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I, Keith Luke Ingram of Auckland, swear:

1.

2.
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| am the President of the New Zealand Recreational Fishing Council Inc.

| have been a member of the Recreational Fishing Council ("NZRFC")
since 1984, and an office holder of the Council since 1985.

| am a director of a company publishing trade magazines for the marine
sector.

| was previously a commercial fisher based in Auckland, between the
years 1976 to 1983. As a commercial fisherman | was involved in
targeting most inshore species in areas 1 and 8.

Since 1984 | have owned and operated Neptune Fishing Charters and a
number of popular fishing charter vessels. Today | still retain an interest
in charter fishing activities and as such maintain regular contact with the
fishery and its seasonal trends.

In my role on the NZRFC | have been involved in advocacy for
recreational and non-commercial fishing interests since 1985 as the.
representative of the New Zealand Marine Transport Association and
the NZRFC.

Introductory matters
In this affidavit, | use the following terminology:

a. "2004 FAP" means the Ministry's Final Advice Paper dated 29
June 2004;

b. "2004 IPP" means the Ministry's Initial Position Paper dated 12

January 2004,
c. "the Minister" means the Minister of Fisheries;
d. "the Ministry" means the Ministry of Fisheries (previously known

as the Ministry of Fisheries and Agricuiture);

e. Unless the context otherwise dictates, the Minister's decision
means the Minister's decisions on the kahawai stocks made on
or about 5 July 2004 as communicated to stake holders by letter
dated 10 August 2004;

f. "NZRFC" means the New Zealand Recreational Fishing Council

Inc.;
\




10.

11.

339042_5/a

The exhibit references in my affidavit are styled Ki 1, Kl 2 etc., the
letters Kl denote my initials. Unless stated otherwise, | will refer to

exhibits in this affidavit by citing the exhibit reference in square brackets
and in bold type. For example, to refer to exhibit KI 1, 1 will cite [KI 1].

The New Zealand Recreational Fishing Council Inc

The NZRFC was first incorporated under the Incorporated Societies Act
in 1978.

The NZRFC'’s constitution has the following objectives:

a.

To advocate and represent the interests of any non-commercial
marine fishers, New Zealand wide;

To promote and educate all aspects of non-commercial fishing
and its attendant activities throughout New Zealand;

To promote, manage and participate in the protection of, and
scientific study of, the aquatic environment, aquatic life, fish and
their habitats; and

To act in a manner consistent with the Te-Tiriti-O-Waitangi 1840
and the objectives of the National Policy for Recreational Fishers
as adopted by the NZRFC.

The NZRFC is an umbrelia organisation that has a national membership
structure and a national executive board. It represents national and
regional associations, clubs, corporate and individual members. The
National and Regional Associations who are members of the Council

are:

a.

b.

New Zealand Angling and Casting Association;
New Zealand Big Game Fishing Council;

New Zealand Marine Transport Association;
New Zealand Sports Industry Association;

New Zealand Trailer Boat Federation;

New Zealand Underwater Association;

Mahinga Kai Tikanga O Ngai Tahu;

Otago Recreational Marine Fishers Association;

Taranaki Recreational Fishers Association;
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j- Tasman Bay Amateur Marine Fishers Association; and
k. Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Association.

The NZRFC has 175 club and 36 corporate members who are directly
financial members and some 200 individual financial members. The
membership represented both directly and indirectly (through club and
corporate members) is in the vicinity of 300,000 recreational and
sustenance fishers.

In addition by default we act to represent the interests of those
recreational fishers who are not members. | say by default because the
objectives of the Council and its constitution is to advocate for and
represent the interests of any non-commercial marine fishers, New
Zealand wide. The 1996 research to provide estimates of Recreational
and Sustenance Harvest Estimates found that there are approx 1.35
million recreational and sustenance fishers in New Zealand.

The NZRFC is involved in many issues affecting recreational fishers.
The broad makeup of the NZRFC means that it is recognised by the
Ministry and the Minister of Fisheries as a stakeholder group
representing recreational fishers. As a result the NZRFC is regularly
involved in consultation and discussion with the Ministry and industry
representatives on a wide range of issues concerning fisheries stock
assessment, research planning, total allowable catch (TAC) & total
allowable commercial catch (TACC) setting, management and regulation
reviews, cost recovery, legislation reviews and select committee
representation.

The NZRFC has an Honorary Secretary and Financial Controller but no
paid staff. Although many on the NZRFC's executive board have current
or past experience in the marine sector, essentially the NZRFC's
executive board is made up of people who are unpaid volunteers. The
lack of resources has at many times hindered the ability to have an
effective say in fisheries management, and has meant that in most

cases we have had to rely heavily upon the Ministry and its scientists
and technical advisors to ensure that the public’s interest is protected.

Recreational and Non-Commercial Fishing Interests

The makeup of recreational fishers is varied and diverse by ethnicity,
socio- economic factors, and age.
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People have different motivations for fishing. A survey in 2000 (Walshe
and Ackroyd) assessed the various motivations as to why people go
fishing. Responses varied across a range of reasons including:

. enjoyment, pleasure, fun;
. relaxation and leisure;
. recreation;

. fresh fish/food supply;

. being in the outdoors environment;
. solitude or opportunity to get away;
. sport or exercise.

In addition, in my view, recreational fishing is an important part of being
a New Zealander.

Non-commercial or recreational fishers will use a variety of fishing
methods, from dangling a line on a wharf, shore based fishing such as
by surfcaster or by fishing kite, or boat based fishing.

In comparison with commercial fishers, recreational fishers typically use
light tackle. We are much more weather dependent than our
commercial counterparts.

A key issue for the NZRFC is to ensure that the rights of recreational
and non-commercial fishers particularly in New Zealand's inshore
coastal waters are protected and properly provided for under the
Fisheries legislation.

The experience of the NZRFC is that the rights of recreational and non-
commercial fishing interests are vuinerable to erosion given the
economic incentives at play in the management of New Zealand's
fisheries under the quota management scheme.

On the whole the NZRFC is supportive of the rationale behind the quota
management system provided there is proper and adequate science
input in order to make effective decisions.

When the Minister signalled the intention to bring kahawai into the QMS
in 2003 the NZRFC was supportive of this, subject to recreational
interests being properly provided for.
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Importance of Kahawai to Recreational Sector

Kahawai has a distinctive "schooling" behaviour which creates surface
"boil ups". This has made kahawai a highly visible and accessible
species to recreational (and commercial) fishers. Kahawai are
recognised as an inshore predator species that will readily enter
harbours, river mouths and estuaries.

It is frequently one of the first fish of any significant size caught by junior
anglers. The kahawai has excellent fighting qualities as a sport fish and
is exciting to catch on light tackle. It is available to be caught from the
shore, or trolling at river mouths, and it is distributed widely throughout
New Zealand waters.

Widespread distribution and previous abundance and accessibility as a
food fish has earned kahawai the tag of being the "peoples' fish".

While not all recreational fishers prefer kahawai as a fresh table/food
fish, it nonetheless forms the basis of an important smoking fish for the
table. Surveys also show that kahawai is one of the most important and
popular recreational fishing species (along with, for example, snapper,
kingfish, gurnard and blue cod, see National Marine Recreational
Fishing Survey, 1987).

Recreational fishing contributes to the economy of the country in
numerous ways, from the big game and charter fishing operations, to the
tackle bought from sports shops, right down to bait from the local dairy.

The economic value of the kahawai recreational fishery and expenditure
within it were assessed during a survey in 1998-1999 commissioned by
the Ministry of Fisheries titled the "Value of New Zealand Recreational
Fishing". While there were some caveats about the methodology of this
report it was found that:

"The only species [comparing snapper, kingfish, kahawai, blue
cod and rock lobster] where the value of the recreational fish
caught themselves was higher than the commercial gross
production value is kahawaj

(Source: page 91, "Value of New Zealand Recreational Fishing",
November 1999, South Australian Centre for Economic Studies).

The conclusions from this economic study found that kahawai had a
greater economic value as a recreational fishing species, than its use or
economic return by the commercial fishing sector.
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This reflects a very low port price for commercially caught kahawai,
which was acknowledged in the 2004 IPP as having a value of $0.44 per
kg green weight during the period 2001-2002. The 2004 IPP went on to
say (at paragraph 129):
"These average prices suggest a commercial value for kahawai
in the range of $1,700 - $5,100 per tonne, which is approximately

1/16" to 1/11" of the estimated value of one tonne of kahawai
caught by recreational fishers."

At such low commercial prices, unless kahawai is being sold to the
domestic market as a higher value smoked form (smoked kahawai is
now the predominant budget smoked fish available in most
supermarkets), the purse seine catch is believed to be mostly sold
overseas for use as fish bait especially for the crayfish industry in
Australia, or is canned and sold for purposes such as pet food.

Allowing for Non-commercial Interests

Under the present legislation it is my understanding that the protection of
non-commercial fishing interests is a matter for the Minister's judgement
and assessment bearing in mind all relevant legal considerations.

While there is nothing to prevent the non-commercial allowance being
increased or reduced over time, | can say that in reality the "proportion”
in which the Minister sets his initial allocation and aliowances has in
practice operated in a fixed way between fishing sectors.

In other words, despite population changes, and growth, (particularly in
the Auckland and upper North Island areas) | cannot recall an upward
adjustment in the proportional allowance for non-commercial interests
across any fin fish species. An exception is the recent proposed
adjustment in the ACE for Coromandel scallops.

This factor makes the initial allocation decision very important, because
in practice the proportion "allowed for" has operated as a fixed ratio over
time. So while, in theory, there may be nothing to prevent a recreational
allowance being increased over time, in reality | cannot recall this ever
happening. This is at least partly due, in my view, to concern by the
Ministry that reallocation between fishing sectors would lead to claims
from industry for payment of compensation by the Crown.

One of the main problems in assessing the extent of recreational and
non-commercial interests is measuring participation rates, catch rates
and the size of the recreational catch. This information is less well
known than the commercial catch, which has strict report requirements
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allowing better measuring of the size and value of the commercial
fishery. The difficulties of estimating the recreational catch are further
set out in the affidavit of John Holdsworth.

There is a further problem, in that when it comes to the non-commercial
catch, the catch data that is available is often of more recent origin, and
historical information necessary to measure the extent of recreational
interests in a particular fish species may be poor, or is reliant on fishing
club records and other private sources of information.

Recreational fishers who have been fishing for sufficient years have a
clear recollection of what the kahawai fishery was like prior to the
development of the purse seine fishery. It is a source of frustration for
many recreational fishers that this knowledge is described as "anecdote”
and appears to be given very little, if any, weight. Unfortunately there
were few studies of catch rates from non-commercial fishers before the
build-up of commercial fishing in the 1980's. | believe this has worked to
the disadvantage of recreational fishers, when present catch levels are
now used to allocate fishing sector entitlements.

Many fishers recall the pre-QMS days when kahawai was regarded only
as a baitfish by commercial fishers and yet it remained an important
species caught for food or fun by land based fishers. This ability for
fishers, young and old, to catch kahawai using bait or spinning lures in
our near shore or estuarine waters gave rise to the recognition of
kahawai as the peoples' fish. Unfortunately in many areas this is no
longer the case as many fishers now have to resort to using boats to get
access to kahawai further offshore.

Kahawai is one of the last fish species to be brought into the quota
management system. There was very little commercial fishing of
kahawai, which was only a by-product species, until the commencement
of the purse seine fishery in the mid-1970s. The development of the
purse seine technique, which had been developed to catch pelagic fish
species principally tuna had a huge impact on both the commercial and
non-commercial catch levels of kahawai.

Non-commercial fishers who had not had any competition for this
relatively low economic value fish (in commercial terms) found the
absence of any controls on development of the commercial fishery led to
very large and uncontrolled increases in the purse seine catch of
kahawai through to the early 1990's. Despite the controls 'implemented
after then the view of the NZRFC is that in some popular recreational

E
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fishing areas the kahawai fishery has never properly recovered,
especially in KAH1, and in KAH3 which have been heavily fished by the
purse seine method in the past.

From the point of view of a recreational fisher, fishing in amongst a
kahawai school is very exciting. Even if kahawai are not the target fish,
a school of feeding kahawai will attract other fish and aquatic life. The
effect of declining catch rates from kahawai, which is attributed to the
purse seine catch, has generated considerable anger amongst a wide
spectrum of recreational fishers. Recreational fishers now report more
juvenile fish or jack mackerel, sprats, pilchards and anchovies rather
than the mature schooling fish or "greenies”, so called because of the
distinctive green colouration on the upper part of their body.

From 1991, and in response to protest and lobbying from the
recreational fishing sector, commercial catch limits were introduced for
the purse seine catches by the then Fisheries Minister, the Hon. Doug
Kidd.

Essentially these commercial catch limits were meant to be-a holding
action for the kahawai fishery, until it could be brought into the quota
system. The introduction of these commercial catch limits however was
not, in recreational fishers' viewpoint, sufficiently fast to avoid the rush to
"fish for quota” by allowing commercial fishers to develop commercial
catch histories, before quotas were introduced. Subsequently, as result
of legal action concerning Maori fisheries, kahawai were delayed being
brought into the quota system by a Court injunction.

The history of fisheries management of the kahawai species and the
effect upon the recreational interests is more particularly addressed in
the affidavit of Kim Walshe. To recreational fishers this history is
important to show the way in which recreational interests and individual
catch rates have been steadily eroded over time.

For a recreational fisher the three key measures of the health of a
fishery are (a) the size of fish, (b) their availability and (c) accessibility.
There are a number of other factors that will be relevant to properly
informing a decision to allow for a recreational sector interest, and which
provide reasonable measures of the quality of recreational fishing, such
as:

. the history of fisheries management of the particular species;

i

. current stock levels;
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. the importance of the fishery resource to the recreational sector;
. population trends;
. the relative value of the resource to the non-commercial and

commercial sectors;

. current and past fishing practices (including over fishing by one
fishing sector);

. the ability of the recreational sector to catch the allowance
provided for;

. the economic, social and cultural impacts of decisions; and

. spatial conflict issues in each quota management area.

These matters are set out in further detail in John Holdsworth's affidavit.
NZRFC Submission to 2004 IPP

The NZRFC submitted to the 2004 IPP released by the Ministry [KI 1].
The NZRFC submission sought that:

a. kahawai be recognised as having greater value to recreational
fishers:

b. a rebuild of the kahawai fishery was required;

c. commercial catch limits should be capped as a by-catch; and

d. further assessment of recreational catch occur once the

expected nationwide survey had established the actual
recreational catch.

Submissions by the NZRFC and related organisations have been
expressing concern to successive Ministers of Fisheries, the Ministry
and its predecessors concerning the decline in availability of kahawai
since the purse seine impact became apparent from the early 1980s. |
attach as exhibits many of the submissions and other representations
that have been made by the NZRFC since the early 1990's:

) Letter from the NZRFC to the Hon. Doug Kidd, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 30 August 1991 Re: Submission on Pelagic
Fisheries Management [KI 2];

o  Letter from the NZRFC to the Hon. Doug Kidd, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 28 May 1993 [KI 3];
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Letter from the NZRFC to Dr John Annala, MAF Fisheries Greta
Point dated 11 June 1993 [KI 4];

Letter from the NZRFC to the Hon. Doug Kidd, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 11 June 1993 [KI 5];

NZRFC Final Submission to MAF Policy on the Pelagic Species
for the 1993/94 TACC setting process [KI 6],

Letter from the NZRFC to the Hon. Doug Kidd, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 24 August 1993 Re: Kahawai and Kingfish TACC
settings [KI 7];

Letter from the NZRFC to the Hon. Doug Kidd, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 9 September 1993 Re: Kahawai TAC and TACC
Setting 1 October 1993 [KI 8];

Letter from the NZRFC to John McCoy, MAF Fisheries Greta Point
dated 29 April 1994 [KI 9];

Letter from the NZRFC to the Hon. Doug Kidd, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 29 July 1994 Re: TACC Setting and Management
Review for the 1994/95 Year [KI 10];

Initial Position Paper on Kahawai and Kingfish for the 1994 TACC
Round from the NZRFC [KI 11];

Final Submission to MAF Policy on Kahawai for the 1994 TACC
Review from the NZRFC [KI 12];

Kahawai Submission to the Ministry of Fisheries from the NZRFC
as part of the 1995 TACC reviews [Ki 13);

Letter from the NZRFC to the Hon. Doug Kidd, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 28 August 1995 [KI 14];

Letter from the NZRFC to the Hon. Doug Kidd, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 15 November 1995 [KI 15];

Final NZRFC Kahawai Species 1996/97 TACC Submission [KI
16);

Recreational fishing clubs from around the country have consistently
reported concern to the NZRFC, the Minister, and the Ministry about the
state of kahawai fishery stocks. This was acknowledged at paragraph
102 of the 2004 IPP which said:

[t
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"102. Recreational groups have repeatedly expressed concemn
about the state of kahawai stocks. High percentages of
respondents to readership surveys conducted by fishing
magazines in 1989,1990, 1993 and 1997 felt that the numbers
of kahawai available to recreational fishers had declined in
the years prior to each survey. In 1992 the Recreational
Fishing Council (RFC) carried out a club/individual survey
where 188 of 189 responses suggested this decline was at
least 50%. In 1997 the RFC carried out a survey of
recreational fishers in major fishing magazines. There
were 2002 respondents of which 47% felt that kahawai
stocks had 'declined significantly' and 32% felt that they had
'declined a little’ over the previous five years. Recreational
interests have expressed concems about low kahawai catch
rates seen in recreational fisheries. Boat ramp surveys
conducted by The Ministry in 1991 and 1994 indicated that
calch rates of kahawai by recreational fishers were <0.2 fish
per hour, however, these values included trips targeting other
species and therefore may be artificially low."

In the 2004 FAP, the Ministry did attempt to note other sources of
information concerning the recreational fishing catch (from paragraph
329 onwards of the 2004 FAP) but the conclusions reached by Ministry
officials reflected the absence of scientific data that existed for the
recreational catch prior to the impact of the purse seine fishery. In my
view and the view of the NZRFC the absence of this scientific
information has been unfairly used given the known information
available concerning the history of the fishery. The recreational sector
are now in effect being told that present levels of catch is all that this
sector can expect or is entitled to.

At paragraph 9 of his 2004 decision letter the Minister states:

"g. The alternative basis for setting TACs is to base them
directly on the current use of the kahawai fishery (or a
proportion of that use). This method has the advantage of
reflecting public policy and other decisions already made
for the fishery and the current reliance on the fishery by
each sector. These considerations are reflected in the
current management arrangements for the fishery and
current catch. | have noted that some industry
submissions supported adopting this option."

The NZRFC has not been willing to accept the Minister's decision which
equates present catch with the allowance for recreational and non-
commercial interests.

It has to be acknowledged that the Ministry and the Minister have, since
the early 1990's sought to "peg" the purse seine catch by the imposition
of commercial catch limits. However the view of the NZRFC, supported
by the scientific evidence filed with these proceedings, is that the legacy
from this past over-fishing has resulted in substantially lower individual

4




55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

339042_5/a

13

catch rates for recreational fishers. This continues to the present day
with depletion of the kahawai fish stocks more apparent in some areas.

The NZRFC has never had a problem with the need to ensure that there
is adequate provision made for legitimate unavoidable commercial
by-cafch of kahawai. We recognise that this legitimate by-catch has
been constant of around 500 tonnes. When the Minister made his TAC
allocation the recreational sector were aggrieved to find out that the
TACC had been set at a level which would allow the continued targeting
of kahawai in our near shore waters by purse seine methods. We
believe this method is responsible for the regionalised depletion that
exists.

The Hauraki Gulf

The Hauraki Gulf is a case in point for regional depletion of the
recreational kahawai fishery. KAH1 includes the Hauraki Gulf. The
Minister decided to locate 48% of the commercial catch in KAH1.

The Hauraki Gulf is probably the most intensively fished recreational
fishing region in New Zealand. With a fish species such as kahawai,
which is known to travel distances, what happens to fishing outside of
the Hauraki Gulf has a relationship to fishing within the Hauraki Gulf. It
is my view that the Hauraki Gulf kahawai fishery has never recovered
from the early purse seine extractions of mature fish, and as such has
remained what is locally known as a juvenile fishery.

From my own experience in boating on the Hauraki Guilf for 39 years, it
is now a rare occurrence to see a school of mature kahawai within the
Hauraki Gulf. Where schools are sighted, these are small and in most
part are made up of what we term as spring kahawai (juvenile). 1 am a
regular fisher on the Hauraki Gulf and this past season | only caught one
mature kahawai of what | would term a "smoker".

it was once a commonplace occurrence, especially when cruising to
Great Barrier Island in the outer Hauraki Gulf to see sizeable schools of
pelagic fish including kahawai. The fish in the Hauraki are now
predominantly juvenile stock, with very few older fish. This is referred to
in greater detail in the affidavit of John Holdsworth.

There are some controls on the method of commercial fishing contained
in the Fisheries (Auckland and Kermadec Areas Commercial Fishing)
Regulations 1986. These commercial regulations do not contain a
complete ban on purse seine fishing within the Hauraki Gulf. There are

(@%
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specific amateur regulations contained in the Fisheries (Auckland and
Kermadec Areas Amateur Fishing) Regulations 1986 which impose
restrictions additional to the Amateur Fishing Regulations. There is a
bag limit of 20 kahawai in the Hauraki Gulf, but in practice there is little
hope of anglers catching this number as a daily bag. If an angler were
to catch 3 or 4 kahawai in a day this is now regarded as exceptional.

The purse seine fleet based at Tauranga is located relatively close to the
southern boundary of the Hauraki Guif Marine Park at Homunga Point,
just north of Waihi beach in the Bay of Plenty. The Hauraki Gulf Marine
Park covers a marine area of approximately 13,900 square kilometres,
with a coastline of approximately 2550 kilometres (source: the Hauraki
Gulf State of the Environment Report, Hauraki Gulf Forum, page 13).

As far as | can see the Minister's 2004 decision itself gives no express
consideration to the Hauraki Guif situation. Nor was the poor state of
the kahawai fishery in the Hauraki Gulf the subject of any specific advice
from the Ministry to the Minister in its 2004 FAP.

What are the recreational fishers seeking?

These proceedings involve a coalition of recreational fishing groups
coming together to question the way in which the Minister has allocated
and set the TACs for kahawai. There is a broad consensus within the
recreational fishing sector that all too often the recreational sector has
seen its fishing entitlements eroded by the priority needs predetermined
by the QMS "catch history” approach.

The NZRFC and the New Zealand Big Game Fishing Council signaled to
the Minister in late September 2004 that it was intending to challenge
the Minister's 2004 kahawai decisions. | annex a letter from our
solicitors Hesketh Henry to the Hon. David Benson-Pope, the Minister of
Fisheries dated 20 September 2004 [KI 17]. The Minister was asked to
provide an undertaking that final quota would not be allocated until a
Court had ruled on the legal issues.

The Crown Law office replied on behalf of the Minister by letter dated 22
September 2004 [KI 18]. It was stated that the Minister was unable to
stop the introduction of the kahawai stocks into the quota management
system. A large number of commercial fishers were identified as being
potentially affected as they were entitled to provisional catch entitiement.
| annex a letter from our solicitors to all non-commercial fishers identified
as having provisional catch entitlement dated 5 October 2004 [KI 19].

fi
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Replies were received advising that three companies wanted to be
heard to the proceedings being Sanford's, Sealord Group, and Pelagic &
Tuna New Zealand Limited.

The advanced stage of the "roll out" of the quota management system
for kahawai meant that it became a very difficult process to stop this. An
interim injunction was beyond the resources of the amateur fishing
groups involved. It was resolved to continue with the proceedings but to
seek in particular orders which will be relevant to future fisheries
decision-making. Challenging and setting aside the 2004 decisions is
important to recreational interests because of the view that the 2004
kahawai decision was incorrectly set, and should not become a
precedent or "benchmark” against which future decisions are made.

Over the years there have been various proposals to change the
legislation to enshrine clearer protection for recreational interests. The
NZRFC has been actively involved with the Ministry in seeking to clarify
the legislation concerning non-commercial and recreational interests but
given the number of parties, the number of different perspectives and
interests involved, this has always proven difficult. Itis my
understanding that there is a degree of shared recognition within the
Ministry that there needs to be a better approach to recognising non-
commercial interests.

A key objective of these proceedings is to clarify the Minister of
Fisheries decision-making powers when it concerns fish species like
kahawai, which have a very strong recreational interest and association.
There is a view within the NZRFC that the legislation has a degree of
priority to non-commercial interests which must be allowed before
setting any commercial catch.

The other principal objective is to obtain Court rulings that the Minister
take into account a wider variety of factors, including factors which
measure the quality of recreational fishing when assessing TACs, not
just current sector catch estimates, or commercial tonnages of fish. This
is particularly important in areas which have a legacy of historical over-
fishing of kahawai, population pressures, and where a rebuild of stocks
is required. It is also sought that the Minister make more precautionary
decisions to protect the sustainability of the kahawai stocks. In
particular, that the Minister recognise when setting TACs within

individual QMAs the adverse affects on recreational fishers’ ability to
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catch kahawai brought about by the previous unconstrained fishing
down of the kahawai stocks by commercial purse seine fishers.

| want to acknowledge that the Minister of Fisheries recently announced
in July 2005 at the NZRFC AGM and conference a new policy to
manage fish stocks above sustainable levels. The NZRFC has lodged a
submission to the 2005 IPP on kahawai supporting this new policy.
However this policy is not yet firmly established, and the view of the
NZRFC is that clarification of the legal issues is required, in the hope
that this will, in the future lead to fisheries management decision-making
which will improve the present poor catch rates of kahawai for non-
commercial fishers.

A Solicitor of the High Court of New Zealand
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Jenny Heard
Soiicitor
Auckland
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INGRAM sworn at Auckland this / 2 ™ day of August 2005 before me:

A Aot

%or ov//he High Court of New Zealand

Jenny Heard
Solicitor
Auckland
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N Z RECREATIONAL FISHING COUNCIL

PO BOX 26-064
NEWLANDS
j§ WELLINGTON

5 644972 5041 PHONE
¥ 6449725048 FAX
rfcmax@xtra.co.nz EMAIL

S @@%@&

The Minister of Fisheries
Parliament Buildings

Wellington. | : % v
Good afternoon Minister, @ %

Attached is our submission on the introducti

an% Quota
embers, option 4,
ed on this very important
athe

r submissions and wish them

Management System on October 1 2

{ We are aware that some of our N4

awaki
and many clubs, and individugl-mem I
species to our sector. We

to be taken in context wi

/e appointment to role, but request ‘
cerns that have been raised involving ~ ~

We don't envy youpj @alw ;
that you read and takengte’of the qfa
‘fotty Years. We have insisted that our members

this fishery ov
i i ave watched the kahawai fishery decline. The

erthe
contain thejr frysirations whilé :J;:!k
protests even involve

d &

el motoring into set purse seine net to try and
show th kipper an their opposition to their method of fishing and

ur iméb\gé%ahawai fishery.
Also a a%vg@p r vessels who have given up a days fishing to sit on top of
ﬁgl{! t

kahdwai sc revent a purse seine vessel shooting their net and taking the

) The nt of the kahawai fishery is not just a science issue, the decision that
, ¢ i @ orthe introduction of kahawai into the QMS is going to be a real political hot
wand as we have stated in our submission we will not give one inch until we
our’kahawai fishery back.

@Ne hope that you are able to attend our Annual General meeting in Whangarei and
by then you may have had the opportunity to read our submissions and make some

comments as to how you see the fishery being managed in the future.

Thank you for allowing us to make comment on how we see the issues affecting this
fishery and we await your decision with interest.

A Hard Copy has been posted today.

Ross Gildon
President.



OVERVIEW

This submission is a claim on behalf of the people of New Zealand who fish kahawai
for either sport or sustenance. Quite simply we want the return of this impestant
recreational species back to a level we used to enjoy.

The essence of our claim is that kahawai is the second most popu a% nal
ti

species as determined by the various surveys. (National Maring iortal Fishi
Survey 1987) (NZ Fisheries Assessment Research Documen hawal h
very low economical commercial value 0.50 cents per K en caught by p.

seine method and an extremely high recreational value erefore iti

Council's ultimate goal to have kahawai introduced i ata

only. <

We appreciate that due to the purse seiners tching
kahawai mixed with other species, and ra es th er be a totally
recreational fishery, but that does not st bein l mto the QMS at
low by-catch levels to recognise the vél fishepy to\t reational sector.
Our Council believes that when a spegties only ha rcial value of 0.50 cents
per Kg the resource is being d b ndus years we estimated that a

very generous target to kahawax ch would have approximated
to the following purse ffg;g,b h to 0 tonne KAH1, 100 tonne KAH2,
300 tonnes KAH3. As e/t]s/ v w been changed we wish to see the
new areas capped-ats o) ch to / This can be seen in our
recommendations \Qaj; asis f ﬁgures is that in 1993 the Minister of the time
told industry tl\a\ Wwanted t ttad Kahawai with them for jack & blue mackerel.

Industry t \5 acke toﬁin?ge offered and kept the kahawai tonnage as well.
&%9

LusEQ\

gk’i&\y\zonsujer where kahawai has been seen in retail outlets, it is

/?.\'ei a fe»ﬁ'lq ish in a supermarket (which would be adequately supplied with
g )ﬁe by-caf pnage we have allowed for, and occasionally the name kahawai can
*, be se Kso tinned fish cans.

Wégtual showed Minister Kidd one of these cans when he was the Minister. The
/flabe actually read as follows. This can MAY contain kahawai, mackerel, tuna. itis

— 26&} belief that if the purchaser does not know what they are actually getting in a can
\\ » “then we would support Industry for using Peruvian mackerel in place of the kahawai.

N Our Council is also aware that some whole kahawai has been shipped to Iraq and
Iran for food which we do not really have a problem with. Where we draw the line is
when the second most popular recreational species is boxed and sent to Australia as

bait. Quite simply the fishery is too important to our sector to allow this wastage to
continue.

BACKGROUND

ing started in the seventies
kyne in 1965 and a catch of




w——

240 ton (not tonne) was recorded against that vessel in its first year of operation.
Industry has had the use of this fishery for almost forty years and has done virtually
nothing with it as far as added value goes. We are saying that we now want our
fishery back. It has a far greater recreational value than commercial economic value
and this is recognised in the IPP. The authors of the IPP appear to presyme that we
as a sector are satisfied and will accept the present recreational catch

and that is far from the truth. We want the fishery back to the stag ave
reasonable chance of catching a fish, rather than to see it go off

value. & /}
TAGGING ANALYSIS O

Whilst acknowledging that the tagging study carri
determine who was catching what, the figures v
in the recreational catch from the 1983 taggl

91 qu/\ signed to
¥ show rke'd decrease

tu oome ists-will say that
we cannot use this data for our purpose er\ )s)just to %g riation not to
accept that the recreational catch has g ramatl“cally igee the early 80’s.
Results from the 1981 tagging Progre ow tha’(\tn \a eatlonal sector caught
72% of all of the tagged fish retu ford c at it is thought that
tagged fish tend to head lnshore a t woul th;reason why so many tags

were returned by the recreat o;zi nglers. am,tﬁe;rgm tagging programme our

sector only recovered 7/% of] \/tags }]Inediglow this is a huge variation from the
previous tagging prog T

Our Council and ur/\gn ific a;l\{lgh é’}xave tried to analyse why there could be such

a variation ar(d‘have\cpme u?&e\ following conclusions:

[:éia t\\%recreatlo}t\pe\'qyntage of catch was much higher than estimated by
the tlme b

E/(sheneszTecl\\\ erort 19 quotes “that there is some problems with the
\\/ ; \non r;po tags, it is still clear that the annual recreational catch
/ o~ ,,_ . < " must] év been similar to the annual commercial caich around that

‘*" @zj \(y"the thousands of fons per year and perhaps 5,000 tonnes or
e.’ ,

\ \

stry decaded not to report recovered tags. (Possibly to try and show that
he fishery was in a better state than it actually was.

