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Executive summary

Box 1: Key findings on potential impacts of the proposed Cod Grounds MPA

e FEstimated average annual SGVP of commercial fishing catch from the Cod Grounds, at
beach landed prices, has been between $162,600 and $229,200 over the past seven years,
and is more likely to lie at the upper end of this estimate. See main report and Appendix 1
for detailed description of methods used to reach this figure and assessment of limitations
of data.

e Six owner operators have fished the Cod Grounds regularly over the past seven years,
with another 3.5 employees working in the six fishing businesses. Up to another eight
fishing businesses may irregularly fish the Cod Grounds, with the level of irregular
fishing effort not able to be determined with certainty.

e Different fishing businesses will be impacted to different extents if the proposed MPA is
declared, losing between 5% and 70% of their gross commercial fishing income.

e In the absence of mitigation strategies, fishers are likely to seek to replace lost catch by
targeting other fishing areas within the Ocean Trap and Line fishery, and in other NSW
fisheries. This displaced fishing effort will result in flow-on impacts to fishers already
operating in these alternative areas;

e The running and capital costs of fishing businesses are unlikely to be reduced if
fishers do not target the Cod Grounds, as fishers often fish the area on their way to and
from other fishing grounds that lie further from port than the Cod Grounds;

e Four fish co-operatives would be impacted by the proposed MPA, and would lose
commissions from between $10,000 and $124,080 of catch at beach landed prices if the
MPA is declared. Total impact would differ between co-operatives, with between 3% to
5.5% of currently landed catch being lost for three of them and potentially a much greater
proportion for other co-operative ;

e Retail outlets of fish co-operatives would be impacted by the proposed MPA through
loss of locally caught fish supplies. Sourcing alternative supplies of species such as
snapper is likely to raise costs for these businesses, and may also result in lower sales to
consumers who prefer to purchase locally caught fish. The likely dollar impact of this
could not be assessed due to lack of data.

e There is a low ability of local regions to provide alternative employment
opportunities for fishers, or to absorb changes in spending resulting from any
direct impacts of the proposed MPA.

e Development of mitigation strategies should take into consideration:

» the regulations preventing separate sale of entitlements to operate in the
Ocean Trap and Line fishery from sale of a fishing business (including
capital attached to that fishing business);

» the fully fished status of fisheries into which effort may be displaced in
absence of mitigation strategies;

» the potential psychological impacts of the change on fishing families;

» the variations in impact on different fishing businesses and fish co-
operatives.




This report provides an assessment of the potential social and economic impacts of the
proposed Cod Grounds Marine Protected Area (MPA). The Cod Grounds is located in
Commonwealth waters, approximately four nautical miles off the coast of Laurieton, New
South Wales. The proposed Cod Grounds MPA covers an area one kilometre in radius from
three underwater pinnacles. The area of the pinnacles has been assessed as habitat critical for
Grey Nurse Shark. All commercial and recreational fishing would be prohibited under the
proposed MPA.

This assessment examined potential social and economic impacts of the proposed Cod
Grounds MPA on commercial fishers and their families, and on fish co-operatives whose
members currently land catch from the Cod Grounds. Data was collected via (a) structured
qualitative survey of potentially impacted fishers and their families and fish co-operatives, (b)
accessing catch and catch value data from NSW Fisheries and the Sydney Fish Market, and
(c) using secondary data to profile socio-economic characteristics of the region in which
impacted fishers and co-operative are located.

The SEIA used a ‘no intervention’ scenario, assuming no strategies were in place to mitigate
negative impacts of the change. This provided data on the level and nature of likely impacts
and possible responses. Likely responses to the proposed MPA need to be viewed in the
context of overall changes to the industry over the past decade which have seen commercial
fishing become a more competitive business, with narrower margins, reduced options
available to fishers and increasing uncertainty about the future of fishing in the region.

The Cod Grounds is a highly productive and reliable fishing ground. Fish caught by in the
Ocean Trap and Line Fishery, the only fishery operating on the Cod Grounds, often attracts
premium prices due to the high quality of the fish caught by trap and line methods. The
assessment identifies total annual gross value of production (§GVP) of the Cod Grounds catch
of fishers regularly operating in the Cod Grounds as approximately $162,600 to $229,220 at
beach landed prices, with the upper level of the range likely to be the more accurate estimate.

The Ocean Trap and Line Fishery is currently assessed by NSW Fisheries as fully exploited,
as are the other fisheries in which fishers currently operating on the Cod Grounds hold
licences/endorsements. There is therefore little to no potential for other areas of the Ocean
Trap and Line Fishery, or for other fisheries, to absorb displaced efforts from the Cod
Grounds.

The SEIA identified the following key groups potentially most affected by changes to
commercial fishing under the proposed MPA:

e Fishers currently fishing the Cod Grounds, and their families. Six owner operators of
fishing businesses were identified as fishing the Cod Grounds regularly over the last
seven years, with in total of 9.5 people currently employed in these fishing businesses
(including the owner operators). In addition, there may be up to another eight owner-
operators irregularly fishing the Cod Grounds for a small proportion (less than 10%) of
their income;

e Fishers operating in NSW Fisheries data collection Zone 4 who may be affected by
displaced fishing effort from the Cod Grounds, and their families. It is not possible to
identify specific fishers who may be affected, but the estimate of catch value affected can
be used to estimate the amount of fishing effort potentially displaced to other areas;

e Managers and employees of fish co-operatives currently landing catch from the Cod
Grounds; and



To a lesser extent, local businesses who currently purchase catch landed from the Cod
Grounds.

Key potential impacts of the proposed MPA in the absence of impact mitigation strategies
were identified as:

Loss of between $162,610 to $229,220 annual average fish catch by fishers regularly
targeting the Cod Grounds, as well as additional catch from a small number of fishers
irregularly targeting the Cod Grounds. The figure is likely to lie at the higher end of the
estimated range due to the high quality of catch on the Cod Grounds;

Increased business costs for these fishers incurred from having to source catch from
elsewhere, and reduced resale value of fishing businesses with an entitlement to operate
in the NSW Ocean Trap and Line fishery

For fishing families, increased stress resulting from factors including uncertainty about
fishing business viability, reduced family income, reduced self-esteem if fishing
occupation was lost and the difficulty of finding alternative employment in the region

Displaced fishing effort from the Cod Grounds. The displaced effort would be at least
equal to the amount of catch lost at the Cod Grounds, and and likely to be higher to offset
higher business costs incurred when fishing alternative areas;

Reduced commissions from sale of landed catch by four co-operatives, with one
considerably more impacted than the other three;

Increased costs for local purchasers of key species caught on the Cod Grounds
(particularly snapper, mulloway (jewfish), teraglin and kingfish), incurred through having
to source fish supply from alternative sources, and reduction in sales;

These types of impacts are consistent with those identified in adjustments to similar changes
occurring in other areas.

Loss of fish catch was not evenly distributed between potentially impacted fishing businesses.
The primary species affected would be snapper and bonito, with several other species also
affected including sweep, trevally, teraglin, jewfish and leatherjacket. Loss of catch would
affect fishers through:

Substantial loss (over 40% and up to 70%) of current or recent income for four full-time
and two part-time fishers. Loss of 20-40% of current income for a further two to three
fishing businesses; and

Loss of irregular income, or regular income making up less than 10% of current fishing
income for two to eight other fishing businesses (based on estimates provided by fish co-
operatives).

The SEIA also examined key factors relating to impacts of declaring the proposed MPA,
which have relevance in identifying possible mitigation strategies:

The lack of alternative fishing areas of similar reliability and productivity to the Cod
Grounds within a similar distance from port, and fully exploited status of fisheries
operating in the region;

The impacts of the proposed MPA on both owners of fishing businesses and their
employees and families;



e The reluctance of most potentially impacted fishers to leave commercial fishing, and
difficulty of retraining in another field of employment given fisher’s education levels and
current skill sets;

e The lack of alternative employment options in the region.

A mix of adjustment strategies would appear the most likely to successfully mitigate negative
impacts of the proposed Cod Grounds MPA. Three main types of potential assistance were
examined:

e Licence buy-outs - which would assist owner-operators, but not their employees and were
more likely to be considered by those over the age of 60.;

e Assistance to keep fishing businesses viable - which would address the preference of the
majority of fishers interviewed to remain in the fishing industry, however concerns were
expressed at the capacity of surrounding fisheries to cope with expanded activity; and

e Retraining — which was generally rejected as an option.

Data limitations have meant that some costs are identified as estimates only, and some have
. . . 1 ..

not been able to be quantified in this study . Key data analysis issues related to the catch

volume and value data used are outlined in Box 2 below.

While it was not possible to place a dollar value on the potential of different mitigation
strategies, the report has identified the types of mitigation strategies most likely to
successfully mitigate negative impacts of the proposed MPA.

