
Pasta 21% 

\VC 30% LR 22% 
PIP 26% None 35% 
WF 26% 14% 
Pasta 24% 

Entertaining entree Sp 34% BSC 26% 
Veg 33% None 31% 
Fillet 33% Don't know 15% 
Pasta 31% 

Entertaining main CFIP 30% Pasta 23% 
Fillet 26% None 37% 
WF 24% Don't know 20% 

Children's evening meal All dishes below 21 % Don't know 15% 
None 

BSC = beef short cut pieces; LC = lamb chops; 

CF = canned fish; LR = lamb roast; 

CF/P = chicken fillet/pieces; MIR = mince/rissoles; 

CV/M = canned PIP = pie/pasty; 

vegetables/meat 

FF= fish fingers; 

Fillet = fish fillet; 
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Past = pasta; 

PR = pork roast; 

30% 

Prwn = prawns; 

Sal = salmon (not canned); 

Saus = sausages; 

Scall - scallops; 

Sp = soup; 

Stk = steak; 

V =veal; 

Veg = vegetarian dish; 

we = whole chicken; 

WF = whole fish; 
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4.6.4 

92% of households considered .... ~..,,u"''"'" fresh fish consumers 
against only 32% of households consuming mussels. 

Molluscs and most of crustaceans prawns 
shrimps) are consumed in-home by less than half of fish and seafood 
consumers. 

Tables 4.6.4.2, 4.6.4.4 and 4.6.4.6 provide details of household 
demographics of those households who were consumers of the listed 
fish and seafood types. 

Tables 4.6.4.3, 4.6.4.5 and 4.6.4.7 provide details of regional 
variations in the proportion of consuming versus non-consuming 
households of the types of fish and seafood. 

Fish 

Table 4.6.4.2 shows that a relatively higher proportion of 
households in which the respondent was under 45 years of age, were 
consumers of fish from take-away food outlets and prepared or 
processed fish. This is in part a reflection of the relative popularity 
of fish fingers in households with children (see Section 3.4.3). 
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Tables 
regional variations the proportion of households 
consumers of the various species of molluscs. 

Younger households were far more likely to mollusc c:Jrisu:.'TI~. 
as were higher income households. 

Regional variations can largely explained by where significant 
catches are landed. For example, a high proportion of Tasmanian 
householders were consumers of scallops. 

Crustaceans 

Tables 4.6.4.6 and 4.6.4.7 show a similar pattern as for molluscs. 

Again, younger households are more likely to be consumers of 
crustaceans, as are high income households. Regions in which 
crustaceans are caught also show an above average proportion 
consuming households. 

An above average proportion of Canberra households consume 
crustaceans, particularly shrimps. This may be due to the above 
average incomes of Canberra households as illustrated in Table 
4.6.4.L 
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FISH : 

Fish From Take 

Ca1u1ed Fish 

Frozen Fish 

l"re1r;ared / Processed Fish 

Fresh Fish 

MOLLUSCS : 

Squid / Calamari 

Scallops 

Oysters 

Mussels 

CRUSTACEANS : 

Other Crustaceans 

Lobster / Crayfish 

Prawns/ Shrimps 
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92 

% Of Respondents 
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Table 4.6.4.2: Proportion of Fish/Seafood Eating Households in which are 

Fish Type: 

Fish from a take-away 
food outlet 

Canned fish 

Frozen fish 

Prepared/processed fish 

Fresh fish 

Home: by Demographics (%) 

Age Group of Respondent Country of 

Total I Under 40 I 40-59 
Average years years 

72 

87 

48 

57 

92 

84 

83 

48 

67 

93 

74 

90 

50 

54 

94 

Austrn1ian/ 
English 

60+ I speaking 
years counl.ry 

52 

89 

44 

44 

90 

73 

88 

48 

57 

92 

81 

* all respondents who emigrated to Australia before their jifrh birthday are in the Austrt11101111!-

4.6.4.3: Proportion of Fish/Seafood Households 
by (%) 

Total j Regional I I Regional \ I Regional I I Regional 
Fish Type: Average Sydney NSW Melb Vic Brisb QLD Adel SA I Perth 

Fish from 72 65** I 64** I 72 I 82* I 75 I 73 I 78 ! 72 I 78 
take-away 
food outlet 

Canned fish 87 86 86 87 85** 86 87 92* 86 89 

Frozen fish 48 45 48 35** 55 51 46 42** 60 64* 

Prepared/ 57 57 60 51** 61 60 53 49** 58 58 
processed 
fish 

proportion of consuming 
proportion of consuming households. 

Household Incmne 

85 ! 87 

50 I 48 
I 

62 

94 

country category 

are 

89 l 88 

1
8
::· I 64* 64* 

60 70* I u I );J 

94 

Greater 

5 

,<' ,JI. 59 

96 

87 85 

79* 45 60 

75* 56 I 63 

(I'< .,. . .., 89 



Table 4.6.4.4: Proportion of Fish/Seafood Eating Households in which 
Home: by Demographics (%) 

Age Group of Respondent I Country of Origin* 

I ---r- I 
Australian/ Non-

English English 
Total Under40 40-59 60+ speaking speaking 

Mollusc Type: Average years years . years country country 

Squid/calamari 43 57 46 20 41 63 

Scallops 4I 48 44 26 41 45 

Oysters 43 50 46 29 42 50 

Mussels 32 40 34 17 30 49 

* all respondents who emigrated to Australia before their fifth birthday are included in the 

Table Proportion of Fish/Seafood Eating Households in 
by Region (%) 

Mollusc Total Regional Regional 
Type: Average Sydney NSW Melb Vic Brisb 

Squid/ 43 51* 40 44 30** 43 I 
Calamari 

Scallops 41 42 I 30** I so I 39 I 44 I 

Oysters 43 50* 

I 
42 

I 45 I 37 

I 46 I 
Mussels 32 38 24 36 23** 30 

* regions with the highest proportion of consuming households 
** regions with the lowest proportion of consuming households. 

Regional 
QLD Adel 

37 40 

38 ; 32** I 
40 

' 33** I 
24 I 2s 

32** 

32** 

20** 

are 

Household Income 

49 

49 

37 

cowW)' category. 

are 

58 

68* 

52* 

67* 

36 

30 

38 

76"" 

46 

Greatet 

47 

42 

44 

33 

3'1 
' ' 

40 

23 



Table 4.6.4.6: Proportion of Fish/Seafood Eating Households which 
the Home: by Demographics ( ) 

Age Group of Respondent Cmmlry of I 

Australian/ Non-

Total Under40 40-59 60+ 
English English 

Less than I speaking speaking 
Crustacean Type: Avernge years years years country country $15,000 

-
Other crustaceans 44 52 47 29 44 50 

Lobster/crayfish 45 51 49 30 

Prawns/shrimps 73 77 79 I 59 

45 l 49 

72 I 80 59 

* all respondents who emigrated to Australia before their fifth birthday are included in the Australian/English 

Table 4.6.4.7 Proportion of Fish/Seafood Eating 
Home: 

Crustacean Total Regional 
Type: Average Sydney NSW Melb 

Regional I j Regional 1 

Vic Brisb QLD I Adel 

Other 44 45 39 36 26** I 65* I 
crustaceans 

Lobster/ 4.5 43 I 31** I 51 I 45 I 42 I 
crayfish 

Prawns/ I 73 I 79 I 78 I 70 I 56** I 83* I 
shrimps 

* Regions with the highest proportion of consuming households 
** Regions with the lowest proportion of consuming households. 

57* I 42 

31** ! 53 

76 I 62 

are 

Household Income 

-1 I I Greater 

--·· 
41 50 58 

38 .50 63 

68 79 88 

are 

Iniand 

35 

39 

81* 54** 66 



4. 7 Market Segmentation by Consumer Attitudes 

4. 7 .1 Introduction 

The • In-Home' consumption questionnaire contained a series of 
statements concerning fish and seafood that were read to 
respondents. Respondents were asked whether they agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, or disagree with each statement. The statements 
themselves were drawn from key attitudes and issues raised during 
consumer focus groups, industty leader interviews and the literature 
review. 

Responses to the 20 statements have already been discussed in 
Section 4.5.4. However, as mentioned in Section 4.5.4, responses 
to statements can be used to group or segment people of similar 
attitudes through a technique called "cluster analysis". Population 
groups segmented in this way are known as "clusters". This allows 
distinct marketing strategies to be devised to target each population 
cluster. 

This Section details the results of the cluster analysis on the weighted 
responses of the 6,000 respondents to the 'In-Home' consumption 
interview administered questionnaire. A list of the statements read 
out to each respondent is shown in Appendix I. 

4. 7 .2 Cluster Solution 

The cluster solution chosen as most appropriate was one in which the 
total population was segmented into seven distinct attitude clusters. 
These are outlined in the following paragraphs by the set of attitudes 
that make each cluster unique. Note that particular attitudes may 
appear in more than one cluster - it is the set of attitudes attributed to 
one cluster that is unique rather than any one attitude in particular. 
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I can 

- aremore as 

- believe quality fishiseafood can be bought only from a specialist 

like to buy uu,,llll.,,. types of fishiseafood and don't like trying 
different types of fish/seafood. 

These attitudes indicate a group of people who are cost value 
conscious and conservative their choice of type of fish/seafood and 
method of storing fishiseafood. For convenience they can be labelled 
as "cost/value conscious conservatives". 

Cluster 2 distinctive attitude grouping is: 

not at all concerned over bones in fish 

- like trying different types of fishiseafood 

like preparing fish/seafood. 

On the other hand, 50% of the people in this group agreed with the 
statement: 

- I would eat more fishiseafood if it was easier to obtain. 
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- ifI 

believe 

fmd fish easy to cook 

don't like preparing fish 

eat more 

seafood. 

The overriding characteristic this group of people is they "dislike 
cooking or don't know how to cook fish/seafood". 

Cluster 4 distinctive attitude grouping is: 

- ambivalent towards the taste of frozen versus fresh fish as 
compared to people from all other clusters who considered the 
taste of frozen inferior to fresh fish 

- do not avoid freezing fish 

- believe quality fish/seafood can be bought from other types of 
retail outlets besides specialist fish outlets 

- were, on average, more confident of being able to purchase 
quality frozen fish/seafood 

This group can be labelled as "frozen fish/seafood. lovers and 
convenience shoppers". The element of convenience in their 
shopping habits can be drawn from the tendency to prefer 
non-specialist outlets (ie supermarkets). 
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Cluster S distinctive attitude grouping is: 

- strong avoidance of freezing fish, if they can 

- do not limit fish consumption because of the cost (ie not price 
sensitive) 

- find fish easy to obtain 

- like preparing fish and seafood and find it easy to cook 

- dislike fish with bones. 

It may be inferred that this group preferred filleted fresh fish and can 
afford fish fillets regularly. The group can be labelled "fresh fillet 
lovers/non price sensitive". 

Cluster 6 distinctive attitude grouping is more lengthy than most 
other clusters and has a mix of attitudes some of which are positive 
and some of which highlight difficulties in fish/seafood purchase and 
consumption. 

Positive attitudes are: 

- like preparing fish and seafood 

- eat fish and seafood because is better for their health than red 
meat 

- like trying different kinds of fish/seafood 

- find fish/seafood easy to cook 

and those attitudes pointing to difficulties are: 

- would eat more fish/seafood if it was easier to obtain 

- eat fish/seafood rarely because of the cost 
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if more 

- not 

suspicion 
previously frozen fish as fresh, 

eat more 

is not as fining as chicken, avoidance of freezing 
fish/seafood", 

Cluster 7 distinctive attitude grouping is: 

- strong dislike for preparing fish/seafood 

- do not believe fish/seafood is better for their health than red meat 

would not eat more fish/seafood even if it was easier to obtain 

- do not like trying different kinds of fish/seafood 

- many do not find fish easy to cook 

but most not believe they would eat more fish/seafood if they 
knew more ways to cook it, 

This cluster is relatively easy to label by their overriding "dislike 
for fish/seafood". 

Figure 4. 7 .2.1 shows the proportion of respondents who fall into 
each cluster. 
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Cluster 1 
Cluster 7 

Dislike tmt!/se;no:m 

f'l'l,<1tl,,ml,,,,, conscious 

ooa.<:ervatives 

Cluster 6 
Positive to 

fish/seafood but ... 
13.6% 

Cluster 5 
Fresh fillet lovers/non­

price sensitive 
16.4% 

Cluster4 
Frozen fish lovers/ 

convenience shoppers 
14.8% 

Cluster 3 
Don't like/don'l: know how 

to prepare fish/seafood 
14.7% 

Base: 5,223,000 (weighted) main food purchasers/preparers. 
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4. .3 

Figures 4.7.3.1 and 4.7.3.2, and Table 4.7.3.1 provide the 
demographic profiles ..,,...,,e1u., .. members. While ruttenmoes between 
clusters are not dramatic, they are nonetheless highly useful 
marketing purposes. For example, Figure 4.7.3.1 shows Cluster 4 
and Cluster 7 members are more likely than members of any other 
cluster to live inland. 

Inland areas are less likely to be served by fresh fish outlets - frozen 
fish is far more common. It appears that the inland members of 
Cluster 4 ("frozen fish/seafood lovers and convenience shoppers") 
have accepted frozen fish/seafood through necessity and have found 
its quality to be quite acceptable. 

In order to develop a picture of members of each cluster, a summary 
of distinctive demographic tendencies is given in Table 4.7.3.2. 
Emphasis needs to be placed on the word tendencies, since the 
tendency for Cluster 1 members to have an older age profile does not 
exclude younger members under 40 years old who still make up 27% 
of Cluster 1 (Figure 4.7.3.2). 
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Coastal 

Cluster 2 

Cluster 3 

Cluster 4 

Cluster 5 

Cluster 6 

Cluster 7 

50% 

611105 oh cons 

I 
1s% I 

14% 

14% 

19% 

16% 

15% 

21% 

100% 
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60% 

56% yrs 

40 ~ 59 yrs 

50% II 60+ yrs 

45% 

41% 
40% 

40% 

~6% 

39% 

n 38% 38% 
37% 

36% 
35% 

34% 34% 

2% 

I 
30% 

29% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

-; - (',I t'l '7 IO v:i I"-

0 ~ ~ tl ~ 11 s s 
E-< .... 

"' "' "' "' "' "" "' .E a .E .E .E .E .E 
u u u u u u 
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Cluster Cluster Total 

Single/with other singles 

Married/de facto/no 
children 

Married/de facto/children 

Married/de facto/adult 
family members 

Single parenl;!children 

Single parenl/adult family 
members 
Nationality 

Australian/English 
speaking country 

Non English speaking 
country 

Household Income 

Less than $15,000 

$15,001 - $25,000 

$25,001 - $40,000 

$40,001 - $60,000 

More than $60,000 

Number of Adult 
Income Earners 

None/one 

Two or more 

11% 

62% 

26% 

24% 

8% 

23% 

23% 

17% 

4% 

2% 

93% 

5% 

24% 

14% 

18% 

10% 

8% 

65% 

35% 

17% 

67% 

16% 

15% 

12% 

25% 

30% 

14% 

4% 

2% 

84% 

12% 

13% 

16% 

23% 

15% 

13% 

55% 

45% 

24% 

63% 

13% 

16% 

12% 

20% 

31% 

14% 

5% 

2% 

90% 

7% 

15% 

14% 

22% 

15% 

13% 

54% 

46% 

14% 

18% 

18% 

7% 

24% 

29% 

16% 

4% 

2% 

92% 

6% 

18% 

13% 

22% 

17% 

10% 

58% 

41% 

12% 

70% 

19% 

6% 

26% 

25% 

20% 

2% 

2% 

90% 

7% 

18% 

12% 

21% 

16% 

11% 

59% 

40% 

14% 

66% 

19% 

16% 

9% 

24% 

30% 

15% 

4% 

2% 

79% 

15% 

24% 

16% 

20% 

12% 

6% 

62% 

37% 

* note that percentages within table columns often do not add to 100% due to 
non-response or don't know response from respondent. 
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16% 

59% 

25% 

25% 

9% 

21% 

26% 

13% 

3% 

2% 

93% 

6% 

24% 

14% 

18% 

13% 

8% 

64% 

35% 

215 

16% 

65% 

19% 

19% 

29% 

23% 

28% 

16% 

4% 

2% 

89% 

8% 

19% 

14% 

21% 

14% 

10% 

59% 

40% 



1 
Cost/value 
conscious 

conservatives 

Coastal/inland -

Age Profile Older 

Marital Status Divorced/ 
separated/ 
widowed 

Household Singles 
Composition alone 

Nationality Australian or 
English 
speaking 
country 

Household Income Lower 

Number of Adult None/one 
Income Earners 

Table 4.7.3.2: Summary of Cluster 

2 
Fish/ seafood 

buffs 

-

Younger 

-

-

Non-English 
speaking 
country 

Moderate to 
high 

Two or more 

3 
Dislike 

cooking/don't 
know how to 

cook 
/seafood 

-

Younger 

Single 

-

-

Moderate to 
high 

Two or more 

--
4 

convenii 

Inland 

-

-

-

-

-

-

n 
'ood 
nd 
nee 
rs 

Note: blanks indicate the cluster characteristics are approximately that of the total respondent population. 

7 



4 • .4 

7 respo11aents were 
not eaten any fish/seafood 

figure ""'"'"""'"'"' 2 5 was 
rse21.toc>U consumption behaviour is ---··--. aligned 

respondent attitudes in cluster. Ousters 2, 4 and 5 
attitudes highly positive to fish/seafood c011sumrmo,n 111,oee~ eat 
fish and seafood more often other clusters, particularly in-home. 
It is interesting to note that Cluster 3 members, who were 
characterised as not lilting or not knowing how to cook fish and 
seafood, were relatively frequent consumers of fish/seafood 
out-of-home. 

However, the most startling differences between clusters can be seen 
in the in-home and out-of-home per capita consumption figures of 
respondents and members of their households (Table 4. 7.4.2 and 
Table 4.7.4.3 respectively). Cluster 2 per capita in-home 
consumption of fish and seafood is almost three times that of Cluster 
7. 
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Table Respondents In and Out.Of~Home Fish and Seafood 

2 3 I 4 I 5 I 
Cost/value Fish/ seafood Dislike 
conscious buffs cooking/don't 

conservatives know how to 
cook fish 

Respondents who: /seafood 
--·-

were from non 2% 2% 0% 3% I % 
fish/seafood eating 
households 

were from fish/seafood I 27% I 41% I 18% I 29% I I 1 
eating households but 

not eat fish/seafood 
last week 

ate fish/seafood last l 42% I 34% I 49% I 37% I 51% 
week only at home 

ate fish/seafood last I 13% I 12% I 11% I 18% I 9% I I 
week only out-of-home 

ate fish/seafood last I 15% I 11% I 23% I 14% I 18% 
week both in-home and 
out-of-home 

Total l 100% I 100% I 100% 



Cluster 
6 

Fresh whole 0.65 1.02 1.14 1.57 

Fresh fillet L09 3.57 L58 2.85 4.12 2.71 2.45 

Fresh cutlet 0.03 0.45 0.06 0.20 0.25 0.15 

Freshheadedand 0.00 0.13 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.00 0.05 

Frozen whole 0.02 0.17 0.00 0.24 0.03 0.12 0.09 

Frozen fillet 0.13 0.26 0.34 0 .97 0.37 0.35 0.36 0.41 

Frozen cutlet 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Frozen headed and 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
gutted/peeled 

Fresh prepared ready to 0.07 0.12 0.02 0.23 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.09 
cook 

Frozen packaged ready to 0.17 0.24 0.44 0.62 0.19 0.30 0.47 0.35 
cook 

Smoked 0.17 0.27 0.08 0.05 0.26 0.09 0.03 0.14 

Canned 1.20 1.62 1.28 1.73 1.59 1.29 0.95 1.39 

Glass bottle 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.02 

Cooked fillet 0.87 0.50 O.S9 0.57 0.69 0.45 0.47 0.58 

Other 0.06 0.32 0.11 0.25 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.14 

Don'tknow 0.00 0.13 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.00 0.04 

No answer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total Fish 4.47 9. 77 4.93 8.85 8.13 7.28 3.62 6.94 

Seafood consumption by 
form bought to eat 
in-home 

Fresh 0.33 0.89 0.52 0.48 1.00 cum 0.22 0.60 

Frozen including packaged 0.08 o.u 0.11 0.23 0.18 0.11 0.05 0.13 

Canned 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.05 (LOS 0.05 0.02 0.05 

Other 0.27 0.47 0.19 0.31 0.33 0.40 0.23 0.32 

Total Seafood 0.70 1.58 0.86 1.08 1.59 1.23 0.52 1.10 

Total Fish and Seafood 5.17 11.35 5.79 9.93 10.32 8,Sl 4.13 8.04 

Note that boldedfigures indicate per capita consumption that is above the average 
of all respondents. 
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* this is the nur-nr-rnnr.e1P 

the 'In-Home' questionnaire. The ""''1'7 "'"'" 

has n11rrnnui1Pli the grocery 

bolding of numbers in Tables 4.7.4.2 and 4.7.4.3 
higher than average per 1,,v1.111u'r1'l,1.,..,tt·.o·:n, emphasises 

preferences of the members of cm:ster These 
preferences are largely consistent with label given to cluster. 

For example, the Cluster 1 "cost and value conscious conservatives" 
have higher than average consumption of smoked fish, cooked fillets 
and frozen cutlets. Their out-of-home consumption is the second 
lowest of any cluster. 

Cluster 2 "fish/seafood buffs" have the highest in-home and second 
highest out-of-home per capita consumption of total fish a.11.d 
seafood. 

Cluster 3 members who "dislike or don't know how to cook fish and 
seafood" have above average in-home consumption of frozen 
packaged ready to cook fish and cooked fillets, both forms which 
alleviate the need for cooking or arduous preparation. 

Cluster 4 the "frozen fish/seafood lovers and convenience shoppers" 
have higher than average in-home consumption of frozen fish and 
seafood. Also, true to their label as convenience shoppers, they are 
higher than average consumers of canned fish and frozen, packaged, 
ready to cook fish - the most convenient forms of fish purchase and 
preparation. 
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all respondents. 
concerns group has. 
seafood is above average. 
fish/seafood also ""'"-V"""'' this group held so many -::::1'.'a:::1:.e,:IT"~,.,, 
and concerns. concerns over fish/seafood availability, cost 
susp1c10n the "freshness" of fish purchased are all most applicable 
to fresh fish/seafood. 

However, one characteristic common to clusters is in-home 
consumption of canned fish of between 0.95kg and 1. 73kg 
capita. There is comparatively little variation in per capita canned fish 
consumption across clusters, in contrast to that observed with other 
forms of fish and seafood. 
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4,7.5 

Table 4.7.5.1 shows, by"'"""''"' .. 
finfish terms of the number 
seven days prior to interviewing the res:oo:nrumt There are 
differences in (llllJu.u,;"' across clusters, though shark and whiting 
appear in the top three rankings of c1u.ste:rs apart ..... u.1~1.v,. 6, 
where shark drops to fourth rank:. Also, as per the footnote at the 
bottom of Table 4.7.5.1, orange roughy is quite likely to be in the 
top three if the orange roughy meals that respondents have specified 
as perch were re-allocated to orange roughy. However the number 
of these meals cannot be reliably estimated. 

Table 4.7.5.2 provides the species rankings, for seafood. Whole 
prawns dominate as the top ranked species of all clusters and account 
for over half of all seafood meal-type-occasions for each cluster. 
Other rankings do vary across clusters, though their closeness to 
each other, in terms of number of meal-type-occasions, prevents any 
meaningful interpretation. 

Table 4.7.5.3 provides the same data for canned fish and seafood. 
The uniformity of canned fish consumption, already seen in per 
capita consumption figures (Section 4.7.4), is also evident in the 
species of canned fish consumed. 
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Table 4.7.5.1: Most Commonly Used Species of Finfisht for Meals 

1 2 3 4 5 
Cost/value Fish/ seafood Dislike 
conscious buffs cooking/don't 

conservatives know how to cook 
Rank I fish /seafood 

-
1 I Shark (25) **Bream (60) Shark (48) Whiting (60) 

2 Whiting (18) Whiting (52) Whiting (28) Shark (34) I 
3 Cod (9) Shark (39) *O roughy (16) roughy 

4 **Bream (8) Flathead (36) Flathead (15) (28) 

5 Flathead (8) *O roughy (35) Cod (13) **Bream (25) I 
6 0 roughy (8) Snapper (29) **Bream (12) I 

7 I *Perch (5) Trevally (27) Snapper (12) I 
*Perch (17) (7) 

meal-type-
occasions 
('000) 

I 158 I 543 I 240 I 455 I 

Figures in brackets are nunwer of meal-type-occasions in last 7 days ('OOOs) 
* on the basis of catch statistics it is suspected that a significant portion of perch mentions were orange roughy. This would have the 
and dropping perch ranking. 
** on the basis of catch statistics it is suspected that most of bream mentions were actually monvong 
t does not include canned or processed forms of finfish. 

