FINAL ADVICE

MANAGEMENT CONTEXT

1

To provide context to the optionsproposed for TACs and dlowances M Fish included
in its IPP background fishery and biologcd information for kingfish and specific
estimates of utility for this gpecies. The estimates of utility attracted particular
comment in submissions, as did MFish commentary on the implications for
management of kingfish.

Estimates of utility and implications for the manage ment of
kingfish

MFish initial position

2

The IPP contained estimates of recreational and commer cial value and concluded that,
based on these estimates (recreational: $32,600 to $65,200 per tonne; commercial:
$15,000 to $22,000 per tonne) recreationd fishers place a greater vaue on kingfish
than do commercial fishers. Further, the IPP noted tha there was considerable
uncertainty associated with estimates of utility but concluded that the information
presented informed decision makers with respect to two key decisions in relaion to
kingfish: (i) settingthe target biomass level; and, (ii) allocation between sectors.

Stakeholder submissions

3

The introduction of an explicit vaue based allocation model is contentious.
Sakeholder views are summarised in the generic sections. MFish draws your
atentionto the origna submissions attached for the detall of stakeholder views.

In summary indugtry submissions favour a claims based approach to alocation and
strongy oppose dlocation on the basis of vaue. Some industry submissions suggest
flawsin:

e recreational vauation

e commercial vauation

e any comparison of market and non-market values.

Recreational submissions consider that the value of the recredtional fishery is

underestimated, some favour the outcome of a utility approach others think it
unnecessary and prefer an gpproach based on more redistic estimates of current catch.

MFish discussion

6

MFish considers tha while there is uncertainty surrounding information on fishery
vaues (and the fact that it can be anticipated tha relative vaues will change
depending on management decisions and other factors). M Fish does not consider that
this uncertainty makes the information unusable.



7 MFish has received independent advice on the issues raised in submissions. This
advice is that the modd documented in the IPP is not flawed. The model as laid out is
correct, athough it could be improved (eg, made dynamic). However, uncertanty
surrounds value estimates for both sectors — commercid and recrestional and this
uncertainty was acknowledged in the IPP. M Fish considers that you should take this
uncertainty into account in the weighting you place on utility information when
making adecision on dlocation.

8 External impacts of dlocation (ie, impacts on associated fisheries) were not explicitly
considered in the cost-benefit modd. Opportunity costs are incurred by one sector
when there is agan to the ather. On baance, if we assume there is little externd
impact, the best avail able information suggests that the margna vaue of recreationa
harvest is higher reative to commercid. It suggests tha tatd net-benefits (the
objective function for cost-benefit andysis) would be increased if the alocation were
adjusted in the favour of therecreational sector. Exactly what the alocation should be
cannot be answered with theinformation a hand.

9 A moredetailed response to issues raised in submission is contained in Annex 1.

TAC

Proposed target level

MFish initial position

10 MFish proposed that thetarget leve for kingfish stocks should be above the biomass
that will support the maximum sustainable yield (Bysy) in order to provide greater
opportunity for recrestiona catch of kingfish (by improvingavailability and size).

Stak eholder submissions

11 The New Zedand Big Game Fishing Council (NZBGFC), the New Zedand
Recregtional Fishing Council, the Northern Amateur Fishers Association, the
M angawha Boating and Fishing Club support the objective of managing this fishery
aboveBygy.

12 Tolaga Bay East Cepe Charters notes the uncertainty in current assessments of
kingfish stocks and submits support for kegping the management target well abovethe
estimated M SY.

13 The Area Sx North Island West Coast Fishing Clubs submit that most recreationa
fishers would approve managngkingfish usingM SY.

14 Richard Pollock supports a vibrant kingfish fishery and believes that recrestiona
fishers can maintain/rebuild kingfish numbers at sustainable leves by use of voluntary
ag eements.

15 The submissions of Peagic & Tuna New Zedand Ltd (PTNZL), The Shapper 8
Company Ltd and Sanford Ltd do nat support reducing current landings for any
purpose gat from ensuring sustainability. They submit tha the decline in
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commercial landings is not indicating a sustainability concern, rather the result of a
combination of management tools implemented over the period, and areduction in the
size of the commercid fleet. Industry regjects any proposa to increase kingfish stocks
for other than sugainability reasons.

There were no specific comments in industry submissions with regard to management
aboveBysy.

MFish discussion
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MFish notes that you have discretion under the Act to manage (and set a specific
target level for) astock at or above By sy (s 13(2)(8). If astock is currently below the
target stock leve, there is a requirement pursuant to s 13(2)(b) to s& aTAC that will
result in the sock being restored to the target stock levd (tha is, & or above a
biomass that will support MSY) in a way and & a rae which has regard to the
interdependence of stocks and within aperiod agppropriateto the sock, having regard
to the gock’ s biologca characteristics and any environmenta conditions affectingthe
stock.

If the stock is above the target stock level, thereis a requirement to set a TAC that
will result in the stock moving towards the target stock level, or dternatively remain
above the target stock leve, having regard to the interdependence of stocks
(s13(2)(c)). In considering the way in which, and rate at which, a stock is atered to
achieve the target stock leve, the Minister is to have regard to such socid, culturd,
and economic factors as he or she considers rdlevant (s 13(3)). Section 13(3) makes it
explicit that such factors are rdevant in the determination of the way and rate of
progess to thetarget level, rather than in the determination of the target stock leve
itself.

There is no set rate, or time frame, within which arebuild or a“fishing down” of a
stock must be achieved. However, the progress of moving towards the target stock
level must be suitable to the fishery in quegtion, having aso considered those matters
specified in s 13 of the Act.

MFish nates that rebuild or maintenance of an important recreationa fishery a levels
above Bysy will theoreticaly provide benefits to recreationd fishers in terms of
increased abundance and greater range of size classes. The benefits to the commercid
sector from management above By sy areless gpparent.

However, M Fish nates that in the case of kingfish there is no information on current
biomass nor is there sufficient information to identify aspecific proposed stock level.
In this case, management above Bysy becomes a largely theoreticd exercise, and
MFish is not able to provide quantitaive estimates for any sock. In the absence of
this information M Fish considers that atarget leve for kingfish stocksis not a crucid
issue to determine at this time. Rather you should consider the socio-economic
benefits a various stock sizes in reation to the TAC options proposed for
consideration.



Information used to calculate TACs

MFish initial position

22

In the absence of estimates of stock sizeand yidd (M SY), M Fishprgposed TACs for
kingfish stocks based on the current levels of utilisation of the fishery (option 1) or on
aproportion of these (option 2).

Stakeholder submissions
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The NZBGFC, the New Zedland Recreationa Fishing Council, the Northern Amateur
Fishers Association, the M angawha Boating and Fishing Club and Tolaga Bay East
Cape Charters support reductions in harvest that will seerecreationa and commercid
fishers taking less kingfish. They support a “clams basis” for initidly defining
current levels of utilisation. These submissions support defining current recreationd
utilisaton on the basis of the 1999-00 recreationa harvest survey. Submissions are
critical that MFish has not resolved outstanding issues with this survey and argue that
despiteits uncertaintiesit is the best representation of recrestiona catch.

These recreational submissions are adso strongy opposed to the determination of
current commercia catch proposed in the IPP. Submissions point out that both the
average of catches over nine years and the gption of aproportiona reduction in these
averages is well in excess of recent landings for most stocks. Further, the averages
M Fish has proposed take no account of thefact that trawl catches during much of the
period were exempt from the kingfish minimum legal size(MLS).

Recreational submitters argue that the only red reductions in catch under proposed
options would be to the recreationa sector with the imposition of an increased MLS
(proposed reductions to commercia catches are referred to as ‘ Clayton’s reductions).
They submit that commercid utilisation should be defined on the basis of reyorted
landings for the 2001-02 fishing year only, as this is the only full year in which the
M LSapplied to adl commercia methods.

Option 4 supports the above position but suggests tha commercid utilisation be
defined in terms of reported landings adjusted for the delay in implementinga M LS
for trawl and aso bereduced by an arbitrary 30% to account for illegd target fishing
for kingfish. Alternatively Option 4 suggests commercial catch history based on an
average of thelast threeyears (271 tonnes nationdly).

Option 4 dso submits that additiona allowances of 100-200 tonnes should be added
to the 1999-00 etimate of recreationa catch (1014 tonnes nationadly) to provide for
the catch of children under 15 years of age and non-Endish speaking persons (na
included in survey estimates). Option 4 would support an estimate of recreationd
catch for the purposes of cadculating the TAC that includes fish taken by under 15
year olds and fore gn visitors. Further, Option 4 supports a 20% reduction to theTAC
which includes this estimate of recreationa catch.

Mak Feldman submits that athough commercid catches are probably reasonably
accurate they fail totake into account pad illegal targeting of kingfish and the period
of time over which adifferential size limit gpplied to commercid methods (trawling).
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The Bay of Islands Charter Fishing Assoc (Inc) reluctantly supports a reduction in
TACsfor kingfish stocks.

The submissions of Pelagic & Tuna New Zedand Ltd (PTNZL), The Shapper 8
Company Ltd and Sanford Ltd support the sdting of TACs for kingfish based on the
current levels of utilisation of the fishery, using the average of the last twelve years
catch data Submissions do not support using average commercia landings between
1993-02 to define current commer cial utilisation because it is using commercia catch
landing figures from a period when targeting of kingfish was prohibited and
commer cial landings were unnecessarily restrained.

Industry submissions do nat support reducing current landings for any purpose gart
from ensuring sustainability. They submit that the decline in commercid landings
over timeis not indicating a sustainability concern, rather the result of a combination
of management measures implemented over the period, and a reduction in the size of
the commercid fleet. The submissions provide anadysisto support the view tha the
reduction in commercid catches is due to operational changes in the commercid
fishery rather than sustainability concerns.

Industry submitsthat anecdota information of declining catches from the recreationa
sector is compounded by the uncertainties surrounding the 1999-00 recregtiona
harvest survey results.

SeaFI C submits that the information and assumptions underpinning the rationa e for
proposed TACs preserted in the IPP are extremely superficid and subjective. The
submission claims that there is no concern from the industry regarding the
sustainability of the kingfish fishery and notes that the Plenary considers that while
current commercial catches are slightly higher than the M CY for most areas these
yield estimates were probably conservative. SeaFIC notes that the IPP justifies a
cautionary approach to sedting proposed catch limits by pointing to the trend of
declining commercid landings over time. SeaFIC considers that athough the IPP
provides a discussion of the reasons why the decline in landings is inconclusive, it
makes no atempt to clarify wha SeaFIC considers to be a cause and effect
relationship. SeaFIC considers that MFish should have undertaken an andysis of
catch per unit effort of the kingfish bycatch fishery to get a clearer indication of
trends.

SeaFIC suggest that over the lag twelveyears therecreationd catch has increased by
30% and concludes that claims by therecreationa sector concerningthe sustainability
of the kingfish resource are based on locadised observations of fishing areas subject to
incressed recreationd fishing pressure. Further, because of an increase in charter boat
activity in a number of aress, there is a strong likelihood that such activities have
caused locdised depletion, particularly of the prized larger kingfish. It submits that
loca ised observations do not reflect the staus of the entire kingfish stock, particularly
gven the results of taggng that indicate kingfish do not generally move large
distances.

Guards Fisheries (Neson) Ltd supports further research on gock levels in KIN 2
before reducing current landings and suggest the dternative of an increase in M LS if
further control is desired.



MFish discussion
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Submissions have raised issues about what information should be used for the
purposes of esablishingaTAC. Theseissues are addressed in the following sections;

a) Estimates of commercid landings
b) Estimates of recreationd landings
C) Estimates of customary landings

In the absence of any information on available yield, M Fish uses landings as the best
avallable information on abundance. The intent is to quantify the landings that have
been taken from the fishery over a specified period. A separate question is then to
assess wheher the TAC using landings from that period is susainable, whether there
is an opportunity for the TAC to beset aove higoric landings levels or dternatively
whether there is a need for the TAC to be set below higoric landings levels. The
status of the sock section provides an assessment of this issue.

Estimates of commercial landings

38
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MPFish'sinitia prgposas wereto average commercia landings for the period 1993-94
to 2001-02 to define the commercid landings for the purpose of setting TACs.
Submissions specify a range of periods that could be used to cdculate commercid
landings for this purpose:

a Oneyear period based on current commer cial management measures (NZRFC,
NZBGFC)

b) Threeyear period based on current management measures (Option 4)
C) Nineyears average landings (contained in 1PP)

d) Ten year average landings adjusted downward for current management
measures (Option 4)

2) Twelve years average landings to include years in which catch is nat
constrained by permit moratorium, M LS and voluntary measures (industry).

