From: Government Services<GovernmentServices@doc.govt.nz>

Sent on: Sunday, August 16, 2020 10:21:46 PM

To: Ngaire Best<nbest@doc.govt.nz>

CC: Yvonna Kerekes<ykerekes@doc.govt.nz>; Mervyn English<menglish@doc.govt.nz>; Bruce

Parkes<bparkes@doc.govt.nz>; Graeme Ayres<gayres@doc.govt.nz>; Neal
Gordon<Ngordon@doc.govt.nz>; Government Services<GovernmentServices@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: 20-B-0645 - Briefing - Request - Governance and management of large and complex projects
Attachments: ME Presentation to DGTF (AKLD Islands) 21 July 2020 .pptx (1.28 MB)

Kia ora Ngaire (Please note that | have also copied in Graeme Ayers and Neal Gordon)

Context and purpose
The Minister’s office has requested a briefing, see message from Huia Forbes below, which we have assigned to you.

If you don’t think this request sits with you, please inform us asap.

Outputs and timing
* Please email Government Services a link to the approved document by 27 August 2020. Please note

this date has been entered by default, and you may wish to discuss the due date with the Private
Secretaries if a longer timeframe is needed.

« We will let you know when hard copies are needed.

¢ Name the document in docCM as follows:
20-B-0645 — Briefing — Title

¢ Save attachments to docCM and name them as follows; 20-B-XXXX — Attachment 1 - Title

* You are responsible for setting the permissions in docCM — consider who needs access, and make
sure Government Services has full access

Resources to use to produce quality documents

¢ Use the current templates and the guidance in them.
¢ Use the intranet guidance on effective writing for Ministers, including peer review.

¢ Note that sometimes GS reviews briefings and memos for quality and risk. Should we review your advice, we
may suggest changes for you to consider.

Nga mihi

Gabrielle

Gabrielle Muir

Ministerial Support Advisor (Government Services)
Policy & Visitors Group

Department of Conservation - Te Papa Atawhai

M: +64 027 564 0691

X

From: Huia Forbes <Huia.Forbes@parliament.govt.nz>

Sent: Friday, 14 August 2020 4:55 p.m.

To: Ngaire Best <nbest@doc.govt.nz>; Government Services <GovernmentServices@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Eoin Moynihan <Eoin.Moynihan@parliament.govt.nz>; Mervyn English <menglish@doc.govt.nz>; Bruce Parkes
<bparkes@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Governance and management of large and complex projects

Kia ora,

Yesterday the Minister met with Mervyn English to discuss the review of the Maukahuka Auckland Islands project. |
attach a powerpoint presentation from that meeting.

One of the findings was a need to review how large and complex projects are governed and managed. The Minister
would like a paper to be prepared that reviews the potential structures for these types of projects in the future.


http://intranet/about-DOC/our-leadership/minister-of-conservation/government-services-templates/
http://intranet/about-DOC/ministers-and-parliament/supporting-the-ministers/writing-briefings-and-memos-for-ministers/writing-quality-advice-for-ministers/

In particular: what is required to provide effective governance and project management in these large projects?
At the meeting it was noted that those charged with Governance need to have the right set of skills and knowledge so
that they understand the role of governance when working under the direction of Ministers and Cabinet as well as the
need to be providing proper oversight of the project.
Project management also requires specific skills distinct from those required of technical experts. There was also
recognition that those tasked with project management need to have sufficient time to put into the project. An
significant issue for the Maukahuka project was the ways in which those tasked with different roles interacted.
Would you be able to prepare a paper that considers options available to DOC when undertaking large projects such as
Maukahuka or even some of the large scale Jobs for Nature work such as the Raukiimara. Two options were discussed at
the meeting:
¢ Use an organisation such as Predator Free which has governance through the board and project management
expertise at the office. This might require secondment from DOC and would risk becoming disconnected from
DOC.
e Setting up a structure within DOC that could deal with internal tensions and ensured those involved had the
right skills.
The Minister understands that you are very stretched and wonders if there would be scope for a contractor to
undertake the necessary work?
The Minister may also raise the issues with SLT as she considers the governance and management of large, complex and
ambitious projects important when we are funding a number across the country.
Can | suggest you talk to Mervyn to get more context and advise what you think will be possible in this regard —
including a timeframe.
Nga mihi,
Huia
Huia Forbes | Private Secretary (Conservation)
Office of Hon Eugenie Sage
Minister of Conservation | Minister for Land Information | Associate Minister for the Environment

6R Bowen House, Parliament Buildings | Private Bag 18041 | Wellington 6160 | New Zealand
T:+64 4 817 9862 | C: +64 27 620 9710 | E: huia.forbes@parliament.govt.nz

X
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Initial Impact Analysis

Context:

The following table will enable an initial understanding of the level of impact caused by the Covid-19 lockdown on your project. Although full impacts may not yet be known, please
endeavour to provide the best information that you have available, or at least an indication of likely impact.

Impact Type Impact Analysis Description of Impact

1. Overall impact of Covid-19 | Amber - Moderate Impact - | No immediate impact on resources or deliverables for the remainder of 19/20 but significant risk to funding for
lockdown on your project Project impacted (e.g. 20/21 and winter bait trials on Auckland Island planned for,Sep 2020.

time, cost, resources) but
NO key delivery milestones
will be missed The field trials have some key dependencies which'are impacted by COVID-19: ability to secure shipping services
and associated support contracts and a secend round of Landcare run feral cat pen trials (These were planned for
April but have been delayed due to COVID-19 restrictions, it is unknown when these will be run)

High level of funding uncertainty for 20/21 (and therefore future of project) as this was due to come from IVL.

2. Will you require additional | Yes >25% of Current Not known yet but potentially require $400k as replacement if previously allocated Year 1 IVL funds are no longer
funding to complete your Budget available.
project?

Locked in transfer to 20/21 of $250k of Round 1 IVL funds had been previously submitted due to toxic bait trial
now falling into new.FY (known for months, due to operational requirements not related to COVID), also $150k of
Round 1 IVL funds were indicated as IPET to fund the core project team between 30 June and Aug as no other
funding for 20/21 has yet been secured.

3. Will your project now run | No IVL IBC was for19/20 and 20/21 but only funds for 19/20 have been released.
into an additional financial

year?

4. Do you have ongoing Yes No.issues. Rent of shipping container for storage, some ongoing research

contractual obligations
through the lockdown
period?

5. Is your project funded by Yes - Other $800k of funding for 19/20 was from Round 1 IVL, $400k of which is now in question.
IVL Tranche 2 money, or any
other funding source, that
has now been retracted?

An additional $3.8m of Round 1 IVL funds for year 2 were approved by the three Ministers in August 2019, we
have a request with the DG (DOC-6217078) to release $2.2m of this to fund the project in 20/21, the outcome of
this is currently unknown

COVID 19 Impact Analysis — DOC-6269945


https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-6217078

We have responded to two requests for economic stimulus work post COVID-19 to fund.20/21 & 21/22 (DOC-
6261207, DOC-6265343) as well as contributed to Brent Beaven’s work for framework for optimisation of
landscape scale work (20/21 — 24/25).

delivery milestones?

8. Have you had to release,
or lost, resources from your
project due to lockdown?

6. Will you need additional No Dependant on the winter trials proceeding, minimum 26week delay if these did not proceed this winter
time to deliver the project?
7. Will you miss any KEY Yes Potentially the bait trials on Auckland Island planned for Aug/Sep.as these are reliant on securing shipping and

No

associated support services which may not be available. Also affected would be the trial of a prototype flat packed
bivvy and site clearance for the Infrastructure program:

[Briefly describe numbers and types of resources;internal and external]

9. If yes to 8, will all/some/
none of the same resources
be available to return to the
project after lockdown?

Choose an item

[Briefly describe any potential.shortfall'in pre-lockdown resources, internal and external, once lockdown is lifted]

resources required for
ongoing delivery of project?

10. Are any of your No [If Yes, briefly describe any known shortfall in suppliers/contractors and any initial plans to find new
suppliers/contractors no suppliers/contractors if known]

longer in business?

11. Are Iwi or Hapu Yes 11a. If Yes to 11, are Yes But very limited

they still available to
your project?

that cannot now be
delivered?

12. Is there any scope that No [Briefly describe scope that cannot now be delivered even with additional time, funding etc. e.g. because of a
cannot now be delivered? missed breeding season]
13. Are there any Benefits No [Briefly describe benefits that cannot now be delivered even with additional time, funding etc. e.g. because of a

missed breeding season]

COVID 19 Impact Analysis — DOC-6269945


https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-6261207
https://doccm.doc.govt.nz/wcc/faces/wccdoc?dDocName=DOC-6261207
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14. Are there any new Yes Risk of losing the current state of readiness if funding for 20/21 is not secured, Contracts.for'two critical roles end
risks/issues that could soon: Science Support 30th June and Project Manager 10th July

impact the organisation e.g.
DOC reputation?

15. Does your project have Yes Framework for prioritising landscape projects — Martin Kessick

any interdependencies? .
Development of cat toxin - Threats Team

Any other key information,
recommendations etc.?

COVID 19 Impact Analysis — DOC-6269945



From: Leonie Fechney<lfechney@doc.govt.nz>
Sent on: Thursday, February 4, 2021 2:25:17 AM
To: Rose Hanley-Nickolls<rhanleynickolls@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: maukahuka context meeting summary and actions

Nga mihi nui

leonie

Leonie Fechney
Acting Director, Partnerships - Kaihauti Manutataki

Department of Conservation -Te Papa Atawhai
Level 3, 161 Cashel Street, Christchurch 8011

www.doc.govt.nz

Conservation leadership for our nature Takina te hi, Tiakina, te ha o te Ao Tiroa

X

From: Leonie Fechney <Ifechney@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Wednesday, 1 April 2020 10:32 AM

To: Aaron Fleming <afleming@doc.govt.nz>; Stephen Horn <shorn@doc.govt.nz>; Veronika Frank
<vfrank@doc.govt.nz>; Christine Officer <cofficer@doc.govt.nz>; Phillipa‘Gardner <pkgardner@doc.govt.nz>; Rebecca
Brook <rbrook@doc.govt.nz>; Sarah Hucker <shucker@doc.govt.nz>; John McCarroll <jmccarroll@doc.govt.nz>; Dave
Wilkins <dwilkins@doc.govt.nz>; Brent Beaven <bbeaven@doc.govt.nz>; Martin Rodd <mrodd@doc.govt.nz>; Justine
Solomon <jsolomon@doc.govt.nz>; Estelle Leask <eleask@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Leonie Fechney <Ifechney@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: maukahuka context meeting summary and actions

Kia ora Maukahuka whanau

Thanks for all tuning in on Monday.

Rebecca — I'll get you to enter it into the main-document at some stage 00

Please note that these notes are for internal context only and not for sharing externally as the partner
discussion is all verbal at this stage.

Partners Update

. _) - have indicated that they could lead the third party fundraising for
this project. Martin had contacted- before shifting into his role in the Regional IMT covid19
response. He advised that_ considered that the current global situation with covid19 would
make fundraising harder but not impossible. What- need from DOC is our position on Maukahuka
in terms of funding commitment. This is not likely to be forthcoming until the landscape restoration
prioritisation piece of work is completed (see below under finance).

* Martin has forwarded to- an information package (which includes the storymaps etc).

