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MINUTES

MARINE PROTECTION FORUM MEETING

9th MEETING – 13 December 2006

Regular meeting held at the St John Ambulance Station                   Conference Room, Hokitika beginning at 8.30am on 13 December 2006.    

Present

Bruce Hamilton (Chair), Eugenie Sage, Bruce Watson, Brad Stenhouse, Denis Shannahan, Stuart Thomson, Anne Hall, Carol Scott, Geoff Rowling, Ian McKenzie, Carrol Browne. 

A Public Forum was not held in association with this meeting but the public were invited to attend via the usual public notice advertisements.  No members of the public attended.
In Attendance

Murray Reedy (Manager Marine Protection Project), Nicola Pindur and Leigh Mitchell (Ministry of Fisheries), Don Neale (Department of Conservation), Andrea Jackson (Minute Secretary).  Jeremy Helson from the Head Office of the Ministry of Fisheries joined the meeting at 11am.

1.0 Apologies

Apologies received from Helen Rasmussen, Te Whe Weepu and Murray Hosking of the Department of Conservation’s Head Office Marine Conservation Unit (flight cancelled).   Apologies accepted.

Moved – Geoff Rowling/Carrol Browne                              Carried unanimously

2.0 Agenda Confirmation and Declarations of Conflict of Interest

The meeting agenda was confirmed and no conflicts of interest were declared. 

3.0 Confirmation of Minutes of 25 & 26 July 2006

No changes were requested.  The minutes of the meeting of 25 & 26 July 2006 were confirmed as a true and accurate record of the proceedings of the meeting.

Moved – Geoff Rowling/Stuart Thomson                    Carried unanimously

4.0 Matters Arising

No matters arose from the minutes of the meeting of 25 & 26 July 2006.

5.0 Correspondence

5.1 Letter from Hon. Jim Anderton

Copies of the letter received from the Hon. Jim Anderton, Minister of Fisheries, were circulated and read.  The letter was in response to the letter written to both the Ministers of Conservation and Fisheries, seeking involvement as a sounding board in the development of the Protection Standards and Classification System.  Hon. Jim Anderton advised that the Protection Standards and Classification System will undergo a consultation process, and that the Forum can be involved in this process.  Any discussion on this topic was deferred until the presentation by Head Office officials on this topic (due later in the meeting).

6.0 Science and Research

Nicola Pindur reported that MinFish expect to receive the recreational fishing survey report this week and then the Working Group will consider it.  By the end of January 2007 the findings may be ready for use by the Forum. Carol Scott noted that this ‘release’ timeframe does not allow the data to be used in the Technical Report, given the recently tabled new timeline for this document.  

Murray Reedy confirmed that it does appears that these timelines do not mesh and that it is very likely that the data will not be available for the Technical Report.  Bruce Watson queried whether Les Molloy/Don Neale could accept the data as a late ‘draft’ material and incorporate it provisionally? Murray questioned what data would be available and how would it be summarised and included? 

Bruce Watson thought that the fishing data could be placed throughout the geographical segments in Part 5, under the ‘recreational fishing’ heading, then also included in Part 4 under the heading ‘human uses’.  Other Forum members expressed support for this approach, and concern was expressed that the public would poorly perceive it if two reports (Technical Report and Recreational Fishing Survey Data) were released within a short timeframe without linkage from the survey to the Report.  

Murray Reedy noted that both Les Molloy and his design editor are not available to work on this project after the end of January.  Currently there is two weeks of flexibility built into the revised Report timeline, so if fishing survey data does come out at the end of January there may still be an opportunity to incorporate it.  Murray also warned that MinFish will need to peer review the fishing survey data analysis undertaken by NIWA, and then the data may need to be reworked, and therefore the data from the survey may not be released for some months after January.  

Carol Scott asked whether we could obtain some broad observations as a result of the data gathered? Kerry Eggling thought the publishing of the Report should be delayed rather than it not including the results of the recreational fishing survey.  Murray Reedy then suggested that a statement could be included about the fact that the survey has occurred but that the results are not available yet and so the recreational fishing information included in the draft Report is based on available data to date.  

The statement would also advise that the results of the survey data gathered in 2006 would be incorporated into the second stage of the Technical Report.  As this suggested approach was not initially supported by the Forum members, Murray further advised that as recreational users are only one user group, this issue should not completely stall the production of the Report. 

Eugenie Sage commented that as the whole of the survey will be available on the web and this may be preferable to ‘potted’ information being included in the Report.  Also the segments in Part 5 are the ones most likely to need revision in the second stage of the production of the Report.  Carrol Browne noted that the Forum has only one chance to make a good impression, and the Report needs to be thorough and complete, being the best opportunity to get the public on board with the process.  She noted that recreational fishers have been the most keen and vocal at meetings.  