1
See Appendix 1 for a detailed discussion of the sources and limitations of data used.






Contents

EXECULIVE SUMMATY ....cuuiiiiiiiiiieiieciie et eete et siteetee s e eteeseseeteesebeeseessseensaeesseesseeesseenses 3
COMEENES ..ottt ettt et e ettt e et e e et e e s eabeeeeabeesbbeesnbeesabeeesanee 8
Figures and BOXES.......coiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeie ettt ettt ettt enbeenneeenneens 10
TADLES ..ttt et ettt et et eshteeabeenneeenneen 10
INErOAUCHION ...ttt 11
Background ...........cooiioiiiiiee e e 12
Scope and nature of the SEIA .........cciiiiiiiiiiie e 14
S0Ci0-eCONOMIC IMPACE ASSESSIMENE ....c..eeuviiiiieiiiiieieeie ettt eae e seeens 14
Scope Of thiS ASSESSMENL.......cccuiiiiieitiieiieie ettt et eebeeseeeessee e 14
Summary of methods used to assess IMPACES .......cc.eecveriereeiinieneiienieseee e 14
Fishing in the region of the Cod Grounds.............cceevveriieiiieiiienieeiieeeee e 16
Regulation of fishing on the Cod Grounds and in the region ...........c.ccceeveneenennn 16
Nature of fishing undertaken in the region ...........cceevvieiiieiiieciieieeeee e 18
Changes affecting fishers in the region...........coceciiiiiiiiiniiniien 18
Fishing activity on the Cod Grounds ...........c.ccceeeiiieriiiiiienieeieeeecee e 22
Profile of fishing on the Cod Grounds.............coceevieiiiniiniiiiniiniecececc 22
Fishing history, current fishing and plans for future fishing on the Cod Grounds
.............................................................................................................................. 24
Fishing methods used by Cod Grounds fiShers............ccceevvieiiienieniiienieeieees 24
Business capital and running costs for Cod Grounds fishers........c..cccceevereencee 25
Fish catch from the Cod Grounds ............coceveeiieiiinieninieniecee e 27

Potential direct impacts of the proposed Cod Grounds MPA on commercial fishers .33

Likely impacts of proposed MPA on fishing businesses currently fishing the Cod

GIOUNAS ...t ettt et et e et e st e e bt e st e enseesneeenne 33
Likely impacts of proposed MPA on fishing businesses not currently fishing the
COA GIOUNAS ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e et et ebeesabeenbeeens 36
Likely impacts of proposed MPA on fishers and fishing families....................... 37
Potential socio-economic impacts on fish co-operatives..........ccccceevieriiieniencieeneennnen. 40
Current business structure and history of the co-operatives ............cceeveecieenenns 40
Catch currently landed from the Cod Grounds at different co-operatives........... 40
Markets for fish from the Cod Grounds............cccceceeieiiiiinininiininiccccncnen 41
Prices and costs of selling product to different markets ............ccccoeveieiiininicnn. 41
Potential impacts of proposed Cod Grounds MPA on fish co-operatives........... 43



Potential impacts of proposed Cod Grounds MPA on fish co-operative sales

outlets & Other MATKETS ......cc.eeviiiiriiiiiieeceeeee e 43
Mitigation strategies for reducing negative impacts of the proposed MPA on fishers
and their famIlIES........coviiiiiiiii s 44

LICENCE DUY-0UL ..ttt e e e e e eeneeas 44

Assistance to stay N fIShING.......ccooeeuiiiiiiiiiiieciee e 45

REITAINING ... eiiiiiieeiie ettt ettt e e et e e e aee e s asee e ssaeeensaesnseeennneas 45
Socio-economic profile of potentially impacted communities ...........cccceeeveerreenennee. 47
CONCIUSIONS ..ttt ettt et e et e be e st e e bt e snbeenaeesaneens 51
RETCIEINCES ...ttt ettt ettt et e st e et esaeeenee s 53
APPendix 1: MEhOAS. .....cccuiiiiiiiiieiieeieee ettt aeebeessaeenee s 54

Interviews with fishers and fish co-operatives...........ccocceevieriiiinieniiiineccie, 54

Identification of potentially impacted fishers and fish co-operatives.................. 54

Number and type of interviews conducted ............ccooeeeriieiiiiiiiiieeceeeeeeee 54

INEETVIEW QUESTIONS ...eovviiiiieiiieiiieciie ettt ettt e te et e e et eebeesaeeesbeesseeensaessneenne 55

EERICS . et 56

Catch volume, effort and value data ............oooovveeiiiiiiiii e 56

Types of catch and effort data supplied ...........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 56

Limitations of catch volume, effort and value data ............ocoeeovvvvviveeiiiiieeennne. 56
Appendix 2: Interview schedule for fishers ............cooceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiie, 60
Appendix 3: Interview schedule for fishing co-operatives..........c.cccceeevvverieecieennnennnen. 64
Appendix 4: Ocean Trap and Line Fishery......c..coccooiriiniiinincccecee 66
Appendix 5: Fishing methods used on the Cod Grounds ............cceevvevevienieiieennennen. 67



Figures and Boxes

Box 1: Key findings on potential impacts of the proposed Cod Grounds MPA.................. 3

Box 2: Sources and limitations of catch volume and value data used in this report.....7

Figure 1: Location of the Cod Grounds in Northern NSW. ........ccccoovviviiiniiinciinciinieeeeeeenn 13
Figure 2: Annual estimated $SGVP of catch from the Cod Grounds from 1996/97 to 2002/03 at

average and upper Sydney Fish Market prices .......c.ccocvveviiiiciieiciieniieciee e 31
Figure 3: Location of Hastings MUNICIPALILY ......cccceveververiiieriieniieniiesiesieetesre e eieeseesenesenes 47

Tables

Table 1: Comparison of the restricted fishery and share management fishery framework for
commercial fisheries in New South Wales, provided for under the Fisheries
Management ACt 1999 ... eueeeeeeeeee ettt ee st e et e et estaeessaeesbaeenaeennnes 16

Table 2: Characteristics of current owner operators with a history of fishing the Cod Grounds
........................................................................................................................................ 23

Table 3: Advertised sales prices for NSW commercial fishing businesses over 2003-2004 .. 26
Table 4: Fish species commonly caught on the Cod Grounds and catch methods.................. 28

Table 5: Average annual weight and GVP at beach landed prices of common species caught

by regular fishers of the Cod Grounds from 1996/97 to 2002/03 ...........cccveerveeeveennnnn. 30
Table 6: Summary of proportion of catch of different owner-operators caught on the Cod

GITOUNAS. ..ottt ettt ettt et e st e et e et e bt e bt e saeeeateenbeenbeenbeaseesneesnseenseenseenseas 32
Table 7: Definitions of fishery exploitation status used by NSW Fisheries..........c.ccccccvveneen. 35
Table 8: Demographic characteristics of fishers interviewed..........cccevvverieriienciencriecieenieennn, 37
Table 9: Key characteristics of fishing families interviewed ...........ccccoovvirienininienenceene. 38

Table 10: Estimated average annual GVP landed from Cod Grounds to different co-operatives
from 1996/97 10 2002/03 ....cneimieieieeee ettt 41

Table 11: Key markets for different fish species commonly caught on the Cod Grounds as
identified by fish co-operative Mmanagers............eccvereerieeieeiieenieneesee e 41

Table 12: Key socio-demographic characteristics of areas in which potentially impacted
fishers live, compared to averages for NSW and Coastal Australia............cccceervveneennen. 50

Table A.1: Interviews conducted for the Cod Grounds SEIA .........oueueeeeeeeeeen 55

10



Introduction

This report provides an assessment of potential social and economic impacts of the proposed
Cod Grounds Marine Protected Area (MPA). This assessment provides information to help
support subsequent decision-making about the proposed MPA.

This report provides a brief background to the proposed Cod Grounds MPA, and the scope of
the SEIA undertaken, including the methods used for the SEIA. The report then provides:

A history of fishing in the region, including key changes affecting fishers in the region;
Profile of current and historical fishing on the Cod Grounds;

Potential impacts of the proposed MPA on fishing businesses that (a) currently fish the
Cod Grounds, (b) have a history of fishing on the Cod Grounds, and/or (¢) would be
affected by fishing displaced from the Cod Grounds;

Potential impact of the proposed MPA on fishers and fishing families;

Potential mitigation strategies for fishing businesses and fishing families;

Potential impacts of the proposed MPA on fishing co-operatives; and

A profile of the socio-economic characteristics of the area in which fishers and fish co-

operatives are located and how this affects potential impacts of the proposed MPA on
them.

Key factors that should be considered when developing any subsequent policies aimed at
mitigating impacts if the proposed MPA is declared are then discussed.
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Background

The Cod Grounds is located approximately four nautical miles off the coast of Laurieton,
New South Wales, in Commonwealth waters. It is made up of three underwater pinnacles,
rising to 18 metres water depth from a seabed approximately 40 metres deep. The Cod
Grounds has been identified as a prime habitat for grey nurse sharks, which have been
observed aggregating above the seabed, and near the gutters between the three pinnacles
(Department of Environment and Heritage (DEH) 2003a). Figure 1 shows the location of the
proposed MPA.

The east coast population of grey nurse sharks is listed as critically endangered under the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The Commonwealth
Recovery Plan for Grey Nurse Sharks in Australia lists nineteen known aggregation sites for
grey nurse sharks along Australia’s east coast. One of these is the Cod Grounds. Currently at
the Cod Grounds, human activities include commercial fishing (using trap and line methods),
recreational fishing and SCUBA diving (DEH 2003a).

