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ON TECHNICAL SUMMARY

2007 /010 Integration of Socio-Economic Sustainability Criteria into a Reporting
Framework for the Australian Aquaculture Industry

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:

Simon Bennison (until 01/01/09)
Justin Fromm (from 01/01/09)

ADDRESS:

National Aquaculture Council
PO Box 59

Deakin West ACT 2600
Telephone: 041 114 6396
Email: nac@aquaculture.org.au

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This project focuses on developing the social and economic indicators for the
Australian aquaculture industry as they relate to the Ecologically Sustainable
Development (ESD) Guidelines (Fletcher et. al. 2004).

This project utilises the ESD Framework for Aquaculture (Fletcher et al 2004), as the
basis from which to identify appropriate indicators and questions, data collection,
storage and communication methods to inform Australian ESD requirements. The
original objectives of the project were to:

e Determine whether a set of easily understood and defensible ESD indicators
can be developed for each of the key Australian aquaculture industries (the
successful achievement of this dictated the continuation of the project);

e Develop a system for presenting these indicators that can be easily integrated
within the general public reporting frameworks;

e Develop and implement a communications strategy that promotes the use of
the ESD reporting framework as an essential tool for the aquaculture industry
and stakeholders;

The objectives were refined in the process of the project due to the realisation that
they were ambitious and that the scope of the original project concept exceeded the
resources available. Therefore the scope was narrowed and the objectives interpreted
to reflect this the following:

e Identify a set of easily understood and defensible indicators and their
underpinning questions to inform ESD Reporting Groups appropriate to each of
the key Australian aquaculture sectors.

e Develop a system for presenting aquaculture information on these indicators
that can be easily integrated within the existing reporting frameworks.

e Develop methods of use and communication that promotes the use of the ESD
reporting framework as an essential tool for the aquaculture industry and its
stakeholders.

This project addressed the needs of not only developing robust indicators, tailored to
the aquaculture industry, to inform the ESD Framework, but a method of ongoing
collection and analysis by individual sectors, and the national industry, to inform
regulatory agencies of the industry’s performance. To achieve this, industry needed to
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know what information to collect; how to provide the required data; appropriate
storage and evaluation mechanisms for the data; and how these should be
promulgated throughout the industry, regulatory agencies and the community.

The method used to address the first objective was a review of previous work that
identified social and economic indicators and data to inform them, for not only
aquaculture, but also wild catch fisheries and allied industries (including, forestry,
Industrial Labour Organisation (ILO), WWF, and the Food and Agriculture Organisation
(FAQ)). This review identified that there was a body of existing work that could be
drawn upon to frame the development of a tool to inform the social and economic ESD
requirements for Australian aquaculture. From this, a draft set of potential indicators
and questions associated with the ESD Reporting Groups was developed (see p.19 and
Appendix 3).

The second objective of the project was addressed utilising industry sector focus
groups to review the questions to inform indicators, for appropriateness to the
Australian and sectoral context. These questions were then developed into a pilot
survey which was applied to three sectors of the industry. The results were analysed
and reviewed for; applicability to inform the ESD Reporting Groups, the ability of the
results to be verified independently, and for contributions to the industry in regard to
ongoing development and improvement. A final set of indicators and questions was
identified for the aquaculture industry from this pilot survey and data analysis (see
Table 3, p.24).

The third objective was addressed through a workshop with seven of the thirteen
sectors of the industry. This workshop reviewed the final recommended survey,
explored methods and frequency of ongoing implementation, analysis, data collation
and storage, and communication. From this, a ‘tool-box’ in the form of a flow chart
and associated guidelines, surveys and templates was developed for the industry (see
‘A Toolbox’ p.30).

OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES ACHIEVED TO DATE

The output from the project’s work on the first objective is a review of indicators used
elsewhere in aquaculture and other NRM industries, and what data is collected to
inform these. In addition to this a list of suggested questions was developed that were
applicable to the ESD Reporting Groups and Indicators, which might be used by the
industry.

The work to address the second objective of the project resulted in a generic survey of
social and economic questions that can be used by all sectors of the Australian
Aquaculture industry to facilitate ESD reporting. It was also structured in such a way
that reporting can, if required and appropriate, be broken down into sectoral, regional
or national results.

The output the third objective resulted in a ‘tool box’ of methods and resources for the
industry to guide them in their collection, collation, interpretation, and presentation of
the data, in their performance against ESD requirements. It also saw the outcome of
an in-principle agreement from a majority of the industry’s sector associations to
collect the data on an annual basis, report against it as required, and provide a copy
of it to the National Aquaculture Council for aggregation to national level.

The outcomes of the project are most visible in the means that are now provided to
the industry to report against ESD Reporting Groups and associated indictors. The
further and outcome has been, despite reticence to participate in some quarters, the
drawing together of the sectors of an otherwise disparate industry in a common
purpose, which has increased industry communication and collaboration. This will
undoubtedly positively contribute to building industry capacity, flexibility and therefore
sustainability, into the future.
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BACKGROUND

At a National Aquaculture Workshop held in Canberra in August 1999, the industry set itself a
vision which stated that by 2010 a vibrant and rapidly growing Australian aquaculture industry
will achieve $2.5 billion in annual sales by being the world's most efficient aquaculture producer.
In response, the then Australian Government announced an initiative — the Aquaculture Industry
Action Agenda (Action Agenda) - to increase the growth prospects for the industry. Under the
Action Agenda, industry and governments committed under the Primary Industries Ministerial
Council’s endorsed ‘National Aquaculture Policy Statement’” (NAPS), to identify and undertake
key activities to enhance the industry’s sustainable competitive advantage. The relevant
statement from the NAPS, relevant to this project, is:

