Group members, coupled with 
a splintered representative system, requires an innovative response to outreach and 
liaison. Outreach and liaison create an opportunity for knowledge and ideas exchange 
on the science of fishing, and allow PFS to use their expertise and communicate it 
within a formalised FQ process. We outline three methods which could be used 
independently or in combination to improve industry liaison. 
 

Volunteer liaison officers 

Approaches commonly employed within the recreational fisheries sector may be a 
valuable model to apply amongst PFS. For example, the ‘Fishcare’ volunteer program 
seen in other states such as NSW, SA and WA, or the volunteer monitoring program 
coordinated by FQ demonstrate the value of engaging stakeholder to facilitate peer to 
peer learning and information exchange. A professional fishing arm of this program 
could be developed with an explicit focus on two way industry liaison. This would 
recruit volunteers, which may include former and current PFS, fishers’ partners and 

                                                
 

1 See: http://www.frdc.com.au/project/2017-069 

http://www.frdc.com.au/project/2017-069
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wives or other people with close ties to the industry, to act as a two way conduit 
between FQ and PFS. This program would need to be supported with training and 
resources and be closely linked with relevant Working Groups, and should focus 
heavily on face to face communication which taps into existing ‘wharf talk’ networks.     
 

Expert panel membership  

We recommend consideration of the inclusion of formal representation of PFS 
on Expert Panel – perhaps in the form of an ex-professional fisher or a fisher’s 
partner/wife. The Sustainable Fisheries Expert Panel has been formed to provide 
independent expert advice to the Minister responsible for fisheries and FQ on best 
practice fisheries management and implementation of the Sustainable Fisheries 
Strategy. One of the common criticisms from interview participants is that the 
implementation of industry reform, such as those proposed under the Strategy, do not 
adequately take into account the practical implications for PFS. Former fishers or 
partners/wives hold extensive knowledge on fisheries policy and reform, and frequently 
assist PFS in keeping them up to date given their frequent time away from home. 
Inclusion of this expertise would allow the panel to have greater access to some of the 
knowledge and insights found amongst PFS and to discuss how proposed reforms 
might be received, interpreted and operationalised in practice.  
 

Extension officer programs and approaches 

A longer term strategy may include re-establishing dedicated ‘extension officers’ that 
used to be widespread in fisheries agencies. The roles would be an important conduit 
between the PFS and FQ but would also help to address the perception that PFS are 
not supported by the FQ (see also recommendation 1.4). They would provide advice to 
PFS not just on rules and regulations but also on opportunities for business 
development, innovations in technology and market trends. 
 

1.2.3 Support for representative bodies 

The end to compulsory membership of previous iterations of peak bodies, such as the 
QCFO, was seen by many PFS interviewed as having a major impact on engagement 
with the industry. Nevertheless, few considered the return of compulsory membership 
as a feasible or desirable option. It is likely that PFS will continue to be represented by 
an assortment of disparate, and in some cases conflicting, representative bodies - 
often with relatively low levels of membership - for the foreseeable future. Capacity 
development, through, for example, skills based training within these organisations 
may assist in boosting their membership and providing a means of more streamlined 
communication with the industry. The need for these bodies to remain independent of 
FQ, however, needs to also be recognised and respected. Any efforts to assist in 
capacity development with representative bodies should therefore be approached 
through an independent third party with expertise in building particular skills in 
communication and negotiation. Furthermore, there is potential to develop an FRDC 
collaborative research project where PFS and FQ are research partners, with the 
research topic having focus on capacities required to have effective engagement and 
listening skills (as per recommendation 1.1 earlier) 
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1.3 Enable inclusive engagement 

Summary Box: Inclusive Engagement 

Improving opportunities for Indigenous engagement in decision making 
processes (Immediate to short term) 
 
Engaging Indigenous people needs to start with developing an organisational 
understanding and acceptance of the rights of Indigenous people to an equitable 
share in the benefits derived from commercial fishing activities.  

 We recommend  developing and running a series of cultural workshops for all of 
their staff along the lines of a similar program conducted in NSW by the 
Department of Primary Industries (DPI). 

 We also recommend that capacity building programs tailored for Indigenous 
communities are developed 

 Regarding FQ internal knowledge and capacity, we recommend that FQ 
establishes communications channels with FRDC’s Indigenous Fisheries 
Reference Group. 

 We recommend that ‘Indigenous Voice’ is built through establishing dedicated 
positions for Indigenous commercial fishers on all fishing Working Groups 
including the proposed Indigenous Fishing Working Group and there should be 
an Indigenous fisheries expert on the Sustainable Fisheries Expert Panel. O 

 As a longer term outcomes, we recommend that FQ develops a specific 
Indigenous commercial fisheries strategy as a sub-component of the broader 
Indigenous Fisheries Strategy mentioned in the Queensland Sustainable Fishing 
Strategy 2017-2027.  

 
Expanding and formalising the role of women in PFS engagement (Immediate 
to short term) 
 
The important role that women play in the professional fishing industry is often 
overlooked. Wives and partners are often involved in all aspects of business from 
fishing, to marketing, book keeping, managing correspondence and liaising with 
government agencies. 
 

 We recommend developing a ‘Women in Seafood engagement strategy’.  

 We recommend the Working Groups could be used to augment female 
representation.  

 We recommend the establishment of a Women in Seafood Working Group.  

 

 
As identified in the Analytical Report, a significant challenge for engagement with PFS 
for FQ is that existing engagement methods tend to only reach a small section of the 
industry, particular Types A1 and B1 (the stakeholders with high willingness to 
engage). The types of stakeholders identified in the Analytical Report are presented in 
Table 3.  
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Table 3: Segmentation of professional fishers from the Analytical Report   

 Highly engaged Transactional  Disengaged 

Group A 
fishers 
(Larger, 
more 
‘business 
oriented’ 
PFS)  

A1: Hold quota/license 
and are actively fishing 
the quota/license. 
Entrepreneurial, tech 
savvy, motivated by 
competition, autonomy/ 
freedom, utilitarian and 
challenge values – risk 
takers. Often operate 
vertically integrated 
businesses, high levels 
of investment, fixed 
crew and single species 
focus. Future oriented, 
have plans and a strong 
vision. Few barriers to 
engagement except 
exeptions relating to a 
lack of transparency or 
predetermined 
outcomes. 

