
Limits to co-management – the case of New
Zealand
Bjørn Hersoug, the Norwegian College of Fishery Science, University of Tromsø, Norway
E-mail: bjoernh@nfh.uit.no. Telephone +47 76 45547, fax:+47 776 46021

Abstract:
New Zealand’s quota management system, the QMS, has for years been considered as one of the most
successful rights-based fisheries management system in the world. Although the hard evidence is at
best patchy, New Zealand’s fishing industry is performing well ahead of most competitors, both in
economic, biological and administrative terms. Part of the explanation to this relative success has been
the co-management system set up between industry and government. Most operators are now
organised in Quota Owner Associations (QOAs) and these have in many cases been allocated
important management functions. Central functions like the registry service is now delegated to the
industry (Fishserve) and the industry is also paying 60% of the total management costs.

For years co-management has been considered an issue between government and the fishing
industry, with the claim that ”user pay, user say”. More recently other stakeholders, such as Maori
customary and recreational fishers, aquaculture farmers as well as environmental interests have
challenged this vision of co-management. All claim rights, that are not compatible with the QMS in its
most narrow sense. One solution could imply making other user-rights compatible with the QMS and
let the market decide, a solution advocated by many economists. Another way around the problem is to
solve the user conflicts through local planning, a solution that is now being introduced in the form of
Fisheries Plans. Both solutions seem to be running into severe difficulties, indicating that fisheries
management is more than ”getting the incentives right”. The main thrust of the article is to indicate that
co-management in its traditional form can be perceived as an obstacle to a wider stakeholder
participation. Giving secure rights only to one group (as the QMS) will in the next instance create
conflicts and demands from other participants involved.

The empirical evidence is largely based on my role as participant observer in the Ministry of
Fisheries in 2000/2001, further detailed in Hersoug (2002).
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1. INTRODUCTION

More than ten years after introducing the Quota Management System (QMS) the Chief Executive of
the Ministry of Fisheries summarised the situation:

“ The current fisheries management regime is a very centralised management regime with
most major decisions being made not by the rights holders, but rather by the Minister and the
Chief Executive under the pre-determined statutory process after extensive and time-
consuming consultation processes. Because these decisions impact upon peoples’ livelihoods,
and in the case of the commercial sector upon the incomes and wealth of individual fishers,
the inevitable consequence is ongoing acrimonious relationships between Crown and
stakeholders, with extensive use of lawyers and litigation. The cost recovery regime has
exacerbated the problem…If the necessary strategic policy work is not continued and changes
are not made, the current regime will be increasingly difficult to sustain” (MinFish 1997b).

That should be sufficient proof that the need for reform was squarely accepted right throughout the
Ministry, but what kind of reforms, for what purpose and through which mechanism? The answer was
devolved management, and more management responsibilities to be granted to the Quota Owner
Associations (QOAs). The article aims at following this process, explaining why the QOAs did not
succeed in taking over more management responsibilities, even if this had been the policy direction for
more than ten years, by and large agreed by the government as well as the fishing industry.

The paper is organised in five sections: First there is a short overview of the quota-owner
associations, followed by a discussion of devolved management. Section three deals with the fishery
plan while section four describes co-management in the New Zealand context. The last section
discusses the possibility of bringing all competing interests under the same formula, either through the
market or through the plan.
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2. FROM ITQS TO SOLE OWNERSHIP – OBSTACLES TO SELF-GOVERNMENT

When New Zealand introduced the QMS in 1986 it was a crisis measure, although the basic
philosophy was closely connected to “the tragedy of the commons”. Quasi-property rights (rights to
catch, not to fish as such) should provide the owners with the right incentives to stop the race for fish
and curtail the propensity to capital stuffing. Although these concerns figure prominently in most
public debates over actual as well as proposed ITQ schemes, Scott (1993) terms them the “least
demanding functions”, as long as most other management functions are still performed by state
administrators using various discretionary management instruments. “At the other extreme is”,
according to Scott (1993:188) “a more ambitious role (for ITQ-systems), serving as one building block
in constructing a joint fishermen-ownership structure”.

Scott’s starting point is that self-governing groups of fishermen can control almost every
aspect of fishing “with only one glaring exception: measures or regulations to protect the size of the
stock by restricting effort or the catch” (Ibid:189). As pointed out by Scott and a number of subsequent
writers, it is now clearly documented that fishermen are able to solve collective-action problems, by
organising themselves and regulating use of catching technology, rotation of good fishing spots or
sharing the fishing grounds between different user groups. Even the tricky question of monitoring and
enforcing such rules have been solved by the fishermen themselves in a number of documented cases.
But the fishermen or their associations have seldom if ever been able to sort out the difficult problem
of imposing catch limitations or a maximum quota. That is also the essence of the critical reassessment
of the classic Lofoten cod fisheries, figuring as a standard case of self management (Holm et al. 2000).
The regulatory regime was basically designed for solving traffic problems (crowding), not the more
complicated task of imposing catch limitations on a collective level.

