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From:
To: FMSubmissions
Subject: Change to total sea biomass quota
Date: Saturday, 22 June 2019 12:58:39 PM

To whom it may concern,
I think it would be more than worthwhile to have a 20% quota drop (for commercial as
well as recreational) for all species caught or collected (includes shellfish) for 2-4 years to
see what effect it has on overall numbers and average size of fish. Different species are
being overfished in different areas. And the fish have not yet truly recovered in most areas
from the 80's



Fisheries Submission

I,  am a commercial fisher from the Auckland and Northland Regions.

TARAKIHI
I have targeted Tarakihi  in mainly  over the past 7 years and have noticed that as the 
mean seawater temperature appears to have warmed the abundance and catches of Tarakihi has 
dropped significantly.
With the trawl gear I use and  codend I have had no quantity of  fish under mls.
I advocate removal of the mls, which is in effect legal high grading, and all catch must be recorded 
and covered by ACE. WHAT YOU CATCH, YOU KEEP. That should apply to all quota stocks.
It is currently acknowledged that Tarakihi stocks found in the northern waters of NZ have moved up
the coasts from cooler climes.
Thus, what Tarakihi is available in Tar1 is trickle down from Tar2 and Tar3 and Tar7(on the west).
Harder restrictions should be placed on the more southern stocks than the northern stocks.
The gradual rise in SST I have noticed is verified in aebar 2018  page 408.

RED SNAPPER
Over the past 7 years it has been difficult to acquire and balance ACE for Rsn2. 
The deemed values set for Rsn2 have been unreasonable high and the fisher/permit holder has 
unduly penalised whereas the LFR can still make a tidy profit from the landing and retail.
Unfortunately the introduction of Rsn into the QMS was poorly implemented and if one were to 
review current Rsn1 and Rsn2 landings against TACC one could easily see that Rsn1 should really 
have been all of both FMA1 and FMA9 together. I refer to Plenary-May-2019 Stock Assessment 
and Stock Status Vol 3 referring to Table 3 [reported landings (t) by commercial fishers of Red 
Snapper by FMA before Rsn was introduced into the QMS] where the table shows most landings in 
FMA1 and FMA9 (excepting once, in FMA8 1999-00).
Fisheries NZ is attempting to address these issues by either shifting 60t from Rsn1 to Rsn2 or 
aggregating into one QMS stock.
As I have pointed out to  in the Auckland office that neither mechanism is 
straight forward as ACE and quota prices are different for Rsn1 and Rsn2 and that reducing (by 
prorating) those quota holders in Rsn1 and increasing (by prorating)  those in Rsn2, as indicated in 
the discussion document, could lead to lengthy legal recourse.
It looks like the least complicated way would be to aggregate into one stock.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR AMATEUR-FISHING CHARTER VESSEL OPERATORS
As most of the above operators are commercially utilising the fisheries resources they should obtain
ACE. 



From:
To: FMSubmissions
Cc:
Subject: Submission - Amateur Charter Vessels
Date: Tuesday, 23 July 2019 8:17:09 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Submission - Amateur Charter Vessels.pdf

Please find attached a submission from the BCO5 Association on: Reporting requirements for
Amateur-fishing charter vessel operators.  Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/15
 
Yours faithfully
 

Email 
Website 

 





 


 


BCO5 ASSOCIATION INC              


 
Tara Downs, RD 11,Omaui, Southland 
Ph (03) 214 0011 (021) 368756    Email:  billsmellie@velocitynet.co.nz 


 


23rd July 2019 


 


To: Sustainability Review 2019, Fisheries New Zealand, Ministry for Primary 


Industries, PO Box 2526, Wellington 6140. 


Submission on:   Reporting requirements for Amateur-fishing charter vessel 


operators.  Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/15 


 


The BCO5 Association (BCO5) represents all commercial fishermen (quota owners and 


ACE fishermen) who utilise the blue cod resource in Fisheries Management Area 5 


(FMA5).  The objectives of BCO5 are to promote sustainable management of FMA 5 


blue cod stocks, protect harvest and access rights and protect/enhance quota value.  All 


commercial blue cod fishing in BCO5 is done by cod-potting. 


 


The address for service for this submission is:  Attn:  Bill Chisholm, 67 Selwyn 


Street, Leeston, Canterbury.  Ph (027) 2214739, email bill@chisholm.co.nz 


 


BCO5 has carefully considered the information provided by Fisheries New Zealand 


Discussion Paper No: 2019/15.  In response to the questions asked, BCO5 can provide 


the following answers: 


 


Do you agree with proposals to report the catch of additional species? If not why not?  


 


BCO5 agrees with the proposals outlined in the Discussion Paper. 


 


Do you think there are there any additional species for which catch should be reported?  


 


Yes.  In FMA 5 there might be a need to report other quota and non-quota species such as 


trumpeter and sea perch. 


 


Do you agree with proposals to report the landed weight for species whose catch must be 


reported? If not why not?  


 


BCO5 agrees with the proposals to report landed weight as outlined in the Discussion 


Paper. 


 


Yours faithfully 


 



mailto:bill@chisholm.co.nz





 


 


 
 


pp: Bill Smellie 


 


Chairman – BCO5 Association Inc. 


 







 

 

BCO5 ASSOCIATION INC              
 

 
    Email:   

 
23rd July 2019 
 
To: Sustainability Review 2019, Fisheries New Zealand, Ministry for Primary 
Industries, PO Box 2526, Wellington 6140. 
Submission on:   Reporting requirements for Amateur-fishing charter vessel 
operators.  Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/15 
 
The BCO5 Association (BCO5) represents all commercial fishermen (quota owners and 
ACE fishermen) who utilise the blue cod resource in Fisheries Management Area 5 
(FMA5).  The objectives of BCO5 are to promote sustainable management of FMA 5 
blue cod stocks, protect harvest and access rights and protect/enhance quota value.  All 
commercial blue cod fishing in BCO5 is done by cod-potting. 
 
The address for service for this submission is:  Attn:   

  Ph  email  
 
BCO5 has carefully considered the information provided by Fisheries New Zealand 
Discussion Paper No: 2019/15.  In response to the questions asked, BCO5 can provide 
the following answers: 
 
Do you agree with proposals to report the catch of additional species? If not why not?  
 
BCO5 agrees with the proposals outlined in the Discussion Paper. 
 
Do you think there are there any additional species for which catch should be reported?  
 
Yes.  In FMA 5 there might be a need to report other quota and non-quota species such as 
trumpeter and sea perch. 
 
Do you agree with proposals to report the landed weight for species whose catch must be 
reported? If not why not?  
 
BCO5 agrees with the proposals to report landed weight as outlined in the Discussion 
Paper. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 



 

 

 
 
pp:  
 

 – BCO5 Association Inc. 
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[rull ame] 
[Address] 
[ Phone] 
[email address] 

[date] 2. 6 - 0 '7 - \. <=\ 

ubmission - Revie\\ of Sustainability Measure for Kina (SUR IA. R lB) for 

2019/20 
Fisheries New Zealand Discus ion Paper No: 2019/12 

1. Introduction. 

[Brie fl) describe ho'' you are invol\'ed in the commercial kina indu tr) 
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2. Questions for submitter on options for' arying TA Cs, TACC and allowances: 

• Which oprion(sJ do you support lor re1·i1i11g the TA.Cs and a//01ra11ces? rr'/�1·? 

upport Option 3 - a 50% increase ro the T.\C. TACC and other al lo\\ ance . 

rt1e reason ''In I support Option 3 art: 

I. There are too man) 1-.ina barrens in area I A and I £3. 

1 The 1-ina catch ha been tal-en at its maximum for the last I 0-L :cars. 

3. A small 20% increase - Option 2. i not enough to manage all of the kina barrens. 

4. There are plent) of areas '' here customar) and recreational people can han est h.ina. In 
the commerciall)-managed area the qualit) of h.ina ignificantl) imprmes. o recreational 
and cu tomar) han e ters "i 11 benefit most from Option 3. 

5. The original quota set for lJR IA & I B \\a lo''· because of lack of information on the 
fisher:. \\'e nm' haYe that information. including C\ idence ofa major bounce back in the Ba) 
of I lands kina fisher:. 
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6. I agree " ith the Discus ion Report that fine- cale reporting'' ill allO\\ for better 

management of the kina fisher). and that th is is no\\ possible because of the ne" Electronic 
Reporting sy tern in place. 

7. Local and international e.\perience uggests that the level of harve t in Option 3 can be 
managed through fine- cale management. 

• flyo11 do not rnpport m�1· of the options listed, what alternati1·efs) should be 
considered? Win·? 

1 IA. I support Option 3. 

• Are the alloll'ancesfor c11sto111aryjlshi11g appropriate? Why? 

The allo,,ances for customar) ti hing for Option 3 are appropriate. This is because the 
qualit) ofkina '' ill imprO\e in kina barrens ''hich are managed by the additional fi hing 
pressure. 

• Are the allvmmces.for recreational fl.\hing appropriate? Why? 

The allO\\ances for recreational fishing for Option 3 are appropriate. Thi is because the kina 
fisher) and other fi heries '' ill impro\c ifkina barrens are better managed b) stronger 
commercial and customar) fishing . 

• Are 1he a/loll'ance.\ for other source\ of mortality appropriate.> Why? 

Other sources of mortal if) arc minimal because the commercial harvest is done b) hand
gathering. The by-catch from other fishing methods (tra\\ ling. dredging) is minimal. 

• ll'hut 01her 111anageme111 controls .should be considered for both recrealional and 
CO/l/lllercial .fi5hen.? Why? 

I. Commercial fishers should be allo"ed to use LBA. It is safer. more cost-effective and 
allo\\ s for better management of the fisher) through selecti\ e hanesting 

2. I believe that customar) and recreational catch reporting need to be improved. 

3. I agree " ith the Discus ion Report that under Option 3 catch limits could be easil) 
adjusted in future if fine scale catch monitoring or other information suggests thi 1s 
appropriate 

Yours faithful!) � �a.�·\s 

[ ame and signature] 

\_�ENI� f\M\ 



From:
To: FMSubmissions
Subject: Submission regarding adding further species.
Date: Wednesday, 17 July 2019 12:14:07 PM
Attachments: sig11.JPG

To whom it may concern.
I am against the proposal to add new species to the list of species that amateur charter
vessels must record  for the following reasons.

1. I don't believe it is Lawful or legal for the skipper or crew of any charter vessel within
NZ to search personal belongings such as bags, sacks, chilly bins, or any apparatus that is
used that by our customers to store their fish.

2. I don't believe that it lawful or legal for a NZ amateur fisher person fishing in NZ waters
on a charter fishing has any lawful or legal obligation to allow skipper or crew to search
their personal belongings .

IN SUMMARY

Amateur charter fishing skippers and crew in NZ waters DO NOT have the power of the
search and surveillance act to enable them to do what is proposed.
.
Further to this is the concern of Health and Safety issues regarding Skipper and /or crew
from client resistance or abuse, when trying to implement a  unlawful search.....refer to
Maritime New Zealand prosecutions of operators and skippers for not maintaining a SAFE
WORK PLACE under the HSWA. 




Secretary:    Ph   
em:  

  Chatham Islands Finfish  Association Inc 

Fishermens Office, Waitangi, Chatham Island.    

Sustainability Review 2019 
Fisheries Management  
Ministry for Primary Industries  
P O Box 2526  
Wellington 6011.  

25th July 2019 

Emailed to:  FMsubmissions@mpi.govt.nz 

Re:  Submission from the Chatham Islands Finfish Association (CIFA) on the  
Reporting requirements for Amateur-fishing charter vessel operators 
Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/15 
 
The Chatham Islands Finfish Association (CIFA) represents commercial Chatham 
Island fishermen and fish processors; who make their living from catching and 
processing wetfish (principally blue cod) from the Chatham Islands.  This includes 
(but is not limited to) cod-potting, longlining, set netting and trawling for species such 
as blue cod, hapuku, bass, ling and school shark.  The objectives of CIFA are to 
promote sustainable management of Chatham Islands fish stocks, protect fishermen’s 
rights and protect/enhance quota value.  The address for service for this submission is:  
Attn:    Ph  
email  
 
Having read the Discussion Document and discussed the issues at the Annual General 
Meeting on 24th July, CIFA can answer the “Questions for Submitters” as follows: 
 
• Do you agree with proposals to report the catch of additional species? YES  

• Do you think there are there any additional species for which catch should be 
reported? YES – all species landed by Island-based Amateur Charter Vessels should 
be reported. 

• Do you agree with proposals to report the landed weight for species whose catch 
must be reported? YES 

In addition, CIFA would like to support the measures outlined in the National Blue 
Cod Strategy which limit the daily recreational bag limit for blue cod on the 
Chathams to 10 blue cod per day.  CIFA believes that this daily bag limit for blue cod 
should apply to recreational fishermen on all Amateur Charter Vessels. 

Yours faithfully 

 CHATHAM ISLANDS 
FINFISH ASSOCIATION INC. 



 

 
 

 
Chris Pascoe 

 
 

 
 
25.07.2019 
 
Submission - Review of Sustainability Measures for Kina (SUR 1A, SUR 1B) for 
2019/20 
Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/12 
 
1.  Introduction. 
 
. My name is Chris Pascoe I am a commercial skipper for  Whitianga.I 
have lived all my life in the Mercury Bay Area, Surfing, diving, and Boating. I have had a 
passion for the Ocean and its health, with full intention of seeing the surrounding Ocean is 
healthy and not pillaged. I have observed an increase in Kina numbers over the last 15 years, 
and even with the local harvesting operation, the numbers have steadily increased. I can see 
an opportunity for some balance to occur if more Kina are removed, under a controlled 
regime. In this case the QMS. Here is an opportunity to help adjust a balance and restore 
some Kelp beds. Further reasons follow. 
 
 
I Support Option 3 - a 50% increase to the TAC, TACC and other allowances. 
 
The reasons why I support Option 3 are: 
 
1.  There are too many kina barrens in area 1A and 1B.  
 
2.  The kina catch has been taken at its maximum for the last 10+ years.   
 
3.  A small 20% increase – Option 2, is not enough to manage all of the kina barrens. 
 
4.  There are plenty of areas where customary and recreational people can harvest kina, even 
in the main commercial harvesting areas.  In the commercially managed areas, the quality of 
kina significantly improves, so recreational and customary harvesters will benefit most from 
additional harvesting. 
 
5.  The original quota set for SUR 1A & 1B was set low, because of lack of information on 
the fishery. We now have that information, including evidence of a major growth of numbers 
in the Bay of Islands kina fishery. 
 
6.  I agree with the Discussion Report that fine-scale reporting will allow for better 
management of the kina fishery, and that this is now possible because of the new Electronic 
Reporting system in place.  This is under the umbrella of the QMS.  
 
 
 



 

 
 

The increased allowances for customary and recreational fishing for Option 3 are appropriate 
and will also assist in quality Kina overall.  This is because the quality of kina will improve 
in kina barrens which are managed by the additional fishing pressure. 
 
 
 
 
Other sources of mortality are minimal because the commercial harvest is done by hand-
gathering. This is by far the most sustainable extraction method of any fishing. . 
 
 
 
Summary: 
I agree with the Discussion Report that under Option 3 catch limits could be easily adjusted 
in future if fine scale catch monitoring or other information suggests this is appropriate.  
 
 
Regards 
 
Chris Pascoe 
 
 



From: Daryll Walker
To: FMSubmissions
Subject: Sur 1a/1b review
Date: Tuesday, 9 July 2019 11:45:16 AM

Hi
My name is Daryll Walker my fin number is 
I am a quota holder for both sur 1a and sur 1 b. I have owned
the quota for about  and have been commercial diving for about 

I live in the Whangarei heads so most of my  sur 1 a diving has been at the hen and chickens islands.The stocks
of kina have remained the same in those years with our two year harvest program.ie waiting two years to return
to the harvest site

I have dived all of the northeast coast and there is an abundance of kina all through the north. We choose to stay
local most of the time for the cost / time factor .

In my opinion the tacc was set way  to low in the first place given the size of the area and the amount of kinas.

My sur1b diving has been done mostly at little barrier and the inner Hauraki Gulf. The same can be said of these
areas an abundance of kinas.

In all of my fifteen years of diving I have not seen any recreational kina divers I’m thinking they are diving the
inner coast and not the outside islands .

I believe there has been an increase in kina barrens over my commercial career. I have witnessed barrens return
to lush kelp forest by yearly harvesting of the kinas on there edges and watching the barrens shrink.

I haven’t dived below the coromandel so I can’t comment on the stocks south of there. The great and little
barrier islands the inner hauraki gulf and coromandel all have an abundance of kina.

There for in my opinion option 3 with the 50 percent increase for both sur 1a and sur1b is the only way forward.
To help take some of the pressure off our kelp forest and to put pressure on the kina barrens. I have seen a
steady increase in the demand for kinas over the last 15 years in the industry. By increasing the tacc it would
allow some growth in this sector.

Yours sincerely Daryll Walker



 

 
 

 
Dave Henare 

 
 

          
 
25.07.2019 
 
Submission - Review of Sustainability Measures for Kina (SUR 1A, SUR 1B) for 
2019/20 
Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/12 
 
1.  Introduction. 
 
I have been employed as the Factory Manager for  for 4 years. Throughout 
that time I have been observing the quality of the kina coming through our processing plant. I 
have noticed a huge difference between groomed kina, and kina barren kina.  
I notice the quality is extremely inferior, and the variations in size, colour, texture, flavor are 
very marginal when it comes to processing kina from these barrens. This is likely due to their 
lack of diet from overcrowding.  
On the other hand, groomed areas are becoming exceptionally better, with an overall higher 
quality in the kina health. When the area has been thinned out, it gives the remaining kina a 
far better diet, because of the growth of kelp which returns.  
From my recreational experience, along with my diving buddies, are noticing ample stocks in 
our area around Great Mercury Islands. No issues with sustainability have been recognized. 
Other northern areas we have also dived in have similar situations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  Questions for submitters on options for varying TACs, TACCs and allowances: 
  
 
I Support Option 3 - a 50% increase to the TAC, TACC and other allowances. 
 
The reasons why I support Option 3 are: 
 
1.  There are too many kina barrens in area 1A and 1B.  
 
2.  The kina catch has been taken at its maximum for the last 10+ years.   
 
3.  A small 20% increase – Option 2, is not enough to manage all of the kina barrens. 



 

 
 

 
4.  There are plenty of areas where customary and recreational people can harvest kina.  In 
the commercially-managed areas the quality of kina significantly improves, so recreational 
and customary harvesters will benefit most from Option 3. 
 
5.  The original quota set for SUR 1A & 1B was low, because of lack of information on the 
fishery. We now have that information, including evidence of a major bounce back in the Bay 
of Islands kina fishery. 
 
6.  I agree with the Discussion Report that fine-scale reporting will allow for better 
management of the kina fishery, and that this is now possible because of the new Electronic 
Reporting system in place.   
 
7.  Local and international experience suggests that the level of harvest in Option 3 can be 
managed through fine-scale management. 
 
 
 
The allowances for customary fishing for Option 3 are appropriate.  This is because the 
quality of kina will improve in kina barrens which are managed by the additional fishing 
pressure. 
 
 
The allowances for recreational fishing for Option 3 are appropriate.  This is because the kina 
fishery and other fisheries will improve if kina barrens are better managed by stronger 
commercial and customary fishing.  
 
 
Other sources of mortality are minimal because the commercial harvest is done by hand-
gathering. The by-catch from other fishing methods (trawling, dredging) is minimal. 
 
 
 
Summary: 
I agree with the Discussion Report that under Option 3 catch limits could be easily adjusted 
in future if fine scale catch monitoring or other information suggests this is appropriate  
 
 
Regards 
 
Dave Henare 
 
 



From: David M
To: FMSubmissions
Subject: October 2019 Sustainability Round
Date: Thursday, 20 June 2019 4:30:39 PM

I have received an email re the October 2019 Sustainability Round.

I am an occasional recreational fisherman and live in the Marlborough Sounds.

I don't feel I have too much to contribute to the survey due to a lack of real knowledge and
experience. 

I would however like to add my voice in support of your recommendations as I trust the actions
MPI are taking in looking after New Zealand's fish stocks.

Thank you

David Martin



From:
To: FMSubmissions
Subject: Submission on MPI sustainability measures for 1 October 2019
Date: Tuesday, 23 July 2019 12:50:51 PM
Attachments: DSCC submission to 2019-20 sustainability measures.pdf

To MPI Fisheries management team,

Please find attached a submission by the Deep Sea Conservation Coalition (DSCC) on the
review of so-called "sustainability measures" for 1 October 2019.

Yours sincerely,

-- 

Ocean Advocate
Currently in New Zealand (GMT+12)

Phone & Whatsapp:
Skype: 
Twitter: 
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SUBMISSION 
 


Fisheries New Zealand: Review of sustainability measures for 1 October 2019 
 


Fisheries management team: FMSubmissions@mpi.govt.nz  
 


23 July 2019 
 
The Deep Sea Conservation Coalition (DSCC) is an alliance of over 80 international organisations 
working to promote the conservation of biodiversity on the high seas. The DSCC represents a 
number of organisations in New Zealand, including Greenpeace, WWF-NZ, Forest and Bird and 
Environment and Conservation Organisations of Aotearoa New Zealand (ECO, itself an umbrella 
organisation of about 45 groups). These groups are seeking an end to deep sea bottom trawling of 
seamounts and similar deep-sea features by the New Zealand fishing industry, and since May 2019 
over 35,000 people have supported our petitions against this devastating and out-dated form of 
fishing. 
 
The ancient coral forests found on seamounts and similar deep-sea features are the kauri of our 
ocean. Living to hundreds of years old these fragile forests can be wiped out by bottom trawling, and 
recent studies show that they take decades to even begin to recover. 
 
The DSCC calls on the New Zealand Government to protect all seamounts in New Zealand’s Exclusive 
Economic Zone (EEZ), and to stop issuing high seas permits to bottom trawl vessels, which almost 
exclusively target seamounts and similar deep-sea features when they fish in international waters of 
the South Pacific and Tasman Sea regulated by the South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management 
Organisation (SPRFMO). 
 
 


Limited protection of some areas does not exonerate continued devastation elsewhere 
 


We strongly reject the argument that, having protected some seamounts (including through 
seamount closures and the so-called benthic protected areas), it is acceptable to continue to destroy 
other seamount ecosystems with bottom trawl fishing. This is central to the justifications set out by 
Fisheries New Zealand in its proposed “sustainability” measures, which are anything but sustainable. 
 
“In the New Zealand EEZ, the impacts of fishing on the benthic environment are primarily managed 
through the closure of over 30% of the EEZ to bottom trawling through Seamount Closures 
(implemented in 2001), and Benthic Protected Areas (implemented in 2007).” (MPI ORH 7A proposal) 
 
Further such arguments are made in both the ORH 3B and ORH 7A proposals: 
 
Benthic Impacts (ORH 3B): “Bottom trawling interacts with the seabed and benthic environment. 
Management measures have focused on avoiding these effects through closing areas to bottom 
trawling, starting with 17 seamount closures in 2001. Five of the seamount closures are within the 
ESCR and NWCR ORH 3B sub-areas – Pinnie, the Morgue and Pyre/Gothic group, Diamond Head and 
Seamount 328. In addition, the implementation of Benthic Protection Areas in 2007 effectively closed 
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The Stichting Deep Sea Conservation Coalition is registered with the Netherlands trade register under number 59473460. 


approximately 30% of the New Zealand EEZ to bottom trawling. Three of the Benthic Protection 
Areas are within the ESCR and NWCR ORH 3B subareas – Mid Chatham Rise, East Chatham Rise and 
Blink. The New Zealand trawl footprint, measured from 1989/90 to 2015/16, is estimated to cover 
roughly 8% (335,812 km2) of the EEZ. The orange roughy footprint in ORH 3B is estimated to have 
contacted 11% (4,942 km2) of the seabed in the ESCR sub-QMA, and 8% (1,867 km2) of the seabed in 
the NWCR sub-QMA, between 800-1600m depths from 2008-2017. Most fishing occurs within areas 
that have been fished for a number of years, and it is estimated that there is very little ‘new’ area 
trawled each year.” 
 
Benthic Impacts (ORH 7A): “The New Zealand deepwater trawl footprint, measured from 1989/90 to 
2015/16, is estimated to cover roughly 8% (335,812 km2) of the EEZ. The orange roughy footprint in 
ORH 7A is estimated to have contacted 3% (2,551 km2) of the seabed in the ORH 7A QMA, and 0.5% 
(65 km2) of the Westpac Bank Area between 800-1600m depths from 2008-2017 (Figure 4). Note 
that the fishery was closed from 2000 to 2010, so this is likely an underestimate of total historical 
contact in these areas. Most fishing occurs within areas that have been fished for a number of years, 
and it is estimated that there is very little ‘new’ area trawled each year.” 
 
These arguments suggest that the biodiversity loss that bottom trawling entails – destruction of 
deepwater corals, sponges and other deep-sea life – can somehow be justified by the existence of 
the Benthic Protection Areas (BPAs). This is akin to arguing that any number of kauri trees can be 
felled since there are already some kauri in national parks. This is entirely without scientific basis. 
 
This argument is scientifically unjustifiable and morally bankrupt. It suggests that by protecting 30% 
of the EEZ (and leaving aside the invalidity of the 2001 closures discussed below) the other 70% can 
be destroyed, even without prior impact assessments to establish what is down there, so species can 
be driven to extinction before they are even discovered. 
 
Conservation Minister Eugenie Sage has already confirmed that the BPAs do not count as marine 
protected areas. Indeed they must not be. The BPAs were not scientifically derived or developed 
through proper process, but were instead selected by the fishing industry and presented as a done 
deal with only perfunctory public consultation after they were announced. Data analysis by scientist  
John Leathwick, showed that the BPAs were especially poor at protecting biodiversity, particularly 
endemic species (Leathwick et al 2008).  The use of BPAs to justify destroying marine life elsewhere 
is completely unacceptable.  
 
NIWA scientists have just this year found little evidence of benthic community resilience to bottom 
trawling after 15 years, and that the nature of recovery in biotic communities after disturbance is 
uncertain (Clark et al. 2019). This confirmed an earlier paper (Williams et al. 2010) which showed no 
change in the megafaunal assemblage consistent with recovery over a 5 to 10 year timeframe on 
seamounts where trawling had ceased. 
 
New Zealand still hasn’t defined the “habitat of particular significance for fisheries management 
[that] should be protected” a principle under the Fisheries Act 1996. This is happening when 
negotiations in New York are underway for a new international agreement  for the conservation and 
sustainable use of marine biological diversity in areas beyond national jurisdiction, underlining 
international concern and alarm at the many threats to marine biological diversity.  
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It is entirely unacceptable for New Zealand to be destroying marine biological diversity in its EEZ and 
on the high seas through bottom trawling on seamounts, at the same time as recognising the need 
to protect it internationally. 
 
 


New Zealand EEZ lacks equivalent measures to those agreed under SPRFMO 
 


The South Pacific RFMO Convention in Article 4 requires that national measures be compatible with 
high seas measures, as does the UN Fish Stocks Agreement in Article 7.  There is no consideration of 
this requirement in the discussion paper. 
 
On benthic impacts (ORH 7A): “In the Westpac Bank Area, fishing vessels must comply with the 
SPRFMO Bottom Fishing Conservation and Management Measure which specifies where fishing may 
take place, and implements an ‘encounter protocol’, which closes a specified tow path to all fishing if 
benthic organism bycatch thresholds are reached.” 
 
Science tells us that a single trawl is capable of doing long-term damage to such ancient ecosystems, 
and proactive scientific investigation can identify where those deep sea features occur in order to 
protect them before such damage is done.  The government must combine and strengthen these 
approaches to ensure that any areas known to contain seamounts or found to harbour deep water 
coral and sponge communities are immediately and fully protected from bottom trawling and other 
seabed damage. 
 
The government must strengthen the “encounter protocol” and “move-on rule” adopted by 
SPRFMO, and apply it within NZ waters. 
 
Bycatch limits under the weak SPRFMO rules (which New Zealand was responsible for proposing) 
allow a vessel to bring up as much as 249 kg of stony corals and 59 kg of true soft corals, 308 kg in 
total, in a single trawl without having to move their fishing spot.1  
 
These bycatch thresholds are far too high, and in fact much higher than the limits New Zealand 
proposed to SPRFMO in 2018 (but withdrew after threats from the New Zealand fishing industry). 
The weaker bycatch rules New Zealand proposed in 2019, which were adopted by SPRFMO, reflect a 
cave-in to industry pressure.  
 
The Government must adopt bycatch limits and move-on rules stronger than the weak ones applied 
by SPRFMO, to ensure that they protect deep sea coral forests from further damage. Deep sea coral 
forests are biodiversity hotspots, and only a small fraction of what is destroyed on the seabed comes 
up in the net. It must then apply stronger protection measures to all bottom fisheries in the New 
Zealand EEZ, in combination with the proactive closure of all known seamounts and similar seabed 
features to bottom fishing and seabed mining. 
 
  


 
 
 
                                                             
1 These thresholds are set out in Annex 6A of the SPRFMO bottom fishing measure. Different weight limits 
apply to different taxonomic groups or combinations of taxa, and it is important to note that significantly more 
damage is likely to occur on the seabed than what comes up in the net. 
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We are facing an extinction crisis 
 


The recent IPBES Summary for Policy-Makers sounded the alarm about the existential threat to 
biodiversity in its 2019 report. In marine ecosystems, fishing has had the largest relative impact, 
having had a large and widespread impact on the world’s oceans. IPBES warned that around one  
million species face extinction, many within decades, unless action is taken to reduce the intensity of 
drivers of biodiversity loss. “Without such action there will be a further acceleration in the global 
rate of species extinction, which is already at least tens to hundreds of times higher than it has 
averaged over the past 10 million years,” warned the authors. 
 
The lack of recovery, together with the need to exercise the precautionary principle and use an 
ecosystem approach, means that it is time to stop bottom trawling on seamounts, as Watling and 
Auster found that “Mounting evidence of the effects of fishing in the deep sea, such as the 
destruction of deep sea coral communities at sites around the globe, and the slow growth, time to 
maturity and tremendous age reached by some species of deep sea fish, caused many to consider the 
sustainability of common fishing practices.”  
 
The authors noted that “all seamounts that have so far been surveyed by cameras, either towed or 
mounted on maneuverable submersible vehicles, have been found to have abundant VME 
[vulnerable marine ecosystem] indicator species (including xenophyophores on sandy areas) 
distributed on their sides and summits” and the distribution of VME indicator species is far more 
extensive than fishery bycatch data would suggest.  (Watling and Auster 2017) 
 
In 2010 a global study (Bradshaw et al. 2010) found that New Zealand has the highest proportion of 
threatened indigenous species in the world, and this year the New Zealand Ministry for the 
Environment’s report Environment Aotearoa warned that the extinction risk has worsened overall in 
the last 10-15 years. 
 
The Environment Aotearoa report noted “Trawling the sea floor with large nets or dredges to catch 
fish and species like scallops and oysters are the most destructive fishing methods and cause damage 
to the seabed. The area trawled and the number of tows have decreased over the past 15 to 20 
years, but still cover a large area, and some areas have been trawled every year for the past 27 
years. Between 1990 and 2016 trawling occurred over approximately 28 percent of the seabed where 
the water depth was less than 200 meters, and 40 percent where depth was 200–400 meters. Why is 
it like this? Fishing vessels are now larger and more powerful, and use wider trawls and longer lines 
than when trawling first started more than 100 years ago. A small number of boats today can have 
the same impact as a larger fleet would have had in previous decades.” 
 
Finally, the United Nations 1st World Ocean Assessment in 2016 stated that: “Deep-sea ecosystems 
associated with seamounts, ridges, and other topographic features are now and will increasingly be 
subjected to multiple stressors from habitat disturbance, pollutants, climate change, acidification 
and deoxygenation. The scientific understanding of how these stressors may interact to affect marine 
ecosystems remains particularly poorly developed. For example, the widespread destruction of deep-
water benthic communities due to trawling has presumably reduced their ecological and 
evolutionary resilience as a result of reduced reproductive potential and loss of genetic diversity and 
ecological connectivity.” The WOA went on to conclude that “The extent of benthic impacts has been 
described for local fishing grounds but has not been assessed globally; however, if the impacts of 
these regional studies are generalized, we can extrapolate that fishing, and in particular deepwater 







 


5 


The Stichting Deep Sea Conservation Coalition is registered with the Netherlands trade register under number 59473460. 


trawling, has caused severe, widespread, long-term destruction of these [seamount] environments 
globally.” 
 
 


Failing to meet United Nations commitments 
 


Since the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) adopted resolution 61/105 in December 2006, 
nations that authorise their vessels to engage in bottom fisheries on the high seas have been 
committed to protect deep sea fish stocks and vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs) by: 
 


● Undertaking environmental impact assessments of each high seas bottom trawl fishery or 
prohibiting fishing in the absence of such an assessment, 


● closing areas of the high seas to bottom fishing where VMEs are known or likely to occur 
unless significant adverse impacts on VMEs can be prevented, 


● requiring bottom fishing vessels to move out of an area of the high seas where encounters 
with VMEs occur, and  


● ensuring the long-term sustainability of deep-sea fish stocks. 


 
In the 13 years since the resolution was unanimously agreed, New Zealand has neither conducted 
environmental impact assessments (EIAs) for each of the fisheries (including the Challenger Plateau, 
part of ORH7A) nor prohibited its vessels from high seas fishing where EIAs have not been 
undertaken.  
 
Furthermore, rather than preventing significant adverse impacts on VMEs, New Zealand has 
attempted to re-interpret the UNGA resolution to introduce the idea of acceptable levels of impact 
and threat which are inconsistent with the resolutions. The UNGA resolution 61/105, later 
strengthened in resolution 64/72, are far from being properly implemented and New Zealand is 
among the small number of countries still bottom trawling on seamounts in international waters, 
impeding its implementation. These resolutions must be urgently and fully implemented to prevent 
further damage to VMEs and start to tackle the extinction crisis we are facing. 
 
 


New Zealand is dragging the chain globally 
 


It is a sad environmental legacy that New Zealand was at the forefront of expanding destructive 
bottom trawl fishing into deeper and distant waters and targeting seamounts and other biodiversity 
hotspots with this devastating fishing method.  
 
Now, New Zealand remains one of a small number of countries globally that still allow their 
industrial fishing fleets to drag bottom trawl nets across seamounts on the high seas (Japan, the 
Republic of Korea, Spain, Australia the Cook Islands and the Faroe Islands being the others). It is the 
equivalent of clear felling kauri forest - something that sadly happened on a wide scale in New 
Zealand, but is now quite rightly banned.  
 
But what is banned on land remains out of sight and out of mind in the ocean, and deep sea coral 
and sponge communities continue to be destroyed by bottom trawling. Only two countries still fish 
in this way in the South Pacific, and having led the charge in, New Zealand must now take the lead in 
ending this practice once and for all. Bottom trawling on seamounts is not fishing, it is extinction. 
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In summary, the Deep Sea Conservation Coalition, its New Zealand members organisations and the 
35,000 people that have signed our petitions collectively call on the New Zealand Government to do 
much better than what is proposed in the “Sustainability Measures for 1 October 2019”. 
 
We call for the government to: 


- End  bottom trawl fishing on seamounts and similar deep sea benthic features wherever 
they are known to occur, 


- fully protect all known seamounts and similar features and close any areas where deep sea 
coral and sponge species are found, and undertake prior impact assessments before any 
bottom trawling to identify any such areas; and 


- stop issuing high seas fishing permits to New Zealand bottom trawl vessels to fish in 
international waters. 


 
In relation to the proposed increases in orange roughy catch limits, the DSCC opposes both 
increases: 


- ORH7A catch limits should not be adjusted until the science and proposals have been 
reviewed by the SPRFMO Scientific Committee and Commission. 


- There should be no increase in the Chatham Rise catch limits until comprehensive measures 
are in place to protect habitats of significance to fisheries management including seamounts 
and similar features. 


 
 


Grossly inadequate response to illegal fishing 
 


In addition to the above, we wish to express our deep concern at the New Zealand Government’s lax 
response to IUU fishing in a closed area of international waters by the Amaltal Apollo, a bottom 
trawl fishing vessel owned by Nelson-based Talley’s Group and operated by Amaltal Fishing 
Company. In particular we are concerned that: 
 


- New Zealand officials advocated for the vessel not to be placed on the SPRFMO IUU 
blacklist, undermining important precedents such as the SPRFMO blacklisting of the 
Vladivostok 2000 (formerly Lafayette and Damanzaihao) in addition to its national-level 
prosecution. 
 


- A New Zealand Cabinet Minister publicly dismissed the case as  “a mere technical issue” 
even before the court case got underway, prejudicing its outcome and undermining the 
claim that New Zealand was taking the matter seriously. 


 


- While the court case has now been postponed until October 2019, the vessel continues to 
fish for a second fishing season since the IUU incident (which occurred in the first month of 
last year’s high seas fishing season), without justice being done. 


 


- The company made potentially false or misleading claims in its applications for high seas 
fishing permits in the 2019/20 season, answering “no” to two questions relating to whether 
the vessel owner, operator or master, or the vessel itself had “breached the fisheries law in 
any jurisdiction, including the high seas, in the last 10 years”. 
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- Despite knowledge of the pending IUU case against one of Talley’s Group / Amaltal Fishing 
Company vessels, and clear provision under the Fisheries Act (Section 113H) to consider the 
offending history of a vessel’s owner and operators, Fisheries New Zealand has issued high 
seas fishing permits to two other vessels in the fleet (Amaltal Mariner and Amaltal Explorer) 
and has allowed the Amaltal Apollo to continue fishing in New Zealand waters. 


 
We ask that the above issues be addressed as a matter of urgency. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 


 
 
Karli Thomas 
On behalf of the Deep Sea Conservation Coalition and its member organisations 
 
 
  


6. Breach/Termination


a) Either party may terminate this agreement in the event of material breach not cured (within
10 days of written notice), and insolvency/bankruptcy of either party (30 days written notice).


b) Consultant's liability to Client, notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained
herein, shall not exceed the fees paid under this agreement.


7. Forum and applicable law


a) Dutch law shall apply to this contract. Any dispute originating from this agreement shall
be settled by the competent court of Amsterdam.


b) This agreement has been issued in two originals, of which the parties have received
one each.


Agreed and accepted by,


t>


KarliThomas Sian Owen


Stichting Deep Sea Conservation Coalition


2 September 2018 a lq lzu*
Date
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SUBMISSION 
 

Fisheries New Zealand: Review of sustainability measures for 1 October 2019 
 

Fisheries management team: FMSubmissions@mpi.govt.nz  
 

23 July 2019 
 
The Deep Sea Conservation Coalition (DSCC) is an alliance of over 80 international organisations 
working to promote the conservation of biodiversity on the high seas. The DSCC represents a 
number of organisations in New Zealand, including Greenpeace, WWF-NZ, Forest and Bird and 
Environment and Conservation Organisations of Aotearoa New Zealand (ECO, itself an umbrella 
organisation of about 45 groups). These groups are seeking an end to deep sea bottom trawling of 
seamounts and similar deep-sea features by the New Zealand fishing industry, and since May 2019 
over 35,000 people have supported our petitions against this devastating and out-dated form of 
fishing. 
 
The ancient coral forests found on seamounts and similar deep-sea features are the kauri of our 
ocean. Living to hundreds of years old these fragile forests can be wiped out by bottom trawling, and 
recent studies show that they take decades to even begin to recover. 
 
The DSCC calls on the New Zealand Government to protect all seamounts in New Zealand’s Exclusive 
Economic Zone (EEZ), and to stop issuing high seas permits to bottom trawl vessels, which almost 
exclusively target seamounts and similar deep-sea features when they fish in international waters of 
the South Pacific and Tasman Sea regulated by the South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management 
Organisation (SPRFMO). 
 
 

Limited protection of some areas does not exonerate continued devastation elsewhere 
 

We strongly reject the argument that, having protected some seamounts (including through 
seamount closures and the so-called benthic protected areas), it is acceptable to continue to destroy 
other seamount ecosystems with bottom trawl fishing. This is central to the justifications set out by 
Fisheries New Zealand in its proposed “sustainability” measures, which are anything but sustainable. 
 
“In the New Zealand EEZ, the impacts of fishing on the benthic environment are primarily managed 
through the closure of over 30% of the EEZ to bottom trawling through Seamount Closures 
(implemented in 2001), and Benthic Protected Areas (implemented in 2007).” (MPI ORH 7A proposal) 
 
Further such arguments are made in both the ORH 3B and ORH 7A proposals: 
 
Benthic Impacts (ORH 3B): “Bottom trawling interacts with the seabed and benthic environment. 
Management measures have focused on avoiding these effects through closing areas to bottom 
trawling, starting with 17 seamount closures in 2001. Five of the seamount closures are within the 
ESCR and NWCR ORH 3B sub-areas – Pinnie, the Morgue and Pyre/Gothic group, Diamond Head and 
Seamount 328. In addition, the implementation of Benthic Protection Areas in 2007 effectively closed 
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approximately 30% of the New Zealand EEZ to bottom trawling. Three of the Benthic Protection 
Areas are within the ESCR and NWCR ORH 3B subareas – Mid Chatham Rise, East Chatham Rise and 
Blink. The New Zealand trawl footprint, measured from 1989/90 to 2015/16, is estimated to cover 
roughly 8% (335,812 km2) of the EEZ. The orange roughy footprint in ORH 3B is estimated to have 
contacted 11% (4,942 km2) of the seabed in the ESCR sub-QMA, and 8% (1,867 km2) of the seabed in 
the NWCR sub-QMA, between 800-1600m depths from 2008-2017. Most fishing occurs within areas 
that have been fished for a number of years, and it is estimated that there is very little ‘new’ area 
trawled each year.” 
 
Benthic Impacts (ORH 7A): “The New Zealand deepwater trawl footprint, measured from 1989/90 to 
2015/16, is estimated to cover roughly 8% (335,812 km2) of the EEZ. The orange roughy footprint in 
ORH 7A is estimated to have contacted 3% (2,551 km2) of the seabed in the ORH 7A QMA, and 0.5% 
(65 km2) of the Westpac Bank Area between 800-1600m depths from 2008-2017 (Figure 4). Note 
that the fishery was closed from 2000 to 2010, so this is likely an underestimate of total historical 
contact in these areas. Most fishing occurs within areas that have been fished for a number of years, 
and it is estimated that there is very little ‘new’ area trawled each year.” 
 
These arguments suggest that the biodiversity loss that bottom trawling entails – destruction of 
deepwater corals, sponges and other deep-sea life – can somehow be justified by the existence of 
the Benthic Protection Areas (BPAs). This is akin to arguing that any number of kauri trees can be 
felled since there are already some kauri in national parks. This is entirely without scientific basis. 
 
This argument is scientifically unjustifiable and morally bankrupt. It suggests that by protecting 30% 
of the EEZ (and leaving aside the invalidity of the 2001 closures discussed below) the other 70% can 
be destroyed, even without prior impact assessments to establish what is down there, so species can 
be driven to extinction before they are even discovered. 
 
Conservation Minister Eugenie Sage has already confirmed that the BPAs do not count as marine 
protected areas. Indeed they must not be. The BPAs were not scientifically derived or developed 
through proper process, but were instead selected by the fishing industry and presented as a done 
deal with only perfunctory public consultation after they were announced. Data analysis by scientist  
John Leathwick, showed that the BPAs were especially poor at protecting biodiversity, particularly 
endemic species (Leathwick et al 2008).  The use of BPAs to justify destroying marine life elsewhere 
is completely unacceptable.  
 
NIWA scientists have just this year found little evidence of benthic community resilience to bottom 
trawling after 15 years, and that the nature of recovery in biotic communities after disturbance is 
uncertain (Clark et al. 2019). This confirmed an earlier paper (Williams et al. 2010) which showed no 
change in the megafaunal assemblage consistent with recovery over a 5 to 10 year timeframe on 
seamounts where trawling had ceased. 
 
New Zealand still hasn’t defined the “habitat of particular significance for fisheries management 
[that] should be protected” a principle under the Fisheries Act 1996. This is happening when 
negotiations in New York are underway for a new international agreement  for the conservation and 
sustainable use of marine biological diversity in areas beyond national jurisdiction, underlining 
international concern and alarm at the many threats to marine biological diversity.  
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It is entirely unacceptable for New Zealand to be destroying marine biological diversity in its EEZ and 
on the high seas through bottom trawling on seamounts, at the same time as recognising the need 
to protect it internationally. 
 
 

New Zealand EEZ lacks equivalent measures to those agreed under SPRFMO 
 

The South Pacific RFMO Convention in Article 4 requires that national measures be compatible with 
high seas measures, as does the UN Fish Stocks Agreement in Article 7.  There is no consideration of 
this requirement in the discussion paper. 
 
On benthic impacts (ORH 7A): “In the Westpac Bank Area, fishing vessels must comply with the 
SPRFMO Bottom Fishing Conservation and Management Measure which specifies where fishing may 
take place, and implements an ‘encounter protocol’, which closes a specified tow path to all fishing if 
benthic organism bycatch thresholds are reached.” 
 
Science tells us that a single trawl is capable of doing long-term damage to such ancient ecosystems, 
and proactive scientific investigation can identify where those deep sea features occur in order to 
protect them before such damage is done.  The government must combine and strengthen these 
approaches to ensure that any areas known to contain seamounts or found to harbour deep water 
coral and sponge communities are immediately and fully protected from bottom trawling and other 
seabed damage. 
 
The government must strengthen the “encounter protocol” and “move-on rule” adopted by 
SPRFMO, and apply it within NZ waters. 
 
Bycatch limits under the weak SPRFMO rules (which New Zealand was responsible for proposing) 
allow a vessel to bring up as much as 249 kg of stony corals and 59 kg of true soft corals, 308 kg in 
total, in a single trawl without having to move their fishing spot.1  
 
These bycatch thresholds are far too high, and in fact much higher than the limits New Zealand 
proposed to SPRFMO in 2018 (but withdrew after threats from the New Zealand fishing industry). 
The weaker bycatch rules New Zealand proposed in 2019, which were adopted by SPRFMO, reflect a 
cave-in to industry pressure.  
 
The Government must adopt bycatch limits and move-on rules stronger than the weak ones applied 
by SPRFMO, to ensure that they protect deep sea coral forests from further damage. Deep sea coral 
forests are biodiversity hotspots, and only a small fraction of what is destroyed on the seabed comes 
up in the net. It must then apply stronger protection measures to all bottom fisheries in the New 
Zealand EEZ, in combination with the proactive closure of all known seamounts and similar seabed 
features to bottom fishing and seabed mining. 
 
  

 
 
 
                                                             
1 These thresholds are set out in Annex 6A of the SPRFMO bottom fishing measure. Different weight limits 
apply to different taxonomic groups or combinations of taxa, and it is important to note that significantly more 
damage is likely to occur on the seabed than what comes up in the net. 
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We are facing an extinction crisis 
 

The recent IPBES Summary for Policy-Makers sounded the alarm about the existential threat to 
biodiversity in its 2019 report. In marine ecosystems, fishing has had the largest relative impact, 
having had a large and widespread impact on the world’s oceans. IPBES warned that around one  
million species face extinction, many within decades, unless action is taken to reduce the intensity of 
drivers of biodiversity loss. “Without such action there will be a further acceleration in the global 
rate of species extinction, which is already at least tens to hundreds of times higher than it has 
averaged over the past 10 million years,” warned the authors. 
 
The lack of recovery, together with the need to exercise the precautionary principle and use an 
ecosystem approach, means that it is time to stop bottom trawling on seamounts, as Watling and 
Auster found that “Mounting evidence of the effects of fishing in the deep sea, such as the 
destruction of deep sea coral communities at sites around the globe, and the slow growth, time to 
maturity and tremendous age reached by some species of deep sea fish, caused many to consider the 
sustainability of common fishing practices.”  
 
The authors noted that “all seamounts that have so far been surveyed by cameras, either towed or 
mounted on maneuverable submersible vehicles, have been found to have abundant VME 
[vulnerable marine ecosystem] indicator species (including xenophyophores on sandy areas) 
distributed on their sides and summits” and the distribution of VME indicator species is far more 
extensive than fishery bycatch data would suggest.  (Watling and Auster 2017) 
 
In 2010 a global study (Bradshaw et al. 2010) found that New Zealand has the highest proportion of 
threatened indigenous species in the world, and this year the New Zealand Ministry for the 
Environment’s report Environment Aotearoa warned that the extinction risk has worsened overall in 
the last 10-15 years. 
 
The Environment Aotearoa report noted “Trawling the sea floor with large nets or dredges to catch 
fish and species like scallops and oysters are the most destructive fishing methods and cause damage 
to the seabed. The area trawled and the number of tows have decreased over the past 15 to 20 
years, but still cover a large area, and some areas have been trawled every year for the past 27 
years. Between 1990 and 2016 trawling occurred over approximately 28 percent of the seabed where 
the water depth was less than 200 meters, and 40 percent where depth was 200–400 meters. Why is 
it like this? Fishing vessels are now larger and more powerful, and use wider trawls and longer lines 
than when trawling first started more than 100 years ago. A small number of boats today can have 
the same impact as a larger fleet would have had in previous decades.” 
 
Finally, the United Nations 1st World Ocean Assessment in 2016 stated that: “Deep-sea ecosystems 
associated with seamounts, ridges, and other topographic features are now and will increasingly be 
subjected to multiple stressors from habitat disturbance, pollutants, climate change, acidification 
and deoxygenation. The scientific understanding of how these stressors may interact to affect marine 
ecosystems remains particularly poorly developed. For example, the widespread destruction of deep-
water benthic communities due to trawling has presumably reduced their ecological and 
evolutionary resilience as a result of reduced reproductive potential and loss of genetic diversity and 
ecological connectivity.” The WOA went on to conclude that “The extent of benthic impacts has been 
described for local fishing grounds but has not been assessed globally; however, if the impacts of 
these regional studies are generalized, we can extrapolate that fishing, and in particular deepwater 



 

5 

The Stichting Deep Sea Conservation Coalition is registered with the Netherlands trade register under number 59473460. 

trawling, has caused severe, widespread, long-term destruction of these [seamount] environments 
globally.” 
 
 

Failing to meet United Nations commitments 
 

Since the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) adopted resolution 61/105 in December 2006, 
nations that authorise their vessels to engage in bottom fisheries on the high seas have been 
committed to protect deep sea fish stocks and vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs) by: 
 

● Undertaking environmental impact assessments of each high seas bottom trawl fishery or 
prohibiting fishing in the absence of such an assessment, 

● closing areas of the high seas to bottom fishing where VMEs are known or likely to occur 
unless significant adverse impacts on VMEs can be prevented, 

● requiring bottom fishing vessels to move out of an area of the high seas where encounters 
with VMEs occur, and  

● ensuring the long-term sustainability of deep-sea fish stocks. 

 
In the 13 years since the resolution was unanimously agreed, New Zealand has neither conducted 
environmental impact assessments (EIAs) for each of the fisheries (including the Challenger Plateau, 
part of ORH7A) nor prohibited its vessels from high seas fishing where EIAs have not been 
undertaken.  
 
Furthermore, rather than preventing significant adverse impacts on VMEs, New Zealand has 
attempted to re-interpret the UNGA resolution to introduce the idea of acceptable levels of impact 
and threat which are inconsistent with the resolutions. The UNGA resolution 61/105, later 
strengthened in resolution 64/72, are far from being properly implemented and New Zealand is 
among the small number of countries still bottom trawling on seamounts in international waters, 
impeding its implementation. These resolutions must be urgently and fully implemented to prevent 
further damage to VMEs and start to tackle the extinction crisis we are facing. 
 
 

New Zealand is dragging the chain globally 
 

It is a sad environmental legacy that New Zealand was at the forefront of expanding destructive 
bottom trawl fishing into deeper and distant waters and targeting seamounts and other biodiversity 
hotspots with this devastating fishing method.  
 
Now, New Zealand remains one of a small number of countries globally that still allow their 
industrial fishing fleets to drag bottom trawl nets across seamounts on the high seas (Japan, the 
Republic of Korea, Spain, Australia the Cook Islands and the Faroe Islands being the others). It is the 
equivalent of clear felling kauri forest - something that sadly happened on a wide scale in New 
Zealand, but is now quite rightly banned.  
 
But what is banned on land remains out of sight and out of mind in the ocean, and deep sea coral 
and sponge communities continue to be destroyed by bottom trawling. Only two countries still fish 
in this way in the South Pacific, and having led the charge in, New Zealand must now take the lead in 
ending this practice once and for all. Bottom trawling on seamounts is not fishing, it is extinction. 
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In summary, the Deep Sea Conservation Coalition, its New Zealand members organisations and the 
35,000 people that have signed our petitions collectively call on the New Zealand Government to do 
much better than what is proposed in the “Sustainability Measures for 1 October 2019”. 
 
We call for the government to: 

- End  bottom trawl fishing on seamounts and similar deep sea benthic features wherever 
they are known to occur, 

- fully protect all known seamounts and similar features and close any areas where deep sea 
coral and sponge species are found, and undertake prior impact assessments before any 
bottom trawling to identify any such areas; and 

- stop issuing high seas fishing permits to New Zealand bottom trawl vessels to fish in 
international waters. 

 
In relation to the proposed increases in orange roughy catch limits, the DSCC opposes both 
increases: 

- ORH7A catch limits should not be adjusted until the science and proposals have been 
reviewed by the SPRFMO Scientific Committee and Commission. 

- There should be no increase in the Chatham Rise catch limits until comprehensive measures 
are in place to protect habitats of significance to fisheries management including seamounts 
and similar features. 

 
 

Grossly inadequate response to illegal fishing 
 

In addition to the above, we wish to express our deep concern at the New Zealand Government’s lax 
response to IUU fishing in a closed area of international waters by the , a bottom 
trawl fishing vessel owned by Nelson-based  and operated by  

 In particular we are concerned that: 
 

- New Zealand officials advocated for the vessel not to be placed on the SPRFMO IUU 
blacklist, undermining important precedents such as the SPRFMO blacklisting of the 
Vladivostok 2000 (formerly Lafayette and Damanzaihao) in addition to its national-level 
prosecution. 
 

- A New Zealand Cabinet Minister publicly dismissed the case as  “a mere technical issue” 
even before the court case got underway, prejudicing its outcome and undermining the 
claim that New Zealand was taking the matter seriously. 

 

- While the court case has now been postponed until October 2019, the vessel continues to 
fish for a second fishing season since the IUU incident (which occurred in the first month of 
last year’s high seas fishing season), without justice being done. 

 

- The company made potentially false or misleading claims in its applications for high seas 
fishing permits in the 2019/20 season, answering “no” to two questions relating to whether 
the vessel owner, operator or master, or the vessel itself had “breached the fisheries law in 
any jurisdiction, including the high seas, in the last 10 years”. 
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- Despite knowledge of the pending IUU case against one of  
Company vessels, and clear provision under the Fisheries Act (Section 113H) to consider the 
offending history of a vessel’s owner and operators, Fisheries New Zealand has issued high 
seas fishing permits to two other vessels in the fleet (  and ) 
and has allowed the  to continue fishing in New Zealand waters. 

 
We ask that the above issues be addressed as a matter of urgency. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 

 
On behalf of the Deep Sea Conservation Coalition and its member organisations 
 
 
  

6. Breach/Termination

a) Either party may terminate this agreement in the event of material breach not cured (within
10 days of written notice), and insolvency/bankruptcy of either party (30 days written notice).

b) Consultant's liability to Client, notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained
herein, shall not exceed the fees paid under this agreement.

7. Forum and applicable law

a) Dutch law shall apply to this contract. Any dispute originating fr shall
be settled by the competent co

b) This agreement has been issued in two originals, of which the parties have received
one each.

Agreed and accepted by,

t>

Sian Owen

Stichting Deep Sea Conservation Coalition

2 September 2018 a lq lzu*
Date
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COMMITTED TO 
HEALTHY OCEANS 

SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES 

26 July 2019 

Fisheries Management Team 
Fisheries New Zealand 
By email:  fmsubmissions@mpi.govt.nz, 

Dear 

DWG’s Submission on Sustainability Review for Deepwater Stocks in 2019-20 

Summary 

HAK 7 

• DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposed Option 1 to initiate a rebuilding plan by reducing the HAK 7
TACC from 5,064 t to 3,163 t.

• DWG submits that FNZ investigates the applicability of the trawl survey index, along with the other
uncertainties identified by the Deepwater Fisheries Working Group during the 2019-20 cycle and
updates the 2019 stock assessment in 2020 as a matter of priority.