6 ""1 ; 

uvv,,u11x orange 



Table Most Commonly Used Species of Seafoodt for in~Home ,.Jll.._ .• uc, by 

1 2 3 
Cost/value Fish/ seafood Dislike 
conscious buffs cooking/don't 

conservatives know how to cook 
Rank fish /seafood 

1 Prawns (whole) Prawns (whole) Prawns (whole) 
(29) (79) (40) 

2 I Scallops (7) Squid/calamari Crab (7) 
(14) I I 

3 I Crayfish/lobster 
(3) 

I Crab (13) Octopus (7) 

4 Mussels (2) Scallops (9) Oysters (7) 

5 Oysters (2) Oysters (7) Squid/calammi 
(6) 

shellfish 
meal-type- I I 141 I 78 I 97 I 1 
occasions 
('000) 

Figures in brackets are number of meal-type-occasions in last 7 days ('000s) 
t does not include canned or processed forms of seafood. 



Table 4.7.5.3: Most Commonly Used Types of Canned f'ish/Seafood for 

1 2 3 4 5 "1 ; 

Cost/value Fish/ seafood Dislike Frozen 
conscious buffs cooking/don't fish/seafood 

conservatives know how to cook 
Rank I /seafood shoppers 

1 Tuna (79) Tuna (131) Tuna (126) Tuna 

2 Salmon, other Salmon, other Salmon, other Salmon, I 
(55) (97) (68) 

3 Sardines (24) Sardines (38) Sardines (24) Sardines 

4 Herring fillets Oysters (9) Anchovies (9) Prawns 
(5) 

5 

I 
Anchovies (4) 

I 

Kippers (6) I Oysters (4) I Anchovies 

Total 
canned 
fish/seafood I I I I 317 
('000) 

Figures in brackets are number of meal-type-occasions in last 7 days ('OOOs). 



4.1.6 

on:teirences are ge11er:illl') coit1s1:ste111t duster's 
fish/seafood consumption characteristics. For example, '-'"'"'"'""'4 4 
members eat well above average quantities of frozen fish and seafood 
which is most often through supermarkets and 
Table 4.7.6.1 indeed shows that 4 p1w:c1a""'"'"' 
supermarkets and food stores were above average. Also of note 
is the 10% Cluster 4 meal-type-occasions accounted for by 
fish/seafood caught by a household member, as against an average of 
5%. It could be inferred that the knowledge gained through freezing 
own caught fish/seafood accounts for the positive attitude at least 
some Cluster 4 respondents to frozen fish/seafood generally. 

Clusters 2, 5 and 6, whose members have higher than average 
consumption of fresh fish and seafood, purchased approximately one 
third of meal-type-occasions at other fish/general markets or retail 
fish shops (uncooked), as against an average of approximately one 
quarter. These outlets, of course, specialise in fresh fish and 
seafood. 
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Table 4.7.6.1: Where Fish and Seafood is Purchased for 

1 2 3 4 5 
Cost/value Fish/ seafood Dislike 
conscious buffs cooking/don't 

conservatives know how to 
cook fish convenience 
/seafood shoppers 

Fish or general market 4% 14% 

I 
8% 5% 

Retail fish shop 10% 19% 12% 10% I 
(uncooked) 

Fish and chip shop/take~ l 19% I 9% I % I 9% I 10% 
away 

I I I I I Supermarket/food store 49% 36% I % % 40% 

Caught by household I 4% I 6% I 2% I 10 I 4% 
member 

Gift by non household I 5% I 5% I 4% I I 
member 

*Other 9% 11% I 

Total 100% 100% 

* other includes fish/seafood from commercialfishennan. other fisherman, convenience stores trading), delicatessen 
Note: balded percentages indicate appreciably above average proportion of meal-type-occasions purchased from these outlets 
Numbers and percemages relate to meals and not purchases. 

6 

don't know/can't say 



4 7.1 

~-""-"'-" of preparing :t1si11sc~arcx:ia 
H,V!u<ULALffi the cluster analysis 

Table 4.7.7.1: The IJ'r{'n'llnrt!l\ll'11 of iu-.!CJO.VUA"-

Meal~ Type$0ccasions Cooked In .. Home 
As Is: Cluster 

Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Cooked and served 61% 73% 61% 67% 73% 73% 56% 

Bought to eat in-home 35% 25% 37% 29% 26% 26% 42% 

No answer 4% 2% 2% 4% 2% 1% 

Respondents were also asked to specify by what method they 
cooked/prepared the fish/seafood they had eaten in-home. Table 
4.7.7.2 shows some minor differences between clusters. Many can 
be explained by the type of fish/seafood favoured by each cluster. 
For example Clusters 1 and 7, whose members favour pre-cooked 
and canned fish/seafood over other types (Section 4.7.4. and Table 
4.7.7.1), cite "straight" and "deep fried- bought out-of-home" as 
their two most common methods of "cooking" fish/seafood in-home 
(Table 4.7.7.2). 

2% 

The two heaviest consumers of fish/seafood, Clusters 2 and 5, show 
slightly higher than average use of grilling and pan frying in-home. 
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Total 

68% 

30% 

2% 



Cluster Cluster 
l " £, 

in the 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 

4% 6% 8% 8% 6% 6% 11% 7% 

Grilled 8% 13% 9% 11% 14% 12% 5% 11% 

fried at home 4% 4% 5% 6% 4% 8% 4% 5% 

Deep fried - bought out of 16% 5% 12% 7% 6% 6% 13% 8% 
home 

Steamed 1% 3% 2% 2% 3% 5% 0% 3% 

Microwaved 2% 3% 3% 5% 3% 2% 4% 3% 

Raw 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% 3% 1% 

Straight 29% 20% 24% 22% 21% 23% 28% 23% 

Barbecued 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 0% 1% 1% 

Pan fried 11% 18% 13% 19% 18% 17% 10% 16% 

Poached (water in pan) 2% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 

Pizza topping 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 

Ingredient - momay 3% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3% 

Ingredient - stir fry 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 

Ingredient - casserole 3% 4% 5% 2% 3% 2% 3% 3% 

Ingredient - oilier 5% 3% 3% 4% 5% 4% 3% 4% 

Other 4% 5% 4% 2% 5% 4% 7% 4% 

Don'tknow 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

Note: bolded percentages indicate proportions appreciably above the average for 

total meal-type-occasions 
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4 7.8 

cluste:r to serve 
distinctive attitudes. 

Who Considered Themselves 
to vu~1uu11c of Fish/Seafood Types In-Home: 

Proportion of Respondents in Each Cluster 

Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster Cluster 
l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Fish 

Fish from take-away 72% 71% 80% 74% 67% 71% 68% 

Canned fish 88% 90% 86% 89% 90% 84% 80% 

Frozen fish 39% 46% 52% 63% 38% 46% 43% 

Prepared,processed fish 57% 52% 65% 62% 47% 56% 58% 

Fresh fish 89% 98% 93% 93% 97% 95% 77% 

Molluscs 

Squid/calamari 31% 60% 49% 41% 42% 46% 26% 

Scallops 31% 54% 45% 39% 62% 45% 24% 

Oysters 35% 37% 46% 43% 42% 46% 27% 

Mussels 23% 46% 36% 29% 29% 36% 17% 

Crustaceans 

Lobster/crayfish 35% 58% 46% 45% 48% 47% 29% 

Prawns/shrimps 64% 84% 74% 74% 77% 79% 54% 

Other crustaceans 35% 59% 42% 46% 45% 49% 26% 
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Total 

72% 

87% 

46% 

57% 

92% 

42% 

40% 

43% 

31% 

45% 

73% 

43% 



4.7.9 

was 

cluster marketers with Tnr,·n'2r 

llll:ornoation on which to develop marketing plai.,s to 

Table 4. 7 .9 .1 provides details of results for each cluster. The figures 
the Table are cluster averages of responses given using a 

seven-point scale shown Figure 4.7.9.1. 

Figure 4.7.9.1: Seven-Point Scale Used in Table 4.7.9.1 

NotataU 
important 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Very important 

7 

In Table 4.7.9.1 the factors been ordered according to their 
importance ranking averaged across all dusters. Hence the column 
on the right showing the average of all clusters shows the rank in 
sequential order. 

The ranking of factors within each cluster does show consistency 
with the prevailing attitudes upon which the cluster is based. For 
example, the "frozen fish/seafood lovers and convenience shoppers" 
( Cluster 4) rank "it is fresh rather than frozen" as sixth most 
important, as does Cluster 7, while all other clusters rank it the most 
important factor of all. 
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at 

can 
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Table 4.7.9.1: Attitudes to :Fresh (or Frozen) When 

--
1 2 3 4 5 

I 
6 I 7 i dusters 

Cost/value Fish/ seafood Dislike Frozen Positive to I Dislike I average 
conscious buffs cooking/don't fish/seafood I seafood I seafood 

conservatives know how to 
Importance of factors when cook fish 
buying fresh (or frozen) fish /seafood shoppers 

--
II is fresh rather than frozen 6.6 0) 6.5 (l) 6.2 (l) 5.5 (6) 

I 
6.7 I 6.6 

I 
I 63 (1) 

I can be sure that the fish is 6.6 (2) 6.3 (2) 6. l (2) 6.2 (l) 6.5 (2) I 6.4 6.l i) I 6.3 
labelled correctly 

The fish is the fish species I I 6.3 (4) I 6.0 (3) I 5.9 (3) I 6.0 I 6.3 (3) I 6.2 I 6.0 I 6. 
want 

Has white or light coloured flesh 6.3 (5) 5.4 (4) 5.8 (5) 5.7 (4) 

l 
5.9 (6) 

I 
6.0 (5) I 5.8 ! 5.8 

The fish has been cut/filleted 6.2 (6) 5.0 (7) 5.9 (4) 6.0 (3) 6.0 5.9 I 5.8 I 5.8 

h is a familiar of fish 6.4 (3) 5.1 (6) 5.3 (9) 5.6 I 6J (4) I 6J I 5.9 l 5~7 

h is an attractively presented 6.2 (7) 5.2 (5) 5.5 (8) I 5.4 (7) I 5.9 (7) I 6.0 ! 5.5 I 5.6 
of fish 

It has a Ugh! flavour I 5.8 (8) 

I 
5.0 (8) 

I 
5.6 (6) 

I 
5.4 (8) 

I 
5.7 (8) I 5.9 I 5.5 I 5.5 

I can be sure that it doesn't have 5.7 (9) 4.0 (12) 5.6 (7) 5.4 5.6 I 5.5 I 5.2 I 5.2 
bones 

It is a relatively low price 5.5 (10) 4.9 (9) 5.1 (10) 5.1 (10) l 4.8 (10) I 5.7 5.3 I 5. 

Recommended by the retailer 4.9 0 l) 4.2 (11) 4.9 (11) 4.2 (11) 4.4 (11) 

I 
5.1 01) 

I 
4.2 (11) l 4,5 (1 

Has a strong flavour 3.9 (13) 4.5 (10) 4.2 (12) 3.9 (12) 3.9 (13) 4.7 3.6 I 4 '1 ',k 

It is a deep sea 4.3 (12) 3.6 (13) 4.0 (13) 3.7 4.1 (12) I 4.7 i 3.4 I 
- ---

Note:.fi.gures in brackets are the ranking of factors within each cluster according to average rating given. 



most 

"""'"'" there is a remarkable consistency across the clusters in the 
two A-,=~·,.,~ being "reasonable/cheaper prices" and no11nmte 
exception of Cluster 6 where "nothing" ranked fourth. 

Increased availability of fish/seafood or fresh fish in particular are 
also suggestions that are highly ranked. 

It is clear that reasonable/cheaper prices and better fish/seafood 
availability would increase fish/seafood in-home consumption across 
the clusters. 

Beyond these suggestions, clusters may be targeted through the use 
of other suggestions given in the minor rankings. For example, 16% 
of Cluster 3 respondents did suggest the industry publish recipes for 
the public. 
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Table 4.7.10.1: Suggested Industry Actions for More Fish/Seafood to be Bought 
by Cluster 

1 2 3 4 5 I 6 I 
Cost/value Fish/ seafood Dislike 
conscious buffs cooking/don't fish/seafood lovers 

conservatives know how to cook and 
Rank fish /seafood shoppers 

1 Reasonable/ Reasonable/ Reasonable/ Nothing (33%) 
cheaper prices cheaper prices prices 

(39%) (29%) (37%) 

2 I Nothing (27%) Nothing (24%) I Nothing (18%) I 

3 I Fresh fish/ Availability/ Adve1tising 
availability more readily campaign/ 

(12%) available (15%) promotion (17%) 

4 I Availability/ Fresh fish/ Recipes/cards/ 
more readily availability leaflets (16%) 

available ( 11 % ) (15%) promotions 
(10%) 

I l 
5 No pollution in Advertising Availability/ 

seas/rivers (8%) campaign more readily 
promotion available (15%) 

(11%) 

6 I Advertising No pollution Fresh fish 
I 

No pollution 
campaign/ seas/rivers (8%) availability seas/rivers 

promotions (14%) 
(7%) 

.4 I 1 I L7 I 1.4 I 1 ! l 'I 
1 

Note: proportion of cluster memi)ers making suggestion is given by bracketed%. 



4 8.1 

Table 4.8.1.1 shows """·l',"""" income 1rrcmr1s 
respondents in the socio-economic grouos ,n-n;p.'f'Jnn,C\P.'f' m1aa.Jle 
middle, responded more favourably to farmed fish, possibly as a 
result of their higher trial rates farmed fish and seafood. 
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14.4% 

Don't Know/ 
Can't 11.9% 

0.3% 

No 

Figure Reasons Given Farmed Fish 
a Difference" 

+ Pollution Is In Seas & 

Affects Fish 

- Fanned (Maybe) Fed 
Chemicals etc 

+ Preserves The 

Fish/Control Species 

+ Farming Produces 

Better Conditions 

-Farming Is Unhealthy 
/ Detrimental 

- Prefer Natural/ From 

The Sea 

(:?: 4.1% 

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 

% Of Respondents Answering "Yes" 

"+" indicates a factor positive for farmed fish consumption 
"-" indicates a/actor negative tofarmedfish consumption. 
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group Upper/upper l 11.9% 

Middle 12,8% .9% 9.1% 0.2% 

middle 15.3% 73.0% 11.3% 0.4% 

Lower 17.1% 70.3% 12.3% 0.2% 

Retired white collar 15.4% 71.2% 13.3% 0.1% 

Retired blue collar 18.4% 64.8% 16.6% 0.2% 

Household 
Income Less than $15,000 17.8% 64.8% 16.9% 0.4% 

$15,000 - $25,000 18.7% 70.8% 10.4% 0.0% 

$25,001 - $40,000 13.5% 76.7% 95% 0.3% 

$40,001 - $60,000 10.3% 80.2% 9.1% 0.4% 

More than $60,000 11.4% 81.9% 6.4% 0.4% 
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4. 2 

highly both awareness 
salmon, farm prawns and farm 

indicative of their relatively recent into the ""''"""''"-'-"'"'jJ. 
and ..,,., .. ,..vu .... market. Toe low trial rates amongst respondents 

who had heard of these three farmed species may be a result of a lack 
availability. Some evidence of this is discussed in Sections 4.8.3, 

4.8.5 and 4.8.8. Additionally, prawns frum oarrarr:mmll 
are often not sold with their farm origins highlighted - rather, they are 
sold simply as barramundi or the species of prawn. Hence, 
consumers are unaware that they have tried a farmed fish or seafood. 

631105 oh cons 239 



100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

0 

Low 

631105 oh cons 

p.,,....., 

10 20 30 

Ov:;tt r:s II! 

R:i in.bow trout 111 

ill I msse1 

1r1 A tfont-i ",mlmi ~~-

"' 
• Fa mprn "'u.::, 

40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

High Awareness ( % ) 

240 



< • 3 

Figure 4.8,3.2 1 % of all respondents had 
prawns and majority had positive .... "",..""""'" to 
6.5% of people who tried farmed prawns did not like 
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Figure 4.8.3.1: Recall and Trial of Prawns: 

Recall Of Farm Prawns 

~~EEEE~[2~~~~:m~~EEE~ 58.7% 

.............................................................. ........, ........ w..i..:. ...................................................................... s6.s% 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 

% Of Respondents 

Regional QLD 

Regional SA 

Canberra 

Brisbane 
Regional T AS 

Sydney 
Regional NSW 

Regional VIC 

Regional WA 

·Hobart 
Adelaide 

Melbourne 
Perth 

50.4% 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 

% Of Kespouioeu111;, Farm Prawns Who Have 'fried Farm 
Prawns 



100.0% 

80.0% 

60.0% 

40.0% 

20.0% 

100.0% 

0.0% -'--_j;,;~~~~~--""-..-ii,;~~~~~~--1,----IJ;~~~~~l.--,! 

(b) Ke:smiinsies Of Those Who Have 
Prawns 

80.0% 64.5% 

60.0% •:•:•:•:.:-:-:-:-:-:-;. 

40.0% f (f)f{l 21.7% 
6.4% 2.7% 20.0% {!!!!!!!}}) 

o.o%L~~~L....J~~~L.....tr.:=~=----.s. " ... ~ .......... 

Like 
Very 
Much 

Like 
Slightly 

Neither Dislike 
Like Nor Slightly 
Dislike 

Farm 

3.8% 

Dislike 
Very 

(c) Reasons Given For Disliking Farm Prawns 

Too Salty 
Appearance 
Too Slimy 

Texture 
Smell 

Other Reasons ...,.,..,...,.,.,.,..,.,..,.,.,..,.,.,,.,,.,,.,.,.,.-.,.,..,.,..,.,.,.,.,..,.-

Tasteless /Bland i;.,;....; ....... """'"' .............. ....,.;, ............... ........, ........................................ 

D0n1t Like Flavour ~==========i:======:..;3::,;:9;;;:.9:;..:%=:_v ----I 
0.0% 25.0% 50.0% 
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48.4 

trout are 
They are farmed 
~western Australia. 

4.8.4.1: Average Weekly Household Expenditure 
on Meals Out and Take~away Food: By State, 

1989 ($) 

NSW VIC SA WA TAS NT 

Meals in restaurants, 
hotels, clubs 12.00 11.94 7.99 8.29 9.01 8.10 11.30 

Snacks take-away 
food (not frozen) 12.89 12.87 11.36 10.53 13.16 9.27 13.65 

School lunch money 0.57 0.47 0.34 0.55 0.52 0.30 1.14 

Total meals out and 
take-away food 25.46 25.28 19.69 19.37 22.69 17.68 26.09 

Source: ABS Catalogue No. 6535.0. 

The 56% of respondents who had trialed rainbow trout 
overwhelmingly reported liking it as shown in Figure 4.8.4.2. Not 
liking the flavour was the most common reason for not liking it. 
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16.34 10.64 

14.01 12.35 

0.35 0.49 

30.70 23.48 
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Figure 4.8.4.1: Recall and aamuu 

Recall Of Rainbow Trout 

;~§isssE2sis~i~i~~~~~~~[z[~~~:~[![~~~~ ![~~ ~~ ~[J 99·2% ;.;;;; 98.4% 

• • 
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80.0% ,. 65.1 % 

Like 
Very 
Much 
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Slightly 

Neither 
Like Nor 
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4.9% 

Dislike 
Slightly 

\:, 

3.9% 

Dislike 
Very 
Much ., .. 

(c) Reasons Given For Disliking Rainbow Trout 

Too Dry ~;::;:::;::;,,.,.,..,.,.. 
Texture :::;:;::;::;::;:;:,:.,........,. 

Tastes Muddy /Weedy ~.,;.;.,..;.......,.:.;..;.;.;,.;.,;.as 

Too Strong _.. .................................. 
Too Many Bones 
Tasteless/ Bland 

16.8% 

Other Reasons _ ....... .....,,. .............. ......,......, ............... ......, .......... 

Don't Like Flavour l===========*=====:::!..:::3::::.0::.2~%:___-1 

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 
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rates 

Figure 4.8.5.2 shows that Atlantic sah11on is a 
those who have tried Only 4.8% of resulted 
responses not liking the flavour and too strong a 
the main reasons for dislike. 

Figures 4.8.5.3 and 4.8.5.4 show trial rates of Atlantic salmon to 
highest in the upper/upper middle socio-economic group and 
household income group. This points to the positioning of Atlantic 
salmon as a premium fish sold at high prices to restaurants and the 
in-home market. 
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Figure 4.8.5.1: Recall and Trial Atlantic 

Recall Of Atlantic Salmon (Fresh) 
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4.1% 
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Like Nor 
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Slightly 

%Tri.al 

2.0% 

Dislike 
Very 
Much 

(c) Reasons Given For Disliking Fresh Atlantic 
Salmon 

Tastes Muddy /Weedy 
Too Salty 
The Smell 

Too Dry 

Tasteless/ Bland :::_,:::*'..,.,::*'...,.::: ... _:::-.,.,::=~-=: .... _::.,~a-:,,,,.,,.,,.,,... 
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36% 

Lower middle 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

% of Respondents Who Had Tried Atlantic Salmon 

Figure 4.8.5.4: Trial of Atlantic Salmon: By 
Income 

More than $60,000 36% 

$40,0001 - $60,000 

$25,0001 - $40,000 

$15,000 - $25,000 

Less than $15,000 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

% of .Respondents Who Had Tried Atlantic Salmon 
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is most common reason 
,ui.m,,..,.,_,,, several other reasons 
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Recall Of Mussels 
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Figure 4.8.6.1: RecaH and of Mussels: 
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.8.7 

.....,..,,,.,.,, ....... .,,.._,..,..,...,,._y due to high restaurant ext)ern:lmu-e, 
4.8.4). 

Figure 4.8. 7.2 shows a si.milar oa1:te:rn to mussels (Section 4.8.6) 
people have tried oysters fall into two polarised ,..,~~~ ... ,~ 

characterised by strong like or dislike for the n1'."C'C',J~':t. 

The major reason for dislike is that oysters are "too slimy". 
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Figure 4.8.7.1: RecaH and Trial Oysters: 
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4.8.8 

4.8.8.2 that 
surveyed was a low 15.4%. However, 
barramumli almost invariably 
potential for increased 
rate of trial can be increased. 
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Figure 4.8.8.1: Recall and Trial of Farm 
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4.9. 

rates for Jack mackerel and pm;namsJ.,.,..,...,"'L'"'"' amongst 
consumers that heard these species could 11:iai,:~te problems 
availability or some negative consumer sentiments blocking trial. 
Consumer attitudes are explored in flli-tlle:r detail the sections 
ahead. 
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is AUU'"""""'' 

recalled Jack mackerel, a 
exhibits -"'-'J-,,A,VU,CU 

Figure 4.9.2.2 shows that 71 % of the 5.2% of respondents who had 
tried Jack mackerel reported liking it either very much or slightly. 

Of those who disliked it, too strong a flavour and not liking the 
flavour were the most common reported reasons for their dislike. 
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Figure 4.9.3.2 
squid/calamari. 

much whilst most of disliking ...... .,,,,a.. ... ..._ it very much. The 
reason this strong dislike was cited as the rubbery/tough texture 

squid. 
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Figure 4.9.3.1: RecaU and Trial 
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.9.4 

Conversion of those who recalled pilchards/sardines people 
had the species is poor. most'""'"'''"''"' less than half 
people who had heard of the species had actually tried it. Canberra 
and Melbourne were the only regions which more than 50% of 
people who recalled the species had tried 

In attempting to explain this, demographics provide some possible 
answers. Table 4.9.4.1 shows that trial rates amongst people from 
non English speaking countries are far higher than Australians or 
people from English speaking countries. 

Melbourne' s large ethnic population from non English speaking 
countries could explain the high trial rate of Melbourne respondents. 

Figure 4.9.4.2 shows the response of those respondents who had 
tried pilchards/sardines. 20% of this group reported disliking 
slightly or disliking very much pilchards/sardines. The major reason 
given was not liking the flavour or too strong a flavour. 
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* all respondents who emigrated to Australia before their fifth birthday are 

included in the Australian/English speaking country category. 
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0.0% 

Figure 4.9.4.1: RecaU and Trial of Pikhards/Satdines: 
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Figure 4.9.4.2 Respondent Attitudes to 
Pilchards/Sardines 
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4. .5 

Table 1 shows that, once 
is well liked. 
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Figure 4.9.5.1: Recall and Trial of Australian 
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Herringffommy Ruff 

(a} Australian Herring / Tommy Ruff - Recall, Trial & 
Dislikes 

100.0% 

Total Sample %Recall %Trial 

• (b) Responses Of Those Who Have Tried Australian 
Herring/ Tommy Ruff 

48.7% 

6.8% 4.4% 
.:JX N."'-::;:.:,.;::,! •""·¼·.•• 

Like Like Neither Dislike Dislike 
Very Slightly LiteNor Slightly Very 
Much Dislike Much 

't: !WI 
.. 