A2: Not a significant 
group within sample. 
May be owner operators 
or license holders (i.e. 
investors). 
 
 

A3: Lease or license 
holders who are not 
fishing (investors). Often 
have links with post-
harvest sector, often 
offshore, tend to be 
more disengaged and 
corporate. Barriers to 
engagement include 
time constraints and 
quantity and relevance 
of information. 
Perception that FQ do 
not listen to input. 

Group B 
fishers 
(Smaller 
owner 
operators 
often in 
multiple 
fisheries) 

B1: Owner/operators, 
interested more in 
business viability than 
business profitability ie 
‘lifestyle’ motivators 
important, motivated by 
tradition, freedom/ 
autonomy and escape 
values.  Few barriers to 
engagement except 
exeptions relating to a 
lack of transparency or 
predetermined 
outcomes. 

B2: May include owner 
operators, as well as 
mixed income owner 
operators, lessees and 
crew. Mixed ages, may 
include younger fishers. 
Barriers to engagement 
related most specifically 
to time and capacity, as 
well as a feeling of 
suspicion that any 
information provided to 
FQ would be ‘used 
against them’. 

B3: Especially ATSI and 
ESL fishers, fishers from 
disadvantaged 
backgrounds, lessees 
and crew. Language 
and literacy issues a 
major communication 
barrier. May also lack 
confidence and skills to 
engage effectively. ATSI 
may feel reluctant to 
engage when their rights 
are not fully understood 
and acknowledged by 
other stakeholders. 
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Reaching the remainder of the industry, and ensuring their voices are heard in 
consultative forums requires targeted approaches which aim to increase the inclusion 
of PFS who would otherwise not normally engage with FQ. The social network maps in 
the Analytical Report show that there are ‘satellite’ networks of stakeholders, indicating 
that FQ needs to understand ‘who talks to who’ in coastal areas before designing an 
engagement strategy. Strengthening industry liaison will assist to a significant degree 
to reach a broader cross section of PFS. However more targeted strategies may be 
required in order to reach more marginalised groups within PFS. We specifically 
identify two important groups which will require additional and dedicated engagement 
methods; Indigenous fishers and women. 
 

1.3.1 Improving opportunities for Indigenous engagement in decision 
making processes (Immediate to short term) 

Indigenous engagement in fisheries management requires specific attention and 
tailored methods. This has been reported elsewhere and is well understood (Calogeras 
et al., 2011; Productivity Commission, 2016; Schnierer and Egan, 2011; Schnierer et 
al., 2018), yet methods continue to fail to understand and acknowledge the expert 
knowledge held within Indigenous communities and their approach to fisheries 
management (Smyth, 1999). Indigenous stakeholders are often in the typology Matrix 
B3, where they are disengaged from decision making in policies and have relatively 
low resources when compared to high-value fishing operations.  
 
Engaging Indigenous people needs to start with developing an organisational 
understanding and acceptance of the rights of Indigenous people to an equitable share 
in the benefits derived from commercial fishing activities (See CBD, 2004; FAO, 2009; 
United Nations, 2007). This understanding extends beyond FQ staff, and also includes 
other PFS. Without this understanding it is unclear whether non-indigenous 
stakeholders can begin to understand points of view put by Indigenous people in 
decision-making-processes relating to the development of commercial fisheries policies 
and strategies.  
 
FQ could play a strong leadership role in this cross cultural awareness. We 
recommend a starting point would be developing and running a series of cultural 
workshops for all of their staff along the lines of a similar program conducted in 
NSW by the Department of Primary Industries (DPI). Such a program would have 
the added benefit of building connections between FQ staff and Indigenous fishing 
communities in Queensland, and serve the dual purpose of advancing cultural 
awareness and connecting Indigenous communities with FQ staff. Designing this 
cultural training activities would benefit from FQ interacting with relevant NSW DPI to 
understand successes and lessons learned from their programs.  
 
To apply cultural awareness and improve engagement with Indigenous PFS, FQ 
should have a dedicated position within the department focussing on Indigenous 
fisheries including the commercial aspect. This position should have a roving brief 
aimed at establishing linkages with Indigenous communities and organisations 
including commercial fishers up and down the coast. Such a position could alert 
communities to new developments and assist in ensuring that they have input into 
decision making processes as well as providing capacity building opportunities for 
those communities. 
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We also recommend that capacity building programs tailored for Indigenous 
communities are developed. These programs would be designed to help Indigenous 
people understand Western fisheries management processes. Some lessons already 
exist from the FRDC project 2017/069 titled ‘Indigenous Capacity Building Program’. A 
benefit in connecting and sharing ideas with this project will be access to video and 
curriculum material designed for Indigenous communities about fisheries management 
and science.  
 
Regarding FQ internal knowledge and capacity, we recommend that FQ 
establishes communications channels with FRDC’s Indigenous Fisheries 
Reference Group. This group contains a wealth of knowledge and experience in 
Indigenous fisheries management and research including projects aimed at 
engagement approaches and building capacity (Calogeras et al 2011).  
 

 
We recommend that ‘Indigenous Voice’ is built through establishing dedicated 
positions for Indigenous commercial fishers on all fishing Working Groups 
including the proposed Indigenous Fishing Working Group and there should be 
an Indigenous fisheries expert on the Sustainable Fisheries Expert Panel. Other 
opportunities for engagement could include the use of specific regional workshops for 
Indigenous participants that address new and developing commercial fisheries 
management approaches (for example, Harvest Strategies). This could utilise existing 
organisations such as Native title groups with Indigenous Land Use Agreement over 
sea country, Aboriginal Land Councils, Traditional Owner groups with existing 
Traditional Use of Marine Resources Agreement and Sea Ranger programs and 
GBRMPA’s Indigenous Reef Advisory Committee. 
 