* A memo was also prepared for Martin Rodd (with input from Sarah Hucker and John McCarroll) for him
to discuss with- on the departments responsibilities around concessions and coastal permits in the
sub-antarctic (this latter piece of work was required because- were actively engaging with two
cruise operators —_ both of whom were keen to support the project).

* The monthly update to partners was sent out by Rebecca for March.

* Learnings from the Te Manahuna Aoraki Partnership With- is currently being compiled by Phillipa
G and she can share her findings verbally with the team once completed.

* |n terms of other support for the project from business who may or may not be captured by a
dedicated fundraiser- Christine advised that the business partnerships group has developed a
draft business partnership framework.

Action: Christine to circulate to group

* While we await the department’s decision on this project:

1. Development of a set of principles to guide any partner agreement (from the doc and Ngai
Tahu perspective) recognising that any agreement needs to be developed with the partner.
this needs to be the aim is to only have to rely on the legal agreement his legal document is


https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.doc.govt.nz%2F&data=04%7C01%7Crhanleynickolls%40doc.govt.nz%7C3bc187f872bb417655f808d8c8b41c9b%7Cf0cbb24fa2f6498fb5366eb9a13a357c%7C0%7C0%7C637480023178987323%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=fiCG2m%2FcGJv%2BTQSxhTo5gXMK7AOZxGUwg7uEHdcOYJE%3D&reserved=0

only needed when things deteriorate or there is a difference of opinion and that all
partnerships should be based on the ‘spirit of partnership’
Action: development of partnering agreement principles lead: Phillipa — with team
members Christine Officer and Estelle Leask
2. Refreshing and testing the set of partnering models (governance, fundraising and delivery) —
these were developed by Phillipa G post the partnering design hui and were presented to the
Maukahuka Governance Group. The context for developing these was when -Was
considered the lead partner. This has now changed am- has indicated that they will be an
investor as opposed to the lead — what this means in reality will become clearer after May
when DOC is likely to make a decision around commitment to the various landscape
restoration projects. In the interim, please note that these models were developed as DOC and
Ngai Tahu partnering with a third party and provide a range of senario’s where this could be
applied for Maukahuka.
3. Further work on the partnering models
Actions:
talk through and collect contributions from- —lead Phillipa
talk through and collect contributions from na Runaka and / te Runanga o Ngai Tahu —
lead Estelle (noting that Estelle has already initiated this and that Phillipa is there to
provide support if required)
Ngai Tahu
* Estelle is working with na Runaka on the /wi relationship vision document for Maukahuka and has
sought input from Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu over the partnering models (governance, funding and
operational delivery)
Finance
* Still awaiting decision on IVL release of funding for 2020/21
* The landscape restoration prioritisation piece of work (tasked to martin Kessick from SLT / led by Brent
Beaven) is deemed essential work within DOC and is still continuing with a completion date of the end
of April / May at this point in time. This process is not so much about the IVL now but more focussed on
guiding investment decisions in general (pers. comms. Brent Beaven 30t March).
Operational delivery
¢ Operation Endurance returned.
* Ops team continuing with operational delivery work.
| think that’s it | Apologies if Ive missed anything Im not good at multitasking in terms of writing notes and
facilitating the meeting 000
Let me know if there is any further context or actions that need to be included.
Stay safe and well.
Nga mihi
Leonie

Leonie Fechney
Partnership Manager / Pou Manut3taki

Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai
Level 3, 161 Cashel Street, Christchurch 8011

www.doc.govt.nz
Conservation leadership for our nature Takina te hi, Tiakina, te hd o te Ao Tiiroa



From: Leonie Fechney<lfechney@doc.govt.nz>

Sent on: Thursday, February 4, 2021 2:24:06 AM

To: Rose Hanley-Nickolls<rhanleynickolls@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Project Muakahuka - lou's decision

Nga mihi nui

leonie

Leonie Fechney
Acting Director, Partnerships - Kaihauti Manutataki

Department of Conservation -Te Papa Atawhai
Level 3, 161 Cashel Street, Christchurch 8011

www.doc.govt.nz

Conservation leadership for our nature Takina te hi, Tiakina, te ha o te Ao Tiroa

X

From: Leonie Fechney <Ifechney@doc.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 21 April 2020 9:03 AM

To: Barry Hanson <bhanson@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Leonie Fechney <lfechney@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: Project Muakahuka - lou's decision
Here’s the email | referred to on Friday

Leonie Fechney
Partnership Manager / Pou Manut3taki

Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai
Level 3, 161 Cashel Street, Christchurch 8011

www.doc.govt.nz

Conservation leadership for our nature Takina te hi, Tiakina, te hd o te Ao Tiiroa
From: Barry Hanson <bhanson@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, 14 April 2020 11:46 AM

To: Leonie Fechney <Ifechney@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: FW: Project Muakahuka

FYI

From: Kay Booth <kbooth@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Monday, 13 April 2020 7:19 PM

To: Barry Hanson <bhanson@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: FW: Project Muakahuka

B — this will deserve a chat me thinks.... Welcome back! k
Kay Booth

Deputy Director-General Partnerships

Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai

E: kbooth@doc.govt.nz

M:

From: Lou Sanson <|sanson@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Monday, 13 April 2020 5:47 p.m.

To: Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Rachel Bruce (DDG) <rhbruce@doc.govt.nz>; Kay Booth <kbooth@doc.govt.nz>; Martin Kessick <
mkessick@doc.govt.nz>; Mervyn English <menglish@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Project Muakahuka

Thanks All

My decsion is to secure staff at cost provided by Mike for 12 months. | will then sign that amount across from IVL.

Kay will advance new Governance structure for PF Rakiura as number one priority for Barry_

Mervyn to advise on PF Rakiura governance structure.
Aaron will lead Treaty Partner engagement as TM to Barry.
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Mike will look at how many of the 20 permanent staff and seasonals can move across onto the new PF Rakiura work as
our key driver of Biodiversity work on Rakiura ( eg Tin Range dotterls becomes a key part of PF Rakiura.)

Great to get to this decsion.

Sincere thanks to Martin for advice and Mike and Kay's work to date.

Lou

Lou Sanson

Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei

Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai

On 13/04/2020 11:49 am, Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz> wrote:

Hi

| need to talk to you about this as it is dribbling on.I think we are ready to make a clear decision about Maukahuka -ie it
is on hold for the next few years until such time as the funding environment changes and full funding for this particular
project is secured.The work to date is not lost as the concept and piloting work done is still valid and the project is ready
to go now to implementation once funding is secured.

Most of the Maukahuka team have contracts through to June and are now actively looking for other work given our
inability to give them employment security beyond June.If we want to (as we have all discussed) secure them as a
specialized technical team to now refocus into PF Rakiura then you do need to sign that funding memo as we had
previously agreed.The only issue at that point that you had was in regard to the location for the cat trial.l thought you
were going to sign the memo(that secures the team) with a qualifier that your approval was subject to resolving the
location of the cat trial work(ie could it be done at Rakiura as part of that programme).

So to get this moving with some clarity around our priorities why dont we agree this afternoon that

1.Maukahuka is officially on hold for next few years till funding environment secured.

2.PFRakiura remains one of our top priority Landscape PF projects and we will refocus attention there

3.As a result of 1 and 2 we secure the current Maukahuka technical team to refocus their attention on to PF Rakiura
4.As result of 1,2,and 3 you now sign the drawdown memo for $2.2mill IVL (already approved as part of Tranche 1) to
allow above to occur with a qualification around location for cat trial if you consider that essential.

This has hung around long enough and has probably frustrated us all to a fair degree.

Let's nail this this afternoon if at all possible.

Cheers Mike

Sent from Workspace ONE Boxer

On 13/04/2020 10:15 am, Lou Sanson <lsanson@doc.govt.nz> wrote:

Hi

| haven't signed release of $2.2mill from IVL for PF Maukahuka given Martin's recommendation to me on landscape
project prioritisation on 1 April.

| assume Kay is getting PF Rakiura established so we can transfer some of staff with permanent or contracts to end of
their contracts.

Is this all correct?

Lou

Lou Sanson

Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei

Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai
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From:

Aaron Fleming<afleming@doc.govt.nz>

Sent on: Wednesday, April 15, 2020 4:15:49 AM

To:

CC:

Lou Sanson<lsanson@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater<mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Kay
Booth<kbooth@doc.govt.nz>; Barry Hanson<bhanson@doc.govt.nz>; Martin
Rodd<mrodd@doc.govt.nz>; John McCarroll<jmccarroll@doc.govt.nz>

Sandra Griffiths<sgriffiths@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Maukahuka - next steps
Urgent: High

Hey all,

As context, following the SLT decision to pause Maukahuka the following has happened:

John and | met with Stephen Horn who is naturally disappointed at the news, but understands why the decision
was made

Barry, Martin, John and | have met to discuss the sequence of stakeholder/staff conversations to occur over the
next 24-48 hours

John is supporting Stephen with a reshape of the IVL release memo to focus on the staff resourcing through to
June 2021. This will include a stabilising of the Maukahuka project and a transition from Maukahuka through to
PF Rakiura

We have assigned leads for the following conversations to occur over the next 24-48 hours, and drafted some short key
messaging:

Ta Tipene (he had a special interest in Maukahuka and narrated the video) — Lou are you happy to phone Ta
Tipene tomorrow in a mana to mana approach?

Maukahuka team — Aaron leading, 3pm tomorrow

PF Rakiura Leadeship Group incl Paul Norris — Barry leading, Paul Norris esp prior to 3pm tomorrow so Bridget
Carter is informed

Treaty Partner — Aaron leading — phone conversations with Gail, Michael, Stewart, Sarah Wilson tomorrow
Maukahuka Governance Group — Aaron leading - by email once Gail is informed

o _ — Martin Leading — after 12pm tomorrow

Key Messages:

DOC has needed to reassess its approach to southern landscape predator control programmes with our new
COVID-19 environment and context.

Amazing work has been achieved over the past few years on preparing Maukahuka for success, and the team
working on this project have done an incredible job.

With COVID-19, right now is unfortunately not the time to further progress Maukahuka towards an
implementation phase, and DOC will be looking to stabilise and pause the project so that it can be picked up
again as economic conditions allow.

This has created an opportunity for the resources previously committed on Maukahuka, including team
members should they wish to, to be transitioned towards assisting with the design phase for Predator Free
Rakiura to further understand what the work for the next phase of this project will look like. This will be done in
partnership with others and further work needs to be done to shape this up.

Thanks for your support for what is a challenging time for the team who have worked really hard on Maukahuka over a
number of years.

Aaron

Aaron Fleming
Kaihautti Matarautaki Director Operations — Southern South Island
Te Papa Atawhai Department of Conservation

X Whakatipu-wai-M3aori Office

1 Arthurs Point Road | PO Box 811 | Queenstown 9348
| E: afleming@doc.govt.nz | W: doc.govt.nz
Kaiawhina-Manahautu PA: Alison Mountney amountney@doc.govt.nz
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From: Aaron Fleming<afleming@doc.govt.nz>

Sent on: Friday, May 29, 2020 5:01:51 AM

To: Brent Beaven<bbeaven@doc.govt.nz>; Martin Rodd<mrodd@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Project Muakahuka - future work

Yup that is probably best. Nothing but support today for the Kaupapa.
Only criticism is that DOC decided to pause Maukahuka without consulting with Treaty Partner

From: Brent Beaven <bbeaven@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Friday, 29 May 2020 8:33 a.m.

To: Martin Rodd <mrodd@doc.govt.nz>; Aaron Fleming <afleming@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Project Muakahuka - future work

Great.