The general explanation for this state of affairs provided by most economists is “inadequate or
asymmetric information”, while Scott (1993) claim that the main problem is the cost of information,
that is information to guide the setting of a total quota as well as information needed for control and
enforcement. Fishermen are not alien to the concept of peer control, but they will in most instances
only be able to control what is easily seen (the use of specific gears and places of fishing) not the
actual amount caught (Schlager 1990). The basic problem is who is going to pay for the provision of
the necessary information needed. With an ITQ-system safely in place, costs can be shared according
to quota shares. Hence quota-owners should be able to solve the information problem and therefore
also the question of total quotas and enforcement as well. Similar difficulties have been overcome in
utilising other common pool natural resources, ranging from oil to water. Scott’s optimistic conclusion
is therefore that :

“In many fisheries the ITQ will be less a new instrument of regulation, less a kind of property
right, than a membership card in a self-governing fishery group. Compared to the older
scattered voluntary inshore groups, this new type will have access to information, will indeed
produce it itself. It need not be homogeneous, for its distributional problems will be largely
resolved by the prior distribution of ITQs” (Scott 1993:197).

However, as we are going to demonstrate in this article, even if fishers are able to organise as quota
owners, resembling a situation of sole ownership, there are new problems ahead and the most
important is legitimacy or more precisely, lack of legitimacy, as most fisheries have more stakeholders
than just fishers and government. As pointed out by Mikalsen and Jentoft (2001) the concept of

“co-management has been based on a rather narrow conception of “interest” and
“affectedness” in that inclusion and participation are largely confined to user groups proper,
i.e. to fishers in particular. That this should be so is not necessarily self evident as co-
management entails a form of semi-private control over what in most situations is legally
defined as a public resource”.

There are other stakeholders as well, with legitimate claims to be heard and (in many cases) to receive
a part of the pie, that is, a share of the TAC. Such interests may operate as recreational fishers, as
indigenous peoples with traditional claims to the resources, as environmental groups with interest in
amenity values or as consumer groups with an interest in food security. Assisted by the failure of many
traditional co-management arrangements regarding biological and economic goals, there is at present a
strong movement in the direction of “opening up” fisheries management, making it more transparent
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and inclusive. While Mikalsen and Jentoft (Ibid) rightly  define stakeholder management as one way of
meeting these challenges they are not blind to the problems involved, in terms of defining the relevant
stakeholders, setting up the democratic structures and producing the decisions in time. So while co-
management for years has been sold as the ultimate solution to the fisheries problems, they already
warn that stakeholder management may now run the same risk.

3. QUOTA-OWNER ASSOCIATIONS– NEW GUYS ON THE ORGANISATIONAL BLOCK

In spite of being a rather small industry in terms of total volume and particularly in terms of
commercial participants, there is an abundance of organisations in the New Zealand fishing industry
catering for the interests of different groups. As the apex organisation we find SeaFIC acting as a
service organisation for the whole industry, concentrating on business policy and science, market
access, information, product quality and industry training. On the next level we find the traditional
interest organisations, of which only a few have survived. Typical are the New Zealand Federation of
Commercial Fishermen, representing the owner/operators of fishing vessels, the New Zealand Fishing
Industry Guild, organising fishers and processing workers, and the New Zealand Fishing Industry
Association, comprising the processors. On the third level we have the new Quota Owner Associations
(QOAs), organised specifically around the owners of quotas in specific species and in some cases also
restricted to certain management areas. At present they number approximately twenty, depending
somewhat on how strictly the criteria are applied. As a fourth layer we find co-management structures,
where different stakeholders together with scientists and administrators have grouped together in order
to find practical solutions to different management problems, not least connected to the allocation of
space and time. Some of these groups may have an official status and act as advisers to the Minister
while others are looser groupings, having no formal status, and few resources to carry out their work.

In the following I shall briefly present four different QOAs, demonstrating the variety of
organisations in terms of  size, financial and membership strength, formal set-up and actual ability to
take over management responsibilities.

Challenger Scallop Enhancement Company Ltd. (Challenger)
The real showcase of the New Zealand QOAs is the Challenger Scallop Enhancement Company Ltd.
(Challenger), portrayed in the academic literature by Harte (2000) and for more popular consumption
by Arbuckle and Metzger (2000).