(c) Reasons Given For Disliking Australian Herring / 
Tommy Ruff 

Textnre Ell 2. 7% 
The Smell ·,.,,.,_~»-'" "''''~" 5.0% 
Too Oily ... ,,_ .. ,"'""",,,., ... "···-, -x·-. ·• 8.4% 

Too Salty ,, ... : """'" · ·.,,,,w,, <~ 8.7% 
Other Reasons ··' · .-.. w.-,.·" , , · .. , .• -,. · · ·•··· 13. l % 

Too Strong · ·,.,:,"«· ·· .,.,, .. " ·-.,: · .. ·. · ~,--,.<-~,,,,,.,,,...,.,.,_x,.;«·-<=,<,:o:<,,, •.... 25.4% 
Don'tLikeFlavour ···-· ·· .. ·,,M. · ··-.••. , ... , ·· · w ... ••• • • ••• • ... ·,., 26.6% 

Too Many Bones .:~.•Y•:::!:•:- ;-::-."-:-:-:-.-. •• ;:x-:-:;~ ... ~~-: .• ::.::~::::-.::..:::=•;;.;.:,:,.:,...• •• : •• ,;, ... ·-*=-;::·:::-:.• •• ~·-:-:~:~ ••• . 
0.0% 20.0% 

6JJJ05 oh COIIS 

. 
I 

40.0% 

274 



4.9.6 

Figure 4.9.6.2 shows that just over half who have 
silver trevally/skipjack it very much. Only 6% showed any 
dislike. 
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Figure 4.9.6.1: Recall and Trial of Silver· 
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Figure 4.9.6.2: Respondent Attitude to Silver Trevally/ 
Skipjack 
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4 .10 Recreational Fishing 

4.10.1 Seasonal Variation 

Figure 4.10.1.l reveals strongly seasonal patterns in recreational 
fishing activity, both in tenns of the number of people involved, 
number of households involved and the weight of fish/seafood 
caught. 

The data shown in Figure 4.10.1.l corresponds to the three months 
up to the time the respondent was interviewed. Thus, November 
1990 data covers recreational fishing activity in September, October 
and November 1990. 

March 1991 therefore covers the traditional holiday season for most 
Australians and, as such, it is not surprising to see this also 
represents the peak in recreational fishing activity. September 1991, 
representing activity in the winter months, records the lowest activity 
of any of the four quarters surveyed. 

Overall, the figures reveal recreational fishing to be a popular activity 
amongst household members in Australia. 

Results in the present study are similar to those found in the 1977 PA 
study 13 which then only covered the capital.cities excluding Darwin. 
Then it was estimated that over one third of all households included 
leisure fishing participants. 

13 "A Report to the Department of Primary Industry on the Consumer Survey of Fish and 
Seafood Consumption in Australia", 1977, PA Consulting Group, Sections 3.5.l, 3.5.2 
and 3.9.6. 
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Figure 4.10.1.1: Recreational Fishing Activity by 
Season: AH Regions 
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4.10.2 Regional Variations in Recreational Fishing 

Figure 4.10.2.1 presents the proportion of households engaged in 
recreational fishing for the peak March period and the low September 
period. 

, In the holiday season (March) the regions showing the highest 
proportion of households engaged in recreational fishing were: 

- regional South Australia 

- regional Western Australia 

- regional Tasmania. 

Regional households show a greater propensity for involvement in 
recreational fishing. This may be related to the range of recreational 
activities available to country versus city residents and access to 
coastal and/or inland fishing areas. 

Regional Queensland is the only area that goes against the trend of 
high activity in March 1991 and low activity in September 1991. 

Canberra and Perth are the two cities with highest household 
involvement in recreational fishing. This result is the same as the 
1977 PA study.14 

14 "A 'Report to the Department of Primary Industry on the Consumer Survey of Fish and 

Seafood Consumption in Australia", 1977, PA Consulting Group, Sections 3.9.6, 
especially Table 38 
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uv,,...:,-.,uv1.u.:, in 
to be involved in recrea,nonal 

Families children any age 
involved in recreational fishing. 
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Figure 4.10.3.3: Proportion of Recreational Fislling 
Households by Household Composition 
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species cited 
ranking by regJton. 
popular QflP,r"1P"1 

Of uv,,.,,.,,,vi,,;.,:, who actually --u.,-... HSJ1/St!aI{)00 the 
Lhree months, an average 1.8 species were as being caught 
per household. 91 % of these households reported a fish species as 
being caught while 12% of households reported catching a crustacean 
or mollusc species. 

The live weight of fish/seafood caught in the last three months shows 
wide regional variation (Figure 4.10.4.1 ). Regional Western 
Australian households have the highest catch weight by a wide 
margin at over double the Skg/household average for all regions. 

However, results do show that, on average, 35% of households that 
had participated in recreational fishing in the last three months had 
not caught anything, as shown in Figure 4.10.4.2. The catch weight 
distribution shown in Figure 4.10.4.2 suggests there are two groups 
of recreational fishing households - those that catch 5kg or less per 
three month period (72.2% of households) and those that catch from 
10kg to 20kg per three month period (10.8% of households). 

The relatively large catches of the latter group may be related to: 

- the use of boats and other equipment in recreational fishing 

- higher catches in some areas 
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to 
answer. 

sum a of 24,392,000 kg live weight seafood was 
caught through recreational fishing. To convert to edible a 
conversion of 50% has been used, given industry practice 
the major species caught The final result is that 2.82kg annual per 
capita consumption uu,,...,.. 1se.irroc,ais souirce:a 
recreational fishing. This represents a significant 23%, by 
edible weight, of the estimated per capita consumption all forms of 
fish and seafood of people living in households (12.06kg from Table 
3.1.2.1). 
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Rank 

l 

2 Flailiead Flaihead Flathead Trout *Perch 
23.6% 39.1% 21.1% 25.8% 16.7% 

3 Whiting Whiting Trout Breai:n Bream Flathead Perch 
18.5% 8.9% 16.7% 12.5% 16.6% 25.3% 16.3% 

4 Trout Snapper Whiting Whiting Flathead Crab Aathead 
123% 7.0% 14.5% 10.4% 14.0% 7.7% 14.4% 

5 Herring Trout Perch Whiting **Mackerel **Mackerel 
8.5% 3.5% 9.7% 8.2% 6.9% 6.5% 12.1% 

Average 1.83 1.69 1.72 1.80 1.46 1.80 2.08 
number of 
citations 
per fishing 
household 

Regional Regional Regional 
Adelaide SA Perth WA Canberra Hobart TAS 

Whiting Whiting Herring Herring Bream Flathead Trout 
38.0% 44.1% 45.0% 45.4% 33.9% 52.9% 40.4% 

Herring Herring Whiting Trevally Trout Trout Flathead 
35.1% 25.9% 26.5% 29.1% 29.9% 24.4% 33.7% 

Garrish Mullet Trevally Whiting Flaihead Lobster Cod 
13.2% 22.9% 17.3% 23.9% 14.4% i3.7% 20.9% 

Squid Snapper Snapper Cod Trevally Perch Lobster 
12.9% 10.9% 13.1% 17.0% 8.1% 11.6% 7.7% 

Mullet Perth Prawns Snapper Whiting Trevally Perch 7.4% 
10.7% 10.5% 9.3% 15.3% 6.0% 10.7% 

1.66 2.05 2.23 2.25 1.59 2.08 1.59 

* freshwater perch (ie not orange roughy) 
** predominantly Spanish mackerel species. 
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5.1 

5.1.1 

results show a greater tendency non-grocery buyers to 
consume their meals out-of-home and also to choose fish/seafood 
meals when eating out-of-home. On average, each grocery buyer 
consumes 0.42 out-of-home fish/seafood meals per week and 
non grocery buyer 0.75 fish/seafood meals per week. 

Refer to Section 3.5.2 for further details on the frequency of out-of­
home fish/seafood meal consumption. 
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Total Total 
Meals Meals 

Weighted number of 
respondents 5,223 5,223 5,223 6,754 6,754 

Weighted m:unber of 
respondents from 
fish/seafood consuming 
households 5,102 5,102 5,102 NA NA NA 

Total number of meals 
possible in last 7 days ie 
D, L, B, other 107,181t 35,714t 142,895t 141,837 47,278 189,115 

Meals actually eaten in or 101,367t l,618t l0l,733t 124,187 NA NA 
out-of-home (100%) (100%) 

Meals eaten out-of-home 16,627t 366t 16,993t 26,142 NA NA 
(16.4%) (21%) 

Fish/seafood meals eaten 2,167t 46t 2,213t 4,315 *764 5,079 
out-of-home (2.1%) (3.5%) 

Number of fish/seafood 
meal-type-occasions 2,505t 47t 2,552t 4,745 *120 4865 
out-of-home 

Number of fish/seafood 
meal-type-occasions 
out-of-home not 
including those at 2,117t 40t 2,157t 4,362 88 4,450 
friends' /relatives' houses 

* 120,000 meal-type-occasions were the result of 764,000 meals containing 
fish/seafood - obviously an incorrect result. There must be at least one meal-
type-occasion/or each meal of fish/seafood. The 120,000 figure was due to 
respondents not providing details of" other" fish/seafood meals. 
t meals of grocery buyersfromfish/seafood consuming households only. 
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5.1.2 When Out-Of-Home Meals are Consumed 

A far higher proportion of out-of-home dinners include fish/seafood 
than other meal-occasions as Tables 5.1.2.1 and 5.1.2.2 show. For 
example, Table 5.1.2.2 shows that 33% of non-grocery buyers 
out-of-home weekday dinners were fish/seafood meals as compared 
to only 11 % of out-of-home lunches and 2% of out-of-home 
breakfasts. 

However, in terms of the actual number of meals these proportions 
represent, the number of weekday fish/seafood lunch meals actually 
exceed the number of weekday fish/seafood dinner meals. The 
reason for this lies in the far larger number of weekday out-of-home 
lunches than dinners, due to people consuming meals at their place of 
work. Of course, at the weekend this is no longer the case and 
fish/seafood dinners represent about two thirds of all fish/seafood 
meals. Across all days of the week 51.3% of out-of-home 
fish/seafood D. L, B meals are consumed at dinner and 47.7% at 
lunch. 

The pattern of out-of-home fish/seafood consumption by day of the 
week is shown in Figures 5.1.2.1 and 5.1.2.2. 

The number of fish/seafood meals peaks on Friday for both grocery 
buyers and non-grocery buyers. In tetms of the proportion of 
out-of-home meals that were fish/seafood meals, Saturday represents 
the peak (Figure 5.1.2.1: 18.6% and Figure 5.1.2.2: 23.9%). 
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eaten(%) 24% 11% 
('OOO meals) 7 

l 
1,474 6 693 

Fish/seafood 
not eaten 76% 91% 99%1 75% 89% 99% 84% 87% 
(%) ('000 7,954 804 1,451 1,749 3,682 14,461 
meals) I 

Total(%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
('000 meals) 2,665 8,776 811 12,252 1,931 1,956 487 4,375 16,627 

Table 5.1.2.2: Proportion of Non-Grocery Buyers 
Out-Of-Home D, L, B Meals Eaten in Which 

Fish/Seafood was Eaten: Weekdays and Weekends 

Weekday (M - F) Weekend (S - S) 

Total Total Total 
weekday weekend LB 

D L B DLB D L B DLB all days 

Fish/seafood 
eaten(%) 33% 11% 2% 15% 30% 15% 4% 20% 17% 
('OOO meals) 1,405 1,571 26 3,002 796 491 26 1,313 4,315 

Fish/seafood 
not eaten 67% 89% 98% 85% 70% 85% 96% 80% 83% 
(%) ('OOO 2,897 12,565 1,103 16,565 1,827 2,821 615 5,262 21,827 
meals) 

Total(%) 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
('000 meals) 4,302 14,135 1,130 19,567 2,622 3,312 641 6,575 26,142 
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B non-

PM 46 32 15 42 104 28 43 

Both AM and 
PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 108 115 80 91 159 123 89 

The total number of "other'' fish/seafood meals at 764,000 is 
significant when compared to the total number of D, L, B 
fish/seafood meals (shown in Table 5.1.2.2) consumed out-of-home 
by non-grocery buyers at 4,315,000. However, most respondents 
did not provide details of the type of fish/seafood consumed at these 
"other meals", as already mentioned in the Table 5.1.l.l footnote. 
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5.1.3 

work. 

631105 oh cons 296 



Figure S.1.3.1: Where Fisll/Seafood Out-Of-Home Meals 
are Purchased/Consumed: Proportion of Grocery Buyers 

Out-Of-Home Meal-Type-Occasions 

Friends'/relatives' house 
15.5% 

Other place 
10.6% 

Club 
6.7% 

Restaurant 
35.4% 

take-away 

6·4% Fish and chip 

shop 
6.3% 

*Function centre, coffee 
lounge. cafe, sandwich/milk 

Wade cafeteria 
5.5% 

Hotel bar, no answer 
5.4% 8.2% 

* made up of function centre 2.2%, coffee lounge/cafe 2.1%, sandwichlmiJJc bar 
3.6%, no answer 02%. 
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5. 2 Species/Type of Fish or Seafood Eaten Out-of-Home by 
Occasion 

As was the case with in-home meals (Section 4.2.1), the type of 
fish/seafood eaten had some dependence on the meal-occasion. 

Fish t and particularly seafoodt consumption was higher in tenns of 
their share of fish/seafood meals at dinner than at lunch. A third of 
grocery buyer out-of-home meal-type-occasions at lunch were of 
canned fish or canned seafood compared to only 3% at out-of-home 
dinners (fable 5.2.1). Canned fish, in particular, fills a need for a 
convenient lunch meal as was also seen in Section 4.2.1 for in-home 
lunch meals. 

Grocery buyers are more likely than non-grocery buyers to eat 
seafoodt out-of-home. Over half of grocery buyers and non-grocery 
buyers' seafood meal-type-occasions were of whole prawns, as 
shown in Table 5.2.3. 

Overall, out-of-home fish/seafood meals feature a far higher 
proportion of seafood meal-type-occasions than in-home meals, as a 
comparison of Table 4.2.2.1 and Table 5.2.1 illustrates. Only 
11. 7% of in-home fish/seafood meal-type-occasions were seafoodt 
compared to 36% and 32% of out-of-home fish/seafood 
meal-type-occasions of grocery buyers and non-grocery buyers 
respectively. 

Tables 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 provide further details of fisht and seafoodt 
species that were most popular for out-of-home fish/seafood meals. 

t Only fresh, frozen, smoked or cooked forms of fish or seafood. See Appendix V listing 

of fish/seafood types. 
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Seafoodt 46% 36% 25% 36% 32% 

Processed products 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 

Catering products 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 

Bottles/plastic 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 
pouches/cups 

Canned 3% 7% 31% 23% 17% 14% 

Other 8% 5% 5% 5% 7% 5% 

Don't know 11% 11% 11% 13% 11% 12% 

Total(%) ('000 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
meal-type-occasions) 1119 2157 989 2148 2156 4439 

Note: excluding fish/seafood consumption out-of-home at friends' /relatives'. 
houses. 
* includes dinner, tunch, breakfast and other meals 
t only fresh,frozen, smoked or cooked forms of fish or seafood. See Appendix V 
listing offzsh!seafood types used above. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Total fish ('OOO fish 
meal- type-occasion) 

*O 

*Perch (38) 

Bream (32) 

(27) 

549 

*Orange roughy 
(100) 

Butterfish 

(66) 

'J.VWltU,,.,L (65) 

*Perch (37) 

1461 

Note:figures in brackets are thousar.ds of meal-type-occasions. Does not include 
those fish! seafood meals consum.ed at friends' !relatives' houses 
* on the basis of catch statistics it is suspected that ,n,()St perch meal-type­
occasions are orange roughy. Hence the ranking of orange roughy is likely to be 
higher than that shown above. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Total seafood ('000 
meal- type-occasion} 

Scallops(59) 

(50) 

Oysters (46) 

Crayfish/lobster 
(41) 

780 

Note:figures in brackets are thousands of meal-type-occasion. 
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(232) 

Crayfish/lobster 
(79) 

...,..,....,.Avu.:, (58} 

1489 

301 



5. 3 Tile Type and Method of Preparation of Fish and Seafood 
by Place of Purchase/Consumption 

Tables 5.3.1 through to 5.3.4 study the type, form of preparation, 
method of preparation and place on the menu of fish and seafood 
meals by the place of purchase/consumption. Together, they provide 
a detailed picture of fish/seafood consumption at the range of places 
listed. They only show the consumption of grocery buyers since the 
characteristics of non-grocery buyers were found to be very similar. 

Reviewing the consumption of fish/seafood at restaurants: 

- 54% of fish/seafood meal-type--occasions are seafood versus 
only 22% fish (Table 5.3.1) 

- there are several favoured forms of preparation - fillet, whole, 
headed/peeled, other and pre-prepared (Table 5.3.2) 

- deep frying and grilling were equally the most popular methods 
of cooking/preparing fish/seafood (Table 5.3.3) 

- 76% of fish/seafood meal-type-occasions were as main course 
dishes with the remainder as entree dishes (Table 5.3.4). 

While these characteristics are atypical of many restaurants, other 
places of major purchase/consumption show different characteristics: 

- almost half of fish/seafood meals at work cafeterias consist of 
canned fish. Most remaining fish/seafood meal-type-occasions 
are of deep fried or grilled fillets of fish 

- club fish/seafood meal-type-occasions consist mainly of fish, 
seafood and canned fish. Most fish mentions were filleted fish. 
Deep fried plus pan fried meals outnumbered two to one grilled 
meals 
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- at least 80% of fish/seafood meal-type-occasions at hotels are 
fish or seafood, little or no canned fish/seafood is used. Much of 
the fish is in fillets. Deep fried meals outnumber grilled meals 
twotoone 

- at least two thirds of fish/seafood meal-type-occasions purchased 
from fish and chip shops are fish fillets. 84% of 
fish/seafood meals are deep fried and 9% grilled 

- there are almost double the number of seafood meals to fish 
meals purchased at fast food outlets/take-aways. 
Approximately half the fish/seafood meal-type-occasions are 
deep fried and only 9% are grilled. 17% are as ingredients in 
pizza, mornay, stir fry, casserole and other dishes 

- two thirds of fish/seafood meals purchased/consumed at a 
sandwich/milk bar are canned fish/seafood consumed straight 
(ie without further cooking). 

Detail of the species/types of fish, seafood and canned fish/seafood 
most commonly consumed at major places of purchase/consumption 
are shown in Tables 5.3.5, 5.3.6 and 5.3.7 respectively. 

Popular species of fish consumed show significant dependence upon 
the place of purchase/consumption. On the other hand, species of 
seafood and types of canned fish/seafood show little or no 
dependence upon place. As was the case for in-home consumption, 
whole prawns dominate the seafood category, again emphasising the 
unique market position that prawns hold. 
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Table 5.3.1: The Type of Fish/Seafood Eaten 01:d~ofmHome by Place of 
Buyers' Meal~ Type~Occasion 

Type of Totals Work Restaurant Function Club I Hotel I Coffee I Fish & I Fast Food I I I ('Aher I No 
Fish/Seafood Cafeteria Cenl:re Lounge/ Mille Bar . Relatives' Answ,::r 
Eaten 

-
Fish 27% 27% 22% 19% 35% 41% 21% I 67% I 22% I 1% I 33% I I 0% I I 

Seafood 35% 13% 54% 34% 25% 38% 22% 

I 
17% 

I 
38% 

I 
17% I 28% I 13% I 78% 

l 

Processed products 2% 0% 2% 0% 2% 1% 5% 1% 2% I 1% I 1% 2% ' 0% I 

Catering products I 2% 

I 
0% 

I 
1% 

I 
8% 

I 
1% 

I 
0% 

I 
3% I 1% I 3% i 3% 

I 
2% 

l 
I 3% 

I ' I Bottles/plastic 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% I 0% I 0% 2% I 3% 0% 
pouches/cups 

Canned 18% 44% 2% 16% 8% 0% 30% 0% 

I 
9% 66% 22% I 0% 

Other fish/seafood 6% 4% 9% 5% 8% 9% 4% 3% 8% 2% 2% 3% 0% 

Don'tknow 11% 12% 9% 16% 20% 10% 14% 10% 17% 10% 6% 18% 

Toials (%) ('OOO 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1()0% WO% 100% 
meals-type- 2552 141 904 170 138 53 161 I 164 92 396 271 '~ 6 
occasions) 

-
t fish/seafood types as per listing in Appendix V. 



Table 5.3.2: The Form of Preparation of Fish/Seafood Eaten Out by of 
Buyers' Meal~Type~Occasions 

----
Form of Totals Work Restaurant Function Club Hotel Coffee Fish & Other 
Fish/Seafood Cafeteria Centre Lounge/ r\nswer 
Eaten Cafe TaJ..ce- House 

Whole 15% 5% 22% 14% 13% 19% 1% 6% 16% 9!,ib 0% 

Fillet 29% 35% 23% 23% 41% 41% 34% 68% 29% 4% 34% 78% 

Cutlet (sliced with 1% 1% 1% 5% 2% 1% 1% 0% 1% 
I 

0% 2% 0% 0% 
backbone) 

Headed/peeled 11% 4% 18% 5% 9% 10% 8% 3% 14% 4% 11% 0% 

I 
Smoked 1% 0% 1% 8% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1% 2% 1% 2% 3% 

I Canned 16% 40% 1% 11% 8% 0% 25% 0% 7% 69% 18% 58% 0% 

I Pre-prepared 13% 12% 13% 21% 14% 14% 9% 16% 25% 19% 7% 7% 27% 

Other 11% 3% 15% 4% 12% 12% 20% 4% 12% 0% 10% 0% 

Don't know/can't 2% 0% 3% 5% 1% 2% 0% 1% 2% 0% 1% 1% 0% 
say 

No answer 1% 0% 1% 3% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 69% 
- ---- --

Totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% H)O<½? 100% 
2552 141 904 57 170 138 53 161 92 396 271 6 



Table 5.3.3: How Fish/Seafood Eaten Out is Cooked/Prepared, Served by 
Grocery Buyers' Meal 9 Type~Occasions 

Method of Tol:als Work Restaurant Function Club Hotel Coffee Fish & I Fast Food I Sandwich/ I I Other I No 
cooking/ Cafeteria Centre Lounge/ Chip . Mille Bar I Relatives' 1 Answer 
preparation Cafe 

Boil/boiled in 5% 2% 6% 6% 2% 4% 4% 0% 

Baked/oven 2% 1% 2% 4% 2% 2% 22% 17% 17% l 3% 

I 
2% 0% 

l 
Grilled 12% 11% 17% 12% 19% 18% 6% 9% 6% ()U,b 

I 
H% 2% 0% 

Deep fried 24% 23% 18% 25% 37% 38% 33% 84% 46% 8% 11% I 4% 0% 
i I 

Steamed 4% 3% 7% 0% 2% 1% 0% 2% 3% 0% 

I 

3% I 0% 
Microwaved 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 2% 0% 1% 

I 
0% l 

Raw 2% 0% 3% 9% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% I 1% 0% 

I Straight 18% 39% 6% 17% 11% 3% 23% 2% 7% 62% I I 58% 31% 

Barbecued 2% 1% 4% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

I 
5% I 3% I 0% 

Pan fried 7% 7% 8% 3% 7% 12% 6% 0% 3% 1% 12% I 4% 0% 

Poached (water in 1% 0% 1% 2% 1% 4% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% I Oo/o 0% 
pan) 

Pizza IOpping 

I 
1% 

I 
0% 

I 
1% 

I 
0% 

I 
0% 

I 
0% 

I 
0% 

I 
0% 

I 
6% 

I 
0% 

I 
1% 

I 
0% 

I 
0% 

Ingredient - 4% 4% 4% 5% 1% 5% 7% 0% 1% 2% 6% l0% 
momay 

Ingredient - stir fry I 3% 

I 
0% 

I 
7% 

I 
1% 

I 
1% 

I 
0% 

I 
0% 

I 
0% 

I 
6% 

I 
1% 

I 
2% 

I 
1% I 41% 

Ingredient - 2% 0% 1% 0% 2% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 6% 
casserole 

111gredient - Other 6% 5% 7% 2% 1% 3% 4% I 2% 3% 10% 5% 0% 
Other 7% 4% 8% 7% 9% 3% 15% 1% 7% 12% 6% 10% 0% 
Don't know 1% 0% 2% 3% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0%, 1% 2% 0% 

No answer 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 18% 
-

Totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
I 

100% HJO% 100% 
141 904 57 170 138 53 161 164 92 396 271 6 



Table Proportion of Fish/Seafood MealG Type~Occasions Which are an 
Purchase/Consumption: 

Totals Wolk Restawant Function Club Hotel Coffee Fish & Fast Food " , -L 
, 

No '-'"'""'''""' rnt:nu:;; 
Cafeteria Centre Lounge/ Chip Mille 

,, ,. 
Answer 

Cafe Take- House 

Entree 17% 5% 24% 00% 20% 21% 7% 1% 4% 5% 20% 7% 0% 
-

Main 82% 94% 76% 38% 80% 78% 93% 99% 95% 91% 79% 31% 

No answer 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 4% 3% 69% 
-·--- -

Totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
2552 141 904 57 170 138 53 161 164 92 271 6 

-



Barmmundi 

*Perch 

(19) 

4 Snapper (15) 

5 *O 

6 Trout(l3) 

Perch 

Snapper(6) 

Shark:(5) 

Trout 

*Perch 

Salmon­
other(3) 

*Oroughy 
(2) 

(5) 

Gemf:!Sh (3) 

*Perch(3) 

Total** 201 60 51 108 

Note:figures in brackets are thousands of meal-type-occasions 
* on the basis of catch statistics it is suspected that most of the perch mentions 
areinfactorangeroughy 
** the figures in brackets do not add up to the total as lowly ranked species are 
not shown 
t not including canned/processed. 
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Table S.3.6: Most Commonly Purchased/Consumed 
Species of Seafoodt at Major Outlets: Ranked by 

Thousands of Meal-Type-Occasions 

Rank Rest.aurant Club Hotel Ftsh & Chip Fast Food/ 
Shop T._Away 

Outlet 

1 Prawns Prawns Prawns Prawns Prawns 
(whole) (252) (whole) (29) (whole) (22) (whole) (10) (whole) (41) 

2 Squid/ Crabs(3) Squid/ Squid/ Squid/ 
calamari (56) calamari (12) calamari (9) calamari (10) 

3 Scallops (42) Prawns Scallops (5) Crabs(4) 
(other) (3) 

4 Crayfish/ Crayfish/ 
lobster (31) lobster(3) 

s Crabs(28) 

6 ~ls(20) 

Total** 487 43 53 28 63 

Note:figures in brackets are thousands of meal-type-uccosions 
** figures in brackets do not odd up to total since lowly ranked species are not 
shown 
t not including canned/processed. 