\‘\ln ur 1993 submission, we explalned through our “sink” hypothesis (stated below),
‘how we believe the purse seiners have been responsible for the overall decline in
kahawal around New Zealand. It must be remembered that kahawai moving on

average of 50nm are considerably more mobile than snapper which move only a few
kilometres. (MAF Information pamphlet No.18)

We have been meaning to ask Brent Wood if it is true as stated on P.5 of the FARD
produced by B. Jones that “The 7583 3aa’7"y:@5 were not sefected at random since
large fish were sslecled for agsing and comparison with the fish being
currently tagged in the Bay (Wood pers.comim) Mark Feldman has contacted Mike
Bradstock and | believe Gavin James (the other two main pecple involved in the
1983 tagging programme). They were certain that MAF would always tag by proper
random selection of fish. Therefore provided that Brent Wood can confirm that the




fish were tagged at random, the 1983 data should be used as the best available data
atthe time.

As such, the analysis (refer to Figure 6 in the FARD) that Jones produced should be

used, but it should be hlghhghted in a different way. Jones states “Two Ia ings in
1991-92 had Iarger mean sizes than the 1983 samples and eight ha lar

mean sizes.” What is totally neglected, is that there must have been

samples (from the total of 20 samples) that were smaller than the } 8 } S, and\p j)
this more realistically states the true reflection of the decline i ln .

The bottom line is that in 1983 the fish averaged 51.3cm, wher&s sho by F"

5 (fig 3 in the McKenzie report) in the Jones FARD) the & § veraged 46 1991
(1991 does not include small fish in the 30-35cm range P/;M 3cmi ID en if
the 30-35cm fish were removead from the graph (forwfxatever reasorfj the" ave age
size for 1992 would still only increase to about 461 7. x 2 resu!t we are sﬁ'\owmg a

clear reduction of a mean size of 5.2cm over ap pen Qf/ eight y r$,\ané a further
drop of 0.8cm over the next year. %\;

/\
We acknowledge that the 1983 purse; *sﬁai may <?\ nt, but when
combined with the Kaharoa report, (d{sc ssed below) rt ugge sts that it all starts to
add up towards avidence of kahawai\eyerﬁshmg an explanatuon as to why the

recreational sector started s;eing dropsin cat q_\)i?\s/\about this time.

The Jones FARD also/ \1o)co @s&seme length data from East Cape

to Gisborne in the; @O Sig }he Bay’ 46\91,1990 s data. The comparison is invalid
because the area’ bgs beer conf Lm and it is like comparing apples with

oranges. Theg compa ns njm\b[3 frgm similar areas. As has been shown

between 3he Guiﬁﬁay of Plen Jasman Bay-Kaikoura coast. We are aware that
there cgm@a;ﬂy be large innﬁth ‘differences between areas that are not that far apart
so do no ‘tﬁrg;eye uones commients to be relevant as an explanation.

cqns1 ifiér tha ‘(be\r\e ajrse seine catches in two relatively small areas (the Bay
(act Hy Wg;m to Whakatane), and the top of the South Island (although not
d@hﬁu ﬁ/g \rs\y seine activity in KAH2) have led fo the overfishing of the
“/ “ »\[xja awai "hery ax;eund the entire coast of New Zealand. The resuits of the 1881-84
~. tagging programme showed that on average the kahawai moved 50 miles in a 2 year
' penoﬁ Tm}s gince the early to mid 1980's when the first large purse seine
e {idnswere taken, the kahawai could easily have moved considerable
s}ances e.g. the 150-200 miles from the north-west coast to the top of the South
,_\\‘fs/.fand We suggest that the concentrated purse seining in these hotspots creates a
/,x*x\“ \'rqid into which kahawai from other areas ultimately sink.

{

\‘_"j/ MAF tagged and released 4,600 kahawai near Whale Island in 1991. For those
people not living in the Bay of Plenty, Whale {sland is only 4 miles off shore and
probably the most fished area in the Eastern Bay of Plenty. There is only Whale
Island, and the Rau Rimu Rocks in shore, and the Volkner Rotks znd White Island
30 miles off shore, so there shiould not be any surprises at the high percentage of
recreational tag returns. Most weakends in excess of 100 boats lsave the
Whakatane Ramyp (NWA kahawai returns data 2001-2003) and each weekend
additional boats depart from Ohope and Thernton ramps. Tha latter two are adjacent
to Whakatane, so the percentage of kahawai tags returned by recreational anglers
fishing the Whale Island area is certainly no surprise to our Council.



KAHAROA TRAWL SURVEY DATA

A report prepared by Langley was written summarising the Kaharoa trawl survey

results from 1982-1993, which includes a section on kahawai. Pg16 states “In the A
West Coast North Island survey area, the mean length of fish comprising the
30-55cm length range declined from 41cm in 1986 to 36.7cm in 19?%milarly,

in the Bay of Plenty the mean length of adult kahawai declined fi m-in
1985 to 44.7cm in 1992.”

There are essentially only two explanations why there can b crease in av
fish size: either there has been a major increase in the numbers of Smaller fish
(recruitment), or there has been a major increase in ad

hypothesis because there was no kahawai recrui How
Hauraki Gulf P.16 of the Langley report states *
indices indicate strong 1981, 1984, and 1

classes from 1980, 1983, and each yearfr myxemphasis). The '

this area are consistently smaller th

orthland.

Gulf is likely to be a major juvenile nu Wkahﬂ%lﬁm se the kahawai in

cause it strongly suggests

oyerf s the catch statistics show, there
@- alities through the excessive purse

at keeps appearing, that recreational anglers only catch small
gthe ot fish as far out as the purse seine fleet. This statement
[thilst it may have had some bearing twenty or thirty years ago

at@pply in 2004. More and more recreational anglers are

trailer craft and these vessels are travelling out seventy miles off

Bay of Plenty, large numbers of recreational anglers are fishing foul

( |

s in the past recreational anglers were able to catch a reasonable days catch

shore they are now having to travel further out to catch a reasonable daily bag

ivit, and are targeting species like Blue Nose that used to be caught only when
recreational anglers chose to fish off charter boats.

Adult kahawai are found at all depths from inner harbours out to approximately 200
metre depths but they are unlikely to have the same density at all depths (Bradford).
While the statement is correct it does not stop the purse seiners from fishing in
shallow water as the photo below shows. The only condition that keeps the purse
seiners out further is the damage that can be done to their nets due to foul bottom.
In areas of sand or mud bottom they are fishing inside the recreational fleet, as has
been witnessed on many, many occasions by our sector.



RECREATIONAL CATCH TONNAGE

For some time we have suspected that our sector’s catch has been far more then the
2,000 tonne estimation. Pre 1980, the recreational catch could have been as high as
4,000-5,000 tonne or even higher.

Kilner allowed 2,000 ton to the recreational sector when N.Z.’s popu
third of what it is today, so we would have estimated the recreatlo al be m
excess of what has been allowed.

One scientist (1 cannot remember his name, or find the paper covening the bje

but he calculated that if each recreational angler caugh "eL\kahawaa p

twelve months, then the tonnage that should be allo reatlona ould
be in the 8,000-9,000 tonnes per year. As can be a\%;@n n, the
anglers taking part in the Central Diary survey ba ke hat they
caught 60 kahawai per year, so the sclentlst .08 p wi | may not

have been too far off the pace, whenhe s u such a
' Our Council has found it ridiculous. th |2 e recreational
kahawai catch of 700 ton. To sim 3 ey er year can be deducted

from 2,000 ton and a magic figk DETOR - nmportant part of the
equation. We would have GGl

this, and it is our sector : ~ c used of supplying anecdotal
evidence.

We believe this t ona f shers with the proceeds being given to
the purse seipe.go les an jeve that it is a gross social injustice.

gto have ery retumed to the good old days of the 1950’s but

We are;
there h Ievel betwe hat we had then, and the pathetic fishery that we
ére the@qmp urveys have shown that we are catching 0.4 kahawai per
b@}e showing even a less catch rate than 2003.

004 lo
gh the the year has not been finally collected, and myself being
olved ction of kahawai data for NIWA. Interviewers are required to
per ramp and are limited to collecting a maximum of 4 heads per

prev:ously stated that 100 boats on average use the Whakatane ramp
a weekend.

e weekend days in 2004 (not allowing for bad weather) with 100 boats per

2 800 boats fishing for say five hours each or 14,000 boat hours and | still do not
have my 50 heads as required. Whilst some anglers refuse to give us kahawai

heads, they would equate to less than 5% of the total, and this shows the true state
of the recreational kahawai in the Eastern Bay of Plenty.

VALUE OF KAHAWAI TO RECREATIONAL FISHERS

The SA Centre for Economic Studies report Sep 1999 (RRPG-1999} quotes:

“The only species that has a recreational value higher than the commercial
gross production value on a catching fish basis and the general fishing basis
is kahawai."

The report goes on to say that. “The exception is kahawai, where the MWTP $ per

o~ -



kahawai have a higher value as a recreational fish than a commercial or eating
fish.”

“The Centre calculated average values for the total recreational fishing

estimates on a fish and a per kg basis. The fish species that has the-highest
recreational fishing value estimate is snapper, with $85.1 million imated
from average WTP/Kg caught). Kahawai is the second highest

$73.6 million”.

The above statements reinforce the values and importance { r Souncil places>
on the kahawai species for our sector.

DEPENDANT DATA %!
dat y have had
kahawa| As
results are totally

We are aware that Sanfords have been coll

a person employed 80% of the time mea
the work being done is unaudited and
rejected by our Council. Those coll

interest in the
results and therefore they should hav q n carrying out the work
not a paid employee. This type 0 ilaKts orial sightings data and we
cannot accept the results. ljistQo e that they want for
measuring and rejecting those tk tgo agau e.gtain. We will treat data from this

ies involved in establishing the voluntary no go areas

i els~ At the time we believed that anywhere we could keep
5 better than giving them free reign to all of our inshore

Seldom fished, so in reality they gave away nothing. Kahawai are a very
and therefore a 2-mile limit is really pretty insignificant. When one

ers that a great deal of the area classed as no go is really too shallow for their
ts, or over foul ground which would damage their nets so they gave us nothing of
y consequence but when the total area was written on paper it did look impressive.

@ One area that should be closed to all purse seining is the Hauraki Gulf. It was
supposed to be closed in 1988 after a Sanfords boat made a couple of shots in the
Kawau Island area. The Hauraki Gulf is recognised as a juvenile fishery (B. Jones)
and the closure was supposed to come into the Regulations. However it was
withdrawn at the last minute and included in the Fishery Management Plan, then it
was puiled out of there and included in the voluntary agreement.

We regard the Hauraki Guif as a vital nursery area and the main gulf area should be
excluded from purse seining by regulation.

The industry voluntarily offered the recreational sector a “no fishing period” from



©

4991 su
i,
pu %

the period that skipjack was targeted and had virtually no impact on their kahawai
fishing

RESEARCH
In 1996 our Council asked to have a recruitment programme introd @ould
not see how a reliable stock assessment could be carried out if we.di ow wh \j\
the recruitment was into the fishery. The draft report “Juvenil ai Recrui L
Index Feasibility Study” really didn't tell us anymore than wh Iready
t the

dismal. However, the scientists had other answers angd’saig it was the

ha
suggested, that the fishery was under stress and the recruitmentinto the fishery
ted

so that we had a margin to work from. From the

any
other reason why the sampling failed. We not 5 “the :
recruitment variation is likely to be impo, dex may be

necessary to adequately assess the kaha\ stocksX

Our Council still believes that a reci dy is req % or kahawai. Kahawai
first spawn at 35-40cm (Egglestop) a recent s§rvey studies in the
Eastermn Bay of Plenty we are seei and the 40 - 50cm sizes

whereas in the past the maj of fish-éxce cm length.

licate shots of\the 1983 data, 1991 data, and 1992
data to be carried out appr -@) the numbers are low, and too low for
some scientists of oup e’ Advisors suggest that some sectors carry
out too much nu chin
As a Coupgi ed o e to assist with a duplicate tagging programme
simulati , 91 and% ing programmes but our offer was never taken up

e Ministry. (obyiously they are not gamblers or they already knew

wh%lixez fts wolw
5y theBay e kahawai in the 1990's are statistically and significantly
1sK fro

oothing-out.

m the 1983 sample. The 1983 fish averaged 51.3cm and the
an average length of 46.1 cm. The 1997 boat ramp survey had a
1om (Bradford). Given these results we firmly believe that the 1983
ta (atthough somewhat scant) must be recognised as valid and robust.

ore, we contend that it must be acknowledged that for the Bay of Plenty that
re 6 conclusive evidence from the 1983 and 1990-1 purse seine catch sampling
a that kahawai have decreased in size. Until there is hard scientific evidence
conducted by an independent organisation such as MFish or NIWA then the Minister
must accept this as the only available information, and it shows that the fishery is in
decline. ltis recognised around the world that a decrease in the average size of the
fish is hard evidence that overfishing is occurring.

AERIAL SIGHTINGS DATA

The Ministry through Brian Jones has gone into great detail on many occasions as to
the state of the kahawai fishery and has used data such as the aerial sighting data

supplied by industry paid pilots to suggest that the fishery was not under any type of
stress.

>
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It is interesting to note that as soon as the kahawai species became polmcal lo and
behold the spotter planes started noticing more kahawai schools than they had

logged in the past even though the recreational sector were catching less fish. The
spotter plane pilots were being paid by industry and they were certainly not going to
say that there were fewer schools when the heat came on.

The aerial sightings data has too much bias. It is not possible to kn

the total stock of kahawai is on the surface at any particular time. nta
conditions such as temperature may determine at what depth hkel
school. This might interact with other environmental vanabl the
abundance of prey. Far more work on the behaviour of pelaguc wull be require
before we can be convinced that the aerial sightings d n be given

credibility. As the respective fishing areas are not fl ay and

recorded daily, it tends to bias the results. We al t whe fly a
particular sector and no schools are seen, then f ation u ed.

One particular flight the author of this rep out wit %se seine
skippers from Whangarei to Whakatan eal of kahawai on the
surface and they had been telling meefin great shape the
fishery was in and there were mor s chools n there had been in
earlier years.

LOCAL CONCERNS @

r @ @

Our affiliates ta om théB8a
East have,a at therelhaxt
fishery j twelve ’
travels urther north travels from Tauranga, the less schools appear to
owi hile Qe some schools out of Tauranga, they are not there in
d noy< z ‘ﬁ y visible. Reports from the Motu area are that it has
ther pogRseasoh. Clubs at Whakatane, Opotiki, TeKaha, and Waihau Bay
@? d all had poor tournament results.

@ re t@% tournament held by the Mt Maunganui Sportfishing Club over 2
da n i i

glers and only 57 kahawai were caught. Based on an eight hour
fi equates to 17,840 fishing hours or 312 hrs for each fish caught.

Islands in the North to Waihau Bay in the
NO CHANGE in the state of the Kahawai

ecefit tournament held by the Waihau Bay Sportsfishing Club had 92 anglers

ing for two days for an estimated eight hrs / day equating to 1,472 hrs and 9
kahawai were landed.

KAH2

In the past, the purse seine fleet has rapidly filled their tonnage in this area. Up until
recently there appeared to be no significant decline in the recreational CPUE. Our
club’s situated at Gisborne, Mahia, Napier, Waiarapa, and Ngawi have all noted a
decline in school sizes and don't want to see any further decline in their kahawai
fishery.

The Eades Fnshmg Toumament run out of Wanganun was held in March 2004 A

E N

/17/7/



and 1 kahawai was caught. This type of resuit does nothing for the perceived quality
of management of our fishery by MFish, and our Council is also placed under
~ pressure for allowing our fishery to deteriorate to this level.

The participants of the Central Area diary survey clearly defined the state f their

2
fishery, and the MFish review clearly acknowledged the concerns of th volved m
the study. “Kahawai is one of the most important recreational fi

Central Region. Kahawai is being increasingly sought by recrea ngle
partly because of the decline in other popular specles ” " I ?%
were easily the highest in Hawkes Bay at 60 fish per an r, wi

next best being Tarakihi at 30 fish per year.” “The concem t ka wai

rated high as 84% of correspondents considered t hawal nu,

decreased.” “The level of concern was highest i of the hich
is consistent with the high level of concern bej sed wai in

the Bay of Plenty and Auckland.” (Kilner)

- %@Q
In the past Kah3 has always beene isgd as th

This has been acknowledged by ., Jon
there are no mature fish aroun

&%

repjent VIIlage for kahawai.
Is are now telling us that
eniles in the sounds with

very few schools outside ds. Over: e have heard many excuses
why the tonnage could ght in KA 0Us it is simple. We understand
perfectly what is going € 3 whe rﬂtohj ishery has been grossly overfished by
the purse seiners, BXBEsSive C five years from 1986/87 which averaged

nearly 4,000 ton way sustainable as history is now showing.

For most rec 3 kahawai are now nothing more than a
memory. v

onal fis f@; g Significant part of New Zealand’s social culture. We are an
natlo tljves within 100km of our coastal waters if not the majority being

stal 1991 the NZRFC managed a National Research Bureau survey
on th of recreational fishing with a Department of Statistics margin of

%. The survey indicated that one third of our population engaged in
ional / sustenance fishing in the past year. There is no reason to believe that
as been any change therefore we estimate that more than 1 million New
alariders fish each year for sustenance or recreation on today’s population.

@ In those early days the recreational sector had very littie knowledge of the fishery in
general-and we relied heavily on the ministry at the time to look after our fishery for

us. We were virtually unfunded and were all employed in our own spheres which had
nothing to do with fishery management. Since those early days we have found that
we had to become involved in fisheries management because we felt that we were
not being truly represented by MFish, MOF, MAF.

We have complained through the pelagic working groups, at plenary meetings, and
to the various ministers responsible for fisheries over the years,as to the state of the
kahawai fishery, and Ministers’ Moyle and Kidd were the only ones who really took
notice of our concems and did anything about them.



We are also aware that the recreational fishers have classified kahawai as their
second most popular species after snapper and it is for this reason that we wish to
ensure that our sectors entitlement is adequately represented when kahawai is
brought into the QMS.

One must remember the introduction of purse seining in New Zealand as catch &

skipjack tuna and only when the tuna season had finished was the fleet
targeting kahawai, trevally, and mackerel. Each time that we hav S to th
commercial catch of kahawai, industry has bleated long and lo

people would loose their jobs if there were any cuts. This h y een a

and always will be, as the fishing industry is too innovative to allowsuch a lnor
species to them to control their business operatlons

WHERE TO FROM HERE

When it was discovered that the shapper sto o ouncnl

supported the cuts to both the recreati o e in an effort to
rebuild the fishery. Whilst we suppo ﬁ'@s e fishing industry
g \Bt their existing tonnage

took the Minister to court and thro h
and have done nothmg sincetoh

We wish to advise the Mini e’same thing isn't going to
happen again with kah . ecision is that we will not give an
inch until we get our the fishery has been plundered
and the fish has

our sector that h

kahawai fishery. We can see that if we keep heading down the same
re go to p with the same result. The longer that the Ministry deny
, the longer it is going to take to get a rebuild. The
now at the stage where they want to see action, and the
a pohtlcal hot potato We can guarantee the fact that now

e past decade our Council has continually asked the Ministry, what level they
intendfishing kahawai down to? And we have never been able to get an answer.

r sector is now saying that the fishery has been fished down too far, and we now
want to see a rebuild.

The 1996 Fisheries Act allows the Minister to manage a fishery above the BMSY,
and the kahawai fishery is one of those fisheries that should be managed at this

level. We are happy to assist in a fishery rebuild, but not while the ﬁshery is being
slaughtered by the other major stakeholder.



OUR RECOMMENDATIONS

1/ A rebuild of the kahawai fishery is required urgently. /,)
2/ Commercial Catch Limits be capped at: @
KAH1 330 Ton @ @
KAH2 125 Ton
KAH3 200 Ton

3 Await the nationwide survey to estab

KAH4 10Ton

KAHS8 418 Ton

KAH10 10 Ton @
a

/\e\ IR i atch and
i i9

ly guesswork.

4/
5/

' r@;gested in the submission
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%!gu 19914
TO0 THE MINISTER OF FISHERIES <§§ :3

HON. DOUG KIDD

N.Z. RECR T? FI§ @INCIL INC. SUEMISSION ON
m-:mcsxc ES MANAGEJENT

pil @ T. Burstall-Fresident NZRFC
: B Marsland—Executive NZRFC

S

Research — Conservation — Management of Recreational Fisheri



SUEMISSION

ELAGIC FISHERI

PEL ES MANAGEMENT
1. STATEMENT <£§§;§> <§§zz>
'A. THE NZRFC Inc., IT'S EXECUTIVE, DELES sézin THE 2eo

PLUS RECREATIONAL FISHERS IT DIRECTLY AND ETLY, R ENTS
RECEIVE NO® DIRECT OR INDIRECT INCOME (R~FROFYTS M \PHE Nz
FISHERY 'RESOURCE.

B. HAVING NO FLUTOCRATIC INTERES FISHERS ARE
FULLY = RELIANT ON THE STEWARRDSHI : OUF GOVERNMENT
TO PRAOTECT THEIR ACCESS AND EQLQ FISHERIES.

c. THE 4@ MILLION DOLLARS b
EACH YERR FROM TREASURY,
PURSUE IT'S REPONSIRILITI N

SECTION 28D (R) 1 A ADS 3

“AFTER HAVING
FISHERY, INC
SECTION 11
ACT 1977,

(1) MAORI REATIONAL, AND OTHER NON-COMMERCIAL

&

5 MINDFUL OF M.A.F. FISHERIES MANAGEMENT

FINING THE MATTERS TO BE TAKEN INTO RCCOUNT
ARYING ANY TOTAL ALLOWARBLE COMMERCIAL CATCH,
ION 28D (R) 1 OF THE FISHERIES ACT.

-~ O
2D~
9
o
m
-4
[
— Z O
\ ¢ ]
D
%,

<§§;§LFC INC. ACKNDWLEDBGES THAT IT I8 THE FULL

Ty OF THE MINISTER OF FISHERIES, M.R.F. POLICY

AND M.A.F. FISHERY MANARGEMENT TO ENSURE THMAT 800, 00

. ZEALANDERE HAVE THEIR LEGAL STATUS AND RACCESS TO THE
Y RESDURCE FROTECTED.

THE NZRFC INC. CONSEQUENTLY SUBMITS FRACTICABLE INFORMATION
FOR OUR MINISTER, DEPARTMENT ADVISORS AND MANAGERS TO PROTECT
FUBLIC ACCESS AND QUALITY FISHING PURSUITS IN THE PROPOSED
PELAGIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT SCHEME.



2. KAHAWAI

(A) KAHAWAI I8 A SIGNIFICANT MAORI AND RECREATIONAL FISHERY.
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PEOPLE CATCHING KAHAWAI ANNUALLY, B4k, DOR

@

(B) 8@% OF KAHAWAI FISHING OR 1935, 06@ PEOFLE C HA

GMAl. THE AVERAGE FISHERMAN IS ON THE WATER 3§ KA YEA

(C)  TOTAL RECREATIONAL TONNAGE IF ONE Al WEI 1. 25KB
WAS CAUGHT, EVERY THIRD DAY WOULD EQUA

244,00@ X 38 ~ 3 X 1.25KB = 3,863,3 ,as*(Egggég

GMA1 EQUALS 80% = 3,298 TONNES. <ﬁ§i>

(D)1. 1886 TO 198@ LESSAT RURS E VESSELS TARGETED
KAHAWAI FOR FUTURE QUOTA HISYQRILAL C ORDS

1386—19%0 = B5, 337 TDNN

1983~13986 = 13,001 TON )

1986~195@ DTHER MET, ,51.<ng .

1983-1986 OTHER M 3, NE

FURSE SEINE INGR G (UND (39. 5%)

OTHER METHODS E (UN) (=2%)

(UN) = UNKNEWN\ME DD8<EQE>—- 86 NIL, 1586-15%@ 52@ TONNE
-CAT 0P >JACK MACKERAL

TRIZBSVICS SUBMITTED TO M.A.F. FISHERIES FROM
{1y CENTRAL GMA3, '

it n

18T JUNE TO 31ST SEPT

1987 1988 13989 1998 TOTAL

KAaH o 30AT. 4557. 460T. 430T. {,845 T.

‘. CKERAL 185T. 195T. 14@T. 22OT.  74@ T.

TH

See

T JUNE TO SEPTEMRER MONTHS ARE USED AS THE S0@T WAS ALLOCATED
AS RI-CATCH FOR TARBETING JACK MACKERAL JMA & EMA RS SUBMITTED.

IF JACK MACKERAL WAS TARGETED THAN KAHAWAT BI-CATCH WAS 2za%.

IF KAHAWARI WAS TARBETED THEN JACK MACKERAL EI-CATCH WAS 45%,

NZRFC INC. QUESTIONS COMMERCIAL COMPUTATIONS ON KAHAWAI BI-CATCH
RS SUBMITTED AND M.A.F. FISHERIES ADVICE TO THE MINISTER FOR THE

S0@ TONNE ALLOCATION.

fa

/W



3., BKIP JACK-JACK MACKERAL

THESE SPECIES ARE PREDOMINATE IN QMA1 SUMMER FISHER Y AR
INTEGRAL PART OF THE ECOLOGY FOOD EHAIN AND MANAGE ANS T
ACKNOWLEDBE OVER~HARVESTING OF THESE SPECIES W A D cC

RELATION TO POPULATION MIGRATION OF MARLIN AND, SPECI

THE NZRFC RECOMMENDS-

f. NO TARGETING FOR KAHAWAI STOCKS ! By §E SEINE

-4

HARVESTING METHOD.

2. NO PURBE SEINE HARVESTING MET ITHIN <§§$ICQL MILES OF
NEW ZEALAND!'S COASTAL AND/ OR IS ERN G ATER L INE.

3. EXTENSION OF DOMESTIC PU IN %THIN OUR EXCLUSIVE
ECONOMIC ZONE TO AT LERST 2Q\M »

E FIONE
4, MADRI COMMERCIAL QTIDNSézggégk NCLUDED IN THE PROPDSED

T.A.C.C. AND NOT BE A TER O E T.A.C.C.

5.  ALL PELAGIC Y Q &gg;iECLUDING THE 20,292 TONNE PLUS
HARVESTED IN JMA ALL ED BY NEW ZEALAND COMPANIES
IN NEW ZEALAND, o DMIC EXPORT BENEFITS.

B. SPORTFI DT LLOCATIONS BE ADDITIONALLY ALLOCATED
PRIOR TO T . TONN

HOD OF AKAHAWAI HISTORICAL CATCH BE ACKNOWLEDGED

7. M"OTWER

RS A EQUNT CATCH ALLOCATION.

8. 2] EINE ALLOCATIONS BE DEFINED ON THE AVERAGE
%g?é; I

1

OR /87. EVIDENCE OF CATCHING FOR QUOTA 13987—-199a
A FAIR EQUITARELE FROVISION FOR PURSE SEINE QUOTA.

g, M. FISHERIES BE RADEGUATELY FUNDED TO ALLDW RESEARCH TO

CLER TABLISH T.A.C*S. : ’

1@ A.F. FIBHERIES BE ADEQUATELY FUNDED TO ESTABLISH PRESENT
RE RECREATIONAL AND TOURISM WORTH OF FELAGIC FISHERIES.

i KAHI-KAHZ NZRFC INC. OPPOSES REMOVING THE LINE BETWEEN KAH1
AND KAHE. WE SUGGEST JMA1 BE DIVIDED TO COINCIDENT WITH KRH
MANAGEMENT RREAS.

12, SUBDIVISION HAH3 WE SUPFORT SUE-DIVIDING KRH3 FOR MANAGEMENT
AND RESEARCH PURPDSES. FRESENT QUDTA ALLOCATION TO BE DIVIDED AND
NOT INCREARSED AS KAH3 STOCK 1S ONE STOCK.

O



CONCLUSION é? . &
1 -

NZRFC ARE FPRESENLTY UNDERTAKING AN ECD 1 BUR F
RECREATIONAL WORTH FOR NEW ZEAL&ND FISH « . THE N NaL

RESEARCH BUREAU MAS THE AFPROVAL OF THE DERARTMENT OFCSTANPSTICS
TO THE FORMAT BEING USED.

R PREVIDUS ECONOMIC SURVEY UNDERTA
ON LOCARL/COVERSEAE RECREATIONAL FI
POTENTIAL OF MARINE FISHERIES RE
FOOD ECOLOGY ENHANCEMENT IS
INVESTMENT AND THE CONTINUI
CONSEQUENTLY, PELARGIC MANAG
ECONOMICAL CONBIDERATION AL

3. . .
THE NIRFC CLEARLY ’:::l
ACH,

PLACED ON ALL U

MANAGEMENT FLAN. @Ci
RS

ATIONAL WISTORICAL CATCH, RESEARCH OF PROPOSED
CRUE DATA AND FACTUAL HISTORICAL COMMERCIAL

«A.F. FISHERIES INABILITY TO 8PELCIFY
S TO ESSENTIAL CONSERVATIVE MANABEMENT FDR
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7). Box 90418, annmkﬂt Phone 0-9-579 3477 Fax 0-9-579 1377

Bob Burstall ' , :
PRESINENT: »

Max Hetherington
HATIONAL SECRETARY:

28 May 1993

- Hon D Kidd :
Minister of Fisherles
Parliament Building
WELLINGTON .

Dear Minister,

A recent survey of recreational fishing clubs throughout New
Zealand revealed that almost all anglers feel that our kahawai
populations are still in decline.- The highest level of concern
was in the Hauraki Gulf and Bay of Plenty. But the most

'gurprising result of the survey was that anglers on the North
West Coast of the North Island now feel that their kahawai
populations are also in trouble.

Previous surveys by this Council and the NZ Big Game Fishing
Council, "New Zealand Fisherman”, "Fishing News"”, and MAF'’s
Marine Recreational Fisheries. Working Group all say the same
thing - "Kahawal numbers are in decline and anglers are worried™.
There is no evidence availlable to refute what recreational
anglers are saying. Actually, no one has any idea of what the
biomass of kahawal was in the past or is now.

What we do know is that the kahawai were doing well until the
late 1970°s, when the commercial catch began to exceed 1,000
tonnes. At that time the recreational catch was probably in the
range of 3,000 - 5,000 tonnes. The kahawal seemed to be able to
sustain that level of pressure but when the purse-seiners moved
into the fishery in the early 1980's kahawai populations began -
to fall rapidly. The loss of plentiful seafood has proved
painful for the Maori people, who have long relied on the

. kahawali. It has also been a blow to the recreational sector,
which have been dependinqﬁpore on the kahawal after our snapper
populations declined.

