Status: ASSIGNED

Task Assignment

Date: 17 July 2018

To: Luisa Kliman, National Support and Advice Manager (Acting)

From: Andrew Baucke; Director, Planning, Permissions & Land (Acting)

Subject: Operational Policy recommendations relating to ‘breaking news’ media access

Context X,

At the beginning of July 2018, media correspondent Alison Mau approached DOC %@ain
permission to film on PCL utilising a drone for a breaking news story on Kauri djebakk in
Waipoua Forest. After receiving conflicting information from DOC about th to apply for a
permit and the time it would take for DOC to process the application, Mau’% given permission
to film by Sue Reed-Thomas, Director Operations, Northern North-Isla hout issuance of a

“one-off” permit. This permission was restricted to filming from tha{ only and did not

authorise use of a drone. s\o

Mau questioned DOC’s response to her request for permi si& o film with DOC Director
General, Lou Sanson. A review of the current guideline@rocess this type of request (i.e.
media access in a “breaking” news situation) was %@ y Mike Slater on 5 July 2018. This
task assignment seeks: 5\

1) an assessment of current processes; and

2) to recommend draft permit guidelines fo@reaking” news media filming access on PCL.
$

Purpose <

- Torecommend clear augMéation guidelines that will remove uncertainty regarding

news agency filmin&@nrements.

Quantity %)
- Areport Director recommending how to handle news agencies’ media access

requ\ 2svith options and recommendations for further work.

%)
Quality

- Reflections should seek to summarise DOC’s response to Mau and how our current
internal and external guidance potentially impacted that response.

- An audit of our current process and guidelines for this type of authorisation including
website

- Propose options that will streamline the filming permit requirements, balancing DOC’s
legal requirements with the news agencies’ short time pressures

- Consideration of whether a formal application process is appropriate in these instances

or if a direct authorisation model would be more appropriate.
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Status: ASSIGNED

- Consideration of how this type of authorisation request will fit within our current
Permissions scheme (i.e. The Statutory Process team, Understand team, etc.).

- How can use of drones or other technology be incorporated into the proposed
operational policies.

- Develop definitions where appropriate - what is ‘breaking news’ compared to ‘current
affairs’, ‘editorial’, or ‘documentary’ filming; often all are conducted by the same news
agency.

- Recommend next steps to implement operational policy if approved, including potential

timeframes and resources required to achieve next steps.

Resources
O

- Christopher Berry
- Stacey Wrenn Q E
- Adrian Gilby . O

- Leigh-Anne Wiig (TBC) 5\}
- Legal advice if appropriate &
Timing g\oK

- Afinal report to be completed by 22 August 2018 \Q

S

N\
(\\0
O‘\
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Department of

Conservation
Te Papa Atawbai
Date: 17 October 2018
To: Marie Long; Director, Planning, Permissions & Land
From: Luisa Kliman; Manager, National Support and Advice (acting)
Subject: Operational Policy recommendations relating to ‘breaking news’

media access

PURPOSE:

To provide the Director with recommendations for processing news agenc'es;media
access requests onto public conservation land (PCL). é
.\0

CONTEXT: (5\

Alison Mau'’s request to film in Waipoua Forest K®

At the beginning of July 2018, media correspondent Alis u approached DOC to
obtain permission to film on PCL utilising a drone for king news story on Kauri
dieback in Waipoua Forest. After receiving conflictifg information from DOC about
the need to apply for a permit and the time it wom@ke for DOC to process the
application, Mau was given permission to fil e Reed-Thomas, Director
Operations, Northern North-Island, without i ce of a “one-off’ permit. This

permission was restricted to filming from ck only and did not authorise use of a

drone.
%]

Mau questioned DOC'’s response &\’%r request for permission to film with DOC
Director General, Lou Sanson. a\review of the current guidelines to process this type

of request (i.e. media acces: Qa ‘breaking” news situation) was directed by Deputy
Director General Mike Sl@w 5 July 2018. This task assignment seeks:

° an as@g of current processes; and
L

. to rec nd draft permit guidelines for “breaking” news media filming

access %

In respor% DG Slater’s direction, a Task Assignment was drafted to undertake
there L@ work. See DOC-5527798.

ANALYSIS:
No formal status quo media policy could be located

My assessment team and | were unable to identify any current formal policy
governing “breaking news” media access to PCL. Previously, ad hoc exceptions to a
formal authorisation appear to have been provided to media for various reasons
(including collaborations with DOC, emergencies, etc.). This lack of clear policy
directly contributed to the mixed messaging provided to Mau by DOC. Additionally,
we identified several critical issues surrounding media access:

. How to determine what qualifies as “media” (i.e. those who work within
traditional news mediums such as television and radio versus internet
“bloggers” and freelancers).

docCM-5597802



. How to understand what constitutes a “breaking story”.

. How to understand if the current one-off concession process is feasible for
media users given the modern 24/7 news cycle.
° How to understand what flexibility may be available to process media

requests within the scope of the Conservation Act

Conservation Act requires Media to obtain authorisation
Section 170 of the Conservation Act 1987 requires:

(2) Except as provided in subsection (3) or subsection (4), no activity shgjl be
carried out in a conservation area unless authorised by a concession. 0
(3) A concession is not required in respect of—
(a) any mining activity authorised under the Crown Minerals 91
(including the transitional provisions of that Act); or
(b) any activity that is otherwise authorised by or under tf\lsQ:t or any Act

specified in Schedule 1; or

(c) any action or event necessary for the purposes &g or protecting
life or health, or preventing serious damage to pro& Vv or avoiding an
actual or likely adverse effect on the environ% r

or Director-General in the

(d) any activity that is carried out by the Migi
ers under this Act or any

exercise of his or her functions, duties, ar p
other Act. . (o,

Current ‘one-off’ permit processing time result in poor experiences from media
customers

Once a conclusion was reached that an exception-based assessment of media
access under section 170 should be rejected, our work focused on designing a fit-
for-purpose, legally robust and flexible scheme capable of handling media needs.



Section 17S of the Conservation Act notes application requirements for a
concession, while section 17U outlines the matters that must be considered by the
Minister when assessing a concession application. These criteria include:

(a) the nature of the activity and the type of structure or facility (if any)
proposed to be constructed:

(b) the effects of the activity, structure, or facility:

(c) any measures that can reasonably and practicably be undertaken to avoid,
remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects of the activity:

(d) any information received by the Minister under sections 17S, 17SD, and
17SE:

(e) any relevant environmental impact assessment, including any audit 0{\
review: 0
(f) any relevant oral or written submissions received as a result of a

relevant public notice issued under section 49: Q

(g) any relevant information which may be withheld from any @in

accordance with the Official Information Act 1982 or the Privg; t 1993.

See Conservation Act 1987, Section 17U(1). @Q'
Applications for one-off concessions currently must be ca @}% and processed by
the Statutory Processing Team in Hamilton before theéQ e assessed by a

decision maker. This constraint is imposed only by current processing system
and not as part of a legislative mandate. @
N

RECOMMENDATION: O‘s\\

Add a new Media Assessment pro to the Permissions System focusing on
customer needs while remainir@y robust

The team considered two criti emes at this juncture of our work:

. Providing a fit@Qerose, legal assessment under 17U
° Lowerin p@ssing times to meet specific media customer needs

The recommend@a proach contains two unique processing aspects.

entry point for these authorisations through the Media and
Commupicgtion Team (MCT)

Ouch%mmended approach calls for an expedited application process initially
undertaken by the MCT working with the applicant (See Attachment 1). MCT holds
substantial relationships with many media outlets and understands the nuances of
media needs within this space. Once the initial assessment (including preparing an
application record covering required information under section 17S) is complete, the
application is provided to the relevant District office for a merit-based assessment by
the operations manager. Local office staff will provide the assessment outcome with
any conditions to MCT who will, in turn, notify the applicant of the decision.

If a decision maker determines that the application requires iwi consultation,
additional environmental assessments, etc., this shortened process ends. MCT will
discuss options with the media applicant (which may include lodging a more
complete ‘one-off’ application through the existing Permissions system).



Aspect 2: Applications can be processed by email or telephone with signoff of
paperwork post-decision.

As the focus or this process is to provide improved customer experience, it is
proposed that this work could be completed via email and/or telephone to reduce
delays in assessment. However, any decision record still requires a signature and
follow-up work to add the process to the Permissions Database. To close a process,
the completed record would be sent on to the Statutory Processing Team for input
into the Permissions Database.

The process may be summarised as follows:

Applicant MCT provides District Office MCT complete S)
coordinates application to assesses and record, notifies

with MCT* District Office > returns to — applicant
for MCT sends to r
assessment syl ut

*In the event a media request is submitted initially through a I&@fﬁce, such
requests will be shunted directly to MCT for processing. O

O

Recommended constraints on the proposed pr%ss include:

. ) . & .
The following limitations are recommended process:

° This process will only be avaiI@to “media” as determined by MCT
° Permits issued under this ess, must comport with all current one-off
permit guidance. \

NEXT STEPS: 66
If this process is ap, ro@urther work will include:

° Desi r@g a fit-for purpose process document which includes all aspects of

thi \% including capture of application details, a record for use by MCT,
sment check-list for use by the local office and final decision of
erations Manager. This document should also note suggested
@authorisation conditions such as a Ranger accompanying the requester on

PCL where necessary
Guidance for intake, assessment and recording of applications

° Internal and external comms to ensure applications enter through MCT
Design work with the Statutory Processing Team to ensure that this unique
process works within our existing processing constructs.

CONCLUSION:

While media requests do not comprise a substantial number of authorisation
requests, they do pose reputational risks (as evidenced by Mau’s request). The
evidence collected by my team indicates that the current one-off process fails to
provide a consistent and timely experience for media. This failure, in turn, creates
churn within DOC. Conversely, providing a clear entry point for these authorisations
through MCT will deliver better risk management (through uniform messaging and



dedicated relationship management). By creating a well-defined, expedited customer
experience (while ensuring both proper documentation and assessment), we'll meet
organisational, external and legislative expectations.

DECISION.
Please consider the following:

Decision Point: | Endorsement/Decline | Notes:

Overall work:

i Do you agree that DOC should

adopt the processing scheme Yes No
proposed by the team to handle c’)\.
media authorisation requests (i.e. ?\
MCT entry-District Office Q
processed-MCT completed-SPT . O

input)?
Recommended @'

If so: (‘\ -

| Recommended SN\

Do you agree that future work \O
should be undertaken to develop | Yes No \Q
and implement this process? \

&
&
N
Signed / Date @6
&

Qg)

Marie Long; Director, Planning, Permissions & Land







Status: Assigned 20/11/18

Task Assignment

Date: 14 November 2018

To: Christopher Berry; Team Leader, Planning, Permissions & Land
From: David Spiers; Director, Planning, Permissions & Land (Acting)
Subject: Implementation of mainstream media authorisation policy
Context

At the beginning of July 2018, media correspondent Alison Mau approached DOC ?gaain
permission to film on PCL utilising a drone for a breaking news story on Kauri djebakk in
Waipoua Forest. After receiving conflicting information from DOC about th to apply for a
permit and the time it would take for DOC to process the application, Mau’&}e given permission
to film by Sue Reed-Thomas, Director Operations, Northern North-Isla hout issuance of a
“one-off” permit. Mau questioned DOC’s response to her request fo‘ ission to film with
DOC Director General, Lou Sanson. A review of the current gu%@es to process this type of
request (i.e. media access in a “breaking” news situation) w @Q ted by Mike Slater on 5 July
2018.

The resulting Task Assignment (DOC-5527798) pr%@ga a report (DOC- 802)

recommending development of a new legally-s it-for-purpose application process to allow
mainstream media access to PCL. As propos is process would be principally controlled by

the Media and Communication Team (MC@working closely with relevant local offices. I
adopted these recommendations on O&@ember 2018.

Purpose Q}

- Todevelop and im;&@nt a new fit-for-purpose mainstream media authorisation

process.
Outputs @ggb

- The@

@ implement the Director’s policy decisions outlined in the aforementioned
Q‘ recommendation report

fit within the current Permissions System

needs to:

be legally robust
include all necessary internal and external communications

©O O 0 oo

include all necessary forms, guidelines, etc.
0 develop definitions and statutory triggers where necessary.
- Work should also include:
0 identification of staff who require supplemental training to ensure successful
process integration (SPT)
O analysis of how the use of drones or other technology can be incorporated into
the new process.

DOC-5623566


https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-5527798
https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-5597802

Status: Assigned 20/11/18

Resources

Adrian Gilby
Leigh-Anne Wiig
Legal advisor
Ronnie Anderson

Timing
Process package (including timeframes for implementation) to Director for approval
within 21 days of issuance of Task Assignment.

DOC-5623566



Date: 4 February 2019

To: Marie Long; Director, Planning, Permissions & Land

From: Christopher Berry; Team Leader, Planning, Permissions & Land

Subject: Implementation of new mainstream media access request
process

PURPOSE:

To seek final approval of the mechanisms to implement the new permissions process
for handling mainstream media access requests onto public conservation land (PCL).

CONTEXT: ?S)
Alison Mau’s request to film in Waipoua Forest

At the beginning of July 2018, media correspondent Alison Mau ap %ed DOC to
obtain permission to film on PCL utilising a drone for a breaking story on Kauri
dieback in Waipoua Forest. After receiving conflicting inform rom DOC about
the need to apply for a permit and the time it would take for, to process the
application, Mau was given permission to film by Sue Re omas, Director
Operations, Northern North-Island, without issuance ane-off” permit. This
permission was restricted to filming from the track w nd did not authorise use of a
drone.

e
Mau questioned DOC’s response to her re cr:)r permission to film with DOC
Director General, Lou Sanson. A revie current guidelines to process this type
of request (i.e. media access in a “breakiNg” news situation) was directed by Deputy
Director General Mike Slater on 5 J 18. This task assignment sought:

. an assessment of ch'ent processes; and
o to recommend ermit guidelines for “breaking” news media filming
access on PCL. Q

Development worE oﬂme new process

In response to& Slater’s direction, a Task Assignment (TA) was issued. See
DOC-55277% he assigned team included representatives from the Media and
Commuﬂ Team (MCT), DOC Legal and PP&L.