A period of landings is required that best reflects the current stae of the fishery and
best represents aleved of sustainable landings.

In the case of kingfish commercia landings in some fisheries have declined over the
last ten years. A decision about what period should be used for the purposes of
cdculatingthe TAC is influenced by the assessment of the current staus of the stock.

Estimates of recreational landings

41

MFish’'s initid TAC proposds used an estimate of recreationd |andings based on an
average of the 1996 and 1999-2000 recregtiona diary surveys. Submissions specified
thefollowing dternatives:

a) 1999-2000 recreational survey only (NZRFC, NZBGFC)

b) 1999-2000 survey only adjusted upwards to account for non-survey
participants (Option 4)



C) 1996 diary survey only based on this beingthe only accepted estimate (SeaFIC
and other industry submitters).

42 There is an goparent contradiction/inconsistency in the argument made by indudtry.
Industry say generally that recreationd landings of kingfish are unconstrained and
have increased in recent years (SeaFIC suggest by 30%) but dso argue that the 1996
recrestional landings estimate should be used to determine current recreationa
utilisation of kingfish. Recreationd fishers say that their landings have declined but
arguethat the 1999-2000 recrestional survey should be used to define their utilisation.
MFish can see no better dternative to the goproach of averaging the two recreationd
surveys.

43 Interna and externd experts havereviewed both 1996 and 2000 recreational surveys.
The conclusion of the reviews is that neither survey is likey to be correct. Both
surveys have known sources of bias, however the direction of likely bias in the
estimates is known. The 1996 survey is likely to be an underestimate and the 2000
survey is likdy to be an overestimate. The exact position is uncertain and red
landings are likely to lie within arange (for example information on both surveys is
contained in the 2003 Plenary Report which suggests a range of 500-700 tonnes for
KIN 1: the IPP proposed a 600 tonne alowance for this stock).

44 With regard to the Option 4 submission that dlowance should be made for the
landings of under fifteen year olds and foreign visitors, M Fish does na propose to
“ban” these fishers from the fishery (as suggested by Option 4) but considers that their
landings are taken into account within the uncertainty of recreationad harvest
estimates. This issue is addressed in more detal in the section on recreationa
dlowances.

45 MFish notesyou may consider the full range of possible recreationa harvest estimates
when considering setting the TAC (and subsequently the alowances) for each QM A.

Estimates of Customary Maori Landings

46 Origna proposds for cusomary M dori landings were based on 10% of commercid
and recreationa utilisation combined for key stocks. No submissions were received

about the information used to assess cusomary landings. M Fish does nat prgposeto
adjust estimates for customary alowance

Status of the Stock

47 MFish notes that the range of potentid TACs resulting from a combined tota of all
sector groups landings taken from al periods suggested in submissions is
gpproximately 775-1890 tonnes on anationa basis.

48 MFish notes the following issues are relevant to your consideration of TAC options.

Thereis:
a No stock assessment information avail able
b) No information on sustainableyield available

C) No information availabl e about status of stock relativeto Bysy



49

50

51

52

53

d) No information avai labl e dbout atarget level above Bysy

2) Anecdotd information avail able about declines in abundance in some stocks
f) A decline in commercid landings in some stocks over recent years

0 Only arecent application of theM LSacross dl commercia fishing methods

h) A question regarding the potentiad for development of stocks beyond current
landings.

Having regard to the factors (ag) noted above, M Fish considers there is arisk to
sustainability linked to TACs sd above the leve of current utilisation in the fishery.
However, estimation of current utilisation is problematic due to the change in
management regme (65 cm M LS introduced in 1992-93 for all methods apart from
trawl and in 2000 for trawl), the relevance of a decline in commercial landings, and
uncertainty in recrestional and customary harvest levels.

MFish’s best esimate of current landings for the purpose of setting TACs is based on
the best available information as fol lows:

a) Recregational landings based on an average of the estimates from the 1996 and
1999-2000 diary surveys

b) Customary landings based on a 10% proportion of estimates of recrestiona
and commercia current utilisation

c) Commercid landings based on the average over the most recent nine years
(now with adjusted trawl landings adjusted to retrogpectively reflect the 2000
implementation of M LS for thetrawl method) for al kingfish stocks with the
exception of KIN 1. For KIN 1 an average over the most recent five years is
used. MFish considers tha without these adjustments there are sustainability
risks associated with TAC estimates.

MFish notes that some submitters have argued that commercia landings are not
reflective of abundance. In particular industry suggest that any change in landings
landings can be attributed to voluntary measures to reduce catch, regulatory and
legslative measures implemented in the fishery (such as the permit moratorium and
the implementation of aMLS) and a reduction in the number of vessels operating in
the target fisheries. Indudry has aso argued about the need to undertake a CPUE
analysis to better assess the cause and effect reationship of the decline in landings.
M Fish’sposition on these mattersisset out in Annex|11.

In summary, thereis no stock assessment information availablefor kingfish. Thereis
no estimate of current biomass nor an estimate of the relationship between current
biomass and By sy. M Fish notesthat theplenary report concludes that it is not known
if recent combined commercid and recreationa landings levels are sustainable or at
levels that will allow stocks to move towards a size that will support the MSY. A
TAC isintended to incorporate dl forms of mortaity on astock and this qualification
of stock gatusis of paticular rel evance.

In the absence of information on yield from astock assessment M Fish has historicaly
considered trends in landings as the next best available information. Interpreting
trends in landings from the kingfish fishery is problematica because information on
commercial fishing is influenced by changes to management regme and voluntary



measures that have reduced catch. Due toproblems in the survey techniques used to
estimate recregtional harvest, in effect only a singe point estimate is avalable
(average of the two survey s undertaken).

54 Anecdota information from recreationd fishers (that land on average 70% of
kingfish) suggests tha the fishery has declined. Anecdota information cannot be
gven the same wel ght as reported landing information or recreational surveys.

55 Nonetheless when this information is combined with adeclinein commercid landings
(dthough the rationde for that decline is dso uncertain), M Fish considers there is
sufficient rational e for both of the TAC options outlined in the IPP to remain valid.
However, you should gve careful regard to the uncertainty in the information on
stock gaus and the socio-economic impacts (outlined in the TAC and dlocation
sections) when deciding between the two options. You should note that the
uncertainty in information should not be used as a reason for posponing or falingto
take any measureto achievethe purpose of the Act.

56 M Fish does not consider that the avail able information supportsthe ability toprovide
for adevelopment opportunity by settingthe TAC above the level of current landings.
There is some uncertainty about the extent of any reduction from current landings
required on sustainability grounds or to achieve a rebuild of the stock to an
unspecified target level. Consideration of an appraopriate TAC on acase by case basis
is set out inthe sections below.

TAC Options

57 MFish has revised proposds for TACs contained in the IPP on the basis of
submissions received. Origna proposds are shown in Table 1 beow, revised
proposas are shown in Table 2. Adjugments result from changes in the assessment
of current commercia utilisation to better reflect suganability risks to the fishery.
Adjustments have been madeto all stocks to take account of thefact that noM LSwas
aoplied to trawl catches during some of theyears used to average landings. A further
adjustment is goplied to KIN 1to use a shorter time period to average commercia

landings.
Table 1: Previous proposed TAC optionsfor kingfish stocks (1 PP):
QMA 1 2 3 4 7 8 10 Total
Option one 885 228 3 3 21 108 1 1249
Option two 708 182 3 3 21 86 1 1004

58 MFish considers that the revisions shown in Table 2 better represent an estimate of
current commer cial utilisation under status quo management arrangements.

Table2: Revised proposed TAC optionsfor kingfish stocks:

QMA 1 2 3 4 7 8 10 Total
Option one 841 212 3 3 21 104 2 1186
Option two 673 170 3 3 21 83 2 955




KIN 1

Option 1

59 A TAC of 841tonnes is proposed. This is reduced from the origna proposd in the
IPP of 885 tonnes.

60 This option has been revised to better reflect current commercid utilisation. M Fish
has accepted the recreationa view that the previous assessment of commercid
utilisation did not take account of the period when no MLS applied in the trawl
fishery. MFish confirms its view that this TAC option should reflect current
utilisation based on status quo management arangements (both regulatory and
voluntary). This better reflects pas measures taken to ensure the sustainability of
kingfish stocks. M Fish has therefore adjusted historica trawl landings by gplying a
proportional reduction based on an estimate of the weight of catch below 65 cm in
length.

61 The declining trend in KIN 1 over the nine-year period used to average commercid
landings lead to an average that exceeded annual reported landings over the last five
years. MFish accepts the recreationd view that commercid utilisation has been over
estimated for this stock. M Fish considers that there are sustainability risks associated
with the esimates of commercia landings previously proposed for this gock. An
average of five years has been used to beter reflect the staus quo management
arrangements and recent trends in landings.

62 The result is a reduction in the esimate of current utilisation from 156 to 119 tonnes
(a 24% reduction). The level of reduction is indicative of the degree to which
landings from the stock have declined over time (the adjustment to trawl catches

aside). M Fish notesthat this averagelevel of 119 tonnesis 21 tonnes higher than the
most recent years landings for this stock.

63 This change is likely to be strongy opposed by indudry tha instead proposed an
average of landings over atwelve-year period. The industry dternative would have
lead to an increase in estimate of current commercial utilisation from 156 to 209
tonnes (a34% increase).

Option 2

64 A TACof 673 tonnesis praoposed (reduced from the 708 tonnes propaosed in the IPP).
The second TAC option for this stock provides a 20% reduction in the TAC based on
current utilisation. Having considered the range of views expressed in submissions
MFish concludes that this remains a valid option for KIN 1. Overdl submissions
confirm the uncertainty surroundingthe status of the KIN 1 sock. Ontheonehand is
theleved of dissatisfaction amongrecreational fishers regarding the status of the stock
and on the other are industry submissions that declining landings (the only definitive
information) can be explained by management and operationa changes that have
occurred in the fishery over time. In the asence of information on sock abundance
theM Fish view is based on the plenary report conclusion that it is not known if recent
combined commercial and recreationd landings levels are sustainable or at leves that
will allow stocks to move towards a size that will support the MSY. A TAC is
intended to incorporate dl forms of mortdity on astock.

10



KIN 2

Option one

65 A TAC of 212 tonnes is proposed (reduced from the 228 tonnes propased in the IPP).
This option has been revised to better reflect current commercid utilisation. M Fish
has accepted the recreationa view that the previous assessment of commercid
utilisation did not take account of the period when no MLS gpplied in the trawl
fishery. MFish confirms its view that this TAC option should reflect current
utilisation based on datus quo management arrangements both regulatory and
voluntary. This better reflects past measures taken to ensure the sustainability of
kingfish stocks. M Fish has therefore adjusted historica trawl landings by gplying a
proportional reduction based on an estimate of the weight of catch below 65 cm in
length.  This results in a smal (16 tonnes) reduction in TAC from that orignally
proposed for this gock

Option two

66 A TAC of 170 tonnesis proposed (reduced from the 182 tonnes propased in the IPP).
The second TAC option for this stock provides for a20% reduction in the TAC based
on current utilisation. Having considered the range of views expressed in submissions
MFish concludes that a 170 tonne TAC remains avaid option for KIN 2. Overall
submissions confirm the uncertainty surrounding the status of the KIN 2 gock. On
the one hand is the level of dissatisfaction among recreational fishers regarding the
status of the gock and on the other are industry submissions tha declining landings
(the only definitive information) can be explained by management and operationa
changes that have occurred in the fishery over time. In the absence of information on
stock abundance the M Fish view is based on the plenary report conclusion that it is
not known if recent combined commercia and recregtiona landings levels are
sustainable or at levelsthat will alow stocksto movetowards asizethat will support
theM SY. A TAC isintended to incorporae dl forms of mortaity on astock.

KIN 3

67 A singe TAC option of three tonnes is prgposed for this gock which is unchanged
from that proposed in the IPP.

KIN 4

68 A singe TAC option of three tonnes is proposed for this gock which is unchanged
from that proposed in the IPP.

KIN7

69 A singe TAC option of 21 tonnesis propased for this stock which is unchanged from
that proposed inthe I PP.

11



KIN8

Option 1

70

A TAC option of 104 tonnes isproposed for this gock (reduced from the 108 tonnes
proposed in the IPP). This option has been revised to better reflect current
commercial utilisation. M Fish has accepted the recreationd view that the previous
assessment of commercid utilisation did not take account of the period whenno MLS
agoplied in the trawl fishery. MFish confirms its view tha this TAC option should
reflect current utilisation based on status quo management arrangements both
requlatory and voluntary. This beter reflects pas measures taken to ensure the
sustainability of kingfish stocks. MFish has therefore adjusted historica trawl
landings by applying a proportiond reduction based on an estimate of the weight of
catch below 65 cm in length. This results in a smdl reduction in TAC from that
origindly proposed for this sock.