Our latest survey has. revealed that the recreational concern
about kahawal is continuing to grow and these worries are
confirmed by the fact that the purse-seiners have been iunable to
catch their quota in the QMA-3 in 1991-92 and 1992-93.
Ironically, the purse-seiners had not fished for skipjack during
either of those seasons so they expended more effort in catching
kahawai but were still unable to meet their quotal




-t

PR

The Recreational Fishing Council is concerned that kahawai may
be added to the Quota System, thus giving unrealistic ownership
rights to the ‘commercial companies that have only recently
usurped possession of this recreational fishery. The purse-
seiners historically fishing for quota have done a lot of damage
to the kahawaili and it’s about time to put an end to their
activities. The profits from the kahawai fishery have been
minimal and restricted to only two companies and their
stockholders. The damage to subsistence and recreational fishers
has been substantial and widespread.

We would like to see the status quo restored., ' This means
reducing the total commercial catch to the 1,000 tonne level once
again. To do that the purse-seiners would need to be excluded
from the kahawal fishery, some limits put on set-netters and
beach-seiners that are targeting kahawai, and a ban on the
release of any new commercial licenses for kahawai. We would
also support the idea of controlling the recreational catch by
introducing individual bag limits on regional kahawai.

Because of the low commercial value of kahawai it .is hard to
justify additional, expensive research on this species. We
already know that kahawai numbers were stable until the
commercial catch began to exceed a thousand tonnes. That is
probably all the information we really need.

Kahawal are relative to Kingfish in their revenue earnings from
overseas tourism.

The International Game Fish Assocliation clearly identifies salt-
water fly fishing as the largest developing sports fishery in the
world. Consequently, quota allocation 4if any should be
appropriated to cater for visiting tourists participation.

This letter is only a summary of the information available.
Either of us would be happy to discuss .any of these issues with
you and go into more detail.

Yours faithfully, .

John R Chibnall Mark Feldman
.BXECUTIVE & MANAGEMENT : ’ CONSULTANT

cc NZ Big Game Fishing CouncillInc'

v
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>y, Box 99418 Newmarket Phone: 0-9-579 3477 Fax: 0-9-579 1377 | /—\

NESINENT:

Bob Burstall

'ATIONAL SECRETARY:  Max Hetherington

11 June 1993

Dr John Annala

MAP Fisheries Greta Point
PO Box 297

WELL;NGTON

Dear Dr Annala,

A recent survey of recreational fishing clubs (copy enclosed)
throughout New Zealand revealed that the overwhelming majority
of anglers feel that our kahawal populations are still in-
decline. The highest level of concern was in the Hauraki Gulf
and Bay of Plenty but the most surprising result of the survey
was that anglers on the North West Coast of the North Island now

feel that their -kahawai populations have also declined
significantly.

With such a high level of public concern the Recreational Fishing

. Council was surprised and disappointed to -see the draft report

on kahawal prepared for the May, 1993 Plenary. We would like to
draw your attention to several parts of the draft report that we
feel require further consideration. ’

Under "Commercial fisheries”™ on page 120 the author argues that

the purse seine quota was not reached in KAH 3 in.1991-92 because *
of bad weather, but the author left out that the purse-seiners

have been unable to catch their quota in KAH 3 this season
either. .

He also forgot.to mention that the purse seiners did.not fish for
skipjack in 1991-92 or 1992-93 80 some of them had all summer
long to target kahawal. Despite this increase in effort the KAH
3 quota remains unfilled this season! This increase in effort

also explains why the KAH 2 quotas were "quickly filled in 1991-
92 and again in 1992-93", :

We would like to point out that there is actually no proof that
the weather in KAH 3 was any worse in 1991-92 than in other

vears. We also feel that significant information that should
have been in this section was left out.

A particularly interesting bit of data concerns the fork-length
research that was done in 1981-84. A comparison of mean fork-
lengths from the purse-seine target fishery in 1981 (51.3 cm) and
1991 (45.6 cm) shows a drop in mean length of 5.7 cm over the
decade! That figure should concern us all; we cannot figure out
why it wasn’t included in the draft report.




...2_ 

Under "Non-commercial fisheries™ on page 120 there was also bias
in how the information was presented. The second paragraph
begins with & description of recreational concerns. Then the

statement is made that "There 1s no evidence to support this
assertion”.

We have been repeatedly disappointed by the attitude of MAF
towards information obtained:- from recreational surveys. The

opinions of thousands of recreational anglers represents a '

considerable knowledge base that should be taken more seriously.
At this point it’s probably the best information we have on the
changes in the total and regional biomass of kahawal.

Fisheries research is notoriously difficult and the potential for
error when data 1is interpreted is very high. It is hard to
believe that information from recreational surveys is any less

speculative than the information provided on page 122 under the.

heading "Status quo catch”. We submit that the statement "There
is no evidence to support this assertion" is itself highly
biased. At the very least it should read; "We have no
quantitative evidence to support or refute this assertion".

Our final point deals with the interpretation of kahéwai tagging

studies on page 120 under "Non-commercial fisheries". We do not
believe that the fact that tagging studies "show most fish are
recaptured within 50 nautical miles of the release site" has
anything to do with the report’s implication that there are no
- "large movements of kahawai around and between QMAs".

We would 1like to point out the following difficulties with
establishing a relationship between the tagging results and the
assertion that there are no large scale movements of kahawail:

1: Since the 1984-85 season almost 18,000 tonnes o£~kahawai
have been taken from. the area around the Bay of Plenty.

This is a massive catch and must certainly affect the
patterns of kahawai migration.

With so many kahawai taken out of the water there must have
been considerable accumulation of food within the Bay of
Plenty. Such an abundance of food and lack of competition
for it could easily alter established migratory patterns

and distort any tagging study results done in the recent
past. :

2: Almost all f£fish tagged 1in the studies were recaptured
within two years. That’s long enough to allow some insight
into seasonal movements but it cannot provide definitive
information on long range, age class movements.

We know these long range, age class movements occur because
the oldest kahawal 1in New Zealand are found off the
Kaikoura Coast yet no young kahawal are found anywhere near
there. This is de facto proof of age-class movements.

3: The 1981-84 tagging study reported by Wood, Bradstock and
James does show a long-term southerly pattern of movement
for kahawai in XAH 1 and KAH 2.




_ -

4; It must be kept in mind that kahawal don’t just have to
migrate as mature fish. It is entirely possible that there

are movements Northward of young fish, fry, or even eggs
that we are unaware of.

We are concerned by the degree of bias in this draft report on
kahawali. Since we lack the knowledge to properly evaluate
Section 2 (Biology) or Section 4 (Stock assessment) we request

" that you assign another scientist to evaluate that data again
before the TACC meetings.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Yours sincerely,

“John R Chibnall = ' Mark Feldman
EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT , CONSULTANT

cc Minister of Fisheries
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11 June 1993

Hon Doug Kidd
Minister of Fisheries
Parliament Building
WELLINGTON

Dear Minister,

By now a report from the May, 1993 Fish Assessment Plenary has
arrived on your desk. Because of financial constraints and
communication breakdowns there was no recreational representative
at the Fishery Assessment Working Group that wrote the Draft
Report. We also believe there were no representatives from
Greenpeace or Forest and Bird on the Working Group.

By the time the Draft Report came to our attention the Plenary
was nearly in session. When we expressed our concerns about the
Draft Report we were told that kahawal would not be discussed at
the plenary since no changes were being recommended by MAF.

This left us with no way to alter the report before it.arrived
on your desk, so we would like you to know that the Recreational
Fishing Council does not agree with many aspects of the report

N

and feel it is strongly biased in favour of the purse-seine °

fishery. . ‘

We feel that our kahawal populations are threatened by the purse-
seine fishery and recommend that it is time to severely restrict
the commercial catch by eliminating the purse-seiners from the
kahawai fishery.

We have enclosed a copy of our letter to Dr Annala outlining the
points we disagree with in the Fishery Assessment Report on
kahawai. We hope it will help you to understand our concerns
about this threatened recreational resource.

Yours sincerely,

John R Chibnall ' Mark Feldman
EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT . : CONSULTANT
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NZRFC Pelagic Species 1993/94 TACC Submission

OVERVIEW

This is a claim on behalf of the people of New Zealand for the return of the important
recreational fisheries for kahawai and kingfish.

The essence of our claim for kahawai and kingfish is that these species must be
recognised as a “recreational fish" by the establishment of catch limits at the
sustainable by-catch level for the main methods/individuals. For kahawali, the catch
limits would be 600 tonnes for the 7 purse seiners. For kingfish, the catch limits would
be 1 tonne allocated to each of the top 20-30 longline and setnet fishermen who have
been targeting kingfish.

At first glance, there may be some who will consider our claim to be exaggerated or
overstated or not serious. But, this claim is very real and we believe that upon fully
reading our claim, most will agree that the claim is justified and should be enacted by
MAF and the Minister. A

BACKGROUND

At the non-commaercial TACC meeting of 22 July 1993, we presented an initial
2 page submission on the kahawai fishery which provided the first pieces of
quantitative information that kahawai is being overfished. Based on this data and the
overwhelming level of anecdotal evidence from recreational and many commercial
fishermen, it is vital that the purse seine catch limits be reduced. We stated that the
catch limits should be reduced to a by-catch level: 200 tonnes KAH1, 100 tonnes
KAH2. Based on other new considerations and data, we now recommend that KAH3
should also be at a by-catch level of 300 tonnes. Written comment is also provided
for billfish, jack mackerel and blue mackerel.

Kahawal

Purse seine average size overfishing evidence

1. The data (Table 8a of the Wood report (enclosed)) that we presented at the
July 22 meeting showing that KAH1 is being overfished received the comment {in the
minutes) from Dr Jones that the data could not be used in the way that we had
presented it. It is true that the 1983. data were from 3 shots, but there is nothing in
the methods section of the Wood tagging report that suggests that "big fish had been
targeted for tagging purposes”. Our understanding of the 1983 tagging programme
is that all the sets were part of a normal commercial purse seining operation and that
MAF in no way directed the fishing operation with regard to where the shots were
done and which size of fish were set on.

1 -

#



NZRFC Pelagic Species 1993/94 TACC Submission

o, Although the 1983 data represents only 3 shots it needs to be recognised that
the target data for 1991 was only 5 shots over a 2 month period and that the 1992
data was only 7 shots also only over a 2 month period (see Appendix 1 and 2 of the
McKenzie report (enclosed)). Thus, the inference in the minutes and during the
meeting is not entirely correct that the 1990's data for the Bay of Plenty purse seine
fishery is representative of the "whole year". As an aside regarding Kaikoura, is not
clear how many months were sampled since the graph (No. 6) that Dr Jones
presented appears to be a summary of all the 1930 purse seine landings.

3. There need not necessarily be any problem with a sample in 1983 of only 3
landings and 100 kahawai per landing. We understand from our scientific advisors
that MAF. could do a simulation with the 7 shots from 1992 to determine the degree
of bias and accuracy that there may be with 3 shots and 100 fish. However, looking
at the 1992 data we suspect that 3 shots/100 fish would be a good estimate. Our
scientific associates who are involved in other fields of scientific endeavour have
commented that scientists are frequently "guilty” of oversampling and doing too much
sampling. -

4.  Forthe Bay, the kahawai in the 1990’s are statistically and significantly smaller
than the fish from the 1983 sample. The 1983 fish averaged 51.3 cm. The 1991
summary graph (McKenzie Figure 3a (included)) has an average length of 46,1 cm
and does not have the inclusion of smaller fish in the 30-35 cm size class which does
occur in the 1992 graph (McKenzie Figure 3b (included)). Even if the 30-35 cm fish
were removed from the 1992 graph (for whatever reason), the-average size for 1992
would still only increase to about 46 cm.

5.  Given all of the above considerations, we firmly believe that the 1983 purse
seine data (although somewhat scant) must be recognised as being valid and robust.
Furthermore, we contend that it must be acknowledged that for the Bay of Plenty that -
there is conclusive evidence from the 1983 and 1990-91 purse seine catch sampling
data that kahawai have decreased in average size. lt is recognised around the world
that a decrease in the average size of the fish is hard evidence that overfishing is
occurring. :

6.  Some other red herrings regarding the purse seine data were also put up at the '
July 22 meeting. Very simply it is not valid to compare kahawai targeted data in 1983
with kahawai by-catch data in 1991/92 - that would be apples and oranges! We don't
understand the point about the right hand side of the graphs which seems to be a very
minor technical point to us. But what we do understand is that there are essentially
only two explanations why there can be a decrease in average fish size: either there
has been a major increase in the numbers of smaller fish (recruitment), or there has
been a major increase in adult removals. Nobody has any real understanding about
kahawai recruitment processes, but what everybody understands is that there has
been a major increase in adult kahawai mortalities through the excessive purse seine
catches over the last 10 years.



NZRFC Pelagic Species 1993/94 TACC Submission

Recreational CPUE and size overfishing evidence

7. The following quantitative data (enclosed) is available comparing line caught
kahawai between 1983 and 1991. It needs to be noted that since our initial submission
two additional size estimates (in bold) have been obtained with the 1991 data being
refined to specifically determine the average length of the surfcasting caught fish.

1983 55.cm (n=417)  MAF Report No. 103 (pg 12-13) Motu R (21 days s/casting)
49.8 cm (n=32) - MAF tagging report Table 8a BOP (12 days line fishing)

1991 42.1 cm (n=3775) MAF survey Fig 3.13 BOP(January - July boatfishing)
41.45 cm (n=133) MAF survey Opotiki - Te Kaha (March -July surfcasting)

1983 2.55 f/p/hr . MAF report 103 pg21 on Motu River (surfcasting)
1991 0.1 fip/hr - - MAF survey Fig 3.5 Opotiki (surfcasting)

8.  Mrs. Lenise Ludliow was the person who interviewed the surfcasters during the
1991 recreational fishing survey for Todd Sylvester. She regularly surveyed (most
weekends) the main surfcasting spots in the area from Opotiki to Te Kaha from March
to July. The Motu was one of her routine survey points. She has stated that there
was nothing different about the fishermen, the interviews, the fishing gear, target
species, kahawai size and the catch rates at the Motu compared to the other 5-6 spots
she regularly surveyed. In essence, the catch rates and the kahawai size at the Motu
were just as bad and small as at any of her other survey areas. MAF Auckland has
the data and we are certain that if the data was analysed then there would be
conclusive evidence that her claims are correct.

9.  The kahawai fishing at the Motu River was famous. But now, the bottom line
is that there has been a dramatic decrease in both size and catch rates for the Motu
River that simply cannot be denied. In the past, every year the local people use to
enjoy catching for food good numbers of large kahawai, however since the mid 1980s
the kahawai have become small and scarce. Although the kahawai catch rates were
especially good at the Motu, the decline in kahawai is typical of all other areas.

10. In the Plenary document (pg 133) the statement is made that "there is no
evidence to support [the] assertion” that kahawai are becoming scarce and smaller in
size. This statement is wrong based on the information presented above for the Bay
of Plenty. The statement is also most unfortunate and has been especially damaging
given that it seems to have been something that the industry has picked up on, clings
to and frequently repeats. .

Kaikoura purse seine "non” evidence

11. As is outlined below, it is possible to discount the only small piece of
information suggesting that there had been no kahawai size change. The information
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was presented as graph No. 6 by Dr Jones at the July 22 meeting for the Kaikoura
purse seine fishery. It is widely-known amongst both recreational and purse seine
fishermen that Kaikoura is an area in which old large kahawai tend to predominate;
this could possibly be true for all of the kahawai around the top of the South island.
The tagging data suggests that the southern kahawai make a seasonal migration
south for the summer and north for the winter. The tagging data also suggests that as
kahawai get older so they start to move progressively south (from the North Island)
during their lifetime. '

12.  We agree with Dr Jones that the Hauraki Gulf appears to be essentially a
nursery area for kahawali, but we would also contend that Kaikoura reprasents the
human equivalent of a retirement home. Remember, it appears in one of MAF’s
FARDs that juvenile kahawai have never been reported south of around Porirua
Harbour. It is logical to expect the average size not to have changed in the Guilf as
a nursery area, so it would also be expected that the average size would not have
changed off Kaikoura - a "retirement area”. We would however expect there to be a
decrease in the numbers of kahawai living in the southern area, but regrettably no
scientific data is available to prove or disprove this hypothesis.

Recreational fishing for kahawai

13.  There are a number of popular misconceptions about recreational fishing for
kahawai that need to be put to rest. Recreational fishing for kahawai doss not oceur
close to the shore in small boats or by surfcasters around river mouths. In KAH1 and
the Bay of Plenty in particular, there is a history of recreational trolling for tuna,
kingfish and kahawai across the shelf. We fish the same waters the purse seiners
fish. We also fish the shallow inshore harbour waters that they do not fish and it is
correct that this would be when we are largely catching the smaller kahawai. But most

of our catch in East Northland and certainly the Bay of Plenty is from the open coastal -

waters where significantly about 75% of our catch is bigger than 35¢m. It is wrong to
infer that the recreational sector only fish in waters where small kahawai predominate.

14.  There is also the theory that there are two types of KAH1 and KAH2 kahawai:
an offshore free ranging big kahawai and a nearshore/river mouth residential small
kahawai. The tagging data suggest that there could certainly be some truth in the
theory, although we possibly feel that the theory has been a bit overstated. Howsver,
as we have explained above it is wrong to somehow make the connection with the
plausible theory that recreational fishers fish the little nearshore kahawai and the purse
seiners fish the big offshore kahawai. It needs to be stressed that recreational fishers
fish the entire kahawai stock in all of the waters around the NZ mainland coast and
as is stated below we have observed a decline in all the different “types" of kahawai.

On anecdotal evidence

15.  We had genuinely hoped that since the purse seine catch limits were first
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introduced in late 1989 that there would have been an improvement in recreational
fishing for kahawai. But, unfortunately recreational kahawai catch rates have not
improved and if anything the catch rates have only deteriorated. This was the major
result of a survey of fishing clubs spread around the country conducted by the NZ Big
Game Fishing Council. A copy of the results of this survey was provided earlier this
year to the Minister.

16. Wa totally discredit the generality of the two anecdotes that some MAF staff
provide that there was a run of kahawai in Whangarei Harbour and off the Wairarapa.
We don't deny that these events happened and we acknowledge that during our
survey there was the odd report of reasonable numbers of kahawai in a few locations.
But, the undeniable and overwhelming result of our comprehensive survey was that
recreational kahawai catch rates are still bad.

17.  Forthe first time, we would also like to introduce into the debate the anecdotal
evidence of many commercial longline, set net and trawl fishermen who have
commented that they believe the kahawai have decreased in abundance and size.
This information has frequently been passed on to us in generally a totally unsolicited
manner in many different forums (eg. PLCs, trawl line meetings) over the last 3-4
years. We consider that this evidence is especially relevant as this sector of the
* industry has nothing to gain in the kahawai debate, and consequently could be
considered as being unblased. It would seem that the only group who are denying
that the kahawai fishery is being overfished are the purse seine operators, who are
also the only group profiting from the inclusion of kahawai in a mixed species purse
seine industry. '

18.  Also, for the first time, we have to report that there are now concerns about the
state of KAH9. These concerns actually first started to surface 2-3 years ago, and
follow the familiar theme that the kahawai have become less abundant and smaller.
Commercial set net mulletkahawai fishermen on the Kaipara, Manukau and at Port
Waikato report that kahawai are declining in abundance. We would suggest that the
decline on the west coast is a very serious matter and is evidence that the whole of
the kahawai stock around New Zealand is being overfished. This is because unlike
the east coast there has been no significant level of purse seining on the north-west
coast. Therefore for the kahawai to be declining in abundance and size the impact
would have had to have originated from most probably the South Island but possibly
also the Bay of Plenty purse seine fishery, as postulated below.

The sink

19.  This is how we believe the large purse seine catches in mainly two relatively
small areas (the Bay of Plenty (actually Waihi to Whakatane) and the top of the South
Island (although not discounting the purse seine activity in KAH2)) have led to the
overfishing of the kahawai fishery around the entire coast of New Zealand. The
results of the 1981-84 tagging programme showed that on average the kahawai
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moved 50 miles in a 2 year period. Thus, since the early to mid 1980s when the first
large purse seine extractions were taken, the kahawai could easily have moved
considerable distances eg. the 150-200 miles from the north-west coast to the top of
the South Island. We suggest that the concentrated purse seining in these hotspots
creates a void into which kahawai from other areas ultimately sink.

; KAH1 and KAH2 catch not changed since the early 1980's (Appendix A)

20. We believe the fundamental reason why recreational catch rates have not
increased even though the purse seine catch levels were introduced in 1989, is that
with the exception of one year (1987/88) there has basically been no change in the
KAH1 and KAH2 catch. Appendix A shows that if 1987/88 is removed and the
unknown’ catch is apportioned, then the average KAH1 and KAH2 catch has not
changed over the last 4 years compared to the 4 years prior to 1987/88. We do
acknowledge however that at least the introduction of the purse seine catch limits
prevented the potential for another blow out year as happened in 1987/88. But, if
there is to be a real rebuilding of the kahawai fishery and an improvement in
recreational catch rates, then the purse seine catch levels will have to be considerably
decreased.

21.  As will be explained below, we are adamant that for now the reductions will
have to be set at purse seine by-catch levels. One of the good points about purse
seining is that it is a very "clean" method with the potential for little by-catch.
Countless discussions have revealed that because of the skill and experience of most
of the spotter pilots and skippers, it is possible to very precisely target the pelagic
species. We estimate that a generous target to-by-catch ratio for kahawai is 8:1 which
would approximate to the following purse seine by-catch tonnages: KAH1 200 tonnes,
KAH2 100 tonnes, KAH3 300 tonnes, KAHS 0 tonnes. These tonnages would most
definitely need to be explicitly allocated evenly between the purse seiners depending
on where they historically fished.

22. This recommendation would have to be rigidly enforced because there is
potential for these catch limits to easily be exceeded. We envisage a three tiered
enforcement system. . If the by-catch limit for a boat was ever exceeded in any one
fishing year, then there would be an immediate and very stern warning to the
skipper/company. If the boat limit was exceeded twice, then the boat fishing permit
would be immediately removed thus preventmg the boat from fishing for the next 12
months. For exceeding on three occasions, the boat would be immediately forfeit to
the Crown.

23. At this stage, we do not have any major concern about the other commercial
fishing methods with reference to the overall kahawai stock since most of these are
genuine by-catch fisheries. We do not envisage a need for these methods to be
brought into the quota system and allocated quota. Thus, another advantage of our
system would be that it would be administratively simple to operate and would have
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very little cost. We have some concern about kahawai target set net fishing in some
of the northern harbours (eg. Raglan, Manukau) but acknowledge that the TACC
setting process is not the most appropriate place to resolve these concerns which are
essentially about localised depletion.

Blue mackerel

24,  Atthis stage, we would like to depart from the mainstream kahawai debate and
briefly examine the blue mackerel fishery to see how the performance and history of
this new fishery is very relevant and related to kahawai purse seining. Blue mackerel
catches have dramatically increased since 1986 as shown below based on MAF's
LFRR data for all of NZ combined.

1986/87 1640 tonnes

1987/88 5416 tonnes

1988/89 5851 tonnes

1989/90 5673 tonnes

1990/91 9029 tonnes

1991/92 15278 tonnes

1992/93 10696 tonnes (up until the end of May/June)

25. A more comprehensive analysis by MAF will confirm that most of the increase
in the blue mackerel catch is due to the activities of the purse seiners targeting blue
mackerel for the export market to the Middle East. We don't have a problern with this
export because it provides overseas revenue and jobs from a species that the
recreational sector does not have, a great deal of interest in fishing. We are also
pleased that the purse seine industry in this instance is behaving more responsibly
since the indications are that the ‘end use of blue mackerel is human consumption.
Hopetully the "bad old days" are gone when purse seine fish was largely used for

craybait or turned into fishmeal.

26. The problem that we have with blue mackerel is that this is yet another
unfortunate example of how a fishery is being developed improperly. Four species,
beginning with trevally in the 1970s, kahawai and jack mackerel in the 1980s, and now
blue mackerel for the 1990s, have all been casualties of purse seining. All of these
species were developed without much regard to the basic tenets of fisheries
management such as determining sustainable yields, stock boundaries, closed areas
and recreational allocation.

How fisheries are developed

27.  Unfortunately, most other fisheries in NZ and around the world were also
developed in this unplanned and uncontrolled manner. We understand why this
happens. Itis part of the culture of fisheries management organisations and the "fish
down" philosophy that has not changed since the very first commercial fisheries for
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cod and herring were developed in the 1800s in the North Sea. But it must stob. it
is shortly going to be the year 2000 and it is time for change.

o8. We consider that fisheries should be developedin a far more controlled way so
that the problems that happen once a fishery is developed can be avoided. We draw
the parallel with the stringent controls that are placed on developers who wish to profit
from a natural resource on land. If a company wants to exploit and develop a natural
resource on land (eg. gold) there are a large number of checks and controls that must
be satisfied; possibly there are even too many controls. But if a company wants to
exploit a natural resource at sea (eg. a fishstock), all that is basically required is a
commercial fishing permit.

29. The point that we want to make here is that if the kahawai fishery had been
developed in a controlled and proper manner, then there should have been a
considerable -amount of recreational sector consultation before what is a public
resource was developed for private profit. If this consultation had occurred (around
1975 it should have taken place), we would have insisted on three basic principles: a
biomass survey be undertaken and age/growth rates be determined, reasonably
extensive purse seine closed areas and that there be no dramatic decrease in the
recreational catch rate.

30. It has been pleasing to see that some of these sorts of principles can be
implemented before a fishery (eg. orange roughy south of Stewart Island) is
developed. MAF and the Minister got right the basic principles for possibly the first
time. The message that was sent to industry must have been something like "MAF
does not have the funds to do a biomass survey. You are the group who will directly
benefit from the development of the resource. If you want to fish this stock; then the
first group of finders/exploratory cruises have to be done in a controlled manner

(similar to a MAF research survey) with MAF scientific and technical supervision so

that a biomass estimate can be determined".
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Kingfish
Background

31.  Kingfish is an important species for all sorts of recreational fishermen and was
identified by the 1987 MAF recreational telephone survey as the 5th most frequently
caught recreational species. Most of the recreational kingfish are caught by rod and
reel from recreational boats in the North Region. Data made available to us by Dr
Martin Cryer shows that most (80-90%) of the overall commercial kingfish catch is also
taken from the north region.

32.  Our observations regarding the state of the kingfish fishery are similar to our
observations for kahawai. Many recreational fishermen have reported a decline in size
and availability over the last 10 years, and especially the last 5 years. At the same
time the commercial kingfish catch has steadily increased from 250-300 tonnes in the
early 1980s to around 450-500 tonnes in the 1990s. We would strongly suggest that
these two observations are causal and linked.

33. The course of our kingfish submission will follow this path. We want kingfish-
fo become a ‘recreational fish* but not in the same way as marlin b
decommercialising the species. Hopefully by October 1 1994, kingfish will be brough);
into the quota system with a TACC at the "dead" by-catch level of 150 tonnes. We
acknowledge that decommercialisation is not an option for kingfish because 30-50%
of the kingfish catch will inevitably be caught dead at the boat as a genuine by-catcl‘;
in the trawl, longline and setnet fisheries which will be unavoidable. In the interim, we
would want the management of kingfish improved by the introduction of an explié:it 1°
tonne catch limit on the 20-30 longline and setnet fishermen who have been targeting
kingfish and causing the damage.

The voluntary agreement

34. About a year ago we signed a voluntary accord with the industry which was
made available to MAF and accepted by the Minister. In hindsight, it would seem that
the voluntary accord was always destined to failure. The lesson that we have learnt
is that voluntary agreements definitely will not work in situations where there are a
large number of commercial or recreational fishermen spread across a large area.

35. However, the kingfish accord did highlight some important baseline principles
~ The first is that in order to protect the breeding stock the fish must be given thé
chance to spawn before being caught. This is not negotiable. The Australian and
American reproductive biology research on kingfish although not watertight certainly
suggests that kingfish do not start to breed until they are at least 65 cm, which is the
minimum legal size that should be regulated. Both sectors will be equally affected by
this regulation since the MAF Auckland data suggests that 60-70% of the kingfish
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currently caught by both sectors are less than 65 cm.

36. We understand that most of the kingfish caught on longlines will be alive and
healthy, and that subsequent mortality if released would be unlikely. Likewise in trawl
nets, we have been told by experienced trawlermen that many of the kingfish hitting
the trawldeck are in a very lively state. This is understandable because kingfish are
a strong fast swimming species that would be uniikely to be sucked into the back of
the trawl net even in reasonably long tows. It will therefore be possible for trawl and
longline fishermen to release alive many of the undersize kingfish.

37. The most important principle of the Accord was the request by the recreational
sector that a regulated bag limit of 2 kingfish should be introduced with the
understanding that commercial would not target kingfish. This request i

signal to MAF and the Minister of how se?ious \Se and comn?e;?;:scgm
situation is with kingfish; the request does not mean that we consider ourselves to
blame for the kingfish problems. As will be expanded below, we consider that the
problem is primarily with a small group of 20-30 longline and setnet fishermen who are
deliberately targeting kingfish.

Kingfish: a guota species when?

38. Because kingfish is currently not a quota species, the present problems will
have to be alleviated in the interim by mechanisms outside the quota system. Our
interim solution (outlined below) must be introduced as soon as possible because we
are concerned that any new legislation that is developed to bring new species into the
quota system may not be available by 1 October 1994. If this regrettable prediction
is true, then kingfish would not become a quota species for another two years. until
October 1995. This would be a very unsatisfactory situation from the recreational
perspective. As such, we are requesting written confirmation from MAF that kingfish
is one of the priority species to be brought into the quota system as soon as other
urgent species such as southern blue whiting are made into quota.

Kingfish economics

39. Regarding any prospective TACC, we consider that the first step is for
everybody to acknowledge that purely from an economic perspective kingfish should
be a "recreational fish". The kingfish in NZ are acknowledged as the biggest in the
world and partly for this reason and partly because of NZ's remote, clean, "getaway"
image, overseas anglers from Australia, America and Japan are keen to come to NZ
to fish kingfish. There are two excellent examples of how this is already operating: the
Bay of Islands and Whakatane/White Island. '

40. Every year a large contingent of Australian anglers fly to NZ primarily to fish in
the BOI yellowtail kingfish contest, and throughout the year there is a steady arrival
of Australians to Paihia and Russell to specifically fish kingfish. We have however
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noticed a decrease in Australian participation which may be linked to the observation
that the kingfish in the BOI are getting harder to catch because we are certain they
are decreasing in abundance.

41. Throughout the year, the Americans fly into NZ/Whakatane with the single
purpose of fishing the kingfish around White Island. Most (80-90%) of the fish caught
by these American anglers are tagged and released, while the release/kill ratio for
typical NZ fishermen at White Island is probably around 75%. The recreational sector
is concerned for the White Island kingfish fishery because although we are doing our
part to conserve this fishery, some longline and set net fishermen targeting kingfish
may destroy the fishery. The White Island voluntary agreement has helped a bit, but
there always seems to be some “new boy" or outsider who is keen to have a go at
White that has not heard of the agreement.