Table S.3.7: Most Commonly Purchased/Consumed 
Types of Canned Fish/Seafood at Major OuUets: Ranked 

by Thousands of Meal-Type-Occasions 

Rank Work cafeteria Sandwich/milk Other (place) 
bar 

1 Tuna(34) Tuna(38) *Salmon-
other(92) 

2 *Salmon- Salmon- Tuna(67) 
other(23) other(20) 

Total 62 60 164 

Note:figures in brackets are thousands of meal-type-occasions 
* salmon - other refers to salmon other than Australian. salmon. 
** figures in brackets do not add to total since lowly ranked types of canned 
fish/seafood are not shown. 
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to consumers of 
coias~a.erthemselves 

fish/seafood is.,,.,,..,,.,,,,, 
Figure 5.4.L 

Fresh fish, from a take-away outlet, prawns, 
canned fish were the species with the higher acceptance 
home consumption. All other species had acceptance 
less of respondents. 

out-of­
only half or 

Tables 5.4.1, 5.4.2 and 5.4.3 provide a breakdown of responses by 
demographics. Consumption of all types of fish/seafood shows 
heavy dependence on respondent age group and household income. 
fa general, younger and/or highest income respondents are more 
likely to consume any type of fish/seafood out-of-home than older 
and/or lower income respondents. 

Respondents from non-English speaking countries were less likely to 
consume any fish type out-of-home than Australians/respondents 
from English speaking countries. On the other hand, respondents 
from non-English speaking countries were more likely to consume 
squid/calamari and mussels out-of-home than the Australians/English 
speaking country group. 
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FISH : 

Fish From Take 

Canned Fish 

Frozen Fish 

Fresh Fish 78 

MOLLUSCS : 

I Calamari ::::}:::::f ::;:::::::\:::::::/;:;:::;::::;;:::;:::;:;:;:;:::::;:::; 53 

Scallops ;:::::::;:::::::;:::;:::::::::::::;:::::::;:;:::::::::::::!::{::::;: 49 

Oysters {;:;:;:;::=::::::;:::;:;:::::::;:;:;:}::::::::::::::}:;:::;:: 48 

Mussels (:{(:(:(:(:):(:(:]:(:((:!:(:(:[:):(:]:(}:]:(:i:!:(:\:· 44 

CRUSTACEANS : 

Other Crustaceans :::;::=;:;:;}:::;=::;:;:::::;::=;:;:::;:::::;:;:::;:;:::;{:: 46 

Lobster/ Crayfish :::}\:::;:;::::=;:;:::;:::::;::=;:;:}::;::=;:;}}=:;::;:::: 51 

Prawns / Shrimps :::::::::::::::::::::;:;:::::;:;:::::;::::::=::::::::;:;:;:;:::;:;:::;:}::(::;::::):::;::::=:::(: 71 

% Of Respondents 
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Table 5.4.1: Proportion of Non~Grocery Buyer Respondents Who 
Demographics ( % ) 

Age Group of Respondent Nationality 

I I 1 Australian/ Non-
English English I I ' Greater l 

Under40 40-59 60+ speaking speaking Less than $15,001 -
Fish Type: years yeru:s years country country $15,000 $25,000 

Fish from a take-away 77 77 45 74 62 I 55 I 63 I 75 I 81 I 715 
food outlet 

Canned fish 63 63 50 63 49 54 I 48 I 55 I 74 I 68 

Frozen fish 49 42 34 66 31 31 ' 
36 I 48 50 I 50 

Prepared/processed fish 54 44 32 47 39 32 I 46 I 50 I 54 ! 5ri k 

Fresh fish I 77 I 82 I 69 I 77 I 73 I 63 I n 81 

Table Proportion of Non-Grocery Buyer Respondents 
by ( 

Age of Respondent Nationality I Household Income 

Australian/ Non-
English English 

Under40 40-59 60+ speaking speaking I Less than 
Mollusc years years yearn country country $15,000 I $25,000 I 

--
Squid/calamari 59 58 23 53 60 I 34 I 36 I 59 I 59 I 67 

I 53 I 54 I 25 I 49 I 47 I I 31 l 53 l 54 ! 

Oysters I 48 I 59 I 33 I 49 I 47 I 33 I 32 I .50 l 56 I 

Mussels I 35 I 46 I 16 I 34 I 43 I 28 I 23 ' 33 I 39 I 47 



Table 5.4.3: Non~Grocery Buyer Respondents who Consume Types: by 

Age Group of Respondent Nationality Household Income 

Australian/ Non-
English English I I I Grea!er 

Under40 40-59 60+ speaking speaking Less than 
Crustacean Type: years years years country country $15,000 

Other crustaceans 49 51 31 48 

I 
45 

I 
32 

I I I I 
Lobster/crayfish 53 57 28 51 49 33 28 55 I 61 I 63 

Prawns/shrimps I 74 I 75 I 55 I 72 I 69 I 66 I 48 I 75 I 80 



As 

"other" 

Only those respondents to the 'Out-of-Home' consumption 
questionnaires whose last out-of-home fish and seafood meal had 
been within the last seven days and at one of the five above 
mentioned commercial outlets, were polled for their attitudes. They 
were asked to score the importance of eight factors in terms of how 
they affected their decision to order fish/seafood on the menu. 
Figure 5.5.1 illustrates the scale used as the basis for the survey 
results shown Table 5.5.1. This Table provides a listing of the 
eight factors which were drawn from an analysis of consumer focus 
group responses and industry leader interviews conducted as part of 
the current study. 

Figure 5.5.1: Scale Used to Score Importance of Factors 
Not at all 
important 

l 2 3 4 5 6 

Very important 

7 
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is 
top 

premises", "fresh rather than frozen" 
quality seafood", ..,. • ..,, ... ,.,unot necessarily in this 

some 

apparent that a proprietor of any one of these .,,,u,,"""'" who wishes to 
maximise sales of fish/seafood must pay attention to these three 
factors at the very least. The relatively low ranking 
"consistently low prices" also indicates that many consumers are 
willing to pay for cleanliness, fish/seafood freshness and quality. 

However, there are differences relative scores across outlets. For 
example, low prices are seen as relatively more import.ant to diners at 
clubs than those at restaurants. The generally lower importance 
scores for fast food/take-away outlets indicates that customers tend to 
be less critical of these outlets than of the other types of outlet. 
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Table 5.5.1: The Importance of Factors in Selecting Fish/Seafood on a Menu: 
Buyers<2> 

Place where last purchased/ate .,,, .. ,,...,,._,._. 

Importance of: Restaurant Club Hotel 

clean premises 6.7 (1)(1) I 6.8 (1) 

fresh rather than frozen is used 6.1 (2) 6.0 (2) 5.7 (2) 

has a reputation for quality fish/seafood 5.8 (3) 5.8 (3) 5.6 (3) 

consistently low prices 4.4 (8) (6) (8) 

off er Australian fish/seafood 1 (5) 5.1 (5) (4) 

has informed staff 1 (6) 4.9 (7) 4.9 

offers a wide variety 5.1 (7) 4.6 (8) 4.9 I I , I 
I ! 

can be sure that fresh fish or seafood 5.8 (4) 5.5 (4) 
[ has not been frozen 

Note: ( 1) Figures in brackets are the ranking of the statement relative to others for the same outlet 
(2) Non-grocery buyers' responses were very similar to those of grocery buyers and hence were not shown. 



6.1 

reason, seven 
=·w-•~•U'VU- residences were sampled, so as to 
consumption volumes and attitudes of the oerson 
responsible for purchasing rseitrocxi were also surveyed. Types 
of institutions sampled were as 

hospitals and nursing homes 

- residential schools and colleges 

prisons 

- army defence bases 

navy defence bases 

- air force defence bases 

welfare and charitable homes. 

The composition of the sample comprising institutions is shown in 
Figure 6.1.1. 

The 252 respondents for the analysis of fish and seafood 
consumption in "institutions" were drawn from Sydney, Melbourne, 
Brisbane, Perth and Adelaide. Thus, in contrast to other "trade" 
sector studies (see Trade/In-Home and Trade/Out-of-Home reports), 
Hobart was omitted from this sector. 
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Despite the ua-.,o,?u 04,v•u=•= POSltlons by es1;;onaer1ts, all 
were responsible for purchasing decisions on fish 
their ,. ....... u~,~.,.,... ..,,3:.',C.'D.'~Y were responsible buying for 
that one institution only. the remainder, had purchasing 
responsibility for two organisations, four respondents three, one 
respondent for four, three for five organisations, and three for six or 
more organisations (Questions 1 b - e, Appendix IV). 

631105 oh cons 318 



{ 
Air L6% 

Defence Navy 1.6 
Army4.8 

Prison 3.6% 

Residential 
schools/college 

7.5% 
Hospital/nursing 

home 
67.1% 

252 respondents were selected from 7 types of institutions across the May 1991 

and September 1991 surveys. 
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Dept/meat manager 
rn,,i,..,,/i!,.1; etc) 

Merchandising/purchaser 
/stock control 

manager 

Food services manager 

Executive/head chef 

Chef/cook 

Di.rector of 

nursing/matron 

Other 

Don't know/not answered 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 

Frequency (%) 

252 respondents offered 252 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 1 a, Appendix JV). 
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6.2 

A higher than average number 
group all protein sources came Sydney a 

then average u.uu,""'" Melbourne (both at 99% confidence 
limits). respondents who were not part a buying 
for fish or seafood), fewer average came Sydney, more 
than average from Melbourne (both at 95% confidence limits). 

The processes used by institutions in deciding which foods to buy 
and serve is of key significance to the fish and seafood industry 
(Question 2, Appendix IV). The most commonly reported process 
was by a regular set menu (weekly or monthly; Figure 6.2.1), with 
the application of price or budgetary guidelines being the second 
most frequent determinant The third most frequently cited process 
was through consideration of balanced nutritional and dietary 
requirements. 

The majority of institutions ( 63%) indicated that their menu was 
planned out well in advance for a specific period of time and was 
based on past experience (Figure 6.2.2). An above-average number 
of hospitals and nursing homes gave this response (at 95% 
confidence limits). The number of Melbourne institutions which 
adjusted their menus constantly was higher than average, whereas for 
Sydney's it was lower than average (both at 95% confidence limits). 
The most frequent basis for deciding between protein sources such as 
meat, pork, poultry and fish/seafood was on the basis of these food 
groups rather than the particular cut or style of meal ( eg roasts, 
casseroles, etc) which could be prepared from them (Figure 6.2.3). 
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The questionnaire e:ic1Jlo:re;(1 ,,,.:;au,, depth nature contracts 
which were developed a tendering nmces,s. Of the 66 
respondents (26% of the sample base) who did purchase through a 
tendering process, most held only one contract current operation 
(Figure 6.2.4). A consistent pattern emerged regarding the duration 
of contracts held; where one or two contracts were held, the most 
common duration was a 6 - 12 month contract period (Figures 6.2.5 
and 6.2.6). For the nine institutions which held three or more 
simultaneous contracts, the most common length of the third contract 
was l - 2 years; in the case of the three institutions which held four 
simultaneous contracts, two were for a 1 - 2 year period and one for 
a 2 - 3 year interval. A single institution had five simultaneous 
contracts, the fifth extending over a l -2 year period. 

On average, those institutions which did buy fish and seafood 
through a tendering process estimated that they bought 86.2% of 
these products through contracts (Figure 6.2.7). The most common 
percentage category in terms of the proportion of fish and seafood 
purchased by contract was 100%. 

Institutions most frequently cited "quality of product" as the most 
important factor when awarding a fish or seafood purchase contract 
(Figure 6.2.8). This quality issue, and the total tender price were of 
prime importance in contract decision-making (Figure 6.2.9). 
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Have a 

setmerm 

Nutrition/balance/dietary 

Residents' 

preference/requests 

Quality 

What patients like/can 

eat 

Dietician's advice 

Other comments 

By tender 

Supply/availability 

Menu decided by 

management 

Buy through state supply 

Don't know 

0 20 40 60 

Frequency 

252 respondents offered 409 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 2a, Appendix IV). 
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Menu is 
constantly 

29% 

Both No answer 

Menu planned 
out well in 

advance oo past 
experience 

63% 

252 respondents offered 252 responses in May 1991 and September 1991 surveys 
(see Question 2b, Appendix IV). 
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Don't know 

2% 

By style of meal 
25% 

Both 

food groups 
61% 

252 respondents offered 252 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys. One respondent gave no answer ( not shown on the figure above; see 
Question 2c, Appendix IV). 
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00 -~ 
"" -= Cl u -= '1,1 .. .. = u 

""" e 
l,, 
~ 

,.Q 

El = z 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Don't know 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 

Frequency 

66 respondents offered 66 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys ( see Question 4b. Appendix IV). 
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-~ 
~ 
i.. -= Q u 

.... 
e 

= .:i:l .... = "" = Q 

Over 1 - 3 months 

Over 3 - 6 months 

Over 6 - 12 months 

Over 1 year - 2 years 

Over 2 years - 3 years 

Over3 years 

Don't know 

0 5 10 15 20 

Frequency 

64 respondents offered 64 responses across the Mayl991 and September 1991 

survey ( see Question 4c, Appendix IV). 
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.... 
~ 
e,,i 

'"' .... 
Is u 

.... 
e 

= 0 ... -ee 
i., 

= Q 

Over 1 - 3 months 

Over 3 - 6 months 

Over 6 - 12 months 

Over 1 year - 2 years 

Over 2 years - 3 yem-s 

Over 3 years 

Don't know 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Frequency 

21 respondents offered 21 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 4c, Appendix IV). 
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<1,1 
Ml 
a, ... = ~ 
II.I 

"' <IJ 
~ 

1 - 10 

11 - 20 

21 - 30 

31 .. 40 

41 - 50 

51 - 60 

61 - 70 

71 - 80 

81 - 90 

91 - 99 

100 

Don't know 

0 5 10 15 20 

Frequency 

25 30 

66 respondents offered responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 4d, Appendix IV). 
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of products 

Total tender 

Don't know 

Ability to supply on 

short notice 

Other 

Frequency of deliveries 

Ability to supply other 

(non-seafood) products 

0 5 10 15 

Frequency 

20 

66 respondents offered responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 4e, Appendix IV). 
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Total. tender 

of 

Ability to on 

short notice 

Frequency of deliveries 

Reputation of 

organisation 

Confidence that species 

ordered vro.l be delivered 

Range of species 

available 

Ou'ler 

Ability to supply other 

(non-seafood) products 

Don't know 

Proximity to this 
organisation 

0 10 20 30 

Frequency 

40 

66 respondents offered responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys ( see Question 4f, Appendix IV). 
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.3 

- meat 

poultry 

- fresh or frozen fish 

- prepared fish products fish fingers) 

canned fish and seafood. 

Respondents were offered 23 statements or attributes, and asked how 
well they described these six protein sources. Respondents also had 
the opportunity to answer that none of the protein sources was 
described by, or fitted the statement Survey results are discussed 
for each of the 23 statements under the subheadings that follow. A 
summary for each protein source is then made. 

Homogeneity of responses 

In qualitative terms there was almost no difference between the 
institutions' responses for the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys. 
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Again, respondents most frequently associated 
none of protein sources (38% ofres:ponse~s). 
number of responses which linked 
of responses) was at any 
except canned fish and sea1ocK1 (16% of responses). 

Offers the organisation good value for ~ ...... .,. ..• 

Respondents most frequently linked this attribute with poultry and 
meat Fresh or frozen fish ranked third just ahead of pork (14.8% 
and 14.5% of responses each, respectively). 

Is likely to go off and have to be thrown out 

This statement was most frequently associated with none of the 
protein sources (60% of responses). However, fresh or frozen fish 
was the next most frequent reply (14.9% of responses). 

Presents a problem in waste disposal 

This was most frequently associated with none of the protein sources 
(86% of responses), with canned fish and seafood and poultry 
ranking next (6% and 5% of responses, respectively). 
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have 

Again, this was .u.., ..... ,"" none of the protein sources 
(88% resportse~;); remrurung res1oorilses were sca,tteJrOO m11.~ ... "'=n~ 
six protein sources with or frozen fish receiving more 
even share (4.5% of re5;ponst!SJ. 

It takes up little storage space 

Canned fish and seafood was most frequently associated with this 
attribute (22% of responses), but its low relative share of responses 
is indicative of the broad spread of responses across the remaining 
food groups (including "none", with 17% of responses). 

It is difficult to buy in the right size portions for 
presentation on plate 

This was most frequently perceived to apply to none of the food 
groups (74% of responses); nevertheless, fresh or frozen fish was 
cited more frequently than other protein sources (11 % ofresponses). 

Preferred. by more of my clients 

Poultry and meat were most frequently associated with this statement 
(27% of responses each), well ahead of any other food groups. 
Fresh or frozen fish ranked third ( 15 % of responses). 
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can it 

Our 

JUv\.p,JC,.,AU.<J' it was perceived tlris UViJ.U.\,,•U 

p:rr~t,e:n sources (84% of responses). Fresh or 1".,.n,.,,,.,..... (5% 
responses) was associated with this attribute ahead of any 
protein source. 

r~ easily available to buy 

Respond.ems' perceptions were that in broad tenns all protein sources 
were easily available to buy. Meat was the most frequently cited 
response ( 17 .1 % ), and prepared fish products least frequently 
cited (15.7% of responses). 

It is easy to prepare 

Again, their was little perceived difference between protein sources 
regarding this attribute. Meat was most frequently cited response 
( 17. 7% of responses) and prepared fish products the least frequently 
cited (15.4% of responses). 
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menu we 

Its 

This negative ...... A,_,,...,., rreqitentl", associated with meat 
(27% of responses). . ... ,.,=.,.· was the sec1Dna ranked selection, 
fresh or frozen fish was the next most frequently selected protein 
source (21 % of responses). Prepared fish p1'.U.cn.1c:rn ai.1d canned fish 
and seafood were least frequently associated with this negative 
attribute. 

Prices fluctuate too much 

Respondents most frequently associated this with none of the protein 
sources (39% of responses). However, fresh or frozen fish was the 
protein source most associated with the statement (22% of 
responses), ahead of meat (14% of responses). 

An essential part of the range we offer 

Meat and poultry were more strongly associated with this attribute 
than the other protein sources (22.6% and 20.7% of responses 
respectively), followed by fresh or frozen fish and pork (17 .3% and 
15.9%, respectively). Canned fish and seafood, and prepared fish 
products were less frequently perceived as being essential elements 
the range of foods offered (12.4% and 10.8% of responses, 
respectively). 
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a 

Fresh or was most ...... "'"'"''"'"",.'-.J n,,.'N',~,,.,~,r1 

Hv<llU.i'jl meal (20.7% 

Does a lot of flavour 

Respondents most frequently associated this with none of protein 
sources (46% of responses). However, of the six protein sources 
under discussion this attribute was more frequently associated Vlith 
fresh and frozen fish (15.9% of responses); furthermore the other 
fish/seafood protein sources were also regarded more negatively on 
flavour than meat, pork or poultry. 

Looks good on the plate 

This attribute was fairly equally associated with meat, pork, poultry 
and fresh and frozen fish. Poultry was marginally favoured ahead of 
other protein sources (19% of responses), with prepared fish 
products and canned fish and seafood having the lowest perception 
regarding presentability on plate (13.6% and 13.5% of responses, 
respectively). 
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Poultry is the protein source with t.'lie most ,,.,,..,,cr::.,r~.., ... .., oe1:-ce1::incm 
among institutional food "'"~.,,,. .. ., It is most likely to be pel:-ceived as 
offering good value for money, as preferred by more 

Second to meat, it is thought available to buy, easy to 
prepare, a healthy meal, and able to be reused later after it has been 
cooked initially. Meat suffers most all the tmne1tn sources from 
variation in quality, but second to poultry is seen to offer good 
value for money, and to be preferred by more clients. Poultry and 
meat are dearly protein sources most strongly pref erred 
by institutional rood buyers. 

Fresh or frozen fish is most likely to be considered to be a 
healthy meal by institutional buyers of food, ranking higher than 
either poultry or meat It is associated with a number of negative 
perceptions as well. Second to meat, its quality is considered to 
vary, and it is most likely to be considered too expensive for the 
organisation to buy, to have prices which fluctuate too much, to 
suffer because supply often cannot he guaranteed, to lack flavour, 
and to be likely to go off and have to be thrown out. Like canned 
fish and seafood and prepared fish products it is thought to 
take up little storage space, but unlike most of the other protein 
sources. is generally perceived as being unable to reused later after 
it has been cooked initially. 
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- too expensive/price fluctuations 

- availability 

- freshness/not always 

The same issues raised by institutions were those focused on by the 
five trade segments covered in another part of this study (see the 
reports Trade Supplies to the Public for In-Home Consumption 
[Retail, Fishmongers, Wholesalers and Warehouse Withdrawals 
Data], and Trade Supplies to the Public for Out-Of-Home 
Consumption [Caterers, 'Restaurants' and 'Take-aways']). 

Respondents were then shown a list of 20 problems which other 
preparers of fish and seafood had encountered. (These problems 
were identified at the Industry Leader Interview stage of the study.) 
Respondents were asked to rate quantitatively the significance of 
problem represented by these issues, on a scale O - 3 (Question 3b, 
Appendix IV). One major point to emerge from the results (Figure 
6.4.2) is that no great significance is attached to any of the problems, 
as indicated by the relatively low aggregate "scores" given them by 
respondents. Most significance was placed on the views that: 

- seafood is too expensive to buy 

- clients dislike buying fish because of the bones, and 

- the risk of buying fish and seafood "sight unseen". 

631105 oh cons 340 



631105 oh cons 341 



Nooo 

Availability/ unreliable supply 

Fillets not booel!'.sli/ "''lilUnllg no 
bones 

Quality not ~ont 

Must use/«ellquicldy/goes off 

Time consuming to prepare 

Unifom,/useable size 
porti.ons/:lilli,t.s 

Storagehnust be :refrigerated 

Too much waste 

Lack of skills/easy to overcook 

Odour/smell mentions 

Freshness/ensuring fresh not 
frozen 

People unfamiliar/lack of 
knowledge 

Packs too large/can't sepa,-ate 

Lack of 'friges/ display/S"..nrage 
spare 

Not popular 

0 10 20 30 40 

Frequency 

50 

or 

252 respondents offered 379 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys ( see Question 3a, Appendix IV). 
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Clients dislike fuh because of 
bones 

Fish is too exp=sive to buy 

Difficulty of getting continuous 

supply at steady prices 

Uncertainty about whei:her 

co:rrectly named 
Difficulty in getting cootinuous 

supply of good Xlll'.lg€l 

Variable quality oc flshfseafood 

Uncertainty about freshness 

Difficulty in sourcing good 
quality product 

Proportion that must be thrown 
away 

Unfavourable publicity about 

fish/seafood 
Lael< of training in 
handling/hygiene 

Difficulty of maintaining quslity 

Amount of physical storage space 

Difficulty pre-ordering/receiving 

Unavailability of staff with 
experience 

Cost of disposing of waste 

products 

Difficult to distribute to a no. of 

sites 

Need to have special cooking 

facilities 

0 
Not a problem 

1 

Not very significant. 
problem 

2 

Quite significant 
problem 

252 respondents offered 252 responses to each o/20 statements across the May 
1991 and September 1991 surveys (see Question 3b, Appendix IV). 
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6.S 

For seafood purchases the purchase pattern was markedly different 
than fish; most common number of species "''"'n"""''" was none, 
with institution numbers dropping as number of species purchased 
increased (Figure 6.5.2). 

For those institutions which bought no seafood, a higher than 
average number were again welfare and charitable homes (99.9% 
confidence limits). Fewer than average of these "no seafood" 
institutions were located in Sydney (99.9% confidence limits). 