HOK 1 

• DWG does not support any of FNZ’s proposed options.  DWG submits an alternative and more effective
option is to continue with the range of effective non-regulatory management controls.

• DWG submits that the HOK 1 TACC should NOT be reduced as this will unnecessarily cancel legitimate
under catch rights for the eastern stock.

• DWG asks FNZ to commission appropriate scientific work to develop and implement a new hoki stock
assessment and to assess oceanographic changes and how these might be affecting the seasonal and
areal distribution of adult hoki.

LIN 7 

• DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposed Option 2 to increase the TACC from 3,080 t to 3,696 t.

ORH 3B 

• DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposal to conservatively implement the second year of the proposed
three-year staged increase of the ORH 3B TACC from 6,091 t to 6,772 t.

ORH 7A 

• DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposed Option 2 to increase the TACC from 1,600 t to 2,060 t.

• DWG submits that the New Zealand Government must prevail upon SPRFMO to set an interim catch
limit for 2020, effective from 1 January 2020.

SKI 3 and SKI 7 

• DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposed Option 2 to increase the SKI 3 TACC from 300 t to 600 t and
to increase the SKI 7 TACC from 300 t to 600 t.

• The increase in SKI 7 TACC must give effect to both 28N rights and Maori Settlement rights.

SWA 3 and SWA 4 

• DWG submits that the Minister and FNZ are obliged under the Fisheries Act 1996 to review the TACCs
for each of SWA 3 and SWA 4 within the sustainability measures for 1 October 2019.
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Introduction 

1. Thank you for the opportunity to submit on Fisheries New Zealand’s (FNZ) Review of Sustainability 
Measures for deepwater fisheries during 2019-20. 

2. Deepwater Group Limited (DWG) represents the owners of the majority (92%) of deepwater fishing 
quota.  Our role is to act on behalf of deepwater quota owners and, working collaboratively with 
Government and others, to ensure New Zealand’s deepwater fisheries continue to be managed 
sustainably for the benefit of New Zealand. 

3. This submission has been prepared on their behalf for the deepwater stocks that FNZ has decided to 
review this year, as well as for SWA 3 and SWA 4. 

4. DWG has collaborated with Te Ohu Kai Moana and Southern Inshore Fisheries Management Company 
Ltd (who represent quota owners of SKI 3 and SKI 4) in developing and aligning our positions where 
possible. 

HAK 7 
5. DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposed Option 1 to initiate a rebuilding plan by reducing the 

HAK 7 TACC from 5,064 t to 3,163 t.  
6. While the 2019 stock assessment results are very uncertain, a conservative view estimates the 

stock status may be below 20% B0.  As such, the Harvest Strategy Standard (HSS) requires a 
structured and time-bound rebuilding plan to be implemented.  FNZ estimates a TACC of 3,163 t will 
provide a rebuilding period of 10 years, based on average recruitment levels, that meets the 2*Tmin 
requirement of the HSS. 

7. While it appears one of the main drivers in stock size may have been a period of poor 
recruitment, recent trawl surveys indicate there are above average year classes that are expected 
to recruit into the fishery over the next few years.  For this reason, Option 3, which is based on a 
‘below average’ recruitment assumption, is likely to be overly pessimistic and is not accepted as a basis 
to inform management.  DWG notes that the five-year projections which used ‘average recruitment’ do 
not incorporate the recent year classes assessed to be above average in size and therefore these runs 
can also be considered to be conservative.   

8. The 2019 stock assessment has two conflicting biomass indices.  The first is from fishery-
independent trawl surveys and the second is from commercial CPUE.  The 2019 stock assessment base 
case uses the fishery-independent trawl survey biomass series to estimate the stock status to be 17% 
B0.  This index is likely to be underestimating the biomass of HAK 7 given that the West Coast South 
Island trawl survey does not cover either the full geographic range or the full depth range of this stock.  
The spatial and temporal characteristics of the trawl survey dataset need to be further explored to 
understand whether the survey should be used as a biomass index of this hake stock or not and, if so, 
how best to do this.  DWG submits that FNZ investigates the applicability of the trawl survey index, 
along with the other uncertainties identified by the Deepwater Fisheries Working Group during 
the 2019-20 cycle and updates the 2019 stock assessment in 2020 as a matter of priority. 

9. Reducing the HAK 7 TACC to 3,163 t under Option 1 is not likely to inhibit the hoki fishery.  In 
recent years HAK 7 has mainly been caught as bycatch in the hoki fishery (around two-thirds of the 
2017-18 catch).  Recent concerns by quota owners about the performance of the West Coast South 
Island (WCSI) hoki fishery has led them to reduce the available HOK 1 ACE by 30,0000 t.  This 
reduction is likely to remain in place for the next few years, or until the availability of hoki in this fishery 
improves.  The level of the HAK 7 bycatch in the hoki fishery over the next few years is unlikely to 
materially inhibit target fishing for hoki within the HAK 7 QMA. 

10. We support FNZ’s assessment of the environmental considerations of this fishery.  DWG’s 
shareholders remain committed to minimising and managing interactions with other species.  
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HOK 1 
11. DWG does not support any of FNZ’s proposed options.  DWG submits an alternative and more 

effective option is to continue with the range of effective non-regulatory management controls, 
including: 
11.1 Continuation of the agreement between HOK 1 quota owners to shelve at least 30,000 t of ACE 

for the western stock during 2019-20, 

11.2 Reviewing this amount after the current WCSI season on 20 August 2019 and providing a further 
submission to FNZ at that time, and 

11.3 Continuation of the additional non-regulatory management measures already in place, as listed 
below.  

12. DWG submits that the HOK 1 TACC should NOT be reduced as this will unnecessarily cancel 
legitimate under catch rights for the eastern stock. 

13. DWG’s option continues the proactive self-management measures successfully implemented by 
quota owners during recent years to complement FNZ’s measures.  Although the 2018 stock 
assessment results estimated the western stock status to be well above the management target range, 
quota owners remain concerned with the poor performance of the fishery on the WCSI, outside of the 25 
nm line in particular, in recent years.  Reasons for this remain unknown.  Recent year class strengths 
have been strong and should be recruiting into the western stock.  Fishing mortality levels have been in 
line, or below, those assessed to be sustainable.  Environmental changes, particularly high oceanic 
water temperatures, may well be a driver.  

14. During 2018-19 HOK 1 quota owners collectively agreed to implement several precautionary non-
regulatory management measures in addition to and complementary with those regulated by 
FNZ.  These measures include: 

14.1 Shelving 20,000 t of ACE from the western fishery, along with ACE carried forward from under-
catch here during 2017-18.  During 2018-19, a total of 30,145 t of ACE was shelved from what 
was otherwise available to be caught from the western stock, by transferring this ACE into DWG’s 
account.  By this mechanism, the catch limit for the western stock for 2018-19 was reduced by 
industry to 70,000 t, down from 90,000 t as set by FNZ and the Minister. 

14.2 Enhancing management measures to minimise fishery impacts on juvenile hoki.  

14.3 Reintroducing area closures during the spawning season 

15. Industry self-management of the hoki fisheries, complimenting Government controls, 
demonstrates quota owners’ ongoing commitment to the long-term sustainability of these 
fisheries and the marine environment that supports their livelihoods.  Quota owners recognise the 
need to work collaboratively to manage deepwater fisheries effectively.  Self-management of the hoki 
fisheries is but one example where quota owners have demonstrated their commitment to this outcome 
and their ability to act responsibly and responsively in a changing environment.  Industry self-
management of the four hoki fisheries includes: 

15.1 Implementing an agreed east-west catch split arrangement to manage each of the two separate 
stocks, in collaboration with the Minister and FNZ each year since 2003-04; 

15.2 Shelving HOK 1 ACE (i.e. setting this ACE aside and not fishing against it) as a precautionary 
measure in response to the performance of the WCSI fishery outside of the 25 nm line; 

15.3 Developing and implementing industry-agreed measures to reduce fishing impacts on juvenile 
and spawning hoki;  

15.4 Developing and implementing industry-agreed measures to avoid impacts on other marine 
species, including contracting an Environmental Liaison Officer to provide 24/7 support and 
training to crews on how to minimise the risks from fishing on protected species and to respond to 
incidents in real time;  
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15.5 Achieving independent certification through the Marine Stewardship Council to verify the hoki 
fisheries meet or exceed the highest internationally-recognised seafood sustainability standards; 
and 

15.6 Requiring FNZ to increase their observer coverage in the hoki fisheries and to closely monitor 
and report on fleet performance against agreed non-regulatory management measures. 

16. A review of the hoki fisheries’ performance during the 2018-19 fishing year will be undertaken by 
HOK 1 quota owners on 20 August 2019.  Quota owners will consider the outcomes of the review to 
determine whether or not management measures, in addition to those already in place, are required for 
2019-20, including the possibility of shelving more HOK 1 ACE than in 20-18-19 and to discuss these 
management measures with FNZ. 

17. DWG remains concerned with the uncertainties within the current assessment model and with 
DWG supports continued precautionary management measures while the science is further 
investigated.  There is plenty of information from the fisheries performance and from the fisheries-
independent biomass surveys to do this with reasonable levels of confidence. 

18. Results from the 2019 stock assessment highly variable.  FNZ’s stock assessment Plenary meeting 
agreed on three runs from the 2019 stock assessment in which the results:  
18.1 Estimate the current western stock biomass to be either 56% B0 (median value for the updated 

two stock model 1.17), or 34% B0 (western stock only model 1.33), or 29% B0 (two stock with a 
west focus 1.34).  The large potential range is not very satisfactory to inform management 
decisions. 

18.2 Estimate the current eastern stock biomass to be 66% B0 (two stock update 1.17) or 64% B0 (two 
stock with east focus 1.37). 

19. During 2017-18 and 2018-19 DWG asked FNZ to review the HOK 1 stock assessment model to 
determine why the results of previous years’ assessments are not well aligned with the performance of 
the WCSI fishery.  FNZ has commenced this work but it remains incomplete.  DWG submits that a 
comprehensive review of the stock assessment model, of the data required to inform this model, an 
exploration of alternative models and the development of a new stock assessment model must be 
undertaken, completed and the results reported to Plenary in May 2020 as a matter of priority. 

20. DWG is of the view that a new stock assessment model needs to be developed.  This must be a 
research development priority for the next 12 months.  In the absence of a reliable and robust stock 
assessment model, the biomass surveys will continue to provide fishery-independent information to 
inform management.  

21. DWG asks FNZ to commission appropriate scientific work develop and implement a new hoki 
stock assessment and to assess oceanographic changes and how these might be affecting the 
seasonal and areal distribution of adult hoki.  Observations from the fishery over recent years are 
that hoki availability on traditional grounds and seasons has changed.  This may be related to observed 
changes in environmental and oceanographic conditions.  Studies are required to assess what changes 
have occurred and to provide results that could be used to inform future management options.  Quota 
owners seek active engagement with FNZ and service providers to provide input from ‘on-the-water’ 
observations, to assist with project design, and to support the undertaking of such studies.  Being in the 
nature of ‘Public Good’, this work should be undertaken at the Crown’s cost.   

22. DWG supports FNZ’s assessment of the environmental considerations of the hoki fisheries.  
Quota owners remain committed to minimising and managing interactions with other species.  We add to 
FNZ’s analysis that: 

22.1 The “fishable depths” area (i.e. areas within the EEZ that are shallower than 1,600 metres and 
open to bottom trawling) that FNZ use in their consultation document as a metric for benthic 
impacts is only a subset of New Zealand’s benthic habitat.  This excludes areas closed to trawling 
to protect benthic biodiversity, as well as benthos in areas deeper than where fishing occurs.  The 
benthic habitat within the entire EEZ should be included to more accurately reflect New Zealand’s 
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benthic habitat, the fishery’s impact on this, and the protection measures in place to minimise 
impacts. 

22.2 Of the observed seabird captures, high proportions are now being released alive (around 40% in 
2017-18).  The species of seabird that most frequently interact with fishing activities in the hoki 
fisheries is the white-chinned petrel, which is classified as ‘Not Threatened’.  DWG recognises 
that Salvin’s and Buller’s mollymawks are a high risk within the SEFRA overall.  We will continue 
with DWG’s effective Environmental Liaison Programme and continue to work with DOC and FNZ 
to further reduce the risks for these and other seabird species.  We note that over the last three 
years the rate and numbers of Salvin’s caught by hoki trawling have declined significantly. 

 
22.3 No seabird populations are assessed to be at risk or to be adversely affected by the hoki 

fisheries.  Ongoing monitoring is in place to ensure that this continues. 

LIN 7 
23. DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposed Option 2 to increase the TACC from 3,080 t to 3,696 t.  
24. The best available science and current catches indicate the stock can sustain an increase in the 

TACC.  The 2017 LIN 7 West Coast South Island (LIN 7 WCSI) stock assessment did not accept a base 
case but accepted three model runs using alternative CPUE biomass indices and differing approaches to 
natural mortality. The three model runs estimated stock status to be 79% B0, 66% B0, and 54% B0. The 
LIN 7 WCSI stock accounts for 96% of the LIN 7 catch with the LIN 7 Cook Strait stock accounting for 
the remaining 4% of the LIN 7 catch.  Each year since 2012-13 the TACC has been over caught by an 
average of 9.2%. 

25. We support FNZ’s assessment of the environmental considerations of this fishery.  DWG 
shareholders remain committed to minimising and managing interactions with other species.  

26. DWG requests that FNZ increases the observer coverage of this fishery to support its 
management.  Observer coverage has been typically low in this fishery and we request a review of 
observer coverage for each deepwater fishery to ensure that observer coverage is both adequate and 
representative and that adequate monitoring and biological sampling is routinely undertaken.  

ORH 3B 
27. DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposal to conservatively implement the second year of the 

proposed three-year staged increase of the ORH 3B TACC from 6,091 t to 6,772 t.  We agree that 
this increase is applied to the agreed catch limit for the East and South Chatham Rise (ESCR) sub-area 
increasing this from 4,095 t to 4,775 t.  
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28. The science estimates the ESCR stock can sustain an increase in catch up to 5,970 t.  In 2017, the 
stock assessment results and the application of the agreed Harvest Control Rules (HCRs), and the five-
year projections estimate continued growth in stock size at the proposed increased catch levels towards 
the mid-point of the management target range (40% B0).  DWG submits that an update of the 2017 
assessment and the reapplication of the HCRs be undertaken prior to the 2020-21 sustainability round 
when we expect the third and final TACC increase to be applied. 

29. DWG shareholders confirm that they agree to continue the current non-regulatory regime of ORH 
3B sub-area catch limits for 2019-20. 

30. The increase of the ESCR sub-area catch limit should not lead to over catching the OEO 4 TACC.  
31. We support FNZ’s assessment of the environmental considerations of this fishery.  DWG 

shareholders remain committed to minimising and managing interactions with other species.  

ORH 7A 

32. DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposed Option 2 to increase the TACC from 1,600 t to 2,060 t.  
Given the history of this fishery, a cautious approach to increasing the TACC is appropriate for 2019-20. 

33. Some ORH 7A quota owners, who will submit separately, have advised DWG that they wish to see a 
higher TACC for a period, consistent with the best available science (i.e. either Option 3 or 4). 

34. The science estimates the stock can sustain an increased catch up to 2,555 t for a period.  ORH 
7A quota owners accept the results from the 2019 stock assessment, which estimate the stock size has 
been rebuilt to 47% B0, above the midpoint of the management target range.  Consequently, annual 
catches in the short term can be above those in the long term in order to decrease the stock size 
towards the middle of the management target range (30-50% B0).  Application of the agreed Harvest 
Control Rules (HCRs) to the 2019 stock assessment results in a range of annual catches for a period of 
up to 2,555 t.  Higher catches will reduce the stock size over a shorter time period and the estimate of 
the stock can sustain the proposed increased catch levels for a period.  Orange roughy stocks are 
monitored using acoustic surveys and stock assessments completed every four years.  The most recent 
acoustic survey was done in 2018, the next is planned for 2022 and will be followed by a stock 
assessment in 2023. 

35. ORH 7A is a straddling stock which extends outside of New Zealand’s EEZ boundary into a 
designated area on the high seas known as Westpac Bank.  

36. ORH 7A is managed under the QMS.  Since 1986, the ORH 7A fishery has been actively managed 
under New Zealand’s QMS, including since 1991 when first declared as a straddling stock and during the 
period from 2000 to 2010 when the fishery was closed for rebuilding.  ORH 7A quota owners have 
consistently managed their quota rights to ensure all catches are within the TACC.  ORH 7A quota 
owners will continue to maintain and defend their property rights in the ORH 7A fishery and seek the 
Government’s full support within the SPRFMO forum to endorse and support New Zealand’s rights to 
continue to manage this stock and do so within the terms of the QMS. 

37. Quota owners have been pro-active in the management and scientific assessment of the ORH 7A 
fishery.  Over the past two decades, quota owners have taken the lead in commissioning and delivering 
the development and application of new scientific methods to effectively survey orange roughy biomass, 
new assessment approaches to model stock status, and new fishery-specific harvest control rules to 
inform management measures and ensure stock status remains within management target bounds.  As 
a direct result, quota owners have successfully achieved MSC certification, providing independent 
recognition of the world-leading sustainable management practices that are in place.  Quota owners are 
committed to maintaining and enhancing these achievements, including receiving market recognition for 
the sustainable performance of this fishery and other New Zealand orange roughy fisheries. 

38. Catches by New Zealand vessels from the Westpac Bank have been counted against ORH 7A 
ACE and ORH 7A TACC.  Quota owners accept that this will continue to be the case. 



 

Deepwater Group Ltd – PO Box 5872, Wellesley Street, Auckland, New Zealand – +64 9 379 0556 – www.deepwatergroup.org 

  7 of 10 
 

39. SPRFMO set a catch limit for Westpac Bank in 2019, based on New Zealand’s scientific assessments 
(funded by ORH 7A quota owners).  This is set for the period 1 January 2019 to 31 December 2019 at 
12.5% of New Zealand’s domestic TACC, or 200 t.  SPRFMO has allocated 95% (190 t) to New Zealand 
and 5% (10 t) to Australia.  Under these SPRFMO-imposed rules, the responsibility for managing fishing 
activities on Westpac Bank since 1 January 2019 is now shared by the New Zealand Government (for 
New Zealand vessels) and the Australian Government (for Australian vessels). 

40. ORH 7A quota owners acknowledge the 190 tonnes catch limit imposed by SPRFMO for New 
Zealand from the Westpac Bank and have agreed to manage their catches during the 2019 
calendar year to ensure they do not collectively exceed this limit.  Quota owners have been 
restricted to doing so by the terms of the conditions imposed by FNZ on their High Seas Permits.  There 
is, therefore, no reason for any additional measures to be imposed during 2019, such as transferring 
ORH 7A ACE to any third party or to a ‘holding account’. 

41. DWG submits that the New Zealand Government must prevail upon SPRFMO to set an interim 
catch limit for 2020, effective from 1 January 2020.  Recognising that we are in the first year of a new 
regime and consequently there will be some transitional issues that need to be addressed, quota owners 
submit their very strong concerns that New Zealand has left itself in a very unacceptable position in that 
there is no catch limit in place after 31 December 2019.  As SPRFMO do not meet to consider this matter 
until February 2020, and members have up to 90 days to give effect to any decisions made by SPRFMO, 
there may not be a catch limit for Westpac Bank until as late as May 2020 – nearly halfway through the 
SPRFMO year.  DWG submits that this is entirely unacceptable and that New Zealand should do 
everything possible to ensure an acceptable solution to New Zealand is in place from 1 January 2020.  
At the very least there should be a catch limit set at 200 t for 2020, or until revisited by SPRFMO. 

42. Ongoing management of New Zealand catches from Westpac Bank.  There is no reason for FNZ to 
expect quota owners will not continue to actively support appropriate management measures to ensure 
this straddling stock continues to be managed sustainably, both within and outside of New Zealand’s 
EEZ, as has been the case continuously since 1991.  However, at this time, given that SPRFMO has 
provided NO access to Westpac Bank post 31 December 2019, DWG cannot submit our support or 
otherwise for management measures that may apply during 2020 or into the future.  DWG urges the 
New Zealand Government to actively engage with ORH 7A quota owners as a matter of urgency in order 
to resolve this unacceptable situation that we now all face. 

43. We support FNZ’s assessment of the environmental considerations of this fishery.  DWG 
shareholders remain committed to minimising and managing interactions with other species.  

SKI 3 and SKI 7 
44. DWG submits in support of FNZ’s proposed Option 2 to increase the SKI 3 TACC from 300 t to 

600 t and to increase the SKI 7 TACC from 300 t to 600 t.  
45. SKI 3 and SKI 7 quota owners are formally represented by Southern Inshore Fisheries Company 

Ltd.  However, SKI 3 and SKI 7 is predominantly caught as bycatch in DWG-represented target 
fisheries such as in the hoki West Coast South Island fishery and in the squid Stewart Snares Shelf 
fishery. 

46. The increase in TACC is supported by the considerable increase in stock abundance in recent 
years (likely driven by the relatively strong 2014, 2015 and 2016 year classes recruiting into the fishery) 
which have been recorded both within the fishery and in fishery-independent datasets. 

47. DWG requests that further work be undertaken on the stock assessment model.  While there is 
sufficient evidence to support the TACC increases, the stock assessment model is not sufficiently 
reliable to provide robust estimates of current biomass and/or stock status.  The model fitted most 
datasets but did so poorly to the CPUE indices due to the short periods of high recruitment.  

48. DWG supports the introduction of an allowance of 1% for all other sources of mortality caused by 
fishing to account for unreported gemfish mortality.  This is consistent with TAC settings for other 
deepwater fish stocks. 
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49. Increasing the SKI 3 and SKI 7 TACCs will provide for sustainable utilisation without incurring 
unnecessarily high and punitive deemed values.  Consistent with the increase in stock abundance 
catches from both stocks have increased since 2016-17. As landings exceeded the available ACE, 
$854,000 was paid in deemed values during the 2017-18 fishing year ($263k SKI 3 and $591k in SKI 7).  

50. The increase in SKI 7 TACC must give effect to both 28N rights and Maori Settlement rights.  
There are 151.7 t of preferential allocation rights (28N rights) in SKI 7 and none in SKI 3.  DWG submits 
that the Crown is obliged to give effect to these rights when increasing these two TACCs, while also 
maintaining the rights to Maori enshrined in the Fisheries Settlement to ensure they receive 10% of 
quota shares for all stocks.  To give effect to both sets of rights concurrently, DWG submits that the 
Crown: 

50.1 Increases each of these two TACCs to 600 t, 

50.2 Gives effect to the 28N rights, and 

50.3 Having done so gives effect to the Fisheries Settlement by entering the market and purchasing 
15.17 T of SKI 7 and providing this to Maori to maintain the agreed 10% proportional share. 

SWA 3 and SWA 4 
51. DWG submits that the Minister and FNZ are obliged under the Fisheries Act 1996 to review the 

TACCs for each of SWA 3 and SWA 4 within the sustainability measures for 1 October 2019.   
52. The pertinent obligations under the Act are: 

52.1 “The purpose of this Act is to provide for the utilisation of fisheries resources while ensuring 
sustainability” (s8, (1)), and  

52.2 “All persons exercising or performing functions, duties, or powers under this Act, in relation to the 
utilisation of fisheries resources or ensuring sustainability, shall take into account” …. “the best 
available information” (s10) and 

52.3 In setting a TACC to enable a stock to produce the MSY “the Minister shall have regard to such 
social, cultural, and economic factors as he or she considers relevant.” (s13,3). 

53. We submit that the obligation upon FNZ is to advise the Minister to increase the TACCs for SWA 
3 and SWA 4, as a matter of priority. 

54. FNZ proposed and DWG supported a review of the science of these two stocks. This work 
commenced in 2016-17 but remains uncompleted.  This is a sorry tale of mismanagement, leading to 
unacceptable delays in the completion of the required science while, meantime, industry has been 
obliged to fund excessive levels of deemed values to no benefit to the sustainable utilisation or to 
support the scientific assessments of either of these two stocks.  

55. Scientific information available in FNZ’s own reports.  The 2018 and 2019 Plenary Reports both 
conclude:  
55.1 “An assessment of the silver warehou stock on the western Chatham Rise and east coast South 

Island was attempted in 2018. While the assessment was not accepted by the Deepwater 
Fisheries Assessment Working Group, biomass information derived from the assessment was 
considered adequate to provide sustainability advice on this stock” (2018 report page 1317, 2019 
report page 1296), and 

55.2 “the biomass indices for the Western Chatham Rise stock had not declined and catch rates in 
recent years have increased.  The total catches have also increased in recent years and are 
around the TACC. Age composition data suggest that the increase in catch rates and catches 
was consistent with the recruitment of some relatively large year classes. The preliminary stock 
assessment analyses and biomass indices from CPUE and the trawl survey suggested that stock 
status has not declined at recent catch levels.” (2018 report page 1324, 2019 report page 1303) 
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56. Some twelve months ago, the best available scientific advice was that catches at the current level 
are likely to be sustainable.  The TACCs should be increased effective from 1 October 2019 to 
accommodate this.  Meantime, industry is unnecessarily annually paying upwards of $1 million in 
deemed values.  

57. FNZ advised DWG of resourcing constraints that restrict their ability to review these fish stocks.  
To alleviate this, DWG prepared and provided FNZ with a draft Discussion Paper to assist FNZ to 
review these TACCs in this round.  Subsequently, DWG was advised that: “Fisheries New Zealand 
considered silver warehou during the prioritisation process for the 2019 sustainability round and it was 
considered that the persistent overcatch does not, in itself, provide a rationale to review the TAC.  We 
also consider the available information is not yet in a state that is considered sufficient to support a TAC 
increase.”  

58. We respectfully disagree with this analysis as it ignores the results and advice in FNZ’s own 
Plenary Reports.  

59. The TACs/TACCs for SWA 3 and SWA 4 were last reviewed in 1994.  Since 2003-04, industry has 
paid some $14 million in deemed values to the Crown for these stocks where both TACCs are, arguably, 
set too low, based on the best available scientific assessments.  For the period 1994-95 to 2018-19, the 
TACCs, catches, and accumulated deemed value payments are shown in the figure below.  

 

 

 
60. During 2018-19 to date, the deemed values invoiced for SWA 3 and SWA 4 are tracking above 

$300,000.  With the recruitment of relatively large year classes now flowing into these fisheries, the 
catches this year are expected to again be above the current TACCs.  

61. DWG’s proposal is simple: Based on the best available science and a consideration of the 
economics (i.e. the unnecessary high cost impost of deemed values), the TACCs for each of SWA 
3 and SWA 4 should be increased from 1 October 2019 to current catch levels by increasing each 
TACC between 10% and 20%.  
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62. Increasing the SWA 3 and SWA 4 TACCs will provide for sustainable utilisation without 
continuing the present unnecessarily high and punitive deemed value liability.  The TACCs have 
remained unchanged since 1994-95 and are typically over-caught (104% in SWA 3 and 115% in SWA 4 
for 2017-18).  The bulk of the SWA 3 and SWA 4 catch is taken as bycatch in the hoki and squid 
fisheries and, as a result, fishers have little control over the catch in relation to TACC.  The increases in 
catches and catch rates are consistent with the recruitment of some relatively large year classes as 
evidenced by age composition data.  Additionally, large fluctuations in abundances occur between years 
due to distributional/environmental shifts.  The preliminary stock assessment of the western Chatham 
Rise and east coast South Island stock (SWA 3 and SWA 4) and biomass indices from CPUE and the 
Chatham Rise trawl survey indicate that stock status has not declined at recent catch levels.   

63. Deemed value liabilities should not be used by FNZ as a management response to address the 
over-catch where there is clear evidence that the TACC setting is incorrect (i.e. too low).  Over the 
last 15 years in total, the deemed value payments for both SWA 3 and SWA 4 have exceeded $13.7 
million, averaging around $919,000 per year.  There is sufficient information to warrant the TACC 
increases without incurring these ongoing and unwarranted deemed value payments.  The fishery will 
continue to be closely monitored and the management measures can be reviewed when an accepted 
stock assessment is available.  Further stock assessment work has been started and is scheduled to 
report during late 2019 or early 2020.  DWG urges FNZ to ensure this work is completed ASAP as a 
matter of priority 

64. No additional environmental impacts are expected.  The requested TACC increases will essentially 
allow for SWA 3 and SWA 4 catches to be fully balanced by ACE, rather than being ‘managed’ by 
deemed values.  To that extent, no additional hoki or squid effort would be expected and no additional 
impacts on protected species would be expected.  DWG shareholders remain committed to minimising 
and managing interactions with other species. 

Further Discussion and Submissions 
65. DWG and HOK 1 quota owners accept FNZ’s invitation to provide further submissions on the 

management measures required for HOK 1 during 2019-20, including consideration of catch reductions 
above those implemented in 2018-19, by 21 August after consideration of the performance of this year’s 
WCSI season. 

66. DWG and our shareholders would be happy to engage in further discussions with FNZ on any matters 
pertaining to this submission before FNZ finalise their final advice on the sustainable management of 
these fisheries. 

 

Regards, 

  

 
 

Deepwater Group Ltd 
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COMMITTED TO 
HEALTHY OCEANS 

SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES 

 
21 August 2019 
 
 
 
 
Fisheries Management Team 
Fisheries New Zealand 
By email:  fmsubmissions@mpi.govt.nz,   

 

 
Dear   

Follow-up Submission on the Review of Management Controls in HOK 1 for 2019-20 

1. Thank you for the opportunity to update our advice on the hoki fishery as part of the review of 
management controls for the 2019-20 fishing year.  The Deepwater Group (DWG) has now reviewed the 
performance of the fishery based on Western stock spawning aggregations in the 2018-19 fishing year, 
in association with the representatives of HOK 1 quota owners. 

2. We are pleased to confirm that industry has reached an agreement that goes beyond the HOK1 
management proposals that were formally consulted on.  This agreement reflects the conservative 
approach that industry believe is warranted given our observations in regard to the fishery performance 
at this time.  Our view is that we should take a precautionary approach that will leave more hoki in the 
water, whilst at the same time both promoting and delivering further research into the possible reasons 
for this performance, through the current review of the scientific models.   

3. We also believe this can be managed in a way where both industry and the Minister of Fisheries 
(Minister) can be aligned in how this is both communicated and actioned through controls implemented 
by industry and the DWG. 

4. We would hope that, in developing this package of measures using a “bottom-up” approach,  it can be 
endorsed by the Minister.  We consider the opportunity extended to us by the Minister to fine-tune 
management arrangements to ensure the sustainable utilisation of the HOK 1 fishery to be an important 
one.  It allows the incentives for stewardship of the resource that come with the privilege of catching hoki 
against quota entitlements, to be met in a way that best works for the fishing industry. 

5. While we consider that it is appropriate to act decisively at this time, we are heartened that the age 
structure of the hoki fishery indicates that the measures that have been and will be taken throughout 
2018-19 to 2021-22 will be successful in boosting the biomass.  Increasing the biomass will have the 
effect of improving catch rates and therefore profitability. 

Background 
6. DWG shareholders, who collectively own 93% of the quota shares for HOK 1, met on 20 August to 

consider the performance of HOK 1 fisheries during 2018-19 year to date and during recent years. 

7. Quota owners unanimously agreed that it is important that industry continue to take responsibility for the 
management of the hoki fisheries and that there remains a need for further fine-scale management 
controls for a period as well as a limit on catch, until such time as the performance of the hoki fisheries 
on the western stock improve. 
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Agreed measures for 2019-20 to 2020-21 
8. HOK 1 quota owners have reached agreement for the continuation of a package of fine-scale 

management controls.  Working in collaboration with the Minister and Fisheries New Zealand, we 
propose the following be set in place for the next three years.  These measures are intended to 
complement the statutory controls currently in place: 

8.1 The TACC to remain at 150,000 t, however that Western catch be limited through shelving of 
ACE each year for three years; 

8.2 The catch limit for the western stock to be reduced by 35,000 t to 55,000 t through continuation of 
the 2018-19 agreement between HOK 1 quota owners to shelve ACE for the western stock 
during the fishing years 2019-20, 2020-21 and 2021-22; 

8.3 The amount to be shelved to be increased to 35,000 t (up from the 20,000 t shelved in 2018-19).  
Any under-catch available during these years to be carried forward from the western stock will 
also be shelved; 

8.4 The catch limit for the eastern stock to remain at 60,000 t and any under-catch available during 
these years from the eastern stock would be available to be carried forward; 

8.5 While quota owners agreed to set these measures in place for three years, recognising that it will 
likely take a while to see the effect of them, there would still be an annual review by industry and 
FNZ.  In future years, based on the best available information at the time, quota owners remain 
open to the possibility that the quantity of ACE to be shelved quantity may need to be further 
increased, noting that there is a commitment that this quantity would not be less than 35,000 t 
from the western stock during that period. 

8.6 Continuation of the additional precautionary fine-scale management measures already in place.  
These include maintaining:  

8.6.1 Delivery of the agreed east-west catch split arrangement to manage catches from each 
of the two separate stocks, in collaboration with the Minister and FNZ (in place since 
2003-04); 

8.6.2 Management measures to minimise fishery impacts on juvenile hoki; 

8.6.3 Seasonal area closures to fishing during the spawning season; 

8.6.4 Measures to continue to avoid impacts on other marine species, including an 
Environmental Liaison Officer to provide 24/7 support and training to crews on how to 
minimise the risks from fishing on protected species and to respond to incidents in real 
time;  

8.6.5 FNZ’s continuation of monitoring industry’s performance against the non-regulatory 
measures.  DWG notes that during 2018-19 FNZ has monitored our shelving of some 
30,145 t of ACE, and our fishing operations against area closures (to reduce fishing 
pressure on small and spawning hoki) and advised that industry performance has been 
in conformance with these fine-scale management measures.  

8.6.6 Independent assessment and certification through the Marine Stewardship Council to 
verify the hoki fisheries meet or exceed their internationally-recognised seafood 
sustainability standards for ecological management; and 

8.6.7 Effective independent and representative at-sea observer coverage in the hoki fisheries 
and to closely monitor and report on fleet performance against statutory and non-
statutory management measures. 

9. Fine-scale management of the hoki fisheries, complementing Government controls, demonstrates quota 
owners’ ongoing commitment to the long-term sustainability of these fisheries and the marine 
environment that supports their livelihoods.  Quota owners recognise the need to work collaboratively to 
manage deepwater fisheries effectively.  Fine-scale management of the hoki fisheries is but one 
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example where quota owners have successfully demonstrated their ongoing commitment to this 
outcome and their ability to act responsibly and responsively in a changing environment. 

10. It is not possible to manage a QMS fishery by setting a TACC alone.  Pro-active fine-scale management 
is required along with quota to ensure the fisheries harvest target the optimum sizes for sustainability 
and to maximise yields (both biologically and economically).  In the case of hoki, within a single TACC 
there are four distinct fisheries, two distinct stocks and a wide range of ages and size classes on the 
grounds requiring selective harvesting approaches.  Care and fine-scale measures are required to 
manage each of these optimally. 

Further investigations supported by quota owners 
11. DWG calls for further scientific monitoring of the hoki fisheries and of the oceanic environment that 

supports them, noting that: 
11.1 The 2019 stock assessment results estimate the eastern stock status to be 64% or 66% B0 (well 

above the management range of 35% to 50% B0) and the western stock status to be either 56% 
B0 or 29% B0.  Both stocks are assessed to be well above the level of 20% B0, where the Harvest 
Strategy Standard triggers statutory intervention to rebuild the stock size.  Quota owners seek to 
rebuild the western stock, even though it is well above this level. 

11.2 Quota owners, concerned with the poor performance of the fishery on the West Coast South 
Island in recent years, outside of the 25 nm line in particular, seek to increase the performance of 
hoki fisheries over the next few years; 

11.3 The reasons for the performance of this fishery being sub-optimal remain unknown.  Recent year 
class strengths have been strong and should be recruiting into the western stock.  Fishing 
mortality levels have been in line, or below, those assessed to be associated with a sustainable.  
fishery.  Environmental changes, particularly high oceanic water temperatures, may well be a 
driver;  

11.4 Quota owners, concerned with the uncertainties within the current assessment model, support 
continued precautionary management measures while the science is further investigated.  There 
is plenty of information from the fisheries performance and from the fisheries-independent 
biomass surveys to do this with reasonable levels of confidence; 

11.5 Quota owners commit to continue to support FNZ in a comprehensive review of the hoki stock 
assessment model, of the data required to inform this model, an exploration of alternative models 
and the development of a new stock assessment model including the purchase and delivery of 
additional supporting science, if necessary 

12. DWG seeks FNZ‘s commitment to commission appropriate scientific work to monitor and assess 
oceanographic changes and how these might be affecting the seasonal and areal distribution of adult 
hoki.  Being in the nature of ‘Public Good’, this work should be undertaken at the Crown’s cost.   

Innovation and improved economic returns to New Zealand 
13. The value to New Zealand from the hoki fisheries has increased by almost 40% over the past 2-3 years 

due to the success of a number of innovations, changes in product cascades, and marketing initiatives, 
in spite of the total catch volumes being reduced.  DWG notes several successful innovations and the 
increased economic performance of the hoki fisheries, the largest of New Zealand’s fisheries, over 
recent years through a variety of measures including: 

13.1 Deliberately changing harvest practises that move the cascade of hoki products into those of 
higher value, including increased commercial deployment of PSH technologies and selectively 
fishing in areas where higher proportions of the catch are large hoki; 
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13.2 The roll-out of the PSH programme, jointly funded by the government and industry, is now 
producing real commercial benefits, including increased product values, improved product quality 
and reduced levels of hoki being produced in block form; 

13.3 New added-value product lines being developed for hoki, including in the food, nutraceutical and 
other sectors; 

13.4 Full utilisation of hoki catches (and of hoki by-catch species) with 98.8% (from FNZ observer 
records) of catch being retained on board and used within a range of commercial products. 

Our continued commitment to ongoing engagement 
14. DWG and our shareholders would be happy to engage in further discussions with the Minister and with 

FNZ on any matters pertaining to this additional submission before FNZ finalise their advice on the 
sustainable management of the HOK 1 fisheries. 

 

Regards, 

  

 
 

Deepwater Group Ltd 
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26th July 2019 
 
Submission - Review of Sustainability Measures for Kina (SUR 1A, SUR 1B) for 
2019/20 
Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/12 
 
1.  Introduction. 
 
I am the  of Scubadoo Limited trading as Dive Zone Whitianga – one of the 
largest dive education/training facilities in New Zealand in addition to operating a full service 
dive retail store based in Whitianga and dive charter business catering to the tourism market. 
 
I support the Kina Industry Council. 
 
2.  Questions for submitters on options for varying TACs, TACCs and allowances: 
  
1) I support Option 3 – a 50% increase to the TAC, TACC and other allowances for the 

following reasons:  
a) As regular divers in the area, we have steadily seen the increase incidence of Kina 

barrens. Areas laid bare of most other marine life by the prolific numbers of Kina 
having stripped out the kelp forests. These barrens filled with hundreds of Kina that 
are of poor quality due to lack of food as they have stripped out the kelp.  

b) This is a devastating effect in many marine areas and of particular concern we are 
seeing this encroachment now occurring into the edges of the Te Whanganui A Hei 
Marine Reserve.   

c) We believe that the commercial catch increase is needed to enable these fishermen to 
remain financially sustainable while, through being able to take an increase in 
numbers, manage these kina barrens and thus enhance the quality of the remaining 
kina.   

d) To not take action soon, will see the number of areas increasing that become 
devastated by over population of kina.   

 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
Darrell Bird 
DIVE ZONE WHITIANGA 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Once you have completed this form 

Email to: FMsubmissions@mpi.govt.nz  

While we prefer email, you can also post your submission to: Fisheries Management, Fisheries New 
Zealand, PO Box 2526, Wellington 6140, New Zealand. 

 
 

Submissions must be received no later than 5pm, Tuesday 20 August 2019. 
Anyone may make a submission, either as an individual or on behalf of an organisation. Please ensure all 
sections of this form are completed. You may either use this form or prepare your own but if preparing your 
own please use the same headings as used in this form.  

 
 

 
 

Submitter details: 

Name of submitter  
or contact person: Doug Hitchon 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Email:  

Your preferred option as detailed in 
consultation document (write “other” 
if you do not agree with any of the 
options presented): 

Option All - Amateur Charter Vessel consultation 

 
 
 
Official Information Act 1982 

All submissions are subject to the Official Information Act and can be released (along with personal 
details of the submitter) under the Act. If you have specific reasons for wanting to have your submission 
or personal details withheld, please set out your reasons in the submission. MPI will consider those 
reasons when making any assessment for the release of submissions if requested under the Official 
Information Act.  
 
 



 
Given the potential for excessive harvest and the ability to capture data, it is obvious that all 
species harvested should be recorded in terms of size, date and location.  
 
Sea Perch must be included in the harvest data because of anecdotal evidence of depletion. 
 
Impacts of climate, currents, water temperature, locality, turbidity etc on the biomass will partly 
identified in the collection of data of all species caught by this semi-commercial activity. 
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Submission:1 
 
Details supporting your views: 

Having observed considerable damage to sea floor by scallop dredging and trawl fishing in 
shallow waters of  Nelson, Tasman and Golden Bay areas, I am of the view that it is urgent and 
essential that controls be put in place to repair the extensive damage in these areas. 
 
The cost of repair will ultimately be born by the consumer but should, in the first instance, be paid 
by the parties causing most damage.  
 
The harvest yields of all species will almost undoubtedly improve if proper management measures 
are in place.  
 
There may need to be bottom contact elimination to approx 500mm because most of the 
biodiversity in these areas is low growing. 
 
Time of year, location, and other relevant marine condition data will of course be required of 
commercial harvesters to better understand factors that might influence stocks. 
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Submission:1 
 

Details supporting your views: 

There are several issues not considered in consultation discussions. 
If financial aspects of the fishery are to be included in discussions, then there must be an analysis 
of economic benefit to NZ citizens and consumers as part of a blue economy. These benefits will 
be in the form of  

Availability and affordability of fish as a food (eg wharf sales) 
Contributions in dollars to the active economy – not for capital gain investments such as 
what surplus CEO salaries or investor dividends might be used for. 
Proportion that is sold within NZ versus sold outside NZ and can another export species 
replace the loss of Tarakihi. 
Wage and salaries and spendable profits for local fishers (not reinvested profits). 
Contribution to health and poverty reduction (or wealth distribution) in the community. 

 
If a reduction in TAC is imposed, who should make the largest reduction 

Should it be large commercial because they have contributed most to depletion 
Should it be small commercial because fewer operators might be easier to management 
Should it be charter fishing that contributes maybe more to the active economy through 
tourism that does commercial fishing through food supply or exports. 
Should it be non-commercial who are the currently native community relying on the land 
and sea for their food. 
 

What impact on seafloor and other biodiversity occurs from Tarakihi fishing? 
 
Can we afford to not choose a 40% unfished biomass in 10 years given looming threats of climate 
and financial/food imperatives? 
 
If we adopt a default option, why would we drop other management and monitoring strategies? 
 
Has an inclusive bottom up approach worked in the past – there are many who would say no and 
indeed psychology would probably declare commercial motivation often overrides conscience. The 
'stick' approach is most likely to be necessary. 
 
All other proposed good management and research strategies should be implemented and 
become the constant standard of fisheries management over all species. 
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 � Further information can be appended to your submission.  If you are sending this submission electronically we 
accept the following formats – Microsoft Word, Text, PDF and JPG.  



From:
To: FMSubmissions
Cc: ; ECO NZ
Subject: Re: October 2019 Fisheries Sustainability Review Process
Date: Wednesday, 31 July 2019 1:14:18 AM
Attachments: Sustainability Review 2019 Fin2.pdf

See attached final submission.

As indicated this is in addition to the Deep Sea Conservation submissions.

Regards

ECO 

On 26/07/2019 4:50 pm,  wrote:
> 
> 
> Fisheries Management
> Ministry of Primary Industry
> Wellington
>
> ECO is putting together a submission on the October 2019
> Sustainability Review Process but will not meet your 5pm deadline today.
>
> ECO endorses the DSCC submission on orange roughy and bottom fishing.
>
> We will send through our further submissions over the weekend.
>
> Regards
>
> 
> ECO 
> 
>
>
>
--

Cell: 
Skype: 
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ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION ORGANISATIONS OF NZ INC.
Level 2, 126 Vivian St, Wellington, New Zealand
PO Box 11-057, Wellington
Email: eco@eco.org.nz  Website: www.eco.org.nz 
Phone/Fax 64-4-385-7545


Sustainability Review 2019
Fisheries Management
Ministry for Primary Industries
P O Box 2526
Wellington 6011.
By email: FMSubmissions@mpi.govt.nz


Attn: Stuart Anderson, Director Fisheries Management


26 July 2019


Review of sustainability measures for 1 October 2019


The Environment and Conservation Organisations of NZ (ECO) is the national alliance of 48 
groups with a concern for the environment.  We welcome this opportunity to make a 
submission on the ECO has been involved in issues of marine and fisheries policy since its 
formation 47 years ago.   This submission has been prepared by members of the ECO 
Executive and the marine and fisheries working group.  It is in line with ECO Policy that was 
developed in consultation with ECO member bodies and endorsed by our AGM.


ECO has supported measures to protect threatened species and to sustainably manage 
fisheries for the present and the future generations.


Generic Issues


The following comments are relevant to all the decisions that are proposed to be undertaken 
in this year’s sustainability round under the Fisheries Act.


1. Harvest Strategy


ECO considers it is time the Harvest Strategy was reviewed and made more ecosystem 
focused.  In most cases the proposals use the default provisions in the harvest strategy.  These 
may not be relevant especially for species with biological characteristics of sharks and paua.


The strategy still refers to old default soft and hard limits that do not meeting international 
best practice.  For example, the hard limits are half the level used in Australia where targeted 
fishing for a species must stop.


The biomass targets are well below the practice used in CCAMLR for predator species 
(50%Bo) and prey species of (75%Bo).  The strategy itself notes that ”it is becoming 
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increasingly difficult to justify stock targets less than 30-40% Bo (or, equivalently, removing 
more than 60-70% of the un shed biomass).”


For example ECO notes that the Worm et al (2009)4  paper recommends that stocks be 
maintained above Bmsy: "In fisheries science, there is a growing consensus that the 
exploitation rate that achieves maximum sustainable yield (u) should  be reinterpreted as an 
upper limit rather than a management target.  This requires overall reductions in 
exploitation rates, which can be achieved through a range of management tools.


In a review of biological reference points for a number of shark species, Bracinni et al (2015) 
showed that the biomass target for shark species can exceed 40%Bo and ranged from 46% to 
65%Bo depending on the shark species.


Penney et al (2013) in their review for the Australian harvest strategy suggested a range of 
best practice approaches would involve higher stock levels:


 Target for important forage fish at 75%Bo “to ensure stocks remain large enough to fulfil 
their ecotrophic functions”;


 The proxy for BMSY for shark species may need to be closer to 50%Bo than the current 
proxy of 40%Bo;


 BMEY proxy is more likely to lie in the range of 50-60%Bo.


2. Habitats of Particular Significance to Fisheries Management


There is still no identification of “habitat of particular significance for fisheries management 
[that] should be protected” (section 9 (c)) by MPI.  This is a major flaw in implementing the 
requirements of the 1996 Fisheries Act, over 20 years after it came into force.


Any reference to the BPAs should not be relevant.  They protect very little in the way of 
areas impacted by fishing as the vast majority of the areas either where not fished or are too 
deep to fish.  It is time the Ministry had a focus on protecting habitats in areas and depths 
which are currently fished.


3. Reporting regime:


ECO welcomes measures to improve reporting in inshore and other fisheries so that effort 
information is available in an accurate form for stock assessments and to assess the impacts 
of fishing on the marine environment.  ECO looks forward to a wider commitment to install 
cameras on all vessels so that there is a robust system of verification in the current reporting 
regime.


In all fisheries it is essential to achieve and retain high levels of observer coverage.  Coverage 
should be designed to be representative of the fishery (across seasons and areas), enable 
statistically robust estimates of by-catch with a 20%CV on the estimates, and at least 20% of 
effort monitored. 


Observer information is crucial for stock assessments and the analysis of bycatch and 
discards, including bycatch of threatened or protected species.  Observers provide 
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information to MPI, research providers, and to DOC and is reported in some circumstances to 
working groups and plenaries.  DOC produces an annual summary of information provided 
by observers: MPI should do the same.  


Observers independent of industry are also important for high seas information and provide 
verification for other countries involved in highly migratory fisheries or other high seas or 
straddling-stock fisheries. This is essential in reporting to international agreements in which 
NZ flagged vessel fish under, including CCAMLR, SPRFMO, CCSBT and WCPFC.


It will be essential to ensure that the digital monitoring system has transparent reporting, 
analysis and regular auditing using MPI observers as controls and comparators to ensure the 
system works and is providing the information that researchers, enforcement officers and 
others think it is.


ECO consider that it is essential that a system of video monitoring be introduced for all 
vessels especially those without observers.  Alaska has been in the forefront of rolling out a 
system of electronic monitoring and the use of cameras since 2000i.


Australia has had electronic monitoring including cameras in several fisheries since 2015 – 
this includes 100% of all gillnet sets for protected species interactions in the Australian Sea Lion 
Management Zones.  Results from Australia after 2 years showed a significant increase in 
reporting of discards and protected species bycatchii.  This improved reporting shows the 
benefits of requiring cameras on vessels, especially those that do not carry observers or in 
fisheries with very low or non-existent observer coverage.


In New Zealand fisheries current proposals will only require cameras in a few areas on the 
West Coast of the North Island between Kaitaia and Whanganui (statistical areas 40 to 42, 45 
and 46)iii.  “From 1 November 2019, on-board cameras will be operating on commercial 
fishing vessels that have the highest chance of coming in contact with Māui dolphins.”


“For all other vessels, a holding date of 1 July 2020 has been set before the regulations apply. 
No decisions have been made about any wider roll-out of on-board cameras.”  This means 
there is still no commitment to require cameras on all commercial fishing vessels.


4.  Shelving of quota:


In principle, we do not support the shelving of quota.  Shelving goes against the 
fundamental direction of the quota management system and the setting of catch limits.


This questionable arrangement leaves fisher balance sheets unchanged even though there are 
in fact no fish to match the “shelved” portion of TACC.  This means in effect “ghost” ITQ 
on the company’s balance sheets.  Such an arrangement has uncanny similarities with the 
dead serfs accumulated by the would-be landowner, Chichikov, at the centre of Gogol’s 
1842 novel Dead Souls (Gogol, 1842).


In 2000 there was a decision by the then Minister of Fisheries’ to undertake a review of the 
shelving of quota.  Could you please advise when the review of shelving of quota is to take 
place?
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5. Research needs


We are concerned that the Ministry is not undertaking adequate research to manage most of 
the species under the Quota Management System.  Less than 15 percent of the stocks in the 
quota management system have estimates of current biomass or yield estimates.


New Zealand is undertaking less trawl surveys and fisheries research than it was 25 years 
ago.  The comments that McKoy (2006) made in 2006 are still relevant that New Zealand 
has a fisheries management regime which has:


 “Insufficient research resources, people, equipment and funding;
 Limitation of scientific method and theory to tackle many questions;
 An inadequate understanding of the dynamics of New Zealand marine 


ecosystems;
 A management system which provides very strong perverse incentive to keep research 


funding low;
 A management system which treats the QMS as the whole of the system and which has 


not been able to develop any coherent management objectives on which to base 
decisions about the effectiveness of management or the allocation of scarce resource 
such as research resources.”


Inshore stocks, in particular, need a stronger focus for research, collecting biological 
information, and carrying out stocks assessments.


The long-echoed comment in Antarctic fisheries management (CCAMLR) first echoed by 
the former UK representative, John Heap, in 1990 of “no data, no fish”, should be taken to 
heart in the New Zealand fisheries management regime.


ECO welcomed the review of conflict of interest in research and look forward to seeing 
reviews recommendations.


6. National Plan of Action on Seabirds


ECO supports moves to better implement the current National Plan of Action on Seabirds and 
measures to reduce and eliminate seabird bycatch in New Zealand fisheries and by New 
Zealand and other vessels on the high seas.  ECO looks forward to consultation on the revised 
NPOA in the coming year.


Measures taken in the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources 
(CCAMLR) waters to eliminate seabird bycatch and keep the focus on measures and 
implementation are an important benchmark for other fisheries.


The long term objective of the 2013 NPOA‐seabirds is: ‘New Zealand seabirds thrive without 
pressure from fishing related mortalities, New Zealand fishers avoid or mitigate against 
seabird captures and New Zealand fisheries are globally recognised as seabird friendly.’


The high‐level subsidiary objectives of the NPOA‐seabirds 2013 are:
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i. Practical objective: All New Zealand fishers implement current best practice mitigation 
measures relevant to their fishery and aim through continuous improvement to reduce 
and where practicable eliminate the incidental mortality of seabirds.


ii. Biological risk objective: Incidental mortality of seabirds in New Zealand fisheries is at or 
below a level that allows for the maintenance at a favourable conservation status or 
recovery to a more favourable conservation status for all New Zealand seabird 
populations.


iii. Research and development objectives: 
a. the testing and refinement of existing mitigation measures and the development of new 
mitigation measures results in more practical and effective mitigation options that 
fishers readily employ;
b. research and development of new observation and monitoring methods results in 
improved cost effective assurance that mitigation methods are being deployed effectively; 
and
c. research outputs relating to seabird biology, demography and ecology provide a 
robust basis for understanding and mitigating seabird incidental mortality.


iv. International objective: In areas beyond the waters under New Zealand jurisdiction, 
fishing fleets that overlap with New Zealand breeding seabirds use internationally 
accepted current best practice mitigation measures relevant to their fishery.


ECO supports measures to strengthen the NPOA and its implementation.


The related documents should have included the current National Plan of Action on Seabirds.


7. Effects of fishing


We support the implementation of the Strategy for the Environmental Effects of Fishing 
(SMEEF) and are disappointed that there has been little progress in applying it since it was 
published in 2005.


The Ministry needs to consider the SMEEF including:
 Emphasises the need to assess the effects of fishing on all parts of the aquatic 


environment, not just respond to obvious adverse effects.


Further Principles relevant to the Strategy as a whole are:
 Avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects of fishing on the aquatic environment.
 Give effect to the purpose of the Fisheries Act 1996 (to provide for the utilisation of 


fisheries resources while ensuring sustainability.
 Meet New Zealand’s international obligations.
 Clearly define roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities.
 Adopt a “learning culture” to support improvement of environmental effects 


management over time.
 Use best available information.
 Take into account wider (non-fisheries) New Zealand government priorities.
 Monitor and assess effects of fishing on an ongoing basis.


New Zealand has a range of international obligations that are relevant to marine 
management. These obligations mean New Zealand:
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 has an obligation to protect and preserve the marine environment (UNCLOS Article 
192);


 is committed to an eco-system-based approach to managing the use of natural 
resources;


 is committed to the precautionary approach to minimising risk to the environment;
 is committed to the concept of inter-generational equity.


8. Management of impacts on Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems


Since the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) adopted resolution 61/105 in December 
2006, nations that authorise their vessels to engage in bottom fisheries on the high seas have 
been  committed to protect deep sea fish stocks and vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs) by: 
 Undertaking environmental impact assessments of each high seas bottom trawl fishery or 


prohibiting fishing in the absence of such an assessment, 
 closing areas of the high seas to bottom fishing where VMEs are known or likely to occur 


unless significant adverse impacts on VMEs can be prevented, 
 requiring bottom fishing vessels to move out of an area of the high seas where encounters 


with VMEs occur, and 
 ensuring the long-term sustainability of deep-sea fish stocks. 


Since this resolution was agreed, New Zealand has neither conducted environmental impact 
assessments (EIAs) for each of the fisheries (including the Challenger Plateau,  part of 
ORH7A) nor prohibited its vessels from high seas fishing where EIAs have not been 
undertaken. 


The UNGA resolution 61/105, later strengthened in resolution 64/72, are far from being 
properly implemented and New Zealand is among the small number of countries still bottom 
trawling on seamounts and similar features in international waters, impeding its 
implementation. These resolutions must be urgently and fully implemented by New Zealand 
to prevent further damage to VMEs. 


9. International Obligations


Relevant International obligations includes those in the Law of the Sea as well as the 
Convention on Biodiversity, South Pacific RFMO and UN Fish Stocks Agreement and UN 
General Assembly Commitments.


