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RE: SUBMISSION ON THE FISHERIES AMENDMENT BILL 
 
Introduction 

1. This is a submission on the Fisheries Amendment Bill (the Bill) from the Environmental 
Defence Society (EDS). EDS wishes to appear before the Primary Production Committee 
to speak to the points raised in this submission. 

2. EDS is an independent not-for-profit organisation conducting interdisciplinary policy 
research and litigation. It was established in 1971 with the objective of bringing together 
the disciplines of law, science and planning to promote better environmental outcomes. 
EDS has a special interest in the marine environment and recently completed a multi-
year project looking at issues within the national oceans management system and 
options for future reform, which had (among other things) a focus on fisheries matters.1   

3. EDS is familiar with the issues the Bill seeks to address. In 2018, EDS led an in-depth 
review of the national fisheries management system and published findings in a report 
entitled “Voices from the Sea: Managing New Zealand’s Fisheries”.2 It has also sought to 
improve fisheries decision-making by submitting on proposals to set sustainability 
measures for the management of wild fish stocks.3 

4. This submission is divided into four parts: (1) general position on the Bill; (2) concerns 
about the design and operation of pre-set decision rules; (3) concerns about the 
exemptions to the discard rules for commercial fishers; and (4) the need to expand the 
scope of monitoring tools to ensure coverage of high risk fisheries.  

 
1 Greg Severinsen and others The Breaking Wave: Oceans Reform in Aotearoa New Zealand (EDS, Auckland, June 2022) 
available from www.eds.org.nz.  
2 Raewyn Peart Voices from the Sea: Managing New Zealand’s Fisheries (EDS, Auckland, 2018) available from www.eds.org.nz.  
3 Copies of EDS’s recent submissions are available from www.eds.org.nz.  
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Summary of EDS’s general position on the Bill 

5. The Bill seeks to address issues within the national fisheries management system by 
amending the Fisheries Act 1996 (the Act). Broadly, the legislative amendments include: 

a. tightening the commercial fishing rules for landings and discards, by clarifying what 
fish must be brought back to port and what fish may, or must, be returned to sea; 

b. enabling a regulated approvals process to provide additional avenues for fishers to 
dispose of unwanted catch once landed;  

c. introducing a new graduated offences and penalties regime;  

d. establishing a new defence to allow commercial fishers to return fish to the sea to 
save specified protected marine species;  

e. introducing a streamlined process for adjusting catch limits; and 

f. enabling the roll out of cameras on commercial fishing vessels. 

6. EDS supports the policy objectives of the Bill, which we see as inter alia being to create 
incentives for commercial fishers to develop more selective fishing methods; improve 
the accuracy of commercial catch reporting; and enable more responsive decision-
making on catch limits. However, this support is qualified.  

7. EDS is concerned that some of the legislative amendments will not realise these policy 
objectives in a way that ensures the sustainability of wild fish stocks or health of the 
wider marine environment. This is because: 

a. The amendments do not address the fundamental issue – that underinvestment in 
fisheries science over many decades has resulted in an information-poor context. 

b. The amendments introduce a framework for adjusting catch limits and other 
sustainability measures (ie pre-set decision rules), without addressing the 
information constraints and paucity of policy in the fisheries management system. 
This has the effect of providing for quicker decision-making without protecting 
against ineffective decision-making.  

c. There are insufficient independent checks and balances in the decision-making 
processes introduced by the Bill (ie the approval of exemptions for discards and the 
use of pre-set decision rules for sustainability measures). 

d. There is a lack of sufficient legislative guidance on how pre-set decision rules will be 
designed and operated, and insufficient controls on their application.  

e. The amendments do not adopt an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries 
management.  
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Changes to the Bill sought by EDS 

8. To address the above issues, EDS submits that the following amendments should be 
made to the Bill: 

Pre-set decision rules 

a. Delete the parts of the Bill referring to pre-set decision rules. If the pre-set decision 
rules are retained in the Bill, then amend the Bill as follows: 

b. Include strong statutory guidance to constrain the Minister’s discretion to establish 
pre-set decision rules including setting out clearly the conditions that need to be met 
before decision rules can be used and minimum standards for the design and 
deployment of such rules and instruments.  

c. Specify minimum science-based information standards that must be met before 
decision rules can be applied to different stocks or categories of stocks.  