Option 2

71

A TAC of 83 tonnes is pragposed for this stock (reduced from the 86 tonnes proposed
in the IPP). The second TAC option for this stock remains a 20% reduction in the
TAC based on current utilisation. Having considered the range of views expressed in
submissions M Fish concludes that this remains a vadid though less compélling option
for KIN 8. Overdl submissions confirm the uncertainty surrounding the satus of the
KIN 8 gock while recreationd submissions have emphasised the importance of KIN 8
to recreationa fishers. On the one hand is the level of dissatisfaction among
recreational fishers regarding the status of the g¢ock. . On the other are industry
submissions on the management and operationa changes that have occurred in the
fishery over time. Thelandingtrends for KIN 8 are stableto increasing They do not
add weight to the recreationa view of stock staus, nor do they support indusry
submissions with regard to measures taken to limit kingfish catch. In the absence of
information on stock abundance the M Fish view is based on the plenary report
conclusion that it is not known if recent combined commercid and recreationd
landings levels are sustainable or at levels that will dlow stocks to move towards a
size tha will support the MSY. A TAC is intended to incorporate al forms of
mortality on agock.

KIN 10

72

MFish has considered the recreationa submission that an increase of 1 tonne in the
TAC for KIN 10 should be made to allow for aleve of recrestional landings. M Fish
agyees and proposes an increase from the one tonne TAC proposed in the IPP to a
TAC option of twotonnes.

Impact of reduced TACs

73

If you accept the need for areduction in the current level of utilisation to achieve a
rebuild in kingfish stocks you are required to have regard to such socid, cultura and
economi ¢ factors as you consider redlevant when deciding on the rate a which stocks
should rebuild. The interests of future generations are also an important
consideration.

12
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Submissions show tha reduced TACs will impact on submitter’s respective intereds.
There is a divergent view between recreationd and commercid sectors in ther
acceptance of the impacts associated with rebuilding kingfish stocks.

There are socio-economic impacts of both TAC options. The degree of impact will
depend on the dlocation option you choose. Detaled consideration of economic
impact is outlined in the sections on alocation.

MFish has assumed tha the interests of cusomary non-commercia fishers are best
served by an improvement in the availability of kingfish. M Fish has receved no
submissions in support or in opposition to this assumption. MFish has proposed no
reduction in alowance for customary M &ori fishing under the option of reduced TACs
and considers that the benefits, or otherwise, to customary fishers of the TAC options
proposed remains ther ability totake kingfish within their alowance.

MFish concludes that the ability of M dori customary fishers to harvest kingfish within
their customary alowance for the sock will be improved at higher levels of stock
size. This will dso be the case for M &ori customary fishers who fish within the
recrestional alowance for the stock.

MFish assumes that the interests and agpirations of future generations of recreationa
fishers will be similar to those expressed by current fishers. That is access to socks
of kingfish where caiches are reasonably avalable and fish are of good (in a
recrestional context) size. Recreationd dissatisfaction with the current position is
clearly apparent and MFish concludes that recreationd interests will be improved at
higher levds of stock size.

In amore general sense the maintenance of stocks a or above a level that will support
Busy islikely to meet the needs of future generations.

There will be an impact on recreationa landings of reduced TACs. Effective
constraint will be required to achieve a reduction in recreationa landings.
Submissions indicate that the measure proposed in the IPP as a means of achieving
reduced recreationa landings (an increase in MLYS) is likdy to have a significant
impact on recreationd landings in some areas. There are socid costs associated with
an increase in the MLS particularly for those recrestiond fishers who do not have
access to boats and/or areas where larger kingfish are likely to be more abundant. The
magority of recrestiona submitters are prepared to accept this impact in the
knowledge that benefits will accrueto them from arebuilt stock.

Commercid fishers perceive no such benefits to offsd the impacts of lower
commercial landings leves for kingfish. Clearly there are benefits to industry from
constraints on thetota removals of kingfish. Submissions have articulated the vaue
of kingfish to the commercid sector as a bycatch and target fishery. Without
management action this vaue could be potentidly dissipated if gocks decline. At
issue is whether longer term benefits can accrue to industry from rebuilt stocks
leadingto a greater availability of kingfish and who contributes to this rebuild.

Commercid impacts can be measured as direct opportunity cogs. A tonne of kingfish
has a value and any reduction in tonnage for the commercial sector as aresult of a
lower TAC isan gpportunity cos. This isparticularly the case for target fisheries or
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83

85

86

87

where a component of the fishery is based on targeting For bycatch fisheries
additional impacts occur when catches are constrained to such aleve that ACE is not
avalable to cover the inevitable bycatch associated with other target fisheries.
Impacts include the punitive measures associated with the balancing regime or the
paentid that bycatch constrains target fisheries and limits the landings of these
fisheries. MFish is nat aware of any current situgions where target catches are
constrained by the level of bycatch TACs. Typicdly landings are taken in excess of
the bycatch TAC if this is required and deemed vadues are paid. There are dso risks
that catch in excess of ACE is discarded at sea.

MFish acceptsthat the level of kingfish bycatch may vary fromyear toyear. In the
event that a management strategy of rebuilding kingfish stocks is implemented and is
successful, then management of bycatch is likely to reman an issue. It is for this
reason that M Fish proposed an option of dlowing there ease of livekingfish in order
to provide flexibility to commercia fishers in managing their bycatch. This option
found surprising acceptance in recreational submissions (abeit limited to release of
fish above asizelimit) but was rgjected in industry submissions. It remains an option
to mitigate the impact of increasing commercial kingfish bycatch in the future and
aso mitigatingfishingrelated mortdity.

The Shapper 8 Conmpany Ltd additional submission suggests that an implication of
reducing commercial landings below historicad levels is tha target fisheries will
develop and absorb dl available quota leaving little to cover unavoidable by catch.
MFish acknowledges that this is arisk, however this risk is gpparent & al levels of
commercial catch. Industry have rejected your suggestion that ways be found to
ensure that kingfish is caught commercidly as a bycatch. Further industry in other
submissions has indicated that they based their support for kingfish enteringthe QM S
in part onthe progpect of developing atar get fishery.

Ensuring that quota and or ACE flows to where it is most required in the fishery on
entry to the QM Swill be a test for the economic incentives provided intheQM S. At
lower levels of TAC the mgority of quota will be required to cover unavoidable
bycatch. Therisk of target fisheries developingis not only as outlined in the Shapper
8 Company Ltd submission (reduced quota availableto cover by catch) but dso inthe
patentid for direct and ongoing conflict with recreationd fishers. Both sectors are
likely to target kingfish in the same aress.

Without specific controls it is not possible to stop targetingin a QM S environment,
however, method constraints are not without precedent in other QM S fisheries if
required. At the outsd MFish relies on the economic incentives and disincentives of
the QM Sto ensure tha landings remain within the TAC (and TACC). However, as
SeaFIC has identified the vaue of quota is likely to increase if ACE is scarce and
required to cover bycatch so tha target fisheries are not constrained. Again thisis a
consideration of both the TAC and alowances that you decideto set.

You will need to consider the balance of costs and benefits in your decision as to what
TACstoset. Of necessity MFish has assumed the gatus quo digribution of landings
when considering a more detailed assessment of possible economic impacts. M Fish
has considered the socio-economic impacts associated with TACC options later in this
paer. Thedetal of impacts on each sector will vary for each stock. M Fish notesthat
reduced TACs areonly proposed for KIN 1, KIN 2 and KIN 8.
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ALLOCATION

Introduction

88

89

90

91

The Act requires that, when setting a TACC, you must have regard to the TAC for
that gock and you must alow for recreationa and customary M &ori fishing interests
and other mortdity to the gock caused by fishing The Ad does nat provide any
explicit criteria to guide determination of the adlowances provided to each fishing
sector. Thenature of your discretion is broad. Subject to the constraints of the scope
of the Act, you are ableto take into account such factors you consider to be relevant to
your decision and determine the wei ght you consider to be appropriate to beplaced on
such factors.

MFish set out alist of factors in the Satutory Considerations and Policy Guidelines

section of the IPP (seepage Error! Bookmark not defined., para Error! Reference
source not found.Error! Reference source not found.) that it considers to be

relevant to your decision. In addition M Fish identified judicia decisions that consider
theissue of dlocation of the TAC. In paticular, case law has identified that:

a you need to consider competing demands for astock

b) you do not need to provide for the needs of any particular sector when
specifying an dlowance

C) you are ableto vary theratio between commercial and recrestional interests

d) where commercia landings are reduced for sustainability reasons, reasonable
stegps should be taken to avoid the reduction being rendered futile through
incressed fishing by non-commercid stakeholders.

In general, the Act provides no legal recognition of landings taken by asector prior to
introduction tothe QM S. Your discretion to determine dlocation of the TAC is not
fettered by catch higories of any sector.

In the instance of kingfish there are competing demands for the resource. The
demands of the respective sectors intatd exceed the quantum of the proposed TACs.
In the IPP, MFish set out two fundamentad policy agpproaches for addressing
competing demands. Both approaches are consistent with the Act. The two
gpproaches are:

a) A clam-based allocation describes a situation where dlocations are made on
the basis of a consideration of the legitimacy of clams to the resource.
Generdly these clams are based on some form of present or higorica
associaion with the resource, gving rise to expectations on the part of fishers
(or classes of fishers) with respect to on-going future involvement

b) A utility-based alocation describes a situation where dlocations are based on
the utility (or quantum of wel being) that would flow from a particular
dlocation. This method tends to favour alocations to those who vaue the
resource most (downplaying the importance of past associations with the
resource). As such it tendsto have afocus on the present rather than thepad.
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92

93

94

MFish noted that there is a great ded of uncertainty with information used to assess
utility vaue, particularly for the recreationd sector where non-market vauation
techniques areused. The utility-based alocation option used recreationa estimates of
vaue provided by the South Australian Centre for Economic Sudies (SACES) and a
proxy vauation for kingfish to the commercia sector as the basis for redlocation of
some landings from the commercial to the recregtional sector.

The respective dlocation approaches were reflected in the following dlocation
optionsin the IPP:

a claims based alocation — consisting of two options:

i) current landings of each sector (for recreationa average landings as
recorded in the 1996 and 1999-2000 diary surveys; customary landings
based on 10% of commercid and recreational landings, commercid
landings based on niney ear average)

i) 20% reduction to TAC resulting in proportiona reduction of current
landings of recreational and commercid fishers; or

b) utility based dlocation — using the 20% reduction to the TAC as a stating
point and then increasing the recreational dlowance by reducing the
commercial dlocation.

You indicated to stakeholders an initial preference for the option of areduced TAC
dlocated on the basis of utility vaue.

Allocation principles

Stakeholder submissions

95

96

97

98

Detalled andysis of the submissions on utility are contained in the generic section. In
summary most submissions did nat support its use as outlined in the PP,

Submissions from commercia fishers and their representative organisations
considered that:

o Information on utility was highly uncertain and techniques used to edimate
utility flawed

o Useof utility had thepotentiad to undermine the QM Sand theintegrity of ITQ
o A clams or catch history based dlocation framework provides more certainty.

TOKM considers that use of utility without compensaion could be considered bad
faith because it would underminetreaty settlement assets.

Somerecreationa groups did not favour the quantitative assessment of utility outlined
in the IPP. Some submissions noted that a quantitative assessment could affect
recregtional allowances in fisheries where commercid vaue was higher than
recreational value (ie rock lobster). They did however favour aquadlitative assessment
of utility based on gving a preference to recreational fishers in a fishery that was
obviously “important” to them. Other recreational groups proposed that a utility
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option be considered for KIN 8 because of the inportance of this area to recreationd
fishers.

MFish response

99

100

MFish nates tha your discretion in regard to factors you can take into account when
determining allocations is wide. These factors are outlined in the generic section of
the IPP. The utility concept is one of these relevant factors.

MFish considers that there is subjectivity a@tached to bath consideration of catch
history and utility. As evidenced by the discussion on catch history in the front
section of this pger, the period chosen for catch history is contentious. MFish
considers that much of the detal ed critique of the utility estimatesprovided in the IPP
can be addressed, however M Fish confirms its view (acknowledged in the IPP) that
there is a geat ded of uncertainty atached to quantitaive assessments of vaue.
MFish considers that catch history information is a more certain basis for alocation
than utility. Utility information for kingfish is uncertain. You should we ght this
uncertainty when considering the use of utility information as a basis for allocations
for kingfish.