Recognising this, the DEH released a discussion paper in 2003 providing background on grey
nurse sharks and the Cod Grounds, and options for protecting grey nurse sharks at the Cod
Grounds. In response to this discussion paper a total of 185 submissions were received, and
were considered in developing a proposal for a marine reserve at the Cod Grounds. A
proposal was then released in late 2003 for a Marine Protected Area (MPA) to be declared at
the Cod Grounds (DEH 2003Db).

The proposed MPA would be declared over the area within a 1000 metre radius of the three
pinnacles of the Cod Grounds, a total area of 3.1 square kilometres. Within this area, all
commercial and recreational fishing would be prohibited, and SCUBA diving at a minimum
controlled by a permit system (DEH 2003b).

After the proposal was developed, BRS was contracted to undertake an assessment of the
potential social and economic impacts of the proposed MPA on commercial fishers and fish
co-operatives. Due to the lack of existing social and economic data at the appropriate scale,
and the need to obtain details about their fishing activities to allow better use of NSW
Fisheries data (such as fish species, fishing methods, and proportion of fishing effort
occurring on the Cod Grounds), it was decided to combine data collected through interviews
with potentially impacted fishers, with information accessed from NSW Fisheries catch
records.

12
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Scope and nature of the SEIA

Socio-economic impact assessment

In recent years, social and economic impact assessment (SEIA) has been increasingly used by
decision makers, including both government and private sector organisations, to predict
potential consequences of proposed changes in access to natural resources. SEIA is a useful
tool to help understand the potential range of impacts of a proposed change, and the likely
responses of those impacted if the change occurs. This understanding can be used to help
design impact mitigation strategies that can minimise negative, and maximise positive,
impacts of any change.

Scope of this assessment

This impact assessment examined the potential impacts of the proposed MPA on the
following groups:

e Commercial fishers — including both licence holders and their employees — who have a
history of fishing the Cod Grounds, and their families;

e Commercial fishers — including both licence holders and their employees — who fish in
the ocean trap and line fishery in NSW Fisheries data collection Zone 4, and their
families; and

e Fishing co-operatives that receive catch landed from the Cod Grounds.

This represents an analysis of the direct impacts of the proposed MPA. Likely indirect social
impacts of the proposed MPA were examined by analysing key social characteristics of the
region likely to be impacted. Indirect economic impacts were not examined.

Summary of methods used to assess impacts

Methods used to assess impacts were (a) accessing available data on current fishing activity,
and (b) collecting data via interviews of potentially impacted fishers and fish co-operatives.

Existing data on economic and social impacts of current fishing activity in and around the
Cod Grounds is limited. NSW Fisheries will be undertaking a social and economic impact
assessment starting in late 2004°, A survey of commercial NSW fishers asking for details of
fishing business activities was undertaken by Roy Morgan in 2001, but the data collected was
not specific enough to be useful for estimating impacts of the proposed Cod Grounds MPA.

NSW Fisheries collects catch and effort data from commercial fishers in the region3. The data
is collected by zone, with the Cod Grounds falling into NSW Fisheries data collection Zone 4.
Zone 4 covers the area from 31 to 32 degrees South, and incorporates all waters falling into
NSW jurisdiction within that range. The proposed Cod Grounds MPA boundaries would

2
This assessment will support development of a management strategy for the Ocean Trap and Line Fishery by
NSW Fisheries; assessments are being progressively carried out on different NSW fisheries (Philip Gibbs, NSW
Fisheries, pers. comm.).

3
See Appendix 1 for detailed description of the data collected by NSW Fisheries.
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cover 3.1 km® within this Zone. The location of the Cod Grounds, and its location within data
collection Zone 4, can be seen in Figure 1.

Due to the lack of existing social and economic data at the appropriate scale, and the need to
obtain details about their fishing activities to allow better use of NSW Fisheries data (such as
fish species, fishing methods, and proportion of fishing effort occurring on the Cod Grounds),
it was decided to combine data collected through interviews with potentially impacted fishers,
with information accessed from NSW Fisheries catch records for data collection Zone 4. Box
2 (page 7) details key sources and limitations of catch volume and value data used in this
report. Appendix 1 provides more detail on the methods used to improve validity of data
estimates, and the process used to arrive at the estimates provided in this report. This includes
discussion of the number and type of interviews conducted, and of limitations of the catch
volume effort and value data. A copy of the interview schedules used for fishers is at
Appendix 2 and for fish co-operatives at Appendix 3.

A social profile of the region in which potentially impacted fishers lived was undertaken
using data from the Australian Bureau of Statistic’s Census of Population and Housing.

15



Fishing in the region of the Cod Grounds

Understanding the potential impacts of the proposed MPA requires knowledge of the types of
fishing occurring in the region, and changes, for example in fisheries management, that have
affected how fishers can operate in the region. This provides the context necessary to analyse
how fishers are likely to respond to changes such as the proposed MPA.

Regulation of fishing on the Cod Grounds and in the region

All fishing on the area covered by the proposed Cod Grounds MPA falls within the NSW
Ocean Trap and Line Fishery (OT&L) !

The OT&L became a category 1 share managed fishery in February 2004, where fishing
businesses must have an entitlement to operate in the OT&L fishery, and fishers must hold
commercial fishing licences with endorsements to operate in the OT&L. Shares will soon
replace endorsements in the fishery.

Commerecial fisheries in NSW (excluding Abalone and Lobster) have recently moved from
restricted to share managed fisheries. Table 1 details key differences between restricted and
share managed fisheries.

Table 1: Comparison of the restricted fishery and share management fishery framework
for commercial fisheries in New South Wales, provided for under the Fisheries
Management Act 1994

Source: NSW Fisheries (2002)

Restricted fishery Share managed
fishery

Right issued Validated catch Shares

history which gives

rise to an

“entitlement”
Access Endorsement Endorsement
Transferability Subject to transfer Subject to the

policy management plan
Statutory No Yes, if shares are
compensation cancelled
payable (under
NSW law)?
Statutory No Yes, 5 year plan
management plan
required (under
NSW law)?

The OT&L fishery operated as a restricted entry fishery from 1 March 1997. Under the
restricted entry, fishing businesses (termed ‘recognised fishing operations’, or RFOs) were
allocated ‘entitlements’ to operate in the OT&L fishery based on whether their fishing effort
in the OT&L met threshold criteria during the years 1987 to 1993. Fisheries catch data was

4
A general description of the Ocean Trap and Line Fishery is given in Appendix 4.
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validated for those years, with fishers given an opportunity to review the records for their
RFO and challenge them if they believed they were inaccurate.

An entitlement in a restricted fishery in NSW is attached to an RFO, not to individual fishers.
This means it is attached to the boat that forms the basis of the RFO, not to individuals
working on that boat. More than one fisher may work in an RFO. Individual fishers must hold
a commercial fishing licence, and endorsements are placed on that licence allowing fishers to
operate in particular areas of the fishery using specified gear.

Within OT&L, fishers may hold multiple endorsements. This may include one or more of:

e A Line Fishing Western Zone endorsement, allowing them to fish to 100 fathoms depth
(183 metres);

e A Line Fishing Eastern Zone endorsement allowing them to fish at over 100 fathoms
depth; and/or

e A demersal fish trap endorsement.

In addition, vessels operating outside of 3 nautical miles are required to have an offshore
. . .. . . 5
fishing entitlement or an OG1 condition on their vessel licence .

Two types of boasts may operate as commercial fishing boats in NSW. The first are ‘boat
history vessels’. These are boats attached to an RFO which received fishing entitlements
based on their validated catch history over 1986 to 1993. The entitlements attached to the
RFO and the ‘boat history vessel’ must be transferred as a single package, and are not allowed
to be transferred separately to each other (NSW Fisheries 2002). The second type are ‘general
purpose vessels’, which ‘can be transferred separately to the other entitlements of the fishing
business’ (NSW Fisheries 2002). Fishers currently regulatory fishing the Cod Grounds have
boat history vessels.

Fishing boats are also licensed. Any transfers of fishing boat licences require prior approval
by the Director-General of NSW Fisheries.

Obtaining a commercial fishing licence and endorsements to operate in a fishery can only
occur in a restricted entry fishery through purchase of a fishing business (RFO) with validated
catch history.

Many fishers with OT&L endorsements also hold endorsements and/or shares in other
fisheries, and own/work in RFOs with entitlements in fisheries other than the OT&L. The
other fisheries include the Ocean Hauling Fishery (including Beach Ocean Haul), Lobster
Fishery, Estuary Prawn Trawl, Ocean Prawn Trawl Fishery, Estuary General Fishery, Ocean
Fish Trawl Fishery, Abalone Fishery and Estuary General Fisheryé.

All these fisheries, with the exception of the Rock Lobster Fishery are in the process of
transitioning to a share managed fishery. The Rock Lobster Fishery is already a share

’ Prior to 1991, the Commonwealth Government controlled fishing in waters over 3 nautical miles from shore.
When the Offshore Constitutional Settlement was signed between the NSW and Commonwealth Governments in
1991, jurisdiction of ocean trap and line fishing activities within the 4,000 metre isobath was given to NSW. At
this time, fishers who had previously held Commonwealth licenses to operate outside 3 nautical miles were
automatically issued an authority called an ‘OG1” on their NSW boat licence permitting them to work in
offshore waters (NSW Fisheries n.d.).