As a longer term outcomes, we recommend that FQ develops a specific 
Indigenous commercial fisheries strategy as a sub-component of the broader 
Indigenous Fisheries Strategy mentioned in the Queensland Sustainable Fishing 
Strategy 2017-2027. This task would lead to multiple benefits: It would allow 
Indigenous voices to make it to a commercial specific strategy, it would allow FQ staff 
to apply their cultural awareness training, and it would build links between FQ and 
Indigenous communities.  
 

1.3.2. Expanding and formalising the role of women in PFS engagement 
(Immediate to short term) 

The important role that women play in the professional fishing industry is often 
overlooked. Wives and partners are often involved in all aspects of business from 
fishing, to marketing, book keeping, managing correspondence and liaising with 
government agencies. In some cases women have a deeper understanding of the 
intricacies of their family business, and the potential impact of changes in regulation 
than their partners. In other cases they play important roles as mediators and 
arbitrators in areas of conflict or dispute. Finally women are often the first to draw 
attention to issues of concern amongst PFS, especially in relation to mental or physical 
health. For all these reasons it would be highly beneficial to more formally engage with 
women in the seafood industry.  
 
We recommend developing a ‘Women in Seafood engagement strategy’. This 
would ideally focus on developing methods for increasing female representation in the 
industry and supporting and building the capacity of existing representatives. This 
should be done in partnership with the Women’s Industry Network Seafood Community 
(WINSC). 
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We recommend the Working Groups could be used to augment female 
representation. This would include establishing one or more dedicated positions on 
each Working Group for a female member. 
 
We recommend the establishment of a Women in Seafood Working Group. This 
would be an alternative, or additional, approach might be to establish a dedicated 
women’s working group, which draws on female representatives from across the state 
and fisheries to provide advice on the implementation and impacts of reform, effective 
engagement strategies and development of industry led solutions to issues of concern.   
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1.4 Support and enhance relationships with external 
stakeholders 

Summary Box: Support and engage relationships with external stakeholders 

This recommendation incorporates strategies to build relationships with three important 
groups within the community: the general public, other stakeholder groups FQ interacts with, 
and politicians and other decision makers.  

Develop promotional/informational materials or programs designed to raise public 
awareness about the role that PFS play in communities and their sustainability 
credentials (Short term) 

Some examples of methods that can help shift narratives and perceptions of PFS to the 
general public include:  

 Videos or similar visual material to build public awareness of seafood producers in 
Queensland, such as those produced in NSW2 and Victoria3.  

 Community supported fisheries, which were pioneered in the United States/Canada 
but have since spread to other parts of the world, including Australia’s first 
community managed fishery in South Australia4.  

 Documenting the benefits PFS bring to recreational fishers or other marine users.  

 Directly linking PFS to the high quality seafood culture of Australia.   

 Certification schemes such as the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) or the 
GBRMPA Reef Guardian program, or other tools which recognise the professional 
expertise of PFS.  

 School based education and outreach programs about professional fishing.  
 

Building relationships with other stakeholder groups, especially recreational fishers 
and conservation organisations. (Short - medium term)  
 
Opportunities to facilitate greater interactions may include: 

 Organisation of knowledge-exchange fairs or open days, 

 Workshops, deliberative forums or seminars which aim to generate interest in topics 
of mutual concern or highlight areas of common interest, 

 Conducting research to identify areas where PFS, conservation organisations, and 
recreational fishers have shared interest (such as bait provision by professional 
fishers for recreational fishers), and identify ways of using this to improve 
relationships.  

Educating Ministers, local members, Local Government officials and other influential 
decision makers about the role that PFS play in communities and their sustainability 
credentials (Short term) 

They may include ‘A Day in the Life’ field days to ports to provide an insight into the 
professional skills and challenges associated with being a fisher, as well as an opportunity 
to sample fresh produce that these fishers supply their constituents. Once FQ’s social and 
economic data collection has started, this will constitute a great opportunity to inform 
politicians and decision makers about the social and economic contributions PFS make to 
local communities. 

 

                                                
 

2 http://masterfishermen.oceanwatch.org.au/, https://stand.uow.edu.au/saving-fishing-stories-from-the-depths-of-history/ 

 

3 http://www.siv.com.au/ 

 

4 https://fairfishsa.com.au 

http://masterfishermen.oceanwatch.org.au/
https://stand.uow.edu.au/saving-fishing-stories-from-the-depths-of-history/
http://www.siv.com.au/
https://fairfishsa.com.au/
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This recommendation incorporates strategies to build relationships with three important 
groups within the community. Firstly, the interview analysis indicated that many within 
the industry felt demonised by society, with PFS believing that society sees them as 
‘rapers and pillagers’ of the oceans rather than food providers for Australian society.  
This points to a need for relationship building and narrative shifting with the general 
public. Secondly, some respondents highlighted instances of when FQ defended the 
industry against outside threats as examples of positive interactions with the 
Department. These threats were largely related to efforts by recreational fishing and/or 
conservation groups to close down areas to fishing.  
 
This suggests that improving engagement with PFS can be furthered by building 
relationships with these other stakeholder groups. Finally, respondents often 
considered the industry to be the victim of political processes which prioritised the 
wishes of these other competing stakeholder groups. This suggests that improved 
engagement may be required with politicians and other key decision makers.  
Each of these groups is considered in turn below with specific methods.  
 

1.4.1. Develop promotional/informational materials or programs designed to 
raise public awareness about the role that PFS play in communities and their 
sustainability credentials (Short term) 

 
There is a need for improved ‘ocean literacy’ within the general public on a range of 
matters, including the environmental impacts of various fishing methods and the 
contributions professional fisheries make to society and to management processes. 
There are a range of approaches currently being trialled and implemented around 
Australia and overseas to build support for local professional fishing industries. Some 
examples of methods that can help shift narratives and perceptions of PFS to the 
general public include:  

 Videos or similar visual material to build public awareness of seafood producers 
in Queensland, such as those produced in NSW5 and Victoria6. These videos 
can be used to articulate to non-professional stakeholders, such as every day 
consumers, the faces and realities of fishing and disseminate the role of fishing 
for the State’s economic, social, and environmental development. 

