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1. Introduction: 

The Marine Fisher’s Association (MFA) represents the majority of the marine scalefish 

fishery’s (MSF) licence holders across the State.  

Following the release of the Government’s Phase 2 Reform document in mid-August 

2020, the MFA has consulted widely with its members and can provide the following 

comments and recommendations on the various components of reform that were 

included in the released information package. 

The MFA believes that this reform is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to adequately 

reform the sector (after a number of less than successful attempts over the past 30 

years) so that it can operate on the twin pillars of sustainable fish stocks and a 

profitable and vibrant industry. 

The fishery also is, and always has been, an important part of the social fabric of coastal 

regional communities around the State and celebrates its 185th anniversary in 2021. 

We can think of no better birthday gift for the fishers and the people of South Australia 

than to deliver for them, through this reform process, a sustainable fishery that can 

carry on delivering local fish, caught by local fishers, to local consumers. 

2. Comments on the IAAP recommendations for allocating ITQs 

among licence holders 

Of all the proposed reforms outlined in the Phase 2 Reform document, no issue has 

created more uncertainty and division within the industry than the allocation formula 

proposed by the IAAP and the related allocation through this formula of Individual 

Transferable Quotas (TQs).  

The ’80:20’ allocation formula proposed, by which individual quota allocation is made 

for each Tier 1 species on the basis of (a) 20% of the Total Allowable Commercial Catch 

(TACC) being divided equally among those licence holders remaining in the fishery 

and (b) 80% of the TACC being allocated in accordance with  each licence holder’s best 

catch of each species in the 5 years of 6 prior to 30th June 2016, has divided the industry 

into ‘winners’ (i.e. those with significant eligible catch history) and ‘losers’ (i.e. those 

without). 

i. Licence holder opinion: 

In polling of all licence holders conducted by the MFA, only 40.5% of the 111 licence 

holders who responded supported the 80:20 formula. Many who did not support the 

80:20 formula (or any other formula except an even allocation) commented along the 

lines “we have all paid the same fees, so why should there be any preferential treatment 

for one group?” 
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Other significant (i.e. more than 30) comments from licence holders, both through the 

polling and through direct contact with the MFA were (in order of priority): 

• The determination date for assessing catch history should be December 28th, 

2017 when an ‘investment warning’ letter was sent to all licence holders, NOT 

mid-2016. 

• Using catch history does not take into account management and other changes 

such as changes in minimum size regulations (2016) and introduction of marine 

parks (2013), which impacted some fisher’s catch but not all. 

• Amalgamated and un-amalgamated licences should be treated the same 

because they have paid the same licence fees during their time in the fishery 

• Leave it at 80:20 because people who entered the fishery after 2016 did so 

despite the investment warning and should not be rewarded. 

• Catch history should not be included at all. Related comments (14 responses) 

saying ‘it’s the fishers who have large catch history that have ruined the fishery’. 

Many fishers have contacted the MFA, explaining various types of ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ as to why they haven’t significant catch history (e.g. illness, leased 

licence for several years etc). The appeals process will therefore likely see a significant 

number of applications under the current proposals. 

ii. MFA opinion: 

There are clearly deep divisions among licence holders on the proposed allocation 

formula which, not surprisingly, is generally along the lines of those with significant 

relevant catch history and those without. However, we believe that the currently 

proposed allocation formula results in such large differences in allocated ITQs 

between the two groups that the allocation formula needs amendment. 

Two issues are important in understanding the motivations of these two groups. 

First, those with significant relevant catch history are generally older1 fishers who have 

a long (often multi-generational) history in the fishery. Many of these fishers will be 

looking to retirement in the near future.  

Those with little catch history are (apart from those who claim ‘exceptional 

circumstances’) generally younger fishers who have invested in the fishery in the years 

before December 2017, often taking out loans or mortgaging their houses to do so. 

Often, they initially leased licences before buying their own licence – however, their 

catch history while they were leasing is not taken into account because the catch 

history is attached to the licence owner. We are aware of only a small number of new 

fishers who have bought into the fishery after December 2017. 

 
1 Based on our knowledge, not on any analysis 
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Secondly, the 80:20 formula results in ITQ allocations for many of those without 

significant history that may not be commercially viable. This is a group that appears to 

already have a high level of indebtedness and may need to take on additional debt to 

purchase additional quota2.  