Australian Governments will commit to:

2. Supporting and recognising continual improvement of ecologically sustainable aquaculture
practices and to develop environmental performance standards for aquaculture, including:
e working with industry to develop a national ESD assessment and reporting
framework for aquaculture

This statement appeared in the NAPS because it was widely recognised at the time, by
proponents of aquaculture in both industry and government that crucial ESD information was
missing. Previous work on ESD reporting identified that, while there was substantial frameworks
to ensure ecological monitoring and reporting, there inadequate social and economic
frameworks or data to allow an holistic assessment of the industry’s sustainability (Marshall &
Stump 2007). This lack of data was and is still impeding and constraining the growth of
aquaculture. At the time of the NAPS there was minimal, if any, fine-scale social and economic
information available about Australian aquaculture, nor was there a process to collect and
manage social sustainability data and information.

All State jurisdictions manage the industry either explicitly under ESD objectives or under
principles to that effect. For example the South Australian Aquaculture Act, 2001 Part 2, Section
8 - Objectives of the Act, states that the objectives are to:

(1) (a) to promote ecologically sustainable development of marine and inland aquaculture;
and

(b) to maximise benefits to the community from the State's aquaculture resources; and

(c) otherwise to ensure the efficient and effective regulation of the aquaculture industry.

(2) The Minister must, in the administration of this Act, have regard to, and seek to further,
these objectives. (p.7)

The South Australian Aquaculture Act, which is similar to the other Australian states aquaculture
related legislation, defines ecologically sustainable development as:

e Development is ecologically sustainable if it is managed to ensure that communities
provide for their economic, social and physical well-being while—
o natural and physical resources are maintained to meet the reasonably
foreseeable needs of future generations; and
o biological diversity and ecological processes and systems are protected; and
o adverse effects on the environment are avoided, remedied or mitigated.
e In making decisions as to whether development is ecologically sustainable or to
ensure that development is ecologically sustainable—
o long-term and short-term economic, environmental, social and equity
considerations should be effectively integrated; and
o if there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental harm, lack of full
scientific certainty should not be taken to justify the postponement of decisions
or measures to prevent the environmental harm. (p.2)

The guidelines of ESD in conjunction with the tight environmental regulatory environment in
which aquaculture operates, and the extensive biological work to address environmental
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performance to date, meant that it was considered that aquaculture’s environmental
responsibility and credentials are well covered. Consequently, this project undertook to develop
a process to report on the social and economic components of the ESD Reporting Framework in
a manner that could be verified, and easily integrated with other existing reporting frameworks.

NEED

In many ways the Australian aquaculture industry has developed without community awareness
and with businesses generally operating independently and in relative geographic isolation from
each other. As the industry has expanded however, it has attracted the attention of
government, particularly the environmental agencies, and the wider community for its
environmental interactions. Due to this increased attention and public awareness of
environmental interactions of activities of industries in general, there has been an increase in
the level of community distrust of the industry, as with many industries that utilise natural
resources. This has resulted in a community tendency to limit industry access to resources
through a withholding of its ‘community licence to operate’. This has created problems for the
expansion of not only individual operations, but also for the industry as a whole.

The isolation of the operators has also meant that quality information about the ESD credentials
of the industry does not exist in most cases, and has definitely not been collated on a sectoral or
industry basis, where it does. This is only exacerbated by the fact that there are no generally
agreed methods for collection of the relevant data, nor its subsequent analysis and reporting.
Work has been undertaken in the past on the broad reporting levels of the ESD Framework in
Australia (Fletcher et al 2004) which has resulted in extensive work on the indicators to inform
ecological reporting levels. However there was a lack of information in the area of what
indicators should be used to inform the social and economic reporting levels (Marshall & Stump,
2007). This highlights an urgent need to be addressed, if the industry is able to meet regulatory
and community expectations of ESD reporting and transparency.

Social Indicators

At present, the industry faces many challenges in gaining community acceptance for
development and expansion because of land-use changes, town planning issues or concerns
about industry’s sustainability. Through ESD reporting and the improved understanding of the
attitudes and motivators of the industry and the communities in which they operate, it is
envisaged that the industry and government will be able to develop and implement improved
design and management arrangements. Effective ESD reporting will also contribute to an
understanding of the industry’s resilience and ability to adapt to change.

While there are any number of social indicators in use in the seafood and other primary industry
sectors, in themselves they are meaningless unless associated with an objective or
contextualised by a framework. The ESD Assessment Framework that had previously been
developed was very high level, and while it had identified the objectives of ‘Community
Wellbeing’, ‘Regional Community Dependence’, ‘National Socio-economic wellbeing’ and
‘Indigenous wellbeing’, with some indicators, further work was required to identify indicators for
all reporting groups and what specific questions were required to inform the indicators relevant
to the aquaculture industry. While some social data exists, it is not regularly collected, and there
is no agreed format that specifically addresses the reporting requirements of ESD.

Economic Indicators

The availability of relevant economic data for ESD assessment is essential to demonstrate the
industry’s value to the economy, whether that is local, regional, State or national. Economic
data is also essential to attracting investment into the industry. Relevant economic data
provided in the context of ESD reporting to the community, may assist in relieving
developmental barriers imposed by government and the community.

It is vital that the aquaculture industry can demonstrate its responsible social and economic
benefit to the community, in the context of ESD, to assist the future development of the
industry. While there is an amount of economic data that is collected at State level this is not
necessarily broken down by sector, and is not comprehensive for example in identifying
employment levels and types. Consequently, this project sought to build on the foundations of

15



any existing economic data collections and bring it together in a manner useful to the industry
from multiple perspectives.