6
General information about these fisheries can be found by accessing the NSW Fisheries commercial fishing
homepage, at http://www.fisheries.nsw.gov.au/com/home_management_plans.htm
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managed fishery, in which shareholders are allocated a proportion of the total allowable catch
set annually for the fishery according to the proportion of shares they hold in the fishery.
Entry to the Rock Lobster Fishery only requires purchasing shares in the Fishery, rather than
purchasing a fishing business as is the requirement in the restricted entry fisheries.

The OT&L Fishery is in the process of shifting from a restricted to a share-based fishery. At
the time of report writing, eligible persons had been invited to apply for shares by 2 July
2004. In October 2004, provisional shares will be allocated to operators in the fishery. An
appeals process will be taking place, allowing fishers to challenge their allocation if they
believe it is inappropriate. A Share Management Plan will be drawn up for the fishery,
specifying rules for share management, trading, and minimum share requirements to be
allowed to operate in the fishery, amongst others. The conditions and transferability placed on
shares in the OT&L fishery will not be publicly available until the Share Management Plan
has been released. It is expected that the final transition to a share-based fishery will be
complete by mid- to late-2005.

Nature of fishing undertaken in the region

Commercial fishers operating in the region on and around the Cod Grounds and data
collection Zone 4 in general are multi-method, multi-species fishers. They fish on different
fishing grounds in the region at different times, as well as using multiple fishing methods.

Multi-species, multi-method fishing has been undertaken in this area for at least several
decades, with some fishers interviewed having up to four generations of this type of fishing.
This approach to fishing is believed by the fishers to be highly sustainable, as targeting
different areas and species at appropriate times of year allows fish stocks recovery time:

‘... like a farmer we want to spell [an] area for a certain time of the year and go back ... when
we know it’s more productive ... It’s more beneficial for us to let it stay fallow rather than be
there 12 months of the year.” —Fisher # 1

‘I grew up in a multi-purpose fishery where everything was done seasonal, you pulled
something until it started to get less in the catch rate and then you’d stop that and you’d go
and catch something else ... [ was taught not to hit the one thing too hard for too long
otherwise you'd wear it out.” — Fisher # 3

Within this fishing tradition availability of multiple fishing grounds to target at different times
of the year and in different conditions is important to maintaining business viability.

Changes affecting fishers in the region

Key changes affecting how fishers undertaking multi-purpose, multi-species fishing in the
Cod Grounds region and surrounding areas have been able to fish in recent decades include:

Changes in regulations, with a shift to restricted fisheries and share fisheries;

Closures of fishing grounds;

Changes to size limits for particular species of fish and fishing method restrictions;
e Increasing interaction with recreational fishers in some areas;

e Increasing capital and operating costs and fees charged to fishing businesses; and
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e Increased market competition, from interstate or overseas fish imports.

The shift to restricted fisheries and share fisheries

Access to many fisheries, including the trap and line fishery, was historically open to any
NSW licensed commercial fisher (NSW Fisheries n.d.). From March 1 1997, NSW fisheries
converted to restricted fisheries, with the restrictions as described earlier.

The shift to restricted fisheries affected many of the fishers interviewed. Several undertook
historical fishing for a short period of the year, or only irregularly, in a fishery and did not
meet the criteria to receive an entitlement to operate in that fishery. Once the restricted fishery
was declared, that fishery was no longer available for them to shift to as part of the rotational
fishing methods.

Fishers responded to this change through (a) searching for new areas to fish in the fisheries
for which they had entitlements, and (b) increasing fishing effort in the fisheries for which
they received entitlements compared to their effort prior to the shift to restricted fisheries.

Closures of fishing grounds

The primary closure affecting fishers in the Cod Grounds region was the 2002 closure of the
lower third of the Camden Haven estuary to commercial estuary fishers to create a
recreational fishing haven. This affected only those with estuary general or estuary prawn
trawl entitlements, and represented a considerable loss of fishing for some. Some affected
fishers also hold OT&L entitlements.

The closure was part of a State-wide program of creating Recreational Fishing Havens
(RFHs), in which a number estuary closures occurred. Fees from recreational fishing licences
were used to fund a buy-out of commercial fishing licences operating in the RFHs and
surrounding areas, in which fishers sold licences back to the NSW government. This
effectively funded a reallocation of fisheries resources from commercial to recreational
fishers in the RFHs (DEH 2003). NSW Fisheries purchased the estuary entitlements of fishers
who chose to take part in the buy-out, paying compensation of:

e Twice the average of the three best catch years of the fishing business between 1986 and
1999, plus

e $10,000 for depreciation of equipment; and
e $10,000 retraining allowance.

Fishers kept their equipment, with the buy-out being of the entitlement only.

In the NSW Government Budget Report for 2002-2003, the NSW Minister for Agriculture
and Fisheries reported that $20 million had been used to buy out 251 fishing businesses as a
result of establishing 29 RFHs in NSW estuaries (NSW Government 2003).

Responses to closures of estuary areas to commercial fishing by those fishers who did not
take up the option of a licence buy-out were similar to those identified above - intensified
fishing in remaining areas and search for new areas to fish.

Potential future closures were also mentioned by fishers, including the proposed Cod Grounds
MPA and other potential closures, not formally proposed but which fishers believe may occur
in the future. These proposals have created considerable uncertainty for fishers and their
families.
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Changes to size limits for particular species of fish and fishing method restrictions

Changes to size limits and fishing methods in recent years have affected some fishing
businesses. The biggest impact for OT&L fishers interviewed was an increase in the snapper
size limit from 28 centimetres to 30 centimetres, implemented approximately two years ago.
This change affected several of the fishers interviewed, and four reported their catches of
snapper had reduced significantly since the size limit change.

Responses to the snapper size change varied. Some moved to target other species more
intensively. One reported having effectively stopped fishing at that time, partly because of the
snapper size change. Others shifted effort to areas where snapper caught was more likely to be
of legal size, for example, three fishers (two owner operators and one employee) reported
shifting effort from inshore reef areas, such as Mermaid Rock, to reefs further from shore
such as the Cod Grounds where snapper size tended to be higher.

Other changes to size limits or fishing methods included a ban on kingfish trapping imposed
in 1995, and trip limits for gemfish (discussed by two operators). While few operators
reported being directly affected by these changes, those that did reported similar impacts and
responses to impacts as those resulting from the shift to restricted fisheries.

Increasing interaction with recreational fishers

Commercial fishers reported a range of interactions with recreational fishers in the region.
Four reported difficulties associated with increased interaction, primarily loss of traps,
resulting from recreational fishers tying up to trap buoys and inadvertently dragging the traps
as their boat drifted, until the traps became snagged.

Other fishers reported a good relationship with recreational fishers and in the area of the
proposed MPA, all but one reported relatively positive interactions. All who discussed the
issue observed increasing use of the Cod Grounds by recreational fishers in recent years,
particularly since widespread use of GPS has made the pinnacles more easily located.

Several fishers expressed concern about closures in which commercial fishing was banned but
recreational fishing allowed to continue, including the recent estuary closure.

Increasing capital and operating costs for fishing businesses

All fishers reported increasing capital and operating costs for their business, in most cases
reporting that these costs had risen faster than prices received for fish landed. Costs
commonly mentioned as having increased significantly included:

e Licences and fees paid to NSW Fisheries, including annual licence fees, environmental
survey fees, and others.

e Boat motor repair and replacement;

e Equipment such as floats and rope;

e Fuel; and

e Bait.

Most of these costs had risen due to a rise in purchase price. However, increased equipment
costs resulted both from rising costs of purchasing equipment, and from increased rates of

loss of equipment. The increased loss of equipment was usually a result of increased shipping
traffic and/or recreational fishing effort in areas when commercial fishers are operating.
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Fishers have tried to minimise the loss by fishing in areas with less shipping traffic and/or
recreational fishing:

‘We're sort of pushed into the inshore fishery more these days because of the coastal
freighters ... they re like trucks going up and down the highway out there now, and they run
over your gear and cost you a lot of money.” — Fisher # 1

Fishers had a range of strategies for responding to increasing business capital and operating
costs, including targeting higher value species, such as snapper, which could be sold locally
for a better return. Others had increased their hours of effort in order to cover capital and
operating costs, or targeted areas where gear was less likely to be damaged. The Cod Grounds
was identified as one area where snapper can be caught in high numbers, and where gear
damage is in general lower than in other locations, due to less shipping traffic in the area.

Increasingly competitive markets

Several fishers discussed increasing competition from fish products brought in from interstate
and overseas. In general, it was believed that increased competition in markets had resulted in
fish prices staying relatively steady, or rising at a lower rate than business costs. Responses to
this have been similar to responses to increasing business operating and capital costs.