Or\ﬁa&tober 2018, the team produced a report recommending a streamlined
applfsation process principally managed by MCT in conjunction with local offices to
provide authorisations. See DOC-5597802. These recommendations were adopted
by David Speirs; Director, Planning, Permissions & Land (acting) on 08 November
2018. A TA to implement these recommendations was assigned to the same work-
team on 14 December 2018. See DOC-5592843. This report and the proposed

process implementation record (See Attachment 1) are the outputs of that
assignment.

Analysis Recap - No formal status quo media policy could be located

My assessment team and | were unable to identify any current formal policy
governing “breaking news” media access to PCL. Previously, ad hoc exceptions to a
formal authorisation appear to have been provided to media for various reasons
(including collaborations with DOC, emergencies, etc.). This new process will

docCM-5664093


https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-5527798
https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-5597802
https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-5592843

provide clarity and operate within the framework of the ongoing short-term
authorisation revamp.

Analysis recap - Conservation Act generally requires Media to obtain
authorisation to access PCL

Section 170 of the Conservation Act 1987 requires:

(2) Except as provided in subsection (3) or subsection (4), no activity shall be
carried out in a conservation area unless authorised by a concession.
(3) A concession is not required in respect of—

(a) any mining activity authorised under the Crown Minerals Act 1991

(including the transitional provisions of that Act); or L
cvgp’Act

(b) any activity that is otherwise authorised by or under this Act
specified in Schedule 1; or

(c) any action or event necessary for the purposes of savin rotecting
life or health, or preventing serious damage to property iding an
actual or likely adverse effect on the environment; or

(d) any activity that is carried out by the Minister or or-General in the

exercise of his or her functions, duties, or power3{ r this Act or any

other Act. g\o
$9(2)(g)() \Q

»
4

The new authorisation process presume, ,\in most instances, media access will
require an authorisation that comports equirements set forth under the
Conservation Act. Section 17S of th nservation Act notes application
requirements for a concession, wﬁgﬁon 17U outlines the matters that must be
considered by the Minister whe{ ssing a concession application. These criteria

include: @

(a) the nature of Qéctivity and the type of structure or facility (if any)
proposed to bﬁ structed:

(b) the effegds of the activity, structure, or facility:

(c) any res that can reasonably and practicably be undertaken to avoid,

remed mitigate any adverse effects of the activity:

(d) @‘ormation received by the Minister under sections 17S, 17SD, and

@) any relevant environmental impact assessment, including any audit or
Q-review:
(f) any relevant oral or written submissions received as a result of any
relevant public notice issued under section 49:
(g) any relevant information which may be withheld from any person in
accordance with the Official Information Act 1982 or the Privacy Act 1993.

See Conservation Act 1987, Section 17U(1).

SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION:

The new application process will be managed by the Media and
Communication Team and focuses on “front-end” liaison with the media client
via an expedited approval process (while remaining legally robust)

The approved implementation approach contains two unique aspects.

2


http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0065/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM242535
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0065/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM107200#DLM107200
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0065/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM104644#DLM104644
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0065/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM7475510#DLM7475510
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0065/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM7475511#DLM7475511
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0065/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM106907#DLM106907
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0065/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM64784
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0065/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM296638

Aspect 1: New entry point for these applications through the Media and
Communication Team (MCT)

This approach calls for an expedited application process initially undertaken by the
MCT working with the applicant (See Attachment 2). MCT are accountable for
relationships with media outlets and understand the nuances of media needs within
this space. Once the initial assessment (including preparing an application record
covering required information under section 17S) is complete, the application is
provided to the relevant District Office for a merit-based assessment and decision by
the operations manager. Local office staff will provide the assessment outcome (with
any approval conditions) to MCT who will, in turn, notify the applicant of the decision.
If a decision maker determines that the application requires iwi consultation, \
additional environmental assessments, etc., this shortened process ends (v§

decline of the application). MCT will discuss other options with the media_applicant

(which may include lodging a more complete ‘one-off’ application throu e existing
Permissions system). %

Aspect 2: Applications can be processed by email or tele@with signoff of
paperwork completed post-decision. K
th

To provide an improved customer experience, it is pr pég at this work be
completed via email and/or telephone to reduce delay assessment. However,
any decision record still requires a decision makerg\Signature and follow-up work to
add the application process to the Permissions ase. To close the process, a
completed application record would be sen&&\ the Statutory Processing Team for
input into the Permissions Database. O

The timeframe for this process from rgpeipt of application to notification of decision to
the applicant is anticipated to be 3&‘%&

The process may be summar'éd as follows:

(AN

g
Applicant  WICT provides District Office MCT completes
coordinates application to assesses and record, notifies
with MCT* e Y! District Office returns to [  applicant and
‘a for MCT sends to SPT for
assessment system input

*In E?@e\nt a media request is submitted initially through a local office, such

re will be shunted directly to MCT for processing.
Recommended constraints on the proposed process include:
The following limitations are recommended:
o This process will only be available to “media” as determined by MCT
o Permits issued under this process, must comport with all current one-off
permit guidance.

IMPLEMENTATION HIGHLIGHTS: (For your review and approval)

One document to manage the entire process



The core component of this new process is a document entitled Mainstream Media
Record of Process (RoP). (See Attachment 1). This document is an all-in one
record that contains:

o basic guidance for MCT on when the process should be used and how to
complete the record (including a thresh-hold checklist)

o the application template to be completed by potential mainstream media
applicants

o a truncated, legally robust decision support document to be completed by
the local office

o approval and decline letter templates (for use in email form)

o instructions for sending the RoP onto the Statutory Process Team (SPT)
by MCT for final processing \

o Instructions to SPT to complete the process loop. 0

SPT processes the application after approval Qv

Due to the time constraints of mainstream media access requests, @m receive
the application for input into the Permissions system after an ap or decline has
been issued to the applicant. This inversion of the capture fur&i is a key aspect to
the expedited process. The RoP notes that if there is missip§information needed to
complete the Capture function, the record may be returné( MCT to provide the
additional information. \Q

Given these applications will only constitute simplt%yrt-term (formerly one-off)
applications, there is no Understand or Assi%n\@s Ion necessary.

Legal Approval Os\

The RoP was developed in consultati@with, and has been approved by, DOC

Legal. \
Costs é

At this time, there are n@sts associated with this truncated process due to the
minimal processin%i nticipated. This may be subject to further review.

Communicati@

Communigstiens to staff, mainstream media and the public will be managed by MCT
who wi lop and provide future draft communications in conjunction with PPL
(SUQ~ your review and approval).

Training

It is recommended that you authorise the allocation of NSA resources to prepare and
present suitable process training to SPT, MCT and District Office staff (to ensure
familiarity with this new process).

CONCLUSION:

While media applications are not a substantial number of authorisation requests, they
do pose reputational risks (as evidenced by Mau’s request) and, if poorly managed,
can quickly tie up significant senior leadership time to resolve. The new process
seeks to balance the requirements of a legally robust application assessment against
legitimate time-constraints involved with media access. Providing a clear entry point



for these authorisations through MCT will deliver better risk management (through

uniform messaging and dedicated relationship management). By creating a faster,
well-defined customer experience (while ensuring both proper documentation and

assessment), we'll meet organisational, external and legislative expectations.

DECISION:
Please consider the following:

Decision Point:

Endorsement/Decline

Notes:

Overall work:

Do you agree that the new
Mainstream Media Record of
Process (RoP) should be
adopted to implement the
previously approved MM
authorisation process (i.e. MCT
entry-District Office processed-
MCT completed-SPT input)?
Recommended

No

If so:

Do you agree that
communications to staff,
mainstream media and the public
should be managed by MCT
(who will develop and provide
future draft communication in

(

conjunction with PPL, subject to 549

your review and approval)?
Recommended Al

)

2

Do you agree to the alloc@c{ of
nd

NSA resources to prepeb
present suitable trai to SPT,

MCT and Distrigt @jice staff (to
ensure famili&with this new
process)&@

ded

No

Reco?ig

Additional comments/Other work:

Go  wl.

Fz [

Signed / Date

74/7\4

Marie Long; Director, Planning, Permissions & Land




Attachment 1
Mainstream Media Report of Process (RoP) Template

Department of Conservation

~
c Te Papa Atawhai

Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP)
Guidance

Overview: X,
This process is to provide a customer focused expedited assessment for mé)eam

media (MM) requests for access to public conservation land to cover issueXthat are
topical, timely and in the public interest. OQ

DOC’s Media and Communication Team (MCT) will primarily m Qe this process

and work with permit applicants to prepare the application. M | also coordinate
the assessment of the application with the relevant local o ecision maker and
ensure the record is forwarded to the Statutory Processi m (SPT) for entry into
the Permissions Database. Q

This record should only be used to cove \hort-term mainstream media
authorisations and should only be initiated by Né@

The timeframes for this process are as f 5&\
e from the submission of the ap, tion to a decision maker to completed

decision to applicant — 48 ho
e acknowledgement of ap, /&y applicant — 24 hours after MCT approval
notification

e completion of the @ss record — 24 hours after MCT notification and
acknowledgement plicant of permit

e submission of ompleted process record to SPT — immediately upon
completion $

o SPT input tg¥ge Permission Database — 24 hours after receipt from MCT

“‘Record of I??ss” (RoP) is defined as:

The proce, ord created by the Media and Communications Team (MCT)
which @}?ﬁs the MCT checklist, applicant information, assessment and decision by
Degrsj aker, notification templates and acknowledgement of receipt by the
appicant. This record will be forwarded to the Statutory Process Team (SPT).

“‘Mainstream media” is defined as:

Any print, radio, television or online journalist who is providing material for news and
current affairs that is in the public interest. This does not include social media
influencers or long form documentary makers that on sell their product (e.g. Coast,
Blue Planet).

“Concession” and “Permit”
An access authorisation issued by DOC under his process. These terms are used
interchangeably.



Notes:

e This application should meet all criteria on the Media and
Communications Team (MCT) Checklist.

e The proposed activity may include use of a drone and/or aircraft.

e There currently are no fees to use this process.

KEY RESPONSIBILITIES

This process will be led by members of the Media and Communication Tgam.
Others involved include: @)
e Local district office staff (including rangers) who will assist in
coordinating the application’s assessment with the relevant ision
maker and completing the assessment portion of the R{Q&&

Process

e Local district managers who will be responsible fo&sing the
application against the requirements of relevant cgitefia

e Statutory Process Team (SPT) who will be tas@ with inputting the
completed application process into the Pe ons Database

e DOC Legal and Permissions National AGKiS rs to provide advice and
support throughout. ¢

Any enquiry by Mainstream media to \a news event under this process
will be facilitated by the Media and munications Team (MCT). MCT

will: @
o Facilitate early pre-ap I?& ion discussions with the MM applicant to
scope the reques lete the MCT checklist and send the applicant
the Application IS ation portion of the Record of Process;

e Advise the ap t that this process can only be used where the
effects arexqitinal and no iwi consultation is required,

e Ensuret Il sections of the application portion of the Record of
Proce e complete before submission to the relevant local office for
assgiment;

o re that the authorisation or decline letter is sent to the MM

@plicant after a decision is made;
QTnsure that the local office records the appropriate Decision Maker’s

sign-off on the Record of Process (may be done electronically);

e Ensure that the acknowledgement of receipt (of the permit by the
applicant) portion of the Record of Process is complete;

e Upon completion of this record (including sign-off by the Decision
Maker), this record must be sent to the Statutory Process Team at
permissions@doc.govt.nz for final processing.

The Local Office handling a MM request will:
e Forward any initial MM enquiries to MCT for pre-application discussion
e Ensure that the Application Assessment portion of the Record of
Process is complete (including the Decision Maker’s decision and
electronic signature)


mailto:permissions@doc.govt.nz

¢ Notify MCT when the Application Assessment portion of the Record of
Process is complete and saved to docCM.

Upon receipt of the completed record, the Statutory Processing Team will:
e Capture the application in the Permissions Database
e Notify MCT if they require more information to complete input.
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Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP)

PART I. MCT Initial processing

Upon receiving a Mainstream Media (MM) request, the assigned MCT liaison
should:
1. download the Record of Process Template;

2. email the Mainstream media applicant details word document ae)gan
attachment (below); and ?\

3. cut and paste their responses into the Application Infornaﬁbn
section. :

o <@
4. MCT can fill this information out themselves if SSQ ing to an applicant

directly. \Qs\

5. Once the required information is receive¥, paste it into this RoP
template and save the record as a ne\(&cument in docCM using the
following naming convention: s‘\\C)

a. Mainstream Media App@ion - (Applicant Name) -(month-year)
(e.g. Mainstream Me@ Application — Lucy Croft — 12-2018)

6. Notify the relevant LOQ,Iﬁce and provide them with the docCM
number of the Ro Q,

Mainstream Media @tit Checklist (to be completed by MCT during
initial discussioa).

For a Mainstr Media applicant to use this process, the activity must:

O

é\e)have minor effects that can be easily managed*

Q‘ o comply with the relevant legislation, conservation
management strategy, and conservation management plans*

e s clearly defined
e not have a duration of more than 3 months

e not require construction of permanent or temporary structures
(e.g. toilets, sets, storage facilities)

e notinvolve bringing animals onto public conservation land

¢ not be something that could reasonably be undertaken off
public conservation land

*Consult the local DOC Office who will handle this assessment if you
need assistance making these determinations.

9



Note - if these criteria are not all met then the applicant is not eligible for
a Mainstream media short-term concession. They will need to apply for
a different concession.

Background of Applicant (To be completed by MCT)

Is the Applicant known to the Media Team? (indicate one) Y/N

If not, describe below:

List relevant information relating to the Applicant’s ability to carry ouvg’
proposed Activity: (\

10



Application Information (To be filled in by
Applicant/MCT)

A. Applicant Details

Applicant Name

(full name of registered Q

company or individual) .\O
Regist é\'

Legal Status of Individua ered

applicant (tick) | Comp K

any &O
Other (pl ify full
thaeill's)p ease specify fu \Q

Please supply the company registration number: 5{\\()

Trading Name O
(if different from Applicant

name) @
Postal Address K,\'Q

Registered Office of 6
Company (if applicable) OQ

Phone b
Contact ®%

P d
j ;;son an \@
)

Phone Q~

Email Coll

Phone

11



B. Activity Data

List the areas of your proposed activities. If you are unable to identify the areas or you do not know them, please seek the assistance of Departmental
staff. If using a helicopter operator that already has a concession, note this and include the operator's name. Under “Activity applied for”, indicate
Photography (P), Filming (F), Drone (D), Helicopter (H), and/or Other (O). If other (O), describe below. Do not fillin the “OFFICE USE ONLY” sections.

vseE USE ONLY  OFFICE USE ONLY

Name of Activity Description of Activity Vehicles-include Dates of Activity, QS17W Approved / Denied (To
Conservation Area(s) to applied specifications Duration of Activit Consistency? (to be completed by
be visited (including for reason for Activi% be completed by Decision Maker)

DOC Facilities)
EG: Matiu/Somes Island P, F, D Filming re. Kauri dieback APEX A-11 Drone 3-4 Febrgz\@glﬂ 9

the Decision Maker)

and Historic Reserve or impacts. Crew of 3 taking (1 KG weight,
Matiu Circuit Track and film and stills w/ drone use  electric powered). \Q
Quarantine Building

Other: 6®

12



C. Effects assessment

Consider the potential adverse effects of the proposed activity(ies) use on public conservation land in the
table below and the methods proposed to avoid, remedy or mitigate them. Tick the boxes of those

adverse effects that may apply to your proposed activity(ies).