Such divisions will, in our opinion, remain no matter what ratio of catch history/base 

allocation is adopted. Any allocation formula based on a Government-mandated 

process that only includes these two factors will always create ‘winners and losers’. 

The MFA has been examining ways in which the allocation formula could be modified 

to avoid these problems and have two suggestions. 

• Adopt a system where each licence holder nominates (from a number of 

alternatives) what formula in terms of catch history/base allocation they want 

applied to themselves. The total sum of all the calculated quotas under this 

system is then scaled back to the TACC by applying a weighting factor to each 

licence holder to arrive at an ITQ. Simple modelling of this system (the 

‘preferred’ system) has been done by the MFA and is shown in Annex 1. OR 

• Adopt the system that was successfully used in the northern zone rock lobster 

fishery of adopting an initial formula of catch history/base allocation and then 

moving to an even share over a period of 3 years. 

The first of these options, which is our recommended approach, requires validating by 

PIRSA by assessing how the proposed system performs when applied to the actual 

licensee data base. However, it has a number of advantages, including: 

• Allowing licence holders to make their own individual choices 

regarding the allocation formula for calculating their ITQs. This in our 

opinion is a major advantage. 

• From the modelling done to date, appears to result in a ‘fairer’ 

allocation in that it significantly reduces the gap between ITQs of 

those with or without catch history. Those with significant catch 

history receive 42% more ITQ allocation than they would under an 

‘even share’ approach while those with no catch history receive 20% 

less. This compares with 79% more and 74% less under the currently 

proposed ‘80:20’ formula. 

 
2 A recent review of a similar fisheries sector reform that was undertaken in NSW about 5 years showed that 
60+% of licence holders said they were worse off financially and also highlighted the very large increase in 
indebtedness of those remaining in the fishery. (Ref: Barclay, S. (Sept 2020): Economic analysis & Social and 
Economic monitoring following the NSW Commercial Fisheries Business Adjustment Program  
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MFA Recommendations 

i. That the letter to licence holders of 28th December 2017 be taken as the 

date for an ‘investment warning’ and that catch history, as part of an 

allocation formula, be calculated from that date, NOT 2016.  

Many licence holders invested in the industry during 2016 and 2017, 

seemingly unaware of the PIRSA statements. We believe there is 

considerable doubt as to whether the PIRSA communications regarding 

an investment warning in 2016 would stand legal scrutiny while there is 

much more certainty over the investment warning to licence holders in 

December 2017. Such a change would allow fishers who entered the 

fishery in 2016 and 2017 to have eligible catch history. 

ii. That PIRSA be requested to test the ‘preferred’ allocation model (Annex 

1) against the actual licence holder database and report the results to 

the IAAP for consideration. The IAAP should then consider this allocation 

approach as well as the transition to an even share approach that was 

used in the northern zone rock lobster fishery. 

iii. That, following the implementation of the reform arrangements on 1st 

July 2021, subsequent trading of quota be restricted to MSF licence 

holders. This would allow time for an orderly adjustment of the industry 

structure while also supporting the owner/operator nature of the fishery 

(see below). 

 

3. Comments on the compliance program to ensure integrity of 

the quota management system 

The MFA agrees that the details of an appropriate compliance program need to be 

further developed and refined in consultation with industry.  

However, we do not agree with the proposed broad arrangements for compliance 

activities and in particular for the estimated increase in compliance costs of $800,00 

to $1.3 million per annum.  

Such an increase would result, in our estimation, in licences fees approaching 25% 

of GVP for the reformed fishery, which would severely impact the commercial 

viability of the industry, when the purpose, and key objective of the reform is to 

make the industry more economically viable.  

The ‘broad arrangements’ proposed appear to be based on extreme levels of 

policing that are inappropriate to the size of the (reformed) fishery. We suggest that 

alternative arrangements be investigated such as: 
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• Allowing simple forward and backward transfer of ITQs (up to a pre-

determined limit) between years to provide flexibility in quota management. 

This would not only allow fishers to better align their quota fishing to the 

market but would also significantly reduce the need for extreme compliance 

activity to measure every last Kg of quota. 

• Adopt a risk management approach to compliance activities rather than a 

strict ‘policing’ model 

• Remove many spatial closures in the fishery and other unnecessary 

regulations (as is recommended by the Red Tape Working Group) which 

would remove the need for electronic surveillance such as VMS, which anyway 

is totally impractical on small vessels which don’t have the facilities (electrical 

supply and space) to install and operate VMS. 