Impacts of changes

The combined impact of the various changes discussed above has been increasing pressure on
fishers to be efficient and competitive, with lower profit margins and more effort required to
keep fishing businesses viable:

‘When 1 first started fishing it was more of a lifestyle but now it’s become more of a battle
business-wise. You have to spend more hours in it, you have to stay very productive ... or you
will go behind ... to start in the game now, I wouldn’t even think about it.” — Fisher # 1

The changes have created considerable uncertainty about the future for fishers, particularly
regarding potential future changes to regulations and access to different fisheries and fishing
grounds:

‘We're basically at a point where we can’t invest any more ... there’s no security, no-one’s
really game to invest a lot of money to venture into anything new. ... Everyone’s just jumping
up and down in one spot until we get a bit of security.” — Fisher # 2

Fishers reported the changes had altered their ability to manage their impact on fish stocks:

They sort of put us all into slots, what you can do, what you can’t do, [based on] your catch
history over the years, now in this area ... all the little bits and pieces make up a whole and
that’s how we earn our income. ... it impacted on us being able to earn enough income out of
what we 've got left ... and what they 've done by doing that is also put excess pressure onto the
fisheries that we are allowed to be in, because to make up for the shortfalls in other fisheries
we've got to go and flog the other one like hell, seven days a week, to survive. — Fisher # 7

Overall, changes to fishing over the past decade have resulted in commercial fishing
becoming a more competitive business with narrower margins; reduced fishing options
available to fishers; and increased uncertainty about the future of fishing in the region. The
primary response to these changes by fishers has been development of strategies to try to
maintain the viability of their fishing business, in order to stay in fishing. Fishers also
reported a reduction in the number of young people entering commercial fishing, and overall
reduction in numbers of commercial fishers as older fishers retired.
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Fishing activity on the Cod Grounds

Profile of fishing on the Cod Grounds

The Cod Grounds has a set of unique characteristics that make it an unusually productive
fishing ground in the region. The Cod Grounds is comprised of three underwater pinnacles of
rock, rising to an average depth of approximately 24 metres and a peak of 18 metres. The
pinnacles together cover an area described by fishers as about the size of a football field. The
structure of this reef, together with relatively good current conditions and its location four
nautical miles from the coast, lead to high aggregations of fish on the reef structure.

Fishing methods used on the Cod Grounds include various forms of line fishing, and fish
trapping. The fishing methods used are detailed in Appendix 5.

The Cod Grounds was reported by fishers to be a more reliable fishing ground than other
areas of reef in the region, because of its larger size, position further from the coast and
relatively shallow water compared to other reef areas in the region. In addition, the Cod
Grounds is accessible in a wide range of weather conditions whereas fishing areas further
from the coast had significantly higher likelihood of bad weather or current conditions
preventing fishing.

[The Cod Ground] is only four miles from the shelf ... if it’s windy you can still get out and get
in ... —Fisher # 6

The reason why we look at the Cod Ground is, different times of the year, it would be one of
the only grounds that had the kingfish and bonitos at different times of the year. You can go up
and down the coast and you don’t get them, but it gets them.’ — Fisher # 12

‘Fishermen have relied on the aggregation of fish on this reef’s structure, as a major
component of their income ... similarly to the way a shop keeper would rely on a business
placed in the main street of a CBD’ — Fisher # 17

The Cod Grounds is the largest area of reef rock relatively close to shore. Other reef areas are
smaller, with Mermaid Reef, the next largest area of reef, considerably smaller than the Cod
Grounds and closer to shore. Other small areas of broken reef exist in the area, considerably
smaller than the Cod Grounds or Mermaid Reef. Other than these reef areas, there is
predominantly muddy ocean floor out to the shelf.

Eleven owner operators and 6 employees of owner operators interviewed indicated a history
of fishing the Cod Grounds or current fishing on the Cod Grounds. All indicated that only trap
and line fishing was undertaken on the Cod Grounds, consistent with the information
provided by NSW Fisheries and DEH at the beginning of the SEIA.

. . . . 7
Key characteristics of these owner operators are summarised in Table 2 .

7
Note that the information provided provides a picture of differences between businesses without allowing
individual identification of businesses. Descriptions of individual fishing businesses are not provided as the level
of variation between businesses would allow easy identification of individuals from this type of information.
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Table 2: Characteristics of current owner operators with a history of fishing the Cod

Grounds

Fishing business characteristic

Number of owner operators* of
fishing businesses with a history of
Cod Grounds fishing (out of 11) with
this characteristic

Cod Grounds fishing history

Fishing the Cod Grounds on a regular basis within the past4 | 6
years
History of fishing the Cod Grounds within past decade 11+

Eleven owner operators interviewed had
a history of fishing the Cod Grounds.
Other fishers in the region also reported
to have a history of fishing Cod
Grounds had either retired, or were not
interviewed as they did not indicate a
potential impact from the proposed
MPA.

Over 50% of OT&L catch since 1996/97 from proposed
MPA. Note that two of these also fished in other fisheries,
meaning that the proportion of their overall catch from
different fisheries affected by the proposed MPA may be
less than 50%.

3

20-50% of OT&L catch since 1996/97 from proposed MPA.
All of these fishers only fished in the OT&L fishery.

2 (plus possibly one other who declined
to be interviewed, although it is not
known whether this fisher would fall
into this category).

Do not currently regularly fish the Cod Grounds, but current
irregular catch and/or potential future catch likely to be
affected by proposed MPA

7-13. Five owner operators interviewed
fell into this category. Based on co-
operative figures, another 2 - 8 owner
operators may also fall in this category.

Employees/business structure

Owner operator with no employees

2

Owner operator with one casual employee (paid)

w

Owner operator with one unpaid employee/s

Owner operator with one full-time or more than one casual
employee

Business is a partnership, operating with another fishing
business or as a partnership between family member/s (eg
owners of two fishing businesses work together, or more
than one family member works in a fishing business that is
held in the name of one of the family members)

Entitlements/endorsements/shares held

Western Line endorsement (OT&L)

—

Eastern Line endorsement (OT&L)

Demersal fish trap endorsement (OT&L)

Ocean Prawn Trawl entitlement — inshore endorsement

Ocean Prawn Trawl entitlement — offshore endorsement

Ocean Hauling entitlement

Estuary General or Estuary Prawn Trawl entitlement

Rock Lobster shares

WIN NN CO|Q|—

Current methods of fishing on Cod Grounds

Demersal fish trap

Troll line/Lead line/ hand line

Drop line
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* The definition of ‘owner/operator’ used here is not traditional, and refers to ‘any one of (a) a single
person, (b) a husband/wife or (c) another type of partnership, in which the person, couple or partners
own one or more fishing businesses with an interest in the Cod Grounds but operate as a single entity.’

Fishing history, current fishing and plans for future fishing on the Cod Grounds

Of the fishers who indicated an interest in the Cod Grounds:

e Six owner operators, operating a total of seven fishing businesses, indicated they
currently regularly fish the Cod Grounds.

e All others interviewed indicated a history of fishing the Cod Grounds, with some
indicating they currently irregularly fish the Cod Grounds. Two of these discussed plans
to return to fishing the Cod Grounds more regularly in the future, while others indicated
that the Cod Grounds represented a useful ‘emergency’ fishing spot when other regular
fishing areas were not successful.

In general, the Cod Grounds was considered a good potential area for future fishing as part of
the multi species, multi purpose rotational fishing undertaken by fishers in the OT&L fishery.

It is estimated an additional one to four fishers currently fish the Cod Grounds on an irregular
basis for a small proportion (less than 10%) of their total catch and effort. This estimate is
based on estimates provided by co-operative managers of numbers of co-operative members
currently landing catch from the Cod Grounds (and one fisher identified as potentially
impacted who did not participate in an interview). It was not possible to obtain firm
identification of numbers currently irregularly fishing the Cod Grounds for a small proportion
of their total catch, except that it is likely to be between two and eight fishers, based on
varying reports from fishers and co-operatives.

Fishers reported that in the past 10 to 20 years considerably more boats fished the Cod
Grounds, with reports of 10 to 12 boats fishing the Cod Grounds on a daily basis.

‘There used to be 14 boats working out of here, and out early every morning, be out on the
Cod Ground by daylight, little troll around, we’d come back with five or half a dozen boxes of
kingfish ... and bonito, that sort of thing ..." — Fisher # 7

You’d have no worries to see 10 or 11 boats on it when it was good, of a night ... there’s a lot
of boats that have gone out of the industry and there’s nowhere near that amount now. —
Fisher # 14

The reduction in boats operating on the Cod Grounds appears to have resulted from two
primary influences - retirement of fishers who used to fish the Cod Grounds, and changes in
catch. Two fishers had ceased fishing on the Cod Grounds due to the drop in kingfish stocks
that occurred during and after the period in which kingfish traps were used". However, they
had planned to return when kingfish stocks recovered, which they indicated was showing
signs of occurring in recent years.

Fishing methods used by Cod Grounds fishers

Methods reported in use on the Cod Grounds were demersal fish trapping, troll lines, lead
lines, drop lines and hand lines. No rock lobster pots were reported used in the area covered
by the proposed MPA, and the area covered by the proposed MPA is not suitable for net
fishing. In the past, floating fish traps were used to trap kingfish until this ceased in 1995.

8
Use of these traps was banned in 1995.
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Business capital and running costs for Cod Grounds fishers

Owner operators interviewed owned a range of boats. Boat sizes ranged from 23 foot to 53
foot length, with a range of boat types. Most had diesel motors, with varying capacities. Boats
were fitted with a range of gear types, depending on the fisheries in which entitlements/shares
were held, and the fishing methods used by different fishers.