New Zealand has signed up to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) and SDG 14 is to 
“Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources”.


Sub-goal 14.4 is
By 2020, effectively regulate harvesting, and end overfishing, illegal, unreported and 
unregulated (IUU) fishing and destructive fishing practices and implement science-based 
management plans, to restore fish stocks in the shortest time feasible at least to levels that 
can produce maximum sustainable yield as determined by their biological characteristics


International agreements and measures have further articulated the precautionary approach.  
Section 5 of the Fisheries Act requires decision makers to act in a manner consistent with 
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“New Zealand’s international obligations relating to fishing”.  Amongst these obligations 
is the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) Code of Conduct on 
Responsible Fisheries (1995) which states that:


“6.5 States and sub-regional and regional fisheries management organizations should apply a 
precautionary approach widely to conservation, management and exploitation of living 
aquatic resources in order to protect them and preserve the aquatic environment, taking 
account of the best scientific evidence available. The absence of adequate scientific 
information should not be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take measures to 
conserve target species, associated or dependent species and non-target species and their 
environment.”


Article 7.5 of the Code of Conduct further set out what constitutes precautionary 
management in fisheries.


7.5 Precautionary approach
7.5.1 States should apply the precautionary approach widely to conservation, 
management and exploitation of living aquatic resources in order to protect them 
and preserve the aquatic environment. The absence of adequate scientific 
information should not be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take 
conservation and management measures.


The United Nations Implementing Agreement on High Seas Fisheries and Straddling Stocks
includes a requirement on “coastal States and States fishing on the high seas [to] apply the 
precautionary approach in accordance with article 6.” Article 6 includes requirements for:


“1. States shall apply the precautionary approach widely to conservation, management and 
exploitation of straddling fishstocks and highly migratory fishstocks in order to protect 
the living marine resources and preserve the marine environment.


2.  States shall be more cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable or inadequate. 
The absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for 
postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures.”


Therefore, where information is uncertain or unknown about the state of a stock or biological 
information, the decision should favour lower catch limits or more environmentally 
stringent regulations.


States have a general and unqualified duty to protect and preserve the marine environment 
and rare or fragile ecosystems and habitats (Law of the Sea Articles 192 and 194(5), Article 
14 of the Noumea Convention).


Article 192: General Obligation:  States have the obligation to protect and preserve 
the marine environment.
And 194(5) The measures taken in accordance with this Part shall include those 
necessary to protect and preserve rare or fragile ecosystems as well as the habitat of 
depleted, threatened or endangered species and other forms of marine life.


For orange roughy (ORH7A) the Minister needs to consider the convention and conservation 
measure of the South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Agreement and the UN Fish 
Stocks Agreement.  This fishery is a straddling stock.  Article 3 of the UNFSA requires 
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“articles 6 and 7 apply also to the conservation and management of such stocks within areas 
under national jurisdiction.”


Further:
In the exercise of its sovereign rights for the purpose of exploring and exploiting, conserving 
and managing straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks within areas under 
national jurisdiction, the coastal State shall apply mutatis mutandis the general principles 
enumerated in article 5.


Article 5 sets out general principles including:
“In order to conserve and manage straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks, 
coastal States and States fishing on the high seas shall, in giving effect to their duty to 
cooperate in accordance with the Convention: “


The include:
(c) apply the precautionary approach in accordance with article 6;
(d) assess the impacts of fishing, other human activities and environmental factors on target 
stocks and species belonging to the same ecosystem or associated with or dependent upon the 
target stocks;
And
(g) protect biodiversity in the marine environment;


Article 6 sets out the precautionary approach - including:
1. States shall apply the precautionary approach widely to conservation, management and 
exploitation of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in order to protect the 
living marine resources and preserve the marine environment.
2. States shall be more cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable or inadequate. The 
absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for postponing or 
failing to take conservation and management measures. 


Article 7 are the provisions for Compatibility of conservation and management measures.  
These include:
2. Conservation and management measures established for the high seas and those adopted 
for areas under national jurisdiction shall be compatible in order to ensure conservation and 
management of the straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in their entirety. To 
this end, coastal States and States fishing on the high seas have a duty to cooperate for the 
purpose of achieving compatible measures in respect of such stocks. 
Further:
3. In giving effect to their duty to cooperate, States shall make every effort to agree on 
compatible conservation and management measures within a reasonable period of time.


So New Zealand is required to co-operate and “make every effort to agree on compatible 
conservation and management measures”.  There is a clear obligation not to take unilateral 
action.


9. Effects of Climate change and ocean acidification


The effects of climate change on fisheries and the emissions of greenhouse gases from the fishing 
industry needs to be included in the considerations of the Ministry.
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A recent FAO review concluded that: “Though precise consequences cannot yet be forecast, 
climate change is likely to affect fisheries and aquaculture, their dependent communities and 
related economic activities along three main pathways:


1. indirect wider socio-economic effects (e.g. fresh water use conflicts affect all food 
production systems, adaptation and mitigation strategies in other sectors impact 
aquatic systems in general or fisheries and aquaculture directly);


2. biological and ecological responses to physical changes (e.g. productivity, species 
abundance, ecosystem stability, stock locations, pathogen levels and impacts); and


3. direct physical effects (e.g. sea level change, flooding, storm impacts).”


When setting catches or implementing other measures the Minister should consider the 
effect of climate change and ocean acidification on long-term sustainability.


4.0 CONCLUSIONS


If you require further information could you please contact the ECO office on 385-7545 or 
contact me on 021-738-807.


Yours sincerely,


Barry Weeber
ECO Co-Chairperson
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Consultation Proposals
In addition to our general considerations above which is relevant to all the proposals, we make the following specific recommendations.


Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


Deepwater 
stocks
Gemfish 
(SKI 3 and 
7) 


↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes to 
increase the TAC 
and TACC for SKI 3 
and SKI 7 as 
follows:
SKI 3:
Option 1: Increase 
the TAC from 300 
tonnes to 455 tonnes, 
and the TACC from 
300 tonnes to 450
tonnes
or
Option 2: Increase 
the TAC from 300 
tonnes to 606 tonnes, 
and the TACC from 
300 tonnes to 600
tonnes.
SKI 7: Increase the 
TAC from 300 
tonnes to 606 tonnes, 
and the TACC from 
300 tonnes to 600


ECO does not support an increase in the Gemfish catch limits 
at this time for the following reasons.  


All gemfish stocks have been overfished in both New Zealand 
and Australia and there is no understanding of the current 
stock size relative to biomass limits and targets.


ECO is surprised there is no suggestion to maintain the status 
quo given the absence of a stock assessment.


ECO notes the last assessment was carried out in 1997.


The “Updated CPUE analyses and preliminary stock 
assessments were conducted for SKI 3 & 7 in 2019.  The 
preliminary stock assessment model was not considered 
sufficiently reliable to estimate current stock status.”


The stock status relative to 20%Bo is unknown.


The Plenary report notes the three stronger years of 
recruitment but also has a number of important caveats:
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


tonnes.  While the CPUE indices and trawl survey biomass indices 
reveal stock abundance has increased considerably in 
recent years, the indices do not provide an indication of 
the level of current stock biomass relative to historical 
(unfished) levels (SB0).


 The increase in biomass according to the most recent 
CPUE indices are poorly determined.


 The magnitude of the recent increase in stock biomass is 
dependent on the strength of the recent year classes which 
are poorly determined.


Further:
 The Kaharoa WCSI trawl survey monitors the juvenile 


component of the stock. The survey does not fully monitor 
the adult component of the stock due to the timing and 
extent of the survey.


 The time series of WCSI Tangaroa trawl surveys is 
relatively limited. 


 Standardised CPUE indices from the WCSI hoki fishery 
are likely to be influenced by changes in the operation of 
the hoki fishery.


ECO notes that last year there were changes to the deemed 
values to reduce the overcatch for:


 East coast and southern South Island gemfish (SKI 3)
 West coast South Island gemfish (SKI 7)


Overall a full stock assessment should be carried out to 
determine the state of the stock relative to stock limits and 
targets.
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


While gemfish is mainly a bycatch species we are concerned 
at:


 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 
no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on ORH3B;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.


Hake (HAK 
7) 


↓ Three options are 
proposed to initiate 
the rebuilding plan:
1. Reducing the 
TAC by 1,864 
tonnes, from 5,064 
to 3,200 tonnes
2. Reducing the 
TAC by 2,764 
tonnes, from 5,064 
to 2,300 tonnes
3. Reducing the 
TAC by 3,664 
tonnes, from 5,064 
to 1,400 tonnes.


ECO supports a cut in the catch limit in option 3 to provide 
for rebuilding the fishery within a period of 10 years for the 
following reasons.


The stock assessment is clear that significant cuts are needed 
to the TAC and TACC.


The plenary report notes:
 B2019 was estimated to be 17% B0; Exceptionally 


Unlikely (< 1%) to be at or above the target;
 Overfishing in 2019 was Likely (> 60%) to be occurring.
 There has been “below-average recruitment from 2000–01 


to 2014–15”.


While the 2016 recruitment may be better it likely to be less 
precisely estimated as it has been seen only once in surveys 
and the fishery.
ECO is concerned at the impact of trawling on:
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 
no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on ORH3B;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.


According to the CSP review of bycatch in the middle depth 
trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.


The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999iv and Auster et al 2011v) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  


A cut in the catch limit will likely reduce effort of the HOK1 
target fishery and result in a reduced trawl footprint for this 
fishery.  This will reduce benthic impacts.


A cut in the catch limit will likely reduce effort of the HAK 7 
target fishery and result in a reduced trawl footprint for this 
fishery.  This will reduce benthic impacts.
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


Hoki 


(HOK 1) 


↓ Two options to 
reduce the TAC and 
TACC for HOK 1:
 Option 1: reduce 


the TAC from 
151,540 to 
131,340 tonnes 
(a 13% 
decrease), and 
the TACC from 
150,000 to 
130,000 tonnes.


 Option 2: reduce 
the TAC from 
151,540 to 
121,340 tonnes 
(a 20% 
decrease), and 
the TACC from 
150,000 to 
120,000 tonnes.


Both options would 
retain the non-
regulatory catch 
limit for the eastern 
stock and reduce the 
catch limit for the 
western stock. 
Option 1 proposes to 
reduce the 90,000 
tonne catch limit by 
22% to 70,000 
tonnes, and Option 2 
proposes a 33% 
reduction to 60,000 
tonnes for the 


ECO support measures to reduce catch limits as a 
precautionary measure and prefer a 20% decrease to reduce 
effort on the Western hoki stock for the following reasons.  


Hoki is an importance part of the middle depth ecosystem.  As 
noted in the plenary report:
“Hoki is the species with the highest biomass in the bottom 
fish community of the upper slope (200–800 m), particularly 
around the South Island (Francis et al 2002), and is 
considered to be a key biological component of the upper 
slope ecosystem. Understanding the predator-prey 
relationships between hoki and other species in the slope 
community is important, particularly since substantial 
changes in the biomass of hoki have taken place since the 
fishery began.”


Given the ecological importance of hoki, ECO support 
measures to keep the stock well above 50%Bo.


ECO notes the action taken last year by the fishing industry 
and the plenary report: “The TACC has been under-caught in 
HOK 1 for the past three fishing years, as a result of reduced 
catch from the West Coast South Island spawning fishery. 
Catch from the sub-Antarctic has increased, but the total 
catch from the western stock has been below the catch limit 
for the last 3 years. The eastern stock catch limit has 
continued to be fully caught.”


On the Chatham Rise the plenary report notes the taking of 
small fishing on the Chatham Rise: “In 2017–18 about 58% of 
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western stock. the catch by number was less than 65 cm. Females comprised 
60% of the catch.”


The Plenary report noted the consistent decline in a number of 
the key survey abundance indices (see table 16) into the stock 
assessment report.  This includes:
 The Sub-Antarctic trawl survey estimate in Nov-Dec 2018 


was down 18% from 2016, was similar to that in 2014, 
and is now the lowest in the series since the four low 
points from 2003 to 2006.


 The acoustic survey biomass in Cook Strait in 2017 was 
half that in 2015 and the lowest since 2008.


 The 2018 WCSI acoustic survey was down 47% on 2013 
and is the lowest in the time series, going back to 1988.


 The relative biomass of recruited hoki (ages 3+ years and 
older) on the Chatham Rise in 2018 declined by 26% from 
that in 2016.


While CPUE is not used in the assessment it was also down in 
Western stock fisheries:
 declined by 43% over the last three years on the WCSI; 


and 
 declined by 27% since 2012 on the Sub-Antarctic. 


There is clearly uncertainty as to the state of the Western hoki 
stock:


 the 2019 stock assessment estimated stock status to be 
at 56% B0 (using the combined model, run 1.17) or 
29% B0 (using the western stock-focused model, run 
1.34). 
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 The Deepwater Fisheries Assessment Working Group 
considered it is About As Likely As Not (40-60% 
probability) to be at or above the lower end of the 
target range.


 there is increased uncertainty in the western stock 
assessment because of the lack of fit to the Sub-
Antarctic trawl survey. If the Sub-Antarctic trawl 
survey is reflecting abundance trends, then the western 
stock status would be lower than estimated in run 1.17 
and more like that in run 1.34.


ECO is concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on HOK1;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.


ECO does not accept BPAs are conserving biodiversity, 
protecting habitats of significance for fisheries management, 
or protecting vulnerable marine areas.  BPAs are:


 Unrepresentative of marine biodiversity impacted by 
fisheries;


 Mainly areas deeper than depths trawled ie greater 
than 1500m depth - substantial parts of them (72.2%) 
are located in waters that are too deep to trawl with 
current technologies (> circa 2000 m);


 Poor protection of endemic species (Leathwick et al 
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2008);
 Not representative of features like hills, seamounts and 


similar features.
 Poor protection of vulnerable marine species and 


continued bycatch of protected corals and other 
vulnerable marine species.


For the areas with no protection from bottom fishing the 
destruction of benthic species is ongoing.


The CSP Annual Report has reported every year since 2010 
on protected corals caught in middle depth fisheries.


For example, according to the CSP review of bycatch in the 
middle depth trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.


The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999 and Auster et al 2011) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  


As Clark et al (2015) observed: “many deep-sea invertebrates 
are exceptionally long-lived and grow extremely slowly: these 
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biological attributes mean that the recovery capacity of the 
benthos is highly limited and prolonged, predicted to take 
decades to centuries after shing has ceased.”  Protected deep 
sea corals are amongst those long-lived invertebrates. (Tracey 
et al 2003vi).


A review by NIWA scientists have found little evidence of 
benthic community resilience to bottom trawling after 15 
years, and that the nature of recovery in biotic communities 
after disturbance is uncertain (Clark et al. 2019vii).


Overall action needs to be taken to maintain biological 
diversity of the marine environment and protect vulnerable 
areas and species.


A cut in the catch limit will likely reduce effort of the HOK1 
target fishery and result in a reduced trawl footprint for this 
fishery.  This will reduce benthic impacts.


The cut will also help to:
 reduce the chance of over-catch of bycatch species in the 


hoki fishery on the West Coast.  In particular, it should 
reduce the bycatch of depleted hake stock (2-3% of hoki 
fishery catch) with cuts in catch limits recommended.


 Reduce the bycatch of fur seals in the hoki fishery.


The cut is unlikely to reduce the several hundred estimated 
seabird deaths in the fishery as those mainly occur in the Sub-
Antarctic and Chatham Rise.  Any efforts shifting to the 
Chatham Rise would likely increase seabird deaths.
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Ling 


(LIN 7) 


↑ Two options to 
increase the total 
allowable catch 
(TAC) and total
allowable 
commercial catch 
(TACC) as follows:
1. A 10% increase in 
the TAC, TACC and 
allowance for other 
sources of fishing 
related mortality.
The TACC would 
increase from 3,080 
tonnes to 3,388 
tonnes.
2. A 20% increase in 
the TACC, TACC 
and allowance for 
other sources of 
fishing related
mortality. The 
TACC would 
increase from 3,080 
tonnes to 3,696 
tonnes.
It is proposed that 
the LIN 7 customary 
Māori and 
recreational 
allowance be 
retained at one tonne
each for both 
options.


ECO does not support an increase in the catch limit for LIN7 
for the following reasons:
There is no need to increase the catch limit at this stage.  As 
the plenary report notes:
 “This assessment is very uncertain” and 
 “Biomass is estimated to have been stable or slowly 


decreasing.”


There are a range of major uncertainties identified in the 
assessment:
 There is a lack of contrast in the biomass indices to inform 


the absolute level of biomass.
 Although the catch history used in the assessment has 


been corrected for some misreported catch (see Section 
1.4), it is possible that additional misreporting exists.


 It is assumed in the assessment models that natural 
mortality is constant over all ages.


 The model estimates that a relatively high proportion of 
ling biomass is not vulnerable to fishing around the age of 
first maturity.


MPI should endeavour to repeat the assessment with updated 
information.


ECO is concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on LIN7;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management which has not been identified.
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 Maintenance of biological diversity given the effect of 
bottom fishing.


 Seabird bycatch in an area where bycatch is doubtful 
that the current management measures are working 
and not meeting the overall goal of the NPOA on 
seabirds and the Biological Objective.


According to the CSP review of bycatch in the middle depth 
trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.


The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999 and Auster et al 2011) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  


An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
LIN7 target fishery and result in an increased trawl footprint 
for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.


Chatham 
Rise orange 
roughy 
(ORH 3B)


↑ This paper proposes 
that the Minister 
approve the second 
stage of the increase; 
specifically, to:
 increase the 


ECO does not support and increase in the orange roughy 
stocks in ORH3B for the following reasons.  These 
submissions are in addition to those made by the Deep Sea 
Conservation Coalition (DSCC).
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ORH 3B TAC 
by 703 tonnes 
(11%) to 7,116 
tonnes;


 increase the 
TACC by 681 
tonnes (11%) to 
6,772 tonnes;


 increase the 
allowance for all 
other fishing 
related mortality 
by 22 tonnes 
(7%) to 339 
tonnes;


 retain current 
allowances for 
Customary 
Māori (5 tonnes) 
retain current 
allowances for 
Recreational 
Fishing (0 
tonnes).


 apply all of the 
catch increase to 
the East and 
South Chatham 
Rise (ESCR).


There is no need to increase the catch limit.  As the plenary 
noted:  “B2017 was estimated to be 33% B0 Likely (> 60%) to 
be at or above the lower end of the management target range.”


The stock can continue to rebuild at current catch levels and 
still remain within the management range.


ECO does not accept the target range for orange roughy given 
it is a long-lived slow-growing species.  The BMEY proxy is 
more likely to lie in the range of 50-60%Bo.


ECO is further concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on ORH3B;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.


ECO does not accept BPAs are conserving biodiversity, 
protecting habitats of significance for fisheries management, 
or protecting vulnerable marine areas.  BPAs are:


 Unrepresentative of marine biodiversity impacted by 
fisheries;


 Mainly areas deeper than depths trawled ie greater 
than 1500m depth - substantial parts of them (72.2%) 
are located in waters that are too deep to trawl with 
current technologies (> circa 2000 m);


 Poor protection of endemic species (Leathwick et al 
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2008);
 Not representative of features like hills, seamounts and 


similar features.
 Poor protection of vulnerable marine species and 


continued bycatch of protected corals and other 
vulnerable marine species.


For the areas with no protection from bottom fishing the 
destruction of benthic species is ongoing.


The CSP Annual Report has reported every year since 2010 
on protected corals caught in middle depth fisheries.


For example, according to the CSP review of bycatch in the 
middle depth trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.


In 2016-17 on the Chatham Rise “136.8 kg of bubblegum 
coral was caught in the SOE FMA.”


The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999 and Auster et al 2011) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  
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As Clark et al (2015) observed: “many deep-sea invertebrates 
are exceptionally long-lived and grow extremely slowly: these 
biological attributes mean that the recovery capacity of the 
benthos is highly limited and prolonged, predicted to take 
decades to centuries after shing has ceased.”  Protected deep 
sea corals are amongst those long-lived invertebrates. (Tracey 
et al 2003viii).


A review by NIWA scientists have found little evidence of 
benthic community resilience to bottom trawling after 15 
years, and that the nature of recovery in biotic communities 
after disturbance is uncertain (Clark et al. 2019ix).


Overall action needs to be taken to maintain biological 
diversity of the marine environment and protect vulnerable 
areas and species.


An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
ORH3B target fishery and result in an increased trawl 
footprint for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.


Orange 
roughy 
(ORH 7A)


↑ Four options for the 
TAC and TACC for 
ORH 7A. As NZ 
requires catch taken 
from the Westpac 
Bank Area to be 
counted against 
ORH 7A Annual 
Catch Entitlement, 
catch from the 


ECO does not support and increase in the orange roughy 
stocks in ORH7A for the following reasons.  These 
submissions are in addition to those made by the Deep Sea 
Conservation Coalition (DSCC).:


ECO notes that:
 This fishery is a straddling stock where the high seas 


component is managed by SPRFMO;
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Westpac Bank is 
accounted for within 
the ORH 7A TACC.
Option 1 maintains 
the TAC at 1,680 
tonnes and the 
TACC at 1,600 
tonnes.
Option 2 increases 
the TAC from 1,680 
tonnes to 2,163 
tonnes and the 
TACC to 2,060 
tonnes.
Option 3 increases 
the TAC from 1,680 
tonnes to 2,310 
tonnes and the 
TACC to 2,200 
tonnes.
Option 4 increases 
the TAC from 1,680 
tonnes to 2,555 
tonnes and the 
TACC to 2,433 
tonnes.


 The SPRFMO Commission has only just set catch limits 
and management arrangements for the high seas 
proportion of the fishery;


 the assessment and catch limits have not been reviewed by 
the Scientific Committee of SPRFMO or has been 
discussed by the SPRFMO Commission;


This proposal for an increase in the TACC breaches the 
obligations New Zealand has a duty to cooperate under Article 
7 of the UN Fish Stock Agreement:


“Conservation and management measures established 
for the high seas and those adopted for areas under 
national jurisdiction shall be compatible in order to 
ensure conservation and management of the straddling 
fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in their 
entirety. To this end, coastal States and States fishing 
on the high seas have a duty to cooperate for the 
purpose of achieving compatible measures in respect 
of such stocks. “


So New Zealand is required to co-operate and “make every 
effort to agree on compatible conservation and management 
measures”.  There is a clear obligation not to take unilateral 
action.


This proposal should be deferred until New Zealand has 
undertaken this process. 


There is no need to increase the catch limit.  As the plenary 
noted:  “The biomass is expected to slowly decrease at the 
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current TACC (1600 t) over the next 5 years, but to remain 
within the target range.”


ECO does not accept the target range for orange roughy given 
it is a long-lived slow-growing species.  The BMEY proxy is 
more likely to lie in the range of 50-60%Bo.


ECO is further concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on ORH7A;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.


ECO does not accept BPAs are conserving biodiversity, 
protecting habitats of significance for fisheries management, 
or protecting vulnerable marine areas.  BPAs are:


 Unrepresentative of marine biodiversity impacted by 
fisheries;


 Mainly areas deeper than depths trawled ie greater 
than 1500m depth - substantial parts of them (72.2%) 
are located in waters that are too deep to trawl with 
current technologies (> circa 2000 m);


 Poor protection of endemic species (Leathwick et al 
2008);


 Not representative of features like hills, seamounts and 
similar features.


 Poor protection of vulnerable marine species and 







26


Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


continued bycatch of protected corals and other 
vulnerable marine species.


For the areas with no protection from bottom fishing the 
destruction of benthic species is ongoing.


The CSP Annual Report has reported every year since 2010 
on protected corals caught in middle depth fisheries.


For example, according to the CSP review of bycatch in the 
middle depth trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.


In 2016-17 on the Chatham Rise “136.8 kg of bubblegum 
coral was caught in the SOE FMA.”


The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999 and Auster et al 2011) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  


As Clark et al (2015) observed: “many deep-sea invertebrates 
are exceptionally long-lived and grow extremely slowly: these 
biological attributes mean that the recovery capacity of the 
benthos is highly limited and prolonged, predicted to take 
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decades to centuries after shing has ceased.”  Protected deep 
sea corals are amongst those long-lived invertebrates. (Tracey 
et al 2003x).


A review by NIWA scientists have found little evidence of 
benthic community resilience to bottom trawling after 15 
years, and that the nature of recovery in biotic communities 
after disturbance is uncertain (Clark et al. 2019xi).


Overall action needs to be taken to maintain biological 
diversity of the marine environment and protect vulnerable 
areas and species.


An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
ORH7A target fishery and result in an increased trawl 
footprint for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.


Inshore
Kina 


(SUR 1A 
and 1B)


↑ Increases proposed 
to the TAC should 
be considered in 
light of the new 
digital monitoring 
regime.
The combined TAC 
of the two stocks is 
currently 496 tonnes, 
of which 180 tonnes 
is the combined 
Total Allowable 
Commercial Catch 
(TACC). Three 
options are proposed 


ECO does not support an increase in the commercial kina 
fishery at this stage, for the following reasons:


We do agree that:
 Hand gathering is used and that this is generally a low 


impact harvesting method.
 Fishers and stakeholders have also suggested potential 


benefits from increased harvesting, as in some areas the 
current densities of kina are impacting re-colonisation of 
seaweed, which can play an important role in the wider 
ecosystem.
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for each stock:
 Option 1 is to 


maintain the 
status quo – no 
increases.


 Option 2 is a 
20% increase to 
the TAC, TACC 
and allowances, 
and provides for 
a modest 
increase in 
catch.


 Option 3 is a 
50% increase to 
the TAC, TACC 
and allowances 
and provides for 
the greatest 
increase in 
catch.


.


Kina barrens are created by over-fishing kina predators like 
snapper and rock lobster to low levels (Shears & Babcock, 
2002) xii.  Kina eat kelp and kina grazing creates and maintains 
urchin barrens and prevents kelp re-establishing. This is a 
situation that has been noted with sea urchins globally (Ling et 
al 2015xiii).


Research has found that when rock lobster and snapper are in 
high enough densities there is a positive effect on kelp forests 
and primary productivity as they consume kina (Shears and 
Babcock, 2002).  In contrast urchin barrens are less prevalent 
in marine reserves where there are higher densities of kina 
predators eg rock lobster and snapper (Babcock et al 1999xiv, 
Shears and Babcock 2002).


MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery and 
consider the ecological issues associated with kina and kina 
predators that also have quota.  The ecological implications of 
kina predators with low stock sizes needs wider consideration 
by MPI.  This should be assessed as part of any proposed 
changes to kina catch limits.


We also note that kina fisheries have become over-fished 
globally and agree “these experiences support a cautious 
approach to management.”


Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.
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Pāua


(PAU 4)


↓ Option 1 therefore 
proposes the setting 
of a TAC plus 
allowances, with the 
TACC staying at the 
current level. The 
other options also 
propose the setting 
of a TAC for the 
first time.
The options are:
1. TAC set at 334 
tonnes; 8 tonnes of 
allowances 
(customary 3 tonnes, 
recreational 3 
tonnes, other 
mortality to the 
stock caused by 
fishing 2 tonnes), 
TACC stays at 
current level of 326 
tonnes.
2. TAC set at 301.4 
tonnes; 8 tonnes of 
allowances 
(customary 3 tonnes, 
recreational 3 
tonnes, other 
mortality to the 
stock caused by 
fishing 2 tonnes), 
TACC cut by 10% 
(decrease from 326 
tonnes to 293.4 
tonnes). 10% cut.


ECO supports a cut in the catch limit for PAU4 based on 
option 4 given the current limited information and need to 
take precautionary measures, and for the following reasons:


ECO notes that the fishing industry have acknowledged there 
is a problem in the fishery and previously shelved 40 percent 
of the quota.  The plenary reports notes that a report in 2010 
“showed a potential decline in the fishery since the early 
2000s,  however the poor data quality is causing considerable 
uncertainty about the real trend in the fishery.”


There are currently no accepted biomass estimates and no 
estimates of yield or forward projections.


Paua/abalone fisheries are notoriously difficult to assess and 
have suffered from many instances of over-fishing in New 
Zealand and globally. Issues that need to be considered are:
 It is unknown to what extent the CPUE series tracks stock 


abundance which is compounded by poor reporting in past 
years.


 Since 2013, commercial pāua divers in PAU 4 have been 
able to use underwater breathing apparatus, which is likely 
to have improved the efficiency of divers.


 Concerns over potential for serial depletion, 
 contraction of stocks, 
 potential for recruitment failure;
 it is unlikely there is homogeneous biology, habitat and 


fishing pressures within the QMA.


While UBA increases the safety of divers it enables deeper 
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3. TAC set at 269 
tonnes; 8 tonnes of 
allowances 
(customary 3 tonnes, 
recreational 3 
tonnes, other 
mortality to the 
stock caused by 
fishing 2 tonnes), 
TACC cut by 20% 
(decrease from 326 
tonnes to 261 
tonnes). 20% cut.
4. TAC set at 236.2 
tonnes; 8 tonnes in 
allowances 
(customary 3 tonnes, 
recreational 3 
tonnes, other 
mortality to the 
stock caused by 
fishing 2 tonnes), 
TACC cut by 30% 
(decrease from 326 
tonnes to 228.2 
tonnes). 30% cut.


.


areas which previously were refuges for paua.  This mean that 
greater precaution needs to be taken in setting catch limits.


ECO questions whether 40%Bo is an appropriate target for a 
shellfish species like paua.  There should be a review of the 
appropriateness of harvest strategy default levels for paua, 
including the target biomass.


There are also a range of research needs identified in the stock 
assessment report for Paua.  This includes:


 determining the impacts of environmental conditions 
and climate change; 


 assessment of the direct and indirect effects of 
commercial harvest on the ecosystem; and


 obtaining data on paua population age structures.


Given the importance of paua to fishers and the ecosystem, 
developing a method of assessing paua stocks should be an 
urgent priority.


Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.


Red snapper 
(RSN 1 and 
2) 


↑


↓


The options 
proposed are:
 Option 1 is to 


retain the status 
quo. No 
increases or 
decreases.


ECO does not support change in the red snapper catch limits 
without further assessment, and for the following reasons:  


Given the uncertainties in the biological information and 
assessment information on red snapper we would support a 
cut in RSN1.
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 Option 2 is a 
decrease in the 
RSN 1 TAC and 
TACC by up to 
60 tonnes, and a 
TAC and TACC 
increase of up to 
60 tonnes for 
RSN 2. The 
allowances for 
both RSN 1 and 
RSN 2 would 
remain at current 
levels.


Information on both stocks is limited. Available information is 
based on catch trends, which may be decreasing for RSN 1 
and may be increasing for RSN 2.


The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.


The current (May 2019) plenary assessment report states:
3. STOCKS AND AREAS
There has been no research to determine if there are separate 
biological stocks of red snapper.
4. STOCK ASSESSMENT
There has been no scientific stock assessment of the biomass 
that can support the Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) for 
red snapper.
5. STATUS OF THE STOCK
The reference or current biomass is not known for any red 
snapper stock. It is not known if the recent catch levels are 
sustainable. The status of RSN 1, 2 and 10 relative to BMSY is 
unknown.


The plenary report notes:
 “There have been no formal ageing studies of New 


Zealand red snapper,” 
 “Nothing is known of their reproductive biology.”


MPI should work towards obtaining information on red 
snapper biology and work towards a full assessment of this 
fishery.
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Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.


Top of the 
South trawl 
fishery for 4 
stocks 


Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
options for these 
stocks:


Elephantfish


(ELE 7)


↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
change: 
 Elephant fish: 


Set a TAC for 
elephant fish of 
127 tonnes. 


ECO does not support an increase in the ELE7 fishery for the 
following reasons:


There is considerable uncertainty over the state of the fishery:
 Current catches and the current TACC are About as 


Likely as Not (40–60%) to cause overfishing.
 Trawl survey biomass trends for this stock are 


unreliably estimated by the West Coast South Island 
survey.


The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.


The plenary report notes that: “Both current and historical 
estimates of landings exclude fish discarded at sea and the 
quantum of discards is unknown.”


A full stock assessment should be possible for this fishery.  In 
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line with the NPOA on Sharks:
“Management targets for shark species should be reviewed 
and catch limits set at appropriate levels. The absence of 
stock assessments introduces risk and uncertainty to 
management. Quantitative assessments are best practice and 
should be applied for all species in the QMS, especially those 
identified as high risk. For those species where adequate 
information can be obtained within the period of the plan, 
quantitative stock assessments will be undertaken.”


Action on the NPOA includes:
 “Management action is needed to ensure that significant 


habitats for sharks, like pupping and nursery grounds, are 
identified and the attributes and functions of those habitats 
are appropriately protected.”


 “To ensure proper conservation and management of shark 
populations there must be adequate information about 
catch and effort in all sectors, as well as information on 
other potential impacts on shark populations.”


 “Observer coverage is sufficient to monitor compliance, 
verify catch information, and collect scientific data for all 
New Zealand commercial fisheries that take sharks. At sea 
monitoring is at a level sufficient to provide statistically 
robust monitoring of progress towards achieving the 
objectives of the NPOA-Sharks.”


MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery.  


This should include a review of the appropriateness of harvest 
strategy default levels for sharks, including the target biomass.
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


ECO is concerned at the impact of an increase in this fishery 
on the bycatch of Hector’s dolphin especially while the threat 
management plan is under consultation.


In addition, ECO is concerned that:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity has not been given 
the effect to.


An increase in the catch limit could increase effort in the 
ELE7 target fishery and result in an increased footprint for 
this fishery which would increase benthic impacts.


Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.


Gurnard 
(GUR 7)


↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
change: 
 Red gurnard: 


Increase the 


ECO does not support an increase in the GUR7 fishery at this 
stage for the following reasons:


ECO does not support an increase in the catch limit at this 
time a full stock assessment and monitoring regime to allow 
for in season changes should be investigated.  The TACC was 
last increased only 2 years ago.
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


TAC for red 
gurnard from 
1,065 tonnes, to 
1,176 tonnes or 
1,273 tonnes 


Red gurnard has a fast growth rate and relatively short 
lifespan, and fluctuations in recruitment tend to result in large 
fluctuations in stock biomass.  Given the short lifespan 
increased catch limits would likely be unsustainable in the 
medium term.


The stock boundaries are also unknown for red gurnard and 
Quantitative stock projections are unavailable for GUR7.


The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.


MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery 
with a view to an approach to in season management.


In addition, ECO is concerned that:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity has not been given 
the effect to.


An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
GUR7 target fishery and result in an increased trawl footprint 
for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.


Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.


West coast 
South Island 
John Dory 
(JDO 7)


↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
change: 
 John dory: 


Increase the 
TAC for John 
dory from 226 
tonnes to 247 
tonnes 


ECO does not support and increase in this fishery at this stage, 
for the following reasons:


Recruitment in the fishery has been variable with years of 
apparent intermittent high recruitment.  No estimates of 
current biomass are available which would permit the 
estimation of CAY.


MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery.


The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.


ECO is concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on JDO7;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity, which has not 
been given the effect to.


An increase in the catch limit could increase effort in the 
JDO7 target fishery and result in an increased trawl footprint 
for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.







37


Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.


West coast 
South Island 
rig (SPO 7)


↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
change: 
 Rig: Increase 


the TAC for rig 
from 346 
tonnes to 373 
tonnes, or to 
400 tonnes 


ECO does not support and increase in the catch limit for 
SPO7, for the following reasons.


The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.


A full stock assessment should be possible for this fishery.  In 
line with the NPOA on Sharks:
“Management targets for shark species should be reviewed 
and catch limits set at appropriate levels. The absence of 
stock assessments introduces risk and uncertainty to 
management. Quantitative assessments are best practice and 
should be applied for all species in the QMS, especially those 
identified as high risk. For those species where adequate 
information can be obtained within the period of the plan, 
quantitative stock assessments will be undertaken.”


Action on the NPOA includes:
 “Management action is needed to ensure that significant 


habitats for sharks, like pupping and nursery grounds, are 
identified and the attributes and functions of those habitats 
are appropriately protected.”


 “To ensure proper conservation and management of shark 
populations there must be adequate information about 
catch and effort in all sectors, as well as information on 
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


other potential impacts on shark populations.”
 “Observer coverage is sufficient to monitor compliance, 


verify catch information, and collect scientific data for all 
New Zealand commercial fisheries that take sharks. At sea 
monitoring is at a level sufficient to provide statistically 
robust monitoring of progress towards achieving the 
objectives of the NPOA-Sharks.”


In addition, ECO is concerned that:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity has not been given 
the effect to.


An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
SPO7 target fishery and result in an increased trawl footprint 
for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.


MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery.  
This should include a review of the appropriateness of harvest 
strategy default levels for sharks, including the target biomass.


Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


East coast 
North Island 
and South 
Island 
tarakihi 
(TAR 1, 2, 
3, & 7)


↓ Three options:
 Option 1: A 


31% reduction 
to the combined 
TACC for TAR 
1, TAR 2, TAR 
3 and TAR 7 as 
proposed by the 
Minister in the 
2018 Decision 
Document. 


 Option 2: A 
35% reduction 
to the combined 
TACC for TAR 
1, TAR 2, TAR 
3 and TAR 7. 
This is predicted 
to achieve a 
target of 40% 
SB0 within 11 
years, which is 
generally 
consistent with 
Fisheries New 
Zealand’s 
Harvest Strategy 
Standard. 


 Option 3: 
Maintain 
TACCs at 
current levels, 
and adopt 
additional 
management 
controls as 


ECO support modified option 2 which should result in a 10 
year rebuild of the fishery for the following reasons:


Option 2 is more consistent with international obligations than 
option 1 or option 3.


This is due to:
 The 2018 tarakihi stock assessment indicating that the 


stock is at 17 percent of unfished levels (17% SB03), 
which is below the default soft limit in the Harvest 
Strategy Standard (HSS).


“Virtually Certain (> 99%) that overfishing is occurring”
 The need to take action in period which could result in 


benefits of cuts being seen by the ecosystem and current 
fishers.


Economic considerations cannot be only focused on 
benefits or impacts to the fishing industry. Economic 
considerations must consider the changes in natural 
capital.  Given that reducing the stock is an adverse 
effect on natural capital.


The proposed industry strategy would not achieve the level of 
reduction in catches needed to rebuild the fishery or the level 
of rebuild required.


The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.


These tarakihi stocks are managed as one stock unit, and best 
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Area Change 
Proposed


Proposal 
summary


ECO Submission


proposed 
through the 
commercial 
fishing 
industry’s 
‘Eastern 
Tarakihi 
Management 
Strategy and 
Rebuild Plan’ 
(the Industry 
Rebuild Plan). 


available information emphasises the need for a further cut in 
the catch limit.


Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  The industry proposals after 
consultation with other stakeholders could be incorporated 
into a management plan and operational plan under the 
Fisheries Act.


In addition, ECO is concerned that:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 


no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing;


 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management has not been identified.


 Maintenance of biological diversity has not been given 
the effect to.


A cut in the catch limit will likely reduce effort in the tarakihi 
target fishery and result in a reduced trawl footprint for this 
fishery.  This will reduce benthic impacts.
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Deemed value rate reviews are proposed for:


ECO supports changes to deemed values to reduce the incentive for over-fishing and rebuild over-
fished and depleted stocks.


 Bluenose (BNS 7)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing


 ECO notes that last year there 
were changes made to BNS3 
which is likely part of the 
same stock.


 ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing but a 
reduction in the level of this 
depleted stock needs 
monitoring.


 Black cardinalfish (CDL 5)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing.


 ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing but a 
reduction in the level of this 
depleted stock needs 
monitoring.


 Jack mackerel (JMA 7)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing


 Kingfish (KIN 3)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing


 Rubyfish (RBY 5 and 6)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing


 Silver warehou (SWA 3 and 4)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing but a 
reduction in the level of this 
depleted stock needs 
monitoring. 
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Appendix UN Fish Stocks Agreement


Article 5
General principles
In order to conserve and manage straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks, 
coastal States and States fishing on the high seas shall, in giving effect to their duty to 
cooperate in accordance with the Convention: 
(a) adopt measures to ensure long-term sustainability of straddling fish stocks and highly 
migratory fish stocks and promote the objective of their optimum utilization;
(b) ensure that such measures are based on the best scientific evidence available and are 
designed to maintain or restore stocks at levels capable of producing maximum sustainable 
yield, as qualified by relevant environmental and economic factors, including the special 
requirements of developing States, and taking into account fishing patterns, the 
interdependence of stocks and any generally recommended international minimum standards, 
whether subregional, regional or global;
(c) apply the precautionary approach in accordance with article 6;
(d) assess the impacts of fishing, other human activities and environmental factors on target 
stocks and species belonging to the same ecosystem or associated with or dependent upon the 
target stocks;
(e) adopt, where necessary, conservation and management measures for species belonging to 
the same ecosystem or associated with or dependent upon the target stocks, with a view to 
maintaining or restoring populations of such species above levels at which their reproduction 
may become seriously threatened;
(f) minimize pollution, waste, discards, catch by lost or abandoned gear, catch of non-target 
species, both fish and non-fish species, (hereinafter referred to as non-target species) and 
impacts on associated or dependent species, in particular endangered species, through 
measures including, to the extent practicable, the development and use of selective, 
environmentally safe and cost-effective fishing gear and techniques;
(g) protect biodiversity in the marine environment;
(h) take measures to prevent or eliminate overfishing and excess fishing capacity and to 
ensure that levels of fishing effort do not exceed those commensurate with the sustainable use 
of fishery resources;
(i) take into account the interests of artisanal and subsistence fishers;
 (j) collect and share, in a timely manner, complete and accurate data concerning fishing 
activities on, inter alia, vessel position, catch of target and non-target species and fishing 
effort, as set out in Annex I, as well as information from national and international research 
programmes;
(k) promote and conduct scientific research and develop appropriate technologies in support 
of fishery conservation and management; and 
(l) implement and enforce conservation and management measures through effective 
monitoring, control and surveillance.


Article 6
Application of the precautionary approach
1. States shall apply the precautionary approach widely to conservation, management and 
exploitation of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in order to protect the 
living marine resources and preserve the marine environment.
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2. States shall be more cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable or inadequate. The 
absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for postponing or 
failing to take conservation and management measures. 
3. In implementing the precautionary approach, States shall:
(a) improve decision-making for fishery resource conservation and management by obtaining 
and sharing the best scientific information available and implementing improved techniques 
for dealing with risk and uncertainty;
(b) apply the guidelines set out in Annex II and determine, on the basis of the best scientific 
information available, stock-specific reference points and the action to be taken if they are 
exceeded;
(c) take into account, inter alia, uncertainties relating to the size and productivity of the 
stocks, reference points, stock condition in relation to such reference points, levels and 
distribution of fishing mortality and the impact of fishing activities on non-target and 
associated or dependent species, as well as existing and predicted oceanic, environmental and 
socio-economic conditions; and
(d) develop data collection and research programmes to assess the impact of fishing on non-
target and associated or dependent species and their environment, and adopt plans which are 
necessary to ensure the conservation of such species and to protect habitats of special 
concern.
4. States shall take measures to ensure that, when reference points are approached, they will 
not be exceeded. In the event that they are exceeded, States shall, without delay, take the 
action determined under paragraph 3 (b) to restore the stocks.
5. Where the status of target stocks or non-target or associated or dependent species is of 
concern, States shall subject such stocks and species to enhanced monitoring in order to 
review their status and the efficacy of conservation and management measures. They shall 
revise those measures regularly in the light of new information.
6. For new or exploratory fisheries, States shall adopt as soon as possible cautious 
conservation and management measures, including, inter alia, catch limits and effort limits. 
Such measures shall remain in force until there are sufficient data to allow assessment of the 
impact of the fisheries on the long-term sustainability of the stocks, whereupon conservation 
and management measures based on that assessment shall be implemented. The latter 
measures shall, if appropriate, allow for the gradual development of the fisheries.
7. If a natural phenomenon has a significant adverse impact on the status of straddling fish 
stocks or highly migratory fish stocks, States shall adopt conservation and management 
measures on an emergency basis to ensure that fishing activity does not exacerbate such 
adverse impact. States shall also adopt such measures on an emergency basis where fishing 
activity presents a serious threat to the sustainability of such stocks. Measures taken on an 
emergency basis shall be temporary and shall be based on the best scientific evidence 
available.


Article 7
Compatibility of conservation and management measures
1. Without prejudice to the sovereign rights of coastal States for the purpose of exploring and 
exploiting, conserving and managing the living marine resources within areas under national 
jurisdiction as provided for in the Convention, and the right of all States for their nationals to 
engage in fishing on the high seas in accordance with the Convention:
(a) with respect to straddling fish stocks, the relevant coastal States and the States whose 
nationals fish for such stocks in the adjacent high seas area shall seek, either directly or 
through the appropriate mechanisms for cooperation provided for in Part III, to agree upon 
the measures necessary for the conservation of these stocks in the adjacent high seas area;
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(b) with respect to highly migratory fish stocks, the relevant coastal States and other States 
whose nationals fish for such stocks in the region shall cooperate, either directly or through 
the appropriate mechanisms for cooperation provided for in Part III, with a view to ensuring 
conservation and promoting the objective of optimum utilization of such stocks throughout 
the region, both within and beyond the areas under national jurisdiction.
2. Conservation and management measures established for the high seas and those adopted 
for areas under national jurisdiction shall be compatible in order to ensure conservation and 
management of the straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in their entirety. 
To this end, coastal States and States fishing on the high seas have a duty to cooperate for the 
purpose of achieving compatible measures in respect of such stocks. In determining 
compatible conservation and management measures, States shall:
(a) take into account the conservation and management measures adopted and applied in 
accordance with article 61 of the Convention in respect of the same stocks by coastal States 
within areas under national jurisdiction and ensure that measures established in respect of 
such stocks for the high seas do not undermine the effectiveness of such measures;
(b) take into account previously agreed measures established and applied for the high seas in 
accordance with the Convention in respect of the same stocks by relevant coastal States and 
States fishing on the high seas; 
(c) take into account previously agreed measures established and applied in accordance with 
the Convention in respect of the same stocks by a subregional or regional fisheries 
management organization or arrangement;
(d) take into account the biological unity and other biological characteristics of the stocks and 
the relationships between the distribution of the stocks, the fisheries and the geographical 
particularities of the region concerned, including the extent to which the stocks occur and are 
fished in areas under national jurisdiction;
(e) take into account the respective dependence of the coastal States and the States fishing on 
the high seas on the stocks concerned; and
(f) ensure that such measures do not result in harmful impact on the living marine resources 
as a whole.
3. In giving effect to their duty to cooperate, States shall make every effort to agree on 
compatible conservation and management measures within a reasonable period of time.
4. If no agreement can be reached within a reasonable period of time, any of the States 
concerned may invoke the procedures for the settlement of disputes provided for in Part VIII.
5. Pending agreement on compatible conservation and management measures, the States 
concerned, in a spirit of understanding and cooperation, shall make every effort to enter into 
provisional arrangements of a practical nature. In the event that they are unable to agree on 
such arrangements, any of the States concerned may, for the purpose of obtaining provisional 
measures, submit the dispute to a court or tribunal in accordance with the procedures for the
settlement of disputes provided for in Part VIII.
6. Provisional arrangements or measures entered into or prescribed pursuant to paragraph 5 
shall take into account the provisions of this Part, shall have due regard to the rights and 
obligations of all States concerned, shall not jeopardize or hamper the reaching of final 
agreement on compatible conservation and management measures and shall be without 
prejudice to the final outcome of any dispute settlement procedure.
7. Coastal States shall regularly inform States fishing on the high seas in the subregion or 
region, either directly or through appropriate subregional or regional fisheries management 
organizations or arrangements, or through other appropriate means, of the measures they have 
adopted for straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks within areas under their 
national jurisdiction.
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8. States fishing on the high seas shall regularly inform other interested States, either directly 
or through appropriate subregional or regional fisheries management organizations or 
arrangements, or through other appropriate means, of the measures they have adopted for 
regulating the activities of vessels flying their flag which fish for such stocks on the high 
seas.


i See https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/feature-story/implementing-electronic-monitoring-alaska-fisheries
ii Emery, T, Noriega, R, Williams, A and Larcombe, J. (2019). Changes in logbook reporting by commercial 
fishers following the implementation of electronic monitoring in Australian Commonwealth fisheries. Marine 
Policy. 104. 135-145. 10.1016/j.marpol.2019.01.018.
iii See https://www.fisheries.govt.nz/protection-and-response/sustainable-fisheries/strengthening-fisheries-
management/fisheries-change-programme/on-board-cameras-for-commercial-fishing-vessels/
iv Freese, L., Auster, P.J., Heifetz, J. and Wing, B.L., 1999. Effects of trawling on seafloor habitat and 
associated invertebrate taxa in the Gulf of Alaska. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 182, pp.119-126.
v Auster, P.J., Gjerde, K., Heupel, E., Watling, L., Grehan, A. and Rogers, A.D., 2010. Definition and 
detection of vulnerable marine ecosystems on the high seas: problems with the “move-on” rule. ICES 
Journal of Marine Science, 68(2), pp.254-264.
vi Tracey, D., Neil, H., Gordon, D., and O’Shea, S. (2003) Chronicles of the deep: ageing deep-sea 
corals in New Zealand waters. Water and Atmosphere, 11: 22–24.
vii Clark, M. R.; Bowden, D. A.; Rowden, A. A. and Stewart, R. (2019) Little Evidence of Benthic 
Community Resilience to Bottom Trawling on Seamounts After 15 Years. Frontiers in Marine Science. 
26 February 2019 www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00063/full 
viii Tracey, D., Neil, H., Gordon, D., and O’Shea, S. (2003) Chronicles of the deep: ageing deep-sea 
corals in New Zealand waters. Water and Atmosphere, 11: 22–24.
ix Clark, M. R.; Bowden, D. A.; Rowden, A. A. and Stewart, R. (2019) Little Evidence of Benthic 
Community Resilience to Bottom Trawling on Seamounts After 15 Years. Frontiers in Marine Science. 
26 February 2019 www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00063/full 
x Tracey, D., Neil, H., Gordon, D., and O’Shea, S. (2003) Chronicles of the deep: ageing deep-sea 
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xii Shears, N.T., Babcock, R.C., 2002. Marine reserves demonstrate top-down control of community 
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Review of sustainability measures for 1 October 2019

The Environment and Conservation Organisations of NZ (ECO) is the national alliance of 48 
groups with a concern for the environment.  We welcome this opportunity to make a 
submission on the ECO has been involved in issues of marine and fisheries policy since its 
formation 47 years ago.   This submission has been prepared by members of the ECO 
Executive and the marine and fisheries working group.  It is in line with ECO Policy that was 
developed in consultation with ECO member bodies and endorsed by our AGM.

ECO has supported measures to protect threatened species and to sustainably manage 
fisheries for the present and the future generations.

Generic Issues

The following comments are relevant to all the decisions that are proposed to be undertaken 
in this year’s sustainability round under the Fisheries Act.

1. Harvest Strategy

ECO considers it is time the Harvest Strategy was reviewed and made more ecosystem 
focused.  In most cases the proposals use the default provisions in the harvest strategy.  These 
may not be relevant especially for species with biological characteristics of sharks and paua.

The strategy still refers to old default soft and hard limits that do not meeting international 
best practice.  For example, the hard limits are half the level used in Australia where targeted 
fishing for a species must stop.

The biomass targets are well below the practice used in CCAMLR for predator species 
(50%Bo) and prey species of (75%Bo).  The strategy itself notes that ”it is becoming 
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increasingly difficult to justify stock targets less than 30-40% Bo (or, equivalently, removing 
more than 60-70% of the un shed biomass).”

For example ECO notes that the Worm et al (2009)4  paper recommends that stocks be 
maintained above Bmsy: "In fisheries science, there is a growing consensus that the 
exploitation rate that achieves maximum sustainable yield (u) should  be reinterpreted as an 
upper limit rather than a management target.  This requires overall reductions in 
exploitation rates, which can be achieved through a range of management tools.

In a review of biological reference points for a number of shark species, Bracinni et al (2015) 
showed that the biomass target for shark species can exceed 40%Bo and ranged from 46% to 
65%Bo depending on the shark species.

Penney et al (2013) in their review for the Australian harvest strategy suggested a range of 
best practice approaches would involve higher stock levels:

 Target for important forage fish at 75%Bo “to ensure stocks remain large enough to fulfil 
their ecotrophic functions”;

 The proxy for BMSY for shark species may need to be closer to 50%Bo than the current 
proxy of 40%Bo;

 BMEY proxy is more likely to lie in the range of 50-60%Bo.

2. Habitats of Particular Significance to Fisheries Management

There is still no identification of “habitat of particular significance for fisheries management 
[that] should be protected” (section 9 (c)) by MPI.  This is a major flaw in implementing the 
requirements of the 1996 Fisheries Act, over 20 years after it came into force.

Any reference to the BPAs should not be relevant.  They protect very little in the way of 
areas impacted by fishing as the vast majority of the areas either where not fished or are too 
deep to fish.  It is time the Ministry had a focus on protecting habitats in areas and depths 
which are currently fished.

3. Reporting regime:

ECO welcomes measures to improve reporting in inshore and other fisheries so that effort 
information is available in an accurate form for stock assessments and to assess the impacts 
of fishing on the marine environment.  ECO looks forward to a wider commitment to install 
cameras on all vessels so that there is a robust system of verification in the current reporting 
regime.

In all fisheries it is essential to achieve and retain high levels of observer coverage.  Coverage 
should be designed to be representative of the fishery (across seasons and areas), enable 
statistically robust estimates of by-catch with a 20%CV on the estimates, and at least 20% of 
effort monitored. 

Observer information is crucial for stock assessments and the analysis of bycatch and 
discards, including bycatch of threatened or protected species.  Observers provide 
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information to MPI, research providers, and to DOC and is reported in some circumstances to 
working groups and plenaries.  DOC produces an annual summary of information provided 
by observers: MPI should do the same.  

Observers independent of industry are also important for high seas information and provide 
verification for other countries involved in highly migratory fisheries or other high seas or 
straddling-stock fisheries. This is essential in reporting to international agreements in which 
NZ flagged vessel fish under, including CCAMLR, SPRFMO, CCSBT and WCPFC.

It will be essential to ensure that the digital monitoring system has transparent reporting, 
analysis and regular auditing using MPI observers as controls and comparators to ensure the 
system works and is providing the information that researchers, enforcement officers and 
others think it is.

ECO consider that it is essential that a system of video monitoring be introduced for all 
vessels especially those without observers.  Alaska has been in the forefront of rolling out a 
system of electronic monitoring and the use of cameras since 2000i.

Australia has had electronic monitoring including cameras in several fisheries since 2015 – 
this includes 100% of all gillnet sets for protected species interactions in the Australian Sea Lion 
Management Zones.  Results from Australia after 2 years showed a significant increase in 
reporting of discards and protected species bycatchii.  This improved reporting shows the 
benefits of requiring cameras on vessels, especially those that do not carry observers or in 
fisheries with very low or non-existent observer coverage.

In New Zealand fisheries current proposals will only require cameras in a few areas on the 
West Coast of the North Island between Kaitaia and Whanganui (statistical areas 40 to 42, 45 
and 46)iii.  “From 1 November 2019, on-board cameras will be operating on commercial 
fishing vessels that have the highest chance of coming in contact with Māui dolphins.”

“For all other vessels, a holding date of 1 July 2020 has been set before the regulations apply. 
No decisions have been made about any wider roll-out of on-board cameras.”  This means 
there is still no commitment to require cameras on all commercial fishing vessels.

4.  Shelving of quota:

In principle, we do not support the shelving of quota.  Shelving goes against the 
fundamental direction of the quota management system and the setting of catch limits.

This questionable arrangement leaves fisher balance sheets unchanged even though there are 
in fact no fish to match the “shelved” portion of TACC.  This means in effect “ghost” ITQ 
on the company’s balance sheets.  Such an arrangement has uncanny similarities with the 
dead serfs accumulated by the would-be landowner, Chichikov, at the centre of Gogol’s 
1842 novel Dead Souls (Gogol, 1842).

In 2000 there was a decision by the then Minister of Fisheries’ to undertake a review of the 
shelving of quota.  Could you please advise when the review of shelving of quota is to take 
place?
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5. Research needs

We are concerned that the Ministry is not undertaking adequate research to manage most of 
the species under the Quota Management System.  Less than 15 percent of the stocks in the 
quota management system have estimates of current biomass or yield estimates.