Maori customary allowance

MFish initial position

101

102

The IPP proposed that in the absence of quantitative information a customary
dlowance be set a 10% of the current level of commercia and recreationa
utilisation. The basis for theprgposed dlowance was that:

a kingfish has a broad coasta distribution and can also be found in harbours,
particularly in northern New Zedand where a significant level of customary
landings could be anticipated

b) M &ori have had an higoric interes in kingfish and it might be an importart
food source in somelocalities

C) The guidelines suggested that the cusomary dlowance should be egquate to
50% of therecreationad dlowance wherethe species was known to be taken by
M aori, or be set a the same leved as the recreationa dlowance if the species
was known to beimportart for customary purposes. In thisingance the extent
of customary catch was unlikely to be haf or equd to therecreationd catch.

There was no proposa to reduce the cusomary allowance under any reduced TAC
option. The IPP welcomed submissions, particularly from M &ori customary fishers,
toprovideinformation about levels of customary kingfish landings.

Stakeholder submissions

103

The New Zedand Big Game Fishing Council (NZBGFC), the New Zedand
Recreational Fishing Council, the Northern Amateur Fishers Associaion, the
M angawha Boating and Fishing Club noted that M &ori cusomary harves is nat
currently high and the allocations under al options, adlows for potentia increases in
harvest for customary purpaoses.
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104 Ngapuhi notes that it has significant interests in cusomary fishing but makes no
comment on the setting of a customary alowance. This submission is primarily in
support of the TOKM submission for the utility gption being in bad faith to M &ori
commer cial aspirations.

MFish discussion

105 MFish requested submissions to provide additiona information about leves of
customary kingfish landings, however, no submissions from M &ori customary fishers
were received. M Fish notes the submissions from the recreational sector but in the
absence of further infor mation recommends no changeto the alowance for customary
M &ori fishing propaosed in the | PP.

TACC

MFish initial position

106 TACCsproposed inthelPP for eech QM A areset out in Table 3 below. It was noted
tha the level of proposed TACC would vary within each option dgpending on the
management tools used.

Table 3: Optionsto st TACCsfor kingfish stocks:

KIN 1 KIN 2 KIN 3 KIN 4 KIN 7 KIN 8 KIN 10
Average landings 156 93 1 1 7 50 1
Proportiona 119 72 39
Utility 80 50

Stakeholder submissions

107 The New Zedand Big Game Fishing Council, the New Zedand Recreationa Fishing
Council, the Northern Amateur Fishers Associaion, the M angawha Boating and
Fishing Club submit that the TACCs be based on a 20% proportiond reduction of
current commercid utilisation (the latter based on 2001-02 |andings - 222 tonnes as
these are the only data where the M LS gpplied to dl methods). Submissions assert
that TACGCs proposed for the Prgportiona option do nat represent a pragportiond
reduction because current commercia utilisation has been overestimated.

108 Option 4 submits tha TACCs be based either on 80% of the average of the last three
years of commercia landings or the ten year average landings minus the component
of the trawl catch that was less than 65 cm and minus landings caught by target
fishingfor kingfish.

109 Mak Feldman submits that because pagt landings figures are either irrdevant or
incorrect kingfish should be divided up on the basis of what’s best for society. M ark
Feldman suggests that clearly kingfish are worth alot more to the recreationa sector
and an effort should be made to define the true commercia by catch and this should be
used to deermine the TACC. InM ark Feldman’'s view this would make rationa use
of thefew facts available.
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110

111

112

113

In a second submission Rick Pollock aerts you to the active market currently for
kingfish PCH. Heinterprets this to mean that target fisheries for kingfish are planned
and asks that you dlow enough tonnage (TACC) for historical bycatch only — nat
“huge “ amounts, which will encourage | arge scale tar geting.

The submissions of Pelagic & Tuna New Zedand Ltd (PTNZL), The Shapper 8
Company Ltd Sanford Ltd and SeaFIC propose sdting TACCs on the basis of the
1990-02 average landings.

Industry argues that 12 years best represents their ‘clam’ to the fishery and further
provides opportunity for themto develop atarget fishery for kingfish following years
of sdf imposed restraint. Industry submit that declines in commercid kingfish
landings are associated with operationa changes and voluntary measures to redrict
kingfish catch. The measures outlined in industry submissions are:

a the non-targeting of kingfish

b) fewer numbers of tows withinthe target fisheries (fleet capacity)

C) slower towing speeds enabling kingfish to avoid being caught

d) Lhe g?grrr]lise of the pilchard target fishery and subsequent incidentd catch of
ingfish.

Further, industry acknowledges it can avoid incidenta by catch of kingfish by moving
to lesspreferred areas and change fishing methods, abeit at increased costs of fishing.

MFish discussion

114

115

116

In the absence of yidd information for kingfish stocks MFish has used estimates of
current utilisation for the purposes of determining and recommending TAC options
for kingfish stocks. The decision on TACCs is a sgarate one. In determining
TACCs for kingfish stocks you are free to decide between M Fish proposas or
consider dternatives based on submissions if you so wish.

MFish has adjusted the quantitative estimates of current utilisation based on
submissions but has reaned the same structure of TACC qptions as proposed in the
IPP. That isaTACC based on the average of historical commercid landings that best
reflects use in the fishery (within a TAC based ontotd estimates of susainable use)
and ether a proportiond reduction or utility based TACC option for some kingfish
stocks (withina TAC reduced by 20% from estimated levels of current utilisation).

The IPPproposed that alocation of the TACC be based on an average of nine years.
However submissions have suggested that this overgates current commercia
utilisation in terms of the period chosen for some stocks and inclusion of fish below
the current MLS MFish agee. As an dternative, M Fish has recd culated average
landings to exclude the proportion of trawl landings that was undersized and for
KIN 1 has used an average of the five most recent years landings instead of the nine
originaly proposed. This has the effect of reducing some of the proposed TACCs for
al options (refer Table 4).
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Table 4:

Revisaed optionsto set TACCs for kingfish stocks:
KIN 1 KIN 2 KIN 3 KIN 4 KIN 7 KIN 8 KIN 10

Average landings 119 81 1 1 7 47 1
Proportiona 91 63 36

Utility 80 50

117 Therationdefor this changein ca culation of the TACCsistha:

118

119

120

a) TACC options based on current landings should reflect current utilisation and
management measures

b) Introduction of the 65 cm M LSwas intended to address sustainability issues in
thekingfish fishery and aresult of its introduction was areduction in catch for
al sectors

C) The 65 cm M LS was implemented for methods apart from trawl in 1993 and
for thetrawl in 2000

d) An average of commercid landings over a period of time without
consideraion of the decline in commercial landings (in particular in KIN 1)
and the gpplication of the 65 cm MLS for trawl fishers eevates (or over-
estimates) current utilisation

e Use of one or two cdendar years of commercial landings may not provide a
reasonable reflection of commercid utilisation — hence an average over afive
year period (for KIN 1) is more representative of commercia landings under a
65 cm M LS management reg me.

In deciding to revise the TACC options, MFish acknowledges that reduced
commercial catches have come about due to the introduction of the 65 cm M LS for
methods apart from trawl in 1993 and the removd of the trawl exception in 2000.
Further, MFish acknowledges that some industry participants have applied additiona
voluntary constraints and you have acknowledged this action when outlining your
initial view on catch limits and allowances for kingfish. However, M Fish considers
that landings based on the current management arrangements in the fishery should be
used to develop dlocation options. Hence for the same reasons, M Fish does not agree
with indugry that the period used to define current utilisation should include the
1990-92 years.

MFish is nat dismissing the efforts taken by commercial fishers to conserve the
fishery. Nor is MFish, by the options proposed, intending to penaise commercid
fishers for any conservation efforts that they have taken. MFish nates that similar
actions have been taken by recreationd fishers, in particular the catich and rel ease
practice adopted by recregtional fishers. There is no practical way of determiningthe
relative contribution of measures undertaken by each sector in ensuring the
sustainability of kingfish stocks. By default, the baseline approach is to use estimates
of current landings (with the exception of the uility based option).

There are economic impacts associated with al TACC options. MFish nates that the
TACC proposed under the average landings option is above landings taken in the
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most recent fishing year for most stocks. However, Industry note that development
paentid is forgone a this level of TACC. The following section contans an
assessment of possible economic impacts associated with TACC options. At your
discretion, socio-economic impacts arereevant to your consideration of alocation (in
this case TACC) options paticularly given the uncertainty over information on which
to base alocations.

Loss of economic return

MFish initial position

121

122

123

The TACC agptions proposed in the IPP were compared with the mog recent years
landings to determine whether direct socio-economic impacts were likdly. Little
impact was predicted and it was further suggested that it was not clear whether any of
the proposed TACCs would impact on the ability of fishers to target species in
fisheries wherekingfish is taken as aby catch.

Fishery characteristics (paticularly the reationship between kingfish and other target
fisheries) indicated that the utility-based TACCs proposed may represent the
minimum amount necessary to provide a manageable level of bycatch without
detrimentally affecting the targeting of associated fisheries, athough no quantitative
assessment of this relationship was undertaken. The IPP noted that if there were
further changes in fishing practices, or imposition of management measures such as
inclusion on the Sixth Schedule or an increased M LS then bycatch levels might be
substartidly reduced with aconcomitant reduction in therisk of any economic impact
associated with adopting any of the paticular options.

Submissions were sought from stakeholders on this assessment of impacts.

Stakeholder submissions

124

125

The submissions of Pelagic & Tuna New Zedand Ltd (PTNZL), the Shapper 8
Company Ltd, and Sanford Ltd consider kingfish to be a high value product opposing
any suggestion that the commercial sector vaues it only as a low vaue bycatch
species. The submissions note that the commercid vaue of sngpper in SNA 1 and
NA 8isagpproximately $42 million per annum (derived by combiningthe TACC for
NA 1 and SNA 8 and multiplying by aconservative $7 per kilogram sde price). It is
submitted that this value is very conservative as it does not include other species in
the quota portfolio and dthough kingfish is a low proportion of this target catch it
highlights the importance of having sufficient quotaavailablein this mixed fishery.

The Shapper 8 Company Ltd asserts that currently kingfish is landed as both a target
and by catch gecies. Once kingfish is introduced to the QM Stargeting will continue
and as therewill be limited ACE available for by catch this causes three problems

a A requirement to deem dl kingfish landed as bycatch withou ACE, as
industry participants who wish to target kingfish have purchased al available

quota
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127

128

b) With bycatch continuing and target fishing absorbing available quota, there
may be a two fold increase in kingfish landings that could effect the
sustainability of kingfish

C) It will increase the consumer price of kingfish, due to the increased costs of
landing the by catch.

SeaFIC number amongthe failings of the IPP a lack of consideration of theimpact on
the commercial sector of failing to provide for a target fishery for kingfish. The
submission asserts that it is absurd to conclude that settinga TACC in KIN 1 20%
below the average commercial landings will not have any negative economic impact
on the basis of using a sing e years commercial landings as a point of comparison. It
submits tha nowhere ese in fisheries management have M Fish ever considered one
years landings a suitable estimate as a basis for any andysis. To reflect the vaue of
kingfish to the commercid sector as atarget and non-target fishery SeaFIC proposes
that TACs be cdculated usingthe average of thelast 12 years landings data.

The Recreationd Fishing Council (RFC) notes 316 vessds reported landing
222 tonnes of kingfish during the 2001-02 fishing year. The submission calculates
each vessed would average $274 per year from ther kingfish landings based on
current port price. The submission asserts that on the basis of this information no one
could suggest that kingfish is an important species to indudry.

Tolaga Bay East Coas Chaters naes the increasing production of Kkingfish by
aquaculture (at present 170 000 tonnes in Japan and over 2 000 tonnes in Austrdia
with interest in this country) and submits that this level of production is likely to be
devauingthe value of landings of wild fish.

MFish discussion

129

Having considered the issues raised in submission M Fish has evauated the patentia
economi c impact of TACC options in more detail.

Restructuring costs

130

131

There are shortterm impacts arising from introducing kingfish into the QM S
associated with the need for individua fishers to acquire quotato reflect ther current
fishing operations. Kingfish is unusud in that landings in the criteria years for catch
history were substartialy higher than they are currently. This has led to a situation
where the sum of provisiona catch history exceeds most of the proposed TACCs for
kingfish stocks. Unless provisiona catch history is cancelled (this occurs if it is not
transferred) current fishers who were also fishing during the criteria years will have
ther provisiona catch higory reduced. The leve of reduction is dgpendent on the
TACC that is finaly set. For any of the TACC options there is likely to be a
substantial reduction in provisiond catch history (tha is provisiona catch history will
transfer to a smaler share of actua quota). Accordingy once quota is alocated,
many current fishers may hold insufficient quotato cover kingfish landings from their
current fishing operations.