d. Include requirements for independent scientific oversight in the development and 
application of decision rules to ensure the best decisions are made in the public 
interest.  

e. Include review requirements including that: 

i. an operative decision rule (and any related instrument) must be evaluated by an 
independent scientist on an annual basis to determine their effectiveness; 

ii. a rule must be immediately replaced or revoked if a review under (i) finds that 
the rule or any related instrument is unsuitable; 

iii. the Minister must consider a request by any person or organisation to review a 
decision rule and/or instrument; and if there is an evidentiary basis to indicate 
that a decision rule and/or instrument is threatening the sustainability of marine 
species, marine ecosystems, or the aquatic environment, the Minister must 
initiate a review of the rule and/or instrument in accordance with (i). 

 
f. Review and update the Harvest Strategy Standard for New Zealand Fisheries4 (HSS) 

before any pre-set decision rules are deployed, focusing on incorporating a stronger 
ecosystem-based management approach to fisheries management and providing 
greater guidance and precaution in the event of decision rules being used.  
 

g. Give the HSS statutory force and provide for the development of additional statutory 
policy. 

Discard rules 

h. Provide for complementary input controls, such as permanent closures of nursery 
habitats that are of particular importance for fisheries management and stronger 
controls on fishing methods (eg minimum mesh-net size).  
 

i. Include the following additional statutory controls on the discard approvals process: 
Before making, amending, replacing or revoking an instrument under proposed s 
72A, the Minister must: 

 
4 Ministry for Primary Industries Harvest Strategy Standard for New Zealand Fisheries (MPI, Wellington, October 2008). 
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i. obtain independent advice from a suitably qualified and experienced person on 
the conditions for assessing an “acceptable likelihood of survival” and/or 
“negative economic value” (as applicable); and 

ii. consult with the Department of Conservation (DOC) on instruments that permit 
or require the release of catch on the basis that a stock or species has an 
“acceptable likelihood of survival” (ie the exemption criteria listed under 
proposed s 72A(2)(a) and (c)). 

iii. If an instrument does not comply with any conditions identified during (i), the 
Minister must provide written reasons for this departure. 

 
j. Expand the scope of onboard camera regulations to include scampi trawl fisheries. 

Pre-set decision rules 

9. The Bill introduces a streamlined process for adjusting catch limits and other 
sustainability measures through the application of pre-set decision rules.  

10. Specifically, proposed s 11AAA provides for the Minister to specify an approved range or 
limits within which a catch limit or other sustainability measure can be set or varied 
(termed ‘pre-set decision rules’). The process to specify such a range or limits must 
undergo a stakeholder consultation process as currently applied to changes to 
sustainability measures. 

11. Once a pre-set decision rule has been established, proposed s 11(7) enables the Minister 
to make an ‘instrument’ that sets or varies any sustainability measure within the 
approved range or limits. No consultation process is required for the design of such 
instruments and nor do the many other considerations set out in s 11 for the setting of 
sustainability measures apply.  

12. EDS supports the intent to enable more responsive decision-making on catch limits and 
other sustainability measures. However, we have serious concerns about the proposals 
in the Bill which grant the Minister wide discretion without sufficient checks and 
balances. We also consider it unwise to adopt a pre-set decision rule framework in the 
context of a weak policy framework and inadequate fisheries information which 
characterise the current fisheries management system. We consider that the flaws in the 
approach are so great that the provisions in the Bill should be deleted entirely. In the 
event that the pre-set decision rule provisions are not deleted, we have set out 
amendments (below) that should be made to the provisions. 

General concerns with operation of pre-set decision rules 

13. At a general level, fisheries decision rules operate by generating a management 
response (eg changing the total allowable catch (TAC) and total allowable commercial 
catch (TACC)) from a given input which is used as a proxy for the state of the stock (eg 
catch per unit effort (CPUE) data). They are developed with inbuilt triggers so that if an 
input changes by a prescribed amount, the output will automatically adjust in response, 
without any further management scrutiny.5  

 
5 A description of this mechanism is provided in Raewyn Peart Voices from the Sea: Managing New Zealand’s Fisheries (EDS, 
Auckland, 2018) at 56. For an applied example see D Webber D and P Starr (2020) Operational management procedures of New 
Zealand rock lobster (Jasus edwardsii) stocks for 2020-21 (Fisheries New Zealand, New Zealand Fisheries Assessment Report 
2020/46, December 2020). 
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14. Because of the automatic nature of the mechanism, it is critical that the ‘trigger’ is 
accurately set and finely tuned. This means that it needs to be based on high quality 
information which includes, for a stock, an understanding of its biological characteristics 
(eg recruitment, natural mortality, size/age structure); its resilience to fishing effects and 
other stressors in the marine environment; and its current status. 