In general, all fishing businesses currently operating on the Cod Grounds were equipped with:

e Vehicle used for business purposes;

e Boat, ranging from 23 to 53 foot length, usually including diesel motor although some
with outboard motor, fitted with;

» Line and/or trapping gear, depending on methods used. This may include winches
for pulling up traps and various types of line gear;

GPS;

Radar;

Plotter;

Echo Sounder;
Bait tanks

EPIRB; and

YV V Vv VYV Y V V

VHF radio/transceiver/tuner.

The age and types of capital items owned varied, and so would have a range of values. In
general, boats are sold with items such as GPS etc included, and second hand Quality of life is
measured in one of two ways: by measuring a person’s own perceptions of their well-being;
or by measuring indicators thought to indicate well-being, such as average life span, or
income. GPS etc are not sold separately to boats. It is possible to value each capital items
separately using an initial purchase price and depreciation approach, however as there is not a
significant market for second-hand capital items attached to boats, these items were not
valued separately to the boat. Given that boats are generally sold second hand with these
capital items included, it is more appropriate to obtain sale values for boats including capital
items.

There is a lack of available data on resale values of NSW ‘catch history vessels’, which are
generally sold as part of a ‘fishing business’ package including both the boat (including
capital items listed above) and attached entitlements to operate in a particular fishery.

The range of boat types and entitlements attached to the fishing business mean there is a wide
variety in sale prices of boats. Table 3 provides a range of examples of advertised prices in the
‘Trade-a-Boat’ magazine for boats licensed to operated as commercial fishing boats in NSW
waters. The figures provided are indicative only, reflecting sale asking prices rather than final
sale prices, but giving some idea of variation in prices and indicative values attached to
entitlements to operate in different NSW commercial fisheries, and the range of values
attached to boats.
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Table 3: Advertised sales prices for NSW commercial fishing businesses over 2003-2004

Source: Trade-a-Boat, Issues 314 to Issue 325, July 2003 to July 2004

Boat length & type Entitlements/ Boat Entitlement/ | Total asking
endorsements asking endorsement | price for fishing
price asking price | business
(exc including both
GST) boat and
entitlement/s
(exc GST)
17 metre, timber None 55,000
8 metre, aluminium None 50,000
30 foot, glass over fly None 52,000
5.6 metre (18 foot), OT&L Line West; 87,500
fibreglass shark cat, 2 x Spanner Crab North
outboard motor, line and Queensland
pot equipment
13.49 metre (44 foot), steel | Ocean trawl, Fish trawl 178,000
north, inshore/deep
water/off shore P-1
prawn trawl (no OT&L)
12.82 metre (42 foot) Prawn trawl 120,000 80,000 200,000 (reduced
inshore/offshore (no (reduced from earlier
OT&L) from 235,000)
155,000)
7.6 metre, plate alloy OT&L Line East, Line 165,000
West; AFMA gummy
shark
8 metre (26 foot), OT&L Line west, 149,000
aluminium AFMA gummy shark
9.19 metre (30 foot), timber | OT&L Line west 59,000 79,000 138,000
7 metre (23 foot), OT&L Line west, 130,000
aluminium Spanner crab north
6.10 metre (20 foot) OT&L Line west 110,000
aluminium, outboard
40 foot, timber, live bait OT&L Line east, Line 250,000
tank, purse seine west, tuna
14.94 metre (49 foot), OT&L Line west, Ocean 155,000
timber fish trawl north, prawn
trawl inshore/offshore
41 foot OT&L Line west 275,000

* Note that the values listed here reflect the advertised sale price, and do not necessarily match actual
sale prices achieved. Not all details of boats are included in the Table. All boats were advertised
complete with capital items such as GPS, etc, and had a range of engine power, fuel tank and water

tank sizes.

Running costs for businesses currently operating on the Cod Grounds include:

e Fuel costs, reported to range from $40 to $120 per fishing day depending on the range of
the boat, engine type, and areas fished;

e Bait costs, again ranging widely between businesses depending on whether (a) bait fish
were caught by the fisher or purchased; (b) type of bait used, and (c) amount of bait used,
which depended on factors such as number of traps and how often they were set and

pulled;
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e Ice costs, varying depending on amount of ice used and price charged for ice by co-
operative;

e  Gear replacement costs, including replacement of lost buoys and traps. Trap costs were
estimated at $100-200 for materials, not including labour of approximately 1 to 1.5 days
to build a new trap;

e Motor and boat repairs, varying widely between operators and over time;

e Mooring fees

e Licence fees

e Freight costs

e Commission costs to fish receivers, usually of approximately 10%-22% depending on the
fish receiver sold to;

e Phone/fax/internet

A key factor that must be considered in regard to running costs is that the highest cost items —
reported by most fishers to be fuel and licence fees — are incurred regardless of whether the
Cod Grounds is fished or not for most fishers currently operating on the Cod Grounds. This is
because the Cod Grounds is located close to shore, and is usually fished on the way to and/or
from other fishing grounds. In other words, if the Cod Grounds were not fished but other
current fishing grounds were still targeted, fishers would still incur similar fuel costs and pay
the same licence fees to NSW Fisheries, and so business running costs would not decrease
significantly, if at all, as a result of not targeting the Cod Grounds but continuing to target
other existing fishing grounds. Similarly, mooring fees will remain the same, and phone/fax
and internet costs are unlikely to change.

If catch levels are reduced, commissions paid to fish receiver would fall, as would freight
costs. Costs of bait and ice may or may not fall with a fall in overall catch, depending on a
range of factors.

It is not meaningful, therefore, to assign a proportion of running (variable) costs of the
business to fishing targeted at the Cod Grounds, as these costs are not variable in the way the
term is usually defined — they will not be reduced in correspondence with a reduction in
production of fish catch from the business.

As a result, when impacts of reduced catch from the Cod Grounds are discussed, a gross value
added figure of the Cod Grounds catch is not provided. Instead, the beach landed SGVP of the
catch is discussed, as this is more meaningful a figure in a situation where business running
costs do not necessarily vary as a result of variation in the catch landed from a particular
fishing ground.

Fish catch from the Cod Grounds

Fish species commonly caught on the Cod Grounds

Table 4 summarises fish species commonly caught on the Cod Grounds, and the catch
methods used, based on interview information and NSW Fisheries catch data.
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Table 4: Fish species commonly caught on the Cod Grounds and catch methods

Fish species (common name) Typical methods by which species is caught**
Bonito Handlining, drifting, trolling, leadline

Dolphinfish (mahi mahi) Handlining, trolling

Drummer Trap

Goatfish (red mullet) Trap

Kingfish Handline, drifting, trolling, setline, leadline, dropline
Leatherjacket (black reef) Trap

Morwong (Red, Rubberlip) Trap

Mulloway Handline, setline

Pearl Perch Handline

Pigfish Trap

Samsonfish Handline, leadline, dropline

Shark, Carpet Handline, Setline, Dropline, Trap (carpet shark in traps)
Snapper Handline, setline, dropline, trap

Surgeonfish Trap

Sweep Handline, trap

Tarwhine Trap

Teraglin Handline

Trevally Handline, drifting, dropline, trap

In addition to the species listed in Table 4, several other species of fish may be caught at the

Cod Grounds, on an irregular basis or as a small part of total catch’. However, these species
form only a minor part of catch sold to market, with some used as bait fish.

Fishing effort on the Cod Grounds

The amount of fishing effort on the Cod Grounds varied considerably amongst those fishers
who have regularly fished the Cod Grounds since 1996/97.

Fishers targeted the Cod Grounds for between 10% and 80% of their overall fishing effort
(including both OT&L and effort in other fisheries). In general, those with higher catch value
on the Cod Grounds had a higher proportion of their fishing effort targeting the Cod Grounds.

Volume and value of catch on the Cod Grounds

Es%rnates of the volume of catch on the Cod Grounds from 1996/97 - 2002/03 were based

on :

e Estimates from fishers of their effort on the Cod Grounds by fish species and fishing
method. Some provided estimates of proportion of method, others proportion of particular
species. In general, only major species could be estimated as a percentage, while
estimates of catch of other species were based on fishing method used

e NSW Fisheries catch data for data collection Zone 4 for the licensed fishers interviewed,;
e Estimates of managers of fish co-operatives of effort on the Cod Grounds; and

e Combining the three to estimate what proportion of data collection Zone 4 fishing had
occurred on the Cod Grounds.

Minor species were Amberjack, Australian salmon, Bass groper, Blue eye, Cobia, Bar Cod, Maori Cod, Red
Rock Cod, Cuttlefish, Eels, Flathead, Ling, Luderick, Blue Mackerel, Spanish Mackerel, Moki, Morwong —
Jackass, Octopus, Parrotfish (Wrasse), Orange Perch, Ocean Perch, Pike, Sharks other than Carpet Shark, Squid,
Trumpeter, Tuna sp, and Wirrah.

10
More detailed descriptions of the methods used to estimate volume and value of catch are given in Appendix 1.
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Table 5 details volume and GVP at beach landed prices of common fish species caught at the
Cod Grounds from 1996/97 to 2002/03 and sold to market. Minor species are not listed
separately, but their value estimated in the final row of the table. Two values for average
annual GVP are provided: one based on average monthly Sydney Fish Market (SFM) prices,
and the other based on maximum monthly SFM prices.

