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proposed amendments to the Conservation Act 1987 aimed at
strengthening and modernising Fish and Game New Zealand.
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Proposing Ministers Minister for Hunting and Fishing
Date finalised 30 April 2025

The Minister for Hunting and Fishing aims to strengthen and modernise Fish and Game New Zgaland
(F&G) by implementing good governance practices, improving transparency,"and rebalancing itskey
functions. These reforms will boost F&G's effectiveness, ensure robustichecks and balanceés, add
value for licence holders, and make it easier for New Zealanders toengage’in game bird*hunting and
fishing.

Summary: Problem definition and options

F&G is made up of 12 regional councils and one natignahcouncil

Fish and Game Councils (FGCs) were established in1990/under the Conservation Act 1987 to
manage freshwater sports fishing and game bird hufting in New Zéaland (except for the Taup0 trout
fishery, which is managed by DOC). There arg=12 regional FGCs and amnational coordinating body, the
New Zealand Fish and Game Council (NZG), whi¢ch collectively makedip Fish and Game New Zealand
(F&G). All F&G councils are public entities listed in Schedule 4of the Public Finance Act 1989 and are
subject to aspects of the Crown Entities Act 2004. F&Giis funded primarily from licence fees and does
not receive government funds. The,Department of Canservation (DOC) has regulatory stewardship of
the sports fish and game bird nfapagement system under the Act.

There have been organisationahissues withinF&G'since its beginnings

F&G has a long history.intNew=Zealand andfole managing sports fish and game birds for hunters and
anglers. However, well-documented challenges relating to governance and regulatory practices have
eroded trustin the arganisation. Severalreviews along with media and F&G commentary, have shown
that legislative settings'do not encaurage good governance or provide clear roles and responsibilities.
This impactsF&G’ssieffectivenessand efficiency. F&G’s relationships with other users of natural
resourcesisalsp affected. This impacts licence holder experience and value for money. Non-
legistativeiimprovementg'havefallen short; legislative change is now required for F&G to modernise
andyimprove.

A modernised F&G.will deliver value for money for licence holders

The current federal strticture means FGCs and the NZC lack connectedness, with unnecessary
duplication of effert’and different approaches or investment in similar activities undermining
cohesivenéess within the organisation. Ministers have limited backstop powers, inconsistent with
similar legislation for like entities. These issues ultimately affect hunters and anglers, diminishing the
valueitheyreceive from their licence fees. By reducing unnecessary duplication and provide for other
efficiencies, F&G can offer better value to licence holders, redirecting funds to better support angling
and game bird outcomes. This could encourage more New Zealanders and overseas visitors to
engage in hunting and fishing, boosting regional economic activity and further increasing funds for
the sports.




The Government is refining current settings rather than opting for a major restructure

The proposed amendments will not change F&G's purpose or overall functions in the Conservation
Act (S 26B(1)). Instead, they aim to improve cohesion, clarify powers and functions within the
organisation, increase transparency, and align F&G with modern public entity requirements.

Success of reforms may take a few years to see

To measure the success or failure over time, several key indicators and metrics will be used,
including licence sales/revenue, cost efficiency, licence holder satisfaction, economic impact,
organisational cohesion, and regulatory compliance. Measuring change outcomes can be achieved
primarily through existing licence holder activity surveys and annual F&G performance reports.

The Minister proposes legislative amendments to address the issues in F&G

While F&G’s non-legislative changes following the latest review may bring some improvements, they
cannot address the major organisational issues identified. The Government mustynowiensure these
systemic issues are resolved by making the regulatory system fit-for-purpose. This will assure liecence
holders and the public that hunting and angling resources are well managed.

The change proposals will modernise F&G and deliver better outcomes forlicence holders
The Minister's preferred framework includes:

e Balancing powers and responsibilities effectively betweenidFGCs'and the NZC, better
supporting local decision making for local hunting and fishing,activities andhational
decisions to provide cohesiveness and organisational direction.

e Putting licence holders at the centre of the rationale for.Change.

e Retaining a ‘user pays, user says’ approach (that i§, licence holders’(who"pay for their
licences) should have a say in how F&G is run and,hew resources,are managed).

e Aligning F&G with contemporary governance.standards of comparable public entities.

These changes will benefit the entire system
The reforms will:
e Provide better value for money for licence holders.
Improve engagement and participation by licence holders.
Foster a shared purpose and more effective management of F&G resources and habitats.
Enhance the efficiency andeffectiveness of F&G operations across New Zealand.
Increase transparency(and establishfproper checks/balances between FGCs and the NZC.
e |mprove reporting and.aceountability.
Without legislative change, poor governanceypractices, inefficiencies, and internal discord will likely
continue. There will be ne incentive todmprove policies and processes, potentially leading F&G to
further conflicts with local commupities'and mismanagement of hunting and angling resources.

The Minister preferred a targeted engagement approach

Several revigWs,0f:F&G since 1990 have informed the current reforms. These are discussed in Section
1. In November.2024, the Minister sent letters with high-level questions to all FGCs, the NZC, and
Post-Settlement Governance Entities (PSGEs) with F&G references in their Treaty settlements with
the'@rown. The Minister alse met individually with all FGCs in early 2025. These activities informed
policy decisions.

Although wider engagement with licence holders and the community was not conducted, their views
are captusediin earlier reports/reviews (see Section 1). Despite low engagement from licence holders
in FGC elections, this provided valuable input from the FGCs as their representatives.

The'targeted approach has its limitations
Wider'stakeholders, including licence holders and other users of shared resources (e.g., farmers),
will be able to make submissions on the Amendment Bill at the select committee stage.

Responses from FGCs and PSGEs

FGCs showed general agreement there was a need for change, with a spectrum of views on how this
could be achieved. Councillors focussed primarily on the importance of maintaining and supporting
regional decision making, opportunities for efficiencies on some administrative activities, and
change to improve governance and elections. The main concern expressed was around a larger role




for the NZC increasing bureaucracy and hampering local independence. Responses from iwi and

hapu included one written response from EEIENISIIflland three verbal responses (see Section 1).
Are the preferred options in the Cabinet paper the same as the RIS?

The Minister has agreed with the approach taken and key decisions to support reforms, with a
different approach only on some minor issues.

e DOC recommended that Ministerial appointees were made only for specific reasons set out
in legislation. The Minister preferred an alternative option to appoint for any reason. In either
case, Ministerial appointments are intended as a backstop measure only, and it is likely this
change will make only a minor difference to how appointments will work in practice.
Specifying reasons in legislation largely provides clarity. DOC advised responsibility for the
actions of appointees would fall to the Minister.

e DOC suggested ‘up to 7’ councillors per FGC and the NZC, but the Minister prefefred ‘up to 8’,
after hearing feedback largely in support of this from F&G meetings. DOC censiders this
minor and is in support: 7 was recommended to easily break tied votes, but Chairs currently
have the power to do this.

Summary: Minister’s preferred option in the Cabinet paper

Costs

One-off: F&G will incur a direct, one-off cost to establish new pfo€edures and(potentially hire staff to
help with reforms and to develop a new financial strategy @ndfunding allogatien'model.

Ongoing: F&G will incur minimal administrative costs 10 weteall election.candidates at the pre-
election stage. When made in exception circumstances, Ministerial appointees will be paid a fee for
their time on FGCs. This fee would be betweer$165and $225 peraneeting for attending FGC
meetings, or a flat annual fee of $7,161 - $15,,615if attending the NZE€ meetings. This would fall to
F&G to fund.

No Additional Funds Required: DOC, the.wider governmént,;and consumers will not require
additional funds, and no public funding will be necessaryfor F&G. Reforms will be funded from
existing and future F&G revenue.

Benefits

Value for money and a bettér €xperience: Liceneesholders will receive better value for their money
and enjoy improved huntingand fishing experiences.

Responsive budgets: F&Gwill benefit from more responsive budgets that meet actual needs.
Cooperative work:The NZC will work ceoperatively with FGCs to develop a cohesive organisation
that better servesthunters, anglérs; andithe community.

Informed adviced DOC will gairaclearer view of F&G operations, enabling it to provide more
informed adviceto the Minigter.

Regulatory confidence: Fhe Crown will have greater confidence in F&G’s ability to fulfil its regulatory
obligations:

Community benefits: The community will benefit from F&G being more responsive to the needs of
other resource users.

Balance of benefits and costs

Preferred optians are likely to outweigh the costs to F&G considering qualitative evidence.

Implementation

Enactiment and phasing: The reform will be enacted in approximately June 2026 and phased in from
July 2026. The NZC and FGCs will need to prepare and collaborate to ensure effective
implementation. Developing secondary legislation will be crucial during the transition period.
Awareness and autonomy: DOC will ensure F&G are aware of the changes. The reforms will
rebalance roles, with FGCs retaining autonomy and the Minister's powers extended but remaining "at
arm's-length." DOC's role will be indirect but critical as an advisor.




Support and phasing: DOC will work with the NZC to determine necessary support and risk
mitigation. Reforms will be phased, with adjustments to councillors at the next election and budget
process changes in subsequent cycles. The transition is expected to be complex.

Implementation responsibility: F&G will be responsible for implementing the changes. The NZC will
engage with FGCs on how to implement the changes.

Reporting and monitoring: The NZC will report to the Minister on progress and any issues that arise.
Improvements in F&G's annual report structures will enable DOC to monitor performance.

Limitations and Constraints on Analysis

Non-regulatory changes out of scope: Out of scope as they have proven insufficient to address
problems rooted in existing legislative settings over 35 years.

Building on previous policy decisions, this RIS documents a series of decisions rathernthan
presenting a single option with analysis: The current Minister for Hunting and Fishing, Minister
Meager, is building on the policy decisions made by the former Minister for Huntingand\Eishing,
Minister McClay. Minister Meager has added to these decisions and plans to recommend them to
Cabinetin the second quarter of 2025.

Ministers set clear limits on the scope of work:

e Maintain broad responsibilities of Fish and Game, focusing on improving efficiency;

effectiveness, value for money, and regulatory performance.

o Keep regional decision-making to enhance local hunting and fishing opportunities, while

strengthening the NZC's leadership for clear direction and organizationabefficiency.

e Retain and enhance the 'user pays, user says' system 16 support demoeratie foundations and

improve decision-making, including considering nen~hunting and fishing interests.

e Maintain the organisation's independence butimprove accountability and transparency, with

potential additional powers for the respongible Minister in exceptional cases.

e Modernise the organisation to align withhothierentities fopefficiency and effectiveness.
Limited engagement impacting analysis: Limitethengagement'with licence holders/other
stakeholders impacted analysis. Wider cofistltation coutd have provided more insights, especially
from women who are vastly underrepresented in F&G, and groups like Federated Farmers.
Confidence in proposals despite limitations: Despitélimitations, DOC is confident in the quality of
the proposals due to comprehensive examinations,over many years, including the most recent, the
2021 Governance Review of NéwZeatand Fish and Game. Most FGCs support the need for change,
indicating general support forthesproposals.

Alignment with the NZC’s strategy: The préposed legislative changes align with the NZC’s 2023-
2028 strategy, which came from that governance review, assuming non-legislative measures will
proceed as planned andisupport thes#egulatory changes.

Consequences/ofinaction: Without intervention, poor governance practices, duplication of effort,
inefficienciesyand internal discord,are likely to continue, with no incentive to improve policies and
processes, which ultimatelyhegatively impacts licence holders.

| have read the Regulatory Impact Statement and | am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represénts a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the
preferred option.

Responsible Manager(s) signature: ?
Nicola Motloy

Policy Manager

14 April 2025




Quality Assurance Statement

Reviewing Agency: Department of QA rating: Partially meets

Conservation

Panel Comment: The Department of Conservation’s Regulatory Impact Assessment Panel has
reviewed the Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS). The Panel considers that the RIS partially meets the
Quality Assurance criteria. The requirements were not fully met because of the limited engagement
undertaken to support this proposal. However, the constraints and limitations have been well
described.

Section 1: Diagnosing the policy problem

Context behind the policy problem

Establishing Fish and Game as a Regulator

1.

Game bird hunting and freshwater sports fishing have been significantactivitie§ in/NewZealand
since early European settlement. In the 1860s, acclimatisation sogieties introduced various exotic
species like salmon, trout, deer, pheasant, and mallard ddicks t6 New Zealand.

In 1990, the 22 acclimatisation societies were replacedbyd2regional Eishiand Game Councils
(FGCs) and a new national coordinating body (the New Zealand Countil (NZC)) under the
Conservation Act 1987.

FGCs are independent entities responsible fof mmanaging freshwatersports fishing and game bird
hunting across New Zealand (except for the Taupo trout fishery, which is managed by DOC). Their
functions are established under the Caonservation Act with sorfie provisions for game birds in the
Wildlife Act 1953. They are elected bodies, with membBersidrawn from and elected by a section of
licence holders. Collectively, FGCs and the NZC ate referred to as Fish and Game New Zealand
(F&G).

To support their functions /F&G is empowered tocollect fees from the public for fishing and
hunting permits/licences, genérating around $48 - $18 million annually. In the 2023/2024 season,
there are some 144,935"anglers and hufiters. An angling whole season adult licence costs $156,
and a game bird whole Season adult licence costs $116. There are other types of licences
available e.g. for children and families, day or short periods and non-resident licences.
Additional ihcome comes frahtbequests and donations. F&G does not receive any government
fundingg

The Ministef’s role is relatively limited to approving licence types and fees, the conditions for
hunting,and fishing, ‘and gports fish and game management plans proposed by F&G. Although the
Minister has some intervention powers to remove councillors under specific conditions, these
powers have neverbeen used and are quite limited when compared to modern public entities.

In effect, F&G operates as an “arm’s length” organisation made up of separate entities that
fungtion on a “user pays, user says” basis.

Several reviews have raised issues with F&G

8.

Issues are long-standing and persist today despite a number of efforts to address them through
non-legislative measures. Legislative changes are needed to address the underlying causes. The
structure of F&G has remained largely unchanged since its establishment in 1990, raising
concerns about its ability to adapt to current challenges and needs.
The reviews highlighted several problems, including:

i poor governance, especially in managing conflicts of interest

ii. inadequate interaction with interests outside of hunting and fishing




iii. inconsistent replication of functions across F&G
iv. a flawed electoral system leading to a lack of representation
V. poor financial and strategic planning.

Issues go back to the formation of F&G

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

In 2001, the NZC commissioned PWC to conduct an organisational review, which was completed
in 20021. PWC concluded that F&G's structure was unlikely to solve its issues and that the
autonomous nature of the FGCs and the regulatory settings provided no incentives for greater
cooperation or to address cost duplication. While a centralised model could facilitate
accountability and remove duplication, it might overlook regional priorities, stifle innovation, and
become overly bureaucratic.

PWC also found that some provisions in the Conservation Act encouraged perverse @utcomes. For
example, Section 17L(4)(c) requires F&G to "maximise recreational opportunities foranglers,and
hunters," leading it to prioritise hunting game birds over cooperating with othencommunity needs;
such as aviation safety or preventing crop damage, in some outlier cases.

Between September 2018 and April 2019, the NZC commissioned,audits ofthree FGCS, which
identified governance dysfunction, conflict of interest issues, and staff and employment
problems.

In 2020, a review of budget allocation found that resource decisions were more closely tied to
licence sales than hunting/fishing activity, recommendingthat angler/hunter aetivity should be the
primary basis for allocating licence fee revenue.?

In 2021, the Minister of Conservation called for a governance review'of F&G. The resulting “Review
of the Governance of Fish and Game New Zealand and the Regional Fish and Game Councils” (the
Governance Review) found that the current'strdcture and goyernance were not fit-for-purpose for
achieving the best outcomes for huntersfand. anglers. Theseview made 36 recommendations,
most requiring legislative changes todhe Conservation Act and the Wildlife Act 1953 (The Wildlife
Act). The NZC began implementing the non-legislative changes and developed the "Fish and Game

Organisational Strategy 2023-2028."3

Understanding the legislative Context helps explain‘the issues that arise in F&G

15.

16.

17.

18.

F&G operates under the Consérvation Act; which outlines its structure and functions, including
those related to angling (important provisions for game bird hunting are separated out in the
Wildlife Act).