15. This level of information is only available for a few stocks in Aotearoa New Zealand. 
Overall, the current fisheries management system can be characterised as information-
poor. This means that the system, itself, does not provide the necessary foundations to 
support the widespread application of pre-set decision rules. As outlined in a 2021 
report prepared by the Office of the Prime Minister’s Chief Science Advisor (PMCSA 
Report), the majority of stocks within the quota management system (QMS) (even after 
excluding nominal or administrative stocks) are not regularly assessed or scientifically 
evaluated.6 Where scientific assessments of stocks have been undertaken, they are often 
constrained by uncertain and incomplete data. 
  

16. The danger of applying pre-set decision rules in the context of an information-poor 
environment was highlighted in the Hauraki Gulf rock lobster fishery (CRA 2). A decision 
rule was used as part of a ‘management procedures approach’ to determine automatic 
adjustments to the TACC for CRA 2. The decision rule was heavily reliant on CPUE to 
determine stock abundance, which in turn influenced the TACC. Over time, due to 
changes in fishing practices, the CPUE inflated stock abundance which meant that the 
TACC was automatically set too high for the fishery.  

17. In 2017, a stock assessment for CRA 2 showed the spawning biomass was critically low at 
about 18 per cent of the unfished reference level (a historic reference point used for 
management decisions).7 It indicated that the biomass of rock lobster had steadily 
decreased between 2007 and 2016.8 However between 2016 and 2018, when the 
management procedures approach relied on a decision rule, the rule indicated that no 
change in TACC was necessary despite the low and declining stock levels.9  

18. When it became apparent that rock lobsters were no longer available across shallow 
reef habitat, industry volunteered to shelve available quota and requested an urgent 
stock assessment be undertaken. Eventually, in 2018, a decision was made to depart 
from the management procedures approach for the fishery, and to implement a fixed 
catch approach as part of a stock rebuilding plan.10 The fixed catch approach involved a 
significant reduction to the TAC (416.5 t to 173 t), through reductions to the TACC (200 t 
to 80 t), recreational allowance (140 t to 34 t) and other mortality allowance (60 t to 
42.5 t).11 

19. The CRA 2 example demonstrates the dangers of applying decision rules when they are 
based on insufficiently reliable information, and in particular CPUE.  

20. The Bill does not address the fundamental problem within the fisheries management 
system of chronic underinvestment in fisheries science. Providing for faster decision-
making will not lead to better outcomes (and can lead to worse outcomes) for fish stocks 
or the marine environment if decision rules are based on unreliable or inaccurate data. 

 
6 PMCSA The Future of Commercial Fishing in Aotearoa New Zealand: A report from the Office of the Prime Minister’s Chief 
Science Advisor Kaitohutohu Mātanga Pūtaiao Matua ki te Pirimia (February 2021) at 159-167. 
7 Refer Fisheries New Zealand (2018) Proposal to review the recreational rules for the CRA 2 rock lobster fishery (MPI, Discussion 
Paper No 2018/17, November 2018) at 5. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Refer D Webber and P Starr, above n 5, at 4. 
10 Stuart Nash Fisheries sustainability measures for 1 April 2018 (Letter to stakeholders dated 26 March 2018) at 3-5. 
11 Ibid. 
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EDS submits, that until this element of the fisheries management system is fixed, pre-set 
decision rules should not be used. 

Ministerial discretion too wide  

21. Overall, the pre-set decision rule provisions in the Bill provide for very wide Ministerial 
discretion. EDS submits that the discretion is far too wide. The Bill provides no statutory 
guidance as to when it is appropriate to use pre-set decision rules or the basis on which 
the “approved range or limits” would be set or “instruments” designed. 
 

22. In particular, there are no restraints included in the Bill on how wide the operating range 
for instruments can be. This means that the range could potentially be set very wide to 
effectively replace the current sustainability measure setting process entirely.  
 