Will that be our standing approach Aaron? | will presume so unless | hear otherwise from you.
Quite happy to engage in person at any point if they would like.

BB

From: Martin Rodd <mrodd@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Friday, 29 May 2020 8:14 a.m.

To: Brent Beaven <bbeaven@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: FW: Project Muakahuka - future work

Hey Brent — just checking you received this note, Aaron will talk Maukahuka with KR today.
M

From: Aaron Fleming <afleming@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Thursday, 28 May 2020 4:50 PM

To: Martin Rodd <mrodd@doc.govt.nz>; Barry Hanson <bhanson@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Project Muakahuka - future work

KR tomorrow and I'll give a verbal update

Aaron Fleming Te Papa Atawhai (sent from mobile device)

On 28/05/2020 4:24 PM, Martin Rodd <mrodd@doc.govt.nz> wrote:

Clearly this is your call. As a contribution, I'd work through John and the Riinanga.
Best

Martin

From: Brent Beaven <bbeaven@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Thursday, 28 May 2020 4:21 PM

To: Barry Hanson <bhanson@doc.govt.nz>; Aaron Fleming <afleming@doc.govt.nz>; Martin Rodd <mrodd@doc.govt.nz
>

Subject: FW: Project Muakahuka - future work

The one group that I’'m not communicating with is Ngai Tahu. What is your recommended approach here? Would you
like to forward my updates, or do you want me to connect directly?

BB

From: Brent Beaven

Sent: Thursday, 28 May 2020 11:41 a.m.

To: Barry Hanson <bhanson@doc.govt.nz>; Martin Rodd <mrodd@doc.govt.nz>; David Talbot <dtalbot@doc.govt.nz>;
Aaron Fleming <afleming@doc.govt.nz>; Julie Knauf <jknauf@doc.govt.nz>; Amber Bill <abill@doc.govt.nz>; Ben
Reddiex <breddiex@doc.govt.nz>; Hilary Aikman <haikman@doc.govt.nz>; John McCarroll <jmccarroll@doc.govt.nz>;
Leonie Fechney <Ifechney@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>; Kay Booth <kbooth@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: Project Muakahuka - future work

Hi

| want to keep you in the loop on progress with the work | am doing on the Maukahuka project. In summary, Lou has
tasked the Biodiversity Group with developing advice on what an effective forward work programme could look like for the
Maukahuka team. This will include the proposed “Moth Balling” actions as well as what projects (such as Rakiura) could

form an effective pipeline of work for this team.
Update:

¢ Lou has now signed off the IVL funding release memo that will enable a “soft pause” on the project. This
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funding enables the completion of tasks that are in train to pause the project so that knowledge isn’t lost. It is
expected that the “pause” work will keep the team occupied for the next 8 months or so.
¢ Lyndsay Murray has agreed to help me with the task around developing a future workplan. Lyndsay will have
connected with most of you by now to see if you want to have a chat and how that might best work for you.
This first stage, we are thinking of as “capture” and will be connecting with the team, managers, partnership
group, tools to market team....and anyone else we get directed to on the way. The aim is to clearly gather up
the skills of the team and thus what would be the “right” work, as well as what the opportunities and “must
dos” are. Once we have gathered / captured all of these, we will look to sift and sort them into a potential
“pipeline” of work. Mervyn’s review will become a key input to this work as we seek to align any governance
recommendations against a proposed work programme to ensure alignment.
¢ To date, this task has been issued via a series of emails and discussions. | will pull this together into one written
task assignment by the end of this week and make this available so that it is clearer what the work is.
e We are meeting with the Maukahuka team on a fortnightly basis to keep them informed on how this work is
developing. They are also heavily involved in the “Capture” process.
| have kept this email purposely short as | know you are all super busy and know most of the context. Nevertheless, | am
always happy to field questions, concerns or critical issues. If you need to know more | am only an email or phone call
away.
Best regards,
Brent
Brent Beaven
Director PF2050
Department of Conservation - Te Papa Atawhai
M: +64 21 394 321
Conservation for prosperity Tiakina te taiao, kia puawai
www.doc.govt.nz

XXX X)X

X
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The “Pause”
Decision

No clear responsibility for who should-make a formal
recommendation to DG on pausing, or similar major project

decision.

MOC not consulted; Project Team surprised.

Limited paper trail for decision — Bio DDG priority.

Now'good work being done on how to use work in progress.



Key Requirements

Looking forward ...

From initiation, establish stage-gated plan that has funding as

integral, including sources.

Experience and skills in.setting up new entities — externally sourced.

A governance group with full authority to guide DDGs.

Separation.of governance, technical advisory and management.

Strong local connections critical.

Project leads report direct to Governance Board.

External experience with new skills mentors internal staff.



Sandra Griffiths
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From: Lou Sanson

Sent: Wednesday, 29 April 2020 9:15 p.m.

To: Martin Kessick

Subject: RE: Project Muakahuka Governance Review

Great idea.

In context a key reason even before Covid of need to pause Maukahuka was the Philanthropy Strategy looked to bearing
no return and Nov 2019 decsion by NEXT to pull out also. Impt this is in here.

In reality I think Mervyns governance review will find the Philsnthropy part was being led by staff with no capability to
do this work

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

On 28/04/2020 4:49 pm, Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz> wrote:
Kia ora Lou,

Further to our phone call, here is my thinking to date on the approach I'd like to recommend to you post Maukahuka. This
emalil is currently with Mike & Kay for comment and Cls. Don’t share it any further at present as it may change. It would
be helpful if you think this aligns with what is needed.

Kia ora both,

I'm contemplating sending the email below to Lou in relationto his guestions about Maukahuka. Apologies for the detail
but | have been doing a lot of thinking about this and had a few conversations with my team as well. I've set out a number
of suggested tasks that | hope will allow us all to move forward (white working to the respective parts of the accountability
triangle). These tasks are for both near & long term horizons.

I'm happy to have a follow up discussion before'l'send this to Lou. 1 fee) we need to move on this quite quickly.

Regards

Kia ora Lou,

| think it's a goed idea for Mervyn to conduct the review. Brent and | will be happy to have a chat to him and
forward any relevant emails or information that we have. While Mervyn is conducting that review we do need to
move forward with our PF Islands work and | believe there is a great opportunity for my team to provide some
additional advice on the SSI Biodiversity programme at the same time.

Unusually I'm going to start this ermnail with a recommended way forward through a set of tasks. The reasoning
follows the tasks to try to keep this brief and focused on your first read:

1.” We need better Comm’s to communicate the Maukahuka ‘pause’ decision (SPA - Ops with CEU
support).

2. There are some Maukahuka ‘close out’ or ‘mothball’ steps that we need to take to realise the
investment we’ve made (and there are IVL funds that can be drawn down to do this) (SPA advice ~ Bio
with Op’s support. SPA delivery thereafter Op’s with Biop support).

3. Areview of the approach to our Maukahuka programme is supported {SPA - Chief of Gaovernance with
Ops, P’ships & Bio support)

4.  There is a need for my team to provide some additional strategic advice on the implementation of the
previous LS Scale Investment strategy (SPA - Bio Group with Op’s & P’ship support).

5. Such advice would include a recommended way forward on South Westland {which could be our next
‘flagship’2050 programme) and Rakiura (which could be a project to bundle up for PF Ltd to commission



and build independently with iwi, the community & stakeholders). (SPA advice — Bio with Op’s & PF Lid
support)

6. We could use the opportunity to review the wider Southern Winds programme in S5 and Island
Strategy (SPA advice - Bio with Op’s support. SPA delivery — Op’s with Bio support).

A summary of the thinking is set out below

Context

¢ You made the call to ‘pause’ the Maukahuka project based on strategic advice from the Bio Group and
having received Cls from the relevant DDGs.
As | understand it, your decision was based around the impact of Covid 19 on funding streams
(Maukahuka was heavily dependent on partner funds & the IVL, which is in the proves of being
repurposed) the likelihood that DOC will incur a baseline reduction in the 2020/21 FY & the signal from
government that it wants to invest in projects that create employment where there is likely. to be
growing unemployment {making the optics of an investment in the subantarctics at this time
challenging).
The decision was to “pause” Maukahuka, not stop it.
The plan is to keep the team engaged in relevant work until Maukahuka can be recommissioned in a
few years.
One option you considered was to redeploy the team on other Island eradication work such as Predator
Free Rakiura.
You have now received additional Cis post your decision and you have decided to conduct a review of
the Maukahuka Programme.

Critical Issues

e  HT learn from the communication of your decision? Was there a task assignment for Ops to lead the
Comm’s? Aaron has told the team via Leader led, buti’'m unsure whether there was/is a Comm’s plan
for communicating with all DOC, partners, iwi, public. It feels like it might just be drifting out through
those involved in hearing it from Aaron. Do you need to task Operations for a ‘complete’ Comm'’s
package to be developed? I'm very happy for CEU to support that. Task 1 above - Within the next 3 days

e HT engage the Maukahuka Team? l.understand that you’ve heard from Stephen that the team are
aggrieved that they didn’t have an opportunity to engage on the decision making process. They also
raise Cls around not closing out the Maukahuka programme properly. Maukahuka has a lot of
momentum and projects in train. To pause this programme in a mannere that ensures it can be
successfully restarted requires saome further investment. | would suggest that you task my team to
provide you a ‘close out’ or ‘mothball’ programme for Maukahuka that allows us to identify how we
‘bank’ what we've invested and extract maximum value from that investment. Task 2 above - Within
the next 5 days

e HT ensure we learn as much as we can from the Maukahuka ‘muddle’? The programme has Op, P’ships
& Bio ownership of different elements of the work but no clear averall SPA. You have heard from
Stephen that; there were identified issues with it sitting as a local, as opposed to national project, the
project lead was a T5 who had to report to a District Manager to a very busy regional director who was
struggling to find time and connect with Wellington office, delegations for decisions were sitting at the
wrong levels (delaying decisions and progress). A straight shift to another project without sorting out
these underlying structural issues will simply replicate the muddle. You have commissioned the Chief of
Governance to undertake a review of the programme. Task 3 above {which | assume you have set with
Mervyn) - Bio Group is happy to support the review over the coming weeks.

»  HT ensure we redeploy the Maukahuka team on the right set of PF tasks until Maukahuka can be
recommissioned? Rakiura by itself is not ready for this sort of team. Rakiura is a community led project
and the next stages are focussed around planning and some field trials. The team is an ill-fit for this
type of project and we will likely lose most of them unless we can move them to a more ‘delivery ready’
programme of PF work. See contribution paragraphs below.

Contributions

*»  Weneed to decide a way forward for the implementation of the landscape scale investment plan while
also ensuring we realise the investment to date in programmes like Maukahuka and the SSI delivery

2



team. | think that the PF 2050 & Threats Units within my Group are well placed to start that work for
Op’s. Task 4 above — SPA Bio with support from Op’s & P’ships.

*  We should also take the opportunity to simplify, or ‘de-muddle’ the approach within which that team
has been operating. This will no doubt be the focus for Mervyn’s task and it is likely that the Bio Group
contribution to his review will be to suggest that a national team (similar to Tiakina Nga Manu) focussed
on eradication be considered (Such a national team could develop a pipeline of projects. Rakiura by
itself is not currently the answer, but would be part of the sequencing with perhaps some planning and
pilot trial support for Rakiura and the Chathams (and maybe Coromandel, Biuff and Te Manahuna
Aoraki} and a budget to progress eradication on the remainder of the offshare islands around NZ over
the next 5 years, then pick up Maukahuka again and then our next PF2050 projects (Rakiura or
Chathams implementation?). | am getting a head of the review slightly but want to seed the idea of
lifting Island eradication to a national level and reduce the complexity for Op’s teams trying to'hold-all
this together.