In 1990, an amendment to the €onservation Act established F&G, replacing the acclimatisation
societies. The/Censervation’Actidefines F&G's structure as 12 councils and one national body (the
NZC), all separate publigrentities without specified relationship accountabilities.

Each FGGindependently'decides its actions and responsibilities within the legislative framework
andits'budget. Responsibilities include (but are not limited to) monitoring habitats, compliance
activities, engagement, staffing, and setting corporate policies. The NZC coordinates but cannot
compel FGCs to follow specific processes. The independence of these entities leads to
duplicatign'ef functions and activities and sometimes inconsistencies between FGCs.

Licences are set nationally, but each FGC receives funds from licence sales in their region.
Resident hunters and fishers purchase in or attribute their licence to their home region, but this
maymnot necessarily be where their activity takes place (which could be in multiple national
locations). The NZC then levies these funds and reallocates them to other FGCs where there are

1 “Fish and Game New Zealand Organisational Proposals” 2002. PriceWaterhouseCoopers.

2 Concept Consulting 2020

3 Fish and Game Organisational Strategy 2023-2028 https://www.fishandgame.org.nz/assets/About-us/Corporate-

documents/2023-2028-Organisational-Strategy.pdf




19.

20.

21.

budget shortfalls. This creates wastage through double- or triple-handling of revenue before it
goes to where it is needed, creates a perception that licence fees collected regionally are locally
‘owned’, and creates incentives for regions to hold onto funding at the expense of the
organisation. Itis very likely that the majority of licence holders do not understand how the money
from their ‘choice’ of purchase region flows through the system, as licence holders perceive Fish
and Game as a single body.

FGCs must prioritise the interests of licence holders for the benefit of hunting and fishing in the
management of their functions. The legislation states that they may consider the views of non-
hunting or non-angling users (such as Maori landowners, farmers, or those responsible for aviation
safety), but these interests do not override the primacy of hunting and fishing interests.

Each FGC including the NZC, provides an annual report to the Minister, which is then tabled
individually in Parliament. These reports include audited financial and performance statements,
but there is no routine additional external scrutiny of F&G’s operational perfokrmance, unlike aother
regulatory entities examined by select committees.

In addition to the main Acts, the Conservation Act and the Wildlife Act;%ether functions.and

responsibilities of F&G are found in various regulations.*

Other Acts related to Crown/public entities

22.

23.

The Public Service Act 2020 designates all FGCs as part of the\State services, classifying them as
Public Finance Act 1989 Schedule 4 organisations. This classification means that certain aspects
of the Crown Entities Act 2004 apply to FGCs (although Fish and Gamefistnota Crown Entity),
proportionate to their nature and role, including specifié*standards.of reporting and
accountability. Other legislation, such as the Publi¢ Audit Act 2001 falso impacts F&G and is
relevant when considering changes to its regulatory settings..F&G councils, as public entities,
must comply with these requirements.

F&G’s governance arrangements are also directly linked to the kbocal Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 (LG@IMA).® This linkage aligns their decision-making
processes and conduct of meetings more closely with those of local government bodies. The
application of bespoke Standing Orders, discussed more below, further reinforces this alignment.

The role of the Minister

24.

25.

26.

The Minister is responsible for overseeing the administration of sports fish and gamebird
management (mainly under the Cofiservation Act 1987 and the Wildlife Act 1953), but has only a
limited role in otherkey aspects*of F&G. The Minister has a role to approve, or decline to approve,
hunting and fishing conditions, sport fish and game management plans and the setting of licence
fees ongheéadvice of F&G. However, the Minister has no role in determining management policy
relatingto. sports fish or game birds and cannot intervene. For example, FGCs are the primary
decision-makers,onigame bird management: whether or not a game bird population is managed in
ways that meet.thewneeds of non-hunting interests (e.g. farmers, aviation), largely depends on the
views of the local FGC at the time.

The Minister,has some indirect means to ensure that game management plans are adhered to,
and,FGCsican'be removed by the Minister for failure to carry out any of their functions under the

6
Conservation Act or the Wildlife Act, though this power has never been exercised.
F&GUis not scrutinised at Select Committee as other, more modern public entities are. F&G must
provide annual reports to Parliament on their performance, but these are rarely scrutinised, and

4 That is, the Freshwater Fisheries Regulations 1983, the Wildlife Regulations 1955, the Fish and Game Council Election
Regulations 1990, and the New Zealand Game Bird Habitat Stamp Regulations 1993.

5 LGOIMA, Part 7, through being a type of local authority listed in Schedule 2
6 Section 17N(21) and (2) of the Conservation Act.



27.

the information provided can vary across FGCs and it can be difficult to compare like for like. For
example, the way expenditure is classified and presented means there isn’ta common
understanding of how resources are directed on activities by each FGC.

As an elected and arms-length body, the Minister has no role in appointing members to the FGCs
or the NZC to provide decision-making support where warranted. FGCs must rely on co-opting,
although this is rarely used, and co-opted members do not have vote rights. While the Minister has
powers to remove a councillor, this power is in accordance with strictly defined criteria in the
Conservation Act, which are at odds with other modern governance entities. This makes the
evidence bar for action particularly difficult to reach and these powers have never been exercised.

How is the status quo likely to develop without change?

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

FGCs and the NZC can continue to operate under the current statutory framework:\However, as
outlined above, multiple reviews since F&G was established in 1990 have highlighted similar
problems, all concluding that legislative settings are at fault and legislatiVe reform is neGessary.
These reviews and non-legislative actions taken afterwards have consistently failed togectify all
issues identified.

For example, the most recent Governance Review in 2021 made 36 recommendations.'Most of
these require legislative changes, with only a handful able to be actioned in the interim. F&G has
made limited progress in taking these non-legislative recammendations fofward. For example, the
organisation defined a key objective to identify and regognise’existing Treaty,Settlements and their
implications for F&G’s work. The NZC has led several initiatives to provide consistency and
efficiency across functions (for example, a common Health and Safetypolicy). However, since
these policies are not binding on FGCs (even if agreed by the NZC), they have not always been
universally adopted. Other initiatives, likeseomamon templates fonSports Fish and Game
Management Plans (SFGMPs) are progressing but not yet established and are still limited by the
terms of the legislation that sets out their requirements,, Recent work led by the NZC to improve
budgeting processes provides some additional transparency and accountability but will only
achieve limited efficiencies withoutadditionallegislative changes.

The NZC also provided governance training to councillors to improve knowledge and standards
following the 2021 Governanee Review, butithere was a low level of uptake, which is unlikely to
improve. Despite these efforts, Ministers,have continued to receive complaints about or within
some FGCs ovepthelast 15 months. Since the October 2024 elections, there have been three

esignation- S
I < orovisions in legislation to support F&G

governanceyare out of step withvother modern governance entities.

As an entity' at arm's length from the Government and without Government funding, guidance
alone will not provide&dequate support for F&G to respond effectively to its challenges. Guidance
has the same limitations as the efforts already made over the last 30 years to address these
problems, which are rooted in the legislative settings. The organisation itself largely considers that
legislative'change is necessary in some form.

Legislative\amendments are therefore necessary to bring F&G up to the standards of similar public
entities. Without legislative intervention, the current situation is likely to remain unchanged. Media
reports will continue to highlight poor actions by F&G and recognised poor governance practices,
with’no incentive to improve policies and processes that could better serve wider conservation
objectives or facilitate better management of licence fee revenue.

7 Fish & Game Organisational Strategy 2023-2028, https://www.fishandgame.org.nz/assets/About-us/Corporate-

documents/2023-2028-Organisational-Strategy.pdf




What is the policy problem or opportunity?

33. The legislative settings do not support F&G in fulfilling its statutory roles and responsibilities: F&G
are therefore not operating or governing the fish and game resource as well as they could be. This
results in sub-optimal outcomes for licence holders and undermines confidence in the
organisation as a regulator. As set out above, several independent reviews and audits have found
that the organisation is dysfunctional and that the legislative settings are no longer fit for purpose.
Legislative settings cause confusion about where responsibilities for delivering functions should
sitand undermine organisational relationships; lead to wasteful use of revenue, including through
duplication of effort; do not enable resources to follow activities; undermine the ‘user pays, user
says’ model; are out of step with modern governance and legislative best practicesgand lead to
poor decision-making, accountabilities and transparency. For example:

34.

Vi.

Licence holders and others perceive F&G as a single entity, but the legislation providesd{or
an autonomous and federated structure. The NZC has a coordinating role but lacks.the
authority to enforce strategies and policies that aim to deliver this:FGCs can disregard
such policies, including those aimed at improving efficiencieS;ypromoting best practices,
and providing for national consistency as a regulator (e.g., fonmonitoring and ‘cofmpliance
functions). This also means that the actions of an individual FGC can undérmine other
councils and damage the reputation of the organisation, including through'poor local
relationship management or by setting unhelpful legal precedents.

Licence holder funds are wasted on duplicatingsg€@mmon activities,and skilled staff.
Further, reviews have found that the currentsegional collection'and allocation methods for
licence revenue do not follow licence holderactivities levels or support strategic need
across the organisation. The same settings also create'perverse incentives to hold onto
revenue regionally, where there gan’beilarge reserves,of funding.

Large councils (up to 12 seats/pericouncil) afe dispropoftionate to both the number of staff
(approx. 84 across all councils)and the levelof decision making. FGCs also struggle to fill
all these seats: 5 FGEsdid 'nhot have enoughieandidates to warrant elections in 2024.
Councils are formed-of elected licencétholders — while FGCs have good knowledge of local
hunting and fishipgissuUes, expertise on governance, budget management and regulatory
practices (for example) to support goed decision making can be lacking.

The electorél system is intendedto support a ‘user pays-users says’ model. However, of
135,646(Iindividual hunters‘and anglers, only whole season licence holders are eligible to
voteand'stand for election: Of this, only 4,058 votes were cast (just 2.99% of total licence
holders/or 4.18% ofeligible voters). This is not representative of licence holders,
undemocratic, and can disadvantage certain groups in decision making (e.g. women and
children). Manyilicence holders are disengaged more generally having to actively ‘opt-in’ to
vote. Few,therefore, hold F&G to account for their decision-making, performance and
professionalism.

F&G’syrolefin managing maintaining and enhancing sports fish and game resources in the
recreational interests of anglers and hunters, including their role in advocacy, can lead to
conflicts (often public) with other users and resources in the system when not well
managed. This can damage relationships with key groups and deflect FGC resources. For
example, poor relationships with farmers have resulted in access routes for anglers being
closed.

The Minister has very few levers to intervene: despite receiving repeated complaints and
calls to remove councillors for poor behaviours over the years (noting the councils
themselves cannot act), the high evidence bar means no action has ever been taken. The
Minister’s powers to approve hunting and fishing conditions are inconsistent, slow down



processes and in some cases have prevented hunting conditions from being adjusted
despite requests to do so.

vii. Localised exercise of some functions results in unnecessary duplication across F&G.
FGCs may use different providers for services like accounting, missing out on savings from
economies of scale. While some FGCs coordinate and have shared operational services
arrangements, such as sharing equipment or staff, there is no common national approach.

viii.  There s a lack of clear Ministerial powers to appoint or remove councillors, compared to
other modern entities (e.g., the Game Animal Council) which has allowed significant
dysfunction to persist at some FGCs.

35. This allimpedes F&G’s ability to deliver its statutory functions, undermines its effectiveness and
credibility as a regulator, and leads to unnecessary discord with other resource userss

36. There are opportunities to address these failings within the legislation, and mederniséand
strengthen the organisation as a regulator to better support anglers and huntersaDoing so will
therefore ultimately benefit the licence holder.

37. For example, reducing duplication of effort and improving shared resodreing will mean_savings
which can be passed back to licence holders either directly by a reduction in the licencefee, or re-
invested into the system to grow angling and hunting opportunities. Clarifying rolessand
responsibilities for the delivery of functions should improve regulatory consistency, remove
administrative burdens and enable FGCs to refocus efforts on decisions thatdirectly benefit
anglers and hunters locally. Improving electoral and goevernance arrangements should benefit
licence holder representation and participation and,support better decision making with respect
to resource management and investment. These'agtions in turn could,encourage growth in
licence holders and further revenue for investiment.

Ministers’ objectives for reform

38. There is scope for improving the overall effectiveness and efficiency of F&G, thereby enhancing
value-for-money. Opportunities exist tosbuild on thestrengths of F&G’s model of local ownership,
leveraging the skills and knowledge to manage reSources effectively to suit local conditions and
licence holder needs. Both the'previous Minister fer Hunting and Fishing, Minister McClay, and
Minister Meager agreed tolthe following Objectives:

i. Ensure confidence in regulatory perfarmance — F&G must demonstrate the ability to
undertakejand be accountable for, statutory functions and responsibilities at all levels in
accordafcCe with regulatory.best practice, manage risks, avoid perverse outcomes, and
impreve consistengy across regions.

ii. Effective'governanceandraccountability - F&G has the right checks and balances, and
oversight, in plage to ensure good governances over public resources while acting in the
best interestsof.alllicence holders.

iii- Value-forsmoney for licence holders through efficient use of resources - F&G better
manages revenue collection and distribution, and resource allocation to enable effective
and éfficient operational effort to deliver best value for all licence holders.

Ministerial. parameters for change
39. The'scope for the reform was agreed by the Minister at an early stage. This outlined that legislative
change include:
[ Maintaining the broad statutory framework for the functions, powers and responsibilities
for Fish and Game New Zealand
ii. Retaining the benefits of a regional and national delivery approach
iii. Improvements to the allocation (regional/national) and performance of statutory
functions, powers and responsibilities



40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

iv. Directing governance and organisation change towards making Fish and Game New
Zealand more cohesive, effective and efficient
V. Exploring opportunities (and trade-offs) for any potential additional Ministerial powers that
would support Fish and Game New Zealand in the performance of its statutory functions,
powers and responsibilities.
Any root and branch reform or fundamental change to the model (such as the removal of functions
from the organisation), was therefore out of scope.
DOC also received clear direction on change proposals from the Minister at each engagement,
which narrowed the major options available, and focused Cabinet proposals on the development
of a comprehensive and coherent package of proposals which would be mutually supportive.
Ministers also wished to ensure certain key existing elements of the organisation were'retained,
and certain outcomes were prioritised:
i. Regional decision making over local matters must be retained. Localknowledge and
resource should focus on improving hunting and fishing opportunities for their regiofe
ii. Improve the ‘user pays, user says’ system, so that more membe@rs can, and do, vote,in
elections. Improve how F&G make decisions, including how it considers non-huhting and
fishing interests in decision-making.
iii.  The organisation is to remain at arms’ length from Government. Where necessary,
Ministerial powers could be extended but not to the€ point'where F&Giloses its autonomy
These parameters meant that some early options being:explored were disregarded as out of
scope. For example, in Proposal 1 in Section 2 to rebalance functionsjan option to move all
responsibility to the NZC and find an alternative way tosgather local views to inform decisions was
not progressed. In another example, options that considered the wide'use of cyclical Ministerial
appointments across Fish and Game were disregarded as not meeting the requirements to retain
the fundamental benefits of the ‘user pays; user says’ system*and reducing the arms-length
nature of the organisation.
Further, as the package evolved over time and was evaluated as a whole, some early proposals
were disregarded or expanded. Forexample, a proposal to give the NZC a role in managing any
conflicts and directing FGGs was,considered unneeessary, and potentially undermining to the
reform objectives.

Expected Outcomes

45.

46.

Taken together the preposed changes should improve F&G’s ability to perform its statutory
functions, improveits relationships with other users of natural resources and reduce wastage to
improve value for money for licence holders.

While itiis not possible td specify exactly what this would look like we expect:

i Improved effieciencies should result in more resources (staff time and revenue) being used
to managefand protect sports fish and gamebird habitat to the benefit of licence holders,
or be passedack directly to the licence holder through a reduction in licence fee.

ii. Clarified,roles with respect to functions, better governance arrangements and
accountabilities should improve trust and relationships within the organisation.

iii¢ An‘improved revenue collection and distribution model, guided by a finance strategy,
should improve the use of funding targeted towards areas of angler and hunter activity, but
still support the maintenance and growth of the organisation as a whole.

iv. Unified approaches to core regulatory functions should support best practice and improve
regulatory confidence. For example, improved monitoring will provide a better picture of
national usage and impact on fish and game stocks which in turn will lead to better
management of this resource overall. A universal approach to compliance will ensure all
licence holders are being held to the same standards with similar expectations for
experience with F&G across the country.



