Monitoring fisheries at finer spatial scale: Effective fisheries management takes place at a sub-QMA level.

Would you like to comment?

We have GPS, need a simple app.

<
oE
A
| \¢g
/\E
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

| want to see illegal dumping as much as possible eliminated from commercial fishing.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered? The current reporting system works'well and with the introduction of
cedric a much easier alternative

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OUX OO

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries — Submission Form 17



Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ooogo

Would you like to comment?
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting fer-all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0ddX

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

DoKX

Would you like to comment? More legistration has to be implemented before | would agree with
any electronic monitoring .

There is no room.for error in this it is my belief future discussion on VOL2 strategic management of
fish stocks i.et.Discards ,Minimum legal size schedule 6
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, whatare
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR)could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?NO

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that.phase-in period should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?COST
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

The same way they always have or sorry have meant to have look at the Data they are receiving

And believe us we are in this profession to protect our future

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in.your operations?
The only monitoring | have on my vessel is AlS

| use CEDRIC to do my TCER MHR and CLR

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s
operations?YES

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similar management group?

NO

What issues do you currently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in being an
“early adopter”?

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share yourinformation standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

How might your existing systems used’by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared.to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented
by your organisation?
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Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please. tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ogooogo

Would you like to comment?

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

What other issues'does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
I[EMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tickonly
one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should'the results be reported?
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: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting
Sys{é/(pr (IEMRS)
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Qﬂ' ent state




Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and
reporting (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree L]
Neither
Agree 0
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system?
What other factors should be considered?
Overburdened

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?
Strongly disagree O

Disagree L]
Neither
Agree 0
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance,/what evidence should we examine to inform
further analysis of the problem?

Objectives

Do you agree with objectives)of IEMRS (please tick only one
box)?
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither
Agree
Strongly Agree

OO0O00OK

Would you-like to comment?

Option/1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?
Strongly disagree O



Disagree L]
Neither
Agree L]
Strongly Agree O

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree L]
Neither L]
Agree 0
Strongly Agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only oné-box)?
Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither
Agree
Strongly Agree

OO000OK

Would you like to
comment?

This option is impossible for small inshore boats who have no room for a computer and they
are open boats.

General questions

Are there other.options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so,
what are the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver
benefits to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?



Leave the status Quo. No where on a small boat to mount a camera as it would get in
the way.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across'the
commercial fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period should
be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

Placement of cameras on small boat. Out in the weather;

If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI
verifies catch-effort reporting?
Keep present system. Total volumes brought.aboard small inshore boats is negligible.

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies{if'any) do you currently use in your operations?
Sounder

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s
operations?
Own

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as
the Paua‘industry Council), or other similar management group?

No



What issues do you currently have with
ER?
No reception

What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be'helpful to
you?
NA

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in
being an “early adopter”?
No

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to.share your information standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?
NA

How might your existing systems used by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS
objectives?

Would you be prepared.to.identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those
represented by your organisation?

Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan



Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O (\/
Disagree O (b
Neither L] Cb
Agree L] N
Strongly Agree O &

ke
S

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provide@ing group to work

on implementation issues? §

What other issues does MPI need to consider to facili%tgue commercial fleet’s transition
to IEMRS? N

C}v\’
Q\
o(i{

Would you like to comment?

Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitofring, evaluation and review arrangements (please

tick only one box)? O
Strongly disagree

O
Disagree Ul Q/
Neither Ul \z\
Agree I:l&

Strongly Agree Q.

Would you like to com@ :
What do yOIQ}Qshould be monitored? To whom should the results be reported?

9




Valume lil: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System

(IEMRS)
3
N
Current state
A

Do you agree weth how we have defined the cumrent state in relation 1o monita reporting
(please tick andy ane Bax)?

Disagree a

Neither 7 /K\

Agree = v~

Strongly Agree = \&

Would you ke to comment? Far instance, haow would you &éThlmml syitem ? What ather
factors should be considered?

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have M@I&I problem (please tick only gre box)?

Stramgly disegres a \z\

Cringres d

Agres 4

Strangly Agree QQ;

Would you like b ent? Far invtance, what evidence should we axaming 1o inloem further

anabyiixz of the pro 7

S o o Tha Bytiary 5F 34r Funesin = buledgiaps form L7



rm—

Objectives

DO you agree with cbectves of IEMAS (please bok snly one box)?

Strongly disagree ]
Disogree e
l Neithar o
Agree (m)
Strongly Agree a

Would yos Like to comment 7




Option 1 Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)? Q()\/
R

Disagres
Agres
Strongly Agres

&
%

Cption 1; Electronic reparting and geospatial position reportin & | permit holders
from 1 October 2017 /L

L BANAN RN

Naither o Q
Agree ()
Stronghy Agree | N

N

Option 3; Electranic reporting and ion reporting for all permit holders
froem 1 October 2017, and introduction ctronic monitoring on commercial fishing

vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this opticn (pleasstick cnly ore box)?

Neither 5’-& |
ﬂﬁ- Agree @

Would you like 2o @:?

Eopt g i et Meaeai DL i T Fitorll 3 Jor Fopnapegs = Sebeminaon Bor 1




Volume lil: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

Str(;ngly Disavgree Nei“tﬂher Agree Strdﬂngly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

It is fine howit is

18 Ministry for Primary Industries




Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

9 ® O
( (

Strongly Disagree Neither
disagree

Would you like to comment?

Agree

‘\.\-/.
Strongly
agree

Discussion document November 2016
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

20 Ministry for Primary Industries



General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?

Financeandlack of privacy

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of Our Fisheries - Submission Form 21



If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

How it is doneat present

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

None

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

What issues do.you currently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest:in being an “early
adopter”?

No

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

How might your existing systems used byyou and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
organisation?
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

C O O

J / —/
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree
disagree

Would you like to comment?

O

Strongly
agree

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sectorand service provider working group to work on implementation

issues?

What other issues does.-MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

. () () M M
_/ \_/ _/ N

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be.reported?
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To the reveiw panel. I,ve been an inshore commercial fisherman since 1997, a skipper since
2005 and a boat owner since 2010. My main income with my own vessel is trolling (not
trawling, big difference) for albacore tuna, starting the beggining of dec till early may mainly
off the west coast of the north and south islands. I love this life and are very proud of how
this type of fishing has a very low enviromental impact. I even use sail as my father did when
i can and 5 2@®)@) . Birds catches
are very rare. We are known as the mosquito fleet because we move about as the fish 'pop
there heads up' as they say in different areas. We have to work $ 22)(®)()

to make a good catch.
Our up and coming crew learn many skills, engineering, seamanship, navigation and ofcourse
fishing, the hunt. We are like farmers and bush workers deer hunters and even doc workers
out in the remote wilds, so with these comments you may see why when it is suggested we be
forced to have a hidious big brother cameras on our boats that are also our houses nearly half
the year I am in shock. It hits me deep into my stomach. I ca,nt beleive its happening or even
being suggested. We do,nt need cameras, we need decent communication from you and the
public such as seeing you walk down the wharf and talk. Certainly not the fisheries officers in
the dark blue mtiminating uniforms who mostly we beleive to be reject policeman with an
atitude of we, 1l 'do’ you if we can. We need you guys (mpi1) to work with fisherman on fish
discard or technique problems. Recreational fisherman need to realise not everybody can go
fishing and we commercial fisherman supply to those that can,t catch their own fish and the
fish we catch also earns export dollars for our schools etc. I have taken an observer on my
boat and 1 will again if asked but a camera to me is a shock to my inner core and reaks of a
surveylance society which is not the way to go. Yours sincerely fin horder, fishing vessel

s 9(2)(a)



Dear Sirs,
My name is Rodney Davidson. Fisheries Fin number is ;- and my web sii;e\/
is; www.kansaifishing.co.nz q)

This is my submission as requested and pertaining to the recent publication of the y&hslong
Fisheries ‘ Review ‘ as undertaken by MPI as supposed Fisheries Management in&w

Zealand. C)

Let me now move on to tZ%MERAS on board part of the review. Whoa! Seems to me

that you are indeed heading into deeper water here and the unknown as far as legality is
concerned here. Mak'@mera,s MANDATORY for full time use on any and all private
commercial fishing s is actually COMMANDEERING the vessel, for zero benefit to the
Owner or Crew of t essel, and with the sole purpose of supplying Fisheries with real at
sea RESEARCH information WITHOUT PAY OR BENEFIT WHATSOEVER being acknowledged
or considere ou are taking a responsibility on here as an EMPLOYER with this and
with all that ils. i AM SURE THIS WILL BE LOOKED AT NOW AND VERY

COMPREH VELY TOO IN THE FUTURE.

ot

§2;

&

%

As to mputer software upgrade it is what it is and no more than a more
co ehensive more efficient way to track money supposedly owed by anyone that your
o isation can extract anything from and as maliciously as possible and for as little effort

ssible too. Enough said about this!

i



Slade Fisher Sub22

Hello my name is Slade Fisher.

O

Last but far from the least, in fact this is by far the larg <{oncern by all fisherman that |
have heard from or spoken directly to... The proposall\ r electronic monitoring , specifically
installing cameras on the boat. Inshore fishing vesEeIs are a second home for the captain

and crew, there is much recreation aboard alongsi ork. It is a ludicrous and draconian
measure for the state to command us to film Ives in this environment at our own cost
and hand that footage over ... to who ?. The privacy concerns here are at such a high level
the industry is shaking their head in disbe@st one example | will provide here, for safety
reasons we often need to urinate on th% in view of where a camera would likely go.
The thought of things like this going i hands of outsiders and then perhaps even on
wards to third parties makes me wanmeave the industry.




Jayce Fisher Sub23

My name is Jayce Fisher, S 9(2)(a)

We are 100 per cent against all forms of electronic surveillance and monitoring on board the
s 9(2)(a) , for the following reasons:

Our vessel has been a part of our way of life for generations, the methods and
locations that we fish at particular times of year are an accumulation of 3 generations of
knowledge in which want to safeguard from outside interests. We consider this knowledge
intellectual property, and as such is to be considered commercially sensitive and-ancestrally
sensitive.

The vessel is our home, our property, not only a work place and would find it
abhorrent to be monitored during our leisure time. We also believe that the cameras would
impose on our personal privacy as during rough weather it is our safety policy to urinate in
the middle of the fishing deck, or out the wheelhouse door as to avoid being washed over
the bulwarks.

The draconian blanket policy which has given zero consideration to the individuality
of each industry is appalling. And there has been no mention...anywhere, about the success
of the cray fishing industry as leading the word in sustainability. MPI has not tried to work
in with the industries on a personal level to improve practices, there has been no
workshops, or educational or supportive dialogue to keep the fishing practices improving,
but has always stuck to its guns as covertly snooping, and that style of fisheries
management taken by MPI has created an ‘us’,.and ‘them’ divide. That is going to get much
worse.

[Not relevant to request]

At this point there has been a massive lack of information given to us from MPI
regarding who is actually able to utilise the information that your seek to gather. This poses
a situation of fear in stress into a workplace that is already tough enough, when the person
looking over your shoulder you don’t even know who it is. It is a psychological safety
concern for the skippers and crew.

Our vessel is owned by us, it is our property. We will not allow a camera or GPS to
be installed, as this is as much of a home for us as it is a workplace. Can you imagine taking
your paperwork home from your job to do some work in your home office and there is a
camera on you in your own home?? It is the same thing and is sickening that the
surveillance era is infiltrating our places where we sleep, rest, eat, and talk openly. Do you
realise that having 3 people stuck on a boat for a week at a time is stressful enough but now
there is a 4™ person on the boat, but nobody knows them.... They just sit there and listen to
everything you say, every word, they know your every move, they see you go to the toilet,
and you don’t know who they are? Very uncomfortable, stressful, depressing, insulting,
disgusting, and backwards.

CATAGORICAL NO
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[Not relevant to request]

Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting System

13. Moana supports electronic monitoring and reporting of commercial fishing
operations as a means of gathering better information for fisheries
management. Moana was a participant in the trial of electronic monitoring
undertaken in SNA1 by MPI in 2014, has supported the voluntary adoption of
vessel position monitoring systems on all vessels operating in SNA1, and has
supported the voluntary electronic monitoring of the SNA1 trawl fleet to
verify reporting of sub minimum legal size snapper returns to sea.

14. Moana supports in principle MPI's Integrated Electronic Monitoring and
Reporting (IEMRS) proposals as set out inVolume Ill of the FoF document.

15. Moana’s support for [IEMRS is conditional:

a)

b)

c)

d)

The FoF does not provide a substantive analysis of the full costs of IEMRS
against expected benefits from improvements in fisheries management
and compliance nor is there any indication that MPI| has undertaken this
analysis. MPIl’s earlier statements and releases regarding I|EMRS
indicated that deployment would be scaled to the size and fishing effort
of individual vessels. There will clearly be a point at which the marginal
cost of deployment outweighs expected benefits. Moana’s support for
IEMRS will depend on reviewing MPI’s full assessment of costs and
benefits and a pragmatic approach to scaling IEMRS deployment to likely
benefits. Moana does not support deployment on all commercial fishing
vessels as is proposed in FoF.

The primary benefit of IEMRS is the collection of information to improve
fisheries -management and the utilisation of fisheries resources.
Electronic monitoring is not a panacea. The assumption in FoF that
IEMRS will satisfy most data requirements is incorrect. Simply taking
video footage of fishing operation does not result in useable information
unless the information requirement, the monitoring, and the vessel’s
operations are aligned to produce useable data. Moana’s support for
IEMRS is conditional on the data generated by IEMRS being targeted to,
and available to meet, defined data needs, including industry
requirements to support fisheries management, supply chain
management, fisheries certification and product assurance, marketing,
and other functions.

The initial focus of IEMRS from an MPI, political, and public perspective
will, inevitably, be on the use of IEMRS for enforcement of fisheries
regulations and prosecution of commercial fishers. Moana’s support for
IEMRS is conditional on MPI conducting a review of the offences and
penalties regime set out in Part 13 of the Fisheries Act 1996 and
implementing changes to reflect the greater likelihood of offences being
detected and prosecuted.

Moana’s support is also conditional on direct industry engagement in the
design and deployment of the system as discussed in this submission.

¢ The Future Of Our Fisheries, Volume lll, Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting System

7 The Future Of Our Fisheries, Volume Il, The Fisheries Management Systems Review, Strategic
Proposal 2 Better Fisheries Information, Option 2 Gather more information to support decision
making and value adding, Monitoring of non commercial fisheries, page 14
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

It is essential for MPl and the commercial fishing industry that deployment
of IEMRS is successful. IEMRS will require major expenditure on:

a) Development of equipment and data standards

b) Acquisition and installation of equipment, equipment maintenance, and
replacement

c) Development of new databases and analytical tools

d) Data collection, communication, storage, and destruction

e) Development of reporting applications and observation software

f) Observation of collected camera footage

g) Data access management and reporting

h) Media management

i) Programme management

MPI has encouraged high media and Government expectations of IEMRS.
Deployment will be subject to intense media and political scrutiny adding to
execution risk. None of the parties with a vested interest in the successful
deployment of IEMRS can afford a Novopay outcome.

The IEMRS programme is complex and involves the development and use of
technology that has not been used in New Zealand other than on a relatively
small scale within the SNA1 trawl fishery and a number of paua fisheries.
Successful deployment of IEMRS will require close cooperation between
service and equipment providers, industry, and various sections of MPI.
Successful integration of the components of IEMRS represents a significant
challenge.

Based on experience from the deployment and use of electronic monitoring
in FMAT fisheries Moana’s view is that the IEMRS deployment timetable given
in FoF is simply not achievable. The FoF documents do not provide any
detailed implementation planning or comprehensive risk assessments. As far
as Moana is aware MPI has not engaged with industry or Trident Systems LP,
the only New Zealand business with direct experience with electronic
monitoring systems in New Zeeland fin fisheries, in any systematic way to
assess readiness to deploy IEMRS or to assess the risks associated with
deployment.

Given the likely cost of IEMRS and the risks associated with deployment MPI
is unlikely to secure support for IEMRS unless industry and Iwi are fully
involved in the design and delivery of the system. Formation of a joint MPI /
industry / Iwi entity, based on the approved service delivery organisation
(ASDO) model set out in Part 15A of the Fisheries Act 1996, is a prerequisite
to successful management of IEMRS implementation. The entity would be
responsible to the Director General of MPI for deployment of the
components of IEMRS. It would not be responsible for the storage and use of
IEMRS information for statutory and enforcement purposes. Joint industry /
MPI / lwi accountability for delivery of IEMRS will maximise the opportunity
for successful deployment at least cost to industry and Government.

Use of IEMRS for the purposes of fisheries monitoring, compliance,
enforcement, prosecution and more generally for the purposes of fisheries
management constitutes expenditure for the public good as there are no
specifically identifiable individuals or groups that derive a benefit from the
activity. In Moana’s view it is unreasonable for MPI to propose that the costs
of IEMRS be fully absorbed by industry.
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Bringing all fisheries management activity
into a single team will assist in de-risking IEMRS implemerﬁgion.

%

ised joint management of shared fisheries offers the
greatest oppo y to make decisions in an agile and responsive manner
that fully utilis e additional fisheries management information that may
arise from

7 The Future Of Our Fisheries, Volume Il, The Fisheries Management Systems Review, Strategic
Proposol 3 Agile and Responsive Decision Making, Option 3 Develop o more flexible decision making
framework page 22.
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new regulations to facilitate the use of innovative trawl technologies.
Moana’s support for IEMRS is heavily qualified in t sence of any
substantive analysis of the purpose, scope, costs‘ efits, and risks

45. Moana supports in principle the development of IEMRS anz tbudoption of

associated the programme.

Naku noa, na

Carl Carringt
Chief Exec fficer
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Hellfire Enterprises Limited
PO Box 70,
Bluff

Telephone s 9(2)(a)
Cells 9(2)(a)

21 December 2016

Ministry of Primary Industries
PO Box 2526
WELLINGTON 6140

Dear Sir Madam,

SUBMISSION IEMRS

[Not
relevant to
request]

This historical data is our family legacy, and | see any monitoring of this by a
tracking system as theft of our intellectual property.

My fishing, charter and also recreational s 9(2) is used for fishing CRA8 quota by my
sons since my retirement. When not in use for commercial fishing operations, it is used by
me and others for recreational fishing, holidaying with family, hunting trips etc. | strongly
oppose the idea of cameras watching us in our private activities. The vessel is our home and
an extension to our family and extended family. It is inconceivable to think our family will
be being observed by unknown individuals during leisure times.
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We understand some of the concerns by certain action groups in regards to the dumping of
unwanted fish and the accidental deaths of birdlife. However, in the crayfish ind(itry, the

method in which we use to catch crayfish has limited bycatch, and this may be recorded and
used as bait. During my 40 plus years fishing experience, | have never witneéz:ry bird or
marine mammal adversely affected by crayfish pots.
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The proposed monitoring may result in skilled mariners exiting the industry due to their
intolerance to the massive intrusion on their pri As the crayfishing industry contributes
directly and indirectly to the livelihoods of a wide sector of society, | can foresee far
reaching consequences if these measures ZZ\ ced upon us.
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NZ Coastal Master Qg-

Company Director



Submission in regards to - FUTURE OF OUR FISHERIES Due date - 23/12/2016

2111216

Bramasole Trust - CRA4 Quota share owners.
Seamade NZ Ltd - CRA4 Fishing Company.
Sustainable Seafood Ltd CRA4 Fishing Company. &

Troy & Neit & Leanne Bramley g;l
N

Proposal 3 - Electronic monitoring & Camera monitor We work inshore in 6 metre open boats.
We can’t see how this could be practical or cost effe . It would have to cost millions to install
this system & maintain on exposed vessels & th 0t to administrate & monitor would be
extensive. There would have to be a far better 8e$p’e effective ways to enhance & better manage
any wrong doing on CRA boats.