Potential
adverse effects

Proposed methods to avoid, remedy or mitigate the effect

O Disruption to
people using
public
conservation
land

Be respectful of others’ privacy
Do not make unnecessary noise or disturbances

Equipment and vehicles used should not impede foot, bicycle and vehicle traffic

O Disruption
and harm to
birds and other
wildlife

0 Damage to
vegetation on
public
conservation
land

X
@)
oi
\\0

N

Do not disturb or harm birds and other wildlife

Do not follow birds and other wildlife

Do not enter unauthorised areas

Use care in deploying equipment, crew and veh/cl

\Q

2N\

O Fire because
of activity(ies)

*« g
Always carry a fire extinguisher when @‘g a drone
Always phone 111 in the eventh\'

O Drone and/or

N\
Always follow Civil Aviation @thority Rules for drone and/or aircraft use

aircraft use Always stay in control o(@ws
Never fly a drone dir over people unless they say it is okay
Always keep dr and/or aircraft a safe distance away from people, buildings,
structures ar§ icles
Immediat&ly Iahd drones if wildlife is disturbed
Never rones and/or aircraft in high fire risk areas
ThE)iot of the aircraft specified in the application must comply with applicable Civil
lon law/regulations and hold applicable aviation document(s) and privileges to
éonduct the concession activity under the Civil Aviation Rules..
In carrying out the concession activity the concessionaire must only use the drone
and/or aircraft specified in the application
O Other (Use box below to provide a description)

Additional effects and methods to avoid, remedy or mitigate these effects

If you believe there are additional adverse effects of your activity(ies), explain the effect(s) and the
proposed method(s) to avoid, remedy or mitigate it/them:

13



Statement

| confirm that 1) | can carry out the proposed activity; 2) the information provided on this application form
and all attached additional forms and information is to the best of my knowledge true and correct; and, 3)
| agree to provide any further relevant information requested.

o (check this box to agree)
Note: The Minister can vary any concession granted if the information given in thi lication

contains inaccuracies. v

Date: o Q
¥
This application is made pursuant to Sections 17R and 17S of the Cons@n Act 1987 [and (where
applicable) Section 49 of the National Parks Act 1980/Section 59A ofgg eserves Act 1977].

. ,g\o
X
N
&

14



PART Il: Local Office processing

Upon receiving a MM request from the MCT, the local office will handle this
application as a short-term concession application. The docCM provided by
MCT should be checked out and the application assessment portion
completed by the local office (including affixing an electronic signature of the
Decision Maker).

The purpose of this report is to provide a thorough analysis of the application
within the context of the legislation, the statutory planning framework an%}'
actual and potential effects, so the Decision Maker can consider the
application and decide whether it should be granted or declined. ?\

All Green sections of the Record of Process (including relev lons of
application Section B: Activity Data) should be completed é cal office.
Timeframe of assessment: Assessment of this appl/ n should be
completed within 48 hours (or sooner if possible).

Note: An authorisation under this process \be given verbally with
the record completed by the local office and returned to MCT. This
should be discussed with MCT. (\\C)

Local Office Staff: Once the RoP is @plete save it back to the same
docCM (not a new docCM numbe;Qf,md notify MCT that the application is

ready for final processing. ,\"Q

Application Asseééent (To be done by Local Office)

Name of Decision Mak@inister’s Delegate]

Mainstream Media éess Permit Concession.

following crj " The activity must:
. H%h minor effects that can be managed (an assessment of effects is unnecessary
ey are well understood);
Q‘Comply with the relevant legislation, conservation management strategy and
conservation management plan.
Have clearly defined limits (e.g. number of trips/landings etc);
Not involve permanent structures;
Not have a duration of more than 3 months;
Not require iwi consultation; and
Not involve bringing animals onto public conservation land.

A mainstreagz@dia permit concession can only be granted for activities that meet the

1.0 Summary of proposal

A copy of the application and MCT checklist is attached to this record.

docCM-5664093



2.0 Consultation with Treaty Partners

Yes No
2.1 Does this application require consultation with Treaty Partners? a a
If consultation is required, explain the issues here, STOP _assessment
process and recommend a decline.
3.0 Information available for consideration ‘

&a’s No
3.1 Are the applicant’s details complete? ?S)EI a
3.2 Are the location/s and activity/s applied for clearly set out by the appligab'Q a a
3.3 Has the applicant demonstrated the ability to carry out the activity?®’\§ a a

If you tick NO, explain here and how it is proposed to deal with the @‘ information.

«O

4.0 Analysis of application \\\v
-

Statutory context (consistent/inconsistent): . (b
Analyse the relevant legislation and planning out@sought and how the application fits
Sons

with these and any specific conflicts with any p then signal your assessment in the
boxes below.
e Legislation (purpose for which land i d) - See this document for the main (but
NOT exhaustive list of status the@d may have — and it may have multiple statuses)

e CMS
e NPMP/CMP K@
Y N
@ es o

4.1 Does the activitycon@h the relevant conservation legislation? a a
42 Is the activit c&stent with the relevant Conservation Management a a
Strategy, Cq ation Management Plan, or any relevant management
document é

If you ticke ®Tor 4.2 and/or 4.3 explain the issues here, STOP assessment process
and rec d a decline.

An%& of Effects:
AnalySe the proposal in terms of values at locations; effects of proposal on values; proposed
mitigation measures to manage any of these effects, and then signal your assessment in the
boxes below.

o Effects on conservation resources, cultural values, existing and future users

e Cumulative effects

e Special conditions required to manage specific effects

Yes No
4.4 Are the effects of the existing activity understood by the Department AND are a a
they minor (risk + magnitude + duration) taking into account any special
conditions to manage the effects?
45 Are the cumulative effects of the existing activity understood by the u a

Department AND are they minor (risk + magnitude + duration) taking into
account any special conditions to manage the effects?

16
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If you ticked NO to 4.4 or 4.5, explain the issues here, STOP assessment process and
recommend a decline.

‘ 5.0 Proposed operating conditions

(Pull this from the conditions listed in Attachment 1 of the template letter below and
add additional conditions as needed)

‘ 6.0 Recommendations and Decision

(Attach a copy of application Section B: Activity Data here and complete the OFFICE

USE ONLY columns)
o™
Recommendations ?*

Decision KQ‘

1. Deem this application to be complete in te rQ\é s17S of the
Conservation Act 1987: (select one) \&

Agree / Disagree . ()\

2. Approve the granting of a Mai@m Media Access Permit
Concession to [applicant na@e ubject to the proposed concession

conditions below:
N

Approve / De@e
3. (If Declined) \/\L@ieclined under this process, an alternative

application pm@ s may be available (check if applicable):
0 Sho&@rm Concession
oF ncession
\ r (Specify):
2. Deem this application to be complete in terms of s17S of the
Conservation Act 1987: (select one)

Agree / Disagree

Signed by [Name of Decision Maker], [Title of Decision Maker]
Authorised under relevant delegations

17



Date

Decision Maker comments
Decision Maker to comment on the rationale behind their decision if this is
different to the recommendation.

PART lll: MCT prepares the authorisation gt
decline o
@)

1. Once approval or a decline has been received from t cision Maker
(either via the completed RoP or by phone/email wj e RoP to
follow), the MCT liaison prepares one of the twgq r templates below

(to be sent via e-mail). Q

2. Ifit's an approval, the email will serve a%he applicant’s authorisation.

*

You should:

e delete the “decline” letter fro oP

e complete the approval emai g the “approval” template in the
RoP

e cut and paste the em 'I@xt you’re sending to the applicant into the
RoP; and \2\

e save the updatedq;Qo to the same docCM number.

3. Once you recei Q acknowledgement email from the applicant or
speak to ther&}hone to confirm they’ve got the permit, cut and
paste theirAmail into Part IV of the RoP. Save the updated RoP to the
same d number.

4. Ifip ecline, follow the same process as above in #2, except use the
- ine” template. You do not have to include the applicant’s
Q~ knowledgement (#3) in the RoP.
5. Finally, provide the completed RoP (ensure that the local office has

completed the assessment portion, including the Decision Maker’s e-
signature) to the Statutory Process Team at permissions@doc.govt.nz.

Letter Templates (To be completed by MCT and emailed to
Applicant-can be an email or attachment)

18
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Approval Letter
(Date authorisation granted by Decision Maker)
(Name of Holder)

(Organisation of Holder)
(Address of Holder)

(Email of Holder) C}'
Dear (Name of Holder), O(\

QO
RE: MEDIA PERMIT APPLICATION ACCEPTED (5'\'
The Department of Conservation (DOC) has ass ‘d your application to
undertake an activity on public conservation land r relevant sections of
the Conservation Act 1987 and hereby grants an activity permit (aka

concession) under the terms and condltlons&ﬁned in Attachment 1. This
letter serves as evidence of your authorisatjeR*For this permit to be valid, you
must acknowledge receipt and accepta this authorisation via email.

If you have any queries regarding tI@permit, please contact (name of MCT
representative) in the first insta@

Yours sincerely, 6Q}

3
(Authorisin @%al)
(Title) Q)gb'
(Offlce
@. der delegated authority.

(Attachment 1)

Concession Conditions (Media Permit)

YOUR PERMIT IS SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING
CONDITIONS:

1. This permit is issued to the following individual/company and is non-
transferable: (Describe who is authorised to undertake access — the
individual or named representatives of the company).

2. The following activities are authorised:

19



a) See Application-Section B attached (attach application Sections
B and C below)*

3.  This permitis valid from to

4. The activities authorised under this permit may take place in the
following locations:

a) See Application - Section B attached (attach Section B below)

5.  Except in designated containers, no debris, rubbish or other materials
are to be left at any location authorised by this permit. \

6. Directions issued by DOC staff are to be strictly complied with. ?‘

7.  Any person committing a breach of the conditions of this p@?will
immediately be required to leave the authorised area a IS permit
may be revoked.

8.  You agree to indemnify the Crown against any clgihs or losses which
may be made against or sustained by the Crg aused by any careless
or negligent or wilful act or omission by ycw .

*

9.  You agree to use authorised areas at own risk and release to the
full extent permitted by law DOC ¢ employees and agents from all
claims and demands of any kin rom all liability which may arise in
respect of any accident, damag injury occurring to any person or

property in or about the awed areas.

10. Without prejudice to or § §ny way limiting your liability under this
Concession, you m @a e out and keep current policies for insurance
and for the amoug t less than the sums stated below with a

substantial an utable insurer:

Types an@)unts:

adﬁeneral Public Liability for an amount no less than
\@ $2,000,000.00; and

Qp b) Aviation Legal Liability for an amount no less than
$1,000,000.00; and

c) Third party vehicle liability for an amount no less than
$500,000.00.

[if no aircraft or drone is involved then delete (b)]

[if no vehicle is involved then delete (c)]

11. You must exercise the rights granted by this permit in a safe and reliable
manner and must comply with the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015

and its regulations and all other provisions or requirements of any
competent authority relating to the exercise of this permit.

20



12. This Concession is to be governed by and interpreted in accordance with
the laws of New Zealand.

13. This permit may be subject to monitoring as deemed necessary by the
grantor.

14. Effects of this concession will be managed as follows: (Attach Section C
of the application)

*Attach Sections B and C of the Application here
&
o)

>

xO‘{Q
O

D
&
Q
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Decline Letter

(Date authorisation denied by Decision Maker)

(Name of Applicant)
(Organisation of Applicant)
(Address of Applicant)

o
(Email of Applicant) v
o)

>

(0
\O

The Department of Conservation (DOC) has \@ssed your application to
undertake an activity on public conservation \\d under relevant sections of

the Conservation Act 1987 and has deter'@ it cannot grant your request

Dear (Name of Applicant),

RE: MEDIA PERMIT APPLICATION DECLINED

for an activity permit (aka concessio he following reason(s): (Add or
delete as needed)

e The requested activity . @Bs additional assessment and should be
sought as a short- term\'\éncession or a full concession (Delete as
needed)

e The requested ach is inconsistent with one or more sections of the
Conservation 1987 and/or other relevant legislation/plans

(Specifical 6@

e (Other)

You may @« reconsideration of this decision under s17ZJ of the
Conserv@'Act 1987.

If @;%ve any queries regarding this permit, please contact (name of MCT
reprdsentative) in the first instance.

Yours sincerely,
(Authorising Official)
(Title)
(

Office)
Acting under delegated authority.

22



PART IV: Acknowledgement of Receipt
(Approval only)

Cut and paste the acknowledgement of receipt email from the applicant here.
Alternatively, the MCT representative may complete the following:

| affirm that on (date), | spoke to the applicant and they confirmed receipe}f'

their permit issued under this process. ?‘
(Your Name) QO
(Your Role) ,‘\9
(Your contact information) (b,

PART V: SPT Process «O

Once received, the Statutory Process Team‘&%sponsible for inputting all
relevant information from this process in%’ﬁe ermissions Database.
Additional information required for pr ing should be made directly to the
MCT representative who sent in the .

%)

No additional work is required @% captured.
&
3
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Attachment 2
Proposed Media Application Process

(as approved by D Spiers 2018)
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Mainstream Media

Record of Process (RoP) ?\

How to use this document é

This document comprises both the application form ar@tructions on how to
complete a Mainstream Media request. \
* ‘ 2 >

KEY: 55\0\\0

\J
This section is to be filled out by 6e edia and Communications Team

Q
This section is to be fﬂleé&;t by the Applicant

This section ig@%led out by the Local Office Decision Maker

This documeyystor internal reference (Department of Conservation staff only), and to
be used bg@yone within the department needing to process a Mainstream Media
request.