V. Better relationships with other users should reduce instances of conflict, saving resource
from costly court cases, and preventing public disagreements which impact users’
access.®
vi. Clearer standards of councillor behaviour and increasing eligible candidates will ensure a
wider and better representation on councils, supporting good decision making for the

benefit of resource management and revenue use.

vii. Greater voting rights and a simpler democratic system should encourage voter
participation from licence holders. In turn this will provide necessary scrutiny on councils
and their decision making which should encourage greater transparency and decision
making focused on the needs of the user.

Targeted engagement for consultation

47.

48.

49.

Due to extensive prior consultation on issues with F&G and possible solutionsfrom previous
reviews, including the 2021 Governance Review, the Minister preferred a targeted engagement
approach for these reforms. These engagements informed the directions'provided by Minhisters
and the final package of proposals developed for Cabinet.

In November 2024, Minister McClay sent letters to all FGCs to gather their views, inviting
responses by 16 December 2024. All FGCs responded by the 'deadtine. Theylettersiincluded open
or prompting questions about the current F&G model but(did not seek input on specific policy
proposals or cover all aspects of the policy framework: The'Minister encouraged FGCs to consider
and reflect the views of their licence holders, Maoyifinterests, and otheninterested parties.
Additionally, Minister McClay met with the NZC.in'December 2024'te hear the national
perspective, and Minister Meager met withall EGCs in February and"March 2025 to hear local
views. The Ministers chose not to engagesmore widely on specifig,policy issues, so the direct views
of licence holders, the wider F&G community, and otherlusers of.shared resources (e.g., farmers)
were not canvassed. However, views of.these groups and'individuals consulted through previous
reviews, or expressed independently in corresponpdence with the Minister, or through the media,
have informed policy development:

Treaty Analysis

50.

51.

52.

53.

The Minister also wrote'te post-settlement’governance entities (PSGEs) with statutory relationships or
arrangements with.F&Giin their settlements,or deeds. DOC reached out to other iwi and hapu through
existing relationghip channels in January and February 2025, inviting responses by the end of February
2025.

As an arms-length body established/under the Conservation Act, F&G is subject to Section 4 of the
Conseryation Act?, meaning theiractions must give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.
DOC,undertook a high-level desktop treaty analysis for the 20 PSGEs with a relationship or
arrangement with, F&G 10 understand the likely impact of any changes.

These relationshipsiandarrangements with Fish and Game vary. Examples include, Ngai Tahu has a
statutory advisorysrole relating to native game birds in their claim area, which applies to all South
Island FGCs1%and Auckland/Waikato FGC must indicate in their SFGMP how they are giving effect to
Te Tufe Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato vision and strategyll.

8 As has Geeurred in the disagreement with Southland Federated Farmers Federated Farmers Southland to boycott Fish

& Game

9 Conservation Act 1987 No 65 (as at 02 February 2025), Public Act 4 Act to give effect to Treaty of Waitangi — New

Zealand Legislation

10 Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 No 97 (as at 01 July 2022), Public Act 279 Function of statutory adviser — New

Zealand Legislation

11 Te Urewera Act 2014 No 51 (as at 05 April 2025), Public Act 61 Relationship with Fish and Game Council — New

Zealand Legislation




54. As Minister limited the scope of the reform to only cover matters of F&G's internal operations and
governance, certain issues of importance to iwi, such as mahinga kail? and customary take, were out
of scope of the reform.

55. Given the Minister for Hunting and Fishing’s engagement approach, to take steps towards meeting
section 4 obligations, the Minister wrote to specific PSGEs with a statutory relationship or arrangement
with F&G and DOC lead outreach to a wider group of iwi and hapu through its existing relationship
channels.

Points of agreement and points of contention

56. FGCs broadly agree on the problems within F&G and support the need for change. However,
increasing decision-making authority for the NZC is likely to be a significant point of contention.

57. Most FGCs support becoming a more cohesive organisation to improve efficiency and
effectiveness. However, opinions on how to achieve this vary between FGCs. It was‘also noted
from discussions the Minister had with every FGC that opinions can also vary.withinteach coungil.
Some FGCs advocate for low-to-mid-sized adjustments to the existing model,'while others
support broader changes. For example, one FGC believes the NZC shouldimanage most
functions, including staffing, whereas others argue for more FGC @autenomy,to implement.change,
with the NZC only supporting FGCs in need of additional help.

58. Most FGCs agree that the NZC could do more to standardise corporate requirements, alleviating

burdens on local FGCs, especially smaller ones. However, some FGCs includin

General support for governance improvements

59. FGCs generally support proposals to improve eligibility.towote (opt-out enrolment) and stand for
election (beyond just whole season licence holders). They also agree that reducing the number of
councillors on each FGC could enhance decision-making while maintaining a diversity of views.

60. However, opinions on a reguifrementto have a fitand proper person test and criteria for removing
councillors are mixed. Some,EGCs believe a fittand proper person test would create additional
hurdles, potentially redteing the number of candidates standing for election or adding
unnecessary bureaucraey. Others.think the current legislation is sufficient for removing
councillors and that FGCs shouldexhaust all internal avenues before involving the Minister in the
removal process.

Neutral or little support for.fnerging regions or receiving an honorarium

61. Some \FGCs supportedimerging regions if evidence showed it would improve efficiencies.
However, most FGCslopposed merging themselves and preferred other methods to create
efficiencies and improve effectiveness. Five FGCs suggested redefining FGC boundaries to
manage physicalresources more efficiently.

62. Eleven of theithirteen FGCs did not support an honorarium for regional FGCs or overall. There was
some . support for an honorarium if it would attract younger candidates or compensate for the
increasing workload of the NZC.

The biggest source of tension between the NZC and FGCs is communications and funding
63. There is general agreement that the current funding model is inefficient, outdated, and does not
fully support the needs of angler and hunter activities. However, some FGCs perceive that the

12 For Ngai Tahu, mahinga kai is about ensuring that people can continue to gather kai in the way their ancestors did,
and about mana and manaakitanga (hospitality).



NZC is taking money away from them, reducing their ability to serve their licence holders.
Centralising the funding model is likely to cause concern among FGCs that hold this view.

e4. Some FGCs such as thos S
I Hovcver, there are overall suggestions that the

relationship between the NZC and FGCs needs improvement. One way many FGCs felt could
achieve this is for the NZC to increase transparency in its decision-making and spending.

Most see a regional link to the NZC and certainty of position as important

65. Generally, most FGCs saw a need to maintain the regional link to the NZC and are less supportive
of Ministerial appointments, particularly if not from the pool of licence holders.

66. Most FGCs saw a need to create certainty of position on the NZC, with some suggesting that a
NZC representative only be removed by their FGC, by Ministerial approval or resignation.

Iwi responses covered more than just F&G

67. In December 2024, the previous Minister, Minister McClay, contacted 20 PSGEs'who havea
statutory relationship or arrangement with F&G in their settlements or @eeds. DOC alsoseached
out to other iwi and hapu in January and February 2025, inviting responses hy the end ofFebruary
2025. The Minister received one written response from Ngai Tahu andthree verbal responses via
DOC.

Key feedback from iwi

14 Another DOC policy area unrelated to F&G reforms.



Section 2: Assessing options to address the policy problem

What criteria will be used to compare options to the status quo?
72. We have used the assessment criteria set out in Annex 1 to assess the suitability of each option.
What scope will options be considered within?

73. The agreed objectives for reform were to:

i Ensure confidence in regulatory performance — F&G must demonstrate the ability to
undertake, and be accountable for, statutory functions and responsihilities ‘at all levels in
accordance with regulatory best practice, manage risks, avoid pervéerse outcomes, and
improve consistency across regions.

ii. Effective governance and accountability - F&G has the right checks and balances; and
oversight, in place to ensure good governances over publie resources while actinginthe
best interests of all licence holders.

iii. Value-for-money for licence holders through efficient use of resources =\F&G better
manages revenue collection and distribution, and resource allocation to enable effective
and efficient operational effort to deliver best valuefof all licence holders.

74. The agreed scope for the reform outlined that legislatives€hange include:

i. Maintaining the broad statutory frameworKfaonthe functionsppowers and responsibilities
for Fish and Game New Zealand

ii. Retaining the benefits of a regional'andiational delivery approach

iii. Improvements to the allocation (fegional/national),and performance of statutory
functions, powers and responsibilities

iv. Directing governance and organisation change tewards making Fish and Game New
Zealand more cohesiveqeffective and efficient

V. Exploring opportunitiesi(anditrade-offs),forany potential additional Ministerial powers that
would support Fish.ahd Game New Zealand in the performance of its statutory functions,
powers andresponsibilities.

75. Ministers also wishédto ensure certain key existing elements of the organisation were retained,
and certain outcomesswere prioritised:

i. Regional'decision miaking over local matters must be retained. Local knowledge and
resource’should focus,onfimproving hunting and fishing opportunities for their region.

ii. Improve the ‘user pays, user says’ system, so that more members can, and do, vote in
elections. Improveshow F&G make decisions, including how it considers non-hunting and
fishing interestsdn decision-making.

i, The organisation is to remain at arms’ length from Government. Where necessary,
Ministerial/{powers could be extended but not to the point where F&G loses its autonomy.

What options are being considered?

76.4The proposals for change are focussed on the amendments needed to modernise F&G. They are
loosely divided between functions and governance, but the links between them are critical.

Reforms should be considered as a package

77. While the recommendations below separate decisions into sections with options, the chosen
proposals should be considered as a single package of change with optionality in some areas. This
approach acknowledges the interconnected nature of the reform.



78. Changes follow the principle that ‘form follows function’. DOC began by considering where roles
and responsibilities should sit within the organisation. This rebalancing of functions contained
most of the major decisions in support of the reform package.

79. The most appropriate governance arrangements to support this particular balance of functions
was developed, noting that while there are a number of possible options (limited by scope), the
option chosen needs to support the particular arrangement of functions.

80. A raft of other changes were also considered to modernise and support these arrangements - for
example, changes to bring governance practices up to par with other entities; to remove current
barriers preventing the user pays, user says model from being fully democratic; and to improve
standards of reporting and behaviour across the councils. Many of these changes have limited or
binary optionality within the scope of the reform (i.e. status quo or fix/standardise).

81. Ministerial powers to improve incentives and backstops to provide for good régulatory
performance were considered as a collective package. This was to ensure that overall F&G
retained its arms-length status, and that a group of proposals would not significantly inerease the
Minister’s overallrole.

Functions

82. The analysis of the functions is designed to:
i. rebalance what the NZC and FGCs do
ii. adjust the roles and responsibilities between the NZC and FGCs
iii. reorganise how the licence fees are collected'and managed
iv. require FGCs to take account of othergesource users’ interésts.

Proposal 1: Rebalance the functions andiresponsibilities between the NZC and FGCs

83. This proposal rebalances the functiofis an@dresponsibilities of F&G to reduce duplication and
improve cohesion across the organisation.

84. Licence holders often perceive F&G as a single arganisation. However, the current structure of
F&G is federal, a design likelyinfluenced by the'acélimatisation societies that preceded it.

85. This legislative framewofk limits F&G’s ability teswork cohesively and effectively as a unified
organisation. The NZC has\a co-ordinatifig role but does not have the power to make binding
policies. As such NZC’s\policies can (and‘have) been rejected by individual FGCs. Consequently,
there are no consistent or collectively managed functions, leading to duplication of effort and
confusion about responsibilities, despite each FGC sharing the same goals and licence fee
revenuesfortheir operations. This includes basic corporate functions that are unlikely to vary
between,regions (for example, health and safety, human resources policies). This duplication of
effort and staff is a cost to the licence holder.

86. This could also uhdermine F&G regulatory role. For example, F&G has a core function to manage
hunting and fishingresources effectively. However, each FGC can undertake monitoring in its own
way. Theresareiexamples of best practices that are not promulgated, and conversely, certain types
of monitoringthat have not been undertaken. While it is important that monitoring can be tailored
to local need and benefits from local knowledge, there is no consistent approach which prevents
aceurate comparisons, and no coherent national picture of resources.

87. Similarly, compliance and enforcement is a key F&G regulatory function. Approaches to this can
vary across FGCs (e.g., the types of offences pursued). This can create confusion for licence
holders who may carry out their activities in multiple locations nationwide, as well as creating
legal risks for the organisation.

88. F&G also has a function to advocate for hunting and fishing interests at national and local levels.
This is an important function to enable F&G to fulfil its statutory obligations. However, it can be



89.

90.

91.

costly. Areview of the 2022-23 annual reports suggested that spending on Resource Management
Act Advocacy was approximately $1,250,000, with significant regional variation. Litigation can be
very expensive, and decisions to pursue court action are taken by individual FGCs, which may set
unhelpful precedents for the organisation. Accounting and reporting practices vary, making it
difficult to establish the true cost of F&G’s advocacy. DOC understands that while there have
been attempts to establish national advocacy strategies, they have not been widely adopted.
Having a clearer NZC role for setting key corporate functions and strategic direction on a number
of areas should provide for a more unified F&G approach to activities like monitoring, compliance,
advocacy, planning, and reporting. This consolidation of responsibilities under the NZC will lead to
more efficient decision-making processes, clearer accountability, and enhanced strategic
alignment across all functions, ultimately fostering a more effective and responsive organisational
framework.

This approach will free FGCs to focus on key regional activities for the benefitof their licence
holders, rather than focusing time and resources on basic corporate functions. The suggested
frameworks allow significant scope for FGCs to plan work programmestthat address issues
important to their region.

Licence fee collection and budget allocation is also a key function, but"a signifiCanbtopic in its
own right. It has therefore been separated out in Proposal 2, but note that analysis of the best
options for rebalancing functions is also linked to proposalsforbudget.

Four options were considered:

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

Options were developed on a scale from least to most.ceéntralisatiomoffunctions. These options
were considered within the defined scope of retaining the current broad structure for F&G, with
the objectives of achieving greater efficienciesiwhile retainingthe benefits of local knowledge and
decision-making.

The role of the NZC was also considered onsa scale: either full résponsibility for delivering a
function; a clarified/enhanced role providing co-ordination’and consistency for functions
performed by FGCs; or no role/status quo.

To simplify options, types offunetions were grouped together. For example, non-hunting and
fishing functions (“corparate functions”),'such as’"Human Resources and Health and Safety were
grouped.

In comparison, coré regulatory functionsi(such as monitoring and compliance) are likely to benefit
from some direction te’ensure bestipractices, enable consistency, and provide for measurement
at a nationallevel=-Howevef, to be successful, these functions would also benefit from being
tailored to actount for specifie [0€al circumstances, such as variations in habitat types,
resources, and angler/hunter activity.

Four main options wereoutlined, with the flexibility to make minor adjustments to each option if
needed.

i Option(1. Status quo.

ii. Option 2«TFargeted changes — the NZC sets frameworks for action — mandatory templates
ahd standardised ways of undertaking planning activities, with a power to review FGCs.
TheNZC would set mandatory corporate policies and a ‘minimum’ compliance policy in
consultation with FGCs. FGC’s independent decision-making largely retained (including
for monitoring, advocacy and budget) but using standard templates where appropriate.

iii. Option 3 (preferred). FGCs and the NZC rebalance functions

i. the NZC takes responsibility for setting binding policies in consultation with FGCs
for corporate functions (e.g. Health and Safety; HR); And

ii. NZC sets strategic direction, with binding policies and templates (either minimum
requirements; OR within parameters) in consultation with FGCs, for compliance
AND monitoring, advocacy, planning, and reporting. FGCs have flexibility to tailor



action to local conditions within these parameters or above minimum
requirements.

iii. NZC is alsoresponsible for collecting and distributing the licence fee (see proposal
2) and its CEO may employ specialist staff for use across the organisation.

iv. FGCs continue to have responsibility for decision making on key local hunting and
angling conditions, advocacy (within parameters), and regional CEOs continue to
employ local staff.

iv. Option 4. All other changes would be carried forward, but the NZC would also have
responsibility for all F&G staff and advocacy decision making. FGCs would be responsible
for setting hunting and fishing licencing conditions, with the NZC having additional powers
to request evidence and rationale to support such decisions.