The need for this project therefore is to identify what information to gather through the
development of robust questions to inform ESD tailored to the aquaculture industry. The need
also relates to the development of a method of ongoing collection and analysis that can be
implemented by individual sectors, and appropriately accessed by the national representative
body and government agencies. The industry needs to develop appropriate environmental,
social and economic questions to inform indicators and collect the appropriate data. To achieve
this, industry needs to know what information to collect, how to provide the required data,
appropriate storage and evaluation, extension mechanisms to industry, regulatory agencies and
the community, and presentation in an appropriate reporting framework.

OBJECTIVES

1. Identify a set of easily understood and defensible indicators and their underpinning questions
to inform ESD Reporting Groups appropriate to each of the key Australian aquaculture
sectors.

2. Develop a system for presenting aquaculture information on these indicators that can be
easily integrated within the existing reporting frameworks.

3. Develop methods of use and communication that promotes the use of the ESD reporting
framework as an essential tool for the aquaculture industry and its stakeholders.

INTERPRETATION OF THE OBJECTIVES

In the early stages of the projects life it was realised that the objectives were ambitious and
that the scope of the original project concept exceeded the resources available. Therefore the
scope was narrowed and the objectives interpreted to reflect this narrower scope.

The first objective originally referred to the identification of indicators. This was quickly
highlighted as being already within the ESD Framework in a number of cases. The need was
actually to identify indicators under the reporting groups where these did not already exist, and
more importantly the questions required to elicit the data to inform the indicators and reporting
groups.

As a result, the focus of the project shifted to that of developing indicators (where they did not
already exist), questions and collection methods to inform the indicators and the Reporting
Level/Groups, identified in the ESD Framework.

The term ‘general public reporting frameworks’ in the original objectives, referred to the ability
to combine survey questions with any regularly used survey tool for the Australian aquaculture
industry, including use by the industry itself. The extensive process that was undertaken to pilot
and verify the survey and its results with the industry, ensure that the users of the questions
have confidence in the due diligence of the instrument’s development, its relevance, and the
utility of the resultant ‘tool box’ developed to inform the ESD Framework.

The final objective related to the communication of the results of the survey. It was proposed in
the methods that one of the outputs of the survey would be a report card, similar in nature to
the ‘Signposts’ series of primary industry information packs. However it was identified that a
report card would only be useful when several sets of data have been collected to be able to
identify trends in the social and economic status of the industry. As a result the project focused
on producing a tool box of resources that can be used to collect the data, guidelines for
interpretation and a template for an industry sector report card. It is the use of this toolbox that
has been communicated through a number of public forums and through the NAC’'s networks.
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METHODS

There were several methods employed throughout this project. The governance of the project
was, as a directive of the FRDC funding, addressed through the implementation of a Steering
Committee to review the intent, progress and achievements of the project. It was formed and
meetings held as per Appendix 2, and minutes for the meetings were provided with each of the
project’s milestone reports.

A number of consultants (four) collaborated with the National Aquaculture Council throughout
the project. Two of these consultants were with the project for its full term; however the
consultants on the economic component of the project did change mid-way through.

OBJECTIVE ONE:

This component of the project was approached through the utilisation of a review of previous
work that had been done on; a) social and economic data collection in the Australian
Aquaculture industry; and b) previous work that has been undertaken on the development of
indicators of ESD and the associated questions to inform them.

Review: The review of social and economic indicators had the specific objective of identifying
what social and economic data that was already collected regularly that was in line with the ESD
Reporting Framework, and, if that was not the case to determine an appropriate set of
indicators and data collection questions from a regional to a national level, for consideration by
the Australian Aquaculture industry. Due to the greater attention that has been paid to
economic indicators and assessment in the past, the economic component of the review was
confined to the discovery of data currently collected and collated by various fisheries and
aquaculture agencies. Given that the review quickly established that no data of a social nature
was routinely collected by any agency under the ESD Guidelines, the focus for that component
of the review moved to determining an appropriate set of indicators (where these were not
already provided) and associated questions to inform them, to test in collaboration with the
industry for applicability and appropriateness.

This review was not undertaken as an academic review, but was of all work by those
government agencies, environmental authorities, corporations, and non-government
organisations (Australian and International) that had cause to develop indicators and associated
data collection questions for ESD purposes. The objective of this was to identify what had been
done in the past; what was being used to report against ESD requirements in Australia and
elsewhere, and which of these might have relevance to the context of Australian aquaculture. As
a result the vast majority of the work (contained in Appendix 4 - Reviews of social and economic
indicators) is not officially reviewed or cited.

Indicator and Question development: Using the ESD Framework for Aquaculture (Fletcher et
al. 2004) as the basis and with reference to the national and international review of work and
reporting in the areas of fisheries (aquaculture and wild catch) forestry, agriculture, the FAO and
ILO indicators and previously tested questions to inform the status of the indicators, were
identified that aligned with the ESD Reporting Groups. On the basis of this a range of questions
for each Reporting Group and Indicator, were selected and presented to the Steering
Committee, for review and approval to progress the project to addressing the second and third
objectives.

OBJECTIVE TWO:

The second objective of the project was totally reliant on the engagement of the industry, to
assist with the development of a pilot survey and then its implementation and review of results.

Industry Engagement: An industry reference group was formed to assist the project in its
engagement of industry. A meeting was held on the 2" July 2008 to determine a process of
industry engagement and clear definition of how this would be done through industry
workshops. This meeting also undertook a review of a generic template of the most relevant
social and economic indicators that had been developed as a result of the review undertaken in
the first phase of the project.
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The project was promoted widely at the 2008 Australasian Aquaculture Conference, Shellfish
Futures Conference, at the NAC Annual General Meeting and through contact with the industry
association executives, as well as with key State Government representatives from the relevant
fisheries agencies.