We know that one of the main concerns is g pots - Holding pots are very good with minimal
loss if used right. We suggest stop all lon holding, have a maximum day limit on hold & ban
out right holding Lobster from one seaso r to the next. This is outright disgraceful and it's one
example of a simple cost effective rul nge that would have a far greater and a more positive

impact than any Camera monitoring.\z\

Yours Sincerely
Neil Bramley & Co.
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Future of our Fisheries
Ministry for Primary Industries
PO Box 2526

WELLINGTON 6140

New Zealand

Submission: The Future of Our Fisheries

Trident Systems appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Ministry for Primary Industries’ consultation
document “The Future of our Fisheries”. This submission has been prepared by David Middleton, Trident’s
Chief Executive, and is approved by Trident’s Board of Directors.

[Not relevant to request]

Trident’s submission is limited to commentary on proposals for obtaining better fisheries information:

[Not relevant to request]

e Regulatory Change Proposal 1: implementation of an Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS).
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Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting System
Trident agrees that further implementing of:

e automated geospatial reporting of vessel positions (vessel monitoring systems, VMS);
e electronic catch reporting; and
e electronic monitoring (fisheries observation using video systems);

can offer significant improvements in the information from fishers and about fishing activity.

However, in developing and implementing such a proposal, Trident suggests that MPI should consider a
number of issues, as discussed below.

The value of information

Noting that MPl intends to restrict the IEMRS initiative to the commercial sector, it is necessary to be cautious
about the benefits that will accrue in terms of TAC and TACC setting. In shared fisheries, the greatest
uncertainty in stock assessment results can arise due to uncertainty about levels of non-commercial harvest.
The latest assessments for SNA 8 and SNA 7 provide clear examples of this issue. Credible fisheries
management requires good information from all fisheries, not just one sector.

The information that it is proposed to be collected under the IEMRS programme will have the greatest value
if it can be put to the greatest possible range of uses, consistent with privacy and confidentiality constraints.
Thus, for example, any geospatial information, electronic reports, and footage should be available for use by
vessel operators, LFRs, quota holders, and researchers as well as by Government. Apart from obvious
efficiencies of not having to implement parallel systems, accessing a common source of data creates
transparency and builds trust.

Vessel position monitoring

New Zealand was an early adopter of Inmarsat-C based vessel monitoring systems technology. However,
over the last decade rapidly changing technologies, highlighted by the fact that GPS devices are ubiquitous
in cell phones and many other devices, have opened the door to new possibilities in fisheries data collection.
This allowed Trident Systems to implement a non-statutory vessel tracking system for the Snapper 1 fleet
that provided much finer scale tracking at a similar operating cost to traditional systems.

Traditional VMS implementations have been characterised by input standards requiring type approval on the
equipment that can be employed, and providing limited opportunities for innovation. A future regime that
focuses on output standards — where fisheries managers specify information needs but provide flexibility
around how these are met — will provide greater opportunities for capturing the benefits of rapidly evolving
technologies.

Electronic catch reporting

In general, the data collected from New Zealand’s commercial fisheries over the last three decades has
provided a rich source of information for fisheries management. This is illustrated at the Fisheries of New
Zealand website, fonz.tridentsystems.co.nz, and underpins the information presented in the annual Fisheries
Assessment Plenary.

Continuity in fisheries time series is a key requirement. There is, for example, limited continuity between the
QMS-era data systems and the previous Fisheries Statistical Unit (FSU) data that limits the value of the FSU
data in contemporary stock assessments. The IEMRS initiative should be regarded as a “continuous
improvement” process, focussing on improving data quality and data verification processes, rather than a
requirement to “start from scratch”.

Submission on “The Future of Our Fisheries” — Trident Systems
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The introduction of fine scale reporting for many inshore fisheries in 2007 provides a good example of
improvements in data that nevertheless create complications, some anticipated, some not, for subsequent
assessment and management processes. A gradual introduction of improved reporting under IEMRS should
focus on providing a period of “overlap” that ensures pre and post IEMRS data can be compared and, where
necessary, calibrated.

In our view, the uptake in the current incarnation of electronic data transmission (EDT) provided by
FishServe’s CEDRIC system has been limited by a number of factors:

e a focus on simply reproducing the paper reporting system that prevents the front end (i.e. the
software interface used by fishers) from taking full advantage of user interface improvements and
automation possibilities;

e limited incentives to provide data in addition to that required by the regulated forms, even where
this can be easily provided.

The development of electronic reporting under IEMRS needs to strike a balance between:

e ensuring that comparable data are provided, irrespective of the' mode of reporting adopted;
o flexibility to take advantage of the innovations and improvements that can be offered by an
electronic reporting platform.

IEMRS needs to facilitate the development of at-sea data entry applications that make it easier for fishers to
provide high quality data. In particular such systems must focus on reducing the reporting overheads and
duplication that are inherent in the current system.

The IEMRS consultation document provides a high level view that reporting will be “event based”. In general
this is appropriate, but the concepts will require considerable further work before they can be implemented
effectively. In particular, definitions must deal with the complexities that arise in real world fishing
operations.

For example, in longline fisheries a “set” is usually the fishing event of interest, and this is the unit of effort
(i.e. “the event”) that will be used in the majority of analyses. In reality, however, a “set” consists of both a
line “setting event” and a line “hauling event”. While a line setting operation can be defined based on
continuity in the longline backbone, the same piece of line could be retrieved via a number of different
periods of hauling (i.e. multiple “hauling events” can be associated with a single set).

Likewise, many analyses associate a set with a single geographic position while the reality is that the line may
follow a complex path between the start and end point of the line, and may not remain entirely static on the
seabed.

Ensuring that complex and detailed fine scale information can be effectively consolidated into “fishing
events” that are appropriate for inclusion in statistical standardisation models will be critical in order that
catch per unit effort can be used as an indicator of abundance.

Electronic monitoring/video observation

Just as “a picture is worth a thousand words”, video footage from fishing vessels can provide great insights
into how fisheries are operating. However, the collection of video footage from fishing vessels is not a silver
bullet for validation of fisheries data.

Clearly, for footage to be useful it must be of the area or activity of interest, and must provide sufficient
resolution. In general footage collection must be planned to meet specific information needs; it would be
naive to think that general footage can be sufficiently ubiquitous that any future query can be answered.

Submission on “The Future of Our Fisheries” — Trident Systems
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In addition to technical considerations, video observation typically requires vessel cooperation. At its
simplest, the cooperation of crew will be required to ensure that camera lenses are cleaned on a regular
basis. However, many forms of quantitative data collection from video footage will require vessel procedures
to be modified to facilitate observation.

MPI proposes that vessel operators will be required to install equipment to provide footage to MPI’s
standards and specifications. In developing these standards careful consideration must also be given to how
footage is going to be stored and reviewed, as a coherent infrastructure from footage collection through to
observational data generation is required.

Conflicts of interest

The IEMRS consultation document notes “MPI will manage the reviewing function and ensure there are no
conflicts of interest between the providers of EM hardware and the MPI-managed monitoring function.”

Trident, as a research provider established and owned by quota owners, has recently been labelled a “fox in
charge of the henhouse” in undertaking video observation services for MPI.

Trident notes that:

e Involvement of industry organisations in research and monitoring is common throughout the primary
sector, and in many other parts of society;

e Government’s contracting processes, together with MPI’s Research and Science Information
Standard, provide assurance that research services are undertaken in an appropriate manner;

e Absolute independence in service delivery can, of course, only be achieved by contracting
organisations with no knowledge or expertise in the service to be delivered. This is clearly inefficient.

As discussed above, video observation involves a combination of cameras to collect video images and vessel
management and fish handling procedures that will allow the video images to be observed to produce
useable data. The view that the processes of vessel management, video image collection, and observation
are independent is a misconception. MPI, vessel operators, and service providers thus need to work to build
confidence in the integrity of systems, rather than relying on perceptions of independence (or not).

Contact details:

Dr David A. J. Middleton
Chief Executive, Trident Systems LP

PO Box 297,
Wellington 6140, NZ

DDI: s 9(2)(a)

Mob:  s9(2)(a)
david.middleton@tridentsystems.co.nz
www.tridentsystems.co.nz

Submission on “The Future of Our Fisheries” — Trident Systems



Storm Wardrop Sub37

My name is Storm Wardrop
s 9(2)(a)

We are strongly against all forms of electronic surveillance and monotoring on board the
KIRI-LEE for the following reasons:

This vessel is our home,our property,our workplace.We would find it abhorrent and invasive
to be under constant surveillance and monotored during our leisure time and while onboard
during any practices of work or leisure.We also believe that the cameras would impose on
our personal privacy as during rough weather condtions it is our safety policy to urinate in
the middle of the fishing deck,or out the wheelhouse door to avoid being washed over
board,this also applys while some are in bed during travelling whilst crew or others are
taking watch of the helm.We believe that cameras on the boat would impede on the privacy
of my children while they are on board with me as they come on occasional fishing
trips/during school holidays.S 9(2)(@) Being viewed going to the
toilet overboard and getting dressed/undressed is a total invasion of privacy and this
practice is not accepted anywhere in the world.

The draconian blanket policy which has given zero consideration to the individuality of each
industry is appalling.And there has been no mention anywere about the success of the
crayfishing industry as leading the word in sustainability.MPI has not tryed to work in with
the industries on a personal level to improve practices,there has been no workshops,or
educational or supportive dialogue to keep the fishing practices improving,but has always
stuck to its guns as covertly snooping,and that style of fisheries management taken by MPI
has created an 'us' and 'them' divide.

Our fishing practices are sustainable,our fish dumping is nil.And i strongly believe the pot
fishing method is right amoungst some of the most efficient methods of todays fishing.All
untargeted species are returned to the sea alive instantly once the pot has been emptied.

At this point there has been a massive lack of information given to us from MPI regarding
who is actually able to utilise the information(video recordings) that you seek to gather.This
poses a situation of fear and stress into a workplace that is already tough enough,while the
person(s) looking over your shoulder you dont even know who it is.It is a psychological
safety concern for the skippers and crew.

| find it absurd that you dont only expect us to have this in our home but also for us to have
to pay for this product when were talking tens of thousands of dollars to purchase,install
and maintain upkeep.To give you some idea each crayfishing vessel will have to catch a
minimum of 1tonne of fish to make this viable.In essence it gets much more complicated as
todays lease prices reach an all time high of $65 per kilo.So essentially were expected to pay
$65,000 dollars for a camera to be placed in our homes while it is completely unnecessary.

Our vessel is owned by my partner and l,it is our property.We will not allow a camera or GPS
to be installed,as this is as much of a home for us as it is a workplace.lt is sickening that the
surveillance era is infiltrating our places where we sleep,rest,eat,and talk openly.Do you



Storm Wardrop Sub37

realise that having 3 people stuck on a boat for a week at a time is stressful enough but now
there is a 4th person on the boat,but nobody knows them..they just sit there and listen to
everything you say,every word,they know your every move,they see you go to the toilet,and
you dont know who they are? Insulting,Disgusting and backwards.



We are not opposed in principle to electronic catch reporting. However cameras on boats would
not work for Lake Ellesmere as the boats are too small for this, and the fishery is easily monitored

for compliance at landing points/ramps etc. (\/

Privacy Q
Fishing spots are commercially sensitive. The Privacy Act should apply here. t\

Yours faithfully

Y/
C}V'
Garry Pullan <<\
&



Electronic reporting and monitoring

14. We agree that electronic reporting and monitoring and reporting are mechanisms that
can be very useful and, as such we support them in principle. However, the FOOF
proposals in this regard appear to be a knee-jerk response to negative publicity, rather
than anything more thought out. In particular, we are concerned that the estimated
costs (to operators) and benefits (to all sectors of the community) are unsubstantiated
and the proposed implementation timeframe appears ridiculously ambitious, given the
limited extent to which the relevant technology has been successfully implemented in
New Zealand to date.

15. In addition, if use of this technology is to become mandatory, we believe that must be
accompanied by reduced penalties for relevant offences under the Fisheries Act and
regulations, including a reconsideration of the automatic forfeiture regime. The current
high level of penalties are justified by the difficulty in detecting fisheries offending,
which will no longer be the case for vessels that are using the technology.

16. In any event, we would expect full industry involvement and consultation in the
development of regulations to implement this aspect of the FOOF.

s 9(2)(a)




To whom it may concern

[Not relevant to request]

Camera’s, |went to a meeting in Invercargill over this and the reason for them seems
more political than about looking after our fishery. As a fisher we don’t want them and
don’t need them. we are limited to the days we can work down here area 5, by weather
and usually Struggle to get enough time to catch our quota. Out of our quota species there
is 13 species that has a size limit, The quota was introduced on market saleable fish. Now
you are saying you want us to bring in fish that is useless to any market and want us to use
our markable quota on this. (codend size mesh of 5 inch ellimates most of the small fish
which most fishers in area 5 have taken on them self's to use). The undersized fish were not
factored in at the time quota was bought in. so an increase will be needed here or size limits
will need to be put in place... the recreational fishers have a size limit on gur3 of 25cm the
commercial have none. Theres so many issues with cameras. If we have to pay all the costs
why is the information yours, if we pay then the information should be ours and if you want
some of it come to us and ask for it. We have no guarantee that you wont share this footage
with other parties. the privacy act of watching us on our boat house bedroom toilet all the
above what gives you the right to do this, If we are criminals why aren't we behind bars and
prisoners who are released are not monitored 24 7 at this stage we are feeling like we are
the worst kind of criminal.

We listen to the weather looks like a calm spell coming arrange ice fuel tubs. do our check
on boat gear etc, off too work only trawl at daytime so the fish get a break and we don’t
scatter them. if we lucky we mite get 3 or 4 days in before next lot of rubbish arrives or
maybe 2 trips even 3, its a unknown. bit like what you going to throw at us next, and now
you want to watch what we do. Are we criminals for trying to make a dollar and put fresh
fish on peoples tables. You really need to revisit what your priorities are here cause you are
going to make a lot of honest people into criminals as with the number of rules in fishing it is
nearly impossible not to break any no matter how hard you try. we have had enough
between MOSS and MPI MPA and all the other costs in this game it just aren't worth putting
up with your SHIT.

If you want to look at who is actually looking after the fisheries talk to the fishers and listen
to them. We are the scientists as we are out there and experiencing the fisheries all the
time

Ross Jenkins
Director of
Jenkins Trust Enterprises Itd



Howard McElderry Sub45

The report is well written and accurately reflects the current state and problem
definition. Below are a few comments from a EM service provider perspective:

1. While | agree that ER is a useful approach for improving self-reported data, | think the
problem is over simplified. The existing state of data quality is the result of long reporting
intervals, paper based systems, limited ability for timely error correction, and highly variable
catch accounting methods. Moving to event based reporting is probably much more
significant than electronic reporting, particularly if outreach efforts are directed toward the
catch accounting methods used on deck. Accurate catch accounting starts with well
organized catch handling procedures and this often doesn’t get enough attention.

2. Recognizing the inshore fishery is a multitude of gears, target species and unique
characteristics, the logic of applying the three option framework is probably more applicable
at the level of these different sub-fisheries, than to the inshore fishery as a whole. While
option 3 is clearly the best choice from a data quality point of view and should be considered
wherever possible, there are likely sectors where this level of information richness cannot be
justified from a cost and risk management perspective. Option 1 and 2 might apply in
situations where the risk to the resource is low, and the monitoring costs aren't supported by
the economics of the fishery. | don't know enough about these fisheries to know if this is the
case.

3. The phased-in approach seems problematic from an operational perspective. An EM
system should be able to fulfill all aspects of the IEMRS reporting requirements, including
ER and positional reporting, yet it is third in order of implementation. Placing ER and
positional reporting before EM could limit implementation options. Also, our experience has
shown that data quality from self-reporting is greatly aided when feedback provided by EM is
introduced at the same time. It seemed to. me that there are benefits to phasing in all
elements of IEMRS on a sub fishery basis (see point above) versus phasing in some
components on a more global basis. This might better serve both implementation and risk
management perspectives.

4. While this was not the purpose of this paper, "The devil is in the detail' and a lot more
effort needs to go into operational planning and project costing. The document doesn't
provide a lot of detail on service delivery framework and it is hard to understand the potential
opportunity for service provider companies. | would encourage a lot more work be done in
this area as soon as possible.

5. MPI should move away from the idea of archiving video and sensor data files for lengthy
periods of time. The report correctly noted that the fishery data are derived from sensor and
video data. In my view, the pluses of only keeping essential data far outweigh the
drawbacks, from a cost, fisher buy-in, and administrative perspective.

6. Related to the last point, fisher buy in is essential to making a technology based
monitoring program work. This shouldn't be mistaken with buy in from the boat owner, or
share owner. Buy-in needs to come from the people on the boats who carry the
responsibilities of keeping the system powered, cleaning camera lenses clean, and adhering
to catch handling protocols.

I congratulate your initiative and hope my comments are of use.



Howard McElderry

Cheers,

Howard McElderry
VP Monitoring Technologies

Archipelago Marine Research Ltd.

Sub45



Chisholm Associates Sub50

6. Vessel Monitoring systems (i.e. cameras on boats). There is no need for this fo()c.)b
Kina fishermen. There are significant logistic difficulties with this, especially video

monitoring, which will cause the system (as proposed) to be very expensive aK
unnecessary.

Yours faithfully

ol
il ~
pp: Peter Herbert — Chairman O<<

Kina Industry Council Q/



Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and.reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree xJ
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered?

Its working fine why change it

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree xJ
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree |
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?

There is no preblem

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries — Submission Form 17



Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree xJ
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

18 Ministry for Primary Industries



Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree xJ

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting ferall permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree xJ
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree xJ
Disagree O
Neither Ll
Agree i
Strongly Agree Ol

Would you like to comment?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries — Submission Form 19



General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, whatare
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR)could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that.phase-in period should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

20 Ministry for Primary Industries



If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

Keep it the way it is

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or assaniinput into someone else’s operations?

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems'of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similar management group?

What issues do you'currently have with ER?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries — Submission Form 21



What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in being an
“early adopter”?

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share yourinformation standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

How might your existing systems used’by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared.to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented
by your organisation?

22 Ministry for Primary Industries



Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ogooogo

Would you like to comment?

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

What other issues'does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
IEMRS?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries — Submission Form 23



Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tickonly
one box)?

Strongly disagree xJ
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should'the results be reported?

24 Ministry for Primary Industries



Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ooooo

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for'all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree E/
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree 1

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatialyposition reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

\

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

Oooo

Would you like to comment?

T he COS"F./

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries — Submission Form 19



Volume lll: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoringand reporting
——— —{please tickonlyonebox}? — - — — e e e

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

E]KJ\EIDD

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered?

77\“— currv—w[ S)/&[em u-.)di’aés )QQ a/a@ s /2;[@;’.5 xre Aamegvz

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have deﬁrlgd_the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree v
Neither [
Agree =
Strongly Agree 4

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries = Submission Form 17



Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)? q%

Strongly disagree O &
Disagree O O
Neither v

Agree O Y.
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

18 Ministry for Primary Industries



Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither v
Agree O
__ Strongly Agree I . S D

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting<€orall permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

DDDQD

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introductionyofelectronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (pleaseftick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree 7
Neither [PZ
Agree ™
Strongly Agree 4

Would you like to comment?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries = Submission Form 19



General questions

Vv

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, wha&
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options? '\

&

<
S

Do you have any suggestions on how |[EMRS and its components (EM, ER, (j@\ould deliver benefits

to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly? v_

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how tha@/e-in period should be rolled out?

L
9

What do you consider are particular di ties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

20 Ministry for Primary Industries



If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

m*\a do +\~e\\j rod Acush  Yvore sys*‘em -H'Q'\\B fave.

I~ P\ace

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your 6perations?

G M sysjraw\

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of'a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similar management group?

What issues do yotngurrently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?
No Y rﬁ Q.(;\/

&

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any intere being an
“early adopter”?

Ne >
N
Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSQOs) Q-

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share ym@)rmation standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

N &

O

How might your existing systems used@)u and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Not cocll ,QZ*
Q..
&

Would you be prepare%ﬁenufy vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented

&
&
&’
Q_
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Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

NO’H\J‘V\&' i], s PFGA\\\) s‘xrrq{a(d Qrwdc\

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please'tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree ]
Disagree v
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? S

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial'$ector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

No

What other issuésdoes MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
I[EMRS?