97. Another option - to fully centralise functions and all decision making (includifgforangling and
game bird notices) to the NZC - was discounted. This would have negated the,need for a ‘decision-
making council’, instead developing an alternative way to ensure local input threugh, forexample,
local advisory boards or regional stakeholder groups. This option woul@not have met the defined
scope of retaining the broad existing structure of F&G with both loeal and national bedies; or
providing for a balance of functions and governance betweenthe NZCiand FGEs.

How do the options compare?
98. The comparison of each of the options is set out in Annex 4

What option is likely to best address the problem, meetthe.policy objectives, and deliver the highest

net benefits?

99. Option 1 -retaining the status quo - was considéeréd insufficient to achieve the aims of reform. The
same issues and problems would persistenowidespread coerdination or shared functions
between FGCs and the NZC (e.g. 12 regiohal'councils and T'natiehal council with 13 potentially
different approaches), lack of coordination in activities'sueh as monitoring, compliance,
advocacy, planning, and reporting;;and high levelsof product and resource duplication. This adds
unnecessary costs across F&G;, paid for by licence holders, and makes it difficult to establish a
common, comparable, national understanding ofiF&G responsibilities, such as population trends.

100. Detailed analysis of Optiohs 2 and .4 was)limited by an early direction from the Minister, who
expressed a preference for Option 3. However, initial analysis of Option 2 did find that although
there are distinct'benefits to a more NZC-directed approach through the NZC setting frameworks
that FGCs mustfollow (namely, benefits that will come from seeing high consistency across F&G).
However, DOC analysis suggested'Option 2 did not go far enough to improve outcomes for licence
holdersias most of the current issues associated with regional autonomy would remain.

101. . For example, underOption 2, licence fees would continue to be collected regionally by FGCs.
This hasmajor budget implications for F&G that ultimately impact value-for-money and hunting
and fishing experienees for licence holders. DOC also believes that Option 2 is less likely to foster
stronger working relationships between FGCs and the NZC, which is one of the Minister’s key
priorities!

102. ©ptiom4 would provide maximum efficiencies, supporting the objective of reform through
furtherieentralisation of staffing. For example, it could reduce the need for multiple Chief
Executives, thereby reducing this significant expenditure item in the current budget. However, this
option represents the furthest extent of possible centralisation within the scope of preserving the
current structure, almost completely removing the need for local decision making- a priority for
the reform. It also brings into greater question the rationale for elected FGCs to support this
limited decision-making, given that elections have associated costs.

103. Option 3is preferred because it better balances decision-making between the NZC and FGCs,
encouraging consultation and adoption of best practice to:



iv.

104.

reduce overall costs and administrative burdens on FGCs by centralising nationally agreed
strategic planning, corporate policies and procedures (e.g., HR and health and safety), and
coordination of activities such as monitoring, compliance, advocacy, planning, and
reporting, enhancing efficiency and effectiveness

better facilitate the use of local knowledge and regional flexibility — making sure decisions
affecting local hunters and fishers are made locally

improve regulatory performance through minimum requirements, consistency and better
meeting licence holder and regulatory expectations

contribute to clearer and more effective transparency, governance and accountability.

Annual reporting will change so that instead of each FGC independently providing its own

separate annual report to the Minister for lodgement in the House, the NZC will compileithe FGC
annual reports, along with its own annual report, into one single annual reportyfor the'Minister.

1065.

The following table shows the rebalance of functions for Option 3 in more.detail. It follows the

principle of local decision-making for local conditions and issues, and national'decision-making
for corporate issues and policy settings. Note that some content in thistable is covered:bywether
proposals, such as the distribution of licence fee money, which is‘eovered by Proposat2.

The NZC

FGCs

o N\

Decision-making (in consultation with
FGCs) over:

Distribution of licence fee dollars across
Fish and Game supported by principles for
allocation and strategic plan.

Binding national policies for: monitoring
(minimum requirements), complianCé
(minimum requirements), advocacy.
(parameters), and corporate functions
(including job descriptions/salaries,
uniforms, health and safety, fuman
resources)

Mandatory forms and temiplates.for sports
fish and game management plans
(SFGMPs), annualeperationalwork plans,
and annual reporting.

Decision=making over:;

Regional/local species and habitat
management (e.g. tailored monitoring
relevant to lécal needs).

Compliance @ctivities (e.g. tailored to
specifieltocal hotspots)

Localladvoeacy (within strategic
framework set by NZC).

Regional/local hunting and fishing
eonditions (i.e. Angler and Game Notices).
Content of SFGMPs, annual operational
work plans, and annual reports (subject to
any relevant binding policies or
forms/templates and within allocation
budget).

Responsibility for:

Issuing o6f licences and cellection and
allocation of licenee fees (includes
supporting techfology and managing sales
agents).

Reviewingthe performance of individual
FGCs and Fish and Game as a whole (tied
into@nhuat reporting process).

Compiling annual reports into one
combined Fish and Game annual report.
Collating and editing (form and readability)
of Angler and Game Notices and may
amend for useability and consistency.
Employing its Chief Executive (who will
employ national staff and specialist/expert
staff that can work across the organisation
as needed (who can be based in regions).

Responsibility for:

Input into development of binding national
policies and mandatory forms and
templates.

Producing SFGMPs and annual
operational work plans (subject to relevant
policies and forms/templates).

Providing individual annual report and
statement of performance to NZC for the
purpose of combined annual report and
audit.

Employing their respective Chief
Executives who is accountable to the FGC
and who will employ regional staff), within
corporate/HR policy set by NZC. Can
request specialist staff from NZC.




» Directing FGCs’ appearances before * Representation in the courts, subject to
courts or tribunals and intervening in local the direction of the NZC (for both
advocacy actions when such actions are compliance and advocacy).
contrary to the agreed-upon binding
advocacy policy.

Consultation/engagement themes

106. Responses to the recent letters sent by the Minister to FGCs showed that many FGCs are likely
to be broadly supportive of the overall direction of Option 3. Most FGCs are likely to support
greater centralisation of corporate policies for improving efficiency and removing administrative
burdens, with in-principle support likely for setting binding policies for other functigns'provided
FGCs are heavily involved in designing these policies.

107. Some FGCs are likely to be concerned about moving key functions to thedNZE€, perceiving an
increase in bureaucracy and loss of autonomy. This relates to their opinion thattheir FGCsqare
functioning efficiently within the current model, and the NZC should foeus efforts on supperting
those that need it, rather than providing for a consistent and moréwhified approach overath

Costs and benefits

Costs Benefits

e Value-for-meney.and a better.experience for licence
holders: Redticed administrativeyburdens on FGCs
allow more fecus on degisionsiand value-for-money for
issuésdirectly benefiting@nglers and hunters.

e Caostreduction: Centralising strategic planning,
corporate policiespand coordination of activities (e.g.

e Implementation challenges: monitoring, complian€e, advocacy) will reduce costs
Transitioning to a new structure and enharnice efficiency.
may involve initial implementation | ¢ Improvédgovérnance: Clearer roles and more effective
challenges including costs and governance and accountability through decision-
require adjustments nfakingyon administrative and back-office functions.

e Increase in bureaucracy.forthe o sRegulatory performance: Enhanced regulatory
NZC: An increased fele for the performance by having the NZC oversee key functions
NZC will necesgitate an increase and set consistency in approach.
in its bureaucracy;fat the same e Local knowledge: Retains regional flexibility and the
time, individual FGCs willneed to use of local knowledge in decision-making.
do lesgaadmipistration for some e Streamlined reporting: Annual reporting will be
fungtions. complied into a single report by the NZC, simplifying

the process and improving transparency.

Proposal 2: Centralised licence fee and budget allocation

108. Ahis proposal should be considered as part of the overall package of functions outlined in
proposal®. Proposal 1 considered options for how the package of functions and responsibilities
could best be rebalanced between the NZC and FGCs. However, given the significance of the
budget, which is a function itself, separate consideration is outlined below.

109. The main decision regarding the budget is whether to continue collecting the licence fee at the
local level or to centralise this function with the NZC. This is a binary decision. However, the point
at which it should be triggered was considered when establishing the option sets in proposal 1. It
was paired with decisions to centralise several core regulatory functions (Options 3 and 4), so that



future decisions on the delivery of core functions could be adequately supported by matching
decisions on the budget.

110. DOC also considered additional parameters to support a decision to centralise the budget, to
provide greater assurance that FGCs and local decision-making would be adequately considered
and better support the objectives for reform.

111.  Overall, this proposal is aimed at increasing efficiency in the collection of licence fees and
setting clear principles for the effective allocation of operational budgets that are easy for users
(licence holders) to understand, fair and transparent for FGCs. This proposal also covers the
direction for the use of accumulated funds (e.g., financial reserves).

112. Under this proposal the NZC will have a greater role in collecting and distributing revenue,
acknowledging the increased decision-making role the NZC will have through the refofms.
Distribution will be managed through a transparent process with the input of EGCs\toprovide
clarity and operational certainty.

Fees collection and budget allocation is inefficient and outdated in the current system

113. Licence fees are currently collected on behalf of the Minister forgtise by E&G tofulfil.its
obligations under the Conservation Act for the benefit of hunters andyanglers. Licencefees are
collected either through an online portal, with the licence issued\electronically, by visiting a
regional Fish and Game office or an agent (or by phone in the case of a hunting licence). This
generates approximately $13million per annum for the orgahiSation.

114. Funding is retained by the region the licence seekerifidicates theyfwant to support’ when
purchasing their licence (or the region where the agent iSlocated ifpurchased in-store). This
means that even though a licence holder mayptirchase a licence that,can be used in any region,
they are financially supporting one region only.(The region onsthe licence may also not represent
the region where the user does the majofity'of their hunting and/ot, fishing.

115. Thisrevenue is then levied by the/NZCite'both fufid NZC actiVities and provide grants to regions
with lower licence fee revenue, resultingin money beingidouble or triple handled before it reaches
where it is needed. This createswsignificant inefficiencies and wastes time and effort.

116. This system also createspoor incentives for manipulation by FGCs to retain funding they may
not need. Levy amounts aredecided based on predicted licence sales and not actual figures.
FGCs are thereforetineentivised to underestimate their total licence sales to reduce the total levy
they must pay, allowing them to keep revenue from actual licence sales over this estimate. This
has resulted in &pproXimately $2m @ver 11 years sat in reserves funds!®, rather than being spent
on supportinghunting and fishing activities. Whilst the organisation has a policy of maintaining
20% reserves in‘each counciljthis can vary significantly: from 18% (for Auckland/Waikato FGC) to
121%(for Hawke’s Bay £GC) of the respective FGCs’ 2024/25 approved budgets.

117¢ N This system resultsin funding following location of licence sales and not of hunter/angler
activity, with some,regions receiving more than they need to address the impact of usage, and
others receiving net enough. Independent advice commissioned by Fish and Game notes that
activity has beenstrending southward for many years, but revenue is not following. While the levy
system is supposed to compensate for this, it does not do this effectively. It is evident that many
usersidownot understand how their initial declaration has such an impact on where their fee goes.

118.%, This'system is overly complex and wasteful, with funding often not reaching regions where it is
needed, double and triple handling, and clear avenues for abuse. The proposed solution will see
all licence fee revenue collected by the NZC for redistribution to FGCs based on a national funding
strategy that will be developed by the NZC and FGCs.

15 We understand that F&G’s reserves as of 31 August 2024 were $8.708 million.



Two options were considered:

i.  Option 1. Status quo. Regional licences with fees collected going to a selected region
chosen by the licence holder. This is not necessarily the region in which they hunt or fish
(funds do not necessarily follow activities). A levy system is maintained to rebalance funds
across the organisation. There is inefficiency from the double and triple handing of fees.
Regional and uncoordinated financial strategies continue, with differing regional priorities
leading to potential disagreement on approaches to issues between some neighbouring
FGCs.

ii. Option 2 (preferred). The NZC issues licences and collects fees centrally. And, in
consultation with FGCs, the NZC develops a financial strategy to set the direction for the
purpose of and use of accumulated funds as a collective organisation. Andla F&G funding
model broadly sets out how funding is then allocated. This should increaseicertainty of
funding decisions, transparency and trust across F&G, leading to adequate funding to
support hunting and fishing needs locally and nationally.

How do the options compare?
119. The comparison of each of the options is set out in Annex 4.

What option is likely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives,«and deliver the highest
net benefits?
120. Option 2is the preferred option because it would:
i. provide cost savings by centralising administratioh of licence,issue and the collection of
fees
ii. link decisions on budget with decisions/on/core functidns and strategic organisational
goals led by the NZC but in consultatiop with FGCs
iii. remove perverse incentives byfensuring key items and furictions necessary for the running
of FGCs and the NZC are adequately fundedibasedron parameters agreed with FGCs
iv. Ensure certainty of funding, transparency; andbuild trust between the NZC and FGCs.
V. Provide better outcomes forlicence holders: money can better follow where activity is
trending, and support the development offhew opportunities nationwide.
121. This proposal willxeduce double anddriple handling of licence fee revenue, clarify what budget
each FGC will receiveleach year in line with activity and statutory obligations, and maintain a
contingency fundforiuse in addressing strategic objectives.

The details of alspecific F&G funding model are best worked out in secondary legislation
122. To béetter'enable delivery ofia decision to centralise the collection of the licence fee, DOC
recommend that the details of the funding model be developed in consultation with F&G following
Cabinet decisions on praceeding with legislation. The details of the funding model will be given
effect through secondary legislation. This approach allows greater flexibility for the funding model
to be changed'in'the future should circumstances change. Therefore, our intention at this stage is
to only ingludesan enabling provision in the primary legislation.
123. AWVhiletthe details of the funding model will be discussed with F&G, we propose a high-level
modebwhich prioritises funding for the following areas:
it Funding for FGCs to cover the cost of core activities as set in binding policy.
i Funding for the NZC to cover the cost of its core activities
iii. Funding for FGCs allocated in line with hunting and fishing activity (with numbers coming
from hunter/fisher surveys and not licence sales).
iv. Remaining funding retained as a contestable fund to be used to address key strategic
objectives.



124.

125.

This model should ensure that money flows to the areas with the greatest need based on

activity and the cost associated with carrying out core functions. The new split of functions

(Proposal 1) will mean FGCs will no longer have to perform certain tasks and will be free to focus
on local issues. While the total amount of money to each FGC may either go up or down compared
to the status quo in this model, no FGC should feel as if they have lost out.

In principle, the funding model s likely to be supported by most FGCs as it will guarantee their

funding for core activities while leaving sufficient space for funding to be used to address local

issues. It is important that proposals make clear that the financial strategy will be developed by
the NZC in consultation with FGCs to avoid perception that the NZC has carte blanche authority to
make decisions. The way the NZC is formed is also of particular relevance to budget decisions

(see proposal 4).

Consultation/engagement themes

126.

Generally, most FGCs see a need to change the funding model, with someVariation on

ideas/models. The biggest source of tension between the NZC and FGCs appears to be the
perception that the NZC is taking money away from regions and that/NZC does mose thamwhat it
is statutorily required to do. There was some specific supportfor fully.centralisinig thelicence fee
function. Many support the need for greater activity-based budgets, but this might not include

centralisation of funding distribution.

Costs and benefits

Costs

Benefits

A\

Resistance from some FGCs:
Some FGCs may resist changes
due to concerns about loss of
regional autonomy and
centralisation.

Implementation challenges:
Transitioning to a centralised
system may involve initial
implementation challenges=and
require adjustments,

Perception issues:There may be a
perception that thé NZC is taking
money away from regions; leading
to potential'dissatisfaction among
FGCs.

Cost'savings: Centralising the issuing of licences and
collection of fees wilbprovide cost savings.

