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State, Market and Community:  
Managing Australia’s Fisheries 
Marcus Haward 
Introduction 

ustralia has a significant maritime domain, the fourth largest maritime jurisdiction in 
the world, with an Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and Extended Continental 

Shelf (ECS) of 13.6 million square kilometres (nearly twice the area of the continental 
land mass)1 from tropical to Antarctic waters. Australian fisheries are traditionally 
small-scale operations, and Australian fisheries are small relative to major fishing 
powers, yet they remain important to the Australian economy. The Australian industry 
is diverse, encompassing small owner-operator ‘bay and inlet’ fisheries through to 
offshore and ‘distant water’ operations, the latter operating in the Southern, Pacific and 
Indian Oceans. The diversity of operations, and the often widely differing interests that 
develop as a result, are important factors in shaping policy.  

A

The Australian public is becoming increasingly aware of this nation’s responsibility for 
management of the fishery resources. Of 96 Australian fisheries, 16 are either 
overfished or fully fished, 28 not and the state of 52 species uncertain.2 The large 
number of species with ‘uncertain’ status in the most recent assessment is a concern.3 
In most cases though public attention is drawn to these issues by the scarcity of fish, 
high prices in markets or retail outlets or publicity and conflict surrounding closures or 
restrictions in different fisheries. These outcomes are the public face of fisheries 
management. The less public face of fisheries management – institutional 
arrangements, the impact of legislative and regulatory obligations on government 
officials (and increasingly on industry), the relationship between science and 
management and industry government relations – is given little public or scholarly 
attention.4 
Australian fisheries management is widely recognised for the strengths of its world-
class science, strong administrative arrangements and innovative use of management 
tools and techniques. Notwithstanding these factors, fisheries management is fraught 
with challenges and uncertainties and often conflict ridden. Uncertainties arise in stock 
assessments due to inherent challenges in measuring recruitment as well as 
accurately determining fishing mortality, besides the difficulties in determining causes 
of changes in stock abundance. Conflicts include those that are directly fishery based 
– those between regulators and the regulated, or between commercial fishers and 
recreational interests. Other conflicts such as those arising from the challenges of 
accommodating different values and interests, for example those of Australian 
Indigenous peoples, or those of the environmental movement can be important. The 
increasing level of external scrutiny (from non governmental organisations or 
government agencies outside the fisheries portfolio) over Australian fisheries is 
another factor in shaping the politics around fisheries management.5  
The policy context for Australian fisheries management: state, market and 
community 
Regulation is the most common form of government (state) action in fisheries. 
Regulatory failure in fisheries, as elsewhere, has encouraged development of 
alternative instruments and approaches, most clearly in the use of market-based 
approaches or economic instruments. These market-based tools are diverse and 
include transferable quotas in fisheries, fees and charges for resource users, and the 
external certification of products and processes. More broadly based community forms 
of governance – fisheries co-management for example – are also important and have 
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been promoted as alternative means to address regulatory failure. It is important to 
note that neither market nor community governance, while promoted as means to 
overcome such failure efficiently, are a complete replacement for regulation, indeed 
effective market or community approaches are based on appropriate legislative and 
regulatory instruments. Australian fisheries management systems, while increasingly 
supporting cooperative management arrangements with fisheries, have regulatory-
based compliance mechanisms. 
Common pool resources have traditionally relied on formal rules – usually through 
legislation or regulatory instruments – to resolve the possibility of increased effort 
leading to a ‘tragedy of the commons’. More recently, market type instruments have 
been introduced with the development of rights-based fisheries management. The use 
of tradeable rights and the creation of quasi-market approaches by such ‘trades’ in 
fisheries management has provided an alternative paradigm for both fishers and 
fisheries managers. In its extreme form this paradigm tackles the ‘tragedy of the 
commons’ by creating private property regimes, based on what have been termed 
‘privatarian’ approaches to common pool resources. The development of individual 