For fisther questions on using this form or any other media enquiries, call Media and
Communications Team on (04) 4961911.

Page 1 of 24
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Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP) - DOC-

Overview

This process is to provide a customer focused expedited assessment for mainstream
media (MM) requests for access to public conservation land to cover issues that are
topical, timely and in the public interest.

DOC’s Media and Communication Team (MCT) will primarily manage this process and
work with permit applicants to prepare the application. MCT will also coordinate the
assessment of the application with the relevant local office/decision maker and ensure
the record is forwarded to the Statutory Processing Team (SPT) for entry into thg\'

Permissions Database. 0
This record should only be used to cover short-term mainstream media authdfisations
and should only be initiated by MCT. OQ

The timeframes for this process are as follows: ’\}

e from the submission of the application to a decision maker&npleted decision to
applicant - 48 hours

e acknowledgement of approval by applicant - 24 hours MCT approval
notification

Q

e completion of the process record - 24 hours aftﬁ}f notification and
acknowledgement by applicant of permit ‘\

e submission of the completed process re ANSPT - immediately upon completion

e SPT input to the Permission Databas ours after receipt from MCT.

Notes: 5&@

e This application should eél] criteria on the Media and Communications Team

(MCT) Checklist.

e The proposed activi@ include use of a drone and/or aircraft.
e There currently 881 ees to use this process.

%)
,b%

%
%

Q.
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Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP) - DOC-

Terms and definitions

Term Definition

Record of
Process (ROP)

The process record created by the Media and Communications
Team (MCT) which contains the MCT checklist, applicant
information, assessment and decision by Decision Maker,
notification templates and acknowledgement of receipt by the
applicant. This record will be forwarded to the Statutory Process

Team (SPT)
Mainstream Any print, radio, television or online journalist who i viding
media material for news and current affairs that is in the public ir§erest. This
does not include social media influencers or long f ocumentary
makers that on sell their product (e.g. Coast, B]u t)
Significant Any issue that is topical, timely and in the 1nterest It could
news also involve reputational issues for DO éd we would want to

make sure DOC could respond in a tr
given our role as public servants

rent and timely fashion -

Concession and
Permit

Key responsibilities

This process will be led by m

An access authorisation issy
terms are used interchan %

A
RS

OC under this process. These

O

Z
N\
\\

rs of the Media and Communication Team.

Others involved include:oo

Responsibility

Local districjpgpfidee
staff (inc%
range@~

Will assist in coordinating the application’s assessment with
the relevant decision maker and completing the assessment
portion of the Record of Process

Local district
managers

Will be responsible for assessing the application against the
requirements of relevant criteria

Statutory Process

Team (SPT)

Will be tasked with inputting the completed application
process into the Permissions Database

DOC Legal and
Permissions National
Advisors

Will provide advice and support throughout
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Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP) - DOC-

Any enquiry by Mainstream media to cover a significant news event under this process
will be facilitated by the Media and Communications Team (MCT).

MCT will:

e Facilitate early pre-application discussions with the MM applicant to scope the
request, complete the MCT checklist and send the applicant the Application
Information portion of the Record of Process;

e Advise the applicant that this process can only be used where the effects are minimal
and no iwi consultation is required,;

e Ensure that all sections of the application portion of the Record of Process are
complete before submission to the relevant local office for assessment;

e Ensure that the authorisation or decline letter is sent to the MM apphcant

decision is made; Y
e Ensure that the local office records the appropriate Decision Maker s ff on the
Record of Process (may be done electronically);

e Ensure that the acknowledgement of receipt (of the permit by ’%%})phcant) portion
of the Record of Process is complete.

Upon completion of this record (including sign-off by thm n Maker), this record
c

must be sent to the Statutory Process Team at Dermlssm govt.nz for final
processing. \

The Local Office handling a MM request wi

e Forward any initial MM enquiries to Kor pre-application discussion;

e Ensure that the Application Assess nt portlon of the Record of Process is complete
(including the Decision Maker’ ion and electronic signature);

e Notify MCT when the Applic Assessment portion of the Record of Process is
complete and saved to d

Upon receipt of the ¢ Qed record, the Statutory Processing Team will:

e Capturethea ation in the Permissions Database;
e Notify MC él

\©

Q‘Q

ey require more information to complete input.
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Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP) - DOC-

Fig 1: The Mainstream Media Request process
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Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP) - DOC-

PART I: MCT Initial processing

Upon receiving a Mainstream Media (MM) request, the assigned MCT liaison should
either:

1.

Download this document (the Record of Process Template DOC-5631995);

2. Email the Mainstream media applicant details word document on page 9 to the

OR

applicant as an attachment. Either:

a) double click the ‘Outlook template’ icon. This will open an email in %{Look
with the form already attached; OR ?

b) double click the ‘Application form’icon, save the document to@ desktop,
then add as an attachment to your email.

Replace the Application Information section (only) with th s\r'esponses once
received.

Save the record as a new document in docCM usin @oﬂowmg naming
convention: g\

a. Mainstream Media Application - (App@&t Name) -(month-year)
(e.g. Mainstream Media Applicatio g)\%cy Croft - 12-2018)

Notify the relevant Local Office and e them with the docCM number of the

RoP.
\\9@

After downloading th @Sument (the Record of Process Template DOC-
5631995); MCT can @the Application Information section if speaking to an

applicant directlyo

Once the requ information is received, paste it into this RoP template and
save the re@b as a new document in docCM using the following naming
conventj

Lok

\QJainstream Media Application - (Applicant Name) -(month-year)
Q~ (e.g. Mainstream Media Application - Lucy Croft - 12-2018)

3. Notify the relevant Local Office and provide them with the docCM number of the

RoP.
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Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP) - DOC-

s) Pre-check

Completed by: Media and Communications Team

During initial discussions, confirm that the activity complies with the following
checklist. The activity must:

e have minor effects that can be easily managed*
e comply with the relevant legislation, conservation management strategy, and
conservation management plans*

e isclearly defined \

e not have a duration of more than 3 months 0

e not require construction of permanent or temporary structures (e.g. ihystsets,
storage facilities) . O

e not involve bringing animals onto public conservation land N\

e not be something that could reasonably be undertaken off conservation
land.

*Consult the local DOC Office who will handle this assess@\t if you need assistance

making these determinations. \

MCT member name: o\()\

_ N

To the best of my knowledge, the act%%)complies with the above conditions
(please tick).

L] Yes [J No (the applicaQ& not eligible for a Mainstream Media short-term
concession. Thd?ill need to apply for a different concession).

O\

&
Is the applicant kno& the Media Team?

] Yes D&

\@(b
If not, de@ e below:

ClickQFﬁp here to enter text.

List relevant information relating to the Applicant’s ability to carry out the
proposed activity:

Click or tap here to enter text eg. applicant is experienced in the proposed activity
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Mainstream Media Record of Process (RoP) - DOC-

A. Applicant details

Fill out the following or email the form through to the Applicant using this Outlook
message template. If you are not using Outlook, attach and email through this Word

document:
] ]

Qutook tervplate Application form

Applicant details

Completed by: Applicant (or Media and Communications Team,

Applicant name: Enter full name of registered company or indiviékt@
[0\

(%4
Legal status of applicant (please tick): KQ

O Individual s\o

[] Registered Company \

N
Company registration number: Click o@ here to enter text.

<

Trading name (if different from ’@am name): Click or tap here to enter text.

)
Postal address: Click or&bﬁie to enter text.

Registered Office@pany (if applicable): Click or tap here to enter text.

(og

v
Phone: Clh@r tap here to enter text.

)L )

Contact person and role: Click or tap here to enter text.

Phone: Click or tap here to enter text.

Email: Click or tap here to enter text.

Cell phone: Click or tap here to enter text.
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B. Activity data table

Activity details Office use only

Completed by: Applicant (or Media and Communications Team) Completed by: Local Office

List the areas of your proposed activities. If you are unable to identify the areas or you do not knosgf\q , please
seek the assistance of Departmental staff. If using a helicopter operator that already has a concesg)dm, note this and | To be completed by the Local
include the operator’s name. Under ‘Activity applied for’, indicate Photography (P), Filming (@ne (D), Office Decision Maker only.

Helicopter (H), and/or Other (O). If other (O), describe below. Do not fill in the OFFICE Ué& LY section.

»
Name of Activity . .. Vehicle (incl \Q\ Dates, duration and S17W Approved /
. ) Description of Activity \ . : o .10
conservation area applied for spec1f1catso@ reason for activity Consistency? | Denied?
2g; Lilzituy/Somies Filming re. Kauri dieback \
Island and Historic gre. AP@A 11 Drone (1 [ Yes [] Approved

impacts. Crew of 3 taking
film and stills w/ drone N

use

Reserve or Matiu P,EF,D
Circuit Track and
Quarantine Building

@ weight, electric 3-4 February 2019
bowered). [ No [1 Denied

4

[ Yes [] Approved
3

6 [] No [ Denied
"OQ
®® [ Yes [] Approved
2E Q\ ] No [ Denied
[] Yes [] Approved
Other: Please describe.
] No [ Denied
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C. Effects assessment

Effects assessment

Completed by: Applicant (or Media and Communications Team)

Consider the potential adverse effects of the proposed activity(ies) use on public
conservation land listed below and the methods proposed to avoid, remedy or mitigate
them.

Tick the boxes of those adverse effects that may apply to your proposed activi&?)&gs):
O

\
[J Disruption to people using public conservation land OQ

>
e Be respectful of others’ privacy @

e Do not make unnecessary noise or disturbances K

e Equipment and vehicles used should not impede fo@ycle and vehicle traffic

N\

Proposed methods to avoid, remedy or mitigate the effect:

[J Disruption and harm to birds and other wﬂ!@’
Proposed methods to avoid, remedy or miti e effect:

e Do not disturb or harm birds and oth@ildlife
e Do not follow birds and other wild@

[1 Damage to vegetation :Eéblic conservation land

Proposed methods to avoigh edy or mitigate the effect:

Ileed areas

e Do not enter unayt
e Usecarein de@ng equipment, crew and vehicles

[] Fire be@s@.of activity(ies)
Prop ethods to avoid, remedy or mitigate the effect:

e Always carry a fire extinguisher when using a drone
e Always phone 111 in the event of a fire

[0 Drone and/or aircraft use
Proposed methods to avoid, remedy or mitigate the effect:

e Always follow Civil Aviation Authority Rules for drone and/or aircraft use
e Always stay in control of drones
e Never fly a drone directly over people unless they say it is okay
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e Always keep drones and/or aircraft a safe distance away from people, buildings,
structures and vehicles
e Immediately land drones if wildlife is disturbed

[0 Other: Additional effects and methods to avoid, remedy or mitigate these
effects

If you believe there are additional adverse effects of your activity(ies), explain the
effect(s) and the proposed method(s) to avoid, remedy or mitigate it/them:

Click or tap here to enter text. \

O,

Statement
I confirm that: OQ
O

1. Ican carry out the proposed activity; ®
2. the information provided on this application form and all&¢ ched additional

3. I agree to provide any further relevant informatiq ested.

forms and information is to the best of my knowledg ; and correct; and,
[0 (check this box to agree)

Note: The Minister can vary any concession @f the information given in this

application contains inaccuracies.

.®®

Date: Click or tap to enter a date

1987 [and (where applicab ction 49 of the National Parks Act 1980/Section 59A of
the Reserves Act 1977]. 0

A

This application is made pug@ to Sections 17R and 17S of the Conservation Act

@V
’b'%

@
%

Q~
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PART II: Local Office Processing

Upon receiving a MM request from the MCT, the local office will handle this application
as a short-term concession application. The docCM provided by MCT should be
checked out and the application assessment portion completed by the local office
(including affixing an electronic signature of the Decision Maker).

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to provide a thorough analysis of the application w@n the
context of the legislation, the statutory planning framework and actual and ial
effects, so the Decision Maker can consider the application and decide whe“fg}it should
be granted or declined.

*

All Green sections of the Record of Process (including relevant por@ of application
Section B: Activity Data) should be completed by the local office

Timeframe s\OK

Timeframe of assessment: Assessment of this appli\{c\lbn should be completed within
48 hours (or sooner if possible). ¢

o N
Note: An authorisation under this process m bgéiven verbally with the record
completed by the local office after and ret o MCT. This should be discussed with
MCT.

Local Office Staff: Once the RoP is@@ete, save it back to the same docCM (not a new
docCM number) and notify MCT gha¥the application is ready for final processing.

2
&
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APPLICATION ASSESSMENT

Completed by: Local office Decision Maker

Name of Decision Maker:

Mainstream Media Access Permit Concession

A mainstream media permit concession can only be granted for activities that meet the
following criteria. The activity must: \

e Have minor effects that can be managed (an assessment of effects is u ge’ssary
as they are well understood); v

e  Comply with the relevant legislation, conservation management s&gy and
conservation management plan. 5\3

Have clearly defined limits (e.g. number of trips/landings e

Not involve permanent structures; K@

Not have a duration of more than 3 months; \O

Not require iwi consultation; and

Not involve bringing animals onto public conseq&on land.

*
S

. 0\'
1.0 Summary of proposal gs\\\

A copy of the application and MCTéh list is attached to this record

g

2.0 Consultation with Treaty P@Qers

2.1 Does this ampﬁ}gn require consultation with Treaty Partners?

O Yes*
. .. ) . )

If co ation is required, explain the issues here, stop assessment
pro and recommend a decline.

\&
'\

3.0 Ir@&ion available for consideration

3.1 Are the applicant’s details complete?
O Yes [ No*

3.2 Are the location/s and activity/s applied for clearly set out by the
applicant?
O Yes [ No*
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3.3 Has the applicant demonstrated the ability to carry out the activity?
[1Yes [I No*

If you tick ‘no’, explain here and how it is proposed to deal with the lack of
information.

Click or tap here to enter text.

4.0 Analysis of the application:

Statutory context (consistent/inconsistent):

application fits with these and any specific conflicts with any p

6\

ns then

Analyse the relevant legislation and planning outcomes sought an it the

signal your assessment in the boxes below.