The actual GVP of catch from the Cod Grounds is likely to be within this value range, and
most likely to fall at the upper end. This is supported by reports from fishers, co-operatives,
and NSW Fisheries personnel which indicated that catch landed from OT&L fishers in the
region of the Cod Grounds usually attracts a premium price due to the high quality of the
product. In addition, local sales of fish species are likely to return higher prices to fishers and
co-operatives than sales to SFM, again indicating prices received are likely to be towards or at
the higher estimate. It is considered highly unlikely that the GVP would fall below the lower
estimate given, given the consensus of fishers, fish receivers and NSW Fisheries personnel
that catch from the Cod Grounds commonly attracts the higher-end market prices for key
species caught there due to the high quality of the catch.

Volume estimates provided by fishers and fish co-operatives were highly consistent. The
overall number of fishers who reported that they regularly fished the Cod Grounds was
consistent with the estimates of NSW Fisheries provided at the start of the project. The
correlation of estimates from different sources means it is likely that the estimates provided
here are accurate to the level of identifying the numbers of fishers currently regularly fishing
the Cod Grounds, and the proportion of their effort likely to be affected. However, Table 5
may understate total volume of catch from the Cod Grounds, as it does not include catch from
fishers who have irregularly fished the Cod Grounds.

The volumes given in the table are based on estimates provided by fishers. Fishers gave a
range of estimates, and the mid-point of these estimates were used to calculate the figures in
the table. Most fishers felt confident to within +/- 10% of the proportion of their catch
occurring on the Cod Grounds, so the volume estimates are likely to have a +/-10% range of
potential error. See Box 2 for discussion of volume estimates used.

Table 5 identifies total average annual value of catch from the proposed MPA area over the
past seven years by fishers regularly operating on the Cod Grounds of approximately
$162,613 to $229,216. As stated above, the value is considered more likely to be at the upper
end. Including catch of fishers who irregularly target the Cod Grounds for a small part
(<10%) of their catch would increase this figure.

The most valuable species caught is snapper ($62,005 and $86,381 per annum), almost triple
the value of the next most valuable species landed, bonito ($21,019-$33,156 average annual
catch). Over $5,000 of catch is landed annually of carpet shark, leatherjacket, rubberlip
morwong, sweep, teraglin and trevally. The species above were identified by fishers as the
most important landed from the proposed Cod Grounds MPA, which is confirmed by the
analysis of catch history records.

Some fishers, however, identified morwong as less commonly caught on the Cod Grounds
than sweep, teraglin and trevally, indicating there may be an overestimate of the volume and
value of morwong caught in Table 5. The overall contribution of this species to total catch
value is relatively low compared to the key species of snapper and bonito, so that an
overestimate of morwong catch has little effect on the overall estimate of GVP of catch
landed from the Cod Grounds. Others debated the amount of leatherjacket caught within the
boundaries of the proposed MPA, as leatherjacket is primarily caught on the mud areas away
from the reef. However, the proposed MPA covers some of this area as the 1km radius of the
proposed MPA would extend further than the reef area into the muddy areas, so it is
considered the estimate is likely to be accurate.
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Table 5: Average annual weight and GVP at beach landed prices of common species
caught by regular fishers of the Cod Grounds from 1996/97 to 2002/03

Species* Weight GVP based on average GVP based on maximum
caught on SFM prices 1996/97 to SFM monthly prices
Cod Grounds | 2002/03 1996/97 to 2002/03
Avg annual Avg price | Avg annual Avg max | Avg annual
wt 1996/97 to | per kg ($) | value ($) price per | value ($)
2002/03 (kg) kg ($)
Bonito 5516.864 3.81 21019.07 6.01 33156.352
Dolphin fish 71.09 4.61 327.70 522 371.09
Drummer 63.71 2.42 154.26 2.56 163.10
Kingfish 330.013 8.15 2689.43 10.75 3547.64
Leatherjacket 1979.031 3.07 6067.97 3.38 6689.13
(black reef or
unspecified)**
Morwong (red) 197.386 8.562 1689.93 9.84 1942.28
Morwong 1729.002 3.44 5943.32 4.97 8593.14
(rubberlip)
Mullet, Red 135.19 6.097 824.19 11.27 1523.59
(Goatfish)
Mulloway (Jewfish) | 958.0414 7.45 7135.79 9.24 8852.30
Pearl Perch 141.4943 7.19 1017.05 8.23 1164.50
Pigfish 163.7671 18.28 2994.196 22.30 3652.01
Samsonfish*** 51.03 3.47 177.13 9.60 489.89
Shark, Carpet 1949.519 3.63 7071.631 5.14 10020.53
Snapper 7198.493 8.61 62005.18 12.00 86381.92
Surgeonfish 68.8 6.76 465.22 7.71 530.45
Sweep 3339.261 1.97 6587.574 2.90 9683.86
Tarwhine 142.2986 4.04 574.482 6.09 866.60
Teraglin 1210.401 5.71 6912.758 6.59 7976.54
Trevally, Silver 2392.869 2.51 6004.872 4.66 11150.77
Tuna, Mackerel 184.2571 2.48 457.2959 4.09 753.61
Total catch of 27822.5175 140,120 197,510
common CG species
Total catch of 31686,59 162,610 229,220%***
common and minor
CG

* Only species commonly caught on the Cod Grounds are listed in the table. Minor species are not included.

** The ‘Jackets Mixed’ category of SFM prices was used to calculate the maximum value, based on fishers reports of catching
leatherjackets on the reef areas of the Cod Grounds and on mud areas which will be covered by the proposed MPA.

*** The amount of Samsonfish caught on the Cod Grounds is likely to be significantly understated as it has often been recorded
in ‘other/unidentified fish species’ categories in NSW Fisheries data.

*#%* Figure is based on assumption that difference between average and maximum prices for commonly caught species on Cod
Grounds is the same at the difference for minor species caught on the Cod Grounds
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Figure 2 shows variation in value of the Cod Grounds catch over 1996/97 to 2002/03,
for both the average and upper SFM prices. There is no particular pattern visible, with
catch value varying between years but showing no steady increase or decline overall.
A range of factors may affect variation between years, including fishing effort,
weather, variation in prices for different species, and availability of particular species.
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Figure 2: Annual estimated $GVP of catch from the Cod Grounds from 1996/97
to 2002/03 at average and upper Sydney Fish Market prices

Cod Grounds catch as a proportion of fisher’s overall catch

The proportion of catch from the Cod Grounds also varies amongst the six owner-operators
interviewed who had fished the Cod Grounds regularly over the last seven years. Table 6
provides a summary of the owner operators and the likely proportion of their catch caught on
the Cod Grounds in recent years. There is a considerable difference in the GVP attributable to
individual owner operators from a low of $5,500-$8,800, up to $65,000-$82,000. The ranges
for the lower and higher estimate are wide due to the difficulty of estimating accurately.
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Table 6: Summary of proportion of catch of different owner-operators caught on the

Cod Grounds
Owner operator Total number Total number of Likely proportion of total
working (full dependents income made up by Cod
time or part supported by fishing | Grounds catch (range
time) in fishing business (figure does | determined by different
business not include owner potential values for Cod
operator/ employees) Grounds catch)*
1 2 6 40-50%
2 1 1 60-70%
3 1 1 20-30%
4 1.5 5 50-70%
5 2 3 5-8%
6 2 0 30-40%
Estimated 1-4 Unknown Unknown Small proportion of income
further owner- (likely below 10%)
operators in this
category

* Note that different owner-operators earned considerably different total income from fishing, so that a
high percentage of one owner-operator’s income may represent a lower total catch value than a low
percentage of another owner-operator’s income.

Fish receivers for catch from the Cod Grounds

Almost all catch from the Cod Grounds (close to 100%) is sold to fish co-operatives, with
four co-operatives identified as receiving catch. This is discussed further below. Occasionally
catch may be sold direct to fish receivers other than co-operatives, but this was not reported as
occurring often or on a regular basis.
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Potential direct impacts of the proposed Cod Grounds
MPA on commercial fishers

Likely impacts of proposed MPA on fishing businesses currently fishing the Cod
Grounds

In interviews, fishers were asked what the likely impact the proposed MPA would have on
their businesses, and how they would attempt to adjust to the change, assuming no assistance
was provided.

The following discussion of impacts represents a ‘no intervention’ impact scenario in which it
is assumed no mitigation strategies are in place.

For fishers currently fishing the Cod Grounds, the initial change would be loss of current
catch from the Cod Grounds, with the magnitude of the likely change as identified above.