transferable quotas (ITQs) creates quasi-property rights, provides an opportunity to 
utilise market mechanisms and allows the market to determine the value of the quota 
or its component ‘units’. 
Management of Australian fisheries involves both the Commonwealth and state and 
Northern Territory governments (see Gullett this volume), under the interestingly 
named Offshore Constitutional Settlement (OCS) that established complementary 
legislation – the State Powers and State Titles Acts – enacted by both the 
Commonwealth and the states/Northern Territory. These instruments formalised the 
states and the Northern Territory managing fisheries from low water mark to three-
nautical miles offshore.6 This division of responsibility is then varied by OCS 
arrangements that, for example can enable a state to manage a fishery from low water 
mark to the edge of Australia’s fisheries jurisdiction, or conversely for the 
Commonwealth to manage a fishery within this jurisdiction. These arrangements are 
usually contained in various fisheries laws or regulations in Australia.7 The question of 
jurisdiction is one of a number of factors that influence the management of Australia’s 
fisheries. The interaction between these factors contributes to a particularly complex, 
yet relatively under-examined, policy environment. ‘Management’– actions undertaken 
by the state to develop and/or implement measures to regulate the fishery – is itself an 
important element, overlaying the ‘conservation’ of stocks; ‘community’ interest; and 
the ‘economic’ performance of fishers and the fishery. At the same time a 
decentralised and diverse industry has often found it difficult to organise and maintain 
effective industry representation, particularly at the national level. These elements help 
shape fisheries management and reinforce the importance of recognising the 
interaction between state, market and community in Australian fisheries. 
Reforms enacted in the early 1990s provided the basis of major legislative and 
administrative change governing Australian (particularly Commonwealth) fisheries.  
These arrangements, contained within the Fisheries Administration Act 1991 and the 
Fisheries Management Act 1991, established the Australian Fisheries Management 
Authority (AFMA) on 3 February 1992. AFMA, initially a statutory authority, was re-
established (following the government’s implementation of the recommendations of the 
Uhrig Review on statutory authorities in 2004) in 2008 as a commission, charged with 
management of Commonwealth fisheries. AFMA is committed to developing 
partnerships in managing fisheries, most notably through formalising industry input into 
management through Management Advisory Committees (MACs) within 
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Commonwealth fisheries. The MACs serve several purposes; they provide a means for 
‘co-management’ of the fishery, increase transparency of decision-making and 
increase the efficiency and effectiveness of industry-government relations. Over time 
the MAC model has broadened to include other stakeholders such as environmental 
groups. While the MACs have broadened the range of stakeholder representation they 
have been criticised for their industry orientation. The MAC structure is replicated 
(sometimes in slightly different forms) in fisheries under state jurisdiction. MACs are 
supported by Resource Assessment Groups (RAGs) made up of scientists, fishery 
managers and industry, providing a forum for discussion of stock assessments 
including input of independent scientific advice. RAGs report to the MACs but also 
directly to the AFMA Commission so that it can see the scientific advice on which 
decisions are made.8 
The reforms of administrative arrangements in the 1990s led to major changes in 
management tools and instruments. Shifts from input controls (limiting licenses, boats 
or gear, or season) to output controls (total allowable catch – TAC – and spell out - 
ITQs) marked a revolution in fisheries management, and underlined the shift towards 
economic instruments. It has been Australian government policy that ITQs be the 
preferred management tool in its fisheries since 1990, with many state fisheries also 
adopting quota management systems. While such systems are seen to be efficient and 
effective in controlling fishing effort, determining (and where necessary adjusting) an 
appropriate TAC, from which the ITQ is allocated, is a critical task. Economic 
instruments have also increased in salience through policy to recover costs of 
management from participants in fisheries through licence fees and levies. Industry 
has been responsible for payments of 100 per cent of attributed costs of management 
of Commonwealth fisheries from 1994-95. 
Community, as the third element of the policy framework, can be more problematic. 
Defining and identifying ‘community’ becomes a critical element, as the concept is 
subject to many definitions and uses – from the substantive to the symbolic. Australian 
fisheries embody these complexities. Fishing is clearly an activity that defines and 