 Community supported fisheries, which were pioneered in the United 
States/Canada but have since spread to other parts of the world, including 
Australia’s first community managed fishery in South Australia7. These direct to 
consumer models allow for the development of improved relationships with 
community and build the profile of local fishers in their region. FQ may be able 
to assist PFS to establish these initiatives through facilitating awareness, 
capacity development or access to relevant information and training 
opportunities. 

 Documenting the benefits PFS bring to recreational fishers or other marine 
users, notably through local knowledge and emergency situation when boaters 
get into trouble.  

 Directly linking PFS to the high quality seafood culture of Australia.   

 Certification schemes such as the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) or the 
GBRMPA Reef Guardian program, or other tools which recognise the 

                                                
 

5 http://masterfishermen.oceanwatch.org.au/, https://stand.uow.edu.au/saving-fishing-stories-from-the-depths-of-history/ 

 

6 http://www.siv.com.au/ 

 

7 https://fairfishsa.com.au 

http://masterfishermen.oceanwatch.org.au/
https://stand.uow.edu.au/saving-fishing-stories-from-the-depths-of-history/
http://www.siv.com.au/
https://fairfishsa.com.au/
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professional expertise of PFS. In Western Australia the Government have 
supported their fisheries through the early stages of the MSC program. 

 School based education and outreach programs about professional fishing. This 
may include an important role for the volunteer liaison officers recommended in 
1.2.2. 

 

1.4.2. Building relationships with other stakeholder groups, especially 
recreational fishers and conservation organisations. (Short - medium term)  

 
Any effort to build bridges between the various stakeholder groups would benefit from 
the creation of carefully facilitated and designed opportunities for the groups to interact, 
share knowledge and learn from each other on topics of mutual interest. For example, 
improving water quality from the Tuckean Swamp in northern NSW has proven to be 
an issue around which groups representing professional fishing, recreational fishing 
and conservationists have been able to interact positively and work together.  Building 
stronger social networks and social capital between the groups will assist in building 
mutual trust, empathy and respect. Opportunities to facilitate greater interactions may 
include: 

 Organisation of knowledge-exchange fairs or open days, 

 Workshops, deliberative forums or seminars which aim to generate interest in 
topics of mutual concern or highlight areas of common interest, 

 Conducting research to identify areas where PFS, conservation organisations, 
and recreational fishers have shared interest (such as bait provision by 
professional fishers for recreational fishers), and identify ways of using this to 
improve relationships.  

  

1.4.3. Educating Ministers, local members, Local Government officials and other 
influential decision makers about the role that PFS play in communities and their 
sustainability credentials (Short term)  

 
The PFS interviewed indicated they often feel like the victim of political decision making 
designed to appease competing stakeholder groups. A formal education and 
engagement program with local and state politicians may assist in providing decision 
makers with a more nuanced view of the industry and impact of management changes 
of this stakeholder group. They may include ‘A Day in the Life’ field days to ports to 
provide an insight into the professional skills and challenges associated with being a 
fisher, as well as an opportunity to sample fresh produce that these fishers supply their 
constituents.  
 
Once FQ’s social and economic data collection has started, this will constitute a great 
opportunity to inform politicians and decision makers about the social and economic 
contributions PFS make to local communities. There will then be an evidence-based 
source of knowledge to contextualise the perspectives on community values presented 
by powerful lobbying groups. Communication materials developed to inform the public 
about the benefits PFS bring to recreational fishers in the form of bait, etc., and to the 
tourism and hospitality sector in the form of fresh local seafood will be similarly useful 
in building awareness among decision makers.  
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1.5 Facilitate the co-creation of scientific, social and economic 
knowledge/information  

Summary Box: Co-creation of scientific, social, and economic knowledge 

Building in recognition of the knowledge and expertise of PFS to FQ science would 
be a relatively low cost way to improve engagement. The fisheries sector in 
Queensland presents an opportunity to begin developing examples of how research 
can be conducted with industry.  

Conduct a co-creation of scientific knowledge planning workshop (short term) 

We recommend that a co-creation workshop is run with working group members as a 
starting point. This could be to identify scientific knowledge gaps or the design of a 
specific activity.  

Pilot a co-managed scientific project (medium term) 

Using the outcomes of the planning workshop, a scientific program should be 
developed and trialled which: 
 

 Addresses a knowledge gap or problem identified by PFS, 

 Includes PFS in project design and implementation, including data collection, 

 Provides regular opportunities for PFS to have input and obtain feedback on 
findings. 

 
Building in recognition of the knowledge and expertise of PFS to FQ science would be 
a relatively low cost way to improve engagement. There is extensive theoretical and 
empirical literature on the value of working with experts from industry and stakeholders 
in formal scientific processes. For example, a recent special issue in the international 
journal Nature8 articulated the value of using researchers and community expertise to 
frame problems, collect data, and synthesise solutions. An Australian example in 
Ningaloo reef also shows the value of having multiple stakeholders be part of 
knowledge framing and production (Cvitanovic et al., 2018).   
 
The fisheries sector in Queensland presents an opportunity to begin developing 
examples of how research can be conducted with industry. The FRDC already runs an 
excellent co-production model, which incorporates industry feedback into the process 
of articulating research needs and priorities. It is recommended that FQ build on this 
model in order to actively engage PFS not just in identifying research needs but also in 
producing the data and interpreting research findings. 

1.5.1 Conduct a co-creation of scientific knowledge planning workshop (short 
term)  

We recommend that a co-creation workshop is run with working group members 
as a starting point. This would allow mapping of the pros and cons of engaging the 
wider industry on very specific scientific issues of interest to both industry and FQ. For 
example, shark populations have been listed in the media and articulated by some 
stakeholders as important, as have annual trawl surveys to determine biologically and 
economically optimal times to open access to resources.   
 

                                                
 

8 https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-06855-7 .  

 

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-06855-7
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While ultimately co-production workshops would need to be focused on specific 
fisheries, to keep the scientific topics focused and applied to specific needs, an initial 
workshop across multiple fisheries could be an efficient way of scoping out broad 
possibilities, and the parameters within which co-production initiatives can occur.  