The company consists of 35 quota owners, who have set up a commercial company to
undertake enhancement as well as management of the valuable southern scallop fishery mainly
concentrated in Tasman Bay and Marlborough Sounds. The company started out as a contractor for an
enhancement program initiated back in the early 1980s. Originally an open access fishery, the trawling
for scallops expanded rapidly and had to be limited by licences from 1978 onwards, as the first
“controlled fishery” in New Zealand. In 1980 the fishery crashed and was closed for the next two
years. Out of 136 licence holders in 1976 only 48 survived to see the reopening in 1983. The fishery
remained heavily controlled, but economic results were disappointing, with annual catches down to
200 tons per year compared to the bumper harvest of 1230 tons in 1975. With the new QMS coming
into line from 1986 onwards, the scallop fishery was put on hold, to await the final settlement of Maori
claims. With the Treaty of Waitangi Settlement Act sorted out, the scallop fishery could be brought
fully into the QMS in 1994, after a provisional quota allocation in 1992. ITQ rights were now specified
as a proportion of the TAC.

While enhancement certainly was the stepping stone for the new company, providing cash
flow through a service contract with the government, “value added” in its broadest sense is the
philosophy behind the company. Following the development of enhancement and rotational fishing
catches increased to 600 tons per year, while the quota value reached NZ$ 30-40 000 per ton, giving a
clear indication of the commercial potential. The Enhancement Company was set up as a commercial
company with the 35 quota-owners as shareholders and with voting influence according to size of the
shares. Business is conducted through the Board, consisting of ten members, elected on a three years
basis, again largely reflecting the shareholding interests. While decisions strictly affecting the
administration of the quotas are the exclusive domain of the owners, other stakeholders like skippers,
fishers, lessees and processors are involved in other issues.

Three specific aspects should be noted with the Challenger organisation. Firstly, that the idea
of a management company has caught on among the other fishers in the area, seeing the establishment
of the Challenger Dredge Oyster Fishery Management Company in 1997 and the Challenger
Finfisheries’ Management Company in 2000. Although the two new companies have not (so far) been
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a commercial success, the organisation of the Challenger Group has greatly simplified co-ordination of
interests in the different fisheries, thus creating fewer external effects in terms of user conflicts.
Secondly, through civil contracts and management plans Challenger has been able to take over a
number of management responsibilities normally carried out by the Ministry of Fisheries. Thirdly,
Challenger has been able to sort out a number of conflicts regarding different user groups, not only
within different commercial user-groups but also regarding traditional Maori customary fishing and
recreational fishers.

New Zealand Rock Lobster Industry Council (NZRLIC)
Rock lobster is an important species in the New Zealand fisheries, figuring as number three as an
export earner, next only to hoki and mussels. In spite of heavy concentration in quota holding in
general, the rock lobster fishery has remained a small-scale fishery with more than 700 quota holders
and an active fleet of approximately 450 vessels. The stocks are divided in ten management areas
(CRA1-10), where commercial quotas vary from 888 tons to 100 kg. Most catches are exported live,
with China, Hong Kong and Japan as the main markets, responsible for 90% of total export.

Quota owners in the different management areas have chosen very different models of co-
operation. While some operate as loosely aggregated groups, others have organised as incorporated
societies (industry associations), while one group has set up a formal company, the CRA2 Rock
Lobster Company Ltd. On top of these regionally based associations we find the NZRLIC, operating as
an umbrella organisation for all rock lobster quota owners and fishers.

The number of active vessels is considerably less than the number of quota holders, indicating
a certain rationalisation of the actual catching over the years. Some vessels base their catching only on
leased quotas, while others are owner/operators. Both groups participate in the regional associations,
but in the more formalised groups there are different forms of membership, giving the quota owners
the ultimate say in quota-related issues. As could be expected perceived common interests vary. In
some areas there is strong leadership, most often by a few owner/operators, and gradually there has
evolved a sense of common interest and common purpose. These groups have then engaged in
research, such as tagging experiments, sampling, logbooks etc., a common approach to TAC setting
procedures and in responding to various central and local initiatives affecting their fisheries. Due to the
large number of operators, tradition and limited financial resources, most of the groups keep a low
profile as commercial operators. They perceive themselves mainly as fishermen, not as business
operators, and little attention has been paid to more efficient catching or to new marketing initiatives,
trying to be a price-setter instead of a price-taker. Nevertheless, the quota owners have succeeded in
setting up the NZRLIC as the apex organisation handling most of the generic issues. NZRLIC is a
small Wellington-based organisation established in 1996, with three employees, located together with
SeaFIC and handling all issues of generic interest to the rock lobster industry. The organisation also
handles a number of research contracts on behalf of the Ministry, giving it a hands-on impression of
the state of the resource and the required financial resources to maintain staff and operations. Quota
owners through levies on catch pay the remaining costs.