sustains a community – a major national study indicates that at least 3.36 million 
Australians over five undertook at least one fishing trip in the year prior to the study, a 
participation rate of almost 20 per cent.9 Community can also be defined in the sense 
of shared interests and values, giving rise to different fishing ‘communities’, and in 
doing so provides a rich area of exploration. These communities may reinforce, or cut 
across, existing cleavages. Traditional fishing activities by Australia’s Indigenous 
peoples, for example, raise important management issues including access to 
resources, and may provide direct conflicts with commercial or recreational fishing 
interests, particularly in relation to allocation of access rights and catches. 
Ecologically sustainable development and ecosystem-based fisheries 
management: promise and practice 
Improving the sustainability of Australian fisheries is mandated by legislative 
requirements that focus on principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD). 
ESD developed as the Australian government’s response to the challenges posed by 
the Brundtland Commission’s report Our Common Future in 1987.  
ESD – an Australian variant of the Brundtland Commission’s definition of sustainable 
development – aims to provide a framework in which economic and resources-use 
decision-making is integrated with social and ecological or environmental concerns; 
commonly known as the ‘triple bottom line’. Key operational principles underpinning 
the use of sustainable development as a driver for fisheries management at 
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international and national levels developed from outcomes of the United Nations 
Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), particularly the Rio 
Declaration, held in 1992, and the World Summit on Sustainable Development 
(WSSD) in 2002. These principles include the precautionary approach, 
intergenerational equity, polluter pays, public participation, and Indigenous rights. 
Agenda 21 Chapter 17, dealing with oceans and coasts (including a coastal state’s 
territorial waters and EEZ), provided an ambitious action plan which emphasised the 
requirement for ‘new approaches to marine and coastal area management and 
development at the national, subregional, regional, and global levels, approaches that 
are integrated in content and are precautionary and anticipatory in ambit.’ 
While the direct implementation of Agenda 21 has been patchy around the world,10 it 
has encouraged an increased focus on the precautionary and ecosystem-based 
approaches to management. In Australia, too, legislative reforms and development and 
implementation of initiatives such as Australia’s Oceans Policy, have reinforced 
requirements for fisheries policy and management to orient towards an ecosystem-
based approach. 
The reach of Commonwealth environmental legislation on fisheries management has 
been one of the more significant change drivers affecting Australian fisheries policy 
and management. This is illustrated by the introduction of ‘strategic assessment’ of 
fisheries managed under Commonwealth legislation and state export fisheries, by the 
Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (DEWHA). This process 
involves the assessment of fisheries, consideration of fishing impacts on protected 
marine species and export approval under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).11 This assessment of fisheries is made against a 
standard set by indicators that follow a similar form to the ’principles and criteria’ 
established by the Marine Stewardship Council (see below).  
The strategic assessments for Australian fisheries, together with greater intervention 
by the Australian government through a ‘Ministerial Direction’ have focused attention 
on stock rebuilding, the cessation of overfishing and recovery of overfished stocks. The 
Ministerial Direction followed by a A$220 million structural adjustment package to 
address overfishing, including A$150 million for a buyout of fishing concessions, 
provided for the first time a means of reducing actual and latent capacity and effort in 
fisheries where there has been overfishing. The Securing our Fishing Future 
package12 was announced in November 2005, and flagged the announcement of the 
Ministerial Direction in December 2005. 
The Ministerial Direction was blunt: ‘the Australian Government considers that decisive 
action is needed immediately to halt overfishing and to create the conditions that will 
give overfished stocks a chance to recover to an acceptable level in the near future.’13 
Most importantly the Ministerial Direction was a statement of the acceptable level of 
risk the government was willing to take in the utilisation of Commonwealth fisheries 
resources.  
The Direction emphasised the need to take a more strategic approach to management 
of Commonwealth fisheries, including developing a harvest strategy for 
Commonwealth fisheries that addressed biomass targets in management.  
The Ministerial direction noted, inter alia, that:  