* Inthe interim however, | think that Op’s would benefit from my Group {not just PF & Threats Units but
other disciplines) looking at Rakiura, South Westland and the entire SS! island bio programme. Tasks 5 &
6 above — SPA Bio with support from Op's.

» There is one additional thought to perhaps consider. A number of our key PF partners & stakeholders
have expressed a desire to move Rakiura forward at pace (these include PF.Ltd, NEXT & ZIP). We could
consider ‘handing over’ Rakiura as a PF project to be run and administered by PF Ltd. This would
obviously take some working through and clarification of roles but it would provide them with a flagship
project of their own that they could invest in and prove the successof the model that they promote. |
simply offer this as a different way of thinking about our partner contributions. Any steps we take here
would have to include Ngai Tahu as well as the strong community interest in the programme.

F'would be very happy to discuss this further and would hope that we could at least commission tasks 1t04
above.

Regards

Martin Kessick
Deputy Director-General, Biodiversity— Tumuaki Kahui Kanorau Koiora

Deiartment of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai

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

Sent: Monday, 27 April 2020 10:18 a.m.

To: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Kay Booth <kbooth@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Aaron Fleming <afleming@doc.govt.nz>;
Barry Hanson <bhanson@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Project Muakahuka Governance Review

Morena

We will get Mervyn to-complete the review | promised to Stephen Horn as part of putting Project Muakahuka on hold. It
will be focussed on.Governance

The biodiversity issues Stephen raises ( PF Rakiura practical? Titi Islands instead? Finish PAPP Trial? Fiordland
Reprioritised Biod Plan now urgent) are in reality Martin's work of role and will be picked up in his Stretch Goal Pathway.
Could you pse send Mervyn the task assignments to Aaron and Barry , along with current Governance structure so he
can phone each of you and the respective task team leaders.

Any critical issues let me know.

Cheers

Lou

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






Sandra Griffiths

S T
From: . Lou Sanson
Sent: Monday, 13 April 2020 5:47 p.m.
To: Michael Slater
Cc Rachel Bruce (DDG); Kay Booth; Martin Kessick; Mervyn English
Subject: Project Muakahuka

Thanks All

My decsion is to secure staff at cost provided by Mike for 12 months. | will then sign that amount across from VL.

Kay will advance new Governance structure for PF Rakiura as number one priority for Barry { with Ed Chignall'and Devon
McClean, Sam Morgan - has offered $28 mill)

Mervyn to advise on PF Rakiura governance structure.

Aaron will lead Treaty Partner engagement as TM to Barry.

Mike will look at how many of the 20 permanent staff and seasonals can move across onto the new PF Rakiura work as
our key driver of Biodiversity work on Rakiura ( eg Tin Range dotterls becomes a key part of PF Rakiura.)

Great to get to this decsion.

Sincere thanks to Martin for advice and Mike and Kay's work to date.

Lou

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

On 13/04/2020 11:49 am, Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz> wrote:

Hi

I need to talk to you about this as it is dribbling on.I think we are ready to make a clear decision about Maukahuka -ie it
is on hold for the next few years until such time as the funding environment changes and full funding for this particular
project is secured.The work to date is not lost as the concept and piloting work done is still valid and the project is ready
to go now to implementation once funding is secured.

Most of the Maukahuka team have contracts through to June and are now actively looking for other work given our
inability to give them employment security beyond June.If we want io (as we have all discussed) secure them as a
specialized technical team to now refocusinto PF Rakiura then you do need to sign that funding memo as we had
previously agreed.The only issue at thatpoint that you had was in regard to the location for the cat trial.l thought you
were going to sign the memo(that secures the team) with a qualifier that your approval was subject to resolving the
location of the cat trial work({ie could it be done at Rakiura as part of that programme).

So to get this moving with saome clarity around our priorities why dont we agree this afternoon that

1.Maukahuka is officially on hold for next few years till funding environment secured.

2.PFRakiura remains one of our top priority Landscape PF projects and we will refocus attention there

3.As a result of 1 and 2 we secure the current Maukahuka technical team to refocus their attention on to PF Rakiura
4.As result of 1,2,and 3.you now sign the drawdown memo for $2.2mill IVL (already approved as part of Tranche 1} to
allow above to oceur with a qualification around location for cat trial if you consider that essential.

This has hung around long enough and has probably frustrated us all to a fair degree.
Let's nail thisthis afternoon if at all possible.
Cheers Mike

Sent from Workspace ONE Boxer

On 13/04/2020 10:15 am, Lou Sanson <lsanson@doc.govt.nz> wrote:

Hi

| haven't signed release of $2.2mill from IVL for PF Maukahuka given Martin's recommendation to me on landscape
project prioritisation on 1 April.



From: Martin Kessick<mkessick@doc.govt.nz>
Sent on: Saturday, April 4, 2020 11:49:24 PM

To: Michael Slater<mslater@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: FW: Landscape Scale Investment Advice

Attachments: Ranking landscape scale sites based on their biodiversity benefits - DOC-6255385.docx (505.44
KB)

Kia ora Mike,

Here is the first of a few emails | intend to send Lou today (cc to Ken, Kay & Peter). This one describes the first outcome
from the landscape scale investment plan that Brent has been developing over the past few weeks (that we provided an
update from at Pounui).

In short, we are saying that The top four landscape sites for current investment are: Coromandel, Chatham Islands,
Rakiura and Te Manahuna Aoraki. We would defer Auckland Islands (for perhaps as long as five years with the team
being employed to undertake an island eradication programme) and

The team used landscape-scale sites identified as part of the broader landscape-scale investment plan work. This
included using the existing “Ecological Resilience” sites identified under the Tomorrow Accord between DOC and the
NEXT foundation, as well asking for contributions from Operations, Biodiversity and Partnership Groups.

Lou is desperate for this and, in its absence, is ‘casting the die’ through his conversations both internally and externally.
Unless you have a major allergic reaction | would like to get this away to bring some of what he is thinking and saying
into the basic elements of a strategic frame. There are obviously many more conversations to come.

Kia ora Lou,

I’'m really pleased to provide you with the first proposed strategic decisions from the landscape scale investment plan that
Brent has been developing over the past few weeks.

The team supporting this work has used landscape-scale sites identified as part of the broader landscape-scale
investment plan work. This included using the existing “Ecological Resilience” sites identified under the Tomorrow Accord
between DOC and the NEXT foundation, as well asking for contributions from Operations, Biodiversity and Partnership
Group. The outcome of this work is attached as a ranking of landscape sites based on their biodiversity value. What Brent
and | have then done is apply our judgment, to come up with some recommendations, after applying what we know about
the following lenses;

. the broader context of other Groups,

. our discussions with you,

. our treaty partner preferences and opportunities,
. our philanthropic partners emphasis and,

. our current COVID reality
| have tried to describe the approach and our recommendations below. You do not need to read the attached technical
paper but it is interesting. It highlights a list of the landscape management sites that, if managed, would give the biggest
biodiversity return; but also provides a list of top ecosystems and top catchments. If we focussed our work around these
most impactful areas, we would have quite a different looking approach to conservation and something that | will be taking
into the finalisation of the Biodiversity pathway and more detailed discussion with Mike and Kay.

The Technical Output

The sites in the table below are ranked in order from high ecological integrity to low ecological integrity (“El”). Basically,
sites with high El scores provide for the greatest biodiversity gain when management is applied across listed pressures —
i.e., ecological integrity is maximised. This table has 12 landscape-scale projects to choose from. The advice of my Group
is that if we reordered on the basis of readiness; the Maukahuka and Te Manahuna Aoraki projects are ready or near
ready for long-term investment, and the Chathams, Coromandel, Rakiura and possibly Kahurangi are ready to consider
for 3-4 years of scoping.

This is the ‘pure’ Biodiversity Group advice and is not completely reflected in our recommendations below.

El ()

ProjectName El (NoMgmt) Mg

Auckland Island/Maukahuka 0.364
Fiordland South 0.36 0.7



Coromandel Peninsula - Moehau to Karangahake 0.251 0.€

Pureora 0.324 0.€
The Chathams 0.298 0.€
Northland Kaitaia 0.259 0.t
Taranaki 0.322 0.€
South Westland 0.438 0.
Te Manahuna Aoraki 0.416 0.€
The Kahurangi Project (Kahurangi o Mohua) 0.337 0.t
Predator Free Rakiura 0.372 0.t
Waiau toa Molesworth 0.323 0.

* Once costs determined, investment readiness will be 'ready’

A Assumed 50:50 cost split with partners

What the Biodiversity Group is saying is that:
¢ Selecting any of the projects off any of these lists will work towards overarching goals of gaining the most
return for biodiversity.
¢ Selecting any similar projects not on these lists will undermine those gains and is not recommended.
¢ Final project selection will depend on working with our Partner, funds available, testing delivery preferences
with Operations (capability, capacity etc), and feasibility of all proposed actions. In other words, a good social
process. We have not yet undertaken these steps.
NB. A combined “offshore island” programme was put up for consideration, but didn’t fit the final definition of
landscape. However, the grouped islands project are already the highest ranked EMUs — no further impact justification
to work on these is needed, they just aren’t landscape-scale work. They are worthy of investment, are a PF 2050 interim
goal and will appear on the Biodiversity pathway.
Recommendations

With the information we have, before full social process and as our best Biodiversity advice to you for integration where
needed, our advice is.

1. The top four landscape sites for current investment are: Coromandel, Chatham Islands, Rakiura and Te
Manahuna Aoraki.

2. While Auckland Island has the highest El and is ranked number 1, with the country heading into a prolonged
recession, a prolonged disruption to services, the requirement to make jobs available close to home and global
financial recession making fundraising difficult, we recommend that we press pause on the Auckland Island for
5 years (This is not a stop, but a pause).

3. The equivalent spend to Auckland Islands across the next five years could set the Readiness stage (full business
case, detailed plan and field verification trials) completed for Chatham Island and Rakiura as well as completing
an eradication programme on the last 20 offshore islands.

4. The funding level that we were looking at for the Auckland Islands (520m across 5 years) can create a broader
suite of biodiversity and job creation benefits across the country.

5. The Auckland Island team could be redeployed onto the offshore islands work, maintaining and building the
skill set (and supplier skill set). After five years, this eradication “centre of excellence” can be used to deliver
Chatham Island, Rakiura and/or Auckland Islands, and then build toward our mainland eradication sites that
will follow.

6. At the end of five years, Chatham Island and Rakiura would be ready to implement a full eradication
programme and these two projects would directly employ a number of FTEs pa for five years.

7. _ Further investment here meets a diminishing returns
model — we will not get the same impact as using that funding elsewhere. Added to that is the gap in new
technology — we would be accelerating the current, most expensive methods.

8. The Islands programme should also be considered for investment as high biodiversity benefit.

9. Further investment to create employment should use this group of lists to guide locations to achieve the most
biodiversity benefit.

We are now engaging with Kay to test this against her pathway work and with Mike for any additional context and to
identify any Cls in how this work would be tasked to deliver.