The gﬁﬂg ﬂhamc,e/ p wi}/\ 7[15\,‘5- purpose Sys}ewx 7&"’4’/2&;90/:['7[ be
cats  In rnolu 4, T P Aoy MPT A
ﬁﬁ May becrs Ao Y/ J\j & »
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tick&

one box)? '\

Strongly disagree &
Disagree ( )
Neither

Agree
Strongly Agree

DDDQ\D

v
S
Would you like to comment? &\
~
Q_

<<C)

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should\b\Sesults be reported?
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General questions: Volume |

What will success look like in the future fisheries management system?

Our proposed long-term vision and objectives are as follows:

Vision

IC ENVIFrONME ‘H\;'[\ vide |

Would you like to comment? e

| —
O

Q_
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

O O 7

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current'system? What other factors
should be considered?

N‘Q ('J/\puq‘:,)és E'é’CH(/VHd, v%wd“f‘@v)l/lg {U E_}(ﬂ&ﬁr\/@

ev papey naodel - |
/% Camexas On l)mua all bodd=s — NS’L withowl™ ‘

b}fﬁz&w(’ éaﬁ‘iﬁdﬂ“eu Cﬁ Mm;m\,\m SIZC /U"'Hfj' gmr\ CL(
(%

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

B—M/Q’ w]naf“ "(91”0‘1)1@%«" have vj(/oc debued = 00000 |
| Nig cavds ' 25Teve 5 0o ?T@;'olf;vm . Shedd he wviore 2 ‘
,‘wgr et . Pod a size liuait in pl[L(/,{, will addicss 1
:M P.ﬁd@i&vm {ov nawvned ﬁfze/i‘e/‘:%
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Objectives
Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?
Y 7\ &
V/ W, QO
Strongly Disagree Neither
disagree

Would you like to comment?

O

Ag r—ée

O
Strongly
agree

Sk ) Msagree  wnhl
| STZZMPM it ‘Pwaﬂ N d

Suwchn
es  ave In '@(M_L and

Hn e as Saitnimauns

propedty \“fﬂ‘/’@ aveund dodo bemj 6aﬂ/uyr{d Qe

Jn pfm .
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

N p 7N\ P

() () ) W \
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

(\Y) () () a f//\\,
3 ./ o/ N

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels begmnmg 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

( () {
N )

StrSngly Disa;gree Neither Agrée Strc;ngly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

rouqly disaqeic. Nl oo sodker n KD
b {%JL 4 h Tus o\fﬂfw 2 wasior and wenltevy
%W )a\\j lifel ed weovk,

VV)'T' I/LQ‘(’QSV% WV‘VLﬂ Wvél?d(ahgm T c’»;@cvu\gi [ont @
oLt shoigly disagree~
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H Generalquestlons ==

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Coddlr, / ot re(>.9({—nn3 T3 cd\rz/aﬂﬂ doe, e Raz

prpeds

No Lemozarf’ Jo pexoni oawvnans, AdAdi h(ﬂAA«d/Y 6@%16"'6&%42
wehs> look like $5e600 40 $18,6=00 Plus i cets
ntop of MO 3260 and Aunual Swvvey DiZeo .

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

It Wowld dose down The inghove ,({Wb over

pight and you would be out of a 500" just

ad VVLOLC//! ay Me .

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period'should be rolled out?

[ In Sbw&(/‘e 7

Cettoin boate, out o8 catls peet™ Dol cow ply .%%?E
t'ﬂ/wd will be mede “aw @va{a" of and geac be |
|

l MQ‘P ]gc,tﬁinofo-

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?

%MM Loter mon Lot WM wm,wje/; or read
Ean Wnibe \/6/‘4\,1 well

fcmo( §ﬁ€*’w{ Lav\ﬁ )aer‘iods a»ffdwue out o/ /ﬁMe .
lenge
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

Cld'ﬁ%/e,@e&(ﬁ\/»ﬂ r{;{;m‘n\qﬂ S CLLWQ\//H/:S Agicis>

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies [if any) do you currently use in your operations?

None -

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

Z

L
|
i
|
|
!
|
i
|
I
i

If so, is it Llinked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation [the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

Va

|
L

What issues do you currently have with ER?

Dot have T+ dewt waunt i+,
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER" What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you"

Dot hane iF Dowt waat 1
Conious coneexns Orbund 0\4931, ﬁaﬂ»&fmﬂ + The
wienvation Lé/t/ﬁ showed -

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest.n. belng an early
adopter”?

No .

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CS0s)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPl on a confidential basis? N

A\Y‘M? de . Dot want W“Camwas — Smple

CL%-‘WAGL'.

How m|ght your eX|st|ng systems used by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Vo

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
organisation?

No
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

No Prﬁbl&ms

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

<7 77 N N N
f\/ O O ) )

S 4 Naw? . \_/
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

Net- é’/bLQuﬂh fime . The Aata b@\@m@/g o uws .
- wall take J’D 2018 o couside Size [tvaitz L@ﬁ&v
| lwlmwt\wa’ cameNns On LMV

|

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

What other issues does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?

[ _—

e
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Monitoring, evaluation and review
Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?
Y O O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

The CRAY  wmedel theatd be purswed i close
caheots  willh q/wdu P IINEND / Frdevs ard 'Padﬁw‘es )

Cad> sedov g W= sun TmPuV "

M M Weenk ﬂ/\L FrtlﬂfpécA da/_{’vpm‘cv WL@WI?LQVFVL?.

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be reported?

| Nom 4 Mt comnenciol 3ecbdn ev to Ne

| wm;&,v‘{% who hawe  beonc M-MWCLL’%J
o colled Ne daka . Safeiy™ hehd as ﬁV‘Azeb\
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Are the re other EITT assessment criteria that should be considered
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Option 3: Develop a more flexible decision-making framework
A more flexible and responsive decision-making framework is developed that considers how decisions are made and the
scale at which fisheries are managed.

79(9{:;

T dedk ded TEMRS e oy o e e
YA
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Volume Ill: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

7N\ R i \ AN Y i Ny
{ ) ( ] { ) { } { )

Strgngly Diségree Nei‘t‘vrli'luer Ag}ee Strbngly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

e c,“n-e/& s&a&e} s wda "Phs,‘ou\' o @o' ﬁbdé = bedther s
end . B=Meon monient shou e \OO\I-QJ.
aly w%\ne coamaTas on Some ves . Swa\l Lessels

\ees Yran kS Lost W& wmetres de ot bhave Yo vyoovn or poue
sw(pplie:s ‘\'o ren all e TEMRS Ceor. GOOC\S -‘(ﬁq\\%%@
rove \""A%V Ga’C\'@f;% 4o Aedl m-p\ \mwe\oeeu ?w& %)
Jomcerous, ettuattons. M%&o 3@* Yored home.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

Strohgly Disagree Neither Agrée Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

R{,%\e h,o(t(s\/@” 7 mee)\"h@‘we were "()bl WE \Afe G\l

TEMRS \recance SC‘\'(@, 2 G\ Tssue (,Comeorﬁx\«\:é\nqs

nM'\o do with Rs\n‘;g)\;\6 e— uUesgels ~Gs\~b~$ dese \nshore are
f O

‘(\okf"&e, Pm\)\ew\ wi{’\n S \Scard) , €S ol o Yhere are on
a few ell of e under (Lm é\%nﬁvejees & ™ wesk P\a:as,‘t&

A ool cescele f\s‘mﬁoym“ws veed o e \ooked at on

o ca\ee/\ogce&%e ailaation .
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Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

\/ ( ()

Stréngly Disa;gree Neit}]er Ag}ee Stroﬁgly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

Th \ sowds aped, and Uessels hswing Lotther ok to
seo, o Lrowm, e public eue omd ovg chrance of ooy
Yeoordad. \)3 WP Covvty\Imce, ma o \have
TEMRS.
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option? /

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Stréhgly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree wjth this option?
\/ ’/. — \‘} ‘/ —\_l" :/—/‘

Strongly Disagree Neither Ag'rree Stréﬁgly
disagree agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

v’

Strongly Disagree Neither Agrée Stréhgly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

WMore o needs Yo be done on “Whhece , Vow, |
ov\r\O\ who. s whole -\’\m‘«g cownde \\\&e e |
Whimn O'C o ow‘c ot loudn M\W\S\'e(' Haos

ol Yo Miislers aduicere aduised \iwa of mm‘lee&
Power cmncemens on seall dmmenical Lessels .

20 Ministry for Primary Industries



General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Oiscardig codd. b wade  poralle fee  Wee 78
Pustralialor (Undersized fFdn, Qomzaed, Gsk)(unmk&gb\g
-C\s\m> Tk s <l (EC-D\'“A‘-OQ.,MO\ W\a/nw\vsavnevv\ decisions
Con e \Dqsea\ o Yhis \m/\\er GVAO\\;\"SO‘Q ‘\n-@rwq'\QQn-

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

PR wodd e a usefull S"‘@f‘s foc\ 1 EM roedd |
\Nwe, Va\ue_ own \ﬂfg& uesse\s w\r\% {4«\9_ oym‘\\ons
owe. nok W\OY\\"\TOV“EAIM \'ea\au-y.ok o Me wWhealliouse . MOS\“

\orae vessels aheaaﬂ--s Wave. Hnis spon. |

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occurin stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period should be rolled out?

o Commedr -

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?

\Mwaa Caawveno, \wi& “1) as W LJ\\ Qeo ‘rz,e_‘(tq_ 5‘1(\9,\-.3 e’€
Mo vesse\ w Soumdwer » vadav. A \0* ol gwaller vessalc
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting"

u\p.rlff L\ cowv?\\oc"\ﬁe/ wheA
axe. po\-\ro{\‘i% W Qeccm'\'\w.x 5 othor «ueers,

«w s A \oex . T Vo recenly been
g %c@w‘\\ﬁ @mm on 2 ow\* o'(':’:o QgM

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technologylles (if any] do you currently use in your operahons"

e .

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input.into someone else’s operations?

| t\)//\f -

If so, is it linked to the electronic systemsofa Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

RYIE

What issues do you'currently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

A - = | - |

Ifyou-donotcurrently utilise ER, EM-and/or GPR technology, do you have anyinterestinbeingan “early
adopter”?

(Lo, Wis Vel enoug\r:woc‘v-\*va. (uese«\‘\-f\\m& Xo
@

'ke, o \tw ou ac i i wt‘(\fv»é? ssa\(a on hrer
Mv\\%\'ﬁ = Mﬁ =

|
r
I
[
;
|
!

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CS0s)
If you represent a CS0O, would you be prepared to share your infermation standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

- ?

How might your eX|st|ng systems used by you and your stakeholders dellver on IEMRS objectlves"

Mf\

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
orgamsatlon?
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

-

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

N — ~

) ) W), W, )
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree
Would you like to comment?
N I 47 A — — _‘

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

/

What other issues does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?

i
!
|
|
|
|
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Monitoring, evaluation and revieQm\ sue 1 £ Wne ?

Do you agree sed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements? \(Q\a.\es Yo ME2s \e
o - —~ or GyY=pe™
N / :\\_q/‘i (\/" : \4’/'1 ]‘ \ ‘_‘/.
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

T en't %o\wi Yo ok en euecb\esse/\ _— @s\n\aowe\
e A vesse\ s Ot\mc(ﬁ G\“,H‘@vx wenswes, *Tv X
s'oo:nm‘_\"_ ove vouhere Yo W\» anu extra. electrenic

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be reported?
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IEMRS-Integrated ElectQ.i.: Management and Reporting System

support of gathering good robust information for use in
isheries management. But the information must be relevant,
ive, and have specific management purposes and objectives.

Trinity Fishing Ltd are f
decision making regardi
appropriate, cost —

We support tra @ rency and validation but have some concerns regarding problems
relating to cameras on fishing vessels during recent trials. Bad media releases of late and
ul'and less than supportive comments, cameras are as yet proving to cause

ms for the fishers on the water, thus having the opposite affect than their
intenti roblems have included reliability of cameras working, validation of information
with Q/ t being put under the microscope, release of actual camera footage under the

Trlﬁity Fishing Ltd Page 3
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OIA and issues with un-resolved discards policies, not to mention regulations on home

freight and the “111”.

These issues need to be sorted before any general roll out on fishing vessels. The rights ar@\/
privacy of fishermen need to be protected.

The cost of the IEMRS will fall ultimately on to the fishermen, who are not in any position to
absorb any more costs on their businesses and remain economically viable. Fisherm re
struggling as it is to keep up with the high costs of running a fishing operation.

D
&
&
&
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

N ) o ~ —
Str&ngly Diségree Neither Agree Strc;ngly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

) VA 3
Strongly Disagree Neitt}er Agree Strohgly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the

problem?
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Objectives
Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

| O O C s
Stro/ngly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

eS” f*oV/‘a/e_o/ 'ﬂw{f ey Commermq/ ES’Z\MQ.V\
CZZ)Q:?/SJ ﬂe /‘u./e_s e’:'j
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

s

Strdngly Diségree Neither Agree Strdhgly
disagree agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

Strorngly Disagree Nei>tuher Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

Twenld rather the Tide Span was pushed out 7o

/ST O etaber JoI & So ev ‘7’7\:'\3 L& an f)/ac.a Fa’#\efﬁ‘w\
9e ot Aal€ cockadd . |
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Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could-deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would aceur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period.should be rolled out?

Starting at where The hi' z;t;‘%";km:@ o
Comw\erg‘q’ *Gg\/\.',\ﬂ boats atrgo. AqS’aa/.

|
|
|
i

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

r - S — oo .

x

|
|
|

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies [if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an inputinto someone else’s operations?

i = i -

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

. = = SPE—— — — e, —_
[ |

} |
|

|
|
|
|

What issues do you currently have with ER?
r - ]
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‘What sort of feedback do you want fromER? What sort of data fromER would be-hetpfuttoyou? ———

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any.interest in.being-an “early
adopter”?

|
|
|
|
|
l

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CS0s)
If you represent a CS0, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

| —~

|
|

?
|

How might your existing systems used by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

f
|
|
|
|
|
!
1
|
|

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
organisation?

[
|
|
|

]
F

|
|

_— |
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

O O O O
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

 EEEEEIIEEE=EEE——————mmZRRRRR==—————NNNN—N—————N A EEE—m——— DR

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

What other issues does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?

[
l
{
l i
| |
|
|
|
1
|
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Monitoring, evaluation and review
Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

(
\

( ()

_/ \/

Str(;ngly Disagree Neither Ag\l:ee Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results bée reported?
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lementation of IEMRS
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NZFCF fully support both; fisheries management frameworks that are driven by good
information and section 10 of the Fisheries Act.

Given the vast detail and individual components of the IEMRS, NZFCF suggest further
discussion take place via the development of a joint working group in early 2017. The
terms of reference for such discussions should include the following:

e the specific information needs required by each fishery

o the legislative rationale for gathering such information and how it will deliver
better fisheries outcomes

e an assessment of alterative or innovative ways to gather required information and
in the case of cameras and electronic reporting, an assessment of their actual
utility in achieving better fisheries outcomes and compliance

e cost assessments of IEMRS implementation — including who will bear the cost
and whether its recovery would breach cost recovery policy

Cost Recovery of IEMRS

In its current form the IEMRS proposals will exacerbate an already inadequate crown
cost recovery system, by forcing the implementation and maintenance costs of cameras
and technology onto ITQ owners. In turn, these costs will be passed onto inshore
fishermen through higher ACE lease prices. This impacts on their profitability and,
counterintuitively to MPIs stated intent, their incentive to discard.

The current cost recovery rules do not compensate or recognise any self-governance
initiatives and therefore further erodes the economic incentives of the QMS. MPI must
recognise that beyond regulation and allocation of rights, there is potential for rights
holders to operate collectively to develop more cost effective monitoring and reporting
technologies — such as the investment in VMS and industry enforced sustainability
measures, given effect through civil contracts amongst industry participants. NZFCF
urges MPI to support the mandating of representative and accountable industry
management bodies. This will allow initiatives, like the IEMRS, to be progressed in a
logical manner with industry consensus. Failure to enable industry-led initiatives will
result in sub-optimal fisheries management outcomes.

Inefficient and poorly executed fisheries management initiatives:

impose unnecessary costs

distort the ACE market

erode incentives to act sustainably and cooperatively

perpetuate an already poor relationship between industry and MPI

NZFCF recommendations
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NZFCF recommend MPI:

e delay any regulatory changes, particularly those that seek to progr; e
implementation of IEMRS noting that VMS and electronic reporting provide
greater efficiency and will be embraced. NZFCF have encour e
implementation of this for over a decade. However, the use eras will be
rejected until the management settings prescribed within t}ﬁ{\lbmission are

addressed. V.

ident — New Zealand Federation of Commercial Fishermen
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FUTURE OF OUR FISHERIES SUBMISSION

| attended the meeting held at Ascot Hotel Invercargill last week called by MPI to present aspects of
its Fisheries Management Review “The Future of our Fisheries” and received the four booklet
handout. The majority of meeting attendees were from the local commercial fishing industry.

[Not relevant to request]

As you are aware BCO5 and CRA8 quota owners and fishers are pro-active in the sustainability of
their fisheries with surveying, monitoring, scientific research, quota reduction/shelving etc., as
necessary. | feel that electronic reporting of our Catch, Effort & Landing Return would provide
timely data.

At the Invercargill meeting Options 1, 2 and 3 of the Review were presented and MPI presenters
stated that their preference was Option 3. Discussion followed regarding the camera surveillance
and tracking which the majority present were against. | have no faith in the people that were
presenting because one presenter stated that at their Greymouth meeting the people who attended
were in favour of camera surveillance and tracking. After phone calls to Greymouth to people who
attended that meeting | was told that there was no way that the Greymouth meeting was in favour
of camera surveillance and tracking. Because we have been misled in this instance | have no
confidence that if the same people are involved in reporting to the Minister that he will receive an
accurate account of meeting outcomes and submissions.

| am totally against the compulsory installation of camera surveillance on “single specie” lobster/cod
pot fishing vessels. The vessels are our home and our workplace and their compact nature makes it
impossible to separate the two making the compulsory installation of camera surveillance a breach
of privacy and of our human rights. | made an enquiry at the local prison and was informed that even
THEY DO NOT HAVE CAMERAS in prisoners cells unless the prisoner requires 24hr surveillance due to
illness or the like — is this really New Zealand?

COLIN TOPI
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Logistics ASTROLAB

15 December 2016

To Whom It May Concern:

SUBMISSION ON THE TE HUAPAE MATAORA MO TANGAROA: THE FUTURE OF OUR
FUSIERIES AND THE SPECIFIC PROPOSALS AND OPTIONS CONTAINED IN VOLUMES Il AND
"

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comment on the Te Huapae Mataora Mo Tangaroa:
The Future of our Fisheries programme.

Fishery Logistics Ltd (FLL) is a logistics and sales management platform for the seafood industry; for
the benefits of global visibility, simplified negotiation and convenience with verifiable, accurate, and
traceable data. It has partnered with Astrolab Ltd, an Auckland-based Tech Incubator to help provide
commercialisation expertise, financial backing, crucial go-to-market contacts, strategy and other
business assets essential for our success.

We understand that pertinent information is critical, and underpins good decision-making. A key part
of our offering is the catch reporting application (app) that provides the ability to record and report
catch information including “how” and “where” fish is caught, together with species and quantities
taken and gear employed in harvesting.

Fishermen catch fish and use our electronic logbook to capture information at the point of harvest and
provide estimates of seafood caught. The application creates commercial catch reports with the
potential to be directly submitted to FishServe as well as provide accurate records of what was caught
to seafood suppliers and fish processors. With our app, fish processing facilities can now receive catch
information 24-72hrs (depending on how long the boat is at sea) in advance of the fish being landed.

Our software is also designed to provide both individual catch/landing information as well as
aggregated data for all company vessels. It monitors all critical activities for fishing vessels including
their current position; what was their last activity; details of catch per tow; what species, grades and
quantities they are catching and when they should unload.