1.5.2 Pilot a co-managed scientific project (medium term) 

Using the outcomes of the planning workshop, a scientific program should be 
developed and trialled which: 

 Addresses a knowledge gap or problem identified by PFS, 

 Includes PFS in project design and implementation, including data collection, 

 Provides regular opportunities for PFS to have input and obtain feedback on 
findings. 

The research identified some existing research partnerships between scientists from 
James Cook University and professional fishers in the coral harvest and coral reef fin 
fish sectors which may provide a good model to further explore and emulate across the 
industry.  
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1.6 Facilitate deliberative decision making 

Summary Box: Deliberative decision making 

We recommend a series of methods centred around procedures and deliberation, 
with the long term goal of co-management of a sector or fishery. 

Pilot the use of a deliberative forum (Immediate to short term) 

We recommend that the use of deliberative processes be initially trialled within an 
existing Working Group, with additional invited guests to maximise inclusiveness. 
This forum should focus on a discrete, manageable issue which allows FQ and 
professional stakeholders to work towards a shared outcome of a particular reform 
process or topic of interest of concern to the industry.  

We recommend this starts with a small activity, for example, the co-design of the 
social and economic data collection and use strategy. 

Adopt a co-management model which devolves some agreed aspects of 
decision making to industry (long term) 

It is recommended that once a good model of deliberative processes has been 
determined and adopted, that it be employed to assist in the transition towards the 
empowerment end of the engagement spectrum through a co-management 
approach. Co-management was expressed by stakeholders as a strategy to work 
towards as an outcome that would allow professional stakeholders to be involved in 
resource management. 

Co-management is designed to achieve efficient regulatory practice (among many 
other things) and should by no means be a way of industry or other key stakeholders 
avoiding regulatory scrutiny. Co-management of a fishery requires activities that 
enable: 

1. Enhanced ownership over decision making processes and fishery 
management outcomes from industry and key stakeholders 

2. Greater sensitivity to local social, economic, and ecological constraints 
3. Improved use of local knowledge and expertise 
4. Collective ownership by user groups in decision making 
5. Increased compliance with regulations through peer-to-peer monitoring 
6. Better monitoring, control, and surveillance by fishers  

 

 
In the Analytical Report, we identified different barriers and themes that related to 
processes of decision making and participation in management decisions. These 
themes related to decisions being made without sufficient say from industry, 
perceptions that FQ provides a lot of information but does not document how they 
listen to input, and perceptions that expertise from industry are not part of management 
decisions. In Part 2 of this current report we also identify the progress DAF has made 
in identifying collaboration and empowerment as core components of engagement 
(State of Queensland, 2017).  
 
We recommend a series of methods centred around procedures and deliberation, with 
the long term goal of co-management of a sector or fishery. 
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1.6.1 Pilot the use of a deliberative forum (Immediate to short term) 

 
Deliberative processes are ones where conversations happen, are documented, and 
there is a clear link between the conversation and a decision or management outcome. 
There is extensive research on the value of deliberative processes in light of rapid 
environmental and socio-political change. FQ have established Working Groups who 
form an important advisory function. While these groups have the potential to operate 
as a deliberative forum, they do not currently have a decision making capacity which is 
an important component of deliberative approaches. Working Groups are also selective 
and represent highly engaged stakeholder types, leaving behind a significant part of 
the industry. As such deliberative forums need to be more than just Working Groups – 
there need to be forums that focus on the specifically disengaged groups, and 
Indigenous and female voices in the industry.  
 
Ideally, deliberative forums should involve a cross section of the industry, taking into 
account recommendation 1.3. At present the Working Group membership may not be 
fully inclusive of the diverse interests within the industry, however they may form a 
useful base on which to build a deliberative forum around a specific topic.   
 
We therefore recommend that the use of deliberative processes be initially trialled 
within an existing Working Group, with additional invited guests to maximise 
inclusiveness (guided by Recommendation 1.3). This forum should focus on a discrete, 
manageable issue which allows FQ and professional stakeholders to work towards a 
shared outcome of a particular reform process or topic of interest of concern to the 
industry. We recommend this starts with a small activity, for example, the co-design of 
the social and economic data collection and use strategy (see Part 3). A deliberative 
forum needs to be pitched and articulated to the industry as one that aims to document 
how a shared process leads to a mutually agreed outcome.   
 

1.6.2  Adopt a co-management model which devolves some agreed aspects of 
decision making to industry (long term) 

Following completion of the pilot process a stocktake of lessons learnt should be 
undertaken and used to inform future iterations. It is recommended that once a good 
model of deliberative processes has been determined and adopted, that it be employed 
to assist in the transition towards the empowerment end of the engagement spectrum 
(see Section 2.2) through a co-management approach. Co-management was 
expressed by stakeholders as a strategy to work towards as an outcome that would 
allow professional stakeholders to be involved in resource management. Co-
management exists on a continuum that begins with information exchange through 
consultation, develops into collaboration between managers, industry and key 
stakeholders and can, under the right conditions, progress to sharing responsibilities 
and formal delegation of management functions (Neville et al., 2008).   
 
The South Australian co-management policy provides an instructive example of how 
greater involvement of industry in decision making and management processes can be 
mutually beneficial for both industry and government, when managing a resource. The 
Spencer Gulf prawn trawl fishery, for example, has formal legislative powers delegated 
to a representative body for the fishery. A critical aspect of this prawn fishery is that co-
developed science (see section 1.5) is used to inform fisheries decision making, this 
includes test trawls to determine at what point to open the season. 
 