Regards

Martin Kessick

Deputy Director-General, Biodiversity— Tumuaki Kahui Kanorau Koiora
Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai



From: Martin Kessick<mkessick@doc.govt.nz>
Sent on: Monday, April 13,2020 12:14:28 AM

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

CC: Kay Booth<kbooth@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater<mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Mervyn
English<menglish@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: FW: Landscape Scale Investment Advice

Attachments: CI's from PG.docx (18.15 KB)

Kia ora Lou,
Since | forwarded this advice to you I've received Cls from my colleagues. I've set these out below (and note that with the
exception of only one CI —- — the rest have been reconciled in my advice to you (integration is complete in my
view but for that one location):
DDG Support
1. Support for the work completed, the approach taken and the assessments made in the Biodiversity advice
provided to you (all).
2. Agreement with the top 4 sites for current investment, ie. Coromandel, Chatham Islands, Rakiura, and Te
Manahuna Aoraki (all).
3. Agreement that Maukahuka/Auckland Island be deferred (all).
DDG Cis for Reconciling

4,
5. Request to include Southern Fiordland & South Westland (Mike).

6. Request to undertake scoping exercises for Southern Fiordland, South Westland & Te Paki (Kay).
Cls for delivery tasks to Partnerships & Operations

7. ldentified Cls addressing aspects of project implementation are described in the attached memo (Kay).
It is also worth noting that the assessment provided by the Biodiversity Group does not; apply for urban landscape
projects (with high engagement value) or consider a range of existing landscape projects (some of which sit outside this
assessment (eg. Te Hoiere/Pelorus catchment) (Kay). This will be built in to future assessments as part of the continuing

Biodiversity pathway work.
Final Biodiversity Recommendations

e The assessment is supported by DDGs and there is agreement that Coromandel, Chatham Islands, Rakiura,
and Te Manahuna Aoraki proceed while Maukahuka/Auckland Island pause for at least 2 to 3 years.

« | would be happy to support the additional inclusion of Southern Fiordland, South Westland & Te Paki for
identification as optimised sites for further investment (noting that the Cls raised are capable of being addressed
through the appropriate delivery tasks that you will now set with both the Partnerships & Operations Groups if
you accept this advice).

The only site that will need further discussion and integration across business groups is Taranaki. | am sure that all DDGs
would be happy to be team members to you in deciding how & whether to approach decisions about the future size, scale
& nature of further investment at this site.

Regards

Martin Kessick

Deputy Director-General, Biodiversity— Tumuaki K&hui Kanorau Koiora

Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai

From: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Sunday, 5 April 2020 3:16 p.m.

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

Cc: Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Kay Booth <kbooth@doc.govt.nz>; Ken Hughey <khughey@doc.govt.nz>;
Peter Brunt <pbrunt@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Landscape Scale Investment Advice

Importance: High

Kia ora Lou,

I’'m really pleased to provide you with the first proposed strategic decisions from the landscape scale investment plan that
Brent has been developing over the past few weeks.

The team supporting this work has used landscape-scale sites identified as part of the broader landscape-scale
investment plan work. This included using the existing “Ecological Resilience” sites identified under the Tomorrow Accord
between DOC and the NEXT foundation, as well asking for contributions from Operations, Biodiversity and Partnership
Group. The outcome of this work is attached as a ranking of landscape sites based on their biodiversity value. What Brent
and | have then done is apply our judgment, to come up with some recommendations, after applying what we know about
the following lenses;



mailto:mkessick@doc.govt.nz
mailto:lsanson@doc.govt.nz
mailto:mslater@doc.govt.nz
mailto:kbooth@doc.govt.nz
mailto:khughey@doc.govt.nz
mailto:pbrunt@doc.govt.nz

o the broader context of other Groups,

o our discussions with you,

e our treaty partner preferences and opportunities,
o our philanthropic partners emphasis and,

e our current COVID reality

| have tried to describe the approach and our recommendations below. You do not need to read the attached technical
paper but it is interesting. It highlights a list of the landscape management sites that, if managed, would give the biggest
biodiversity return; but also provides a list of top ecosystems and top catchments. If we focussed our work around these
most impactful areas, we would have quite a different looking approach to conservation and something that | will be taking
into the finalisation of the Biodiversity pathway and more detailed discussion with Mike and Kay.

The Technical Output

The sites in the table below are ranked in order from high ecological integrity to low ecological integrity (“El”). Basically,
sites with high El scores provide for the greatest biodiversity gain when management is applied across listed pressures —
i.e., ecological integrity is maximised. This table has 12 landscape-scale projects to choose from. The advice of my Group
is that if we reordered on the basis of readiness; the Maukahuka and Te Manahuna Aoraki projects are ready or near
ready for long-term investment, and the Chathams, Coromandel, Rakiura and possibly Kahurangi are ready to consider
for 3-4 years of scoping.

This is the ‘pure’ Biodiversity Group advice and is not completely reflected in the final recommendations below.

ProjectName El (NoMgmt) EI\III(g\,
Auckland Island/Maukahuka 0.364

Fiordland South 0.36 0.7
Coromandel Peninsula - Moehau to Karangahake 0.251 0.€
Pureora 0.324 0.€
The Chathams 0.298 0.€
Northland Kaitaia 0.259 0.t
Taranaki 0.322 0.€
South Westland 0.438 0.€
Te Manahuna Aoraki 0.416 0.€
The Kahurangi Project (Kahurangi o Mohua) 0.337 0.t
Predator Free Rakiura 0.372 0.t
Waiau toa Molesworth 0.323 0.

* Once costs determined, investment readiness will be 'ready’

A Assumed 50:50 cost split with partners

« Selecting any of the projects off any of these lists will work towards the overarching goals of gaining the most
return for biodiversity.

o Selecting any similar projects not on these lists will undermine those gains and is not recommended.

« Final project selection will depend on working with our Partner, funds available, testing delivery preferences with
Operations (capability, capacity etc), and feasibility of all proposed actions. In other words, a good social
process. We have not yet undertaken these steps.

NB. A combined “offshore island” programme was put up for consideration, but didn’t fit the final definition of landscape.
However, the grouped islands project are already the highest ranked EMUs — no further impact justification to work on
these is needed, they just aren’t landscape-scale work. They are worthy of investment, are a PF 2050 interim goal and
will appear on the Biodiversity pathway.

Optimised Recommendations

With the information we have, before full social process and as our best Biodiversity advice to you for integration where



needed,
1.

2.

8.
9.

our advice is.

The top four landscape sites for current investment are: Coromandel, Chatham Islands, Rakiura and Te
Manahuna Aoraki.

While Auckland Island has the highest El and is ranked number 1, with the country heading into a prolonged
recession, a prolonged disruption to services, the requirement to make jobs available close to home and global
financial recession making fundraising difficult, we recommend that we press pause on the Auckland Island
for 5 years (This is not a stop, but a pause).

The equivalent spend to Auckland Islands across the next five years could set the Readiness stage (full
business case, detailed plan and field verification trials) completed for Chatham Island and Rakiura as well as
completing an eradication programme on the last 20 offshore islands.

The funding level that we were looking at for the Auckland Islands ($20m across 5 years) can create a broader
suite of biodiversity and job creation benefits across the country.

The Auckland Island team could be redeployed onto the offshore islands work, maintaining and building the
skill set (and supplier skill set). After five years, this eradication “centre of excellence” can be used to deliver
Chatham Island, Rakiura and/or Auckland Islands, and then build toward our mainland eradication sites that will
follow.

At the end of five years, Chatham Island and Rakiura would be ready to implement a full eradication
programme and these two projects would directly employ a number of FTEs pa for five years.

. m Further investment here meets a diminishing
returns model — we will not get the same impact as using that funding elsewhere. Added to that is the gap in new

technology — we would be accelerating the current, most expensive methods.

The Islands programme should also be considered for investment as high biodiversity benefit.

Further investment to create employment should use this group of lists to guide locations to achieve the
most biodiversity benefit.

Mike and | have had a brief chat about these recommendations. He supports the approach and recommendations but
would like to see Fiordland & South Westland added to the recommended suite of four. He also wants to know more
about the impact of any change in our funding approach to Taranaki.

| will also now engage with Kay to test this against her pathway work and with Mike for any additional context and to
identify any Cls in how this work would be tasked to deliver. Until we have an opportunity to do that | would not
recommend sharing this list outside DOC. We are at the integration stage in support of your decision. The suite may
change in your view as a result of others pathways and Cls.

Regards

Martin Kessick
Deputy Director-General, Biodiversity— Tumuaki Kahui Kanorau Koiora
Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai



From: Martin Kessick<mkessick@doc.govt.nz>
Sent on: Saturday, September 14, 2019 11:56:38 PM

To: Kay Booth<kbooth@doc.govt.nz>; Lou Sanson<lsanson@doc.govt.nz>; Lian
Butcher<lbutcher@doc.govt.nz>; Barry Hanson<bhanson@doc.govt.nz>

CC: Bruce Parkes<bparkes@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater<mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Jan
Esquilant<jesquilant@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: PF Auckland Islands

Thanks Kay,
| promised an email over the weekend on this that brings together some of my teams thinking as a contribution to the
discussion with Mike. Here it is:

Broader Context First
In terms of our Islands work this is what we are noticing;

1. The Pacific reset is requiring extra invasive eradication support from us (meeting with Kay & her team recently).
To achieve this, MFaT was considering funding two FTEs and expenses, but we have issues around capacity of
existing managers to take another two staff on.

2. PF2050 interim goal requires all uninhabited island to be pest free by 2025. We currently have no programme
of work underway to deliver on this milestone. We aren’t going to achieve this goal unless we take action now.

3. The Auckland Islands programme does seem to be struggling (it will be great to test this with Mike now that he
is back). It seems to us that what should be a clear set of cost pressures across a4 -5 year period is causing
churn with everyone individually trying to make sense of it all and contributing to confusion and mixed
messages. The one year of funding, without a multi-year commitment to fund the pre-eradication work, is
putting T5 staff in an untenable position which is what we are now hearing.

4. What we are now hearing is the request to make a commitment to a 4-5 year budget based on current best
figures (about a S1m per year?) to give the team the confidence to get the right people and infrastructure to
position us to achieve this eradication.

5. There are also growing questions about organisational structure. It appears as though, largely through
pressures on the Ops line, that we have a T5 staff member (with limited delegated authority and relatively
constrained limits of discretion) managing a nationally significant project. He reports to a District Manager;
who reports to a very busy Regional Director who is trying to connect into National advice and SLT individually.

6. There is also the question of governance being raised.

A Different Way of Thinking About This

A dedicated DOC Islands team?

Island eradication and biosecurity are what we hang our hat on as an organisation. We are internationally renowned,
but we still have 91 islands to remove pests from and there is no dedicated programme of work. It’s not efficient to
cobble together short term funding to complete an eradication and either pull in contractors, or re-train people up to
the very highly skilled standard required...often relying on Keith Broome to support. As there is no programme
approach, these skills thenlapse until we repeat the cycle at the next island. This reactionary approach means that we
are averaging less than one island per year. It’s not good support to Ops & it means we are falling well short of our
potential.

The Opportunity

We all know that Islands are our key biodiversity sites. They punch above their weight, especially in regard to penguin
and seabird habitat. They also have high tourism values. It would be a hell of a DOC Story if we could turn around in a
few years and declare internationally that we had cleared pests off all of our islands.

If we were serious about achieving that goal we’d need to lift our game to 10+ islands per year. This can be achieved by
a dedicated islands eradication team who can combine planning and consents as well as operational delivery....a bit like
we have done with Tiakina Nga Manu. There are lots of figures bandied about to achieve this but we think about $4m
per year over that time period could perhaps do it.