42. The economics are real simple. The kingfish in the BOI and at White can either
be caught and killed by a longliner or a setnetter and the ultimate end worth to NZ
may be anywhere between $1-100/kg. Alternatively, we can encourage more and
more overseas anglers to NZ primarily to tag and release kingfish at $10,000 per trip.
We don't know what the exact economics are and we could argue about detail but let’s
not. Overall, it will be obvious to most commentators that the logic and the economics
are heavily in favour of recreational fishing for kingfish.

" 43. Howevar, we do not want the kingfish debate to become focused on just these
two fishing areas. We believe that there.is potential for more development of kingfish
as a tourist fishery in most places such as Mangonui, Tutukaka, Port Fitzroy on Great
Barrier, Whitianga, Whangamata and Tauranga.

.44. Concerning the import of Japanese-kingfish into NZ we don't disagree that it -
happened but would first want to know which species, by whom, when, what tonnage -
and what was the end use. Even if this is happening to a reasonable extent, we
would consider that the economics would still be in NZs favour by encouraging the
import of Japanese fishermen to fish NZ kingfish in NZ. We can encourage this import
and the further development of a tourist fishery for kingfish in NZ by ensuring that the
kingfish stock is managed in a much more healthy state by reducing the kingfish
commercial catch.

Recreational sector has been disenfranchised

45. We also do not want the kingfish debate to become focused on just the
_ economic and tourist aspects of the argument. To many recreational fishermen
kingfish is the ultimate inshore species - it is the king fish. Through the 1970s and up
until around 10 years ago, most typical recreational fishermen could expect to have
the thrill of catching a good sized kingfish once a month to proudly put on the family
dinner table. These kingfish were not caught every trip (nor would this have been the
honest desire), but kingfish were certainly caught more frequently in the 1970s and
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earlier in the northern waters than what they are now. There are a large number of
new recreational fishermen who have never caught a kingfish.

46. We would admit that the recreational kingfish catch probably had a steady
increase through the 50s 60s and 70s, but we do not believe that the recreational
catch has caused the decrease in kingfish size and abundance. We firmly believe as
could be shown by MAF's catch data that the decline is due to the advent of target
longlining and setnetting for kingfish in the mid 1980s. We have been disenfranchised
by this target fishing for kingfish. We want our kingfish back.

150 tonne “dead” by-catch TACC

47. Having recognised kingfish as a “recreational fish®, then the TACC should be
set at the dead by-catch level which from our understanding of the fishery would
represent a TACC of around 150 tonnes. The reason that the TACC would have to
be set at the dead by-catch tonnage is simple. We acknowledge that some kingfish
will inevitably be caught dead as a by-catch in the trawl, longline and setnet fisheries
which will be unavoidable. . . .

48. A prospective kingfish TACC set at 150 tonnes should not be considered as an
ovarstatement of an initial negotiating position. 1t is a definitive claim that can be

substantiated as follows. Prior to the quota system, it is likely that no commercial

fishermen were deliberately targeting kingfish. This point needs to be acknowledged
because prior to 1986 most northern commercial fishermen were busy targeting
snapper in the “race for fish" to establish catch histories. The total commercial
tonnages of kingfish before 1986 were: 1980 294 t, 1981 290t, 1982 326 t, 1983/84
310 t, 1984/85 245 t, and 1985/86 255 t. These catches average out at 286 tonnes
per year. We estimate that 50-70% of the commercially caught kingfish would be alive

and reasonably healthy when brought on board the boat. Therefore, the 150 tonne

TACC represents that half of the kingfish catch which would be caught dead.

49. It is only with the advent of the quota system in 1986, that some commercial
longline and set net fishermen have started to target kingfish for primarily two reasons
Either as a race for fish to build up a catch history, or because they had no quota ané
kingfish was a non-quota species with no catch limit restrictions. Through a
combination of skill and trial and error these fishermen have learnt to target kingfish
by adapting their existing methods eg. floating longlines or nets set around the
offshore islands.

50. The fishermen who are targeting kingfish would be easily identified in the MAF

database. From discussions with fishermen, we know that normal longline and setnet
fishermen catch only around 200-1000 kilos of kingfish each year as a genuine by-
catch, whereas the fishermen targeting kingfish have an average catch of 5-15 tonnes
each year. MAF Auckland data shows that 20 fishermen are taking around 50-55%
of the annual kingfish catch, although up to 5 of these *fishermen” may actually be
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fishing companies operating a number of vessels; we acknowledge that it is unlikely
that these companies are targeting kingfish.

1 tonne catch limit

51. Because kingfish is not a quota species, these fishermen would have to be
controlled in a similar way to how the purse seiners are controlled in the kahawai
fishery. An explicit annual 1 tonne catch limit for kingfish would have to be written into
their fishing permits. The fishermen would be forced to change their fishing style and
pattern in order to reduce their kingfish catches. The 1 tonne kingfish limit would
become their limit regardless of what or how these fishermen were fishing. MAF
would have to maintain an orgeinised monthly record of their CELRs which we would
want to see; we need not know the individual fishermen'’s names and boat numbars.

52. In order for these fisherman to comply, there would have to be a severe penalty
it a fisherman exceeded the limit. We envisage a penalty something like his permit
would be removed so that he could not legally go commercial fishing for 12 months
after the offence. For blatant or repeated non-compliance, the boat would be forfeit
to the Crown. These conditions would also have to be explicit and written into the
permit. It would also have to be made clear that a 1 tonne catch limit was in no way
any guarantee of what there quota may ultimately be. We imagine that when kingfish
is brought into the quota system, fishermen and companies would receive a quota pro-
rated down from their current catch.

Why fishing permits are a red herring

53. While we are discussing targeting and by-catch, it is important to comment on
why any attempt to constrain catches by target/by-catch provisions on fishing permits
is bound to fail. Any commercial fishermen holding (owned, leased, traded) quota for
any quota species (eg. snapper, gurnard, barracouta or hoki) is entitled to target fish
for the quota species, and is also legally entitied to keep any non-quota species (eg.
kingfish) that he catches without any fear of prosecution. For a setnet fisherman who
holds a bit of snapper but whose catch is predominantly kingfish and could actually be
illegally targeting kingfish, it would be an incredibly difficult and costly exercise for MAF
to prove whether the non-quota species was being targeted or not.

54. As we understand, the only way at present that kingfish can legally be targeted
is if the commercial fisherman has a non-quota fishing permit specifically authorising
target fishing for kingfish. Apparently not many target kingfish non-quota permits exist
however the argument is essentially academic. As we pointed out in the previous
paragraph any fishermen with a quota permit holding an amount of quota can always
claim that the kingfish was taken as a by-catch as a consequence of targeting the
quota species.

55. The recreational sector wants to see an end to the confusing use of quota vs
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non-quota permits in the kingfish debate. Targeting provisions for kingfish on non-
quota permits are a “rad herring* that will not lead to the effective. management of the
kingfish fishery. We want there to be real management of the kingfish fishery in the
form of explicit and effective limits on the kingfish catch of the 20-30 fishermen who
are targeting Kingfish and doing the damage to the stock. Unlike kahawai and to a
degree snapper, the major companies may be interested to know that we have not
identified their fishing operations involving a number of vessels as being culpable in
the kingfish conflict.

Financial compensation

56. Comment also needs to be made on the vexed question’ of financial
compensation to the fishermen who will be effected by what we are going to propose.
There are two aspects to this question. The first is that there will initially be some
financial hardship to these fishermen, but as they have shown by their ability to target
kingfish they will soon learn to adapt and find new ways of doing things. However,
financial hardship while being unfortunate, is something that NZ society in general has
had to get use to over the last 5 years due to the restructures and the user pays
philosophy. The other side of the coin is that these 20-30 individual fishermen have
made a private profit out of a public resource (kingfish) with virtually no real rent paid
1o the Crown. The bottom line is that it would be morally incorrect for these fishermen
to in effect receive a double payment: financial compensation from the Crown after
having made a profit from a public resource.

Kingfish management action by January 1 1994

57. As part of the plan of action that we envisage for kingfish, we respectfully
request that a 1-2 page action plan drawn up (we would receive a copy) which will
clearly indicate who are the people/groups within MAF that will do the work on kingfish -
over the next 3-4 months. Our target date for the introduction of the catch limits would
be 5 months away on January 1 1994 - we don’t want this date to slip. The work
should be relatively straightforward and inexpensive. ldentify the top 20-30 kingfish
longline and setnet fishermen, consult and confirm in your own minds that they have
been targeting kingfish (the fishermen will most probably deny targeting) and then set
the individual catch limits at 1 tonne for these fishermen. Note that we are not
proposing- any costly or time consuming tricky enforcement operation or research
programme - no one has to get in a boat, look down ‘a microscope or become an
undercover agent.

Advice to MAF Policy and the Minister

58. Many of the points that we have raised in our claim for kahawai (especially) and
kingfish are of a technical nature such that MAF Policy and the Minister will likely seek
1o have our comments evaluated. Over the last two years, technical comment to MAF
Policy and the scientific assessment of kahawai by MAF Fisheries has largely been
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done by Dr Jones and Dr Murray at Greta Point. We are very grateful to both
scientists for the considerable time and effort that they have put into kahawai
research, and also their considerable patience in educating the recreational sector
about kahawai biology and the purse seine industry. .

59. But, we consider that it is decision time on kahawai and kingfish and
accordingly we request that MAF Policy seek a broader range of comment from MAF
Fisheries and others. For example, we considered that the input of Dr. Robertson at
the July 22 meeting was especially valuable and balanced. We also note that there
are MAF Fisheries staff in the regions who have a reasonable understanding of the
kahawai fishery/biology eg. Walshe, Hore, McKenzie, Sylvester at North and Kirk
Drummond and Kilner at Central. '
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NZRFC Pelagic Specles 1993/94 TACC Submission

1. The purpose of this Appendix is to advance a new and innovative proposal-for
a combined industry / recreational / MAF kahawal tagging programme. The
background to the proposal in part stems from the paragraphs that we wrote earlier
in this submission on how we consider fisheries should be developed. We consider
that if the purse seine operators want to fish kahawai beyond a by-catch tonnage, then
they should combine with us and MAF to do a kahawai biomass tagging programme,
The primary reason that such a survey has not been undertaken in the past is
because it would be too expensive. We are aware of Dr. Jones technical concerns

about kahawai tagging, but that we think could be overcome with more validation-type
work.

2.  Acombined kahawai tagging programme would dramatically reduce the costs
because the recreational sector would supply the people-power (free of charge) to do
the tagging on the purse seiners and the industry would provide the purse seiners
(free of charge); this would be similar to the southern orange roughy deal. This sort
- of proposal could be a model for the new age of user pays and greater. user group

involvement in research and management. The incentive for industry is that the
results may show that more than the by-catch tonnage could be extracted by them on
a sustainable basis, but with the proviso that recreational catch rates would need to
improve'. If industry do not agree to a joint programme, then the catch limits remain
at by-catch levels ie. 600 tonnes.

3 MAF would train the recreational volunteers at a 1-2 day course at Tauranga
and Nelson to show us how to properly tag and handle the fish, stressing the
importance of accurate measuring and data recording; no wages would be paid to the
volunteers. MAF would also design and analyze the survey and explicitly state where
each set should be done. Based on the 1991 kahawai tagging, somewhere around
100,000 - 150,000 kahawai would need to be tagged all the way around the North
Island and part of the South Island which would take about a month.

4.  Such a biomass sutvey would probably only be a 10-15% cost to industry
compared to their normal fishing operation. This is because we would only be looking
10 sample about 10% of the fish in each set since the 1991 Nelson experience showed
that schools tend to stick together. Thus, it is more important to only sample a small
proportion (10%) from each set/school, but that lots of schools/sets need to be
sampled. The only remaining major cost would be the rewards which could be mainly
paid for by sponsorship from one of breweries or fishing tackle companies.

1 Note that we are not seeking an extravagant retum to the recreational catch
rates prior to the mid 1970s when the kahawai fishery was underdeveloped, but we
would want a reasonable improvement on the current situation.

~

16



NZRFC Pelagic Specles 1993/94 TACC Submission

5.  Another Incentive for industry involvement is that a special one-off research
tonnage would be made available to them in order to offset some of the costs of
running the vessels. During the initial tagging phase which we expect may take 4
weeks, each purse seiner would be allowed to keep a research tonnage of 100 tonnes
of kahawai ie. 700 tonnes in total. We would like the tagging phase to commence as
soon as possible and suggest that November to mid December would be the ideal
time when the kahawai are schooled up and relatively easy to catch. if this were not
possible, then presumably April would be the next available date after the skipjack
season. |

6.  Regardiess of when the tagging phase is done, we would want the purse
seiners to also participate for two separate periods (separated by 6 months) in the

year-long recapture phase of the tagging programme. For each period the purse
seiners would be allocated an additional research tonnage of 700 tonnes. Therefore,

if the tagging was done in November 1993, the purse seiners extra research:tonnage
limit would be 1400 tonnes for the 1993/94 fishing year and 700 tonnes for the
1994795 fishing year. These tonnages would be reversed if the tag release phase was
delayed until April 1994. Note that the research tonnage limits are additional to the
by-catch tonnage limits. :

7. We would want to tag and release kahawai in all the areas where kahawal are
found around the country. The research tonnages would therofore be allocated as in
the attached diagram. Essentially the kahawal areas would be divided into 14 sub-
areas to which 50 tonnes of kahawal would be allocated, with each asterisk in the
diagram equating to one 50 tonne area. A purse seiner would be responsible for
fishing 2 of these areas. Each purse seiner would aim to tag 15-20,000 fish. The
tagging would be done how we understand it was done in the Bay in 1991. The purse
seiners would aim to set on 1-2 small moderately sized schools each day and we
would be wanting to tag 200-500 fish from each set. We understand that this would
be possibla because 1000 fish plus a day were tagged during the earlier programmes.

8.  Based on the combined dead by-catch tonnage and the research tonnage, we
would propose a purse seine catch limit (see the attached table) of either 1300 tonnes
or 2000 tonnes for 1993/94 depending on which option is selected. Option A (2000
tonnes) is if the tag-release phase is done in November-December 1993 and Option
B (1300 tonnes) is if the tag-release phase has to be delayed until April-May 1994.

9.  There will of course be some important details that we have not thought of in
the design of this survey. But, let's not be negative and spend our time thinking of
reasons why we can't make this combined survey work. Instead, let's be positive and
think of how we can make the survey work. Everybody is tired of the fact that there
is no biomass data and wants to have the issue settled. As the saying goes - “Just
do it".
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Appendix A: Kahawai catch (fonnes) from MAF's green Plenary book

YEAR KAH1 KAH2 KAH3 KAH9 TOT UNKN** CORR1 CORR2

83/84 1941 919 813 547 4266 46 1953 954

84/85 15617 697 1669 2909 4623 44) 1627 1028

85/86 - 1597 280 1589 320 4416 621 1752 746

86/87 1890 212 3949 253 7525 1301. 2215 1188

87/88 4292 1655 2947 135 9610 581 4437 2091

88/89 2170 779 430 179 7431

89/90 2049 534 571 156 8466

90/ 1858* 580 2998 150 5587

91/92 2139 822 1857 200 5018

AVERAGES 1+2 comb

83/84-86/87 1736 527 2010 357 5208 1887 979 2866

88/89-91/92 2054 679 3N7 171 6626 2054 679 2733
QQQ“ 33

Notes

' A recording emror was made for KAH1 and KAH9 for 90/91 and 91/92 such that the
KAH9 catch seems to have been combined into the KAH1 catch. i is possible to
approximately deduce what the catch was by calculating the average kahawal catch for 9
since 86/87 when the fishing pattem on the west coast changed because of the reduced
amount of pair trawling due to the SNA8 TACC being introduced.

For the 4 years from 86/87 the average catch on the west coast was 180 tonnes. We have
arbitrarily reduced the KAH1 catch by150 tonnes for 90/91 and 200 tonnes for 91/92. You may
not agree with this arbitrary division but however you may decide to make the change there
will only be 10-30 tonnes in it.

" We understand that most of the unknown area catch was from the Gisborme based
purse seiner fishing about 75% in Area 2 and 25% in Area 1. This problem can also be
corrected by proportionating the unknown catch by 75:25 into Areas 1 & 2 as we have done
in the columns labelled CORR1 and CORR2.

b Exclude the big year of 87/88 when 'rhe catch was considerable in Areas 1 and 2. If
the corrected catch is allowed for, then it is apparent that there has only been a reduction of
133 tonnes in the combined catch for Area 1&2 for the period from 83-86 compared to the
combined catch of 88-92.
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During 1991, there were five target samples taken from 14 May to 24 July 1991. A total of 6778 fish
were measured. The mean size of all fish was 46.10 cm. (Figure 3a). These samples represent 305.1
tonnes which is 20.7% of the total landings in KAH]1 for the year. (Table 1). -

During 1992, seven purse seine target trips were sampled between 14 April and 8 June 1992. A total
of 12,431 fish were measured. The mean size of all fish sampled was 45.25 cm. (Figure 3b). These
sampled landings representa total landing of approximately 620.9 tonnes (fisher estimated catches)
which is 56% of all kahawai landed in KAH1 for the year as of 22 June 1992 (Table 1).

o2y

Pariod = 14/5/81 0 24/7/31
[ Mean = 46.10 om
*]- nu6I78

0.1 T Ne.tandings = 5 (3051 )
08 |

1 Graph repressnts 20.7% of
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Figure 3a. Bay of Plenty purse seine target fishery 1990-1991 - Length frequency distribution.
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Figure 3b. Bay of Plenty purse seine target fishery 1991-1992 - Length frequency distribution

Mean sizes for the two }';caxs exhibitlittle variability. The 1992 data displays a small mode peaking
at 33 cm. and a trough at 37 cm. which is lacking in 1991 data. This early modal peak was caused
by only two of the seven 1992 samples, #2 and #6, with samplc #6 being comprised solely of these

small ﬁsh (Appendices 1 & 2).

Both years indicate a decided bimodality with a major mode occurring near the mean at 42-46 cm.
(sample #2,3,4,5and 7 for 1992and # 1,2, 3, and 5 for 1991), and a second, lesser mode occurring
at 51-5 cm. (sample # 1 for 1992 and # 4 and 5 for 1991). In 1992, another mode is evident at 47

cm, (samples # 3 and 4), which was absent in the 1991 samples.
| 6
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5. RESULTS

puring the 21 days spent in the field over the s{xmp]ing period, 400
kahawai were caught and examined, and 85% of these were longer than
35 cm (Fig. 3). _ The mean length was 55 cm, and the ratfo of males to

ienales was 40:65?-ﬁz:g.g?-fﬂs.7755'ﬂgf!'caught in tramel nets, and
the fact that none were caught {n the 50 mm net or in a seine net (10 mn
mesh) fndicates that few or no small fish were present during the study

period. It was considered that these two methods would have indicated

the presence of juvenile kahawai.

The gonads of male and female kahawai both {increased in maturity
(Nfkalsky scale)‘between November 1982 and mid February 1983 (Fig. 4).
In November, less than.1X of kahawal examined had gonads which had
matured to Stage 3 or greater. The February sample contained the
highest ‘proportion of maturing fish, with 65% being at stage 3 or
greater, and 43X of these were at stage 4. The comparable figures were
564 and 13% in 1ate January, and 34% and 12% in early March. " In April,
the percentage of gonads developed to stage 3 or greater was anly 4%,
However, in this sample, 75% of the gonads were . considered to be
resorbing; the degenerating gonads were decreasing in weight and size,
and the cquition of the sexual products was regressing. This was
generally apparent from the uneven size of the eggs, and from the Targe
ovaries which were mottled in colour and unevenly filled. The sample of
kahawai caught in April also contained a high proportion of fish showing
signs of external damage “to the eyes, tails, and gill covers, and
internal deteriorayton;.hsually of the liver.

Examination of the stomachs showed that from November 1982 to mid
April 1983, the percentage of fish with food in their stomachs declined '
(Fig. 5). In November, 0% of the kahawai stomachs examined contained
traces of food, but by February, only 28% did so, and this declined to

1% by April. The main food item was the remajns of fish which had been
digested peyond identification. Identifiable foods included anchovies’
(Engraulis australis), yellow-tail (Seriola lalandi), sausage worms
(Echiura sp.), freshwater eel (Anguilla spp.), triple-fin blennies
(Tripterygion sp.), and the common freshwater:bully (Gobiomorphus spp).
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Figure 3.13: Relative proportions at length of kahawai caught (by sub-region) during the
© 1990/91 recreational fishing survey in the North Region,
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During the 12 weeks of the survey, daily interviews of anglers were
conducted to obtain information on the origin of people fishing, the
nunber of fish caught, and the amount of time spent fishing., Of the 506
people interviewed, only 19.3% lived in the local area (defined as the
area between, but not jncluding, Opotiki and Cape Runaway). Another

X 1ived in Opotiki, and 14% travelled from other places for a day's
fishing. Of those. interviewed, 33.7% were staying away frmh home, and
gs¢ of these came from within the area bounded by Tauranga, Hamilton,

Taupo, and Gisborne.

1]

The number of fish caught per person per day ranged from O to 60, .

_and the total weekly catch ranged from 10 to 1408. A total.of 3270

fish was,caught.by.the'SOG interviewees. However, larger numbers of
fish were reputedly caught by individuals who were not interviewed.

f"-. puring the survey period, ‘local' people spent an average of 2.08 .
hours fishing, and caught an average of 4.17 fish per hour . People
rom outside the survey area’spent 2.65 hours fishing, at a catch rate
of 2.24-fish per hour. Overall, each person on average spent 2.54 hours

fishing and caught 2.55 fish per hour.

.h R ————

The higher catch rate, for local people, compared with that for
people from outside the area, Wwas partlj attributable to the local
people mostly using hand lines, which allow for a better ‘feel’ for the
fish. People from outside the area mainly used surfcasting rods, which
tend to 'lose’ mare fish than hand lines. Also important was the fact
that it was easier for the locals ta be at the river when the fish were

present, whereas outsiders had to take pot luck..

"6.2 Maori Aspects of the Motu River Kahawai Fisheﬁy
Power>(1849, in Best 1929) wrote of the kahawai:

uTheir advent is hailed with joy by both Maori and
Whiteman .o...... greeted with shouts and cheers®.

The Motu River was considered’by Te Rangi Hiroa (1926) to be famous
for its kahawai fishery. He reported the main fishing method to be a
paua shell lure (pa kahawai), rather than the dip or seine net used in
other areas. The lure was a hook made from waod, with pleces of paud
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Biological sampling

Data on length frequencics, sex composition, age

frequencies (otolith readings), and stomach contents
were collected from commercial landings and during
tagging studies from damaged fish.

Age and length frequencies

Little information on kahawai spawning and
nursery areas is available, but it appears that most
sheltered bays and estuaries in the North [sland are
used as nurseries, especially those off the east coast,
north of the Bay of Plenty. Apart from the sheltered
estuarine waters in Tasman Bay and near Farewell
Spit, juveniles have not been found in substantial
numbers in South Island waters (New Zealand
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries unpublished
data).

Age and fork length measurements were taken from

kahawai caught in several areas (Table 7). Although
the catching methods varied, the lengths of the fish

arcas that year; it is more probablc that there were no
small fish in the sampling area in 1983. Excluding this
sample, the length frequencies of fish caught by the
two methods were similar.

+ Whole otoliths were read by the method described
by Eggleston (1975) For otoliths which required
burning to read, rings were clearer when the otolith
was sectioned and polished before burning (Paul 1976,

James 1984). The age-length relationships were su'mlm'
to those reported by Eggleston (1975). An agc-lcngth
frequency plot for all samples combined is given in
Table 9. Although mean length and age increased with
latitude on the east coast South Island, this trend was
not apparent in other areas (see Tablc 7). Movement
of tagged fish between the North and South Islands

Table 8a: Length frequencies for Bny of Plenty ssmples by date and
method of capture

Length  Pursescine Line Purseseine Purseseine
in each area did not vary with the method used (Tables (cm)  31.May 1983 3-15 Jun 1983 13 Jun 1983 16 Jun 1983
8a-d). Fish caught by purseseine were assumed to 38 - 1 - -
represent local fish because the mesh size of the nets 39 - - - -
was small enough to retain juvenile, as well as mature, :‘l’ - : .- -
kahawai. Relatively more small fish were caught by 2 - " - I
line than by purseseine, but this was probably because 4 - ) - -
lining was usually used to catch fish in sheltered 44 - - 1 -
nearshore waters where smaller kahawai are often - 43 -. .- 5 -
found. Within each..area. fish .size did not.vary :f, . . : i:: i
substantially between schools, though fish in one of 4 4 i 23 "4
the two schools sampled from cast Tasman Bay on 21 49 6 4. 12 13
April 1983 were reported as being larger than usual 50 14 [ 13 9
for the area. . ‘;; - l;l . .3 9 s
3 6 17
Although almost 20%_of the samplc taken by setnet 53 10 .3 9 16
from the Waitaki River in 1984 comprised small fish 54 20 1 3 12.
of about 40 cm, the sample taken by line in 1983 from ';2 ; ; f g
this‘area had no fish of this size. It is unlikely that this 5 6 - . 7
absence of small fish resulted from the fishing method 58 2 - - 1
used, because 40 cm fish were caught by lining in other Total* 100 32 100 100
\[/ .
Table 7: Age and length data for kabawal [rom sreas sampled ‘ ')Z - 4—1 ?
Age (y) Length (cm)
Area n Mean  Median - 1.d.* - Min-Max.t - n Mean Median s.d. Mian.-Max.
Northland 38 8.7 8 395 -3 8 48.2 8 6.50 34-59
Bay of Plenty 300 8.2 - 3 29 416 . 300, 513 52 3.00° 42-58
Aricl Bank 91 8.8 9 1.5 $=12 97 48.3 9 27 39-54
Waikato River (1983) 2 5.6 6 168 3-11 2 38.6 39 5.2 28-49
Waikato River (1984) 100 9.8 100 21 . 6-16. 100 48.5 - 49 276 41-57
New Plymouth 39 8.5 8 425 3-18 40 45.0 48 . 9.43. 21-$9
Wellington Harbour 137 8.1 - S 2.52 2-20 137 47.0 49 6.15 21-56
South Taranaki Bight 398 8.4 8 un 21 . 400 48.0 48 23 40-58
Farewell Spit 300 6.1 b 2.4 4-14 300 "46.0 47 4.1 37-56
East Tasman Bay 149 1.1 11 2.8 7-19 150 522 52 2.1 44-59
Inner Tasman Bay 100 42 4 043 3-05 100 36.6 7 216 28-44
Clifford Bay 198 10.4 10 15 5-22 199 st 52 3.60 39-61
Kaikoura (1981) 131 12.6 12 .n 6-24 M 53.1 5‘3 270 4660
Kaikoura (1982) 569 12.5 R 2w 1-23 s $2.9 $3 2.56 44-62
Waitaki River 150 153 17 531 -3 151 539 56 624 28-62
* Standard deviation. ,;N ;
t Minimum to maximum age. (7
, Oy
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This is the document marked KI 7 mentioned and referred to in the affidavit of KEITH LUKE
INGRAM sworn at Auckland this / ]t day of August 2005 before me:
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W2 RECREATIONAL FISHING COUNCIL (INC) -
| P.O. Box 99418 Newmarket Phone: 0-9-579 3477 Fax: 0-9-579 1377 Q /7 g

PRESIDENT: Bob Burstall. \)

NATIONAL SECRETARY: Max Hetherington.
Tuesday 4pm 24 August 1993,

Hon Doug Kidd

Minister of Fisheries
_ Parliament Buildings

Wellington.

Dear Minister,
Re: Kahawai and ngf' ish TACC Settmgs

The New anland Recreational Fishing Council would like to offer these final points with regard

to the kahawai and kingfish TACCs for the next fishing year. Firstly rcgardmg kingfish, the = .
NZRFC is-amazed at how certain sectors of the Industry have elected to ignore the agrced' o
Accord which was achieved with the assistance of a MAF Fisheries facilitator (with the exception

of triple hooks) by our Council and the Federation of Commercial Fishermen. The contents of

the Accord were widely advertised in Profish and the leading Recreational monthly magazines.

As you'will recall the amended document was forwarded for your information by the NZ Fishing
Council Chairman Colin Moyle.

Since the Accord was signed, we have sought to have the non-commercial regulations include
the three daily bag limit and minimum length of 65 centimeters. For Industry to question the
minimum length is totally irresponsible and contrary to sensible fisheries management - it is basic
that the fish must be allowed the chance to breed at least once before being caught. Information
received from Australia since the original Accord actually states that 75 centimeters would be
more apprqpriatc to prevent the taking of juvenile Kingfish (which is the same species as ours).

One of the other basic tenets of the kingfish Accord was that commercial would stop targeting
kmgﬁsh Since the Accord was agreed, we are aware that the kingfish catch has likely increased
to in excess of 500 tonnes for the first ime which clearly indicates that industry has not stopped
targeting kingfish. The damage is being done by only 20-30 setnet and longline fishermen who
are each taking 5-10 tonnes of kingfish. As outlined in our main submission, we ask that

individual catch limits of 1 tonne of kingfish be placed on the fishing permits of these fishermen,
until kingfish is brought into the quota system.

Regarding ¥ahawai, we had genuinely hoped that the purse seine carch limits that were
" inzoduced in 1989 would work and that the kahawai fishery would begin to recover. But our
survey earlier this year showed that over the last three years our members have not noticed any
improvement. In fact, we are certain that the situation has deteriorated as we are now gct:iné
reports from the Manukau and Port Waikato from commercial and recreational fishermen that the
kahawai fishery is now in decline on the west coast. It is because there has been no
improvement that we are now determined that the purse seine catch limits must be reduced.

_Reseafqh‘-_-‘Enhancement -‘Hanag'gmentof Recreational Fisheries



There has also been another new development this year because for the first time we have been
able to show in our earlier submissions on kahawai that there is scientific evidence (taken from
the reports of Eggleston, Ritchie, Wood, Kilner, Jones, Pennlington, McKenzie and Sylvester)
that kahawai are being overfished. This detailed evidence is conclusive regardless of which way
the figures are read that there has been a reduction in mean length of sampled fish of a minimum
of 8cm and a drastic reduction in non-commercial CPUE from 2.55 fish per hour to 0.1 fish per
hour. These are obvious signs to anyone including Dr Brian Jones that the fishery is under

stress. We strongly question Dr Jones intent to ignore and not take into consideration the
findings of eight other scientists in his own deliberations.

There are essentially only two explanations why there can be a decrease in average size of fish
- either there has been a major increase in the number of smaller fish (recruitment) or there has
. been a major increase in adult removals. There is no proof of any change in recruitment, but

there has been a major change in adult kahawai mortalities since the inception of purse seine
harvesting of this species. Nobody can deny this and if need be we will do another public media
survey immediately to verify our evidence that kahawai is still being overfished.

In the past you have asked us to negotiate with the companies to increase the size of the purse

seine "No Go" areas,- We now-realise thét because of the mobility-of kahawai, No Go areas will- - =

not work unless they are very big eg. 10 miles, most of the existing voluntary no go areas are
only 2 miles. The 81-84 tagging programme showed that on average kahawai moved 50 miles
in just 2 years, whereas the MAF Information pamphlet No. 18 on snapper states that “extensive
tagging studies have shown that snapper generally remain within a few kilometres of their release

site, with many appearing not to have moved at all." No Go areas can work for snapper, but they
will not work for kahawai.