The most important off-shoot of the NZRLIC is the National Rock Lobster Management
Group (NRLMG). The group consists of five members from the Ministry of Fisheries, two members
from the NZRLIC, two from the Treaty of Waitangi Fisheries Commission, two from the New Zealand
Recreational Fishing Council, one from the main science provider, NIWA, one from SeaFIC and
finally one from environmental and conservation organisations, fifteen altogether. The chairman is
hired as an independent consultant, paid by the NZRLIC. The NZRLIC and the Ministry of Fisheries
share secretarial and administrative duties.

The group was established in 1992 to revise and develop a Rock Lobster Management Plan
for the lobster fisheries, at that time considered to be seriously depleted by over-fishing. Since then
NRLMG has produced seven annual reports, containing recommendations regarding the management
of rock lobster. The group is officially accepted by the Minister as an advisory organ, and is also
responsible for advising various regional stakeholder groups which have been established in a number
of  Quota Management Areas (QMAs).

There is little doubt that the Management Group has contributed significantly to the
development of consensus among various stakeholders, which again has resulted in various
management initiatives and ultimately in the improvement of most rock lobster stocks throughout the
country. According to its own annual report: ”The NRLMG is perceived as a model for future multi-
sector management of fisheries” (NRLMG 1999: 6). This is precisely where the difficulty arises, since
the rock lobster organisational set-up is so different from the other sectors. While most local groups of
quota owners are relatively weak, both in terms of leadership and in terms of financial resources, the
rock lobster quota owners have over time managed to get involved in a number of activities and
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processes which in most other countries are the sole responsibility of the Ministry. The umbrella
organisation plays an increasingly important part, being responsible for all generic issues common to
most if not all rock lobster fishers/owners.

The Hoki Fishery Management Company (HFMC)
The hoki fishery is in terms of volume the most important fishery in New Zealand, being responsible
for nearly 50% of total catch and close to 30% of total export value. Annual quotas have for a number
of years been fixed at 250 000 tons, a target that has been met during the 1990s. Traditionally most of
the catches were taken by chartered vessels from other countries (Russia, Korea, Japan, Ukraine,
Norway), later by more formal joint venture agreements, but gradually New Zealand owned and
manned vessels have taken over a larger part of the total catch. The fishery is mainly carried out by
large freezer trawlers while a minor part of the TAC is allocated to long-liners.

The Hoki FMC was started in 1997/98, very much after the same model as the Orange
Roughy Management Company. The Hoki FMC consists of 50 shareholders, which is 99,3% of the
total quota holding within this fishery. The shareholders meet twice a year, electing the Board of
Directors, consisting of eight directors chosen on an annual basis. A hired (part-time) manager carries
out the actual management work, with additional tasks outsourced. Total budget is in the order of NZ$
600 000 (2000/01) of which less than 1/3 is financed through a general levy while the remaining costs
related to specific projects are based on specific levies. Unlike the owners of the Orange Roughy
Management Company the owners of hoki quota and related species have found little common ground
in the actual catching and processing of the fish. Hoki is a bulk product, but the leading companies
have entered into very different strategies when it comes to processing. However, in marketing there
are some important initiatives regarding the US market and not least the certification of the hoki
fishery by the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC), a major boost to the marketing of hoki in the
European markets, and especially in Germany. This is the first fishery in New Zealand to be certified
by MSC and although disputed by some environmental groups, it has proved that the quota owners and
operators are able to implement common strategies in order to improve the image (and the price) of
this fishery, which for years was the scapegoat for the environmental groups. The most important part
of the Hoki FMC’s public strategy has been the introduction of an environmental Code of Practice.
This code, agreed to by all members of the company contains rules about where to fish (in order to
escape the catching of under-sized fish), the use of observers and the implementation of a sampling
programme.

What is the future for this company? Although some quota-owners would like to stick to a
specific Hoki company, the four largest owners, controlling more than 2/3 of the total quota, seem
inclined to merge the Hoki FMC with the two other important deep-water fisheries, that is, orange
roughy and squid. With partly overlapping ownership this would give the quota-owners considerably
more clout and capacity to run their own projects and to act as a lobby-group on behalf of the deep-sea
fisheries. This is largely triggered by the expectations of Fisheries Plans, where the deep-sea operators
have ambitions of taking over more management responsibilities, not least related to research. That
would, however, depend on larger investments in capacity on behalf of the quota-owners. With the
existing administrative capacity it is doubtful whether the Hoki FMC could take over a substantial part
of traditional management responsibilities.

