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Brief: B15-125

Key Messages

1. The Challenger Scallop Enhancement Company (CSEC) has submitted its
recommendations for this season’s scallop harvest plan. You are required to
decide whether to approve these recommendations.

2. In 2014 you approved measures aimed at rebuilding the SCA 7 fishery, which
have since been implemented. Despite these measures, this ye rvey &
confirms the biomass of scallops, particularly in the Marlboro s, ha
continued to decline (by 20% since last year). The current scallo
is likely to be close to the lowest recorded both in the nd acros
more generally.

3.  There are likely to be reasons other than fishi is-decline-However, the
risk of fishing damaging the future viability o :ncre g

decreasing biomass. @
4. CSEC proposes to take an overall 4.7 t( ht of scallops from

the Marlborough Sounds, and a 15t fro Bay. This equates to
a 34% exploitation rate for the s. Furt of the bay by bay catch

limits in CSEC’s harvest plan_for Sou pond to 45 to 50%
exploitation rates. @

5. The Ministry for dustri ecommends an exploitation rate of
22% or less as prop |@t e Sounds to provide the opportunity for a
rebuild ofs ulati based on data showing that at higher
explo scall s trends downwards.

6. seq

Migze}é%not support the catch proposal for the Marlborough

t congider overall catch from the Sounds should not exceed 23 t
ing to-g tation rate of 22%) given the continuing trend of declining
- .

ated it does not support the use of exploitation rates in this fishery.
as 1scussed the scientific reasons why exploitation rate is the best
ch to determine catch limits with CSEC and considers CSEC'’s concerns
e not substantiated.

Irrespectlve of exploitation rate, CSEC is proposing to increase this year’s catch
limit by from 30 to 34.7 t even though the biomass has declined by 20%. MPI
does not consider that such an increase is appropriate given the ongoing
decline, lack of enhancement and current low level of biomass of scallops in
SCA7.
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Brief: B15-125

Recommendations

9.  MPI recommends that you:

a) Note you are required to decide whether to approve the Challenger
Scallop Enhancement Company 2015/16 Harvest Plan

Either ) :

b) Agree to approve the harvest plan /

Or (preferred) : 7 I o

c) Decline to approve the harvest plan unﬂ thé catch Gltnst jor tﬁe
Marlborough Sounds is reduced ch a\ma)(lmum of 23 forires

Qa @ A\ow Ke() \5 Qreé ‘ dN
And i \
Direct MPI to prepare avietter o CSEC\re F{ctmg your decision
regarding the harvest pian;) K - \\\ S
o Agreecﬁ yNot Agreed
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Background

Issue

10. CSEC operates in the SCA 7 fishery under an enhancement programme approved
by the Minister of Fisheries. A memorandum of understanding between CSEC and
MPI sets out annual information requirements and operational procedures
associated with that programme.

AN
Fa

11. SCA7 has been in decline since the early 2000s. Tasman Baw\h&” 0t been jlshf’é'd\_x__}
commercially since 2006 and Golden Bay since 2011. For ,_s\;e/\?e‘r_‘aly/'ééfrs thef’,e-{é“ﬂsop =
harvest has been largely dependent on the wild fisheryi)-;;heﬁzadborough‘:\fg\d;nw,s.

12, In 2014 you agreed to measures aimed at rebuilding-the ﬁéﬁéry, including r\e\ducing
the Total Allowable Commercial Catch for the fistiery fom 747 t to 400 t(meat
weight) and signalling that a further review, gl@ﬁ;g/.\hi._b other ’/e—é?ti‘ré,s, may be
required in 2016 if the fishery did not rebl,gjld,i&\f\'ﬁg)ju‘r direction;MPJ has also
reviewed the survey methods and assessment for the fishery to-énsure they are
robust, and worked with CSEC to ?’lsﬁf\.@xes and r\eig.:ﬁoh\s/ibiﬁties under the MoU
are clear. OO \\I\?f:;' \

13. Under its enhancement prpgrami‘hg)r-)and m/_gﬁ]}a&/wﬁ\t% MPI, CSEC submits an
annual harvest plan to yo{i'rﬂe\_\a?h seasoq;'ﬁ.@:EQ"hés submitted its harvest plan for
2015/16 with recommendation’s for thisseason’s scallop harvest. You are required
to decide whether to approve thesﬂf\{ecé@nﬁ*&’endations.