Workshop: The industry was then engaged through a series of workshops. These commenced
with the first (Workshop 1) held to gain industry comment and feedback on, and ownership of,
the proposed survey questions to inform ESD indicators. The question template created was
reviewed by the participating aquaculture sectors (oyster, abalone and prawns) with the
objective being to identify and comment on the relevancy of identified questions to their sectors.
These workshops were held in conjunction with the Australasian Aquaculture 2008 International
Conference held in Brisbane, (August 2008). Industry association executives and industry
leaders attended the sector based workshops, with the outcome being the selection of sector
specific questions for each indicator to be reported upon. These were then reviewed for
commonality and, with the exception of one sector! a common survey was developed to be
piloted with these industries.

Pilot Survey: From the information collected in Workshop 1, a pilot survey was developed.
Adjustments to the questions were made by the Steering Committee as necessary through
consultation with the reference group and specific industry sector.

The surveys were sent out to the aquaculture sector businesses via the respective industry
associations. A 40% valid response return rate on the sector based surveys was collected from a
total of 566 distributed surveys; double the expected 20% return rate. The oyster and abalone
industries were determined to have included a high percentage of investor licences in which no
working farms were attached which resulted in return rates for these industries being
recalculated. The pearling industry had a poor return rate and withdrew from the project due to
external pressures, mainly due to the impacts of 2008/09 Global Financial Crisis.

Results of the surveys were collated and analysed. The results were summarised for use in a
second round of industry workshops.

Review Workshops: The second series of industry workshops, involving executives and key
industry members of each sector as well as the respective State Government managers, was
held for each participant sector, to assess the usefulness of the data received and the manner in
which the information was reported and to be presented. On the basis of this discussion
adjustments and revisions of the questions were noted for each sector.

Generic Survey: The indicators reported on in the pilot survey for the oyster, prawn and
abalone sectors were consolidated and assessed together in a 2 day workshop involving the
consultants and the project officers. From this strategic analysis, a set of generic indicators that
could be used by all sectors within the Australian aquaculture industry were identified, which
considered the different sector’'s comments and weightings of the questions in the pilot survey.

Subsequent to the industry feedback received on the indicators and associated questions on the
basis of the data acquired, the project team identified the key indicators and associated
questions that were proven to be robust in the context of the ESD Reporting Framework,
industry sector applicability and the quality of the information obtained from the industry.

OBJECTIVE THREE:

Industry Cross Sector Review Workshop: A third cross sectoral workshop was held to
undertake several tasks. The first of these was to review the final generic survey and its
relevance to ESD Reporting requirements with industry and government representatives. It also
sought to identify and resolve data management issues such as, the regularity of data
collection, succession of data collection, management of data bases, methods of reporting and
confidentiality of data.

! This one industry sought to add two questions; one focussed on hearing (OHS) and the other on very
specific environmental activities. Neither of these questions were included in the final survey due to the
poor quality of the pilot results and the specificity to one sector.
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This workshop was also used to present the proposed elements of the ‘tool box’ to the industry
for comment on its structure, form, and content, to ensure the most useful end product and one
that had a level of industry ownership.
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DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Objective 1:
Identifying Questions to Inform Social and Economic Requirements of ESD Reporting

REVIEW OF SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS

The ‘Reporting Groups/Levels’ of the ‘Guidelines to ESD Reporting’ (Fletcher et.al 2004)
identified indicators that reporting should inform, but only in some cases. Hence the first
requirement of this project was to identify appropriate indicators for each of the Reporting
Groups, and associated means to inform these. Consequently, a review of previous work on
social and economic indicators and questions was undertaken at the outset of the project.

The focus of the review was to identify indicators that could establish the contribution of the
industry to ESD and to the quality of life in community’s associated with the aquaculture
industry. While the ESD Reporting Framework requires indicators that cover regional and
national concerns, there are also local communities of reliance and concern; that is, those
intimately associated with the industry which should be taken into account as those most
immediately impacted by an aquaculture operation. Consequently the review sought to identify
indicators and data collection questions that would allow for individual business assessment of
their local impacts, and which could simultaneously be scaled up to regional and national levels
of interpretation and analysis.

The further elements considered in the review were; the indicators recommended must be able
to be collected and collated at the lowest cost and indicators for the Australian aquaculture
industry are at least on par with, if not building upon, existing international standards and
indicators. The review was also cognisant of identifying indicators and data collection questions
that incorporated an element of qualitative evaluation, alongside the more easily digestible
quantitative assessment options or documentation provision, as indicators of the circumstance
of the industry.

The specific issues used to frame the review and analysis of the range of data, to identify
potential indicators, included the following:

e The connectedness of the industry within itself and to the broader operating environment
(social capital). This comprises the issues of:

o Community interactions with the sector; and

o Links to information and decision making networks, internal and external the
industry, and also with state and federal governments.

e The ability of the industry to provide fair and gainful employment (this covers not only
Occupational Health and Safety, but also attachment to lifestyle and community; and
human capital contributions.)

e Support of diversity of lifestyles (Indigenous and other)

e Ability to provide a safe working environment that encourages communication and
improvement (again relating to Occupational Health and Safety, quality of life and
community well-being.)

Working within the above framework, the review of existing social indicator work identified that
there were no currently agreed comprehensive set of indicators or consistently collected data,
either across sectors, the aquaculture industry, or nationally, that addressed the ESD
‘Guidelines for Reporting’.