The Orange Roughy Management Company (ORMC)
Deepwater fisheries in New Zealand have been a relatively recent development, particularly in waters
deeper than 500 meters. The fisheries for orange roughy and three different species of oreo dorys were
actually developed from the late 1970s onwards, primarily with foreign technology and partly with
foreign boats and crew. Gradually the fishery was taken over by New Zealand owned vessels,
presently comprising some fifteen modern factory trawlers. The fishery takes place within eight Quota
Management Areas, with Total Allowable Commercial Catches (TACCs) set for each management
area.

In 1991, a consortium of orange roughy and oreo dory quota owners came together to form
The Orange Roughy Management Company Ltd (ORMC). The objective was clearly to maximise the
value of the fishery, in the first instance by performing trial fisheries on new locations. Gradually this
co-operative approach has spilt over to other areas as well, such as joint catching, agreements on
processing and marketing, the mapping of the seabed, in addition to the ordinary lobby activities on
behalf of the owners/operators. One indication of increased co-operation is the fact that in 1986, out of
22 quota owners 18 were actually catching while fifteen years later only six do the actual catching. Part
of this reduction is of course due to the fact that TACCs have been reduced to less than 1/3 in the
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meantime, but contract catching on behalf of “passive” owners has been developed over a number of
years, driving costs down and efficiency up.

The ORCM is set up with 22 shareholders covering all quota-owners (except one!), with
seven directors meeting regularly over the year. A hired manager (on part time) carries out the actual
administration, which is also responsible for a number of the specific projects undertaken by the
ORMC. While 2/3 of the total quota is controlled by the three largest operators, minority owners are
protected by a very elaborate constitution, requiring for example both 75% of the members as well as
75% of the quota share in order to make binding decisions on spending and TACC issues. The actual
running of the organisations is a minor operation, involving only some NZ$ 50- 60 000 per year, while
the heavy costs are connected to research, trial fishing and seabed mapping.

While ORMC has been a success in managing its own affairs, the company is more disputed
as a resource manager. The Orange Roughy Management Company was among the first quota-owner
associations to be started and it has been the most vocal and persistent in claiming larger management
responsibilities on behalf of the commercial operators. On the other hand, the orange roughy fishery
has consistently been attacked by environmental interests as the prime example of “mining” a fish
resource without much consideration for the long-term effects. The problem is that the level of
uncertainty in stock estimates is so high and the variability so large that knowing where on the fishing
down curve is extremely difficult to assess. Hence the ORMC has invested considerable amounts
(more than NZ$ 30 mill according to Clement 1999) in direct research in order to get better estimates
of stock size and productivity. In spite of these and other investments, the fishery is still carried out
under considerable uncertainty regarding Bmsy and what is a long-term sustainable TACC-level.

4. FROM QMS TO SELF-GOVERNMENT?

While the introduction of the QMS in 1986 was clearly an experiment (based on economic theory with
scant empirical backing), it soon turned out to be path-dependent, that is irreversible. Even if the
system needed constant revisions and amendments (1992, 1994, 1996, 1998, 1999 and 2001) the basic
decision to allocate harvesting rights in perpetuity could hardly be reversed, no matter how many
problems keep turning up. That was also the central idea of the architects of the system, who argued
strongly in favour of getting the politicians out of the allocation process and hence out of the debates
over size, structure and location of the fishing fleet and the processing industry.  More responsibility
should be left with the quota owners, instead of managing the whole industry through a central
government agency. During the first years of operation quota owners were mainly occupied with
positioning themselves and with structuring their operations according to the new possibilities. In 1991
the new Fisheries Minister signalled the intention of moving further:

“Unfortunately the existing Fisheries Act is no longer an adequate legislative framework for
fisheries management and must be replaced. The new Fisheries Act will affirm the QMS as
the centrepiece of fisheries management in New Zealand. It will outline simplified
administrative procedures for quota-holders to eliminate costs. The thrust of the new
legislation will be to place more responsibility in the hands of the industry” (Kidd 1991).

When the Act finally appeared in 1996, the results were not quite as promised back in 1991. For
although the new Fisheries Act 1996 offered possibilities for both shared and devolved management,
these were strictly circumscribed and other stakeholder groups had clearly strengthened their influence.
Starting the implementation of the Act in 1997, the new government felt the need to point out the
strategic direction. The Ministry had prepared a vision for fisheries management, identifying
devolution of management as a central part of the strategy: “Rights-holders should be given increased
responsibility to collectively manage fisheries within appropriate sustainability and service
parameters”. The Ministry envisaged a gradual transfer of responsibilities to approved Quota Owners
Associations, all within the parameters of an approved harvesting plan.