Where institutions bought just one species of seafood, a higher than 
average number of these were Sydney based (99.9% confidence 
limits). 

Questionnaires sought more detailed data on the species/types of fish 
and seafood bought by institutions, the format in which the food was 
purchased and its geographic origin (Questions 5b, 6a, 6b, 8, 
Appendix N). Table 6.5.1 sets out the number institutions 
replying that they bought the main types of fish. Hake emerges as 
that species purchased by the largest number of institutions. The 
number of institutions that purchased orange roughy may be 
understated since this species is also commonly known as sea perch 
in New South Wales. 
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l 

2 43(3) 

Blue 3 

\Vhiting(4) 4 82.5% 

Smoked cod 5 34 Frozen fillet 28.9% 

Shark 6 27 fillet 91.1% 

Barramundi 7 19 fillet 86A% 

Flounder 7 19 Frozen fillet 70% 
( unspecified) 

Snapper 7 19 Frozen fillet 93.3% 

(1) 252 respondents offered 596 responses/or May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys for a total of 63 fish species/categories 
(2) alternative forms considered were:freshlfrozen (live, whole.filleted, cutlet, 
gutted/peeled, boiled or Slll()/«!d), prepackaged or prepared, canned, in glass. 
(3) orange roughy responses may be understated since this species is comrrwnly 
known as sea perch in New South Wales. There were 15 responses for perch 
(unspecified), an above average number of these from Sydney (12 of 15, 
signifu:ant at 99.9% confidence limits) 
(4) predominantly "unspecified", but includes one response on sand whiting and 
one on an additional Australian whiting species. 

Institutions also showed a dear preference for buying their fish as 
fillets, either frozen or fresh. of note is that a high proportion 
of two of the main types of fish bought was said to be imported, ie 
hake and smoked (in fact all of the quantities of these species 
consumed in Australia are imported, though obviously not all 
respondents knew of this). 
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r 
' 
!Leading I 
species/types Sydney Melbourne Brisbane Adelaide Perth 

29 29 20 19 
(+) 

Orange roughy 14 9 1 2 
(++) (-) 

Blue grenadier 7 27 6 l 2 
(-) (+++) (-) 

Whiting(l) 3 18 9 3 7 
(---) (+) 

Smokedcod 7 8 10 7 2 
(+) 

Shark 2 21 2 1 1 
(--) (+++) 

Barramundi 2 8 4 1 4 

Flounder ( unspecified) 7 7 1 4 0 

Snapper 1 5 6 l 6 
(-) (++) 

Perch (unspecified) 1 2 0 0 
(+++) (-) 

(+++), (++),(+)denotes frequencies of responses for a species/type which are significantly greater than would be 

expected for that location (at 999%, 99% and 95% confidence limits, respectively) 

(---), (--),(-)denotes frequencies of response for a species/type which are significantly lower than would be expected 

for that location ( at 99 .9%, 99% and 95% confidence limits respectively) 

An absence of'+' or '-' indicates that numbers are not statistically significantly different for that location in that row. 

(1) data for whiting (unspecified) only are shown. Adelaide's response for sand whiting was statistically above 

average (99% confidence limits). An additional response came from Melbourne for "other Australian whiting 

species". 
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Prawns 

Sardines, 
canned 

Scallops 

Squid/calamari 

Oysters 

Fish fmgers 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

164 

88 

34 

26 

24 

22 

52% 

Frozen, 61% 
whole 

Canned 42.9% 

Frozen 54.5% 

Frozen, 61.3% 
other 

Fresh 100% 

Prepackaged 80.8% 

(1) 252 respondents offered 807 responses for May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys for a total of 59 canned fish or seefood products or species/types 
(2) alterna!iveforms considered were.fresh/frozen (live, whole,filleted, cutlet, 
gutted/peeled, boiled or S!IWked), prepack.aged or prepared, canned, in glass 
(J) predominantly unspecified, but includes responses on red saimon,pink 
salmon and Australian canned salmon (11, 29 and 5 responses respectively). 

Other than oysters (100% Australian origin), significant proportion 
of the other leading seafood and processed fish species was thought 
to be imported. 
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Type of product Sydney Melbourne Brisbane Perth 

canned 51 25 23 18 

Salmon,canned 55 46 26 16 21 

Prawns 42 15 15 7 9 
(+++) (---) 

Sardines, canned 8 16 6 5 4 

Scallops 11 15 1 2 5 
(-) 

Squid/calamari 15 5 2 2 2 

Oysters 7 7 6 3 l 

Fish fingers 9 6 4 2 1 

(+++), (++),(+)denotes frequencies of responses for a species/type which are significantly greater 

than would be expected for that locaJion (at 99.9%, 99% and 95% coefuler,ce limits, respectively) 

(---), (--), (-) denotes frequencies of response for a species/type which are significantly lower than 

would be expected for that location (at 99.9%, 99% and 95% confuience limits respectively) 

An absence of'+' or '-' indicates.that nurabers are not statistically significantly different for that 

locatiori. in that horizontal row. 
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responses to this uw:;sriton were aggregated across 
each survey period to 

purchase volume data shown in 
respectively. 

Figure 6.53 that the :nn1:1sn speic1es o?n!"r::11 

around the time of the September 1991 survey were most commonly 
purchased in annual volumes in ranges 76- 100kg, - 150kg, 
151 - 200kg and 201 - 300kg. 

However, around the time of the May 1991 survey more fmfish 
species were purchased low annual volumes less than 50kg per 
annum, or very high annual volumes in the 2001 - 5000kg per 
annum range, than was the case in the September 1991 survey. 

Figure 6.5.4 shows far more of the seafood and processed fish 
species/types mentioned by respondents of both survey periods were 
purchased in the low annual volume ranges than was the case for 
finfish. A particularly large number of seafood/processed fish 
species/types mentioned were purchased in quantities that were not 
known by the respondent, which is probably indicative of low and 
infrequent purchasing of these species/types. 
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Figure 6.5.5 that a diverse 
purchases the low annual volume ranges 50kg per annum. 
For example, in the 6 - 10kg per annum ra..11.ge, 19 different 
species/types made up the 20 mentions by mslltut1rn1s in the survey -
only two .auuw.~..-uv••.., bought the same kind of fish this weight 
range. On the other hand, high annual volume fish purchases 
showed some concentration in the number of different species 
purchased. In the 101 - 150kg annual purchase volume range, 60 
fish species/types mentions by respondents were collapsed into only 
19 different types of fish. These 19 different types were made up of 
all except two of the 18 leading types of fresh or frozen finfish listed 
in Table 6.5.5. This pattern continues through all of the high annual 
purchase volume ranges of Figure 6.5.5. 

Figure 6.5.6 shows a higher concentration of the leading seafood and 
processed fish species/types (Table 6.5.6) in all annual volume 
ranges including the lower volume ranges. There appears to be a 
more limited range of species/types of seafood and processed fish 
purchased by institutions than was the case for fin:fish. 

A second way of reviewing the volume (kg) data is to investigate the 
actual volumes of specific fish and seafood species/products 
purchased by institutions in the calendar year 1990. 
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The "'""''t:..',C'',!..,-A, volume 
(unspecified) in September is to two New 
hospitals purchasing approximately 1 O,OOOkgs flounder 

each. 
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5,033 17 173 

530 3,019 1,006 

Emperor, 4,028 1 950 190 

Flounder fillets 3,440 1,720 228 

Flounder<3) 
(unspecified) 5,838 531 22.904 3,817 

Gemfish 3,465 558 4,080 680 

Grenadier, blue 27,284 1,091 8,265 435 

Hake 44,250 776 45,044 751 

Kingclip 2,980 331 2,126 236 

Orange roughy 9,890 450 22,767 843 

Perch (unspecified) 4,138 690 4,834 604 

Redfish 1,200 1,200 2,975 1,488 

Shark 9,662 690 2,063 138 

Snapper 2,793 350 1,792 163 

Trevally 3,311 301 5,144 572 

Trout, coral 2,200 1,100 368 92 

Whiting (unspecified 10,612 758 6,082 243 

Total(2) 147,064 140,694 

( 1) an arbitrary cut off point over 2 ,OOOkg total volume reported in either survey 
period was appliedfor inclusion in the table 
(2) totals represent 93% and 92% respectively of entire volumes offinfish 

reported in May 1991 and September 1991 survey periods 
r3) alm.ost all of the flounder (unspecified) was purchased in frozen fillet form. 
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The volume or HU,<A,.U fish purchased by the 
May 1991 survey sample exceeded for the September 
survey respondents. Total ......... ,.u..,.,. of canned fish or seafood 
purchased in 1990 by the September 1991 survey ex<~ee(lea that of 
the May 1991 survey sa.rnple respondents, as shown below: 

1990 Volumes Purchased (kg) of Main Species/Types 
Bought at Time of Survey 

May 1991 September 1991 Total 

Fresh or frozen fish 157,793 153,655 311,448 

Seafood or processed 82,000 91,824 173,824 
fish 

Don't know 500 500 

Total 239,793 245,979 485,772 
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6,727 10,734 

1,477 1 116 

Squid/calamari 1 69 3,343 209 

Crumbed fish fillet 
and 4,426 402 80 

Crumbed oven fry 1,660 553 6,086 609 

Fish fingers 5,822 582 2,534 211 

Fish cakes 2,355 393 1,000 1,000 

Shrimp cooked and 857 86 2,149 239 
peeled 

Other processed 1,578 316 288 58 
products 

Fish portion crumbed 7,262 807 1,582 264 

Salmon (smoked 609 87 1,402 351 
pieces) 

Salmon, canned(2) 20,225 293 27,089 343 

Tuna,canned 23,411 308 25,684 334 

TotaI(3) 76,983 85,756 

( 1) an arbitrary cut off poirtt of over 1,000 kg total volume reported in either 
survey period was applied for inclusion in the table 
(2) includes red, pink, Austral.um canned, imported canned and unspecified canned 

salmon 
(3) totals represent 94% and 93% respectively, of entire volumes of canned fish 

and seafood reported in May 1991 and September 1991 survey periods. 
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wholesalers were used at times as frequently as 
type of supplier for fresh/frozen fish, more than six times as 
frequently seafood and processed fish. 

Table 6.5.7: Types of Suppliers Fresh and Frozen 
Fish, Canned Fish and Seafood to Institutions 

Frequency of use ( % ) for: 

Fresh or frozen Seafood or processed 

Type of supplier 

Commercial fisherman/ 
aquaculture farm 

General wholesaler 

Fish/seafood wholesaler/ 
co-operative 

Wholesaler fish market 

Retailer 

Other 

No answer 

Totals 

( 1) based on 608 responses 
(2) based on 827 responses. 
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fish(1) fish<2) 
(number of species) (number of species) 

0.7% (3) 0.4% (3) 

55.6% (47) 73.8% (52) 

15.0% (31) 10.9% (33) 

11.3% (27) 3.9% (16) 

10.9% (21) 5.8% (18) 

2.5% (11) 1.5% (8) 

4.1% (19) 3.9% (13) 

100% 100% 
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252 respondents offered 252 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 5a, Appendix IV). 
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252 respondents offered 252 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys ( see Question 5a, Appendix IV). 

631105 oh cons 357 

131 

140 



1 - 5 8 

6 .. 10 14 

11 - 15 1991 

16 -20 17 
1991 

21 - 30 

31 -40 

- 41 - 50 1:1,1) 
.kill -
Cl, 51 - 75 
s = 76 - 100 iS ;;... 
<I.I 101 - 150 42 <Ill 
~ 

.cl 
151 - 200 c.) 

"" = /;l.,. 
201 - 300 

e 37 
='11 
O'I 301 - 400 .... 

401 - 500 

501 - 1000 27 
29 

1001 - 2000 

2001 - 5000 26 

Over 5000 

Don't know 19 

0 s 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 

Total Number of Annual Purchases • an Institutions 

631105 oh cons 358 



1-5 

6 -10 

11 - 15 1991 Survey 

16 - 20 1991 

21 - 30 

31 - 40 

- 41 - 50 ill.I) 
~ -
~ 51 - 75 
s = 76 - 100 Q 

;... 
q., 101 - 150 
00 
I:';! 

-= 151 - 200 ~ 

"" = ~ 
201 - 300 

0 
e.. e.. 301 - 400 ... 

401 - 500 

501 - 1000 

1001 - 2000 

2001 - 5000 

Over 5000 

Don't know 51 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

Number of Species/Type Mentions D an Institutions 

631105 oh cons 359 



-t:lEl 
.:,: ._, 
II.I e = Q 

;;.,. 
(!I 
00 = -= ~ 
i.. = ~ 

Q e... 
0'\ ,... 

1-5 

6 -10 

11 - 15 

16 - 20 

21 - 30 

31 - 40 

41 - 50 

51 - 75 

76 - 100 

101 - 150 

151 - 200 

201 - 300 

301 - 400 

401 - 500 

501 - 1000 

1001 - 2000 

2001 - 5000 

Over 5000 

Don't know 

0 10 

__ __.34 

Number of Mentions 

ml Number of Different 

;:;:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::J61 

------~ 38 ______ __. 39 

20 30 40 50 60 70 

Number of Mentions or Different Species/Types 

252 respondents offered 608 responses on 59 fish species/types for May 1991 and 
September 1991 surveys (see Question 7a, Appendix IV). 
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252 respondents offered 825 responses on 62 seafood or processed fish species/types 
across the May 1991 and September 1991 surveys (see Question 7a, Appendix IV). 
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Su...mming all responses, principal reasons given by 
institutions buying rmrni"n fish 6.6.l) were: 

- popular/customers want/prefer it 

boneless/skinless 

- good price/cheaper/value for money. 

Interestingly, these were the same three key reasons given by 
fishmongers and 'take-away' fish outlets (see the Trade/In-Home and 
Trade/Out-Of-Home consumption reports, Sections 6.6 and 5.6 
respectively). 

Much of the basis for the selection of these reasons can be interpreted 
by examining the reasons for purchase of the most frequency cited 
"main species/types purchased" . There were a total of main 
species/types citations by respondents or an average of 3.1 main 
species/types per respondent. Many respondents gave the same or 
similar main species. The seven most commonly cited main species 
are shown in Table 6. 6.1 along with the major reasons respondents 
gave for purchasing them. Note the correspondence between these 
species/types fresh/frozen fish and processed (ie canned) fish 
previously discussed in Section 6.5 
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Table 6,6.1: The Major Reasons Respondents Gave ror :rc11as:mg the 

species/type bought I Hake I Tuna Canned Salmon 
(unspecified) 

115 89 60 I 47 

six reasons given for purchase of Good price/ For particular For particular 
species/type shown (proportion cheaper/value dishes/recipes dishes/recipes I skinless 
respondents who cited the species and for money (26%) (28%) 
gave reason in brackets, % ) (44%) 

Boneless/ I Versatile/do Don't 

I skinless different things {15%) 
(35%) with it I for money 

(16%) 

fillel/ Popular/ I portion customers I customers 
(26%) want/prefer 

(13%) 

Popular/ Don't know 
customers want (13%) ruuerent ! customers 

or prefer with it 
(21%) (12%) I {1 

Tasty/good Good price/ Popular/ 
cheaper/value customers 1 

for money prefer 

I 
up 

(12%) (10%) (15%) 

Easy to cook/ Variety/for a Tasty/good 
doesn't break change/special flavou 

ftmction (8%) 
-

I 1.3 I 1.4 I 2.0 I 2.1 I L8 

---
(1) dau,for ora,ige Y0/,1.glt.y may be Wlderstated as it is co~ known a:; sea perch in New South Wales· 16 respondmts cited pin:h ( im.rpecified) a11 a main 
(2) respondmts were alluwed to give more than (lfltl reason for purchasing a species. Hence tJie proportions 



- clean outlet 

- is honest doing business 

attended to. 

This selection of factors overlaps those given priority 
other trade participants fishing industry value chain (:retailers 
and fishmongers, caterers, 'restaurants' and 'take-away' outlets). 
However, institutions as a group were unique in attaching top 
priority to the cleanliness of a potential supplier's outlets. 

When asked to rate their main wholesale supplier against these same 
18 factors (Question 10b, Appendix N), a similar pattern emerged as 
was found in other trade segments. Institutions commended their 
main suppliers for: 

good temperature control 

- providing clear documentation 

- honest and fair in doing business (Figure 6.6.3). 

The priority factor ("clean outlet") slipped to sixth ranking as rui 

attribute of the main wholesale supplier, albeit still with a highly 
favourable average rating of 6.5. 
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Boo"1ess/sku,l­

Good price/cheaper/value for 

mooey 

Tasty/good flavour 

V ruiety/for a clrangekpecial 
funclimi 

For pllticulax dishes/recipes 

Easy to eo<>k/doesn't break up 

Good fillet/pon:ioo size 

Good/Jl8ht texture/milder 
flavour/white 

Versatile/do diff=t things with 
it 

Good quality 

Looks good colour/attractive 

Dietary requirement/nutritional 

Available fresh/all !lre time 

Demand for easily prepared meal 

When (other) not available 

Part of the (Food Plus) range/HO 

decision 

Better known/well known 

fusy to get/common/caught 

locally 

Sells well/most/good seller 

Don't know 

Other comments 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 

Frequency 

252 respondents offered 1339 responses on 77 fish/species/products across May 

1991 and September 1991 surveys (see Question 9, Appendix IV). 
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l 

Clean outlet 

Honest and fair in doing 

business 
Orders are promptly attended 

to 

Good temperature cootrol 

Good reputation for quality 

fish/seafood 
Provides clear 

documentation 

Has reliable deli very 

Guarantee of being correctly 

named 

Understands my business 

Has friendly staff working 

there 

Consistently low prices 

Gives good credit terms 

Has staff informed about 

fish/seafood 
Offers a wide variety of 

fish/seafood 
Can be confident not been 

frozen 
Sells a range of other 

products 
Offers Australian fish and 

seafood 

Sells fresh fish/seafood 

2 
Not at all 

important 

3 4 5 

212 respondents offered responses on 18 factors across the May 1991 and 
September 1991 surveys (see Question lOa,AppendixW). 
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l 

Good temperature control 

Provides clear 

doe,1JIDentatioo 
Honest and fair in doing 

business 
Orders are promptly attended 

to 

Has reliable deli very 

Clem outlet 

Understands my business 

Good reputation for quality 

fish/seafood 
Has friendly staff working 

there 
Guarantee of being correctly 

named 

Gives good credit tenns 

Sells a range of other 

products 
Offers a wide variety of 

fish/seafood 

Consistently low prices 

Offers Australian fish and 

seafood 
Has staff informed about 

fish/seafood 
Can he confident not heen 

frozen 

Sell fresh fish/seafood 

2 
Very poor/ 

unfavourable 

3 4 5 

212 respondents offered responses on 18/actors across the May 1991 and 
September 1991 surveys (see Question 10b, Appendix IV). 
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had customer 

more concern their general health 

- a desire to eat less fat saturated oils (Figure 6.7.1). 

There was ambivalence over any trends towards less salt on food, 
and most institutional respondents believed that their customers were 
not more concerned about the impact of pollution on seafood safety, 
were not making more requests for grilled rather than fried fish, 
were not avoiding products high in starch or concerned about the 
accuracy of the name of the fish received, and were not tending to 
eat more fish than meat 

When questioned about any other trends noticed with their clients 
over the last 12 months (Question 1 lb, Appendix N), institutional 
respondents most frequently maintained that there were no other 
trends (Figure 6.7.2). Minor additional trends mentioned suggested 
a move away from meat-based diets towards greater incorporation of 
vegetarian components (fruit, vegetables, specific vegetarian meals). 
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species. QLU,,V<,<f~U 

sea:tood. items (oysters and mussels). ~1,:r,::.r,r: '-""""'-vu,.,,. 
on Australian herring/tommy mff. The Sydney-based 
respondents believing in potential was below average (99% 
confidence limits), above average numbers in Adelaide 
Perth supported potential increased usage (99.9% and 99% 
confidence respectively). Brisbane-based respondents 
below average prospects on the potential for rainbow trout and 
Atlantic salmon (95% confidence limits). The prospects for farm 
prawns were regarded with above average optimism by Sydney 
respondents, but below average by Melbourne and Adelaide 
respondents (all three groups at 95% confidence limits). 
Melbourne' s institutional respondents held above average optimism 
for the potential of Jack mackerel (95% confidence limits). 

The principal reasons why institutions held these views on the 
potential of under-utilised species are shown in Figure 6.7.4. The 
most favoured under-utilised species, farm barramundi and silver 
trevally/skipjack accounted for 28% and 27% each, respectively, of 
all responses relating to "good flavoured fish". There was no strong 
species emphasis for the reason "different/for variety/a change". 
However, farm barramundi, Atlantic salmon and squid drew 30%, 
19% and 19% respectively, of the comment "popular fish/in 
demand". "If the price came down" was more of+iJen linked to farm 
barramumli than any other species (23% of responses), as was 
"would be cheaper if farmed" (37% of responses). Silver 
trevally/skipjack was the under-utilised species most frequently 
regarded as having potential because it is "easy to 
prepare/cook/handle" (30% ofthese responses). Jack mackerel was 
the only species specifically associated with health benefits. 
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Mm:e concem about the im.,Q!let 

of pollution oo. seafood safety 

More concern about their 
general health 

A desire to eat less fat and 
sa!Urated oils 

More requests for grilled fish 

Less salt on food 

Avoidance of product,; high in 
starch 

More concern about the accuracy 
of the name of the ruh sold 

Eating more fuh than meat 

0% 

Yes No Don't know 

20% 40% 60% 80% 

Proportion of Responses ( % ) 

252 respondents offered 252 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
survey ( see Question 11 a, Appendix IV). 
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Healthier/fresher 

Less fat/salt/sugar 

Less meat requested/red 

meat 

More whol.emeal 

breru:l/fibre 

Grilled/steamed/less fried 

food 

More simple/basic 

meals/lighter 
More demand for 

fish/eating more fish 

Conscious of cholesterol 

Less sauce - cream 

sauces/dressings 

People try different foods 

More concerned with 

price/value for money 

Don't know 

Other comments 

0 

2 

2 

1 

20 40 60 80 100 120 

Number of Respondents 

252 respondents offered 308 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys ( see Question 11 b, Appendix IV). 
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None 

Farm barnummdi 

Silver trevally/skipjack 

Atlantic salmon 

Rainbow trout 

Farm prawns 

Squid 

Australian 

herring{fommy ruff 

Pilchards 

Jack mackerel 

Oysters 

Mussels 

Don't know 

0 20 40 60 80 100 

Number of Respondents 

252 respondents offered 458 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
sW1Jeys (see Question 14a, Appendix IV). 
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Good flavoured fuh 

Differenl/for variety/a ch,mge 

Popular fish/in demand 

ff price came down 

Easy to prepue/cook/lumdle 

Would be cheaper if fanned 

Always availaole/coostant supply 
(if fanned) 

Good/equal size portions 

Booe.leu/few bonM 

Versatile 

Meaty/flashy/good vl!lue 

Attractive/looks good 

Should be promot.e<l/advettised 

Reputation (good quality etc) 

Quality control 

Cheap/cheaper 

Good for entree/suits our cuisine 
People more educated about it 

now 
Qld/reef fish/freshwater 

Can he caught locally/well known 

Unoomit.e<l/untapped/need supply 
Fresh would he in demand 

(fanned) 

Canned/smoked/bottled sells well 

Heallh oenefits 

Consistent price 

Don't know 

Other comments 

0 

48 

10 20 30 40 50 

Number of Respondents 

252 respondents offered 481 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 14b, Appenda IV). 
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6. 

were: 

- lower/more reasonable prices/specials 

change menu/increase fish 

- more customer demand 

The first issue of price was of concern to an above average number 
of respondents from welfare institutions, and from Adelaide 
respondents (99% and 95% confidence limits, respectively). 
Conversely, a lower than average number of hospitals and Brisbane 
respondents perceived this price focus as an issue (99% and 95% 
confidence limits, respectively). 

As regards changing menus to increase the frequency of fish meals, 
Brisbane and Sydney respondents, and respondents from hospitals 
and nursing homes saw this as more of an issue than other 
respondents (99.9%, 95% and 99% confidence limits, respectively). 
A below average number of respondents from Melbourne and from 
welfare or charitable homes saw this as a necessary (99 .9% 
and 95% confidence limits, respectively). 

Welfare/charitable homes were unique in their call for: 

- freezer space/increased freezer space/'frige 

- need a fryer, grill, etc 
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- more 

limits). 

broad agreement previous views, institutions were 
what specific actions need to taken by the ,._._,,..,,u,.J.. 

industry in general for more and searooa to be bought by 
organisation (Question 12b, Appendix IV), the most frequent 
response was "nothing" 6,8.2). An average uwul..11..,,. 

of respondents in Melbourne held view, while a below average 
number in Adelaide supported it (99% and 95% confidence limits, 
respectively). 

"Cheaper/reduced prices/less fluctuation" emerged as the most 
:frequently cited specific action which the fishing industry should 
address. An above average number of Adelaide respondents held 
this view (99% confidence limits). 