The set of ESD economic indicators described in the Reporting Framework had been designed to
assist sector management decision making by both industry and government. The review of
data on economic ESD indicators identified that those in the ESD Framework were largely
headline indicators, including ‘Net Economic Return’; ‘Import Replacement/Exports’;
‘Multipliers’; ‘Taxes’; ‘Employment’; and ‘Spinoff Industries’. However there are many elements
and uses of each within these headline indicators. For instance, “Net Economic Return”
represents a broad group of specific indicators that can be relevant at both the enterprise and
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industry levels. An industry may want to demonstrate its importance in a regional economy
(e.g. to support local infrastructure funding) in which case contribution to gross regional product
(GRP) would be the appropriate indicator from the “net economic return” group of indicators.
Alternatively, industry may want to demonstrate to government that licence fee increases are
unreasonable, so indicators showing enterprise profitability (or lack of it), such as profit at full
equity, would be the most appropriate to use.

The review identified that most data is collected by the States and Territories with little private
sources of data. However, of the data collected by the States and Territories only one Reporting
Group was reasonably covered, being ‘Net Economic Return’ (Appendix 3, p.46). The other ESD
Reporting Groups identified were not comprehensively covered by all States leaving many gaps
in the existing data that the industry is required to fill in order to report against its’ ESD
obligations as outlined in the ESD guidelines (Fletcher et al, 2004). The details of the findings
are as follows:

Table 1: Regularly collected economic data

Economic NS . IBI
Indicators W NT |QLD | SA | Tas | Vic | WA | ABARE s
Net Economic
Return v % v | W |V X X v v
Import
Replacement/ X X X X X X X X Y
Exports
Import Demand X X X X X X X X 4
Multipliers X v ' vV X X X X 4
Taxes X X X X X X X X X
Government X X X X X X X X X
Funds
Management Fees X X X X X X X X X
Employment X v ' vV X X X X 4
Spinoff Industries X X X X X X X X X

X: data requirements not met, V: data requirements partially met, VV: data requirements met.

As a result of the literature review, a comprehensive set of indicators were identified to support
the reporting levels of the ESD Guidelines along with associated questions to provide data to
inform the indicators, as follows:

Table 2: Socio and Economic Reporting Groups/Levels/Indicators and associated
questions (Refer Fletcher et.al, 2004;)

ESD Group Reporting Indicator Questions
Level
Indigenous - Traditional 1. Are_thg)rke an active Indigenous community or group in your
P region?
Community Values J—‘ZI::EZZS to Land: 2. Do you have any formal interaction or collaboration with that
Wellbeing s community/group?
Continuation of 3. Do you have any informal interaction or collaboration with
activities;
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Interaction  with

indigenous
peoples
Community
Viability
Employment
Income
Community Community Work related
Wellbeing - Lifestyle injuries
Industry
Attachment to
Lifestyle
Industry Employment
Structure
Skills/ Education
Income
Economic
Distribution
Capacity to
change/adapt
Community Resource Employment
Wellbeing - Dependency
Dependent

that community/group?

This was not considered a responsibility of the aquaculture
industry.

This could be drawn out as part of the employment section

This could be covered where indigenous employees are
identified.

1. How many work cover reports of accident/ incidents did
your business record in the last financial year?

2. How often did your business provide Occupational Health
and Safety training for your staff in the last financial year?

3a. Do you have a documented process for the implementation
of health and safety procedures for your business?

3b. If yes, do you undertake annual audits of adherence to
those processes?

1. How long have the current employees been with the
business?

1. How many employees did you have in the last financial
year?

Position Perm PT No. FTE Cas. No. No.

FTEs FTEs unpaid FTEs | Male | Female

Admin

Processing

Farm

Hatchery

2. How many of those employees undertook and successfully
completed formal training programs last financial year?
(Detail course name and the number of employees
undertaking it).

3. How frequently have you or your staff provided speakers or

liaised with schools, colleges, universities or community

groups (Rotary, Lions, Apex etc) to provide education about

your industry in the last financial year?

1. What percentage of gross revenue was paid in income tax
in the last financial year?

2. How much did you spend on local authority taxes/ rates in
you business last financial year?

3. How much did you spend on licence fees last financial year?

4. How much did your business spend on environmental
assessments and inspections last financial year?

1. How frequently does your business contact the following
agencies for advice? (Categories include; Industry
organisations, private consultants including financial,
environmental, marketing etc advisors; and Government
officers (State/federal fisheries and/or natural resource
management officers/managers etc).

2. How many times in the last financial year did you business
have interaction with Sate and/or Federal government
agencies (fisheries or NRM officers, managers or agents) as

a necessary part to conducting the business?

1. How much did you spend on local suppliers and allied
businesses in procurement, equipment and services in the
last financial year?

2. What is the total value of the investment in your business
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communities

Community
Wellbeing -
less
Dependent
communities

National
Socio-
Economic
Wellbeing

Social
Capital

Other Values
(Positive/neg
ative)

Other values
(Positive/

negative
feelings)

Health
benefits/
risks

Employment

Economics

Community
Contributions

Community
interactions

Infrastructure

Public Amenity

Monitoring of
Environment

Seafood
consumption

Seafood quality

last financial year (market value of plant and equipment,
land, vehicles, stock etc.)?

How much did you invest in your business last financial
year (market value of plant and equipment, land, vehicles,

stock etc.)?
What value of product did you export last financial year?

Is your business a member of an industry Group?

1a. If Yes, How many industry group meetings did you or
your staff attend in the last financial year?”