When Cabinet discussed the strategy, contestability, a revised cost recovery scheme and
devolution of registry services were all approved while more work was needed on co-management.
However, after the independent reviewer had examined the Fisheries Act 1996,  co-management again
came on the agenda. As part of a larger reform package (the Fisheries Amendment Act 1998) the
Ministry had prepared a comprehensive paper on co-management, outlining a possible future strategy.
The essence of co-management was here defined as “quota-owners assuming collective responsibility
to customise harvesting rules and support services, within the parameters set by Government to ensure
sustainability and protect non-commercial fishing interests.” In the first round this would imply the
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devolution of fisheries management functions to right-holder groups, enabling the Minister to approve
co-management plans developed by such groups, and the provision of a compliance regime for
devolved duties and functions. In principle, co-management could be extended to all user-groups, but
the Ministry considered the commercial operators organised as QOAs, to be in the best position to
promote the development of more long-term harvesting plans, gradually integrating the interests of
other stakeholder groups.

Upon reaching Cabinet most reform proposals, including devolution of certain services,
passed while co-management was put on hold, needing more information on consultation and the
institutional set-up. With a new (Labour/Alliance) Government in place in 1999, the basic thrust of the
rights-based management regime continued, while co-management in its previous narrow
interpretation was effectively ditched. One explanation could be that the Government (again) wanted
“a cup of tea”, needing more time to contemplate the far-reaching proposals. Resistance from virtually
all other stakeholder groups, and in particular from the environmental movement, had undoubtedly
made its impact. Their point was that commercial operators would gain too much influence on
management of common resources. Equally important was the perception in the Ministry that the
Quota Owner Associations had not shown the required capacity and maturity to handle such a
complicated task. In the end, the institutional form for such an advanced form of co-management had
not been found.

5.  THE FISHERIES PLAN – A NEW SOLUTION TO THE CO-MANAGEMENT PROBLEM?

Last time New Zealand tried to introduce a fishery planning exercise was through the Fisheries Act
1983, considered by a later Minister “a prescriptive system which owed more to the planning
developed for the new towns of England than anything to do with fisheries management” (Kidd
1999:1). Similar in scope and form to the Regional Management Plans in the United States, planning in
New Zealand never took off, in spite of considerable effort from the Ministry and the other actors
involved. The process was muddled right from the start, and the requirements were excessive
compared to the administrative capacity, both centrally and locally. With the advent of the QMS in
1986, the current thinking was that the market should take over planning functions, leaving little room
for central planning and co-ordination. Consequently, the planning exercise was shelved in the early
1990s without much regret, either from industry or from administration.

By the end of the 1990s planning came back with a vengeance. This time the immediate
background was the need to find lasting solutions to conflicts between user-groups, and in particular to
sort out the conflicts between commercial users and the remaining stakeholders, be they recreational
anglers, Maori customary fishers, aquaculture farmers or environmental interests. Having shelved the
previous co-management proposal of devolving management responsibilities to QOAs through multi-
annual harvest plans, a new more inclusive approach was launched through the concept of Fisheries
Plans, made possible through changes to the Fisheries Act 1996 (Fisheries Amendment Act 1999). So
far the planning framework is in the process of being created. A provisional manual has been produced
and sent out for consultation to different stakeholders (March 2001), aiming at a ministerial decision
some time in 2002.

The basic idea is that local stakeholders are normally in a better position to find solutions to
user conflicts, having the possibility of dealing directly with competing interests and regulating
solutions through civil contracts instead of the more cumbersome government regulations. In addition
local stakeholders will normally have the best information, thereby facilitating efficient and
customised management solutions. Finally, there is recognition that the Ministry is up against capacity
problems, not having the ability to solve an increasing number of user-group conflicts within a steadily
more complex fisheries environment. In brief, stakeholders have to sort out more of their problems
themselves. According to the Ministry’s strategic plan, the tasks of central government are to ensure
the integrity of the management system by:
• Setting standards and specifications for services such as research and administration
• Monitoring and auditing the delivery of services
• Managing fisheries and aquatic ecosystems information
• Delivering criminal law enforcement and prosecution services (MinFish 1999).
The rest is in principle up to the stakeholders to work out, keeping in mind that the Minister will
always have the last word when it comes to sustainability issues. Consequently, the Fisheries Plan is a
flexible concept, in its simplest form considered to be “ a statement, approved by the Minister, of how
the purpose and principles of the Fisheries Act will be achieved for particular stocks and areas”
(Robinson and Drummond 2000). Spelt out in more detail that means that the plan will contain
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management objectives for a particular fishery or group of fisheries, implementation strategies,
performance measures and contingency plans, for when stakeholders are not able to deliver according
to promises. Such strategies will have to comprise TAC setting procedures securing biological
sustainability on stock level, the monitoring and mitigation of environmental impacts, the provision of
necessary information, (including research), compliance strategies and not least, allocation formulas, to
share the TACs among competing stakeholder groups.