Efficient fund allocation: Funds will be allocated based
omhunter/angler aetivity, ensuring resources are
directed t@ areas'with the highest need and improving
huntergandanglers’ experiences.

Improved governance: FGC Chairs, as members of the
NZC, will allocate funds more appropriately, better
balancing regional needs with national interests.
Elimination of inefficiencies: Centralised collection
and allocation will reduce inefficiencies caused by the
current system of regional licences and levies.
Increased trust: A transparent model that ensures
certainty of funding for FGCs will help to build trust
between the NZC and FGCs over time.

Propeosal 3: Mandate the requirement for FGCs to take account of non-F&G interests

127.

Currently, ECGs have a function to manage sports fish and game birds for the benefit of

licence,holders. However, in developing SFGMPs, they must ‘have regard to’ the impact of their
management of other resources and other users of the habitat. ‘Other users’ include, but are not
limited to, farmers and those involved in aviation management against bird strikes. ‘Other
resources’ include, for example, isolated populations of threatened indigenous species. This has
occasionally led to conflicts between F&G and other users within the system as F&G seeks to
deliver its statutory role. These conflicts are relatively rare but can become media issues and have
led in the past to perverse outcomes such as placing hunting or fishing opportunities ahead of
important wider community needs. This undermines trust in F&G as an effective regulator.




128. DOC developed four options to better enable F&G to take account of other users and interests
in decision making. This would improve F&G’s reputation with other users of shared resources and
promote a proactive approach to the concerns or issues of non-hunting and non-fishing groups.

129. DOC did not consider amending F&G’s statutory function to manage Sports Fish and Game
Birds for the benefit of licence holders, as this would have been outside the scope of reform.

130. The options focussed on additional alterations that would complement the overall package of
reform, noting that many other changes proposed would also contribute to this outcome (e.g., an
improved policy-making role for the NZC, strengthened powers for Ministerial intervention).
Consideration of the emerging reform package as a whole also meant that some early proposals
were disregarded or expanded. For example, a proposal to give the NZC a role in managing any
conflicts and directing FGCs was considered unnecessary and possibly underminingtoaeform
objectives. Conversely, a proposal was added to provide FGCs with greater duthorityto act
quickly to manage game birds causing damage.

The options considered were:
i.  Option 1. Status quo. (FGCs ‘have regard to’ the needs of @th€rusers and resourees in
SFGMPs only).
ii. Option 2: Ensure Fish and Game better consider othepinterests by:
i. strengthening provisions to ‘have regard to’thewneeds of other users and resources
more generally (not just in SFGMPs);
ii. account for a specific list of interests inl€gislation that/take precedence over
F&G’s needs due to their conservationsignificanceohbegause of people’s health
and safety (e.g., protecting threatened native fish; edsuring aviation safety);
iii. give authority to FGCs to actasteguired withsespect to game birds causing
damage or risk (e.g. to farmers‘erops) witheutneeding to obtain permission from
DOC.

iii. Option 3: integrate NZC oversight and strengthen,planning and reporting requirements
through the use of mandatory templates (alseo part of proposal 1), and requiring FGCs to
describe how confliets will be managed,in SFGMPs.

iv.  Option 4 (preferred)#A Eombination of Options 2 and 3.

How do the options cepmipare?
131. The comparisen'ef.,each of the\obptions is set outin Annex 1.

What option is Jikely t6 best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver the highest

net benefits?

132. Optien 4 is the preferred option. It would bring together a range of complementary measures
to provide greater claritygegarding F&G’s regulatory responsibilities, setting out where there are
particularly criticabintérests. This option would also ensure that the way in which this function is
carried outiis better articulated in planning and reporting. Additionally, it removes unnecessary
bureaucraey and accelerates F&G’s ability to respond to the needs of other users.

Costs dnd benefits
c@ Benefits

Implementation challenges: e Enhanced safety and environmental protection: Ensures
FGCs may face challenges in that FGCs consider the impact of their actions on public
integrating non-hunting and safety (e.g. aviation bird strikes) and on highly
fishing interests into their threatened fish populations, leading to better
SFGMPs and ensuring environmental and safety outcomes.
compliance with new e Improved stakeholder relations: By considering non-
requirements. hunting and fishing interests such as farmers and others,




e Potential resistance: Some FGCs can foster better relationships with other resource
FGCs may resist changes due to users. Goodwill garnered here should filter down to in-
perceived additional burdens or person interactions between, e.g., farmers and
shifts in priorities. hunters/anglers at shared resources.

e Resource allocation: Additional | ¢ Conflict resolution: Requires detailed plans for handling
resources may be needed to conflicts between hunting/fishing interests and the
develop and implement interests of other resource users, promoting more
comprehensive management balanced and sustainable management practices.
plans that account for non-
hunting and fishing interests.

Governance

133. The analysis of the governance of F&G is designed to:
i re-examine the membership of the NZC to support rebalanced finctions and deeision
making
ii. adjust Ministerial powers to improve checks and balaneces and transparengy
iii. improve professional standards within F&G, aligning it with.modern entity'standards
iv. upgrade F&G’s decision-making efficiency and improve a user pays=user says model
V. reduce the number of councillors to support good dec€ision making by FGCs.

Proposal 4: Membership of the NZC

134. DOC considered a full range of optionSiat 'the dutset for the formation of both the FGCs and
the NZC. This included options used across,other governance entities, including those with
appointed and elected, or mixed modelsi¢The 2021 Governance.Review also made
recommendations regarding the role of\Ministerial appointees, noting that the Governance review
had a different scope.

135. The policy principle ‘form follows function’was a key driver. As the likely proposed balance of
functions between FGCs and'the NZC became clearer through discussion with the Minister, the
most appropriate optionsifora governance model evolved. The reform scope to retain the ‘user
pays, user says’ model was also a driveryFor example, cyclical Ministerial appointees (either fully
or in a mixed model)weould undermine this approach (see also proposal 5). It was also critical that
the final policy decision supportedistronger and more positive relationships between the NZC and
FGCs.

136. Under ainew arrangement of functions, in particular where responsibility for budget and
establishing binding policies is set by the NZC, the make-up of the NZC would be critical to
supporting good‘decision making, fostering good relationships and communication between the
NZC and FGCsgandimproving transparency.

137. This proposal also seeks more consistent membership of the NZC that is representative of
each FGC, promoting collaborative work at the national level. Previous reviews have noted that
curfentilegislation allows FGCs to recall their representative from the NZC by majority vote and
appointanother person at any time. This has led to disruption and inefficient decision-making, as
some:NZC members focus on regional interests to reduce the ‘risk of recall’, rather than
considering the national perspective.

138. Decoupling the link between FGCs and the NZC may be an effective measure in the current
model to manage concerns that national decisions are being overly influenced by regional
interests. However, in a new proposed model where the NZC has a greater role for directing
policies on key functions and making budget decisions, maintaining a tangible link to FGCs is
considered critical.



Three main options were considered:
i Option 1. Status quo. FGCs elected. FGCs can nominate any member of their FGC to the
NZC, and maintain the right to recall them at any time.
ii. Option 2 (preferred). FGCs elected. NZC is made up of the Chairs of FGCs.
i. The Chair of the NZC is appointed by members of the NZC (i.e., the Chairs of FGCs
appoint the Chair of the NZC).

ii. The explicit provision providing the right to recall appointed members at any time is
revoked, but maintain the right for FGCs to change their Chair (and hence
representative to the NZC). For improved transparency, if a Chair (and
representative to the NZC) is changed, the FGC’s rationale must be set out in
writing to the NZC.

iii. Option 3. FGCs elected. The Minister appoints all members of the NZC\(these appointees
may be independent of F&G and not necessarily F&G councillors).
139. The Minister indicated in early discussions that an option to independently elect thetNZCiby
separate ballot from FGCs (a proposal recommended in other reviews)Wwould not be aceeptable.
It was considered that this approach would not support the necessary relationship or décisions
needed between FGCs and the NZC.

How do the options compare?
140. The comparison of each of the options is set out in Annéx 1.

What option is likely to best address the problem, meéetithe-policy objectives, and deliver the highest

net benefits?

141. Option 2is the preferred option. It combines alconsistentimembership of the NZC that is
knowledgeable and representative of eachitFGC issues, and'encourages FGCs to work
collaboratively at the national level. FEGCs would need to have clear influence on and
representation at the NZC to support decision-making thatwould directly affect their operation,
including on budget matters, The FGCs’ Chairs arelikely to be in the best position to facilitate this
and ensure good communications and linked decision-making with their respective FGC.

142. Whileitis proposed tolremove the pravision in the Conservation Act that allows FGCs to recall
their representatives an the NZC, it remainsiimportant that FGCs have the ability to change their
Chairs to supportitheikinterests at boththe local and national levels.

143. Option 3 gogstoafar and would fundamentally change the model of F&G, bringing the NZC
much closerto Government. This would considerably reduce its “arms-length” independence and
goes against the¥user pays; usemsays” objective of the reforms. It would also further reduce the
link between FGCs and the NZC, which is likely to lead to a culture of mistrust and poorer
outcomesor FGCs.

Consultation/engagement themes
144. “There wasllittle support for appointments to the NZC, especially if the appointees were not
licence holders, Most FGCs see the regional link to the NZC as important, and there are a range of
views an how the NZC could be formed:
i

iii. Most FGCs see a need to create certainty of position on the NZC, with some suggesting

removal only by the Minister or through resignation.



iv. Note that the increasing demands of the NZC role are deterring some councillors from
agreeing to be their regional representative on the NZC.

Costs and benefits

Costs

Benefits

Resistance to change: Some FGCs may
resist changes due to concerns about
losing flexibility in appointing
representatives to the NZC.

Increased workload: The increased
demand on NZC members, particularly
Chairs of FGCs, may deter some
councillors from taking on these roles
(this could be offset by compensating
NZC members in recognition of their
expanded role).

Potential for regional bias: There may
still be a risk of regional bias if Chairs
prioritise their own regions over national
interests.

Consistent representation: Ensures consistent
representation of FGCs on the NZC, promoting a
unified approach to decision making.

Balanced decision making: Encourages FGCs to
work together and more closely with the NZC,
balancing regional and national intgrests.
Enhanced governance: Provideg/astable and
predictable governance struetutg, reducing
inefficiencies and promoting better coordination.
Regional link: Maintains a'strong regionallink te
the NZC, which issimportant for addregsing local
issues and ensuringiregional perspectives’are
considered.

Benefits licence holders: better functioning NZC
provides €learer directiongo FGCs, promotes
best pfactiees, and engures.that national
interests.are considered and reflected in budget
and’'decisions, befiefits outcomes on the ground
for the sport overallaFhis should improve value
for money far licence holders.

Proposal 5: Checks and balances andtransparency(Group 1a, 1b, and Group 2)

Group 1a: Adjustment of Ministerial powers,(power to appoint, remove, review Fish and
Game)

145.

146.

These changes havesbeen groupeditogether because they all relate to Ministerial powers

aimed at improving¢chegks and balances'and transparency. Overall, proposals for Ministerial
powers were developed within the defined scope of F&G retaining its existing ‘user-pays, user-
says’ arms-ength'model. The involvement of the Minister in this model is limited, and proposals
that wouldisignificantly increase the Minister’s involvement were considered out of scope and
were therefore discounted. It is also expected that other changes in this package will address
concerns which ptherwise would need involvement from the Minister. Development was limited to
powers which would sefrve as functional backstop as a last resort. Individual proposals were
consideredras partiof a combined package of powers within this scope.

There ate inconsistencies in how Ministerial powers operate for F&G compared with similar

situations,in other legislation. There are also inconsistencies in how Ministerial powers operate
across fish and game bird decisions. This proposal will remove those inconsistencies, bringing
F&G closer in line with modern public entities and simplifying processes. There was a binary
choice as to whether to bring F&G in line with other entities, but options on how to give effect to
whichever decision was taken. These are set out below.

General discretion for the Minister to appoint up to two people to a FGC or the NZC

147.

To keep within the scope of retaining the ‘user-pays, user-says’ nature of F&G, proposals to

make cyclical Ministerial appointments to either FGCs or the NZC (either wholly or through a
mixed model) were largely discounted. As the likely balance of functions between the NZC and




FGCs became clearer, the case for making cyclical appointments to FGCs was particularly weak.
Proposal 4 outlines the rationale for the decision regarding the NZC.

148. However, it was recognised that elected members of both FGCs and the NZC may sometimes
lack the full range of skills required for good decision making, particularly when a council is faced
with a challenging set of circumstances (e.g. externally driven events needing particular
knowledge; difficult internal conflicts to manage; lack of suitable election candidates). Co-opting
members (who cannot vote) is already an option for FGCs, which has helped FGCs in some
circumstances, but has not been widely used by F&G.

149. This proposal gives the Minister the discretion to make appointments to both FGCs and the
NZC to enhance decision making in those rare cases where additional supportis considered
warranted. This brings F&G in line with modern standards, seen in entities such as the'Game
Animal Council.X® Such appointees would be paid in accordance with the Cabidet'Fe&s
Framework and funded by Fish and Game licence fees!’. This power is intended as a ‘backstep
measure’ should other mechanisms in the model (e.g., co-opting, improved codes of conduct,
etc.) not deliver improved outcomes. As such, DOC does not consider this\would havegsignificant
financial consequences.

150. Any Ministerial appointment increases the perceived or reakrisks to the Mifistet forithe actions
and decisions then taken by the relevant FGC. The decision t@ usea discretionaryipower would
also be subject to judicial review.

151. Such appointed members will be entitled to vote ofifany=matter but.eannot be elected as the
FGC Chair. They are appointed because a skillset issmissing from the FGC,"as determined by the
Minister.

152. DOC suggested that legislation specify,the cireumstances,underwhich the Minister could
make such appointments. Those would be toienhance:

i public sector governance
ii. financial management
iii. te ao Maori capabilities
iv. technical, ecological, er s¢éientific skills
V. any other skill thatgvould*enhance the decision making of a FGC.

153. The Minister disagreed with this approachand has requested the ability to appoint for any
reason. ltis likelythis,change will make‘only a minor difference to how appointments will work in
practice (given the seope of reasons listed above cover all likely reasons for appointments) but
may increase risks that the Goyernment will bear greater responsibility for the actions of
appointees(noatilimited to spécified areas.

154. Thegiskofthis happening issvery low, especially considering that Ministerial appointments are
likely'to'besnade onlyrarely. DOC therefore considers the adjustment of this option to broaden it
justified.

Expanding the ability fer,the Minister to remove a member of a FGC
155. The Minister«arrently has the power to remove an FGC member for limited grounds:
i bankruptcy
i ihability to perform the functions of the office
iii. neglect of duty
1V misconduct

16 Game Animal Council Act 2013, s8 Council Membership, Game Animal Council Act 2013 No 98 (as at 28 October
2021), Public Act 8 Council membership — New Zealand Legislation

17 poc estimates that the meeting fee for Ministerial appointees attending FGCs meetings would range from $165 to
$226, and the annual fee for Ministerial appointees to the NZC would range from $7,161 to $15,615. These
estimations are based on the Cabinet Fees Framework, for a group 3a entities at level 5.



V. a conviction for an offence involving sports fish, game, or protected wildlife.

156. Ministerial removal of a FGC member carries a high risk of judicial review if the principles of
natural justice are not observed. In past cases, it has been challenging to gather evidence of poor
governance or behaviour, specific to the reasons listed above, making it difficult to establish a
case. These Ministerial powers have therefore never been exercised, although it has been
requested by FGCs and individuals in the past.

157. Other entities take a different, broader approach: comparable provisions in other legislation,
such as the Crown Entities Act 2004 (Crown Entities Act), have removal provisions based on “just
cause”. Itis recommended to provide similar powers for the Minister for Fish and Game,
broadening the scope of the power of removal to ensure it is not unduly restrictive while still
upholding natural justice principles.

158. Thisis part of a package of backstop proposals. Under this proposal, anytmémberof a FGC
may, at any time, be removed from office by the Minister for any “just cause?;including
misconduct, inability to perform the functions of office, neglect of duty, and breach of any,
collective duties of the FGC or the NZC, or the individual duties of FGC%@r.NZC members
(depending on the seriousness of the breach).