We also touched on this point in our main submission why No Go areas will not work. The facts
are these. First, the evidence from recreational fishermen and most commercial fishermen
(except purse seiners) is that kahawai are in decline in size and abundance around the entire
coastline of NZ. However second, the main purse seine kahawai extractions have only been
taken from two relatively small areas: 1. Waihi-Whakatane, 2. Tasman Bay-Kaikoura. We are
certain that the kahawai move into these two small areas in a "sink effect”. Thus, since the early
to mid 1980s when the first large purse seine extractions were taken, the kahawai could easily
have moved considerable distances eg. the 150-200 miles from the north-west coast to the top

of the South Island. We suggest that the concentrated purse seining in these hotspots creates a
void into which kahawai from other areas ultimately sink.

Dr Jones can ramble on about inshore-offshore kahawai types, changes in climate, recruitment,
recreational fishermen just fishing close to shore etc etc and invent other excuses and
explanations about the kahawai decline. But these are all very complicated explanations that
have never been published nor widely discussed within MAF with his own peer group; we noted
with interest how he was corrected a number of times at one of the earlier meetings by Dr Don
Robertson. What nobody can deny is the overwhelming reports that kahawai are in decline and

that purse seine catches have increased. The simplest explanation is that the decline has been
‘caused by purse seining.




The final point we would like to cover is the economics of purse seining kahawai. We have
already registered our concern that this stock is being exploited to bolster the purse seine Industry
and it is acknowledged by Industry and your advisors that this is correct. We have asked the
Fishing Industry Guild to quantify the statement of 50 jobs being lost which to date they have
not done. We have asked your advisors to provide economic statistics on kahawai to advise you
accordingly and to our knowledge this has not been completed.

What we do know is that at one stage you were advancing the proposal that the mackerel species
be traded to the industry to stop purse seining kahawai. As we have found out and was reported

in our main submission, the purse seiners have taken the trade on blue mackerel and increased
the catch to 15,000 tonnes, but have not stopped purse seining kahawai.

- Another important ecomomic consideration is that for the last two summers the purse seiners
have caught only very small tonnages of skipjack tuna because of acts of nature - Mount
Penutuba or El Nino. However, we are certain that if MAF had said to the purse seiners 2 years
ago that they were going to ban skipjack purse seining, then there would have been a huge outcry
about economic doom and gloom and the familiar imoan about job loss. But what happened, was
that the industry learnt to adapt to the change by increasing their blue mackerel catch and the

purse seiners remained -cconomic:<“We ‘consider’that a 'similar ‘sott 6f ‘thing'Woald happén i

kahawai purse seining were banned - the industry would learn to adapt.

MAF and the Minister could help this process by increasing the purse seine jack mackerel quota
and decreasing the large foreign trawl quota of jack mackerel off Taranaki. Nature may also
smile on the purse seiners if the skipjack return to NZ because the effects of Penutuba and El
Nino may be expected to decrease after 2-3 years, There is some evidence that this is happening

because it has been such a mild winter, and most probably it will be a hot summer with warm
water and the skipjack will retum.

The NZRFC, the NZBGFC gnd our sustenance supporters acknowledge that the Crown is
responsible for the sustainable management of New Zealand fishery resources in the interests of
all New Zealanders. We request the Government to heed our concems and numerous

submissions on kahawai and kingfish as being very important recreational fishing assets that are
being overfished. We ask that the Government take decisive action to stop this overfishing.

As the time frame for making decisions is limited, our advisors are willing to meet with you
anytime to summarise the finality of our position.

Yours Faithfully

Bob Burstall, President
New Zealand Recreational Fishing Council Inc

3
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IFGREATIONAL FISHING COUNGIL (NG) .
Box 26 oéé, Newlands, Wellington Phone: (04) 478 5041 Fax:‘-(04) 478 5044 Q ,7

N

”L E I?Liﬁ" Béb Burstall.
(ATIONAL SECRETARY:

]
i

Max Hetherington.

© . Facsimile Letter.
-+ 4pm Thursday
‘Séptember 1993

Hon'Doug Kidd
Mirister of Fisheries
20 % prligment Buildings
| Fax 044712930
». Wellington. '

'

. Good aﬁernoon Minister,

ther to our megting in your office and a meeting .of' our Councﬂ's Executive we need to
nform you of our concermns over the stance you have taken on the kahawai fishery.

Although it was virtuous for you to agree and acknowledge our concerns you said you are

lcgaﬂy not able to correct the anomalies; therefore, as we are not presently privy to this legal

- enigina we would appreciate the reasons why? Which could enable us to consider getting our
own legal advice on the issues we submitted. S y o

We believe the research you and your poli&y advisors Qré relying on is far frbm conclusi
Yy [ 1 o . C
dées not indicate the true position of the fishery. S lusive and

rstly, we .repeat our position that improved recreational access to the kahawai fishery will
t be rectified by additional no go areas because of the mobility of kahawai. We reiterate
_:__kahawai is one of the most mobile of the inshore species moving on an average of 50
ncal miles each year and sooner or later they will move outside the closed areas and get
ght by the purse seine flect. This is very evident in the Bay of Plenty where in the past 8
s according to MAF surveys and give and take elements of error it takes 25 times more
ffoit for non-commercial fishers to catch one kahawai. We have no wish to see any further
decline in stock availbility based on his existing reasonably factuz] CPUE Data. |

gecondly, the Industry is giving up nothing with the extension of the arcas they have
posed. The attached six maps taken from a MAF Fisheries North kahawai report show .
clearly that 90% of the purse seine sets in KAH] that caught kahawai between 1983 and |
4989 were done in an area between Waihi and Whale Island near Whakatane, outside the -
‘ l(sii‘agonally marked) proposed no go extension lines and we know this pattern co;xtinues today
with the exception early this year when they caught around 150 tonnes supposingly between
Ahipara and North Cape whilst targeting mackerel. We have no intention to accept this latest
pffer from Industry as it will not arrest the continual non-commercial CPUE decline and it is
get another example of how they tend to make meaningless offers that will not impact on their |
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sponding data attach

ities. We urge YOU to study carefully the maps and cOFe ed which %

‘gl_iﬁes our statements.
er non-

wiedge that kahawai 18 the second most sort aft

, it is oW common kno
4 and snapper.

teq in New Zealand next to blue co

you and Ouf Council ar¢ aware of the unacceptable non-commercial access 10 snapper -
d that will take 3 Jong time t0 recover. Considering this, it would be

r us to allow any gcientific uncertainty 1o aggravate
le" rcial economic worth of :

ective of the *questio

ahawai, the fishery mus
see this nprecautionary approac
t. We still propose the joint tagging pro
ility of these stocks and meanwhile

At the meeting in youT

tch limit of 1 100 tonnes for KAHI.
ggested this catch fimit was arbitrarily decided although to the
1tobe 2000-2100 tonnes (pge 135

stock agsessment estimates
1d therefore be divided as a "conservatwe“ 600
H ]

3
ACC of 2100 tonnes shou
to other comerc;al m

for recreationsl, d
es for the purse seine Industry. Additionally we draw your attention to
North that the data from 3 surveys, 1987, 199071991 and 1990

ylvester ©
th of error 1,460 tonnes of recreational catchin

7 You referred O the
* we are fully appreciative of your efforts in finally obtaining |
tional catch is and this can be qual‘tﬁed by the people doing the survey.
the Bay of Plenty than

what the present recred
10, ig it is about 15 times hardef to catcha kahawai in
Zealand fishing public of our Council

. What we can vet! :
. § years 380 and this is not acceptable t0 the New

Executive Comumittee-

o stock species and

KAH2 or KAH3 although it is ihe sam
i 1 exists for these areas. In KAH2 the

. We are not tooking for changes in
the lack of specific datd i
v achieved close to the KAH3 boundary. Also in KAH3 we note that two
' the catch limit was

catch limit was easily
o offered (bad weather and minuscule no o are
ication that is also being Over

different stories Wer
not taken, but @t is equally plausible that this is an ind
fished. :
emotive statements of Industry ©f 30 job losses and canneries being
omic data and are of no consideration

We do not accept the
tc, etc. These statements lack factual econ ,
. viability of thiS stand alone one’ stock

mmercial economic via
gkip-jack tund in the last three years has already

species. The purse seine 1ncus ack 1
th no jobs lost Of canneries being closed.

The two final pot 1o meke are we arc absolutely certain the purse seines ',
catch for 9 should be O tonnes, because with the exception of the 140 tonnes caught at -
o record of purse seine fishing in KAH9. Again the green

and near North Cape there has been D

nis we would tike
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Pk . o -
" ook (pge 133) clarifies the situation and states what all the reports, Ministers letters and press
~ releases said in 1990 and 1991.

‘The final point is also very serious and relates back to the original 1990/1991 decisions on the
- Kahawai Moratorium in Area One from October 1 to March 30. Because of our nativity we
o were conned out of this Moratorium by Industry during the initial voluntary agreement and we
pow want these exact dates reinstated as we now realize this regulation is very important.

T_oi iummarize, our {inal position on New Zealand Kahaw;;i stock is:

For the purse seine catch for KAHI be reduced to 1100 tonnes maximum until there is
- sufficient scieg\tiﬂc data to establish Biomass, MSY and CAY. :

2. KAH2 and KAH3 to remain the same until we have sufficient data as 1.

- KAH9 to remain 0 tonnes ot any specific bi-catch allocation is deducted from KAH]
- 1100 tonnes. - ' - :

.‘"'A The Kahawai Moratorium for Area O;ie to be reinstated from October 1 to March 30.

¢ fully appreciate your statement that when the revision of Fisheries Legislation is completed -
we will be overall better positioned to address the rebuilding of prime recreational coastal
gher‘y species. However we must address the state of our kahawai fishery now. It is veryfs
. c;gzi:us the purse sein¢ companies are preparing for the "kahawai stocks?" To be quotarised in

:-The research they are relying on (as scant as it ig), can and will be challenged as it is far from
~conclusive and we are saying it does not indicate the true position of the fishery. We are only’
;. asking our steward of the fishery's resource to take an absolutely precautionary approach now "

to do so will prevent further deterioration and/or improve the non-commercial access to thi;

ry important recreational fishery. - o :
I this happens there will be a total uproar of approval from recreational people through out
ew Zealand. If not, regrettably we will have to be pristine publicly as to why and who is‘

‘depleting this valuable public resource.

Yours faithfully,

| \,RT.B.urstall. President. L % .
3 £/ |
| ".z‘. 'JR Chiboall. Executive Committee. o T

B R Gilden.' Executive Commuttee.

" Copy bresident.  NZ Big Game fish Councl Inc.
i . Mark Edwards MAF Policy Fisheries.
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REATIONAL FISHING COUNCIL (INC) /z(%
ot NEYV';}‘dS' We”‘."gto" Phione: (04) 785041 Fax: (0 478 5644 fm

Bob Burstall

Max Hetherihgtoh‘.

11 be  aware of our present position of "no funding, no.
atioﬁf'preventing us from attending any official Covernment or
tings unless funded. Nevertheless we are~great1y_concerned over
hawali and snapper fisheries which are due to come up at your

liry sessions next week.

'oft infthe praft Assessment Working Group “whiﬁe.bqok“ indicates
ahawai has been blatantly overfished by purse seining in the KHA1

50 tonnes, even though the Minister had set this ‘year's catch by
fe‘geining at 1200 tonnes and we still have the rest of the year to
- We also see that commercial tonnage by other methods such as
etting; trolling etc has increased dramatically adding more
7£aré to: this depressed fishery. This extra catch pressure is

ﬁﬁiédlyfﬁaused by Industry believing that this species is to be’
:4ged in the near future and they are endeavouring to increase
1catch,history for the sole purpose of quota allocation which is
y not good enough. The commonsense approach tell all of us that
fishery is in bad shape and will end up like the snapper. if this

lowed to carry on. o
what scientific information that is available is
it commercial fishing interests and 1s totally

al and sustenance fisher-  persons. The
't travel and that there may be

180 believe that
fg misused to su
aptablé by recreation _
book” indicates that kahawai don

1 different stocks. This is anot
g - the Kaikoura fishery is all adult €£ish and they have to cofme

The closest breeding area is some hundreds -of
o they must travel. Another scenario is in the Bay
a high concentration of commercial fishing in a
area. It would be totally impossible for this small area to
and this heavy commercial fishing of kahawai over the years if
idn't travel from somewhere into the area. . : : o

atres away 8
enty  there is

T many1years of MAF Sciéhtists’saying that commercial spotter
és sighting evidence to be deeply floored and unworkable - why

4inly is it reliable data. These methods of assessing the kahawai
sk for commercial take must stop {f this fishery is going to be kept
4 sustainable mannerl. ‘There is a ground swell of recreational
ying interests that is greatly concerned about the future of this
;éies. 1 understand that Mark Feldman is going to attend this
ng in a private capacity. Mark has indicated to us what his
te is going to be and as he jg an advisor to this Council ‘we
11y support him over the state and the future of the kahawai
hery. © - ' ' ' ' :

s Manaaeiment of Recreational Fisheries

her nonsense for the following.' 




iotice that there has been an approach from Industry to move
youndary between KAH1 and KAH2. This will effectively run the
onnages in the present KAH1 and KAH2 tonnages into KAH2 alone
‘a brand new area in one for further commercial exploitation.

ishery. We also notice that they are endeavouring to create
’ new area KAH4 which i1s from Tirau Point in the North Island
levhere near Haast in the South Island. Once again this will
si'mére pressure on the West Coast fishery and we are equally
this development. Both of these suggestions are against the
6f the fishery and there cannot be any scientific evidence
er to say this would be a good move.

Once again commonsense has to prevail. . This fishery
rding to the "white book™ has half of the biomass to be able to
the present commercial catch level. The reduction of the
al catch must happen 1f this species is going to survive. If
jery fails it would be an enormous financial loss to not only
1 but to recreational fishers as well. We don’t have to tell
napper is a top priority fish for recreational and sustenance
nd its future greatly concerns us, .

all

S e e e Ny e et € A s st K s st S R S A RS R L s

tally against this move and it would be greatly detrimental
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© P.0. Box 26 064, Newlands, Wellington  Phone: (04] 478 5041 Fax: (04) 478 5044 /—'\

PRESIDENT: ' Bob Burstall

<\

NATIONAL SECRETARY: Max Hetherington. - 00V084

29th July 1994 <j<g;§>

Hon Douglas kidd

Minister of Fisheries

Parliament Buildings

WELLINGTON

Dear Minister, @ Q
" e N ol 5 o] §

In your letter of 30 June 1994 you inv, conisultation on this years
management review and TACC setting rpun egdy aware we have indicated
our acceptance and this document - v 58 our submissions for your
consideration.

We were pleased to receive your
particularly pleased with } '
stated publicly in gener
specifics which are de

concerning this review and were
u gave therein: As we have already

<E§%; been in contact wi;;\zhr mewbership. In some

HETHODOLOGY.

In preparing t

cases they have d input direct to you. Some have provided input
direct to is is at as appendices to our comments. In doing 50 we have
referred e separate ubmissions in our overall summaries. Where such

submissions bee itten we have typed these for ease of reading. We have
endesg d com l areas.
F pose 5 submission the TACC figures and reported landings have been

4 Plenary Booklet.

is in order and we intend to attend the joint meeting with you to
d you so desire. We must indicate that basically we are in agreement
verall intent as set out in your letter but have specific comments in some

ax Hetherington
Secretary/Treasurer.

Research - Enhancement - Management of Recreational Fisheries / %



*****tt*ttttt*tt*t***********t*t*tt*t*tt**t******k********t**************
8 HOKI - HOK 1

8.1 VWe note that the present TACC is set at 202,155 tonnes -and the MAF
position 1is that the stock could sustain a TACC increase of 100,000

tonnes. It is noted that industry have not stated a position. ::g

8.2 Mewmbers have expressed concerns over the Hoki Fi h hsa sma
catch| §rof \the
e e the

Jol
hex three

Hoki Fishery of Hapuku/Bass, Ling and Bluen
overall food chain as the hoki are the fo

species. We have reports of a by catch of Din the Hoki ¥
nearly equals the TACC of the ling. Ve erstard that

this by-
catch is deemed to the crown and s hat ful
produced as to the TACC against i p
recorded before any increase in t

We note the table attached a endi 5 this by-catch
situation. &
B T L T T e Y s S i d Lttt L ) DT T L T T
9 JACK 7. ; |
or this species are:
JMA 1 TACC is nes .3 g& is 7529 tonnes
JMA 3 TACC i nnes gs is 15399 tonnes
J¥A 7 TACC & tonpsa dings is 24767 tonnes
J¥A 10 I% ton Lafidings 15 83 tonnes
9.2 We no que stry that the TACC be increased to reflect
the. i aged a f the Chilean Jack Mackerel. We note that in
. n
t

d the TACC has been substantially over caught and
as not consPrained catches. We presume that this is because of

th undanbe\of the new species but suggest that the over catch is not
a /feason fQr A'Easing the TACC for the reasons already stated under
uenose ove . :
Ve <:;E§? as an appendix a letter from John 8Salmon of Gisborne
expres total opposition without a thoroughly independent survey.
9. <:;::3re generally opposed to an increase in these TACCs on the

nformation that has been provided.

P et e et et e L R e T e P I T e Ty ST LT

C '!!LHAI ~KAH 1 - KAH 2 —~ KAH 3 — KAH 9.

10.1 We note the reported landings fo} this species are:

KAY 1 Landings is 4010 tonnes

KAH 2 Llandings is 1390 tonnes

RAH 3 Landings is 1950 tonnes

KAH 9 Landings is O tonnes

with a total landings of 7352 tonnes.




10.2 We note the reported catch by purse seine and quota to be:

KAH 1 Catch is 1547 tonnes Quota is 1666 tonnes -
KAH 2 Catch is 795 tonnes - Quota is 851 tonnes
KAH 3 Catch is 1808 tonnes Quota is 2339 tonnes
KAH 9 Catch is 140 tonnes Quota is 0 tonnes

with a total Catch of 4290 tonnes against 8 quota of 4856 tonnes.
'10.3 We note 3 request from Industry to increase the Pu 1 CatchYim

(quota) as follows:

KAH 1 Increase to 1666 tonnes

KAH 2 Increase to 1200 tonnes

KAH 3 Increase to 2750 tonnes

KAH 9 Increase to 500 tonnes (separa nw KAH 1)

10.4 We have received a number of conm y our and these are
attached as appendices. We draw enti comments from:
10.4.1  the President of A.

10.4.2 John Salmon of Gi

10.5 A comprehensive paper o subjec een prepared by our executive
menber Ross Gildon. d tis s an appendix. This draft has
been provided to MAF o G 111 being consulted with and a
final submissio be prese d~asssoon as possible after we receive
their evaluatig comments

10.6 Basically PPO e suggested increases and réquest the
species ised ational fish with the purse seine limits
being r to a ch limit only.

E133 L3y £33

LR e RS R R s P et T s P T e T TP T T P TR T

note £he and landings for this species is
LIN ARCis 265 tonnes Landings is 253 tonnes
L is 2160 tonnes Landings is 2218 tonnes
4(JALC is 4401 tonnes Landings is 4101 tonmnes
.<:;E:yote that industry have not stated a position in respect of LIN 1 but
that they have requested a 30% increase under the adaptive management
QL process. .
.3 Ve refer to our comments above under Hoki in respect of the reguested
N increases and to the table of by catch attached as an appendix.

11.4 We recommend caution in respect of these requested increases.

B L L T T T L TRt L,

12.1 Ve note the TACC for this area is 157 tonnes with reported landings of
280 tonnes. We further note that the landings have exceeded the TACC for

every year since 1986.
J
/f//%
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FOH THE 1994 TACC HOUND

FROM THE NZ RECREATIONAL FlSlNG COUNCIL

SUMMARY =

"_Surveys in 1994 amongst the gameﬁshlng clubs have shown (

-~ kahawai and kingfish in the last year has not improved. T

asks that both species be recognised as ‘“recreatio

recommendations for this years TACC round are ess ally

", except that with the blowout in the kahawai "TACC"
limils be placed On the set net' ﬁshery.

"For kahawal we propose the purse seine
200 tonnes KAH1, 100 tonnes KAHZ, 300

er % a by-catch level
H3, al'these reductions be

~. linked to a joint MAF / lndustry/recreau o detetmine blomass
- . (see Appendix). As an incentive to pa purse seiners would be
”"oflered an extra research tonnage Q tonnes. . “-

cageh.. ' Therefore it is lmpera'uve that
of the top 20-30 longllne and ‘seinet
St/ For kingfish; we-are also: stlll awaltmg g

e S A

lleve

We are ve [y concamed by this near 2000 tonne blowout because the current "TACC" -
ls supposed to be 5431 lonnes Thls is determmed from the 6500t establlshed in




1981, minus KAH1 466t reduction in 1983, minus 10% for Maori.

MAF and the Minister need to take urgent action on the other methods, which would
be very similar to the propossd action we have made for kingfish, Analyse the data
to determine who the top 30-40 kahawai set, ring, drag netters are and then put a pro-

rated catch limit on each individual fishermen. These catch limits would have to b
backed up with some strong enforcement such as no dumping an@ﬁsherme

stop fishing once his limit had been excesded.

Kahawai, and therefore they would not be part of these pr d dividua imit
restrictions. Long liners may be targeting kahawai. /\; §§

2. 1994 kahawal stock assessment @ A~ ‘

It is unfortunate that we did not participat ”?ahaws@cglmups because of
our policy of non-consultation, althoug tand Of MarkPeldman did participate
on an unofficial basis. Note that it ant that Y8 1895 assessment that
some of the working group mesti id i %t' ga or Auckland to enable as
many as possible ofthe interested a cte u\‘\ egriial and recreational fishermen
to less expensively attend t@eeﬁngs

We strongly disaglree

143 of the Plenary 78po r the/}
support this asserti the 4

i. (a) Recre 'o@gm f
We do ot stangow $his sentence even made it into the report as it has no
; 1

me geause t % ramp survey is not compared to any data from previous
ye A atif surveys had been done through the 1970s and 1980s

eational catch would have exceeded 50 cm - strong evidence
: <%ﬁae size :

We accept that it is highly unlikely that trawlers and Eiggl% inérs cc%;%@
|

beginning with the sentence on page
’lenty ...... scientific evidence does not

and the fishery is in dacline.

i, I sightings data

nlgs e examined the Bradford and Taylor report and do not agree with thé
Iusions that the data show no decline. Ws oppose the use of this data mainly

beeause the data was not collected by MAF, is not independent of the commercial
fishery and is therefore not reliable.

Our graph shows a considerable decline from the early 1980’s to 1880 when the
fishery was bsing heavily fished. It is very interesting to us, that in 1991 when Ken
Shirley introduced the purse seine catch fimits, that all of a sudden the sightings data
dramatically increased, presumably because industry would be wanting to show the
fishery was in good health. If MAF had collected the data, we could bslisve 1891, but
because industry collected it, we do not.



Through Keith Ingram and Paul Bames, | am aware of how important the industry
considered it was with the design of the current SNA1 tagging programme, that the
tags be collected and returned independent of commercial and recraational fishars.
MAF has had to collect the tags, so that there can be no allegations that the tagging

survey was corrupted as it is alleged happened in 1983/84 with tag return bias.

The aerial sightings data is a wonderful example of industry co-oper, inthe 197@&
and 1880's, but co-operative programmes (especially if they 4 nly

individuals) in the political fisheries climate of the 1990's & used it
considerable caution. Ws strongly requast that the aesrd] sightings da
included in the kahawai stock assessment even though R’shows a

decline through the 1980s. -

iii. Tagging paragraph (bottom of page 143) @;’ @ |
0 "sink@sis (stated bslow),
S f

the overall decline in
at oving on average 50 nm
ly a "few kilometres" (from

tic

In our 1993 submission, we explained thes
how we bslieve the purse seiners have
kahawai around NZ. It must be rem

are considerably more mobile than®na

e'top of the South Island (although not
ZEiNe )) have led to the overfishing of the
kahawai fishery aro °$ ntir of New Zealand. The results of the 1981-84
tagging program .g‘ BWE age the kahawal moved 50 miles in a 2 year
period. Thus ~?~ eart 80s when the first large purse seine extractions
were takendike ' awai could y have moved considerable distances eg. the 150-

We considsr that the largepbese Ssine ho relatively small areas (the Bay
of Plenty (actually Waihktd

200 milgs fron(4he nortfwest coast to the top of the South Island. We suggest that
the %d p g in these hotspots creates a void into which kahawai
fror eas yit! sink."

@ﬁm@ |

We %nderstand what Z and M are all about, but given the amount of influence
the stry appears to have already had in the working group process and the lack

' review as has been discussed in the 3 points listed above, we have difficulty
ting Z and M especially given the next 2 pieces of information we wish 1o
s8.

3. Other information
i. 1983 purse seine data.

We note that in the final 1894 Plenary report, that there is no referencs to the 3 purse
seine shots done in 1983, whereas this data was mentioned in Brian Jones draft

Jif



FARD and in earlier versions of the working group report Why has refarencs 1o this
data been removed?

Wae have been meaning to ask Brent Wood if it is true as stated on pg 5 of the Jonas
FARD that “The {1983] samples wers not selected at random since large fish were

selected for ageing and for comparison with the fish being currently tagged in the Bay
(Wood pers. comm.). Mark Feldman has contacted Mike Bradstc@hl believ

data should be used.

Gavin James (the other 2 main people involved in the 1983 taggi
certain that MAF would always tag by propsr random selecti mer@
provided that Brent Wood can confirm that the fish were tag fandom

As such, the analysis (refer to Figurs 8 in the FARD) nes did& l..- d\be used,

but it should be highlighted in a different way. Jones says “Two .u. gs.in 1991-92
29ig ha mean sizes”.

furtt;g amples (from the

.%hemaé (as shown by

he fish averaged 46.1 ¢cm

fange) and 45.3cm in 1892,
2 graph (for whatever reason),

The bottom line is that in 1983 the fi
Figure 5 (fig 3 in the Mckenzie rep%@}
in 1991 (1991 doss not include small

Even if the 30-35 cm fish we oved fro

the average size for 1992 l onl e"o about 46 cm.
We acknowledge th 3 p data may be a bit scant, but when
combined with the re Kaharoa report (discussed below), suggest

that it all starts’t

ce of kahawai overfishing.

The Jones 0 attempt ompare purse seine length data from East Cape

87040 the Bay of Plenty 1990s data. The comparison is invalid
s b 8 - nded and it is like comparing apples and oranges. The
psimilar areas. As has been shown between the Gulf-Bay

y Kaxkoura coast, there can easily be large length differences
not that far apart.

ii. roa trawl survey data

ngley (MAF Fisheries North) has written a report summarising the Kaharoa
urvey results from 1882-1993, which includes a section on kahawai. Pg 16
S

s "In the west coast North Island survey area, the mean length of fish comprising
the 30-55 cm length range declined from 41.0 cm in 1986 to 36.7 cm in 1991.
Similarly, in the Bay of Plenty the mean length of adult kahawa: declined from 47.4 cm
in 1985 to 44.7 cm in 1982."

There are essentially only two explanaﬁons why therse can be a dscrease in average
filsh size: either there has been a major increase in the numbers of smaller fish
(recruitment), or there has been & major increase in adult removals (overfishing). Up
until the Kaharoa results, it was not possible to distinguish betwean these two

v
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hypotheses because there was no kahawai recruitment data. However for the Hauraki
Gult pg 16 of the Langley report states "The YCS [Year Class Strength] indices
indicate strong 1981, 1984 and 1986 year classes and weak year classes from 1980,
1883, and gach year from 1987 to 1991" (my emphasis). The Gulf is fikely to be a
major juvenile nursery area for kahawai because the kahawai in this area are

‘consistently smaller than in the Bay of Plenty and Northland. % &
Conclusion @ @

The kaharoa recruitment data is especially significant because f\gongly s gge; E that |
recruitment has been poor in the last few years and {pattherefore ¢ gafes in |
average size are most likely due to overfishing. As.ihe/eateh statis w, there l
has been a major increass in adult kahawai mortdlifigs through @ sive purse \
seine catches over the last 10 years. We conglud 8 -4_) d 1983 purse \
seine data provide evidence in line with :@: 0 anggdotal recreational

evidencs that the kahawali fishery is being SQaifidHe
further commercial catch restrictions ‘-R"‘h>

un

gd, and thatdkere is a dire need for \
in tge @u :

KINGFISH @@ @g o

Background 6
Our observations\ Yegasding of the kingfish fishery are similar to our
observations {61 ai. a ational fishermen have reported a decline in size
\ the Jast 10 years, and especially the last 5 years. At the same
time theg €8 kin ch has steadily increased from 250-300 tonnes in the
garly 7 <500 tonnes in the 1980s. We would strongly suggest that
rvaliQns afe causal and linked.

asK tha figh become a "recreational fish" but not in the same way as marlin

ng the species. Hopefully by October 1 1995, kingfish will be

uota system with a TACC at the "dead"” by-catch level of 150 tonnes.

dge that decommercialisation is not an option for kingfish bacause 30-

he kingfish catch will inevitably be caught dead at the boat as a genuine by-

jM“the trawl, longline and setnet fisheries which will be unavoidable. In the

i, we would want the management of Kingfish Improved by the introduction of

an explicit 1 tonne catch limit on the 20-30 longline and setnet fishermen who have
been targsting kingfish and causing the damage.

150 tonne "dead" by-catch TACC
Having recognised kingfish as a "recreational fish", then the TACC shouid be set at

the dead by-catch level which from our understanding of the fishary would represent
a TACC of around 150 tonnes. The reason that the TACC would have to be set at

(/W



the dead by-caich tonnage is simple. We acknowledge that some kingfish will

inevitably be caught dead as a by-catch in the trawl, longline and setnet fisheries
which will be unavoidable.

A prospective kingfish TACC set at 150 tonnes should not be congidered as

an
overstatement of an initial negotiating position. It is a definitive claifnthat can b&
substantiated as follows. Prior to the quota system, it is likely mm |

fishermen were deliberatsly targeting kingfish. This point needs.t nowledge
because prior to 1986 most northern commercial fisherm 1 8 “busy
snapper in the "race for fish" to establish catch histoﬁe&e total co al
tonnages of kingfish befors 1986 were: 1980 294 t, 1981 290t \1982 t, 1983/84
310t, 1984/85 245 1, and 1985/86 255 t. These cat tonnes
peryear. We estimate that 50-70% of the commer Id be alive
and reasonably healthy when brought on board he 150 tonne

TACC represents that half of the kingfish ca S t dead.
commercial longline

ly two reasons. Either

It is only with the advent of the quota s
and set net fishermen have started to
as a race for fish to build up a

by adapting their existing 08l{g, ionglines or nets set around the
oftshors islands. @ .

The fishermen who @ sting @sh would be easily identified in the MAF

database. From ssioAs with.disermen, we know that normal longline and setnet

%@und 2 000 kilos of kingfish each year as a genuine by-

hermen ta )etng kingfish have an average catch of 5-15 tonnas

.\ data shows that 20 fishermen are taking around 50-55

Mhough up to 5 of these "fishermen" may actually. be

%ﬁ a number of vessels; we acknowledge that it is unlikely

R targeting kingfish.