"More advertising/promotion/information" was seen as the second 
most frequent addressable action, again supported by an above 
average number of Adelaide respondents (95% confidence limits). 

A significant number of welfare and charitable homes thought that the 
industry should pursue "correct labelling/naming of fish" (99% 
confidence limits), and an above average number of Perth 
respondents called for action towards "less controls/restructure the 
industry" (99.9% confidence limits). The unique calls by hospitals 
and nursing homes in Brisbane and Perth to "get fish to market 
quicker/fresher/good condition" and introduce "more farming of fish" 
were significant (95% and 99% confidence limits, respectively). 
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were: 

- guarantee of 

portion c,JraroL'" 

greater supply and variety Australian fish. 

It is relevant to note that none of these figured prominently when 
institutions were asked what actions might be taken by themselves, 
their suppliers, or the industry in general to increase sales. 

The survey also investigated the way in which institutions changed 
the proportion major protein sources (meat, pork, poultry, fish, 
seafood, other) which contributed to main daily meals {Question 15, 
Appendix IV). It established the percentage contributions which 
these protein sources currently made, and explored any 
mid-summer or mid-winter deviations from this pattern. The results 
(Figures 6.8.4, 6.8.5 and 6.8.6) show that meat accounts for the 
major proportion of main daily meals, that fish most frequently 
makes up either 1 - 10% or 11 - 20% of meals, and that seafood most 
frequently is absent from meals. Furthermore, the average 
proportions of the six categories changed little from that currently 
used in mid-summer or mid-winter catering (Table 6.8.1). 
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In effect, seasonal adjustments appear to 
offer little by way of for=~·~-- ~&u.,,au,.. industry to 
sell more fish and seafood to institutions. The only significant 
change in ...,,.,,,!.','...:,."r~"._"',".J,""", .. "' ..... ll-'...,''t1, .. '-::1T. identified for respondents, 
with a shift towards above average seafood usage when comparing 
its mid-summer versus cu..rrent usage (95% confidence limits). 

Institutions most frequently held the opinion (Question 16a, 
Appendix IV) that their expenditure on fish and seafood products 
would remain the same over the next five years (Figure 6.8.7). Only 
42% of respondents held the view that purchases would increase. 
The number of hospitals and nursing homes which held that fish and 
seafood purchases would increase was above average, while a below 
average number thought that purchases would remain the sfu-ne (both 
at 95% confidence limits). 

Regarding institutions' reasons for their opinions on the sales 
prospects of fish and seafood over the next five years (Question 16b, 
Appendix IV), that there "has not been a change in (5- 10) years", 
was the most frequently held view, driving the conclusion that sales 
prospects would remain the same (Figure 6.8.8) Likewise, the issue 
of "limited demand in area/small ... residence, etc" was another 
major reason behind sales remaining static. 
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reasons 
were: 

more 

to extJema (store, ____ " ___ ,_ 
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Nooe 

Lower/more reasonable 
ptlcllS/Spmals 

Public hett<lr educated/more 
aw~th benefits 

Fresh availability 

More/bigger variety 

More knowledge/info on 
fish/preparation etc 

Availability/consistent supply 

More advertising promotions 

More staff 

Need a frye,;lgrill etc 

Ensure good quality 

Freezer size/increase freezer 
space/frige 

Space{mcrease stono size 

Don't know 

Other comments 

0 20 40 60 80 100 

Number or Respondents 

252 respondents offered 287 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 12a,Appendix/V). 
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Nothing 

Cheap<lt/re.<luc-ed pric,,,s.lless 
fluctuation 

More advertising/promotion/ 
information 

More education/on health factGt'll 

More fresh/not frozen 

More consistent supply 

Less exporting 

overseas/interstate/importing 

More boneless fish/filleted 

Better/reliable/daily delivery 

Reps to call/show products 

More variety /bigger range 

Sampling/tasting/demonstrations 

Stop the racket/monopoly 

Less controls/destructUre industry 

More controls/change law/no 
overfishing 

More fanning of fish 

More regular size fillets 

Get fish to marlcet quk:ker/ 
fresher/good condition 

Don't know 

Other comments 

0 

l 

l 

1 

20 40 60 80 100 

Number of Respondents 

252 respondents offered 347 responses across the May 1991 and Septemher 1991 
surveys (see Question 12b, Appendix JV). 
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GW1nmtee of consistent 

supply 

Portion controls to ensure 

staru:lard size pieces 

Greater supply/vruiety of 

Australian fish 

Greater quality regulatio.'l 

More advertising support 

Information for 

preparation/cooking 

Guidelines for improved 

storage by supplier 

Guidelines for improved 

storage by food preparers 

Preparation of more ready to 

cook products 

More reliable delivery 

1 
Very unlikely 

2 
Somewhat 
unlikely 

3.1 

3.1 

3.1 

3 
Neither likely 
nor unlikely 

4 
Somewhat 

likely 

252 respondents offered responses on 10 possible actions across the May 1991 
and September 1991 surveys (see Question 13, Appendix IV). 
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Fish 

Poultry 

m Other 

0 
1 -10 

11 -
21 - 30 

31 - 40 
41 - 50 

Proportion of 51 _ 
main daily 61 - 70 

meals 

Proportion of 
main daily meals Meat 
0% 
1-10% 1 
11-20% 9 
21- 30% 19 
31-40% 15 
41- 50% 24 
51-60% 18 
61- 70% 7 
71-80% 5 
81-90% 1 
91- 100% l 
Don't know 0 

% 

Proportion of Responses (%)<1) 

Fish Seafood Pork Poultry Oilier 
2 62 13 l 48 

42 34 63 19 27 
42 3 19 42 15 
12 0 4 29 5 

l 0 6 3 
0 2 1 

0 0 

(1) responses may not total 100%, due to rounding. 252 respondents offered 252 responses on each of 
the food type options across the May 1991 and September 1991 surveys (see Question 15a, Appendix 

IV). 
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Meat 

Fish 

II Seafood 

~Pork 

main daily 
meals 

Proportion of main 
daily meals 
0% 

1-10% 
11-20% 
21- 30% 
31-40% 
41- 50% 
51-60% 
61-70% 
71-80% 
81 - 90% 
91- 100% 
Don't know 

Meat Fish 

2 
1 39 

11 42 
19 14 
15 2 
24 0 
17 
6 
4 
1 
l 
0 

% 

Proportion of responses (% (1) 

Seafuod Pork Poultry Other 

62 15 1 47 
32 62 19 25 
3 18 40 15 
1 3 27 6 
0 0 8 4 

2 l 
0 0 

(1) responses may not total 100%, due to rounding. 252 respondents offered 252 responses on each of 

the food type options across the May 1991 and September 1991 surveys (see Question 15b, Appendix 

IV). 
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Fish 

Seafood 

~Pork 

Poultry 

._ .. _ ... .,. 

0 
1 - 10 

11-20 
21 -

31 -
41 - 50 

Proportion of 51 _ 60 
main daily 61 - 7 

meals 

Proportion of main Meat 
daily meals 
0% 
1-10% l 
11- 20% 8 
21- 30% 18 
31-40% 15 
41- 50% 25 
51 -60% 17 
61- 70% 6 
71- 80% 6 
81- 90% l 
91-100% l 
Don't know 2 

% 

Proportion of Responses (%)(1) 
Fish Seafood Pork Poultry Other 

2 62 13 1 47 
42 33 61 20 26 
40 3 19 41 15 
12 0 4 28 5 

l 1 5 8 
0 0 2 1 

0 0 

(1) responses may not total 100%, due to rounding. 252 respondents offered 252 responses on each of 

the food type options across the May 1991 and September 1991 surveys (see Question 15c, Appendix 

IV). 
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Remain the same 
52% 

Don'tkuow 
3% 

3% 

Increase 
42% 

252 respondents offered responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 16a, Appendix IV). 
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Has not been a change in (5-10) 

years 

Poopie becoming more l,e,.llh 
Ci'Jnscious 

No/low cholesterol/fish is heaith 

food 

Limited demand in area/small 
supermmicet/residence etc 

Prices will inc=se therefore 
•p,..~mare 

Extension planned/goir,g to 
extend (store/menu) 

Becoxning too expensive/poopl.e 
can't buy 

If cheaper/cheaper than 
meat/would use 

Mme variety /bigger range 

Quicker to prepare/cook 

People not spending/too 
expensi.ve/t.ough times 

Increase in population/area is 
growing 

Too moch competition 

Tending towards lighter meals 

Starting to advertise more 

Don't know 

Other comments 

0 

l 

1 

1 

10 20 30 40 

Frequency 

50 60 70 

253 respondents offered 312 responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 16b, Appendix IV. 
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6.9 

The majority 
on all types 

more nett was to 
average weekly expenditure to $7,214. The average expenditure 
Adelaide ($4,216) was only half that Sydney institutions 
($9,190). Air Force defence establishments highest 
weekly expenditure of any type in the sample base ($23,875), 
whereas welfare and charitable uv,u....," had the lowest ($1,684). 

Institutions most frequently employed in the range 6 - 10 full time 
staff, although many were also in the categories of 21 - 50 and over 
100 (Figure 6.9.2). Part time or casual staff were most frequently 
present in the range of 21 - 50 per institution, although many 
institutions reported having no part time staff (Figure 6.9.2). 

When asked what proportion of the meals you prepare would be for 
full time residents including staff and students (Question 19, 
Appendix IV), institutions most frequently replied 100% (Figure 
6.9.3). Data on the number of beds available hospitals and 
nursing homes indicated an average capacity of 146.4 beds across 
this type of institution in the sample. 

Of the residential schools and colleges, 16 of the 19 had over 100 
students enroled. with 13 of these 16 reporting that same number 
living "on campus". 
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Under 5 

(i - 10 

11 - 20 

21 - 30 

31 - 40 

41 - 50 

51 - 75 

76 - 100 

101 - 150 

Refused 

Don't know 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 

Number of Institutions 

252 respondents offered responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys ( see Question 17, Appendix W). 
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t: 
~ ,... 

00 
.... 
Q 

i.. 
<j,j 

,,Q 

s = z 

0 

1 

2 
16 

3 

4 

5 
14 

6-10 
35 

11 - 20 

21 - 50 

51 - 100 

Over 100 
29 

Refused 

Don't know 

0 10 20 30 40 

Number of Institutions 

252 respondents offered responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 18, Appendix IV). 
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Figure 6.9.3: Percentage of Meals Prepared by 
Institutions For FuU Time Residents 
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100 
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Number of Institutions 

252 respondents offered responses across the May 1991 and September 1991 
surveys (see Question 19, Appendix IV). 

631105 oh cons 

151 

140 160 

392 



""'"'·"-"_.,...,. Manager -
Process & Extractive Industries 

This report has been prepared for the client to whom it is addressed. In 
accordance with our standard practice, PA, its servants and agents disclaim 
responsibility to any third party for anything arising out of the report 
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YANN CAMPBELL HOA=![ WHt=f: LER 
MARKET RESEARCH 
11 PRINCES STREET 
ST KILDA VIC ~~18.2 
PHONE: 537 2255 

TIM[: 

START: 

WAVE 4 

FINISH. ···------ - - - _ ___ __ __ 

QUl:STlONNAli-ff NUMBER ___ ____________ _ 

NOT * HOUSEHOLD ON CALL SHEET 

* HOUSEHOLD ON CALL SHEET 

JOB NO._: 67W4: IN-HOME_ 

SYDNEY 
MELBOURNE 

BRISBANE 
ADELAIDE 

PERTH 
HOBART 

f -HEGIONAL NSW 
CO,\S'"AL/NEAn- REGIONAL VIC 
TO COAST 1 REGIONAL OLD 

I REGIONAL SA 
REGIONAL. WA 

INLP.N J - 50 KM --~ CANBERRA 
FHOM COAST 2 L____ REGIONAL T AS 

MUMBER OF 6754B QUESTIONNAIRES LEFT 0 
1 
r, 
£ 

FISH AND SEAFOOD _CONSUMPTION STUDY 

Good rnorning/afternoon/eveninr1. My narne is .... from Yann Campbel: Hoare Wheeler Market Reseorch. 
Today we are conducting a study on Food Consumption in Australia ard vvould appreciate your help. 
The results of the study will be used iri planning the supply and marketinr1 of various food products in 
Australia in the 1990's. .tit the end of the inten,iew I can tell you for wl1om trie study is bHing 
conducted. Could I please speak to the person who is !11£l[OJ::t: responsit.lo for food purchase and 
preparation in this household. 

----------·----~------~--·-~-~~··- -··- - ~·-··-----------· 

IF ANOTMER RESPONDENT IS RESPONSIBLE FOB FGOO PREPARATION ASK TO 
SPEAI< TO THAT PERSON AND REPEAT INTBOOUCTION. IF THE APPROPRIATE 
RESPONDENT IS UNAVAILABLE, MAKE A CONVENIEMT CALL BACK TIME. 

RESPONDENT NAME:: 

CALL BACK 1 

CALL BACK 2 

CALL BACK 3 

DATE/TIME: _______ ________ _ _ 

DATE/TIME: _________ _____ _ 

DJ\TE/TIME: __________________ _ 

0 .1 Do you buy and prepare food only for 
yourself or is food purchased and prepared 
for the household? iF THE RESPONDENT 
LIVES ALONE THIS SHOULD BE CODED AS 
BUY /PREPARE: FOF~ HOUSEHOLD (CODE 2) 

BUY /PREPAHE ONLY FOR SELF 

i3UY /PHEPARE FOR HOUSEHOLD 

01 
03 
05 
07 
09 
12 
02 
04 
06 
08 
10 
11 
1 ~3 

2 



SHOWCAHDA 
Q.2 I would like to asit you about what types of meals you wol1id select for a s1r>ecific meal 

occasion, but befi:>re we can do this I need to know what iis )M>Ur household composition? 

SELECT QNE MEAL OCCASION, APPROPRIATE TO THIS HOUSEHOLD COMPOStTION AT 
THIS ADDHESS. FIECOlRD BY CIRCLING BELOW. ROTATE THHOUGH MEAL OCCASIONS 
IN CLUSTER WORKING FROM LEFT TO RIGHT AND THEN RIGHT TO LEFr. 

MEAL OCCASION FOH QJLAND Q.4 - TO. CIR.,.;::C::.:L:E ____ _ 

SINGLE/LIVING ALONE 

SINGLE/LIVING WITH 
OTHER SINGLES -

RELATIVES 

SINGLE/LIVING WITH 
OTHER SINGLES -
NOT RELATIVES 

SINGLE/LIVING 
WITH PARENTS 

MARRIED/DE FACTO 
- NO CHILDREN 

MARRIED/DE FACTO 

- DEPENDENT 

CHILDREN 

MARRIED/DE FACTO -
AOUL T FAMILY MEMBERS 

SINGLE PARENT -

DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

SINGLE PARENT -

ADULT FAMILY MEMBERS 

REFUSED 

0 1 X 

02 X 

03 X 

04 X 

05 X 

06 X 

07 X 

08 X 

09 X 

10 X 

' 

HOUSEHOLD WEEKEND ENTERTAIN 
!;VENING HOUSEHOLD -ING : 

MEAL, MEAJ:..:: .ENTREE;; 
LUNClj 

X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

_ENTHTIA!t-! 
- ING: 
MAIN 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

.QHILOREN~~ 
fVEII_JIN12 

ME6h 

X 

X 

X 

------- ----·----·-···---·-----···- ··-·----- ---·------------- ----·--·- --·---------· ----



CHOPS 

VVHOLE CH!Cl<EN 

CHICKEN 12 

CANNED FJSH 

14 

FISH FILU::'T 15 

SMOKED 16 

FISK FINGEF!S 17 i7 

18 

SCALLOPS 20 20 

PASTA 

VEGETi\RtAN 22 22 

23 

St)UP 

()9 

i5 

20 

2i 

12 

1" .:, 

i4 

15 

16 

22 

24 

25 

26 

12 

13 13 

17 17 

22 

23 

24 24 

26 26 

C5 



Q.4 

C1 

C2 

C3 

C5 

J IS T()O E"XPENSIVE . 

IS ~LY AVAiLABlE 

h. I DON'T HAVE THE KNOWLEDGE 

12., THERE IS WASTAGE AS A LOI 
OF \t\'HAT YOU BUY CAl'i'T BE: 

13 , I C.-\N COOK tT IN THE 

ITS QUALITY lS TOO 

IS POPULAR V\11TH THE PEOPLE 
WHO WlLL BE EATING 

4 

which 

Pli.Sl!E 



5 

Now I'd like to ask some: specific questions about your household. 

SHOWQARD Q 
0.5 Could you please tell me the members of your household who Hve in your home, 

and their sex and age. RECORD BELOW 

Now we shall talk about fish and seafood consumption, by that I mean, ii! species of fish and 
other seafood like. prawns, lobster, scallops and oysters. I want you to think of o type of fish 
or seafood. By that I mean fresh, frozen, prepackaged, canned or bottlt:'lCI and flsh or seafood 
used as an Ingredient in for example, pizza, casseroles or sandwiches. 

FOR EACHJ:IQUSEHOLQ MEM§.EB ASK Q.6 
0.6 Which members of this househoid have eaten fish or seafc>od In the last year? And 

who have not eaten fish or seafood In the last year? RECORD BELOW 

PLEASE RECORD DETAILS OF 
RESPONDENT FIRST 

RESPOND 
ENT 

2 

----------------
0.5 SEX -

0.5 AGE -

MALE 

FEMALE 

0-2 YEARS 

3-9 YEARS 

10-14YEARS 

15-19 YEARS 

20-39 YEARS 

40-59 YEARS 

(50 YEARS OR MORE 

REFUSED 

0.6 EATEN FISH/SEAFOOD 
IN LAST YEAR 

NOT EATEN FISH/SEAFOOD 
IN LAST YEAR 

DONTKNOW 

1 1 

2 2 

1 1 

2 2 

3 3 

8 8 

4 4 

5 5 

6 6 

7 7 

---

1 1 

2 2 

3 3 

: nF MEtii BER_Qf HO! -

4 5 6 

1 1 1 

2 2 2 2 

1 1 1 

2 2 2 2 

;3 3 3 3 

8 8 a 8 

4 4 4 4 

5 5 5 5 

6 6 6 6 

7 7 7 7 

1 1 1 1 

2 2 2 2 

,3 3 3 3 

·-

,,n 

7 

1 

2 

1 

2 

3 

8 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1 

2 

3 

IF RESPONDENT SAYS NO ONf, t;ATS FISH QR SEAFOOD, CHECK_FOB. FOR EXAMPLE CANNED 
FISH (TUNA AND SALMONh.fliH FROM A TAKE-AWAY SHOP, FfSH PASTE, FROZE:N FISH/ 
SEAFOOD MEALS PREPARED READY TO COOK 

8 9 

1 1 

2 2 

1 1 

2 2 

3 3 

8 8 

4 4 

5 5 

6 6 

7 7 

1 1 

2 2 

3 3 

_____ ..,.....,--..,..,...·----,.....,,..,.-,,.,----,----, 

··.E~A¥t=1SH/S~~od:> 1_\i::.ee_._:_ •• Ni_:iN_ •. _ •. _he. /_: ... 
::· .. ~ \ .•. -.•. _: .•... ·. o_:-. · .. · . ..- · .... 

IF NO-ONE EATS. FISH OR SEAFOOD GO TO Q.27a 

I 
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WRITE iN DAY AND MEAL 

RECOHD MEAL CODE 

OON'VENIEl\lCE STOHE tATE TRJIJJE.' 00 
DELICATESSEN 00 
CAUGHT BY HOUSEHOLD MEMBER 10 
GiFT BY NON-HOUSEHOLD MEMBEH 11 
OTHER 12 

WRITEIN 

FRESH WHOLE 

(E(t SHASUKS) 09 
FROZEN iREADY TO COOK,O 
(EGL flSH FlNGEHS, CflUMBEO POflTlONS) 
SMOKED 11 
CANNED 
GLASS BOTTLE 
COOKED Fill.ET 
OTHER 
(SPECiFY) 

. PiECES/f:i!ZE/CANS 

IN BAG 
BAKED/OVEN 
GRILLED .. 

p 

13 
l4 
15 

02 
03 

OUT OF H()ME or, 
STEAMED 06 
MICRO\NAVED 07 
RAW 

00 
BARBEOUEO lO 
PAN FRIED H 

INGREDIENT - MORNAY 14 
INGHEOlENl. SllR fRY 15 

OTHER 113 

(' _, 

--~---··-~--~----= 

YES 1 

NO 2 

01 
02 

tn 
02 
03 

11 

12 
13 

14 

15 

02 

03 
04 
05 
[}5 

07 

09 
10 
'f 1 

13 
14 

15 

17 

18 

B 

-------··"'=--·--

2 

01 
02 

08 
00 
10 
11 

12 

01 

Oi 
02 
03 

09 
10 

03 
04 

06 
07 

09 
i() 

',, 
~ -,,.1 

14 

15 

16 

Hl 

~-~-=--- .~_,_, _ _,_ -•,s-

1 

2 

01 

02 

118 
00 
10 

11 

12 

01 

Oi 
02 
03 

09 
10 

n 
'l2 
13 
14 

15 

01 
02 
03 

05 
06 
07 

09 
10 

<! '.). 

'" 
14 

'!5 

·H3 

1H 

-~--~----~--~·--""'-

2 

01 

02 

08 
09 
10 

11 

12 

Ol 

{'•O:. ,,. 
02 
()'1 ., 

09 
10 

14 

01 

02 
03 

05 
06 
07 

09 

JG 

13 
i4 

15 

16 
17 

18 

G 

-------~----.----

2 

01 
02 

00 
09 
lG 
11 

12 

01 

O'! 

02 
03 

09 
10 

12 
13 

14 

15 

01 
02 
03 

05 
05 
()7 

09 
w 

'" .. ) 
14 

15 

17 

18 

G 

~~---------·-----
19 

2 



15a 

'l5b 

17 



Q.18a 

2 3 4 

You mentioned thJ~t 
~,,._.,._,;"'-~' 4 TO 

FIRST BOTATED 
THEN Q.1f:!b FOf-l THAT 

NOT AT ALL 
lMPORTANT 

6 7 

•• N• .. ~u" fresh or frozen fSil~,um;;;ti frorn a 
scale 1>f 1 to 7, how 

fres.h rn· frozen fia,h ~- acg;,anri,r,ri 

Q.i8a ANO 8b 

Q.18b outlets from this ~rd doe$ this You may nominate none, one or as 
like. ThEire ire no or tu'iswe,i"$ Wt';; ~re inter~sted in your ,...,.,.,...,,,..,.. 

RECORD 
FROM 

Q.121:! -·--··-·--·-··--···· 

CLEAN 

IT SELLS FRESH FISH 
& SEAFOOD {IE NOT 
FROZEN) 

HAS ATTRACTrl/ELY 
DISPLAYED 
FISH & SEAFOOD 

HAS CONSISTENTLY 
LOW PRICES FOR 
FlSH & SEAFOOD 

I FREQUENTL V 
SHOP THERE 

OFFERS AUSTRALIAN 
FISH & SEAFOOD 

OFFERS FISH & 
SEAfO()O SPECIALS 

IS EASilY 
TOME 

IT OFFEHS ADVERTISED 
SPEGiALS 

YOU CAN BUY MANY 
DIFFERENT 1YPES OF 
FOOD THERE 

OFFERS A V\/lDE 
V.1\R!ETY OF FISH & 
SEAFOOD PRODUCTS 

HAS FRIENDLY STAFF 
WORKING THERE 

HAS A GOOD REPUTATION 
FOR QUAUT( FiSH 

& SEAFOOD 

l CAN BE CONFIDENT 
THAT FRESH FISH OR 
SEAFOOD HAS NOT 
BEEN FROZEN 

01 

or 

01 

01 

01 

O! 

() l 

m 

Oi 

OTHER 
flSH!ill 
:iYl~.t! 

02 

02 

02 

02 

02 

02 

02 

0,, 
L 

0~' 

02 

02 

02 

02 

02 

0:1 

WHOLE FIS!-! 
:$ALJ;:B 00 
~0-0P flEtl~ 

_MAF~ 
03 04 

03 04 

03 04 

03 04 

03 04 

CA 

04 

m 04 

03 P·.) ,,'+ 

D3 04 

03 04 

03 04 

03 04 

03 04 

03 04 

f~ETA!L ASH SlJPER- CONVF3~ DEUC:AT NONE 
-ESS1l,N 

TAKE-AWAY 2-TOBs 
05 00 07 08 09 10 

05 00 07 08 

05 07 08 

05 06 07 08 09 10 

05 06 07 03 09 10 

05 (l6 0? 08 09 10 

05 06 ('ff 08 09 -it) 

05 00 07 00 09 10 

05 00 07 08 OS 10 

05 07 08 09 10 

05 07· oa Oti 10 

G5 00 07 08 09 "iO 

O" ,; 06 07 08 09 10 

(\'j 06 07 08 09 10 

05 06 07 OP •' 09 10 

DON'T 
KNOW 

11 

11 

·11 

11 

11 

i1 

11 

1"l 

11 

11 

11 



2, FISH 

'.l 

6, 

7. 