New Zealand is undertaking less trawl surveys and fisheries research than it was 25 years 
ago.  The comments that McKoy (2006) made in 2006 are still relevant that New Zealand 
has a fisheries management regime which has:

 “Insufficient research resources, people, equipment and funding;
 Limitation of scientific method and theory to tackle many questions;
 An inadequate understanding of the dynamics of New Zealand marine 

ecosystems;
 A management system which provides very strong perverse incentive to keep research 

funding low;
 A management system which treats the QMS as the whole of the system and which has 

not been able to develop any coherent management objectives on which to base 
decisions about the effectiveness of management or the allocation of scarce resource 
such as research resources.”

Inshore stocks, in particular, need a stronger focus for research, collecting biological 
information, and carrying out stocks assessments.

The long-echoed comment in Antarctic fisheries management (CCAMLR) first echoed by 
the former UK representative, John Heap, in 1990 of “no data, no fish”, should be taken to 
heart in the New Zealand fisheries management regime.

ECO welcomed the review of conflict of interest in research and look forward to seeing 
reviews recommendations.

6. National Plan of Action on Seabirds

ECO supports moves to better implement the current National Plan of Action on Seabirds and 
measures to reduce and eliminate seabird bycatch in New Zealand fisheries and by New 
Zealand and other vessels on the high seas.  ECO looks forward to consultation on the revised 
NPOA in the coming year.

Measures taken in the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources 
(CCAMLR) waters to eliminate seabird bycatch and keep the focus on measures and 
implementation are an important benchmark for other fisheries.

The long term objective of the 2013 NPOA‐seabirds is: ‘New Zealand seabirds thrive without 
pressure from fishing related mortalities, New Zealand fishers avoid or mitigate against 
seabird captures and New Zealand fisheries are globally recognised as seabird friendly.’

The high‐level subsidiary objectives of the NPOA‐seabirds 2013 are:
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i. Practical objective: All New Zealand fishers implement current best practice mitigation 
measures relevant to their fishery and aim through continuous improvement to reduce 
and where practicable eliminate the incidental mortality of seabirds.

ii. Biological risk objective: Incidental mortality of seabirds in New Zealand fisheries is at or 
below a level that allows for the maintenance at a favourable conservation status or 
recovery to a more favourable conservation status for all New Zealand seabird 
populations.

iii. Research and development objectives: 
a. the testing and refinement of existing mitigation measures and the development of new 
mitigation measures results in more practical and effective mitigation options that 
fishers readily employ;
b. research and development of new observation and monitoring methods results in 
improved cost effective assurance that mitigation methods are being deployed effectively; 
and
c. research outputs relating to seabird biology, demography and ecology provide a 
robust basis for understanding and mitigating seabird incidental mortality.

iv. International objective: In areas beyond the waters under New Zealand jurisdiction, 
fishing fleets that overlap with New Zealand breeding seabirds use internationally 
accepted current best practice mitigation measures relevant to their fishery.

ECO supports measures to strengthen the NPOA and its implementation.

The related documents should have included the current National Plan of Action on Seabirds.

7. Effects of fishing

We support the implementation of the Strategy for the Environmental Effects of Fishing 
(SMEEF) and are disappointed that there has been little progress in applying it since it was 
published in 2005.

The Ministry needs to consider the SMEEF including:
 Emphasises the need to assess the effects of fishing on all parts of the aquatic 

environment, not just respond to obvious adverse effects.

Further Principles relevant to the Strategy as a whole are:
 Avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects of fishing on the aquatic environment.
 Give effect to the purpose of the Fisheries Act 1996 (to provide for the utilisation of 

fisheries resources while ensuring sustainability.
 Meet New Zealand’s international obligations.
 Clearly define roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities.
 Adopt a “learning culture” to support improvement of environmental effects 

management over time.
 Use best available information.
 Take into account wider (non-fisheries) New Zealand government priorities.
 Monitor and assess effects of fishing on an ongoing basis.

New Zealand has a range of international obligations that are relevant to marine 
management. These obligations mean New Zealand:
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 has an obligation to protect and preserve the marine environment (UNCLOS Article 
192);

 is committed to an eco-system-based approach to managing the use of natural 
resources;

 is committed to the precautionary approach to minimising risk to the environment;
 is committed to the concept of inter-generational equity.

8. Management of impacts on Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems

Since the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) adopted resolution 61/105 in December 
2006, nations that authorise their vessels to engage in bottom fisheries on the high seas have 
been  committed to protect deep sea fish stocks and vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs) by: 
 Undertaking environmental impact assessments of each high seas bottom trawl fishery or 

prohibiting fishing in the absence of such an assessment, 
 closing areas of the high seas to bottom fishing where VMEs are known or likely to occur 

unless significant adverse impacts on VMEs can be prevented, 
 requiring bottom fishing vessels to move out of an area of the high seas where encounters 

with VMEs occur, and 
 ensuring the long-term sustainability of deep-sea fish stocks. 

Since this resolution was agreed, New Zealand has neither conducted environmental impact 
assessments (EIAs) for each of the fisheries (including the Challenger Plateau,  part of 
ORH7A) nor prohibited its vessels from high seas fishing where EIAs have not been 
undertaken. 

The UNGA resolution 61/105, later strengthened in resolution 64/72, are far from being 
properly implemented and New Zealand is among the small number of countries still bottom 
trawling on seamounts and similar features in international waters, impeding its 
implementation. These resolutions must be urgently and fully implemented by New Zealand 
to prevent further damage to VMEs. 

9. International Obligations

Relevant International obligations includes those in the Law of the Sea as well as the 
Convention on Biodiversity, South Pacific RFMO and UN Fish Stocks Agreement and UN 
General Assembly Commitments.

New Zealand has signed up to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) and SDG 14 is to 
“Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources”.

Sub-goal 14.4 is
By 2020, effectively regulate harvesting, and end overfishing, illegal, unreported and 
unregulated (IUU) fishing and destructive fishing practices and implement science-based 
management plans, to restore fish stocks in the shortest time feasible at least to levels that 
can produce maximum sustainable yield as determined by their biological characteristics

International agreements and measures have further articulated the precautionary approach.  
Section 5 of the Fisheries Act requires decision makers to act in a manner consistent with 
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“New Zealand’s international obligations relating to fishing”.  Amongst these obligations 
is the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) Code of Conduct on 
Responsible Fisheries (1995) which states that:

“6.5 States and sub-regional and regional fisheries management organizations should apply a 
precautionary approach widely to conservation, management and exploitation of living 
aquatic resources in order to protect them and preserve the aquatic environment, taking 
account of the best scientific evidence available. The absence of adequate scientific 
information should not be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take measures to 
conserve target species, associated or dependent species and non-target species and their 
environment.”

Article 7.5 of the Code of Conduct further set out what constitutes precautionary 
management in fisheries.

7.5 Precautionary approach
7.5.1 States should apply the precautionary approach widely to conservation, 
management and exploitation of living aquatic resources in order to protect them 
and preserve the aquatic environment. The absence of adequate scientific 
information should not be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take 
conservation and management measures.

The United Nations Implementing Agreement on High Seas Fisheries and Straddling Stocks
includes a requirement on “coastal States and States fishing on the high seas [to] apply the 
precautionary approach in accordance with article 6.” Article 6 includes requirements for:

“1. States shall apply the precautionary approach widely to conservation, management and 
exploitation of straddling fishstocks and highly migratory fishstocks in order to protect 
the living marine resources and preserve the marine environment.

2.  States shall be more cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable or inadequate. 
The absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for 
postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures.”

Therefore, where information is uncertain or unknown about the state of a stock or biological 
information, the decision should favour lower catch limits or more environmentally 
stringent regulations.

States have a general and unqualified duty to protect and preserve the marine environment 
and rare or fragile ecosystems and habitats (Law of the Sea Articles 192 and 194(5), Article 
14 of the Noumea Convention).

Article 192: General Obligation:  States have the obligation to protect and preserve 
the marine environment.
And 194(5) The measures taken in accordance with this Part shall include those 
necessary to protect and preserve rare or fragile ecosystems as well as the habitat of 
depleted, threatened or endangered species and other forms of marine life.

For orange roughy (ORH7A) the Minister needs to consider the convention and conservation 
measure of the South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Agreement and the UN Fish 
Stocks Agreement.  This fishery is a straddling stock.  Article 3 of the UNFSA requires 
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“articles 6 and 7 apply also to the conservation and management of such stocks within areas 
under national jurisdiction.”

Further:
In the exercise of its sovereign rights for the purpose of exploring and exploiting, conserving 
and managing straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks within areas under 
national jurisdiction, the coastal State shall apply mutatis mutandis the general principles 
enumerated in article 5.

Article 5 sets out general principles including:
“In order to conserve and manage straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks, 
coastal States and States fishing on the high seas shall, in giving effect to their duty to 
cooperate in accordance with the Convention: “

The include:
(c) apply the precautionary approach in accordance with article 6;
(d) assess the impacts of fishing, other human activities and environmental factors on target 
stocks and species belonging to the same ecosystem or associated with or dependent upon the 
target stocks;
And
(g) protect biodiversity in the marine environment;

Article 6 sets out the precautionary approach - including:
1. States shall apply the precautionary approach widely to conservation, management and 
exploitation of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in order to protect the 
living marine resources and preserve the marine environment.
2. States shall be more cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable or inadequate. The 
absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for postponing or 
failing to take conservation and management measures. 

Article 7 are the provisions for Compatibility of conservation and management measures.  
These include:
2. Conservation and management measures established for the high seas and those adopted 
for areas under national jurisdiction shall be compatible in order to ensure conservation and 
management of the straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in their entirety. To 
this end, coastal States and States fishing on the high seas have a duty to cooperate for the 
purpose of achieving compatible measures in respect of such stocks. 
Further:
3. In giving effect to their duty to cooperate, States shall make every effort to agree on 
compatible conservation and management measures within a reasonable period of time.

So New Zealand is required to co-operate and “make every effort to agree on compatible 
conservation and management measures”.  There is a clear obligation not to take unilateral 
action.

9. Effects of Climate change and ocean acidification

The effects of climate change on fisheries and the emissions of greenhouse gases from the fishing 
industry needs to be included in the considerations of the Ministry.
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A recent FAO review concluded that: “Though precise consequences cannot yet be forecast, 
climate change is likely to affect fisheries and aquaculture, their dependent communities and 
related economic activities along three main pathways:

1. indirect wider socio-economic effects (e.g. fresh water use conflicts affect all food 
production systems, adaptation and mitigation strategies in other sectors impact 
aquatic systems in general or fisheries and aquaculture directly);

2. biological and ecological responses to physical changes (e.g. productivity, species 
abundance, ecosystem stability, stock locations, pathogen levels and impacts); and

3. direct physical effects (e.g. sea level change, flooding, storm impacts).”

When setting catches or implementing other measures the Minister should consider the 
effect of climate change and ocean acidification on long-term sustainability.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

If you require further information could you please contact the ECO office on 385-7545 or 
contact me on 

Yours sincerely,

ECO 
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Consultation Proposals
In addition to our general considerations above which is relevant to all the proposals, we make the following specific recommendations.

Area Change 
Proposed

Proposal 
summary

ECO Submission

Deepwater 
stocks
Gemfish 
(SKI 3 and 
7) 

↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes to 
increase the TAC 
and TACC for SKI 3 
and SKI 7 as 
follows:
SKI 3:
Option 1: Increase 
the TAC from 300 
tonnes to 455 tonnes, 
and the TACC from 
300 tonnes to 450
tonnes
or
Option 2: Increase 
the TAC from 300 
tonnes to 606 tonnes, 
and the TACC from 
300 tonnes to 600
tonnes.
SKI 7: Increase the 
TAC from 300 
tonnes to 606 tonnes, 
and the TACC from 
300 tonnes to 600

ECO does not support an increase in the Gemfish catch limits 
at this time for the following reasons.  

All gemfish stocks have been overfished in both New Zealand 
and Australia and there is no understanding of the current 
stock size relative to biomass limits and targets.

ECO is surprised there is no suggestion to maintain the status 
quo given the absence of a stock assessment.

ECO notes the last assessment was carried out in 1997.

The “Updated CPUE analyses and preliminary stock 
assessments were conducted for SKI 3 & 7 in 2019.  The 
preliminary stock assessment model was not considered 
sufficiently reliable to estimate current stock status.”

The stock status relative to 20%Bo is unknown.

The Plenary report notes the three stronger years of 
recruitment but also has a number of important caveats:
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Area Change 
Proposed

Proposal 
summary

ECO Submission

tonnes.  While the CPUE indices and trawl survey biomass indices 
reveal stock abundance has increased considerably in 
recent years, the indices do not provide an indication of 
the level of current stock biomass relative to historical 
(unfished) levels (SB0).

 The increase in biomass according to the most recent 
CPUE indices are poorly determined.

 The magnitude of the recent increase in stock biomass is 
dependent on the strength of the recent year classes which 
are poorly determined.

Further:
 The Kaharoa WCSI trawl survey monitors the juvenile 

component of the stock. The survey does not fully monitor 
the adult component of the stock due to the timing and 
extent of the survey.

 The time series of WCSI Tangaroa trawl surveys is 
relatively limited. 

 Standardised CPUE indices from the WCSI hoki fishery 
are likely to be influenced by changes in the operation of 
the hoki fishery.

ECO notes that last year there were changes to the deemed 
values to reduce the overcatch for:

 East coast and southern South Island gemfish (SKI 3)
 West coast South Island gemfish (SKI 7)

Overall a full stock assessment should be carried out to 
determine the state of the stock relative to stock limits and 
targets.
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Area Change 
Proposed

Proposal 
summary

ECO Submission

While gemfish is mainly a bycatch species we are concerned 
at:

 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 
no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on ORH3B;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.

Hake (HAK 
7) 

↓ Three options are 
proposed to initiate 
the rebuilding plan:
1. Reducing the 
TAC by 1,864 
tonnes, from 5,064 
to 3,200 tonnes
2. Reducing the 
TAC by 2,764 
tonnes, from 5,064 
to 2,300 tonnes
3. Reducing the 
TAC by 3,664 
tonnes, from 5,064 
to 1,400 tonnes.

ECO supports a cut in the catch limit in option 3 to provide 
for rebuilding the fishery within a period of 10 years for the 
following reasons.

The stock assessment is clear that significant cuts are needed 
to the TAC and TACC.

The plenary report notes:
 B2019 was estimated to be 17% B0; Exceptionally 

Unlikely (< 1%) to be at or above the target;
 Overfishing in 2019 was Likely (> 60%) to be occurring.
 There has been “below-average recruitment from 2000–01 

to 2014–15”.

While the 2016 recruitment may be better it likely to be less 
precisely estimated as it has been seen only once in surveys 
and the fishery.
ECO is concerned at the impact of trawling on:
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Area Change 
Proposed

Proposal 
summary

ECO Submission

 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 
no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on ORH3B;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.

According to the CSP review of bycatch in the middle depth 
trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.

The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999iv and Auster et al 2011v) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  

A cut in the catch limit will likely reduce effort of the HOK1 
target fishery and result in a reduced trawl footprint for this 
fishery.  This will reduce benthic impacts.

A cut in the catch limit will likely reduce effort of the HAK 7 
target fishery and result in a reduced trawl footprint for this 
fishery.  This will reduce benthic impacts.
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Area Change 
Proposed

Proposal 
summary

ECO Submission

Hoki 

(HOK 1) 

↓ Two options to 
reduce the TAC and 
TACC for HOK 1:
 Option 1: reduce 

the TAC from 
151,540 to 
131,340 tonnes 
(a 13% 
decrease), and 
the TACC from 
150,000 to 
130,000 tonnes.

 Option 2: reduce 
the TAC from 
151,540 to 
121,340 tonnes 
(a 20% 
decrease), and 
the TACC from 
150,000 to 
120,000 tonnes.

Both options would 
retain the non-
regulatory catch 
limit for the eastern 
stock and reduce the 
catch limit for the 
western stock. 
Option 1 proposes to 
reduce the 90,000 
tonne catch limit by 
22% to 70,000 
tonnes, and Option 2 
proposes a 33% 
reduction to 60,000 
tonnes for the 

ECO support measures to reduce catch limits as a 
precautionary measure and prefer a 20% decrease to reduce 
effort on the Western hoki stock for the following reasons.  

Hoki is an importance part of the middle depth ecosystem.  As 
noted in the plenary report:
“Hoki is the species with the highest biomass in the bottom 
fish community of the upper slope (200–800 m), particularly 
around the South Island (Francis et al 2002), and is 
considered to be a key biological component of the upper 
slope ecosystem. Understanding the predator-prey 
relationships between hoki and other species in the slope 
community is important, particularly since substantial 
changes in the biomass of hoki have taken place since the 
fishery began.”

Given the ecological importance of hoki, ECO support 
measures to keep the stock well above 50%Bo.

ECO notes the action taken last year by the fishing industry 
and the plenary report: “The TACC has been under-caught in 
HOK 1 for the past three fishing years, as a result of reduced 
catch from the West Coast South Island spawning fishery. 
Catch from the sub-Antarctic has increased, but the total 
catch from the western stock has been below the catch limit 
for the last 3 years. The eastern stock catch limit has 
continued to be fully caught.”

On the Chatham Rise the plenary report notes the taking of 
small fishing on the Chatham Rise: “In 2017–18 about 58% of 
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western stock. the catch by number was less than 65 cm. Females comprised 
60% of the catch.”

The Plenary report noted the consistent decline in a number of 
the key survey abundance indices (see table 16) into the stock 
assessment report.  This includes:
 The Sub-Antarctic trawl survey estimate in Nov-Dec 2018 

was down 18% from 2016, was similar to that in 2014, 
and is now the lowest in the series since the four low 
points from 2003 to 2006.

 The acoustic survey biomass in Cook Strait in 2017 was 
half that in 2015 and the lowest since 2008.

 The 2018 WCSI acoustic survey was down 47% on 2013 
and is the lowest in the time series, going back to 1988.

 The relative biomass of recruited hoki (ages 3+ years and 
older) on the Chatham Rise in 2018 declined by 26% from 
that in 2016.

While CPUE is not used in the assessment it was also down in 
Western stock fisheries:
 declined by 43% over the last three years on the WCSI; 

and 
 declined by 27% since 2012 on the Sub-Antarctic. 

There is clearly uncertainty as to the state of the Western hoki 
stock:

 the 2019 stock assessment estimated stock status to be 
at 56% B0 (using the combined model, run 1.17) or 
29% B0 (using the western stock-focused model, run 
1.34). 
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 The Deepwater Fisheries Assessment Working Group 
considered it is About As Likely As Not (40-60% 
probability) to be at or above the lower end of the 
target range.

 there is increased uncertainty in the western stock 
assessment because of the lack of fit to the Sub-
Antarctic trawl survey. If the Sub-Antarctic trawl 
survey is reflecting abundance trends, then the western 
stock status would be lower than estimated in run 1.17 
and more like that in run 1.34.

ECO is concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on HOK1;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.

ECO does not accept BPAs are conserving biodiversity, 
protecting habitats of significance for fisheries management, 
or protecting vulnerable marine areas.  BPAs are:

 Unrepresentative of marine biodiversity impacted by 
fisheries;

 Mainly areas deeper than depths trawled ie greater 
than 1500m depth - substantial parts of them (72.2%) 
are located in waters that are too deep to trawl with 
current technologies (> circa 2000 m);

 Poor protection of endemic species (Leathwick et al 
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2008);
 Not representative of features like hills, seamounts and 

similar features.
 Poor protection of vulnerable marine species and 

continued bycatch of protected corals and other 
vulnerable marine species.

For the areas with no protection from bottom fishing the 
destruction of benthic species is ongoing.

The CSP Annual Report has reported every year since 2010 
on protected corals caught in middle depth fisheries.

For example, according to the CSP review of bycatch in the 
middle depth trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.

The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999 and Auster et al 2011) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  

As Clark et al (2015) observed: “many deep-sea invertebrates 
are exceptionally long-lived and grow extremely slowly: these 
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biological attributes mean that the recovery capacity of the 
benthos is highly limited and prolonged, predicted to take 
decades to centuries after shì ng has ceased.”  Protected deep 
sea corals are amongst those long-lived invertebrates. (Tracey 
et al 2003vi).

A review by NIWA scientists have found little evidence of 
benthic community resilience to bottom trawling after 15 
years, and that the nature of recovery in biotic communities 
after disturbance is uncertain (Clark et al. 2019vii).

Overall action needs to be taken to maintain biological 
diversity of the marine environment and protect vulnerable 
areas and species.

A cut in the catch limit will likely reduce effort of the HOK1 
target fishery and result in a reduced trawl footprint for this 
fishery.  This will reduce benthic impacts.

The cut will also help to:
 reduce the chance of over-catch of bycatch species in the 

hoki fishery on the West Coast.  In particular, it should 
reduce the bycatch of depleted hake stock (2-3% of hoki 
fishery catch) with cuts in catch limits recommended.

 Reduce the bycatch of fur seals in the hoki fishery.

The cut is unlikely to reduce the several hundred estimated 
seabird deaths in the fishery as those mainly occur in the Sub-
Antarctic and Chatham Rise.  Any efforts shifting to the 
Chatham Rise would likely increase seabird deaths.
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Ling 

(LIN 7) 

↑ Two options to 
increase the total 
allowable catch 
(TAC) and total
allowable 
commercial catch 
(TACC) as follows:
1. A 10% increase in 
the TAC, TACC and 
allowance for other 
sources of fishing 
related mortality.
The TACC would 
increase from 3,080 
tonnes to 3,388 
tonnes.
2. A 20% increase in 
the TACC, TACC 
and allowance for 
other sources of 
fishing related
mortality. The 
TACC would 
increase from 3,080 
tonnes to 3,696 
tonnes.
It is proposed that 
the LIN 7 customary 
Māori and 
recreational 
allowance be 
retained at one tonne
each for both 
options.

ECO does not support an increase in the catch limit for LIN7 
for the following reasons:
There is no need to increase the catch limit at this stage.  As 
the plenary report notes:
 “This assessment is very uncertain” and 
 “Biomass is estimated to have been stable or slowly 

decreasing.”

There are a range of major uncertainties identified in the 
assessment:
 There is a lack of contrast in the biomass indices to inform 

the absolute level of biomass.
 Although the catch history used in the assessment has 

been corrected for some misreported catch (see Section 
1.4), it is possible that additional misreporting exists.

 It is assumed in the assessment models that natural 
mortality is constant over all ages.

 The model estimates that a relatively high proportion of 
ling biomass is not vulnerable to fishing around the age of 
first maturity.

MPI should endeavour to repeat the assessment with updated 
information.

ECO is concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on LIN7;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management which has not been identified.
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 Maintenance of biological diversity given the effect of 
bottom fishing.

 Seabird bycatch in an area where bycatch is doubtful 
that the current management measures are working 
and not meeting the overall goal of the NPOA on 
seabirds and the Biological Objective.

According to the CSP review of bycatch in the middle depth 
trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.

The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999 and Auster et al 2011) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  

An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
LIN7 target fishery and result in an increased trawl footprint 
for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.

Chatham 
Rise orange 
roughy 
(ORH 3B)

↑ This paper proposes 
that the Minister 
approve the second 
stage of the increase; 
specifically, to:
 increase the 

ECO does not support and increase in the orange roughy 
stocks in ORH3B for the following reasons.  These 
submissions are in addition to those made by the Deep Sea 
Conservation Coalition (DSCC).



21

Area Change 
Proposed

Proposal 
summary

ECO Submission

ORH 3B TAC 
by 703 tonnes 
(11%) to 7,116 
tonnes;

 increase the 
TACC by 681 
tonnes (11%) to 
6,772 tonnes;

 increase the 
allowance for all 
other fishing 
related mortality 
by 22 tonnes 
(7%) to 339 
tonnes;

 retain current 
allowances for 
Customary 
Māori (5 tonnes) 
retain current 
allowances for 
Recreational 
Fishing (0 
tonnes).

 apply all of the 
catch increase to 
the East and 
South Chatham 
Rise (ESCR).

There is no need to increase the catch limit.  As the plenary 
noted:  “B2017 was estimated to be 33% B0 Likely (> 60%) to 
be at or above the lower end of the management target range.”

The stock can continue to rebuild at current catch levels and 
still remain within the management range.

ECO does not accept the target range for orange roughy given 
it is a long-lived slow-growing species.  The BMEY proxy is 
more likely to lie in the range of 50-60%Bo.

ECO is further concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on ORH3B;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.

ECO does not accept BPAs are conserving biodiversity, 
protecting habitats of significance for fisheries management, 
or protecting vulnerable marine areas.  BPAs are:

 Unrepresentative of marine biodiversity impacted by 
fisheries;

 Mainly areas deeper than depths trawled ie greater 
than 1500m depth - substantial parts of them (72.2%) 
are located in waters that are too deep to trawl with 
current technologies (> circa 2000 m);

 Poor protection of endemic species (Leathwick et al 
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2008);
 Not representative of features like hills, seamounts and 

similar features.
 Poor protection of vulnerable marine species and 

continued bycatch of protected corals and other 
vulnerable marine species.

For the areas with no protection from bottom fishing the 
destruction of benthic species is ongoing.

The CSP Annual Report has reported every year since 2010 
on protected corals caught in middle depth fisheries.

For example, according to the CSP review of bycatch in the 
middle depth trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.

In 2016-17 on the Chatham Rise “136.8 kg of bubblegum 
coral was caught in the SOE FMA.”

The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999 and Auster et al 2011) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  
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As Clark et al (2015) observed: “many deep-sea invertebrates 
are exceptionally long-lived and grow extremely slowly: these 
biological attributes mean that the recovery capacity of the 
benthos is highly limited and prolonged, predicted to take 
decades to centuries after shì ng has ceased.”  Protected deep 
sea corals are amongst those long-lived invertebrates. (Tracey 
et al 2003viii).

A review by NIWA scientists have found little evidence of 
benthic community resilience to bottom trawling after 15 
years, and that the nature of recovery in biotic communities 
after disturbance is uncertain (Clark et al. 2019ix).

Overall action needs to be taken to maintain biological 
diversity of the marine environment and protect vulnerable 
areas and species.

An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
ORH3B target fishery and result in an increased trawl 
footprint for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.

Orange 
roughy 
(ORH 7A)

↑ Four options for the 
TAC and TACC for 
ORH 7A. As NZ 
requires catch taken 
from the Westpac 
Bank Area to be 
counted against 
ORH 7A Annual 
Catch Entitlement, 
catch from the 

ECO does not support and increase in the orange roughy 
stocks in ORH7A for the following reasons.  These 
submissions are in addition to those made by the Deep Sea 
Conservation Coalition (DSCC).:

ECO notes that:
 This fishery is a straddling stock where the high seas 

component is managed by SPRFMO;
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Westpac Bank is 
accounted for within 
the ORH 7A TACC.
Option 1 maintains 
the TAC at 1,680 
tonnes and the 
TACC at 1,600 
tonnes.
Option 2 increases 
the TAC from 1,680 
tonnes to 2,163 
tonnes and the 
TACC to 2,060 
tonnes.
Option 3 increases 
the TAC from 1,680 
tonnes to 2,310 
tonnes and the 
TACC to 2,200 
tonnes.
Option 4 increases 
the TAC from 1,680 
tonnes to 2,555 
tonnes and the 
TACC to 2,433 
tonnes.

 The SPRFMO Commission has only just set catch limits 
and management arrangements for the high seas 
proportion of the fishery;

 the assessment and catch limits have not been reviewed by 
the Scientific Committee of SPRFMO or has been 
discussed by the SPRFMO Commission;

This proposal for an increase in the TACC breaches the 
obligations New Zealand has a duty to cooperate under Article 
7 of the UN Fish Stock Agreement:

“Conservation and management measures established 
for the high seas and those adopted for areas under 
national jurisdiction shall be compatible in order to 
ensure conservation and management of the straddling 
fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in their 
entirety. To this end, coastal States and States fishing 
on the high seas have a duty to cooperate for the 
purpose of achieving compatible measures in respect 
of such stocks. “

So New Zealand is required to co-operate and “make every 
effort to agree on compatible conservation and management 
measures”.  There is a clear obligation not to take unilateral 
action.

This proposal should be deferred until New Zealand has 
undertaken this process. 

There is no need to increase the catch limit.  As the plenary 
noted:  “The biomass is expected to slowly decrease at the 
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current TACC (1600 t) over the next 5 years, but to remain 
within the target range.”

ECO does not accept the target range for orange roughy given 
it is a long-lived slow-growing species.  The BMEY proxy is 
more likely to lie in the range of 50-60%Bo.

ECO is further concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on ORH7A;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity, given the effect of 
bottom fishing.

ECO does not accept BPAs are conserving biodiversity, 
protecting habitats of significance for fisheries management, 
or protecting vulnerable marine areas.  BPAs are:

 Unrepresentative of marine biodiversity impacted by 
fisheries;

 Mainly areas deeper than depths trawled ie greater 
than 1500m depth - substantial parts of them (72.2%) 
are located in waters that are too deep to trawl with 
current technologies (> circa 2000 m);

 Poor protection of endemic species (Leathwick et al 
2008);

 Not representative of features like hills, seamounts and 
similar features.

 Poor protection of vulnerable marine species and 
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continued bycatch of protected corals and other 
vulnerable marine species.

For the areas with no protection from bottom fishing the 
destruction of benthic species is ongoing.

The CSP Annual Report has reported every year since 2010 
on protected corals caught in middle depth fisheries.

For example, according to the CSP review of bycatch in the 
middle depth trawl fisheries in 2017-18:
A total of 67.2kg of coral bycatch was observed this year, a 
small (2%) increase in coral catch in comparison the previous 
observer year (2016/17) (Hjorvarsdottir & Isaacs 2018). 
More than half (57%) of the coral bycatch occurred in the 
SUB FMA and overall, bushy hard coral (Goniocorella 
dumosa) was the most common coral bycatch in this fishery.

In 2016-17 on the Chatham Rise “136.8 kg of bubblegum 
coral was caught in the SOE FMA.”

The level of captured corals may only represent 1 to 10 
percent of the species destroyed by the net (see Freese et al 
1999 and Auster et al 2011) given the low catchability of 
corals and other vulnerable benthic species.  

As Clark et al (2015) observed: “many deep-sea invertebrates 
are exceptionally long-lived and grow extremely slowly: these 
biological attributes mean that the recovery capacity of the 
benthos is highly limited and prolonged, predicted to take 
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decades to centuries after shì ng has ceased.”  Protected deep 
sea corals are amongst those long-lived invertebrates. (Tracey 
et al 2003x).

A review by NIWA scientists have found little evidence of 
benthic community resilience to bottom trawling after 15 
years, and that the nature of recovery in biotic communities 
after disturbance is uncertain (Clark et al. 2019xi).

Overall action needs to be taken to maintain biological 
diversity of the marine environment and protect vulnerable 
areas and species.

An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
ORH7A target fishery and result in an increased trawl 
footprint for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.

Inshore
Kina 

(SUR 1A 
and 1B)

↑ Increases proposed 
to the TAC should 
be considered in 
light of the new 
digital monitoring 
regime.
The combined TAC 
of the two stocks is 
currently 496 tonnes, 
of which 180 tonnes 
is the combined 
Total Allowable 
Commercial Catch 
(TACC). Three 
options are proposed 

ECO does not support an increase in the commercial kina 
fishery at this stage, for the following reasons:

We do agree that:
 Hand gathering is used and that this is generally a low 

impact harvesting method.
 Fishers and stakeholders have also suggested potential 

benefits from increased harvesting, as in some areas the 
current densities of kina are impacting re-colonisation of 
seaweed, which can play an important role in the wider 
ecosystem.
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for each stock:
 Option 1 is to 

maintain the 
status quo – no 
increases.

 Option 2 is a 
20% increase to 
the TAC, TACC 
and allowances, 
and provides for 
a modest 
increase in 
catch.

 Option 3 is a 
50% increase to 
the TAC, TACC 
and allowances 
and provides for 
the greatest 
increase in 
catch.

.

Kina barrens are created by over-fishing kina predators like 
snapper and rock lobster to low levels (Shears & Babcock, 
2002) xii.  Kina eat kelp and kina grazing creates and maintains 
urchin barrens and prevents kelp re-establishing. This is a 
situation that has been noted with sea urchins globally (Ling et 
al 2015xiii).

Research has found that when rock lobster and snapper are in 
high enough densities there is a positive effect on kelp forests 
and primary productivity as they consume kina (Shears and 
Babcock, 2002).  In contrast urchin barrens are less prevalent 
in marine reserves where there are higher densities of kina 
predators eg rock lobster and snapper (Babcock et al 1999xiv, 
Shears and Babcock 2002).

MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery and 
consider the ecological issues associated with kina and kina 
predators that also have quota.  The ecological implications of 
kina predators with low stock sizes needs wider consideration 
by MPI.  This should be assessed as part of any proposed 
changes to kina catch limits.

We also note that kina fisheries have become over-fished 
globally and agree “these experiences support a cautious 
approach to management.”

Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.
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Pāua

(PAU 4)

↓ Option 1 therefore 
proposes the setting 
of a TAC plus 
allowances, with the 
TACC staying at the 
current level. The 
other options also 
propose the setting 
of a TAC for the 
first time.
The options are:
1. TAC set at 334 
tonnes; 8 tonnes of 
allowances 
(customary 3 tonnes, 
recreational 3 
tonnes, other 
mortality to the 
stock caused by 
fishing 2 tonnes), 
TACC stays at 
current level of 326 
tonnes.
2. TAC set at 301.4 
tonnes; 8 tonnes of 
allowances 
(customary 3 tonnes, 
recreational 3 
tonnes, other 
mortality to the 
stock caused by 
fishing 2 tonnes), 
TACC cut by 10% 
(decrease from 326 
tonnes to 293.4 
tonnes). 10% cut.

ECO supports a cut in the catch limit for PAU4 based on 
option 4 given the current limited information and need to 
take precautionary measures, and for the following reasons:

ECO notes that the fishing industry have acknowledged there 
is a problem in the fishery and previously shelved 40 percent 
of the quota.  The plenary reports notes that a report in 2010 
“showed a potential decline in the fishery since the early 
2000s,  however the poor data quality is causing considerable 
uncertainty about the real trend in the fishery.”

There are currently no accepted biomass estimates and no 
estimates of yield or forward projections.

Paua/abalone fisheries are notoriously difficult to assess and 
have suffered from many instances of over-fishing in New 
Zealand and globally. Issues that need to be considered are:
 It is unknown to what extent the CPUE series tracks stock 

abundance which is compounded by poor reporting in past 
years.

 Since 2013, commercial pāua divers in PAU 4 have been 
able to use underwater breathing apparatus, which is likely 
to have improved the efficiency of divers.

 Concerns over potential for serial depletion, 
 contraction of stocks, 
 potential for recruitment failure;
 it is unlikely there is homogeneous biology, habitat and 

fishing pressures within the QMA.

While UBA increases the safety of divers it enables deeper 
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3. TAC set at 269 
tonnes; 8 tonnes of 
allowances 
(customary 3 tonnes, 
recreational 3 
tonnes, other 
mortality to the 
stock caused by 
fishing 2 tonnes), 
TACC cut by 20% 
(decrease from 326 
tonnes to 261 
tonnes). 20% cut.
4. TAC set at 236.2 
tonnes; 8 tonnes in 
allowances 
(customary 3 tonnes, 
recreational 3 
tonnes, other 
mortality to the 
stock caused by 
fishing 2 tonnes), 
TACC cut by 30% 
(decrease from 326 
tonnes to 228.2 
tonnes). 30% cut.

.

areas which previously were refuges for paua.  This mean that 
greater precaution needs to be taken in setting catch limits.

ECO questions whether 40%Bo is an appropriate target for a 
shellfish species like paua.  There should be a review of the 
appropriateness of harvest strategy default levels for paua, 
including the target biomass.

There are also a range of research needs identified in the stock 
assessment report for Paua.  This includes:

 determining the impacts of environmental conditions 
and climate change; 

 assessment of the direct and indirect effects of 
commercial harvest on the ecosystem; and

 obtaining data on paua population age structures.

Given the importance of paua to fishers and the ecosystem, 
developing a method of assessing paua stocks should be an 
urgent priority.

Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.

Red snapper 
(RSN 1 and 
2) 

↑

↓

The options 
proposed are:
 Option 1 is to 

retain the status 
quo. No 
increases or 
decreases.

ECO does not support change in the red snapper catch limits 
without further assessment, and for the following reasons:  

Given the uncertainties in the biological information and 
assessment information on red snapper we would support a 
cut in RSN1.
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 Option 2 is a 
decrease in the 
RSN 1 TAC and 
TACC by up to 
60 tonnes, and a 
TAC and TACC 
increase of up to 
60 tonnes for 
RSN 2. The 
allowances for 
both RSN 1 and 
RSN 2 would 
remain at current 
levels.

Information on both stocks is limited. Available information is 
based on catch trends, which may be decreasing for RSN 1 
and may be increasing for RSN 2.

The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.

The current (May 2019) plenary assessment report states:
3. STOCKS AND AREAS
There has been no research to determine if there are separate 
biological stocks of red snapper.
4. STOCK ASSESSMENT
There has been no scientific stock assessment of the biomass 
that can support the Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) for 
red snapper.
5. STATUS OF THE STOCK
The reference or current biomass is not known for any red 
snapper stock. It is not known if the recent catch levels are 
sustainable. The status of RSN 1, 2 and 10 relative to BMSY is 
unknown.

The plenary report notes:
 “There have been no formal ageing studies of New 

Zealand red snapper,” 
 “Nothing is known of their reproductive biology.”

MPI should work towards obtaining information on red 
snapper biology and work towards a full assessment of this 
fishery.



32

Area Change 
Proposed

Proposal 
summary

ECO Submission

Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.

Top of the 
South trawl 
fishery for 4 
stocks 

Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
options for these 
stocks:

Elephantfish

(ELE 7)

↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
change: 
 Elephant fish: 

Set a TAC for 
elephant fish of 
127 tonnes. 

ECO does not support an increase in the ELE7 fishery for the 
following reasons:

There is considerable uncertainty over the state of the fishery:
 Current catches and the current TACC are About as 

Likely as Not (40–60%) to cause overfishing.
 Trawl survey biomass trends for this stock are 

unreliably estimated by the West Coast South Island 
survey.

The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.

The plenary report notes that: “Both current and historical 
estimates of landings exclude fish discarded at sea and the 
quantum of discards is unknown.”

A full stock assessment should be possible for this fishery.  In 
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line with the NPOA on Sharks:
“Management targets for shark species should be reviewed 
and catch limits set at appropriate levels. The absence of 
stock assessments introduces risk and uncertainty to 
management. Quantitative assessments are best practice and 
should be applied for all species in the QMS, especially those 
identified as high risk. For those species where adequate 
information can be obtained within the period of the plan, 
quantitative stock assessments will be undertaken.”

Action on the NPOA includes:
 “Management action is needed to ensure that significant 

habitats for sharks, like pupping and nursery grounds, are 
identified and the attributes and functions of those habitats 
are appropriately protected.”

 “To ensure proper conservation and management of shark 
populations there must be adequate information about 
catch and effort in all sectors, as well as information on 
other potential impacts on shark populations.”

 “Observer coverage is sufficient to monitor compliance, 
verify catch information, and collect scientific data for all 
New Zealand commercial fisheries that take sharks. At sea 
monitoring is at a level sufficient to provide statistically 
robust monitoring of progress towards achieving the 
objectives of the NPOA-Sharks.”

MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery.  

This should include a review of the appropriateness of harvest 
strategy default levels for sharks, including the target biomass.
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ECO is concerned at the impact of an increase in this fishery 
on the bycatch of Hector’s dolphin especially while the threat 
management plan is under consultation.

In addition, ECO is concerned that:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity has not been given 
the effect to.

An increase in the catch limit could increase effort in the 
ELE7 target fishery and result in an increased footprint for 
this fishery which would increase benthic impacts.

Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.

Gurnard 
(GUR 7)

↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
change: 
 Red gurnard: 

Increase the 

ECO does not support an increase in the GUR7 fishery at this 
stage for the following reasons:

ECO does not support an increase in the catch limit at this 
time a full stock assessment and monitoring regime to allow 
for in season changes should be investigated.  The TACC was 
last increased only 2 years ago.
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TAC for red 
gurnard from 
1,065 tonnes, to 
1,176 tonnes or 
1,273 tonnes 

Red gurnard has a fast growth rate and relatively short 
lifespan, and fluctuations in recruitment tend to result in large 
fluctuations in stock biomass.  Given the short lifespan 
increased catch limits would likely be unsustainable in the 
medium term.

The stock boundaries are also unknown for red gurnard and 
Quantitative stock projections are unavailable for GUR7.

The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.

MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery 
with a view to an approach to in season management.

In addition, ECO is concerned that:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity has not been given 
the effect to.

An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
GUR7 target fishery and result in an increased trawl footprint 
for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.

Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
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under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.

West coast 
South Island 
John Dory 
(JDO 7)

↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
change: 
 John dory: 

Increase the 
TAC for John 
dory from 226 
tonnes to 247 
tonnes 

ECO does not support and increase in this fishery at this stage, 
for the following reasons:

Recruitment in the fishery has been variable with years of 
apparent intermittent high recruitment.  No estimates of 
current biomass are available which would permit the 
estimation of CAY.

MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery.

The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.

ECO is concerned at the impact of any increase on:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing on JDO7;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management, which has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity, which has not 
been given the effect to.

An increase in the catch limit could increase effort in the 
JDO7 target fishery and result in an increased trawl footprint 
for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.
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Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.

West coast 
South Island 
rig (SPO 7)

↑ Fisheries New 
Zealand proposes 
either maintaining 
the status quo, or the 
following TAC 
change: 
 Rig: Increase 

the TAC for rig 
from 346 
tonnes to 373 
tonnes, or to 
400 tonnes 

ECO does not support and increase in the catch limit for 
SPO7, for the following reasons.

The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.

A full stock assessment should be possible for this fishery.  In 
line with the NPOA on Sharks:
“Management targets for shark species should be reviewed 
and catch limits set at appropriate levels. The absence of 
stock assessments introduces risk and uncertainty to 
management. Quantitative assessments are best practice and 
should be applied for all species in the QMS, especially those 
identified as high risk. For those species where adequate 
information can be obtained within the period of the plan, 
quantitative stock assessments will be undertaken.”

Action on the NPOA includes:
 “Management action is needed to ensure that significant 

habitats for sharks, like pupping and nursery grounds, are 
identified and the attributes and functions of those habitats 
are appropriately protected.”

 “To ensure proper conservation and management of shark 
populations there must be adequate information about 
catch and effort in all sectors, as well as information on 
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other potential impacts on shark populations.”
 “Observer coverage is sufficient to monitor compliance, 

verify catch information, and collect scientific data for all 
New Zealand commercial fisheries that take sharks. At sea 
monitoring is at a level sufficient to provide statistically 
robust monitoring of progress towards achieving the 
objectives of the NPOA-Sharks.”

In addition, ECO is concerned that:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity has not been given 
the effect to.

An increase in the catch limit will likely increase effort in the 
SPO7 target fishery and result in an increased trawl footprint 
for this fishery.  This will increase benthic impacts.

MPI should work towards a full assessment of this fishery.  
This should include a review of the appropriateness of harvest 
strategy default levels for sharks, including the target biomass.

Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  MPI should work towards a fisheries 
management plan as a priority.
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East coast 
North Island 
and South 
Island 
tarakihi 
(TAR 1, 2, 
3, & 7)

↓ Three options:
 Option 1: A 

31% reduction 
to the combined 
TACC for TAR 
1, TAR 2, TAR 
3 and TAR 7 as 
proposed by the 
Minister in the 
2018 Decision 
Document. 

 Option 2: A 
35% reduction 
to the combined 
TACC for TAR 
1, TAR 2, TAR 
3 and TAR 7. 
This is predicted 
to achieve a 
target of 40% 
SB0 within 11 
years, which is 
generally 
consistent with 
Fisheries New 
Zealand’s 
Harvest Strategy 
Standard. 

 Option 3: 
Maintain 
TACCs at 
current levels, 
and adopt 
additional 
management 
controls as 

ECO support modified option 2 which should result in a 10 
year rebuild of the fishery for the following reasons:

Option 2 is more consistent with international obligations than 
option 1 or option 3.

This is due to:
 The 2018 tarakihi stock assessment indicating that the 

stock is at 17 percent of unfished levels (17% SB03), 
which is below the default soft limit in the Harvest 
Strategy Standard (HSS).

“Virtually Certain (> 99%) that overfishing is occurring”
 The need to take action in period which could result in 

benefits of cuts being seen by the ecosystem and current 
fishers.

Economic considerations cannot be only focused on 
benefits or impacts to the fishing industry. Economic 
considerations must consider the changes in natural 
capital.  Given that reducing the stock is an adverse 
effect on natural capital.

The proposed industry strategy would not achieve the level of 
reduction in catches needed to rebuild the fishery or the level 
of rebuild required.

The absence of observers or cameras on inshore vessels 
undermines the management and monitoring regime in place.

These tarakihi stocks are managed as one stock unit, and best 
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Area Change 
Proposed

Proposal 
summary

ECO Submission

proposed 
through the 
commercial 
fishing 
industry’s 
‘Eastern 
Tarakihi 
Management 
Strategy and 
Rebuild Plan’ 
(the Industry 
Rebuild Plan). 

available information emphasises the need for a further cut in 
the catch limit.

Currently there is no management plan for inshore fisheries 
under the Fisheries Act.  The industry proposals after 
consultation with other stakeholders could be incorporated 
into a management plan and operational plan under the 
Fisheries Act.

In addition, ECO is concerned that:
 Benthic impacts of bottom trawl fishing when there is 

no strategy to avoid, remedy or mitigate the impacts of 
bottom fishing;

 Habitat of particular significance for fisheries 
management has not been identified.

 Maintenance of biological diversity has not been given 
the effect to.

A cut in the catch limit will likely reduce effort in the tarakihi 
target fishery and result in a reduced trawl footprint for this 
fishery.  This will reduce benthic impacts.
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Deemed value rate reviews are proposed for:

ECO supports changes to deemed values to reduce the incentive for over-fishing and rebuild over-
fished and depleted stocks.

 Bluenose (BNS 7)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing

 ECO notes that last year there 
were changes made to BNS3 
which is likely part of the 
same stock.

 ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing but a 
reduction in the level of this 
depleted stock needs 
monitoring.

 Black cardinalfish (CDL 5)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing.

 ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing but a 
reduction in the level of this 
depleted stock needs 
monitoring.

 Jack mackerel (JMA 7)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing

 Kingfish (KIN 3)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing

 Rubyfish (RBY 5 and 6)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing

 Silver warehou (SWA 3 and 4)  ECO supports changes to 
deemed values to reduce the 
incentive for over-fishing but a 
reduction in the level of this 
depleted stock needs 
monitoring. 
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Appendix UN Fish Stocks Agreement

Article 5
General principles
In order to conserve and manage straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks, 
coastal States and States fishing on the high seas shall, in giving effect to their duty to 
cooperate in accordance with the Convention: 
(a) adopt measures to ensure long-term sustainability of straddling fish stocks and highly 
migratory fish stocks and promote the objective of their optimum utilization;
(b) ensure that such measures are based on the best scientific evidence available and are 
designed to maintain or restore stocks at levels capable of producing maximum sustainable 
yield, as qualified by relevant environmental and economic factors, including the special 
requirements of developing States, and taking into account fishing patterns, the 
interdependence of stocks and any generally recommended international minimum standards, 
whether subregional, regional or global;
(c) apply the precautionary approach in accordance with article 6;
(d) assess the impacts of fishing, other human activities and environmental factors on target 
stocks and species belonging to the same ecosystem or associated with or dependent upon the 
target stocks;
(e) adopt, where necessary, conservation and management measures for species belonging to 
the same ecosystem or associated with or dependent upon the target stocks, with a view to 
maintaining or restoring populations of such species above levels at which their reproduction 
may become seriously threatened;
(f) minimize pollution, waste, discards, catch by lost or abandoned gear, catch of non-target 
species, both fish and non-fish species, (hereinafter referred to as non-target species) and 
impacts on associated or dependent species, in particular endangered species, through 
measures including, to the extent practicable, the development and use of selective, 
environmentally safe and cost-effective fishing gear and techniques;
(g) protect biodiversity in the marine environment;
(h) take measures to prevent or eliminate overfishing and excess fishing capacity and to 
ensure that levels of fishing effort do not exceed those commensurate with the sustainable use 
of fishery resources;
(i) take into account the interests of artisanal and subsistence fishers;
 (j) collect and share, in a timely manner, complete and accurate data concerning fishing 
activities on, inter alia, vessel position, catch of target and non-target species and fishing 
effort, as set out in Annex I, as well as information from national and international research 
programmes;
(k) promote and conduct scientific research and develop appropriate technologies in support 
of fishery conservation and management; and 
(l) implement and enforce conservation and management measures through effective 
monitoring, control and surveillance.

Article 6
Application of the precautionary approach
1. States shall apply the precautionary approach widely to conservation, management and 
exploitation of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in order to protect the 
living marine resources and preserve the marine environment.
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2. States shall be more cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable or inadequate. The 
absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used as a reason for postponing or 
failing to take conservation and management measures. 
3. In implementing the precautionary approach, States shall:
(a) improve decision-making for fishery resource conservation and management by obtaining 
and sharing the best scientific information available and implementing improved techniques 
for dealing with risk and uncertainty;
(b) apply the guidelines set out in Annex II and determine, on the basis of the best scientific 
information available, stock-specific reference points and the action to be taken if they are 
exceeded;
(c) take into account, inter alia, uncertainties relating to the size and productivity of the 
stocks, reference points, stock condition in relation to such reference points, levels and 
distribution of fishing mortality and the impact of fishing activities on non-target and 
associated or dependent species, as well as existing and predicted oceanic, environmental and 
socio-economic conditions; and
(d) develop data collection and research programmes to assess the impact of fishing on non-
target and associated or dependent species and their environment, and adopt plans which are 
necessary to ensure the conservation of such species and to protect habitats of special 
concern.
4. States shall take measures to ensure that, when reference points are approached, they will 
not be exceeded. In the event that they are exceeded, States shall, without delay, take the 
action determined under paragraph 3 (b) to restore the stocks.
5. Where the status of target stocks or non-target or associated or dependent species is of 
concern, States shall subject such stocks and species to enhanced monitoring in order to 
review their status and the efficacy of conservation and management measures. They shall 
revise those measures regularly in the light of new information.
6. For new or exploratory fisheries, States shall adopt as soon as possible cautious 
conservation and management measures, including, inter alia, catch limits and effort limits. 
Such measures shall remain in force until there are sufficient data to allow assessment of the 
impact of the fisheries on the long-term sustainability of the stocks, whereupon conservation 
and management measures based on that assessment shall be implemented. The latter 
measures shall, if appropriate, allow for the gradual development of the fisheries.
7. If a natural phenomenon has a significant adverse impact on the status of straddling fish 
stocks or highly migratory fish stocks, States shall adopt conservation and management 
measures on an emergency basis to ensure that fishing activity does not exacerbate such 
adverse impact. States shall also adopt such measures on an emergency basis where fishing 
activity presents a serious threat to the sustainability of such stocks. Measures taken on an 
emergency basis shall be temporary and shall be based on the best scientific evidence 
available.

Article 7
Compatibility of conservation and management measures
1. Without prejudice to the sovereign rights of coastal States for the purpose of exploring and 
exploiting, conserving and managing the living marine resources within areas under national 
jurisdiction as provided for in the Convention, and the right of all States for their nationals to 
engage in fishing on the high seas in accordance with the Convention:
(a) with respect to straddling fish stocks, the relevant coastal States and the States whose 
nationals fish for such stocks in the adjacent high seas area shall seek, either directly or 
through the appropriate mechanisms for cooperation provided for in Part III, to agree upon 
the measures necessary for the conservation of these stocks in the adjacent high seas area;
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(b) with respect to highly migratory fish stocks, the relevant coastal States and other States 
whose nationals fish for such stocks in the region shall cooperate, either directly or through 
the appropriate mechanisms for cooperation provided for in Part III, with a view to ensuring 
conservation and promoting the objective of optimum utilization of such stocks throughout 
the region, both within and beyond the areas under national jurisdiction.
2. Conservation and management measures established for the high seas and those adopted 
for areas under national jurisdiction shall be compatible in order to ensure conservation and 
management of the straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks in their entirety. 
To this end, coastal States and States fishing on the high seas have a duty to cooperate for the 
purpose of achieving compatible measures in respect of such stocks. In determining 
compatible conservation and management measures, States shall:
(a) take into account the conservation and management measures adopted and applied in 
accordance with article 61 of the Convention in respect of the same stocks by coastal States 
within areas under national jurisdiction and ensure that measures established in respect of 
such stocks for the high seas do not undermine the effectiveness of such measures;
(b) take into account previously agreed measures established and applied for the high seas in 
accordance with the Convention in respect of the same stocks by relevant coastal States and 
States fishing on the high seas; 
(c) take into account previously agreed measures established and applied in accordance with 
the Convention in respect of the same stocks by a subregional or regional fisheries 
management organization or arrangement;
(d) take into account the biological unity and other biological characteristics of the stocks and 
the relationships between the distribution of the stocks, the fisheries and the geographical 
particularities of the region concerned, including the extent to which the stocks occur and are 
fished in areas under national jurisdiction;
(e) take into account the respective dependence of the coastal States and the States fishing on 
the high seas on the stocks concerned; and
(f) ensure that such measures do not result in harmful impact on the living marine resources 
as a whole.
3. In giving effect to their duty to cooperate, States shall make every effort to agree on 
compatible conservation and management measures within a reasonable period of time.
4. If no agreement can be reached within a reasonable period of time, any of the States 
concerned may invoke the procedures for the settlement of disputes provided for in Part VIII.
5. Pending agreement on compatible conservation and management measures, the States 
concerned, in a spirit of understanding and cooperation, shall make every effort to enter into 
provisional arrangements of a practical nature. In the event that they are unable to agree on 
such arrangements, any of the States concerned may, for the purpose of obtaining provisional 
measures, submit the dispute to a court or tribunal in accordance with the procedures for the
settlement of disputes provided for in Part VIII.
6. Provisional arrangements or measures entered into or prescribed pursuant to paragraph 5 
shall take into account the provisions of this Part, shall have due regard to the rights and 
obligations of all States concerned, shall not jeopardize or hamper the reaching of final 
agreement on compatible conservation and management measures and shall be without 
prejudice to the final outcome of any dispute settlement procedure.
7. Coastal States shall regularly inform States fishing on the high seas in the subregion or 
region, either directly or through appropriate subregional or regional fisheries management 
organizations or arrangements, or through other appropriate means, of the measures they have 
adopted for straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks within areas under their 
national jurisdiction.
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8. States fishing on the high seas shall regularly inform other interested States, either directly 
or through appropriate subregional or regional fisheries management organizations or 
arrangements, or through other appropriate means, of the measures they have adopted for 
regulating the activities of vessels flying their flag which fish for such stocks on the high 
seas.

i See https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/feature-story/implementing-electronic-monitoring-alaska-fisheries
ii Emery, T, Noriega, R, Williams, A and Larcombe, J. (2019). Changes in logbook reporting by commercial 
fishers following the implementation of electronic monitoring in Australian Commonwealth fisheries. Marine 
Policy. 104. 135-145. 10.1016/j.marpol.2019.01.018.
iii See https://www.fisheries.govt.nz/protection-and-response/sustainable-fisheries/strengthening-fisheries-
management/fisheries-change-programme/on-board-cameras-for-commercial-fishing-vessels/
iv Freese, L., Auster, P.J., Heifetz, J. and Wing, B.L., 1999. Effects of trawling on seafloor habitat and 
associated invertebrate taxa in the Gulf of Alaska. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 182, pp.119-126.
v Auster, P.J., Gjerde, K., Heupel, E., Watling, L., Grehan, A. and Rogers, A.D., 2010. Definition and 
detection of vulnerable marine ecosystems on the high seas: problems with the “move-on” rule. ICES 
Journal of Marine Science, 68(2), pp.254-264.
vi Tracey, D., Neil, H., Gordon, D., and O’Shea, S. (2003) Chronicles of the deep: ageing deep-sea 
corals in New Zealand waters. Water and Atmosphere, 11: 22–24.
vii Clark, M. R.; Bowden, D. A.; Rowden, A. A. and Stewart, R. (2019) Little Evidence of Benthic 
Community Resilience to Bottom Trawling on Seamounts After 15 Years. Frontiers in Marine Science. 
26 February 2019 www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00063/full 
viii Tracey, D., Neil, H., Gordon, D., and O’Shea, S. (2003) Chronicles of the deep: ageing deep-sea 
corals in New Zealand waters. Water and Atmosphere, 11: 22–24.
ix Clark, M. R.; Bowden, D. A.; Rowden, A. A. and Stewart, R. (2019) Little Evidence of Benthic 
Community Resilience to Bottom Trawling on Seamounts After 15 Years. Frontiers in Marine Science. 
26 February 2019 www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00063/full 
x Tracey, D., Neil, H., Gordon, D., and O’Shea, S. (2003) Chronicles of the deep: ageing deep-sea 
corals in New Zealand waters. Water and Atmosphere, 11: 22–24.
xi Clark, M. R.; Bowden, D. A.; Rowden, A. A. and Stewart, R. (2019) Little Evidence of Benthic 
Community Resilience to Bottom Trawling on Seamounts After 15 Years. Frontiers in Marine Science. 
26 February 2019 www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00063/full 
xii Shears, N.T., Babcock, R.C., 2002. Marine reserves demonstrate top-down control of community 
structure on temperate reefs. Oecologia 132: 131,142
xiii Ling SD et al. 2015 Global regime shift dynamics of catastrophic sea urchin overgrazing. Phil. Trans. 
R. Soc. B 370: 20130269.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0269
xiv Babcock RC, Kelly S, Shears NT, Walker JW, Willis TJ (1999)  Changes in community structure in 
temperate marine reserves.  Mar Ecol Prog Ser 189:125–134.
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1. Introduction 


1.1 This is a submission on the Review of Sustainability Measures for Tarakihi (TAR 1, 2, 3 and 7) 


for  2019/20 as set in the Fisheries New Zealand (Fisheries NZ) Discussion Paper No: 2019/13 


(Discussion Paper).  