159. Apersonterminated for “just cause” is generally not entitled to natice, sevérance,‘er
unemployment benefits.

Power to review Fish and Game

160. As part of a backstop package, this proposal would.explicitly grantthe\Mihister the power to
review F&G. While the proposed framework aims to enhance the pefformance of FGCs and the
NZC, itis stillrecommended that the responsible,Minister has an explicit power of review. This
would also serve evidential basis for other ngcéssary interventions, such as the removal of a
councillor. This proposal aligns with othgr recommendations,to/strengthen accountability.

Five options were considered for Group 1a:

i Option 1. Status quo. Ministerial powers are inconsistent when compared to other
legislation, with limited,powers to make appointments and removals. The Minister cannot
explicitly review F&Gq

ii. Option 2. Generaldisetretion for the'Minister to make appointments to a FGC or the NZC to
align withother like entities.

iii. Option 3«lmprove Minister’s ability to remove councillors to align with similar provisions in
the Crown Entities Act.

iv. Option 4., Explicit powerforthe Minister to review F&G.

v. (Option’s (preferred). Abalanced combination of the above. Adjust the powers of the
Minister to bring F&G in line with similar public entities regarding making appointments,
“just cause”removal of members, and reviewing performance of FGCs, NZC and F&G.

How do the options.compare?
161. The comparison of each of the options is set outin Annex 1.

What option. isikely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver the highest

netdbenefits?

162. ", Option 5 is the preferred option. This will reflect the rebalancing of the NZC and FGCs
responsibilities and functions and bring the Minister’s powers in line with similar public entities
and more consistently applied across their own legislation. This provides greater flexibility for the
Minister to respond to the needs of FGCs and, if needed as a backstop, manage issues that arise
within the organisation. Improved ‘backstop’ measures acts as a disincentive for poor behaviours
in the first instance. Backstop measures would work in tandem with other proposed measures to
improve governance outlined in Proposal 5, Group 2 further below.



Consultation/engagement themes

163. Feedback was only provided on the proposal to update legislation relating to the removal of
councillors, indicating that many felt that it is currently too difficult to do so when required. Some
considered the current requirements are already adequate.

Costs and benefits

Costs Benefits

e Implementation challenges: | ¢ Adequate ‘backstops’ to act as disincentives for poor
Adjusting Ministerial powers behaviours
may involve initial e Improved governance: Allowing the Minister to appoint
implementation challenges members to FGCs to fill skill gaps and remove members for
and require adjustments. “just cause” enhances governance practiees in liffe with

e Potential resistance: Some other entities, and provides an effective fbackstop’ should
FGCs may resist changes other avenues fail, and contributes tg licenee holder trust in
due to concerns about the organisation
increased Ministerial e Consistency and clarity: Aligning Ministerial powetswith
oversight and intervention. those in similar legislation,ensures.consistehcy and*elarity in

regulatory practices.

Group 1b: Adjustment of Ministerial powers (approve notices, andprevent the transfer of
sports fish to a location where they already existto meet Treaty needs)

164. These Ministerial powers aim to improye consistency and modegnisation in line with other
entities, and are therefore binary.

Power to approve Angling and Game Bird notices

165. Under the current Conservation Act, the Ministercannot amend an Anglers Notice before
approving it, which has previously tesulted in delays toithe start of the sports fishing licence sales.
This is also inconsistent with the process for the Game Bird Notice under the Wildlife Act, which
can be amended by the Minister before appfreval.sThis proposal would provide for consistency and
speed up the process,

166. Additionally, apast drafting error means approved Game Notices can, in practice, only be
amended from May tethe following February. This proposal would allow approved Game Notices
to be amended at any time of the year, providing for greater flexibilities for FGCs to propose
altered huntipgeonditions.

Power to prevent the transferef sports fish to a location where they already exist to address Treaty needs

167¢ FGCs can transfersports fish to locations where that species already exists. The Minister of
EiSheries may prohibitsuch a transfer (for the purposes of the Fisheries Act 1996), but the Minister
of Conservation@and Minister for Hunting and Fishing currently lack this power.

168. Treatypartnérs have in the past expressed concerns and a desire for the periodic transfer of
sports fish by FGCs to isolated fisheries to cease, to meet cultural objectives.

169. This proposal provides for consistency of approach, enabling the Minister to have the power to
prohibit transfers where necessary, which should help Ministers address future Treaty needs.

Two options were considered for Group 1b:

i.  Option 1. Status quo. The Minister cannot amend an Anglers Notice before approving it.
Game Notices can only be amended within specific dates. Treaty partners’ needs can be
bypassed.

ii. Option 2 (preferred). Adjust the powers of the Minister to include the ability for the Minister
to review notices, to correct a drafting error to allow Game Notices to be amended at any



time of the year, and to prevent the transfer of sports fish to locations where they already
exist.

How do the options compare?
170. The comparison of each of the options is set outin Annex 1.

What option is likely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver the highest

net benefits?

171. Option 2 is the preferred option. It corrects oversights in the original legislation, and explicitly
requires Treaty obligations to be met in regard to the transfer of sports fish.

Costs and benefits

Costs Benefits \ g Q E

e |Implementation challenges: | ¢ Avoiding disruptions for licence holders: The,ability to amend
Adjusting Ministerial powers Anglers and Game Notices more efficiently can prevent
may involve initial delays in licence sales. Also proyides'greater flexibility for
implementation challenges FGCs to update their hunting and fishing conditions guickly
and require adjustments. to benefit both licence holders (e.g. higherlbaglimits/longer
e Potential resistance: Some seasons) and other users (e.garespond to needs of farmers).
FGCs may resist changes e Cultural and environmental considerations: Policies that
due to concerns about respect Treaty needs and‘ecologicalbalance can lead to
increased Ministerial more sustainablefishing practices, benefiting the long-term
oversight and intervention. interests of licence holders.
e Consistencyandclarity: AligningMinisterial powers with
those imsimilar legislatiof {such as the Game Animal Council
Act gn.thesubject of geviewing notices).

Group 2: Modernising and providing for professionalism (changes to Standing Orders,
retaining the option to pay councillors, changes to reporting requirements, preventing
councillors also being F&G employees)

Bundling the adjustments toprovide for préfessionalism

172. These changes have been grouped because they all relate to enhancing the professional
standards of F&G. This proposataims to elevate F&G to meet the expectations of a modern public
organisation, gither by providing,clarification of existing intent, or aligning it with similar entities.
This largelyproevides for binary'ehoices to make an overall package of improvements, with limited
optiehalitys

A standard of professionalism‘is mandated

173. S Currently, there are no enforceable conduct expectations for members of FGCs by the
Minister or.the NZC. This proposal seeks to establish standards that promote a more professional
F&G.@here have been instances where councillors’ behaviour and conduct has fallen short of
whatis expected of a public entity.

174, This'proposal aims to upgrade the professional standards required of councillors. Key
components include introducing behaviour standards similar to other entities, changing reporting
requirements, and strengthening conflicts of interest processes (including prohibiting councillors
from being employees of F&G).



Changes to Standing Orders for the rules for meetings to be now mandatory for FGCs

175. FGCs and the NZC are required to comply with Part 7 of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 (LGOIMA) (e.g., public notification of meetings, agendas,
public exclusion, and maintenance of order).

176. Under the Conservation Act provisions, Standing Orders set the rules for the NZC meetings but
only provide for the Minister to set ‘model rules’ (known as standing orders) for regional FGCs.
While the NZC follows Standing Orders, FGCs appear to consider them voluntary 'model rules,’
resulting in varied practices across regions. The statute is unclear on this point so clarification
would be welcomed. The lack of uniformity in meeting procedures across regions can lead to
inconsistency, inefficiency, and challenges in accountability and coordination. This can also
complicate decision-making, hinder effective governance and transparency across regions.

177. Additionally, standing orders are the only mechanism for declaring confliéts'ofiinterest. There
have been reported instances of conflicts of interest in FGCs in the past.

178. DOC proposes to provide clarity in the Conservation Act to ensure meetingstare conducted
consistently across F&G, with improved clarity on handling conflicts ofiinterest through.Standing
Orders.

Preventing councillors from also being F&G employees

179. This proposal aims to clarify roles and prevent a councillonof a FGC or'the NZCifrom also
being an employee of F&G, which is currently permitted. Along with the proposals above, this will
support F&G improve its organisational reputation, bringing it closer into alighment with similar
entities and address potential or actual conflicts of intefrest.

Retaining the power to pay F&G councillors in thefuture

180. The Minister has decided not to maké provision for the,payment of F&G councillors at this time
but wishes to retain the ability to allow theirremuneration inthéfuture, a power already presentin
current legislation via regulations¢® Eleven out of thirteén councils oppose the remuneration of
councillors, arguing it contradiéts the organisation’s\ethos and could deplete declining funds.

181. Under the Cabinet Feeg®Framework,1® DOC\estimates that the daily fee for councillors
attending meetings (exceptthe Chair), shouldifuture regulations allow it, would range from $165
to $226. The total ahntral.cost of remunerating all councillors, which would need to be covered by
licence fees, would\betbetween $164,279%- $299,482 per annum (representing between 1.3
percent and 2.3 percent of F&G’s annual budget).

182. Althoughthis‘is'not a large'percentage of F&G’s annual budget, it represents an opportunity
cost for the organisation, whieh could instead spend these funds on operational costs until future
regulations say otherwise.

Defining clearer and mareconsistent reporting requirements

183.%, This proposat clarifies the NZC as well as FGCs will need to prepare an annual operational
work plan. Imfuture, this will need to set out objectives for the year and proposed assessment
criteria, and'be‘consistent with relevant Sports Fish and Game Management Plans (SFGMPs).

184. (Théproposal also requires F&G to report to DOC on any legal proceedings made under the
Conservation Act, which is currently only required in instances relevant to the Wildlife Act.

185."%, This will improve accountability and transparency, align with existing F&G reporting
requirements under the Public Finance Act, and keep DOC appraised of any legal proceedings.

18 Sections 26M and 26ZF.

19 The agreed Cabinet mechanism for setting fees for all statutory, non-statutory bodies and committees that are outside
the Remuneration Authority or other fee-setting bodies’ jurisdiction.



Two options were considered for Group 2:

i.  Option 1. Status quo. No additional conduct expectations of councillors, FGCs
understanding that Standing Orders are voluntary remains, reporting requirements remain
inconsistent, councillors can potentially also be employees of F&G.

ii. Option 2 (preferred, with Minister’s amendment — see below). Make adjustments to drive
up professional standards in line with the governance arrangements of other similar public
entities by introducing behaviour standards similar to other entities, clarify that FGCs must
follow Standing Orders, strengthening reporting requirements and conflicts of interest
processes (including that a councillor cannot also be an employee of F&G).

How do the options compare?
186. The comparison of each of the options is set outin Annex 1.

What option is likely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and.deliver the highest

net benefits?

187. Option 2 is preferred with one adjustment by the Minister becauseiit séts professignal
standards for the organisation and for councillors, which is likely to'go significantly impreve F&G’s
operations and decision making. Option 2 will increase public.and Ministerial cenfidence in the
organisation and address the objectives of ensuring confidence in tegulatory perfosmance and
ensuring effective governance and accountability.

188. DOC recommended adding remuneration for the NZ&,councillors t6 helppromote
professionalism and offset the increased responsibilities’of the NZGyrole. The Minister decided
that retaining the power to use this as a future eptionwas sufficient@s it is currently provided for in
legislation. Following feedback from F&G, the Minister noted.that a majority felt payment for the
role was unnecessary and unwanted, assserving F&G on a voluntary basis was seen as ‘giving back
to the sport’ rather than offsetting any/costs:

Consultation/engagement themes

189. FGCs were largely opposed to'payment of allcouncillors. Overall, the response was that it was
not needed, and funds would be better directed'to improving angling and hunting experience.
There was some interestiin caudncillors being given a free hunting or fishing licence, which is
currently prohibited.

Costs and benefits

Costs m @eneflts

e |Implementation costs: Trust and confidence: Increased transparency and
Updating.and standardising accountability will build trust among licence holders,
Standing Orders andadditional could encourage greater licence holder participation in
feporting requirements will ‘user pays, user-says’ system, improving choice and
incur administrative costs. decision quality to benefit on the ground users.

e Training.©€ouncillors and F&G e Consistency: Ensures uniformity in how meetings are
staffwillneed training on new conducted, reducing confusion and potential conflicts.
procedures. e Transparency: Clearer rules for declaring conflicts of

interest and improved reporting enhance trust and
accountability, including between F&G and DOC on legal
proceedings.

e Accountability: Improved reporting aligns with public
finance requirements and enhances decision-making.

e Reputation: Enhances the reputation of F&G by aligning
with other similar entities.




Proposal 6: Number of councillors

190. Currently, FGCs are made of up to 12 members. This amounts to 144 potential councillors
across New Zealand, a large nhumber of decision makers for a small organisation. Previous reviews
have recommended a reduction in the number of councillors, which evidence suggests better
supports good decision making. This needs to be balanced against ensuring a range of knowledge
and diversity of licence holders on a council. There is also a lack of candidates to fill all the
available places, either limiting ‘choice’ for voters, or negating the need for elections at all: 5 FGCs
did not hold elections in 2024 as they did not have more candidates than seats available. The
majority of FGCs already operate with less than 12 councillors (five have 8 councillors; three have
9).

191. Rebalancing the scope and number of decisions made by FGCs by reallocating kKey.
governance responsibilities to the NZC, would also support a reduction in thenumber of degision
makers in FGCs. DOC initially suggested limiting the council size to ‘up to 7 members’ to ensure a
range of views and (primarily) to avoid tie votes through specifying an odd humber. This proposal is
not intended to give flexibility to choose a number of council seats: théiterm, ‘up to7’ énsures a
FGC can operate even when there are fewer than 7 candidates prepared to stand for the'role.

192. Based on feedback from meetings with F&G, the Minister preferred ‘up to 8 mémbers’. DOC
acknowledges that this minor adjustment still alighs with the numbers of councillors seen at
similar entities and is a significant reduction from the current maximum of 12 ¢ouncillors per FGC,
better reflecting the decision-making needs of an FGC,and is reflectivg ofaumbers on FGCs now.
The primary reason for having an odd nhumber of couneillors, to breaktied votes, is already
addressed by allowing the Chair to cast the de€idingvote.

Two options were considered:
i.  Option 1. Status quo. ‘Up to 12! mémbers per FGC.
ii. Option 2 (preferred). ‘Up to 8’ members peREGE.

How do the options compare?
193. The comparison of eachof the options is setoutin Annex 1.

What option is likely to.best address the‘problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver the highest

net benefits?

194. Option 2is the preferred optiony Sufficient representation of anglers and hunters across the
region was gonsidered, andthis number is judged to be optimal to improve for good decision
making alongside representation:

195. The Minister has agreed to reduce the size of councils but opted for 8 members rather than 7.
We understand thatthis decision reflects the feedback the Minister received in conversation with
F&G. DOC notes thatia.eouncil size of 8 is more likely to result in tied voting: however, this can be
broken by the Chair providing the casting vote under existing powers.

Consultationfengagement themes

196. ({@hére was general support for reducing the number of councillors on each FGC. A few FGCs
noted it should be not less than 8 or 9 to ensure diversity and a range of views while ensuring it
wasnot unwieldy for decision making. A minority preferred to maintain 12 councillors for
representation.

Costs and benefits

Costs Benefits

e Potential resistance: Some FGCs may e Improved decision making: A smaller council size
resist the reduction in size, believing is more efficient and better suited for decision-




that a larger number of members making, reducing complexity and enhancing

ensures diversity and a range of views. effectiveness.
e Risk of underrepresentation: There may | ¢ Smaller numbers of councillor seats encourage
be concerns about underrepresentation greater competition and choice for licence
of certain regions or interests with a holders in elections
smaller council size. e Better representation and more effective

decision making should improve quality of
decisions to benefit outcomes for licence
holders on the ground

e Alignment with similar entities: Aligns FGCs with
the size of similar public entities, promoting
consistency in governance practices.