Legislation (purpose for which land is held) - See this@ment for the main
(but NOT exhaustive) list of status the land may }@— and it may have
multiple statuses Q
CMS \\
NPMP/CMP Qo)
0\
o

4.1 Does the activity comply w1t®elevant conservation legislation?
O Yes [ No*

\(\

b
4.2 Is the activity consjsient with the relevant Conservation Management
Strategy, Conser n Management Plan, or any relevant management

documents? Q

[ Yes 8\&0

*If 1cked no’ for 4.1 and/or 4.2 explain the issues here, stop assessment

@ s and recommend a decline.
O

%nalysm of Effects:

Analyse the proposal in terms of values at locations; effects of proposal on
values; proposed mitigation measures to manage any of these effects, and then
signal your assessment in the boxes below.

e Effects on conservation resources, cultural values, existing and future users
e Cumulative effects
e Special conditions required to manage specific effects
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4.3 Are the effects of the existing activity understood by the Department
AND are they minor (risk + magnitude + duration) taking into account
any special conditions to manage the effects?

[1Yes [ No*

4.4 Are the cumulative effects of the existing activity understood by the
Department AND are they minor (risk + magnitude + duration) taking
into account any special conditions to manage the effects?

[1Yes [ No*

N

* If you ticked ‘no’ for 4.3 and/or 4.4 explain the issues here, stop?%ssment
process and recommend a decline. Q
XO)
'\
5.0 Proposed operating conditions ®

Pull this from the conditions listed in Attachment 1 o%@!mpla“ﬁe letter below and
add additional conditions as needed
N

6.0 Recommendations and Decision ‘\(b
L

Attach a copy of application Section @ivity Data here and complete the
OFFICE USE ONLY columns

Recommendations:

Y
K\

Click or tap here to enter

Q
Decision 0

1. Deem thi &3 ication to be complete in terms of s17S of the Conservation
Act19 %elect one)

’{ggree [] Disagree
a9

2. gpprove the granting of a Mainstream Media Access Permit Concession to
Applicant name subject to the proposed concession conditions below:

[1 Agree [ Disagree

3. (If Declined) While declined under this process, an alternative application
process may be available (check if applicable):

[0 Short-term Concession
[ Full Concession
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[1 Other (specify): Click or tap here to enter text.

4. Deem this application to be complete in terms of s17S of the Conservation
Act 1987: (select one)

[1 Agree [J Disagree

Name of Decision Maker ;
Title of Decision Maker Q

Date: Click or tap to enter a date. @
oy
N
(Decision Maker) comment on the rationale behind\@ decision if this is
different to the recommendation: @'\
*

Click or tap here to enter text.

Lo
&P
O
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PART III: MCT prepares the authorisation
or decline

1.

Once approval or a decline has been received from the Decision Maker (either via
the completed RoP or by phone/email with the RoP to follow), the MCT liaison
prepares one of the two letter templates below (to be sent via e-mail).

If it’s an approval, the email will serve as the applicant’s authorisation. You s@uld:

delete the “decline” letter from the RoP ?\
complete the approval email using the “approval” template in the R
cut and paste the email text you're sending to the applicant inta t&& and
save the updated RoP to the same docCM number. é\,

Once you receive the acknowledgement email from t}% icant or speak to them
by phone to confirm they’ve got the permit, cut an their email into Part IV of
the RoP. Save the updated RoP to the same docC{% mber.

&
If it’s a decline, follow the same process WDSve in #2, except use the “decline”
template. You do not have to include @a plicant’s acknowledgement (#3) in the

RoP.
\\9@

Finally, provide the completed &(ensure that the local office has completed the
assessment portion, includin Decision Maker’s e-signature) to the Statutory Process
Team at Dermissions@docﬁ@v nz.

é?’b
>
o
>

Q.
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Approval letter

Completed by: Media and Communications Team

To be completed by MCT and emailed to Applicant in an email or attachment.

Replace the text highlighted yellow. Follow the instructions highlighted blue then delete
the instruction.

(Date authorisation granted by Decision Maker) C}

(Name of Holder) ‘\OQ
(Organisation of Holder) é\'
(Address of Holder)

(Email of Holder) \Q
Dear (Name of Holder), g{\\o

RE: MEDIA PERMIT APPLICATI(%@ZCEPTED

%OC) has assessed your application to undertake an
activity on public conservagsand under relevant sections of the Conservation Act
1987 and hereby grants
conditions outlined indRttachment 1. This letter serves as evidence of your authorisation.
For this permit to b@ 1d, you must acknowledge receipt and acceptance of this

authorisation v% ail.

If you ?&ny queries regarding this permit, please contact (name of MCT

represertative) in the first instance.
Yours sincerely,

(Authorising Official)

(Title)

(Office)
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Acting under delegated authority.

(Attachment 1)

Concession Conditions (Media Permit)

YOUR PERMIT IS SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

1. This permit is issued to the following individual/company and is non-
transferable: (Describe who is authorised to undertake access - the indivgenal or

named representatives of the company). ?\
2. The following activities are authorised: Q
a) See Application-Section B attached (attach applicatiof;\' ions Band C
below)*
3. This permit is valid from (insert from date) to (insert to@.
4. The activities authorised under this permit may t ace in the following

locations: \

a) See Application - Section B attache @ch Section B below)

g
5. Except in designated containers, no d@ubbish or other materials are to be

left at any location authorised by tht mit.

6. Directions issued by DOC staff gme to be strictly complied with.

7. Any person committinga b @of the conditions of this permit will immediately
be required to leave the a&orised area and this permit may be revoked.

8. You agree to indemni e Crown against any claims or losses which may be
made against or sugsated by the Crown caused by any careless or negligent or

wilful act or or§s by yourself.

9. You agree tc@ authorised areas at your own risk and release to the full extent
permitte?@ aw DOC and its employees and agents from all claims and

dema any kind and from all liability which may arise in respect of any
accg , damage or injury occurring to any person or property in or about the
rised areas.

10. Without prejudice to or in any way limiting your liability under this Concession,
you must take out and keep current policies for insurance and for the amounts not
less than the sums stated below with a substantial and reputable insurer:

Types and amounts:
a) General Public Liability for an amount no less than $2,000,000.00; and
b) Aviation Legal Liability for an amount no less than $1,000,000.00; and

c) Third party vehicle liability for an amount no less than $500,000.00.
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[if no aircraft or drone is involved then delete (b)]
[if no vehicle is involved then delete (c)]

11. You must exercise the rights granted by this permit in a safe and reliable manner
and must comply with the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 and its regulations
and all other provisions or requirements of any competent authority relating to
the exercise of this permit.

12. This Concession is to be governed by and interpreted in accordance wit}st\}ie laws
of New Zealand. 0

13. This permit may be subject to monitoring as deemed necessary by th&grantor.
14. Effects of this concession will be managed as follows: (Attach S@Ql C of the
application) ®’\}
*Attach Sections B and C of the Application here @

N\
(\\0
O‘\
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Decline letter

Completed by: Media and Communications Team

Replace the text highlighted yellow. Follow the instructions highlighted blue then delete
the instruction.

(Date authorisation denied by Decision Maker)

(Name of Applicant) ;
(Organisation of Applicant) . OQ

(Address of Applicant) @’\}
N\
(Email of Applicant) \O

Dear (Name of Applicant), ‘\g\
KV
RE: MEDIA PERMIT APPLICATION D D

@

The Department of Conservation{i ) has assessed your application to undertake an
activity on public conservati @1 under relevant sections of the Conservation Act

1987 and has determined it ¢ t grant your request for an activity permit (aka

concession) for the followiyg teason(s): (Add or delete as needed)

e The requeste vity requires additional assessment and should be sought as a
short-term @acession or a full concession (Delete as needed)

e There ed activity is inconsistent with one or more sections of the Conservation
A and/or other relevant legislation/plans (Specifically list)

o (OfRer

You may seek reconsideration of this decision under s17ZJ of the Conservation Act 1987.

If you have any queries regarding this permit, please contact (name of MCT
representative) in the first instance.

Yours sincerely,
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(Authorising Official)

(Title)

(Office)

Acting under delegated authority.
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PART IV: Acknowledgement of Receipt

Acknowledgement of Receipt (approval only)

Completed by: Media and Communications Team

Cut and paste the acknowledgement of receipt from the applicant here.

Alternatively, the MCT representative may complete the following, replacing t llow

highlighted text: v

O

I affirm that on (date), I spoke to the applicant and they confirmed ré\' of their permit

issued under this process. @
(Your Name) \Q

(Your Role) \
(Your contact information) é}@

PART V: SPT Pro&'qas

Once received, the Statutory &ss Team is responsible for inputting all relevant
information from this procg@s\tto the Permissions Database. Additional information
required for processi sﬂbbu d be made directly to the MCT representative who sent in
the form. r%

&)
No additio@@k is required once captured.
%)

Q.
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Date: 30 October 2020

To: Lou Sanson; Director General

Cc: Mike Slater; Deputy Director-General Operations

From: Natasha Hayward; Director, Planning, Permissions and Land
Subject: DOC’s Mainstream Media Process

PURPOSE:

To outline DOC’s mainstream media permissions process (Mainstream media
Process), recent issues raised by the media, and why there appears to be a I§{E of
clarity both internally and externally.

)
CONTEXT: v

DOC’s 2018 review of guidelines to support media access in ;‘\I\'@Qng” news

situations (b'

In July 2018, journalist Alison Mau approached DOC to obt@rmission to film on
PCL using a drone for a breaking news story on Kauri in Waipoua Forest.
After receiving conflicting information from three people DOC about the need to
apply for a permit and the time it would take for DO ocess the application, Mau
was given permission to film by Sue Reed-Tho irector, Operations, Northern
North-Island Region, without issuance of a “onet\ oncession. This permission was
restricted to filming from the track only and sngﬁg authorise use of a drone.

r

Alison Mau questioned DOC'’s respons’u request for permission to film, directly
with you. A review (the 2018 rewew) é‘ current guidelines to process requests by
media to access PCL to cover ng” news was directed by Deputy Director-
General Operations Mike Slat n 5 July 2018. The 2018 review sought an
assessment of current proceg§es and recommendations for permit guidelines for
“breaking” news media film cess on PCL.

The 2018 review invxl%5 representatives of the Media and Communication Team
(MCT), Legal and Rlan™ng, Permissions & Land (PPL) and a Task Assignment was
issued on 17 JU@S (DOC-5527798). On 18 October 2018, the team produced a
recommendati% port (DOC-5597802) to the Director, PPL, advising that:

o @as no current formal policy governing “breaking news” media access

@ CL.
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¢ One-off concession processing times resulted in poor experience from gedia
customers. O

draft outline of a proposed new process to streamline media applicati nd ensure

Once it was determined media required a concession by law, the repopozained a
a quick turnaround. The report recommended: \}

e Adding a new media application process to the permiﬁﬁs system, focusing
on customer needs whilst meeting legislative requir ts

e Creating a new entry point for these authorigdtidns through the media and
communications team.

e Processing such applications by email @&phone with signoff of paperwork
post-decision. $g\

e Further work to implement theégpprocess.

These recommendations were a by David Spiers, Director, PPL, on 8 November
2018. é
Implementation of DOC, instream Media Process

On 14 November 018} ask Assignment (DOC-5623566) was issued to the same
assessment team evelop and implement a new fit-for purpose mainstream media
authorisation p ss. On 4 February 2019 the team produced an implementation
report (DOC% 093) to Marie Long, Director, PPL, recommending:

. &tion and implementation of the new “Mainstream Media Record of
Q~ ocess” all-in one process record (DOC-5631995).

e Communications to staff, mainstream media and the public should be
managed by MCT (who would develop and provide future draft communication
in conjunction with PPL).

o Allocation of National Support and Advice resources to prepare and present
suitable training to DOC staff.

These recommendations were adopted by Marie Long on 17 February 2019 and the
Mainstream Media Process was rolled out in late March 2019. Leader led
communications and a Mainstream Media DOCLearn training module were rolled out
later in 2019.
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The Mainstream Media Process is a streamlined process that reduces churn and
provides a better co-ordinated, quicker (up to 48 hours) and free service to DOC’s
mainstream media customers to support breaking news situations. Refer to appendix
1 for a flowchart of the Mainstream media Process and FAQ.

The process defines:

o mainstream media as “any print, radio, television or online journalist who is
providing material for news and current affairs that is in the public interest. This
does not include social media influencers or long-term documentary makers
that on sell their product (e.g. Coast, Blue Planet)”.

¢ significant news as “any issue that is topical, timely and in the public i@est.
It could also involve reputational issues for DOC, and we would wa ake

sure DOC could respond in a transparent and timely fashion — giyerdour role
as public servants.” . O
The Mainstream Media Process has been gaining more tractio oss Districts in
recent months as operations staff begin to see the benefits ofi¥fig the streamlined

process.

N\
O
While the Mainstream Media Process involves mo@k for the media team, it
involves less paperwork and is less time consymiNg for operations staff when
compared to a one-off permit. However, there is ushback from districts who say
they can’t turn it around in 48 hours because acity issues. Another tension for
some districts is the need for iwi consul ecause there is a perception the
Mainstream Media Process is shortenin@ -passing this step.

The Department is in a difficult po n because on the one hand the media are

complaining we are not allowing to access PCL in a timely manner, especially
when members of the public owed to film and take photographs for their own
private use. On the other h ur staff are concerned we are not allowing adequate
time for consultation with partners over cultural values and potential impacts.

Some districts refuse t age in the Mainstream Media Process and instead insist
on a one-off permi wéﬁ can have a 5 to 20+ day turnaround. This is not acceptable
to media who are tyigg to do a story in a timely manner.

Recent issu ised by media

DOC ha!\?ently received several complaints from the media including New Zealand
Ge It magazine, the Media Freedom Committee (MFC); an organisation
rep%vnting TVNZ, RNZ, MediaWorks, NZME, Stuff, Newsroom and the Spinoff, as
well ds from several journalists from those media agencies represented by MFC.

The themes for these complaints are:

e The media’s perceived rights to access public conservation land to film news
stories; including using drones without prior authorisation from DOC
(journalistic freedom).

¢ Requirements for iwi consultation for certain activities, in certain locations.

e Perceived inconsistencies in DOC’s approach to commercial and recreational

media and filming activities — they have asked why they need a permit when
the public can go and take photos at the same spot without authorisation.
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o A sense that DOC is trying to “manage” stories.