1.2 EDS is a not-for-profit, non-government national environmental organisation. It was 


established in 1971 with the objective of bringing together the disciplines of law, science, 


and planning in order to promote better environmental outcomes in resource management.  


EDS recently undertook an in-depth study into the operation of the fisheries management 


system, with a focus on inshore stocks. The study included 60 interviews with people directly 


involved with fisheries management in New Zealand and was published in 2018 under the 


title: “Voices from the Sea: Managing New Zealand's Fisheries”. 


2. Summary of submission 


2.1. EDS seeks: 


a) An additional proposal be included for consideration by the Minister demonstrating 


the measures required to rebuild tarakihi stock to 40% abundance in 10 years in 


accordance with the Harvest Strategy Standard (HSS) 


b) That either proposals in Option 1 and 2 (for the reduction by 31% or 35% Total 


Allowable Commercial Catch (TACC) over an 11 or 12 year timeframe) or in (a) above 


be adopted by the Minister 


c) Option 3 as proposed in the Discussion Paper be removed as an option for 


consideration by the Minister on the basis that it is ultra vires 


d) That targeting of tarakihi by bottom trawl equipment be prohibited 


2.2. EDS considers that a decision by the Minister based on the Discussion Paper’s advice would 


be unlawful because it fails to include information necessary to fulfil the Minister’s 


statutory obligations under the Fisheries Act (FA) meaning that a decision on the basis of 


the Discussion Paper would fail to take into account relevant considerations.  
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3. Compliance with the FA 


3.1. When considering the setting of sustainability measures for a fish stock the Minister’s 


decision-making power is subject to specific and directive statutory requirements under the 


FA. 


Purpose: section 8A  


3.2. The Minister's decision must be consistent with achieving the FA’s purpose s8 FA: “to 


provide for the utilisation of fisheries resources while ensuring sustainability”. The definition 


of “ensuring sustainability” includes in ss8(2)(b) “avoiding, remedying and mitigating any 


adverse effects of fishing on the aquatic environment’. The “aquatic environment” is defined 


in s2 as “the natural and biological resources comprising any aquatic ecosystem” and to 


include “all aquatic life”. The term “aquatic life” captures “any species of plant or animal life 


that, at any stage of its life history, must inhabit water, whether living or dead; and includes 


seabirds (whether or not in the aquatic environment)”. 


3.3. As a result, the Minister's decision must be consistent with avoiding, remedying, and 


mitigating any adverse effects of fishing on all marine species of plant and animal life as well 


as on the marine ecosystems which they comprise. 


3.4. The Discussion Paper sets out proposals to alter the TACC but contains little other 


information on the adverse effects of trawling for tarakihi on other marine species or on 


marine ecosystems. EDS considers that a decision made by the Minister based on this 


deficient advice would be unlawful.  


Environmental principles: section 9 


3.5. s9 FA sets out the environmental principles which the Minister must “take into account” 


when making a decision on the setting of sustainability measures. The two most relevant to 


the tarakihi stock are: 


a) “biological diversity of the aquatic environment should be maintained” (s9(b)). 


b) “habitat of particular significance for fisheries management should be protected” 


(s9(c)). 


3.6. None of the terms in s9(c) which states that “habitat of particular significance for fisheries 


management should be protected” are defined by the FA.  


3.7. We have been unable to identify any case law defining the word “protect” for the purposes 


of s9(c) FA. “Protect” is defined by the Compact Oxford Dictionary1 as “keep safe from harm 


or injury”. The Courts have confirmed the same definition applies in the context of the 


requirement to protect significant areas of indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 


indigenous fauna under the Resource Management Act 1991.2  


                                                      
1 3rd edition, pg 737.  
2 [2015] NZEnvC 219 at [63].  
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3.8. The Discussion Paper indicates that these habitats should be protected and adverse effects 


on them avoided, remedied or mitigated. EDS emphasises that the direction in s9 is outcome 


focused. Simply avoiding, remedying, or mitigating adverse effects generally is not sufficient 


– the actions undertaken must be adequate to achieve protection.  


3.9. The Discussion Paper contains very inadequate information on the adverse effects of fishing 


activity on biological diversity and habitat of particular significance to fisheries management. 


It is therefore not possible to assess whether the sustainability measures proposed are 


adequate to achieve protection.  


Information principles 


3.10. When making a decision under the FA, the Minister must take into account the information 


principles in s10: 


a) decisions should be based on the best available information 


b) decision makers should consider any uncertainty in the information available in any 


case 


c) decision makers should be cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable, or 


inadequate 


d)  the absence of, or any uncertainty in, any information should not be used as a reason 


for postponing or failing to take any measure to achieve the purpose of this Act 


 


3.11. The Discussion Paper contains only partial information, with significant gaps in the provision 


of information on important matters that the Minister is legally required to take into 


account (as discussed further below). For this reason, EDS considers that the Discussion 


Paper has not provided the best available information.  


4. Discussion Paper Proposals 


4.1. Following the recommendations made in the 2018 Sustainability Measures document the 


Minister decided to implement a two-stage plan to rebuild tarakihi abundance. The first 


stage of the rebuild plan was to implement a 20% TACC reduction. The second stage is the 


implementation of additional measures to rebuild abundance, and is the focus of the current 


Discussion Paper.  


4.2. The Discussion Paper indicates that the tarakihi fishery has been in long-term decline and 


currently has an abundance rate of 15.9% of virgin biomass. As tarakihi are long-lived and 


slow-growing, they are a low productivity species.  The Harvest Strategy Standard for New 


Zealand Fisheries (2008) (HSS) default proxy of 40% abundance is recommended.  


4.3. The HSS, which outlines international best practice, recommends a rebuild timeframe of 10 


years to reach 40% abundance. EDS has previously indicated support for this timeframe, and 


reiterates that support now.   


4.4. The three measures proposed are:  
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 Option 1:  A 31% reduction in TACC, predicted to enable the stock to reach the 40% 


abundance rate within 12 years  


 Option 2: A 35% reduction in TACC, predicted to enable the stock to reach the 40% 


abundance rate within 11 years 


 Option 3: No further reduction in TACC and the implementation of additional 


management options, predicted to enable the stock to reach a 35% abundance rate 


in 27 years 


4.5. The three options have significant differences in their estimated per annum costs but when 


averaged across the total time needed to rebuild the stock these differences converge. 


However, it is noted that the economic evaluation of the cost of each option to rebuild does 


not include the economic benefits that would be derived from rebuilding the stock, and 


instead focuses on the loss of revenue for the different rebuild options. It also does not 


include the economic losses from not taking action. This provides a misleading picture.   


4.6. Option 3 does not propose any reduction in TACC and instead relies on additional measures 


proposed in the commercial fishing industry’s ‘Eastern Tarakihi Management Strategy and 


Rebuild Plan’. A decision to retain the status quo for the TACC would not meet the 


requirement under s 13(2A) to set a TAC “that is not inconsistent with the objective of… 


moving the stock towards or above, a level which can produce the MSY”. Option 3 is 


therefore not legally available to the Minister.  


4.7. Option 3 also does not provide any certainty in the timeframe required to rebuild tarakihi 


abundance to a sustainable rate. Fisheries New Zealand notes in the Discussion Paper that 


“there is uncertainty in whether the Industry Rebuild Plan will deliver an accelerated rate of 


rebuild”. The Minister is required to take this uncertainty into account when exercising his 


duties, and should be cautious about acting on the basis of uncertain information.3   


4.8. EDS supports both Option 1 and Option 2, but suggests that Option 2 may be the preferred 


option in terms of fairness to the affected fishermen, as the reductions are spread out more 


evenly over TAR 1 and TAR 2.  


4.9. It is recommended that an additional proposal be included that details the measures 


required to rebuild tarakihi to 40% of its virgin biomass within a 10 year timeframe, as 


recommended by the HSS. This would enable the Minister to make a fully informed decision 


about which option is preferable.  


5. Obligations under the Fisheries Act  


 


5.1. The Discussion Paper does not adequately address the Minister’s environmental obligations 


under ss8 and 9 FA. It therefore does not provide the Minister with the best available 


information on which to consider these matters as required under s10(a) FA. 


                                                      
3 Section 10(b) and (c). 
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5.2. Tarakihi  stock is primarily harvested through bottom trawl and the Minister therefore needs 


to consider the impact of this fishing method on: 


a) Biological diversity of the aquatic environment. 


b) Habitat of particular significance for fisheries management. 


 


5.3. There is a wealth of information on this topic which the Minister needs to consider in order 


to meet his statutory obligations. The information is summarised in the publication “Ministry 


for Primary Industries (2017). Aquatic Environment and Biodiversity Annual Review 2017. 


Compiled by the Fisheries Management Science Team, Ministry for Primary Industries, 


Wellington, New Zealand” (AEBAR) which has a chapter on benthic impacts of fishing 


activity.  


5.4. AEBAR provides strong scientific evidence that using bottom trawl gear on hard reef 


structures and biogenic communities is particularly damaging to those habitats. It 


summarises the international scientific findings of the benthic impacts of trawling including 


that:4  


the effects on habitats of mobile bottom fishing gears were that they can: 


 Damage or reduce structural biota (all reviews, strong evidence or support). 


 Damage or reduce habitat complexity (all reviews, variable evidence or support). 


 Reduce or remove major habitat features such as boulders (some reviews, strong 


evidence or support). 


 Alter seafloor structure (some reviews, conflicting evidence for benefits or harm). 


Other emergent conclusions on habitat effects included: 


 There is a gradient of effects, with greatest effects on hard, complex bottoms and least 


effect on sandy bottoms (all reviews, strong support, with qualifications). 


 There is a gradient of effects, with greatest effects on low energy environments and least 


(often negligible) effect on high‐energy environments (all reviews, strong support). 


 Trawls and mobile dredges are the most damaging of the gears considered (three of the 


reviews considered other gears; all drew this conclusion, often with qualifications). 


5.5. AEBAR concludes at page 369 that “The international literature is, therefore, clear that 


bottom(demersal) trawling and shellfish dredging are likely to have largely predictable and 


sometimes substantial effects on benthic community structure and function.” 


5.6. The Discussion Paper also fails to address the interaction between tarakihi recruitment and 


survival and habitat. Research commissioned by government has concluded that juvenile 


                                                      
4 Page 368 
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tarakihi are found in close association with biogenic habitats including bryozoan beds.5 


During the mid 1970s such tarakihi juvenile nursery beds were identified off the south-


western coast of the North Island, in Tasman Bay, and along the entire eastern coast of the 


South Island. They were described as “dense and varied invertebrate benthic epifauna 


dominated by sponges and small corals.”6 


5.7. Of particular relevance to tarakihi is the scientific assessment undertaken of the impacts of 


trawling on bryozoan communities in the Tasman Bay area (noting that the Tasman 


bryozoan beds were identified by Vooren (1975) as important tarakihi nursery grounds). 


Separation Point was first trawled after 1972, and this activity raised concerns about damage 


to the bryozoan beds and reduction of juvenile fish habitat, which could reduce recruitment 


into the fishery. In 1980 an area extending 156 km2 around the Point was closed to power-


fishing methods in order to protect the habitat, comprising just 0.4 per cent of the seabed of 


Tasman Bay. 30 years later areas within and outside the exclusion zone were examined by 


scientists. The researchers found that “grab samples of the sediment from inside the closure 


area are very coarse, full of shell, and poorly sorted; in contrast, the samples from adjacent 


fished areas comprise almost entirely soft muds, nearly devoid of shell material and surface-


dwelling organisms”. This was likely due to the ploughing effect of repeated disturbance 


whereby over time, a coarse shelly seabed is turned into a soft fine mud substrate. Overall, 


the seabed in the trawled areas had reduced size structure, biomass, and productivity. This 


has almost certainly impacted on the productivity of associated fisheries including tarakihi 


through loss of food sources and juvenile habitat.7 A more recent study of the impacts of 


trawling on Tasman and Golden Bays concluded that the abundance of species which grow 


above the seabed, such as horse mussels, bryozoans and sponges, was reduced by up to 50% 


in areas fished on average just 2 to 3 times a year.8 


5.8. Apart from the small protected area in Tasman Bay at Separation Point, important tarakihi 


habitats have not been protected from trawling impacts and continue to be trawled today. 


Such benthic habitats are particularly susceptible to damage and destruction by repeated 


trawling over time which produces cumulative and chronic impacts. It would seem extremely 


likely that the loss of these habitats due to chronic trawling damage has significantly reduced 


recruitment into the fishery. The Minister needs to prohibit the use of bottom-trawl for 


targeting tarakihi. In addition, Fisheries NZ as a matter of urgency, needs to identify 


important habitats for the tarakihi stock and protect them from other destructive fishing 


activities.9 


 


                                                      
5 Morrison, M.A.; Jones, E.; Consalvey, M.; Berkenbusch, K. (2014). Linking marine fisheries species to biogenic habitats in New Zealand: a 
review and synthesis of knowledge. New Zealand Aquatic Environment and Biodiversity Report No. 130, 119 
6 C. M. Vooren (1975) Nursery grounds of Tarakihi (Teleostei: Cheilodactylidae) around New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Marine and 
Freshwater Research, 9:2, 121-158;  
7 Handley S J, T J Willis, R G Cole, A Bradley, D J Cairney, S N Brown and M E Carter, 2014, ‘The importance of benchmarking habitat 
structure and composition for understanding the extent of fishing impacts in soft sediment ecosystems’, Journal of Sea Research, 86, 58–
68 
8 Tuck I D, J E Hewitt, S J Handley and C J Lundquist, 2017, ‘Assessing the effects of fishing on soft sediment habitat, fauna and 
process’, New Zealand Aquatic Environment and Biodiversity Report No. 178 
9 In order to fulfil the obligation under the FA to ensure sustainability which includes “maintaining the potential of fisheries resources to 
meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations” and “avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of fishing on the 
aquatic environment” under s8(2)(b), 
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6. Conclusion 


6.1. EDS supports taking management action to rebuild tarakihi stocks, and considers the 


timeframe and abundance rate suggested by the HSS is appropriate. It is submitted that an 


additional proposal detailing what a 10-year rebuild timeframe would be is required. As 


management action for tarakihi is long overdue, it is recognised that the measures required 


to rebuild the stocks will need to be more stringent than if action had occurred earlier.  


6.2. EDS reiterates its disappointment at the failure of Fisheries NZ to include the best available 


information on the environmental effects of fishing activity. It is required that this 


information be provided to the Minister to enable him to make an informed decision on the 


proposals.  
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REVIEW OF SUSTAINABILITY MEASURES FOR TARAKIHI 2019/20 
 

SUBMITTER DETAILS 

FULL NAME:     Environmental Defence Society Incorporated 
ADDRESS FOR SERVICE:    PO Box 91736, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142 
CONTACT:      
TELEPHONE:      
EMAIL:        
 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1 This is a submission on the Review of Sustainability Measures for Tarakihi (TAR 1, 2, 3 and 7) 
for  2019/20 as set in the Fisheries New Zealand (Fisheries NZ) Discussion Paper No: 2019/13 
(Discussion Paper).  

1.2 EDS is a not-for-profit, non-government national environmental organisation. It was 
established in 1971 with the objective of bringing together the disciplines of law, science, 
and planning in order to promote better environmental outcomes in resource management.  
EDS recently undertook an in-depth study into the operation of the fisheries management 
system, with a focus on inshore stocks. The study included 60 interviews with people directly 
involved with fisheries management in New Zealand and was published in 2018 under the 
title: “Voices from the Sea: Managing New Zealand's Fisheries”. 

2. Summary of submission 

2.1. EDS seeks: 

a) An additional proposal be included for consideration by the Minister demonstrating 
the measures required to rebuild tarakihi stock to 40% abundance in 10 years in 
accordance with the Harvest Strategy Standard (HSS) 

b) That either proposals in Option 1 and 2 (for the reduction by 31% or 35% Total 
Allowable Commercial Catch (TACC) over an 11 or 12 year timeframe) or in (a) above 
be adopted by the Minister 

c) Option 3 as proposed in the Discussion Paper be removed as an option for 
consideration by the Minister on the basis that it is ultra vires 

d) That targeting of tarakihi by bottom trawl equipment be prohibited 

2.2. EDS considers that a decision by the Minister based on the Discussion Paper’s advice would 
be unlawful because it fails to include information necessary to fulfil the Minister’s 
statutory obligations under the Fisheries Act (FA) meaning that a decision on the basis of 
the Discussion Paper would fail to take into account relevant considerations.  
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3. Compliance with the FA 

3.1. When considering the setting of sustainability measures for a fish stock the Minister’s 
decision-making power is subject to specific and directive statutory requirements under the 
FA. 

Purpose: section 8A  

3.2. The Minister's decision must be consistent with achieving the FA’s purpose s8 FA: “to 

provide for the utilisation of fisheries resources while ensuring sustainability”. The definition 
of “ensuring sustainability” includes in ss8(2)(b) “avoiding, remedying and mitigating any 

adverse effects of fishing on the aquatic environment’. The “aquatic environment” is defined 
in s2 as “the natural and biological resources comprising any aquatic ecosystem” and to 
include “all aquatic life”. The term “aquatic life” captures “any species of plant or animal life 

that, at any stage of its life history, must inhabit water, whether living or dead; and includes 

seabirds (whether or not in the aquatic environment)”. 

3.3. As a result, the Minister's decision must be consistent with avoiding, remedying, and 
mitigating any adverse effects of fishing on all marine species of plant and animal life as well 
as on the marine ecosystems which they comprise. 

3.4. The Discussion Paper sets out proposals to alter the TACC but contains little other 
information on the adverse effects of trawling for tarakihi on other marine species or on 
marine ecosystems. EDS considers that a decision made by the Minister based on this 
deficient advice would be unlawful.  

Environmental principles: section 9 

3.5. s9 FA sets out the environmental principles which the Minister must “take into account” 
when making a decision on the setting of sustainability measures. The two most relevant to 
the tarakihi stock are: 

a) “biological diversity of the aquatic environment should be maintained” (s9(b)). 

b) “habitat of particular significance for fisheries management should be protected” 
(s9(c)). 

3.6. None of the terms in s9(c) which states that “habitat of particular significance for fisheries 

management should be protected” are defined by the FA.  

3.7. We have been unable to identify any case law defining the word “protect” for the purposes 
of s9(c) FA. “Protect” is defined by the Compact Oxford Dictionary1 as “keep safe from harm 

or injury”. The Courts have confirmed the same definition applies in the context of the 
requirement to protect significant areas of indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 
indigenous fauna under the Resource Management Act 1991.2  

                                                      
1 3rd edition, pg 737.  
2 [2015] NZEnvC 219 at [63].  
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3.8. The Discussion Paper indicates that these habitats should be protected and adverse effects 
on them avoided, remedied or mitigated. EDS emphasises that the direction in s9 is outcome 
focused. Simply avoiding, remedying, or mitigating adverse effects generally is not sufficient 
– the actions undertaken must be adequate to achieve protection.  

3.9. The Discussion Paper contains very inadequate information on the adverse effects of fishing 
activity on biological diversity and habitat of particular significance to fisheries management. 
It is therefore not possible to assess whether the sustainability measures proposed are 
adequate to achieve protection.  

Information principles 

3.10. When making a decision under the FA, the Minister must take into account the information 
principles in s10: 

a) decisions should be based on the best available information 

b) decision makers should consider any uncertainty in the information available in any 
case 

c) decision makers should be cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable, or 
inadequate 

d)  the absence of, or any uncertainty in, any information should not be used as a reason 
for postponing or failing to take any measure to achieve the purpose of this Act 

 

3.11. The Discussion Paper contains only partial information, with significant gaps in the provision 
of information on important matters that the Minister is legally required to take into 
account (as discussed further below). For this reason, EDS considers that the Discussion 
Paper has not provided the best available information.  

4. Discussion Paper Proposals 

4.1. Following the recommendations made in the 2018 Sustainability Measures document the 
Minister decided to implement a two-stage plan to rebuild tarakihi abundance. The first 
stage of the rebuild plan was to implement a 20% TACC reduction. The second stage is the 
implementation of additional measures to rebuild abundance, and is the focus of the current 
Discussion Paper.  

4.2. The Discussion Paper indicates that the tarakihi fishery has been in long-term decline and 
currently has an abundance rate of 15.9% of virgin biomass. As tarakihi are long-lived and 
slow-growing, they are a low productivity species.  The Harvest Strategy Standard for New 
Zealand Fisheries (2008) (HSS) default proxy of 40% abundance is recommended.  

4.3. The HSS, which outlines international best practice, recommends a rebuild timeframe of 10 
years to reach 40% abundance. EDS has previously indicated support for this timeframe, and 
reiterates that support now.   

4.4. The three measures proposed are:  
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 Option 1:  A 31% reduction in TACC, predicted to enable the stock to reach the 40% 
abundance rate within 12 years  

 Option 2: A 35% reduction in TACC, predicted to enable the stock to reach the 40% 
abundance rate within 11 years 

 Option 3: No further reduction in TACC and the implementation of additional 
management options, predicted to enable the stock to reach a 35% abundance rate 
in 27 years 

4.5. The three options have significant differences in their estimated per annum costs but when 
averaged across the total time needed to rebuild the stock these differences converge. 
However, it is noted that the economic evaluation of the cost of each option to rebuild does 
not include the economic benefits that would be derived from rebuilding the stock, and 
instead focuses on the loss of revenue for the different rebuild options. It also does not 
include the economic losses from not taking action. This provides a misleading picture.   

4.6. Option 3 does not propose any reduction in TACC and instead relies on additional measures 
proposed in the commercial fishing industry’s ‘Eastern Tarakihi Management Strategy and 

Rebuild Plan’. A decision to retain the status quo for the TACC would not meet the 
requirement under s 13(2A) to set a TAC “that is not inconsistent with the objective of… 

moving the stock towards or above, a level which can produce the MSY”. Option 3 is 
therefore not legally available to the Minister.  

4.7. Option 3 also does not provide any certainty in the timeframe required to rebuild tarakihi 
abundance to a sustainable rate. Fisheries New Zealand notes in the Discussion Paper that 
“there is uncertainty in whether the Industry Rebuild Plan will deliver an accelerated rate of 

rebuild”. The Minister is required to take this uncertainty into account when exercising his 
duties, and should be cautious about acting on the basis of uncertain information.3   

4.8. EDS supports both Option 1 and Option 2, but suggests that Option 2 may be the preferred 
option in terms of fairness to the affected fishermen, as the reductions are spread out more 
evenly over TAR 1 and TAR 2.  

4.9. It is recommended that an additional proposal be included that details the measures 
required to rebuild tarakihi to 40% of its virgin biomass within a 10 year timeframe, as 
recommended by the HSS. This would enable the Minister to make a fully informed decision 
about which option is preferable.  

5. Obligations under the Fisheries Act  

 
5.1. The Discussion Paper does not adequately address the Minister’s environmental obligations 

under ss8 and 9 FA. It therefore does not provide the Minister with the best available 
information on which to consider these matters as required under s10(a) FA. 

                                                      
3 Section 10(b) and (c). 
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5.2. Tarakihi  stock is primarily harvested through bottom trawl and the Minister therefore needs 
to consider the impact of this fishing method on: 

a) Biological diversity of the aquatic environment. 

b) Habitat of particular significance for fisheries management. 

 
5.3. There is a wealth of information on this topic which the Minister needs to consider in order 

to meet his statutory obligations. The information is summarised in the publication “Ministry 
for Primary Industries (2017). Aquatic Environment and Biodiversity Annual Review 2017. 
Compiled by the Fisheries Management Science Team, Ministry for Primary Industries, 
Wellington, New Zealand” (AEBAR) which has a chapter on benthic impacts of fishing 
activity.  

5.4. AEBAR provides strong scientific evidence that using bottom trawl gear on hard reef 
structures and biogenic communities is particularly damaging to those habitats. It 
summarises the international scientific findings of the benthic impacts of trawling including 
that:4  

the effects on habitats of mobile bottom fishing gears were that they can: 

 Damage or reduce structural biota (all reviews, strong evidence or support). 

 Damage or reduce habitat complexity (all reviews, variable evidence or support). 

 Reduce or remove major habitat features such as boulders (some reviews, strong 

evidence or support). 

 Alter seafloor structure (some reviews, conflicting evidence for benefits or harm). 

Other emergent conclusions on habitat effects included: 

 There is a gradient of effects, with greatest effects on hard, complex bottoms and least 

effect on sandy bottoms (all reviews, strong support, with qualifications). 

 There is a gradient of effects, with greatest effects on low energy environments and least 

(often negligible) effect on high‐energy environments (all reviews, strong support). 

 Trawls and mobile dredges are the most damaging of the gears considered (three of the 

reviews considered other gears; all drew this conclusion, often with qualifications). 

5.5. AEBAR concludes at page 369 that “The international literature is, therefore, clear that 

bottom(demersal) trawling and shellfish dredging are likely to have largely predictable and 

sometimes substantial effects on benthic community structure and function.” 

5.6. The Discussion Paper also fails to address the interaction between tarakihi recruitment and 
survival and habitat. Research commissioned by government has concluded that juvenile 

                                                      
4 Page 368 
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tarakihi are found in close association with biogenic habitats including bryozoan beds.5 
During the mid 1970s such tarakihi juvenile nursery beds were identified off the south-
western coast of the North Island, in Tasman Bay, and along the entire eastern coast of the 
South Island. They were described as “dense and varied invertebrate benthic epifauna 

dominated by sponges and small corals.”6 

5.7. Of particular relevance to tarakihi is the scientific assessment undertaken of the impacts of 
trawling on bryozoan communities in the Tasman Bay area (noting that the Tasman 
bryozoan beds were identified by Vooren (1975) as important tarakihi nursery grounds). 
Separation Point was first trawled after 1972, and this activity raised concerns about damage 
to the bryozoan beds and reduction of juvenile fish habitat, which could reduce recruitment 
into the fishery. In 1980 an area extending 156 km2 around the Point was closed to power-
fishing methods in order to protect the habitat, comprising just 0.4 per cent of the seabed of 
Tasman Bay. 30 years later areas within and outside the exclusion zone were examined by 
scientists. The researchers found that “grab samples of the sediment from inside the closure 

area are very coarse, full of shell, and poorly sorted; in contrast, the samples from adjacent 

fished areas comprise almost entirely soft muds, nearly devoid of shell material and surface-

dwelling organisms”. This was likely due to the ploughing effect of repeated disturbance 
whereby over time, a coarse shelly seabed is turned into a soft fine mud substrate. Overall, 
the seabed in the trawled areas had reduced size structure, biomass, and productivity. This 
has almost certainly impacted on the productivity of associated fisheries including tarakihi 
through loss of food sources and juvenile habitat.7 A more recent study of the impacts of 
trawling on Tasman and Golden Bays concluded that the abundance of species which grow 
above the seabed, such as horse mussels, bryozoans and sponges, was reduced by up to 50% 
in areas fished on average just 2 to 3 times a year.8 

5.8. Apart from the small protected area in Tasman Bay at Separation Point, important tarakihi 
habitats have not been protected from trawling impacts and continue to be trawled today. 
Such benthic habitats are particularly susceptible to damage and destruction by repeated 
trawling over time which produces cumulative and chronic impacts. It would seem extremely 
likely that the loss of these habitats due to chronic trawling damage has significantly reduced 
recruitment into the fishery. The Minister needs to prohibit the use of bottom-trawl for 
targeting tarakihi. In addition, Fisheries NZ as a matter of urgency, needs to identify 
important habitats for the tarakihi stock and protect them from other destructive fishing 
activities.9 

 

                                                      
5 Morrison, M.A.; Jones, E.; Consalvey, M.; Berkenbusch, K. (2014). Linking marine fisheries species to biogenic habitats in New Zealand: a 
review and synthesis of knowledge. New Zealand Aquatic Environment and Biodiversity Report No. 130, 119 
6 C. M. Vooren (1975) Nursery grounds of Tarakihi (Teleostei: Cheilodactylidae) around New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Marine and 
Freshwater Research, 9:2, 121-158;  
7 Handley S J, T J Willis, R G Cole, A Bradley, D J Cairney, S N Brown and M E Carter, 2014, ‘The importance of benchmarking habitat 
structure and composition for understanding the extent of fishing impacts in soft sediment ecosystems’, Journal of Sea Research, 86, 58–
68 
8 Tuck I D, J E Hewitt, S J Handley and C J Lundquist, 2017, ‘Assessing the effects of fishing on soft sediment habitat, fauna and 
process’, New Zealand Aquatic Environment and Biodiversity Report No. 178 
9 In order to fulfil the obligation under the FA to ensure sustainability which includes “maintaining the potential of fisheries resources to 
meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations” and “avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of fishing on the 
aquatic environment” under s8(2)(b), 
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6. Conclusion 

6.1. EDS supports taking management action to rebuild tarakihi stocks, and considers the 
timeframe and abundance rate suggested by the HSS is appropriate. It is submitted that an 
additional proposal detailing what a 10-year rebuild timeframe would be is required. As 
management action for tarakihi is long overdue, it is recognised that the measures required 
to rebuild the stocks will need to be more stringent than if action had occurred earlier.  

6.2. EDS reiterates its disappointment at the failure of Fisheries NZ to include the best available 
information on the environmental effects of fishing activity. It is required that this 
information be provided to the Minister to enable him to make an informed decision on the 
proposals.  

 



 

 

 

 

Fisheries Management  
Fisheries New Zealand  
P O Box 2526  
Wellington 6140 

 
FMsubmissions@mpi.govt.nz  
 

 
4th July, 2019 
 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Reporting requirements for Amateur-fishing Charter Vessel operators 

 
The Guardians were formally recognised as a governance group for the Fiordland Marine Area 
(FMA) with the establishment of the Fiordland Marine Management Act (“the Act”) in 2005. Our 
vision is that the quality of Fiordland’s marine environment and fisheries be maintained or 
improved for future generations to use and enjoy. There are a growing number of Amateur 
Charter Vessels (ACV) operating in the Fiordland Marine Area, and their level of activity per vessel 
also appears to be increasing.  
 
General Comments 
The Fiordland Marine Guardians believe that in order to manage fish stocks effectively within the 
Fiordland Marine Area (and other areas), there is a need for the type, quantity and quality of 
fishing activity to be increased. We have some relatively good information about catch and effort 
from the commercial industry. This is limited to mainly commercial species and is limited to the 
areas that are open to the commercial fishing outside the habitat lines in all of the fiords. Within 
the habitat lines (inside the fiords), fishing is conducted by recreational (and to a far lesser extent 
customary) fishers only, yet no data is captured about fishing activity from independent 
recreational fishers.  The information that is captured currently from ACV returns is of 
questionable quality, and of limited use to support fisheries management decisions in its current 
form. Any extra data that can be gathered from recreational fishers and ACV would help to give a 
more science-based management regime for the Fiordland area. ACV operators have highlighted 
concerns to us about the health of some fisheries within the Fiordland Marine Area. ACVs have 
also become a large extractor in some fisheries all around New Zealand and reporting of more 
species can only improve management. 

 
In general, the FMG support all of the recommendations in the discussion paper, but do not think 
that the recommendations go far enough in addressing the poor quality of data currently 
submitted through the returns process given the level of activity of this sector in the Fiordland 
Marine Area.  
 
 
Catch reporting 



 

 

 

 

The Fiordland Marine Guardians support the adding of Tarakihi, Snapper, Scallops and Blue Cod in 
the north to the reporting requirements. Currently there is very little information about these 
species available and fisheries managers have to use anecdotal evidence to support management 
measures which is always very hard to defend. Tarakihi and Scallops are important recreational 
species in Fiordland and with warmer sea temperatures we are hearing more reports of Snapper 
being caught in southern waters including Fiordland. We also recommend that paua is added to 
the list of species that are reported. Paua are abundant in the outer reaches of the fiords and the 
open coast, and are a popular species for recreational free divers. 
 
Reporting catch weights 
We agree that the proposal to gather information on catch weights of the eleven species under 
the new regime may have merit. However, we suspect that the data produced may lack accuracy 
and robustness given the difficulty with estimating green weight. Perhaps the creation of a quick 
conversion guide (e.g. length to weight) could be useful for ACV operators in this respect.  
 
Summary 
 
The Fiordland Marine Guardians:  
 

• Support improvements in the way ACV operators report catch; 
 

• Agree with proposals to report catch of the additional species; 
 

• Would like to see Paua added to the list of species that are reported; 
 

• Agree with the proposal to add a weight for those species that must be reported but 
recommend the development of tools to support this. 

 
 
 

Please feel free to contact me if you would like further information.  
 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 

  
For the  
Fiordland Marine Guardians 
PO Box 213, Te Anau 9640 

 
Ph.  
 



From:
To: FMSubmissions; 
Subject: RE: FINZ response to the proposed Sustainability Controls for 1 October 2019 stocks
Date: Tuesday, 30 July 2019 2:49:37 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Joint Response on TAR 2019 FINAL (002)_300719 update.pdf

Good afternoon  & 
 
As per discussions please see attached the updated specific response addressing the proposed
TAC and TACC changes to TAR 1, 2, 3 and 7 and is presented on behalf of Fisheries Inshore New
Zealand (Fisheries Inshore), Te Ohu Kaimoana and Southern Inshore Fisheries Management
Company (Southern Inshore).
 
The changes as per our discussion are:
 

1. Correction to paragraph 11 wording so that the paragraph states ‘These Options do not
appropriately recognise the complexity of the fishery…’

2. Correction to the numbers in paragraph 4 so that they are consistent with the Eastern TAR
Management Strategy

3. Updated Table 4 to provide a fair reflection of measures that are covered by Option 1 and
2

 
Kind regards,
 

 
 

From:  
Sent: Monday, 29 July 2019 3:01 PM
To: FMSubmissions <FMSubmissions@mpi.govt.nz>; 

Subject: RE: FINZ response to the proposed Sustainability Controls for 1 October 2019 stocks
 
For the Attention of the Inshore Fisheries Management team,

 
Please find attached the updated specific response addressing the proposed TAC and TACC
changes to TAR 1, 2, 3 and 7 and is presented on behalf of Fisheries Inshore New Zealand
(Fisheries Inshore), Te Ohu Kaimoana and Southern Inshore Fisheries Management Company
(Southern Inshore).
 
We have just fixed a few typos and added in a supporting appendix.
 
Kind regards,
 

 

From:  
Sent: Friday, 26 July 2019 4:41 PM





 


Page 1 of 16 
 


 
26 July 2019 
 
 
Mr D Bolger 


Fisheries New Zealand 


Ministry for Primary Industries 


PO Box 10420 


Wellington 


 


cc Mr S Anderson 


Fisheries New Zealand 


Ministry for Primary Industries 


PO Box 10420 


Wellington 


 
 
Dear Dan 


 


RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED TAC CHANGES FOR THE EAST COAST TAR FISHERY 
(TAR1E, TAR2, TAR3, TAR7E) 


1. Fisheries New Zealand (FNZ) has sought views on management of the east coast tarakihi fishery. This 
response addresses the proposed TAC and TACC changes and is presented on behalf of Fisheries Inshore 
New Zealand (Fisheries Inshore), Te Ohu Kaimoana and Southern Inshore Fisheries Management Company 
(Southern Inshore).  


2. In response to last year’s consultation on eastern TAR, industry provided an Eastern TAR Management 
Strategy (Strategy or TAR Strategy) to guide the rebuild of the east coast fishery. Since October 2018, we 
have been diligently implementing that programme of work and this year we have developed, updated and 
strengthened the TAR Strategy in response to feedback from FNZ and the Minister. This submission 
provides a summary of the improved TAR Strategy.  


3. We consider the improved TAR Strategy provides the best combination of management measures that will 
ensure both a timely rebuild of the TAR fishery and a productive inshore fishing sector. With Eastern TAR 
being such an important component of the inshore fishing sector, this programme of work has the potential to 
offer significant improvements in other fisheries.  


4. Industry and Te Ohu Kaimoana have delivered on the commitments made in the 2018/19 fishing year. In 
summary, we have: 


• initiated catch spreading in TAR1 and TAR7 to achieve the required reductions on the east coast:  


o Split TAR1: 47.22% TAR1E and 52.78% TAR1W with all catch reduction in TAR1E 


o Split TAR7: 17.16% TAR7E and 82.84% TAR7W with all catch reductions in TAR7E and encouraged 
catch in TAR7W 


• recorded undersize TAR as TAX (to the extent possible in line with the system put in place by FNZ) 


• implemented voluntary selectivity measures, including: 


o closed areas and/or “move on” rules in all eastern TAR QMAs 


o initiated net trials where juveniles are expected – TAR3 and TAR2 


• investigated a tarakihi-specific biomass target (real world BMSY)  


• started a suite of additional peer reviewed research 


o updated the biomass model using the most recent catch and survey data – that showed the fishery 
was at ~16% B0 at 30 September 2018 (i.e. prior to the 2018 TACC cuts) 


o assisted in the 1st year of a two-year catch sampling programme that will confirm (or not) that TAR is 
a single fishery over four east coast QMAs and also any relationship between the eastern and 
western stock or stocks (this is the 1st time the western fisheries have been sampled)  
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5. Based on feedback from FNZ and the Minister, we have strengthened and improved the TAR Strategy to 
provide greater confidence that the industry is committed to its implementation, and second, demonstrate 
that the Strategy will provide tangible results that will rebuild the stock.   


6. In summary, we have improved the TAR Strategy as follows: 


a) An explicit commitment by industry to the Strategy and the required actions 


• The regional Management and Monitoring Plans we have developed in TAR1, 2, 3 and 7 are an 
integral part of the TAR Strategy. To more explicitly show industry commitment we have sought 
and received explicit commitments in the last week for these plans to demonstrate both a 
commitment to adhere to these measures and a cohesive industry position (Table 1 and Appendix 
1) 


• This shows the immediate progress to achieving the key performance indicator (KPI) of achieving 
90% of quota shares as signatories by the 1st October (see Table 2) as agreed in discussions with 
FNZ 


Table 1 Signatories to the regional monitoring and management plans 


 TAR 1 TAR 2 TAR 3 TAR 7 


% total shares % total shares % total shares % total shares 


All quota holdings 80 85 97 91 


 
b) More detail in the TAR Strategy to provide confidence the proposed measures will assist the rebuild 


• We agree with FNZ that the TAR Strategy is strengthened by detailing the contribution that each 
management measure will make to the Eastern TAR rebuild. Each management measure also has 
specified KPIs, milestones and associated reporting (see Table 2). 


• We note that greater confidence regarding the efficacy of recent and proposed TAR management 
measures will be available at the next stock assessment. At that point, there will have been time 
enough to assess the impact of the 25% TACC reduction implemented in 2018/19, the additional 
measures we have implemented and those proposed in the improved TAR Strategy. 


c) A clear description of how proposed management measures will be monitored and reported 


• We acknowledge that the TAR Strategy is improved with a more explicit articulation of KPIs and 
associated monitoring and reporting. Table 2 sets out specific monitoring and reporting that will be 
undertaken against each measure and the associated KPIs. We commit to monthly reports and 
quarterly management meetings held with FNZ to ensure expected performance of the TAR 
Strategy if Option 3 is implemented. 


• We will work with FNZ to access ER and GPR reporting in order to be able to demonstrate in a 
timely manner the implementation of the management measures. 


d) Clearly identify how industry is reducing undersize TAR catches (TAX)  


• We have proposed measures in all areas to reduce juvenile captures; these are set out in each 
regional Management and Monitoring Plan. As noted above, we have received formal and 
comprehensive industry commitment to these Plans.  


• Further, move-on-rules are being adopted in all regions that require fishers to move from their 
current position should the catch contain too many juvenile fish. This complements the closed 
areas to ensure the quantum of sub-MLS in the overall catch is minimised. Again, these measures 
are set out in the Management and Monitoring Plan for each area. 


• The Minister identified at the Napier stakeholder meeting that there is currently an inability to utilise 
sub-MLS information as there is no recording of sub-MLS legal releases. We agree with the 
Minister and note that industry is developing an innovative research project to record sub-MLS 
releases. This project would utilise expertise in engineering, camera technology and artificial 
intelligence to automatically detect and measure sub-MLS TAR and provide a far richer dataset for 
management purposes. We will work with FNZ to develop this experimental project and ensure 
that any data is peer reviewed through FNZ processes. 


• Ancillary benefits to this project if successful are that fish will be released below the water line 
which will increase the likelihood or survival (and hence assist the speed of stock rebuild) and 
potentially limit the availability of these fish to seabirds and thus reduce the risk of seabird bycatch. 
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e) Moving beyond business as usual and into more integrated and comprehensive fisheries 
management 


• The TAR Strategy represents a significant shift away from business as usual, the measures we are 
proposing have the potential to signal a new way of approaching fisheries management. More 
sophisticated and innovative management will provide benefits that go beyond simply rebuilding 
the eastern TAR stock. We consider this represents an opportunity for significant improvement and 
would welcome the opportunity to work with FNZ to implement these measures. In summary these 
include:  


o Catch splitting measures in TAR1E/1W and TAR7E/7W to make sure catch reductions are 
effective 


o Work with FNZ and ER providers to ensure the continued confidence in the reporting of TAX.  
For continued reporting of null events for sub-MLS TAR when catching eastern TAR we 
propose either; 


1) continuation of TAX code or  


2) requirement implemented by ER providers that requires an explicit confirmation that no 
sub-MLS caught (This will require greater effort in the short-term but would provide greater 
benefit across a range of fisheries) 


o Reduction in juvenile mortalities through move-on rules and voluntary closed areas 


o Research into gear selectivity including use of in-net cameras to guide improvements in 
where in the nets changes are made 


o An agreement to use section 77 of Fisheries Act with appropriate limits for each QMA where 
a participant would significantly over-catch entitlements 


o Directed use of cameras to trial efficacy of chutes to automatically obtain length frequency of 
undersize TAR (this will also assist in better setting limits that take into account at-sea 
disposals of sub-MLS) 


o Analysis of ER & GPR to demonstrate the efficacy of measures and then use of these results 
and CPUE to show cumulative effect on rebuild of the fishery 


o Design of a fishing independent survey for TAR1E and TAR2 and assessment of a range of 
delivery options for this and subsequent implementation after this goes through FNZ science 
working group assessment 


Position Summary  


7. Fisheries Inshore, Te Ohu Kaimoana and Southern Inshore support Option 3. We remain committed to the 
TAR Strategy and have proposed a number of improvements as summarised above. 


8. We acknowledge that the fishery is not where anyone wants it to be, but we note that at current catches the 
stock is rebuilding; there is no sustainability concern. The science shows that the fishery has been depleted 
but has also been comparatively stable since 1975—and since that time, it has not been above 27% of its 
original biomass.  


9. Our support for Option 3 is consistent with the Minister’s 2018 decision letter that requested that we provide a 
rebuild plan – we have done that. We have taken comprehensive action, including splitting the ACE for the east-
west stocks in TAR1 and TAR7. Industry immediately responded to the 2017 science assessment and promoted a 
25% TACC reduction and other measures in our 2018 Eastern Tarakihi Management Strategy.  


10. We have subsequently considered the information contained in the consultation paper and have listened to both 
the Minister and FNZ regarding the 2019 Management Strategy; we have provided the suggested clarifications 
and improvements.  


11. Needless to say, we do not support the management proposals set out as Option 1 and 2. These Options do not 
appropriately recognise the complexity of the fishery and seek to unnecessarily take the fishery’s biomass, in only 
10 or 12 years, to a level it has not been close to for generations. The social and economic cost of those options 
are simply too great.  


12. Tarakihi is a valued and preferred fishery by New Zealanders. It is caught around the country throughout the year 
and consumed locally—more than 90% of TAR is sold to New Zealanders. More than 80% of us eat fish every 
month (>45% at least once a week) while only about 12% of us catch our fish at least once a year. So most of us 
buy our tarakihi in our local fish shops and supermarkets. There is no local substitute for tarakihi and with Options 
1 and 2 suggesting more than 1,600 tonnes being unavailable to the market this will have a significant and 
detrimental effect on consumers (including the health of their diet).  


13. TAR is the economic backbone of the many inshore vessel’s annual catch plan. Reductions on the scale 
proposed by FNZ would mean significant reductions in the fleet – there is no ability to swap catch to other 
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fish stocks, and the reductions will mean there is no buyers for the boats that cannot fish. While we support 
measures to rebuild the fishery, we seek management that does not cause greater socio-economic damage 
than is necessary. Catch reductions on the scale proposed would decimate the fleet and to us are not 
justifiable. 


14. Management measures affecting TAR on the scale proposed by FNZ need to reflect the interdependent 
effects that any cut in catch will have on the ability of fishers to then catch other species. Depending on the 
area being fished, the impacts of management measures on TAR will impact different fisheries. Fishers will 
have to avoid areas of TAR which will impact other fishstocks. For example, in TAR 2 it is likely that fishers 
will have to move inshore to avoid TAR and as such will be fishing more in waters habited by shallower 
species such as SNA and GUR.  


15. In our view, FNZ should consider the implications of the TAR decision in light of other management 
measures and closures being considered. All too often such considerations are made in isolation but have 
cumulative effects. Of particular note are the proposals for Hector’s dolphin closures and those pending for 
the South East Marine Protected Areas. The impact of further TACC cuts to South Island TAR would be 
especially hard for both fishers and quota holders. These have cumulative social, economic and wellness 
impacts on both the fishing industry and their associated wider local and regional communities. 


Option 3 


16. Option 3 proposes a range of management measures while retaining current catches until the 2020/21 stock 
assessment. At that point there will be sufficient new information to obtain a robust and meaningful measure 
of the rebuild progress.  


17. There are several key components of the rebuild that have been subject to discussion since the last 
consultation period that resulted in the 2018 catch reductions. As part of work conducted in the last year, 
FNZ has sought our response to two key uncertainties related to the industry management strategy and 
requested clarification on the following: 


a) Why 35% is a more appropriate species-specific target than the default 40% used in policy documents, 


b) The proposed time frame for the rebuild. 


A 35% rebuild target  


18. The Minister’s 2018 decision letter indicated that he would consider an alternative target if supported by 
scientifically robust and peer-reviewed information. To provide the Minister with the required information, 
industry contracted the same science provider that completed the original Eastern TAR stock assessment to 
conduct a management strategy evaluation (MSE). MSEs are fully compatible with the Harvest Strategy 
Standard and the definition of MSY as required to meet the purpose of the Act.1,2 


19. The scientific robustness of the work was acknowledged by FNZ’s scientific peer review process. 
Specifically, the scientific work provided on the MSE addressed all of additional runs recommended and 
methods were accepted by the working group.3 


20. The consultation document asserts that scientists were unable to determine what was a more appropriate 
target due to “a lack of supporting evidence”. This statement is misleading on two accounts: 


• First, the working group acknowledged that it was not their role to determine what was an appropriate 
target (i.e. it is a management consideration). This point is acknowledged by the HSS operational 


guidelines that distinguish the roles of scientists and managers.4 


• The working group minutes make no statement about a lack of supporting evidence. To the contrary, 
the working group made recommendations regarding tables and runs to be presented to managers. 
The recommended tables were subsequently developed and are included in Appendix 7 of the 
Management Strategy. These were provided, as part of the TAR Strategy, to the Ministry in May 2019. 


                                                             
1  “In recent years, Management Strategy Evaluations (MSEs) have gained international prominence as a fisheries management tool (see the 


appendices to the Operational Guidelines) and are currently in use in a small number of New Zealand fisheries with several more being 
planned. MSEs are fully-compatible with the Harvest Strategy Standard” (Harvest Strategy Standard for New Zealand Fisheries, Ministry of 
Fisheries – October 2008 at [25]). 


2  Maximum sustainable yield, in relation to any stock, means the greatest yield that can be achieved over time while maintaining the stocks 
productive capacity, having regard to the population dynamics of the stock and any environmental factors that influence the stock (Fisheries 
Act 1996). 


3  SINSWG-2019/20, Draft note of meeting - Inshore Finfish Working Group, MPI, Wellington, Charles Ferguson Tower, Room 1.03 27th 
February 2019 


4  Targets will be set by fisheries managers based on estimates of MSY-compatible reference points but modified by relevant factors 
(Operational Guidelines for New Zealand’s Harvest Strategy Standard, Revision 1, Ministry of Fisheries, June 2011 at [2]). 
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21. The results of the MSE, as set out in Appendix 7 of the Management Strategy, are entirely consistent with 
the Act’s definition of maximum sustainable yield, and the MSE was completed in line with the requirements 
of the HSS.5  


22. The apparent issue is that the MSE should have been run to reflect harvest control rules that reflect FNZ 
management decisions on Eastern TAR. We assert that without FNZ management direction, the MSE could 
never have replicated the expected harvest control rules to be implemented by FNZ managers during the 
MSE process.  


23. Noting this, and recognising no agreement has been reached on the most appropriate target, we are 
proposing the following approach to work collaboratively to determine an appropriate long-term management 
target: 


• An interim 35% management target based on the accepted MSE until the completion of the 2020/21 
stock assessment. The current projections based on 35% still show a rebuild in an appropriate 
timeframe. 


• Complete the 2020/21 stock assessment and develop a management procedure with clearly agreed 
harvest control rules so that a species-specific target can be implemented. 


24. The use of an interim target will not impact the rebuild but ensures that the management target is species-
specific, aligned with Section 13 of the Fisheries Act, and consistent with the statutory definition of MSY. 


Proposed time frame for the rebuild  


25. The TAR Strategy does not provide a specific rebuild timeframe. This is in part because the Strategy 
proposes a range on management measures that will improve the fishery and thereby achieve a faster 
rebuild than a TACC reduction alone can achieve. This contrasts with a simple TAC reduction that allows a 
timeframe to be calculated, albeit with significant associated uncertainty. 


26. To provide confidence, if Option 3 is implemented industry commits to a rebuild of 20 years from the base 
year of 2017/18 with an interim target of 35%. This commitment is made on the basis that we are confident in 
the proposed management of the fishery. We also note that the impact of additional measures such as 
selectivity improvements, avoiding TAX and increased yield per recruit would provide an even shorter rebuild 
timeframe. In essence, 20 years would be the maximum rebuild period. 


Wellness impacts 


27. The quantum of the TACC reductions proposed in Option 1 and 2 will have a significant impact on the lives 
of many New Zealanders. The possible consequences of these decisions require analysis that is then taken 
account of as part of the Minister’s decisions. 


28. The Minister recognised at the public meeting in Napier on 12th July that he is very conscious of the 
implications of his decisions on Kiwi families and acknowledged the need to reflect the socio-economic 
impacts of any of his decisions. He asked that fishery participants let him know about the specific impacts his 
decisions may have and we anticipate individual fishers and company will submit on that matter. This 
recognition is reassuring and to this end we have provided a summary of impacts of Options 1 and 2. 


29. Socio-economic impacts are anticipated to include unemployment, vessels off the water, loss of income in 
the catching sector, for quota owners and processors and distributors, inability to service debt, reduced 
economic viability, forced exit and bankruptcy, stranded assets, social impacts on iwi and regional 
communities. This will mean job losses, impacts on local businesses and indirect impacts on local 
economies such as a lack of fish supply to local companies. These impacts will not just be on the jobs to 
fishers but extend well beyond this to everyday people – working to feed their whanau and communities. 


30. Direct impacts of the 2018 Sustainability round decision are already being felt by operators who have limited 
their vessel activity this year and, in some cases, have reduced fishing to fortnightly fishing trips instead of 
weekly as a result of the last eastern TAR reductions. This has not been reflected or considered in the 
consultation document. Further cuts as proposed by Option 1 and 2 will lead to a restructuring of the fleet 
with some loss of vessels that will no longer be economically viable. It is expected that this will be the smaller 
family owned local operators that are lost first. This is a significant point – as the government through its 
small business portfolio has a responsibility of “ensuring the characteristics of small business are considered 
in the design and implementation of policies which affect businesses.”6 


                                                             
5  MSEs should be designed to ensure that: 


> the probability of achieving the MSY-compatible target or better is at least 50%; 


> the probability of breaching the soft limit does not exceed 10%, and 


> the probability of breaching the hard limit does not exceed 2%. 


6  https://dpmc.govt.nz/cabinet/portfolios/small-business 



https://dpmc.govt.nz/cabinet/portfolios/small-business
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31. Small businesses are recognised by the Minister as the backbone of the economy and the Minister’s 
priorities have highlighted his wish that small businesses thrive and to make sure small they are well placed 
to “maximise future opportunities in the future as part of a sustainable, productive and inclusive New Zealand 
economy.” Option 3 aligns with this approach and supports this vision.7 


32. The impacts of these decisions are not just for a moment in time. There will be a legacy to these decisions. 
For some operators, the loss of income will negate their ability to service debt and could lead to calling in of 
loans and inability to pay mortgages. The inability to service debt can lead to the need to close business or 
bankruptcy. These economic impacts will impact on investor confidence in the industry and influence the 
cost of capital of remaining participants.  


33. Associated mental health and wellness implications are to be expected given those exiting the fishery will be 
unable to provide for their families and service debt. Given this governments focus on wellbeing, it would be 
concerning that unnecessary harm and suffering was imposed in a situation where alternative management 
options are available to offset these socio-economic impacts. Unnecessary conservatism will have very 
serious economic and social consequences, some irreversible. 


34. For those that lose their jobs, it is unlikely that those who go out of business will be employed elsewhere 
immediately. The job losses for skippers, crew and employees in sheds and processors will often be in regional 
areas with limited prospects for other employment. This can lead to a forced shift out of regional communities to 
larger centres where there is a better prospect of employment. Serious impacts are likely on the social programs 
funded by iwi. For some iwi, ACE income is important to fund their staff and complement and marae activities. 


35. Furthermore, there are wider reaching indirect implications of Options 1 and 2 on the ancillary servicing and 
support businesses that rely on the fishing industry such as transport, storage, provedoring, engineering, 
boatyards, marine electronics and bait suppliers. Fishing vessels and the people that operate and work on 
them are part of local communities. They support a range of businesses often in smaller regional towns and 
communities within New Zealand. Significant cuts are far reaching and long standing. 


36. The consultation document states that the fishery is predominantly commercial, as such, the views of the 
commercial sector should carry some weight in the Minister’s decision about the way and rate of the rebuild.  


Impacts on industry commitment innovation 


37. Whilst FINZ is committed to innovation on behalf of the industry, we are concerned that both Option 1 and 2 
would result in quota owners having significantly less capital to leverage innovative work, and this will impact 
the ability to incentivise improved management. 


38. Innovation does not exist in isolation. It is intrinsically linked with the core elements of fisheries management: 
Confidence, Certainty, Investment and Performance. Requiring one whilst removing another does not reflect 
the reality of fisheries management.  