e : Ll

14. CSEC proppsegjtp’:tféi'(e an 0\“/_e\|fa'\ll'- catch of 34.7 t (meat weight) of scallops from the
Marlborggg@}@nﬂ%, apgl}ii;{ﬁ_ﬁjyéf/15 tfrom Tasman Bay. MPI does not support
the cq.tqh)-grg osal for tﬁeﬁ,M_aljborough Sounds. It considers the overall catch from

the Sounds should not exceed 23 t given the continuing trend of declining biomass

\ PN

NS o N I

in‘the Sounds. R\
S /,;\) // { ‘\\:
Survey Results.~. \\\
NN SN
"""‘\:\'1ﬁ§L"'*CSEQ ﬁ\nd cts an annual biomass survey to estimate SCA 7 biomass and vyield for
7 the'eo .\in.g'-'ﬁshing season. NIWA has been contracted to undertake these
.;gmj?eys\f‘since 1999. MPI provides an independent science observer for the
/< survey. The survey does not cover all of SCA 7, but is targeted to areas CSEC

,»—w-.f‘\\f\ponsiders hold densities that could support commercial fishing.
N

.

S

(L))
18 The SCA7 biomass from this year's survey is estimated to be 203 t (meat weight,
projected to 1 September 2015) as follows:
° Marlborough Sounds (sectors K and L — see map below) 102 t
e Tasman Bay (sector H) 72 t

© Golden Bay and the rest of Tasman Bay (sectors A to G) make up the
remaining 15% of the biomass at low densities.



€

Foy  pe K
Sy ?

17. The survey results confirm the recruited bi i olden“' Tasman Bay
remains at very low levels since the lar in th 000s. Thereis a
small but encouraging new biomass S pres tor H of Tasman Bay.

18. Last season, only the Marlboro s held c cially fishable densities of
scallops. The 2014 assessm ated ght of 125 t of take-able sized

scallops in the Sound
19. This season, recru ss in 2 has dropped a further 20% to 102 t.
The scallop bio So I to be at its lowest level since 1997. This
eclini h and biomass (see Figures 1 and 2).

has been refl
@; Q% p landings from the
(2

Marlborough Sounds

2009/10 2010/11 2011/12  2012/13 2013/14  2014/15
fishing year

Figure 1: Commercial catch landings of Scallops from the Marlborough Sounds by year.

20. The downward trend in biomass is reflected in the decreased extent of fishable area
for scallops in the Marlborough Sounds. For example, the Pelorus Sound, which
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has supported significant catch in the past, is now only producing a modest number
of scallops. This overall decline in numbers of beds and density of scallops has
resulted in scallop fishing effort, both recreational and commercial, being
concentrated into a smaller area.
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s (note: surveys in the Sounds have covered a smaller area since 2008, survey areas in

e fishery are also not consistent).

21 are likely to be reasons other than the impact of fishing for the observed
% es in the abundance of scallops. For example, an MPI investigation has
ntified that scallops is Pelorus Sound are stressed and showing various
|nd|cators of poor condition and health, including the presence of the disease

Perkinsus.

22. While the underlying causes of the decline may be wider than fishing, the risk of
fishing damaging the future viability of the stock increases as the biomass and
distribution of scallops decreases.

Sustainable catch level
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Legislative context

23. The Fisheries Act 1996 requires that decisions relating to the sustainable utilisation
of a fisheries resource should be based on the best available information; decision
makers should consider any uncertainty in the information available and should be
cautious when information is uncertain, unreliable, or inadequate; and that the
absence of, or any uncertainty in, any information should not be used as a reason

for postponing or failing to take any measure to achieve the purpgse of this Act. @
24. The purpose of the Fisheries Act is to provide for the utilisati @eries
ry, ensuri
ource to%\}he

resources while ensuring sustainability. In the context of
ng,«xremedying or
e

sustainability means maintaining the potential of the
reasonably foreseeable needs of future generati
mitigating any adverse effects of fishing on the a

information principles of the Act referred to ate to all pe S exercising or

performing functions, duties, or powers una%ct in I the utilisation of
fisheries resources or ensuring sustai <§K

25. For most fisheries s13 of the Ac nd givee clarity to sustainability
decisions by referencing the set he TA§§ Brisy. However, SCA 7 is
managed under s14 which pro you wi r discretion in terms of target
levels for the stock and onsequen he\level at which the TAC is set. As a

tevel that does not constrain catch. The

result the SCA 7 TAG, is-curtently se @‘
enhancement pla thecatch @ under the harvest plan are the means for

ve the purpose of the Act.