23. Of even greater concern is the lack of any additional statutory criteria to guide the 
making of an instrument which we understand will set the rules or triggers that will 
automatically change sustainability measures and catch limits. There is no description of 
the purpose of such an instrument, what it should contain, or how it might be designed. 
There is no requirement for scientific oversight. 

 
24. EDS submits that strong statutory guidance needs to be included in the Bill to constrain 

the Minister’s discretion and set out clearly the conditions that need to be met before 
pre-set decision rules can be used and minimum standards for the design and 
deployment of instruments. We set out some of these conditions below. 

No requirements for information quality 
 

25. The Bill does not provide any minimum requirement for the quality of information 
available on a stock before a decision rule can be applied to it. Such rules can be applied 
to the management of any stocks, including highly variable stocks and low-information 
(ie unassessed) stocks. We consider this starting point to be very problematic, because 
of the importance of having high quality information, if decision rules are to operate 
effectively.  

26. EDS is concerned that decision rules could adopt a heavy reliance (or sole reliance) on 
CPUE, when it is well-known not to be a reliable measure of a particular’s stock 
abundance because:12 

a. it is difficult to obtain a standard measure of fishing effort against which to compare 
harvest levels;  

b. it relies on the assumption that CPUE is proportional to stock size, and ignores other 
environmental and biological influences on catchability; and 

c. CPUE is based on information provided by the industry and is rarely independently 
validated by non-industry-sourced data. 

27. It is widely acknowledged that CPUE is rarely proportional to abundance across time and 
space because environmental and biological factors affect catch rates. For example, 
scallops are known to undergo high variability in annual recruitment irrespective of 
fishing mortality, while other fish stocks such as southern blue whiting and hāpuku, 
exhibit highly aggregated behaviours that influence their catchability.  

 
12 A summary of the issues associated with the application of CPUE data is provided in Raewyn Peart Voices from the Sea: 
Managing New Zealand’s Fisheries (EDS, Auckland, 2018) at 43. 
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28. EDS considers there is a need to include minimum science-based information standards 
in the Bill that determine when decision rules can be applied to different stocks (or 
categories of stocks, such as highly aggregated spawning stocks or highly variable 
stocks).  

Lack of independent checks and balances  

29. The streamlined process for adjusting catch limits and/or other sustainability measures 
will reduce opportunities for stakeholders and the public to have input into fisheries 
management decisions. Once a pre-set decision has been established, the Minister is not 
required to undertake further consultation until a rule expires or is replaced.  

30. EDS is concerned that the proposal enables the Minister to make and apply decision 
rules, for a potentially indeterminate period, without any public or independent 
scientific oversight.  

31. As described in the PMCSA Report, there is inherent uncertainty in fisheries 
management, which means that data/tools can used to support a particular narrative.13 
Further, the stakes are relatively high. Decisions to increase or reduce catch limits can 
have significant financial implications for commercial fishers which means that there are 
strong incentives to interpret uncertainty to enable continued harvest. 

32. There is a risk that decision rules could be developed (and therefore applied) to favour 
commercial interests and prioritise utilisation over sustainability, which would lead to 
outcomes that are inconsistent with the purpose of the Act. This risk is evident in the 
Regulatory Impact Statement for the Bill, which indicates that, in consultation on the Bill, 
commercial fishers and tangata whenua representative bodies considered decision rules 
“should be industry-led” and used alongside voluntary procedures like quota shelving.14  

33. EDS considers, given the risks outlined above, there is a need to include requirements 
for independent scientific oversight in the development and application of instruments 
to ensure the best decisions are made in the public interest. This could be achieved by 
amending the Bill to include a requirement that the Minister obtain independent advice 
from a suitably qualified and experienced person on the parameters of a pre-set decision 
rule prior to its approval (ie introduce a requirement for independent peer review) and 
be required to “take into account” the independent advice prior to approving any pre-
set decision rule.  

No performance review 

34. The Bill provides for a decision rule (and any related instrument) to endure for an 
indeterminate period without review or oversight. Where the Minister does not specify 
an expiry term for a decision rule, it will continue to apply until it is revoked or 
replaced.15 Further, the Minister is not required to review the performance of a decision 
rule once established.  