However, under a QM S regme the baancing regme will require fishers landing
kingfish without ACE to pay the deemed value. Differentid deemed vaues are aso
proposed. Thaose fishers consistently landing kingfish, particularly those landing
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132

kingfish as an unavoidable bycatch, will place a greater vaue on quota to avoid a
future stream of deemed vaue payments. This will creaste an incentive for quota to
flow to those fishers with along-term interest in thefishery. MFish expects that there
will be short-term restructuring costs for these longterm fishers while quota is
repositioned to whereit is most required and vaued. A similar situation (and impact)
is anticipated for new entrantsto target fisheries of which kingfish is a by catch who
will receive no dlocation of kingfish quota.

Industry submissions note the market for provisiond catch history is the first
opportunity for acquiring access to the kingfish fishery for those that may wish to
target this species. MFish is not in a position to assess the likelihood of target
fisheries for kingfish developing but notes that this could affect the cost and
avail ability of quatato cover bycatch.

Reference points

133

134

135

136

137

MFish has used reference points to compare the socio-economic impacts of TACC
options as follows:

a The average of the most recent twelve years of landings (industry preferred
TACC option)

b) The average of the most recent nineyears of landings (fiveyears in the case of
KIN 1) (M Fish TACC option 1)

C) The average of the most recent two cdendar years of landings (to reflect
landings with full implementation of theM LSregme)

d) The average of kingfish landings reported as by catch over the most recent five
years.

Industry has submitted tha it prefers that the twelve years from 1990 to 2002 be used
as a basis to set TACCsto reflect the vaue of kingfish to the commercia sector as a
target and non-target species. M Fish has used the industry proposa as a point of
comparison to evauate TACC options and provide you an industry perspective on the
paentid impacts of theTACC options praposed.

The MFish estimate of current commercial utilisation forms the basis of the TAC and
TACC option 1. Thisisthe highest of the TACC options proposed by MFishand it is
used as areference point for the lower TACC options pragposed.

The IPP used the 2001-02 fishing year as a point of comparison to ascertain whether
TACC options would represent changes in overd| landings in comparison to the most
recent reported landings. The 2001-02 year was chosen not only because it was the
most recent fishing year but aso because it reflected the most recent paterns of
fishing including the remova of the exemption enabling trawl operators to reain
undersized fish. Sncethe exemption was only removed in December 2000 the period
of thepoint of comparison is limited. However, in responseto indugry submissions
tha oneyear is insufficient, MFish has broadened the period of the point of
comparison to include the two most recent caendar years 2001 and 2002.

Further, to address the issue of impacting on the ability of fishers to target gecies
wherekingfish is taken as abycatch, M Fish has analy sed the level of by catch recently
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reported for kingfish in greater detail. Given the changes in fishing practise noted in
industry submissions, M Fish considers that the average by catch reported over the past
five years provides the bes point of comparison for comparing TACC options and
ascertainingwhether fishingfor associated species might be constrained. However, it
must be emphasised that this leve of reported by catch probably reflects an upper limit
to the actud by catch.

Kingfish bycatch & moderate levels is associated with target fishing for snapper,
trevdly, and tarakihi and a low levels for ten other target fisheries. The levd of
by catch reported from these fisheries has been stable or decliningover the past twelve
years. In addition, MFish does not consider tha recent rgported commercid kingfish
landings necessarily represent a minimum level in terms of a manageabl e by catch.
Thedistribution or location of some fishing methods is likely to influencethe level of
by catch of kingfish. For example, longlining and setnetting in areas of reef or around
promontories might expect a proportiondly higher bycatch of kingfish than when
fishing in other habitats. In alargely unrestrained management environment it is to be
expected that somefishers have attempted to gptimise the leve of by catch of kingfish.
In addition, recently reported bycatch levels are based on current methods in use in
thefishery. MFish notesthat methods may change under QM S management.

Table5: Reference points of comparison (tonnes o kingfish) for evaluating annual loss o

economic return
KIN 1 KIN 2 KIN 3 KIN 4 KIN 7 KIN 8 KIN 10

Industry proposd 209 74 1
Average landings 119 81 1
2001-02 average 115 71 1
Reported bycatch 119 69 1

6 46 0
7 47 1
8 61 0
7 43 0

o O +» O

Estimates of loss of economic return

139

140

141

MFish has etimated the patentia loss of economic return with regpect to the
reference points above for each of thefollowingfactors:

a loss in earnings from kingfish (based on port price)

b) loss in quotavaue

C) patentid deemed vaue costs

d) patentid costs of foregone fishing for associated species due to kingfish
by catch limitations.

Commercid impacts can be measured as direct opportunity cogs. A tonne of kingfish
has a value and any reduction in tonnage for the commercial sector as aresult of a
lower TACC can be measured as an opportunity cos. MFish considers that impacts
can best be measured by asset vaue and by forgone annua earnings as provided by
the port price of kingfish (M Fish nates that port prices will overestimate annua
earnings as these include handling costs).

In the IPP asset value (quota vaue) for kingfish was estimated between $15,000 and
$22,000. M Fish nates the SeaFFIC submission that the use of aproxy to derive these
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143

144

145

146

147

148

149

values is problematic as quota value of a species taken as bycatch may have little to
do with the export price (the basis for proxy selection). M Fish agrees that thereis
uncertainty in esimations of the future quata price for kingfish but, in the absence of
any dternative asset vaues provided by submissions, consider these to be the best
avail able information.

Theloss of annud earnings from the potentia to target kingfish is estimated by taking
the difference between each TACC option and the point of conparison and
multiplying by the port price of $3.92 for dl stocks.

The loss of quata vaue is estimated by taking the difference between each TACC
option and the point of comparison and multiplying by the estimate of quotavaue per
tonnefor al stocks.

For associated fisheries, economic impacts can occur when ACE is not available to
cover the inevitable bycatch associated with ather target fisheries. Impacts include
the payment of deemed vaues for any kingfish taken above ACE.

The patential for costs associated with payment of deemed values is estimated from
taking the difference between each TACC option and the reported bycatch and
multiplying by the proposed deemed vaue of $8,900 per tonne. M Fish notes tha this
assessment is based on thefishery as awhole. The paentia for deemed vaue costsis
further influenced by the circumstances of individuad fishers with regect to their
future quota holdings of kingfish.

MFish notes tha this andysis is based on the payment of annua deemed values and
does not apply to differential deemed vaue rates. |If differential deemed vaue rates
are incurred the impacts could be up to two fold greater. On the other hand, industry
have outlined in submissions measures enabling fishing practices that reduce catches
of kingfish and if adopted to a greater extent would mitigate incurring deemed value
pay ments.

An dternative to the payment of deemed vaue when there is insufficient ACE to
cover bycatch is that fishers could stop fishing for ther target species. M Fish is nat
aware of any current situation where the landing of target speciesis constrained by the
level of bycatch TACCs. Typicdly when landings are taken in excess of the bycatch
TACC deemed vaues are pad. Nevethdess, MFish agrees with industry
submissions that if fishers choose forgoing vauable catches in other QM S fisheries
because of by catch limitations, there may be subgtantial economic impacts that require
further consideration.

In the absence of a market for kingfish or of any comparative economic anaysis
involving QM S ecies where a target fishery is condrained by the TACC of a
bycatch species, M Fish has esimated the loss of earnings for tha proportion of
associated fisheries potentidly affected by TACC options.

The aggregate vaue of key associated target fisheries has been determined using the
ACE price for each gecies. The potertid impact of kingfish TACC options on
associated fisheries is then estimated as a proportion of the aggegate vaue. This
proportion is determined by the difference between the TACC option and the average
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of five years of reported bycatch [Patentia impact=Aggegate vdue * (TACC-
reported by catch/reported by catch)].

150 MFish accepts industry submissions that by nat including dl other bycatch gecies in
the andysis ay vaue derived for the fishery will be conservative. However, this
concern is mitigated by therelatively high prices for snapper, trevaly and tarakihi that
together contributes most to any esimate of thoseparticular fisheries tota value.

151 The assessment of the potertia loss of economic return associated with TACC
options is summarised in Table 6 and in the following sections for each kingfish

stock.
Table6: Assessment of lossof economic return for TACC optians (in thousands o $)
Potential Point of KIN 1 KIN 2 KIN 8 KIN 3, 4,7
Impact comparison &10
Average landings
Port price Industry proposd 353 43 0 0
Average landings 0 0 0 0
Quotavdue Industry proposa 1,350-1,980 165-242 0 0
Average landings 0 0 0 0
Deemed vdue Reported bycatch 0 0 0 0
Associated Reported bycatch 0 0 0 0
species
Proportional
Port price Industry proposa 463 114 39
Aveage landings 110 71 43
Quotavdue Industry proposa 1,770-2,596 435-638 150-220
Aveage landings 420-616 270-396 165-242
Deemed vdue Reported bycatch 250 53 142
Associated Reported bycatch 4,135 207 1184
species
Utility
Port price Industry proposa 505 164
Average landings 153 121
Quotavdue Industry proposa 1,935-2,838 630-924
Average landings 585-858 465-682
Deemed vdue Reported bycatch 347 169
Asspci aed Reported bycatch 5,686 643
species
Conclusion

152 MFish concludes tha redructuring costs above what may be usud for a QM S
introduction are likely for kingfish because historica catch (and therefore PCH) is
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154

155

156

higher than any TACC option proposed. MFish considers tha these cogs will be
short term but are relevant for you to consider.

Assessing loss of economic return for kingfish TACC options is problematic. M Fish
has therefore provided a range of reference pointsfor you to consider with respect to
the choice of TACC options. MFish has used port prices and derived an asset vaue
(quota price) to assess opportunity costs of TACC options with respect to these
reference points. Because no quota market currently exists for kingfish, the
assessment has relied on proxy vaues. MFish notes that there is uncertainly
associated with this approach, however it is considered best information currently
available.

MFish concludes that gpart from forgone annua economic returns and asset values
with repect tothe Industry preferred option for TACCs, no ather impacts are incurred
by seting TACCs & thelevd of the MFish average landings option.

With regard to the M Fish option for proportiondly reduced TACCs, M Fish notesthat
there are both goportunity cogs and potertia impacts on associated fisheries for KIN
1, KIN 2 and KIN 8. The latter impact suggests that either deemed vaues or losses
from forgoing fishing on associated species might be incurred by setting a TACC
under the proportiondly reduced option. M Fish considers that you should note the
paentid impacts associated withthis option.

With respect to the utility gptions proposed for KIN 1 and KIN 2 there are greater
patentia socio-economic impacts on associated fisheries and / or the requirement for
deemed vaue payments. M Fish considers that these are patentiad economic impacts
that you will need to carefully consider when makingyour decision to set TACCs for
kingfish. M Fish notes that under some TACC options fishers may need to exercise
the choice between payment of deemed vaue or restricting fishing for associated
species. MFish considers that there is aso the patentid for any economic impacts
from constraining associated fisheries to be mitigated by management measures or by
fishers dtering fishing practices that reduce the leve of bycatch as they submit that
they havedoneinthepad. Paentid mitigation measures are considered further in the
following section.

Management of commercial landings

MFish initial position

157

158

MFish TACC options were proposed on the basis of the existing MLS of 65 cm.
Alternative options of raising the MLS to 75 cm (to match a proposed increase in
recreational MLS) or removing the MLS (to reduce fishingrelated mortaity) were
proposed for consultaion.

The option of listing kingfish on the Sxth Schedule of the 1996 Act (dlowing the
release of live kingfish to the water subject to pecified conditions set out for the
stock) to reduce the socio-economic impacts of constraning TACCs was dso
proposed subject to a commitment from industry to manage the more complex
compliance issues that result.
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Stak eholder submissions

159

160

161

162

163

164

165

166

167

168

The New Zedand Big Game Fishing Council (NZBGFC), the New Zedand
Recreational Fishing Council, the Northern Amateur Fishers Associaion, the
M angawha Boating and Fishing Club support retaining the MLS for commercia
fishers a 65 cm.

Tolaga Bay East Cge Charters and Richard Pollock submit support for raising the
M LS tothesize of maturity of 50% of the femades at either 97 cm or rounded to 100
cm.

The Recreational Fishing Council (RFC), Area Sx North Island West Coast fishing
Clubs support raising the M LS for both therecreational and commercia sectors from
65 cmto 75 cmto assist the fisheries recovery.