Is your business currently a member of any non industry
business councils/or groups (e.g. State or regional
Chambers of Commerce)?

Are you, or any of your staff, active (i.e. attend 60% of
more of meetings) member of business councils,
community (Apex, Lions, Rotary, etc) or environmental
groups?

How frequently in the last financial year, have you or your
staff attended seminars or conferences that address
industry sustainability and development?

Has your business made any donations to the local
community (schools, community or sporting groups,
including in-kind donations) in the last financial year?

Has your business provided public access to its
infrastructure (e.g. boat ramps, moorings, buoys,
navigation poles etc.) in the last financial year?

Does your business have any documented policy for
resolving community or other grievances with its
operations?

Does your business provide any environmental monitoring
services to your region in the course of its operations?
Do you have any area of your farm/business under
environmental protection for the benefit of regional
biodiversity?

How much did your business spend on environmental

assessment and inspections in the last financial year?
How often in the last financial year, has your local

community challenged your rights to access resources (e.g.

use of water, land, etc) that were registered through
planning applications; council applications; EPA or other
formal process?

How many complaints (that were registered with Council or

other regulatory body) has your business received in the
last financial year?

(Covered in the dependent communities)

(This would include wild catch and therefore above the level at
which the aquaculture industry can report)

1.

Is your business accredited according to national food
standards production and handling legislation (PPPS)?

What is your farms total production for last financial year?

How much area/lease do you currently have under

production?

What is the total area of your farm, including such things as
production (area/lease), hatchery, storage, processing and

packaging and open areas?
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4. Given the entire farm lease area, what is your potential
production per hectare?

(Also covered in the Industry Structure)
Import
Replacement

Existence Values

Attitudes to - (Both covered in dependent communities)
Fishery Contribution to
cultural values
Distribution (This is considered addressed in the area of social capital and
of benefits other values.)

* Items underlined refer to those previously identified ESD indicators.

REVIEW SUMMARY

The reviews of both social and economic indicators of Ecologically Sustainable Development
identified that while there is a body of work in the area, and also of data that are already being
collected in the economic area, a need that still exists in the specific niche of indicators to
address the agreed ESD social and economic Reporting Groups.

There is an obvious cost effectiveness benefit in utilising existing data that is already collected
from industry sector businesses, aside from the consideration of minimising time imposts on
business operators. However, as this review demonstrates there are two key issues in
consideration of collection of social and economic data to inform ESD Reporting Criteria:

1. There is no regular and established approach or method for the collection of data to
inform indicators of the achievement of social objectives of ESD Reporting Groups; and

2. Economic data that is currently collected is not nationally uniform and it does not
comprehensively address the economic objectives of ESD Reporting Groups.

Consequently, the review confirmed the need to develop a specific set of indicators with
associated data collection questions to address both the social and economic reporting groups of
the ESD Reporting Framework.
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OBJECTIVE 2:

Develop a system for presenting aquaculture information on these indicators that can
be easily integrated within the existing reporting frameworks.

PRIMARY DATA COLLECTION

The following is a discussion of the development and implementation of the pilot survey applied
to the Australian Prawn Farmers Association (APFA), Shellfish Industry Council of Australia
(SICOA) and Australian Abalone Growers Association (AAGA). Full details of the responses to
and uses of question can be found in Appendices 5, 5A, 6, and 6A (pp.113-1780)

Survey Response and Validity

Surveys were distributed to members of the Prawn, Abalone and Oyster sectors but not every
oyster grower, prawn or abalone farmer was surveyed. For the purposes of ongoing ESD data
collection and collation however, survey and data management through sector bodies was seen
as the only logistically viable option of investigating the feasibility of an ongoing framework. On
average the overall response rate across the four surveyed industry sectors was 40.1%; the
analysed response rate was 41.6%?2. Individually, the response rates were as follows:

e Australian Prawn Farmers Association - 66.6% or 15 valid responses from 27 viable
farms and active licences.

e Australian Abalone Grower’s Association — 45.7% or 8 valid responses from 16 estimated
viable farms and active licences.

e Shellfish Industry Council of Australia — Oysters - 39.3% or 118 valid responses from
300 viable farms or active licences.

e Pearl Producers Australia — 9.1% or 2 from a potential 22 licences.

It is important to note that this research was not endeavouring to provide a comprehensive ESD
report. Rather it was testing questions and indicators to assess their relevance to the
aquaculture industry and to identify if such indicators could illuminate issues within the
reporting groups of the established ESD framework. The data collection questions used for the
indicators may in the future have confidence interval analysis applied to them, to identify the
validity of responses in regard to apparent trends and the overall industry.

The inclusion of comparative data to general population data, e.g. by using Australian Bureau of
Statistics, Statistical Local Area (SLA) or Local Government Area (LGA) was also initially
identified as a desirable approach. However on closer examination of the data collected, it was
identified that such a practice would compromise confidentiality of some operators.
Consequently the comparison with general population and housing census community data was
not undertaken.

The industry feedback sessions on the data resulted in the industry recommending the exclusion
of a number of indicators. In many cases the benefit of long-term trend data or the possibility of
being able to identify gaps and opportunities for the industry were not recognised by industry
groups. Consequently, in these cases, although the industry workshops did not recommend the
retention of a number of questions, the project team has recommended that they be included in
the final list of questions as they were deemed valuable indicators of industry sustainability over
the long term.