35. EDS is concerned at the potential for an ineffective rule (and/or related instrument) to 
operate for an extended period without oversight. This approach assumes that decision 

 
13 PMCSA The Future of Commercial Fishing in Aotearoa New Zealand: A report from the Office of the Prime Minister’s Chief 
Science Advisor Kaitohutohu Mātanga Pūtaiao Matua ki te Pirimia (February 2021) at 2. 
14 Fisheries New Zealand Fisheries Amendment Bill: Strengthening Fishing Rules and Policies Regulatory Impact Statement 
(October 2021) at 35.  
15 Fisheries Amendment Bill, proposed s 11AAA(5).  
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rule mechanisms are robust, when past experience has demonstrated they are sensitive 
to information constraints as shown in the CRA2 example set out above.  

36. EDS submits there is a need to amend the Bill to include, as a minimum: 

a. a requirement that an operative decision rule (and any related instrument) is 
evaluated by an independent scientist on an annual basis; 

b. a requirement that a rule is immediately replaced or revoked if a review under (a) 
finds that it (and/or any related instrument) is unsuitable;  

c. a requirement that the Minister must consider a request by any person or 
organisation to review a pre-set decision rule and/or instrument, and if there is an 
evidentiary basis to indicate that the decision rule and/or instrument is threatening 
the sustainability of marine species, marine ecosystems, or the aquatic environment, 
the Minister must initiate a review of the decision rule and/or instrument in 
accordance with (a). 

Weak connection with the Harvest Strategy Standard  

37. EDS is concerned at the lack of clarity and certainty in the Bill around how the limits of 
pre-set decision rules will be set. This is problematic because, under the HSS the 
Minister is not required to take management action to prevent a stock from declining 
unless it falls below a pre-set reference limit (ie a soft limit or hard limit); and there is no 
requirement to set such reference limits for a stock or fishery prior to the approval or 
application of a pre-set decision rule. In effect, this means a stock could decline for an 
extended period without required action being taken.  

38. This makes it essential that a management target, and soft and hard limits, are set for a 
stock before a pre-set decision rule can be applied to it, and that the range for the pre-
set rule is set well above the soft limit as a minimum. It will also be important for a 
strong precautionary approach be applied to setting such limits, in the event that a pre-
set decision rule is applied to a stock. This is to allow for the inherent uncertainty in the 
use of such an automatic mechanism.  

39. EDS is also concerned that the HSS guidance represents a ‘bare minimum’ management 
setting as the management targets and reference limits are based on single species 
biological considerations, without regard to economic, social, cultural or environmental 
factors. The HSS was not developed with pre-set decision rules in mind and does not 
contain a sufficient precautionary buffer. It is also dated (being finalised in October 
2008) and does not reflect the growing understanding of the need to apply an 
ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management. 

40. EDS submits that the HSS should be reviewed and updated before any pre-set decision 
rules are deployed, and that that review should focus on incorporating a stronger 
ecosystem-based management approach to fisheries management and providing greater 
guidance and precaution in the event of decision rules being used. The HSS should also 
be given statutory force in the Bill.  

Discard rules 

41. The Bill introduces a general prohibition against returning or abandoning species that 
are subject to the QMS. Further, amendments to the commercial fishing rules for 
landings and discards will require that all QMS species that are caught, including 
juveniles, are landed.  
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Insufficient protections for juvenile fish 

42. EDS supports the requirement to land all QMS species caught, because it will enable the 
extent of juvenile harvest to be known and improve the quality of commercial catch 
data. However, we query whether the proposed approach will achieve a key policy 
objective – which we see as being to incentivise the development of more selective 
fishing methods that do not catch juvenile fish. Small fish are favoured in some markets 
so this requirement, in itself, will not necessarily act as a disincentive.  

43. EDS submits that complementary input controls, such as permanent closures of nursery 
habitats that are of particular importance for fisheries management and stronger 
controls on fishing methods (eg minimum mesh-net size), should be adopted.  

Weak process for approving exemptions 

44. Proposed s 72A provides for the Minister to make instruments for the purposes of 
approving exemptions to the general rule that all fish caught must be landed. Broadly, 
an instrument may be made to approve an exemption for one of the following purposes: 

a. to permit the return of a stock or species where it has an “acceptable likelihood of 
survival” if returned; or 

b. to permit the return of a stock or species where it will have a “negative economic 
value” if retained; or 

c. to require the return of a stock or species for a “biological, a fisheries management, 
or an ecosystem purpose and the stock or species has an acceptable likelihood of 
survival” if returned. 