Co-management is designed to achieve efficient regulatory practice (among many 
other things) and should by no means be a way of industry or other key stakeholders 
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avoiding regulatory scrutiny. Co-management of a fishery requires activities that 
enable: 

7. Enhanced ownership over decision making processes and fishery management 
outcomes from industry and key stakeholders 

8. Greater sensitivity to local social, economic, and ecological constraints 
9. Improved use of local knowledge and expertise 
10. Collective ownership by user groups in decision making 
11. Increased compliance with regulations through peer-to-peer monitoring 
12. Better monitoring, control, and surveillance by fishers  

 
Some of the principal questions which will need to be addressed if the industry is to 
move towards co-management are: 

 which aspects of decision making can and should be delegated to PFS? 

 which should be co-produced? 

 which should be retained principally in the hands of FQ? 
 
This is a question that may be well suited to being considered through a deliberative 
model of engagement – one which brings together all the relevant stakeholders as well 
as independent experts. It is therefore recommended that a deliberative approach be 
taken towards the development of a co-management model for a specific fishery, such 
as the trawl sector as part of the reform process. Following this FQ could undertake a 
process of assessing each fishery to establish: a) in which fisheries is co-management 
a realistic/desirable end point; and b) what are the next steps to be taken where a 
fishery is moving towards co-management. 
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2 A framework of methods to address engagement 
challenges at an interpersonal and operational level 

This part principally focussed on the practical and day to day implementation of 
engagement strategies on an interpersonal level. This section should be read in 
conjunction with the DAF Stakeholder Engagement Strategy (2017) and is designed to 
supplement and build on the information and advice contained within that strategy, with 
specific contextual information about Queensland PFS.  

2.1 Identifying stakeholders: A Template for Fisheries 
Queensland Staff 

 
Before approaching stakeholders it is important to understand the characteristics of 
these stakeholders in order to guide the selection of effective methods of engagement, 
as well any relevant barriers or challenges. The stakeholder matrix we have developed 
in the Analytical Report is a useful and relatively easy method of identifying some of 
the likely characteristic of the stakeholders FQ interacts with on a day to day basis. 
Figure 1 is a guide to how to classify stakeholders into each grouping. 
 
 

 

Figure 1: Stakeholder classification method 

 

2.2 What is the purpose of engagement? 

 
The purpose of engagement will strongly influence the nature of the engagement 
approach. The DAF Stakeholder Engagement Strategy (2017) contains an excellent 
schema for guiding engagement approaches according to the purpose of the 
engagement (see Figure 2).  
 

Large quota holder, specialised 

fisher or stakeholder with 
vertically integrated business 
model, multiple businesses or 

vessels or investment holdings

Owner operator, small or family 

run business, fisher with multiple 
endorsements or part time or 

seasonal fisher

A1: 

Highly 
engaged 
Group A 

A working 

group member, 
or committee 
member in a 

representative 
body

Rarely if ever 
engage with FQ 

or 
representative 

bodies.

Irregular or 

periodic contact 
with FQ. May be a 

member of a 

representative 
body but not 

active.

A working 

group member, 
or committee 
member in a 

representative 
body

Irregular or 

periodic contact 
with FQ. May be a 

member of a 

representative 
body but not 

active.

Rarely if ever 

engage with FQ 
or 

representative 

bodies.

A2: 

Transactional  
Group A 

A3: Dis-

engaged 
Group A 

B1: 

Highly 
engaged 
Group B 

B2: 

Transactional  
Group B 

B3: Dis-

engaged 
Group B 
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Figure 2: Spectrum of engagement levels from the Department of Fisheries 
Stakeholder Engagement Strategy (State of Queensland, 2017) 

 

2.3 Maximising buy in 

 
Table 3 in Section 1.3 identified the concept of Type A and Type B fishers. 
Encouraging meaningful engagement requires targeted strategies which meet the 
needs of the different stakeholder groups. For Group A PFS (ones that focus on high 
volume fishing and value add through their own facilities) messaging should articulate 
how a proposed reform or strategy will impact on their business practices, marketing or 
profitability, including communicating where there might be investment risks or 
opportunities. Techniques for engagement fit more comfortably with the methods 
already employed by FQ but should be carefully designed to minimise time burdens, 
especially for Group A PFS with lower levels of the engagement (Table 4). As the 
spectrum moves towards the empowerment end of the scale the focus needs to shift 
towards employing co-management models and deliberative processes which 
specifically seek to include a diversity of PFS groups. 
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Table 4: Methods of maximising buy in across the spectrum of engagement for 
Group A PFS 

Level of 
engagement 

PFS Group 

A1: Highly engaged 
Group A 

A2: Transactional 
Group A 

A3: Disengaged 
Group A 

Inform Email, letters and 
online. Regular, 
consistent and 
detailed.  

Email, letters and online (e.g. short videos). 
Brief, succinct and targeted to their specific 
fishery or sector (often post-harvest). E.g. a 
quarterly update or similar. 

Consult Working groups and 
regular meetings 

Facilitated 
consultation through 
representative bodies 
and Working Groups  

Time efficient 
techniques such as 
online polls, short 
surveys or telephone 
interviews. 

Involve Focus group 
discussions or one on 
one interviews 

Collaborate Deliberative forums, co-management, co-production and conduct of 
scientific and economic research  Empower 

 

For Group B fishers (ones with limited market integration and working in generalist 
fishing) messaging should articulate how a proposed reform or strategy will impact on 
their way of life, their ability to maintain a viable small business and practical 
implications for fishers operating across a number of fisheries. Communication needs 
to mindful of the importance of tradition, flexibility and autonomy for this group and be 
sensitive to the challenges that proposed reform may pose for these values. 
Techniques for engagement for this group of PFS require innovative thinking which 
taps into established modes of communication, especially the long established practice 
of ‘wharf talk’ (  
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Table 5). While formal meetings and workshops with these fishers are likely to be 
poorly attended, ensuring a few key, well connected individuals attend may assist in 
the dissemination of information at the ‘inform’ end of the spectrum. In this regard it is 
recommended that FQ tap into existing social networks, especially the important post-
harvest sector. This is also an area in which the liaison functions outlined in Section 1.2 
would be of most benefit. As the spectrum moves towards the empowerment end of 
the scale the focus needs to shift towards face to face communication and capacity 
development, in order to ensure adequate representation of this group in activities such 
as deliberative forums. For B3 fishers – the most disadvantaged and marginalized 
group of PFS – it is likely that significant outreach will need to occur and separate small 
group discussions or dedicated social research will need to occur outside of the formal 
deliberation processes, with the findings brought back into the forum by a trusted 
representative for broader industry and Government consideration.  
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Table 5: Methods of maximising buy in across the spectrum of engagement for 
Group B PFS 

Level of 
engagement 

PFS Group 

B1: Highly engaged 
Group B 

B2: Transactional 
Group B 

B3: Disengaged 
Group B 

Inform Email, letters and 
online. Regular, 
consistent and 
detailed.  