Consultation with Stakeholders

Consultation with government agencies, State representative bodies and external interest
groups, included the Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries QLD; Department of
Primary Industries, NSW; Tasmanian Seafood Council’ South Australian Oyster Growers
Association; Australian Abalone Growers Association; Department of Primary Industry, Victoria;
Department of Fisheries, WA; and Pearl Producers Australia. Regulators provided comment on

2 Due to the low response rate of the Pearl industry, (caused by the global financial crisis), the Pearl
Industry was not included in the analysis which follows.
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the generic survey through the Australian Fisheries management Forum’s Aquaculture
Committee, which included comments on; the economic data that was already collected in
routine data collection and management by fisheries agencies; concerns regarding the
applicability of the questions to all sectors; ability to ‘audit’ the data collected; concern over the
use of the data; the necessity for clarity between land and marine based activities; and issues of
maximum biomass figure associated with certain licences.

The World Wildlife Fund (WWF) Australia was identified as an important Non-Government
Organisation (NGO) to provide comment on the development of social and economic indicators
given the extensive involvement in the development of international aquaculture dialogues
(included in the review and indicator development process). Although the WWF initially
participated in the project, their participation was withdrawn as the priorities of WWF Australia
no longer include aquaculture. As a result no feedback was received from WWF on the final
generic survey.

FINAL RECOMMENDED SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS AND QUESTIONS

The following table (Table 1) is the generic survey for social and economic indicators to inform
the recommended ESD requirements, which groups the questions according to the ESD
Framework Reporting Levels/Groups. A full recommended format for order and response
categories for each question is detailed in Appendix 8 (p.178). Some of the questions have been
split into multiple parts to aid clarity and analysis, from those used in the pilot (refer Appendix
4, p.107 for the full pilot survey question response rates and results of questions.).

Table 3. Social survey question in ESD Framework (Fletcher et.al., 2004)

ESD Indicator Question
Reporting
level/Group

Community Income/ 1. What was the average number of employees in the
Wellbeing business last financial year?
Local
Employment/ N
) PT Cas. 0.
Education Position Perm No. Femal | NO
FTEs | FTes | FTEs | Male o unpaid
Admin
Processing
Farm
Hatchery
2. How many of those employees undertook and successfully

completed formal training programs last financial year?
(Detail course name and the number of employees
undertaking it).

3. How frequently have you or your staff provided speakers or
liaised with schools, colleges, universities or community
groups (Rotary, Lions, Apex etc) to provide education
about your industry in the last financial year?

Workplace 4. Does your business require a documented food safety
health and management system as required by the Primary Production
Safety and Processing Standard for Seafood (PPPS)? YES/NO

If Yes, under which system? e.g. AQIS, Supermarkets,
government, third-party audited standard (SQF, EuropGAP,
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GlobalGAP, ISO)

Do you have a non-mandatory documented food safety
management System?
How many work cover reports of accident/incidents did

your business record in the last financial year?

How often did your business provide Occupational Health
and Safety training for your staff in the last financial year?
Do you have a documented process for the implementation
of health and safety procedures for your business?

If yes, do you undertake annual audits of adherence to
those processes?

Attachment to
lifestyle

How long have the current employees been with the
business?

Capacity to
Change

10.

11.

How frequently does your business contact the following
agencies for advice? (Categories include; Industry
organisations, private consultants including financial,
environmental, marketing etc advisors; and Government
officers; State/federal fisheries and/or natural resource
management officers/managers etc).

How many times in the last financial year did you business
have interaction with Sate and/or Federal government
agencies (fisheries or NRM officers, managers or agents) as
a necessary part to conducting the business?

Fair
Consideration
of the local
community by
Industry

12.

13.

14.

15.

Does your business have any documented policy for
resolving community or other grievances with its
operations?

Does your business provide any environmental monitoring
services to your region in the course of its operations?

Do you have any area of your farm/business under
environmental protection for the benefit of regional
biodiversity?

How much did your business spend on environmental
assessment and inspections in the last financial year?

Regional
Community
Dependence

Regional
Social Capital

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Is your business a member of an industry Group?

16 a. If Yes, how many industry group meetings did you or

your staff attend in the last financial year?”

Is your business currently a member of any non industry
business councils/or groups (e.g. State or regional
Chambers of Commerce)?

Are you, or any of your staff, an active (i.e. attend 60% of
more of meetings) member of business councils,
community (Apex, Lions, Rotary, etc) or environmental
groups?

How frequently in the last financial year, have you or your
staff attended seminars or conferences that address
industry sustainability and development?

Has your business made any donations to the local
community (schools, community or sporting groups,
including in-kind donations) in the last financial year?

Has vyour business provided public access to its
infrastructure (e.g. boat ramps, moorings, buoys,
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navigation poles etc.) in the last financial year?

Social Impacts

22.

23.

How often in the last financial year, has your local
community challenged your rights to access resources (e.g.
use of water, land, etc) that were registered through
planning applications; council applications; EPA or other
formal process?

How many complaints (that were registered with Council or
other regulatory body) has your business received in the
last financial year?

Indigenous
Community

Long term
rights of
indigenous
land use

24,

Is there an active Indigenous community or group in your
region?*

24a. Do you have any formal interaction or collaboration with
that community/group?

24b. Do you have any informal interaction or collaboration
with that community/group?

Net Economic
Value

Production

25.

26.

27.

28.

What is your farms total annual production for last financial
year?

How much area/lease do you currently have under
production?

What is the total area of your farm, including such things
as production (area/lease), hatchery, storage, processing
and packaging and open areas?

Given the entire farm lease area, what is your potential
production per hectare?

Investment

29.

30.

What is the total value of the investment in your business
last financial year (market value of plant and equipment,
land, vehicles etc)?

How much did you invest in your business last financial
year (market value of plant and equipment, land, vehicles
etc)?

Import
replacement
and Exports

31.

What value of product did you export last financial year?