Proposal 7: Voting and election standards are improved, and 7A:dintroducing a fit and
proper person test

197. These proposals have been bundled to support the objective,of strengtheningithe ‘user-pays,
user-says’ system, which was a limiting scope for the reform. This model currently’does not work
effectively, with several legislative settings undermining the’intentions for(a ‘democratic’ system.
Collectively, these issues limit licence holder representation and engagement, which in turn can
limit the choice, potential quality and breadth of khowledge of decision=makers. The majority of
these issues (particularly around eligibility to vote and be elected) have'been highlighted in
previous reviews and are well understood, as are the optionssto,rectify them.

198. This group of proposals removes legislative barriers tofully realising the ‘user-pays, user-says’
system, with modern democratic processes'at the coret The'options are therefore largely binary to
align modern practices.

Extending the eligibility to vote

199. Currently, only adult whole-season licence holders who are New Zealand residents may vote
in F&G elections. This propasal will expandieligibility to support a more democratic election.
Hunters and anglersawhorhold a licencefor shorter periods, but can be equally passionate about
their sport, are excluded from voting (and from standing in elections, as addressed below).

200. Registrationforthe electoratrollis currently an “opt-in” system, which may not be fully
understood by licence holdefs'when purchasing their licence (especially when done through third
parties gverthe counter),DOCsecommends this is amended to an “opt-out” system to encourage
more/members to participate in elections.

204, Atthe 2024 R&Glelections, there were 97,089 whole-season licence holders who were entitled
to vote but only,24,299 of those opted to be included on the electoral roll. Of those on the roll, only
4,058 subseguently cast votes in the 2024 election. In addition, low numbers of people standing
for electiommeant that elections were required for only seven of the twelve FGCs. For the
remainingfive councils, all candidates who stood for election were deemed elected.

202. This proposal would bring the electoral system in F&G in line with modern, democratic
approaches. It extends voting rights to all residents who have held any kind of adult licence in the
3-year period prior to an election which will have a significant impact on voter numbers.

203. Forthe 2024 elections, this would have meant that an extra 16,638 adults who were partners
on a family licence, and an extra 21,919 adults who held licences valid for periods less than a
whole season (e.g. day licences) would have been entitled to vote. This would have meant that
135,646 licence holders (rather than 24,299) would have been entitled to vote at the 2024
elections, providing a deeper pool of voters, more in line with the “user pays, user says” approach.



Voting electronically in elections

204. Anamendment to the Conservation Actin 2017 enabled electronic voting in F&G elections in
accordance with regulations, however the applicable Fish and Game Council Elections
Regulations 1990 do not provide any such provision. This proposal will update these Elections
Regulations to enable electronic voting which should incentivise more licence holders to take part
in elections.

Extending the eligibility to stand for election

205. Currently (as with eligibility to vote above), only adult whole-season licence holders may stand
for election. In line with other regulatory provisions governing elections, there must be an
alignment between voter and candidate eligibility. This means that the proposal alsg®&nables a
wider pool of candidates to stand for election. This increases the breadth and depth©f skills and
knowledge that would be available to support good council decision making, as\welbas ensuring a
wider representation of licence holders and improved choice for voters.

206. This proposal will mean that any New Zealand resident who has held an adult licence'in the, 3-
year term prior to an election (not just whole season) is eligible tostand forelection tofa EGC:

207. This proposal also clarifies the requirements on a candidate whohas béen rémoved«from
office (either by the Minister or because of falling short of other'standards we prepose are required
of councillors (e.g. the fit and proper person requirement). Cutrently there‘is hothing to stop a
person who has been removed from a FGC from standing again immediately, with no requirement
to declare to voters that they have been previously removed.

The current process for replacing FGC members who resigndis tindemocratic

208. This proposal addresses what happens when eouncillors resignoef are removed from office to
replace vacant seats. Currently, any membenofany FGC may resign from their office at any time
by writing to the Minister. If a position oan aFGC becomes vacant earlier than six months before the
next election, licence holders in the region must be,natified. If a majority of eligible voters request
a new election to fill the vacancy, an election shallbetheld accordingly. However, this is unlikely
given that national voter participation is around4.2 percent. In any other case, the FGC may
appoint a person to fill thegacaney after publiclyyannouncing its intention to do so. This is
undemocratic, with a risk ofiexploitation byasFGE€ members, undermining the FGC’s credibility with
licence holders.

209. DOC proposes thatfollowing afresignation, a FGC can choose whether to fill a vacancy or
vacancies by electidn at any timexduring its term if the number of its members is below eight but at
or above a minimum of three! However, a FGC must hold an election to fill all vacant positions if
FGC membership falls bglow the minimum number of three members. This is the minimum
numbperireguired for an FGC to still hold votes on its decisions.

210. Jltalso requires that at any election, all vacant positions must be filled unless there are fewer
eligible candidates'standing than vacancies.

211. “When acouncillor resigns, this proposal provides that a copy of the resignation letter will have
to be sentito the FGC, the NZC, and the Minister, and not just the Minister as currently required.
This,will ensure transparency and keep the NZC informed of FGC membership changes.

212. Undenthis proposal, no FGC will be able to appoint councillors in the manner they currently
canwlhis change will ensure tighter democratic processes are in place following resignations.

213. “In exceptional cases, the Minister would have a new power to appoint members to support
decision making (proposal 5).

Sub-regions have also not worked as expected
214. Some FGCs are divided into sub-regions for election purposes to ensure representation from
all parts of the region. However, anyone can stand in any sub-region, including people with no



connection to it. This system can lead to perverse election results. Only some FGCs currently
choose to have sub-regions.

215. Since all voters vote for candidates in all sub-regions, sub-regions can result in candidates
winning seats despite receiving fewer votes overall.

216. With the framework providing for fewer council members, sub-regions will be abolished.

Two options were considered to improve voting and election standards (7A: introducing a fit and
proper person test has been evaluated separately, below):

i Option 1. Status quo. Only adult whole season licence holders can vote and stand for
election, councillors removed from office can stand in the next election, there are no term
restrictions, regulations don’t allow for electronic voting, in general election/proyisions are
outdated, restrictive and undemocratic.

ii.  Option 2 (preferred). Elections will meet modern democratic expectations. All adult
licence holders may vote and be eligible to stand in elections. Electorabioll will be by, ‘Opt
out’ rather than ‘optin’. Electronic voting will be enabled. The resignation and replacement
process should be clarified. Sub-regions are removed.

How do the options compare?
217. The comparison of each of the options is set outin Annex'.

What option is likely to best address the problem, meet the palicy objectives, and deliver the highest

net benefits?

218. Option 2 meets the objectives of the reforms and is’preferred By the Minister. It expands voting
and representation and makes the resignation and replacement proeésses more transparent. The
removal of sub-regions will eliminate confusien‘and perverse election outcomes, as well as
unnecessary variation in practice across FGCs.

219. The proposal should improve the number and quality'ef candidates available to be elected to
FGCs, and improve decision making. It improves the democratic nature of Fish and Game,
supporting the ‘user pays, user says’ model.

Consultation/engagement themies

220. There was generaltagreement that'ehilanges to voting are needed, with the principle being for
licence holders to:@ptout rather than the'status quo of opting in. FGCs are mostly in agreement
with extending the eligibility to vote'and electronic voting was mentioned by a few FGCs.

Costs and benéfits

Costs < i { }enefits
Admmlstratlve changes: e Benefit licence holders: expanding voting rights to more
WUpdating the voting licence holders, introducing convenient electronic voting,
system and régutations to allowing more diverse candidates, making the election
include electronicC voting process more inclusive, democratic, and transparent.
andextending eligibility e Increased participation: Extending voting rights and election
willrequire administrative candidate eligibility to all adult licence holders, including
adjustments and potential those with short-term licences, will significantly increase voter
€OSts. participation, ensuring a broader representation of interests.

e Implementation costs: e Enhanced transparency: Requiring councillors who have been
Implementing electronic removed from office to declare their previous removal
voting and managing a promotes transparency and allows voters to make informed
larger voter base may decisions.
incur additional costs.




e Training and education: e Democratic replacement process: Replacing the current

Educating licence holders undemocratic process for filling vacancies with a more

and candidates about the democratic one ensures fair representation.

new voting and election e Abolishing sub-regions: Removing sub-regions will simplify the
processes will require election process and prevent perverse election outcomes.
resources. e Overall expect more engagement from a broader range of

licence holders will improve decision making to benefit all
licence holders (e.g., better greater consideration in focusing
budget and activities on enhancing experiences for under-
represented groups)

e Better diversity of interests considered by F&G could improve
licence uptake, further increasing experience anddunds for
hunters and fishers

Proposal 7A: Introducing a fit and proper person test to aligh F&Gwith similar entities

221. Candidates for FGCs must meet appropriate standards to,be and,remain public entity
governors. The current test for elected councillors, including those related to spefts fish and game
bird offences, does not meet the standards expected of similakpublic entities, such as school
boards.

222. The outcome sought by this proposalis to enhancethe provisions.to require a wider fit and
proper person test, which will prevent or allow the'remoVal of candidates with any serious criminal
history from being elected or remaining in officesif cenvicted. This proposal will also preclude
candidates or councillors convicted of an offerice/involving sports fish, or game, or protected
wildlife, or freshwater habitat, or the usefofifirearms, which typically result in fines rather than
imprisonment.

223. The proposed pre-election fit and preper personitestwill include a Ministry of Justice criminal
background check and an insolvency register chécks The responsibility for checks will sit with
FGCs at the pre-elections stageyandwill incurminimal cost, payable from licence fee revenue.

The options considered were;

i. Option 1. Status quo. No fit and ‘proper person test.

ii. Option 2(preferred). Introduce a fit and proper person test at the pre-election stage so that
a person,is disqualifiedsfrom standing for election to a FGC, or remaining as a FGC
member,if, while in.offieethe member is or becomes:

i.*"a personwho istan undischarged bankrupt

li. apersen who has been convicted of an offence involving freshwater fish or game or
protected wildlife or freshwater habitat or the use of firearms

iii. aperson who has been convicted of an offence punishable by imprisonment for a
term of 2 years or more, or who has been sentenced to imprisonment for any other
offence, unless that person has obtained a pardon, served the sentence, or
otherwise suffered the penalty imposed

iv. apersonwho is disqualified under another Act.

What eption is likely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver the highest

net benefits?

224. Option 2is the preferred option. While this may be seen by some as an additional layer of
bureaucracy, it ensures a fair and standardised process for all candidates, preventing unsuitable
individuals from standing or remaining on FGCs. It is common practice for any governing body,
reduces reputational risks, and provides greater assurance for licence holders.



Consultation/engagement themes

225. The proposals to introduce a fit and proper person test received mixed opinions. Some
considered that such a requirement would create extra hurdles (potentially resulting in fewer
candidates), and that it only adds bureaucracy.

Costs and benefits

Costs Benefits

e Monetary costs involved: Conducting Ministry e Aligning FGCs with similar public entities:
of Justice criminal background checks Ensuring candidates meet high ethical
(insolvency register checks are free) will incur and professional standards overall
minimal costs. governance and integrity of FGCs will be

e Implementation and monitoring: Establishing enhanced.
and maintaining a fit and proper person test will | ¢ Preventing improperjgeople from
require administrative resources, including becoming councillors: Individuals with
training personnel to conduct the checks and serious criminal histories or relevant
manage the process. convictions wilbbe prevented from

e Additional requirements: May deter some becoming orbeing counc€illors, protecting
individuals from standing for election, the reputation of FGCs and the NZC and
potentially reducing the pool of candidates. increasing public tfust across F&G.

Proposal 8: Regions

226. This proposal clarifies existing provisions aboutthe how many FEGC should be proscribed in
legislation. It also better enables regions and FGCs to mergemwhen desirable in future.

227. Existing provisions allow the Ministefto'define up to 12 regions, change the boundaries, and
abolish regions by a Ministerial notice'in the/Gazette” While (egiSlation enables regions to merge, it
does not specify a process for how FGCs may also merge, including mechanisms for asset
transfers.

228. No prescribed mergers.are specified in thisiproposal as DOC’s analysis suggests that making
changes in the delivery of fufictions providesfor greater efficiencies than mergers. The Minister
also ruled out the optien to seek mergers'now, preferring to clarify the existing legislation to better
provide for mergers.totake place infuture, While merging regions could bring further efficiencies
to F&G, driving this thréugh now would add significant complications and may not add additional
value. However, ensuring this ¢ould be carried out effectively in the future would enable mergers
to happen,if and when they are considered desirable.

229. The Conservation A¢t currently allows the Minister to alter regions by Ministerial notice in the
Gazette. DOC proposesthat when regions are merged, the FGCs may merge as well. Ministerial
approval would be required, and for simplicity, when any future mergers would take effect at the
time of F&G eléctiens.

230. DOC alsowpreposes amending the legislation to enable the Minister to define between 7 and 12
regions:specifying a minimum number would ensure regions could not become too large to
operate‘effectively, or for councils to be unable to fully represent licence holders within the area.
Thereiisilimited optionality with these clarification proposals.

231. "\ The concept of mergers was supported in principle by the majority of FGCs but often
considered not appropriate for their particular region at this point. Wellington and Taranaki have
been considering merging and have begun to share resources (including staff such as the CEQ),
but a full merger has been prevented by a lack of legislative clarity in how some processes would
be achieved.



Two options were considered:
i.  Option 1. Status quo. Regions can merge, but the process lacks clarity. No minimum
number of regions.
ii.  Option 2 (preferred). The number of regions will be refined in legislation to a range of 7 to
12. Clarification that when regions are merged, the respective FGCs may merge as well.
Mergers would take effect at the time of F&G elections.

How do the options compare?
The comparison of each of the options is set out in Annex 1.

What option is likely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver.the highest

net benefits?

232. Option 2. There should be no fewer than 7 regions to ensure sufficient geographical and
governance coverage. When regions merge, their councils and relevant assetsineed to be ableito
merge as well.

Consultation/engagement themes

233. FGCs appeared neutral on merging or supported merging for otherfregions{butnottheir own)
or supported mergers if there were clear cost savings. Overall, they thought othermethods would
be more successful in reducing costs without risking regignat connection te'licence holders.

Costs and benefits

Costs Beneﬁtf‘{y m\

e Resistance to mergers: Some e Enhanced efficiency: Clarifying the process for merging
FGCs may resist merging due to regions and FGCswill streamline operations and
concerns about losing regional reduce administrative overhead.
identity and autonomy. e Flexibility.and adaptability: Allowing for a range of 7 to

e Potential for inequities: There may 12 regions provides flexibility to adapt to changing
be concerns about equitable needsiandigircumstances.
representation and resource e Voluntary mergers: Allowing for mergers to be
allocation in regions that merge. voluntary puts the choice in the hands of the FGCs.

Are the Ministér’s.preferred options in the Cabinet paper the same as
the agency’spreferred.options in the RIS?

The Minister has agreed with the overall approach taken for these reforms and has only taken a
different approach on minor issues.

DOCecommendedithatMinisterial appointees be made only for specific reasons which would be set
outin legislatiom, The Minister preferred an alternative option to appoint for any reason. In either case,
Ministerial appointments are intended as a backstop measure only. Itis likely this change will make
only a minor. difference to how appointments will work in practice, given that the scope of reasons
coveredalblikely reasons for appointments. Specifying reasons in legislation largely provides clarity.
DOC'hasradvised the Minister that there is greater risk to the Minister in making appointees with an
undefined role.

DOC suggested ‘up to 7’ councillors per FGC and the NZC, but the Minister preferred ‘up to 8’ after
hearing from F&G that 8 should be the minimum number. DOC considers this is a minor adjustment
and is in support, noting that it primarily recommended 7 to easily break tied votes, however, chairs
already have the power to break tied votes.



What are the marginal costs and benefits of the preferred option in the

Cabinet paper?

Affected groups

Comment

nature of cost or
benefit (eg, ongoing,
one-off), evidence and
assumption (eg,
compliance rates),
risks.

(identify)

Additional costs of the preferred option compared to taking no action

One-off: There will be a
direct, one-off cost to
F&G to establish new
procedures, a new
financial strategy and
a funding allocation
model.

Regulated groups: F&G
(FGCs and the NZC).