DOC has also received several enquiries from the abovementioned media who have
queried:

o Why they require authorisation to undertake journalism on PCL.

o Whether social media “influencers” and political parties also require
authorisation; and

o Whether the Mainstream Media Process was signed off or sighted by yoy{s'elf,
the Minister of Conservation, Cabinet or the Prime Minister’s office. 0

One journalist also provided examples of social media “influencers” pote, 'aR?ilming
and using drones on PCL without authorisation and asked what DOC js g toensure
compliance. Note: our compliance team is investigating these alle s. The rules
around drone use are more straight forward than media permits. urrently require
anyone who wants to use a drone to obtain permission, regar@s of whether it’s for
recreational or commercial use. S\O

On 15 October 2020, in response to enquiries from\rg Zealand Geographic who
were wanting to access PCL damaged by the rec%él s at Lake Ohau, DOC media

staff spoke with James Frankham, Publisher of Ne aland Geographic, and advised
that New Zealand Geographic and their conjri s (journalists, photographers etc)
will need to apply for a media permit for re stories undertaken on PCL. This
discussion was followed up with an emgf is likely led to James Frankham sending
you a detailed letter on 16 October 2020 C-6474150).

MFC also sent you a detailed Iett@ 19 October 2020 (DOC-6474155).

The Minister of Conservati%@eg taken an interest in these issues.

NEXT STEPS: QO

DOC will undertal@ review

In the next tw s DOC will be undertaking a fresh review of the mainstream media
permission ess. The purpose of the review will be to look at the issues surrounding
media to public conservation land (including the use of drones and “one man
one ” situations) with fresh eyes to ensure that we understand both the role and
ra media functions and determine options for addressing the issues and

questions raised by media. We will consider the issues and questions raised by media
and ensure we are supporting them appropriately within our legislative requirements.

Key staff within DOC (Kahui Kaupapa Atawhai, permissions, legal, media,
partnerships, operations and compliance) will be involved in the review, and there will
be engagement with key stakeholders (media and treaty partners). The review will be
led by Judi Brennan, Permissions Manager, PPL.

Judi Brennan has also contacted James Frankham, of New Zealand geographic, to
ensure consistent and appropriate support. In the interim the existing mainstream
media and one-off permission processes apply to other media.

Please advise me if you have any Critical Issues you wish the review to address.

END
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Appendix 1: Mainstream Media Flowchart and FAQ

Mainstream Media Requests
FAQs

When a journalist or other mainstream media source has significant news and

needs access to public conservation land for this purpose we use the Mainstream
Who is the single point of accountability (SPA) for this

Media Requests process. It allows for a short-term permit concession under the process?
Conservation Act. Our role is to make a clear, informed, and timely decision to Media Communications Team
. . . . . Wha e Record of Process (RoP)?
approve or decline this request, based on given criteria. Th contains details about the process. It also
ntains the form that needs to be filled out and updated in
R ocCM

’\} How are our Treaty Partners involved?
@ This process is only used when consultation with our
K Treaty Partners is not required
s\o Does this mean that we cannot contact our Treaty
Q Partners at all?
\\ No. We’re welcome to contact iwi to confirm whether
. @, official consultation is required
. 0 Who in the Local Office makes the decision?
s{\\ The Operations Manager or delegated local decision maker
O What is meant by ‘Mainstream Media’?
@ Any print, radio, TV or journalist who is providing material for
news that is in the public interest
K What is meant by ‘significant news’?
@ Any issue that is topical, timely and in the public interest
6 Does this replace the need for any entry permit?
OQ No. Entry permits are still required if applicable.
b How does communication take place within various
teams?

% Either by conversation (phone, person etc) or email
@ What happens if the request is declined?
Q\ Advise the Media Representative of any other permit types
they may be eligible for



File reference: DOC-6481043

To: Judi Brennan - Permissions Manager

From: Natasha Hayward - Director, Planning, Permissions and Land

Date: 2/11/2020 d\

v

TASK ASSIGNMENT: Review ofMainstrea%@dia
Process 6\(0
O\

Context In 2018, the Department reviewed the procx authorising mainstream media

activities on PCL. The review sought amasdessment of current processes and
recommendations for permit guidelines @.\oreaking” news media filming access
on PCL and eventually found: R 0

There was no curre policy governing “breaking” news media

access to PCL.




N

On 17 February 2019 Marie Long, Director - Planning, Permissions and Land,
approved the adoption and implementation of the new “Mainstream Media Record
of Process” all-in one process record (the RoP). The Mainstream Media Process was
rolled out in late March 2019 with leader-led communications and a DOCLearn
training module later in 2019.

The Mainstream Media Process is a streamlined process that reduces churn and
provides a better co-ordinated, quicker (up to 48 hours) and free service to DOC’s
mainstream media customers to support breaking news situations.

The RoP defines: C’}'

e mainstream media as “any print, radio, television or online jo¢rnalist who
is providing material for news and current affairs thasi\in the public
interest. This does not include social media infl @rs or long-term
documentary makers that on sell their product (e, ’&st, Blue Planet)”.

e significant news as “any issue that is topical %y and in the public
interest. It could also involve reputational igde tor DOC, and we would
want to make sure DOC could respond | sparent and timely fashion
- given our role as public servants”. R

The Mainstream Media Process has been ahng more traction across Districts in
recent months as operations staff begig t% the benefits of using the streamlined
process. While the Mainstream Medj cess involves more work for the media
team, it involves less paperworkeSQWIY less time consuming for operations staff
when compared to a one-off p owever, there is still pushback from districts
who say they can’t turn it arou 48 hours because of their current workload (i.e.
they don'’t prioritise this w@) Another tension for some districts is the need for
iwi consultation beca @?ere is a perception that the Mainstream Media Process
is shortening or by-@&g this step.

DOC has rece ceived several complaints from the media including New
Zealand Ge ic magazine, the Media Freedom Committee (MFC); an
organisatioNNepresenting TVNZ, RNZ, MediaWorks, NZME, Stuff, Newsroom and
the Sphpot™ as well as from several journalists from those media agencies
repr d by MFC.

i% emes for these complaints are:
)

e The media’s perceived rights to access public conservation land to film
news stories; including using drones without prior authorisation from
DOC (journalistic freedom).

e Requirements for iwi consultation for certain activities, in certain
locations.

e Perceived inconsistencies in DOC’s approach to commercial and
recreational media and filming activities - they have asked why they need
a permit when the public can go and take photos at the same spot without
authorisation.

e A sensethat DOC is trying to “manage” stories.

Review of Mainstream Media Process - DOC-6481043



DOC has also received several enquiries from the abovementioned media who
have queried why they require authorisation to undertake journalism on PCL and
whether social media “influencers” and political parties also require authorisation.

Purpose Undertake a fresh review of the Mainstream Media Process to ensure that we are
supporting the media within our legislative requirements.
Quantity A report outlining options and recommendations
O
Quality Redacted under section under section 9(2)(g)(), v
o
Resources | Staff: é\'

National Permissions Advisor - Aran Naismi
Solicitor -Olivia Eaton and Jonty Somer O
Media Advisors - Leigh-Anne Wiig i\
Kahui Kaupapa Atawhai - Aaron Ta

District Operations -John MCCaI‘X
@nderson

3

Partnerships/Engagement - Ay
&
Q

Documents/Links: Q
e Briefingto DG - Diz ’s Mainstream Media Process: DOC-6474919

e Mainstream sl uick Reference Guide: DOC-6127629 (flowchart and
FAQ)

e Mainstre W[edia Record of Process: DOC-5631995 (an all-in-one process
record ep-by-step guide)

e Mai m Media DOCLearn training module

Learn eLearning course (designed to familiarise staff with all the

@e s in the current process)

@ ttps://docwiki/index.php?title=Mainstream Media Authorisations

S

b@%ters from media:

e Letter from James Frankham, New Zealand Geographic Magazine - 16
October 2020: DOC-6474150

e Letter from Geoff Collett, Media Freedom Committee - 19 October 2020:
DOC-6474155

Review report: due within 40 working days of a Context Meeting occurring.

Review of Mainstream Media Process - DOC-6481043


https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-6474919
https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-6127629
https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-5631995
https://doclearn.doc.govt.nz/pages/course.jsf?courseId=2144495&pollingMode=on#!/courseroom/course
https://doclearn.doc.govt.nz/pages/coursedescription.jsf?courseId=2144495&catalogId=1700&templateId=-1
https://docwiki/index.php?title=Mainstream_Media_Authorisations
https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-6474150
https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-6474155
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Lou Sanson

Department of Conservation

October 16, 2020

MEDIA ACCESS PERMITS 6\

R
Tena koe Lou, \O

| apologise for the timing of this letter, arriving in the final throes of an@ , but | write on a
n

matter of some consequence for media, conservation and our undersk& g of wild places as

As you are aware, New Zealand Geographic has been repor,%on New Zealand’s environment and

society for more than three decades. We have a unig N&Gs on science and conservation, and

our journalists and photojournalists spend much @r time in the field working on DOC-

managed estate. O

Until recently, we have enjoyed the sx ady access and trust that DOC offers the public,
t

Kiwis.

which has been of considerable bengfit t8 the public understanding of our wider territory, our

sense of connection with it, an |c appreciation of DOC'’s role in managing this vast and

complex public asset. A ver tally of the value of our coverage of DOC operations against
our regular custom-publi rate card comes to $132,000 for the past year alone, so the
benefit cuts both wa ut not that it matters, because this letter largely concerns the public’s

right to know ab% e state and management of some of their most treasured sites.

While ba @a slew of permissions issues for filming and science activities on DOC estate, we
we%a@ed this week to learn of a new process—the Media Access Permit—which requires all
Journdlists and photojournalists to apply well in advance to access conservation land, stating the

locations they intend to visit and their purpose there.

We have spoken with senior colleagues at Stuff, Newsroom, Wilderness and RNZ who are equally
alarmed at the process and its consequences. | understand it will be raised at the Media Freedom

Committee in the near future.

As it appears that DOC did not consult with journalists or media on the effect that this process

would have on their operations—and indeed coverage of DOC estate—| would like to make a few



immediate observations. Most notably, that the process is flawed, inconsistent with how

journalism happens—here or anywhere in the world—and potentially a constitutional concern.

e Journalism is necessarily a process of discovery. Interviews and field observations build a
base of evidence and information that allows the journalist or photojournalist to pursue
leads wherever they take them. This is implicit to the discipline. Having to define in
advance what we expect to find, who we expect to talk to and where we expect to go is
completely inconsistent with best practice, like asking a scientist to simply write up their
hypothesis without testing and proving it. A 48-hour process and the approval of three
or more parties does not allow this to happen. It stalls journalism.

e | am unaware of a single incident in the past three decades of a New Zealand Geogc})c
reporter or photographer acting inappropriately or in a way that was harmful t
ecology, wildlife, other individuals or themselves while on assignment on c@ervation
land. Which begs the question, what is the risk DOC is trying to mitj t@

e We understand that the process requires a journalist, photojournal'@b; editor to fill out a
form for each location or shoot and send it to the media team, gioWill process it and
send it to a ranger at an area office who will process it, m &ecommendation and send
that to the area office director for sign-off, who then s f&l back to the media team

who will process the permit and forward it to the ek utlet. Barring any questions or

clarification. This is advertised to take 24-48 ho \

this is achievable only in very favourable c%&.@t’ nces. Rangers are busy, in the field, or

ased on past performance | expect
any one of the five connections requir the result back to the journalist could be
late. As an exemplar, we applied for a ng permit for Dusky Sound back in August
that was meant to be part of a ‘str%wlined’ 20-day process for film and television
production two months. Our Air-funded production was booked in for late
September, includinga $ 00 boat charter and the participation of two scientific field
teams. The permit ne ived, and we had to go ahead with production, filming entirely
from the sea andé@ﬁe to step on to conservation estate because the paperwork did not

come through, [tWds hugely stressful for the team and a tragic waste of an opportunit
g gely g PP Y

to share t arkable Fiordland conservation estate with Kiwis at large, many of whom
will nev@e to visit. We are still waiting for the permit today.
e Th issions Team have advised that they have a substantial “backlog” affecting their

to process permit documentation. This has affected our work with filming permits,
Ut perhaps more importantly it has affected every scientist we work with in ways that
severely compromise the science taking place in New Zealand (and the ability of DOC to
benefit from that knowledge). Permissions appears to be under-resourced, poorly
engaged with partners and unable to administer the processes they have created in the
timelines they promise. This is not a direct criticism, but an observation of an area that
desperately needs resourcing and attention, and further evidence that the Media Access
Permit process will likely be similarly challenged.
e We have been advised that if the photographer wants to use a drone the process could
take longer, for undefined reasons. Today almost every photographer takes a lightweight
drone just like they pack an extra lens. They are skilled operators and pose little risk of

danger or disturbance of wildlife or others. The photojournalist constantly monitors their



subject and manages their relationship with it whether physically approaching for a
photograph, walking off trail or flying a drone—it’s their job. In three decades New
Zealand Geographic has never received a complaint from DOC about the approach of our
contributors in the field, with drones or not, despite covering hundreds of subjects, many
of them vulnerable to disturbance.
We have been advised that this process could trigger iwi consultation in some instances, a
process that requires a 20-day consideration period for iwi and rules out, for instance,
photographs that include a mountain top in some regions—a photograph that members
of the public readily capture and publish without context or acknowledgment of iwi on
social media platforms. Every time New Zealand Geographic has engaged in this process
for film and television production it has taken considerably longer than 20 days, t
that would ultimately rule out any future coverage of sites relevant to Maori. ould
be a shocking outcome for attempts to make media more inclusive, diverse(@d relevant
in coverage, it would be a catastrophe for wide public understanding %@importance
and involvement of iwi in managing conservation lands and it would{b shame for Maori
to lose coverage and the opportunity to see and reflect on tho;&ces they treasure
most. O&
While in the field, reporters and photographers are congd®&d PCBU:s for the purposes
of health and safety. They have guidance, expecta io& d operating principles from
New Zealand Geographic as the commissioner QF® ork, but are responsible for
themselves, their own safety and safe ope%@hat do not endanger others.
As creative professionals, our photogr nd writers retain copyright of their work
after it appears in New Zealand Geogr: , and supplement their income (to varying
degrees) through the sale of these@blication rights, in much the same way as a member
of the public might sell a prin@ image they shot while on holiday. Has DOC
considered how this regu n would affect the publication rights of those
photojournalists who opyright to their works?
For all practical pytRodes, it is the media that decides what is topical and what is in the
public interesg,.. a reading of the terms of access published on DOC’s website seems
to infer th public interest is decided as part of the permitting process, by DOC.
This is c% Y outrageous.
Wh e media team has offered assurances that this process is not intended to monitor
\ ntrol media coverage on conservation land, it could be used to do so. This is not
hfounded—DOC has on a small number of occasions attempted to scuttle or
manipulate New Zealand Geographic’s coverage of sensitive conservation stories.
Building a permissions process around journalism—a feature and process fundamental to
a functioning democracy and holding public institutions to account—must have some
constitutional considerations. Has DOC sought any guidance on the legality of
regulating journalism and media access in this way? If so, | would like to see advice
relating to the Media Access Permit and the process to administer it. | would rather this
happened on a good faith basis, but if this is not possible, it can be considered a request
under the Official Information Act.