Carol Scott agreed and noted that that Technical Report had a wider purpose in terms of being an integrated source of information on the coastal marine environment.  Eugenie Sage advised that the credibility issues also arise if the Forum process slips out too far.  She noted that the fishing survey data is only one information source, whereas many sources have been used in compiling the Report.  

Stuart Thomson considers that the Forum does need to take notice of recreational fishers.  Geoff Rowling noted that there are unlikely to be contradictions between the Report and the fishing survey data, and so the production process of the Report should continue.  The possibility of an important contradiction is what should be checked for prior to publication of the Report.  Bruce Watson supported Geoff Rowling’s suggested solution, that Don Neale/Les Molloy view the survey data to check for any major contradictions or issues that have arisen between the two reports.

Emily Arthur, supported by Murray Reedy, suggested that the fishing survey data could be treated as a submission and this could be made clear in the introduction statement about the recreational fishing survey data.  Murray advised that the best-case scenario could still be defaulted to, i.e., that the survey data is ready by the end of January and can be incorporated in the Report.  Brad Stenhouse commented that it would be best to have no new information rather than presenting contradictory data.  Nicola said she didn’t see there would b a problem with draft information being available

Bruce Watson put a motion, as follows:

“That a letter be written to MinFish requesting that the proposed timeline be kept, explaining the reasons why and the need for urgency.” 

Seconded by Carrol Browne                                          Carried unanimously

7.0 Technical Report Sub-committee Update

Bruce Watson (Sub-committee chair) advised that notes are available for both the Sub-committee meetings held in September (Technical Report and Communications).  Carol Scott did a great deal of editing work and much of it has been included.  In summary, the Sub-committee was very impressed by the progress made and the results achieved by Don Neale and colleagues.  

The meeting of the Sub-committee held yesterday (12 December) really only needed to fine-tune Parts1-3, which are now returned to Don and Les Molloy for more editing work.  The information contained in the Report is still complex but the presentation is a huge improvement on the earlier versions.  Tens of millions of government money has been spent on research on the West Coast marine environment but this information has not previously been collated and made available to the public.  He also noted that some information is out-of-date or is possibly unreliable.  The draft version of Part 4 is to be circulated over Xmas/New Year.  A Sub-committee meeting date has been set for 19 January 2007 to work through Part 4 and the revised versions of the other Parts already reviewed by the Sub-committee.
8.0 Technical Report timeline 

Murray Reedy tabled and explained his revised timeline for the Forum process including the production of the Technical Report.  It is proposed to circulate the Report to the Forum on 19 January 2007, then to give Forum members one week for input (until 26 January).  Don Neale advised that he and Les were aiming to have the changes proposed by the Sub-committee yesterday ready by 21 December so at this time the updated Parts could be circulated to the whole Forum.
  

Eugenie Sage advised that provided the materials were out to the Forum by 21 December and the responses were back to Andrea Jackson by 19 January, Andrea would collate for the Sub-committee meeting on 19 January.  She thought that Parts 4 and 5 would be the sections requiring the most attention by the Forum.  Concerns were raised by a number of Forum members about the very tight timeframe for the response from the Forum members. It was agreed to revise the timeline to allow more time for the input of Forum members.  The new timeline is to be as follows:

21 December 2006 – draft version mailed to Forum (edited versions of Parts 1, 2, 3 and 5)

21 December 2006 - unedited version of Part 4 to Sub-committee members only

19 January 2007 – feedback from Forum/sub-committee members back to Andrea

22 January 2007 – collated comments/revisions emailed to Sub-committee

26 January 2007 – Sub-committee meeting for final review

9 February 2007 – final version of full Report to editor for final revisions and editing work

9.0 Technical Report timeline

The process beyond the launch of the Technical Report was discussed and whether public hearings of submissions should be held.   Bruce Watson advised that most comments are likely to be in writing so maybe a commentary on submissions should be provided.  One suggestion at the Sub-committee for dealing with feedback was to hold public hearings with independent facilitator/chair, and Forum members would attend to listen.  The meeting could be properly recorded (taped?).  There was discussion as to whether it was appropriate to call the process “consultation” when really it was information being called for.   A commentary could also be provided to the public and Ministers as to what information had been included from the public process.

Murray Reedy mentioned that a Sub-committee had met in Christchurch to discuss the public process.  ‘Workshopping’ on the West Coast was discussed, venues for the CDs and hard copies to be accessed and the use of submission forms.  It was also suggested that larger sector maps could be taken to discuss at each meeting and to maybe field comments. Bruce Watson thought it was important not to give comments on the spot at information meetings the status of formal submissions.  Eugenie Sage supported this point. 