Multipliers and
Taxes

Spin-off
Industries

32.

How much did you spend on suppliers and allied
businesses in procurement equipment and services in the
last financial year?

Taxes and
Rates

33.

34.

35.

What percentage of gross revenue was paid in income tax
in the last financial year?

How much did you spend on local authority taxes/ rates in
your business last financial year?

How much did you spend on licence fees last financial
year?
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Fees Etc. 36. How much did your business spend on environmental
assessments and inspections last financial year?

Note. The full survey with measurement criteria is provided in Appendix 8 on p.178,
and a detailed discussion of the Pilot Survey results in Appendix 5 & 5a p.145 ff;
and Appendix 6 and 6a p.158 ff).

The results from these questions provide a range of information that can be used at the
discretion of the specific sectors and the National Aquaculture Council to:

e Inform the public and/or raise community awareness of the contribution of the sector to
regional, state or national communities.

e Inform industry with information to lobby government for due consideration in regard to
legislative changes.

e Inform industry in regard to; socioeconomic areas where improvement has occurred;
opportunities for improvement, areas of decline in participation and performance; and

e Build industry capacity in regard to awareness of areas where it is able to increase
community interaction and the ability to monitor industry performance.

Summary

The process of engaging industry bodies to participate in the project led to a number of issues
with regards to industry’s ability to engage its participants and the issues associated with the
process. Sectors characterised by a small number of participants, such as the salmon industry,
declined participation due to the problems of being able to maintain confidentiality of data. The
confidentiality issue was also identified in the Abalone sector, leading to analysis of the data on
a national basis only rather than a regional basis. The pearling industry underwent a
consolidation of industry participants during the project and also declined to provide data due to
the impact on capacity of the industry resulting from the impacts of the 2008-09 Global
Financial Crisis®. It is also noted that industries with a small number of participants who
predominately export were more susceptible to global economic conditions.

In many cases the number of businesses operating in an area or region were so few that in any
regional analysis or comparison made, it would be clear as to which individual operations were
being compared, raising issues of privacy and non-ethical disclosure of business data.
Consequently such a regional population analysis of either general communities and/or industry
sectors was not practical.

The feasibility of implementing an analysis of the size distribution of the industry to assess the
implications and representativeness of survey results where returns are low was not possible
within the scope of this project. It is noted that this would present an opportunity for furthering
the contextual meaning of an ESD reporting framework.

The robustness of this project is derived from:

1. The review - ensuring previous work in the area has been taken into account and
integrated into this work; and

2. Industry sector consultation - to ensure understanding of the issues and process by the
industry; their buy in to the project; and a process that was both relevant and able to be
implemented given the resources available to all sectors in the industry.

It should be noted that the data derived from the questions can and should have varying
degrees of reporting, i.e. from internal sector use only to full public disclosure. Deciding this is
entirely dependent upon the sector and will depend upon the current political climate, context
and consequent reporting requirements and pressures.

3 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Financial crisis of 2007%E2%80%932010
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The work undertaken in this section of the project was, as has been discussed, extensively
reviewed by the industry, and the final generic survey (as above and as presented in a useable
format in Appendix 8, p.178) was deemed to be in a format that could easily be used and/or
integrated with existing benchmarking and other annual data collection projects.
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OBJECTIVE 3:

Develop methods of use and communication that promotes the use of the ESD
reporting framework as an essential tool for the aquaculture industry and its
stakeholders.

In order to be able to generalise the applicability of the recommended survey to all aquaculture
industry sectors, and therefore realistically seek broad adoption of any recommendations, a
workshop was undertaken in May 2010. The objective of this was to review the outcomes of the
project and the survey instrument with the sector representative bodies listed under
‘Acknowledgements’ (p.6). The meeting attendees comprised 7 of the 13 (or 53.8%) industry
sectors in Australian Aquaculture, and 80% of the top five species by value*. The survey and
resultant workshop notes were also sent to all sector representative bodies for comment and
confirmation of their concurrence with the outcomes and planned future implementation options.
Affirmation of acceptance of the instrument by greater than 50% of the industry’s sectors, was
taken as endorsement of the survey instrument as applicable to the aquaculture industry
overall.

INDUSTRY REVIEW

The industry largely agreed on the broad parameters for each of the objectives of the workshop,
with some allowance for variations in the cultural differences between sectors.

It was agreed that, while it would be highly preferable that all sectors include all questions to
allow sector comparison (where meaningful), if some sectors chose to only use some questions
that would be an improvement on the data currently available. However, sectors must be aware
of the interrelation of a number of questions and that some are only informative in the context
of information provided by other questions. The section on ‘interpretation guidelines’ (Appendix
7) highlights which questions need to be interpreted in the context of others.

It was identified that in regard to regularity of collection, many of the industry’s sectors have
made a level of commitment to the benchmarking processes which focuses on economic and
production reporting, and is currently being adopted as an annual data collection activity. The
industry representatives commonly agreed that questions from this generic survey could easily
be integrated into the benchmarking surveys. This would reduce the number of surveys that
industry was asked to participate in and would decrease implementation costs. There is still
some debate as to the best implementation methods (i.e. electronic or paper surveys) however
it was noted that this was specific to sectors and should not be dictated, but rather the
administration method best suited to the members of each sector be used as appropriate.

The industry agreed that the need to have an independent person responsible for the data, such
as a sector Executive Officer, is essential to the maintenance of business operation
confidentiality. Where a sector did not have such a resource, support in the form of funding for a
person to undertake this, was tabled as a consideration. Further to this, it was commonly
agreed that while the National Aquaculture Council remained controlled by an independent
Executive Officer, access by the NAC to a