While the content of a plan is reasonably clear, the process is even more open, and is thought
to originate with any stakeholder group, although the planning team realistically admits that the
commercial sector will have the best resources to take a lead in bringing the different groups together.
The Ministry will definitely also play a role, having a special obligation towards Maori interests, who
should not only be heard but also have the possibility of participating (actively) in the management of
literally all fishing resources. In addition the Ministry will also assist at least some of the first fisheries
plans with the necessary competence and some additional financial resources, in order to get the
process up and running.

Fisheries Plans will not substitute for the annual decisions having to be made by the Minister,
but the process will be considerably easier. According to the Ministry the incentives for the user-
groups will be a more stable outcome (reasonably stable TACs and fixed shares), combined with more
customised solutions, with the possibility of going further than was prescribed in the Fisheries Act
1996. In economic terms the idea is to reduce the rent-seeking behaviour encountered in all kinds of
lobbying activities, while at the same time placing the incentives for better management outcomes
where they make best sense, that is with the stakeholders themselves. The Minister will still have the
prerogative of accepting, rejecting or recommending an amendment to a particular plan, but not the
option of modifying the plan according to Ministry preferences. It may turn out however, that certain
elements of a plan are accepted while others are rejected. How this is going to be worked out in detail
is still rather unclear, but the guiding idea is that there is not going to be a blueprint plan, unlike the
strict prescriptions following the Fishery Act of 1983. The timeframe is also more realistic, with the
administration expecting fisheries plans to take form over the next five to ten years (Crothers 2000).

Some QOAs question the key assumption behind the whole planning exercise, namely the
incentives involved (NZRLIC 2000). As long as other stakeholder groups (Maori customary and
recreational fishers), have their de facto rights looked after by the Crown and furthermore, that these
rights are not clearly spelt out in terms of quota shares, these stakeholders may not be very interested
in getting to the negotiating table. Even more threatening is the view that due to lack of efficient
enforcement of Maori customary and recreational fishing, commercial fishers feel they are losing out,
having to adjust to a short-term fishing strategy where the goal is to get as much as possible before the
fishery is run down anyway. Then we are back to the tragedy, not of the commons, but of the multi-
stakeholder fisheries where rights have been inadequately specified.

6. CO-MANAGEMENT – FROM ZERO-SUM GAME TO PLUS-SUM GAME?

New Zealand has rightly been praised as a frontrunner in implementing rights based fisheries. As
pointed out previously, the original scheme from 1986 has encountered several unexpected difficulties,
which together with new challenges have been met by subsequent revisions and amendments of the
original act. Nevertheless, it would be fair to say that the original promises of the QMS have not been
met. This is at least a strong perception within the commercial environment. Through the QMS the
commercial operators (including Maori) have been able to arrange their fishing operations as they see
fit, and to restructure their business operations through buying, selling and leasing quotas. The race for
fish has certainly been reduced, although the extent of meeting the biological goals is strongly
disputed. In economic terms the success of the QMS can be reflected in the steady increase of most
quota prices, although few other indicators are available to show the level of profitability of the
industry. Nevertheless, the economic potential has by no means been fully utilised, either in catching
or in processing and marketing.

Through organisation, quota owners should be able to think in more economic ways of
catching, processing and marketing. More value can be made even out of declining catches. That has
been the clue to success for some of the QOAs previously described. Generally, the relative success of
the QOAs seems to depend on the presence of economic resources (operating in high value fisheries)
as well as qualified leadership. Last, but not least, the significance of small numbers, limited space and
commonality of purpose should be noticed, underwriting some of Ostrøm’s (1988) basic findings as to
where co-operative arrangements are likely to work most successfully.
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Another potential is to reduce the management costs, that is the costs of research, actual
management, and monitoring, as well as enforcement. Even if the commercial sector has succeeded in
turning the cost recovery regime from “avoidable costs” to “attributable costs”, the main problem
remains. For many services there is only one buyer and in practice one supplier, as in fisheries
research. That does not create a market and means few possibilities of driving costs down. Devolving
more services may drive costs down further, but definite proof has yet to be delivered as to where
private supply is more cost-effective than public.