39. Option 3 allows for the interrelationships between these core elements and demonstrates Industry’s 
commitment to innovation through the support for genetic studies, research into improved net configuration 
for both selectivity and minimising benthic impacts. 


40. Fisheries Inshore has committed hundreds of thousands of dollars on innovation and remain committed to 
seeking the improvements that innovative thinking can bring. As part of this commitment, Fisheries Inshore is 
furthering support for grassroots innovation of the inshore fleet industry. In the last eight months, Fisheries 
Inshore has worked with Seafoods Innovation Limited (SIL) to initiate the gear innovation pathway. Projects 
will be funded that fall into the following four research themes: 


• Vessel and gear efficiencies 


• Selectivity 


• Benthic impacts 


• Non-fish protected species interactions 


41. Furthermore, industry is engaged in developing a range of research proposals related to understanding 
essential fish habitats encompassing issues such as benthic habitats, increasing our understanding of how 
best to strategically manage fisheries in the face of changing environmental conditions and innovative 
research into quantifying sub-MLS catches. We commit to engaging with FNZ staff to work collaboratively on 
fisheries management more generically and provide updates as these proposals progress. 


42. Whilst establishing new research projects we have worked with FNZ to develop a gear database, as outlined 
in Table 2. This work will further our data collection to understand the impacts of gear changes on the 
management of our stocks and as part of the work will document improvements made by fishers. Fishers 
already innovate to ensure that the gear they use is appropriate for the fishery and conditions they are 
involved in. 


                                                             
7  https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-strategic-direction-small-business 



https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-strategic-direction-small-business
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Key concerns with the information provided on the management options 


43. We consider that the information provided in the consultation paper is misleading in several respects. Two 
key matters are discussed below regarding the misrepresentation of the catch reductions required by each 
option and the comparison of measures proposed for each Option. Other concerns are noted in Appendix 2. 


Misrepresentation of the catch reductions 


44. All the science conducted to date has been completed on the east coast TAR fishery. It is the eastern 
portions of TAR1 and TAR7 along with TAR2 and TAR3 that have been used to determine the current stock 
biomass.  


45. The rebuild projections that have been used to support a rebuild are based on east coast catches. Any 
decreases in catch from the west coast will not assist with the rebuild, and any proposed catch reductions on 
the western portions of TAR1 and 7 are not founded on any scientific rationale. Option 1 states that 
TAC/TACC changes are required from the whole QMA for TAR1 and TAR7. There is no rationale provided 
for this, noting that the consultation is on the east coast of TAR. 


46. Table 3 of the consultation document incorrectly summarises the proposed catch limits and allowances. It is 
an important point as submitters and decision makers can only develop positions and make decisions based 
on the available data. For the purposes of ensuring that the Minister is fully informed we have provided a 
table detailing the real TAC/TACC changes required to achieve each of the proposed options (Table 3). The 
comparison is highlighted in the table below by comparing the green-shaded cells which represent FNZ’s 
characterisation of the TACC reductions, with the orange cells that are the actual catch reductions from the 
east coast fishery. 


47. These clarifications are required to ensure that the Minister is informed of the realities of the Options 
considered are: 


• Option 1 – to achieve a rebuild in line with the projections the total proposed TACC cuts must come from 
the east coast. This would result in a TAR1E fishery of 46t, equivalent to a 91% reduction. For the 
TAR7E fishery it would mean a 31% reduction to 124t. 


• Option 2 – the consultation paper states a 35% reduction. This is misleading as the reduction for the 
east coast fishery (the fishery in question) is actually 50%. 


• Option 3 – the consultation paper misrepresents the realities of the 2018/19 east coast fishery. It is 
indicated that the current TAR1 TACC is 1,042, which ignores that fact that industry has implemented a 
voluntary catch spreading arrangement in 2018/19. In reality this means the TAR1 & TAR7 east coast 
TACCs are in fact lower than indicated (518 tonnes for TAR1E and 179 tonnes for TAR7E). 


Misleading comparison of measures proposed for each Option 


48. The consultation document misrepresents the difference between the management options and does not 
enable other stakeholders the ability to make an informed response to the consultation.  


49. FNZ assert that for Options 1 and 2, FNZ will be implementing regular monitoring and management, yet no 
specificity is provided. Without any clarity about how Options 1 and 2 would contribute to the longer-term 
management of the fishery, this management approach is only partial and do not provide any certainty about 
the future management required. 


50. In contrast to Option 3, the FNZ Options 1 and 2 do not provide any additional information to better inform 
the management of the stock. While there is already programmed research that will provide information on 
East TAR, the paper includes no additional research initiatives to adequately improve knowledge of the stock 
structure or management initiatives to address complex fishery management issues.  


51. We have provided summary of the different measures proposed by each management option in Table 4 
whilst Appendix 3 emphasises the trade-off between a ‘V’ shaped default approach to a rebuild and a ‘U’ 
shaped rebuild that is designed to implement a respond—research and reassess approach. 
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Table 2 TAR Management Strategy management measures detailing the associated implementation methods and key performance indicators.  


 


Measure Responsibility & Accountability Implementation method KPIs Milestones and Reporting How it impacts the rebuild 
How it is incorporated into the next stock assessment 


East/West split Industry  
Quota holders will sign agreements to maintain east/west catch splitting for up to the next 
3 years. 


• ER & GPR reporting will be used to record specifically 
whether catches were in the east or west portion of TAR1 
& TAR7 


• This will replace the current paper system 


• 90% of quota shares sign to voluntary 
split east/west for TAR1 & TAR7 


• 80% adherence to providing east/west 
catch reports for TAR1 & TAR7 in line 
with east/west split arrangements 


• Monthly reporting based on ER & GPR providing report 
of TAR1 E/W split and TAR7 E/W split 


• Quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly management 
meetings 


• Cumulative reporting of E/W split catches against 
voluntary catch spreading limits (see Appendix 4 as an 
example) 


• Cumulative reporting of individual ACE allowances for 
TAR1E/W and TAR7E/W (see Appendix 4 as an example) 


• Maintains catches in line with the decided rebuild plan and 
associated projections 


• Use east coast catch levels for inclusion into the next stock 
assessment 


Reporting sub 
MLS 


Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans to continue 
recording TAX code in ER fisher reporting. 
FNZ 
Facilitate the continued use of TAX and SNX reporting codes continue. Rationale is that this 
will mitigate the issue of zeros vs. 'real zeros'. 


• ER & GPR reporting will be used to provide real time 
implementation 


• This will replace the current paper system 


• 100% compliance with sub-MLS 
reporting 


• Monthly reporting based on ER & GPR 


• Quarterly meetings   


• Records TAX catches and will highlight how TAX catches are 
minimised through the implementation of TAX 


• The recording of TAX data will need to be incorporated into the 


model either through adding a TAX fishery into the model or by 
splitting the selectivity in the model into a sub-MLS / MLS 
selectivity based on applying logistic curve for sub-MLS 
historically 


Move on rules Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans. 
 
FNZ 
Work with FNZ to specify the need to continue TAX and SNX reporting codes continue. 
Rationale is that this will mitigate the issue of zeros vs. 'real zeros'. 


• ER & GPR reporting will be used to provide real time 
implementation. System will be created that flags when 
ER shows that catches of TAX are above the threshold as 
specified in the regional Management and Monitoring 
Plans.  


• When a threshold has been met this will flag that GPR 
needs to be reviewed to ensure that the vessel has moved 
away from their previous tow position in line with the 
move on rules 


• 90% of vessels or 90% of effort per 
regional Management and Monitoring 
Plans 


• 90% adherence to move on rules   


• # of incidences where a move on rule threshold was 
reached 


• Record of actions taken following each threshold being 
reached and subsequent action taken by fisher 


• Reduces TAX catches through avoidance 


• The recording of TAX data will need to be incorporated into the 
model either through adding a TAX fishery into the model or by 
splitting the selectivity in the model into a sub-MLS / MLS 
selectivity based on applying logistic curve for sub-MLS 
historically. This measure will then show how over time the 
level of TAX has been reduced 


Voluntary 
closed areas 


Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans that specify 
the voluntary closed areas. 
 
FNZ 
FNZ role to work with industry and ER/GPR providers to develop mapping tools and 
geofencing alerts. This will mean developing systems onboard vessels that provide alerts to 
fishers when they cross buffer zones close to voluntary closed areas. 


• ER & GPR reporting will be used to provide real time 
implementation to record adherence with voluntary 
closed areas 


• System will be created that uses geofencing to alert those 


monitoring a system that a vessel is within 2nm of a 
closed area 


• Another geofence implemented to alert those monitoring 
the system that a vessel has crossed into a voluntary 
closed area. These alerts will be integrated with the 
existing FNZ geofencing as additional layers 


• 90% of quota shares signatories to 
regional Management and Monitoring 
Plans 


• 100% compliance of signatories  


• Number of incidences of vessels crossing the buffer line 
(filtered for those vessels fishing, it does not cover 
transiting) 


• Record of actions taken following each buffer line is 


crossed by industry monitoring body and subsequent 
action taken by fisher 


• Number of incidences of vessels crossing the closed area 
boundaries (filtered for those vessels fishing, it does not 
cover transiting)  


• FNZ to provide real time reports on breaches of the 
voluntary closed areas 


• Aggregated quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly 
management meetings 


• Reduces TAX catches through avoidance  


• The recording of TAX data will need to be incorporated into the 
model either through adding a TAX fishery into the model or by 
splitting the selectivity in the model into a sub-MLS / MLS 
selectivity based on applying logistic curve for sub-MLS 
historically. This measure will then show how over time the 
level of TAX has been reduced 


Selectivity 
trials 


Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans that specify 
the voluntary closed areas and mesh size restrictions. 
FNZ 
Provide experimental ACE and observers as required. 


• Complete TAR2 and TAR3 trials and commit to ongoing 


selectivity trial work  


• FINZ has a specified gear selectivity trial budget for 
2019/20 to continue gear innovation, including through 
the SIL gear innovation pathway 


• Completion of trials 


• 75% uptake of required gear to 
achieve shift to right on selectivity 
curve 


• Project completion 


• Submission of working group reports for peer review of 
results 


• Quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly management 
meetings 


• Reduces the rebuild time through shifting the selectivity of the 


model  


• The new selectivity of the fleet will need to be included into the 
model 


TACC Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans. 
 
FNZ 
Use s77 to maintain industry within overfishing thresholds. 


• ER & GPR reporting will be used to provide real time 
implementation 


• Total catch won't exceed 105% of 
total ACE 


• 90% of quota share signatories to 


regional Management and Monitoring 
Plans 


• Quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly management 
meetings 


• Remaining within TACCs will keep the rebuild on the projection 
trajectory 


• The rebuild trajectory will be improved through the cumulative 


impact of measures  


Improved gear 
understanding 


Industry & FNZ 
Work with FNZ to take gear database feedback and work with ER/GPR providers to get 
new data fields added. 


• Introduce data fields into ER - this will give event by event 


data recording on gear use 


• Data will be analysed aligned with ER 


• Introduction of gear database fields 


into ER reporting 


• 90 % completion of data fields 


• Quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly management 


meetings 


•  This will disaggregate information enabling scientists to better 


understand changes in CPUE and improve the 2020/21 stock 
assessment  


Management 
procedure 


Industry & FNZ 
Develop harvest control rules in line with next stock assessment. Develop management 
procedure as part of next stock assessment. 


• Aligned with the next stock assessment • Completion of the 2020/21 stock assessment 


• Completion of the management procedure as part of the stock assessment 


• Provides an evidence based effective decision-making tool to 
make management decisions post the 2020/21 stock 
assessment 


MSE work Industry & FNZ 
Work with industry to get an agreed management target. 


• Aligned with the next stock assessment and development 
of a management procedure 


• Completion of the 2020/21 stock assessment 


• Completion of the management procedure as part of the stock assessment 


  


Fisheries 
Independent 
surveys 


Industry 
Commit to a cost-effective North Island survey. 
FNZ 
Support industry to implement a North Island fisheries survey and support any funding of 
the calibration period for a new survey. 


• Trawl survey design that allows for the continuation of a 
time series whilst benefiting on the statistical power from 
getting a comparable data point to the previous study 


• Completion of survey design  


• Initiation of survey in 2020 


• Submission of working group reports for peer review of 
results 


• Provides fishery independent length comp data to complement 
fishery dependent data 


• Incorporation of 2020 and 2021 data for the upcoming 2021 
stock assessment 


Assessing 
impacts of 
changing 
environmental 
conditions 


Industry 
Commit to furthering Moana project (https://www.moanaproject.org) to obtain 
environmental data to support future fisheries management. 
FNZ 
Provide support for industry research. This will depend on the funding model chosen. If via 
SIL then a supporting letter is needed. If it is via MPI's Sustainable Food & Fibre Futures 
fund then this would be through management support and drive through this model. 


• Subject to project proposal being accepted and funded • Subject to project proposal being 
accepted and funded 


• Subject to project proposal being accepted and funded • Exact details are unknown, but we know that environmental 
variables impact stock dynamics 


• Unclear how this would be incorporated, but it should 
reference the work conducted by Dragonfly on this as part of 
FNZ project ZBD2018-03 
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Table 3  Real changes required by the Fisheries New Zealand’s proposed management settings in tonnes for tarakihi stocks: 
TAR1, TAR2, TAR3 and TAR7, from 1 October 2019.  


  
 


 
TACC 


   TAR 1E TAR 2 TAR 3 TAR 7E TOTAL 


2018/19 
Decision 


2018/19 TACCs 1097 1500 1040 1042 4679 


Current 2018/19 TACCs reflecting the current east/west management 518 1500 1040 179 3237 


Option 
1 


Reduction from across the whole 
QMA 


Option 1 TACCs 625 1100 539 985 3249 


% cuts from 2018/19 43% 27% 48% 5% 31% 


Tonnage reduction proposed 472 400 501 57 1430 


% of reduction 33% 28% 35% 4% 100% 


Reduction just from east coast 
(as required to align with the 
stock assessment & rebuild 
projections) 


Option 1 east coast TACCs 46 1100 539 122 1807 
% cuts from 2018/19 from current east/west 91% 27% 48% 32% 44% 


Tonnage reduction proposed 472 400 501 57 1430 


% of reduction 33% 28% 35% 4% 100% 


Option 
2 


Reduction from across the whole 
QMA 


Option 2 TACCs 839 750 520 954 3063 


% cuts from 2018/19 24% 50% 50% 8% 35% 


Tonnage reduction proposed 258 750 520 88 1616 


% of reduction 16% 46% 32% 5% 100% 


Reduction just from east coast 
(as required to align with the 
stock assessment & rebuild 
projections) 


Option 2 east coast TACCs 260 750 520 91 1621 


% cuts from 2018/19 from current east/west 50% 50% 50% 49% 50% 
Tonnage reduction proposed 258 750 520 88 1616 


% of reduction 50% 50% 50% 49% 50% 


Option 
3 


Reduction from across the whole 
QMA 


Option 3 TACCs 1097 1500 1040 1042 4679 


% cuts from 2018/19 - - - - - 


Tonnage reduction proposed 0 0 0 0 0 


% of reduction - - - - - 


Reduction just from east coast 
(as required to align with the 
stock assessment & rebuild 
projections) 


Option 3 east coast TACCs 518 1500 1040 179 3237 


% cuts from 2018/19 from current east/west - - - - - 


Tonnage reduction proposed 0 0 0 0 0 


% of reduction - - - - - 


 
 


 
Table 4  Summary table of management measures aligned with the different consultation paper options (green are proposed 


measures, blank where no measures are proposed). 


 
  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 


Management measures 
TACC change in 2019/20    


Move on rules    


Spatial measures    


Gear technology research    


Catch reduction & catch spreading    


Sub-MLS reporting    


Development and use of a management procedure    


Regional and management programmes    


Use of S77 of the Fisheries Act    


Enhancing science measures 
Re-establish a fisheries independent survey    


Catch sampling    


Development of a gear database    


Genetics study    


Assessing impacts of changing environmental conditions    


Collection of charter vessel catches    
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APPENDIX 1 – CURRENT SIGNATORIES TO REGIONAL MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING PLANS 


TAR 1 Signatories 


    


 


  


 
 


TAR 2 Signatories 


 


   


 
 


TAR 3 & TAR 7 Signatories 


 







 
 


Page 11 of 16 
 


APPENDIX 2 – COMMENTS ON CONSULTATION DOCUMENT 
 
1. As per our comments in our response on other stocks in the 2019 Sustainability Round, we have 


reservations about the level of detail provided in the TAR consultation paper.  


2. A broad concern we have is the over-simplification of the consultation documentation. The management of 


TAR1, 2, 3, 7 is complex and the proposed options lack the sophistication that we would expect for a fishery 


as important as TAR.  


3. The consultation references to the 2019 Fisheries Assessment Plenary, which includes the stock 


assessment update for 2018, but there is no reference to the 2019 updated scientific information such as 


the 2019 FAR currently in press. Furthermore, the consultation paper has incorrect and incomplete 


hyperlinks making it harder for readers to provide an informed submission. For example, the National Panel 


Survey hyperlink leads readers to the Draft Inshore Finfish Fisheries Plan from 2011. 


4. These shortcomings mean that stakeholders are unable to prepare informed submissions when the 


appropriate material is not provided. Considering the impact of such decisions on the wellness of New 


Zealand communities we would want to make sure that responses are from stakeholders who can make 


their own assessments and provide views based on all the pertinent information. A position we presume if 


mirrored by FNZ. 


5. Our specific concerns on the IPP approach are;  


a. Contradictions  


b. Lack of scientific detail provided 


c. Misrepresentation of Sectors 


d. Misrepresentation of Options 


e. Absence of catch spreading discussion 


f. Inappropriate economic analysis 


Contradictions 


6. The following contradictions in the document have been highlighted: 


• The first line of Section 2 of the IPP states “The primary driver for the review of East Coast tarakihi is 
the sustainability risk associated with the current catch levels.” This is contradicted by Figure 2 on 
page 5 that clearly shows that based on current catches the biomass will increase. How then can the 
primary driver be current catches as a sustainability risk? This is misleading and infers that current 
catch is a sustainability risk – it is not.  


• Section 2 states on the top of page 2 that for Option 1 “the reduction for TAR1 is assumed to occur 
across the entire QMA, and not just the East Coast portion of the stock.” This is contradicted by Table 
3 on page 10 which has an asterisk aligned with TAR1 Option 1. The Asterisk on the page states 
“Catch limit reductions are proposed to come exclusively from the eastern portions of the TAR1 and 
TAR7 stocks …” What is the correct interpretation for Option 1? How are submitters expected to 
provide a submission on Options in the face of this contradiction? 


7. The FNZ options do not provide any additional information to better inform the management of the stock. 


While there is already programmed research that will provide information on East TAR, the paper includes 


no additional research initiatives to adequately improve knowledge of the stock structure or management 


initiatives to address complex fishery management issues.  


Lack of scientific detail provided 


8. The IPP does not provide the latest scientific advice, nor does it enable people to go to the latest 


documents. Sections 7.3 and 7.4 on page 4 of the consultation paper are very brief considering the 


scientific complexity associated with the east coast TAR fishery. Neither 7.3 or 7.4 do not provide any 


context on the changing stock status or indeed the work that has been done to date. 


9. The first paragraph for section 7.4 references that the stock is estimated to be 15.9% SB0 but provides no 


context of what this means in relation to the original 2017 stock assessment. This work has been reviewed 


through the FNZ working group process with a FAR currently awaiting publication. It is concerning that the 


consultation paper does not refer to this latest information and rather refers only to the original stock 
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assessment, ignoring the fact there have subsequently been two stock assessment updates. The lack of 


context means that you will have uninformed submissions that flag that the stock has declined from 17.1% 


to 15.9%. This is incorrect and is misleading to suggest that the stock has declined in this manner. It is 


imperative that the Minister is provided with the correct information to make his decision (see the recent 


media from LegaSea in Appendix 5 where this precise error has been made).  


10. Furthermore, section 7.4 sets out the trend in the biomass but provides no wider context that whilst the 


fishery has been below 20% since early 2000s it ignores the fact that the stock has never above 27% since 


start of the stock assessment. It is not a measured reflection of the stock status to ignore this significant 


point. It is an important factor when deciding what way and rate is fair and equitable for the rebuild. 


11. The results of the stock assessment indicate that the stock biomass has been reasonably stable with a 


moderate declining trend for over 40 years since 1975. It shows the spawning biomass (SB) has been 


relatively stable over a long period reaching its peak of c. 27% B0 in the mid-1980s but has remained below 


the default soft limit since the mid-2000s. The spawning biomass has increased slightly from its lowest level 


in 2014 following above average recruitment in 2011/12. This balanced assessment of the data is not 


provided in the paper. 


12. Section 7.4 outline the HSS guidelines and the rebuild timeframes. There is no mention of the fact that the 


Minister is not constrained by this timeframe and that submitters can propose a longer timeframe. 


13. The TAR1 summary on page 6 states “The tarakihi target fishery accounts for about 80% of the annual 


catch”. FNZ should clarify what this 80% refers to? It is unclear whether the data in this paragraph is based 


on TAR1 or TAR1E. This should have been more explicit given the importance of the east/west split for the 


management and rebuild of the east coast stock. 


14. Table 2 on page 9 misleads readers on the current catch limits for each stock. This consultation is based on 


the east coast TAR stock and yet Table 2 makes no reference to the existing east west split in TAR1 and 


TAR7. Its omission means the submitters are misled to believe that the current catch for TAR1, for example, 


is 1,097t which does not reflect the TAR1E voluntary limit of 518t.  


Misrepresentation of Sectors 


15. The summary of sectors (Section 7.4) misrepresents the different sectors. Most concerning is that the 


summary of the commercial fishery on page 6 states that the east coast fishery is 3,188t per annum based 


on TACC. No clarity has been provided on what timeframe this applies to. Does this relate to just the east 


coast of the whole QMA for TAR1 and TAR7? Associated with the lack of scientific information, the 


summary of the commercial fishery is exclusively based on catch levels with no reference to or reflection of 


CPUE. Furthermore, section 7.5 provides high level information on TAR1, 2, 3 and 7 and ignores the 


regional differences in the fishery. 


16. This section does not reflect the fact that the level of catch in those areas is not aligned with the TACC due 


to industry management measures (e.g. the east/west split). 


17. Regarding the recreational fishery, it is interesting that Section 9.2.1 (page 12) makes the point that 


changes to recreational harvest will have minimal impact on the rebuild. We acknowledge this point in 


principle however dispute the rationale used to support this statement. The fourth paragraph of section 9.2.1 


states the National Panel Survey of Marine Recreational Fishers supports this position as only 51% of TAR2 


fishers landed four or less tarakihi. This statement ignores Table 2 (page 9) of the consultation paper which 


shows that the 2017/18 National Panel Survey shows that that recreational catches of TAR exceed the 


allowance in TAR2. Recreational catch in TAR2 is estimated to be 151% of its allowance.  


18. Section 7.6 only refers to recreational management, it does not reflect additional measures implemented by 


industry. This is plainly misleading as it does not reflect the current management context. It appears 


selective in only referring to the sustainability measures in some sectors yet omits to reference the main 


management initiatives in the fishery.  


19. Section 7.7 rightly identifies that there are uncertainties but doesn’t provide information on these, nor 


provide access to the stock assessment model for those interested to get the information. 


Misrepresentation of Options 


20. The FNZ Options propose a differential catch reduction, however there is no rationale provided as to the 


origin of these numbers. It is unclear how the differential reductions proposed reflect catch history, CPUE 


and equity between the different QMAs.  
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21. Option 2 states that the TAC/TACC changes are required from the east coast portion of TAR1 and TAR7. 


There is no mention of how FNZ envisage implementing this. The only existing management tool is the 


industry’s voluntary catch spreading management, of which FNZ make no note nor indeed acknowledge 


has been used to reduce catch on the east coast during the 2018/19 fishing year. 


22. Table 3 misrepresents the management options being proposed and Option 1 is inconsistently summarised. 


Option 2 in Table 3 is termed as a 35% TACC reduction, whereas it is a 50% reduction as it must come 


from the east coast. 


23. Option 3 is also incorrectly summarised in Table 3 as there is no reference to the current catch levels that 


industry has voluntarily implemented in 2018/19.  


24. This misrepresentation is compounded by Table 7 which again provides readers with incorrect information. 


The Table characterises Option 3 as having no TAC/TACC cuts – this is incorrect. The industry position has 


stated no TACC cut in 2019/20 but has not stated no future TACC cuts as implied by Table 7. It is again 


apparent on page 2 where FNZ asserts that Option 3 negates the need for further cuts. This lack of 


specificity is concerning. Option 3 and the comprehensive Management Strategy states no cut for the 


2019/20 sustainability round. 


25. When reviewing rebuild timeframes in Figure 7 it is unclear what year 0 relates to, this should be clarified. 


Absence of key catch spreading discussion 


26. The most significant omissions from the consultation document are related to the complication of the 


east/west split and the need to manage this to affect a rebuild. Notably the data provided on both the TAR1 


and TAR7 fisheries make no reference to E/W split or provide the catch history for those areas—instead it 


addresses it only as TAR1 or TAR7. First, this is incorrect in terms of reflecting a management issue that 


relates only to the eastern portion of these stocks, whilst secondly it ignores the existing management that 


industry has initiated in these areas. 


27. Tarakihi is the third most valuable inshore finfish species in New Zealand yet the social and economic 


assessment in the consultation document provided is simplistic at best.  


28. Table 8 of the consultation document uses 2017 as the base year to compare the different Options. Given 


the proposed options are for changes to the current 2018/19 TACCs, and that cuts were made to the 


TAC/TACC from 1 October 2018, it is irrational and misleading to use 2017 as the base year when 


considering the impacts of the decisions to be made in this sustainability round.  


Inappropriate economic analysis 


29. Summarising the annual financial impact assumes that once the rebuild has been achieved the stock will 


return to current 2018/19 catch levels. This is not realistic. There is no reason to suggest that FNZ will make 


such a management decision. It is therefore misleading to suggest that on this basis that the Options have 


comparable annual impacts. 


30. We understand that FNZ has contracted an assessment of the economic impacts in more detail; we 


welcome that analysis. We note that at the time of writing, we are not aware that any fishers or quota 


owners who have been contacted by any research organisations. Given the potential impact of the changes 


being advocated, we consider that this work should extend beyond a desktop analysis. 


31. It would have been preferable that this information was provided as part of the consultation process 


considering the potential implications for the New Zealand market. Businesses will be significantly affected 


by the range of Options provided by FNZ. Regionally, small businesses and local families will be the most 


affected. It is imperative that the FNZ contracted work be completed, disseminated and discussed prior to 


management decisions being made.  
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APPENDIX 3 COMPARISON OF THE TRADE-OFFS BETWEEN A V-SHAPED DEFAULT APPROACH TO A 


REBUILD AND A U-SHAPED REBUILD 
anagement measures 
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APPENDIX 4 CUMULATIVE REPORTING OF E/W SPLIT CATCHES AND ACE ALLOWANCES AGAINST 
VOLUNTARY CATCH SPREADING LIMITS 


 Cumulative KG caught Cumulative % ACE caught 


TAR 
1 


  
TAR 
2 


  
TAR 
3 


  


TAR 
7 


  







 
 


Page 16 of 16 
 


APPENDIX 5 – EXAMPLE OF ERROR IN MEDIA REGARDING THE STATUS OF THE EASTERN TAR  
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To: FMSubmissions <FMSubmissions@mpi.govt.nz>
Cc: 

Subject: FINZ response to the proposed Sustainability Controls for 1 October 2019 stocks
 
For the Attention of the Inshore Fisheries Management team,

 
Please find attached the following responses to the 2019/20 Sustainability round consultation;

 
1. FINZ’s submission on the proposed Sustainability Controls for 1 October 2019 stocks
2. A specific response addressing the proposed TAC and TACC changes and is presented on

behalf of Fisheries Inshore New Zealand (Fisheries Inshore), Te Ohu Kaimoana and
Southern Inshore Fisheries Management Company (Southern Inshore)

 
Kind regards,
 

 
 

Fisheries Inshore New Zealand Ltd
 
M: 
E:  
W: 
 

 
This email is intended solely for the use of the addressee and may contain information that is confidential or
subject to legal professional privilege. If you are an unintended recipient of this email please immediately
notify the sender and delete the email.
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26 July 2019 

Fisheries New Zealand 
Ministry for Primary Industries 
PO Box 10420 
Wellington 

cc 
Fisheries New Zealand 
Ministry for Primary Industries 
PO Box 10420 
Wellington 

Dear 

RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED TAC CHANGES FOR THE EAST COAST TAR FISHERY 
(TAR1E, TAR2, TAR3, TAR7E) 

1. Fisheries New Zealand (FNZ) has sought views on management of the east coast tarakihi fishery. This
response addresses the proposed TAC and TACC changes and is presented on behalf of Fisheries Inshore
New Zealand (Fisheries Inshore), Te Ohu Kaimoana and Southern Inshore Fisheries Management Company
(Southern Inshore).

2. In response to last year’s consultation on eastern TAR, industry provided an Eastern TAR Management
Strategy (Strategy or TAR Strategy) to guide the rebuild of the east coast fishery. Since October 2018, we
have been diligently implementing that programme of work and this year we have developed, updated and
strengthened the TAR Strategy in response to feedback from FNZ and the Minister. This submission
provides a summary of the improved TAR Strategy.

3. We consider the improved TAR Strategy provides the best combination of management measures that will
ensure both a timely rebuild of the TAR fishery and a productive inshore fishing sector. With Eastern TAR
being such an important component of the inshore fishing sector, this programme of work has the potential to
offer significant improvements in other fisheries.

4. Industry and Te Ohu Kaimoana have delivered on the commitments made in the 2018/19 fishing year. In
summary, we have:

• initiated catch spreading in TAR1 and TAR7 to achieve the required reductions on the east coast:
o Split TAR1: 47.22% TAR1E and 52.78% TAR1W with all catch reduction in TAR1E
o Split TAR7: 17.16% TAR7E and 82.84% TAR7W with all catch reductions in TAR7E and encouraged

catch in TAR7W

• recorded undersize TAR as TAX (to the extent possible in line with the system put in place by FNZ)

• implemented voluntary selectivity measures, including:
o closed areas and/or “move on” rules in all eastern TAR QMAs
o initiated net trials where juveniles are expected – TAR3 and TAR2

• investigated a tarakihi-specific biomass target (real world BMSY)

• started a suite of additional peer reviewed research

o updated the biomass model using the most recent catch and survey data – that showed the fishery
was at ~16% B0 at 30 September 2018 (i.e. prior to the 2018 TACC cuts)

o assisted in the 1st year of a two-year catch sampling programme that will confirm (or not) that TAR is
a single fishery over four east coast QMAs and also any relationship between the eastern and
western stock or stocks (this is the 1st time the western fisheries have been sampled)
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5. Based on feedback from FNZ and the Minister, we have strengthened and improved the TAR Strategy to 
provide greater confidence that the industry is committed to its implementation, and second, demonstrate 
that the Strategy will provide tangible results that will rebuild the stock.   

6. In summary, we have improved the TAR Strategy as follows: 
a) An explicit commitment by industry to the Strategy and the required actions 

• The regional Management and Monitoring Plans we have developed in TAR1, 2, 3 and 7 are an 
integral part of the TAR Strategy. To more explicitly show industry commitment we have sought 
and received explicit commitments in the last week for these plans to demonstrate both a 
commitment to adhere to these measures and a cohesive industry position (Table 1 and Appendix 
1) 

• This shows the immediate progress to achieving the key performance indicator (KPI) of achieving 
90% of quota shares as signatories by the 1st October (see Table 2) as agreed in discussions with 
FNZ 

Table 1 Signatories to the regional monitoring and management plans 

 TAR 1 TAR 2 TAR 3 TAR 7 
% total shares % total shares % total shares % total shares 

All quota holdings 80 85 97 91 

 
b) More detail in the TAR Strategy to provide confidence the proposed measures will assist the rebuild 

• We agree with FNZ that the TAR Strategy is strengthened by detailing the contribution that each 
management measure will make to the Eastern TAR rebuild. Each management measure also has 
specified KPIs, milestones and associated reporting (see Table 2). 

• We note that greater confidence regarding the efficacy of recent and proposed TAR management 
measures will be available at the next stock assessment. At that point, there will have been time 
enough to assess the impact of the 25% TACC reduction implemented in 2018/19, the additional 
measures we have implemented and those proposed in the improved TAR Strategy. 

c) A clear description of how proposed management measures will be monitored and reported 

• We acknowledge that the TAR Strategy is improved with a more explicit articulation of KPIs and 
associated monitoring and reporting. Table 2 sets out specific monitoring and reporting that will be 
undertaken against each measure and the associated KPIs. We commit to monthly reports and 
quarterly management meetings held with FNZ to ensure expected performance of the TAR 
Strategy if Option 3 is implemented. 

• We will work with FNZ to access ER and GPR reporting in order to be able to demonstrate in a 
timely manner the implementation of the management measures. 

d) Clearly identify how industry is reducing undersize TAR catches (TAX)  

• We have proposed measures in all areas to reduce juvenile captures; these are set out in each 
regional Management and Monitoring Plan. As noted above, we have received formal and 
comprehensive industry commitment to these Plans.  

• Further, move-on-rules are being adopted in all regions that require fishers to move from their 
current position should the catch contain too many juvenile fish. This complements the closed 
areas to ensure the quantum of sub-MLS in the overall catch is minimised. Again, these measures 
are set out in the Management and Monitoring Plan for each area. 

• The Minister identified at the Napier stakeholder meeting that there is currently an inability to utilise 
sub-MLS information as there is no recording of sub-MLS legal releases. We agree with the 
Minister and note that industry is developing an innovative research project to record sub-MLS 
releases. This project would utilise expertise in engineering, camera technology and artificial 
intelligence to automatically detect and measure sub-MLS TAR and provide a far richer dataset for 
management purposes. We will work with FNZ to develop this experimental project and ensure 
that any data is peer reviewed through FNZ processes. 

• Ancillary benefits to this project if successful are that fish will be released below the water line 
which will increase the likelihood or survival (and hence assist the speed of stock rebuild) and 
potentially limit the availability of these fish to seabirds and thus reduce the risk of seabird bycatch. 
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e) Moving beyond business as usual and into more integrated and comprehensive fisheries 
management 

• The TAR Strategy represents a significant shift away from business as usual, the measures we are 
proposing have the potential to signal a new way of approaching fisheries management. More 
sophisticated and innovative management will provide benefits that go beyond simply rebuilding 
the eastern TAR stock. We consider this represents an opportunity for significant improvement and 
would welcome the opportunity to work with FNZ to implement these measures. In summary these 
include:  

o Catch splitting measures in TAR1E/1W and TAR7E/7W to make sure catch reductions are 
effective 

o Work with FNZ and ER providers to ensure the continued confidence in the reporting of TAX.  
For continued reporting of null events for sub-MLS TAR when catching eastern TAR we 
propose either; 
1) continuation of TAX code or  
2) requirement implemented by ER providers that requires an explicit confirmation that no 
sub-MLS caught (This will require greater effort in the short-term but would provide greater 
benefit across a range of fisheries) 

o Reduction in juvenile mortalities through move-on rules and voluntary closed areas 
o Research into gear selectivity including use of in-net cameras to guide improvements in 

where in the nets changes are made 
o An agreement to use section 77 of Fisheries Act with appropriate limits for each QMA where 

a participant would significantly over-catch entitlements 
o Directed use of cameras to trial efficacy of chutes to automatically obtain length frequency of 

undersize TAR (this will also assist in better setting limits that take into account at-sea 
disposals of sub-MLS) 

o Analysis of ER & GPR to demonstrate the efficacy of measures and then use of these results 
and CPUE to show cumulative effect on rebuild of the fishery 

o Design of a fishing independent survey for TAR1E and TAR2 and assessment of a range of 
delivery options for this and subsequent implementation after this goes through FNZ science 
working group assessment 

Position Summary  

7. Fisheries Inshore, Te Ohu Kaimoana and Southern Inshore support Option 3. We remain committed to the 
TAR Strategy and have proposed a number of improvements as summarised above. 

8. We acknowledge that the fishery is not where anyone wants it to be, but we note that at current catches the 
stock is rebuilding; there is no sustainability concern. The science shows that the fishery has been depleted 
but has also been comparatively stable since 1975—and since that time, it has not been above 27% of its 
original biomass.  

9. Our support for Option 3 is consistent with the Minister’s 2018 decision letter that requested that we provide a 
rebuild plan – we have done that. We have taken comprehensive action, including splitting the ACE for the east-
west stocks in TAR1 and TAR7. Industry immediately responded to the 2017 science assessment and promoted a 
25% TACC reduction and other measures in our 2018 Eastern Tarakihi Management Strategy.  

10. We have subsequently considered the information contained in the consultation paper and have listened to both 
the Minister and FNZ regarding the 2019 Management Strategy; we have provided the suggested clarifications 
and improvements.  

11. Needless to say, we do not support the management proposals set out as Option 1 and 2. These Options do not 
appropriately recognise the complexity of the fishery and seek to unnecessarily take the fishery’s biomass, in only 
10 or 12 years, to a level it has not been close to for generations. The social and economic cost of those options 
are simply too great.  

12. Tarakihi is a valued and preferred fishery by New Zealanders. It is caught around the country throughout the year 
and consumed locally—more than 90% of TAR is sold to New Zealanders. More than 80% of us eat fish every 
month (>45% at least once a week) while only about 12% of us catch our fish at least once a year. So most of us 
buy our tarakihi in our local fish shops and supermarkets. There is no local substitute for tarakihi and with Options 
1 and 2 suggesting more than 1,600 tonnes being unavailable to the market this will have a significant and 
detrimental effect on consumers (including the health of their diet).  

13. TAR is the economic backbone of the many inshore vessel’s annual catch plan. Reductions on the scale 
proposed by FNZ would mean significant reductions in the fleet – there is no ability to swap catch to other 
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fish stocks, and the reductions will mean there is no buyers for the boats that cannot fish. While we support 
measures to rebuild the fishery, we seek management that does not cause greater socio-economic damage 
than is necessary. Catch reductions on the scale proposed would decimate the fleet and to us are not 
justifiable. 

14. Management measures affecting TAR on the scale proposed by FNZ need to reflect the interdependent 
effects that any cut in catch will have on the ability of fishers to then catch other species. Depending on the 
area being fished, the impacts of management measures on TAR will impact different fisheries. Fishers will 
have to avoid areas of TAR which will impact other fishstocks. For example, in TAR 2 it is likely that fishers 
will have to move inshore to avoid TAR and as such will be fishing more in waters habited by shallower 
species such as SNA and GUR.  

15. In our view, FNZ should consider the implications of the TAR decision in light of other management 
measures and closures being considered. All too often such considerations are made in isolation but have 
cumulative effects. Of particular note are the proposals for Hector’s dolphin closures and those pending for 
the South East Marine Protected Areas. The impact of further TACC cuts to South Island TAR would be 
especially hard for both fishers and quota holders. These have cumulative social, economic and wellness 
impacts on both the fishing industry and their associated wider local and regional communities. 

Option 3 
16. Option 3 proposes a range of management measures while retaining current catches until the 2020/21 stock 

assessment. At that point there will be sufficient new information to obtain a robust and meaningful measure 
of the rebuild progress.  

17. There are several key components of the rebuild that have been subject to discussion since the last 
consultation period that resulted in the 2018 catch reductions. As part of work conducted in the last year, 
FNZ has sought our response to two key uncertainties related to the industry management strategy and 
requested clarification on the following: 

a) Why 35% is a more appropriate species-specific target than the default 40% used in policy documents, 

b) The proposed time frame for the rebuild. 

A 35% rebuild target  
18. The Minister’s 2018 decision letter indicated that he would consider an alternative target if supported by 

scientifically robust and peer-reviewed information. To provide the Minister with the required information, 
industry contracted the same science provider that completed the original Eastern TAR stock assessment to 
conduct a management strategy evaluation (MSE). MSEs are fully compatible with the Harvest Strategy 
Standard and the definition of MSY as required to meet the purpose of the Act.1,2 

19. The scientific robustness of the work was acknowledged by FNZ’s scientific peer review process. 
Specifically, the scientific work provided on the MSE addressed all of additional runs recommended and 
methods were accepted by the working group.3 

20. The consultation document asserts that scientists were unable to determine what was a more appropriate 
target due to “a lack of supporting evidence”. This statement is misleading on two accounts: 

• First, the working group acknowledged that it was not their role to determine what was an appropriate 
target (i.e. it is a management consideration). This point is acknowledged by the HSS operational 
guidelines that distinguish the roles of scientists and managers.4 

• The working group minutes make no statement about a lack of supporting evidence. To the contrary, 
the working group made recommendations regarding tables and runs to be presented to managers. 
The recommended tables were subsequently developed and are included in Appendix 7 of the 
Management Strategy. These were provided, as part of the TAR Strategy, to the Ministry in May 2019. 

                                                             
1  “In recent years, Management Strategy Evaluations (MSEs) have gained international prominence as a fisheries management tool (see the 

appendices to the Operational Guidelines) and are currently in use in a small number of New Zealand fisheries with several more being 
planned. MSEs are fully-compatible with the Harvest Strategy Standard” (Harvest Strategy Standard for New Zealand Fisheries, Ministry of 
Fisheries – October 2008 at [25]). 

2  Maximum sustainable yield, in relation to any stock, means the greatest yield that can be achieved over time while maintaining the stocks 
productive capacity, having regard to the population dynamics of the stock and any environmental factors that influence the stock (Fisheries 
Act 1996). 

3  SINSWG-2019/20, Draft note of meeting - Inshore Finfish Working Group, MPI, Wellington, Charles Ferguson Tower, Room 1.03 27th 
February 2019 

4  Targets will be set by fisheries managers based on estimates of MSY-compatible reference points but modified by relevant factors 
(Operational Guidelines for New Zealand’s Harvest Strategy Standard, Revision 1, Ministry of Fisheries, June 2011 at [2]). 
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21. The results of the MSE, as set out in Appendix 7 of the Management Strategy, are entirely consistent with 
the Act’s definition of maximum sustainable yield, and the MSE was completed in line with the requirements 
of the HSS.5  

22. The apparent issue is that the MSE should have been run to reflect harvest control rules that reflect FNZ 
management decisions on Eastern TAR. We assert that without FNZ management direction, the MSE could 
never have replicated the expected harvest control rules to be implemented by FNZ managers during the 
MSE process.  

23. Noting this, and recognising no agreement has been reached on the most appropriate target, we are 
proposing the following approach to work collaboratively to determine an appropriate long-term management 
target: 

• An interim 35% management target based on the accepted MSE until the completion of the 2020/21 
stock assessment. The current projections based on 35% still show a rebuild in an appropriate 
timeframe. 

• Complete the 2020/21 stock assessment and develop a management procedure with clearly agreed 
harvest control rules so that a species-specific target can be implemented. 

24. The use of an interim target will not impact the rebuild but ensures that the management target is species-
specific, aligned with Section 13 of the Fisheries Act, and consistent with the statutory definition of MSY. 

Proposed time frame for the rebuild  

25. The TAR Strategy does not provide a specific rebuild timeframe. This is in part because the Strategy 
proposes a range on management measures that will improve the fishery and thereby achieve a faster 
rebuild than a TACC reduction alone can achieve. This contrasts with a simple TAC reduction that allows a 
timeframe to be calculated, albeit with significant associated uncertainty. 

26. To provide confidence, if Option 3 is implemented industry commits to a rebuild of 20 years from the base 
year of 2017/18 with an interim target of 35%. This commitment is made on the basis that we are confident in 
the proposed management of the fishery. We also note that the impact of additional measures such as 
selectivity improvements, avoiding TAX and increased yield per recruit would provide an even shorter rebuild 
timeframe. In essence, 20 years would be the maximum rebuild period. 

Wellness impacts 

27. The quantum of the TACC reductions proposed in Option 1 and 2 will have a significant impact on the lives 
of many New Zealanders. The possible consequences of these decisions require analysis that is then taken 
account of as part of the Minister’s decisions. 

28. The Minister recognised at the public meeting in Napier on 12th July that he is very conscious of the 
implications of his decisions on Kiwi families and acknowledged the need to reflect the socio-economic 
impacts of any of his decisions. He asked that fishery participants let him know about the specific impacts his 
decisions may have and we anticipate individual fishers and company will submit on that matter. This 
recognition is reassuring and to this end we have provided a summary of impacts of Options 1 and 2. 

29. Socio-economic impacts are anticipated to include unemployment, vessels off the water, loss of income in 
the catching sector, for quota owners and processors and distributors, inability to service debt, reduced 
economic viability, forced exit and bankruptcy, stranded assets, social impacts on iwi and regional 
communities. This will mean job losses, impacts on local businesses and indirect impacts on local 
economies such as a lack of fish supply to local companies. These impacts will not just be on the jobs to 
fishers but extend well beyond this to everyday people – working to feed their whanau and communities. 

30. Direct impacts of the 2018 Sustainability round decision are already being felt by operators who have limited 
their vessel activity this year and, in some cases, have reduced fishing to fortnightly fishing trips instead of 
weekly as a result of the last eastern TAR reductions. This has not been reflected or considered in the 
consultation document. Further cuts as proposed by Option 1 and 2 will lead to a restructuring of the fleet 
with some loss of vessels that will no longer be economically viable. It is expected that this will be the smaller 
family owned local operators that are lost first. This is a significant point – as the government through its 
small business portfolio has a responsibility of “ensuring the characteristics of small business are considered 
in the design and implementation of policies which affect businesses.”6 

                                                             
5  MSEs should be designed to ensure that: 

> the probability of achieving the MSY-compatible target or better is at least 50%; 
> the probability of breaching the soft limit does not exceed 10%, and 
> the probability of breaching the hard limit does not exceed 2%. 

6  https://dpmc.govt.nz/cabinet/portfolios/small-business 
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31. Small businesses are recognised by the Minister as the backbone of the economy and the Minister’s 
priorities have highlighted his wish that small businesses thrive and to make sure small they are well placed 
to “maximise future opportunities in the future as part of a sustainable, productive and inclusive New Zealand 
economy.” Option 3 aligns with this approach and supports this vision.7 

32. The impacts of these decisions are not just for a moment in time. There will be a legacy to these decisions. 
For some operators, the loss of income will negate their ability to service debt and could lead to calling in of 
loans and inability to pay mortgages. The inability to service debt can lead to the need to close business or 
bankruptcy. These economic impacts will impact on investor confidence in the industry and influence the 
cost of capital of remaining participants.  

33. Associated mental health and wellness implications are to be expected given those exiting the fishery will be 
unable to provide for their families and service debt. Given this governments focus on wellbeing, it would be 
concerning that unnecessary harm and suffering was imposed in a situation where alternative management 
options are available to offset these socio-economic impacts. Unnecessary conservatism will have very 
serious economic and social consequences, some irreversible. 

34. For those that lose their jobs, it is unlikely that those who go out of business will be employed elsewhere 
immediately. The job losses for skippers, crew and employees in sheds and processors will often be in regional 
areas with limited prospects for other employment. This can lead to a forced shift out of regional communities to 
larger centres where there is a better prospect of employment. Serious impacts are likely on the social programs 
funded by iwi. For some iwi, ACE income is important to fund their staff and complement and marae activities. 

35. Furthermore, there are wider reaching indirect implications of Options 1 and 2 on the ancillary servicing and 
support businesses that rely on the fishing industry such as transport, storage, provedoring, engineering, 
boatyards, marine electronics and bait suppliers. Fishing vessels and the people that operate and work on 
them are part of local communities. They support a range of businesses often in smaller regional towns and 
communities within New Zealand. Significant cuts are far reaching and long standing. 

36. The consultation document states that the fishery is predominantly commercial, as such, the views of the 
commercial sector should carry some weight in the Minister’s decision about the way and rate of the rebuild.  

Impacts on industry commitment innovation 

37. Whilst FINZ is committed to innovation on behalf of the industry, we are concerned that both Option 1 and 2 
would result in quota owners having significantly less capital to leverage innovative work, and this will impact 
the ability to incentivise improved management. 

38. Innovation does not exist in isolation. It is intrinsically linked with the core elements of fisheries management: 
Confidence, Certainty, Investment and Performance. Requiring one whilst removing another does not reflect 
the reality of fisheries management.  

39. Option 3 allows for the interrelationships between these core elements and demonstrates Industry’s 
commitment to innovation through the support for genetic studies, research into improved net configuration 
for both selectivity and minimising benthic impacts. 

40. Fisheries Inshore has committed hundreds of thousands of dollars on innovation and remain committed to 
seeking the improvements that innovative thinking can bring. As part of this commitment, Fisheries Inshore is 
furthering support for grassroots innovation of the inshore fleet industry. In the last eight months, Fisheries 
Inshore has worked with Seafoods Innovation Limited (SIL) to initiate the gear innovation pathway. Projects 
will be funded that fall into the following four research themes: 

• Vessel and gear efficiencies 
• Selectivity 
• Benthic impacts 
• Non-fish protected species interactions 

41. Furthermore, industry is engaged in developing a range of research proposals related to understanding 
essential fish habitats encompassing issues such as benthic habitats, increasing our understanding of how 
best to strategically manage fisheries in the face of changing environmental conditions and innovative 
research into quantifying sub-MLS catches. We commit to engaging with FNZ staff to work collaboratively on 
fisheries management more generically and provide updates as these proposals progress. 

42. Whilst establishing new research projects we have worked with FNZ to develop a gear database, as outlined 
in Table 2. This work will further our data collection to understand the impacts of gear changes on the 
management of our stocks and as part of the work will document improvements made by fishers. Fishers 
already innovate to ensure that the gear they use is appropriate for the fishery and conditions they are 
involved in. 

                                                             
7  https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/new-strategic-direction-small-business 
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Key concerns with the information provided on the management options 

43. We consider that the information provided in the consultation paper is misleading in several respects. Two 
key matters are discussed below regarding the misrepresentation of the catch reductions required by each 
option and the comparison of measures proposed for each Option. Other concerns are noted in Appendix 2. 

Misrepresentation of the catch reductions 

44. All the science conducted to date has been completed on the east coast TAR fishery. It is the eastern 
portions of TAR1 and TAR7 along with TAR2 and TAR3 that have been used to determine the current stock 
biomass.  

45. The rebuild projections that have been used to support a rebuild are based on east coast catches. Any 
decreases in catch from the west coast will not assist with the rebuild, and any proposed catch reductions on 
the western portions of TAR1 and 7 are not founded on any scientific rationale. Option 1 states that 
TAC/TACC changes are required from the whole QMA for TAR1 and TAR7. There is no rationale provided 
for this, noting that the consultation is on the east coast of TAR. 

46. Table 3 of the consultation document incorrectly summarises the proposed catch limits and allowances. It is 
an important point as submitters and decision makers can only develop positions and make decisions based 
on the available data. For the purposes of ensuring that the Minister is fully informed we have provided a 
table detailing the real TAC/TACC changes required to achieve each of the proposed options (Table 3). The 
comparison is highlighted in the table below by comparing the green-shaded cells which represent FNZ’s 
characterisation of the TACC reductions, with the orange cells that are the actual catch reductions from the 
east coast fishery. 

47. These clarifications are required to ensure that the Minister is informed of the realities of the Options 
considered are: 

• Option 1 – to achieve a rebuild in line with the projections the total proposed TACC cuts must come from 
the east coast. This would result in a TAR1E fishery of 46t, equivalent to a 91% reduction. For the 
TAR7E fishery it would mean a 31% reduction to 124t. 

• Option 2 – the consultation paper states a 35% reduction. This is misleading as the reduction for the 
east coast fishery (the fishery in question) is actually 50%. 

• Option 3 – the consultation paper misrepresents the realities of the 2018/19 east coast fishery. It is 
indicated that the current TAR1 TACC is 1,042, which ignores that fact that industry has implemented a 
voluntary catch spreading arrangement in 2018/19. In reality this means the TAR1 & TAR7 east coast 
TACCs are in fact lower than indicated (518 tonnes for TAR1E and 179 tonnes for TAR7E). 

Misleading comparison of measures proposed for each Option 

48. The consultation document misrepresents the difference between the management options and does not 
enable other stakeholders the ability to make an informed response to the consultation.  

49. FNZ assert that for Options 1 and 2, FNZ will be implementing regular monitoring and management, yet no 
specificity is provided. Without any clarity about how Options 1 and 2 would contribute to the longer-term 
management of the fishery, this management approach is only partial and do not provide any certainty about 
the future management required. 

50. In contrast to Option 3, the FNZ Options 1 and 2 do not provide any additional information to better inform 
the management of the stock. While there is already programmed research that will provide information on 
East TAR, the paper includes no additional research initiatives to adequately improve knowledge of the stock 
structure or management initiatives to address complex fishery management issues.  

51. We have provided summary of the different measures proposed by each management option in Table 4 
whilst Appendix 3 emphasises the trade-off between a ‘V’ shaped default approach to a rebuild and a ‘U’ 
shaped rebuild that is designed to implement a respond—research and reassess approach. 
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Table 2 TAR Management Strategy management measures detailing the associated implementation methods and key performance indicators.  

 

Measure Responsibility & Accountability Implementation method KPIs Milestones and Reporting How it impacts the rebuild 
How it is incorporated into the next stock assessment 

East/West split Industry  
Quota holders will sign agreements to maintain east/west catch splitting for up to the next 
3 years. 

• ER & GPR reporting will be used to record specifically 
whether catches were in the east or west portion of TAR1 
& TAR7 

• This will replace the current paper system 

• 90% of quota shares sign to voluntary 
split east/west for TAR1 & TAR7 

• 80% adherence to providing east/west 
catch reports for TAR1 & TAR7 in line 
with east/west split arrangements 

• Monthly reporting based on ER & GPR providing report 
of TAR1 E/W split and TAR7 E/W split 

• Quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly management 
meetings 

• Cumulative reporting of E/W split catches against 
voluntary catch spreading limits (see Appendix 4 as an 
example) 

• Cumulative reporting of individual ACE allowances for 
TAR1E/W and TAR7E/W (see Appendix 4 as an example) 

• Maintains catches in line with the decided rebuild plan and 
associated projections 

• Use east coast catch levels for inclusion into the next stock 
assessment 

Reporting sub 
MLS 

Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans to continue 
recording TAX code in ER fisher reporting. 
FNZ 
Facilitate the continued use of TAX and SNX reporting codes continue. Rationale is that this 
will mitigate the issue of zeros vs. 'real zeros'. 

• ER & GPR reporting will be used to provide real time 
implementation 

• This will replace the current paper system 

• 100% compliance with sub-MLS 
reporting 

• Monthly reporting based on ER & GPR 
• Quarterly meetings   

• Records TAX catches and will highlight how TAX catches are 
minimised through the implementation of TAX 

• The recording of TAX data will need to be incorporated into the 
model either through adding a TAX fishery into the model or by 
splitting the selectivity in the model into a sub-MLS / MLS 
selectivity based on applying logistic curve for sub-MLS 
historically 

Move on rules Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans. 
 
FNZ 
Work with FNZ to specify the need to continue TAX and SNX reporting codes continue. 
Rationale is that this will mitigate the issue of zeros vs. 'real zeros'. 

• ER & GPR reporting will be used to provide real time 
implementation. System will be created that flags when 
ER shows that catches of TAX are above the threshold as 
specified in the regional Management and Monitoring 
Plans.  

• When a threshold has been met this will flag that GPR 
needs to be reviewed to ensure that the vessel has moved 
away from their previous tow position in line with the 
move on rules 

• 90% of vessels or 90% of effort per 
regional Management and Monitoring 
Plans 

• 90% adherence to move on rules   

• # of incidences where a move on rule threshold was 
reached 

• Record of actions taken following each threshold being 
reached and subsequent action taken by fisher 

• Reduces TAX catches through avoidance 
• The recording of TAX data will need to be incorporated into the 

model either through adding a TAX fishery into the model or by 
splitting the selectivity in the model into a sub-MLS / MLS 
selectivity based on applying logistic curve for sub-MLS 
historically. This measure will then show how over time the 
level of TAX has been reduced 

Voluntary 
closed areas 

Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans that specify 
the voluntary closed areas. 
 
FNZ 
FNZ role to work with industry and ER/GPR providers to develop mapping tools and 
geofencing alerts. This will mean developing systems onboard vessels that provide alerts to 
fishers when they cross buffer zones close to voluntary closed areas. 