Form & Function

We think the key is to combine several functions to create a dedicated islands team. What we can see in play as the
opportunity would be to combine (under a single Manager) the following expertise into one Unit, allowing sharing of
skills and capacity across the islands function:

1. National Island Eradication team - $4m per annum for five years.

2. 2xinternational islands eradication advice — funded from Pacific Reset MFaT

3. Existing Islands Biosecurity Function — funding already within DOC.

4. Auckland Islands programme (adding this would provide dedicated management a stronger link to national




biodiversity advice & national level skills. It also anchors the PF & Philanthropic approach)

5. Potentially some external science advice, critique, connection & challenge e.g. a James Russel type.
A key question is whether this is a traditional Ops-led programme (As Kay points out below, I’'m not sure that it is but
would love to play that through with Mike). If it isn’t we should stop treating it as such and elevate it accordingly. Ops
Regional, Ops National, Partnerships, Biodiversity Threats Unit, External entity? | have a view but would really value an
informed discussion and | need Mike’s context for this advice.
Funding
There is a strong IVL link and, because it is such a key step on both the PF strategic pathway and the Pests & Species SGs
Roadmaps, would be a really coherent stand alone budget bid. The opportunity to capitalise on the work that Barry is
leading, together with PF Ltd (who need other pathways than just expanding the current approach) should provide a
huge leverage opportunity for new Government investment. Achievable, measurable, transformational, additionality,
internationally significant, system enabling players to play to strengths.
Regards
Martin
Martin Kessick

Deputy Director-General, Biodiversity— Tumuaki Kahui Kanorau Koiora
Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai

From: Kay Booth <kbooth@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Sunday, 15 September 2019 12:47 a.m.

To: Lou Sanson <Isanson@doc.govt.nz>; Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>; Lian Butcher <lbutcher@doc.govt.nz>;
Barry Hanson <bhanson@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Bruce Parkes <bparkes@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Jan Esquilant
<jesquilant@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Re: PF Auckland Islands

Kia ora colleagues

Currently travelling from Virginia to BC. Reading emails on the plane, as you do....

If you pursue this conversation while I'm still away (I'm back Mon 23rd), can you please plug in Barry. He has a
good strategic view on this project arrangement and can talk to the Partnerships Group potential role.

My input:

1. Project approach.

This project was set up as DOC-led project. Rather than a collaborative partnership project (eg Taranaki, Te
Manahuna Aoraki). Hence Operations rather than Partnerships lead.

Q: Should it remain as a DOC-led project. If not, then who are the key partners (eg PF2050 Ltd).

2. Leadership capacity.

If project approach remains as DOC-led, then feels like a dedicated project team is required.

Q: Where to source required project leader.

There will be other points that I've not commented on. But this is my starter for ten.

Kay

Kay Booth

Deputy Director-General Partnerships

Department of Conservation

Te Papa Atawhai

kbooth@doc.govt.nz

From: Lou Sanson

Sent: Wednesday, 11 September, 4:15 AM
Subject: Re: PF Auckland Islands

To: Martin Kessick

Cc: Bruce Parkes, Michael Slater, Kay Booth

Great
Stephen is fantastic resource but desperately wants leadership. He is leading in absence of this.



Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

-------- Original message --------

From: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>

Date: 11/09/19 8:03 PM (GMT+12:00)

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

Cc: Bruce Parkes <bparkes@doc.govt.nz>, Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>, Kay Booth <
kbooth@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Re: PF Auckland Islands

Thanks Lou,

Bruce & | have been discussing this. We are really just waiting for Mike to return. | have more detail on
possible approaches after a bit more thought. I'll put it into an email over the weekend so that we can discuss
when Mike is back.

| have been doing a lot of thinking after our engagement with Ops Directors last week. We aren't running the
model according to its design. | genuinely believe that's why they are so pressed as Directors. This programme
is a good example. It's step change conservation being run from a BAU machine. The machine can't cope.
Almost every other Ops Director is trying to do the same.

I'm really keen to discuss with Mike when he's back as | really wsnt to understamd his perspective &
understanding before discussing further. Jacqueline will be a good counterpoint for perspective on how it's all
holding together.

Talk to you tomorrow.

Regards

Martin

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

-------- Original message ------—--

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

Date: 11/09/19 7:45 PM (GMT+12:00)

To: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Bruce Parkes <bparkes@doc.govt.nz>, Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>, Kay Booth <
kbooth@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: PF Auckland Islands

Hi Martin

| saw Stephen Horn today in Wgtn Office

- he agrees PF Auckland Islands needs leadership above him and Aaron just doesnt have time needed.
- IVL $750K will get us to 30 June 2020, thereafter we need $4mill/year for 5 years reducing to 10 years.
- he needs to begin CAPEX procurement programme in autumn 2019 but no budget yet to do this and if delay
we push out start to FY2021/22.

- he needs MPI/EPA help on certification of new PAPP sausage baits for cats.

- he is confident Barry can raise 50% via philanthropy

- he seemed very open to PF2050 leadership if this would work.

Lou

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.
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From: Martin Kessick<mkessick@doc.govt.nz>
Sent on: Sunday, May 10, 2020 4:41:15 AM
To: Mervyn English<menglish@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Predator Free Auckland Islands

Attachments: Landscape Scale Investment Advice.eml (759.37 KB), Landscape Scale Investments on a
Map.eml (67.1 KB), FW Landscape Scale Investment Advice.eml (109.3 KB), FW Project
Muakahuka Governance Review.eml (53.21 KB), RE PF Auckland Islands.eml (41.58 KB)

Kia ora Mervyn,
| have attached the following emails:
e MK to LS of 5/4/20 incl report & recommendations for action/decision.
e MK to LS of 7/4/20 incl maps
e MK to LS of 13/4/20 referring to Cls from Mike and Kay regarding advice.
e MK to LS of 1/5/20 recommending pathway forward after decision.
I've also attached an email from MK to KB (cc LS) of 15/9/19 identifying the muddle & recommending a possible course of
action to resolve. I've also attached the response from KB of 16/9/19 (Kay was overseas at the time and had an Acting
DDG Partnerships).
Let me know if you need anymore.
Martin Kessick
Deputy Director-General, Biodiversity— Tumuaki Kahui Kanorau Koiora
Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai

From: Mervyn English <menglish@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Sunday, 10 May 2020 3:18 p.m.

To: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>

Subject: Re: Predator Free Auckland Islands

Martin, keen to read the document re your advice to Lou that informed his decision. Could you forward this please,
Word form best for me !

Also, is there an actual decision paper, and/or email that you are aware of

Cheers

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Sunday, May 10, 2020 2:32 PM

To: Lou Sanson

Cc: Michael Slater; Kay Booth; Mervyn English

Subject: RE: Predator Free Auckland Islands

Excellent thanks Lou.

We'll obviously all stand behind your decision. Brent and | can pick up any details at our meeting with MOC the following
day.

Good news on FY2020 budget.

Regards

Martin Kessick

Deputy Director-General, Biodiversity— Tumuaki K&dhui Kanorau Koiora
Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai

From: Lou Sanson <|sanson@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Sunday, 10 May 2020 12:44 p.m.

To: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Kay Booth <kbooth@doc.govt.nz>; Mervyn English <menglish@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Predator Free Auckland Islands

These are key points she raised with me that she will raise at Status tomorrow.

FY2020 Budget looking good.

Lou Sanson
Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai
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On 10/05/2020 12:33 pm, Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz> wrote:
Kia ora Lou,
Perhaps some context before we go any further:

o Maukahuka isn’t the number 1 priority on our Biodiversity Pathway. Our Pathway presentation contained three
slides at the end that illustrated how we are translating strategy into action. The Freshwater Stretch Goal
roadmap was one, the landscape scale advice summary table was another and a first cut at a form of response
to David’s planning task was the third. The Minister has asked for follow up meetings on the FW SG on Tuesday
morning (and how it might be helpful for Marine) and on the work behind the LS Scale Investment Plan on
Tuesday afternoon. 30 minutes for each.

o | don’'t know what conversation she had with Stephen or how that came about. Maukahuka is costed in our
advice at $21m over the next five years with additional & significant partner funds needed.

o PF Rakiura is undoubtedly harder because of the community elements & is in the process of definition. However,
it has more immediate relevance, support & value as a contribution to the PF goal.

e The decision to pause Maukahuka was yours on the basis of my teams advice & the critical issues from Mike &
Kay. We should reflect on how we engaged the Minister and what communications took place (not sure whether
that is within scope of Mervyn’s review or not).

At the meeting on Tuesday afternoon Brent and | will contextualise the LS Scale investment table and explain how the
other lenses applied in providing you with the advice that Maukahuka be paused and that in the Biodiversity Group view
that was the right decision.

In answer to your questions:

1. The cost of delivery over the next five years is $21m. We are working with Mike to devise a plan to ‘pause’ the
programme successfully which he will submit to you as a funding release memo from the IVL for roughly $2m-+

2. | can’t speak to the philanthropy strategy or the suggested course of action.

3. It's good that she was impressed with the governance structure which was lead through the Op’s line with multi
group support. That approach is under review as part of Mervyn’s task.

4. | am accountable for the strategy & bio advice about the relative optimised bio value (delivered to you already
under task assignment from you). Kay for the best advice about partner contributions & opportunities to enable
delivery (under task assignment to you) and Mike for the actual delivery of the strategy as action with support
from partner contributions (under task assignment to you).

How the last three questions and answers operated in the lead up to the decision you made are the subject of Mervyn’s
review. This will be a contribution to the way in which this work is led in the future.

Regards

Martin Kessick

Deputy Director-General, Biodiversity— Tumuaki Kahui Kanorau Koiora

Department of Conservation—Te Papa Atawhai

From: Lou Sanson <|sanson@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Sunday, 10 May 2020 12:04 p.m.

To: Martin Kessick <mkessick@doc.govt.nz>

Cc: Mervyn English <menglish@doc.govt.nz>; Michael Slater <mslater@doc.govt.nz>; Kay Booth <kbooth@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: Predator Free Auckland Islands

Hi Martin

Ms Sage hadnt realised that PF Aucklands was our number 1 priority on our Biodiversity Pathway until you took her
through it on Friday

She also spoke to Stephen Horn who indicated he only needs $10mill per year over 10 years and why PF Rakiura is even
harder.

She was surprised we paused it without a paper of Ministerial options.

She is requesting a paper from Biod ;

1. What would be amount to keep it running for next 4 years on a per year basis and where we could reprioritise
resource from?

2. Why our philantropy strategy delivered very little over two years and should we employ a professional fundraiser like
Antarctic Heritage Trust ?

3. The current governance structure .

She was impressed with Project Muakahuka Governance structure but unclear what Project Maungahuka is.

4. Who is accountable DDG? ( | said it was ultimately you as Predator Free project with tasks to Kay and Mike )

Cheers

Lou

Lou Sanson

Director-General | Tumuaki Ahurei

Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai
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DG TASK FORCE

Cover sheet for agenda item 9

Meeting date: 21 July 2020

Lead SLT member

Lou Sanson, DG
(approved paper)

Prepared by: -

Subject: Predator Free Maukahuka - Critical DOC Governance Learnings
Paper type For noting
Purpose of paper To review Governance of PF Auckland Islands for learnings to improve

DOCs governance, management and execution of complex Predator
Free projects.

