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ing approach leading to the development responsive management frameworks for paua

eries based on clear harvest strategies. Over this period, along with other regional paua

@ organisations, PauaMac5 has developed a responsible approach to fisheries management

through collective action and joint decision making that places greater emphasis on the need for

fine scale fisheries management, improved data collection, better understanding of the

hiological variation of paua stocks and management strategies 1o ensure stocks abundance was
stable or increasing to meet the needs of future generations.

3. In parallel with this investment in fishery management, the Paua Industry Council has been
working with the regional PauaMacs to identify regulatory constraints that limit the proposed
management direction and/or the ability to realise sustainable economic potential. PIC has
been engaging with MP! to identify constraining regulations and to prioritise these for regulatory
reviews. Recent examples include changes to reporting requirements for the Chatham Island
paua fishery, changes to ACE allocation and the current review of restrictions on UBA for paua
harvesting in the Chatham Islands.

4, PauaMac5 requested a review of regulations relating to restrictions on commercial access in
PAU 5D for the following reasons:



Objectives of the IPP @

By

Ensure wi ter@ tion is
Prod
isnolo

s The access restrictions are no longer required for food safety purposes and create an
unnecessary regulatory burden

e Similar extensive access restrictions for food safety purposes do not occur in other paua
guota management areas.

e The regulations discriminate against commercial stakeholders in the fishery

e The areas closed take up a significant part of the PAU 5D coastline and [imit potential
economic utilisation in areas where suitable paua concentrations occur,

s To alleviate resource pressure created from recent closures of sections of the PAU 5D
coastline to commercial harvesting, by increasing the area available for@rcial

catch spreading in PAU 5D
s To help accelerate stock rebuild for all users in the fishery

s  To help deter illegal harvesting activities

¢ To bring additional areas under active resource mdndgs E : “ sed o Iecls e

industry management frameworks, includingt
paua in those areas for the first time.

ce or

ater contamination is dealt with
558 necessary utilisation constraints that

arvest of paua.

The IPP states that the purpdse

under the appropriat age
could realise ecoriori
o

der the appropriate management tool,

3 ith the dralysis [PP that the relevant legislative framework for food safety is

mal 9 and that the basis for the restrictions under the Fisheries Act 1996

£.0n this basis, from a policy perspective, there is strong justification for the
rohibitions on shellfish gathering i.e. all areas and all species,

vest of poua.
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7.

The areas closed by regulation take up approximately 165 km of the PAU 50 quota management
area (QMA) coastline. Not all the closed coastline contains habitats suitable for economic
accumulations of paua (rocky substrates). However divers in PAU SDhave identified several
stretches of coastline with good potential for sustainable utilisation,

PauaMac5 acknowledges that the access restrictions have resulted in relative benefits to non-
commercial fishers using these areas through less competition for fish. In developing their
request for a review of the regulations PauaMac5 undertook a two stage process. Firstly it used
existing knowledge to identify subareas within the existing restricted access areas that contain
commercially viable densities of pauva. Secondly, it identified areas where they helieved
commercial access would have a lesser impact on non-commercial paua fishers using criteria
such as access locations and knowledge of non-commercial use of areas. This process was used
to acknowledge the current use of the restricted areas by non-commercial fishers and to
constrain the nature of the request to limit the effects of the removal of access restrictions on

N



those users. The outcome of this process was to request only a small proportion of the closed
areas be opened to paua.

9. We understand from meetings and press releases that recreational fishing interests are
concerned that opening up these small areas will result in serial depletion of these areas
reducing the akility for recreational fishers to take paua in these “local” areas. As quota owners
and ACE holders PauaMac 5 takes a regional perspective on the management of the paua
fishery, We see sustainability benefits from opening up these areas that will impact on the
overal] performance of the paua stock for the benefit of all in the fishery, includin@atfonai

{

interests from outside the immediate vicinity of the proposed access areas. «
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11. The mercial \fis} spread the same catch® over a bigger biomass gives both
& atch per unit effort and access in a range of prevailing weather

ins (e.ggnerea

cantly, sustainability benefits that ultimately may lead to increased
R itef e effect of adding a productive fishing area maans that less effort must he
the remaining paua populations to enable commercial fishers to take their

. As paua are sessile animals they do not move out of the area that becomes open.
In gffect, any increase in area can be considered to represent a decrease in the TACC for the
@ existing area, The outcome is that the fishery will be operating more sustainably for the benefit

of all.