Bec %ﬂsh Is not a quota species, these fishermen wouid have to bs controllad
i Har way to how the purse seiners are controlled in the kahawai fishery. An
| annual 1 tonne catch limit for kingfish would have to be written into their fishing
s. The fishermen would be forced to change their fishing style and patiern in
order to reducs their kingfish catches. The 1 tonne kingfish limit would becoms thair
limit regardless of what or how these fishermen were fishing. 'MAF would have to
maintain an organised monthly record of thair CELRs which we would want to see; we
need not know the individual fishermen’s names and boat numbers.

in order for these fishermen to comply, there would have to be a savere penalty if a
fisherman exceeded the limit. We envisage a penalty something fike his permit would
be removed so that he could not legally go commercial fishing for 12 months after the
offence. For blatant or repeated non-compliance, the boat would bs forfsit to the



Srown. These conditions would also have to be explicit and written into the permit
t would also have to be made clear that a 1 tonne catch fimit was in no way any.
juarantee of what there quota may ultimately be. We imagine that when kingfish is
orought into the quota system, fishermen and companies would receive a quota pro-
-ated down from their current catch.

joss Gildon L
Aanagement Exscutive ™ - '
{Z Recreational Fishing Council i
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NZ RFC FINAL KAHAWAI SUBMISSION TO THE 1994 TACC REVIEW

SUMMARY

Allowance for recreational fishing will be the most significant aspect of the 1994 TACC
review as outlined in the letter the Minister wrote to the sector group leaders as quoted
here "My perception is that for several inshore fisheries there is not currently an

adequate allowance. Consequently, | intend making my responsibility to allow for non-
commercial interests an important point of this years review."

It is very pleasing to see that for the first time, a Minister of Fisheries who has the
courage to recognise that there is more to managing the fisheries than simply ensuring
stock sustainability. The Minister alone will make the judgement as to whether or not
the current non-commercial catch rates adequately allow for the non-commercial
interest. The 1991 boat ramp survey showed that for the northern region overall the
average catch was around 0.4 kahawai per person per trip. Very simply, 0.4 kahawai
is not an adequate allowance in anyone's language for non-commercial fishing.

We are very concerned about the blowout in the kahawai "TACC" for 1992/93 and
believe that this catch increase is due to large catches by set netters. As such, we

ask MAF to investigate the 82/93 blowout and request that catch limits be placed on
the main 30-40 kahawai set net fishermen.

The changes that the Minister made in the 1993 TACC review are applauded by the
recreational sector. The decision to combine KAH1 and KAH9 was correct and was
based on the fact that the KAH9 purse seine catch limits were set in 1991 at zero as
clearly shown in the 1994 Plenary report. The decision to reduce KAH1 by 466t in
1993 was good, but did not go far enough. We were pleased that the Minister (as
Phill Major) at the 1994 NZRFC AGM recognised this and announced during the
question section that he has proposed to further reduce KAH1 another 400 tonnes.
For KAH2, we will be seeking a reduction down to 650 tonnes. Regarding KAH3, we
note that for the second straight fishing year the purse seine catch limit of 2,339 tonne
was not taken. As explained in the submission, we ask that the KAH3 purse seine

limit be reduced to 1900 tonnes, which approximates the average of the catch for the
last two years.

We are still very keen on the concept of a joint MAF / industry / recreational kahawai
tagging programme to determine biomass as outlined in our initial submission. As an

incentive to participate in tagging, the purse seiners would be offered an extra one-off
research tonnage of either 700 or 1400t.

Finally in regard to the kahawai stock assessment, we are not arguing that any one
of the pieces of evidence that we have provided is definitively showing that kahawai
is being overfished. But what we are saying is that taken collectively together, the
information suggests that the kahawai fishery may be in trouble. We would further
suggest that for fisheries that are shared between the sectors, that it is imperative that
fisheries management decisions should be based around the precautionary approach.
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1. Non-commercial allowance

In his letter (late June) to sector group leaders, the Minister wrote (as quoted below)

that he considers that recreational allowance is important in this years TACC review. .

"My perception is that for several inshore fisheries there is not currently
an adequate allowance. Consequently, | intend making my responsibility

to allow for non-commercial interests an important point of this years
review.”

It is very pleasing to see that for the first time, a Minister of Fisheries who is prepared
to recognise that there is more to managing the fisheries than simply ensuring stock
sustainability. Doug Kidd has recognised that the other part of the fisheries
management equation is to ensure adequate allowance to the Maori traditional and
recreational fishing sectors. In the past, most Ministers (and senior MAF officials)
have simply put allowance for the non-commercial sector in the too hard basket, but

it is heartening to see that Minister Kidd has the courage to address this very pressing
issue.

Under Section 28D of the Fisheries Act, it is the Minister of Fisheries who has the
statutory responsibility to allow for non-commercial interests before setting the TACC.
It is the Minister alone who makes the judgement as to whether or not the current non-
commercial catch rates adequately allow for the non-commercial interest. Clearly, as
indicated during the question section at the NZRFC AGM, the Minister (through Phill
Major) does not believe that the non-commercial allowance for KAH1 is sufficient (see
section 7 for more detail). Itis our contention that the recreational allowance in KAH2

and KAH3 is also not sufficiently adequate, and we will be seeking reductions in the
purse seine catch limits in these areas.

The 1991 northern boat ramp survey showed that for the northern region overall the
average catch was around 1.1 snapper and 0.4 kahawai per person per trip. These
catch rates are very poor and must increase if recreational fishermen are to enjoy the
fishing the way it use to be, before the pair trawlers and purse seiners cleaned out our
inshore fisheries. Very simply, 0.4 kahawai per person is not an adequate allowance
in anyone's language for non-commercial fishing. We are certain the average kahawai
catch in KAH2 and KAH3 is not much different to the KAH1 catch rates.

The purse seine catch limits must be reduced to improve recreational kahawai catch
rates. It was the purse seiners who caused the decline in the kahawai fishery and
who made the financial profit from their increased kahawai catches. ltis therefore the
purse seiners that must carry most of the responsibility for improving the kahawai
fishery. Note that we are not seeking a return to the glory days of the 1950s, 1960s
and 1970s when kahawai were plentiful in what was then essentially a virgin fishery.
We know and recognise that the catch rates will never be that good again. But we

certainly want to have a considerable improvement on our currently pathetically low
catch rates.

//%%
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2. Legal action and other challenges to the Minister

No doubt the industry will challenge the Minister's decision on three counts: (1) the
%lster will ‘be*threatened with Court action; (ji) catch-reductions will cost jobs, and

(iii)xthe: |ndg§try -will - say :there .is..no. evidence, to suggest that.-kahawai is .being -

overfi shed?*This lattér challenge. is the easiest to. respond to. It needs to be very

exphcntly pointed out to industry that the Minister's catch reductionsarenot:about'stock -
gsustainability, but-about.allowance for-the. non-commercial. sector, This concept of

allowing for and considering sectors other than themselves, is something that the
industry is going to have to get use to as time progresses through the 1990s. Officials

- should not be embarrassed or backward in making this clear to industry. The people
want their fish back!

Also in regard to the n6 ‘évidence” argument, we totally dispute this contention, and
the majority of this submission is spent endeavouring to convince MAF that there is
a growing body of data that suggests that kahawai is in trouble.

In some ways, we hope that the kahawai or snapper reductions do go to Court. We
imagine that the hearing might last half a day provided that the Minister defends his
decisions on the basis of allowing for non-commercial interests pursuant to Section
28D. The public of New Zealand and the news media, we are sure would totally get
in behind the Minister and support him if he was to take a stand in Court.

The case would be dismissed by obtaining the sworn affidavits of numerous long term
recreational fishermen who would describe to the Judge how their catches have
declined over the years. We are certain compared to previous years, that all Judges
would agree that 0.4 kahawai per person per trip is not an adequate allowance. The
case would be dismissed and it would send a very clear signal that the political and

judicial system expects industry to be more responsible in its relationship with the non-
commercial sector.

In terms of jobs, this is one of the old industry defenses against any management
action. But, we note that since the KAH1 and KAH2 purse seine catch peaked in the
late 1980s, there are still 5 purse seiners operating in the north, even though the purse
seine catch has decreased. The reason being is that the purse seiners have
increased their catches in other species, notably jack mackerel and English mackerel.
Around 1992, the Minister informally proposed that the industry should trade mackerel
for kahawai, and be allowed to increase their mackerel catch but decrease their
kahawai catch. Unfortunately, only half of this proposal has occurred due to the
. dramatic increase in the English mackerel catch from 1640t in 86/87 to around 15,000t
for the last two fishing years. The English mackerel catch increased because there

was no TACC on the fishery, so effectively the industry got the Minister's proposed
"trade" for nothing.

If the catches are decreased, industry will soon learn to add more value to the
kahawai product in terms of processing the catch. Already we have seen added value
brought into the kahawai fishery. Much of the purse seine catch use to simply be
"exported as cray bait or was fish mealed, whereas now much of it is exported to Iran

%/7’/
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and Iraq for human consumption. While on the domestic market, | know that smoked'
kahawai frames and Sealords tinned "salad fish" is popular with many families.

We do not believe the catch reductions will lead to job losses because industry will
find "new ways of doing things" through better marketing and value added processing.

73352
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Table 2 of the 1994 Plenary report shows that the catch increased from5051:tonnes M

ih?1991/92 to ‘a massive 7352 tonnes in 1992/93. Table 3 shows that the purse

seiners were constrained to their catch limits. Therefore the recreational sector

believes that this catch blowout would have been caused by other methods targeting

kahawai - we believe set netting being the main culprit.

3. On catch statistics and the 1992/93 catch blowout

We are very concerned by this near 2000 tonne blowout because the current "TACC"

is supposed to be 5431 tonnes. This is determined from the 6500t established in
1991, minus KAH1 466t reduction in 1993, minus 10% for Maori.

MAF and the Minister need to take urgent action on the other methods, which would
be very similar to the proposed action we have made for kingfish. Analyse the data
to determine who the top 30-40 kahawai set, ring, drag netters are and then put a pro-
rated catch limit on each individual fishermen. These catch limits would have to be

backed up with some strong enforcement such as no dumping and the fishermen to
stop fishing once his limit had been exceeded.

We accept that it is highly unlikely that trawlers and Danish seiners could target

kahawai, and therefore they would not be part of these proposed individual catch limit
restrictions. Long liners may be targeting kahawai.

Update on the 92/93 blowout

It is absolutely imperative that MAF analyse the 92/93 data to determine why the catch
increased so much. We will be writing to the Minister about this matter to make him
aware of this very unsatisfactory situation. We ask that information and a
comprehensive analysis be presented to us at the Minister’s meeting on August
16 (preferably before then) as to why the blowout occurred. We fully expect that
the blowout was due mainly to the set netters, and therefore we would expect MAF
to have a plan by August 16 as to how to curtail the set net catch to the "TACC". We
still maintain that our option of an individual catch limit on the top 20-30 set netters
would be the most effective option. }9 ﬁ /
FFTHE TR ove 407 cemmm "}(d
HAviaty o ol il 3
4. Workmg Group meetings

It is unfortunate that we did not participate in the kahawai working groups because of

our policy of non-consultation, although | understand Dr. Mark Feldman did participate
on an unofficial basis.
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Note that it is important that for the 1995 assessment that some of the working group'

meetings are held in Tauranga or Auckland to enable as many as possible of the
interested and effected commercial and recreational fishermen to less expensively
~ attend these meetings. MAF Fisheries has made tremendous improvements in the
stock assessment process in making the process more transparent and user friendly.

But, we would like MAF Policy to stipulate to MAF Fisheries that for key inshore
species such as snapper, kahawai, paua, rock lobster and blue cod, it is imperative
that the Working Group meetings are rotated around the regions with most interest in
the respective species. The Plenary would still be held in Wellington.

We ask that MAF Policy and MAF Fisheries respond to and comment-on this
-proposal at the August 16 meeting.-

5. On stock sustainability matters and the 1994 kahawai assessment

We strongly disagree with much of the 1994 assessment, beginning with the sentence

on page 143 of the Plenary report "For the Bay of Plenty ...... ‘scientific evidence does
not support this assertion:" and the 4 points that follow.

i. Recreational length frequencies

We do not understand how this sentence even made it into the report as it has no
meaning because the 1990/91 ramp survey is not compared to any data from previous
years. We would suggest that if surveys had been done through the 1970s and 1980s
that 70-80% of the recreational catch would have exceeded 50 cm - strong evidence
that the size frequency and the fishery is in decline.

ii. Aerial sightings data M - ,‘&5—_&#

We have examined the Bradford and Taylor report and do not agree with the
conclusions that the data show no decline. We oppose the use of this data mainly

because the data was not collected by MAF, is not independent of the commercial
fishery and is therefore not reliable.

Our graph shows a considerable decline from the early 1980's to 1990 when the
fishery was being heavily fished. It is very interesting to us, that in 1991 when Ken
Shirley introduced the purse seine catch limits, that all of a sudden the sightings data
dramatically increased, presumably because industry would be wanting to show the

fishery was in good health. If MAF had collected the data, we could believe 1991, but
because industry collected it, we do not.

Through Keith Ingram and Paul Barnes, | am aware of how important the industry
considered it was with the design of the current SNA1 tagging programme, that the
tags be collected and returned independent of commercial and recreational fishers.
MAF has had to collect the tags, so that there can be no allegations that the tagging
survey was corrupted as it is alleged happened in 1983/84 with tag return bias. .
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Thé aerial sightings data is a wonderful example of industry co-operation in the 1970's

and 1980's, but co-operative programmes (especially if they involve only a few
individuals) in the political fisheries climate of the 1990's have to be used with
»gonsiderable caution, .

Comment on Malcolm Francis’ comment

Malcolm Francis defended the aerial sightings database essentially on two counts.
First, Francis argued that the 1991 increase- in the tonnage per flight shown in our
graph (Appendix) was due to higher water temperatures in 1991. He seemed to be
arguing that kahawai might be more prone to schooling or catching in warm water
years than in cooler years. We have read his June NZ Seafood article regarding the
relationship between snapper recruitment and water temperature. If it was true that
there was a warm water - kahawai schooling correlation, then why in 1988 and 1989

when the water was warmer than in 1891, was the tonnage sighted per flight flown in
our graph at the lowest point?

We consider that the latter stages of the aerial sightings database are probably more
‘highly correlated to the (fisheries) political climate that the meteorological climate!

The second defense was based on the weight given to the overseas industry
consultants being very impressed with the aerial sightings database. But, these
consultants are industry-and their imminence in the scientific world should not shroud
the fact that the bottom line is that they are being paid by industry. Everyone,
including ourselves, is naturally impressed with a 20 year time series involving mostly
the same pilots. However, it would be too easy to manipulate such a database once
the going got tough (1991), and therefore the data need to be interpreted with caution.

The hoki - fur seal interaction is another example of how data collected by the industry
needs to be treated with caution. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, there were large
differences in the reported rates of fur seal capture between those observed by the
MAF observers and those reported by the skippers. This is becuase it simply was not
in the skipper's interest to be reporting fur seal captures. Now, thankfully most boats
carry some sort of independent reporting systems / observers because MAF was not

prepared to rely on the skippers who obviously had a vested interest in not reporting
fur seal deaths.

A third defense was the comment made at the meeting on July 21 that it would be
regrettable to not use the aerial sightings database on the basis that the data were not
collected independent of the fishery. The comment was also based around the notion
that the aerial data was the only real data MAF had on the kahawai fishery. We are
not saying do not use the database, but rather treat the data with caution and

recognise that after 1991 when the fishery became political, that the data could be
suspect.

The emphasis we would place on the aerial data is that as shown by our graph

there was a considerable decline in the tonnage of kahawai observed per hour
flown from the early 1980s to 1990.
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_iii.  Tagging paragraph (bottom of page 143)

In our 1993 submission, we explained through our "sink" hypothesis (stated below),
how we believe the purse seiners have been résponsible for the overall decline in
kahawai around NZ. It must be remembered that kahawai moving on average 50 nm

are considerably more mobile than snapper which move only a "few kilometres" (from
MAF Information Pamphlet No. 18).

We consider that the large purse seine catches in two relatively small areas (the Bay
of Plenty (actually Waihi to Whakatane) and the top of the South Island (although not
discounting the purse seine activity in KAH2)) have led to-the overfishing of the
kahawai fishery around the entire coast of New Zealand. The results of the 1981-84 ..
tagging programme showed that on average the kahawai moved 50 miles in a 2 year ¥
period. Thus, since the early to mid 1980s when the first large purse seine extractions h
were taken, the kahawai could easily have moved considerable distances eg. the 150-
200 miles from the north-west coast to the top of the South Island. We suggest that

the concentrated purse seining in these hotspots creates a void into which kahawai
from other areas ultimately sink."

Malcolm Francis seemed to have difficulty in understanding our sink hypothesis and
seemed to regard it as speculative. We agree thatit is an hypothesis and that it could
be regarded as speculative in the same way that we regard the Plenary book tagging
paragraph as speculative. Neither hypotheses are hard fact, and therefore each
should be given equal weight. Either delete the Plenary report tagging paragraph, or

to be balanced print a paragraph on our interpretation of the kahawai movement data
along the lines of the sink hypothesis.

However, we will also provide an explicit comment on the tagging paragraph. The first
critical sentence reads "For the activities of purseseiners to be responsible for any
declines in abundance in these areas, there would need to be large movements of
adult kahawai around and between QMAs." The final part of the next sentence is also
critical "... 72% [were recaptured] within 100 nm of the release site."; we understand
that the 72% was based on recaptures within 2 years of release.

It is 100 nm from Tutukaka to the Waihi Bluffs which is the northernmost area worked
by the purse seiners in the Bay of Plenty, based on the lat and long graphs we
presented to the Minister in 1993 showing the exact location of each purse seine
kahawai shot from 1983-1989. {hus;fish could easily be moving from Northland and
the Hauraki Gulf to the Bay of Plenty, and in so doing causing the decline in Northland
and the Gulf that was first noticed by many recreational fishermen in the mid 1980s.

There seems to be a belief within MAF - especially with the pelagic scientists, that
kahawai are not very mobile and we suspect that this belief has developed because
relative to the tuna species that these scientists are studying most of the time,
kahawai are not that mobile. Certainly, kahawai do not seasonally migrate each year
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from Fiji to New Zealand! But, as we pointed out in our initial submission, kahawai are

considerably more mobile than snapper, and thus could be making "large movements
.. . around and between QMAs".

iv. Values of Z

We do not understand what Z and M are all about, but given the amount of influence
the industry appears to have already had in the working group process and the lack
of critical review as has been discussed in the 3 points listed above, we have difficulty

accepting Z and M especially given the next 2 pieces of information we wish to
discuss. ‘

Update: We still do not understand Z and M. We wonder that if Z and M were
critically reviewed as we have done for the other aspects of the kahawai assessment,
whether or not weaknesses and flaws might also be found in the ways these
parameters were determined.

6. Other stock assessment information

i. 1983 purse seine data

~ We note that in the final 1994 Plenary report, that there is no reference to the 3 purse
seine shots done in 1983, whereas this data was mentioned in Brian Jones draft

FARD and in earlier versions of the working group report. Why has reference to this
data been removed?

We have been meaning to ask Brent Wood if it is true as stated on pg 5 of the Jones
FARD that "The [1983] samples were not selected at random since large fish were
selected for ageing and for comparison with the fish being currently tagged in the Bay
(Wood pers. comm.). Mark Feldman has contacted Mike Bradstock and | believe
Gavin James (the other 2 main people involved in the 1983 tagging) and they were
certain that MAF would always tag by proper random selection of fish. Therefore

provided that Brent Wood can confirm that the fish were tagged at random, the 1983
data should be used. ‘

As such, the analysis (refer to Figure 6 in the FARD) that Jones did should be used,
but it should be highlighted in a different way. Jones says "Two landings in 1991-92
had larger mean sizes than the 1983 samples and eight had similar mean siZes".
What is totally neglected, is that there must have been a further 19 samples (from the
total of 29 samples) that were smaller than the 1983 samples.

The bottom line is that in 1983 the fish averaged 51.3 c¢cm, whereas (as shown by
Figure 5 (fig 3 in the Mckenzie report) in the Jones FARD) the fish averaged 46.1 cm
in 1991 (1991 does not include small fish in the 30-35 cm range) and 45.3 cmin 1992.
Even if the 30-35 cm fish were removed from the 1992 graph (for whatever reason),
the average size for 1992 would still only increase to about 46 cm.

/%”/
A
/4.9
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We acknowledge that the 1983 purse seine data may be a bit scant, but when.

combined with the recently released MAF Kaharoa report (discussed below), suggest
that it all starts to add up towards evidence of kahawai overfishing.

The Jones FARD also attempts to compare purse seine length data from East Cape
to Gisborne in the 1970's to the Bay of Plenty 1990s data. The comparison is invalid
because area has been confounded and it is like comparing apples and oranges. The
comparisons must be from similar areas. As has been shown between the Gulf-Bay

of Plenty and Tasman Bay-Kaikoura coast, there can easily be large length differences
between areas that are not that far apart.

In discussion with Malcolm Francis, we seem to have resolved that the 1983 purse
seine fish were collected at random, contrary to the Brent Wood pers. comm. in the
Brian Jones FARD. The pers. comm. was a very unfortunate mistake by Brian Jones.

Now the problem seems to be that there may not be enough data ie. only 3 shots.
It just seems to us that every excuse is being offered as a reason not to use the 1983
data and that the industry led Working Group;threw this data out too readily under the
pretence of inadequate sample size. We believe the real reason the industry did not
want the 83 data to be sighted is because when it is compared to the 91/92 data it is

strongly suggestive that there has been a size decrease and may cause people to
start to consider that the kahawai fishery is being overfished.

ii. Kaharoa trawl survey data

Adam Langley (MAF Fisheries North) has written a report summarising the Kaharoa
trawl survey results from 1982-1893, which includes a section on kahawai. Pg 16
states "In the west coast North Island survey area, the mean length of fish comprising
the 30-55 cm length range declined from 41.0 cm in 1986 to 36.7 cm in 1991.

Similarly, in the Bay of Plenty the mean length of adult kahawai declined from 47.4 cm
in 1985 to 44.7 cm in 1992."

There are essentially only two explanations why there can be a decrease in average
fish size: either there has been a major increase in the numbers of smaller fish
(recruitment), or there has been a major increase in adult removals (overfishing). Up
until the Kaharoa results, it was not possible to distinguish between these two
hypotheses because there was no kahawai recruitment data. However for the Hauraki
Gulf pg 16 of the Langley report states "The YCS [Year Class Strength] indices
indicate strong 1981, 1984 and 1986 year classes and weak year classes from 1980,
1983, and each year from 1987 to 1991" (my emphasis). The Gulf is likely to be a
major juvenile nursery area for kahawai because the kahawai in this area are
consistently smaller than in the Bay of Plenty and Northland.

Malcolm Francis commented that the sample sizes from the Bay of Plenty and the
West Coast were a bit small. We can accept that initially when we looked at the
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Langley length graphs (Fig 41 and 42) that most of the sample sizes looked

reasonably large (WC n=214, 43, 786, 478, BOP n=214, 151, 11, 179, 186).
However, we acknowledge that once the fish under 30 cm are excluded that the
sample sizes do start to get smaller.

However, there still seems to be this attitude that hundreds if not thousands of fish
need to be measured or counted to produce a reasonable estimate. Again, data that
are suggestive of overfishing, seem to have been all too easily dismissed. We say
before these data are dismissed, produce the optimization studies that can show that

‘the Kaharoa samples sizes were too small. Until then, the data, although scant,
should be allowed to stand.

A.nother reason why we would put extra weight on the Kaharoa data is that the fish
were caught as a by-catch of most probably a large number of standardised research
trawl tows of around 1 nm in length. The tows were most probably spread throughout

the Bay of Plenty and West Coast, and would therefore be reasonably indicative of the
kahawai stock in these areas.

iii. New data on recreational CPUE and size

As mentioned in the covering letter, the following recreational data (see Appendix) is
available comparing line caught kahawai between 1983 and 1991.

1983 55 cm (n=417) MAF Report No. 103 (pg 12-13) Motu R (21 days s/casting)
49.8 cm (n=32) MAF tagging report Table 8a BOP (12 days line fishing)

1991 42.1 cm (n=3775) MAF survey Fig 3.13 BOP(January - July boatfishing)
41.45 cm (n=133) MAF survey Opotiki - Te Kaha (March -July surfcasting)

1983 2.55 {/p/hr MAF report 103 pg21 on Motu River (surfcasting) -
1991 0.1 f/p/hr MAF survey Fig 3.5 Opotiki (surfcasting)

Mrs. Lenise Ludlow was the person who interviewed the surfcasters during MAF’s
1991 recreational fishing survey. She surveyed most weekends the main surfcasting
spots in the area from Opotiki to Te Kaha from March to July. The Motu was one of
her routine survey points. She has stated that there was nothing different about the
fishermen, the interviews, the fishing gear, target species, kahawai size and the catch
rates at the Motu compared to the other 5-6 spots she regularly surveyed. In
essence, the catch rates and the kahawai size at the Motu were just as bad and small
as at any of her other survey areas. MAF Auckland has the data and we are certain

that if the data was analysed then there would be conclusive evidence that her claims
are correct.

The largely Maori kahawai fishery at the Motu River use to be famous. But now, the
bottom line is that there has been a dramatic decrease in both size and catch rates
for the Motu River that simply cannot be denied. In the past, every year the local

Maori people use to enjoy catching for food good numbers of large kahawai, however
since the mid 1980s the kahawai have become small and scarce.
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Kahawai stock assessment conclusion

The kaharoa recruitment data is especially significant because it strongly suggests that
recruitment has been poor in the last few years and that therefore the decreases in
average size are most likely due to overfishing. As the catch statistics show, there
has been a major increase in adult kahawai mortalities through the excessive purse
seine catches over the last 10 years. We conclude that the Kaharoa and 1983 purse
seine data provide evidence in line with the vast amount of anecdotal recreational
evidence that the kahawai fishery is being overfished, and that there is a dire need for
further commercial catch restrictions as outlined in the next section.

7. kahawai purse seine catch limits
We applaud the changes that the Minister made in the 1993 TACC review.

KAH9 The Minister’s decision to combine KAH1 and KAH9 was correct and was
based on the fact that the KAH9 purse seine catch limits were set in 1991 at zero as
clearly shown in the 1994 Plenary report. Industry is totally wrong if they are trying
to suggest that no catch limits were set. In addition to the Kaharoa data, commercial
set netters and recreational fishers on the west coast (from what use to be KAH9)
have noticed a decline in kahawai abundance.

A disturbing aspect about the 92/93 catch statistics in the Plenary book (Table 3) is
the 140 tonnes that the purse seiners illegally took and reported to MAF Policy from
KAH9. As part of MAF's analysis into the 92/93, (we would like to know preferably
before the August 16 meeting) the exact amount that was taken from KAHS.

KAH1 The decision to reduce KAH1 by 466t in 1993 was good (reduced by
around 25%), but did not go far enough. We are pleased that the Minister (as Phill
Major) at the 1994 NZRFC AGM recognised this and announced during the question
section that he has proposed to further reduce KAH1 another 400 tonnes; we are
prepared to produce the AGM tapes to confirm the Minister's proposed reduction. The
KAH1 reduction of another 25% on the original 1,666 tonnes is justifiable since it is
KAH1 where recreational catch rates are at their lowest.

KAH2 In keeping with the two 25% reductions in KAH1 and the approximate
25% reduction we will be asking for in KAH3, we are asking for a reduction of around
25% in KAH2 to a catch limit of 650 tonnes for the purse seiners. After KAH1,
recreational fishers have certainly noticed a decrease in kahawai abundance and size
in KAH2, and recreational kahawai catch rates in KAH2 have not improved over the
last three years since 1991 when the purse seine catch limits were first introduced.

KAH3 We note that for the second straight fishing year the purse seine catch
limit of 2,339 tonne was not taken. The industry through the Working Group has
offered up the lame excuse that the quota was not taken because of bad weather.
We do not accept this excuse and note that no weather data has been offered to




NZ RFC FINAL KAHAWAI SUBMISSION TO THE 1994 TACC REVIEW 11

substantiate this excuse. We consider that the reason why KAH3 was not caught is'

that simply the fish are not there to be caught because the fishery is being overfished.
Many recreational fishermen and inshore commercial fishermen in the southern areas
have reported that kahawai are no longer as abundant as they used to be.

In the Minister's letter (late June) to the sector leaders, it is apparent that he is
concerned about the fact that the flatfish TACCs have never been caught. We agree
with the Minister's comments that this reflects poorly on the principles of the QMS, in
that the TACC does not restrict effort. We suggest that the same sort of principles
apply to KAH3. Accordingly, we ask that the Minister should take immediate action
on:KAH3%Ehd reduce the plrse-seine-limit-approximately25% to 1900 tonnes, which
equates to near the average catch for the last two years.

There is another especially disheartening and annoying aspect about KAH3 and the
voluntary agreements that were recently negotiated between the local recreational
people and the purse seine companies (see July NZ Seafood). Some of these areas
are obvious areas where the purse seiners have never fished because they are either
too shallow (under 10 metres) or over rocky reef areas. The companies have
successfully mislead the relatively inexperienced Nelson/Marlborough recreational
people. 1t is the same tactic that the purse seine companies tried to pull in KAH1
during the later stages of the 1993 TACC process. These strategies are a poor
reflection on the companies and an indictment on voluntary agreements. No doubt the

same companies are now trumpeting the voluntary agreement and asking for quota
increases.

Ross Gildon -
Management Executive
NZ Recreational Fishing Council

41//,:,
////
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5. RESULTS

During the 21 days spent in the field over the sampling period, 400
kihawai were caught and examined, and 85X of these were longer than
35 cm (Fig. 3). The mean length was 55 cm, and the ratio of males to

iemales was 40:6dT.-ﬁ:;?.g?-?ﬁz.???ﬁ-ﬁgFﬂ'caught in trammel nets, and
the fact that none were caught in the 50 mm net or in a seine net (10 mm
mesh) indicates that few or no small fish weré present during the study
period. It was considered that these two methods would have indicated
the presence of juvenile kahawai.

The gonads of male and female kahawai both increased in maturity
(Nikolsky scale) between November 1982 and mid ?ebruary 1983 (Fig. 4).
In November, 1e§s than . 1% of kahawai examined had gonads which had
matured to stage 3 or greater. The February sample contained the
highest proportion of maturing fish, with 65X being at stage 3 or
greater, and 43% of these were at stage 4. The comparable figures were
56% and 13% in late Jenuary, and 34% and 12% in early Merch. " 1In April,
the percentage of gonads developed to stage 3 or greater was only 4%.
However, in this sample, 75% of the goneds were considered to be
resorbing; the degenerating gonads were decreasing in weight and size,
and the condition of the sexual products was regressing. This was
genera]]y'gﬁﬁarent from the uneven size of the eggs, and from the large
ovaries which were mottled in colour and unevenly filled. The sample of
kahawai caught in April also contained a high proportion of fish showing
signs of external damage to the eyes; tails, and gill covers, and
internal deteriorqtton;.usual1y of the liver,

Examination of the stomachs shﬁéed that from November 1982 to mid
April 1983, the percentage of fish with fdod in their stomachs declined
(Fig. 5). In November, 50% of the kahawai stomachs examined contained
traces of food, but by February, only 28% did so, and this declined to - =
1% by April. The main food item was the remains of fish which had been
digested beyond identification. Identifiable foods included anchovies
(Engraulis australis), yellow-tail (Seriola lalandi), sausage worms
(Echiura sp.), freshwater eel (Anguilla spp.), triple-fin blennies
(Tripterygion sp.), and the common freshwater:bully (Gobiomorphus spp).
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Figure 3.13: Relative proportions at length of kahawai caught (by sub-region) during the
1990/91 recreational fishing survey in the North Region.
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During the 12 weeks of the survey, daily interviews of anglers were
conducted to obtain information on the origin of people fishing, the
number of fish caught, and the amount of time spent fishing. Of the 506
people interviewed, only 19.3% lived in the local area (defined as the
area between, but not including, Opotiki and Cape Runawayf. Another
33% lived in Opotiki, and 14X travelled from other places for a day's
fishing. Of those- interviewed, 33.7% were staying away from home, and
85% of these came from within the area bounded by Tauranga, Hamilton,

Taupo, and Gisborne. _“_,——“

The number of fish caught per perscn per day ranged from 0 to 60, .
~and the total weekly catch ranged from 10 to 1408. A total of 3270
fish was caught by. the 506 interviewees. Fowevgr larger numbers of
fish were repuLedly caught by individuals who were not interviewed.

f’—‘_‘ During the survey period, ‘'lecal' pecple spent an average of 2.03
hours fishing, and caught an average of 4.17 fish per hour. People
from outside the survey area’ spent 2.65 hours fishing, at a catch rate
of 2.24-fish per hour. Overall, each perscn on average spent 2.54 hours
fishing and caught 2.55 fish per hour.