All of the current fishers indicated they would respond to the change in the absence of
mitigation strategies by attempting to keep their fishing businesses viable. The key strategy
discussed was searching for new areas to fish in order to make up the catch lost from the Cod
Grounds. Most fishers stated they would leave fishing only if their business proved unviable
after attempting to find alternative fishing. Some believed there was potential their business
may become unviable:

Because this is virtually a hand to mouth business, if [ lose 30 plus percent [fishing income] it
will just make it totally unviable for me. I might try and hang on for a year or so but I honestly
think it will be the end of me, I think I will probably have to go on the dole or something. —
Fisher # 18

Overall, the impacts of attempting to maintain fishing business viability by replacing lost
catch from the Cod Grounds were reported to be:

e Increased time spent travelling to and from alternative fishing grounds, likely to be
further from homeports than the Cod Grounds;

e Increased fuel costs;

e Increased bait and equipment costs from intensifying fishing effort by putting down extra
traps, discussed as a potential coping strategy by three fishers;

e Increased safety issues due to fishing in more adverse weather conditions;
e Increased wear and tear on the boat, particularly the motor;
e Lost fishing time while exploring for new viable fishing spots;

e Less reliable fishing resulting in less reliable returns from fishing, and hence more fishing
hours having to be put in;

e Reduced time with family;

e Increased stress; and
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e  Competition with other fishers operating in areas Cod Grounds fishers may shift to.

Searching for new areas to fish, whether in trap and line or other types of fishing, would take
time. The time spent searching for new areas to fish — by testing different areas and
experimenting with different fishing methods until appropriate catch rates were found —
would be an additional cost on top of the cost of lost catch from the Cod Grounds.

In addition, most fishers believed that fishing in alternative fishing areas in the OT&L fishery
would necessarily involve considerably increased fishing costs, as there are few reef fishing
areas as close to shore, and alternative fishing grounds are further offshore. No similar area of
reef exists as close to shore as the Cod Grounds. Smaller areas of inshore reef are mostly
currently fully exploited and/or less productive and reliable in terms of fish catch than the
Cod Grounds. Attempting to source alternative catch from other reef areas within four
nautical miles of the coast would result in increased costs due to higher fishing time required
to achieve the same catch, with associated higher fuel, bait and other expenses.

Alternative fishing areas with potential for similar high value product tend to be a
considerable distance from shore, in areas considerably more subject to adverse weather and
current conditions. Extra travel time incurred in reaching these fishing grounds would incur
extra fuel costs, increased wear and tear on boats with more rapid replacement of motors. In
addition, longer travel times reduce the amount of hours spent fishing once good fishing
grounds are reached. Fishers also believed that adverse weather and current conditions would
mean that good fishing days would be considerably fewer than on the Cod Grounds.

There’s an old saying that used to always be said by the old fishermen, ‘you go wide, you go
broke’ and it’s still as true today — you go working wide and you 're at the element of the
current, you're at the element of the ships, you re at the element of the tuna fishermen drifting
their gear across the ocean, and basically you go wide full time and you re broke. — Fisher # 2

If we have to we’ll be working more marginal conditions, more rough days when the current
is really strong ... if you compare a day out droplining off the shelf compared to a day off the
Cod Grounds, whereas you might spend fifty dollar you’d spend a hundred dollars and bait
too, and three hours travelling there as opposed to an hour and fifteen each way ... if someone
said to me you'll just have to put more effort in droplining I'll just look at them and laugh, it’s
not my decision, it’s nature’s decision - Fisher # 8

1t’d be like me saying to you ... ‘you can still work, you have to have the same productivity,
but I'm taking your computer off you and you’ll never have it again. So you 've still go to go to
work, same wage, and produce the same amount of output, but not have a computer. — Fisher
#17

Those with fewer current entitlements/endorsements/shares would have less options than
those holding multiple entitlements/endorsements/shares. For example, fishers holding only a
Line West endorsement could not fish in areas beyond 100 fathoms without obtaining a Line
East endorsement. In addition, the type of boat and equipment owned may further restrict the
potential to find alternative fishing areas offshore.

With me being a western line only, they keep taking these close reefs away, not very long
[and] I can’t go on. I've always specialised, I haven 't diversified with lobsters or anything
else ... so that makes it harder for me ... I've got nothing to break up my licence or sell or
anything. — Fisher # 12

Fishers also discussed expanding their current operations in fisheries other than trap and line
as a way of responding to the proposed MPA in the absence of mitigation strategies. They had
similar concerns that this would involve higher business costs without an accompanying
increase in income.
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Given that in the Ocean Trap and Line, Ocean prawn trawl, Estuary prawn trawl, Estuary
general and Ocean Hauling fisheries, major fish species are predominantly assessed as fully
fished, there appears little capacity for other areas of the OT&L, or other fisheries in which
fishers hold entitlements, to absorb displaced effort. (NSW Fisheries 2003a,b,n.d.). Table 7
provides definitions of fishery exploitation status used by NSW Fisheries.

Table 7: Definitions of fishery exploitation status used by NSW Fisheries

Source: NSW Fisheries (2003a)

Definition Exploitation status

Under fished The appraisal of a fish stock that suggests that the stock has
the potential to sustain catches significantly higher than
those currently being taken

Moderately fished The stock is assessed to be fished at levels which would
(sustainable) probably allow only limited increases in catches
Fully fished (sustainable) The appraisal of a stock which suggests that current catches

are sustainable and close to optimum levels (the definition
of which may vary between fisheries; e.g. catches are close
to maximum sustainable yield, or fishing effort is close to a
biological reference point). In a fully fished fishery,
significant increases in fishing effort above current levels
may lead to overfishing

Overfished /Depleted The appraisal suggests that current fishing levels may not be
sustainable, and/or yields may be higher in the long term if
the fishing level is reduced in the short term. This may be
due to recruitment overfishing, growth overfishing and/or as
a result of habitat degradation

Uncertain There is little or no information about the status of this stock
(e.g. no catch data or only very recent catch data)
Unknown The only information about the status of this stock is long

term fishery dependent catch data

None of the fishers interviewed believed they currently had the financial ability to purchase
fishing businesses with entitlements to operate in fisheries in which they did not currently
operate, or to purchase shares to enable them to expand their activities in, or enter into, the
rock lobster fishery.

Finally, concern was expressed that in the absence of mitigation strategies the proposed MPA
will lower the resale value of licences in the OT&L Fishery. Licence values drop with
closures as the licence no longer provides access to as many fishing areas, and hence is not
seen to provide as reliable a guarantee of viable fishing. As boats are sold with a licence in a
particular fishery or fisheries, this may reduce the overall ability to sell the business, which is
a significant issue as all fishers indicated they were relying on selling their fishing business to
help provide for retirement.

BRS was advised by a marine broker operating in the region that pricing of fishing businesses
at the point of resale tends to be based on comparable values of fishing businesses — in other
words, what other fishing businesses have recently sold for. This is because basing travel
values for resale on small business principles, ie historic return made from the business, is
difficult for fishing businesses where the return may be affected by the skill level and effort
applied by the business operator, as well as by weather conditions and seasonal variability eg
in water temperatures. However, the catch history of the business is a factor in sale value. The
broker contacted advised that impacts of an MPA on trade resale values would depend on the
amount of change in fishing versus change in fishing operators resulting from the MPA.

35




If mitigation strategies are put in place which change fishing effort (eg by reducing it through
removal of fishing operators/businesses, or through other means) to equal the change in
fishing area availability, then it is possible trade values for resale of fishing businesses would
not change.

Likely impacts of proposed MPA on fishing businesses not currently fishing the Cod
Grounds

In the absence of mitigation strategies, the key impacts of the proposed MPA on fishers not
currently fishing the Cod Grounds would be:

e Increased competition in their fishing areas;
e Loss of potential future fishing on the Cod Grounds; and
e Current ‘back-up’ fishing, and lower resale value of their fishing business.

Fishers not currently operating on the Cod Grounds believed there was potential for increased
fishing pressure in areas outside the Cod Grounds as a result of the proposed MPA, causing
them difficulty in maintaining their catch. Only one of the fishers interviewed did not believe
this was a potential problem.

It’s an unspoken gentleman’s agreement in fishing for years — that’s more or less your
country, you fish that country and I don’t go near you, you know, but if you get forced off
[your country] you're going to have to encroach on someone else’s country ... it creates
friction, but you gotta do something. — Fisher # 1

1t’s an honour system, sort of, fishermen — if they know you got a couple traps here they give
you a bit of leeway and don’t crowd you out, but you know, if everyone’s fighting for a
dollar... - Fisher # 11

It was not possible for these fishers to predict the exact location and size of this displacement
impact, as they did not know where fishers currently operating on the Cod Grounds were
likely to shift their fishing effort if the proposed MPA is declared. Some indication of the
location and scale of displacement is provided from comments of those currently fishing the
Cod Grounds, which suggested: (a) all would seek to make up lost catch by fishing elsewhere,
(b) switched effort would be predominantly limited to fisheries in which they already hold
entitlements and endorsements, (c) they would need to at least match the income lost from the
Cod Grounds through alternative catch, and (d) they may need to increase catch income due
to the need to cover higher business costs. This suggests displaced fishers would be needing
to replace at a minimum a collective total of $162,610 of lost GVP, and more likely over
$229,220.

Those fishers with historical activity in the Cod Grounds, but who do not currently fish it,
raised concerns about the potential for loss of future fishing from the Cod Ground. Some
indicated existing plans to return to the Cod Grounds in the next five years, while others had
no active plans but irregularly fished the Cod Grounds when other areas were not productive.
Fishers were concerned that the proposed MPA would seriously limit their ability to fish 