The Fisheries Management System Review

FLL software will help address discarding and improve compliance through better monitoring and
recording of day-to-day operations. It will, in conjunction with observers and cameras, provide quality
data that can be used to adjust fisheries management settings. The success of the IEMRS objectives
will be hinged on utilizing new technologies such as that being developed by FLL. We believe the
introduction of new independent monitoring tools such as ours will improve confidence in catch and
effort information as well as contribute to the information collected to manage fisheries at finer
geographical scales.

Whilst we consider applying our technology to assist the monitoring of fishing activity at sea, through
an Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting System (IEMRS) will be critical to help MPI achieve
that vision.-We recommend that reporting apps require secure hashes of the fishing data to prevent
tampering of the data when it passes through our servers. This hash prevents FLL from changing data
indiscriminately and helps to meet IEMRS objective of providing verifiable information.

Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting System

FLL believe more precise information is required to help provide for the use of fisheries resources while
ensuring sustainability. Whilst this information is currently gathered by commercial fisheries on
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paper forms, reporting electronically on our app will reduce error rates and help save fishers time on
unnecessary mechanical recording so they can spend some of that time recording more pertinent detail
for fisheries management and also get on with the business of fishing.

Fishing vessels that already carry an Automatic Location Communicator (ALC) or other VMS units can
be linked to catch-effort information using our app, which we can then be used to help fishing
companies analyse fishing patterns and other anomalies. FLL has already made strides to beta test
its software with selected fishers and LFRs, and is currently being used to report catch to company
owners.

As part of the processes in the design of our software, we worked closely with MPI officials to make
sure that our reporting systems reflect MPI's data requirements. We are also trialling geospatial position
reporting tools such as the Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) with Navicom, and we believe those
systems reflects MPI's existing requirements.

Whilst the consultation document does a good job at defining the current state in relation to monitoring
and reporting for MPI paid trials, it does not discuss those successful FLL trials that are either getting
funded by FLL themselves or by those fishing companies who have paid for those trials. FLL trials are
ongoing and have successfully shown the effectiveness of Electronic reporting (ER) to capture real-
time data in the inshore trawl and longline fishery in both the south and north island.

FLL believe the fisheries information used for fisheries management would be strengthened
significantly by near-real time catch-effort reporting and automated geospatial position reporting (GPR)
from its software. However, MPI needs to be sensible in setting standards and specifications to allow
for open market and cost-effective solutions. They also need pragmatism around the difficulty of
operating in a marine environment.

With new electronic catch-effort systems such as FLL, we could help improve TACC setting at optimum
levels, help resolve key management issues such as discarding and protected species bycatch; help
build confidence amongst the public with-more transparent information about environmental impacts
and protected species; support traceability systems and third party sustainability assessments; as well
as leveraging off accurate and near-real-time reporting. FLL electronic reporting would increase the
speed at which MPI can analyse that information, where necessary.

FLL understand that the current catch-effort system is largely paper-based, and errors occur frequently.
In our trials, the error rate detected has been as low as 0.1%. This is because with our software there
is an upfront validation of such fields as name and client number, meaning there is little room for basic
errors. We also recognise that the process for correcting paper forms is slow and cumbersome. This
often means the data is unavailable to end-users for three months or more after it was collected.

FLL believe the costs of integrating our electronic reporting software would reduce the costs of
administering paper-based reporting by as much as 95%. We have had several meeting with FishServe
who have expressed support for electronic reporting in the commercial sector. We have also done
significant market analysis, and our discussions with fishermen suggest they would be happy to use
reporting apps loaded onto tablets to record catch.

Many fishing companies are looking to access catch information as early as possible. However, its
continued uptake will be slow in the absence of regulation because most companies find having to
duplicate their efforts tiresome. With regard to the Options for consultation, FLL support Option 3:
Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders from 1 October 2017 and a
staged introduction of electronic monitoring on commercial fishing vessels from 1 October 2018.

For the industry to see the benefits from using ER and GPR they will need to have access to their own
data. If this is the case, then the benefits include:
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» report catch information including ‘how and where’ fish are harvested, together with species
and quantities taken

» capture information at the point of harvest and provide estimates of seafood caught

» provides accurate records of what is getting harvested for seafood suppliers and fish
processors

* monitor all critical activities for fishing boats including their current position; what was their last
activity; details of catch per tow; what species, grades and quantities they are harvesting and
when they should unload

* interconnect with other software streams and communicate seamlessly for the purpose of
exchanging and using data

» provide notifications and start the processing, packaging and shipping process immediately

+ Allow buyers to find out information on the fish, where it was caught, what time and on what
vessel

« Aggregate fisherman’s catching information and connect buyers and sellers directly, allowing
for real-time transactions of seafood products

To provide these benefits to our customers, we ask that the reporting app data is to be routed through
the FLL server. Due to the amount of non-IEMRS data passing from the reporting app, we see this as
critical.

Given the introduction of IEMRS technologies, FLL supports ER and GPR roll-out across the
commercial fishing fleet FLL over a phase-in period. Funding for training, support and installation
support would also be recommended. We also see value in an MPI commercial sector and service
provider working group to help work on implementation issues.

In summary, we make the following recommendations:

* The data needs to be routed through the FLL server so that we can properly setup out
communication functionality with fishers and LFRs

* We recommend that reporting apps require secure hashes of the fishing data to prevent
tampering of the data when it passes through our servers. This hash prevents FLL from changing
data indiscriminately and helps to meet IEMRS objective of providing verifiable information.

* A working group is formed with industry (that includes FLL) to develop the specifications for data
flow and security

Kind Regards

Mark Soboil
CEO
Fishery Logistics Ltd

Email: 8 2@ Phone:
$9(2)(a)
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Integrated Monitoring and Reporting System (IEMRS)

MPI’s proposal t%&oduce IEMRS consists of three components — Geospatial Position Reporting (GPR);
Electronic Rep@ (ER) and Electronic (Camera) Monitoring (EM). Due to the nature of Sealord’s vessel
operations, a els have operated with GPR for a considerable period, in 2011 Sealord voluntarily moved all
vessels on nder the CEDRIC system and have trialled EM.
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Sealord supports the whole of industry response to MPI in respect of IEMRS and we agree with the general
concept of IEMRS, that being acquisition of better information to improve fisheries management. However we
consider the following matters first need to be addressed to focus better the development and efficacy of
IEMRS! ():

a. More specific objectives for the deployment of IEMRS;

b. Consideration of wider fisheries management settings that will influence information requirements;

c. Specification of the information needs for individual fisheries;

d. Identification of The particular outputs sought and the feasibility of obtaining those in various fisheries;
e. An evaluation of the options available to obtain the required information;

f. A detailed cost-benefit analyses of the options available to collect the required data; and

g. Ananalysis of risks.

These are reasonable expectations given very little information has been provided on the costs of the proposed
IEMRS system and how these costs would be recovered. This comes on the back of the present cost recovery
model where there is already a lack of fidelity on assigned costs. Itis conceivable that the capital and operating
costs of IEMRS would be very considerable and directly impact on the Sealord’s shareholders (and the
shareholders of other fishing companies) in what is already a low return on asset (ROA) business.

Although MPI takes the view that under the Search and Surveillance Act and the Fisheries Act there are powers
to introduce IEMRS, we note that there are a large number of technical and legal issues that need to be
discussed and addressed. Sealord is willing to discuss these with MPI in greater detail through the proposed
working group.

Sealord has expended considerable funds in trialling video surveillance systems on factory vessels in
conjunction with Archipelago Marine Research, and the deployment issues with these systems have not in our
view been sufficiently resolved to fully implement them across the industry as proposed. With video
surveillance there are also legal questions over protection of privacy, release of information under Official
Information Act, what constitutes public information, and legal remedies for misuse of data that need to be
addressed.

We also note with concern that the offences and penalties regime that underpins the QMS will not be
addressed in this review. This regime needs to be addressed as a critical component of FOOF.

[Not relevant to request]

'As outlined in the Deepwater Group Submission for IEMRS component of FOOF
q"“ﬁki! K,-,,,%'

‘ SEALORD GROUP LIMITED
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Sealord supports the g concept of IEMRS, that being acquisition of better information to improve
fisheries management. Very little information has been provided on the costs of the proposed IEMRS system
and how these potentially substantial costs would be recovered. We consider that developing a successful
‘program framewo initiating and operating IEMRS is the single biggest challenge — not the technology.

SEALORD GROUP LIMITED

BUILDING 8 CENTRAL PARK PENROSE

PO BOX 62545 GREENLANE AUCKLAND 1546 NEW ZEALAND
T: +64 9 589 5300 F: +64 9 589 5301 SEALORD.COM
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Issue Five; Electronic report, VMS and cameras on vessels.

We are not opposed in principle to this indeed we are open to it however;

e Costs will fall on Industry and need to be managed reasonably.

e ltis frankly unrealistic to have it all done by 1/10/17 so this.comes back to higher costs for a
rush-job.
We do not believe there is much if anything to see so actually there will be little benefit

e EECo has trial-ed fishermen-tracking and found the technology insufficient at this time.
Unlike ocean boats we are often shielded from satellites due to gorges etc. Quite a bit of
fishing is not from a boat but is on-foot working back to a Ute.

e Other options to collect the required data should also be considered eg detailed monitoring
of some MPI-selected fishers or by more detailed forms.

Privacy

Fishing spots are often commercially sensitive. We trust that information will be protected.

Reporting all fish taken OMS & non OMS

This is unnecessary. As noted most of our by-catch is pest fish. Many of these pest fish are noxious
fish which must be destroyed as soon as possible and they are then rendered unmarketable.
However we do acknowledge that reporting by the fisher of pest fish by-catch would be far
preferable to having to land it to a LFR which would just create a real hassle and significant costs
for no benefits at all.

[Not relevant to
request]



Issue Five; Electronic report, VMS and %ras on vessels.

We are not opposed in principle to this i @ we are open to it however;
e Costs will fall on Industry and need to be managed reasonably.
e ltis frankly unrealistic to havé;ll done by 1/10/17 so this comes back to higher costs for a

rush-job. %

e We do not believe there & ch if anything to see so actually there will be little benefit

e Other options to collect the required data should also be considered eg detailed monitoring
of some MPI-seIecte( Eshers or by more detailed forms.

Privacy QQ/

Fishing spots are o@mmerciaﬂy sensitive. We trust that information will be protected.

Reporting allj@aken OMS & non OMS

This is unn%ééry. As noted we have little by-catch. However we do acknowledge that reporting
by the fis by-catch would be far preferable to having to land it to a LFR which would just
create a real hassle and significant costs for no benefits at all.
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11. MPI has ought views on amendments to regulation to enable the use of new fishing
techn and to introduce electronic reporting, vessel monitoring systems and video
surv ce. The industry supports collection of good information to improve decision quality,
b information needs to be relevant, cost effective and designed to meet clear

anagement objectives. We suggest that more analysis is required to determine how the

&

3 See Creating Value Beyond Sustainability, paragraphs 33-46.
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individual components could deliver better fisheries management outcomes through work
including information need analyses, comparison of options and a cost benefit analyses. (\/
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~_____ otherFOOF proposals such as IEMRS and prop

discarding rely on regulation rather than enabling stakeholders to achie sired outcomes.
These proposals are therefore more likely to reduce the value that cz@?pbtained from
fisheries by not supporting what can be delivered through rights and incentives.

12 See Creating Value Beyond Sustainability, paragraphs 61-70 and in Appendix 4.
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5.2 Integrated EIec@ic Monitoring and Reporting System (IEMRS)
83. The Ministry pro% to introduce an Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting System
(IEMRS) which consists of three components—Geospatial Position Reporting (GPR); Electronic
Reporting (ER) and Electronic (Camera) Monitoring (EM). The stated purpose of IEMRS is to
provide a ée, integrated and timely reporting and monitoring data on commercial fishing
activity.

84. MPI %?es that all permit holders will need to implement all three components of IEMRS, on
al ercial vessels, with GPR and ER being active on all vessels from 1 October 2017 and
M being implemented in a staged process from 1 October 2018. New regulations will be
@ ded to implement the various components of IEMRS from 1 October 2017.

Q=

}MA Morrison, ML Lowe, DM Parsons, NR Usmar and IM McLeod. 2009. A review of land-based effects on coastal
fisheries and supporting biodiversity in New Zealand. NZ Aquatic Environment and Biodiversity Report No. 37.
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85.

It is not stated in the consultation paper what regulation changes are proposed to implement
IEMRS.

5.2.1 Summary of industry position

86.

87.

88.

89.

Robust information underpins good decision-making and the industry supports any initiative
that seeks to improve decision quality. Consequently, the industry supports acquisition of
robust information. However, this support is qualified by the information collected improving
management by being relevant, appropriate, cost-effective, and aligned with well-specified
management settings and objectives. It is also premised on developing an operating framework
where decisions are considered and taken based on that information in a timely and consistent
manner.

As such, while we can see some potential value in individual components of IEMRS, industry
considers that the implementation of each component, severally and jointly, must be expressly
targeted to improve management outcomes. We consider that more information and analysis is
required to determine where and how the various components of IEMRS can deliver better
fisheries management outcomes for the Crown, the seafood industry and the public. This
analysis must necessarily include:

a) specific information needs, i.e. a clear definition of the management issues that require
additional information—fishstock by fishstock, sector by sector, for the different catching
methods and regions;

b) an assessment of the costs and benefits of using each of the three individual components
of IEMRS to address the aforementioned management issues—either individually or in
combination;

c¢) careful integration with—and adjustment of —wider fisheries management settings.
Therefore, while we agree with the general concept of IEMRS, that being the acquisition of

better information to improve fisheries management, we consider the following matters first
need to be addressed to focus better the development and efficacy of IEMRS:

a) more specific objectives for the deployment of IEMRS, linked to management objectives;
b) aclear definition of the information deficiencies, fishstock by fishstock;

c) consideration of wider fisheries management and policy settings that will influence
information requirements and direct subsequent management based on better
information;

d) the particular outputs sought and the feasibility of obtaining those in various fisheries;
e) an evaluation of the options available to obtain the required information;

f)  a detailed cost-benefit analyses of the options available to collect the required data; and
g) an.analysis of risks.

Central to this general position is that IEMRS is a tool to assist better fisheries management, and
not an end in itself. It is not a single mechanism—it is a collection of three components that
may be implemented, separately or collectively, depending on the information needs and the
capacity to acquire that information using IEMRS.

23



90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

The need for each IEMRS component, and its value to fisheries management, requires a wider
understanding of the information requirements and management regime for specific fisheries.
Unfortunately, the consultation material fails to provide that wider contextual setting which

precludes any assessment of the value of IEMRS components either individually or collectively.

For example, the proposal provides no analysis of the appropriateness or capacity of IEMRS to
monitor fisheries compliance, protected species interactions, occupational health and safety or
scientific data collection. The ability to meet those information needs varies by fishery, fishing
gear and the handling practices on the vessel.

By way of illustration, it is acknowledged that IEMRS will not be capable of several core data
collection requirements. For example, the collection of length frequency data, stomach content
analyses and otoliths. Human observers will still be required.'® That being the case, one may ask
whether IEMRS provides a cost-effective information collection platformin fisheries where
observers are present and where these data are necessary. The matters set out above in
paragraph 88 provide a framework for making such assessments and we would value the
opportunity to work through those considerations with MPI to ensure that IEMRS is an effective
tool to complement a robust fisheries management system.

It is also clear from the proposals that MPI expects that industry will meet both the full capital
costs of the equipment on the boats as well as bearing some proportion of the Ministry’s costs
in establishing the infrastructure and associated operational costs. As such this must be seen as
a joint investment. There must be collaboration in its development and there should be no need
for parallel systems. Such collaboration is recognised and reported as an essential prerequisite
to a successful EM programme on any scale (see Sylvia et al. Annex One).

Given the scale that is proposed, it will be critical for overall system success that agreements
are reached early on regarding issues such as immediate access to information supplied by the
EM systems to commercial parties and sector representative bodies as agreed with the fisher.

The following sections provide additional industry views on the IEMRS proposals including the
need for better problems definitions, further analysis and ongoing engagement to develop the
IEMRS proposals and support implementation that will improve information and management
outcomes in a cost effective manner.

5.2.2 The problem definition

96.

97.

98.

A precise problem definition should provide the rationale for IEMRS, drive its development and
target the implementation of its various components. However, the problem definition
provided by MPl.is vague, generalised and does not convincingly bridge the gap between the
outcomes being sought and the monitoring system proposed.

MPI state as the principal rationale for IEMRS, that there is no sure way to verify catch-effort
and protected species reporting by vessels, and that the absence of real-time or near real-time
reporting hinders the speed at which MPI can analyse information and taken action where
required.?°

Itis said that these problems result in a range of undesirable outcomes such as:

19 Vol Ill, page 24.
20 Vol lIl, page 13.
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99.

a) uncertainty regarding discarding, and other sources of mortality, meaning TACs may not be
set correctly;

b) constrained progress resolving protected species by-catch;

c¢) undermined confidence that fishers are operating with minimal or acceptable impacts;

d) limited opportunities to add value through lack of traceability and third-party certification;
e) long turn-around times through paper-based reporting.

The problem definition then lists several reasons why Observer coverage is difficult and
expensive to obtain in some fisheries. Yet there is no discussion of the need for that Observer
coverage, what specific information is required, what level of coverage is necessary and the
extent to which IEMRS can collect the information currently obtained by human observers.

Again, this demonstrates a lack of specificity about the information needs in various fisheries
and the options for obtaining those data.

100. The document then asserts that IEMRS will solve these issues (implying all of them) through

increased data collection. While in some instances additional data may be useful, asserting that
all three IEMRS components are needed across the whole commercial fleet operating is a very
blunt and expensive management response to a complex suite of challenges. Each fishery only
has a limited ability to invest more money towards better fisheries management. This means
there is a high opportunity cost for expenditure and we need to be sure that the investment
proposed represents the greatest joint industry/taxpayer return.

101. It is not apparent that IEMRS will solve the issues identified or that it represents a good

investment for industry or the Crown. MPI’s assertion to the contrary ignores the reality that
these issues are the consequence of a range of management settings and incentives that must
all be solved together through active fisheries management as opposed to making changes only
to increase monitoring and data collection.?

102. Considering some of the above scenarios is instructive in assessing the efficacy of IEMRS in

addressing some of the issues identified, for example:

a) There appears to be little current reason why MPI would require real-time or near real-
time reporting when almost all management decisions are based on annual or multi-annual
cycles. What is the analysis and action MPI envisage that would justify this information
need? For which fishstocks is this potentially needed?

b) While IEMRS would provide an incentive to reduce some forms of discarding, how can the
various components of IEMRS be used to address the underlying causes of discarding and
deliver better fisheries management outcomes? For example, what are the drivers and
incentives that result in undesirable discarding? How could all these best be addressed? To
what extent does better information assist any or all of them compared with other
measures? How should that information be used to improve management settings and

21

We are not convinced that the active management required would be delivered through the other initiatives discussed
in The Future of our Fisheries papers. We consider that New Zealand'’s fisheries management system is fundamentally
sound and significant fisheries management gains can be obtained through more effective management of the existing
regime (see Fisheries Inshore’s submission of 12 December 2015). This does not preclude the view that developing
other management options such as those discussed in response to Volume Il of The Future of our Fisheries should not
be progressed to further improve fisheries outcomes.
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103.

thereby reduce incentives to discard? What undesirable incentives could IEMRS create and
how can these be avoided?

¢) One questions how onboard cameras will verify catch effort reporting? Inshore trawl
skippers are required to provide an estimate of catch for the top eight species landed. It is
unclear how obtaining video footage of that catch being retrieved, sorted and stored
would verify the accuracy of the skipper’s estimate. What value is there in obtaining a
better estimate of catch? Similarly for large volumes of catch onboard deepwater vessels
where the catch is tipped directly in the pound. In contrast, there may be value in finer-
scale spatial data and more detail being collected through GPR and ER.

d) If there is constrained progress resolving protected species by-catch, in which fisheries is a
lack of information the impediment? Can the necessary information be collected using
IEMRS, e.g. speciation of seabird captures? Can the required coverage be targeted in time
and space to optimise efficacy and cost?