Tap into ‘wharf talk’ 
networks through 
strategic engagement 
with trusted industry 
sources either one on 
one or through ‘port 
meetings’ 

Directly (face to face) 
through frontline staff 
and liaison officers or 
volunteers including 
trusted industry 
sources and/or short 
online videos. 

Consult Working groups and 
regular meetings 

Involve Dedicated one on one or focus group 
discussions on vessels, at ports or other 
location of PFS choosing.  

Collaborate Deliberative forums, co-management, co-
production and conduct of scientific and 
economic research 

Embedded social 
research and/or 
‘observer’ programs, 
that allow for direct 
connection with lived 
experiences. 

Empower 

 

2.4 Conducting engagement 

 
Even with targeted engagement strategies which are sensitive to the needs of different 
PFS groups, engagement is likely to involve a number of challenges. Most notable 
challenges highlighted in this research were angry, aggressive and antagonistic 
stakeholders, and or a complete lack of engagement or willingness to take part in 
discussions. 
 
Conflict resolution training is a standard component of public service training and it 
assumed that most staff at FQ have been exposed to this. Regular ‘practice’ and 
refreshers on lessons learned in this training is highly recommended. Other strategies, 
specific to PFS, which may assist in reducing the incidences of confrontational and 
aggressive interactions in the longer term may include: 
 

 Demonstrating listening in small and big ways, for example by distilling and 
repeating back to the aggressor the nature of their concerns, recording these 
concerns in formal documentation and reporting them back FQ (including the 
stakeholder in all correspondence). Where possible act on the concerns – if it 
can be resolved easily this should be done ASAP. If it can’t there needs to be 
some active demonstration that some action has been taken and an 
explanation provided of any road blocks or hurdles. 

 Maximise face to face or phone based interactions where possible. Meeting 
PFS and allowing them to ‘put a face to the name’ assist in humanising the 
department in the eyes of stakeholders.  Where this is not possible there may 
be scope to achieve this through an intermediary such as a local Patrol officer 
or other frontline staff. 

 Actively seek to ensure diversity within meetings, workshops and other events, 
including by engaging PFS from across the six identified groups but also by 
involving wives and partners. While women are also more than capable of being 
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aggressive and angry, maximizing diversity in viewpoints and worldviews can 
assist in neutralizing a ‘mob’ mentality.  

 Carefully consider the timing and placement of meetings or events. These 
should be sympathetic to the needs of PFS whilst not compromising the safety 
of FQ staff. In this regard we have found that one on one meetings or informal 
discussions on their own ‘turf’ (such as on their vessel, at wharves, boat ramps 
or other facilities where they offload their catch) are highly beneficial.  PFS are 
more likely to engage in a constructive manner if they can see that FQ are 
willing to accommodate their needs and wishes by meeting them in a place they 
feel comfortable and secure, at a time that does not compromise their ability to 
work.       

 

2.5 Demonstrating listening  

Any engagement process needs to be clear from the outset of its objectives and 
communicate to PFS any ‘non-negotiables’ and why these are non-negotiable. 
Engagement should also be clear as to what it is asking of PFS, and how their input 
will be used to inform decision making.  The most important component of the 
engagement process comes at the end. This is when FQ must communicate to PFS 
how they listened to what they were told. The process of delivering these messages 
should be sympathetic to the preferred communications styles of each group (as per 
the ‘inform’ categories of  Table 4 and   
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Table 5) but this should be augmented with information direct from the PFS obtained 
throughout the engagement process as to preferred modes of communication. 
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3 Implementing the recommendations: piloting the 
strategies and methods through the social and economic 
monitoring and reporting program 

Summary Box: Piloting recommendations in the social and economic data 
monitoring and reporting  

Here we show how the recommended methods above on co-production of decisions 
and processes, and deliberative forums, can be used in upcoming social and 
economic data collection exercises.  

Design of the program 

It is recommended that the first step of any research tender for collecting social and 
economic explicitly has a deliverable forum which includes the design and conduct of 
one or more deliberative forums with a cross section of the industry.  
 
The aim of this forum would be as follows: 

1. To co-design the objectives of the program 

2. To identify the best process and means of data collection 

3. To co-design research outputs, including how findings will be communicated  

4. To determine data storage and use stipulations.  

Some points to consider in the forum should include: 

 Length of the data collection process required in order to build the necessary 
trust with PFS (it should be noted that in the experience of the research team 
this requires a 12 month process at the very least, preferably 18-24 months). 
Trust and rapport building with PFS is core to facilitating data sharing.  

 Frequency of the reporting process - how often should the process be 
repeated? 

 How will the process and methods ‘marry up’ to methods being used in other 
jurisdictions? 

 Use of findings, in particular how the information will be used in harvest 
strategy development. 

Implementation 

One of the important components of the implementation of the social and economic 
reporting and monitoring program should be to further test and validate the findings 
of this research, especially in relation to the PFS typology. 

One of the challenges of implementation will relate to ensuring a cross section of the 
industry is involved and represented in the data collected, especially the more 
challenging B2 and B3 categories of fishers. The implementation of a social and 
economic data collection tender should incorporate significant time ‘in the field’ for 
data collection to maximise face to face contact. It is also recommended that 
consideration be given to commencing data collection with the social data, which is 
generally well received by PFS, in order to build trust. Once a relationship has been 
developed economic data can commence. Stakeholders perceive risks at sharing 
economic data, and hence rapport and trust building are core to this program. 
Spending time in the field and collecting social data first can help work towards this 
rapport building.  
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Reporting findings 
 
We recommend social and economic data is used to articulate the social, economic, 
and natural resource management contributions the sector makes to Queensland. 
This includes contributions to employment, social capital, knowledge, and a sense of 
identity to coastal towns. The information obtained can be used to communicate to 
outreach materials which tell the story of the role of professional fishing in coastal 
communities. Any call for tenders for the collection of social and economic data 
should have as a core deliverable a communication and dissemination strategy for 
PFS.  
 