ensuring the ﬁ% anag
Yield estimates ;; Q §i
26. Previ urrent A% ield (CAY)' approach was used to calculate the

sustain scallpp yield for the fishery. However, since 2014, this approach is no
d appropriate by the MPI-chaired Shellfish Working Group (SWG -

0 nsidere
@ up o %r#m ent expert shellfish scientists responsible for reviewing
@ earc the following reasons:
[

input values used in the standard equations to estimate CAY are over 15
rs old and do not include incidental effects of dredges, which have been
\% found to be substantial and important for estimating sustainable yield.

Incorporating such incidental effects always decreases the estimate of
sustainable yield relative to the biomass.

J Empirical analysis of fishery performance within SCA 7 has shown that the
exploitation rates implied by the standard CAY equations have led to biomass
declines.

T CAY calculates the maximum catch available for the year based on an estimate of the fishable biomass.
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27. The SWG has, therefore, recommended exploitation rates be used that have
previously been associated with a generally increasing biomass in the Sounds part

of the fishery (22%).
< 7KK-7LL biomass and exploitation rate
g 7
£ /]
= ] - v E
° —e— Biomass 2
© . .
£ -~ - Exploitation %
._g W) N L ] & .,é
s 81 2% &
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@ \
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\

\ / @ \ L]
I
2000 2610 2015
Year
Figure 3: Trends in biomass and explo te fors d 7LL in the Marlborough Sounds.

ion
Mean exploitation rate was 0.22 (22%) fro 99 to 2008 ted with increasing biomass trend), and
was 0.29 (29%) from 2009 to 20 s ociated wit biomass trend).

28. Over time, all things qual Ioitation rate of 22% or less the biomass
in the Sounds uild. cly, at a rate of 29% or more, the biomass is
more Iikely e.

29. Using@ tation ra% % provides a yield of 23 t for the Sounds for this

n, timat

seaso d onthe e ed biomass from this year’s survey of 102 t.

CS@ menv
= & % harvest plan is attached to this briefing. CSEC recommends a
t

otal 34\ mercial harvest from the Sounds. This corresponds to a 34% overall
e itation rate given the estimated biomass is 102 t.

100
TS
,'\.

A

Foi
/
. ] \
3
e T \
r %
‘
T

0

SQU er 15 tis proposed to be taken from Sector H in Tasman Bay and from

@ ploratory fishing in Sector |I.
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35

34.

To avoid localised depletion, caps on the quantities taken from specific areas within
the Sounds are also proposed, as follows:

o Guards/Titirangi 15t
Ships Cove/Longls 10.7t
Deiffenbach Point 3t
Rest of Sounds 6t

Under the proposed plan CSEC have indicated that they will notfrarvest scallo

from Ketu Bay or Wynnings Bank this season.

CSEC state in their recommendations that they do not agr ith using
exploitation rate approved by the SWG. CSEC prefe AY method, a

consider that exploitation rate should be applied on.a bay by bay basis. They also
consider the SWG erred because “internation aftap fish e the

erie
exploitation rate method harvest only the a ruscle tinclude the
roe (i.e. the exploitation ‘weight’ is Iow@ isheri

MPI assessment

35.

36.

37.

um for reaching conclusions
on fisheries science questions; ts meefing \\- e the primary opportunity for
hich the pian is to be based. CSEC

proci the survey design stage and the

As set out in the MoU, the S‘@épprop - ;;

establishing the scienc
participated in this y
assessment of re

The SWG spe cons he use of CAY and also whether bay by bay
exploitatio ould ed.
It fou the CAY m is not appropriate and should not be used for this

y by oach, but none has yet been provided.

f%ryg e SWG.alsosoncluded there is insufficient data to determine bay by bay
@ tionr has since requested CSEC provide data that would support
a

. As

I sourced from the Sounds fishery is used to establish the exploitation
e Sounds, CSEC's concern regarding international fisheries using scallop

uctor meat weight rates is not relevant because the exploitation rate for the

%o ds is calculated using both the adductor muscle and the roe.