12. Fundamentally, the negative effects of enabling commercial access on “local” recreational
fishers would be minimised by removing the full access restrictions and enabling a greater
spread of commercial effort across the QMA. However we recognise that non-commercial
fishers are accustomed to a degree of spatial separation. PauaMac 5 has acted respectfuily in
limiting the areas it has identified for the lifting of access restrictions and committing to harvest
at a higher size threshold of 135 mm in areas that are opened’. We encourage non-commercial
interests to provide constructive feedback to MP!l on the IPP. |deally we prefer to engage with
other mandated stakeholders to develop a joint harvest strategy for this shared fishery.

! pauaMacs has not requested an increase in TACC as part of this regulatory review,
% Size of commercial catch is monitored through an MPI funded catch sampling programme that samples shells
from throughout the PUA 5D fishery



13. The TAC is the main sustainability tool for this fishery and set using information on the biomass
of the open area only. We concur with MPI that stock sustainability is unlikely to be negatively
affected by the removal of restrictions. We believe that the sustainability henefits from
spreading commercizl catch over 2 larger biomass will result in stock rebuild. The use of other
management measures by PauaMach, including harvesting at 135mm to increase the spawning
biomass {and ultimately recruitment) in PAU 5D will help accelerate any such rebuild. In time we
consider that future stock assessments will provide for a greater TAC, sector allowances and
TACC. We endorse that opened areas should be automatically be included in any future stock

assessment processes and harvest strategies.
14. PauaMac5 and PIC work closely with MPl Compliance and Fisheries O ify
prosecute theft from this important shared resource. Poaching impact stakeholder
3 resenc

stakeholders.

Monitoring and Review

15. The paua indusiry and MP L f [ paua in 2002, The proposed areas

for the easing of restyicfiBasg\fallwithin indivi atistical reporting areas so catch from these
areas will be gas ]

ars to collect finer scale information on individual dive

invasts In
%ﬁ& y open areas into future stock assessment processes and
.- Pauamach, ahgs Em‘an annual fisheries review process and uses the outcomes of its meeting

xperience and observations on the performance of the fishery and the regulations

@ %ﬂsed in the IPP as part of that process. We also remain open and willing to engage

canstructively with other stakeholder groups.
Conclusions
In conclusion PauaMacs:

o Welcomes this review of commercial access restrictions in the PAU 5D fishery and
acknowledge the work and effort that MP1 has undertaken in response to our request.

o Agrees that the original rational for the restrictions no longer applicable and that the
appropriate legislative framework for food safety is the Animal Products Act 1988.

¢ s motivated to improve the distribution of catch under the current TACC throughout the
QMA to increase the sustainability of the fishery for all and to share in any future review of
the TAC

e Acknowledges that non-commercial fishers are accustomed to a high degree of spatial
separation so have elected to limit the areas we request to be opened ensuring that most of
the long standing voluntary and regulatory spatial separation remain.



» Considers that the reporting framework based on fine scale statistical areas will aid in the

monitoring of regulations proposed in the IPP and is willing to contribute to any such
monitoring.

o Encourages non-commercial fishers fo provide relevant information.as part of the
submissions process. In the long term we would like to see a more cooperative approach to

develop combined harvest strategies based on shared responsibilities for this important
shared fishery

o Supports Option 2 of tha IPP to amend the regulations to enable commercial paua harvest.

17. Pauarac5 would be prepared to take part in any further constructive eligclissi the «
regulatory review, « @
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