Persons attending item | Mervyn English

Time required 30 minutes

Context / Background

1. In August 2016, DOC completed the Predator Free Antipodes Island operation and declared it
Predator Free in February 2018.

2. AnInvercargill Predator Free Team of 8 persons had been established to lead Antipodes Island
and they were redeployed to investigate Predator Free Auckland Islands. The leadership was
assigned to DDG Operations, with external fundraising assigned to DDG Partnerships based on
the success of Million Dollar Mouse Project raising 50% of funds for Antipodes Island.

3. Iltis not clear if task assignments or overall SPA was ever established for the task, although a
Governance structure was established in 2017 led by DDG Operations. Significantly strong
Treaty Partner relationships were built through this Governance structure.

4. The project was acknowledged to be a "muddle" in 2019 and various attempts to establish
overall SPA failed. The DG takes full accountability for not solving this muddle.

5. The IVL was used to fund the investigation and the last tranche of $1.5 million approved in June
2019 was conditional on dedicated Project Management capability being established (specifically
at stratum 3 complexity).

6. A number of major risks emerged during the project initiation, which may have been missed or
inadequately addressed from a Risk Management framework in our Governance, such as: use of
helicopters to fly DOC staff long distances over open ocean without survival training; ultimately a
helicopter crash; loss of shipping services; redeployed NZ Defence ship transport; complexity
and skill required to lead external fundraising of $50 million; lack of dedicated business analyst
to develop a cost-benefit business case with external critique for a $100 million project.

7. In March 2020, with the rapidly emerging COVID situation and urgency to reprioritise across DOC
with loss of IVL funding, the DG made the decision to pause the project on advice of the DDG
Biodiversity until the potential $100 million funding needed to proceed from investigation to
project execution was clear. Unfortunately, this decision was not delegated up to the Minister.

DOC-6369696



MAUKAHUKA PEST FREE AUCKLAND ISLAND
Technical feasibility study report
Contributing authors: Finlay Cox, Veronika Frank, Stephen Horn, Rose Hanley-Nickolls, Paul

Jacques, Estelle Pera-Leask, Rachael Sagar and James Ware
Reviewers: Department of Conservation / Te Papa Atawhai Island Eradication Advisory Group
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This report should be cited as: Horn S., Cox F., Hanley-Nickolls R., Jacques P., Sagar R., Ware J.,
Frank V. Technical feasibility study report for eradication of pigs, mice and cats from Auckland
Island; Department of Conservation Te Papa Atawhai, Invercargill, New Zealand (2020).

Disclaimer: this document represents thinking at the time of publication and is intended to
present technical detail that informs an assessment of feasibility by technical advisors and
relevant managers. Operational planning will refine programme methods and timelines and
operations are expected to adapt to knowledge gained throughout the project.
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Plate 1. Feral pigs (Sus scrofa), house mice (Mus musculus) and feral cats (Felis cattus) are the species the Maukahuka project aims to
eradicate from Auckland Island (46 000 ha), and are the last remaining mammalian pests in the New Zealand Subantarctic area (NZSIA;
76 000 ha). Following their eradication, the total pest free area in the NZSIA will expand by more than 250%, increasing habitat for over
500 native species. Photo credit: Stephen Bradley and Finlay Cox/DOC.
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Executive summary
Context

The feasibility study of a project (Maukahuka) to eradicate pigs, cats and mice from Auckland Island
in the New Zealand Subantarctic Islands Area (NZSIA) has been completed by New Zealand’s
Department of Conservation (DOC). The purpose of a feasibility study is to understand the costs,
benefits, risks and technical challenges and allow informed decisions on the design of an
eradication project to give the best chance of success. Alternatively, it allows a project with a high
chance of failure to be ‘shelved’ before committing large sums of money. Feasibility studies are a
standard part of DOC’s eradication best practice.

Here we assess more than three years work to establish the feasibility of eradicating pigs (Sus
scrofa), mice (Mus musculus) and feral cats (Felis catus) from Auckland Island. The report
addresses three key questions: why do it; can it be done and what will it take? And provides a
reference and justification for stakeholders. It outlines methodologies for the eradication of each
target species, identifies the scale of the undertaking so it can be considered and resourced
appropriately, and highlights the next steps needed for quality project design. Findings from the
work to date are captured in the document in detail to inform project planning. We used an
evidence-based approach and expert elicitation, including extensive field trials to reduce uncertainty
and test methods. DOC's Island Eradication Advisory Group (IEAG) and several other experts have
provided technical advice and review.

Background

Invasive mammals are a threat to global biodiversity, especially on islands where endemic species
are particularly vulnerable. Auckland Island (46 000 ha; 465 km south of Bluff), the fifth-largest island
in New Zealand, our largest uninhabited island and the largest island of the Auckland Islands group
(57 000 ha) is recognised for its outstanding natural heritage values. The Auckland Islands are a
stronghold of taonga, harbouring remarkable and rare Subantarctic flowers and animals. Their
isolation in the productive waters of the Southern Ocean has shaped extraordinary adaptions and
unique biodiversity, represented by 500+ native species. There are diverse communities of seabirds,
land birds, marine mammals, plants and invertebrates, many of them endemic and of conservation
concern; recognised internationally by its status as a United Nations Educational Scientific Cultural
Organisation (UNESCO) World Heritage site, one of 213 recognised natural sites in the world and
one of only two such sites in New Zealand. It is also a World Centre of Floristic Diversity (International
Union for the Conservation of Nature; IUCN) and an Important Bird Area (Birdlife International). After
nearly 30 years of pioneering work by in the region, Auckland Island is now the last island in the
NZSIA (76 000 ha) where mammalian pests remain.

Why do it?

The Auckland Islands are the most biologically rich of NZSIA (Campbell, Antipodes, Bounty, Snares
and Auckland Islands). However, introduced pigs, mice and cats on main Auckland Island have
inflicted severe ecological damage over the past 200 years and continue to erode the ecological
integrity of the island. Native biodiversity is now severely diminished on Auckland Island relative to
nearby pest-free islands in the archipelago.

Eradicating pigs, mice and cats from Auckland Island will achieve globally significant biodiversity
benefits and many other consequential benefits including leverage for other large-scale conservation
work, capability development and authentic collaboration with DOC’s Treaty Partner Ngai Tahu and
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other project partners. Successful eradication of mammalian pests would complete the vision of a
pest-free NZSIA and enable permanent recovery of native wildlife over time.

It will also reduce the risk of incursion to other pest-free islands in the region and associated
catastrophic consequences and response costs. In particular there is risk to Adams Island (9 693 ha
globally significant and unmodified), which is within swimming distance (min. 548 m) of pests from
Auckland Island and a vital refugia for local biodiversity.

DOC administers the islands and has a clear mandate for the work. The eradication of pests from
these islands is a vision shared by Treaty Partner Ngai Tahu ki Murihiku who are tangata whenua
and strongly support the goal. The project provides significant opportunities to strengthen and role
model the Treaty partner relationship. Maukahuka would provide important momentum for the
national Predator Free 2050 (PF2050) goal via development of capability in several fields of pest
management technologies demanded by the step change in scale and helping to leverage
investment in conservation including progression of conservation goals in the global Subantarctic. It
aligns with the New Zealand Government's PF2050 objectives, the New Zealand Biodiversity
Strategy, the protection afforded as part of the NZSIA World Heritage Area and will fulfil statutory
obligations.

Eradication of mammalian pests is the only way to achieve the desired long-term benefits.
Suppression of pests is not feasible at this remote location and pioneering scale due to the complex
logistics, the prohibitive ongoing cost and limited benefits (short-term relief for some native species
at a few sites).

The most efficient and likely way to achieve success is via eradication of all three species in
sequential operations in short succession. This approach extracts the most value from the large
investment in setup while minimising infrastructure maintenance compared to separate projects over
a longer timeframe. The investment and effort to establish a specialised project team, supplier
relationships and retain capacity and capability is large and would not be repeatable in the short
term. Removing only pigs, or pigs and mice would drastically reduce the biodiversity benefits
compared to removing all three pest species.

Removing pigs alone would lead to an increase in palatable plants and likely subsequent increases
in mice and cat populations and predation on native bird and invertebrates (e.g. Marion Island). This
would severely limit the recovery of the island, preventing the return of endemic terrestrial birds and
burrowing seabirds, which are keystone species in this ecosystem. Mice can have extensive
detrimental impacts on islands (e.g. Marion Island, Gough Island, Antipodes Island, Midway Atoll),
including the local extinction of some invertebrates, severe suppression of land birds and in some
cases, preying on large seabirds resulting in zero recruitment. Removing cats and mice alongside
pigs would allow bird, plant and invertebrate populations to re-establish and grow, maximising
ecosystem recovery and resilience.

Can it be.done?

The eradication of pigs, mice and cats from Auckland Island has been assessed against five
principles of eradication and found to be feasible. Methods and capabilities are available or can be
developed within specified timeframes with appropriate resourcing and sequencing. The project and
the associated challenges are large. The site itself presents significant challenges relating to the
scale of the island, remoteness, isolation, steep terrain affecting accessibility, poor weather, lack of
infrastructure, difficulty in servicing and the immense quantities of gear and personnel required to be
transported.
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The project’s implementation encompasses an extensive infrastructure programme followed by
eradication of pigs, mice then cats (in that order) and each programme timed according to the
seasons to maximise assistance from the environmental conditions. Pigs must be eradicated first to
make the attempts on mice and cats possible (pigs will create gaps in bait coverage for mice and
interfere with traps and baits for cats). The mouse eradication method compliments that for cats.
Too long a delay after the pig eradication risks vegetation regrowth that could make cat hunting
unfeasible.

Assessment against the five principals of eradication:

1. Allindividuals of the target species can be put at risk by the proposed eradication
techniques.

Pigs can be eradicated using an intensive and sustained application of a suite of overlapping
techniques (trapping, aerial hunting, and ground hunting plus Judas pigs to aid validation). Aerial
hunting requires the development of capability with high-resolution thermal camera technology and
aerial hunting teams. This tool makes the operation feasible by reducing the area to be ground-
hunted by half and significantly reducing the risk of leaving animals behind in difficult terrain. The
island should be temporarily fenced in two locations to create three management blocks.

Helicopter application of cereal baits containing rodenticide is the only feasible method for
eradicating mice. Auckland Island is four times larger than the largest mouse eradication globally to
date. Despite never having been eradicated at this scale, a large-scale trial over 1000 ha on
Auckland Island showed mice can be eradicated in the summer season at a lower bait application
rate than typically used (2 x 4 kg/ha compared with best practice of 2 x 8 kg/ha usually in winter).
This departure from best practice is required to make the volume of bait and the likelihood of
comprehensive bait coverage feasible given the limited number of flyable hours due to weather and
the constrained logistics of the remote location. The method requires improvement to the helicopter
bucket mechanism for reliable bait application at the proposed sowing rate.

Trials on Auckland Island have greatly informed the feasibility of eradicating cats and reduced
uncertainties. The eradication of cats is dependent on developing data processing capability for
managing the volume of imagery from an island-wide grid of approximately 1500 trail cameras. This
will help optimise the time between a cat being detected on camera and its image being processed,
recognised, and responded to. The cat eradication should occur soon after baiting to eradicate mice
to take advantage of potential knockdown of cats via secondary poisoning and the late
autumn/winter conditions. It is also highly desirable to have a cat-specific toxic bait (VTA) available
for aerial application following the mice eradication. This is the only tool that can potentially put
every cat at risk and would greatly improve the likelihood of success and opportunity for rapid
completion. A team of cat detection dogs, skilled handlers and trappers are key to the detection and
despatch of surviving cats. If a cat specific VTA is not available, targeted trapping and use of lures
with the aid of the camera grid would be relied upon to eradicate cats. This would take much longer
cost more and carry a greater risk of failure.