These examples, and there are many more, illustrate that if the Ministry and industry are to
jointly improve fisheries management by adopting IEMRS in one form or another, a more
considered and targeted approach is required. The matters referred to in paragraph 88 above
provide a starting point for properly assessing how and where the various components of
IEMRS may provide a useful tool—to be used in conjunction with other management
measures—to improve fisheries outcomes (see also Sylvia et al. in Annex One). A key
recognition must be that for IEMRS to assist in achieving the desired outcomes, it will need to
be accompanied by a range of other measures that address the issues in a cost-effective way.

5.2.3 Consultation

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

The submitters appreciate the opportunity to comment on the IEMRS proposal at this early
stage of its conceptual development. However, as set out above, there is little provided by way
of rationale or the detail of the specific purpose of IEMRS that would allow us to provide a more
useful response.

In particular there is insufficient information on the costs of the proposed IEMRS system and
how these costs would be recovered. It is conceivable that the capital and operating costs of
IEMRS would be very considerable indeed.

Furthermore, there is no information provided about the particular regulatory changes that are
proposed. A non-exhaustive list of regulations is provided that would require amendment but
without any further information.?? It is also stated that “new infringements relating to new
reporting and monitoring requirements” are within scope of the consultation but are not
discussed in the consultation paper at all.

The courts have considered consultation in some detail. A key component of which is a
requirement that the party consulted will be (or will be made) adequately informed to enable it
to make an intelligent and useful response.?

Similarly, and with particular regard to consultation with Maori, the Court has held that “Those
consulting need to impart enough about the proposal that those consulted are able to respond

22 Vol IIl, page 26.
23 Vol lll, page 8.
24 Wellington International Airport Ltd v Air NZ [1991] 1 NZLR 671 (CA).
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with appropriate and accurate information on the potential effects on affected Maori, so that it
may be considered by the decision maker.”?

109. In considering specific instances regarding the adequacy of consultation, the Regulations
Review Committee has stated that a party under a duty to consult must provide a reasonable
amount of information, as those consulted must know what is proposed before they can be
expected to give their views.?®

110. It follows that Volume Il of The Future of our Fisheries regarding IEMRS is simply an articulation
of an idea that may warrant further development. Given the lack of specifics, it is difficult to
consider the information provided, and process to date, as consultation in a legal sense.

5.2.4  Further analysis required

111. The Treasury has provided detailed information on preparing Regulatory Impact Statements
that must accompany all proposals for regulatory change. The Treasury note the following as
required information:?’

Identify the full range of practical options (regulatory and non-regulatory) that may wholly or
partly achieve the objectives. Within the regulatory options, this includes identifying the full
(viable) range of regulatory responses.

For each feasible option:

o identify the full range of impacts (including economic, fiscal, compliance, social,
environmental and cultural) and provide an appropriate level of quantification

o describe the incidence of these impacts. (i.e., who bears the costs and the benefits) and
assess the net benefit compared with the status quo.

112. The information provided about IEMRS in The Future of our Fisheries documents does not
contain the analysis required. We consider that this level of analysis should be part of any
proper consultation process such that those impacted can understand the proposal and provide
a considered response.

113. Given that MPI would be required to conduct this analysis as part of advancing a regulatory
process, there should be little impediment to conducting the required analysis and sharing that
information publicly.

5.2.5 Other matters

114. In addition to ensuring fisheries management applications are optimised by any IEMRS system,
there are peripheral matters that also require attention. These relate to the use of camera
monitoring onboard vessels.

Privacy and the Official Information Act 1982

115. Despite the increase in camera monitoring in the workplace, it remains relatively uncommon. It
is even'more uncommon for that video monitoring to be a compulsory requirement by the
Crown and hence subject to release under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA). In many
instances a fishing vessel is not just a crew member’s workplace, but also their home. Many

25 Beadle v Minister of Corrections EnvC A74/2002, 8 April 2002 [549].
26 Report of the Regulations Review Committee: Investigation into the Biosecurity (Ruminant Protein) Regulations 1999.
27 Regulatory Impact Analysis Handbook, Part IV. The Treasury, July 2013.
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fishers are understandably concerned about breaches of personal privacy and are wary of the
protections afforded by s 9(2)(a) of the OIA.

Penalty regime

116. The ease with which an offence can be detected is a consideration when determining the
nature of the resultant penalty. During its consultation in 2011 on Improvements to
Administrative Commercial and Recordkeeping Requirements the Ministry stated that “... when
setting specific penalty levels account must be taken of ... the ‘ease’ with which the offence can
be proved and the level of compliance [resource] required to achieve this.”

117. Following the Ministry’s principle, it would be consistent to also review the penalty regime
under the Fisheries Act 1996 to take account of the vastly increased ease of detection and
ability to prove non-compliance that video monitoring may provide. We would have expected
this work to be signalled in The Future of our Fisheries documentation asa necessary precursor
to that component of IEMRS.

Access to data

118. Industry bodies are already collecting additional information through cooperative arrangements
with fishers; this includes detailed information about catch and effort and fine-scale VMS
information. The regimes are well-developed and collect high-quality data well in excess of
statutory requirements. These arrangement have considerable advantages in that they have the
cooperation of participants and thereby incentives to provide good quality data. Participants
have ownership of the data and the results that stem from the use of those data (in a literal and
figurative sense). There is considerable potential to build on that model, especially with support
for collective decision making within industry, and provide the necessary core data to MPI to
support assessments.

119. Any IEMRS system should allow that information to continue to be collected and for industry to
have access to those data as they require tem. In our view it is essential that any version of
IEMRS that is progressed complements rather than frustrates those initiatives.

Event-based reporting

120. We would welcome more discussion on event-based reporting. While we have no fundamental
issue with moving to event-based reporting, the designation of an “event” needs careful
consideration. In some circumstances the nature of fishing activity lends itself well to defining
and reporting fishing events. However, this is fishery-specific and the converse is also true.

121. The same considerations also apply to production events. In some fisheries, production is a
continuous process and discrete fishing events cannot be linked to a corresponding production
event.

122. As with the more substantive matters raised in this paper, the reason(s) for moving to event-
based reporting require more detailed rationale and analysis so those objectives can be
accommodated in the most appropriate and practical way; having regard to the operational
differences among fisheries and individual vessels.

All fish taken to be reported

123. We support better reporting of catch, including by the recreational sector and amateur charter
vessels. However, Volume Ill suggests that rather than providing an estimate of the top five or
eight species on catch returns, that all QMS and non-QMS species be recorded. In some
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fisheries this may be scores of species and is entirely impractical, in some circumstances
impossible, and technically unrealistic for fisher-reporting of non-QMS species.

124. We consider that the catch/effort return is not the correct mechanism to obtain that additional
information. At present it provides a simple estimate of catch that allows for general
reconciliation with LFR Returns and MHRs.

125. As with other considerations in this submission, the analysis set out in paragraph 88 should be
applied to understand the need for that additional information, the precision required and the
most appropriate mechanism by which to obtaining it.

5.2.6  Dual process

126. The short discussion above illustrates that the use of EM requires consideration of a number of
specific matters including, but not limited to: preservation of personal privacy, information
release, and the adaptation of the penalty regime.

127. Given these issues, we consider that any regulatory process should be split with the ER and GPR
components progressing first while further consideration is given the more complex legal and
policy questions relating to EM. Given the stated intention to progress EM at a later date, this
would provide the opportunity to address those questions.

5.2.7 Next steps

128. We consider that the IEMRS concept has significant potential to provide valuable information
that could improve fisheries outcomes. The information provided in the Future of our Fisheries
is limited and further discussion is necessary to develop the IEMRS concept and thereby provide
the necessary detail to allow for meaningful consultation in the future.

129.To allow for further development and better understanding, we submit that a joint MPI /
industry / Maori working group be established to address the matters raised in the IEMRS
discussion paper. Until such time as the substantive questions about IEMRS are addressed and
the specifics articulated we are unable to provide a more supportive endorsement of the IEMRS
concept.
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Annex One

The Environmental Defense Fund, a US-based eNGO, contracted a review of electronic monitoring
drawing particularly on North American experiences.?® The learnings from that review, and the
various trials that preceded it, should be studied carefully and as we consider the use of similar
technology here.

The key findings of the Environmental Defense Fund’s Report are summarised below:

The use of EM for fisheries MCS is still uncommon: The use of EM is still rare although significant
industry, NGO, and government agency interest exists in exploring its application. In the US EM is
still primarily in the “experimental” stage.

EM technology is maturing and operationally robust: EM technology has been tested, utilised, and
compared to human observers in many different applications. EM can directly substitute for many
human observer functions, can perform some functions to a higher level of accuracy (such as
monitoring of sporadic events that occur over long time periods), but is also restricted, as a stand-
alone technology, of performing some of the essential tasks performed by human observers (such as
biological sampling). Similarly there can be major challenges with EM when individual retained or
discarded species need to be identified in mixed fisheries.

EM is part of an integrated fisheries management system-and not just a data collection technology:
Implementing EM is also about creating new management and information systems with attendant
governance regulatory and structural change.

Clearly articulated objectives for EM reduce costs and increase effectiveness: Defining the objectives
of a monitoring program that are clearly articulated and developed in conjunction with EM
providers, fishermen, and fishery managers can foster cost effectiveness, especially when moving
from a trial phase to an implementation phase. Clearly stated objectives should be used to refine
monitoring needs, e.g. the necessary precision required.

The structure of EM costs differs from observer costs — scale is critical: The costs of observers to a
fishing vessel are normally realised as purely “variable” costs—they are paid for on a “per day” basis.
EM, however, requires significant initial investment in equipment, installation, and training as a fixed
cost. EM is not necessarily cheaper than observers as it depends on required video review rates,
storage costs, number of fishing days and the required level of coverage.

EM and observer costs can differ significantly: The literature review and financial analysis shows that
EM may be within 50% to 150% of the costs of observers depending on 1) program objectives, 2)
characteristics of the fishery, 3) the scale, diversity and distribution of the fleet, 4) organisation,
cooperation, and sophistication of the fleet, and 5) type of resource management system.

Who pays for EM and observers can differ; incentives are important: The implementation of a new,
potentially-less expensive method of fishery monitoring brings with it the opportunity for change,

28 Sylvia G, Harte M and Cusack C, 2016. Challenges, Opportunities and Costs of Electronic Fisheries Monitoring.
Environmental Defense Fund, Newport Oregon USA. Last accessed 19 December 2016 and available at:
http://www.edf.org/sites/default/files/electronic_monitoring for fisheries report -

september 2016.pdf? ga=1.16173875.422670097.1480651050.
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innovation, and greater focus on cost effectiveness. There are a variety of potential incentives to
drive successful development and adoption of EM including: 1) developing EM in conjunction with
experimental fishing permits that provide additional quota to fishermen; 2) using EM to verify
logbook data accuracy that can support use of fisheries dependent data in science and management;
3) encouraging fishermen to design efficient systems based on their ideas and transparency in costs
and standards, rather than being burdened with costly and inflexible systems designed by others; 4)
rewarding good behaviour and record keeping with lower review and video audit costs; and 5)
receiving financial remuneration for providing EM data to science centres, universities, and other
organisations.

The marketplace for EM and observer services is complex: The marketplace for EM products and
services is relatively small but has the potential to grow significantly. EM is not always a substitute
for observers but in the future we should expect to find creative combinations of EM and observers
to best meet regulatory compliance and data needs at the lowest cost levels.

The presence or absence of clear standards can fundamentally lead to the success or failure of EM
initiatives: Standards for EM are complex because they must be applied to many elements of the EM
process including data requirements, monitoring equipment, data confidentiality, data ownership,
etc. But well-defined and cooperatively developed standards can help provide a coherent framework
for building successful EM programs.

Expectations need to be reasonable and aligned with the capacity, regulatory environment, and
culture of management agencies and industry: Agency, NGO and industry views about the
capabilities of EM as a technology and the ability to integrate EM with existing fishing and agency
management practices can often be too optimistic. EM introduction is often hampered by
uncertainty caused by changes in costs, overall agency and wider industry commitment to EM
programs, and shifting goal posts during introduction. In order to develop cost effective and
innovative EM systems, management agencies should support innovation based on understanding
markets for monitoring systems, as well as incentives within their own fisheries and agencies to
drive down costs and improve performance. A fundamental principle is that poorly managed and
financially stressed fisheries cannot support effective EM or observer monitoring.

Collaboration is essential to the implementation of EM: The greater the collaboration between
scientists, enforcement officers, managers, technologists, and industry during the trial,
implementation and operational phases of an EM project, the greater its chances of success. Each
player must strive to understand the perspectives of other team members and realise the trade-offs
that may be inherent in balancing the quantity/quality of the data and the costs to achieve different
levels of “compliance”. By structuring the program using a collaborative approach, players will
discover approaches for aligning incentives and increasing trust among the participating partners.

Learning from the experience of others: There have been many EM experimental programs and pilot
projects across U.S. fleets, regions, and fisheries. These programs did and are providing important
information, experiences, and ideas. We recommend conducting a national survey of participants in
EM programs to determine experiences, lessons learned, approaches for improving programs, and
ideas for reducing costs.
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[Not relevant to request]

Monitoring and Management could be on a finer scale and this can be done by Lat/Lon currently,
but some other information should be collected which might seem insignificant now but could be
useful in the future for retrospective catch/effort levels.

Surface longline effort return is the only return that asks for weather information and sea temp.
Do Fisheries Management Team not consider this as important to other fisheries or methods?

Some fishers could be selected on certain merits to assist.



Future of our Fisheries

s 9(2)(a)

Fisheries.review@mpi.govt.nz

| address my responses to Volume Il and the subject of Integrated Electronic
Monitoring and reporting system.

| registered my interest and concern in these consultations in October, 2016 and
have included my letter to the Prime Minister, Minister of Fisheries and the
local Invercargill M.P. on 15" December, 2016 with these submissions.

Apart from two replies that was “an operational issue” and my letter being
referred on to the Ministry of Fisheries | have had no response to the concerns
which were raised at the Invercargill meeting and reflected in my letter and my
own concerns

Introduction of Integrated Electronic Monitoring in New Zealand Fisheries

[Not relevant to request]

4

4. Serious concerns about privacy issues which were raised at the Invercargill “consultation meeting’
by a Bluff skipper whose boat is also his home were not addressed. There is no information about
the discussions had with the office of the Privacy Commissioner available to those who wish to make
submissions and participate in the “conversation.”

5. Bluff Oyster skippers have guarded the marks handed down to them through generations and
there is no “social licence” which has emerged from discussions in this community or information
provided in sufficient time for such discussions to take place. The skippers’ marks have a marketable



value and the proposals do not include a scheme comparative to the Public Works Act
appropriations to recompense them for this loss. (\/

L.F.Goffin Q—%v
O
N
N

| attach a copy of the letter sent to the Minister an@ﬁembers of Parliament concerning the
brevity of the consultation period and the gross di ntage South Island Fisheries have had in
comparison with North Island Fisheries in the tiK ling of these consultations.
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s 9(2)(a)

16 December, 2016

Rt Hon.Bill English,
Prime Minister,
Parliament Buildings
WELLINGTON

Hon Nathan Guy,
Parliament Buildings,
WELLINGTON.

Sarah Dowie,

M.P for Invercargill.
Parliament Buildings,
WELLINGTON

Dear Prime Minister and Members of Parliament for Otaki and Invercargill,
Consultation Meeting: Invercargill Thursday December 15th 2016.

I have been following the public debate on "fish dumping" and proposed mandatory
surveillance on commercial fishing vessels since it became a public issue and I have kept
contact with Parliament through the office of my former MP Hon Peseta Sam Lotu-Iiga and
with MFish on the beginning of the public consultation process and will continue my interest
through to likely Select Commuittees hearings.

I am a Member of the Marine Law Association of Australia and NZ and have followed the
1ssues as a lawyer member. My particular concerns include unprecedented mandatory
surveillance of the workplaces of just one sector of the population and data collection and
data sharing. Some of those concerns were raised by others in the Invercargill meeting last
evening and the discussions which followed.

[Not relevant to request]



Some had travelled considerable distances to attend the meeting and the meeting was quite
clear about the disadvantage they at both in population size and truncated period of
consultation and information sharing in presenting their submissions and having them heard.

Yours faithfully, Q

N

&
N
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CONSULTATION DOCUMENT 1l

| prefer option two ER and GPR reporting although with some reservations.

The reporting of all bi catch species will take a lot of time especially as the quantities are
statistically irrelevant in most cases. | realise the scientists consider that you can never have
to much information but you have to be practical, reporting 4undersized flounder, 3brittle
stars, 2 hermit crabs, 4 paddle crabs, a meter of bubble kelp and 1 of bull kelp is irrelevant to
everyone when monitoring a catch system of over 400,000tons.

My reservation with GPR is based on an incident that occurred in Australia recently where a
prawn trawler that had GPR on board went missing, the family and rescue services went to
there fisheries people and not only could they not tell them when they lost the signal but they
couldn't even tell them the rough area in which to mount a search. So my reservation is is this
a management tool or just toys for the boys like new iPhones for the kids?

As for EM my first thought is 'Am | the worst criminal in the land" as not even pedophiles and
serial killers have to have video monitoring while going about there daily lives.

As the quota system is working well and all fish stocks are within safe biological limits | see
this as just a luxury for empire building managers, a bit like the difference between a high
definition TV and an ordinary one. You claim that it will help you more effectively manage
the fisheries but | doubt your ability to use it in a relevant way as you don't fully utilise the
information you have now in a practicle way, as | stated above the time taken to act is far to
slow and is driven | believe by a fear by scientists and managers of having the finger pointed
at them for making a mistake.

This paper repeats the phrase 'benefits will accrue' | say this is rubbish in the context of my
operation and are just flashy buzz words. Any benefits that may occur will be well buried
under the added expense to my operation.

| have a small operation that only makes me a small income and even $5000.00 is a big hole
in my profits. That is as much as my total set of my trawl gear.

Another thing is will we have to send in video data every day as the cell phone data time
required to send 20hrs of video every working day will drive me broke.

Next | am concerned about security, as the recent media storm about dumping shows your
security isn't worth the breath it takes to mention. At the drop in meeting | went to the other
day it was admitted that other agency's like maritime and DOC will have access if they
request it. This would then open me to a whole new list of liabilities and possible
prosecutions | havnt even imagined yet so between your 8000 plus rules and there's I'll be
spending my retirement in jail for just trying to make a living.

[Not relevant to request]

Yours Cyril Lawless
s 9(2)(a)



FUTURE OF OUR FISHERIES SUBMISSION

[Not relevant to request]

My vessel is my work place and my home when at sea. The vessels size prohibits defined
areas of work and non-work. Because of this | am totally against the compulsory installation
of camera surveillance equipment. | see it as a breach of my basic human rights.

My whanau and | use our vessel for private and recreational use as well as commercial
operation. The compulsory camera surveillance monitoring whilst my whanau is on board
the vessel is a breach of their basic human rights.

| have no objection to electronic reporting of my Catch, Effort and Landing Reports.

Given the limited areas | fish in | see no need for Geospatial Position Reporting. | am aware
that MPI currently use satellite monitoring so can not see the need for GPR.

[Not relevant to request]

We all want a sustainable fishery. As an intergenerational fisher | want my children to be
able to become fishers if they desire. | feel the proposal of compulsory camera surveillance
treats me as a criminal. | do not consider my type of single specie potting to be a threat to
sustainability and this is backed by science. | question how the writers of the document
would feel if they had compulsory camera surveillance in their homes or even their
workplace. | also have serious issues regarding sharing of information derived by camera
surveillance.

Tristan Topi

s 9(2)(a)
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IEMRS-InéAted Electronic Management and Reporting System

LCFA gzeglly in support of gathering good robust information for use in decision making
regar fisheries management. But the information must be relevant, appropriate, cost —
ef , and have specific management purposes and objectives.