S, —
The higher catch rate for local people, compared with that for

people from outside the area, was part]y' attributable to the Tlocal

people mostly using hand lines, which allow for a better ‘'feel' for the

fish. People from outside the area mainly used surfcasting rods, which

tend to 'lose’ more fish than hand lines. Also important was the fact

that it was easier for the locals to be at the river when the fish were
' present,.whereas outsiders had to take pot luck.

6.2 Maori Aspects of the Motu River Kahawai Fishefy

Power (1849, in Best 1929) wrote of the Kahawai :

“Their advent 1is hailed with joy by both Maori and
whiteman ........ greeted with shouts and cheers®.

The Motu River was considered by Te Rangi Hiroa (1926) to be famous
for its kahawai fishery. He reported the main fishing method to be a
paua shell lure (pa kahawai), rather than the dkp or seine net used 1in
other areas. The lure was a hook made from wood, with pieces of pauva
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KAHAWAI SUBMISSION
TO THE MINISTRY OF FISHERIES

FROM THE NZ RECREATIONAL FISHING COUNCIL

AS PART OF THE 1995 TACC REVIEWS.

SUMMARY

Surveys in 1995 amongst the gamefishing clubs have shown
recreational fishing for kahawai and kingfish in the last
year have not improved compared to similar surveys carried
out in 1994. The recreational sector still asks that both
species be recognised as "recreational fish". Therefore our
recommendations for this years TACC round are essentially
the same as last year.

CATCH LIMIT REDUCTION SUMMARY.

The NZ Recreational Fishing Council will not rest in the
kahawai fight until kahawai are introduced into the QMS and
the purse seine limits are set at by-catch levels: KAH1
200t, KAH2 100t, KAH3 300t. The basis of this policy is
because of the mana of the species to traditional Maori and
the importance to the recreational/sustenance fishery. The
diary survey has shown that the humble kahawai is the second
most important species to the recreational angler. ' In
addition, the Minister announced a few years ago that he was
prepared to trade jack mackerel and blue mackerel with the
industry for kahawai - the only problem being the industry
have taken the trade and got the lot, with the recreational
sector getting the crumbs.

As stated by Section 28D of the Fisheries Act and the 1989
Recreational Fisheries Policy and as part of our heritage,
the recreational sector has priority access over the
commercial sector to the fisheries of New Zealand. The 1994
recreational survey has shown that recreational kahawai ’
catch rates (CPUE) in KAH1 have not increased since 1991
(unlike snapper) and therefore adequate allowance is not
being made for the recreational kahawai fishery. The NZRFC
applauded the Ministers decision to reduce the KAH1l purse
seine catch limit from 1,666t down to 1,200t but it does not
look as though it went far enough. We therefore request
that the KAHl limit be reduced to 1,000t and be reviewed in
two years time to see whether or not there has been an
improvement in recreational kahawai fishing.

On a slightly positive note regarding KAH1l, the NZRFC is
pleased that there have not been any major blowouts in the
last two years in the KAH1l limit. However we are very
disturbed that while the purse seine limits appear to be




contained, there has been a blowout in the catch from other
commercial fishing methods. These almost equate to the
reduction that was issued by the Minister on the purse seine
fleet. We realise that this situation will not really be
able to be resolved until kahawai enters the QMS, but it is
incredibly frustrating. The set netters and the dragnetters
are taking our recreational fish! However, we can hand out
another compliment to the Minister and the Ministry
regarding the very decisive action that was taken to ban
drag netting in the Managawhai Harbour. Where blatant
abuses of the system can be identified like Mangawhai, the
NZRFC will always expect the Minister to be very decisive.

We do not understand what is happening in KAH2 because we
have conducted a telephone survey of most of the fishing
clubs in KAH2 and the strong consensus of the clubs is that
kahawai catch rates are still bad in this area. It has been
indicated that "maybe" the poor fishing in KAH3 is a result
of that fish stock moving north into KAH2. Our survey does
not substantiate this anecdotal suggestion. Nor ‘does the
fact that all of the tagged fish in KAH3 that have been
recovered have been recovered on the west coast not the east
coast. It is our belief that the only reason that the KaH2
tonnage is taken so quickly each year is that there are two
companies who share the KAH2 fishery and they want to
individually get as much of the tonnage as possible before
it is closed off.

It seems to us that KAH2 may be analogous to SNA8. There
may have been a bit of a rebuild in the offshore fishery
which the purse seiners (KAH2) and trawlers (SNA8) have
enjoyed, but in no way has this translated into improved
kahawai catches for surfcasters and recreational small boat
fishermen. The industry have not really put in place any
meaningful purse seine closed areas (we proved this in our
1993 submission) anywhere, but certainly not in KAH2 and
therefore as a way of dragging them to the negotiating table
we ask that the Minister propose to reduce KAH2 by 200t down
to 651 tonnes.

We understand perfectly what is going on in KAH3 where the
fishery has been grossly overfished by the purse seiners
with excessive catches for 5 years from 1986/87 which
averaged nearly 4,000t per year that were in no way
sustainable as history is now showing. There have been many
murmurings about bad weather and many other excuses but the
answer is simple, the fishery has been fished down too far.
The Kaikoura area was recognised by MAF scientists as the
kahawai "old mans home" These 8-10yr fish are no longer
found there. For most recreational fishermen in KAH3,
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kahawai are now just a memory. It is time for decisive
action. The purse seine limits need to be cut to 1,200t to
allow for a rebuild of around 600t and to allow for the fact
that the purse seine tonnage has been 600t (on average)
short of the catch limit of 2339t for the last 3 years.

NON COMMERCIAL ALLOWANCE AND PRIORITY ACCESS

Under section 28D of the Fisheries Act, the Minister has the
statutory responsibility to allow for non commercial
interests before setting the TACC. It is the Minister alone
who makes the judgement as to whether or not the current non
commercial catch rates adequately allow for the non
commercial interest. The 1989 National Recreational
Fisheries Policy also proclaims that:

"Government's position is clear, where a species of
fish is not sufficiently abundant to support both
commercial and non-commercial fishing, preference will
be given to non-commercial fishing"”

There is more to managing the fisheries than just ensuring
stock sustainabilty. The other part of the fisheries
management equation is to ensure adequate allowance to the
Maori traditional and recreational fishing sectors. In the
past, most Ministers have simply put allowance for the non-
commercial sector in the Too Hard Basket, but it is now time
to recognise the recreational right of access to catch a
reasonable number of kahawai each day out fishing.

At this point we must remember that in 1983 in KAHl1l the CPUE
for kahawai was 2.55 f/h (MAF Report 103 pg2l). Catch rates
in the north have not improved since 1991 - please refer to
the February 1995 Seafood NZ article. In 1991, the CPUE
(fish per fisherman per hour) for kahawai was nearly 0.2 and
has remained at this amount for 1994, whereas snapper CPUE
has slightly increased from 0.4 (1991) to 0.6 (1994). There
has been no improvement in recreational kahawai catch rates
during the 1995 summer! These catch rates are very poor and
must increase if recreational fishermen are to enjoy the
fishing the way it used to be before the purse seiners
cleaned out our inshore waters. Very simply, 0.2 kahawai
per person is not adequate allowance in anybodys language
for non-commercial fishing. We are certain the average
kahawai catch in KAH2 and KAH3 is not much different to the
KAH1 catch rates.

The purse seine catch limits must be reduced to improve the
recreational kahawai catch rates. It was the purse seiners
who caused the decline in the kahawai fishery and who made




the financial profit from their increased kahawai catches.
It is therefore the purse seiners that must carry most of
the responsibility for improving the kahawai fishery. NOTE
that we are not seeking a return to the glory days of the
1950s, 1960s, and 1970s when kahawai were plentiful in what
was then essentially a virgin fishery. We know and
recognise that the catch rates will never be that good
again. But we certainly want to have a considerable
improvement on our currently pathetically low catch rates.

We are aware of the amount of debate that took place in the
snapper Working Group before the recreational catch tonnage
estimates could be agreed upon. Because the PRELIMINARY
estimated tonnage for KAH1 (1,000t) and KAH9 (370t) have not
been through the Inshore Working Group process, we do not
accept the estimate and they have no real place in this
years TACC review. We will be keen to examine the kahawai
data from the diary survey next February / March during the
_Inshore Working Group meetings.

AERIAL SIGHTINGS DATA.

The NZRFC totally rejects the reliance placed by the
Ministry of Fisheries on the aerial sightings database for
the kahawai assessment, and state that this database is
unreliable as it is based on non-validated data collected by
pilots with a vested interest in the commercial fishery who
are paid by the fishing companies. A "fishery dependent"
database may be acceptable if the fishery is not political
(such as the kahawai fishery before 1991 when the purse
seine catch limits were introduced), but since 1991 the
industry obviously have a vested interest in trying to show
that the kahawai fishery is not being overfished. The only
way that "fishery dependent" data may be acceptable is if
MFish or NIWA does an independent study to validate or
verify the data to determine the degree of bias or
otherwise. We would contend that in a politicized fishery
such as kahawai, UNVALIDATED fishery dependent data should
be considered about as useful as anecdotal evidence - to do
otherwise, we would suggest is simply not scientific.

Ross Gildon
Management Executive
NZ Recreational Fishing Council
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28 August 1995

Minister of Fisheries
Parliment Buildings
WELLINGTON

Good Morning Minister,

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the TACC meeting on Thursday 17th.

It was interesting to hear Industry’s comments with regard to the reasons that the Kah 3
tonnage has not been reached again this year. :

Over the past four years now they have blamed bad weather, the fact that one of the
purse sginers was out of the area for three months, El Nino, and this year they are now
suggesting that all of the kahawai are locked in the “no go” areas where they cannot get
at them.

Sir, | must say that | would give them eight out of ten for trying.

My understanding is that KAH3 is a competitive quota area. There are two companies
with one purse seiner each, and the same two companies and two purse seiners are
fishing in KAH2. If they can get between them 850 tonne in one month in KAH2 why can
they not get 2,300 tonne in KAH3 in three months.

Regardless of the fact that they are fishing for mackerel part of the year, and part of the
year they have inclement working conditions, if they spent one month in KAH2 catching
their limit, and three months in KAH3 catching their limit that would still feave them eight
months of the year to allow for bad weather, mackerel fishing and any other activity that
they wish to pursue.

it is our strong belief that the fish are just not there in the numbers that they used to be in.
The fishery has been fished down too far, and what we have been saying over the past

three years is now proving correct.



Since the TACC meeting last week we have indirectly heard that one of the purse seine
skippers has left his boat and gone onto a deep sea trawler, and he was heard to say
that the reason that he changed was that there just were not the kahawai there any more.
Now | appreciate that this is hot conclusive evidence by anybody's standard but it would
certainly make sense. If you cannot get the fish you cannot get any bonus so you get out
of the fishery into one that will give you some money.

Industry also suggested that the kahawai were in the harbours, but our sources from
Dunedin north through to the sounds are telling us that the kahawai that are around are
only juveniles and that they are not there in any numbers.

Two years ago when we asked for a cut in KAH1 we heard that it would cost industry
dearly. There was mention by Mr Anderson that it would mean selling one purse seiner
and that there would be 60 jobs lost. In your wisdom you cut the tonnage from 1666
tonne to 1200 tonne and there were no purse seiners sold and no great layoffs of staff.
Industry are just too efficient to allow that to happen. When one species quota is filled
they simply move onto another fishery.

Also of concern to us is the fact that we have heard that one of the purse seiners intends
applying through the TOWFC to be allowed to fish the 650 tonne of kahawai allocated to
maori. | can only presume that this tonnage will be proportional through the KAH1,
KAH2, and KAH3 areas.

Until now that tonnage has remained in the water as part of the fishery stock. Whilst we
can understand maori wanting to fish their tonnage it will also be detrimental to the
savings that we have made by your decision to cut the tonnage in KAH1 by 466 tonnes
two years ago.

If maori get the 650 tonne approved, and we know that kahawai catches by methods
other than purse seine have doubled last year to 450 tonne, that will mean another 1100
tonne will disappear this year from the breeding stock.

This is almost the total tonnage taken annually from KAH1.

We appreciate that whilst the species is not in the QMS you have a difficult task, but
having been involved with the kahawai fishery decline personally over the past seven
years and some of the ridicule that | have taken from some scientists, because some of
my evidence has been anecdotal | can now say that as | predicted the fishery is getting
worse and not better.

It is unfortunate | guess that the purse seine fleet have to carry the bulk of the cuts but

then again over the last ten years they have had the bulk of the profit from the fishery and
now must pay the price.
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Sir, as | stated at the meeting Kahawai is the second most important species to the
recreational angler. (this was shown clearly in the diary surveys). It is also the most
important species to maori, and to industry it is a low value, fill in fishery. We have -
attended meetings with industry, we have gone along with their ideas of “no go” areas
knowing that the species is too mobile for “no go” areas to actually work and now quite
simply WE WANT OUR FISHERY BACK.

The 1991 ramp survey showed that the average catch was 0.2 fish per hour per angler
and in the 1994 ramp survey it still showed a 0.2 catch per hour per angler. This is
simply not a good enough return in anybody’s language for our second most important
species, and shows that there has not been any improvement since “no go” areas were
introduced. If we were being emotive we would be asking for major cuts in all areas. All
we are asking is that KAH2 remains at 851 tonne, and KAH3 be reduced to 1200 tonne
for three years to allow the stock to rebuild and then if possible it can be returned to the
present 2,339 tonne.

Also of concern to me personally is the probability of further recreational snapper bag
limit reductions. | believe that the bag limits for snapper could be reduced further but
when this happens it will place more stress on the kahawai stock. Simply if the anglers
cannot catch their most important species - snapper, further effort will be placed on their
second most important species - kahawai.

Maori are also clearly stating that as soon as kahawai goes into the QMS they will be
seeking their 20% which again will place additional emphasis on the species. Sir, | do
not want to see the same thing happen to kahawai as what happened first to trevally,
then mackerel, and now snapper. We have an opportunity to avoid another disaster in
the fishery but it must start this year with KAH3 and | trust your good judgement to
reduce the tonnage to around 1,000 to 1,200 tonnes for three years to give the stock a
chance to rebuild before-once again it is too late.

It is with regret that due to other prior commitments | am unable to attend your meeting

on September 6 but if you wish to contact me prior to or after your meeting | will do my
utmost to oblige.

Yours faithfully,

Ross F. Gildon.
N.Z. Recreational Fishing Council.
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15 November 1995

Hon. Doug Kidd
Minister of Fisheries
Parliament
WELLINGTON.

Dear Minister,

As you might expect from me, this letter concerns the
kahawai fishery. S$pecifically, this letter is about a
report(s) produced by MAF Fisheries scientists, Elizabeth
Bradford and Paul Taylor, on the aerial sightings data in
relation to the kahawai fishery. The aerial sightings data
is provided to MAF by the pilots (who are paid by the purse
seine companies) on the tonnages of fish observed from the
plane. We accept that through time the pilots have become
expert at determining the species of fish and estimating the
school size tonnage ~ this point is not in dispute. We also
accept the other good qualities (the data being quantitative
and that there was nearly a 20 year time series) about the
data that the industry funded scientists made much of. But
lets not get carried away with these good points (because
they are relatively minor ), especially when there are more
important problems with the aerial sightings data.

Problem 1: Fishery independent data

The first problem is that the aerial sightings data is not
“fishery independent" ie. the people who provided the data
have a vested interest in the fishery. A "fishery
dependent" database may be acceptable if the fishery is not
political (such as the kahawai fishery before 1991 when the
purse seine limits were introduced), but since 1991 the
industry obviously have a vested interest in trying to show
that the kahawai fishery is not being over fished. The only
way that "fishery dependent" data may be acceptable is if
MAF (or some other reputable independent organisation eg. a
CRI) does an independent study to validate or verify the
data to determine the degree of bias or otherwise. I would
contend that in a politicised fishery such as kahawai,
unvalidated fishery dependent data should be considered
about as useful as anecdotal evidence - to do otherwise, I
would suggest is simply not scientific.



I am aware of how much importance the industry can place on
the need to have fishery independent data. For example, the
design and methodology of the SNA1l tagging programme.
Snapper industry leaders strongly opposed the use of the
dart tag that MAF had originally proposed to use because the
return of the dart tags would not have been fishery
independent. That is, tag return would have been dependent
on the goodwill of recreational and commercial fishers such
that there would have been no way to assess the degree of
bias (non return of tags). Instead, the Industry leaders
argued for the use of the new microtags, which would mean
that all the data and tag returns were fishery independent,
because MAF technicians are doing their own "wanding” in the
factories to collect the tags. In this instance, I agree
with the industry leaders and the importance that they put
on fishery independent data.

There are of course numerous examples of the importance that
MAF and other scientific agencies place on validating or
verifying fisheries data. 1. Tetracycline has been used to
validate the annual growth ring theory for numerous finfish
species. 2. The 1991 kahawai tagging programmes routinely
double tagged a percentage of fish to assess the degree of
tag loss. 3. The large snapper mortality holding nets are
used to determine the degree of bias caused by tagging. All
of these examples of where with a little bit of extra
thought and funding,MAF has been able to validate the data
used in their research programmes. 1In a politicised fishery
such as snapper, I am sure that MAF would not contemplate
doing a snapper tagging programme if separate sub-projects
were not also done to validate and assess tag loss and
tagging mortality. Therefore, why is it OK to now accept
the unvalidated kahawai aerial sightings data?

I have somewhat laboured the point about the collection of
fishery independent data, mainly because it will have
important implications for other fisheries. For example,
the industry has Jjust embarked on a very detailed logbook
scheme to be completed by the crayfish fishers who obwviously
have a vested interest in their politicised fishery - it
would be very easy for this data to be misleading. Have MAF
or the industry put any steps in place to validate this
data, otherwise the data from this programme may not be
acceptable to the recreational sector. Unvalidated data
supplied by the industry could be considered simply as
writing down and quantifying anecdotes. I would greatly
appreciate your comments on the issues of data validation
and the use of fishery dependent data because there will
certainly be implications for research done in the new
contestable industry funded environment. It may also be
that these matters may require considerable discussion
amongst sector leaders.




Problem 2: Reports produced from the aerial sightings
database

I have a copy of a (draft?) report that Bradford and Taylor
produced in early 1994 specifically on the Bay of Plenty
kahawai fishery and the aerial sightings data. Whilst in
Wellington some 10 days ago, I became aware that
subsequently a much. more comprehensive aerial sightings
report was produced around August concerning most of the
pelagic species on a New Zealand wide basis. I would expect
this report to be in the form of a drafft FARD which I
understand has been reviewed within MAF by the scientists.

I am concerned that this important paper may not be put out
for review as part of the usual Inshore Working Group review
process to the external non—-MAF members of the group.
Accordingly, I formally request that the usual FARD internal
and external review processs be applied to the aerial
sightings FARD. Also, I respectfully request under the
Official Information Act (1) a copy of the aerial sighting
FARD incorporating the comments from MAF scientists, and (2)
a complete copy on floppy computer disc of all the raw data
in the aerial sightings database. Finally, I would like to
say that I hope nobody will misconstrue this letter as some
sort of complaint against Elizabeth Bradford and Paul Taylor
- in contrast, in the few dealings I have had with them I
have found them to be co-operative and informative. It is
just that the kahawai debate is starting to heat up and also
the situation was not helped by the non-consultation stance
we adopted earlier this year.

Problem 3: Kahawal being introduced into the QMS

Could you please update me on the progress being made on
introducing kahawai into the GMS. I am conscious of time
marching on and know that a large amount of administrative
work will need to be done if kahawai is to be introduced
into the QMS on October 1 1995. Could you please provide a
timetable of events leading up to the introduction of
kahawal into the QMS,

Yours faithfully

Ross Gildon
Executive Member NZ Recreational Fishing Council
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FINAL NZRFC KAHAWAI SPECIES 1996/97 TACC SUBMISSION

OVERVIEW

This is a claim on peha[f of the people of New Zealand who fish Kahawai for either sport
or sustenance. Quite simply we want the return of this important recreational species
back to a level that we used to enjoy.

The essence of our claim is that Kahawai is the second most popular recreational
species as determined by the various recent surveys. ( NZ Fisheries Assessment
Research Document 97/7). Kahawai has a very low economical commercial value 0.50
cents when caught by the Purse-Seine method and an extremely high recreational value
and therefore it is this Council’'s ultimate goal to have Kahawai introduced into the QMS
as soon as practically possible and at a By Catch level only.

We appreciate that due to the purse Seiners, gill netters’, and longliners catching
Kahawai mixed with other species, and random catches, that it can never be a totally
recreational fishery, but that does not stop Kahawai being introduced into the QMS at
low levels to recognise the value of the fishery to the Recreational sector.

Our Council believes than when a species only has a commercial value of 0.50 cents
the resource is being wasted by industry. We know of one Commercial venture
prepared to pay $5.00 per kilo for Kahawai and this person is not allowed to catch the
species other than by-catch. As in past years we estimate that a very generous target
to by-catch ratio for Kahawai is 8:1 which would approximate to the following purse

seine by-catch tonnages. 200 tonnes KAH1, 100 tonnes KAH2, 300 tonnes KAH3,
and KAH9 0 tonne.

BACKGROUND

We were fortunate enough to be able to attend the Pelagic Working Group meeting this
year but | must say that | was disappointed with quality of data supplied and | must
agree with Mark Feldman’s submission that it is important to us that we have the right
scientists at these meetings. For the past three years we have been becrying the aerial
sightings data. We are not saying that anybody was telling lies - we are saying that the
data is simply not scientific and is really only as good as anecdotal evidence. The
Plenary last year agreed with us. |t would still appear that material being produced is
coloured by this aerial sighting data and we will not accept any part of it until it has been
validated and fully audited.



FISHERY ASSESSMENT PLENARY

DATA FROM “THE YELLOW BOOK”

We note from the second stock assessment meeting July 2nd that Industry were very
keen to increase Kahawai take for all areas. There excuse was that the stocks were
well above BMSY. :

We note that from Table 2 (P.193) that the total reported landings for 95/96 was 4994
tonne. We also note that from Table 3 (P.193) that the purse seine fleet under caught
their catch limit by 523 tonne. We further note that from Table 4 (P.194) that the
Recreational take has been estimated at 1880 tonne. If these three figures are added
they total 7,397 tonne. From Table 9 (P.197) we have taken the middle figure of

M = 0.20 which determines an MCY of 7,600 tonne. Leaving a difference of 203 tonnes.

We are aware that there has been no allocation for Maori traditional take nor Kahawai
that is used for bait, nor Kahawai that has been caught in mullet nets as by-catch and
-due to-damage has been dumped:- We-appreciate that Kahawai that is used for baitis - -
supposed to be reported but we strongly suspect that not all operators are reporting
their catch.

When these mortality figures are added to the known and estimated take, we believe
that there is quite simply no room for an increase in tonnage in the Kahawai fishery.

STATUS OF STOCKS

Under the above heading in the yellow book (P.197) we note the comments; “These
estimates are unreliable but thought to be conservative. While there may have been
some decline in biomass, the current estimated biomass level is still well above the
size that will support the maximum sustainable yield. The combined recreational and
commercial levels during the last two years are less than the MCY estimates, which are
conservative, for values of M =0.20 or greater.”

Our interpretation of this statement is “WE HAVEN'T GOT A CLUE ABOUT THE
FISHERY, BUT SHE'LL BE RIGHT".

From the data in our previous paragraph under the heading of the yellow book, we
certainly cannot agree with this paragraph.



KAHAWAI MODEL

We were introduced to a new Stock Reduction Model this year and can at best describe
it as “Shonky” - full of assumptions at this early stage. We considered it to be a guide
only and not taken too seriously. However, industry seem to have grabbed it boots and
all because it is in their favour and they are running with it. We have no confidence in
the mode! at this stage. : '

TAGGING ANALYSIS

Whilst we acknowledge that the Tagging study carried out in 1991 was not designed to
determine who was catching what the figure very clearly show a marked decrease in the
Recreational catch from the 1983 tagging study. Some scientists will say that we cannot
use these figures for our purpose but there is just too large a variation not to accept that
the recreational catch has gone down dramatically. For some time we have suspected
that our catch was far more than the 2,000 tonne estimation. Pre 1980, the recreational
take could have been as high as 4,000-5,000 tonne. If this is the case then we have
been disenfranchised through this theft from Recreational to purse seiners and is a

gross social injustice.

We are not asking to have the fishery returned to the good old days of the 1950’s but
there has to be a level between what we had then and the pathetic fishery we have now
where the ramp surveys have shown that we are catching 0.4 kahawai per trip.

Under the 1996 Fisheries Act Sect 13 the Minister has the power to manage a fishery
above the BMSY, and the Kahawai fishery is one of those fisheries that should be
managed at this level.

DEPENDANT DATA

We were advised at the meeting July 2 and at the Tauranga Liaison Meeting that
Sanfords had been collecting length data for four years and that they had a person
employed 80% of time measuring ; snapper, trevally, and kahawai. As the work being
done is unaudited and has not been validated, the results will be totally rejected by this
Council. They have a vested interest in the results and therefore they should have an
independent carrying out the work not a paid employee. This type of research is similar

i



to the aerial sighting data and we cannot accept the results. It is too easy to select the
fish they want for measuring and rejecting those that go against the grain. Data from
this research will be no different than anecdotal evidence.

The Ministry must consider debating this type of research with stake holders.

If Sanfords were serious about the results that they were trying to achieve maybe they
would consider employing a recreational representative to carry out the work.

VOLUNTARY NO GO AREAS

We noted from the July 2 meeting that Sanfords want to revisit the voluntary no go
areas. They have not yet approached us with regard to a meeting although we have
agreed to meet with Sanfords staff if they require us to.

We consider that the no go areas are too small. Kahawai are a very mobile fish and
therefore a 2 mile limit is really pretty insignificant. When one considers that a great

- deal-of the area-classed-as no go is really-too shallowfor their nets; or-over foul ground -

which would damage their nets.

One area that should be closed by regulation to all purse seining is the Hauraki Gulf. It
was supposed to be closed in 1988 after a Sanfords boat made a couple of shots in the
Kawau Island area. The Hauraki Gulf is known as a juvenile fishery (Jones) and was
supposed to come into the Regulations. However it was withdrawn and included in the
Fishery Management Plan, then it was pulled out of there and included in the voluntary
agreement.

We regard the Hauraki Gulf as a vital nursery area and the main gulf area should be
excluded from purse seining by regulation.

An area encompassed by the following marks would give the area protection.

A line from Bream Tail near Mangawai across to the Needles on the Nth end of Gt.
Barrier. A line from Cape Barrier on the south end of Gt Barrier across to Cape Colville.




CATCH METHODS OTHER THAN PURSE SEINE

Our Council has been concemed that under the present system there is very little
control over the Kahawai species. This statement especially applies to methods other
than purse seine.

From Table 2 (P.193 in the Yellow book) we note that the 94/95 LFRR total was 4,526
tonne, and the purse seine take for the same year was 3,690 tonne Table 3 (P193).
From this it can be assumed that 836 tonne was caught by method other than purse
seine. When the same figures are taken forthe 95/96 year, the LFRR figure is 4,524
tonne and the purse seine catch 3,028 tonne - a difference of 1,496 tonne. When one
considers that more than 800 tonne is being taken from KAH1 it now equates to 2/3rds
of the purse seine catch or the catch by method other than purse seine has more than
quadrupled in the past six years. We also note that the purse seine fleet only caught
60% of the total catch this year and it is the lowest percentage that they have caught. It
shows that the fishing by other method is OUT OF CONTROL and needs addressing
urgently.

RESEARCH

As the Kahawai species is so important to the non commercial sector both Maori &
Recreational we demand that more research be carried out on this species. For two
years we have asked for a recruitment project to be implemented. We cannot
understand how the state of a fishery can be determined when scientists do not know
the recruitment parameters. It is all very well talking about the M’s & Z's but they cannot
co-relate if we do not know what the annual incoming recruitment may be.

In the past we have asked that duplicate shots of the 1983 data, 1991 data, and 1992
data be carried out. We can appreciate that the numbers are only low, and too low for
some scientists whilst some of our scientific advisers suggest that some sectors carry
out too much number crunching and smoothing out.

We have offered to make some of our members available to assist with these shots at
no charge to the ministry or industry and have even offered industry an increase in
tonnage to carry out these shots but the offer hasn't been taken up.

For the Bay of Plenty, the Kahawai in the 1990’s are statistically and significantly smaller
than the fish from the 1983 sample. The 1983 fish averaged 51.3cm and the 1991
summary has an average length of 46.1cm. Given these results we firmly believe that
the 1983 purse seine data (although somewhat scant) must be recognised as valid and



robust. Furthermore, we contend that it must be acknowledged that for the Bay of
Plenty that there is conclusive evidence from the 1983 and 1990-91 purse seine catch
sampling data that Kahawai have decreased in average size. Until there is hard
scientific evidence conducted by an independent organisation such as Mfish or NIWA
then the Minister must accept this as the only available data, and it shows the fishery is
in decline. It is recognised around the world that a decrease in the average size of the
fish is hard evidence that overfishing is occurring.

We were concerned to hear at the July 2 meeting that under the present system any of
the purse seiners can fish any KAH area. This is not as we understood the permit
system to be operating. We understood that each purse seiner had a permit which
entitled them to fish a certain area. We therefore seek under the Information Act exactly
what is entitled on these permits. We are not interested in the individual boats permits,
we know where they are based and fishing now. We wish to know if a boat from

Tauranga is entitled to go to Nelson and fish KAH3 without seeking a new permit.

It is our understanding that they cannot move boats between Tauranga and Nelson and
fish for Kahawai. We wish to have this matter clarified. We would be astounded if a
boat with no historical catch in an area can be moved without seeking a new permit for
that area, and we wish to be fully consulted if there are any suggestions for this to
happen.