1.  … AFMA must take immediate action in all Commonwealth fisheries to:  
a. cease overfishing and recover overfished stocks to levels that will 
ensure long term sustainability and productivity;  
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b. avoid further species from becoming overfished in the short and long 
term; and  
c. manage the broader environmental impacts of fishing, including on 
threatened species or those otherwise protected under the Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.  

2. AFMA must take a more strategic, science-based approach to setting total 
allowable catch and/or effort levels in Commonwealth fisheries, consistent 
with a world's best practice Commonwealth Harvest Strategy Policy that has 
the objectives of managing fish stocks sustainably and profitably, putting an 
end to overfishing, and ensuring that currently overfished stocks are rebuilt 
within reasonable timeframes.14 

The development of a harvest strategy, explicitly identifying ‘target’ and ‘limit’ reference 
points related to biomass, is also a significant development. A harvest strategy 
includes a process for monitoring and conducting assessments of the fishery – both 
biological and economic – and includes rules that control intensity of fishing effort, 
linked back to biological and economic conditions of the fishery. While traditional 
approaches to fishery management focus on the first element, a harvest strategy 
approach directly links the first element to the second, with the ‘harvest control rules’ 
being established as part of a formal management procedure.15 Moving to 
arrangements that set limits and targets provides a more ‘precautionary’ approach but 
may also re-invigorate debates between fishers, scientists and managers, particularly if 
the introduction of the harvest strategy leads to a decrease in the total allowable catch 
of the fishery. AFMA is responsible for implementing the harvest strategy framework, 
introduced in 2008 and to be reviewed in 2009.  
The Australian fishing industry has generally accepted the need to improve its 
environmental credentials. Australian fishers have been active in development of 
environmentally friendly fishing gear including work on turtle-exclusion devices (TEDs) 
in prawn fisheries, and the development of mitigation devices and practices to avoid 
incidental by-catch of seabirds such as albatross and petrels in long-line fisheries. 
Ecosystem based fisheries management (EBFM) moved away from a focus on target 
stock to incorporate impacts of fishing on the marine environment. This approach 
includes a focus on the predator – prey relationships of the target stock and attempts 
to incorporate these relationships in stock assessment models and catch limits. In 
addition EBFM addresses issues of by-product and by-catch species (species 
secondary to the target species landed in the fishing operations). By-product species 
are generally those that can be sold or marketed, while by-catch refers to those 
species (fish and non-fish) that are incidental to the fishing operation and as a result 
are discarded. By-catch species can include threatened, endangered and protected 
non-fish species (eg, turtles in prawn fisheries, seabirds in long-line fisheries). 
Implementation of EBFM poses challenges. While ESD has been a core policy 
parameter for many years,16 implementing all elements of a triple bottom line approach 
is difficult. AFMA has faced criticism that it has focused on the economic performance 
of fisheries over environment or broader social considerations. Commitment to EBFM 
has seen legislative requirements towards ESD reinforced, and development of new 
approaches, through for example harvest strategies, to emphasise ecological 
sustainability. Core elements of an EBFM approach such as biomass target and limit 
reference points are major initiatives but translating these initiatives into practice is 
complex. Regulatory instruments are important here, but community-based and market 
approaches are increasingly salient. Public support for sustainable fisheries is high, 



Dialogue 28, 1/2009 
 
 

 
 

Academy of the Social Sciences 2009/41 

and demands for independent assessments of such sustainability, as measured 
through consumer support for eco-labelling, has increased. 
Certification and eco-labelling: Australia and the Marine Stewardship Council 
initiative  
Certification engages with and expands fisheries ‘politics’. External scrutiny of fisheries 
invites a range of responses from support to scepticism and/or opposition, and this in 
turn creates its own politics. Analysis of certification in Australian fisheries highlights 
these dynamics, and the critical impacts of key institutions and stakeholders in shaping 
debate. At the same time this underlines the importance of non-governmental actors in 
developing and implementing market–based tools such as certification. Despite 
Australian industry’s commitment to improving its environmental performance,  
activities and development of management arrangements directed at reductions in by-
catch, development of external third party certification, or even self- referencing 
systems has been relatively slow.  
It is important to recognise that certification can involve a number of different 
approaches. These include the use of place and location, the familiar first party 
‘appellation controlé’ – name or place of origin, through to third party labels separate 
from the producer or marketer. In addition certification may be narrow or broad, 
addressing single points of a product life cycle, or processes certified under the widely 
used Environment Management Systems (EMS) standard from the International 
Organization for Standardization (ISO).17 
The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) is an initiative to certify the sustainable 
performance of fisheries on a global scale and developed through a shared vision and 
objective for the long-term viability of fish stocks between a major environmental non-
government organisation and a major corporate entity, given impetus by concern over 
the state of the world capture fisheries. It was established in 1996 through the joint 
efforts of the environmental non-governmental organisation the World Wide Fund for 
Nature (WWF) and Unilever, one of the world’s largest consumer product 
conglomerates. The MSC’s two founding and supporting organisations no longer 
finance the organisation which is now supported by the funding from donations from 
foundations, charities and other donors, as well as generating income through its label. 
The MSC, as an independent authority, has created a standard (the ‘principles and 
criteria’ – see following) for the certification of sustainable fisheries. The heart of the 
MSC process is the certification of ‘sustainable fisheries’ as defined by meeting a 
standard set by what are termed the Principles and Criteria for Sustainable Fishing and 
linking this certification to a label that influences consumer behaviour. 
The generic Principles and Criteria cover target and ecological considerations as well 
as management and governance issues. The Principles and Criteria are sub-divided 
into 23 specific criteria that form the basis of indicators and scoring guides. The 
Principles include:  