Geoff Rowling queried whether the MPA’s would be proposed in the Technical Report and Murray advised that “definitely not at this stage”.  Eugenie noted that two public processes were involved, the first being the release of the report and call for comments, and then subsequently (and more importantly in her view) the consultation around the Forum’s suggestions for MPA’s.  She thought it more important to minimise the cost of the first process (the release of the technical report) to ensure that sufficient funds were available to properly consult on the second stage (the proposed MPA’s).  Murray advised that an adequate sum, based on the Department’s experience with processes of this nature, has been budgeted for the second process.   
Carrol Browne was keen to run meetings in her area with Kerry Eggling, and ask people how they want to submit.  Maybe it is a possibility that folks will wish to form small groups to make submissions.  A general discussion followed about the public information meetings.  There were queries about the amount of public energy with meetings, with “consultation fatigue” possible.  It was suggested that interest groups could be contacted and offered a presentation.  Forum members should be involved with the meeting held in their areas.  Murray Reedy advocated low-key public meetings where the material is presented and copies are available.  

Emily Arthur commented that the Forum must to be clear about what will be done or not done at public meetings, such as perhaps not accepting submissions at the meetings.  Eugenie Sage queried Murray about the detail of what was proposed at the public meetings.  Murray Reedy outlined the work undertaken by officials in developing materials for the information launch and he is to hold a meeting in Christchurch with a website expert soon.  The Consultation Sub-committee could review the revised launch materials.  Eugenie Sage supported this action.  Emily Arthur queried calling the launch meetings ‘meetings’ and whether a more friendly term could be used such as “workshop”.  General discussion noted that it was not a “workshop” and that the Sub-committee should consider the title further.

Andrea Jackson updated the Forum that it had been proposed that meetings would be held in all the main West Coast towns over a week (two meetings a day), hard upon the media/website release.  These and other details had been worked out at a meeting of officials in September, for which the Forum requested a copy of the meeting notes to be circulated to the sub-committee (Andrea to circulate).  

Bruce Hamilton agreed that the release of the Report should be managed to ensure that meetings were low key and "informational" in nature, supported by a few officials.  He invited the Consultation Sub-committee to meet today over lunch to work out how the release of the report was to be handled (and the Forum agreed).
The Forum then broke for lunch and for the brief meeting of the Consultation Sub-committee, and then reconvened at 1.20pm.  At that meeting the Consultation Sub-committee was updated about the work Murray Reedy and officials have been doing, and discussed the issues raised by the Forum.  They decided that the Sub-committee needed a proper meeting to canvas the issues fully and to make decisions on them.  It was agreed that the Consultation Sub-committee would meet for an hour or two before the Technical Report Sub-committee to be held on 26 January 2007.

Submission Form

Murray Reedy tabled his draft submission form, from which he has previously sought input from the DOC team and Les Molloy.  Eugenie Sage advised that some more explanation of the Forum and what the Technical Report is about would be good.  She also noted that that the Report would not necessarily be completely revised after submission and this point should be clarified. 

Eugenie also thought the form should note that there will be a further opportunity for public input later in the process.  Murray Reedy agreed to these proposed changes and annotated his draft accordingly.  Other members of the Forum proposed various small wording changes and amendments and Murray noted these proposals.  He will check back with the DOC media expert (Ian Gill) over the more major re-wording proposed.

10.0 Administration

It was agreed that the next meeting would be held on 14 March 2007, set as a preliminary date.  As soon as the Classification System and Protection Standards are available then the Forum would like to meet to develop a submission.  Jeremy Helson advised that it may be difficult to work out what areas on the West Coast meet the Protection Standards, as the inventory and gap analysis really needs to be completed first. 

Leigh Mitchell advised that data would be available from MinFish on fisheries and DOC management tools on the West Coast.  Nicola Pindur is to follow up and to let Andrea Jackson know, with the possibility that this information could be included in the Technical Report.

11.0 Public and media information

James Beech of the West Coast Times dropped into the Forum meeting over lunch and Bruce Hamilton briefly updated him about the Forum process. He requested that embargoed copies of the Technical Report be provided to media 48 hours before release.

12.0 General business

Emily Arthur raised the issue of seabed mining and prospecting, and queried whether the Forum should take a stand on these activities.  Denis Shannahan suggested that the WCRC should be contacted about the recent prospecting application granted.  After further discussion a motion was formalised.

Bruce Watson moved that:

“ The Forum writes to the WCRC and advise that they wish to be considered as an affected party for marine mining/prospecting activities; that these type of applications should be publicly advertised as they are of wide public interest.  The Forum also requests a copy of the Seafield resource consent and its conditions.”

Seconded Emily Arthur                                              Carried unanimously

It was agreed that Andrea should draft the letter and send to Emily, Bruce Hamilton and Bruce Watson for approval.

Bruce Hamilton closed the meeting at 2pm.

Confirmed

Bruce Hamilton

Chairperson

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

Papers Tabled

1. Draft minutes of Forum meeting of 25 & 26 July 2006

2. Technical Report timeline (Dec 2006 version)

3. Draft public submission form

� At this point Leigh Mitchell and Jeremy Helson of MinFish arrived and were introduced.  Leigh Mitchell advised she expected information on the Recreational Fishing Survey research to be available to the Forum by the end of January.
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