In general, we suggest that compliance activities should be better aligned to, 

and should support, broad policy objectives for the fishery and not be a stand-

alone policing function that is divorced from those objectives. 

MFA Recommendations: 

i. That PIRSA compliance re-examine, in consultation with the MFA, the 

compliance activities that are needed to support the broad policy 

objectives for the fishery, including the objective of making the fishery 

more economically viable. This would include considering the outcomes 

of the Red Tape Reduction Working Group 

ii. That PIRSA investigate the issue of compliance activities being publicly 

funded (as occurs for Commonwealth fisheries and in some States, such 

as Tasmania) rather than being funded by commercial licence holders 

through the cost-recovery process. Such public funding would also 

reflect the large recreational usage of the resources that comprise the 

MSF. 

4. Comments and recommendations on scientific stock assessment 

and monitoring program to support ecologically sustainable 

management of the fishery 

Like the proposed compliance program, the supporting scientific monitoring and 

assessment program should be focussed on achieving the overall policy objectives of 

the fishery of (a) sustainable fish stocks and (b) improved economic viability of the 

industry. 
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The proposed research program delivers on the first policy objective, but not on the 

second since it envisages a substantial increase in the costs of the supporting 

research program despite a reduction in the number of licence holders by up to 50%. 

It should also be recognised that any scientific program to assess the stocks of 

species taken by the MSF will also measure the (unknown) impacts of recreational 

fishing on those stocks. As such, it is inequitable that the full cost of such scientific 

programs be wholly funded by the commercial sector. 

We also consider that the proposed program is inappropriate in its depth and 

methodology when compared to the risks inherent in the reformed fishery. Some 

specific comments on the various components of the proposed program are 

provided below: 

• Catch and effort logbooks completed by fishers for each fishing day. With one 

of the recommendations from the Red Tape Working group being to allow the 

carriage and use of more than one type of gear on a vessel (so that fishers can 

take their quota in the most efficient manner), the measurement of fishing effort 

in the fishery will become increasingly difficult, an issue that is already apparent 

in the use of ‘fisher-days’ as a measure of fishing effort3. With a move to quota 

for key species, the measurement of effort (and commercial CPUE) becomes less 

important and appropriate in assessing fish stocks since there will inevitably be 

effort changes that are related to gear efficiency issues with the result that time 

series of CPUE are unlikely to reflect changes in fish abundance. 

• Age, length, reproductive sampling of ‘numerous’ species.  Such detailed data 

collection support modelling and detailed stock assessments and should be 

confined to Tier 1 species only. 

• Annual stock assessments and modelling of Tier 1 species. OK 

• Annual stock status of Tier 2 and 3 stocks. OK depending on the data and 

methodology used. However, Ecological Risk Assessments (ERAs) should be 

carried out first to prioritize stocks and identify which species are most at risk 

from fishing. 

• DEPM surveys for snapper and whiting. It is unclear how such surveys, done on 

a triennial rotation, assist in setting annual ITQs, which is the core reason for 

doing such assessments. 

• Annual snapper pre-recruit surveys. OK 

• Annual fisheries-independent surveys for whiting, garfish, and calamari. The 

current surveys are expensive. More comprehensive, and efficient 

methodologies should be investigated, particularly acoustic surveys which are 

 
3 Using fisher-days means, for example, that if a fisher goes out once a day, effort is recorded as ‘1 fisher-day’. 
But if he goes out twice or more to target different species, it is still recorded as ‘1 fisher-day’. 
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commonly used to measure fish biomass for quota-setting purposes. The 

acoustic technology is now available to measure biomass of both pelagic (e.g. 

squid) and demersal (e.g. whiting) species. 

MFA Recommendations: 

The MFA believes that: 

1. the supporting scientific program should be clearly focussed on (a) providing 

information on Tier 1 species to enable setting of annual ITQs and (b) 

assessing the risks of Tier 2 and 3 species to fishing through an ERA process. 

Depending on the results of the ERA, stock status reports should be 

developed for those species identified as being at high risk to the effects of 

fishing. 

2. Costs of the scientific research program should be shared between the 

commercial sector and the public sector, in recognition of the significant 

recreational fishing take of MSF species. 