Principle 1: 
A fishery must be conducted in a manner that does not lead to over-fishing or 
depletion of the exploited populations and, for those populations that are depleted, 
the fishery must be conducted in a manner that demonstrably leads to their 
recovery. 
Principle 2: 
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Fishing operations should allow for the maintenance of the structure, productivity, 
function and diversity of the ecosystem (including habitat and associated 
dependent and ecologically related species) on which the fishery depends. 
Principle 3: 
The fishery is subject to an effective management system that respects local, 
national and international laws and standards and incorporates institutional and 
operational frameworks that require use of the resource to be responsible and 
sustainable.18 

While Australian governments have been reluctant to formally endorse the MSC as a 
standard, due in part to the problems that such endorsement may have in relation to 
World Trade Organisation rules relating to trade in fisheries products,19 and the 
implications of a standard set by a non-government body, the initiative has had a 
significant impact within Australia. As noted, MSC principles and criteria have 
influenced the format of the Australian Government’s Strategic Assessment applied to 
Australian fisheries, although, the extent to which this assessment has set a rigorous 
standard has been questioned.   
Australia’s engagement with the MSC is significant in other dimensions. Australians 
have been active in key MSC institutions. Murray France, an Australian industry 
leader, was foundation, and longstanding, member of the MSC Board. Keith 
Sainsbury, a fisheries scientist formerly with Australian premier government science 
institution CSIRO, is currently Vice Chair of the MSC Board and Chair of MSC 
Technical Advisory Board and an AFMA Commissioner. Annie Jarrett, a member of 
MSC Board and Co–chair of the MSC Stakeholder Council is also the Executive 
Officer of the Northern Prawn Fishery Management Advisory Committee (NORMAC) 
and chief executive officer of the Northern Prawn Fishery Industry Council. Australian 
fisheries scientists have served on certification panels or have provided technical 
advice and support to the MSC certification process. Tony Smith, a fisheries scientist 
at CSIRO, for example, had a major role in the assessment of the Western Rock 
Lobster fishery. Alistair Hobday, also with CSIRO and formerly with University of 
Tasmania, has worked on risk assessment models central to the application of the 
MSC standard to data-poor fisheries. 
Australia is also the location of a MSC regional office and Duncan Leadbitter as local 
representative has been active in promoting eco-labelling and the MSC throughout 
Australasia and the Asia-Pacific, leading to an increased presence of MSC in Japan. 
One important and direct result was the first certification of MSC fisheries in Japan, 
with the important impact of extending the reach of the MSC into one of the world’s 
major fisheries markets. At the same time this work of the MSC’s Asia-Pacific group, 
based initially in Australia, has done much to extend MSC presence and reduce the 
perception of the Euro-centric orientation of the organisation.  
It is important to note that the MSC does not directly perform the certification. To 
remain independent, the MSC accredits a qualified certification organisation and trains 
them in the methodology. In the formal assessment, the certification team translates 
the Principles and Criteria into a set of indicators and scoring guides based on the 
conditions in the client fishery.  As an accreditation body, the MSC must be impartial 
and independent. Its principles and criteria can be applied to any fishery with the size, 
scale, type, location, intensity of the fishery, the resources, and ecosystem effects 
considered in every certification. This includes the fisheries of developed and 
developing nations and an approach that does not discriminate towards market 
access.  
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Despite the early support for the MSC standard in the Western Rock Lobster fishery, 
driven clearly by support from Murray France, the MSC experience in Australian is 
mixed. Australia has (as of March 2009) three MSC certified fisheries – Western Rock 
Lobster; Australian Mackerel Ice Fish; and the South Australian Lakes and Coorong 
fishery.  
Australian industry undertook the first fishery assessment under the MSC process with 
the certification of the Western Rock Lobster Fishery in 2001.The MSC certification 
process and outcome for the western rock lobster fishery was important for two 
reasons. As noted above it was the first test case for the MSC assessment 
methodology and much was learned in the process as applied to a large and 
commercially significant fishery.20 The second factor was the use of MSC certification 
as further support for market access into Europe that had proved challenging to 
Australian producers.   
With the downturn in exports to Asian markets in the aftermath of the Asian economic 