8. 

9. RELIH!VELY 

"i 1. rr 

2. 

13, 

TYPE OF 
0,18d 

2 

3 



WBITE IN DAY Ai'\10 MEAL 

RECORD ME.AL CODE 

WORK CAFETEHlA 
RESTAU~Al'H 

FUNCTlOM CENTFlE 
(!I.U!:l 

HOTEL 

COFFEE '-V''"''''""-' 
flS!1 & CHIP SHOf' 

WRITE IN 

OTliEH 

ENTHEE 
iV:AJN 

00!-.J'T KNOW 

WHOLE 

H) 

i 

2 

Oi 

Oi 

02 
WITH Bf\CKBDNE) 03 

SMOKED 
CANNED 
PFIE-PREP /\HED 
OTHER 

GRILLED 

STEAMED 
MICROVWWEO 
rv,w 

PAN FFllEO 

-SAY 

POACHED (WATEF-1 IN PAN) 
PlZZft. TOPPING 

!NGHED!ENT STffl FfiY 

lNGFlEDIENT · GASSEflOLF 
lNGRE!J!ENl • OTHEFl 
OTHE:R 
(SPECIFY} 

DON'T KNOW 

04 
05 
06 
07 
08 

00 

06 
07 
08 
00 
10 

11 

12 

13 

G 

2 

Qj 

01 

03 
04 
05 

06 
07 
08 

12 
13 

16 

l7 

19 

12 

G 

01 

2 

Oi 

04 
05 
06 

09 

01 
02 
03 

06 
07 
OS 

12 

16 
i7 

19 

02 
03 

2 

01 

01 
02. 
03 
04 

05 
06 

08 

00 

01 
02 
03 

06 
07 
08 

14 

1!:i 

16 
17 

1H 

19 

G 

01 
t)2 

03 
IM 
05 
(io 

07 
06 
09 
H) 

11 

2 

Oi 

01 
02 
0~3 
04 
05 
00 
07 
08 

01 
o;~ 
(XJ 

06 
07 
08 

11 
12 

14 
'15 

16 
,.., 
!l 

18 

01 

02 

°'' 04 

05 
06 
07 
Oil 
00 

w 

2 

01 

G1 
02 
03 
04 
05 
00 
07 
00 

09 

G G 

01 
02 
03 

06 
07' 
08 

1'l 
12 

·14 

15 

16 
17 

18 



PHOBE 

Cl.24 

NO 2 

3 



2 4 5 

2. FBESH 

5, HSH 

7, 



15 

NEVER Oi 01 Oi 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 

MORE 

THAN ONCE 
A WEEK 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 

ONCE 
A WEEK 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 

ONCEA 
FORTNIGHl" 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 

ONCE 
A MONTH 05 05 OS 05 05 05 05 05 05 05 05 

SIX TIMES 
A YEAR 
(ONCE EVERY 
TWO 00 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 

FOUR TIMES 
AYEAA 
(ONCE EVERY 
THREE MONTHS) '[)7 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 

THREE TIMES 
A YEAR 
(ONCE EVERY 
FOUR MONTHS) 08 08 08 L'S 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 

TWICE 
A YEAR 
(EVERY 
SIX 09 09 00 09 09 09 00 09 (,'9 09 09 

ONCE 
A YEAR 10 10 10 10 iO 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

LESS 
OFfEN THAN 
ONCE A YEAH " 11 '11 11 1i 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 

DON'T 

KNOW/ 
CAN'T SAY ·,2 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 



j 



i7 
! ' 

Q.27b 

! PREFEF! AUSTRALIAN ,;:;!SH AND 
SEAFOOD TO iMPOmED PF!OOOCTS 2 3 •l 5 6 

2. THE TASTE OF FROZEN FISH !S AS 
GOOD AS FFlESti FISH 2 3 4 5 6 

3. i WOULD EAT MOFlE 
IF !T WAS EASIER TO OBTAIN 2 3 4 5 tl 

4. FISH COSTS SO MUCH THAT 
! EAT fT RARELY 2 3 4 5 

5. I EAT BECAUSE IT !S 
BETTER FOR MY HEALTH TH/-1,N nm MEAT 2 3 4 5 6 

6 I UKE PREPARING FISH AND SEAFOOD 2 3 /4 5 6 

7. THERE ARE ENOUGH RECIPES FOR SEAFOOD 2 3 4 5 6 

8. !FI KNEW Of MOFlE WAYS TO CODK 

SEAFOOD I WOULD f.:AT MORE 2 3 ,l]. 5 6 

ONLY FROM A SPE:C!AUSECI FISH OUTLET 2 3 4 5 6 

10. ! AVOID FREEZING FISH IF l CAN 2 3 '1 5 6 

11. l FIND TO BE LESS 
FlLUNG THAN CHICKEN ;2 3 4 5 6 

12. I DISUKE FISH WITH BONES ,., 
" 3 4 5 6 

13. I UKE TO BUY FAMIUAH 1YPES 
()F 2 3 ;j " ,., 6 

14. I UKE TO THY DIFFERENT TYPES 
OF 2 ~{ ,1 5 6 

15, ! AM CONCERNED ABOUT THE IMPACT OF 

POLLUTiON ON SAFETY 2 a ,; 5 6 

16, YOU CAN'T 8E sum: ABOUT THE 

QUALITY OF FFlOZEN 2 3 4 5 6 

LIGHT MEAL 2 ,> 4 5 6 

18. l FIND F!SH EASY TO COOK 2 3 4 5 6 

19. l'M NOT ,4.LWAYS SUHE THAT FRESH 

FlSH I BUY HASN'T BEf:N FF\OZEN (;: 3 4 5 6 

20. FISH !S FOF1 SPECIAL OCCASIONS 2' 3 4 5 6 

NO 2 

DON'T SAY 3 

do thaf? 



Q.31 

SILVER 

(NOT ,JUST TREW,LLY) 

FARM PP.AWNS 
(!\!OT ~HJST PAA\iVNS) 

AA!NB()'N TROUT 

ATLANTIC SALl\/lCN 
NOT SMOKED) 

MUSSELS 

OYSTERS 

FARM ElARRAMUNDl 

TO 

02 

05 

07 

00 

11 

12 

3 

2 -3 

3 

2 3 

3 

2 

.2 3 

3 

2 3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

,, 
tt., 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 5 6 

5 6 

4 

4 6 

6 

4 6 



i9 

What actions need to be more fish 
to be a100 eaten 

the ~a!lt three months 
on at team: on~ 

TO 

three month:::; ,:..n,r;,-11'n,v1nrua1r,,::,h., 

this household 

Of thiS\ C£ltCh ()'1/il!,f ih!f:l i!:1St three "'4ir1,nH><> what were the rnain 
home and ,.,.,,,,,..,,-,, 

TO 

do fall in? 

of fish 

NONE 0 

KNOW 9998 

NONE 9999 

MALE 
FEMALE 

15 - 19 

1 
2 

20-39 2 

40 - 59 3 

60 YEARS 4 



0.39a 

EARNER. THREE on MORE 

OF 

02 

04 

05 

VIETNAM 06 

07 

08 

Efo$TERN 11 

12 

09 

05 

06 

LUTHERAN 07 
09 

MUSUfv1 13 

1 

12 

NONE 0 

KNOW 9 



0.39b Do you work 1ull time, part time or not at 
all? 

21 

FULL TIME 

PART TIME 

1 

2 

NOT AT ALL 3 

0.39c What Is the o<-.cupation of the main Income 
earner in your ·household? (IF 
UNEMPLOYED OR RETIRED ASK USUAL OR 
MOST RECE~ff OCCUPATION) 

0.39d Are you yourself the main income earner In 
your houaehold or Is someone else the 
main lnoome un,er? 

OCCUPATION: ______ ·-----

INDUSTRY: __ _ 

SELF 

SOMEONE ELSE 

1 

2 

DON'T ll<NOW/CANT SAY 3 

IF SOMEQNE !ELSE MAtN INCOME EARNER (0.39d COPE 2L~~O RE;SPONDENI 
WQRKS (0.;iib CQDE 1 QR 2) ASK Q.39e 

Q.39e What is your <>Ceupation? OCCUPATION: ___ _ 

SHOWCARDQ 
Q.39f What is the to1al yearly gross (before tax) 

family income for all he>usehold members? 

-------·-·---

INDUSTRY: 

LESS THAN $15,000 

$15,000 - $25,000 

$25,001 - $40,000 

$40,001 - $60,000 

MORE THAN $60,000 

REFUSED/DON'T KNOW 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP AS I SAID, I AM FROM YANN CAMPBELL HOARE WHEELER MARKET 
RESEARCH. IF YOU WISH I WILL GIVE YOU OUR TELEPHONE NUMBEA IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO CHECK 
ANYTHING. tF YOU WOULD LIKE TO CHECK THE BONA FIDES OF THIS COMPANY, PLEASE CALL THE MARKET 
RESEARCH LINE ON 008 023642 AND GIVE THE COMPANY NAME: YANN CAMPBELL HOARE WHEELER. CALLS 
TO THIS NUMBER ARE FREE. 

THE STUDY IS BEING CONDUCTED FOR THE FISHING INDUSTRY RE:SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL TO 
HELP IN PLANNING THI: SUPPLY AND MARKETING OF FISH AND SEAFOOD IN AUSTHALIA IN THE 1990'$. 

NAME: ____ _ 

ADDRESS: ---· 

SUBURB:---· 

··----·-------

PHONE: ____ _ 

I hereby certify that this is a true, accurate and complete interview. 

SIGNED: ........................................................................................... (lntervievvE~r) 

DATE: .................................................................. . 

·- IF tEAVINll SELF COMPLETION>QUESTIONNAl~E. MAKI: SURE YOO RECORD 
. QUESTION1NAIAE. NUMBER 9N FRQN;f .,,J\~~ pt:, ~754/:a ., ()UT Of liO~E - A,,,O WJ,llTE: ..•. 

··· .. IN LAST 0.AYS AND RECORD ON THEFRONT]~AGE OF6754/2 (TH1s·. · ··. . . 
··• • Q\JE$TIONINAIRE) THE ~bMijE~ Of: ~Elf C:QM PLETiC)N~LEFT .•..... · ....... > 







YANN CAMPBELL. HOABE WHEELER 
MARKET RESEARCH 
11 PRINCES STREET 
ST KILDA VIC 3182 
PHONE: 537 2255 

TIME: 

STAHT: _______ _ 

FINISH: 

QUESTIONNAIRE IIIUMBEB A: 

FISH AND SEAFOOD CONSUMPTION STUDY OUT OF HOME 

!!9B NO.: 6754J4: OUT OF HOME 
SELF COMPLETION 

COASTAL/NEAR 
TO CO/.~ST 1 

INLAND · 50 KM 
FROM COAST 2 

SYDNEY 
MELBOURNE 

BRISBANE 
ADELAIDE 

PERTH 
HOBART 

-REGIONAL NSW 
REGIONAL VIC 

REGIONAL OLD 
REGIONAL SA 

REGIONAL WA 
CANBERRA 

·---REGIONAL TAS 

This is a study which is being conducted for the Fishing Industry Research & Development Council 
on Fish and Seafood Consumption in Australia. The results of the study will be used in planning 
the supply and marketing of fish in Australia in the 1990's. We would appreciate your help by completing 
this questionnaire on YQW. eating habits out of the home. The person who is mainly responsible for 
food purchase and preparation has already been asked similar questions about in-home consumption. 

In filling out this questionnaire, you will generally need to record your 21m;wer by circlin!~ a 
number (or code): 

eg. Are yi::>u ... ? MALE 

FEMALE 0 
or by writing in the spa1ce provided _________________ _ 

In some instances, you JD!d§! give only one an§_Y1_1J7I (SINGLE RESPONSE ONLY) ---·­

and 

in others you may give a number of answers (MULTIPLE RESPONSE ALL.OWED). 

When fish or seafood is mentioned it may have been the main part of the meal or an ing1·edient (like 
marinara mix, seafood cocktail, prawns or anchovies on pizza, fish paste or fillings in sandwiches 
or in a casserole or a fillet of fish at McDonalds. It may have been for nibbles, a snack, 1mtree or 
main meal. 

THINK OF !,\NY TYPE OF FISH OR SEAFOOD. 

01 
03 
05 
07 
'09 
12 
02 
04 
06 
08 
10 
11 
13 





WFllTE IN DAY AND MEAL 

WOJ1K CAFETER.1/\. 
HESTAUAANT 
HJNCflON CENTf-lE 
CLUB 
HOTEL 
COFFEE LU<,H><:lC.! 

FISH &, CH!? SH()P 

OTHEFi 
{SPEClfYJ 

ENTREE 
MAIN 

WR!TE !N 

DON'T KNOW 

WriOtE 
1°!LLET 

01 
D2. 

03 
04 
Oe:1 
06 
07 
08 
09 
10 
1 < 

'' 

2. 

Oi 

01 

02 

SMOKED 
CANNED 

l3A!:JK!30i''JEl 03 
04 
05 
06 

PRE·Pf'-lEPARED (L!!<E. FiSH 
Fli'-JGERS, FiSH 
t)THEH 

iN BAG 

GRILLED 

MICf'.lOWAVED 
Rl\W 
STflAIGHT 

PAN FRIED 

INGFlEDiENT - STlH Fff( 
!NGHEDiENT - C1~~}f;EH()LJ~ 
!NGF1ED1ENT - OTHEF 
OTHER 

DON'T KNOW 

07 
08 

01 
02 

03 

06 
07 
08 

17 

18 

01 

02 
o~, 
04 
05 
OG 
07 
08 

09 
HJ 

2 

01 

"" \j,t;.. 

03 
04 

05 
06 

07 
00 

(rt 
02 
03 

06 
07 

08 

15 
16 

01 
02 
03 
04 

05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
i(l 

11 

2 

01 

Oi 
02 
03 
04 

05 
06 

07 
00 

01 
0'' ,. 
03 
05 
06 
07 
08 

15 

16 
17 

18 

19 

Oi 
0;2 

o:3 
04 
t'tr ·;.t,J 

06 
OI 
OH 
09 
'IO 
11 

01 

01 
02 
0:3 
04 
0!5 
013 

Ol 
OH 

o·! 
I"> ,),._ 

03 
():5 

06 
()7 

OH 

--,g 

01 
02 

03 
04 
05 
06 
07 

08 
09 
10 

1i 

1 

2 

01 

01 
02 
03 
04 

05 
06 

07 
08 

0·1 

02 

03 

06 
01 
08 

16 
17 

18 

19 

01 

02 

03 
04 
05 
06 
07 

08 
09 

10 
1 i 

1 

2 

01 

01 
02 

03 
04 
05 
(if , .. 0 

07 
O"' " 

01 
02 

03 

06 

07 
08 

i ,. ,, 
'16 
17 

18 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
08 
09 
iO 

ii 

2 

01 

01 
02 
03 
04 

05 
06 

07 
08 

01 

02 
03· 

("' ,O 

07 

08 

16 
17 

18 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

7. 

2 3 7 

5 



Q.4 

7 

().8 

4 

2)AND 

OF THE DAY AND MEAL 

Was this for an ontree ,,,,, main meal? RECORD OPPOSITE 

fo,· how chiildren .=oc·."..:::r.::.....,.:,c.,sc,;:,c.:.:c.,;Jl.;:e.:e,!..>:"_.:e,""-'lc.:::.l,3c01 

fish or "'"""'"'''nn at thit,, 
WRITE 0. 

OF TYPE OF FISH OR 

OF TYPE OF FiSH OR 
U!(E THE NUMBEH 

TYPE OF FISH OFl 

ON SHEET 

eaten at this meal? 
AND 

CODE 



6. 

7. 

8. 

17, 

i REGUI-P.RLY 
OF 

SEIi.FOOD COSTS 

AS AN EblTF:EE 

FISH OUTLET 

OUT 

ONLY 

DlSUl<E WITH BONES 

SEAFOOD 18 FOFl OCCAS10NS 

·is. ! AM COl'JGf:RNED ABOUT THE 

20. 

22. 

23. 

PROTEIN FflOM 

/IN iMPORT ANT 
FOR 

iS F(JH SPECIAL ()C(;ASK.JNS 

2 

3 

2 

3 

3 

2 3 

3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

,, .. , 

If 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 



6 

3 

NEVER 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 0·1 

MORE 
THAN ONCE 
A WEEK 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 02 

ONCE 
A \i'VEEK 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 03 

ONCE A 
FORTNIGHT 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 

ONCE 
A MONTH 05 05 f'I'" l,~J 05 Qt} 05 05 05 05 05 06 05 
-~------.. -· _,,. _____ , ~-.,-,...-~=--..·----------M"" 

SIX TIMES 
A YEAR 

,:)6 06 00 G6 (}6 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 

FOUR TIMES 
A YEAR 

EVEflY 
THREE 1')7 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 07 

THREE TIMES 
A YEAR 
(ONCE EVERY 
FOUR MONTHS) 013 08 00 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 

TVVICE 
A YEAR 

09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 

ONCE 
A YEAR ·HJ 10 10 10 iO 10 10 rn 10 10 1r1 

L' 10 

LESS 
OHEN THAN 
ONCE A YEAR ·11 11 11 11 l1 11 t 1 11 11 11 

DON'T 
KNOW/ 
CAN'T SAY ·12 12 1 ,:, 

,,:_ 12 12 i2 12 12 12 12 12 



Ct21 

ADDRESS: 

DATE: 

SiGNED 



8 

Q.15 

Q.17 mind me your 

G<) 

0. 18b Did you 

0.18c In whic:h were you 

MALE 1 

FEMALE 2 

15 - 19 

20-39 2 

40 - 59 3 

2 

i 8b ·-··--·· ANOTHER COUNTRY 2 

me ------ - AFTHt 5 YEARS OLD 2 

UNITED 

ITALY 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

VIETNAM 06 

MALT/::.. 

OTHER EUROPEAN 

IV11DDLE 

07 

08 

iO 

11 

12 

09 





Based on 
be rn1nn1,,.;;,•n t,.,,.,,,,.,."""'"' a 

was deemed appropriate start point addition, c:~:1cmc1:n1~ 
interviews ten (as originally proposed) a start point offered 
greater geographic survey coverage. number of crnnpJlete interviews (and 
start points) is .,i,,..,u,,,, Tables 1 

Interviewers attempted to complete an interview at every third house from the 
designated start point. If the potential respondent was unavailable at any five 
of the nominated dwellings (from a start point), where possible an alternative 
interview time was arranged Otherwise, a substitute interview was attempted 
with dwellings either of the five originally selected dwellings before 
proceeding any further from the start point. 

In three out of every ten complete interviews, a supplementary questionnaire, 
relating to Out-Of-Home Consumption of fish and seafood. was left with all 
other household members 15 years of age or more. this respondent was 
home at the time of the In-Home Consumption interview being conducted, the 
interviewer explained to the 'Out-Of-Home' respondent how to complete the 
questionnaire placed 

In total, over the four quarters, 2,159 Out-Of-Home questionnaires were 
placed with other household members aged 15 years or more and 507 were 
returned This equates to a response rate of 23%. Academic literature 
indicates that a response rate of between 15% and 25% would be expected for 
this survey methodology. 



Table 1: National Seafood Consumption Study Sampling 

Total Interviews Quarter 1 Quarter2 Quarter3 Quarter4 

Start Start Start Start Start 
Points Points Points Points Points 

Sydney 1150 230 290 58 285 57 290 58 285 57 
Regional NSW 570 114 140 28 145 29 140 28 145 29 
Melbourne 1030 206 255 51 260 52 255 51 260 52 
Regional VIC 360 72 90 18 90 18 90 18 90 18 
Brisbane 520 104 130 26 130 26 130 26 130 26 
Regional QID 360 72 90 18 90 18 90 18 90 18 
Adelaide 

> 

520 104 130 26 130 26 130 26 130 26 
Regional SA 150 30 35 7 40 8 35 7 40 8 
Perth 460 92 115 23 115 23 115 23 115 23 
Regional WA 150 30 40 8 35 7 40 8 35 7 
Canberra 330 66 80 16 85 17 80 16 85 17 
Hobart 250 50 65 13 60 12 65 13 60 12 
Regional TAS 150 30 40 8 35 7 40 8 35 7 
Total 6000 1200 1500 300 

I 
1500 300 1500 300 1500 300 



Table 2: Regional Areas for National Seafood Consumption 

Regional VIC Regional NSW Regional QLD Regional SA 

Geelong (3)* Newcastle (7) Gold Coast (3) MtGambier (1) 

Ballarat (2) Woolongong (5) Maroochydore (2) Whyalla 0) I 
Bendigo Annidale (3) Toowoomba (2) Loxton (1) 

Pakenham (1) Goulbourne (2) Cairns (2) Port Pirie (1) 

Echuca (1) Grafton (2) Townsville (2) Gawler 

Hamilton (1) Orange (2) Rockhampton (2) Kadina (1) 

Morwell (1) Wagga (2) Mackay (1) Port Lincoln (1) 

Mildura (1) Ballina (1) Bundaberg (1) 
Maffra (1) (1) Gympie (1) 

Shepparton (1) Coffs Harbour (1) Longreach (1) 

Stawell (1) Lismore (1) Mt (1) 

Tongala (1) Albury (1) 

Wamambool (1) 

Warragul (1) 

Wodonga (1) 

Total Start 1s 1 I 2s I I 18 I 17 
Points 
--
* indicates the number of start points per area 

Note: slight adjustments were made in each quarter to match the quota for that regional area 



Appendix IV 

Institutional Questionnaire 



YANN CAMPBELL HOARE WHEELER TIME: 
MARKET RESEARCH START 
11 PRINCES STREET 
ST KILDA VIC 3182 
PHONE: 537 2255 FINISH: __ _ 

SYDNEY 
MELBOURNE 

BRISBANE 
ADELAIDE 

PERTH 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

JOB NO.: 6754G2 INSTITUTIONAL 

FISH AND SEAFOOD CONSUMPTION STUDY 
WAVE 2 

HOSPITAL/NURSING HOME 1 

RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS/COLLEGES 2 

PRISON .3 

DEFENCE/ ARMY 4 

DEFENCE/NAVY 5 

DEFENCE/AIR FORCE 6 

WELFARE/CHARITABLE HOME 7 

INTRODUCTION 

Thank you for agrE!ein9 to participate in the National Food Consumption Study. The information 
collected from every respondent will be treated in the strictest confidence, added to the other 
data obtained and used for statistical purposes only. The results will b13 used in planning the 
supply and marketing of important Australian food items in the 1990's. 

----------
0.1 a First of all w,ould you mind telling me your exact position iir1 this organisation. 

Q.1b 

0.1c 

Q.1d 

POSITION OF RESPONDENT: --------------·-· 

Are you yourself, responsible for the 
purchase of the meat, fish, seafood and 
poultry that is bought by this organisation? 
IF DOUBT ASK ABOUT PURCHASING OF 
FISH 

Are you responsible f1:>r purchasing these 
items for this, or~Janisation or centre only, 
or for other c,rganisations or centres as 
well? 

And how many organisations do you 
purchase meat, fish, i:;eafood and poultry 
for? IF RESPONDENT INDICATES A 
DIFFERENT NUMBER OF ORGANISATIONS 
FOR EACH Pl~ODUCT ASK: How many 
outlets di:> you purchase fish and seafood 
for? 

CONTII\IUE TO Q.1c _______ YES 

ASK TO SPEAK ---------NO 
TO PERSON RESPON~;IBLE 
FOR THESE ITEMS AND RECOMMENCE 
INTEF:\/IEW 

TERMINATE - ALL CONTRACT CATERED 
(SPECIFY 

2 

COMPAMY) _______ NO 3 

GO TO 0.1 e_ONE OflGANISATION ONLY 

GO TO 0.1d--OTHER ORGANISATION 2 

TWO 2 

THREE 3 

FOUR 4 

FIVE 5 

SIX OR MORE 
(WRITE IN) 



0.1e Is this c1rga11isation part of a buying group 
for meat, fis.h aind seafood or poultry 
products? 

---·---------------

2 

YES - ALL 

YES - ONLY FISH/ 
SEAFOOD 

NOT FISH/ 
SEAFOOD/NO 

0 .2a What is the process by which you decide which foods Y•>u buy and serve:1? PROBE 

----·-------- --------

·------·---·------- ---------- ------·---------- · 

0.2b Which of th,~se two s,taternents best describes the planninn for meals in this organisation? 

0.2c 

READ OUT 

THE MENU IS PLANNED OUT WELL IN ADVANCE Fon A Si='ECIFIC PERIOD 
OF TIME AND IS BASED ON PAST EXPERIENCE 

THE MENU IS CONSTANTLY ADJUSTED TO MEET SPECIFIC CLIENT 
REOUIRl::MENTS 

When planning particular meals, do you 
make the de1cision bE!tween food groups, 
such as, meat, pork, poultry and fish or on 
the basis of particular styles of meal like 
roasts, casseroles, etc.? 

FOOD GROUPS 

STYLE OF MEAL 

DON'T KNOW 

2 

3 

OFFICE 

2 

2 

3 



2. 