 

 
FQ have indicated they plan to implement a social and economic monitoring and 
reporting program in 2019. This is strongly supported as a worthwhile step forward in 
light of the findings of this research. It is recommended that the strategy and 
recommendations outlined above be carefully considered as part of the implementation 
of this program. This section highlights the recommendations and findings of this 
research which is specifically relevant to the collection of social and economic data.   
 

3.1 Design 

 
As identified in Theme 3 of the Analytical Report this research indicated that PFS often 
do not feel that FQ understands the day to day reality of their lives, and were generally 
open to opportunities to communicate these realities to FQ, and the general public. 
From this perspective, most were open to the idea of socio economic monitoring and 
reporting but many expressed concern and mistrust about how the data would be used 
and stored, the cost and time burden on PFS and a lack of confidence in the 
confidentiality of the processes involved. These concerns reflect the experiences of the 
research team in both NSW and Victoria. The design and initial communication of the 
program is therefore considered crucial and in this regard recommendations 1.5 and 
1.6 are of immediate relevance: 
 

 Co-creating knowledge 

 Deliberative decision making 

 
It is recommended that the first step of any research tender for collecting social and 
economic explicitly has a deliverable forum which includes the design and conduct of 
one or more deliberative forums with a cross section of the industry (across the matrix 
of engagement as articulated in Part 2). The aim of this forum would be as follows: 

5. To co-design the objectives of the program 

6. To identify the best process and means of data collection 

7. To co-design research outputs, including how findings will be communicated  

8. To determine data storage and use stipulations.  

 
The forum should include one of more presentations from experts and fishers in other 
states where similar programs have been implemented (notably South Australia), 
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highlighting the strengths and weaknesses, benefits and risks of these programs. 
Some points to consider in the forum should include: 

 Length of the data collection process required in order to build the necessary 
trust with PFS (it should be noted that in the experience of the research team 
this requires a 12 month process at the very least, preferably 18-24 months). 
Trust and rapport building with PFS is core to facilitating data sharing.  

 Frequency of the reporting process - how often should the process be 
repeated? 

 How will the process and methods ‘marry up’ to methods being used in other 
jurisdictions? 

 Use of findings, in particular how the information will be used in harvest strategy 
development. 

3.2 Implementation  

One of the important components of the implementation of the social and economic 
reporting and monitoring program should be to further test and validate the findings of 
this research, especially in relation to the PFS typology. In particular the program 
should be used to provide further insights into the different business models that exist 
within the industry (refining and expanding upon the Group A/B dichotomy) and cross 
referencing this with other important social information in relation to worldviews, values 
and belief systems. In particular the work of Expert Panel member Nadine Marshall in 
assessing the resilience of Queensland professional fishers would be important to 
integrate into this process (Marshall et al., 2007; Marshall and Marshall, 2007).  
 
In this regard the ongoing social and economic reporting program would be an 
invaluable tool to assist in the assessment of the social resilience to change of the 
different types of PFS in Queensland. This will assist in informing managers of the 
likely ability of different PFS to absorb, adapt to and cope with change processes, and 
can inform efforts to engage with these different groups.  
 
One of the challenges of implementation will relate to ensuring a cross section of the 
industry is involved and represented in the data collected, especially the more 
challenging B2 and B3 categories of fishers. The recommendations outlined in Section 
1.3, in regard to inclusive engagement, and the methods detailed in Part 2 will be 
highly relevant here and the implementation framework should incorporate significant 
time ‘in the field’ for data collection to maximise face to face contact.  It is also 
recommended that consideration be given to commencing data collection with the 
social data, which is generally well received by PFS, in order to build trust. Once a 
relationship has been developed economic data can commence. 
 
The experience of the research team in gathering data on the social and economic 
contributions of PFS in NSW and Victoria is that gathering social data is unproblematic. 
Most stakeholders are willing or even happy to share social data. But collecting 
economic data is very problematic. Even the attempt to collect the data makes some 
people angry. We have had very low response rates and have had to try several 
different methodologies to try to improve response rates, without much success. The 
main problem is that people feel a sense of risk in sharing this information and find it 
difficult to see the benefits that could come to them from sharing the information. One 
possibility would be to conduct the social reporting first, and then after that when some 
rapport and trust has been established try the economic reporting. Another possibility is 
an awareness raising communication campaign using people from industries that 



 
Final report 

 

 43 

already do economic reporting (several of the SA fisheries, and some of the 
Commonwealth fisheries) explaining how they have found giving economic data in 
terms of risks and benefits.  

3.3 Reporting the findings  

While the collection of social and economic data will have important implications for FQ 
decision making processes it should also be noted that the value of this work for the 
industry needs to be clearly communicated and demonstrated following completion of 
this work. This is especially relevant for Recommendation 1.4, which seeks to 
strengthen ties between the industry and external stakeholders.  
 
Social data is unlikely to be an issue, in the right forums industry are quite open and 
honest about their expertise and contributions to society. Economic data is much more 
difficult, as stakeholders feel risks associated with sharing data and not understanding 
how it will be used and reported. A slow and staged processes of data collection where 
rapport is built first (through forums, meetings, trips) followed by social data collection 
discussions would allow conversations on how economic data can be collected and 
used.  
 
We recommend social and economic data is used to articulate the social, economic, 
and natural resource management contributions the sector makes to Queensland. This 
includes contributions to employment, social capital, knowledge, and a sense of 
identity to coastal towns. The information obtained can be used to communicate to 
outreach materials which tell the story of the role of professional fishing in coastal 
communities. Any call for tenders for the collection of social and economic data should 
have as a core deliverable a communication and dissemination strategy for PFS.  
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