MPI recommends an exploitation rate of 22%, or less, as being appropriate for the
Sounds to provide an opportunity for a rebuild of the scallop population. This is
based on data showing that at higher exploitation rates scallop biomass trends
downwards. On this basis the overall catch for the Sounds should not exceed 23 t
(equating to an exploitation rate of 22%).
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40. In addition to this overall exploitation rate for the Sounds, some of the bay by bay
catch caps in CSEC's harvest plan correspond to 45 to 50% exploitation rates.
These far exceed the 22% exploitation rate considered by the SWG to be
appropriate for the Sounds and, as a consequence, pose a high risk that the
biomass of scallops in some or all of the these bays will decline. MPI considers
exploitation rates for individual bays should not exceed 30% (within the overall 22%
exploitation rate). Bay by bay rates will vary depending on localised abundance.

41. Last year, CSEC's harvest plan recommended a 30 t catch limit ggéhe Sounds

a biomass estimate of 125 t. Actual harvest was 21.5 t, whic toa E&
exploitation rate for the season of 18%. This highlights thaf e w explaitation
in s‘l it

rates, recovery of the fishery will only trend upwards ove
may even decline due to environmental variability.

42. This year the harvest plan recommends a 35 t limi a biomass
estimate of 102 t. MPI is concerned that, while'the kjoiass d by 20%,
CSEC'’s proposal increases the catch limit b b .coMmpared ast season. MPI
does not consider that such a limit is ap iven juced state of the

fishery.
Attempts to reach agreement @ %
43. In the cover letter to the hawest;;g, CS @geﬁed MPI has been unwilling
to meet to discuss diffe around t d catch limits.
44. Over the past few Pl h ’t considerable effort to engage with
ues. MPI scientists have also reviewed the

nd confirmed the conclusions on which MPI's

information pre to the
advice i v' Pl ha SEC the opportunity to table any new or
additi formation ’th%Z not available to the SWG when it met. No such

informa as been providéd.
45 lhas also @ ntial solutions whereby information gathered by the fleet

ng th could be used to ‘prove up’ the yield of scallops in the Sounds
eyon I's recommended 23 t. If robust data is collected showing a higher yield

CSEC to reach nt on

is for particular bays, then MPI would review this data to determine if a
ch cap is appropriate.

\_do-date CSEC has rejected this approach on the basis it does not provide sufficient
@ rtainty for the fleet. It is clear that CSEC's catch level recommendations are, at
least partly, driven by economic factors.

47. While these are important considerations, it is in the long term interests of all
participants in this important shared fishery to ensure sufficient scallops are left in
the water to support the rebuild of a fishery that has been in decline for several
years.
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48. MPI has also offered to discuss part funding of next year's biomass survey of the
Sounds, given its importance as a shared fishery. At this stage, CSEC has not
responded to this offer.

Non-Commercial Access

49. The MoU requires that CSEC provide, as part of its recommendations, provision for
non-commercial access to the fishery. This year's plan contains no specific

provision for non-commercial access. The plan does not specify if the fleet will
adhere to previous voluntary closed areas such as Bay of Ma ves, Crois
Harbour or Pig Bay. However, CSEC stated at consultation

requirement of the MoU) for recreational interests, the p iwi th th@
voluntary agreements would remain in place. & @

50. Following these consultation meetings, recreatiups maa bmissions in
writing on CSEC'’s proposals to both CSEC VIEL Four gbmissions were
received from separate fishing and boating Xpres 'n gern for the state of
the fishery and CSEC’s proposed 34°t on ra x

51. Representatives of the recreatio @g group nded SWG meetings as
observers when the results of-the.biomass su re reviewed. They have based
their submissions on the outco the S lusions, arguing that an
exploitation rate of aro % for the f closure of the fishery would be

appropriate.

at the recommended harvest levels are excessive.

a media state
They have your that any decision on harvest levels will be based
on s@ %

Next Steps v
5@ meas eou approved in 2014 have not yet resulted in a rebuild of the
@ A7 %) hichever option you prefer for the 2015/16 harvest plan, MPI
a

considers that'it should discuss options for future management of SCA 7 with
@ C has successfully operated under the enhancement plan for SCA 7 in
s

52. These submiu@ ow joi @n to you (MIN15-0132), and have released

but the small biomass of the fishery in recent years means that we cannot

% me that this continues to be the best approach.
nce MPI has canvassed options with CSEC, MPI will brief you and ask whether

you would like MPI to undertake formal consultation on one or more options.
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