It occurs to me that the foundation of this problem is that DOC has defined editorial production
of public-interest journalism as “commercial activity” which must be regulated under the
Conservation Act. In any media outlet there is a principled arms-length relationship between
editorial concerns and the commercial activity of media brands—advertising, retail sales,
subscriptions. While customers purchase our products in one form or another, it has little bearing
on how we operate in the field, which is at the discretion of journalists, photojournalists and
editors, not publishers or salespeople. Media is unique among commercial organisations in this
regard, and should be excluded from DOC’s definition of commercial activity for this reason. As
case-in-point, the observations made above are concerned with the public’s right to know and the
process of news-gathering, and none relating to the commercial impact of DOC’s decision to

require permits Forjournalism. 0

| trust you take this feedback in the spirit in which it is intended, and | would WelCO@
constructive discussion on the matter. ’\O

Faithfull

PUBLISHER O

CC. David Hall (publisher &ness), Geoff Collett (editor-in-chief verticals, Stuff), Media
Freedom Committee§, a@Williams (Newsroom), Minister Eugenie Sage (who responded

personally to a Twi st on the matter).

,0%

@\@
Redactions under section 9(2)(a)



28 October 2020

Geoff Collett
Media Freedom Committee (Stuff representative)

_ Redaction under section %(52)(3)

Tena koe Geoff Qv
O

Mainstream Media Permits \>

about DOC’s mainstream media permit process, and your recent 1 correspondence on the

matter. s\o

Lou has forwarded this to me to respond to as DO ’s\gggle point of accountability for
permission processes. I acknowledge the issues you h aised about the lack of consultation
before implementation of the mainstream media p process, your wider concerns about
the mainstream media permit process, and y % ervation of social media “influencers”
potentially operating without authorisation C.

Thank you for your letter dated 19 October 2020, addressed to IgS\&on, raising concerns

Your letter and James Frankham's (Ney® Zealand Geographic) letter of 16 October 2020
illustrate the complexity of the issu and. | have tasked Judi Brennan, Permissions
Manager, to run an internal review mainstream media permit process to ensure that we
are supporting the media appropégly within the legislation.

I will ensure this review copsiders the issues, observations and broader questions you have
raised. The review will b by the permissions team and include input from DOC'’s legal,
media and communicjonts, partnerships, operations and Kahui Kaupapa Atawhai (treaty
partner engagement@ws

While the review&nderway, media still require permits for filming (and photography) on

n land. Note that in the vast number of cases the news media ask DOC to
or them or we supply images with media releases. If media are accompanying
ey don’t need a permit. However, when reporters are going into the field without
, they need a permit.

The mainstream media permit process was designed with input from legal staff, taking into
consideration the requirements for concessions for commercial activity under the
Conservation Act 1987. The legal view within DOC at the time was that Section 170 of the
Conservation Act created a strong presumption in favour of concessions being required.

Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai
Whare Kaupapa Atawhai, PO Box 10420, Wellington 6143



Regarding the issues you raised around iwi consultation in your recent email correspondence,
you will be aware that under Section 4 of the Conservation Act, DOC shall give effect to the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. The relevant principles of the Treaty of Waitangi that
apply generally to the Departments’ work are:

Partnership: mutual good faith and reasonableness: The Crown and Maori must act
towards each other reasonably and in good faith. Consultation on concession applications
often ensures the principle of partnership is met.

Informed decision-making: Both the Crown and Maori need to be well informed of the
other’s interest and views. Consultation on concession applications can help achieve
informed decision-making.

Active protection: The Crown must actively protect Maori interests retaine er the
Treaty as part of the promises made in the Treaty for the right to govern. C ation on
concession applications can help ensure Maori interests are understom“i able to be
actively protected. . O

Redress and reconciliation: The Crown have processes to add ressl@'érences of view and
should provide remedies for past breaches.

The importance of section 4 of the Conservation Act has rece@een reinforced by the courts

therefore we must take this seriously. \Q
Consultation with iwi must be genuine and informed nature of your stories is not at the
centre of consultation, but it has been sought ag {tfonal context for iwi which can assist

with the overall understanding of your applica@& d potential cultural impacts.

Thank you for your feedback. Judi Brennan@ be in touch with you to update you once our
review has commenced. @

$
Naku noa, na Gé
\/". " 6
%)
9
Natasha H @'
Directﬁng, Permissions & Land

Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai
Whare Kaupapa Atawhai, PO Box 10420, Wellington 6143



MFC

Media Freedom Committee

Representing mainstream media in New Zealand

October 19. 2020

Lou Sanson ?*
Director General Q

Department of Conservation ®

(By email) ®
Téna koe Lou \O

Media Access Permits \

The Media Freedom Committee wishes to express its ¢ about DOC's "news media access
permit". Committee members are concerned that thl%n it process is an unnecessary impediment to
legitimate news-gathering activities on the cons estate and have had a number of examples
drawn to our attention where the requirement g seek DOC permissions has frustrated and prevented

journalists going about their work. \Q

James Frankham of NZ Geographic been in contact with you about this issue separately, and we
share the concern he raised. The 1 consultation ahead of the permit programme being
introduced, the time-consumin cesses it requires, the lack of transparency and consistency it is

applied with, the obstacl i@y place in the path of journalists attempting to do their work, and the
absence of any obvious '%ﬁcation for it are all matters of concern.

Some journalists ave encountered the process complain that they suspect it has been used to
prevent covega areas or issues which do not suit DOC staff. Whether that is a fair assessment, the
requiremen@mg the permitting process for journalists to provide an outline of their story to DOC
staff co%he seen as interference in the long-established rights of the media to gather news in an
independent manner free from the undue scrutiny or interference of officialdom.

Of significant concern is that the permit process only applies to instances where DOC staff consider
that the story in question is “topical, timely and in the public interest”. If they deem otherwise, the
journalist then appears to be obliged to go through the process of applying for a filming concession,
which is an extraordinary and totally unreasonable imposition to put in the way of straightforward
journalistic photography or videography on public land.

Further, it appears that while some journalists are attempting to oblige by and comply with the
permitting systems - concerned about the harsh penalties that are threatened for non-compliance -
others are apparently able to ignore the process completely and suffer no sanction. Social media



"influencers" are among those who we are believe are operating without regard to the permits and
posting video and images from areas which journalists have been ordered to seek permits to report on.

We can provide specific examples if that assists in your consideration of this matter.

Our view is that the need for this permitting system is unproven and unnecessary. Given the vast area
that falls under the DOC estate, it could effectively be used to lock the media out of reporting on a
substantial portion of New Zealand's land area. Of course we recognise that this is not the intention,
but the problems that we outline above make clear to us that the department needs to urgently review
the justification for permitting controls on the news media. We believe no such justification exists, but
if DOC sees the need to pursue this, we urge you to consult with media operators to address the
factors at play. If there are concerns about, for example, the impact of journalists visiting seggi'ﬁve
areas, we are certain that other, less drastic measures could be taken to address them. O

The Media Freedom Committee would be happy to assist in brokering such discussj X;VCCH DOC
and the news media industry. We represent TVNZ, RNZ, MediaWorks, NZMEFEs {@?

the Spinoff. (5\.

Newsroom and

Please note that I am writing as a member of the committee given dism& s I’ve had about this
issue in my professional capacity as a senior editor at Stuff. [ woul @ ppy to continue as a contact
point for DOC on this, but please loop the committee chair, Migi Alexander, into any ongoing

correspondence. \
. \(b,

(\\0
O\

%]
D\
Geoff Collett

Media Freedom Committee mem@mff representative)

%)
N under section 9(2)(a)

Nga mihi

Redac
S

Q~



MFC

Media Freedom Committee

Representing mainstream media in New Zealand

October 28, 2020

Natasha Hayward Q
Director — Planning, Permissions & Land ‘\O
Department of Conservation é\t

Téna koe Natasha \Q
Media Access Policy ‘\(&

Thank you for the update on DOC's review o 'i&édia access policy.

While we are heartened that this is being qiewed, we remain concerned that there is no
indication of any intention to consult wQ\ edia organisations around the review; and no
timeframe provided. K\

With complete respect for the tience and professionalism of the DOC staff who will
contribute, we believe that @eview cannot be fair and comprehensive if it fails to engage
with the people it mostympalts; particularly given the potentially significant ramifications it
has for our work (an@lready having for some individual journalists, based on reports to

date). %

Further, we @Ve that the assumption at the core of your new approach - that news
reporting.i definition a "commercial activity" and hence requires a concession in the
circurnémes you set out - is questionable and confusing. For example, not all news media
organisations operate to a commercial model (RNZ, for instance, or staff employed under the
Local Democracy Reporters framework), and it is not clear if you are making exceptions for
them. Much New Zealand journalism may be funded by commercial business models, but
there is a strong expectation in our industry that the practice of journalism itself remains
independent of and even ring-fenced from the commercial activities of the owner-businesses.

In short, we don't accept that it is a clear-cut situation and we don't believe that DOC has
taken a well-informed approach to understanding how we operate.

It is also telling that DOC partly justifies its access policy with an argument that it will
provide images with press releases, or DOC staff will accompany journalists while reporting.



Again with all due respect, such scenarios are only going to apply in cases where DOC is a
willing party to news reporting; it is hard to avoid the conclusion that the policy allows the

department to intervene in and even frustrate reporting requiring access to the Conservation
Estate where it is unhappy about the nature of the story being pursued.

There are other points I could make at this stage, but [ would prefer to reiterate the Media
Freedom Committee's request that - given that DOC is apparently not of a view to rescind the
policy - it consults meaningfully with the media industry and applies a transparent approach
to its review.

I remain happy to act as a contact point for you on behalf of the committee and its chair,
Miriyana Alexander. é\'

Y ours sincerel

Geoff Collett

Stuff representative KOK



29 October 2020

James Frankham
Publisher
New Zealand Geographic

_ Redaction under sectio&\ék)(a)

Tena koe James,
O(\

Mainstream Media Permits ®\>

Thank you for your letter dated 16 October 2020, addressed to L@son, Director General,
raising concerns about DOC’s mainstream media permit p Lou has forwarded your
letter to me to respond to, as | am accountable for DOC’ s sion processes.

I would like to acknowledge the mahi of the medla eneral with regard to the editorial
function where conservation is supported for the w, %ubllc good, helping New Zealanders
to know about public conservation and nature % e this opportunity to specifically extend
my gratitude to New Zealand Geographic f guality coverage of DOC operations and
conservation issues, as well as providing fre@ess for DOC staff to your publications.

The issues you have highlighted arou&@implementation of the mainstream media permit
process along with the questions you raised about the risks DOC is trying to mitigate, and
whether we have considered hgAthis regulation would affect the publication rights of
photojournalists who hold cop t to their work, are all important to fully understand and

address. Q

The observations outlipgd T your letter illustrate the complexities of the issues at hand in a
fast paced and often ve environment that still requires the Department to operate within
legislative require and treat everyone fairly. Itis certainly not DOC’s intention to restrict
or constrain meab eporting on important environmental and conservation issues.

primal upport “breaking news” situations and was designed with input from legal staff,
taking irto consideration the requirements for concessions for commercial activity under the
Conservation Act 1987. No independent legal advice or guidance was sought on copyright or
the legality of regulating journalism or media access to public conservation land as the legal
view within DOC at the time was that section 170 of the Conservation Act 1987 created a strong
presumption in favour of concessions being required. Since implementation in March, ten
media permits have been authorised utilising the streamlined media permit process, all of
which were applied for and authorised within the 48 hour timeframe.

For clarlflg\bn the mainstream media permit process was introduced in March 2019

Acknowledging the issues highlighted by yourself and other media stakeholders, we are
committed to moving swiftly to find a practical solution that supports media to operate on
conservation land. | have asked Judi Brennan, Permissions Manager, to run a review of the
mainstream media permit process to ensure that we understand both the role and the range

Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai
Whare Kaupapa Atawhai, PO Box 10420, Wellington 6143



of media functions and therefore can appropriately support their mahi within our legislative
requirements.

I will ensure the review considers the issues, observations and broader questions you have
raised. The review will include input from DOC’s legal, media and communications,
partnerships, operations, compliance and Kahui Kaupapa Atawhai (treaty partner
engagement) teams and key media stakeholders.

In response to the specific issue raised about drone use, DOC requires all drone users, both
recreational and commercial to obtain authorisation before flying a drone. This ensures we
protect local wildlife, respect Maori cultural values by involving hapu and iwi, let others enjoy
the outdoors too, consider people’'s privacy and prevent accidents and interference by
following Civil Aviation Authority rules. We are unable to make an exception for thegnedia in
regard to drone use. However, the review will look for ways to improve how we n&e able
to authorise drone use for media activities.

Regarding the issues you raised around iwi consultation, you will be awar under Section
4 of the Conservation Act, DOC shall give effect to the principles of the T of Waitangi. The
importance of section 4 of the Conservation Act has recently been rein d by the courts and
we take this seriously. We will consider improvements to how we @g with our iwi partners
as part of the review however | would highlight that effectiv gagement for our treaty
partners is paramount to our Kaupapa, and actively belng W on at every level across the
department.

You also discussed frustrations you're having i
documentary making. This particular request f
mainstream media permit process including re
consultation to occur if the triggers have be, . In this case, the filming of tawaki in the
Fiordland location met the iwi consultati riggers. | understand however, that some
efficiency gains have been made for tt@es of applications by providing filming companies

fllmlng permit for commercial
a different process to that of the
input from the relevant district and iwi

with a key point of contact for initial to streamline the application through to decision
making, recognising the important{o edia play.