Therefore, we recommend: 

i. That SARDI re-examines the proposed scientific program with a view 

to ensuring that it meets all the policy objectives for the management 

of the reformed MSF fishery  

ii. That SARDI conducts a review of new technology, such as echo-

acoustic survey methodology, that is available for measuring fish 

biomass for quota setting purposes. The MFA can assist with this if 

required 

iii. That PIRSA re-examines the cost-recovery process for scientific 

support programs to the MSF (and other) fisheries that have a large 

recreational fishing component with a view to appropriately 

allocating costs for advising on fish stock sustainability issues. 

5. Comments and Recommendation on Co-Management and the 

proposed membership of the MSF MAC 

The overwhelming feedback from licence holders is that co-management 

arrangements are not working well, with the perception being that it is often a token 

gesture. The most common complaint is that PIRSA and SARDI staff “do not 

understand the industry and the practicalities of fishing and don’t listen”.   

There would be significant benefits if this relationship between industry and 

PIRSA/SRDI could be improved. One of the simplest actions that could be taken (and 

the one most mentioned by licence holders) is for PIRSA and SARDI staff to spend 
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some time with licence holders while they on fishing operations. The MFA could assist 

in facilitating this. 

The proposed membership of the MSF MAC is generally supported. However, we 

consider that rather than an independent economist, this position should include 

expertise in financial management. This expertise is needed to address one of the key 

objectives of the reform of improving the profitability of the sector. This is an area that 

has also been highlighted recently in a review of the NSW reform process where 

financial issues, including increasing indebtedness of licence holders was apparent 

after the reform. 

MFA Recommendations: 

i. That the MFA work with PIRSA and licence holders to facilitate better 

interaction between the two groups, including hosting PIRSA/SARDI staff 

on vessels during fishing operations. 

ii. That, membership of MSF MAC should include an independent person 

with expertise in natural resources economics and financial planning. 

This person to replace the proposed “independent economist with 

expertise in fisheries management issues”. 

6. Comments on proposed owner operator arrangements 

The MFA have previously (23rd June 2020) provided a submission on the 

owner/operator provisions of the reform, noting that in a poll conducted by the MFA, 

89% of licence holders supported an owner/operator arrangement for the industry. 

This policy is also being examined by the Red Tape Reduction Committee with a view 

of maintaining the key elements and objectives of the MFA’s submission while 

achieving these with less regulation. 

A further submission, building on the MFA’s previous submission, will be provided 

through the Red Tape Reduction Committee process and its ongoing arrangements. 

7. Comments on the licence amalgamation scheme and whether it 

needs to continue in its current form.  

The MFA agrees that the effectiveness of the licence amalgamation scheme has 

diminished in recent years although, despite that, it may be advantageous to continue 

the arrangement to further reduce licence numbers.  

However, as part of the MFA’s proposal on owner/operator provisions, it was 

suggested that licence removals could also be achieved by restricting the ownership 
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of licences to one per individual or corporate entity. If a licence holder wanted to buy 

a second licence to increase quota, that would be permitted only if the second licence 

was removed. In addition, the Red Tape Reduction Committee is considering this issue.  

Our suggestion is to wait until the Red Tape Reduction Committee process has 

addressed this issue before making a decision. 

MFA Recommendation: 

i. That the decision of whether to continue the licence amalgamation 

scheme wait until the Red Tape Reduction Committee process has 

considered the issue and made a submission to the Hon. Minister.  

8. Comments on the proposal to remove the one-in-five-year 

transfer rule from 1 July 2021.   

We support the proposal to remove the one-in-five-year transfer rule since, under 

ITQ management, it will be an impediment to efficient trading of licences and quota. 

This matter is also being examined through the Red Tape Reduction Committee 

process. 

9. Temporary licence transfer freeze  

Feedback from licence holders is that the majority support the freeze although many 

suggest it should have been earlier in the reform process. The MFA therefore supports 

the temporary freeze. 

10. Comments on zoned licences or State-wide access 

While the proposed State-wide licence will provide operational flexibility for fishers, it 

also raises the issue of encroachment into other fisher’s areas. This is potentially a 

significant issue if the numbers of surrendered licenses (particularly net licenses) are 

not as expected and fishers cannot operate efficiently in their usual region.  