Option 4 submits support for rasing the MLS for both the recrestiond and
commercial sectors from 65 cm to 75 cm to assist the fisheries recovery. The
submissions question MFish’'s assumption that wastage in the commercid sector a
greater size limits will be unacceptably high. Further, Option 4 notes that the only
defence for possessing undersized fish is that the fish be returned to the sea as soon as
practicad and the submission queries how the practise described in the Shapper 8
Company research report (which assesses the likely mortality of trawl caught kingfish
in KIN 8) is consistent withthat legal requirement.

The submissions of Pelagic & Tuna New Zedand Ltd (PTNZL), The Shapper 8
Company Ltd and Sanford Ltd submit that the commercial M LS be removed requiring
al commercial catch to be landed and thereby reducing the commercial fishing-
related incidental mortality to zero.

SealFIC submits that there should be further consultaion on measures to manage
commercial catch once your decisions on TACs and dlowances are known. TOKM
sharethis view.

Guards Fisheries (Neson) Ltd recommend increasing the commercid MLS as an
dternative to areduction in TAC for KIN 7 until biomass surveys for this gock have
been undertaken.

The New Zedand Big Game Fishing Council (NZBGFC), the New Zedand
Recregtional Fishing Council, the Northern Amateur Fishers Association, the
M angawhai Boating and Fishing Club submits that all sectors should review their
handling practices to reduce incidenta mortdity of kingfish.

The Option 4 submission considers it disturbingthat the Shapper 8 Company research
report acknowledges that the kingfish catch is sorted and binned, and any discarding
of kingfish is made at the end of this sorting process. The submission notes tha the
Fisheries Act only adlows the defence for possessing undersized fish as long as fish
arereturned to the water as soon as practicable. Option 4 considers it unthinkable that
recreational fishers would leave undersized fish on deck while helping other fishers
ded with ther fish and asks why MFish alows this commercial practiceto continue.

The New Zedand Big Game Fishing Council, the New Zedand Recreationa Fishing
Council, the Northern Amateur Fishers Associaion, the M angawha Boating and
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170

171

Fishing Club, Tolaga Bay East Coast Charters and Option 4 submit support for
inclusion of kingfish on the Sixth Schedule to dlow theredease of live kingfish above
the minimum size as long as industry develops a code of compliance.

The submissions of Pdagc & Tuna New Zedand Ltd, The Shapper 8 Compary Ltd
and Sanford Ltd do not support inclusion of kingfish on the Sxth Schedul e.

Tolaga Bay East Cape Charters supports raising the minimum mesh size gpplicable to
kingfish and banningthe taking of kingfish by setnd.

The Whakatane Charter Fishing Cluster submission supports the need for a
prohibition on glinetting around reefs before these ecosy stems are destroy ed.

MFish discussion

172

173

174

175

176

Having considered submissions and the results of a provisiona analysis of yied per
recruit for kingfish M Fish concludes that the M LS of 65 cm should be retained for
kingfish taken by commercid fishers.

MFish nates submissions tha consider tha it is important that there should be equity
between stakeholders and methods for size limits but considers that there are good
reasons to suggest otherwise for kingfish.

The recreationa sector believes that raisingthe M LS for al sectors will immediately
reduce the number of fish extracted from the stock and ensure astock rebuild. Thisis
correct’ and there are also biolog cal advantages in moving the MLS closer to the
mean size of maturity for kingfish. However, a MLS is na required to limit
commercial landings, the TACC is intended to achieve this. Further the biologcd
benefits of an increased M LS are likely to be outweighed by the increase in fishing
related mortdity estimated to be associated with an increase in M LS for commercid
fisheries.

Provisiond yidd per recruit analysis suggests that, because of the high mortality of
kingfish taken and rel eased by commercial fishingmethods, there are no gains in yied
for the fishery as awholefrom an increasein M LSfrom 65cm to 75 cm, in fact yield
is reduced albeit margindly.

MFish aso considered therole an increase to the commercid M LS from 65 cmto 75
cm could play in mitigating by catch and providing a disincentive to the development
of target fisheries for kingfish. This is because M Fish now accepts there could be
socio economic effects from you adopting options of low TACCs (associated with the
utility option) in the absence of other management measures to assist fishers in
managing their bycatch. An increase in M LS would assid in this regard by reducing
the proportion of bycatch tha could be lawfully landed — but it is reliant on the ability
to return undersized fish tothe seaand the survivability of undersized fish on return to
the sea.

! MFish notes that alength weight rd aionship isavailable for kingfish. Further, by using that re aionship and
the results from the Akroyd Wd she and Sngpper 8 Company research projects, changes in landings for any
proposed change in MLS can be estimated. Theassessment of commercid MLS suggeststha landingswill be
reduced by 21% for an incressein MLS from 65 cm to 75cm.
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178

179
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182

MFish’s preferred option however is that, if you decide to set TACCs based on the
utility option, you gve consideration over time to the use of the Sxth Schedule as a
means of mitigating bycatch. M Fish notes that the Sxth Schedule can be used as a
management tool a any level of TACC.

SeaFIC and TOKM are silent on options for managng commercia catch, instead
suggesting that further discussion occur once your decisions on cach limits are
known. Other indugry submissions favour the gption of removing the commercid
M LSto reduce wastage in thefishery. M Fish does not favour this option without the
development of drateges to manage bycatch. There are biological benefits from the
MLS a the current size and there are further benefits in the management of by catch.
The IPP noted that the remova of the M LS with the requirement to land dl catch
would substantialy increase commercia landings and potentidly substantidly
increase the cost to industry of deemed vaue pay ments.

MFish notesthat estimates of commercial fishingreated mortdity at the current MLS
have been estimated on the basis of current industry practice and that there is
considerable scope for reductions in commercial sources of incidental mortality if
current practises can be improved. Recreationa submissions correctly point ou that
there is a legd requirement tha kingfish taken bdow the MLS are returned
immediately to the water. Adoption of improved handling practises is therefore the
preferred option for reducing wastage associated with the current commercial MLS
rather than its removal.

MFish nates tha recreationd fishers support using the Sxth Schedule, so that fish
that are likely to survive could be returned to the sea as soon as is practicabl e after
beingtaken. This support goplies for fish caught above theM LS. However, industry
does not support using this provision to manage their kingfish bycatch. The IPP
assessed tha ensuring compliance with the Sxth Schedule provisions in order to
prevent discarding of dead kingfish is potentidly a significant problem, especially
where a high-deemed value rdative to port price is prgposed (as is the case with
kingfish). Therefore, in the absence of any industry support for the measure and any
commitment to manage the more complex compliance issues that result, MFish no
longer proposes inclusion of kingfish on the Sxth Schedul e at this time.

However, MFish nates tha this remains an option avalable to assist in the
management of kingfish landings to the available ACE. Theimportance of this option
will in part depend on your decisions with regard to TACCs. M Fish proposes that
further discussion take place with industry once your decisions on catch limits are
known. There are benefits of this gption even if goplied in a limited fashion. For
example there is currently a voluntary agreement that no kingfish is to belanded as a
bycatch of purse seine operations. In a non-QM S environment this agreement is
supported by the minimum mesh size gpplying to kingfish. Once kingfish is in the
QM Stherules are different. Any kingfish taken abovethe M LSmust beretained and
landed. Continuation of this voluntary agreement once kingfish is introduced to the
QM Swill requirelisting kingfish onto the S xth Schedule for purse seining.

Recreational stakeholders have highlighted certain set netting practises and set net
mesh size as issues requiring further review. M Fish nates that minimum mesh sizes
areimposed largely to complement the minimum legal size of fish. M Fish recognises
that the default net mesh minimum for kingfish could reasonably be set at a higher
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level, but the exact measure would require more extensive evduation. Therefore,
depending on what MLS applies to kingfish and the priority for any mesh size
changes with repect to aher susanability measures, M Fish considers this issue is
best addressed during a future sustainability round. M Fish does not support banning
any paticular method for taking kingfish at this time, especiadly whilethe mgority of
kingfish is taken as by catch.

Recreational allowance

MFish initial position

183 Therecreational allowances (in tonnes) proposed in the IPP for eech QM A are set out

in Table 7 below.
Table7 Optionsto set recr eational allowancesfor kingfish fishstocks:

KIN 1 KIN 2 KIN 3 KIN 4 KIN 7 KIN 8 KIN 10

Average landings 600 85 1 1 10 40 1
Proportiond 460 66 31
Utility 504 92
184 Under aTAC based on the current leve of utilisation of the fishery, the average of the

two mogt recent estimates of recreational landingwas proposed as the basis for setting
therecreational allowance. Under the option of asmaller TAC for KIN 1, KIN 2 and
KIN 8, reduced recreational dlowances were caculated on the basis of the
proportions of landings established for each sector by current levels of utilisation. For
KIN 1 and KIN 2 (on the basis that these stocks are of most significance to the
recreational sector) an option of increasingthe share of recreational harvest (based on
the current comparison of commercid and recreationd fishery vaues) while still
providing for aviable level of commercial by catch of kingfish was proposed.

Stak eholder submissions

185

186

The New Zedand Big Game Fishing Council, the New Zedand Recreationa Fishing
Council, the Northern Amateur Fishers Associaion, the M angawha Boating and
Fishing Club and Option 4 are strongy gpposed to the alowances proposed in the
IPP. These submitters propose tha the dlowances should be based on the results of
the most recent survey. Submissions date that an error in the 1996 recrestiona
harvest survey dlowed for many refusas in the survey to be counted as non-fishing
households. Further, the submissions nate that independent expert advice reported
harvest estimates in the 1999-00 survey were sdf-adjusting for the number of non-
fishers included in the survey. The submissions rgect the IPP assertion that
recreational fishing is of less importance in KIN 8 and consider that the 1999-2000
recreational harvest estimatefor KIN 8 is seriously underestimated.

Option 4 submits that the IPP fails to recognise legtimate landings caught by people
excluded from therecreationd harvest surveys. Theseinclude children under the age
of 15 years of age and any oversess visitors that cometo fish for kingfish. It suggests
adding a nominal dlowance of 100-200 tonnes to the most recent estimates of
recreational harvest for survey non-participants.
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Option 4 submitsthat recreationa landings are dso likely to have declined over recent
years following a similar trend as commercid landings. The most recent estimates of
harvest arethereforelikely to under represent therecreationd share. Option 4 and the
NZ Recregtiond Fishing Council consider that recrestiona interests are being
pendised for pas voluntary condrants by the low dlowances proposed by MFish.
The NZ Recregtiona Fishing Council view is that recrestiond landings could have
been as high as 3000 tonnes if not for the voluntary measures imposed by that sector.

Industry submissions adso gopose the M Fish proposed dlowances. Industry submits
that the 1996 survey aone should be used to determine an allowance as the most
recent survey has yet to receve full review and acceptance. The New Zedand
Seafood Industry Council (SeaFIC) considers it unacceptable that a recreationd
dlocation has been progressed with the uncertainty surrounding recreationa harvest
estimates and weak management frameworks in place for this sector. It submits that
the IPP provides no information to support the proposal that increasing the M LS will
constrain the recreationa harvest.

Commercid submissions and tha of TOKM drongy oppose the setting of
recreational dlowances on the basis of a transfer of vaue away from the commercid
sector. This option is aso oppased by many recreationa submitters who regard the
option as a‘double edged sword’. Other recreationa submissions support this gption
and suggest it dso apply in KIN 8, as wel as in KIN 1 & KIN 2 as currently
proposed.

MFish discussion

190

191

192

193

MFish notesthat the statutory basis for determining alowances withinaTAC is clear.
You do not need to provide for the needs of the recregtiond sector (or any other sector
goup) infull. Youwill need to make an assessment as to the competing needs of the
sector groups for alimited resource.

There is no congraint (within the scope of the Ad) on the basis upon which you can
decide to dlocatethe TAC or on the quantum you e ect to dlocateto each sector. As
noted previously, it is important for you to have regard to the relevant socid,
economic and cultural implications when makingyour decision. M Fish considers that
landings history information is a more certain basis for dlocation than uility. Utility
information for kingfish is uncertain. You should weigh this uncertainty when
consideringthe use of utility information as abasis for dlocations for kingfish.

MFish proposes no change to the method used to determine recreationd alowances
stated in the IPP (with the exception of the addition of a 1 tonne recrestiona
dlowance in KIN 10). M Fish nates however, that there is a reduction in allowances
under the utility gption, because TAC options have been revised. While the lower
TACsproposed are based on arevision of estimates of commercial landings, it has the
effect of reducing the dlowances proposed for recreationa fishing for the utility
option in order to remain withinthe TAC.