LCFA Submission The Future of Our Fisheries Page 3

23 December 2016



LCFA support transparency and validation but have some concerns regarding problems
relating to cameras on fishing vessels during recent trials. Bad media releases of late and(\/
MPI’s unhelpful and less than supportive comments, cameras are as yet proving to cau

more problems for the fishers on the water, thus having the opposite affect than thei(b
intention. Problems have included reliability of cameras working, validation of inforhs.tion
with Trident being put under the microscope, release of actual camera footage U/d{: the
OIA. These issues need to be sorted before any general roll out on fishing vess@T e rights

and privacy of fishermen need to be protected.
any position to
shermen are

The cost of the IEMRS will fall ultimately on to the fishermen, who are not in
absorb any more costs on their businesses and remain economically viabé
struggling as it is to keep up with the high costs of running a fishing opon.

4

LCFA Submission The Future of Our Fisheries Page 4

23 December 2016



Submission on The Future of our Fisheries consultation document 2016.

[Not relevant to request]

As a consequence of this short time frame the TRLIA will limit comments to the proposal
for IEMRS in the CRA 3 fishery.

We are aware of the issues in some mixed species fisheries that have embarrassed the
Minister of Primary Industries. We are unable to relate these issues to rock lobster fisheries in
general, and in particular, CRA 3. We have not been presented with any evidence, or even
conjecture, of any significant issues that would require CRA 3 operators to be compelled to
operate with IEMRS.

We specifically object to the expense of IEMRS to operators, being treated as untrustworthy
and the personal intrusion of video surveillance.

The MPI estimated cost of $5,000 to $18,000 per vessel plus ongoing maintenance and
running costs is money that will come from fishermen's share of profits from fishing. In the
absence of any evidence based rationale that there is any significant illegal behaviour
occurring on rock lobster vessels, this money should stay as wages. This region suffers
economically compared to the main centres and commercial fishing is a vital part of the local
economy.

It is a natural reaction to proposals such as FOOF for those targeted to question if they are
considered criminals who just haven't been caught yet. The vast majority of vessel operators
in the CRA 3 fishery understand the principals of the quota management system and endorse
the principal of responsibility for sustainability of the fishery into the future. The companies
that most fishermen depend on for access to CRA 3 ACE have well known policies of not
providing ACE to operators convicted of fisheries offences. Industry and local MPI
compliance know the few operators in CRA 3 who may be abusing the fishery but have been
frustrated by the lack of a solid conviction. The idea that IEMRS will deter or restrict these
offenders is naive.



As a generation who read George Orwell's 1984 in high school english, and were enlightened
about the corrupting effects of surveillance, we are disturbed at the prospect of compulsort\/
video monitoring. Perhaps when occupations, with higher conviction rates for professio
misconduct, such as teaching, policing, accounting and ministers of religion are requir&
submit to real time reporting, GPS tracking and video surveillance we could start to have

fair conversation about IEMRS. There seem to be grounds for an enquiry to the H)Qn
Rights Commission about unwarranted surveillance.

Chairman TRLIA

Gordon Halley ,Qz\



Volume II: The Fisheries Management System Review

Strategic priority: Maximising value from our fisheries O(){)\/
N

Address discarding of fish

Tighter regulatory controls to manage discards &

Would you like to comment? Q_
Govorend fule-“%ﬂ)hg with the use of cameras shoulc
be sulice. o énsuve discaras are  properl

Mmanagead.




Volume lli: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state
Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?
\ ' ) 3 \/ y
L/ J L V4
Strongly Disagreg Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

\,Ji-?— now e bew— \;"-:'_av"“i ok The suat MO RS e o S ermah
hove mo 13Sue with comnerss pervng oA the vessel |
ODnce ths s m place Yor evevuysnae flhere neecds Tobk e
assiwances onb mer can~ Vigwy all the dolae dollechke o
# the VMS vacdiki—~g will »ot ba decumernted on ey
zites auallcble @O p@bug \he,;._;»ng 1 pMLs vehuav s Qvé
>llowed ez e reed o ke agle t© ke mpme=msuved €
'“»-ew veleasedh e »ot buinmedr  peasuvred & Yhen
eruvved Yo e sea poteintt a\l  not alwu €

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

18 Ministry for Primary industries



Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

/ | /

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

I

Would you like to comment?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of Our Fisheries - Submission Form 19



Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?
A 5"'@—% Gevech \.vn‘aie,mem'\'"a.hcm o @nsuve evevrgihiom g

\3 Wc‘f\@—\ha (,.Ov’fe.C"\'\S i5 the Nl Optis~ o
enjuvz e suddess o ths Change
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LY

i General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

I
|

;

L TR R S s = = = . = S SEGESUN NN B —— SR e —_——

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components [EM, ER, GPR] could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period should be rolled out?
M@,v\ioe_ (Tl avy opvea a3y, gtavh o jin \’(ne [eT. ]
wheve 1} s perceruesadd That = fhe pubklic ey
Wil e e s st penefricaial

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?
Treve sShould¥e no 13suwes, as 1ong ax  the

(@evas efc ave P t© sSwrafcdh € oo acy stop
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

Theve showuid  we o exdcepiions | g_jl ves seis
S~ oan hove e wnstalled .

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies [if any] do you currently use in your operations?

EM & GFPL 23 part b sua

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

On o behat

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation [the representative

body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

Na

What issues'do you currently have with ER?

Mhe dptlity o se—a e imPeranaohis ™ oece v Wshierve
Ane- Yo tredke ef cel phore coserayf - flavimg clder
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?
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‘ If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in.being an “early
| adopter”?
\

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CS0s)
If you represent a CS0, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

How might your exXisting systems used by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented hy your

organlsation? ) Fomm o —~ £SO POt ok \ne&-.,\
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

s - * = - X
|
1

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

¥ €2 s To e i plemented tishT cnougia aotce 13
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Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

I checiaaed \ g s N wzke 5 ey A HPoverm ol
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

Strb-ngly Diségree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the resultsbe reported?
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Volume lil: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

O O O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

O O O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?
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Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither
disagree

Would you like to comment?
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

O O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

O ° O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

O ° O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

What issues do.you currently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest.in being an “early
adopter”?

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

How might your existing systems used byyou and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your

organisation?
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

O O O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

Do you see value in a MPIl, commercial sectorand service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

What other issues does.-MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

O O O O O

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be.reported?
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Volume Ill: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree
disagree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

StronglyAgree

IEMRS shouldbealsomandatoryon all chartervessels.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

| think if it goesto electronicmonitoring,thereis anissuewith interlectualpropertybecausét is notsecure.And MPI

cannotguranteesecurity.

Also internetor phonecoverages questionablat bestaroundNZ; sothatwould meanthateveryvessewould haveto
install satalitecommunicationswhichis notfinancially fesiblefor the majority of smalloperators.

Thirdly, if thereportingcannotbe performedon a phoneor tabletthenit is ineffieient. If youaretrying to runan
online systemthatdoesn'work on mobiledevicest is anout datedsystem!!
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Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

- Disagree Neither

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree

How aretheygoingto ensuresecurityof information?

Discussion document November 2016

Agree

Strongly
agree

The Future of Our Fisheries - Submission Form 19



Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither - Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

| stronglydisagreeawith all electronicmonitoringdueto theinterlectualpropertywhich hastaken30+ yearsto build
up, beingavailableto thegenerapublic.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Of the 3 optionsyou havedescribedstayingasis, is the only feisableoptionfor all smallto mid sizedoperators.

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Noneatall. Thereis no benefiteto the smallto mid sizedcommercialbperatorsijt will infact put manyoutof busines:
asit is too expensiveo getinto. If it doesgo aheadhenthe camerasndmontioringequipmenneedto be suppliedto
eachvesseby MPI, astheyhavehadthefinancial benefitof havingsold mostof the Crown quotato the commercial
fishermen.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

It shouldn'tbeimplementedintil all issuesandproblemsthatarerelatingto interlectualpropertyaresolvedandthe
montoringequipmentis affordableavailable.

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?

Financialin termsof the costsof the equipmentandto their ability to continueto providefor their families (especially
anywho areonly part-timefishing) andsecurityof interlectualproperty(all marksthathavebeenrecordecbverthe
last30+years).
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

Sameway astheycurrentlydo andperformrandomvesseinspectionsandbalancesgainsticencedfish reciever
returns.

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Nil - we would useelectronicCELR andMHR if it wasavailableanduserfriendly, for useon phonesandtablets;with
allowancedor beingout of phoneanddatarangeduringatrip.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

On our own behalf

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

No

What issues doyou currently have with ER?

It notbeenuserfriendly, needssimple,straightforwardbookletto explainsystemlogin, anddatareporting. Many
fishermenarenottechnologysavvy.
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

Simpletextto saythatdaily returnis receivedandemail detailingthe monthlyreturns.

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest.in being an “early
adopter”?

No

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

Thereis no suchthing asconfidential especiallywith electronictechnologyandlarg organisations!!

How might your existing systems used byyou and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

N/A

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
organisation?

No
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

We don'texpirenceany,simplyfill outthe paperworkandunloadthefish.

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree.

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sectorand service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

No

What other issues does.-MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree!!! Havealreadyspokento severakmalloperatoravhomdidn'tknow anythingaboutthis
submissionpr themeetingdnvolved. But arehavingto considerceasingoperations.

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be.reported?

If youaregoingto monitorfishing it needgo beall fishing vesselscommercial charterandrecreational.Realistically
themonitoringyou aretalking aboutcanonly work onthefactoryor largertrawl boats. Theinshorefleetsare
strugglingto makea living asit is, without the extrasetupandannualcostsof camerastc.

MPI shouldbetheonly recipientof anyinformationcollatedfrom fish vesselsunlessthereareillegal or unsafe
activitieshappeningon board.
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Volume lil: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

@ O S ® O
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

18 Ministry for Primary Industries



Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

Strongly Disagree Neither
disagree

Would you like to comment?

Agree

‘\.\-/.
Strongly
agree

Discussion document November 2016
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

its 2016now sowe needto getinto the computerage,but goingthereandgettingsetup with camerags way overthe
top maybelook into camerast alaterstageoneatatime.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

What issues do.you currently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest:in being an “early
adopter”?

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

How might your existing systems used byyou and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
organisation?
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan
Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?
R R
C) C/ . N\
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree

disagree

Would you like to comment?

O

Strongly
agree

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sectorand service provider working group to work on implementation

issues?

What other issues does.-MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

~ ~ ~ ~
J \ _J ' {‘\.;,/' ‘l\\,/"

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
disagree agree

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be.reported?
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and.reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What
other factors should be considered?

The current system works well. Non —compliance can be significantly reduced if there was better
education.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0 X

Would you like to comment?.For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?

The “problem” is significantly overstated. Most of the non-compliance which has been
observed can be fixed through better education.
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Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0 X

Would you like to comment?

It is unnecessary for most fisheries. Itis impractical for cod potting fishers, who do not have
the same environmental or compliance issues that set netting andtrawl fisheries have.
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0ddX

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting fer-all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0ddX

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (pleasetick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

DoKX

Would you like to comment?

This whole proposed system is unwieldy, expensive and probably not logistically viable for
the Chatham Islands. It is not possible to implement this system for all fisheries because
many fisheries'do not use vessels which can support an electronic monitoring system. The
Chatham Islands fishery is an example of this. Some of our fisheries (such as commercial
blue cod fishing) have few discards and little environmental impact, and this proposed system
IS unnecessary for this.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, whatare
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

No.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in-stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in-period should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

There are logistic difficulties in installing, maintaining and operating such systems at sea. What
happens if the system breaks down? Does fishing then stop?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries — Submission Form 21



If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

CIFA supports gathering good information for the use in robust decision making. However,
that support is qualified by the information collected improving management by being
relevant, appropriate, cost-effective, and aligned with well-specified management settings
and objectives.

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your/operations?

Individual fishermen use GPS trackers and dataloggers, which take GPS- based catch data. This
information is private to the user.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as:an‘input into someone else’s
operations?

This technology is operated on behalf of the individual-fisherman

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a‘particular stock or group of stocks, such as the
Paua Industry Council), or other similar management group?

No
What issues do you currently have.with ER?

1. There are logistic difficulties with operating electronic devices in wet environments

2. Software and database-development and maintenance is expensive and unwieldy.

3. Data access is private to each individual fisherman, and should not be released
without their express permission.
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would
be helpful to you?

None

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest.in being an
“early adopter”?

No.

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your infarmation standards for data

collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

CIFA does not gather this information from its members.

How might your existing systems used by you and yourstakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those
represented by your organisation?

CIFA does not divulge information on‘its\individual members. Individual fishermen can,
however, be contacted by MPI through the normal channels.

Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the-proposed implementation arrangements (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?
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CIFA disagrees with the system as proposed. The present system is sufficient for cod potting fishers.
Any further surveillance is unnecessary

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

No. Another quango is of no interest to CIFA.

What other issues does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’stransition to
IEMRS?

The “transition” needs to be abandoned.

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and reviewarrangements (please tick only
one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

The proposal is that “... permit holders will be required to report all fish caught, including
non-quota species and fish below minimum legal sizes.”

Reporting all fish taken is unrealistic.. Only the top 5 species, or regular by-catch should need
reporting. If all odds-and-sods need reporting then fishermen will become bogged down in
paperwork.

What do you think should be:-monitored? To whom should the results be reported?

See above
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and.reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered?

The current system works well. Non —compliance can be significantly reduced if there was better
education.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

O X O

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?

The “problem” is significantly overstated. Most of the non-compliance which has
been observed can be fixed through better education.
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Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0 X

Would you like to comment?

It is unnecessary for most fisheries. It is impractical for eel fishers, who mainly use
dinghies and four-wheel drives.
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0ddX

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting fer-all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0ddX

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

DoKX

Would you like to comment?

This whole proposed system is unwieldy, expensive and probably not logistically
viable. It is notpossible to implement this system for all fisheries because many
fisheries de not use vessels which can support an electronic monitoring system. Eel
fisheries.are‘an example of this. Other fisheries (such as blue cod potting) have few
discards and little environmental impact, and this proposed system is unnecessary for
this.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what-are
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

The SIEIA datalogging system is far superior. Itis cheaper, more accurate and provides better
information.

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER;.GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

No.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

There are logistic difficulties'in‘installing, maintaining and operating such systems at sea. What
happens if the system breaks.down? Does fishing then stop?
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

MPI verification systems through LFR’s are already comprehensive. Better information would-be
gathered if there was better education of how the catch-reporting is done.

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your.operations?

SIEIA uses dataloggers, which take a wide range of catch, bycatch and environmental data in
freshwater and estuarine eel environments

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

This technology is operated on behalf of the individual fisherman and SIEIA

If so, is it linked to the electronic’systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similar management group?

The SIEIA datalogging system is similar to that used by PIC.

What issues doyyou currently have with ER?

1. » We currently do not have 100% uptake of the system by all eel fishermen.

2. ~There are logistic difficulties with operating electronic devices in wet environments

3. Software and database development and maintenance has been expensive and
unwieldy. There have been many software “bugs” which needed ironing out.
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4. Data access is private to each individual fisherman, and cannot be released without
their express permission. This makes data release for management purposes
challenging.
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5. What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be
helpful to you?

6. SIEIA is not interested in reinventing the wheel and having another expensive ER
system imposed upon it

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in being an
“early adopter”?

SIEIA currently utilises ER.

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to_share your information standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

Yes

How might your existing systems used by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

The SIEIA system has the potential to deliver all IEMRS objectives. 100% uptake by all fishermen is
needed to do this.

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented
by your organisation?
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SIEIA does not divulge information on its individual members. They can, however, be
contacted through the normal channels.

Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (pléase tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

SIEIA disagrees with the system as proposed.; The present system is sufficient for eel fishers.

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

No. Another quango is-of no interest to SIEIA.

What other/issues does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
IEMRS?
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The “transition” needs to be done voluntarily by the fishermen themselves. SIEIA has
demonstrated that this is possible. Although we do not yet have 100% uptake of or
datalogging system, we have more than 50% after only two years, and this increases
every year. Itisinevitable that SIEIA will eventually have 100% uptake. There is.ne
need for MPI to impose a compulsory system.
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tickonly
one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should'the results be reported?
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What
other factors should be considered?

The current system works well. Non —compliance can be significantly reduced if there was better
education.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0 X

Would you like to comment?.For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?

The “problem” is significantly overstated. Most of the non-compliance which has
been observed.can be fixed through better education.
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Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0 X

Would you like to comment?

It is unnecessary for most fisheries. It is impractical for cod potting fishers, who do
not have the same environmental or compliance issues thatset netting and trawl
fisheries have..
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0ddX

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting fer-all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

OO0ddX

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

DoKX

Would you like to comment?

This whole proposed system is unwieldy, expensive and probably not logistically
viable. It is notpossible to implement this system for all fisheries because many
fisheries de not use vessels which can support an electronic monitoring system. The
BCOS fishery'is an example of this. Other fisheries (such as commercial eeling) have
few discards and little environmental impact, and this proposed system is unnecessary
for this,
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, whatare
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

No.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in-stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in-period should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

There are logistic difficulties in installing, maintaining and operating such systems at sea. What
happens if the system breaks down? Does fishing then stop?
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

BCO5 supports gathering good information for the use in robust decision making. However,
that support is qualified by the information collected improving management by being
relevant, appropriate, cost-effective, and aligned with well-specified management settings
and objectives.

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your/operations?

Individual BCOS5 fishermen use GPS trackers abd dataloggers, which-take GPS- based catch data. This
information is private to the user.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as:an‘input into someone else’s
operations?

This technology is operated on behalf of the individual-fisherman

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a‘particular stock or group of stocks, such as the
Paua Industry Council), or other similar management group?

No
What issues do you currently have.with ER?

1. There are logistic difficulties with operating electronic devices in wet environments

2. Software and database-development and maintenance is expensive and unwieldy.

3. Data access is private,to each individual fisherman, and should not be released
without their express permission.
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would
be helpful to you?

None

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest.in being an
“early adopter”?

No.

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your.information standards for data

collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

BCOS5 does not gather this information from its members.

How might your existing systems used by you:and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those
represented by your organisation?

BCO5 does not divulge information on its individual members. They can, however, be
contacted by MPI through the hormal channels.

Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O
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Would you like to comment?

BCOS5 disagrees with the system as proposed. The present system is sufficient for cod potting
fishers. Any further surveillance is unnecessary

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work-on
implementation issues?

No. Another quango is of no interest to BCO5.

What other issues does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
IEMRS?

The “transition” needs to be abandoned.

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tick only
one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

The proposal is that “... permit holders.will be required to report all fish caught, including
non-quota species and fish below minimum legal sizes.”

Reporting all fish taken is unrealistic. Only the top 5 species, or regular by-catch should need
reporting. If all odds-and-sods need reporting then fishermen will become bogged down in
paperwork.

What do you.think should be monitored? To whom should the results be reported?

See above
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered?

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

X OO

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?
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Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

| agree that better information is required for robust decision making. This however needs to be
relevant, appropriate, cost-effective and aligned with well specified management settings and
objectives.
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree
Strongly Agree O

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting fer-all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree
Strongly Agree O

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree
Neither Ll
Agree i
Strongly Agree Ol

Would you like to comment?

| am concerned that introduction of electronic monitoring will impose excessive additional costs on
the harvesting sector. The vessels are a fisherman’s home as well as a place of work & the conditions
& requirements of the monitoring needs to take into account the need for some privacy.

General.questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are
the.potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?
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Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties thatwessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as:aniinput into someone else’s operations?

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems'of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similar management group?

What issues do youcurrently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in being an
“early adopter”?

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share yourinformation standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

How might your existing systems used’by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared.to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented
by your organisation?
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Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please. tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ogooogo

Would you like to comment?

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

What other issues'does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tickonly
one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ooogo

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should'the results be reported?
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither xJ
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered?

In regards to complying with reporting to Fishserve in its current state can be very tedious and
complicated. Originally it was a lot simpler but as more detail is being required filling out CLR’s and
TCER’s etc has become more difficult particularly when fishing in two different fishing areas and/or
landing fish to two or more LFR’s.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have‘defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree |
Disagree Ol
Neither xJ
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like'to.comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?
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Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither x[]
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

| don’t think my view on this matter will be considered, it is inevitable whether we like it or not that
MPI will implement IEMRS anyway. And any privacy or the ability to keep good fishing to yourself
will be gone.
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree xJ
Strongly Agree O

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting fer-all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree x[]
Neither O
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree x[J
Neither Ll
Agree i
Strongly Agree Ol

Would you like to comment?