Further reductions may be difficult to achieve without co-management, whereby annual costs
can be replaced by more long-term standard decisions, which need only monitoring. At the same time
New Zealand’s experience with the first round of official co-management shows the problems
involved. They have definitely economic consequences, but they are more political in nature. When
further devolution of management tasks was shelved, the underlying reason was lack of legitimacy,
that is, other stakeholder groups did not have faith in plans and services provided by the commercial
operators. Granting stronger rights and privileges to one group of operators (here commercial fishers),
was perceived as undermining the rights of other groups, that is, Maori customary, and recreational
fishers, and aquaculture, as well as environmental groups. Co-management was perceived as a zero-
sum game, where the gains of one group represented the losses of another.

Whether it is possible to turn this into a positive “win-win situation” will to a large degree
depend on three factors: firstly, the ability of the commercial groups to take on larger responsibility
vis-à-vis the other stakeholders. Secondly, it will depend on the strategy of the competing groups and
in particular of the environmental groups, depending on whether they prefer to operate in a centralised
manner, as they do today, or whether more autonomy is granted to the local groups, possibly with a
greater orientation towards real, local outcomes. Finally, much will depend on the Ministry’s ability to
set standards that are generally accepted, and the ability to monitor and enforce these standards. In the
end the Ministry must also have a back-up program, if the stakeholder groups do not perform as
agreed.

7. BRINGING ALL INTERESTS UNDER THE SAME (MARKET) FORMULA?

Underlying the original co-management exercise in New Zealand is the strong belief that different
stakeholder groups’ interests can be fulfilled by the same formula, that is, first by allocating a share of
the TAC and then by making the rights tradable, at least at the margins (Ackroyd et al. 1990). So far
only commercial interests have been able to secure a fixed share of the TACs granted in perpetuity.
Customary Maori fishers have obtained a priority share, but so far limited influence on actual
management. However, by their very nature Maori customary rights are not for sale. Even worse off
are recreational fishers, who have not obtained a fixed share, nor priority over commercial rights. The
rationale behind the present policy process is therefore to guarantee the recreational fishers more
secure rights. Trading rights may be a (distant) possibility if a total allowable recreational catch
(TARC) is established, although this is anathema for most recreational fishers. Even more complicated
is the issue within the aquaculture sector, where a spatial right has to be aligned with catching rights of
various qualities. Nevertheless, here is also the basic idea to make rights transferable to allow
exchanges in the market, or at least a sensible system whereby the aquaculture industry can
compensate other user groups for the occupation of space.

For environmental concerns this solution may be too simple. Although “prizing the
environment” through taxes is well-known in environmental economics, the idea that environmental
groups should buy quotas (not to be fished) has a long way to go in the New Zealand setting. However,
the arguments against such a deal are also more profound. Maybe it should be accepted that certain
issues such as environmental bottom-lines in the form of certain specifications regarding diversity and
quality of the marine environment are beyond the market place. This is definitely the case with Maori
customary rights, which have been accepted, without any calculation of costs involved, nor have they
been proposed as part of any trade-offs with other competing interests.

It is far too early to judge the outcome of the QOAs in co-management generally and the
proposed Fisheries Plan process in particular, but certain features should be noted. Firstly, that co-
management on the level of the commercial fishery may be considered by other competing interests as
a zero-sum game. What the commercial fishers gain, the other interests stand to lose. Co-management
on the higher level, including all user-groups, may even be more difficult if too much responsibility is
handed over before rights are harmonised, that is, brought under the same formula whereby trade-offs
can be made through negotiations, not necessarily involving the state. Finally, it should be noted that
not all interests could be brought under the same (market) formula. In this case the challenge is to
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provide a framework whereby the different interests can negotiate most efficiently. Here the state
remains as arbitrator, after having set the necessary standards, organised the monitoring process and
provided the optimal enforcement as a back-up mechanism.

So what of the bright prospects offered by sole-ownership? There is no doubt that a QOA may
resemble the single owner if successful. Quota-owners operating through QOAs have already shown
the capacity for operating far more efficiently than dispersed individual ITQ-owners. They may even
be able to take over important management responsibilities from the state, making them more
customised and hence more cost effective than at present. Unfortunately, quota-owners are not the only
stakeholders involved. Modern fisheries contain several stakeholders and new groups are appearing
every year such as consumer groups, animal rights organisations, representatives of non-consumptive
use etc. Precisely for that reason New Zealand’s experiments with QOAs and Fisheries Plans should be
followed closely. When the administrative reforms (including the QMS) were introduced from 1986
onwards, the key to the success was, according to the then Minister of Finance Roger Douglas, to
move so fast that opponents were not able to stop the process. This time success will to a larger degree
depend on creating a framework that is accepted by most stakeholders, if not by all. Success will
depend more on trust and capacity building than on the “quick fix”.
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