There are competing demands for the use of kingfish. Recreationd fishers constitute
the largest fishing sector and account for gpproximately two thirds of dl kingfish
currently caught. Kingfish is one of thefew gpecies, that has this characteristic. It is
highly sought after by recreationd fishers. The charter boat indusry adso has a
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significant interest in the species. Recreationd fishers express a preference for
increased abundance and greater ability to catch large sized fish.

MFish considersit is appraopriate tha the due recognition is gven to theimportance of
the gock to recreationd fishers. However, in doing so M Fish does not support fully
dlocating the fishery to recreationd fishers or endeavouring to provide for the needs
of recreationd fishersin full. Such asituation would ignore the inevitabl e by catch of
kingfish in associated target commercial fishers and would potentidly lead to
excessive waste of catch and socio-economic impacts. It is aso problematic to
ascertain what the precise needs of recreationd fishers are. Estimates of recrestiona
landings are as high as 1000 tonnes per annum. M Fish does not believe, based on
indications of declining commercid landings and anecdota recreationd reports, that
the stock can sugain landings a this leve.

MPFish recommends that the recregtional allowance be based on the best available
information of current use in the fishery. MFish considers that the average of the
1996 and 1999-2000 recreationd diary surveys represents best available information

on current use. Bath recrestiona and commercial submissions favour the use of a
sing e survey estimate (abeit different surveys proposed by each sector) as opposed to
an average. M Fish holds a different view. Bath the 1996 and the 2000 surveys have
known sources of bias, however the direction of likely biasin the estimates is known.

The 1996 survey is likely to be an underestimate and the 2000 survey is likely to bean
overestimate. Theexact position is uncertain and red landings are likey to liewithin

arange.

A singe figure is required for the purposes of sdtinga TAC and alowances. M Fish
considers that an average is the best estimate available a this time. MFish
acknowledges that by usingthe average harvest level as estimated by the two surveys,
recrestional needs may not be fully provided for. In determining alocations y ou must
consider the competing demands for the resource and the socio-economic impacts of
dlocations proposed.

MFish acknowledges that recreationd voluntary conservation efforts have likely
influenced recrestiond landings levels. However, M Fish has defined status quo
management arrangements (both voluntary and regulatory) as a basis for providing
estimates of current utilisation for the purposes of determining TACs. MFish notes
that commercia submissions contain similar concerns with regard to past voluntary
constraints on landings.

Option 4 proposes the addition of a nomina amount to recreationa dlowances to
account for non-participarts in recreationa surveys. M Fish nates that Statistics New
Zealand, Census of Populations and Dwellings 1996 reports 7.3% of the population
being between 10 and 14 years of age. Further, the IPP noted that 7% of charter
fishers were oversess visitors. These daa suggest tha a bes these sources could
contribute afurther 8.3% to recreational harvest estimates (assuming children between
the age of 10-14 fished as often and as successfully as adults and that overseas angers
only utilised charter vessels and were as successful and landed their catch in the same
proportion as New Zealand charter boat fishers).

MFish notes tha there is considerable uncertainty about recrestiona estimates. In
addition, the Recreationd Working Group has discussed under reporting of younger
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fishers but has daermined no policy on how this proportion of landings should be
treated. Therefore, while M Fish has no wish to exclude 10-14 year old fishers or
oversess fishers from the recreationa harvest estimates, it considers tha withthe leve
of uncertainty in recregtional harvest estimates and the smal magnitude of the
omission, no specific correction to the proposed alowances need be applied at this
time.

MFish agrees with recreationd fishers that there are important recreationa kingfish
fisheries in parts of KIN 8. However, MFish nates that no gption for utility based
dlocation was provided in KIN 8 because under a reduced TAC, a proportiona
reduction was likely to result in aTACC at or about the level of commercid by catch.
MFish confirms this view.

Management of recreational landings

MFish initial position

201

In order to constrain recreationa removas within options for reduced alowances and
to provide biological benefits to the stocks, MFish proposed an incresse in
recreational MLS from 65 cm to 75 cm. M Fish invited submissions in favour of a
higher MLSin order to promote amore rapid rebuilding of stocks.

Stak eholder submissions

202

203

204

205

206

The New Zedand Big Game Fishing Council, the New Zealand Recreationa Fishing
Council, the Northern Amateur Fishers Association and the M angawha Boating and
Fishing Club submit that they will only support raisingthe recrestional MLSto 75 cm
on the condition tha there be redllocation of current levels of utilisation in favour of
the recreationd sector. The submissions recognise that for young and inexperienced
fishers, landing any size kindfish is a significant event and they therefore do not
support increasingthe M LS beyond 75 cm.

Tolaga Bay East Cape Charters and Richard Pollock submits support for raising the
M LS tothesize of maturity of 50% of the femdes a either 97 cm or rounded to 100
cm.

The Recreationd Fishing Council and Area Sx North Island West Coast fishing
Clubs assert that it was recreationd fishers that insisted on the introduction of a65 cm
MLS during the early 1990s and that the MLS reduced landings by both the
commercial and recreationa sectors. The submissions note that the M LS reduces
landings rather than congrains them. The RFC is concerned that inthe Hauraki Gulf
an increase in the MLS to 75 cm would make it difficult to land legd sized fish.

Nevertheless, these submissions support raisingthe M LSfor both the recreationd and
commer cial sectors from 65 cmto 75 cmto assist the fisheries recovery.

Option 4 submits support for rasing the MLS for both the recrestiond and
commer cial sectors from 65 cmto 75 cm to assist the fisheries recovery .

The submissions of Peagic & Tuna New Zedand Ltd (PTNZL), The Shapper 8
Company Ltd and Sanford Ltd submit tha the M LS for other sectors be reviewed
once age a sexual maturity has been determined. They submit that the introduction of
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the MLS in 1993 was based on insufficient information concerning the size
composition of the kingfish catch and biolog ca parameters of the species. They note
that there have been recent studies on kingfish biological parameters for the purpose
of aguaculture research, however very little research has been carried out for wild
kingfish stocks.

SeaFIC submits that due to the paucity of rdiable information collected on
recreational catches, thereis no information to suggest that by increasingthe M LSfor
recreational fishers from 65 cm to 75 cm tha the recreationa harvest will be
constrained.

MFish discussion

208

209

210

211

212

MFish confirms its view that adjusment to the recreationd MLS is an effective
mechanism to constrain recregtiona landings. Recreational submissions confirm the
likely impact of this measure on recreational landings.

A lengh weght rdationship is available for kingfish (NZ Fisheries Assessment
Report 2003/25). By using this relaionship in combination with length frequency
distributions of recrestiond catch derived from a 1991 boat ramp survey of
recreational kingfish catch, an assessment can be undertaken of the likely leve of
catch reduction associated with various MLS for recregtional fishing These
assessments suggest that a substantia reduction in landings could be achieved by
increasingthe M LSfrom 65 cmto 75 cm, & least in the short term.

The assessment of arecreational M LS suggests that landings will be reduced by 23%
for an increasein M LSfrom 65 cmto 75 cm and reduced by 40% for an increase from
65 cm to 85 cm. M Fish considers that adoption of a TAC option below current
landings levels will require an increase to the recreationd M LS from 65 cmto 75 cm
to constrain landings to within the proposed recregtiond alowances.

A further rationdefor aM LSis to optimiseyield per recruit. In generd, there is more
benefit to the fishery by deaying recruitment to the fishery until fish have passed
through the most rapid phase of their growth. M Fish nates that provisiond yied per
recruit anaysis suggests that there are potentid gains in yield from increasing the
M LSfrom 65 cmto 75 cm because of the high likelihood of surviva of kingfish taken
and released by recreationd linefishing.

MFish does not agree with industry submissions that research on biologca
parametersis applicable only to kingfish reared for aquaculture. As mentioned in the
IPP, arecent review of reproductive information for kingfish has lead to a revision of
estimates of thelength a which kingfish attain (on average) sexua maturity. Current
information now suggests that the fork length & which 50% of the kingfish have
reached sexua maturity is 70 cm for males and 97 cm for femaes (Report from the
Fisheries Assessment Plenary, Ma 2003). MFish undergands that this sudy on
kingfish biological parameters sampled kingfish landed from recrestiona and
commercial fisheries from west and east coasts of northern New Zedand and is
therefore gpplicable to wild kingfish.

35



Allowances for other sources of mortality

MFish initial position

213

Fishing-related incidental mortality is associated with the catching and releasing of
kingfish caught under the MLS  The IPP contained estimates of fishing—reated
incidenta mortality derived by multiplying the estimated propartion of fish taken by
fishers that were less than the M LS by mortdity rates assessed for each method of
fishing.

Stak eholder submissions

214

The Recreationad Fishing Council (RFC) submission notes that the IPP suggests that
increasing the commercial M LS from 65 cm to 75 cm would increase the adlowance
for other sources of mortdity substartidly (in the case of KIN 1 from 29 to
40tonnes). It submits that it fails to see how these figures have been derived
especidly as the percentage increase in fishing related mortality varies substantialy
amongst fishstocks.

MFish discussion

215

216

As noted in the IPP, egimates of fishing-related incidenta mortdity was derived by
multiplying the esimated proportion of landings of fish less than 65 cm by mortality
rates estimated for each method of fishing M ortdity rates used were: 41% for the
KIN 1 and KIN 2 trawl fishery (Akroyd Washe), 65% for the KIN 8 trawl fishery
(Snapper 8 Company Ltd), 100% for the setnet fishery (assumed), 5% for the battom
longline fishery (assumed), 10% other methods (assumed), 5% recregational fishing
(assumed). M Fish notes tha the length frequencies of kingfish vulnerable to fishing,
the composition of fishing methods and the assessed mortdity raes varies between
fishstocks, this accounts for the variation in fishing reported mortality reported in the
IPP.

No other information was received in submissions. M Fish proposes no change to the
procedures for estimating other sources of mortdity, but notes that the estimates
themselves vary depending on the management option being considered and are based
on severa assumptions tha require further investigation.

Other Management Measures

Schedule 5A

MFish initial position

217

MFish proposed not listing any kingfish stock on Schedule 5A of the Act and
proposedto dlow under-fishingrights to be carried forward.

Stak eholder submissions

218

No submissions were received on this issue.
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MFish discussion

219 MFish confirms its initial view that no kingfish stocks should be listed on Schedule
5A of the Act.

Deemed values

MFish initial position

220 MFish proposed two options for setting annua deemed values for kingfish of $8.00
and $8.90. M Fish further proposed tha differentia deemed values apply to different
levels of landings in excess of annud catch entitlements.

Stak eholder submissions

221 TheRecreationa Fishing Council (RFC) submits support for setting the deemed value
at $8.90 per kg.

222 TolagaBay East Cape Chaters natesthat apunitive deemed valueis likely to result in
illegd discarding of kingfish.

223  The submissions of Peagic & Tuna New Zedand Ltd (PTNZL), The Shapper 8
Company Ltd and Sanford Ltd submit support for raising the deemed value on the
basis of export price or the market vaue of quota

224 SeaFIC submits that dthough the method outlined in the IPP is often used as a basis
for deemed vaues, thisis an arbitrary method that is not consigent with MFish’s own
policies regarding the appraopriate basis for setting deemed vaues. Furthermore, the
proposas are not consistent with M Fish’'s own vauation of quota (and thus ACE) for
this fishery.

225  Guards Fisheries (Nelson) Ltd submits opposition to high and ramped deemed values.

MFish discussion

226 MFish notesthat there is an interesting contrast in commercid views with regard to
the level of deemed vaue for kingfish. Pdagic & Tuna New Zedand Ltd (PTNZL),
The Shapper 8 Compary Ltd and Sanford Ltd dl favour increased deemed values (a
subsequent submission from the Shapper 8 Company indicated that this was not the
view of dl their members) whereas SealFIC consider that the deemed value options
proposed in the IPP are extortionate.

227 MFish nates that SeaFIC concedes it is probably not possible to set an appropriate
deemed vaue prior to the end of the first fishing year under a QM Sregime. While
MFish does not agree with this submission, it does intend reviewing deemed values
for fishstocks at least annually .

228 Givenindustry commentary on the high vaue of kingfish taken commercialy and the
specific comment from northern indugry companies that port prices may be kept
artificially low because they form a basis for cost recovery levies, M Fish concludes
that the higher of the deemed vaue options proposed ($8.90) should apply. M Fish
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confirms its view that differential deemed vaues apply to different levels of landings
in excess of annual catch entitlements.

Over fishing threshold

MFish initial position
229 MFishproposed tha no over fishingthreshold apply to kingfish stocks at thistime.

Stak eholder submissions
230 No submissions were received on this propaosal.