As above.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, whatare
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

This amounts to more in depth scrutiny of fishing activity in a minefield of legislative potential faux
pas and non-compliance. Itis nearly impossible to be completely compliant under existing
regulations so | think going forward there are interesting times for a lot of inshore fishermen if
penalties for all forms on non compliance be they large or small will render the inshore fishing fleet
non-existent.

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

| can’t see the benefits for me — just more regulation and more likelihood of prosecution for
breaking of fisheries law intentionally or unintentionally.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions.on how that phase-in period should be rolled out?

| think there needs to be some leniency around fisheries compliance as this kind of monitoring gets
rolled out. MPI needs to work with the fishing industry for best results. If there is a punitive attitude
from MPI we won’t have a fishing industry.

What do you consider.are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

Invasion of privacy and confidentiality , and privacy around intellectual property obtained through
your fishing practices.
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

Similar to current regulations.

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

None

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or-as an input into someone else’s operations?

N/A

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems.of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similar management group?

What issues do you currently have with ER?

N/A
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

Access to all the information and data as a matter of course.

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in being an
“early adopter”?

Not particularly

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share yourinformation standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

N/A

How might your existing systems used’by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

N/A

Would you be prepared.to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented
by your organisation?

N/A
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Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

N/A

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please. tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ogooogo

Would you like to comment?

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

What other issues'does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tickonly
one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ooogo

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should'the results be reported?
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Volume llI: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree X
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered?

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree X
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?
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Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree X
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree X
Neither Ol
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting fer-all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree X
Strongly Agree O

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ll
Agree X
Strongly Agree L]

Would you like to comment?

While | agree in principle to electronic reporting and monitoring and see it as the way forward
strengthening public perception of the industry | do have reservations regarding privacy. While my
boat is a commercial fishing vessel | also consider it to be my home outside of fishing activities. It
would be great if cameras could be linked to fishing machinery by sensors to capture required
footage and be dormant in times of inactivity. This would also reduce the time it takes to review
footage.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

As above.

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER,GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

| would hope that all of this intensive monitoring would after a period of checks and balances allow
me to be able to return any species alive and likely to survive to the sea.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how.that.phase-in period should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

The cost of equipment and installation.
Privacy issues

Ownership and accessibility of the footage. | personally would want access to the footage for
reviewing of any issuessuch as balancing my estimates of discards and for health and safety/safe
working practices.
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

| sometimes use a GoPro to video our operation and see where we can make changes for safer
working and better product handling.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

On my own behalf.

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similaryfmanagement group?

What issues do you.currently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

As above.

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in being an
“early adopter”?

Yes if | am satisfied with the way it is implemented. | fish in areas where unqualified statements are
repeatedly made regarding Maui dolphin presence and welcome the chance to prove that whatiam
saying is not a lie.

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential\basis?

How might your existing systems used by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented
by your organisation?
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Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please. tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree X
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

What other issues'does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
IEMRS?

A review of the penalties associated. While IEMRS will be a huge step forward | worry about
overzealous prosecutions for minor offenses.

What happens if at the end of a big fishing day | forget about the one RSK that | returned alive to the
sea and fail to record it?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tickonly
one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither O
Agree X
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should'the results be reported?
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Volume Ill: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree
disagree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

StronglyAgree

IEMRS shouldbealsomandatoryon all chartervessels.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

| think if it goesto electronicmonitoring,thereis anissuewith interlectualpropertybecausét is notsecure.And MPI

cannotguranteesecurity.

Also internetor phonecoverages questionablat bestaroundNZ; sothatwould meanthateveryvessewould haveto
install satalitecommunicationswhichis notfinancially fesiblefor the majority of smalloperators.

Thirdly, if thereportingcannotbe performedon a phoneor tabletthenit is ineffieient. If youaretrying to runan
online systemthatdoesn'work on mobiledevicest is anout datedsystem!!
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Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

- Disagree Neither

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree

How aretheygoingto ensuresecurityof information?
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither - Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

| stronglydisagreeawith all electronicmonitoringdueto theinterlectualpropertywhich hastaken30+ yearsto build
up, beingavailableto thegenerapublic.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Of the 3 optionsyou havedescribedstayingasis, is the only feisableoptionfor all smallto mid sizedoperators.

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Noneatall. Thereis no benefiteto the smallto mid sizedcommercialbperatorsijt will infact put manyoutof busines:
asit is too expensiveo getinto. If it doesgo aheadhenthe camerasndmontioringequipmenneedto be suppliedto
eachvesseby MPI, astheyhavehadthefinancial benefitof havingsold mostof the Crown quotato the commercial
fishermen.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

It shouldn'tbeimplementedintil all issuesandproblemsthatarerelatingto interlectualpropertyaresolvedandthe
montoringequipmentis affordableavailable.

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?

Financialin termsof the costsof the equipmentandto their ability to continueto providefor their families (especially
anywho areonly part-timefishing) andsecurityof interlectualproperty(all marksthathavebeenrecordecbverthe
last30+years).
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

Sameway astheycurrentlydo andperformrandomvesseinspectionsandbalancesgainsticencedfish reciever
returns.

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Nil - we would useelectronicCELR andMHR if it wasavailableanduserfriendly, for useon phonesandtablets;with
allowancedor beingout of phoneanddatarangeduringatrip.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

On our own behalf

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

No

What issues doyou currently have with ER?

It notbeenuserfriendly, needssimple,straightforwardbookletto explainsystemlogin, anddatareporting. Many
fishermenarenottechnologysavvy.
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

Simpletextto saythatdaily returnis receivedandemail detailingthe monthlyreturns.

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest.in being an “early
adopter”?

No

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

Thereis no suchthing asconfidential especiallywith electronictechnologyandlarg organisations!!

How might your existing systems used byyou and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

N/A

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
organisation?

No
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

We don'texpirenceany,simplyfill outthe paperworkandunloadthefish.

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree.

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sectorand service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

No

What other issues does.-MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

]
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree!!! Havealreadyspokento severakmalloperatoravhomdidn'tknow anythingaboutthis
submissionpr themeetingdnvolved. But arehavingto considerceasingoperations.

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be.reported?

If youaregoingto monitorfishing it needgo beall fishing vesselscommercial charterandrecreational.Realistically
themonitoringyou aretalking aboutcanonly work onthefactoryor largertrawl boats. Theinshorefleetsare
strugglingto makea living asit is, without the extrasetupandannualcostsof camerastc.

MPI shouldbetheonly recipientof anyinformationcollatedfrom fish vesselsunlessthereareillegal or unsafe
activitieshappeningon board.

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of Our Fisheries - Submission Form 25



Volume Ill: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree
disagree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

StronglyAgree

IEMRS shouldbealsomandatoryon all chartervessels.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

| think if it goesto electronicmonitoring,thereis anissuewith interlectualpropertybecausét is notsecure.And MPI
cannotguranteesecurity.

Also internetor phonecoverages questionablat bestaroundNZ; sothatwould meanthateveryvessewould haveto
install satalitecommunicationsyhichis notfinancially fesiblefor the majority of smalloperators.

Thirdly, if thereportingcannotbe performedon a phoneor tabletthenit is ineffieient. If youaretrying to runan
online systemthatdoesn'work on mobiledevicest is anout datedsystem!!
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Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

- Disagree Neither

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree

How aretheygoingto ensuresecurityof information?
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither - Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

| stronglydisagreeawith all electronicmonitoringdueto theinterlectualpropertywhich hastaken30+ yearsto build
up, beingavailableto thegenerapublic.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Of the 3 optionsyou havedescribedstayingasis, is the only feisableoptionfor all smallto mid sizedoperators.

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Noneatall. Thereis no benefiteto the smallto mid sizedcommercialbperatorsijt will infact put manyoutof busines:
asit is too expensiveo getinto. If it doesgo aheadhenthe camerasndmontioringequipmenneedto be suppliedto
eachvesseby MPI, astheyhavehadthefinancial benefitof havingsold mostof the Crown quotato the commercial
fishermen.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

It shouldn'tbeimplementedintil all issuesandproblemsthatarerelatingto interlectualpropertyaresolvedandthe
montoringequipmentis affordableavailable.

What do you consider are particulardifficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?

Financialin termsof the costsof the equipmentandto their ability to continueto providefor their families (especially
anywho areonly part-timefishing) andsecurityof interlectualproperty(all marksthathavebeenrecordecbverthe
last30+years).

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of Our Fisheries - Submission Form 21



If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

Sameway astheycurrentlydo andperformrandomvesseinspectionsandbalancesgainsticencedfish reciever
returns.

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies [if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Nil - we would useelectronicCELR andMHR if it wasavailableanduserfriendly, for useon phonesandtablets;with
allowancedor beingout of phoneanddatarangeduringatrip.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an inputinto someone else’s operations?

On our own behalf

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

No

What issues do you currently have with ER?

It notbeenuserfriendly, needssimple,straightforwardbookletto explainsystemlogin, anddatareporting. Many
fishermenarenottechnologysavvy.
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

Simpletextto saythatdaily returnis receivedandemail detailingthe monthlyreturns.

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest.in being an “early
adopter”?

No

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

Thereis no suchthing asconfidential especiallywith electronictechnologyandlarg organisations!!

How might your existing systems used byyou and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

N/A

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
organisation?

No
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

We don'texpirenceany,simplyfill outthe paperworkandunloadthefish.

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree.

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector/and service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

No

What other issues does.MPI] need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree!!! Havealreadyspokento severakmalloperatoravhomdidn'tknow anythingaboutthis
submissionpr themeetingdnvolved. But arehavingto considerceasingoperations.

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results bereported?

If youaregoingto monitorfishing it needgo beall fishing vesselscommercial charterandrecreational.Realistically
themonitoringyou aretalking aboutcanonly work onthefactoryor largertrawl boats. Theinshorefleetsare
strugglingto makea living asit is, without the extrasetupandannualcostsof camerastc.

MPI shouldbetheonly recipientof anyinformationcollatedfrom fish vesselsunlessthereareillegal or unsafe
activitieshappeningon board.
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Volume Ill: Integrated Electronic Monitoring and Reporting
System (IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting?

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree
disagree

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other factors
should be considered?

StronglyAgree

IEMRS shouldbealsomandatoryon all chartervessels.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further analysis of the
problem?

| think if it goesto electronicmonitoring,thereis anissuewith interlectualpropertybecausét is notsecure.And MPI

cannotguranteesecurity.

Also internetor phonecoverages questionablat bestaroundNZ; sothatwould meanthateveryvessewould haveto
install satalitecommunicationswhichis notfinancially fesiblefor the majority of smalloperators.

Thirdly, if thereportingcannotbe performedon a phoneor tabletthenit is ineffieient. If youaretrying to runan
online systemthatdoesn'work on mobiledevicest is anout datedsystem!!
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Objectives

Do you agree with the objectives of IEMRS?

- Disagree Neither

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree

How aretheygoingto ensuresecurityof information?
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly Disagree Neither - Strongly
disagree agree

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on
commercial fishing vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

| stronglydisagreeawith all electronicmonitoringdueto theinterlectualpropertywhich hastaken30+ yearsto build
up, beingavailableto thegenerapublic.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what are the
potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Of the 3 optionsyou havedescribedstayingasis, is the only feisableoptionfor all smallto mid sizedoperators.

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits to the
commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Noneatall. Thereis no benefiteto the smallto mid sizedcommercialbperatorsijt will infact put manyoutof busines:
asit is too expensiveo getinto. If it doesgo aheadhenthe camerasndmontioringequipmenneedto be suppliedto
eachvesseby MPI, astheyhavehadthefinancial benefitof havingsold mostof the Crown quotato the commercial
fishermen.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial fishing fleet,
do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period-should be rolled out?

It shouldn'tbeimplementedintil all issuesandproblemsthatarerelatingto interlectualpropertyaresolvedandthe
montoringequipmentis affordableavailable.

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing EM?

Financialin termsof the costsof the equipmentandto their ability to continueto providefor their families (especially
anywho areonly part-timefishing) andsecurityof interlectualproperty(all marksthathavebeenrecordecbverthe
last30+years).
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-effort
reporting?

Sameway astheycurrentlydo andperformrandomvesseinspectionsandbalancesgainsticencedfish reciever
returns.

Permit holders
What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Nil - we would useelectronicCELR andMHR if it wasavailableanduserfriendly, for useon phonesandtablets;with
allowancedor beingout of phoneanddatarangeduringatrip.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

On our own behalf

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the representative
body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua Industry Council), or
other similar management group?

No

What issues doyou currently have with ER?

It notbeenuserfriendly, needssimple,straightforwardbookletto explainsystemlogin, anddatareporting. Many
fishermenarenottechnologysavvy.
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

Simpletextto saythatdaily returnis receivedandemail detailingthe monthlyreturns.

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest.in being an “early
adopter”?

No

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)
If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information standards for data collection on
fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

Thereis no suchthing asconfidential especiallywith electronictechnologyandlarg organisations!!

How might your existing systems used byyou and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

N/A

Would you be prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented by your
organisation?

No
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Licensed fish receivers
What problems do you experience with landing data?

We don'texpirenceany,simplyfill outthe paperworkandunloadthefish.

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree.

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sectorand service provider working group to work on implementation
issues?

No

What other issues does.-MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements?

Disagree Neither Agree Strongly
agree

Would you like to comment?

StronglyDisagree!!! Havealreadyspokento severakmalloperatoravhomdidn'tknow anythingaboutthis
submissionpr themeetingdnvolved. But arehavingto considerceasingoperations.

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be.reported?

If youaregoingto monitorfishing it needgo beall fishing vesselscommercial charterandrecreational.Realistically
themonitoringyou aretalking aboutcanonly work onthefactoryor largertrawl boats. Theinshorefleetsare
strugglingto makea living asit is, without the extrasetupandannualcostsof camerastc.

MPI shouldbetheonly recipientof anyinformationcollatedfrom fish vesselsunlessthereareillegal or unsafe
activitieshappeningon board.
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Volume I11I: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRYS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ooooo

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered?

The big factor is cost.

Trident was formed to develop cost effective EM.It is doing this.

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree Clyes
Strongly Agree I

Would you like to comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?

Discussion document November 2016 The Future of our Fisheries — Submission Form 17



Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

ooooo

Would you like to comment?
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Clyes
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Clyes
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please.tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither LClyes
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, what-are
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that‘phase-in period should be rolled out?

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

The smaller vessels have issueswith increasing electronic current draw down.

One type of IEMRS may notsuit all vessels/operators.
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

Look at how other countries have managed EM on smaller vessels.

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

VMS

Video coverage within the next twelve months.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

| use and support Trident as it is proving cost effective and has the ability to add cameras etc
with out reinventing the wheel.

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems/of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial.fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similar management group?

Linked to a commercial stakeholder organisation.

What issues do you currently have with ER?

An intrusion.into.my privacy.
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest'in being an
“early adopter”?

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your-iinformation standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

I am not a CSO but | have no problem with MPI having access to all my data.

How might your existing systems used by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

The same it delivers now when an add on is required. Simply and cost effectively.

Would you be prepared.to.identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented
by your organisation?

That information would not be hard to obtain.
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Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please tick-only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Clyes
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

It is all about cost. The cost of trashing Trident and the cost of a probable dinosaur delivered
by MPI.

Do you see value in a MPI, commercialsector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

Yes.

What other issues:does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
IEMRS?

Don’t force-a costly inefficent dinosaur upon us if Trident is trashed.
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tick-only
one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Neither

Agree

Strongly Agree

oo

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should the results be reported?
Compliance.

Results to MPI and LFR.
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Do you think it should be permissible to discard some dead fish, as long m are balanced against
ACE? ;

Every dead fish should be balanced against ACE. Depending on th g and gear type, it could be
reasonable a variable amount of discards permission to avoid n fitable fishing trips but it could
be difficult to maintain a reliable counting of the discarded a and reasons. There is a good

reason to introduce EM as discards detection and verificati
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Maximise the value of our shared fisheries

Managing fish stocks for increased abundance. ({)\/

Would you like to comment? @i

Yes, but managing tools (IEMRS) are necessary to carry out a peri&%‘(reliable update of status of

stocks. O
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Volume lll: Integrated Electronic Monitory and Reporting System
(IEMRS)

Current state

Do you agree with how we have defined the current state in relation to monitoring and reporting
(please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment? For instance, how would you describe the current system? What other
factors should be considered?

I miss some more data about number of days or trips monitored, reviewed and efficiency rates. |
miss also end users’ and fishers’ feedback. We all agree there is a huge benefit in the use of this
technology but we need to focus solving main issues found until present.

Should also be considered:
i) Coverage percentage Vs video review percentage

ii) Time involved in reviewing tasks

Problem definition

Do you agree with how we have defined the problem (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to.comment? For instance, what evidence should we examine to inform further
analysis of the problem?

Yes, is a matter of coverage and costs. EM can increase substantially the coverage in a cost-effective
way and avoid a lot of data processing costs while there is still a lot of work to do in regards of data
reviewing efficiency, there is where Satlink and DOS is doing their most of the efforts.

It is surprising to advise that inshore vessel activity coverage has double cost of hi-seas observer
coverage. IEMRS would homogenize and minimize the costs substantially.
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Objectives

Do you agree with objectives of IEMRS (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

There is no data of the expected IEMRS coverage. In the Problem definition is mentioned a coverage
of approximately a 8.4% of the commercial fishing activity with the actual system and resources but
it is not mentioned the expected level of coverage once EM and ER is implemented.

We can see how Fishing Administrations and RFMOs are evolving and considering Australia and New
Zealand's cases, it seems that the trend is to give more importance to the ER with real-time
information and use the EM as a verification tool for data obtained through crews reports. So ER +
VMS coverage will be close to 100%, EM can be variable according to the vessel and gear type, but
should be no less than the 80% of the total fishing effort and the review of events in a smaller
percentage (20% to 50%). In a near future it could be possible to manage a 100% of monitored data
reviewing with such a EM solution as Satlink/DOS EMS which integrates the state of the art of EM
and VMS technology and last generation of data reviewing protocols to maximize efficiency and
minimize data processing from vessel to final DB.

Recently some governments are looking for solutions in order to be able to know ongoing fishing
vessels' activity in real time (ER, EM and VMS information), thus afterwards data and video review
can be planned before information arrives and analysis will be less time consuming. By combining
these systems with VMS features, RFMOs and authorities are now able to locate vessels and apply
real-time monitoring to Effort Zones, Closure Zones, Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), Port
Approach Zones and Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZ). Current VMS systems are able to: store huge
amounts of data on geo-fencing areas inside onboard VMS equipment, directly from official
Mercator chart coordinates; check time periods in real-time, to identify whether a zone should be
active or not; monitor speed; change frequency based on location; and generate events to raise
alerts about any of these situations. In order to manage the information coming from VMS systems,
RFMOs use Fisheries Monitoring Centres, which receive all the information transmitted by the
onboard VMS equipment.

The advantage of this new technology is that it provides independent, verified, real and accurate
information about fishing and any related activities. All the reports generated by inspection
applications follow RFMO guidelines and formats, and can be reviewed, checked and corrected, if
necessary. This way it is a new verification tool for seafood and fisheries certifications.
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In addition, an extra application of IEMRS and could be also considered an objective as well, is the
improvement of Fisheries Observer quality of life. Instead of being forced to live all the year away
from home and onboard a fishing boat, in DOS we propose a more various tasks job combining
onboard trips and office trips. While a full time dedicated observer has limited occasions to develop
land based tasks, a combined work offers multi specific trained observers and more family friendly
job, as well as maintains video reviewers updated with periodical embarkments. At the same time
coverage has been increased.

Referred to costs: As for off-shore fisheries is estimated $4.5 million/year for 10% of on-board
observer coverage, with SeaTube EM System that coverage will cost (considering only reviewing
tasks) around $700.000 to $1.400.00 depending on the fishing gear analyzed. And will take from
2.500 to 5.000 days to analyze. In terms of human effort we can consider around 15 to 20 “dry
observers”/year to analyze those 10.000 sea days
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Option 1: Current state

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting fer-all permit holders
from 1 October 2017

Do you agree with this option?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ol
Agree
Strongly Agree O

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders
from 1 October 2017, and introduction ef'electronic monitoring on commercial fishing
vessels beginning 1 October 2018

Do you agree with this option (please tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither Ll
Agree [
Strongly Agree

Would you like to comment?