45. The Bill leaves the detail to an instrument subsequently made by the Minister, and it is 
unclear what release conditions would be specified. Further, there is no legislative 
requirement for the Minister to obtain independent advice (scientific or economic), or to 
consult with DOC, prior to the approval of an instrument.  

46. The lack of independent checks and balances in the process for approving exemptions is 
problematic because determinations of what is an “acceptable likelihood of survival” 
and “negative economic value” are subjective and contestable. There is a need to ensure 
that evidence-based conditions are developed and applied (eg based on consideration of 
capture method and depth) so that the scope of exemptions is not inadvertently 
broadened.  

47. EDS submits that the Bill should include the following additional statutory controls on 
the approvals process: 

a. Before making, amending, replacing or revoking an instrument under proposed s 
72A, the Minister must: 

i. obtain independent advice from a suitably qualified and experienced person or 
organisation on the conditions for assessing an “acceptable likelihood of survival” 
and/or “negative economic value”; and 

ii. consult with DOC on instruments that permit or require the release of catch on 
the basis that a stock or species has an “acceptable likelihood of survival” (ie the 
exemption criteria listed under proposed s 72A(2)(a) and (c)). 
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iii. If an instrument does not comply with any conditions identified during (i), the 
Minister must provide written reasons for this departure. 

Protected species provisions need strengthening 

48. The Bill introduces a new defence to allow commercial fishers to return their catch to 
the sea to save marine mammals and protected sharks and rays. Further, proposed s 
72(5) enables the Minister to broaden the scope of this defence, to include other 
specified protected species, by making an instrument.  

49. EDS supports the policy intent of this amendment, which we see as being to incentivise 
the protection of certain vulnerable marine species. However, EDS submits that the 
mechanism should be strengthened by including a legislative requirement that catch 
must be returned to the sea for the purposes of protecting species that are subject to 
this defence, if the release conditions (ie likelihood of survival) are met.  

Monitoring tools  

50. EDS supports the legislative amendments aimed at facilitating the monitoring of 
commercial fishing vessels through the use of onboard cameras. However, we are 
disappointed that the scope of onboard camera requirements does not include 
deepwater trawl fisheries or small set-net vessels.  

Onboard cameras needed on scampi vessels 

51. EDS is particularly concerned at the monitoring blind spot that remains in respect of 
scampi trawl vessels because this fishery has relatively low observer coverage, a high 
rate of bycatch and the highest discard ratio of any deep-water trawl fishery. Between 
the 2002/03 and 2015/16 fishing years, total modelled annual bycatch for scampi 
fisheries was estimated to range from 2,400 to 5,600 tonnes, compared with total 
landed scampi catches of 550 to 893 tonnes.16 Based on observer verified catch data, 
scampi accounted for 19 per cent of the total estimated catch by weight during this 
period.17 

52. Under the proposed amendments to the commercial rules for discards and landings, 
scampi fishers will be required to land all of the non-target QMS catch they have 
previously discarded and count this toward their annual catch entitlement. EDS 
considers that, in the absence of wider observer coverage and/or the installation of 
onboard cameras, the proposed amendments could create an incentive for scampi 
fishers to illegally discard their catch. We therefore submit that there is some urgency to 
expand the scope of onboard camera regulations to include scampi trawl fisheries.  

Conclusion  
 
53. EDS supports the intent behind the Fisheries Amendment Bill but considers that some 

provisions need to be strengthened (discards and monitoring) and that others should be 
deleted (pre-set decision rules). 

 

 
16 Fisheries New Zealand Review of Sustainability Measures for Scampi (SCI 1) for 2022/23 (Fisheries NZ Discussion Paper No: 
2022/12, June 2022) at 10. 
17 O Anderson and C Edwards Fish and invertebrate bycatch and discards in New Zealand arrow squid and scampi trawl fisheries 
from 2002-03 until 2015-16 (New Zealand Environment and Biodiversity Report No 199, 2018), as cited in Fisheries New 
Zealand Review of Sustainability Measures for Scampi (SCI 1) for 2022/23 (Fisheries NZ Discussion Paper No: 2022/12, June 
2022) at 10. 