meltdown in the late 1990s, producers looked to Europe for markets. The emphasis on 
food safety and quality for seafood has meant the European markets have been active 
in asserting standards such as Hazard Analysis Critical Control Points (HACCP) on 
food safety, so environmental certification provides additional market leverage.21 The 
opportunity to use MSC certification and the product label as a marketing tool, or at 
least helping leverage improved market access, is a significant driver in both the 
western rock lobster and ice fish cases.   
Both fisheries, too, were supported by commercial interests that were well aware of 
constraints and opportunities in export markets, particularly the consumer sentiments 
in Europe. Key proponents for certification of these fisheries were supporters of the 
MSC. The western rock lobster fishery had spent considerable effort in developing 
market access into Europe, and into Asia. MSC certification could be seen as crucial to 
ensure access to Europe. The Lakes and Coorong fishery, on the other hand, is a very 
different case; a small diversified community based fishery, but with participants that 
had a high awareness of, and support for, measures that would enable them to show 
sustainability of the fishery.22 
Although these certifications are significant achievements, the MSC initiative has met 
with some scepticism from within the Australian fisheries sector, some fisheries 
managers, parts of the fishing industry, and environmental organisations other than 
WWF.23 This scepticism has arisen in part due to a lack of clarity and transparency 
within the assessment process, and the cost of the process (borne by the proponent). 
For many fishers, benefits from certification are not clear, particularly if they are 
operating in domestic Australian markets where consumer pressure for certified 
fisheries may not be as strong as in Europe or North America. Australian fishers have 
noted that they have been subjected to an increased level of environmental scrutiny 
from the Australian government’s ‘strategic assessment’ processes.  
The cost of MSC certification and the lack of direct and tangible benefits from this 
certification have led to alternative, industry driven approaches, such as the Southern 
Rock Lobster Clean Green program. The Tasmanian Rock Lobster Fisherman’s 
Association (TRLFA), for example, has rejected the MSC approach. The TRLFA 
argues that the EPBC strategic assessment and re-assessment program on a five 
yearly cycle is an effective arrangement, as it is linked to export licenses.24 In contrast, 
the experience of the Lakes and Coorong fishery indicates that support for internal 
industry driven EMS type certification and MSC are not mutually exclusive, although, 
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unlike the Southern Rock Lobster industry, the former group moved from EMS to MSC 
certification.   
The introduction of strategic assessments may have hindered rather than helped the 
take-up of the MSC in Australian fisheries. There is no doubt that eco-labelling is a 
growing trend but although there has been a significant increase in spread of the MSC 
label globally, it lacks visibility in the Australian market. Consumer behaviour, 
responding to, and seeking access to, wider and more detailed producer information, 
is apparent in key markets. Individual and corporate consumers want some assurance 
that the world’s fisheries are being managed sustainably.  
It is likely, too, that labelling will increase in the domestic market with consumer 
demands providing a major driver for market behaviour. At present Australian domestic 
markets appear to be driven by safety and quality of seafood, with considerable recent 
efforts made to standardise names of fish sold in Australia. It is likely, as environmental 
campaigns continue to address the sustainability of Australian fisheries, consumers will 
demand that markets respond. There are good economic opportunities for Australian 
operators to cater for markets with eco-labelled fish, especially for fish caught by 
selective gear and practices, as well as for fish that originate from healthy stocks.  
Conclusion 
Australian fisheries and associated processing activities are important rural and 
regional industries, sustaining a number of communities around the Australian 
coastline. Management of Australian fisheries attempts to balance economic, social 
and ecological criteria and ensure sustainability of operations. A key element of 
management is the provision of sound fisheries science, and appropriate policy 
instruments and tools. These instruments and tools include regulation (traditional state 
action) but also include market and community-based approaches. Certification and 
eco-labelling are examples of market-based approaches that complement and extend 
traditional management measures. While eco-labels provide consumers with readily 
accessible information on sustainability, the external assessment of fisheries relies 
upon data from, but also provides feedback to, management organisations that in turn 
improve management performance.  
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