• ER & GPR reporting will be used to provide real time 
implementation to record adherence with voluntary 
closed areas 

• System will be created that uses geofencing to alert those 
monitoring a system that a vessel is within 2nm of a 
closed area 

• Another geofence implemented to alert those monitoring 
the system that a vessel has crossed into a voluntary 
closed area. These alerts will be integrated with the 
existing FNZ geofencing as additional layers 

• 90% of quota shares signatories to 
regional Management and Monitoring 
Plans 

• 100% compliance of signatories  

• Number of incidences of vessels crossing the buffer line 
(filtered for those vessels fishing, it does not cover 
transiting) 

• Record of actions taken following each buffer line is 
crossed by industry monitoring body and subsequent 
action taken by fisher 

• Number of incidences of vessels crossing the closed area 
boundaries (filtered for those vessels fishing, it does not 
cover transiting)  

• FNZ to provide real time reports on breaches of the 
voluntary closed areas 

• Aggregated quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly 
management meetings 

• Reduces TAX catches through avoidance  
• The recording of TAX data will need to be incorporated into the 

model either through adding a TAX fishery into the model or by 
splitting the selectivity in the model into a sub-MLS / MLS 
selectivity based on applying logistic curve for sub-MLS 
historically. This measure will then show how over time the 
level of TAX has been reduced 

Selectivity 
trials 

Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans that specify 
the voluntary closed areas and mesh size restrictions. 
FNZ 
Provide experimental ACE and observers as required. 

• Complete TAR2 and TAR3 trials and commit to ongoing 
selectivity trial work  

• FINZ has a specified gear selectivity trial budget for 
2019/20 to continue gear innovation, including through 
the SIL gear innovation pathway 

• Completion of trials 
• 75% uptake of required gear to 

achieve shift to right on selectivity 
curve 

• Project completion 
• Submission of working group reports for peer review of 

results 
• Quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly management 

meetings 

• Reduces the rebuild time through shifting the selectivity of the 
model  

• The new selectivity of the fleet will need to be included into the 
model 

TACC Industry 
Signatories signing up to original regional Management and Monitoring Plans. 
 
FNZ 
Use s77 to maintain industry within overfishing thresholds. 

• ER & GPR reporting will be used to provide real time 
implementation 

• Total catch won't exceed 105% of 
total ACE 

• 90% of quota share signatories to 
regional Management and Monitoring 
Plans 

• Quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly management 
meetings 

• Remaining within TACCs will keep the rebuild on the projection 
trajectory 

• The rebuild trajectory will be improved through the cumulative 
impact of measures  

Improved gear 
understanding 

Industry & FNZ 
Work with FNZ to take gear database feedback and work with ER/GPR providers to get 
new data fields added. 

• Introduce data fields into ER - this will give event by event 
data recording on gear use 

• Data will be analysed aligned with ER 

• Introduction of gear database fields 
into ER reporting 

• 90 % completion of data fields 

• Quarterly reports - aligned with quarterly management 
meetings 

•  This will disaggregate information enabling scientists to better 
understand changes in CPUE and improve the 2020/21 stock 
assessment  

Management 
procedure 

Industry & FNZ 
Develop harvest control rules in line with next stock assessment. Develop management 
procedure as part of next stock assessment. 

• Aligned with the next stock assessment • Completion of the 2020/21 stock assessment 
• Completion of the management procedure as part of the stock assessment 

• Provides an evidence based effective decision-making tool to 
make management decisions post the 2020/21 stock 
assessment 

MSE work Industry & FNZ 
Work with industry to get an agreed management target. 

• Aligned with the next stock assessment and development 
of a management procedure 

• Completion of the 2020/21 stock assessment 
• Completion of the management procedure as part of the stock assessment 

  

Fisheries 
Independent 
surveys 

Industry 
Commit to a cost-effective North Island survey. 
FNZ 
Support industry to implement a North Island fisheries survey and support any funding of 
the calibration period for a new survey. 

• Trawl survey design that allows for the continuation of a 
time series whilst benefiting on the statistical power from 
getting a comparable data point to the previous study 

• Completion of survey design  
• Initiation of survey in 2020 

• Submission of working group reports for peer review of 
results 

• Provides fishery independent length comp data to complement 
fishery dependent data 

• Incorporation of 2020 and 2021 data for the upcoming 2021 
stock assessment 

Assessing 
impacts of 
changing 
environmental 
conditions 

Industry 
Commit to furthering Moana project (https://www.moanaproject.org) to obtain 
environmental data to support future fisheries management. 
FNZ 
Provide support for industry research. This will depend on the funding model chosen. If via 
SIL then a supporting letter is needed. If it is via MPI's Sustainable Food & Fibre Futures 
fund then this would be through management support and drive through this model. 

• Subject to project proposal being accepted and funded • Subject to project proposal being 
accepted and funded 

• Subject to project proposal being accepted and funded • Exact details are unknown, but we know that environmental 
variables impact stock dynamics 

• Unclear how this would be incorporated, but it should 
reference the work conducted by Dragonfly on this as part of 
FNZ project ZBD2018-03 
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Table 3  Real changes required by the Fisheries New Zealand’s proposed management settings in tonnes for tarakihi stocks: 
TAR1, TAR2, TAR3 and TAR7, from 1 October 2019.  

  
 

 
TACC 

   TAR 1E TAR 2 TAR 3 TAR 7E TOTAL 
2018/19 
Decision 

2018/19 TACCs 1097 1500 1040 1042 4679 
Current 2018/19 TACCs reflecting the current east/west management 518 1500 1040 179 3237 

Option 
1 

Reduction from across the whole 
QMA 

Option 1 TACCs 625 1100 539 985 3249 
% cuts from 2018/19 43% 27% 48% 5% 31% 
Tonnage reduction proposed 472 400 501 57 1430 
% of reduction 33% 28% 35% 4% 100% 

Reduction just from east coast 
(as required to align with the 
stock assessment & rebuild 
projections) 

Option 1 east coast TACCs 46 1100 539 122 1807 
% cuts from 2018/19 from current east/west 91% 27% 48% 32% 44% 
Tonnage reduction proposed 472 400 501 57 1430 
% of reduction 33% 28% 35% 4% 100% 

Option 
2 

Reduction from across the whole 
QMA 

Option 2 TACCs 839 750 520 954 3063 
% cuts from 2018/19 24% 50% 50% 8% 35% 
Tonnage reduction proposed 258 750 520 88 1616 
% of reduction 16% 46% 32% 5% 100% 

Reduction just from east coast 
(as required to align with the 
stock assessment & rebuild 
projections) 

Option 2 east coast TACCs 260 750 520 91 1621 
% cuts from 2018/19 from current east/west 50% 50% 50% 49% 50% 
Tonnage reduction proposed 258 750 520 88 1616 
% of reduction 50% 50% 50% 49% 50% 

Option 
3 

Reduction from across the whole 
QMA 

Option 3 TACCs 1097 1500 1040 1042 4679 
% cuts from 2018/19 - - - - - 
Tonnage reduction proposed 0 0 0 0 0 
% of reduction - - - - - 

Reduction just from east coast 
(as required to align with the 
stock assessment & rebuild 
projections) 

Option 3 east coast TACCs 518 1500 1040 179 3237 
% cuts from 2018/19 from current east/west - - - - - 
Tonnage reduction proposed 0 0 0 0 0 
% of reduction - - - - - 

 
 
 
Table 4  Summary table of management measures aligned with the different consultation paper options (green are proposed 

measures, blank where no measures are proposed). 
 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Management measures TACC change in 2019/20    

Move on rules    

Spatial measures    
Gear technology research    
Catch reduction & catch spreading    

Sub-MLS reporting    

Development and use of a management procedure    
Regional and management programmes    

Use of S77 of the Fisheries Act    

Enhancing science measures Re-establish a fisheries independent survey    

Catch sampling    

Development of a gear database    
Genetics study    
Assessing impacts of changing environmental conditions    

Collection of charter vessel catches    
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APPENDIX 1 – CURRENT SIGNATORIES TO REGIONAL MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING PLANS 

TAR 1 Signatories 

    

 

  

 
 

TAR 2 Signatories 

 

   

 
 

TAR 3 & TAR 7 Signatories 
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APPENDIX 2 – COMMENTS ON CONSULTATION DOCUMENT 
 
1. As per our comments in our response on other stocks in the 2019 Sustainability Round, we have 

reservations about the level of detail provided in the TAR consultation paper.  

2. A broad concern we have is the over-simplification of the consultation documentation. The management of 
TAR1, 2, 3, 7 is complex and the proposed options lack the sophistication that we would expect for a fishery 
as important as TAR.  

3. The consultation references to the 2019 Fisheries Assessment Plenary, which includes the stock 
assessment update for 2018, but there is no reference to the 2019 updated scientific information such as 
the 2019 FAR currently in press. Furthermore, the consultation paper has incorrect and incomplete 
hyperlinks making it harder for readers to provide an informed submission. For example, the National Panel 
Survey hyperlink leads readers to the Draft Inshore Finfish Fisheries Plan from 2011. 

4. These shortcomings mean that stakeholders are unable to prepare informed submissions when the 
appropriate material is not provided. Considering the impact of such decisions on the wellness of New 
Zealand communities we would want to make sure that responses are from stakeholders who can make 
their own assessments and provide views based on all the pertinent information. A position we presume if 
mirrored by FNZ. 

5. Our specific concerns on the IPP approach are;  

a. Contradictions  
b. Lack of scientific detail provided 
c. Misrepresentation of Sectors 
d. Misrepresentation of Options 
e. Absence of catch spreading discussion 
f. Inappropriate economic analysis 

Contradictions 

6. The following contradictions in the document have been highlighted: 

• The first line of Section 2 of the IPP states “The primary driver for the review of East Coast tarakihi is 
the sustainability risk associated with the current catch levels.” This is contradicted by Figure 2 on 
page 5 that clearly shows that based on current catches the biomass will increase. How then can the 
primary driver be current catches as a sustainability risk? This is misleading and infers that current 
catch is a sustainability risk – it is not.  

• Section 2 states on the top of page 2 that for Option 1 “the reduction for TAR1 is assumed to occur 
across the entire QMA, and not just the East Coast portion of the stock.” This is contradicted by Table 
3 on page 10 which has an asterisk aligned with TAR1 Option 1. The Asterisk on the page states 
“Catch limit reductions are proposed to come exclusively from the eastern portions of the TAR1 and 
TAR7 stocks …” What is the correct interpretation for Option 1? How are submitters expected to 
provide a submission on Options in the face of this contradiction? 

7. The FNZ options do not provide any additional information to better inform the management of the stock. 
While there is already programmed research that will provide information on East TAR, the paper includes 
no additional research initiatives to adequately improve knowledge of the stock structure or management 
initiatives to address complex fishery management issues.  

Lack of scientific detail provided 

8. The IPP does not provide the latest scientific advice, nor does it enable people to go to the latest 
documents. Sections 7.3 and 7.4 on page 4 of the consultation paper are very brief considering the 
scientific complexity associated with the east coast TAR fishery. Neither 7.3 or 7.4 do not provide any 
context on the changing stock status or indeed the work that has been done to date. 

9. The first paragraph for section 7.4 references that the stock is estimated to be 15.9% SB0 but provides no 
context of what this means in relation to the original 2017 stock assessment. This work has been reviewed 
through the FNZ working group process with a FAR currently awaiting publication. It is concerning that the 
consultation paper does not refer to this latest information and rather refers only to the original stock 
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assessment, ignoring the fact there have subsequently been two stock assessment updates. The lack of 
context means that you will have uninformed submissions that flag that the stock has declined from 17.1% 
to 15.9%. This is incorrect and is misleading to suggest that the stock has declined in this manner. It is 
imperative that the Minister is provided with the correct information to make his decision (see the recent 
media from LegaSea in Appendix 5 where this precise error has been made).  

10. Furthermore, section 7.4 sets out the trend in the biomass but provides no wider context that whilst the 
fishery has been below 20% since early 2000s it ignores the fact that the stock has never above 27% since 
start of the stock assessment. It is not a measured reflection of the stock status to ignore this significant 
point. It is an important factor when deciding what way and rate is fair and equitable for the rebuild. 

11. The results of the stock assessment indicate that the stock biomass has been reasonably stable with a 
moderate declining trend for over 40 years since 1975. It shows the spawning biomass (SB) has been 
relatively stable over a long period reaching its peak of c. 27% B0 in the mid-1980s but has remained below 
the default soft limit since the mid-2000s. The spawning biomass has increased slightly from its lowest level 
in 2014 following above average recruitment in 2011/12. This balanced assessment of the data is not 
provided in the paper. 

12. Section 7.4 outline the HSS guidelines and the rebuild timeframes. There is no mention of the fact that the 
Minister is not constrained by this timeframe and that submitters can propose a longer timeframe. 

13. The TAR1 summary on page 6 states “The tarakihi target fishery accounts for about 80% of the annual 
catch”. FNZ should clarify what this 80% refers to? It is unclear whether the data in this paragraph is based 
on TAR1 or TAR1E. This should have been more explicit given the importance of the east/west split for the 
management and rebuild of the east coast stock. 

14. Table 2 on page 9 misleads readers on the current catch limits for each stock. This consultation is based on 
the east coast TAR stock and yet Table 2 makes no reference to the existing east west split in TAR1 and 
TAR7. Its omission means the submitters are misled to believe that the current catch for TAR1, for example, 
is 1,097t which does not reflect the TAR1E voluntary limit of 518t.  

Misrepresentation of Sectors 

15. The summary of sectors (Section 7.4) misrepresents the different sectors. Most concerning is that the 
summary of the commercial fishery on page 6 states that the east coast fishery is 3,188t per annum based 
on TACC. No clarity has been provided on what timeframe this applies to. Does this relate to just the east 
coast of the whole QMA for TAR1 and TAR7? Associated with the lack of scientific information, the 
summary of the commercial fishery is exclusively based on catch levels with no reference to or reflection of 
CPUE. Furthermore, section 7.5 provides high level information on TAR1, 2, 3 and 7 and ignores the 
regional differences in the fishery. 

16. This section does not reflect the fact that the level of catch in those areas is not aligned with the TACC due 
to industry management measures (e.g. the east/west split). 

17. Regarding the recreational fishery, it is interesting that Section 9.2.1 (page 12) makes the point that 
changes to recreational harvest will have minimal impact on the rebuild. We acknowledge this point in 
principle however dispute the rationale used to support this statement. The fourth paragraph of section 9.2.1 
states the National Panel Survey of Marine Recreational Fishers supports this position as only 51% of TAR2 
fishers landed four or less tarakihi. This statement ignores Table 2 (page 9) of the consultation paper which 
shows that the 2017/18 National Panel Survey shows that that recreational catches of TAR exceed the 
allowance in TAR2. Recreational catch in TAR2 is estimated to be 151% of its allowance.  

18. Section 7.6 only refers to recreational management, it does not reflect additional measures implemented by 
industry. This is plainly misleading as it does not reflect the current management context. It appears 
selective in only referring to the sustainability measures in some sectors yet omits to reference the main 
management initiatives in the fishery.  

19. Section 7.7 rightly identifies that there are uncertainties but doesn’t provide information on these, nor 
provide access to the stock assessment model for those interested to get the information. 

Misrepresentation of Options 

20. The FNZ Options propose a differential catch reduction, however there is no rationale provided as to the 
origin of these numbers. It is unclear how the differential reductions proposed reflect catch history, CPUE 
and equity between the different QMAs.  
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21. Option 2 states that the TAC/TACC changes are required from the east coast portion of TAR1 and TAR7. 
There is no mention of how FNZ envisage implementing this. The only existing management tool is the 
industry’s voluntary catch spreading management, of which FNZ make no note nor indeed acknowledge 
has been used to reduce catch on the east coast during the 2018/19 fishing year. 

22. Table 3 misrepresents the management options being proposed and Option 1 is inconsistently summarised. 
Option 2 in Table 3 is termed as a 35% TACC reduction, whereas it is a 50% reduction as it must come 
from the east coast. 

23. Option 3 is also incorrectly summarised in Table 3 as there is no reference to the current catch levels that 
industry has voluntarily implemented in 2018/19.  

24. This misrepresentation is compounded by Table 7 which again provides readers with incorrect information. 
The Table characterises Option 3 as having no TAC/TACC cuts – this is incorrect. The industry position has 
stated no TACC cut in 2019/20 but has not stated no future TACC cuts as implied by Table 7. It is again 
apparent on page 2 where FNZ asserts that Option 3 negates the need for further cuts. This lack of 
specificity is concerning. Option 3 and the comprehensive Management Strategy states no cut for the 
2019/20 sustainability round. 

25. When reviewing rebuild timeframes in Figure 7 it is unclear what year 0 relates to, this should be clarified. 

Absence of key catch spreading discussion 

26. The most significant omissions from the consultation document are related to the complication of the 
east/west split and the need to manage this to affect a rebuild. Notably the data provided on both the TAR1 
and TAR7 fisheries make no reference to E/W split or provide the catch history for those areas—instead it 
addresses it only as TAR1 or TAR7. First, this is incorrect in terms of reflecting a management issue that 
relates only to the eastern portion of these stocks, whilst secondly it ignores the existing management that 
industry has initiated in these areas. 

27. Tarakihi is the third most valuable inshore finfish species in New Zealand yet the social and economic 
assessment in the consultation document provided is simplistic at best.  

28. Table 8 of the consultation document uses 2017 as the base year to compare the different Options. Given 
the proposed options are for changes to the current 2018/19 TACCs, and that cuts were made to the 
TAC/TACC from 1 October 2018, it is irrational and misleading to use 2017 as the base year when 
considering the impacts of the decisions to be made in this sustainability round.  

Inappropriate economic analysis 

29. Summarising the annual financial impact assumes that once the rebuild has been achieved the stock will 
return to current 2018/19 catch levels. This is not realistic. There is no reason to suggest that FNZ will make 
such a management decision. It is therefore misleading to suggest that on this basis that the Options have 
comparable annual impacts. 

30. We understand that FNZ has contracted an assessment of the economic impacts in more detail; we 
welcome that analysis. We note that at the time of writing, we are not aware that any fishers or quota 
owners who have been contacted by any research organisations. Given the potential impact of the changes 
being advocated, we consider that this work should extend beyond a desktop analysis. 

31. It would have been preferable that this information was provided as part of the consultation process 
considering the potential implications for the New Zealand market. Businesses will be significantly affected 
by the range of Options provided by FNZ. Regionally, small businesses and local families will be the most 
affected. It is imperative that the FNZ contracted work be completed, disseminated and discussed prior to 
management decisions being made.  
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APPENDIX 3 COMPARISON OF THE TRADE-OFFS BETWEEN A V-SHAPED DEFAULT APPROACH TO A 

REBUILD AND A U-SHAPED REBUILD 
anagement measures 
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APPENDIX 4 CUMULATIVE REPORTING OF E/W SPLIT CATCHES AND ACE ALLOWANCES AGAINST 
VOLUNTARY CATCH SPREADING LIMITS 

 Cumulative KG caught Cumulative % ACE caught 
TAR 
1 

  
TAR 
2 

  
TAR 
3 

  

TAR 
7 
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APPENDIX 5 – EXAMPLE OF ERROR IN MEDIA REGARDING THE STATUS OF THE EASTERN TAR  
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26 July 2019 
 
 

 
Fisheries New Zealand 
Ministry for Primary Industries 
PO Box 10420 
Wellington 
 
cc  
Fisheries New Zealand 
Ministry for Primary Industries 
PO Box 10420 
Wellington 
 
 
Dear  
 
 

COMMENTS ON 2019/20 SUSTAINABILITY CONTROLS 
 

1. Fisheries New Zealand (FNZ) has invited submissions on their proposed Sustainability Controls for 1 
October 2019 stocks. This submission is presented on behalf of Fisheries Inshore New Zealand Ltd (FINZ). 
Any comments or queries should be directed to Oliver Wilson, Fisheries Inshore New Zealand. 

2. Fisheries Inshore is the Sector Representative Entity for inshore finfish, pelagic and tuna fisheries in New 
Zealand. Its role is to deal with national issues on behalf of the sector and to work directly with, and behalf 
of, its quota owners, fishers and affiliated sector representative organisations. Its key outputs are:  

• developing appropriate policy frameworks, processes and tools to assist the sector to manage inshore, 
pelagic and tuna fishstocks more effectively; 

• minimising fishing interactions with protected species and the associated ecosystems; and  

• working positively with other fishers and users of marine space where we carry out our harvesting 
activities.  

3. Responsibility for the implementation of these policies, processes and tools falls naturally on quota owners, 
fishers and Commercial Stakeholder Organisations (CSOs) who collectively choose the best ways to deal 
with issues in their regions. CSOs will generally deal with all matters pertaining to fishstocks in their region. 
Fisheries Inshore has the mandate to support this work where requested but does not have the ability to 
take on this work except where the fishery is managed as a single stock across the country. In that instance 
Fisheries Inshore must work with all the relevant quota owners, fishers and CSOs in developing appropriate 
measures and submissions. 

4. Fisheries Inshore provides management services through regional committees to the quota owners of 
stocks in FMA1, 2, 8 and 9 and has a close relationship with Southern Inshore Fisheries Management 
Company Limited, that is also a member of FINZ. 

5. We note that companies and other quota-holders may also make their own submissions on the proposals. 

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 

6. We have indicated previously our concerns with the management of the inshore finfish stocks and feel that 
we need to again raise those matters in this submission.  

Lack of Consultation and Engagement  

7. FINZ provided a draft Fisheries Plan to FNZ and to the Minister in October 2018. The Minister was 
supported this initiative and directed FNZ to work with us to refine this plan and consult on its content with a 
view to implementing it for the 1 October 2019 fishing year.  

8. Notwithstanding the Ministers endorsement, we have made no material progress on this vital, yet 
fundamental component of fisheries management. This process has now been underway in some guise for 
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several years and FNZ has still not developed and presented for consultation a formal Fisheries Plan nor an 
Annual Operating Plan for the inshore finfish sector.  

9. Furthermore, there remain no FNZ processes through which the management of inshore stocks can be 
discussed with stakeholders; including the development of management options for stocks in the 
sustainability round. This situation has persisted for several years and has contributed to the decline in 
management standards for inshore stocks. Stakeholder discussions allow for the exchange of information 
and the collaborative development of consensus management frameworks. While there are working groups 
to review the scientific analyses and reports that underpin inshore management, there are no management-
focused working groups or stakeholder forums at which the content and management implications of those 
scientific reports can be discussed. 

10. We continue to advocate for FNZ implementing quarterly regional meetings to discuss the management of 
fisheries, we consider this is consistent with the Ministers stated desire for better communication with 
stakeholders. 

Comments on the format and new approach to consultation papers 

11. It is notable that FNZ have taken an approach to reduce the size of consultation documents. 

12. We support creating efficiencies and removing unnecessary replication in the documentation for 
Sustainability round reviews. Succinct and simplified documentation is appropriate for those reviews that 
are straight forward and have limited levels of complexity (although we would value the re-instatement of 
paragraph number that is useful for cross-referencing). 

13. What is more concerning is the simplification of consultation documentation used for all consultation papers, 
irrespective of their significance or complexity. We consider a more appropriate practice is to make the 
consultation paper reflect of the review in question.  

14. A generic simplified approach means that stakeholders are unable to prepare informed submissions when 
the appropriate material is not provided in the consultation documents. Unless submitters follow the links 
provided and undertake their own investigation, the submissions received will be based on limited, and 
potentially misleading information that does not provide the context of the management issue. 

15. For example, a simple one stock TAC change does not require the same level of detail as a complex 
management situation such as the east coast TAR fishery. The new approach means that for the TAR 1, 2, 
3, 7 consultation paper, the proposed management options lack the sophistication that we would expect for 
a fishery as important as TAR and with the range of uncertainty and complexity involved. Industry is 
providing a specific TAR response and will confine comment in this paper to the remaining stocks. 

Limited number of stocks to be reviewed 
16. The relatively limited number of stocks reviewed continues to be a frustration. We consider that there are 

several examples of inappropriately set TACCs being brought to the attention of FNZ and its predecessors 
without subsequent action becoming apparent. Some of those concerns relate to initial TACCs being set 
with arbitrary reductions from previous reported catch levels, arbitrary splits of aggregated stocks such as 
skate, and no recognition that many historical reported catches were exclusive of legal discards. Changes 
to TACCs for target stocks have often not been accompanied by increases to by-catch stocks. Changes in 
abundance have led to many TACCs being out of balance with each other and out of balance with the fish 
in the water.  

17. In 2019, FINZ’s Area 2 and Northern Regional Committees submitted 14 stocks for review with only 1 stock 
considered for review. We have raised the concern with FNZ directly on the lack of response and 
engagement with regard to FNZ progressing fishery management reviews as part of the 2019/20 
Sustainability round. 

18. We await a response and reiterate our offer to work more closely to identify management priorities that we 
can address collectively. We encourage FNZ staff to take up our offer to attend our regional management 
meetings and work with our Executive Officer to understand the draft Inshore Fisheries Plan and the 
associated regional research and management plans. 

19. We are encouraged by FNZ’s recent work to review the process associated with the Sustainability Round 
and reiterate our view that this should be seen as the culmination of well-planned management and 
research work leading to a TAC change. Sustainability round reviews are the result of a longer management 
process rather than a one-off event. We look forward to seeing the recommendations from this review and 
welcome the opportunity to work with FNZ to enact any recommendations.  
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TAC/TACC REVIEWS OF INSHORE SPECIES 

ELE7, GUR7, JDO7, SPO7 
20. Fisheries Inshore endorses Southern Inshore’s submission on these stocks.  

TAR 1, 2, 3, 7 
21. Fisheries Inshore has provided comments on the proposed TAC and deemed values in a separate TAR 

submission, prepared in conjunction with Te Ohu Kaimoana and Southern Inshore. 

22. We endorse the Plan and the measures it proposes. We support the submissions made by our collaborative 
parties for eastern tarakihi. 

RSN 1, 2 

23. This response is presented on behalf of FINZ’s Northern Regional and Area 2 Committees that work directly 
with, and on behalf of, RSN1 and 2 quota owners.  

24. This stock is the only stock proposed by FINZ’s regional Committees that has been included in the 
Sustainability round.  

25. Fisheries New Zealand proposals are: 

• Option 1: Status quo  
• Option 2: Increase RSN2 by 60t and decrease RSN1 by 60t. Maintaining the overall TACC for RSN. 

Table 1 RSN 1, 2 Sustainability round options 

 

26. We do not support the status quo and endorse Option 2 to increase RSN2 by 60t and decrease RSN1 by 
60t. Option 2 will address the management settings when RSN1 and RSN2 were introduced into the QMS, 
the current catch trends, and address the disproportionate catches of RSN between QMAs. 

27. The RSN2 TACC is currently constraining catch. Red snapper is caught as bycatch in snapper and tarakihi 
target fisheries and the lack of RSN2 ACE restricts fishing in optimal fishing grounds for these high value 
species. Option 2 is consistent with the purpose of the Act to provide for sustainable utilisation.  

28. Given the conservative nature of the Option to maintain the total RSN TAC there is no evidence to suggest 
that there is any risk to sustainability. 

29. Furthermore, the increase proposed for Option 2 will have subsidiary benefits associated with the 
management of other stocks. RSN2 currently constrains effort on TAR as it is a bycatch of tarakihi target 
fisheries. Noting that the industry is currently implementing a TAR1 east/west split to reduce fishing 
pressure on the east coast, the fact RSN is a choke species makes it hard for fishers to shift effort to TAR1 
west to assist with the east coast TAR rebuild. 

30. Whilst supportive of Option 2 we are concerned with some fundamental misguided information in the 
documentation, specifically; 

a) Misrepresenting the RSN1 & 2 management approach  
b) Characterising “undercatch” as a sustainability risk  
c) Assertions regarding the utility of ER & GPR for these stocks 
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RSN 1 &2 management approach  

31. There is no recognition that the current draft research plan identifies RSN1 & 2 as Group 6 stocks. Group 6 
stocks, as per FNZ documentation, can be managed based on catch levels, yet the wording of the 
consultation paper implies that the level of information is a constraint from a management point of view. 
This is contrary to FNZ documentation. 

32. This is a significant point and its omission is misleading and will incorrectly lead stakeholders to conclude 
that more data on the fishery is a requirement before making a management decision. This highlights the 
value of a Fisheries Plan and associated services plans that document the appropriate management 
approach for various fisheries.  

Misrepresenting “undercatch” as a sustainability risk 
33. Fundamentally, industry opposes the assertion that management decisions on TAC/TACC changes should 

be made based on reducing headroom because of a perceived sustainability risk.  

34. The premise that the RSN1 reduction is based on a sustainability concern as a result of under catch is 
misleading and not supported by any evidence. There is an absence of data to support this and is based on 
a preconceived idea that under catch automatically means sustainability concern. 

35. If FNZ is concerned regarding headroom, then this needs to be raised as a specific point and can be 
debated in the context of a wider discussion about whether the TACC was correctly set when the species 
was introduced into the QMS. 

36. We note that the 2018/19 Sustainability round advice paper acknowledged that there is no legal 
requirement for fishers to catch the total TACC. That a fishery is not totally caught should not be construed 
as a sustainability risk. This is a simplistic outlook on fishery management and does not account for the 
range of other drivers inherent in fisheries management. 

ER & GPR utility assertions 

37. Assertions are made about the use of digital monitoring that will provide fishery management benefits for 
RSN. It is unclear what these are.  

38. FNZ also request suggestions for how to increase information for the management of the RSN fishery. As 
outlined above, it is unclear why this is needed based on the management approach for RSN and should be 
part of a more fundamental discussion about inshore fisheries in general. As you are aware, we are seeking 
that engagement.  

 

AMATEUR-FISHING CHARTER VESSEL REPORTING 

39. We welcome FNZ’s statement that Amateur Charter vessels (ACVs) are commercial ventures as stated in 
Section 1.1 of the consultation paper. 

40. The FNZ proposals are restricted to those reporting changes highlighted in Table 2 and the proposed 
weight reporting changes in Table 3.  

Table 2 Proposed reporting changes  
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Table 3 Proposed weight reporting changes 

 

41. Given Fisheries New Zealand’s recognition that ACVs are commercial ventures, it is unclear why ACVs are 
not required to complete reporting in line with commercial fishing requirements. Reporting on a fine spatial 
scale as per the commercial sector would greatly assist FNZ to understand the impacts of ACV activity and 
to refine the management of that activity. 

42. We support the proposed changes to further increase the reporting requirements on ACV operators. 
However, we do not believe that these go far enough and should be aligned to those that apply to other 
commercial fishers with regard to ER and GPR. While we acknowledge this is not the process to do so, 
FNZ’s evaluation of options identifies that further information on catch from charter vessels benefits 
fisheries management by understanding the spatial distribution of fishing catch/effort that can assist with 
mitigating potential localised depletion issues. For example, the recent BCO National Strategy noted that 
localised depletion was a serious fisheries management issue to be addressed. 

43. Recent scientific assessments of the utility of ACV data have highlighted the patchy and inadequate 
reporting received. We would expect FNZ would want to improve the data collected to improve the science, 
management and compliance associated with ACVs. 

44. We are supportive of including estimating landings by weight. For scallops it is important that this is done 
more accurately as both the shell and meat weight should be recorded if information is sought to 
understand condition.  

45. In summary, we support the principle of increasing data collection on ACVs but we do not believe the 
proposed option goes far enough. Our recommendations for the proposed ACV reporting changes are: 

• Reporting of all catches from ACVs, including legal releases (in line with ER & GPR reporting) 

• Reporting of all weights from ACVs 

• Reporting on a fine scale spatial basis as per the commercial sector 

• Reporting of protected species interactions. The number of interactions are currently not well quantified 
but anecdotally we know they occur. To enable FNZ to manage protected species interactions using an 
evidence focussed, risk-based management approach, data on ACV interactions are necessary. 

46. Overall the consultation is moving in the right direction but lacks the specificty or comprehensiveness to 
provide the required changes to effectively inciorporate ACV catch/effort data for fisheries management 

DEEMED VALUE PROPOSALS 

47. We have submitted in the past that where the TACCs are significantly out of balance with stock abundance, 
deemed values are incapable of constraining the catch to the TACC. There are simply too many other 
drivers and motives to allow deemed values to operate effectively in those circumstances. Deemed values 
are not a remedy for poorly set TACCs. Rather than achieve sound fisheries management, inappropriately 
set deemed values will engender poor fisheries management practices and impede the performance of the 
management framework. 

48. Industry has commented in previous submissions that deemed values should be used as a fisheries 
management tool, and in a manner that is appropriate for the stock to which they apply. Fisheries 
management considerations in setting deemed values might include consideration of, for example, 
increasing deemed values when TACs are set close to biological limits to protect those limits, decreasing 
deemed values when they have previously been set high to reduce over-catch; reducing deemed values to 
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encourage accurate reporting of catch and improved science. We are encouraged that these discussions 
are progressing within MPI on this matter. 

49. It is against that background that we comment on the FNZ deemed value proposals for 2019/20. 

The deemed value guidelines 
50. Section 75(2), of the Fisheries Act 1996 requires the Minister when setting interim, annual and differential 

deemed values to provide an incentive for every commercial fisher to balance their catch with ACE. 
However: 

• Where the deemed value, annual or differential, exceeds the price the fisher is likely to receive for his 
or her catch and no ACE is available, the deemed value is no longer an incentive to balance catch with 
ACE but is instead an incentive to misreport the catch.  

• Where the deemed value, annual or differential, exceeds the price the fisher is likely to receive for his 
or her catch and the price of available ACE is higher than the deemed value, the deemed value is no 
longer an incentive to balance catch with ACE but is instead an incentive to misreport the catch.  

• Where the deemed value, annual or differential, exceeds the price the fisher is likely to receive for his 
or her catch, and the price of available ACE is higher than the price the fisher is likely to receive for the 
catch, the deemed value is no longer an incentive to balance catch with ACE but is instead an 
incentive to misreport the catch.  

51. Reporting catch where the cost of landing the catch, in terms of ACE or deemed values, is higher than the 
revenue received for the catch results in a negative nett price or loss to the fisher for those fish. The greater 
the loss, the less likely the fisher is to land the fish. This is particularly so when there is insufficient ACE 
available in the market to cover additional catch. 

Identifying Stocks for Review 
52. In section 3 of the consultation document, FNZ set out what they considered when determining the stocks 

for which deemed value changes were proposed. These included: 

• Stocks where the TACs were considered for review: BNS7 

• Stocks where the catch was in excess of the ACE: CDL5, JMA7, KIN3, SWA3 and SWA4  

Stocks with TAC Review 
53. The deemed value review proposed for BNS7 is based on a rationale of a TAC review in 2019. There is no 

such TAC review and as such the rationale for a deemed value review is incorrect. Subsidiary rationale is 
that the stock has a catch in excess of ACE. This is addressed directly in the next section. 

54. Given the most complex TAC review in 2019 is TAR1, 2, 3 and 7, it is surprising that deemed values for 
TAR stocks have not been raised.  

Stocks where catch is in excess of ACE 
55. The consultation document looks at only six stocks for deemed value review on this basis: BNS7, CDL5, 

JMA7, KIN3, RBY5, RBY6, SWA3 and SWA4. Only one stock is based on 2018/19 catch data, the rest are 
based on 2017/18 catches.  

56. The proposal to lower the standard and differential deemed values for KIN3 are welcomed. However, we 
cannot understand why, given that the port price had been declining for some time, the deemed value 
review had to await an over-catch situation before being addressed. As noted in the document, KIN is 
predominantly a by-catch. Whilst a reduction of the deemed value reflects the inability of fishers using set 
nets to use Schedule 6, this deemed value review does not address the wider fishery management issue. 
The review of the deemed values cannot be used as way to avoid having a wider discussion about the 
management of KIN and specifically the utilisation of Schedule 6 for set netters, where appropriate. 

57. Fisheries Inshore endorses Deepwater Group’s submission on the deemed value review for SWA3, SWA4, 
JMA7 and CDL5. 
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Stocks without a TACC 
58. It is not clear why deemed values are being reviewed for stocks that have not had TACCs set. These 

deemed values are meaningless in the absence of a TAC/TACC for these stocks and the FNZ consultation 
acknowledges that deemed values are ineffective in this context.  

59. The absence of TACs for these stocks is contrary to the QMS. Fiddling with deemed values does not 
address this and should not be considered a substitute for introducing a TAC/TACC for these stocks. 

 

 



From: Geoff Donley
To: FMSubmissions
Subject: Tarakihi Sustainability Measures
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Attachments: ASL - Fisheries-NZ-Oct-sustainability-round-2019-Submission-Form.docx

Tena koutou Fisheries Management Team,
 
Please find attached our submission in relation to the Tarakihi sustainability measures public
consultation for 2019.
 
Nga mihi,
 
Geoff Donley                  
Aramoana Seafoods Ltd
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Submission for Aramoana Seafoods Ltd



Who we are

We are fourth generation fishermen in the current fishing environment.  Our people have been fishing in Aotearoa for far longer.



We are a whanau fishing company and we catch as contract fishermen into Moana NZ which is a commercial enterprise that is owned by NZ iwi.    



We have rising operational costs not limited to electronic reporting requirements, vessel cameras on board, maritime tariffs, Fishserve levies, location restrictions due to perceived instances of Hector & Maui dolphins and maintaining observers on board in specific locations.  Fishers have ongoing costs for ensuring sea worthiness for fishing vessels and maintaining health and safety systems for the safety of our people as well as facilitating the right crew to ensure that they are earning at a level that allows them to develop themselves and be our next generation of fishing leaders. This is a tough environment for fishermen and whanau.



As a small family business, we are limited on the resources to continually invest into the industry and our people.  Initiatives like the reduction of Tarakihi TACC will reduce the ability of the independent fishermen (like us) to survive and to provide a balanced supply chain to our end consumers being everyday kiwis and in some instances NZ’s export markets.



[bookmark: _GoBack]The Tarakihi TACC reduction of 27% in Area 2 under option 1 and Tarakihi TACC reduction of 50% in Area 2 under option 2 creates an environment that is unsustainable for ordinary fishermen in NZ and puts our business and respective employment at risk. In principal on the options available to the public we would support option 3 which would support a nil reduction to TACC and industry measures to allow the Tarakihi to recover to a level acceptable to the Ministry of Fisheries.



From our experience, there is no data to suggest that abundance of Tarakihi in area 2 is depleted at all.  We struggle to keep away from Tarakihi in these areas.



Proposed options for stock rebuild

We understand that there are three options available being considered through the public consultation model.  This public consultation will draw out the most passionate of opinions. The most educated and those who live and breathe the wild harvest of Tarakihi are more adept at understanding stock status and the impacts of any cuts.  We tend to believe that this matter will be overshadowed by NGO research to support their claims, outspoken recreational figureheads and political personalities using this as a means to further political outcomes rather than measured management of the fishing industry.



Impact on our business

Our business relies on Tarakihi stock that is landed to our LFR.  Typically, our business is predicated on a 30% Tarakihi catch plan in area 2.  What this means by suffering any cut would mean another 50% cut in bycatch species that we would catch by targeting Tarakihi.  In addition to the 16% TACC cut implemented in the previous year; we continue to be under pressure on what species we can target and often we find ourselves having to steam away from fish.  Any reduction in TACC would impact our ability to remain efficient and our environmental impact is increased (where we are able to survive as a business at all) as we spend more time and fuel moving away from where Tarakihi reside.



We currently employ six people directly that would be affected by any reduction to the Tarakihi TACC.  Under options 1 or 2, we would be forced to exit the fishing industry, sell any vessels (where a market for these exists) and put these people out of work.



Impact on the supply chain

With a reduction in TACC of TAR2, this will impact significantly on the product that we land to Moana NZ and to Ngati Porou Fisheries.  We cannot comment on the reduction of processing for these businesses however if the split of species mirrors our catch plans, this would then mean that their processing would need to be scaled down by up to 70% and any employment impacts and the resulting social impacts from role disestablishments / redundancies.  This will also mean reductions in earnings to respective iwi who own Moana NZ.  I would expect that Ngati Porou and Moana NZ and Te Ohu Kaimoana may publish any impacts to their business model. 



Economic and social impacts

If this change goes ahead by 50%, there is no doubt that our business (like other fishermen and other industry participants) will result in collapse.  We will have people with technical expertise in only fishing to become unemployed and possibly unemployable. We employ six people directly and these jobs will no longer be available with any cuts.  Where these people are unemployable, we can only suggest that the impact on their mental wellbeing and ability to retrain into other industries will be severely hampered.



Impacts to the public

It is unfortunate that the public perception of commercial fishing is in such a poor state.  If the public were more educated about the impacts of options 1 and 2, they would realise that with a fairly basic level of economics that with a decrease of Tarakihi of up to 50%, and the unlikelihood of an alternative species replacement for retail use could result in the standard pricing for Tarakihi to double. At today prices that could put fresh Tarakihi over $60/kg. We know that ordinary kiwis will not pay this much for fresh fish so a greater pressure will come on all alternative species, pushing pricing on all species beyond the means of a typical kiwi family.



A rebuild strategy is required, but not at the expense of our industry and hardworking kiwi fishermen and their families.



Tarakihi Sustainability Measures Considered

We appreciate that there is more work to be done by industry and we as industry will work together on this longer-term strategy by implementing selectivity measures and greater investment in technology solutions. We as a whanau fishing company have implemented selectivity measures such as Precision Seafood Harvesting (PSH) over the last four years and have recently conducted trials for net cameras (with Plant & Food Research) that promote operational efficiencies, reduction of unwanted bycatch and boosting catch per unit effort rates.  Our experience with these has allowed us to target specific species and resulted in juvenile fish not being brought up in these PSH nets.  We see some great benefits in the use of net cameras to identify catch and promote how we can target catch on a more efficient basis. 



We as a small business have embraced these technologies and showed some positive change in how we catch Tarakihi and other major species such as Snapper and Trevally.



In addition to what we have done as a company, industry have committed to putting selectivity and technology measures in place.  We do not believe that enough time has passed to demonstrate the effectiveness of these measures.  Any reductions levied on the species across these areas would be premature without allowing industry to appropriately implement change.



We support option 3 and the Ministry of Fisheries must take a longer-term view of stock rebuilds of Tarakihi on the East Coast to ensure continuity of the fishing industry and maintain employment in this sector at a sustainable level.  We strongly disagree with option 1 (a national 31% reduction) and option 2 (a national 35% reduction).



It is our preference that this submission is not made public through an OIA request.  There is a general hatred of commercial fishermen by a sector of recreational fishers and the public.  We have been targeted by some of these people and we are concerned for the safety of our crew and our vessels. There has been dialogue on social media platforms that suggested that we would be targeted as a commercial fisher through acts of violence or damage.  Where we can mitigate this risk by not making this submission available to the general public, we would welcome this.





Please continue on a separate sheet if required.
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Submission for Aramoana Seafoods Ltd 
 
Who we are 
We are fourth generation fishermen in the current fishing environment.  Our people have been 
fishing in Aotearoa for far longer. 
 
We are a whanau fishing company and we catch as contract fishermen into Moana NZ which is a 
commercial enterprise that is owned by NZ iwi.     
 
We have rising operational costs not limited to electronic reporting requirements, vessel cameras 
on board, maritime tariffs, Fishserve levies, location restrictions due to perceived instances of 
Hector & Maui dolphins and maintaining observers on board in specific locations.  Fishers have 
ongoing costs for ensuring sea worthiness for fishing vessels and maintaining health and safety 
systems for the safety of our people as well as facilitating the right crew to ensure that they are 
earning at a level that allows them to develop themselves and be our next generation of fishing 
leaders. This is a tough environment for fishermen and whanau. 
 
As a small family business, we are limited on the resources to continually invest into the industry 
and our people.  Initiatives like the reduction of Tarakihi TACC will reduce the ability of the 
independent fishermen (like us) to survive and to provide a balanced supply chain to our end 
consumers being everyday kiwis and in some instances NZ’s export markets. 
 
The Tarakihi TACC reduction of 27% in Area 2 under option 1 and Tarakihi TACC reduction of 
50% in Area 2 under option 2 creates an environment that is unsustainable for ordinary fishermen 
in NZ and puts our business and respective employment at risk. In principal on the options 
available to the public we would support option 3 which would support a nil reduction to TACC 
and industry measures to allow the Tarakihi to recover to a level acceptable to the Ministry of 
Fisheries. 
 
From our experience, there is no data to suggest that abundance of Tarakihi in area 2 is depleted at 
all.  We struggle to keep away from Tarakihi in these areas. 
 
Proposed options for stock rebuild 
We understand that there are three options available being considered through the public 
consultation model.  This public consultation will draw out the most passionate of opinions. The 
most educated and those who live and breathe the wild harvest of Tarakihi are more adept at 
understanding stock status and the impacts of any cuts.  We tend to believe that this matter will be 
overshadowed by NGO research to support their claims, outspoken recreational figureheads and 
political personalities using this as a means to further political outcomes rather than measured 
management of the fishing industry. 
 
Impact on our business 
Our business relies on Tarakihi stock that is landed to our LFR.  Typically, our business is 
predicated on a 30% Tarakihi catch plan in area 2.  What this means by suffering any cut would 
mean another 50% cut in bycatch species that we would catch by targeting Tarakihi.  In addition to 
the 16% TACC cut implemented in the previous year; we continue to be under pressure on what 
species we can target and often we find ourselves having to steam away from fish.  Any reduction 
in TACC would impact our ability to remain efficient and our environmental impact is increased 



(where we are able to survive as a business at all) as we spend more time and fuel moving away 
from where Tarakihi reside. 
 
We currently employ six people directly that would be affected by any reduction to the Tarakihi 
TACC.  Under options 1 or 2, we would be forced to exit the fishing industry, sell any vessels 
(where a market for these exists) and put these people out of work. 
 
Impact on the supply chain 
With a reduction in TACC of TAR2, this will impact significantly on the product that we land to 
Moana NZ and to Ngati Porou Fisheries.  We cannot comment on the reduction of processing for 
these businesses however if the split of species mirrors our catch plans, this would then mean that 
their processing would need to be scaled down by up to 70% and any employment impacts and the 
resulting social impacts from role disestablishments / redundancies.  This will also mean 
reductions in earnings to respective iwi who own Moana NZ.  I would expect that Ngati Porou and 
Moana NZ and Te Ohu Kaimoana may publish any impacts to their business model.  
 
Economic and social impacts 
If this change goes ahead by 50%, there is no doubt that our business (like other fishermen and 
other industry participants) will result in collapse.  We will have people with technical expertise in 
only fishing to become unemployed and possibly unemployable. We employ six people directly 
and these jobs will no longer be available with any cuts.  Where these people are unemployable, 
we can only suggest that the impact on their mental wellbeing and ability to retrain into other 
industries will be severely hampered. 
 
Impacts to the public 
It is unfortunate that the public perception of commercial fishing is in such a poor state.  If the 
public were more educated about the impacts of options 1 and 2, they would realise that with a 
fairly basic level of economics that with a decrease of Tarakihi of up to 50%, and the unlikelihood 
of an alternative species replacement for retail use could result in the standard pricing for Tarakihi 
to double. At today prices that could put fresh Tarakihi over $60/kg. We know that ordinary kiwis 
will not pay this much for fresh fish so a greater pressure will come on all alternative species, 
pushing pricing on all species beyond the means of a typical kiwi family. 
 
A rebuild strategy is required, but not at the expense of our industry and hardworking kiwi 
fishermen and their families. 
 
Tarakihi Sustainability Measures Considered 
We appreciate that there is more work to be done by industry and we as industry will work 
together on this longer-term strategy by implementing selectivity measures and greater investment 
in technology solutions. We as a whanau fishing company have implemented selectivity measures 
such as Precision Seafood Harvesting (PSH) over the last four years and have recently conducted 
trials for net cameras (with Plant & Food Research) that promote operational efficiencies, 
reduction of unwanted bycatch and boosting catch per unit effort rates.  Our experience with these 
has allowed us to target specific species and resulted in juvenile fish not being brought up in these 
PSH nets.  We see some great benefits in the use of net cameras to identify catch and promote how 
we can target catch on a more efficient basis.  
 
We as a small business have embraced these technologies and showed some positive change in 
how we catch Tarakihi and other major species such as Snapper and Trevally. 
 



In addition to what we have done as a company, industry have committed to putting selectivity 
and technology measures in place.  We do not believe that enough time has passed to demonstrate 
the effectiveness of these measures.  Any reductions levied on the species across these areas would 
be premature without allowing industry to appropriately implement change. 
 
We support option 3 and the Ministry of Fisheries must take a longer-term view of stock rebuilds 
of Tarakihi on the East Coast to ensure continuity of the fishing industry and maintain 
employment in this sector at a sustainable level.  We strongly disagree with option 1 (a national 
31% reduction) and option 2 (a national 35% reduction). 
 
It is our preference that this submission is not made public through an OIA request.  There is a 
general hatred of commercial fishermen by a sector of recreational fishers and the public.  We 
have been targeted by some of these people and we are concerned for the safety of our crew and 
our vessels. There has been dialogue on social media platforms that suggested that we would be 
targeted as a commercial fisher through acts of violence or damage.  Where we can mitigate this 
risk by not making this submission available to the general public, we would welcome this. 

Please continue on a separate sheet if required. 
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To whom it may concern,

Always with Respect 

Geremy 'Mish' Foxley

Director | Commercial Diver | Offshore Dive Supervisor | Dive Medic Technician 
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Geremy Foxley 
Phone 0274434837 
Email mish@piratecontracting.co.nz 
 
Submission - Review of Sustainability Measures for Kina (SUR 1A, SUR 1B) for 
2019/20 
Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/12 
 
 
I am a commercial diver and have been apart of commercial harvesting of shellfish for the 
past 26 years. 
 
 
 
I Support Option 3 - a 50% increase to the TAC, TACC and other allowances. 
 
The reasons why I support Option 3 are: 
 
 
1. I have seen the direct effect of kina barrens in the north island. Loss of kelp forests due to 


the over population of kina have had a huge effect on the marine ecosystem. We do not 
see a diverse range of species wherever there is a high concentration of kina. 


 
 
 2.  The kina catch has been taken at its maximum for the last 10+ years.   
 
 
3. There are plenty of areas where customary and recreational people can harvest kina. In the 
commercially-managed areas the quality of kina significantly improves, so recreational and 
customary harvesters will benefit most from Option 3. 
 
4.  The original quota set for SUR 1A  & 1B was low, because of lack of information on the 
fishery. We now have that information, including evidence of a major bounce back in the Bay 
of Islands kina fishery. 
 
 
5.  I believe that customary and recreational catch reporting needs to be improved. 
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 2.  The kina catch has been taken at its maximum for the last 10+ years.   
 
 
3. There are plenty of areas where customary and recreational people can harvest kina. In the 
commercially-managed areas the quality of kina significantly improves, so recreational and 
customary harvesters will benefit most from Option 3. 
 
4.  The original quota set for SUR 1A  & 1B was low, because of lack of information on the 
fishery. We now have that information, including evidence of a major bounce back in the Bay 
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Review of Sustainability Measures for Tarakihi (TAR 1, 2, 3 and 7) for 2019/20 
 
Submission from: 
 
Gisborne Fisheries 1955 Ltd 
PO Box 1228 
Gisborne 
 
Phone –               Email –  
 
 
Dear Minister Nash, 
 

1. I am writing to express some serious concerns about the management options for the East Coast Tarakihi 
fishery being promoted by Fisheries New Zealand (FNZ).   

 
2. Gisborne Fisheries Ltd is a family-owned fishing company that has sustainably fished the deep cold East 

Coast waters from Portland Island to East Cape for over 70 years.  The company owns 800 tonnes quota, 3 
vessels, a factory in Gisborne and employs 20 staff enabling us to provide quality seafood to New Zealand 
and overseas customers. Approximately 85% of the 800 tonnes of seafood processed in our Gisborne 
Factory is consumed by New Zealanders.  Of this amount, close to 50% is Tarakihi (currently 320 tonnes). 

 
3. Tarakihi is a premium fish of New Zealand and has been the backbone of the East Coast inshore industry 

and Gisborne Fisheries since the 1920’s 
 

4. The implementation of the quota management system 30 years ago ensured a sustainable future for small 
inshore fishing companies, like ours, by avoiding a tragedy of the commons scenario. Since the inception of 
the QMS abundance levels of Tarakihi on the East Coast have been steadily rising and the principle of a 
shared fishery is alive and well in our region whereby recreational, customary and commercial are all able 
to enjoy the fruits of the QMS’s success.  

 
5. FNZ’s management Option 1 and Option 2 if implemented will have very serious implications on Gisborne 

Fisheries and the hard work of a past 70 years in addition compromising the future of inshore fishing in this 
region.   

 
6. The direct impact to Gisborne Fisheries of Option 1 equates to a reduction of 87 tonnes quota (asset value 

circa $2.7m), a loss in annual revenue of $540,000 (this in turn flows onto our local wholesalers & retailers 
- no fish no business), the sale of one 19 meter vessel (vessel expenses/spend locally $500k annually), loss 
of employment for skipper and crew (income total circa $250k), loss of employment 1.5 FTE factory staff 
($75k).  



 
7. The direct impact to Gisborne Fisheries of Option 2 equates to a reduction of 160 tonnes quota (asset value 

circa $5m), a loss in annual revenue of $1,000,000 (this in turn flows onto our local wholesalers & retailers 
- no fish no business), sale of one 19 meter vessel (vessel spend annually $500k), loss of employment for 
skipper and crew (income total circa $250k), loss of employment 3 FTE factory staff ($150k).  

 
8. Gisborne Fisheries supports Management Option 3. 

 
9. It was a real surprise to Gisborne Fisheries that during late 2017 the industry was informed by science that 

we needed to make management changes. The reason we were surprised was the fact that TAR2 CPUE 
was on the rise and Gisborne Fisheries was having to limit its’ vessels to weekly TAR2 catch maximums in 
order to allow our ACE to last the full year.  In addition to this, after the 2004-05 TAR2 TACC increase of 
10% CPUE continued to rise.  

10. To our disbelief the science in 2017 illustrated that 4 stocks on the East Coast, TAR1,2,3,7, were in fact 
one stock but with two of the four having only part of their area in that stock. One of the reasons for our 
surprise, namely TAR1 being linked to TAR 2,3 & 7, was that during the early 2000’s one of Gisborne 
Fisheries vessel’s, while fishing on the Wanganella Banks – 230Nm Nth West of Nth Cape, identified 
medium sized Tarakihi on the shallow banks. Noting the prevailing currents move in a Westerly direction 
one is to hypothesis that these fish would move into TAR1.  

11. The science also found that the overall stock was below the 20% threshold where action was needed to 
rebuild the stock. Importantly the science also told us that the fishery had been close to that state for 
more than a generation (since 1975), never being above 27% but below 20% since 2000. This was an 
unexpected result for managers, scientists and fishers. 

12. Industry immediately responded to this information and promoted a 25% TACC reduction and other 
measures in our 2018 Tarakihi management Strategy. We saw a problem and we proposed 
comprehensive action, including how to split the two east -west stocks. The Ministry promoted only much 
more severe cuts. 

13. The Minister supported our industry proposal and challenged us to implement what we proposed and to 
also bring him this year an effective and robust management strategy to rebuild the stock. We have met 
his challenge and implemented and expanded our Tarakihi Management Strategy and rebuild plan that 
provides a suite of management measures to achieve a stable & rebuilding stock status, a stable 
economy, a diverse fishery and community benefit. The Minister requested that we provide a rebuild plan 
- we have done that. Our plan addresses all the complexities of the fishery and promotes joint efforts to 
innovate in selectivity to avoid small fish – that will have wider benefit than just this fishery. 

14. In the latest document released for consultation, Fisheries New Zealand does not acknowledge the 
proactive measures industry has taken to date, nor accurately reflect the complexity of the management 
needed to effectively manage the stock. The proposed government options promote only severe cuts to 
all parts of the fishery that are around a 50% cut in the current TACC for TAR 2. These are simplistic and 
unnecessary management options that do not reflect the complexity of the fishery. 

Why it matters  

15. The fishery is not where anyone wants it to be, but there’s no sustainability emergency here, and the 25% 
cuts last year mean the fishery is moving towards maximum sustainable yield as required by the Fisheries 
Act. We support comprehensive management measures for the fishery. But we cannot support 
management proposals that ignore the complexity of the fishery and seek to unnecessarily take the 
fishery’s biomass in only 10-12 years to a state it hasn’t been close to for 45 years, when it’s not required 
and doing so will halve the amount of prized tarakihi from customers throughout the country and 
decimate the inshore finfish fleet and impact the wider community.  