2. Pests can be dispatched at a rate exceeding their rate of increase at all densities

To succeed, all operations require treatment and monitoring methods to be applied at sustained
intensity until completion. Each operation can be designed to do this and remove individuals at a
higher rate than they can be replaced, but seasonal timing is important. Well-designed monitoring
with careful data collection and timely analysis is needed to inform decision making. This will allow
operations to adapt as the situation changes (e.g. population density, behaviour, seasonal changes)
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and contribute to confidence that eradication has been achieved to avoid premature conclusion and
failure.

Pig population density can be quickly reduced with lured trapping and aerial hunting before ground
hunters are deployed. Mice will be breeding during the summer when baiting is planned though
mice baiting is a one-off tool, targeting all individuals with two comprehensive treatments of the site
in the space of several months. The interval between treatments should exceed 14 days to enable
young mice emerging from nests access to bait. Baiting should be completed by March to avoid
alternative food in the case of a large tussock seeding event in any given year. Cat population
density can be quickly reduced by primary (cat VTA) and secondary poisoning (eating poisoned
mice), allowing ground hunters to mop up surviving cats with the aid of the island-wide network of
trail cameras to target trapping effort.

3. The probability of the pest re-establishing is manageable to near zero (sustainable)

The isolation of the site and managed visitation mean that once eradication is achieved, the risk of
incursion is low and manageable. The nearest populations of pigs, mice and cats are several
hundred kilometres away, too far for the possibility of self-introduction. DOC is the authority that
governs island access for management purposes and approximately 800 visitors per annum under
tourism concessions with biosecurity provisions in the mandatory landing permits. A deep-sea
fishing fleet regularly shelters near the island and should be engaged to manage incursion risk. The
extraordinary amounts of equipment, people and supplies to be taken to and from Auckland Island
during the eradication project significantly elevates the risk the biosecurity risk. This has been
effectively managed on other Subantarctic islands and is achievable for Auckland Island given
timely investment in planning and additional biosecurity facilities.

4. The project is socially acceptable to the.community involved

The Maukahuka project is strongly supported by DOC'’s Treaty Partner Ngai Tahu, (represented on
several occasions by kaumatua Ta Tipene O’Regan) and stakeholders including tourism
concessionaires. DOC's project to rid Antipodes Island of mice in 2016 (Million Dollar Mouse)
achieved significant recognition and public support and similar public interest is expected for
Maukahuka. This project is aligned with the statements of intent in the local Conservation
Management Strategy (CMS) and Ngai Tahu’s vision document Te Tangi a Tauira. The use of
toxins will draw some negative response, though their use is targeted for a short period in a one-off
event on an uninhabited island. Auckland Island pigs have value for specific medical research
because of their disease-free status and there is interest from at least one venture in recovering
some pigs before eradication.

5. The benefits outweigh the costs

The proposed pest eradication requires large but one-off investment for permanent and
internationally significant biodiversity benefits with low to zero ongoing cost to sustain.

Eradication of pigs, mice and cats will immediately halt the destruction of indigenous fauna and flora
to enable recovery and protection of over 500 native species. It would increase the total pest-free
area in the NZSIA by over 250%, from 30 000 ha to 76 000 ha. This will secure the region as
predator-free and reduce the extinction risk for more than 100 endemic species. The isolated
landmass of the Auckland Islands makes them important breeding grounds for 25 seabird species
(albatross, petrels, penguins, cormorants, terns and gulls) that forage the surrounding seas.
Removing pigs, mice and cats will compliment by-catch reduction work and improve the health of
the Southern Ocean ecosystem boosting resilience against projected climate change threats.
Twenty-five native bird species that currently only breed in significant numbers on pest-free offshore
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islands in the archipelago will be able to naturally repopulate Auckland Island. Rapid recovery of
invertebrate populations will provide food for returning land birds and nutrient cycling and pollination
for plants. Iconic Subantarctic megaherbs will again flourish in the largest habitat available to them.

Maukahuka will deliver improved predator control tools and expertise to support PF2050 and is a
tangible and necessary precursor to other ambitious PF2050 projects. Disbenefits, such as by-kill of
native species and disturbance to vegetation from the infrastructure programme are expected to be
minor and expected to rapidly reverse over 5 — 20 years (demonstrated on Enderby Island). Per
hectare costs are comparable to other island eradication projects and annualised costs over ten
years are comparable to other landscape-scale conservation projects. Project failure could
jeopardise political and public goodwill towards future operations, but challenges are known and can
be planned for and success will inspire people to undertake even more ambitious work.

Maukahuka will continue the progress of conservation in the global Subantarctic and enhance New
Zealand'’s reputation for conservation leadership. For Ngai Tahu the project is another vital step in
restoring the mana and mauri (energy, power and life force) of the whenua (land) they are kaitiaki
(guardians) of and hold stewardship over. Tangibly, it will provide employment opportunities,
opportunities to exercise customary rights of mahinga kai, matauranga, tikanga and kawa and to
demonstrate an exemplar Treaty Partner relationship. Operated from a regional centre in
Invercargill, Southland this project will provide significant economic stimulus locally and support
development of supplier capability for conservation regionally and nationally.

Infrastructure and logistics

Establishing appropriate infrastructure and reliable logistics are essential precursors to facilitate
operations. The pig programme will take approximately one year to deliver, mice up to 6 months and
cats between one and three years depending on tools and efficacy. The infrastructure and logistics
programme is the largest single component of the project, bigger than any of the individual
eradications. It will take two to three summers to establish prior to the eradications and one to two
summers to demobilise afterwards. The remote location and scale of infrastructure required greatly
enhance the project cost, complexity and timeframes. Operational delivery will be land-based as
ship-based operations would be prohibitively expensive (several tens of thousands of dollars per
day for ship charter) for the length of time involved and the size of a ship needed. Significant island-
based infrastructure would also still be needed in addition to manage helicopters (hangarage, fuel
and crews).

Facilities are needed to support year-round island occupancy for several years and facilitate regular
access to all parts of the island by ground hunting. A main central base is needed to accommodate
approximately 24 people, in addition to two smaller subsidiary bases (one north and one south),
three boat sheds, 17 field huts, four helicopter hangars and fuel stores to manage up to 150 000 L
of Jet Al at a time. Maintenance and compliance requirements run throughout the life of the project.

A supplieris needed for shipping large volumes of cargo (approximately six voyages over the
project), e.g. buildings and materials for infrastructure installation and extraction, helicopter fuel for
each phase and mouse bait. Over 1200 t of supplies and materials are expected to be shifted to the
island over its life. Operational preparations include several large expedition style tasks such as
placement of 500 t of mouse bait (approximately 35 x 20-foot shipping containers in volume) plus
fuel at nine load sites several months before baiting; and installation of 1500 trail cameras across a
rugged island 50 km long with a team of 20 people. Delivery of each operation will occur while
concurrently planning and preparing for the next. Dedicated project and contract management
capacity is an important function for each stage and should not be underestimated.
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Each eradication is dependent on helicopter support, ranging from two helicopters for the pig
programme up to six for baiting mice and totals approximately 80 months of helicopter support, in
addition to 20 helicopter transits between the mainland and island. Multiple single-engine
helicopters will need to be positioned to/from the mainland several times. Certain suitable helicopter
models can fly the 465 km directly to Auckland Island from Invercargill under current rules. This
simplifies the logistics as the helicopters don't have to be shipped. The helicopter tasks and pilot
skills are specialised and different for each eradication. Additionally, pilots with expert long-lining
skills are required to unload and load ships for the infrastructure programme and regular resupplies.
For example, the 500 t of bait and 150 000 L of fuel for the mouse eradication alone equates to over
800 helicopter movements from ship to shore.

The vast amounts of gear and supplies will require a dedicated mainland biosecurity facility in
excess of current local DOC capacity, as well as island facilities to receive and handle them. The
logistics and biosecurity of several large supply items (e.g. mice bait produced in Whanganui; flat-
packed buildings; large volumes of jet fuel) will need to be managed at storage facilities near to the
eventual port of departure. The supply chain steps include: procurement, containerisation, transport
to port of departure, handling and storage in a bio-secure facility, quarantine, transport to port,
shipping to island, offload by helicopter or small vessel, biosecurity check, storage on island and
return of items/waste to the mainland. Logistics will need to be coordinated by dedicated roles with a
fit for purpose inventory system.

Regular passenger transport services are required to resupply and changeover island teams with
monthly voyages expected during the pig programme and 6-monthly during the cat programme.
Aviation options (helicopters, floatplanes) can't provide a complete solution due to payload
limitations and cost respectively, so marine transport will be necessary. However, few suppliers
exist, and the frequency of work doesn’t warrant the permanent allocation of a supply vessel in Bluff.
Securing certainty of supply will be important.

What will it take?

A multi-species eradication using all preferred eradication tools will take up to 10 years from
commencement of the infrastructure operation. This could be reduced if operations go well but is
ambitious and requires a high level of resourcing and support at all stages. There will be a lag time
from the decision to proceed until momentum and readiness to implement are achieved, this can be
minimised by progressing some tasks in the interim.

This will be the largest eradication project that DOC has undertaken. The operational cost of the full
project is estimated at $84m over 10 years, based on conservative estimates of operational duration
due to weather constraints and modelled on short staffing rotations. Longer staff deployments than
proposed here are achieved in other programmes, which would be significantly cheaper and simplify
logistics.

Likely funding options focus on joint Government and philanthropic sources. Personnel and
helicopter costs stand out as the largest cost components of the project. Operational teams of 25 —
30 people will be needed for each programme with a support team of 15 — 20 people on the
mainland to service island work and prepare operations to run sequentially as well as undertake the
full range of project management tasks.

Two helicopters are required on-site for a large part of the operating period. It is estimated that the
option of purchase/lease of two helicopters to remain on island could save between $4 and $5
million in standby fees. This option was successfully modelled during the rodent eradication on
South Georgia.
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Stopping needs to be evidence-based as stopping without adequate validation of success risks
project extension and presents the greatest danger to budget over-runs. Conversely, opportunities
to complete the project early (whilst retaining confidence in the result) will offer the most savings.

Each successive operation provides an obvious stage-gate decision point for continuation of the
project. Once infrastructure is in place it can be maintained at a cost until operations are ready or
funded.

The project is pushing the boundaries of what DOC can achieve so a partnerships approach is the
preferred model, though such a model is yet to be tested or delivered by DOC at this scale. A
workable partnership agreement and an operating model to control funds, govern, manage, and
deliver the project would be needed in such a case. Several options are available, the final structure
will be dependent on the identity and preferences of the parties involved.

Key Risks

1. Subantarctic weather may delay or inhibit completion of operations resulting in overruns
in cost and time or programme failure.

The Subantarctic provides the most challenging weather conditions in New Zealand for operations
dependent on helicopters and shipping. Conditions are changeable, can be extreme and potentially
damaging for equipment and could deter, delay or prevent supply and/or operational activity.
Frequent low cloud and high winds about mountain passes essentially dissect the island and
prohibit feasibly operating from a single location. The frequency and duration of suitable operating
conditions have a direct impact on each programme’s duration, particularly aerial baiting of mice
where sustain