3, 

4. 

5. 

e. 

11. 

OFF TO BE 

PHOBLEM IN WASTfc. DlSPOSAL 

STAFF 

S'fi~FF Dt)N'T KNOVVLEOOE 
TO P!1EPAHE AND COOK ff 

IT TAKES UP UT1U: STOflJl.GE SPACE 

IT !S D!ff!CULT lG BUY IN FHGHT SiZE 
F'OFlT!ONS FOR PRESENT ;\rl()N ()N PL4\TES 

BEEN COOKED 

CUENTS 

AFTi:'Fi: IT HAS 

1'' STAFF DON'T HA.VE THE KNOWLEDGE 

13. 

14. 

H. 

TO BUY rr CONF!DENTLY 

iS EASILY AVi\lLA.BLE 

E:r'\SY TO PREPABE 

BUY 

SUITS THE MENU 

lTS QUAUTY VAP:iES 

WE OFFER 

PRICES FLUCTU.tm: TOO MUCH 

18. ,\N ESSENTll-\L PAFH OF THE Pvt\NGE WE OFFER 

19. IS A FILLING MEJ!,L 

2(l. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

IS ,'\ HEALTHY MEAL 

NOT HAVE ,I'.\ LOT 

LOOKS 

SUffED MlCROW1W£ 

FLAVOUR 

2 

2 

2 

2 

:1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

.2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2. 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 



2, 

6, 

7. 

THE VARIABLE QUAUrr OF THE 

ANO SEA.FOOD AVAIU\BLE 

THE PROPORTION OF FISH AND 
SE,il.FOOD PUF!CH/1 .. :;,ED WHICH IS MOT 

EATEN AND MUST BE THROWN AvV/W 

THE COST OF DISPOSING OF WASTE PRODUCT 

THE Of 
EXPEFliENCE IN PREPAFll!\JG AND GCOKING 

FiSH AND SEAFOOD PF10DUCTS 

THE AMOUNT OF PHYSiCAL STOFlAGE SPACE 

REQUIRED FOR FISH SEAFOOD PRODUCTS 

THE NEED TO HAVE SPECIAL COOKING FA.ClUTlES 

SUCH AS DEEP FRY'NG UNrfS 

UNCERTAINTY ABOUT THE FHESHNESS OF fiSH AND 

SEAFOOD AVAIL~.\BL2: 

UNCEFiTA.lNTY ABOUT WHETHER THE FISH BOUGHT 

ARE CORRECTLY NAMED 

9. THE f11SK OF BUYiNG FISH A.ND SEAFOOD 

"SIGHT UNSEEN" 

JO 

11 

12. 

14. 

15. 

PUSUCiTY ABOUT FISH i!. SEAFOOD 

CLIENTS D!SUi<:E FISH BECAUSE OF THE BONES 

IT iS Dlff!CULT TO DISTRIBUTE TO NUMBER OF 
DtFFERENT SITES 

FISH IS TOO EXPENSiVE TO BUY 

SEAFOOD iS TOO EXPENSIVE TO BUY 

DIFFiCUL TY PRE-ORDERING 
F1SH AND SEAFC)CJD PR(JDUCTS 

RECEIVING 

·,6. DIFFICULTY OF MAINTAINiNG THE QUALITY OF 

17, 

F!SH M'.iD SEAFOOD 

TO DIFFERENT S!TE:3 

D!FFiCUL TY IN OBTNNING GOOD 

DiSTRiBUTED 

PFKlDUCT 

18. DIFFICULTY OF GETTiNG CONTINUOUS SUPPLY AT 
STEADY PRICES 

19. A L.r'\Cl< OF TRr'\1NING IN HANDUNG HYGIENE 

20. D!FFiCULTY GErTiNG CONTINUOUS SUPPLY OF GOOD 
RANGE OF FISH 

3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 

2 3 

3 

2 3 

3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 

3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 

2 

2 3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



~nd 
are in 

1 OR 

'l-3 

3-6 MONTHS 

OVEl't 1 YEAR ·· 2 YEARS 

2 - 3 

3 

KNOW 

5 

1 ·) 
~::::. 

Oi 01 

02 [12 

03 [13 

04 Cl4 

05 05 

06 D6 

07 D7 

08 DB 

fish and 'lil,.,~,,n11.n 
total vaiul:!, in,f 

BY TOTAL VAUJE 

2 

KNOW/CAN'T 3 

01 

TWO 02 

THREE 03 

04 

05 

THAN FIVE 
IN) 

DON'T KNOW 99 

REPEAT 

~ 1 ~ 

01 01 01 

02 02 02 

03 03 03 

04 04 04 

05 05 05 

06 06 06 

07 07 07 

08 08 08 



6 

Q.4e What is the 1.J..fJSI! rnue&Jm,ortallt :factor in awardlntl a coi11t·act? SINGLE 
RESPONSE ONLY. RECORD BELOW 

Q.4f And what other factors are taken into account? MULTIPLE: RESPONSE ALLOWED. 
RECORD BELOW 

~ 

TOTAL TENDER PRICE 01 

PROXIMITY TO THIS ORGANISATION 02 

ABILITY TO SUPPLY ON SHORT NOTICE 03 

FREQUENCY OF DELIVERIES 04 

RANGE OF SPECIE:S AVAILABLE 05 

QUALITY OF PRODUCT 06 

ABILITY TO SUPPLY OTHER (NON-SEAFOOD I PRODUCTS 07 

REPUTATION OF ORGANISATION 08 

CONFIDENCE THAT THE SPECIES ORDEl=\ED WILL BE 
DELIVERED 09 

OTHER (SPECIFY) 10 

DON'T KNOW 11 

Q.4f 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 





7 

0.5a How maniy species of fish and seafood do you generally t>ru~ at this time o,f year? 
By seafood I mean all forms of shellfish, squid, and prawns, lobsters, crabs etc. 
Please think of fresh, frozen, prepackaged (or prepared), ,c:anned or bottled products. 
RECORD NUMBER FOR FISH AND SEAFOOD 

FISH SEAFOOD --·-------------· 

0.5b Could you mime which types of fish and seafood are bou~iht by this partic:ular organisation 
at this time of the year, it may be fresh, frozen, prepacka~1i!e:I (or prepared), canned or 
bottled? WRITE ON SHEET OPPOSITE AND TRANSFEI=! SPECIES ON TO SEPARATE 
SHEET WHEN ASK O.fia. 

Are there any other types of fish or seafood that you buy Eit !this time of th,e year? 
WRITE ON SHEET OPPOSITE. 

FOR EACH SPECIES CURRENTLY BOUGHT ASK 0 .6a ro Ci.8. REPEAT FOR 
EACH SPECIES CURRENTLY BOUGHT . 

I will now ask you a number of questions about each type or species which you purchase at this time of the year. 

0.6a Is (RE.A.D OUT FIHST SPECIES) bought fresh, frozen, prepE11::l<a,ged or prepared, in 
a can or in a glass bottle? MULTIPLE RESPONSE ALLOWED. BUT RECORD EACH 
CODE ON A SEPARATE: LINE. WRITE IN llYPE UNDER 0 .5b 

IF FRESH OR FRQZEf:j FISH BOUGHT (0.6a COPE 1 OR 2) J~~'...K 0 .6b: OTHE;BWISE 
00.10 QJa 

SHOW CARD f2 
0.6b Is that bc1ught live, wtmle, filleted, cutlet, headed and guttE,1cl, smoked or in some other form? 

MULTIPLE RESPONSE ALLOWED 

0 .7a In the 1990 calendar year how many kilograms of (READ OUT TYPE AND FORM) were bought for this 
organisation? PFlOBE FOR BEST ESTIMATE. IF BOUGHT :N MORE THAN ONE FORM (0.6a) ASK FOR 
EACH. WHEHE POSSIBLE DO NOT ACCEPT DON'T KNOW - F' l'.:{0BE FOR ANY DETAIL. 

9HOW CARQ.D 
0. 7b Who do you igenerally purchase this from and what t)rpe (SHOW CARD D) ,:,f supplier 

is that? 11ECORD NAME OF SUPPLIER AND J\PPR'OPRIATE CODE(S). 
IF BOUGHT IN MORE THAN ONE FORM (Q.6a) ASK FOR EACH. 

0.8 And what prciportion cif (READ OUT TYPE) that were bought la,st year was imported and 
what proportion was c:aught in Australian waters? RECOFlt) OPPOSITE. ENSURE 
THAT TOTAL IS 100%. IF BOUGHT IN MORE THAN ONE FORNI (0.6a) ASK FOR EACH. 

0.9 What are the six (up to) main fin fish that you buy? trnd what are the spei!ific reasons 
for buying (READ OUT FIRST TYPE OF FIN FISH). REPEAT FOR EACH TYPE: 

REASON 

--- --·------·--·--·---

--·--·------·----

- -- ------··--- ------ ------ -----
---·-·-------·-·------·--· ______ , __ ____ , __________________ _ 



0.10a VERY 
IMPORTANT 

a S(:aie of 1 tci 7 how mfH'\fl .. ~<> 

which ;;:,u~,ij,11>1e1 to 
FlEAD 
REPEAT 

10b VERY 

1. CLEAN 

2. IT SELLS FF:ESH FISH ,'I! 

HAS CONSISTENTLY LOW 

4. GOOD TEMF'ER/\TURE CONTl10l 

5. OFFERS 

6. 

7. REllt'\BU.: DELIVERY 

8. MY 

9. OFFERS A WIDE VARIETY OF 

& 

& 

rate 

NOT 

FlSH & 

HAS FRIE!\IDL Y THERE 

11. HAS A GOOD REPUTATION FOR 

12. I BE COf'JFIDEi\lT THAT FRESH OR 
HAS NOT BE:EN FROZEN 

13. ORDERS /\R:E PF10MPTLY ATTENDED TO 

14. GUAF{ANTEE OF THE flSH OH 
CORRECTLY Nft,MED 

15. SELLS t, RANGE OF OTHEF~ 

16. IS HONEST AND FA!fl IN 

8 

NOT AT ALL 

8 

STATEMENT. 

VERY 
KNOW 

8 

for ... READ OUT. 

! NEED 

_,, __ _ 
~·-~"'--·-~,~--""-""""""''"''·""""' ... ""'·""""'_,.,__.......,.,,,,,,, ___ , __ , __ , __ ,_~~~-----,-----"'"""'-~- ----·~-..----~---..-----~-~--· 

17 C!iED!T 

PFHJVIDES CLEAR AND 



3. 

4. 

6. 

a. 

11 

12a 

0.12b 

PRt)BE 

Wh8't actions need 
and seafood be 

!ast 

3 

OFFICE 



Q.13 

1. INFORMATION TO HELP !N PREPARING 
ANO COOKING SPECIF!C TYPES OF 
FISH AND SEAFOOD 

PO~lTION CONTROLS TO ENSURE 
ST ANDAr-lD SIZE l:,lECES 

3. GUARANTEE OF CONSISTENT SUPPLY 

IMPROVED SlORAGE TO INCREASE 
THE "LIFE" OF FISH /\ND SEAFOOD 

5. GUIDELINES FOR LY::ec'tU:t:!sr:1:;;r:~Ec~'.\2 
FOR IMPROVED STORAGE TO INCREASE 

THE "UFE" OF FISH /l-.ND SEAFOOD 

6. GREATER SUPPLY AND VAn!ETY OF 
AUSTF!AUAN FISH 

7. MORE ADVERTlS!NG SUPPOFff FOR FISH 
AND SEAFOOD 

8. MORE RELIABLE DEUI/EFlY 

9 PFiEPARATiON OF MORE FISH ANO SEAFOOD 
PRODUCTS IN A REA!:<Y TO COO!< FORM 
(IE.. CRUMBED, SMOKED, PIE, SHASUK) 

10. GREATER QUALITY HEGULI\TION TO 
MINIMISE FOOD POISONING 

0 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

L is this to 

4 5 6 

3 4 5 6 

3 4 5 6 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 

3 4 5 6 

3 4 5 6 

3 4 5 6 

3 4 5 6 



4a 

02 

03 

AUSTRALIAN 
Fi!JFF 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

FARM 

NONE 12 
TO 1 



12 

0.15a 

MEAT ~-~~·..,-· 

PORK ----
POULTRY -~--~,. 

FISH ---
------

OTHER -----
_..,, ____ 

TOTAL 100% 

0.16a 

and seafood 
decrease or rnmain tiw same in this 

0.16b And do you that? 

-r:S.f~~~;!'l~~~!:,!~~,,w,:ould be accounted 
.. 1:3ELOW 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

"'1•-",".'" .,'"', .. '1,, BELOW 

BELOW 

---
----
----
_,. ______ 

----
----
··-·--· 

100% 

1 

2 

1 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

<Yo 

Q.1§Se 
_MIO WINTEH 

% ·---
% ---
% -----·· 
% ----~----
% --~,----·-
% ----

------· 

100% 

2 

2 

DECREASE 2 

HEMAIN THE SAME 3 

DON'T 4 



CJ.20 

many bt:ds available in H1is 

How rnany 

WRITE 

022 OR 

SUPPUED 

VVFIITE IN: 

THJ\NK YOU VERY MUCH 1:0R YOUF'i HELP /\S i HlOM Yt\NN CAMPBELL HOARE WHEELEf1 M.AFH<ET 
I VVILL Gl\/E OUR TELEPHONE IF UKE CHECK THE BONA F!DES OF 

THIS COMPANY. PLEt1SE CALL THE COMPANY NUMBER - 537 2255. 

RESPONDENT NAME: ... ····--·- .... ----------······--··--·-····-·····-·----- -·-----··-- _ -------· 

SUBURB PHONE: 

is a true, accurate and accordance v,lith my 
i aiso agrHe to hold tn other person the content of this '-l"''""'"'V or 

any other inforrnation this 

iNTEFlVfEWEH SiGNATUFlE 

DATE NTERVIEWEFl NO. 





- canned 

- miscellaneous. 

These categories are based on a combination species and of purchase 
distinction. Hence the "fish" and "seafood" categories "catch" all forms 
fish and seafood with the exception of the processed catering product, bottle, 
plastic pouch, cup, canned and miscellaneous product forms. 

The forms of fish "caught" in the "fish" category are: 

- fresh whole, fillet, cutlet, headed and gutted and fresh prepared ready to 
cook 

- frozen whole, fillet, cutlet, headed and gutted/peeled 

- frozen packaged ready to cook 

- smoked 

- cooked fillet. 

The forms of seafood "caught" in the "seafood" category are: 

- fresh whole, headed and gutted/peeled and fresh prepared/ready to cook 

- frozen whole, headed and gutted/peeled and frozen packaged ready to 
cook 





mirror 
Dory, smooth 

unspecified 
Flathead, rock 
Flathead, unspecified 
Flounder, whole 
Flounder, fillets 
Flounder, unspecified 
Garfish 
Gemfish 
Hake 
Herring, imported 
Herring, Australian 
Herring. unspecified 
Mackerel, Spanish 
Mackerel, spotted 
Mackerel, unspecified 
Mullet, red 
Mullet, other 
Mullet, unspecified 
Orange, roughy 
Perch, golden 
Perch,ocean/coral 
Perch, pearl 
Perch, unspecified 
Pilchard 
Salmon, Australian 
Salmon, Atlantic 
Salmon,imported 
Salmon,unspecified 

} 

} 

} 
} 
} 

Flathead 

Flounder 

Garfish 
Gemfish 
Hake 

Herring 

Mackerel 

Mullet 

Orange roughy 

Perch 

Pilchard/sardine 

Salmon 

F 

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 

... cont 

* the collapsed list of fish/seafood species/types have been used throughout the report 
unless otherwise specified. 



I 
I F 
! F I 

! 
F 
F 

I 

J::' ,. 

F 
F 
F 

I F 
I F 

I 

F 
F 
F 

Whiting, F 
Whiting, unspecified F 

Albacore F 
Anchovy " " F 
Barracouta " " F 
Blackfish " " F 
Blue eye " " F 
Boarfish " " F 
Carp .. " F 
Catfish, forktailed " " F 
Cobbler 

II " F 
Dolphin fish " " F 
Eel " II F 
Emperor, red II " F 
Emperor, sweet lip " II F 
Groper, bald chin " " F 
Gurnard " II F 
Haddock " " F 
Hairtail 

ff " F 
Jewfish II .. F 
Kingclip " II F 
Kingfish, yellowtail " !I F 
Kingfish, unspecified II " F 
Leatherjackets Ii " F 
Plaice " " F 
Queenfish II Ii F 
Redfm 

II If F 
Redfish 11 !I F 
Ribbonfish " " F 

Sole, local " " F 
Sole, lemon " " F 
Sole, unspecified " II F 

... cont 

* the collapsed list offish/seafood species/types have been used throughout the report 
unless otherwise specified. 



Seafood: 

Bugs, Balmain 
Bugs, Moreton 
Bugs, unspecified } 

" 
a H 

" 
h 

" 

H H 

tt n 

If u 

Bugs 

Calamari 
Squid tubes 
Squid rings, crumbed 
Squid, unspecified 

} Squid/calamari 

Crabs, mud 
Crabs, spanner 
Crab meat, Australian 
Crab, unspecified 
Crayfish, freshwater yabbie 
Crayfish, unspecified 
Marinara mix 
Mussels, meat 
Mussels, unspecified 
Octopus, unspecified 
Oysters, other 
Prawns, king 
Prawns, tiger 
Prawns, other species Australian 
Prawns, unspecified 

} 

} 

Prawn meat, raw, imported } 
Prawn cutlets, crumbed, Australian 
Prawn cutlets, crumbed, imported 
Prawn, other 
Scallop, TASNIC } 
Scallop,unspecified 
Seafood extender 
Abalone 
Clam meat 
Seafood sticks 

Crabs 

Crayfish 

Marinara 
Mussels 

Octopus 
Oysters 

Prawns, whole 

Prawns (other) 

Scallops 

Seafood extender 

Other seafood 

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 

s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 

... cont 

* the collapsed list of fish/seafood species/types have been used throughout the report 
unless otherwise specified. 



Terrine, seafood 
Other catering products 

Bottles, Plastic Pouches, 
Cups: 

Pate, specified 
Pate, other 
Fish paste 
Anchovies, rolled fillets 
Caviar 
Herring in bottles 
Mussels, specified in bottles 
Mussels, other in bottles 
Oyster, fresh in water 
Roll mops 
Taramosalata 
Other in bottles/plastic/cups 

Canned: 

Anchovies, canned 
Salmon, red, canned 
Salmon,pink,canned 
Salmon, imported, canned 
Salmon, unspecified, canned 

Salmon, Australian, canned 
Sardine, canned 
Tuna, Australian, canned 
Tuna,imported,canned 
Tuna,unspecified,canned 
Herring fillets, canned 

} 

} 
} 

Pare 

Fish paste 

Other 

Anchovies 

Salmon, other 

Salmon, Australian 
Sardines 

Tuna 

Other, canned 

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 

F 
F 
s 
s 
s 

s 
s 
F 
F 
F 
F 
s 
s 
s 
F 
F 
s 

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 

... cont 

* the collapsed list offish/seafood species/types have been used throughout the report 
unless otherwise specified. 



Comprehensive Fish/Seafood Collapsed Fish or 
Listing Fish/Seafood Seafood? 

Listing* (ForS?) 

Kipper, canned " It F 
Mackerel, canned " II F 
Pite, Pacific salmon It " F 
Pilchards II It F 
Roe, cod - soft ft If F 
Crab meat, canned " " s 
Mussels, canned If " s 
Oysters, canned .. " s 
Prawns, canned " .. s 
Seafood cocktail, canned " " s 
Seafood marinara, canned If .. s 
Other,canned " If s 
Miscellaneous: 

Take-away fish & chip, Other fish F 
unspecified 
Seafood platter - fisherman's " " s 
basket 
Seafood quiche " II s 
Pizza " .. s 

• the collapsed list offish/seafood species/types have bun used throughout the report 
unless otherwise specified. 





Fresh*% 
TY _, _, 

Guttec 

~ole Fillet Cutlet 

Anchoy<,t ,. 100 NA - --·-R~rN!r.nnta 70 00 85 85 
Barramundi 55 100 l 85 80 
Blackfish 35 100 NA 80 

-. ---Blue eye 55 UQQ 85 80 
Bream, silver, yellow fin 50 100 NA 80 ~-4-,___ 
Bream, unspecified 50 100 NA 
Butterfish 60 100 NA 

, • M" 

c~ - 55 100 85 80 
Catfish 50 100 85 80 
Cod 50 100 85 80 
Cod unspecified 50 100 85 80 
Cod, blue 50 100 NA 80 
Cod, coral 50 100 85 80 
Cod, red 55 100 85 80 
Dhufuh 35 100 85 80 
Dolphin fish 50 100 80 75 
Dory, John 35 100 NA 70 
Dory, smooth 35 100 NA 70 
Dory, unspecified 35 100 NA 70 -
Eel 66 100 90 85 
Emperor, red 50 100 85 80 

... cont 

* The same conversion factor is used for fresh and frozen fish/seafood 



Fresh* 
'Y,1( ~ "' . " 

Q»tt,,., 

VVhole Cutlet 
FlathF>!'in ,m,:npr1fipn 55 100 
Fl _ _, -

'!U' !H ' " 
-Hif'rl 50 100 

Gru.fi.£1. 60 100 85 
Q. ,... ' 50 85 ---,- ,__ __ 
nren<llii, ..... , blue 50 100 90 85 --~--,-
Groper 50 100 90 

NA ·-~ Haddock NA 100 I .• ~· -
Hake 55 100 85 80 

J!e~~~· ~~~~a!ian 50 100 NA 80 
0¥. ¥ • 

Herring.unspecified 50 100 NA 80 -Jewfish 50 100 ~ 80 
Kingclip 60 100 85 
Kingfish, unspecified 55 100 90 85 
Kingfish, ~eµowtail 55 100 90 85 
Latchet 35 100 NA 85 
Leatherjackets 40 100 NA 80 
Mackerel, Spanish 65 100 90 85 
Mackerel, spotted 65 100 90 85 
Mackerel, unspecified 60 100 90 85 
Mullet, other 45 100 90 85 
Mullet, unspecified 45 100 90 85 

Or~~{: rou~~x. 35 100 NA 80 
Pere~, ~an/coral 35 100 NA 80 - ~ 

Perch, uns~cified 35 85 80 
Pilchard 55 NA NA 

~~~.,.., ' !ii"""""'' ~ ,. ~~ ~..,,,._~~ - w.,,. .,,. ., ,. 

Plaice 50 100 NA 80 
Redfin 50 100 NA 80 
Redfish 35 100 !NA 80 

... cont 

* The same conversion factor is used for fresh and frozen fish/seafood 



Fresh*% 
Headed 
andOuttec 

Whole Fillet Cutlet 
Salmon, Atlantic 60 100 85 80 
Salmon, Australian 60 100 90 85 
Salmon, unspecified 60 100 8S 80 
Snanner 50 100 90 8S 
Snanner, unsnecified 50 100 90 85 
Shark, other 60 100 85 80 
Smoked.cod NA 100 NA NA 
Sole.lemon 55 100 NA 15 
Sole, unsnecifi.ed 55 100 NA 75 
Tailor 50 100 NA 80 
Trevally, · ifi.ed 40 100 85 80 
Trout, coral 50 100 85 80 
Trout, ocean 55 100 85 80 
Trout, rainbow 55 NA 85 80 
Trout, unsnecified SS 100 85 80 
Trumneter 50 100 NA 80 
Tuna, other 50 100 85 80 
Tuna, strined 50 100 85 80 
Whiting, Enfrlish 55 100 NA 80 
Whiting, erass 50 100 NA 80 
Whiting, King George 50 100 NA 80 
Whiting, sand 50 100 NA 80 
Whiting, unsnecifi.ed 50 100 NA 80 
Yellowtail 55 100 NA 80 
Others 50 100 85 80 

Abalone 33 NA NA NA 
Bugs, Moreton Bay 30 NA NA 85 

... cont 

* The same conversion factor is used for fresh and froren fish/seafood 



Fresh*% 
Headed 
andGuttec 

Whole Fillet Cutlet 
Bugs, unsnecified 30 NA NA 8S 
Crab, Ufl_,,.ified 25 NA NA NA 
Crayfish, unspecified 40 NA NA 8S 
Mussels, un ·- . 20 40** NA NA ii " 

Octoous, unsnecified 85 NA NA NA 
Oysters, other 20**"' NA NA NA 
Prawn cutlet, crumbs 100 NA NA NA 
Prawn, other 45 NA NA NA 
Prawnmeat 100 NA NA NA 
Prawns, uns: . ,.. -• 45 NA NA NA " -· 
Scalloos, 1111- ·-ed 20 NA NA NA 
Seafood extender 100 100 100 100 
Seafood sticks 100 100 100 100 
Sauid/calamari 80 NA NA 90 

NA indicates this form offish/seafood is not applicable to tM particular species shown in 
tM left hand column. 

* The same conversion factor is used for fresh and fromn fish/seafood 
** Assumes half-shell presentation 
*** Assumes approximately 8grammes meat each 