Currently, only a small number of net licences have been surrendered and, unless 

addressed, will almost certainly result in net fishers, particularly in the two Gulfs, 

seeking to fish in other regions. This would then have the potential (and, in the recent 

past, has resulted) in disputes between licence holders. It is clear that the reason that 

so few net licences have been surrendered is that the Government offer price for a net 

licence is significantly below the commercial value of that licence. 
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The MFA has already moved to have local fishermen’s association take responsibility 

for day-to-day issues in their regions. This therefore provides a mechanism for 

resolving any disputes 

We therefore suggest a two-pronged solution to this: 

i. Allow state-wide access to all licence holders but require a licence holder 

to nominate their “home region”. Fishing outside the ‘home region’ 

would require the licence holder to notify and to work with the local 

fishermen’s association to resolve any issues. If an agreement cannot be 

reached, then the matter would only then be referred to PIRSA for 

adjudication. 

ii. Increase the offer price for the buy back of net licences to attract more 

licence holders to surrender their licence. The MFA has been working 

with the Net Fisher’s Association to determine what offer price would 

attract additional licences to be surrendered. As a guide, the last PIRSA 

buyback of net licences was $300,000 in the early 2000’s, equivalent to 

around $450,000 today, a figure that is broadly in line with licences that 

were bought out as part of the marine parks process. We also understand 

that, as part of the variations in marine park access currently before 

Parliament that a value of $500,000 for net licences has been discussed. 

 

MFA Recommendations: 

i. That state-wide access to all licence holders be granted but require a 

licence holder to nominate their “home region”. Fishing outside the 

‘home region’ would require the licence holder to notify and to work 

with the local fishermen’s association to resolve any issues. 

ii. An increase in the offer price for the buy back of net licences be 

considered to attract more licence holders to surrender their licence. 

The increased price to be accommodated within the current buy-back 

budget with the offer price being closer to the current commercial 

value of the licence. 

11. Comments on the Commercial access to the MSF by other 

fisheries 

Although we consider that access to MSF species by other commercial sectors was 

initially a temporary measure, we recognise the ongoing access that these other 

sectors have. 
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The proposals regarding access are therefore supported since they (a) ensure that rock 

lobster fishers with Option C access would not be able to accumulate additional quota 

(b) any future transfers of quota entitlements could only be made to MSF licence 

holders and (d) quota held by rock lobster Option C holders would be available for 

purchase by MSF licence holders. 

However, like recreational catches, it is important that those other commercial 

fisheries that have access to MSF species have a defined allocated share of the 

resource (by species) included in the MSF Management Plan so that any changes to 

those allocated shares can be dealt with under the provisions of the Fisheries 

Management Act (2007). 

12. Comments on the costs of on-going management and 

licence fees 

These issues have been dealt with in previous sections. However, in summary, the 

proposed costs and resulting licence fees are exorbitant, do not address one of the 

primary management objectives of the reform process of improving the economic 

viability of the industry and, if not changed, will make commercial fishing for most 

participants unviable.  

The MFA notes that the current licence fees, at over 12% of GVP are already the highest 

commercial licence fees of any commercial fishery in Australia, and possibly the World. 

We have provided recommendations above as to how some of the major components 

of the fees can be reduced. However, if this cannot be done, then we would urge for a 

fixed ‘royalty’ of 5.5% of GVP be used to establish licence fees in place of the current 

cost-recovery process. This ‘royalty’ approach is used successfully in other States such 

as Western Australia 

MFA Recommendation: 

i. That, if management, compliance and research costs cannot be 

contained in a reformed MSF fishery under a cost-recovery model, then 

licence fees be based on a ‘royalty’ for access to a public resource and 

be set at a level of 5% of GVP. 
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Summary of Comments and Recommendations 

After consideration of the Stage 2 Information document, the MFA has provided 

detailed comments and recommendations on each component. The MFA 

recommends that: 

1. The letter to licence holders of 28th December 2017 be taken as the date 

for an ‘investment warning’ and that catch history, as part of an allocation 

formula, be calculated from that date, NOT 2016.  

2. PIRSA be requested to test the MFA’s ‘preferred’ allocation model (Annex 

1) against the actual licence holder database and report the results to 

the IAAP for consideration. The IAAP should then consider this allocation 

approach as well as the transition to an even share approach that was 

used in the northern zone rock lobster fishery. 