Option 1 does not solve the problem defined above. As Fisheries progress and develops new fishing
methods, management systems also needs to evolve.

Option 2 is afirst step to obtain more real time and fine data from fishing vessel activity but still
depends on the limited onboard observer coverage and data to manage the stocks.

Option 3'is the more complete option in order to obtain the best accurate data for stocks
management.
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General questions

Are there other options, not described in this section, which should be considered? If so, whatare
the potential disadvantages and benefits of those options?

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

In general terms, IEMRS would add transparency and reliability to fishers ER declarations. Seafood
obtained under this management procedures would be easily be considered sustainable for so many
eco-labels and certificates. MPI would have a wider view of the fishing activity in NZ fishing industry,
wider observer coverage and much more reliable data which work with.

Particularly, from Digital Observer Services we will have the option to participate showing the data
reviewing protocols developed during last years and will also learn a lot seeing how NZ fisheries are
managed.

Given that the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period should be rolled out?

Even if ER and EM are not scheduled to be implemented at same stage very often required on-board
equipment is shared from both EM and ER so | suggest to make the best of an installation and install
all the equipment in one intervention. Time from installation to real use of EM can be used for
testing each installation. Considering differences in vessel distributions, gear types, etc.. it is
necessary as much time in advance as possible to customize EM design to different requirements. So
while GPR and ER go ahead with implementation that first year could be installation time for EM
implementation in next year time.

What do you consider.areparticular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in
implementing EM?

Equipment Manteinance and crew Privacy, but there are compehensive instructions and user
friendly manuals in order to manage maintenance and camera recording doesn't go beyond working
areas in regards of privacy.
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If you do not consider EM practical on some vessels, how else would you propose MPI verifies catch-
effort reporting?

EM is totally customized to all possible fishing activity. From a simple systems with one camera to
complex systems with 8 cameras and sensors indicating in real time onboard activity. From 360
cameras to underwater cameras and from a microwave size 3 month storage capacity to 9 month
storage capacity bigger systems.

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use in your operations?

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as.an.input into someone else’s operations?

If so, is it linked to the electronic systems'of a Commercial Stakeholder Organisation (the
representative body for commercial fishers of a particular stock or group of stocks, such as the Paua
Industry Council), or other similar management group?

What issues do you-currently have with ER?
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What sort of feedback do you want from ER? What sort of data from ER would be helpful to you?

If you do not currently utilise ER, EM and/or GPR technology, do you have any interest in being an
“early adopter”?

Commercial stakeholder organisations (CSOs)

If you represent a CSO, would you be prepared to share your information,standards for data
collection on fishing activity with MPI on a confidential basis?

As EM service provider, DOS will share its data reviewing protocolsin order to improve the efficiency
in fisheries data collection and management as we have been doing the last years. Additionally
Satlink has developed a tool package which enables to obtain data in very configurable formats and
lastly following WCPFC proposed way in regards of EM.

Satlink/DOS team has been involved in several workshops to participate in the ongoing EM
implementation for different RFMOs and fishing administrations, resulting that our experts are
totally updated in EM and ER regards.

Satlink is a FFA authorized VMS provider in the WCPO and will be fully disposed to share all the
information required.

How might your existing systems used/by you and your stakeholders deliver on IEMRS objectives?

Satlink is the main provider of Electronic Monitoring systems in the Pacific Islands leading the
implementation of this solution to-acquire the 5% observer coverage on board Long liners. Satlink
SeaTube is currently the only EM system able to include the information of the electronic Monitoring
software in the TUBS database of the SPC. Another key part of our system is the post data analysis.
The data collected by the EM systems is analyzed by the land observes, previous trained and assisted
by Digital Observer Services (Satlink’s company group) to issue a detailed report about the fishing
activity.

Satlink’s existing EM and VMS solutions requires no or only limited update to meet outlined
objectives. Satlink ER would need adaptation to meet interface requirements.

Would you be-prepared to identify vessels that use types of GPR and ER amongst those represented
by your‘organisation?

Satlink is prepared to provide information as long as our clients authorize us to do so.
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Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

Implementation plan

Do you agree with the proposed implementation arrangements (please. tick only one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

Do you see value in a MPI, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

What other issues'does MPI need to consider to facilitate the commercial fleet’s transition to
IEMRS?
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Monitoring, evaluation and review

Do you agree with the proposed monitoring, evaluation and review arrangements (please tickonly
one box)?

Strongly disagree O
Disagree O
Neither
Agree O
Strongly Agree O

Would you like to comment?

What do you think should be monitored? To whom should'the results be reported?
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----- Original Message-----

From: Dave [mailto S 9(2)(2) ]

Sent: Tuesday, 10 January 2017 6:15 p.m.

To: Fisheries Review <Fisheries.Review @mpi.govt.nz>
Subject: Cameras

| have cameras on my vessel already two on deck two in the engine room as far as I'm concerned |
own copy writes to any footage on my vessel. Also drug testing should be done write to the minister
not just fishermen.



Fisheries Review Submission

[Not relevant to request]

Issues from your Future Of Fisheries document that are important to me as a
recreational fisher:

2. Intergrated electronic monitoring and reporting system (IEMRS).
| support option 3.

e Electronic monitoring and geospatial position reporting for all permit
holders from 1% October 2017 and the introduction of electronic
monitoring in stages from 1% October 2018.

However, | question the timing. Why does it take another 20 months to start
the introduction of electronic monitoring and what is the completion date of all
vessels will have to comply by?

| also question the suitability of Trident to undertake the monitoring. To
appoint a company that is partially owned by the fishing companies to
effectively police themselves is farcical.

“The poacher is guarding the forest”!

I understand that there were other options available but another international
company with extensive experience was overlooked for an unproven,
compromised, operator.

A report on why this operator was chosen is being withheld from the public.

Hardly transparent management we are promised in Objective 2. “Fisheries
management system is widely trusted in New Zealand and Internationally”.

[Not relevant to request]



With respect to the regulatory changes p ed: Sanford has already embarked on providing
increasing transparency into everythi e do and as partners in two PGP’s we are very supportive of
the need for IEMRS (ideally reaching d the commercial industry only) and regulatory change
enabling innovative trawl technol&l.I . The latter needs to be geared towards enabling a higher rate

of innovation in this sector as this will increasingly be necessary to retain our social license to
operate. Notwithstanding rec%djscussion around questioning industry’s involvement in Trident as
provider of video observati Is on vessels, we urge you to ensure that the introduction of new
technology or regulation happen in an affordable and competitive manner and an
openminded approach ds involving industry in managing our fisheries.

With thanks Q/

Q_



We propose that the opportunities offered to return live fish to the sea if an observer is on board be
extended to those vessels carrying EM (cameras) under IEMRS.

0




VOLUME IlI: INTEGRATED ELECTRONIC MONITORY AI\WPORTING SYSTEM (IEMRS)

Sanford supports IEMRs. \2

While New Zealand commercial fisheries are a@y data rich we acknowledge that IEMRS may assist
in giving people more confidence in the datz<

Data will not necessarily correlate with b decision making.

IEMRs presents immediate chaIIengszQQaPl and we encourage Government to work with us, and

with speed to: &

(i) have the regulathHmework in place ASAP in order to manage EM on vessels, to
protect fishers ommercial sector privacy rights and to realign the penalty regime so

(ii) achieve the iencies and increased opportunities the consultation paper envisages,
idly reviewing TACCs, review and update MPI decision making processes to
r purpose, and

(iii) rev@ncluding auditing) the role and cost-benefits of the MPI human observer

me so that decisions like when to use cameras vs people are planned and not ad

EM an Rainability, fishers change behaviour and fish more sustainably when they trust and
respec data, understand the consequence of what they are doing and make better decisions off
th@k/of this knowledge. EM has a role in fostering understanding.

Q.



The SNA1 fishers agreed to record sub MLS (as code SNX) to quantify the volume of fish returned to
the sea by method, and area. It wasn’t regulation or the reporting of SNX that changed behaviour it
was the Trident analysis that flowed from this, and how this was shared at fisher workshops including
each vessel’s contribution to the total.

Near-real time reporting is about working smarter and more efficiently. Commercial companies will
voluntary invest in real time reporting when it benefits their customer sales model. From a
regulator’s perspective having access to more and faster information is only useful (and will inform
fisheries management decisions) when Government processes are in place that can rapidly analyse
the data and use the information to bring about changes that others have confidence in.

Comprehensive and accurate reporting, agree better reporting leads to better understanding and
better managing — this means reporting the entire catch across all sectors including the recreational
and customary sector.

How would you describe the current system?
Sanford deepwater vessels use Cedric, it’s clunky, but we’re now used to it and it’s working well.
Concept and analysis of data is good. FishServe have been receptive to feedback.

We note our JV vessels use a Korean version of Cedric which appears more streamlined and intuitive.
The Trident system is now working well, and we understand is performing well. We note that Trident
is committed to growing capability.

Problem definition

Agree that increased monitoring capacity has the potential to assist in building public and
stakeholder confidence.

Agree with MPI establishing specifications of data collection and leaving it to service providers to
develop products.

Agree that MPl’s role is to regulate and oversee not manage individual EM programmes or vessels.
Suggest that more cost-benefit analysis is required, including exactly what additional information is
collected and why, including the risks of not collecting.

Don’t agree that EM will automatically mean faster and better decision making — and enquire
whether MPI internal processes have the capacity to handle more data.

Agree that there is a link between EM and integrity of catch reporting data but only if the data is used
quickly and effectively.

In our experience the purpose of an EM project needs to be very specific — cameras are unlikely to
deliver simultaneously on catch reporting, protected species interactions and fisheries compliance
generally. The vessel management plans reflect the EM project.

In principle we agree with the objectives at a broad level, IEMRs will offer opportunities some of
which we have not yet thought of. To future proof IERMs needs to be enabling not prescriptive.



Significantly more detail needed around IEMRs (why, how, when, who and what) is needed, and this
needs to be worked up collaboratively. IEMRS is not something that Government should progress
alone.

IEMRs stands to be very costly on the quota owner and fisher — we urge Government to work with
industry on how it can be most efficiently delivered.

The challenge will be to ensure that more information really does lead to better decisions.

The commercial fishing industry has already shown bold leadership in the EM arena and has
voluntary-imposed more rules that what Government would likely have, e.g. in SNA1 requiring 24/7
port to port cover irrespective of where fishing event occurs, 360 full hemisphere cameras etc., fully
encrypted data.

Sanford commits to working with Government and other stakeholders to help develop the full
potential of IEMRs. Sanford staff have developed good expertise in all elements of EM including both
operational and documentation requirements. We are very interested in collaboration opportunities.
We need to move away from the politicisation of EM and the constant barrage of OIA requests to a
more objective cost-benefit analysis about where an EM programme could offer / replace / add
value.

During the process of moving into IEMRs care needs to be taken to enable and encourage innovation,
not stifle it.

Option 2: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders from 1
October 2017

Sanford supports this option.
Support for the FishServe model where data is held by a 3™ party and protected by viewing protocols.

Support financial incentives to those who use electronic (paperless) systems for using registry
services; and discincentives to those who don’t move across.

Equally incentivise those that use cameras over human observers. When a human observer costs
$1250 a day and a camera costs the same a month, it is an unreasonable burden on the quota owner
to leave the camera decision entirely voluntary and sitting with the fisher.

Suggest more work is needed around incentives — type and range. For example vesels which carry
24/7 camera cover could be allowed to fish in areas which are otherwise off limits.

Option 3: Electronic reporting and geospatial position reporting for all permit holders from 1
October 2017, and introduction of electronic monitoring on commercial fishing vessels beginning 1
October 2018

To progress with confidence Government’s first priorities must be to amend the penalty regime,
strengthen/guaranteed fisher’s rights to privacy and depoliticise EM.



Sanford’s preferred option is that MPI contracts FishServe to hold all EM footage, and MPI has access
rights. Sanford does not support MPI holding copies of footage because of the OIA implications. Not
holding footage is the easiest way to protect fisher’s privacy rights.

There is a need to find a way to protect fishers and companies who in good faith agree to greater
transparency, but in reality might become victims of politically driven OIA requests.

Sanford supports running simultaneously the cost recovery discussion and roll out of IEMRs. To be
affordable cost recovery levies must be reduced in tandem with the implementation of IEMRs.

Support the option to transition vessels into EM starting from October 2018 — but request more
consultation as to which vessels, which fleets, for what purpose and at what costs.

Agree with compulsory GPS tracking and note that Sanford voluntarily achieved geospatial
positioning on all our vessels, including inshore vessels about 15 years ago.

Note that SNA1 VMS tracking on 70+ vessels was designed and implemented in response to a request
of MPI (Dave Turner in 2014). The system was developed by Trident, in full consultation with fishers
and Government.

Acknowledge that IEMRs could be used to support external certification of sustainability, but is not a

pre-requisite, and would in our view not be used or required.
General questions

In line with the comments above, options missing from this chapter include:

- using a third party intermediary for footage storage i.e. FishServe, and the advantages of not having
MPI in a position of owning / holding footage

- consideration of regulatory changes needed and timetable for delivering this
- consideration on role of IEMRs on commercial charter vessels for amateur fishers

- consideration of role and place of IEMRS in delivery of fishery science i.e. as proposed by SNA1
tagging project

—review of existing observer services and costs

Do you have any suggestions on how IEMRS and its components (EM, ER, GPR) could deliver benefits
to the commercial sector generally and to you particularly?

There is an absolute expectation that IEMRS will deliver cost savings.
Expectation that Government will be more confident and outspoken in support of commercial

fishing.

Given that'the introduction of IEMRS technologies would occur in stages across the commercial
fishing'fleet, do you have any suggestions on how that phase-in period should be rolled out?
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Stage one - scoping and implementing required law changes to penalty regime, decisions on how to
guarantee fishers’ and vessels’ rights to privacy, and the development of specifications

Stage two — review of observer programme and fisheries management processes and decision
making so as to identify what changes are needed to ensure all are fit for purpose, a review of costs
and benefits

Stage three — prioritisation of high interest fisheries and vessels

Stage four — the development of specific EM work projects and CBA

What do you consider are particular difficulties that vessel operators may encounter in implementing
EM?

Sanford supports enabling regulation that specifies the standards that must be achieved rather than
Government endorsing a particular model / approach.

Permit holders

What EM, ER or GPR technology/ies (if any) do you currently use'in your operations?

Sanford uses VMS, AIS on all company owned vessels and some ACE fishers.

Sanford, and via our partnerships with Plant and Food (PSH), Trident Systems (FishEye) and FishServe
(Cedric) has been involved from the start in developing, trialling and rolling out comprehensive

electronic monitoring and reporting systems on company vessels for at least the last 10 years.

Sanford has EM (Trident cameras) on all company vessels catching in FMA1, and on several
independent set fishers who land into us.

Working with PSH we have also been developing the use of cameras inside the MHS net.

With Trident full hemisphere 360° cameras, vessel tracking systems as stand-alone or built into video
camera systems. Recently added to the Trident offering is electronic catch reporting. We have
started discussions on how to build an I-Phone / Android app for tracking set net vessel effort, and
recording the presence of protected species.

Do you operate this technology on your own behalf, or as an input into someone else’s operations?

A mix of company owned, with FishServe, with MPI and with Trident.

It varies depending on who has initiated, coordinated and funded the project.

In terms of electronic cameras the ‘oversight’ group is either a collective of quota owners/LFRs, SNA1
Commercial or inthe case of the west coast of the North Island will be the Maui Solution with Trident

Systems employed to coordinate and facilitate discussions with fishers.

The programmes that we have run to date have been voluntary.

11



Some have been plagued by OIA requests, and as we work through these it has been disappointing to
experience MPI not abiding by its own policies, procedures and agreements for dealing with these.

Believe Government’s role is to regulate and have an oversight role in EM, not to be involved in the
design and delivery of services.

Help in organising/coordinating quota-owner levying would be greatly welcomed, but not where this
meant voluntary fisher EM initiatives were taken over by Government.

Industry groups and fishing companies need ability to add on ER information requests that are able
to stay outside of the government required catch information — data ownership.

Licensed fish receivers

Would problems do you experience with landing data?

View from LFR Auckland Fish Market

(i) sometimes it is difficult to get catch and time data from independent fishers even though
they understand the LFR needs it and they provide this information on their own landing
forms

(ii) making it electronic should make it easier for example if all data fields are not filled in the

form cannot be submitted
(iii) we assume this will bring efficiencies and cost savings

(iv) when commercial catch of some species is prohibited in one area but not anotheri.e. in
FMA1 and 8 red moki and silver drummer are protected species, but over the rest of NZ
they can be landed, it would be easier as part of the mandatory information that the
fisher was required to specify the location of fishing area

(v) Sanford has implemented a maui protection plan that requires all coastal fishers to have
full electronic monitoring and harbour set net vessels to use tracking devices —we are
working with Trident to develop a phone app that sends confirmation of vessel tracking
compliance to the LFR —ideally this should be done with Government so that we design a
multi-purpose software programme

Implementation plan

Putting in place the required regulatory changes needs to be done with urgency — until these are in
place some commercial fishing companies will be hesitant to install EM.

There also needs to be a discussion and decision on who holds the footage, viewing access rights and
how fishers / company sensitive information is going to be safeguarded. Again it is critical that this

happens before cameras are installed.

The data specifications of each of the elements (EM, ER, VMS) is critical — and needs wider discussion
than‘just MPI officials and service providers.
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Furthermore the financial business plan, review of costs, incentives and/or disincentives and
discussion about when and how human vs EM observers will be utilised also needs to occur before
roll out.

The proposed IEMRS roll out also needs discussion, the timetable is very tight and from our
experience of being involved in three EM projects involving between 3 and 75 vessels despite the
best intentions it takes longer than everyone anticipates.

Do you see value in a MPIl, commercial sector and service provider working group to work on
implementation issues?

Yes in terms of developing specifications; No in terms of implementation around a specific project.

Absolute need for a collaborative approach — Sanford staff have built up significant experience and
expertise in this area and we would welcome an opportunity of joining a working group.

In developing a more comprehensive IEMRS programme we would favour the establishment of a
dedicated MPI Electronic Monitoring Working Group which could develop specialised skills and
expertise, and the establishment of project-specific EM technical groups.

Sanford is involved in several EM projects with Government. As part of managing these projects (i.e.
EM BPetrel, SNA1 Trawl, SNA1 Commercial) there is a dedicated project EM technical group that
consists of representatives from MPI (fisheries management, the Observer programme and MPI
compliance), fisher and quota owners, and the service provider. The EM group meets on an
asneeded basis to deal with implementation issues. Problems tend to be vessel or programme
specific.

Monitoring, evaluation and review

Sanford supports;

e Government managing regulation and projects

e EM being delivered by third parties

e Athird party holding the footage, e.g. FishServe

¢ Monitoring and review protocols to be project specific and undertaken by a 3rd party

e Footage held for minimal time (due to costs), in some cases 6 months should be sufficient
and never longer than two years

What do you think shouldbe monitored? To whom should the results be reported?

The decision on what part of the fishing activity is to be monitored and how it is reported will be
project dependent. Do not support a one-way-fits-all-situations standard.

Fishers must know from the on-set what is being monitored on their vessel. Support continuation of
VADE.

[Not relevant to request]
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Do you agree with the EITT objectives?

O

Yes, but extend the focus beyond justwng at trawl gear to include a whole vessel approach. ltis

not only the act of catching that can ovative —include also vessel design, sorting, grading,
etc. And, ensure integration with Rs so transformation is seamless and efficient.
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Costs \/

Ensure via IEMARs that FishServe has the cap
codes and reporting requirements — includi
data collection alongside statutory requir
outside of Government.

ility and flexibility to accommodate changes in gear
eing flexible enough to manage industry requests for
ts, but keeping industry information separate and
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