16. The FNZ proposed ‘cut catch only’ options will significantly impact contract fishers, small operators and 
individuals. In your electorate this will mean job losses, impacts on local businesses and indirect impacts 



on local economies such as a lack of fish supply to local companies. These impacts will not be the jobs of 
highly paid, big fishing company Chief Executives, it will be the jobs of our everyday people – working to 
feed their whanau and communities. 

17. Draconian measures will rebuild the stock quickly, certainly. But in a way which will destroy the harvesting 
sector and unnecessarily deprive the community of a quality fish that it enjoys. 

18. We are also concerned about the wellness in the community. These management decisions will have real 
impacts on neighbours, friends and family. All unnecessarily put out business as a result of inappropriate 
management measures. 

19. We see the current government claimed “wellness budget” signals as not being implemented in the real 
world. Why hand out money to prop up the casualties of the government proposed fisheries management 
decisions, when good management as proposed by industry would avoid the problem. 

The Industry solution 

20. A problem was identified and we are responding by providing a science-based solution through our 
Eastern Tarakihi Management Strategy and Rebuild Plan  

21. The Minister acknowledged our approach in 2018 and challenged us to implement an effective and robust 
management strategy. Since October 2018 we have done just that. We have done this and more. 

22. Te Ohu Kaimoana, Fisheries Inshore New Zealand and Southern Inshore Fisheries have met the challenge 
from Hon Stuart Nash (Minister of Fisheries). The contents of the rebuild plan is included in Fisheries New 
Zealand's (FNZ) consultation document as an official option for consideration but given glib regard by 
officials. 

 
23. Industry’s approach is not a simple ‘set and forget’ strategy. We are committed to the rebuild and 

ongoing sustainable management of the East Coast Tarakihi fishery. We are living up to the challenge, 
working collaboratively and transparently to ensure the wellbeing of both the fishery and community. We 
know that there is more to learn about this fishery and our measures will be monitored to test their 
effectiveness while more science is completed so that an even more effective set can be implemented 
after the 2021 stock assessment. 

24. We are promoting a solution that both rebuilds the stock whilst ensuring the continued viability of the 
fishery, protecting family owned businesses and local economies through the establishment of a 
commitment to ongoing management. Importantly we are doing this in a way that not only helps this 
fishery but others. 

Key messages 

25. It’s New Zealand’s fish - the fish on the plates of New Zealand families throughout Aotearoa. 

26. More than 80% of Kiwis eat fish once a month, but only 11% of us catch it ourselves at least once per 
year. Tarakihi is a significant part of that diet - 90% of the TAR catch is sold to the local market all year 
round in Aotearoa. It supports local markets, employment and recreational interests. It can’t be replaced. 

27. We acknowledge that the fishery is not where anyone wants it to be, but there’s no sustainability emergency 
here. The science shows that the fishery has been close to this state since 1975, and in-fact comparatively 
stable with the fishery never above 27% of its original biomass in that time and our strategy will rebuild 
the fishery in line with the Fisheries Act’s requirements. 

28. We saw a problem and we’ve taken action - last year (ahead of the Minister and Ministry), the fishing 
industry proposed to voluntarily cut catches from 1 October 2018 by 25% as well as a number of other 
measures.  

29. The Minister requested that we provide a rebuild plan - we have done that. Our plan outlines the pathway 
to the rebuild of the East Coast TAR fishery and the ongoing sustainable management of the fishery. Our 



plan commits industry to additional initiatives that will assist the fishery. The science (and reason) says 
the fishery will recover at current (reduced) catches. 

30. Further significant cuts will unnecessarily impact Gisborne Fisheries, industry jobs and the East Coast 
community. These will not be the jobs of highly paid, big fishing company Chief Executives, it will be the 
jobs of our everyday people – working to feed their whanau and communities. 

 
 
Yours sincerely,  

 
 

 
Gisborne Fisheries Ltd 
 



 
      

GREENPEACE AOTEAROA NEW ZELAND SUBMISSION  
Fisheries New Zealand: Review of sustainability measures for 1 October 2019   
Fisheries management team: FMSubmissions@mpi.govt.nz   
  
24 July 2019   
  
  
On behalf of Greenpeace Aotearoa New Zealand, as well as the Deep Sea Conservation 
Coalition bottom trawling partners and the more than 35,000 New Zealanders who have 
signed on to our petitions, we are calling on Fisheries New Zealand to end to bottom 
trawling on seamounts and similar deep-sea features by New Zealand fishing companies.   
  
We call on the New Zealand Government to protect all seamounts in New Zealand’s 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), and to stop issuing high seas permits to bottom 
trawl vessels, which almost exclusively target seamounts and similar deep-sea 
features when they fish in international waters of the South Pacific and Tasman Sea 
regulated by the South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation 
(SPRFMO).   
  
The ancient coral forests found on seamounts and other similar deep-sea features are 
slow-growing, and habitat forming. They are crucial ecosystems, creating space for 
marine life to breed, feed and congregate. They are biodiversity hotspots, with high levels 
of endemism, and underpin the health of our oceans. A single trawl can wipe out these 
fragile forests and NIWA research published earlier this year, shows that even decades 
after being trawled the seamounts studied have shown no signs of recovery1.   
  
The world is in a biodiversity crisis, currently more than a million species globally are at 
risk of extinction2. 80% of New Zealand’s biodiversity is found in our oceans, with 
seamounts home to a disproportionately large allocation3. If this government is serious 
about a thriving, sustainable marine ecosystem then bottom trawling of seamounts must 
end.   
  
New Zealand banned the clear felling of kauri forests on land. But what is banned on land 
remains out of sight and out of mind in the ocean, where we do the equivalent to ancient 
coral forests.   
  
Current protections are not good enough.  
  
We reject the justification of sustainability from Fisheries New Zealand that, having 
protected some seamounts (including through seamount closures and the so-called 
benthic protected areas), it is acceptable to continue to destroy other seamount 
ecosystems with bottom trawl fishing.   
  
“Bottom trawling interacts with the seabed and benthic environment. Management 
measures have focused on avoiding these effects through closing areas to bottom 

                                                 
1 Little Evidence of Benthic Community Resilience to Bottom Trawling on Seamounts After 15 Years: 
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2019.00063/full  
2 The IPBES Global Assessment on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services: https://www.ipbes.net/global-assessmentreport-
biodiversity-ecosystem-services  
3 Brake, L., Peart, R. (2015). Sustainable Seas: Managing the Marine Environment. Auckland: Environmental Defence 
Society Incorporated.  



 
trawling, starting with 17 seamount closures in 2001. Five of the seamount closures are 
within the ESCR and NWCR ORH 3B sub-areas – Pinnie, the Morgue and Pyre/Gothic 
group, Diamond Head and Seamount 328. In addition, the implementation of Benthic 
Protection Areas in 2007 effectively closed approximately 30% of the New Zealand EEZ to 
bottom trawling.”  
  
The limited protection of some areas does not exonerate continued devastation 
elsewhere.   
  
The Benthic Protected Areas (BPA) were primarily un-trawled (in fact in the year prior to 
closure a mere 100 of some 47,000 trawls were in the areas now “protected”), due to 
being too deep, too dangerous or barren for fishing interests anyway4. These areas are 
now being used as an excuse to continue to trawl the rest of the EEZ into oblivion. In 
terms of providing protections, this study also showed a random selection of areas of New 
Zealand’s EEZ would have protected more biodiversity than the BPAs  
  
Beyond our EEZ, New Zealand is also a laggard.  
  
New Zealand is one of only seven nations still bottom trawling in international waters. This 
is happening alongside global negotiations under the United Nations Convention on the 
Law for the Sea, for a new international agreement for the conservation and sustainable 
use of marine biological diversity in areas beyond national jurisdiction, underlining 
international concern and alarm at the many threats to marine biological diversity. It is 
entirely unacceptable to the international community for New Zealand to be destroying 
marine biological diversity in its EEZ and on the high seas through bottom trawling on 
seamounts.   
  
In the South Pacific we are one of only two countries still bottom trawling. By-catch limits 
under the weak SPRFMO rules (which New Zealand was responsible for proposing) allow 
a vessel to bring up as much as 249 kg of stony corals and 59 kg of true soft corals, 308 
kg in total, in a single trawl without having to move their fishing spot, and only a small 
fraction of what is destroyed on the seabed comes up in the net. These by-catch 
thresholds are far too high, and in fact much higher than the limits New Zealand proposed 
to SPRFMO in 2018 (but withdrew after threats from the New Zealand fishing industry). 
The weaker by-catch rules New Zealand proposed in 2019, which were adopted by 
SPRFMO, reflect a cave-in to industry pressure. This is unacceptable.  
  
Bottom trawling on seamounts is not fishing, it is extinction.  
  
We call on the New Zealand Government to do much better than what is proposed in the  
“Sustainability Measures for 1 October 2019”. We call for the government to: - End bottom 
trawl fishing on seamounts and similar deep sea benthic features wherever they are 
known to occur, - fully protect all known seamounts and similar features and close any 
areas where deep sea coral and sponge species are found, and undertake prior impact 
assessments before any bottom trawling to identify any such areas; and - stop issuing 
high seas fishing permits to New Zealand bottom trawl vessels to fish in international 
waters.  
  
Furthermore, we oppose the total allowable catch increases for Orange Roughy - a 
species caught using bottom trawling fishing methods often on and around seamounts. 
ORH7A catch limits should not be adjusted until the science and proposals have been 

                                                 
4 Leathwick J, Julian K and Francis M (2006) Exploration of the use of reserve planning software to identify potential Marine 
Protected Areas in New Zealand's EEZ.  Report prepared for the Department of Conservation.  NIWA DOC06213, June 
2006  
  



 
reviewed by the SPRFMO Scientific Committee and Commission. There should be no 
increase in the Chatham Rise catch limits until comprehensive measures are in place to 
protect habitats of significance to fisheries management including seamounts and similar 
features.   
  
We urge Fisheries New Zealand to take an ecosystem based approach to marine 
management. The Environment Aotearoa 2019 report has warned of the threat of a 
sudden collapse, due to failing to manage the whole marine ecosystem. The report also 
specifically refers to bottom impact fishing methods as the “most destructive fishing 
methods”, causing damage to the seabed and crucial habitats5. It is time to end the 
reactive, siloed approach to fixing issues that are symptoms of an environment pushed to 
the brink, and instead managed the whole ecosystem in a way that supports 
environmental longevity, prosperity and true sustainability.   
  
For further information about this submission, please contact:   

  
Oceans Campaigner, Greenpeace Aotearoa New Zealand   

  
  

  

                                                 
5 https://www.mfe.govt.nz/environment-aotearoa-2019  
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Submission - Review of Sustainability Measures for Kina (SUR 1A. SUR 1 B} for 
2019/20 
Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/12 

1. Introduction. 

I have a Son that dives commercially for Kina 

I support the submission of the Kina Industry Council 

2. Questions for submitters on options for varying TACs, TACCs and 
allowances: 

• Which option(s) do you support for revising the TA Cs and allowances? Why? 
Option 3 

Option 3 - a 50% increase to the TAC. TACC and other allowances. 

The reasons why I support Option 3 are: 
I am a recreational diver that has witnessed the expansion of Kina barrens over 40 
years of diving and the decline of seaweed fish life in the last 10 years. 

• If you do not support any of the options listed, what alternative(s) should be 
considered? Why? 



• Are the allowances for customary fishing appropriate? Why? These should 
also be increased to help keep the population of Kina in check 

Are the allowances for recreational fishing appropriate? Why? yes as long as Kina 
are fat you have more than enough for a couple of feeds 

• Are the allowances for other sources of mortality appropriate? Why? 

• What other management controls should be considered for both recreational 
and commercial fishers? Why?Kinas should be able to be moved !transferred 
from barrens to areas which have been harvested to stop barrens from 
spreading . Transferring Kina should be done with air bottles to make it viable 
no Kina should be landed with tanks on board 

Yours faithfully 

-



 

 

 

 

 

 

Submission in relation to review of sustainability measures for 1 October 2019: 

Tarakihi 

Name of submitter  
or contact person: 

 

Organisation (if applicable): Harbour Fish Limited 

Email:  

Fish stock(s) this submission  
refers to: 

 

Tarakihi 

Your preferred option as detailed in 
consultation document (write “other” 
if you do not agree with any of the 
options presented): 

3 

 

 

1. Harbour Fish Limited is a fish processing, retail and export business operating out of Dunedin, 
Bluff and Queenstown.  We have over 50 vessels landing fish to us; a quarter of these land 
terakihi.  
 

2. We make this submission as an operator and have also consulted with our fishers and 
represent their collective view on the proposed options for the TAR fishery.  Of the 20 fishers 
who have landed TAR to us in the past three years we had verbal communication with all but 
5 (as they were out of phone coverage) in relation to this submission. 
 

3. Taking into account social, cultural and economic factors Harbour Fish and fishers firmly 
believe that option 3 is the most appropriate method for achieving rebuild of East Coast 
terakihi.  Industry has only recently been dealt a 20% cut and our position that it is more 
appropriate to see what impact this has had on the rebuild before further cuts are 
implemented. 
 

4. We collectively agree with the proposals from Fisheries Inshore New Zealand, Te Ohu 
Kaimoana and Southern Inshore Fisheries and are confident this is the best path for terakihi 
rebuild. 
 



5. Customary and recreational catch are not included in the sustainability measures.  Further 
evidence of customary and recreational catch ought to be assembled for appropriate 
measures to be implemented where necessary.  The allowances for customary and 
recreational in TAR 3 are both 15 tonnes.  The recreational numbers came from a 2017/18 
survey of fishers.  This may not be entirely accurate and more robust data ought to be 
collected to enable the Minister to then appropriately set the TACC. 
 

6. Harbour Fish is firmly committed to the sustainability of all fish stocks and further 
development of best practice.  We acknowledge that cuts to TACC are a tool to facilitate the 
rebuild of fisheries which are not in the best health in the areas where those cuts would yield 
rebuild.  We have confidence that good science and management measures will ensure 
success. 
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Attachments: ICP Submission - Oct 2019 Sustainability Review.pdf

Tena koe,

Kei raro ra he tuku korero na te Iwi Collective Partnership me nga Iwi mana moana.

Apologies for the lateness of this submission. I am currently working in the far north
where I have intermittent internet access.

Nga mihi,
Maru

IWI COLLECTIVE PARTNERSHIP

M: 
W: www.iwicollective.co.nz




 
26 July 2019 
 
 
Sustainability Review 2019 
Fisheries Management 
Fisheries New Zealand 
P O Box 2526 
Wellington 6140 
 
By email only: FMsubmissions@mpi.govt.nz 
 
 
Tēnā koe,  


 
REVIEW OF SUSTAINABILITY MEASURES FOR 1 OCTOBER 2019 
 
Fisheries New Zealand (FNZ) has invited views and perspectives on review proposals relating to the 
October 2019 fishing year and multiple inshore and deepwater stocks, and deemed values listed on 
the Ministry’s website at https://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-and-resources/consultations/review-of-
sustainability-measures-for-1-october-2019.  Submissions close 26 July 2019. 
 
Iwi Collective Partnership (ICP) is a formal partnership of Iwi fisheries entities representing Iwi mana 
moana mana whenua throughout Te Ika a Maui, Aotearoa New Zealand. Our Iwi partners each made 
conscious decisions to collaborate and to collectivise their fisheries interests as recognised in Te Tiriti 
o Waitangi and reaffirmed in the Fisheries Treaty Settlement and Deed of Settlement between Iwi 
Māori and the Crown. They understand that working together achieves much more than working 
apart. Therefore, ICP represents 17 of the 58 Iwi that are recognised under the Māori Fisheries Act 
2004, 15 of whom are formal partners. The remaining three Iwi are associated with the ICP in 
anticipation of becoming full partners. See table 1 below for a list of the 15 ICP Iwi Partners. 
 
ICP and its Iwi Partners are active participants in the customary commercial and customary non-
commercial fisheries. Our roopu actively works alongside Te Ohu Kaimoana, Deepwater Group Ltd, 
Fisheries Inshore New Zealand via the Northern Fisheries Committee, PAUAMAC 4 and other industry 
SREs to ensure that our collective voice of fisheries management and kaitiakitanga is expressed and 
given life within the management and governance of New Zealand fisheries and waters. ICP has 
actively engaged with Te Ohu Kaimoana and SREs both in developing and implementing industry and 
Iwi Māori initiatives such as the Tarakihi Management Strategy (TMS) and other initiatives detailed in 
their respective submissions. Therefore, ICP and Iwi Partners fully support those submissions. 
  
ICP and its Iwi own quota and subsequent ACE interests in the following stocks that are subject to the 


October 2019 review: 


Inshore Deepwater 


• East Coast Tarakihi (TAR1 + TAR2) 


• Paua (PAU4) 


• Red Snapper (RSN1 + RSN2) 


• Kina (SUR1A + SUR1B) 


• Gemfish (SKI3 + SKI7) 


• Hake (HAK7) 


• Hoki (HOK1) 


• Ling (LIN7)  


• Orange Roughy (ORH3B) 


• Orange Roughy (ORH7A) 
 



mailto:FMsubmissions@mpi.govt.nz
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Table 1: 15 ICP Iwi Partners 


 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Table 2 below provides a summary of ICP and Iwi Partner views on the various stocks under review 
and options proposed in the Ministry’s IPPs. Additional detail is provided below in respect of the more 
challenging stocks for review, which are East Coast Tarakihi and Hoki. 
 
EAST COAST TARAKIHI (TAR1 + TAR2) 


ICP’s Iwi Partners own TAR1 and TAR2 quota that collectively amounts to 89 mt of ACE for the October 
2018 fishing year, consisting of 18,181 kg of TAR1 and 70,458 kg of TAR2. ICP has collectively shelved 
over 20 mt of TAR ACE compared to the prior fishing year. 
 
Over the past 24 months ICP and Iwi Partners have actively contributed to the development of the 
Tarakihi Management Strategy (TMS) by working alongside Te Ohu Kaimoana, Fisheries Inshore New 
Zealand (FINZ) and other Iwi and general Tarakihi quota owners. ICP and Iwi Partners fully support the 
TMS as an example of active governance and management of fisheries envisaged by Te Tiriti of 
Waitangi. We feel that managing fisheries in this manner gives our Iwi the mana of responsibility and 
incentivises our people to learn about the science and state of the fishery so that they can make 
informed decisions as kaitiaki to reduce catch, as an example.  
 
ICP understands that current situation in terms of the East Coast Tarakihi biomass being below the 
20% soft limit. The biomass is not ideal and must improve. Action must be taken. In this respect ICP is 
100% supportive of the proactive measures outlined in the TMS as a pathway to firstly stopping further 
decline of TAR biomass before an expected biomass improvement over time. ICP’s shelving of over 20 
mt of eastern North Island Tarakihi in October 2018 is a physical demonstration of our commitment 
to this kaupapa in terms of the TAR1 and TAR2 quota owned. We understand it is a national East Coast 
Tarakihi issue and we are certainly contributing to a solution in terms of the ACE that we control. The 
issue has unified the entire eastern Tarakihi sector of the industry to do our respective bits within the 
TMS as a common strategy under a unified national vision. It is empowering! ICP is also working more 
proactively with the companies that harvest our Tarakihi ACE to ensure they are compliant with the 
TMS. ICP is also supporting further innovation, such as PSH and MSH, within these companies. 
 
The eastern Tarakihi biomass has sat relatively low in the past decade. It is not like the fishery biomass 
suddenly declined overnight. Despite this recent low biomass history, ICP and industry are fully 
committed to restoring the eastern Tarakihi as demonstrated by our shelving commitments to date. 
As kaitiaki, ICP’s priority concern is whether the responsive measures implemented under the TMS to 
date are sufficient to halt the further decline of the Tarakihi biomass on the East Coast. The modelling 


QRN Iwi Entity Iwi


9791656 Ngati Porou Seafoods Limited Ngati Porou


9791784 Te Arawa Fisheries Holding Company Limited Te Arawa


9791938 Ngati Tuwharetoa Fisheries Holdings Ltd Ngati Tuwharetoa


9791654 Ngati Awa Asset Holdings Limited Ngati Awa


9791775 Te Waka Pupuri Putea Limited Te Rarawa


9792062 Ngai Te Rangi Fisheries AHC Limited Ngai Te Rangi


9792654 Whakatohea Fisheries Asset Holding Company Limited Whakatohea


9791783 Taranaki Iwi Fisheries Limited Taranaki Iwi


9791658 Ngati Ruanui Fishing Limited Ngati Ruanui


9791512 Te Aitanga A Mahaki Trust Asset Holding Company Limited Te Aitanga a Mahaki


9791717 Rongowhakaata Iwi Asset Holding Company Limited Rongowhakaata


9792029 Te Pataka O Tangaroa Limited Nga Rauru Kiitahi


9791789 Te Kumukumu Limited Ngaitai


9792455 Ngati Manawa Tokowaru Asset Holding Company Limited Ngati Manawa


9792311 Ngati Whare Holdings Limited Ngati Whare
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and common sense gives us confidence that the voluntary shelving, being such significant proportion 
of eastern Tarakihi, is sufficient for this purpose if it is continued. Therefore, we submit that in for the 
Minister to overstep the TMS by implementing further additional TACC reductions, he must be 
satisfied of the contrary being that the measures implemented to date are insufficient. What makes 
this situation unique for the Minister is the significant impact that further reductions will have in terms 
of the social and cultural impact on fishing companies and the many Māori whanau and New 
Zealanders employed directly and indirectly in the fishing industry. If the Minister over-reacts, 
hundreds if not thousands of New Zealenders could be forced out of legitimate jobs without good 
reason. 
 
Therefore, ICP rejects all the options proposed by the Ministry in the IPP. There is no additional value 
from initiating a formal reduction to the TACC. ICP is 100 percent in support of the TMS and the 
continuation of measures that ICP helped to develop and implemented in the October 2018 fishing 
year. Further measures are necessary but not to the extent promoted in the IPP. The TMS is enough 
to halt further decline of biomass of the eastern North Island Tarakihi as our contribution to a national 
response on the east coast of New Zealand, and to restore the Tarakihi biomass while still retaining 
legitimate jobs. We employ the Minister to continue his support of the TMS as an approach that 
empowers the industry to take responsibility rather than a regulatory approach that removes 
responsibility. 
 
HOKI (HOK1) 


ICP Iwi Partners own HOK1 quota collectively amounting to 3,996,304 kg of ACE. Under the industry 
arrangements agreed for the October 2018 fishing year, ICP shelved 512,508 kg of HOK1 ACE as our 
commitment to responsive fisheries management and kaitiakitanga. 
 
ICP’s Hoki ACE is supplied to Sealord under a collective Iwi arrangement involving a total of 37 of the 
58 Iwi quota owners. The arrangement is called, “Nga Tapuwae o Maui”, which literally translates to 
“following in the footsteps of Maui”, Maui who was the greatest fisherman of all time. Nga Tapuwae 
o Maui was developed by Iwi over a 4-year period as an arrangement that provides a pathway for ICP 
and other Iwi to share in greater responsibility for the management of deepsea fisheries in a manner 
never seen before. It is an innovative practical pathway for Iwi to give real expression to their collective 
aspiration of tino rangatiratanga in fisheries. 
  
In October 2018, Hoki quota owners, including Iwi and Te Ohu Kaimoana, agreed inter alia to 
voluntarily shelve 20,000 mt (13%)of ACE reducing the catchable ACE from 150,000 mt down to 
130,000 mt applied entirely to the Western Stock through an industry arrangement of 90,000 mt down 
to 70,000 mt (22%). Option 1 of the IPP seeks to formalise the 20,000 mt reduction in catch into a 
formal TACC reduction to be applied entirely to the Western Stock. Option 2 proposes a greater TACC 
reduction totalling 30,000 mt (33%). The reduction is to be applied in the same manner proposed in 
Option 1. 
 
ICP’s view is that the measures developed by Hoki quota owners and implemented 1 October 2018 
are enough and that formalisation of the shelved catch reduction is unnecessary. No further value is 
added by formalising a TACC reduction except permanency. Permanency is irrelevant because Iwi have 
committed to reviewing their position every season and to responding as necessary, including making 
further cuts as necessary. However, no further catch reductions are warranted at this time. Therefore, 
ICP and Iwi Partners reject Option 1 and Option 2 and propose instead continuation of the measures 
applied at 1 October 2018 for a further 12 months. 
  







4 
 


A formal TACC reduction of 20,000 mt under Option 1 will achieve nothing more than what is currently 
in place from 1 October 2018. The effect of formally reducing commercial catch by 20,000 mt (13%) 
overall but 22% in the Western Stock will be the same as status quo. The Minister ought to support 
the quota owner led measures alongside a commitment to learn more about the fishery. 


 


Ngā mihi, 
 


 


 


 


Maru Samuels 


General Manager 


 
Mob: +64 21 723 588 
DDI: +64 9 259 5867 
Em: maru@iwicollective.co.nz 
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Stock ICP Position Option Supported 


East Coast Tarakihi (TAR1 + 
TAR2) 


ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and Fisheries Inshore NZ submissions. ICP 
fully participated in the development of the strategies and actions identified in 
the Tarakihi Management Strategy (TMS).  As a quota owner developed 
initiative, ICP fully supports the TMS as a sustainable solution to firstly halt the 
decline of the biomass of the Eastern Stock, and to secondly, rebuild the fishery 
to a better state then the last 10 years.  


ICP rejects all options and supports instead the 
continuation of the Tarakihi Management Strategy with 


additional measures as detailed. 


Paua (PAU4) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and PAUAMAC 4 submissions, therefore 
supports the PAUA 4 fisheries plans developed by quota owners and prefers this 
comprehensive method of fisheries and PAU4 management over TACC 
adjustments. Treaty rights must be protected in terms of 28N rights. 


ICP refers to and supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana  and 
PAUAMAC 4 submissions. 


Red Snapper (RSN1 + RSN2) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and FINZ submissions, therefore supports a 
TACC increase to RSN2 of 60 mt and corresponding decrease to RSN1 of 60 mt. 


ICP rejects Option 1 and supports Option 2. 


Kina (SUR1A + SUR1B) At the time of writing this submission, ICP is working with Te Ohu Kaimoana and 
contributed to their submission. ICP refers to the Te Ohu Kaimoana submission. 


ICP refers to and supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana 
submission. 


Gemfish (SKI3 + SKI7) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore supports 
an increase in the SKI3 TACC from 300 mt to 600m t and to an increase in the 
SKI7 TACC from 300 mt to 600 mt, in a manner that does not detract from Iwi 
Māori Treaty rights in terms of 28N rights. 


ICP supports Option 2. 


Hake (HAK7) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore supports a 
rebuild plan by reducing the TACC from  5,064 mt to 3,163 mt. 


ICP supports Option 1. 


Hoki (HOK1) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana, Sealord and DWG submissions, therefore 
supports quota owner developed initiatives that achieve sustainable 
management of fisheries. ICP supports the continuation of quota owner 
initiatives developed for the October 2018-2019 fishing year. 


ICP rejects both Option 1 and Option 2. ICP instead 
supports a continuation of the approach and measures 
agreed by quota owners for the October 2018 season, 
including 20,000 mt shelving, no carry over and review 


on an ongoing basis. 


Ling (LIN7) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore supports 
an increase in the TACC from 3,080 mt to 3,696 mt. 


ICP supports Option 2. 


Orange Roughy (ORH3B) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore, supports 
implementation of the second year of the proposed three-year staged increase 
of the ORH 3B TACC from 6,091 mt to 6,772 mt, and that this increase be 
applied exclusively to the agreed catch limit applying to the East and South 
Chatham Rise (ESCR) sub-area catch limit increasing this from 4,095 to 4,775 mt. 


As proposed in the IPP. 


Orange Roughy (ORH7A) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore supports a 
TACC increase from 1,600 mt to 2,060 mt.   


ICP supports Option 2. 


Table 2: ICP position on relevant stocks for review 
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Fisheries New Zealand 
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Wellington 6140 
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Tēnā koe,  
 
REVIEW OF SUSTAINABILITY MEASURES FOR 1 OCTOBER 2019 
 
Fisheries New Zealand (FNZ) has invited views and perspectives on review proposals relating to the 
October 2019 fishing year and multiple inshore and deepwater stocks, and deemed values listed on 
the Ministry’s website at https://www.mpi.govt.nz/news-and-resources/consultations/review-of-
sustainability-measures-for-1-october-2019.  Submissions close 26 July 2019. 
 
Iwi Collective Partnership (ICP) is a formal partnership of Iwi fisheries entities representing Iwi mana 
moana mana whenua throughout Te Ika a Maui, Aotearoa New Zealand. Our Iwi partners each made 
conscious decisions to collaborate and to collectivise their fisheries interests as recognised in Te Tiriti 
o Waitangi and reaffirmed in the Fisheries Treaty Settlement and Deed of Settlement between Iwi 
Māori and the Crown. They understand that working together achieves much more than working 
apart. Therefore, ICP represents 17 of the 58 Iwi that are recognised under the Māori Fisheries Act 
2004, 15 of whom are formal partners. The remaining three Iwi are associated with the ICP in 
anticipation of becoming full partners. See table 1 below for a list of the 15 ICP Iwi Partners. 
 
ICP and its Iwi Partners are active participants in the customary commercial and customary non-
commercial fisheries. Our roopu actively works alongside Te Ohu Kaimoana, Deepwater Group Ltd, 
Fisheries Inshore New Zealand via the Northern Fisheries Committee, PAUAMAC 4 and other industry 
SREs to ensure that our collective voice of fisheries management and kaitiakitanga is expressed and 
given life within the management and governance of New Zealand fisheries and waters. ICP has 
actively engaged with Te Ohu Kaimoana and SREs both in developing and implementing industry and 
Iwi Māori initiatives such as the Tarakihi Management Strategy (TMS) and other initiatives detailed in 
their respective submissions. Therefore, ICP and Iwi Partners fully support those submissions. 
  
ICP and its Iwi own quota and subsequent ACE interests in the following stocks that are subject to the 
October 2019 review: 

Inshore Deepwater 
• East Coast Tarakihi (TAR1 + TAR2) 
• Paua (PAU4) 
• Red Snapper (RSN1 + RSN2) 
• Kina (SUR1A + SUR1B) 

• Gemfish (SKI3 + SKI7) 
• Hake (HAK7) 
• Hoki (HOK1) 
• Ling (LIN7)  
• Orange Roughy (ORH3B) 
• Orange Roughy (ORH7A) 

 



 
Table 1: 15 ICP Iwi Partners 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Table 2 below provides a summary of ICP and Iwi Partner views on the various stocks under review 
and options proposed in the Ministry’s IPPs. Additional detail is provided below in respect of the more 
challenging stocks for review, which are East Coast Tarakihi and Hoki. 
 
EAST COAST TARAKIHI (TAR1 + TAR2) 

ICP’s Iwi Partners own TAR1 and TAR2 quota that collectively amounts to 89 mt of ACE for the October 
2018 fishing year, consisting of 18,181 kg of TAR1 and 70,458 kg of TAR2. ICP has collectively shelved 
over 20 mt of TAR ACE compared to the prior fishing year. 
 
Over the past 24 months ICP and Iwi Partners have actively contributed to the development of the 
Tarakihi Management Strategy (TMS) by working alongside Te Ohu Kaimoana, Fisheries Inshore New 
Zealand (FINZ) and other Iwi and general Tarakihi quota owners. ICP and Iwi Partners fully support the 
TMS as an example of active governance and management of fisheries envisaged by Te Tiriti of 
Waitangi. We feel that managing fisheries in this manner gives our Iwi the mana of responsibility and 
incentivises our people to learn about the science and state of the fishery so that they can make 
informed decisions as kaitiaki to reduce catch, as an example.  
 
ICP understands that current situation in terms of the East Coast Tarakihi biomass being below the 
20% soft limit. The biomass is not ideal and must improve. Action must be taken. In this respect ICP is 
100% supportive of the proactive measures outlined in the TMS as a pathway to firstly stopping further 
decline of TAR biomass before an expected biomass improvement over time. ICP’s shelving of over 20 
mt of eastern North Island Tarakihi in October 2018 is a physical demonstration of our commitment 
to this kaupapa in terms of the TAR1 and TAR2 quota owned. We understand it is a national East Coast 
Tarakihi issue and we are certainly contributing to a solution in terms of the ACE that we control. The 
issue has unified the entire eastern Tarakihi sector of the industry to do our respective bits within the 
TMS as a common strategy under a unified national vision. It is empowering! ICP is also working more 
proactively with the companies that harvest our Tarakihi ACE to ensure they are compliant with the 
TMS. ICP is also supporting further innovation, such as PSH and MSH, within these companies. 
 
The eastern Tarakihi biomass has sat relatively low in the past decade. It is not like the fishery biomass 
suddenly declined overnight. Despite this recent low biomass history, ICP and industry are fully 
committed to restoring the eastern Tarakihi as demonstrated by our shelving commitments to date. 
As kaitiaki, ICP’s priority concern is whether the responsive measures implemented under the TMS to 
date are sufficient to halt the further decline of the Tarakihi biomass on the East Coast. The modelling 

QRN Iwi Entity Iwi
9791656 Ngati Porou Seafoods Limited Ngati Porou
9791784 Te Arawa Fisheries Holding Company Limited Te Arawa
9791938 Ngati Tuwharetoa Fisheries Holdings Ltd Ngati Tuwharetoa
9791654 Ngati Awa Asset Holdings Limited Ngati Awa
9791775 Te Waka Pupuri Putea Limited Te Rarawa
9792062 Ngai Te Rangi Fisheries AHC Limited Ngai Te Rangi
9792654 Whakatohea Fisheries Asset Holding Company Limited Whakatohea
9791783 Taranaki Iwi Fisheries Limited Taranaki Iwi
9791658 Ngati Ruanui Fishing Limited Ngati Ruanui
9791512 Te Aitanga A Mahaki Trust Asset Holding Company Limited Te Aitanga a Mahaki
9791717 Rongowhakaata Iwi Asset Holding Company Limited Rongowhakaata
9792029 Te Pataka O Tangaroa Limited Nga Rauru Kiitahi
9791789 Te Kumukumu Limited Ngaitai
9792455 Ngati Manawa Tokowaru Asset Holding Company Limited Ngati Manawa
9792311 Ngati Whare Holdings Limited Ngati Whare
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and common sense gives us confidence that the voluntary shelving, being such significant proportion 
of eastern Tarakihi, is sufficient for this purpose if it is continued. Therefore, we submit that in for the 
Minister to overstep the TMS by implementing further additional TACC reductions, he must be 
satisfied of the contrary being that the measures implemented to date are insufficient. What makes 
this situation unique for the Minister is the significant impact that further reductions will have in terms 
of the social and cultural impact on fishing companies and the many Māori whanau and New 
Zealanders employed directly and indirectly in the fishing industry. If the Minister over-reacts, 
hundreds if not thousands of New Zealenders could be forced out of legitimate jobs without good 
reason. 
 
Therefore, ICP rejects all the options proposed by the Ministry in the IPP. There is no additional value 
from initiating a formal reduction to the TACC. ICP is 100 percent in support of the TMS and the 
continuation of measures that ICP helped to develop and implemented in the October 2018 fishing 
year. Further measures are necessary but not to the extent promoted in the IPP. The TMS is enough 
to halt further decline of biomass of the eastern North Island Tarakihi as our contribution to a national 
response on the east coast of New Zealand, and to restore the Tarakihi biomass while still retaining 
legitimate jobs. We employ the Minister to continue his support of the TMS as an approach that 
empowers the industry to take responsibility rather than a regulatory approach that removes 
responsibility. 
 
HOKI (HOK1) 

ICP Iwi Partners own HOK1 quota collectively amounting to 3,996,304 kg of ACE. Under the industry 
arrangements agreed for the October 2018 fishing year, ICP shelved 512,508 kg of HOK1 ACE as our 
commitment to responsive fisheries management and kaitiakitanga. 
 
ICP’s Hoki ACE is supplied to Sealord under a collective Iwi arrangement involving a total of 37 of the 
58 Iwi quota owners. The arrangement is called, “Nga Tapuwae o Maui”, which literally translates to 
“following in the footsteps of Maui”, Maui who was the greatest fisherman of all time. Nga Tapuwae 
o Maui was developed by Iwi over a 4-year period as an arrangement that provides a pathway for ICP 
and other Iwi to share in greater responsibility for the management of deepsea fisheries in a manner 
never seen before. It is an innovative practical pathway for Iwi to give real expression to their collective 
aspiration of tino rangatiratanga in fisheries. 
  
In October 2018, Hoki quota owners, including Iwi and Te Ohu Kaimoana, agreed inter alia to 
voluntarily shelve 20,000 mt (13%)of ACE reducing the catchable ACE from 150,000 mt down to 
130,000 mt applied entirely to the Western Stock through an industry arrangement of 90,000 mt down 
to 70,000 mt (22%). Option 1 of the IPP seeks to formalise the 20,000 mt reduction in catch into a 
formal TACC reduction to be applied entirely to the Western Stock. Option 2 proposes a greater TACC 
reduction totalling 30,000 mt (33%). The reduction is to be applied in the same manner proposed in 
Option 1. 
 
ICP’s view is that the measures developed by Hoki quota owners and implemented 1 October 2018 
are enough and that formalisation of the shelved catch reduction is unnecessary. No further value is 
added by formalising a TACC reduction except permanency. Permanency is irrelevant because Iwi have 
committed to reviewing their position every season and to responding as necessary, including making 
further cuts as necessary. However, no further catch reductions are warranted at this time. Therefore, 
ICP and Iwi Partners reject Option 1 and Option 2 and propose instead continuation of the measures 
applied at 1 October 2018 for a further 12 months. 
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A formal TACC reduction of 20,000 mt under Option 1 will achieve nothing more than what is currently 
in place from 1 October 2018. The effect of formally reducing commercial catch by 20,000 mt (13%) 
overall but 22% in the Western Stock will be the same as status quo. The Minister ought to support 
the quota owner led measures alongside a commitment to learn more about the fishery. 

 

Ngā mihi, 

 
 
Mob:  
DDI:  
Em:  
 

  



Stock ICP Position Option Supported 
East Coast Tarakihi (TAR1 + 

TAR2) 
ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and Fisheries Inshore NZ submissions. ICP 
fully participated in the development of the strategies and actions identified in 
the Tarakihi Management Strategy (TMS).  As a quota owner developed 
initiative, ICP fully supports the TMS as a sustainable solution to firstly halt the 
decline of the biomass of the Eastern Stock, and to secondly, rebuild the fishery 
to a better state then the last 10 years.  

ICP rejects all options and supports instead the 
continuation of the Tarakihi Management Strategy with 

additional measures as detailed. 

Paua (PAU4) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and PAUAMAC 4 submissions, therefore 
supports the PAUA 4 fisheries plans developed by quota owners and prefers this 
comprehensive method of fisheries and PAU4 management over TACC 
adjustments. Treaty rights must be protected in terms of 28N rights. 

ICP refers to and supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana  and 
PAUAMAC 4 submissions. 

Red Snapper (RSN1 + RSN2) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and FINZ submissions, therefore supports a 
TACC increase to RSN2 of 60 mt and corresponding decrease to RSN1 of 60 mt. 

ICP rejects Option 1 and supports Option 2. 

Kina (SUR1A + SUR1B) At the time of writing this submission, ICP is working with Te Ohu Kaimoana and 
contributed to their submission. ICP refers to the Te Ohu Kaimoana submission. 

ICP refers to and supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana 
submission. 

Gemfish (SKI3 + SKI7) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore supports 
an increase in the SKI3 TACC from 300 mt to 600m t and to an increase in the 
SKI7 TACC from 300 mt to 600 mt, in a manner that does not detract from Iwi 
Māori Treaty rights in terms of 28N rights. 

ICP supports Option 2. 

Hake (HAK7) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore supports a 
rebuild plan by reducing the TACC from  5,064 mt to 3,163 mt. 

ICP supports Option 1. 

Hoki (HOK1) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana, Sealord and DWG submissions, therefore 
supports quota owner developed initiatives that achieve sustainable 
management of fisheries. ICP supports the continuation of quota owner 
initiatives developed for the October 2018-2019 fishing year. 

ICP rejects both Option 1 and Option 2. ICP instead 
supports a continuation of the approach and measures 
agreed by quota owners for the October 2018 season, 
including 20,000 mt shelving, no carry over and review 

on an ongoing basis. 
Ling (LIN7) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore supports 

an increase in the TACC from 3,080 mt to 3,696 mt. 
ICP supports Option 2. 

Orange Roughy (ORH3B) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore, supports 
implementation of the second year of the proposed three-year staged increase 
of the ORH 3B TACC from 6,091 mt to 6,772 mt, and that this increase be 
applied exclusively to the agreed catch limit applying to the East and South 
Chatham Rise (ESCR) sub-area catch limit increasing this from 4,095 to 4,775 mt. 

As proposed in the IPP. 

Orange Roughy (ORH7A) ICP supports the Te Ohu Kaimoana and DWG submissions, therefore supports a 
TACC increase from 1,600 mt to 2,060 mt.   

ICP supports Option 2. 

Table 2: ICP position on relevant stocks for review 



 

 
 

 
Jack Roscoe  
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Submission - Review of Sustainability Measures for Kina (SUR 1A, SUR 1B) for 
2019/20 
Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/12 
 
1.  Introduction. 
 
I have lived in Cooks beach for 23 years, and my family and I have spent many years 
enjoying the coastal lifestyle here in the Coromandel Peninsula. My grandfather and his 
family were keen sailors, and he has passed down a strong love for the ocean. I enjoy surfing, 
diving, fishing, spearfishing and boating. I love my job as a commercial diver because I get to 
work in the water, and spearfish most days.  
 
Over the past 5 years working as a diver I have spent a huge amount of time diving the 
SUR1A and SUR1B areas. I am familiar with the underwater landscape and the habitats I see 
daily while working as a diver. Over the years I have noticed a huge problem along my 
favourite coastlines - kina barrens. These are taking over the habitat of many different species 
of seafood, fish and other marine life. Kina barrens destroy kelp beds, leaving other marine 
animals unable to breed and live sustainably.  
 
This concerns me because I hope to continue to enjoy diving and fishing and surfing in a 
healthy environment for many more years, and unless these kina barrens are taken care of, I 
feel that they may take over. We need to act now before it is too late.  
 
 
 
 
2.  Questions for submitters on options for varying TACs, TACCs and allowances: 
  
 
I Support Option 3 - a 50% increase to the TAC, TACC and other allowances. 
 
The reasons why I support Option 3 are: 
 
1.  There are too many kina barrens in area 1A and 1B.  
 
2.  The kina catch has been taken at its maximum for the last 10+ years.   
 
3.  A small 20% increase – Option 2, is not enough to manage all of the kina barrens. 
 
4.  There are plenty of areas where customary and recreational people can harvest kina.  In 
the commercially-managed areas the quality of kina significantly improves, so recreational 
and customary harvesters will benefit most from Option 3. 



 

 
 

 
5.  The original quota set for SUR 1A & 1B was low, because of lack of information on the 
fishery. We now have that information, including evidence of a major bounce back in the Bay 
of Islands kina fishery. 
 
6.  I agree with the Discussion Report that fine-scale reporting will allow for better 
management of the kina fishery, and that this is now possible because of the new Electronic 
Reporting system in place.   
 
7.  Local and international experience suggests that the level of harvest in Option 3 can be 
managed through fine-scale management. 
 
 
 
The allowances for customary fishing for Option 3 are appropriate.  This is because the 
quality of kina will improve in kina barrens which are managed by the additional fishing 
pressure. 
 
 
The allowances for recreational fishing for Option 3 are appropriate.  This is because the kina 
fishery and other fisheries will improve if kina barrens are better managed by stronger 
commercial and customary fishing.  
 
 
Other sources of mortality are minimal because the commercial harvest is done by hand-
gathering. The by-catch from other fishing methods (trawling, dredging) is minimal. 
 
 
 
Summary: 
I agree with the Discussion Report that under Option 3 catch limits could be easily adjusted 
in future if fine scale catch monitoring or other information suggests this is appropriate.  
 
 
 
 
Regards 
 
Jack Roscoe 
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Gemfish 

 

SKI 3 and 7 

 

[Entire South Island and lower west coast North Island] 

 

Elephant fish 

 

ELE 7 

 

Gurnard 



 

GUR 7 

 

John dory 

 

JDO 7 

 

Rig 

 

SPO 7 

 

[All top of the South Island] 

 

Hake 

 

HAK 7 

 

[West Coast South Island] 

 

Hoki 

 

[Entire New Zealand coast] 

 

Kina 

 

SUR 1A and 1B 

 

[North east coast of North Island] 

 

Ling 

 

LIN 7 

 

[West Coast South Island and Cook Strait] 

 



Orange Roughy 3B 

 

ORH 3B 

 

[East Coast South Island] 

 

Orange Roughy 7A 

 

[West Coast South Island] 

 

Pāua 

 

PAU 4 

 

[Chatham Islands] 

 

Red Snapper 

 

RSN 1 and 2 

 

[Entire New Zealand coast] 

 

Tarakihi 

 

TAR 1, 2, 3, and 7 

 

[East Coast North and South Island] 
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I can't understand how MPI can increase their takings of fish stocks when stocks are falling 
or nubers are unknown.. 
When marine animal numbers are falling and dolpins are going extict being gready on a finite 
resource seems crazy. 
It has come to the point where I cant justify buying and eating commercially caught fish and 
Im ashamed of the bulldozer pilage tactics of MPI.  
NZ should be ashamed of itself.The world looks to us  as a peice of paradise. Not for long! 
Decrease quotas increase reserves.   
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25.07.2019 
 
 
Submission - Review of Sustainability Measures for Kina (SUR 1A, SUR 1B) for 
2019/20 
Fisheries New Zealand Discussion Paper No: 2019/12 
 
1.  Introduction. 
 
For the past 20 years I have been in where I own a property. Through out those 20 
years I have spent a lot of time in the ocean, on my boat with friends and family enjoying the 
lifestyle the Coromandel provides. I have a passion for fishing, diving and cray fishing. I love 
being able to fish and catch my own fresh seafood, to share with family and friends.  
 
Over the recent years, I have found that many of my favourite crayfish habitats have become 
depleted due to the overcrowding of kina resulting in horrible kina barrens. I feel strongly 
that the cray population could benefit from a better habitat and diet. In my opinion less kina, 
and therefore, more kelp in these areas would give the local crayfish a chance to thrive.  
 
From a recreational fisherman’s point of view, I support the increase, and feel that this will be 
a sustainable adjustment to the fisheries. We will see this increase benefit other species who 
share the marine habitats, and I can continue to enjoy many years of fishing in Hahei.  
 
 
 
 
2.  Questions for submitters on options for varying TACs, TACCs and allowances: 
  
 
I Support Option 3 - a 50% increase to the TAC, TACC and other allowances. 
 
The reasons why I support Option 3 are: 
 
1.  There are too many kina barrens in area 1A and 1B.  
 
2.  The kina catch has been taken at its maximum for the last 10+ years.   
 
3.  A small 20% increase – Option 2, is not enough to manage all of the kina barrens. 
 
4.  There are plenty of areas where customary and recreational people can harvest kina.  In 
the commercially-managed areas the quality of kina significantly improves, so recreational 
and customary harvesters will benefit most from Option 3. 
 



 

 
 

5.  The original quota set for SUR 1A & 1B was low, because of lack of information on the 
fishery. We now have that information, including evidence of a major bounce back in the Bay 
of Islands kina fishery. 
 
6.  I agree with the Discussion Report that fine-scale reporting will allow for better 
management of the kina fishery, and that this is now possible because of the new Electronic 
Reporting system in place.   
 
7.  Local and international experience suggests that the level of harvest in Option 3 can be 
managed through fine-scale management. 
 
 
 
The allowances for customary fishing for Option 3 are appropriate.  This is because the 
quality of kina will improve in kina barrens which are managed by the additional fishing 
pressure. 
 
 
The allowances for recreational fishing for Option 3 are appropriate.  This is because the kina 
fishery and other fisheries will improve if kina barrens are better managed by stronger 
commercial and customary fishing.  
 
 
Other sources of mortality are minimal because the commercial harvest is done by hand-
gathering. The by-catch from other fishing methods (trawling, dredging) is minimal. 
 
 
 
Summary: 
I agree with the Discussion Report that under Option 3 catch limits could be easily adjusted 
in future if fine scale catch monitoring or other information suggests this is appropriate.  
 
 
 
 
Regards 
 
Jim Johnstone 
 
 



From: john booth
To: FMSubmissions
Subject: SUR1A
Date: Friday, 26 July 2019 4:50:27 PM

John Booth (Dr), 
Fish Forever https://www.fishforever.org.nz/ 
Fish Forever, Bay of Islands Maritime Park Inc, 

We do not oppose a 50% increase in TAC for SUR1A. 
We do recommend review of the biological and fishery responses of the increased TAC,
within two years (or some such similar interval, as appropriate).

John
(Secretary, Fish Forever)



From:
To: FMSubmissions
Subject: TAR submissions
Date: Wednesday, 24 July 2019 10:48:35 AM
Attachments: Submission Form for TAR John.docx

John SNA statements.pdf

To the Minister of Fisheries,

Attached is my submission on TAR QMS measures.

Regards
John McGrath

-- 
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		John McGrath



		Organisation (if applicable):

		McGrath Family Trust



		Email:

		fomlimited@gmail.com
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refers to:



		TAR
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Submission:[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Further information can be appended to your submission.  If you are sending this submission electronically we accept the following formats – Microsoft Word, Text, PDF and JPG. ] 




		Details supporting your views: Option 3 would be the most appropriate option for rebuilding the TAR stocks in FMA 1,2,3 & 7, taking into account the social, cultural & economic factors using alternative measures, IE: close some of the spawn areas for the months of March, April & May when TAR are in spawn as in FMA 1.



There is a 6 mile bubble closure around the Motu river in FMA 1 that comes into force every year from December till March while SNA are spawning, this has been an effective tool for many years to allow SNA to spawn undisturbed, the same reason CRA are not allowed to be taken with berry (eggs).



The results of the 2018-19 Tar cuts will not be known & should be taken into account.



The QMS is NOT working, WHY? Because of dumping & high grading & also low deemed values in some areas for some species.



The only option for this system of managing the fisheries is having live cameras on ALL commercial & charter boats regardless of which option is adopted.



The size limit could be taken off for TAR in all FMA,s as it is with SKI whose population is exploding, no size limit equates to a quota reduction.



For FMA 1 TAR I would recommend closing off Mayor Island to bottom trawling for the months of March, April & May inside these latitudes & longitudes (36 14.5’S 176 13’E, 36 19.6’S 176 13’E,36 14.5’S 176 18.5’E, 36 19.6’S 176 18.5’E) Also the area known as the northwest bank inside theses latitudes & longitudes (37 35’S 177 00’E, 37 42’S 177 00’E, 37 42’S 177 07’E, 

37 35’S 177 07’E)



Research has shown that one female TAR carries 250000 eggs that are released only once a year between March & May.



I am also concerned about the amount of dumping & high grading that is occurring in the SNA 1 & SNA 8 fisheries, I have attached some of the statements that have become available to me from crew members on board the affected voyages.
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Submission:1 
 

Details supporting your views: Option 3 would be the most appropriate option for rebuilding the 
TAR stocks in FMA 1,2,3 & 7, taking into account the social, cultural & economic factors using 
alternative measures, IE: close some of the spawn areas for the months of March, April & May 
when TAR are in spawn as in FMA 1. 
 
There is a 6 mile bubble closure around the Motu river in FMA 1 that comes into force every year 
from December till March while SNA are spawning, this has been an effective tool for many years 
to allow SNA to spawn undisturbed, the same reason CRA are not allowed to be taken with berry 
(eggs). 
 
The results of the 2018-19 Tar cuts will not be known & should be taken into account. 
 
The QMS is NOT working, WHY? Because of dumping & high grading & also low deemed values 
in some areas for some species. 
 
The only option for this system of managing the fisheries is having live cameras on ALL 
commercial & charter boats regardless of which option is adopted. 
 
The size limit could be taken off for TAR in all FMA,s as it is with SKI whose population is 
exploding, no size limit equates to a quota reduction. 
 
For FMA 1 TAR I would recommend closing off Mayor Island to bottom trawling for the months of 
March, April & May inside these latitudes & longitudes (36 14.5’S 176 13’E, 36 19.6’S 176 
13’E,36 14.5’S 176 18.5’E, 36 19.6’S 176 18.5’E) Also the area known as the northwest bank 
inside theses latitudes & longitudes (37 35’S 177 00’E, 37 42’S 177 00’E, 37 42’S 177 07’E,  
37 35’S 177 07’E) 
 
Research has shown that one female TAR carries 250000 eggs that are released only once a 
year between March & May. 
 
I am also concerned about the amount of dumping & high grading that is occurring in the SNA 1 & 
SNA 8 fisheries, I have attached some of the statements that have become available to me from 
crew members on board the affected voyages. 
 

                                                 
1 Further information can be appended to your submission.  If you are sending this submission electronically we accept 
the following formats – Microsoft Word, Text, PDF and JPG.  



Gmail - Fwd: query Page 1 of3 

MGmail 
Fwd: query 
1 message 

Wed, Aug 8, 2018 at 11 :21 AM 

Thought I would send you this statement from MPI below, as Interested in your thoughts. 

MPI says it did investigate but could not find any •corroborating evidence• to support claims of fish snapper being dumped. 

Sounds like they basically gave up- I'll keep digging - but what we really need Is one other person (preferably a crewman 
from the vesseQ to back up what is saying happened. 

HI-

Please find our comment on your query. If you need attribution, please attribute to a Ministry for Primary Industries 
spokesperson. 

Cheers.-

In March 2015, Ministry for Primary Industries compfiance officers received a statement allegedly written by a deckhand 
working on a commercial fishing trawler 

The statement referred to a fishing trip in 2013. The author of the statement claimed that during that trip, crew were 
Instructed to 'gut cut' and dump snapper at night. 

The allegation was taken seriously and the District Compliance Manager initiated inquiries. 

However, no corroborating evidence was identified and given that the alleged incident happened two years before MPI 
received the statement, the matter was unable to be taken further. 

https://mail. google. com/mail/u/ l /?ui=2&ilr-d52cc84dd8&isver=dKKO Vr-M 4CTM P.n R/O�f?() 1 Sl 



-----

Gmail - Fwd: query 

we encourage people who have reason to believe they have evidence of Fisheries Act offences, to report them 
immediately. 

ft/tJ � 'ff;t{};'1 r1 {JI C·tJN1"lJC/6f? /Z) C6?1V'T� 

A5 aC"' t:X1�/&1(.:2tf)/7. 

Sent: Thursday, 2 March 2017 11 :20 a.m. 
To: Media Enquiries <media@mpi.govt.nz> 
Subject: lV3 - Fishing 

Hi guys, 

I have a question abou1 a complaint made to MPI in 2015. 

The complaint was In the form of a written statement dated 06-03-2015. 

It was written by deckhand 

Page 2 of3 

The statement ap 
vessel's skipper 

illegal acti\lity on board the�where crew were instructed by the 
to cut and dump snapper o� 

I'm hoping you can clarify whether the complaint prompted MPI to Investigate? If so, what If any action, resulted in the 
investigation ? 

My deadline for a response is midday tomorrow (Friday). 

Cheers, 

-
- Pacific Affairs Correspondent I Presenter 

Newshub - lV3 

Auckland, New Zealand 

�I Senior Commumcatlons A<Mser I Operational Canmurncabons I Office of the Oirettor General I Ministry for Primary Industries I 
� 25 The Terrace I �We!Ungton I New Zealand 
Telephone...-! Facsimile-- ! Mobile I Meda Phone (24 hrs_ I Woo: www biosecunty govt.nz I 
Follow MPl�Pl_NZ) 



To whom it may concern. 06-03-2015 

October 2013, I sailed as a deckhand on the While aboard I was 

instructed to cut and dump snapper all through out the night and to ensure we were not 

seen by any other vessels. This occured two nights in a row, The reason for dumping the fish 

was because all the snapper quota for the trip had been caught within the first 48 hours. 

Astonished to see that we would only continue the same tows dumping more snapper two 

nights in a row. Some cut fish was picked up on further tows only to end up back in the 

ocean. 

I ha�e heard multiple stories from varius fisherman regarding the- dumping tons 

of fiah at a time. We must have dumped up to five ton all up over the trip (5 days and 

unloading). The Captain wa and the crew were 

-
.. 

-
-

Regards-

1 