Thank you for your feedback. PBrennan will be in touch with you to discuss your concerns
and how best to engage wit stakeholders for input into the review.

Naku noa, na @b
9

L | J @

Natasha Hayward
Director - Planning, Permissions & Land

CC David Hall (Publisher, Wilderness)
Geoff Collett (Editor-In-Chief Verticals, Stuff)
Media Freedom Committee
David Williams (Newsroom)

Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai
Whare Kaupapa Atawhai, PO Box 10420, Wellington 6143
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From: Lou Sanson

Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2020 10:18 a.m.

To: Natasha Hayward

Subject: RE: Media Access Permits - Media Freedom Committee letter

Thanks so much

Lou Sanson
Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai

On 20/10/2020 9:57 am, Natasha Hayward <nhayward@doc.govt.nz> wrote: \
Morena Lou 0
PPL will be leading a team process with input from other business unit to test our current a ches and support the
sector better. This will occur asap. 8

Also, a briefing on current state is coming to you and Mike shortly. We will provide a
approaches once the team process has occurred and any further exploratory work
We are treating this ‘media permit’ matter with urgency given all the concern a
Nga mihi

Natasha s\é

From: Lou Sanson <lsanson@doc.govt.nz> \\Q

up briefing on any new
en undertaken.
erest at present.

Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2020 9:33 am

To: Vicki Connor <vconnor@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Natasha Hayward <nhayward@doc.govt.nz>; Michael S ;&)nslater@doc govt.nz>; Bronwyn Saunders
<bsaunders@doc.govt.nz> g\

Subject: RE: Media Access Permits - Media Freedom Co tee letter

When I first started we brought in a media permissi olicy to capture major International media like BBC, CNN and
Discovery Channel who were seeking free accesg&ubantarctics , Rakiura and National Parks. ( Partnerships had
negotiated a major doco series with BBC whic y view enabled UK to film without using NZ resources )

It was never intention to capture NZ Geo @ ( our shop window) or media profiling our work.

Can we sort this asap. 6

Also we need a faster approval proc@ media drone use which | agree all media are now using .

Lou

Lou Sanson 6
Director-General | Tumuah&

Department of Conserw Te Papa Atawhai

On 20/10/2020 8:35 ki Connor <vconnor@doc.govt.nz> wrote:

Thanks Lou,

Thisisan issue?&as been building.

I will check in witRt Mike on how we handle our response here.
Thanks

Vicki

From: Lou Sanson <lsanson@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Monday, 19 October 2020 8:23 pm
To: Geoff Collett
Cc: Miriyana.Alexander ; Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Vicki Connor
<vconnor@doc.govt.nz>; Natasha Hayward <nhayward@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Media Access Permits - Media Freedom Committee letter

Hi Geoff




Thanks for sending this. We highly value our relationship with media and finding out what has happened here. Neither
Mike Slater or | knew of this so we will get to bottom of issue and right back to you.

Cheers

Lou

Lou Sanson

Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei
Department of Conservation | Te Pap
On 19/10/2020 3:28 pm, Geoff Collett rote:

Kia ora Lou - please see the attached letter from the Media Freedom Committee regarding concerns about
Media Access Permits.

nga mihi

Geoff Collett

Editor-in-Chief, Verticals
o n 1l am s - v » ==atoring - Magazines

Gl \~

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be@ntial. If you are not the intended recipient, any use,
dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files j uthorised. This e-mail is subject to copyright. No part of it should
@ﬁ you have received this e-mail in error please advise the sender
immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Nine Group does poffgug¥antee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this

e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore Nin%\ es not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or

attached files.



From: Vicki Connor

Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2020 1:01 p.m.

To: Lou Sanson

Cc: Natasha Hayward

Subject: RE: Media Access Permits - Media Freedom Committee letter

Thanks Lou,

Yes, | am working alongside Natasha on this. Note the urgency.

From: Lou Sanson <lsanson@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2020 9:33 am c}

To: Vicki Connor <vconnor@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Natasha Hayward <nhayward@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Brgaw$gn Saunders
<bsaunders@doc.govt.nz> . O

Subject: RE: Media Access Permits - Media Freedom Committee letter s\\'

When | first started we brought in a media permissions policy to capture major @ational media like BBC, CNN and
Discovery Channel who were seeking free access to NZ Subantarctics , Rakiur, National Parks. ( Partnerships had
negotiated a major doco series with BBC which in my view enabled UK to ithout using NZ resources )

It was never intention to capture NZ Geographic { our shop window) os@ia profiling our work.

Can we sort this asap.

Also we need a faster approval process on media drone use whid\@ree all media are now using .

Lou ’\C)
Lou Sanson O‘{\

Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei @
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai ’\\Q

On 20/10/2020 8:35 am, Vicki Connor <vco doc.govt.nz> wrote:
Thanks Lou,

This is an issue that has been buiSin})

| will check in with Mike on how@ andie our response here.
Thanks (b%
Vicki \Q

Q.

From: Lou Sanson <lsanson@doc.govt.nz>
Sent: Monday, 1
To: Geoff Collett
Cc: Miriyana.Alexan chael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Vicki Connor
<vconnor@doc.govi.nz>; Natasha Hayward <nhaywar oc.govt.nz>

Subject: Media Access Permits - Media Freedom Committee letter

Hi Geoff



Thanks for sending this. We highly value our relationship with media and finding out what has happened here. Neither
Mike Slater or | knew of this so we will get to bottom of issue and right back to you.

Cheers

Lou

Lou Sanson
Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai

On 19/10/2020 3:28 pm, Geoff Colle_rote:

Kia ora Lou - please see the attached letter from the Media Freedom Committee regarding concems about
Media Access Pemits.

nga mihi

Geoff Collett 6\'
Editor-in-Chief, Verticals ?\
Business - Sport - Life & Style - Travel - Homed - Motoring - Magazines Q

’\O

WZealand \

Private Bag 4722, Christchurch
B K@

Q
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From: Lou Sanson

Sent: Tuesday, 27 October 2020 8:42 am.
To: Natasha Hayward

Subject: RE: FW: Urgent: News Media permit

Thanks Natasha

Lou Sanson
Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai

On 27/10/2020 8:12 am, Natasha Hayward <nhayward@doc.govt.nz> wrote: \

Kia ora Mike and Lou C)

A response is being prepared for Geoff. | will touch base with him directly to give him this assungnce. Additionally this
week there will be a team process meeting involving key department staff (CEU, PPL, KKA, nerships) to review
current state and see what opportunities there are to improve our communication a edia permits generally but
also explore whether there is scope to introduce any new processes to support this

A briefing is also coming to both of you.

Nga mihi K@

Tash g\o

From: Lou Sanson <Isanson@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Sunday, 2 = \\
To: Geoff Collet (b
Cc: Natasha Hayward <nhayward@doc.govt.nz>; Vicki Conn%}nnor@doc.govt.nv; Michael Slater

<mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Bronwyn Saunders <bsaunders vt.nz>
Subject: Fwd: FW: Urgent: News Media permit

Hi Geoff

We are working quickly on this. Mike Slater has t atasha Hayward to get back to you this week.

We agree entirely media is a critical part of NZ and will find out what has led to these policy changes.
Bear with us.

Lou 66

Lou Sanson

Director-General | Tumuaki Ahuggi Q

Department of Conservation | Téﬁpa Atawhai
On 23/10/2020 10:29 am, G @ollett rote:
Hi Lou - further to the | rom the Media Freedom Commitiee a week ago, this is a current example of the

issues that one of Qupgpbrnalists (a travel writer) is encountering. This highlights some of the concerns that |
set out in that lett your information.
Thanks, Geo

Geoff Collett
Editor-in-Chief, Verticals

Wommg e
o - n aland

Private Bag 4722, Christchurch




---------- Forwarde !

From: Brook Sabu

Date: Fri, 23 Oct 20

Subject: Re: FW: i j it
Unbelievable.

DOC are now saying iwi are not sure about our stories, and want to know more before they will grasn\t'the permit. Looks
like we won't get it in time for the story, which means we will have no story.

Brook Sabin ?S)

---------- Forwarded message --------- \Q

From: Trish Grant <tgrant@doc.govt.nz>

Date: Fri, 23 Oct 2020 at 10:07 \(b\

Subject: RE: FW 0
To: Brook Sabin s\\

Cc: Media <Media@doc.govt.nz>, Leigh-Anne Wiig <Iw1€@>joc govt.nz>, Andrew Lamason <alamason@doc.govt.nz>

Hi Brook

Three of the Golden Bay sites in your media perrgi ication are wahi tapu — Te Waikoropupu Springs, Wainui Fall and
Cape Farewell. Andrew Lamason, our Golden B ommunity ranger, discussed your application request with
manawhenua iwi and they have some reserv ns and would like to know more about the stories you propose to do.
Andrew suggests you call him about wha t ould like to know so you could then provide that info in an email to go
with your application an us to share | Andrew is in workshops today but could speak to you up till 10.30am.
His number is therwi im again shortly after 12.30pm.

I’'m not sure when you were planning t®go to these Golden Bay sites but | suspect it would be Wed-Thurs next week now
before we could complete your ication so I'm not sure if that timeframe works to you.

Cheers @

Trish Grant %
Communications Advisor
Department of Cons
DDI: +64 3 546 31

Monro State
son 7010| Private Bag 5 Nelson 7042

186 Bridge St
Kia piki te oranga o te ao tiiroa, i roto i te ngatahitanga, ki Aotearoa.
To work with others to increase the value of conservation for New Zealanders.

www.doc.govt.
From: Brook SabiW
Sent: Monday, 19 October 30 p.m.

To: Trish Grant <tgrant@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Media <Media@doc.govt.nz>; Leigh-Anne Wiig <lwiig@doc.govt.nz>; Andrew Lamason <alamason@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: Re: FW: Urgent: News Media permit

Hi Trish,




Application attached. I've included drone use, but if this holds anything up, please disregard. It's filming from an iPhone
and GoPro we're most interested in.

Cheers,

Brook Sabin

On Mon, 19 Oct 2020 at 14:31, Trish Grant <tgrant@doc.govt.nz> wrote:

Hi Brook
We will need to consult with manawhenua iwi about your media permit application but we think we should be able to do
this within a week if you get your application to us today or tomorrow. Please send your completet@glication to Andrew

Lamason, copied into this email, and me. Andrew is in our Takaka office and will process your ap ion.
Regards

Trish Grant

Communications Advisor <>Q

Department of Cons i : °
DDI; +64 3 546 3146 ’\}
Monro State Buildin @
186 Bridge St Nelson 7010| Private Bag 5 Nelson 7042 K®

Kia piki te oranga o te ao tiiroa, i roto i te ngatahitanga, ki Aotearoa. O

To work with others to increase the value of conservation for Nevo\ nders.
www.doc.qovt.nz

Sent: Monday, 19 (e —

;\\0

To: Media <Media@doc.govt.nz> 5\

Subject: Urgent: News Media permit O

Hi,

I'm looking at a potential trip to Nelson/Tasman Q/eek for a travel feature to encourage tourism to the region, but
I'm wondering if it's even worth considering D nd if this will need extra consuitation (as a lot of my permits have

recently) K

Can | check if the following locations cm@tentially be processed in a week for a news media permit (for iPhone
video/photos)

Te Waikoropupu Springs, Q

The Grove Scenic Reserve 6

- Cape Farewell

- Wainui Falls
I'm also looking at a V@ n influencers who are not following the permit rules, this video with a disclaimer explaining
it has paid contentz xtensively features Te Waikoropupu Springs. i've established the drone shots were supplied,
however the deo was shot, it appears, without a permit. Could | get an official response to this.

Also, | was unab to get a permit for a number of locations in the Catins, as it involved a 20 day iwi consultation.
Influencer BareKiwi has since put out this video, extensively shot on the locations | was not allowed - even with a drone
shot at Purukaunu Falls - a location | was told would take 20 days to get permission to use my iPhone. | have previously
raised this Catlins issue with DOC, and nothing happened. Could | please also get a response to this for a story.

Kind regards,

Brook Sabin
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From: Natasha Hayward

Sent: Friday, 30 October 2020 12:34 p.m.

To: James Frankham

Cc: Miriyana.Alexander; Lou
“anson; Michael blater

Subject: RE: Letter from Natasha Hayward to James Frankham - New Zealand Geographic - re

mainstream media permit issues

Kia ora James

Thank you for your email.
Nga mihi Q
Natasha
N
From: James Frankham @
M|r|ya s\nder

Lou Sanson <Isanson@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater <mslater@doc.
Subject: Re: Letter from Natasha Hayward to James Frankham - aland Geographic - re mainstream media permit

issues s\\
O‘\

Thank you for your letter yesterday. Can | please&e important clarification on this response...

You have identified a further grey area which will be considered as part of the review.

Téna koe Natasha

DOC's Media Team advised that the Media %gss permit applies to journalists and photojournalists alike. You have
previous told us that journalists are exe t then wanted to take further advice. A reading of the Conservation Act
does not discriminate between journal nd journalists, or any type of visual media for that matter.

Can you please clarify; are journgists required to apply for Media Access Permits under DOC’s reading of the Act, as
photojournalists are? If not, h®| DOC making a legal discrimination between these two activities?

We will also be lookingg %hether there is any latitude in the law around the definition of a commercial activity, the
broader definition @ctivity' under the Act, and the non-commercial nature of news-gathering.

I look forward to%earing back from you, regards,

James

JAMES FRANKHAM



P: PO Box 91111, Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142, New Zealand
C: The Generator, 28 Customs Street East, Auckland 1010

On 29/10/2020, at 2:17 PM, Debby Drummond <ddrummond @doc.govt.nz> wrote:
Good afternoon James

Thank you for your letter dated 16 October 2020, addressed to our Director General, Lou Sg{s.on
regarding the concerns about DOC's mainstream media permit process.
Natasha Hayward - Director Planning, Permissions and Land has replied on behalf of tlw)irector

General.
) \OQ
ind regards X

Debby

Personal Assistant 5\0&

Planning Permissions and Land Q

Caution - This message and accompanying data m
to legal privilege. If you are not the intended reg ou are notified that any use, dissemination,
distribution or copying of this message or data hibited. If you received this email in error, please
notify us immediately and erase all copies o@e message and attachments. We apologise for the

inconvenience. Thank you. 5\§

<Letter from Natasha Hayward to Jan(s ankham - New Zealand Geographic - re mainstream media
permit issues - DOC-6472926.pd8®
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