3. Following the implementation of the reform arrangements on 1st July 

2021, subsequent trading of quota be restricted to MSF licence holders. 

This would allow time for an orderly adjustment of the industry structure 

while also supporting the owner/operator nature of the fishery. 

4. PIRSA compliance re-examine, in consultation with the MFA, the 

compliance activities that are needed to support the broad policy 

objectives for the fishery, including the objective of making the fishery 

more economically viable. This would include considering the outcomes 

of the Red Tape Reduction Working Group 

5. PIRSA investigate the issue of compliance activities being publicly 

funded (as occurs for Commonwealth fisheries and in some States, such 

as Tasmania) rather than being funded by commercial licence holders 

through the cost-recovery process. Such public funding would also 

reflect the large recreational usage of the resources that comprise the 

MSF. 

6. SARDI re-examines the proposed scientific program with a view to 

ensuring that it meets all the policy objectives for the management of 

the reformed MSF fishery, including the objective of making the fishery 

more economically viable.  

7. SARDI conducts a review of new, cost-effective technology, such as 

echo-acoustic survey methodology, that is available for measuring fish 

biomass for quota setting purposes. The MFA can assist with this if 

required 

8. PIRSA re-examines the cost-recovery process for scientific support 

programs to the MSF (and other) fisheries that have a large recreational 
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fishing component with a view to appropriately allocating costs for 

advising on fish stock sustainability issues. 

9. The MFA work with PIRSA and licence holders to facilitate better 

interaction between the two groups in the spirit of co-management, 

including hosting PIRSA/SARDI staff on vessels during fishing 

operations. 

10. Membership of MSF MAC should include an independent person with 

expertise in natural resources economics and financial planning. This 

person to replace the proposed “independent economist with expertise 

in fisheries management issues”. 

11. The decision of whether to continue the licence amalgamation scheme 

wait until the Red Tape Reduction Committee process has considered 

the issue and made a submission to the Hon. Minister.  

12. State-wide access to all licence holders be granted but require a licence 

holder to nominate their “home region”. Fishing outside the ‘home 

region’ would require the licence holder to notify and to work with the 

local fishermen’s association to resolve any issues. 

13. An increase in the offer price for the buy back of net licences be 

considered to attract more licence holders to surrender their licence. 

The increased price to be accommodated within the current buy-back 

budget with the offer price being closer to the current commercial 

value of the licence. 

14. If management, compliance and research costs cannot be contained in a 

reformed MSF fishery under a cost-recovery model, then licence fees be 

based on a ‘royalty’ for access to a public resource and be set at a level 

of 5% of GVP. 
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Annex 1: 
PREFERRED ALLOCATION MODEL – A 

SUMMARY 
Rationale and Background 

The proposed allocation formula for ITQ allocation is based on the formula that catch 

history prior to 2016 be taken into account as well as allocating a ‘base’ amount, by 

species, to licence holders. The proposed weightings of these two factors is 80% catch 

history and 20% ‘base’ allocation. 

This proposal has caused division within the industry with those with pre-2016 catch 

history supporting the 80:20 allocation while those without such history opposing it 

and wanting more of an even share.  

The MFA has undertaken preliminary modelling to investigate the impact of an 

allocation procedure where individual licence holders select their preferred method of 

allocation, instead of using a Government-determined allocation ‘formula’. This total 

of all these individual selections is then scaled back to the required overall l TACC to 

arrive at individual ITQs. 

Preliminary Results 

Modelling of a hypothetical 300 licence holders was carried out, with 20% having no 

catch history, 36% having ‘low’ catch, 14% having ‘medium’ catch history and the 

remainder (30%) having ‘high’ catch history. ITQs were calculated based on a 

hypothetical 7200t TACC and on the assumption that each licence holder selected the 

allocation (even share, 20% - 80% catch history, or the ‘preferred’ option) that best 

suited their individual circumstances. 

Once individual ITQs were calculated using this method, each ITQ was ‘scaled back’ 

proportionally so the total of the ITQs equalled the TACC. 

The graph below shows the results:  
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Further work on applying the modelling to actual licence holder data is needed.  

However, it may offer an alternative formula where individual licence holders make the 

decision as to what formula best suits their particular circumstances while, at the same 

time, reducing the gap in ITQs between those with catch history and those without. 