MFish discussion

231 MFish confirms its view tha no over fishing threshold should apply to kingfish
stocks. Rather the effectiveness of the deemed value regime in ensuring that
commercial landings remain within the available ACE should be monitored and an
over fishingthreshold only considered if and when it is apparent that further control is
required.

Consequential amendments to the Fisheries (Reporting) Regulations

MFish initial position

232  MFish proposed amending regulations to reflect your decisions on QMAs for kingfish
stocks.

Stak eholder submissions
233  No submissions were received.

MFish discussion

234  MFish confirms itsproposal to amend regul ations to reflect your decisions on QMAS
for kingfish stocks and notesthat these amendments arein hand.

Conclusion

235 Kingfish is an important species for recreationd fishers. Recreational fishers account
for close to two thirds of the current kingfish landings. Accordingy, recreationa
fishers have a high level of interest in decisions relating to the species. Kingfish is
adso an important gecies for customary and commercial fishers. The extent of
customary landings is unknown. However, it is widely available in northern waters
and historical ly has been accessible in harbours to customary fishers. For commercid
fishers, the speciesis principaly taken as abycatch of associated target fisheries, such
as sngpper and trevdly. Commercid fishers wish to ensure that the TACCs for
kingfish to nat act as a constraint on catch in the associated target fisheries and
provide an opportunity to develop the species for commercia purposes.
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236 Inintroducingkingfish to the QM S, you have decisions to make abouit:
a) Target level (at or above By sy)
b) TAC and dlocations
C) Associated management measures— M LS, S xth Schedul e, and deemed vaues

237 ThelPP outlined your legslative obligations in reation to these matters.

238 InthelPPM Fish nated that kingfish could be managed above By sy to provide benefit
to recreationd fishers via increased abundance and geater range of size classess.
However, MFish notes that there is no information to assess where the stock was
currently in relation to Bygy nor any reduction in yield necessary to achieve
management above By sy. Given the lack of information about current biomass, the
proposed target level, and any change in yidd necessary to achieve the target levd,
MFish does not regard the setting of a target level above Bysy to be a critical issue
that you need to determine at thistime when settingthe TAC for kingfish stocks.

239 MFish notestha there is no sock assessment for this gpecies. Therefore there is no
estimate of sustainable yidld. The gatus of the gock is uncertain. There is limited
information on which to assess trends in biomass. However, M Fish considers thereis
some uncertainty in relation to sustainability in KIN 1 and 2, and potentialy KIN 8
stocks inparticular based on the followingfactors:

e Anecdotd information from recreationd fishers suggesting a decline in abundance

e A decliningtrend in commercia landings since 1993.

240 Based on an assessment of information about the sate of the stocksin KIN 1, KIN 2
and KIN 8, and the lack of sock assessment information for other areas, MFish does
not believe tha development opportunity can be provided in any fishery. It is
MFish’s view tha theT AC should be based on an average of historica landings.

241 A number of submissions have raised issues about the period used to cdculae
average landings. M Fish propaoses the following estimates be used to cdculate the
TAC:
e Averageof commercia landings taken during a specified period
e Average of therecreaional survey estimates from the 1996 and 1999-2000 surveys
e 10% of thetata of commercial and recreational landings for customary M &ori
e Assessments of fishingrelated mortdity for each sector.
242 In the IPP the average of historical landings for commercia fishers was based on a
nineyear period between 1993-94 and 2001-02. Submissions have suggested that this

period does not accuratdy reflect current usein thefishery. M Fish considers that the
nine year average of commercia landings pragposed in the IPP may be unsugainable,

gven:

e thefactors noted inparagraph 239 (above)
e that it does na takeinto account implementation of the M LS (65 cm) for al methods.
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As an dternative, M Fish proposes (for caculation purpases) to reduce commercia
catches for years in which no M LS applied to trawling, and to use the five most recent
fishing years to average commercial landings for KIN 1. MFish assess that the TAC
resulting from that the revised caculations, provides greater assurance of meeting any
sustainability concerns, in particular by taking greater account of landings in the more
recent fishingyears.

However, M Fish nates tha the average landings TAC is above landings taken from
the most recent fishing year for key kingfish stocks. If the current biomass is
declining there is a risk that an increase in removals may result in further decline.
MFish notes that while there is no definitive information to suggest that this is
occurring, thereis considerabl e uncertainty with regard to the current staus of socks.

What is apparent from submissions is the view of therecreationa sector which is that
there has been a decline in the fishery, and management action is required to the
extent that thissector supports measures to regtrict recreationd landings.

On baance, havingregard to information which, although uncertain, suggests thereis
arisk associated with current levels of catch in terms of:

a preventing possible decline in the stock

b) improving abundance, M Fish have a preference for TAC tha is 20% bdow
average landings. However in reaching a decision the Minister needs to
consider the uncertainty in information suggesting a decline and the socio-
economi c impacts.

MFish nates tha the TAC gption based on a reduction to average landings will have
socio-economic impacts in terms of log commercia development opportunity (based
on current commercia landings leves). Thisimpact should be considered dong with
weighting of the uncertain information on stock statuswhen makingyour decision.

On theissue of alocation, the IPP and FAP continue significant discussion on the use
of dternative adlocations options —the “ clams based” and “ utility” goproaches. The
policy discussion on utility and claims based approaches is not intended to fetter your
discretion, but rather provide to policy guidance in order to provide a more robust
dlocation framework.

There are competing demands for kingfish in excess of the proposed alowances
within the TAC. You are not required to fully satisfy the demands of any sector
goup. In deermining alocations you must consider competing demands for the
resource and the socio-economi c impacts of dlocations proposed.

MFish considers that there is subjectivity atached to bath consideration of catch
history and utility. As evidenced by the discussion on catch history in the front
section of this pger, the period chosen for catch history is contentious. MFish
considers that much of the detail ed critique of the utility estimatesprovided in the IPP
can be addressed however M Fish confirms its view (acknowledged in the IPP) that
thereisagreat ded of uncertainty attached to quantitative assessments of vaue.

MFish considers that catch history information is a more certain basis for alocation
than utility. As noted, utility information for kingfish is uncertan. You should

40



weight this uncertainty when considering the use of utility information as a basis for
determining allocations for kingfish.

252 Theproposed dlocation options are outlined in Table 8.

Table8: Final proposal to set TACs, TACCs, and other allowances.
Stock TAC Customary Recreationa Recreational TACC Commercial
allowance allowance fishing- fishing-

related related
incidenta incidenta
mortality * mortality #

KIN 1

Proportiond 673 76 459 30 91 17

Utility 673 76 471 31 80 15

KIN 2

Proportiond 170 18 65 4 63 20

Utility 170 18 8l 5 50 16

KIN 3 3 1 1 1

KIN 4 3 1 1 1

KIN 7 21 2 10 1 7 1

KIN 8

Proportiond 83 9 31 2 36 5

KIN 10 2 1 1

* assumes M LSof 75 cm
# assumes M LS of 65 cm

253  No change has been madeto the proposed alowances for customary fishers.

254  The dlocations for commercid fishers have changed from the IPP to beter reflect an
estimate of current use in the fishery. The revised average landings TACC is now
based on the commercid landings taken during the last five fishing years (for KIN 1)
and adjusted to remove fish that are likely to be smdler than the current 65cm
minimum legal size (for al stocks).

255 MFish considersit is appropriate tha due recognition is given to the importance of the
species to recreationa fishers when considering alocation decisions. However, in
doing so M Fish does nat support fully alocating the fishery to recreationd fishers or
endeavouring to provide for the needs of recreationd fishers in full. Such a situation
would ignore the inevitable bycatich of kingfish in associsted commercid target
fisheries, that potertialy would lead to excessive waste of catch and socio-economic
impacts.

256 On bdance, M Fish considers the dlocations noted above to appropriately reflect
competing demands, current use in the fishery, and the socio-economic effects. To a
large extent the dlocation options will be driven by the TAC option you consider
reasonable. If you agree to set aTAC based on a20% reduction to average landings,
MFish support aproportiona reduction to alowances in thefishery.

257 Inthis case MFishproposes, in respect of associated management measures that you:

a Increasethe M LSfor recreationd fishers from 65 to 75 cm, in order to provide
some surety that recreationd landings will not exceed the allowances pragposed
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b)

d)

Retain the 65 cn M LS for commercial fishers at thistime so tha the leve of
other sources of mortdity (ie, wasage) is minimised

Ageeto consider listing kingfish on the Sxth Schedule of the Act for purse
seining to alow current voluntary agreements to be maintained under the
QM S, subject to further discussion with industry

Set adeemed vaue of $8.90 to removetheincentive for kingfish to exceed the
proposed TACCs.

Final Recommendations

258

M Fish recommends that you:

a)

b)
c)

d)

f)

9

Note the views of stakeholders summarised in this document and outlined in
full in Annex |

Notethat information with regard to the staus of kingfish stocks is uncertain

Note tha information with regard to the relative vdues of kingfish to the
recreational and commercial sectors is uncertain

Note tha, having regard to the uncertainty surrounding stocks status, MFish
has a preference for the lower of the TAC options proposed

Note that, having regard to the uncertainty in estimates of utility for kingfish
and the views of stakeholders M Fish has a preference for the lower TACs
proposed to be dlocated between recreationd and commercia fishers on a
proportiona basis

Agreetosd aTAC for KIN 1 of 673tonnes. Within thisTAC:

EITHER (M Fishpreferred option)

i) Set acustomary alowance of 76 tonnes

i) St arecregtiona dlowance of 459 tonnes

i) Sat an alowance of 47 tonnes for other fishing mortdity

iv) Sat aTACC of 91 tonnes

V) St acustomary alowance of 76 tonnes

Vi) Set arecreationd alowance of 471 tonnes

vii)  Set an dlowance of 46 tonnes for other fishing mortaity
viii)  SetaTACC of 80 tonnes

Agreetosd aTAC forKIN 2 of 170tonnes. WithinthisTAC:
EITHER (M Fishpreferred option)

) Sat acustomary alowance of 18 tonnes

i) Sat arecreationd alowance of 65 tonnes
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h)

)

K)

iii) Seat an alowance of 24 tonnes for other fishing mortdity
iv) Sat aTACC of 63 tonnes

V) Sat acustomary alowance of 18 tonnes

Vi) Set arecreationd dlowance of 81 tonnes

vii)  Set an dlowance of 21 tonnes for other fishing mortaity
viii) St aTACC of 50 tonnes

Agreetosd aTAC for KIN 3 of 3tonnes. WithinthisTAC:
) Sat acustomary dlowance of 1 tonne

i) St arecregtiona dlowanceof 1tonne

iii) Seat an alowance of 0 tonnes for other fishing mortality
iv) Sat aTACC of 1 tonne

Agreetosd aTAC for KIN 4 of 3tonnes. WithinthisTAC:
i) Sat acustomary dlowance of 1 tonne

i) Set arecreationd dlowanceof 1 tonne

i) Sat an alowance of 0 tonnes for other fishing mortality
iv) Sat aTACC of 1 tonne

Agreetosd aTAC for KIN 7 of 21tonnes. WithinthisTAC:
) Sat acustomary dlowance of 2 tonnes

i) St arecregtiona dlowance of 10 tonnes

iii) Seat an alowance of 2 tonnes for other fishing mortality
iv) Sat aTACC of 7 tonnes

Agreetosd aTAC for KIN 8 of 83tonnes. WithinthisTAC:
) Sat acustomary dlowance of 9 tonnes

i) Set arecreationd dlowance of 31 tonnes

i) Sat an alowance of 7 tonnes for other fishing mortaity
iv) Sat aTACC of 36 tonnes

Agreetosd aTAC for KIN 10 of 3tonnes. WithinthisTAC:
) Sat acustomary dlowance of 0 tonnes

i) St arecregtiona dlowanceof 1 tonne

i) Seat an alowance of 0 tonnes for other fishing mortality
Y] Sat aTACC of 1 tonne

Agree to retain theM LS of 65 cm for kingfish taken by commercid fishers.



p)
a)

Arthur Hore

Agree to increase the MLS from 65 cm to 75 cm for kingfish taken by
recrestional fishers

Agree to consider the addition of kingfish to the Sxth Schedule of the
Fisheries Act 1996 subject to further discussion with indugsry representaives
for:

) Kingfish taken by the method of purse seine
i) Kingfish taken by other fishingmethods to be determined

Agree to se¢ adeemed value of $8.90 for kingfish
Agree that differential deemed vaues apply to kingfish

Agree that if you choose to redlocate from commercial to non-commercia
fishers, MFish will provide youwith further advice on the issue of redress

For Chief Executive
M inigry of Fisheries

APPROVED / NOT APPROVED / APPROVED ASAM ENDED

Hon Pete Hodgson
M iniger of Fisheries
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