GENERAL

KAH1

Our affiliates contacted from Bay of islands down the East coast to Waihau Bay have
advised that there has been NO CHANGE in the state of the Kahawai fishery in the past
twelve months. It would appear that the further east one travels the less schools appear
to be showing. While there are schools showing out of Tauranga, they are not there in
numbers and not consistently visible. Reports from the Motu area are that it has been
another poor season. Clubs at Whakatane, Opotiki, TeKaha, and Waihau Bay have all
had disappointing tournament results.
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This is the document marked Kl 17 mentioned and referred to in the affidavit of KEITH
LUKE INGRAM sworn at Auckland this / Z‘?"l day of August 2005 before me:

Lo ANt

Splicitor 4 the High Court of New Zealand

Jenny Heard
Solicitor
Auckland
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Our Ref: Stuart Ryan/David Connor

The Minister of Fisheries
Parliament Buildings
Wellington

Attention: Hon David Benson-Pope

HESKETH HENRY

Lawyers

Telephone: +64 9 375 8700
Facsimile: +64 9 309 4494

41 Shortland Street, Auckland
Private Bag 92093, Auckland1030
New Zealand DX CP 24017

lawyers@heskethhenry.co.nz

Monday, 20 September 2004 www.heskethhenry.co.nz
Dear Minister
KAHAWAI DECISION
Background
1. We have received instructions from the New Zealand Recreational Fishing Council Inc

and the New Zealand Big Game Fishing Council Inc (together “Non-Commercial
Fishers”). Both Non-Commercial Fishers provide advocacy for a large percentage of

New Zealanders who fish non-commercially.

Your Decision

2. In a decision dated 10 August 2004 you brought the kahawai species into the Quota
Management System and purported to allocate quota (“ITQ”) for that species. As may
be apparent from the extensive submissions made on the proposal, Non-Commercial
Fishers have a major interest in, and now major concerns arising out of, the Minister's

decision.

3. Section 21 of the Fisheries Act requires the Minister, when setting the total allowable
commercial catch (“TACC") to allow for Maori customary and recreational fishing
interests before considering any allocation to commercial fishing interests.

4, We consider that the decision dated 10 August, and largely adopting Ministry of
Fisheries (“MFish”) advice, fails ensure that non-commercial fishing interests are

allowed for. In particular the decision:

a. Applies a “proportionality” rationale for reducing the non-commercial fishing
allowance, contrary to the decision of the Court of Appeal in the Snapper 1 case.

b. Fails to allow for non-commercial fishing interests by recognising that such
interests have an a priori entitlement, to be “allowed for” before determining the

TACC, if any, as required by section 21.

c. Fails to allow for non-commercial fishing interests, by only evaluating allocation
options based on a catch history depleted by purse seine fishing. The decision
fails to recognise the “perverse incentive” purse seine fishers had to target
kahawai as a non QMS species and therefore acquire “catch history”, to the
detriment of the non-commercial sector. The recreational and customary

247849 _1 Hm]



The Ministry of Fisheries 2
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kahawai fishery has yielded smaller fish, fewer fish or both, in most quota
management areas where the purse seine fleet has operated.

d. Does not recognise the accessibility differences between kahawai (a fish known
. as “the people’s fish” being the most accessible non-commercial species) and
solely commercial species.

e. Fails to ensure that non-commercial fishing interests are allowed for by ensuring
that the allocation decision enables non-commercial fishers (both land-based and
boat-based) to actually catch kahawai.

f. involves obvious circularity by omitting consideration of discouraged recreational
fishers who have abandoned attempts to fish because of low recreational catch
rates.

g. Fails to properly provide for the significance of human population increases

within the upper North Island. Specifically the decision purports to allocate
kahawai based on purported historical catch rates, which makes no allowance for
population growth.

h. Fails to consider the cause and effect of commercial fishing upon this important
non-commercial species, in particular, the effects of the purse seining method of
catching whole schools of kahawai. The effect of a catch history based allocation
decision will be to have a disproportionately large allocation of TACC to a
handful of purse seine fishers who in turn sell this valuable non-commercial
species as low value fish bait.

i. Discounts the benefits of non-commercial fishing to the national and regional
economies. Specifically the decision fails to give effect to the MFish
commissioned research establishing that kahawai have greater value as a non-
commercial fish species, including as an important food fish.

J- Does not give proper consideration, or at all, to:

i the criteria within sections 7 and 8 of the Hauraki Guilf Marine Protection
Act 2000; or :

ii. the relevant provisions of regional coastal plans.

k. Fails to recognise likely imbalances in quota management for non-purse seine
fishers through the inevitable result of dumping by-catch and other unsustainable
practices, caused by allocation of the majority of the TACC to the purse seine
fleet. These unbalanced quota portfolios will inevitably lead to the dumping of
kahawai at sea and add risk that the Minister's decision to reduce commercial
catches of kahawai will be rendered ineffective.

L Makes mistakes of fact, being based on incorrect scientific advice on the status
and sustainable yield of kahawai in New Zealand.

5. We understand that provisional quota has been allotted (prior to your decision of
10 August) and that MFish is proposing to allocate the final quota prior to 1 October
2004. We are instructed to issue proceedings, and to seek interim orders preserving
Non-Commercial Fishers’ position until such time as the High Court may consider any
substantive application.

247848_1 jpb %f%
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6. To avoid the cost to all parties of interim proceedings, we are instructed to seek your
undertaking that the final quota will not be allocated until any substantive proceedings
can be determined by the High Court. ltis recognised that this may necessitate some
provision for controlled commercial fishing to continue pending any Court decision.

7. Could you please advise by no later than 5:00pm Wednesday, 23 September 2004 as
to whether you are prepared to provide such an undertaking, upon which we will
proceed to commence substantive proceedings in a prompt manner.

HESKETH HENRY

David Connor / Stuart Ryan

Partner / Partner

Direct Dial - 09 375 8744 — David Connor
Direct Dial - 09 375 8778 - Stuart Ryan
Direct Fax - 09 375 8771

Email - david.connor@heskethhenry.co.nz
Email - stuart.ryan@heskethhenry.co.nz

247849_1 /jpb
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This is the document marked Ki 18 mentione%and referred to in the affidavit of KEITH
LUKE INGRAM sworn at Auckland this / Z day of August 2005 before me:

V%/aﬁ@z

olicito of the High Court of New Zealand

Jenny Heard
Solicitor
Auckland
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22 September 2004

Hesketh Henry
DX CP 24017
AUCKLAND

Attention: Stuart Ryan

Fax No: 09 309 4494

Dear Partners

Introduction of Kahawai stocks into QMS
Our Ref: MFI260/263

1, Iam replying onbehalf of the Minister of Fisheries to your letter of 20 September.

9. The criticisms of the Minister's decision on 10 August are not accepted, but rather than
address those arguments point by point I note:

2.1. The decision that is bringing kahawai into the QMS with effect from 1 October
2004 is in fact the Pisheries (Declaration of New Stocks Subject to Quota
Management System) Notice (No 3) SR2003/207 dated 14 October 2003. As a
consequence of that notice the Minister and the Chief Executive/the Ministry must
undertake a number of steps before 1 October, including setting the TACC and the
allocation of quota. The TACC has been set and the allocation of quata has
occurred under s SOB Fisheries Act. Kahawai stocks are one of the exceptional
stocks for which there may be a further round of Crown purchase of quota
(compulsory purchase if necessary) and then a final recalculation of quota (if
necessary) under ss 50E-50G. These remaining steps reduce the amount of
kahawai that commercial fishers can take under their ACE — if these steps do not
occur recreational fishers will be worse off rather than better off.

2.2. Until 30 September, commercial kahawai fishing is restricted by the moratorium
imposed by s 93 Fisheries Act on the issuc of new fishing permits. That
moratorium has been repealed with effect from 1 October. If the entry of kabawai
into the QMS on 1 October is interrupted by court orders there will be no legal
restriction on the number of fishers who can take kahawai or on the amount that
each can take. The TACC decision does not restrict recreational fishing interests
(which are subject to the amateur fishing regulatiops) but it docs restrict
commercial fishers.

Lewel 10, Unisys House, $6 The Terrace

PO Box 2858, DX $120208, Wellington, New Zealand

Phont; 64 4 472 1719 Fax: 64 4 473 3482

5156103 WWw.ecownldw,gnve.nz
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2.3. The TACCs that the Minister has set are in total 15% less than the average total
commercial catch over the past 5 years. In terms of the current purse seine limits
the TACCs are set below the old limits (in the case of KAH3 well below the old
limit). Under the QMS all kahawai caught must be landed against ACE and as the
kahawai byeatch is about 40% of the catch entry into the QMS will greatly reduce
the potential for target fishing by purse seining.

_ The Minister cannot agree to stopping the introduction of kahawai stocks into the QMS

now and the Chief Bxecutive cannot agree to stopping the final recalculation of
kahawai quota (if any further calculation is necessary).

At the same time as he made the TACC decision the Minister accepted a

recommendation to begin consultation with recreational interests about reducing the
amount of kahawai taken by recreational fishers. This consultation would normally be
undertaken in from about October to November with a view to formal consultation on
any change to the regulations beginning in about April. The legal regime under which
recreational fishers operate is unlikely to change until some time after then, if at all.

_ Interim orders of the kind that your letter proposes would harm the interests of

recreational fishers rather than preserve them. If your clients wish to test the issues set
out in your crticisms of the TACC decision, that can be done in a substantive judicial
review hearing without the need for interim orders. 1 expect that a substantive hearing
could be arranged in Wellington before any decision to alter recreational fishing rules
is to take effect. Alternatively, have your clients considered the dispute resolution
process in Part 7 Fisheries Act, which is well-suited to recreational-commercial
disputes?

. If your clients do wish to proceed with litigation, the commercial fishers whose rights

would be affected will need to be joined as parties. There are about 389 of them in
total, and the easiest way to arrange their involvement may be to contact Seafic for

details about representation of them as a group. Some of the larger fishers may,
however, want to be joined individually. They are:

Sanford Limited
PO Box 443
AUCKLAND
Attn: Eric Barrett

ph 09 3794720 or email gmenamara@sanford.co.nz

Sealord Group Limited

POBox11

NELSON

Attn: Mr Richard Ayers

03'5459525 or email fja@sealord.co.nz

Nelson Fisheries Limited

PO Box 38009

Wellington Mail Centre

Atm: Mr Jonathan Meikle

0274439223 or email jpmeikle@xtra.conz -

515610_1
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7. Ttmay behelpful to discuss our respective clients’ positions. Y

494 5602.
Yours faithfully

/A

Peter McCarthy
Crown Counsel

515610,
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This is the document marked KI 19 mentioned and referred to in the affidavit of KEITH
LUKE INGRAM sworn at Auckland this / 2 7 day of August 2005 before me:

o ford

licitor of the High Court of New Zealand

Jenny Heard
Solicitor
Auckland
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OurRef:  Stuart Ryan/David Connor

«Name»
«Addressy»

Tuesday, 5 October 2004

DECISION BY MINISTER OF FISHERIES OVER KAHAWAI ALLOCATION

1. We have instruc_:tions from‘the New Zealand Recreational Fishing Council Inc and the
New Zealand Big Game Fishing Council Inc (together referred to as “non-commercial
fishers”). We understand that you are entitied to kahawai quota based on catch history
records.

2. It is appropriate that we notify you that non-commercial fishers intend to issue
proceedings to review the Minister of Fisheries’ decisions allocating quota for the
kahawai species. It is envisaged that the legal proceedings issued will seek declaratory
and other relief to set aside the Minister’s decisions for the kahawai species for 2004
and for future years. '

3. The prgceedir_ngs wi[l conte_nd, among other things, that the Minister's 2004 decisions are
wrong in law, including claims that the Minister’s decisions:

a. Fail to allow for non-commercial interests by recognising that such interests have
to be “allowed for” before determining the TACC.

b. Fail‘to allow for pon—commercial fishing interests, by allocating the TACC on the
basis of catch history depleted by purse seine fishing.

c. Fail to consider the cause and effect of fishing upon this important non-

commercial species, in particular, the effects of the purse seining method of
catching whole schools of kahawai.

d. Fail to recognise likely imbalances in quota management for non-purse seine

commercial fishers caused by allocation of a large percentage of the TACC to the
purse seine fieet.

4. This letter has been sent to other quota holders.

HESKETH HENRY
Al

4

Stuart Ryan
Partner

Direct Dial - 09 375 8778
Direct Fax - 09 375 8771
Email - stuart.ryan@heskethhenry.co.nz

258311 175/ jm -




Aaron Christopher P O Box 43,
Morrogh, Andrew Ahipara,
Gordon Morrogh Kaitaia 0551
Alan Clifton Whitley 86 Brown Road,
RD1,
Gisborne 3821

Alan John Cibilich

Aléxénder Thomas 226 Thorp‘Street
Bloomfield ~ Motueka 7161
Allah»d'q_hnfg.Rngn»ey_._j‘ : ad,

Alpha Fisheries
Limted Ble he|m 7315 \

Andrew Brﬁi:é Lintbn, 11 JHampde'ﬁ Street,
Edwin Frederick Picton 7372

Cooke
Andrew Crutchley 59 Simpson Road,
Bergvall Ranui,

Limited P O Box 81009,
Whenuapai,
Auckland 1250

Antons Trawling P O Box 632,
Qompany Limited  Auckland 1015

473 Pipiroa Road,
RD1,
Ngate32852 o _ ,

Arthur John Scott

Barrie Anthony «
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Barry Edward Govier 341 South Road,
Omata,
RD4,
New Plymouth 4621
Barry Graeme Davies 2 Kendale Drive,
Cl-PDC,
Leigh 1241

'B/;lue Buoy Limited

461 Ohiro Road,

Brooklyn,

Wellington 6008
Blue Water Products P O Box 2135,

tqd o Dunedin9915

Lobster Company Ltd,

Limited P O Box 92,

Te Anau 9681
Brett Edward 77A Pukaki Road,
Edwards Mangere,

Auckland 1701
Brian David Hahn  Settlement Road,
RD3,
_Pukekohe 1800

Brian James McMillanAwaiti Road,
RD2,
Paeroa 2951

Bruce Alexander P O Box 286,

Mckay Paihia,

Northland 252
Bruce Clarence 13A Tobin Place,
Petersen ~ Taupo
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Christensen, Roy ~ Oakleigh, -
Gordon & RD1,
Christensen, Evelyn Whangarei 121

Christopher John 1314 Whangarei Heads Road,
Collecutt RD4,

Whangarei 0101
Christopher Powell 15 Cyrus Street,
New Plymouth 4601

P:
Christopher Thomas 172 Claremont Road,
Parish RD4,

Timaru 8621

Clyde William Espiner88 Donnett Street,

Opunake 4854
Colin George Lowe, RD1,
Toni Anne Lowe Onerahi,

ssell Jane,
Jean Jane

Dale Jack Connor

Picton 7372
Dale Ken Browne 19 Oval,
Paremoremo,
North Shore,
v Auckland 1311
S
D
D
David Charles Olsen RD 1,
Awanui,
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Kaitaia 0500

Dawd Ne|l Vltasovnch

David Wayne X
Stevenson :

6 Jervios Street |
Dargavnlle 300
0k| 2}

Davndson Craug PeterC/- Cralg Davvdson

& Davidson, Corina
Anne

Deepcove Fisheries
Limted

1191 Hauraki Road,
RD1,

Paeroa 2951

P O Box 5,

Motueka 7161

Desmond Ross
Wilkinson

Wiroa Road,
RD1,
QOkaihau 455

Douglas Basil Pulford 11 Springfield Avenue,
RDS5,
Thames 2801

Dyer, Raymon Mark
& Dyer, Lynette
Frances & Johnston,
Craig Maurice

East Coast Crab
Limited

Edward Austin
Ingram

Edward Laurence
Collins

. yer
State nghway 14,
RDY,

Whangarei 0101
C/- Blair Eric Gray,
P O Box 110,

Clive,

Napier 4152

51 Fontenoy Street,
Mount Albert,
Auckland 1003

4 Dodson Street,
Spring Creek,

. Blenheim 7350 o
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ate Drive, . .=

Davidson Peter -~ Taur 0 -

Estate of Humphries, C/- Mark Humphries,

Robert Clifton 40A Wood Bay Road,
Titirangi 1007

Estate Of John C/- Cara Bennett,

Wilfred Bradnock P O Box 549,

4015

Estate Of Kevin Cecil

Ruthe Weymouth,
Manurewa,
Manukau City 1702

Fme O Muir Limited P O Box 14246,

Tauranga 3030
Flora Margaret 4 Baker Street,
Thirkettle Helensville,

Sary lan Matheson 1 Lyon Street,
Opua 0290

Geoffrey Charles P O Box 64,
Harmon Kaikoura 8280

Gerard Anthony Pole C/- Post Office,
Puhoi 1243
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Gisborne Fisheries P O Box 1228,

1955 Limited Gisborne 3815
Glenn Ernest Parratt 13 Grange View,
Woodend,
North Canterbury,
Christchurch 8255
Glenn Me ey

G;.Iécnn Paul Sanford 3205 South Head Road
RD1,
. Helensville 1250
Gord: ; alley. Roa

53 Pt Wells Road,
RD 8§,
Warkworth 1241

Graeme Scott Bailey

Graham Douglas 2 Clive Street,

Bennett, Simon SheraHawera 4800

Graham Edward KingR D 1,
Thames 2821

Graham Francis 76 Scotland Street,
Webb, Janice Picton 7372
Lorraine Webb

Graham Hallen, Waihi Road,
Lorraine Hallen ~~  Whangamata 3062

‘(‘:Brv'é}ham Taylor 146 Omimiti Street,
. ia 2451

Guards Fisheries Box
Nelson Limited Port Nelson,

250388_1/m



Nelson 7015
Handley, Leslie Paul 700 East Coast Road,
& Handley, Anne Browns Bay,
Auckland 1310

Heineman, Ate & 90 Borlases Road,
Heineman, Colleen Sawyers Bay,
Lynne Dunedin 9001
Her Majesty the P O Box 1020,
Queen in Right of  Wellington 6015
New Zealand Acting
by and through the
Minister of Fisheries
or the Ministry of
Fisheries, either
individually or
collectively
Herbert Cecil 6 Channel View Road,
Robertson RDA4,
Pukekohe 1800
Hilton James Leith P O Box 1150,
Whangarei 0115

lan Hector Reichardt P O Box 63,
Awanui,
Northland 550

lan Raymond Steed 79 Valley Road,
Mount Maunganui,
Tauranga 3002

lan Robert Mckenzie 75 Derby Street,
Westport 7601

ITQ Management P O Box 5657,
Limited Dunedin 9031

Iva g

lvan Bernard Bennett Pourerere Beach,
RD1,
Waipawa 4170
lvan Frederick Booker42 Evans Road,
Weymouth,
Auckland 1702
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lvan Gibbons 4 Evans Road,
Weymouth,
Auckland 1702

lvan Lewis Wilson, RD2,

Murray Steven WilsonStanley Road,

v Opoti_ki 3092

Janelle Fisheries
Limited + 0 ooRual S
Jens Rydher Jenssen P O Box 12068,

Napier 4015
John Francis Ridings 229 The Booms Avenue,

John Freestone 53 Bickerton Street,

Wainoni,
o Chnstchurch 8006 _
John'Lionel Perry - S

thn Patrick Walkher 71 Heawa Road,
Aratapu,
Dargaville 0300

John Russell Adam C/- Sanford Ltd,
P O Box 391,
Tauranga 3015

67R
Onerahi,

Jorgensons Marine 1
Services Limited

Joseph William Flat 3,

Johnston 1 Kirkaldy Street,
Petone,
Lower Hutt 6008

ner Morgan F Road,
Rangiheata,
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Ellis e
Margaret Ellison - * ‘N 92 e
Kelvin Maurice Ruthe 15 Hazards Road,

eymouth 1702

Abel Tasman Drive,

Renneth Craig

McBride Takaka 7172
Kenneth John PDC,
Mclaren Cooks Beach,

2856

5 Domain Road,
Weymouth,
Manurewa,

South Auckland 1702
Kevin Francis Barron, P O Box 16039,
Glenys June Barron Tamatea,

kevm Eric Martin

Napier 4030
Kevin George 32 Marlborough Street,

Winchester ~ Greymouth 7801

cella Fishing4A Clerke Place,

Limited New Plymouth 4601
Laurence Henry P O Box 87179,
Robertson Meadowbank,

Auckland 1130

Lawrence John P O Box 97,
Beamish Whitianga 2856

'Lengh Flshénes RDS5,
Limited Warkworth 1241
Le g
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Leslie Henry P O Box 5130,

Horncastle Nelson 7015
Leslie Raymond 45 Shelly Beach Road,
Adams RD1,

Shelly Beach,

Helensville 1250
Lioyd Pearson StubbsC/- Postal Centre,

Paparoa 1240
Lyttelton Trawhng Co P.OBox47,

Limited L Lyftelton 8( _.33
MacDonaId Allan 29 Kaka Road,
Charles & South Bay,
MacDonald, Karen  Kaikoura 8280
Joy
Makorori Holdings 19 Makorori Beach,
Limited RD3,

Gisborne 3821
Malcolm Frank P O Box 85,

Anderson ~Waiuku 1730

Malcolm Robert ~ RD 1,
Pinkney Kohukohu 570

Marion Lynette 63 Norbiton Road,

Morris, Estate of Foxton 5551

Kevin Charles Morris

Mark Alen Semmens 2 Edge Street,
Onerahi,
Whangarei 121

Mark Clifton 40 A Wood Bay Road,
Humphries Titirangi,

Auckland 1007
Mark Donald Fraser 6 Webber Street,

Paraparaumu,

Wellington 6450
Mark Douglas 27 A Skinner Street,
Bamford New Plymouth 4601

Mark Ronald Aislabie, 150 East Coast Road,
Lorraine Florence RD3,
Aislabie Pokeno 1872
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Mark Warren RD 4,
Donaldson ~ Warkworth 1241
Mary Anne Couldrey RD5,

s kland 1015

Mate Franicevich, 194 Beach Road,
Radaslava Onerahi,
Whangarei 0101

oAl nial

Max Marine Limited 6 Tau

Tauranga 3001
McDonald & Brown 58 Moutere Highway,
Limited RD2,

Upper Moutere 7152

Michael Beeching 18A Eiver Road,
Whakatane 3080

: anui3030 -
Michael Gordon 244 Te Mata Road

Wilson RD1,

Raglan 2051
Michael Joe 24 Centreway Road,
Macedonski Port Waikato,

RDS5,

Tuakau 1892
Michael John 296 Cemetery Road,
Thorburn Maunu,

 Boskovic, P OBox632,
Mara Boskovic, Auckland 1030
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Limited = 0 Auckland1030" -~ -
Moana Pacific Quota P O Box 445,
Holdings Limited ~ Auckland 1030

Murray William 29 Kitchener Street, A

Watson Wanganui East,
Wanganui 5001

N & H White Limited 40 Havelock Street,
Riverton 9654

Nathan Darrell 4 Edwin-Mitchelson Road,

Adams Muriwai Beach,
RD1,

 CleaverC/- Janette Ann Harper,
Taranaki Abattoirs,
3396 Mountain Road,

0

Stra

Neil Edward RD1,
Chamberlain Te Kopuru,
Dargaville 0300

Nelson Fisheries P O Box 38009,

Limited Wellington Mail Centre,
Wellington 6332
Nelson Ranger 5 London Quay,

Fishing Company  Picton 7372

Noel Kenneth HassanR D 2,
Awanui Straight,
 Kaitaia 500

Norman Ranui 71 Waimapu Pa Road,
Waaka Tauranga 3001

O A McRae Fishing 101 Kelso Lane,
Limited Coromandel 2851
259388_1/jm



Ocean Pioneer P O Box 692,
Limited , Tlmaru 8615
Odey-zFrshmg vels,~

Okiwa Holdings C/- C Pascoe,
Limited Loganburn Station,
RD4,
Ranfurly 9071

Otakou Flsherles | vP d'Box 5086},’" R
Limited Dunedin 9015

bacmca Seafoods P O Box 8696,
(Christchurch) LimitedRiccarton,
Christchurch 8034

Papa Pounamu 31 Somerset Road,
Limited Springvale,

: Wanganui 5001
Patrick William 4 Marion Place,

Motueka 7161

Paul John Robertson C/- Scythian Fishing Ltd,
P O Box 37,
Houhora 550

Paul Rikiriki Dewes 61 Murdock Road,
Kaiti,
Gisborne 3801
Pelco NZ Limited P O Box 4472,
Mt Maunganui South,
Tauranga 3030

Peter Antony Yardley RD 1,
Maungaturoto 0581

Peter Carr Millar Te Ngaere Beach,
RD1,
Kaeo 471

Peter Hunter, Pauline 54 Te-ngawai Road,
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Gwennyth Hunter Pleasant Point,

~ Timaru8772
Peter Multris =~~~ e
potor Raymond PO Box 10123,
McKinnon Bayfair,
Mount Maunganui 3030

Peter Robert Davis 1 ns Avenus;

Peter Thomas v,

Herbert RD1,
Whitianga 2856

Peter William Hughes 31 James McLeod Avenue,
Shelly Beach,

3 ‘Helensville 1_250__ o

. o
Physalie Marine P O Box 2013,
Services Limited Stoke,
Nelson 7030
Platinium Corporation P O Box 12068,
Limited Ahuriri,
Napier 4030
Ponderosa Holdings P O Box 61,
Limted Coromandel 2851

Quentin Russell Campbell Road,
Sanderson RD2,

Kaeo 0471
R J & J E Butts 517 Abel Tasman Drive,
Limited Takaka 7172
Ray John Ashby 1911 South Head Road,

RD1,

“Helensville 1250

Raymond Frank P O Box 170,
Whitianga 2856
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Turnbull 27 2= . Awanui:055; e
Remi, Laurence 37 Fosters Road,
Trevor & Remi, CassyRD 1,

Mangonui 557

113 Back Miranda Road,
R D86,
Wiaitakaruru,

~ Thames 2821

Richard Anthony

ox 7136,
McLeod Nelson 7015
Richard Brenton P O Box 4048,
Cleverly Kamo,

Whangarei 131
Richard Colin Booker 3 Hill Crescent,
Papakura,

Richard John Avery 541 Ryan Road,
Te Arai,
RDS5,

Richard Taylor 185 Egmont Street,
Patea 5181
Richard William 10 Kawau Grove,
Verrent Waikanae 6454
Robert Bruce Billings Main Road,
Waitakaruru,
RD6,
Thames 2801
Robert Bruce P O Box 17,

Ahi

561

38 Southampton Street,
Christchurch 8002

Robert Wayne 1 Marine Parade,
Kusabs Tower 1 Apartment 8A,
Mount Maunganui,
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Tauranga 3002
Robert William 3 Moana Road,
Saunders 3 thmerton 6006

Roderick Owen 14 Didsbury Drive,
Lockett Waihi Beach,
Waihi2980

Rodney Roy‘ o :”South Roadg B

Christensen RD2,
} _}W ipu 254

219
Ronald John Hunter, 49 Campbell Road,
Lalita Hunter Maraetai,
Auckland 1701
Ronald John Matich 28 Jellicoe Road,

Ruawai 1240
Ronald John 66 Whitehead Avenue,
Smerdon RD3,

Te Puke 3071
Ronald Lamont 37 William Denny Avenue,
Bowman Westmere,

Pukekohe 1800

Ross Godfrey 17 Meeanee Quay,
Gardner, Karine Westshore,
Vigdis Gardner Napier 4001

Royden Garth P O Box 1,
Fearnley Kaikoura 8280
Russel James P O Box 1057,

3030

Tau

"Totara North Road,
Fishing Co Limited  Totara North,
Kaeo 0471
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Sanford Limited

Sea Harvest
Properties Limited

SeaBee Holdings
Limited

Seafood Investments
Limited

Li

Limited
Sebala Fisheries
Limited

Southern Scallops
Limited

Stella Fisheries
Limited

Stephen John
Winchester

Stephen Leslie Lowe

Stephen Peter
Morrison

Christchurch 8015

i ol
Seaqueen Fisheries

Leigh 1241

P O Box 443,
Auckland 1015

1191 Hauraki Road,
RDA1,

Paeroa 2951

45 Te Ngaio Road,
Mount Maunganui,
Tauranga 3002

P O Box 138,
Lyttelton,

elson
25 Domain Terrace,
Greymouth 7821

P O Box 298,

P O Box 483,
in 90

47 Flanders Avenue,
Onekawa, :
Napier 4001

254 Whites Road,
Ohoka,

RD2,

Kaiapoi 8252

P O Box 156,

Waiau Pa,
RD4,
Pukekohe 1800

Stephen Thomas
Lines

Steve Craddock
Lange

Stralg gl

259388_1/m

226/3 Te Atatu Road,
Te Atatu,

South Auckland 1008
P O Box 43,

_Mangonui 557

.et’{‘




Straight Arrow h P O Box 9739,
Holdings Limited Marion Square,

Te Aro
Susan Flshmg Co
Limited: . Mo
Talleys Flshenes P O Box 5
Limited Motueka 7161
Te Runanga O P O Box 88,

Whalngaroa ~ Kaeo 0471

The Estate Of David RD 2,
Brent O'Gorman Kaitaia 0500

Theo Bakker Beach Road,
Birdlings Flat,
Little River 8162

Thomas Stephan ,
Hunt Kaitaia 500
Thomas Weiss P O Box 449,

Timothy Lane P O Box 17241,
Brosnahan Karori,

Wellington 6033
Timothy Mark 65 Rowley Crescent,

Blenheim 7301

Tissiman Bros 14 Canterbury Street,

Limited Lyttelton,
Christchurch 8012

Tony Alan Mullins P O Box 33,

259388_1/jm



_ Ahipara 0551 |
Treaty of .altang| A By 3077

Fisheries Fi

Commission - = =

Trevor Malcolm

Jackson Glenbrook Beach,
RD1,
Waiuku 1852

Trevor Vincent Frear::

United Fisheries P O Box 11288,
Limited{ . Christchurch 8030

Vautler Shelf P O Box 156,

Company No. 14 Silverdale,
Limited Auckland 1462
Victor Robert King- P O Box 10-047,
Turner The Wood,

Nelson 701

Waitapu Fishing Co  Glenview Road,

Limited Emergency Services Number 440,
RD1,
Takaka 7172

Walton, John Lewis & 410A Richmond Street,

Low, David Thames 2801

Warren Charles Dick 35 Shelly Beach Road,
Helensville,

Wayne Mar!
Kostanich RD1,

Helensville 1250
Wayne Terrence 19 Fairfield Street,
Howell ~ Pukekohe 1800

Welsh Farriers 25 Sirrah Street,
Limited Okitu,
Wainui Beach,
Gisbo

259388_t/im




Wiliam Allan

Thompson

WllhamiBernard
Poole, Mario
Poole ™" -
William George
Harvey

William Harry Boyd
Parrott

‘POBox2377,

Stoke,
Nelson 7030 _

K|a ora Road
30RD,
Cormacks,
Oamaru 8921
P O Box 6021,
Brockfield,
Tauranga 3030

Wiliam Patrick
Rawlinson

William Rewi-Wetini

33 Percival Avenue,
Matua,

Tauranga 3001

C/- Dorah Fisheries,
P O Box 104,
Kawhia 2451

Windtanz Enterprises 8 Tudor Place,

Limited

Yvonne Michelle
Baricevich

259388_14m

Mt Maunganui,
Tauranga 3002
1000 Tararu Road,
Thames 2801