Indirectly, F&G will
benefitfromits b

being more re&\

to actual ne@

No public& ing will

be req ired for F&G.
s will Q

(0]
nue

Regulators: F&G its \ Ongom

the regulator. DO h

gu alfunds
overS|ght resp; df
the leglsl nder quired for

DOC.

S (e g. Wld
consumers, e

®Q

Ongoing.

No additional funds
required.

Impact Evidence

$m present value Certainty

where appropriate, for  High, medium, or

monetised impacts; low, and explain

high, medium or low reasoning in

for non-monetised comment column.

impacts. Q

. Q

NZC will be able to gh \

work cooperatwe@%

with FGCs Velo These

a cohesive om p ° SWh'le
changes take

DOC will have a
clearer view of F&G
operations and will be
able to provide more
informed advice to the
Minister.

The Crown will have
greater confidence in
F&G’s ability to fulfil its
regulatory obligations.

Licence holders will
receive better value for
money.

The community will
benefit from F&G being

better placed to
achieve its
regulatory
responsibilities.

effeet, but once in
Serves hunter )
lace, F&G will be
anglers and t
%ﬂunity

High.

High.
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Section 3: Delivering an option

How will the proposal be implemented?

234. The Parliamentary Counsel Office will draft the regulatory amendments, subject to Cabinet
approval. The draft will go back to Cabinet for final approval.

235. DOC anticipate enactment will be approximately June 2026, with phased implementation
beginning shortly after.

236. Developing secondary legislation will be a key factor in determining the final trahsitien period
timelines.

237. Despite the reform, F&G will retain considerable autonomy from governmient, The Minister’s
powers will extend in line with similar public entities, but the Minister willgemain™at arm’s#
length.” As the Minister’s advisers, DOC’s role in implementing the referms will be somegwhat
indirect.

238. However, DOC will ensure that F&G is aware of and implefaent thetlegislative changes. DOC
will engage with the NZC to determine the support they need,/andythe reforms willbe carried outin
phases as reflected in the Bill's drafting. For example, adjuStments to the number of councillors at
the next election, implement budget process changes.as part'of secondary,legislation, and
considering the next budget cycle. DOC anticipates.that the transitionto the reformed system will
be complex.

How will the proposal be monitored, evaluated, and reviewed?

239. The NZC will be responsible for implemehting the changesand will engage with FGCs on how
the changes will be implemented. ThelNZC will be expected to report to the Minister on progress
with changes and any issues that arise.

240. Improvements in annual reporestructures infE&Gwill enable DOC to track performance and
further changes can be made in future.

241. Recently, DOC has observed negativesmedia coverage about F&G, along with numerous
resignations from,F&G ceuncillors (sometimes due to personal reasons, but also to governance
issues and tensetelationships with the wider community). Changes in public perception and
resignation trends Will be relevamtfactors for DOC to assess the success of the reforms from a
governance anda stakeholdér relationship management perspective.

Success.may hot be known for a few years

242. /Tomeasure the success or failure of the reforms, several key indicators and metrics can be
used. In summary, indicators will cover e.g. licence sales and revenue, cost efficiency, licence
holder satisfaction, economic impact, organisational cohesion, and regulatory compliance, as per
the table belows

243. ®onitoring will be conducted through various channels, primarily using existing licence holder
activityssurveys and annual performance reports from FGCs and the NZC. By monitoring these
indicators over time, the Government and F&G can assess the effectiveness of the legislative
changes.

Indicators Success Failure

Licence sales and e Anincrease in the number of e Continued or accelerated decline

revenue (measured freshwater angler and game in the number of licences sold
bird licences sold annually. annually.




from annual
performance reports)

Stabilisation or increase in
revenue from licence sales
despite any changes in fees.

Significant drop in revenue from
licence sales.

Cost efficiency
(measured from
annual performance
reports)

Reduction in operational costs
due to minimised duplication
and waste across F&G.
Decrease in the cost per
licence issued, reflecting
improved efficiency.

Rising operational costs despite
efforts to minimise duplication
and waste.

Increase in the cost per licence
issued, indicating inefficiencies.

Licence holder
satisfaction
(measured from
regular licence
holder activity
surveys)

Positive feedback from anglers
and hunters regarding their
experience and perceived
value for money.

Increase in the number of
repeat licence purchases by
satisfied anglers and game bird
hunters.

Negative feedback fram/licence
holders regarding their experience
and value for money.

Reductioniin the numberof repeat
licence putchases.

Economic impact
(measured from
annual performance
reports)

Increase in the total spending
by anglers on their trips,
indicating higher participation
and economic activity.
Growth in economic activity in
regions populaf for game bird
hunting and,fishing.

Decrease inthetotal spending by
anglers on their trips.

Degline ineconomic activity in
regions popular for game bird
hunting and fishing.

Organisational
cohesion (measured
from annual
performance reports) |

Fewerinstances of duplicated
efforts, andresources,across
couneils.

Continued or increased instances
of duplicated efforts and
resources.

Regulatory
compliance
(measured from
annual perfor

Successful updates to
provision$ and powers in line
with nm6dern public entity
requirements.

Failure to follow provisions in line
with modern public entity
requirements.

reports)
Partici @ Fish
lectlon
ured using le
me da;a
electoraltur X
candldate

Increased voter turnoutin
F&G’s election.

Higher number of candidates
standing for F&G election.

Continued low or decrease in
voter turnoutin F&G’s election.
Continued low or decrease in
candidates standing for F&G
election.




Annex One: How do the options compare to the status quo/counterfactual?

The options below have been assessed against the objectives of the reform, which are to:

e Ensure confidence in regulatory performance - F&G must demonstrate the ability to undertake, and be aégountable for, statutory
functions and responsibilities at all levels in accordance with regulatory best practice, manage risks, avoid peruerse outcomes, and improve
consistency across regions.

o Effective governance and accountability - F&G has the right checks and balances, and oversightin/place to ensure good governances over
public resources while acting in the best interests of all licence holders.

e Value-for-money for licence holders through efficient use of resources —E&Gibetter managesirevenue collection and distribution, and
resource allocation to enable effective and efficient operational effort to(deliver best valugfor atilicence holders.

Key for qualitative judgements

++ much better than doing nothing/the status
quo/counterfactual

+ better than doing nothing/the status quo/counterfactaak

0 about the same as doing nothing/the status
quo/counterfactual

- worse than doing nothing/the status quo/counterfactual
-- much worse than doing nothing/the status
quo/counterfactual




Proposal 1: Rebalance the functions and responsibilities between the NZC and FGCs

Option One -
Status Quo /
Counterfactual

Option Two - Targeted changes -
NZC sets frameworks for action #
mandatory templates and
standardised ways of
undertaking planningactivities,
with a power to review.FGCs.
NZC would set mandatory
corporate policiesiand a
‘minimum’ compliance policyin
consultation with FGCs. EGC’s
independent'deCision-making
largely retained (includingfor
monitoring, advocacy and
budget) but using standard
templates where,appropriate

Option Three (preferred) - FGCs
and the NZCtebalance functions
(i) the NZCtakes responsibilityfor
setting binding polici€s in
congtltation with FGCS for
corporate functions (ii) NZC sets
strategic direction, with binding
policies andtemplates (either
minimuntrequirements; OR
within parameters) in
copsultation with FGCs, for
compliance AND monitoring,
advocacy, planning, and
reporting. FGCs have flexibility to
tailor action to local conditions
within these parameters or above
minimum requirements (iii) NZC
is also responsible for collecting
and distributing the licence fee
(see proposal 2), and employing
specialist staff (iv) FGCs continue
to have responsibility for decision
making on key local hunting and
angling conditions, advocacy
(within parameters), and employ
local staff

Option Four - All other
changes carried
forward, but the NZC
would also have
responsibility for all
F&G staff and
advocacy decision
making. FGCs would be
responsible for setting
hunting and fishing
licencing conditions,
with the NZC having
additional powers to
request evidence and
rationale to support
such decisions.



Ensure confidence in
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licence holders



Proposal 2: Centralised licence fee and budget allocation

Ensure confidence in
regulatory
performance

Effective governance
and accountability

Value-for-money for
licence holders
through efficient use
of resources

Overall assessment

Option One - Status Quo / Counterfactual - Regional

licences with fees collected going to a selected
region chosen by the licence holder. This is not
necessarily the region in which they hunt or fish
(funds do not necessarily follow activities). A levy

Option Two (preferred) - The.NZC issues
licencesiand collects fees eentrally. And, in
consultation with FGCs, the NZC develops a

system is maintained to rebalance funds across the _financial strategy to set the direction for the

organisation. There is inefficiency from the double
and triple handing of fees. Regional and
uncoordinated financial strategies continue, with
differing regional priorities leading to potential
disagreement on approaches to issues between
some neighbouring FGCs

purpose of and use of accumulated funds
as a collective organisation. And a F&G
fundingmodel broadly sets out how funding
is then dllocated

-- -



Proposal 3: Mandate the requirement for FGCs to take account of non-hunting interests

Option One -
Status Quo /
Counterfactual -
FGCs ‘have
regard to’ the
needs of other
users and
resources in
SFGMPs only.

Ensure
confidence in
regulatory
performance

Effective
governance
and
accountability

Value-for-

money for

licence 0
holders

through

Option Two - Ensure F&G better consider other
interests by (i) strengthening provisions to ‘have
regard to’ the needs of other users and resources
more generally (not just in SFGMPs), (ii) account fora
specific list of interests in legislation that take
precedence over F&G’s needs due to their
conservation significance or becauseof people’s
health and safety (e.g., protectinghighly threatened
fish; ensuring aviation safety), (iit) give authorityto
FGCs to act as required withfrespect to gameg birds
causing damage or risk (e.gato'farmers crops)without
needing to gain permissioh from DOC

o

Option Three -
integrate NZC
oversight@nd
strengthenplanning
andiéporting
requirements through
the use of mandatory
templates (also part of
Proposal 1), and
requiring FGCs to
describe how conflicts
will be managed in
SFGMPs

s

Option Four
(preferred) -A
combination of
Options Two
and Three

-
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Proposal 4: Membership of the NZC

Ensure confidence in
regulatory
performance

Effective governance
and accountability

Value-for-money for
licence holders
through efficient use
of resources

Overall assessment

Option One - Status Quo /

Counterfactual - FGCs
elected. FGCs can
nominate any member of

their FGC to the NZC, and

maintain the right to reca
them at any time

!

Option Two (preferred) - FGCs elected.
NZC is made up of the Chairs of FGCs. (i)
The Chair of the NZC is appointed by
members of the NZC (i.e., the Chaiks of
FGCs appoint the Chair of the'NZC), (ii)
the explicit provision proyviding the right
to recall appointed members at any timeé
is revoked, but maintaimthe right for
FGCs to change their,Chair (and hence
representativeto the NZC). For improved
transparencyyif a Chair (and
representative to the NZC)'is changed,
the FGC’s rationale'mast be setout in
writing'to the NZC

++

++

Option Three —-EGCs elected. The
Minister appoints all members of the
NZC (these,appointees may be
independent of F&G and not
necessarily F&G councillors)



Proposal 5 Checks and balances and transparency

Group 1a: Adjustment of Ministerial powers (power to appoint,

remove, review F&G)

Ensure confidence in
regulatory
performance

Effective governance
and accountability

Value-for-money for
licence holders
through efficient use
of resources

Overall assessment

Option One - Status

Quo / Counterfactual -
Ministerial powers are

inconsistent when
compared to other
legislation, with
limited powers to
make appointments
and removals. The
Minister cannot
explicitly review F&G

Option Two -
General
discretion for
the Minister to
make
appointments
to a FGC or the
NZC to align
with other like
entities

Option Three
- Improve
Minister’s
ability to
remove
councillors to
align with
similar
provisions in
the Crown
Entities Act

Option Four-
Explicit,power
for the
Minister to
review F&G

Option 5 (preferred). A balanced
combination of the above. Adjust
the powers of the Minister to bring
F&G in line with similar public
entities regarding making
appointments, “just cause”
removal of members, and reviewing
performance of FGCs, NZC and F&G

++

-



Proposal 5 Checks and balances and transparency

Group 1b: Adjustment of Ministerial powers (approve notices, and prevent the transfer of spoﬂ@gocation Q@y already
*

exist to meet Treaty needs) \
Option One - Status Quo / Counterfactual - Option Two (preferred) - Adjust th(@s of the Minister to
The Minister cannot amend an Anglers Notice include the ahi r the Minist iew notices, to correct a
before approving it. Game Notices can only drafting ww a oti to be amended at any time
be amended within specific dates. Treaty of the ye d to prevent the transfer of sports fish to locations
partners’ needs can be bypassed wher eady e@

Ensure confidence in 6

regulatory - Q +
performance @ @

Effective governance \@ Q .
and accountability @ . Q

Value-for-money for K

licence holders * Q .
through efficient use \

of resources @ 0
Overall assessment \



Proposal 5: Membership of the NZC

Group 2: Modernising and providing for professionalism (changes to Standing Orders, retaining the option to pay'councillors,
changes to reporting requirements, preventing councillors also being F&G employees)

Ensure confidence in
regulatory
performance

Effective governance
and accountability

Value-for-money for
licence holders
through efficient use
of resources

Overall assessment

Option One - Status Quo / Counterfactual -
No additional conduct expectations of
councillors, FGCs understanding that
Standing Orders are voluntary remains,

reporting requirements remain inconsistent,
councillors can potentially also be employees

of F&G

Option Two (preferred with Minister’s amendment) -
Make adjustments to drive up professional standards
in line with the governancearrangements of other
similar public entities’by introducing behaviour
standards similar te other entities, clarify that FGCs
mustfollow Standing Orders, strengthening reporting
requirements and conflicts of interest processes
(including that'a‘councillor cannot also be an employee
of F&G)

o

e



Proposal 6: Number of councillors

Option One - Status Quo /
Counterfactual - ‘Up to 12’
members per FGC.

Ensure confidence in
regulatory
performance

Effective governance
and accountability

Value-for-money for
licence holders
through efficient use
of resources

Overall assessment

\‘QQ'

Option Two (preferred) - ‘Up to 8’
members per FGC
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Proposal 7: Voting and election standards are improved

Ensure confidence in
regulatory
performance

Effective governance
and accountability

Value-for-money for
licence holders
through efficient use
of resources

Overall assessment

Option One - Status Quo / Counterfactual -

*
Option T f Z& ti qd?
Only adult whole season licence holders can ption Two (pre er. ) ee .|o
rﬁ%xpectatlo .Alla
n e

vote and stand for election, councillors

modern democ

holders ma

removed from office can stand in the next

. O

be g o'stand in

election, there are no term restrictions i) Ele atrol D UG L s
o o than ‘o Electranic voting will be enabled. The
regulations don’t allow for electronic voting, in .
) . res and rep ment process should be
general election provisions are outdated, .
. Sub-re removed.

restrictive and undemocratic.

5
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Proposal 7A: Introducing a fit and proper person test to align F&G with similar entities

Ensure confidence in
regulatory
performance

Effective governance
and accountability

Value-for-money for
licence holders
through efficient use
of resources

Overall assessment

Option One - Status Quo
/ Counterfactual - No fit

and proper person test

Option Two (preferred) - Introduce a fit and proper person test atthe pre-
election stage so that a person is disqualified from standing for election
to a FGC, or remaining as a FGC member, if, whilein ¢ffice,'the member
is or becomes (i) a person who,is an'undischarged bankrdpt, (ii) a person
who has been convicted of an effence involvingffeshwater fish or game
or protected wildlife or freshwater habitator the use of firearms, (iii) a
person who has been convicted of an offence punishable by
imprisonment for a termsof 2 years or more, or who has been sentenced
to imprisonment for any‘ether offence, unless that person has obtained a
pardon, served.the sentence, or otherwise suffered the penalty imposed,
(iv) a personwhg is'disqualified,under another Act

e



Proposal 8: Regions @
Option Two (preferred) - The num region

Option One - Status Quo /
Counterfactual - Regions can

merge, but the process lacks clarity. thatwhen regions arem‘l,

.. . may merge as well. M
No minimum number of regions A X
time of F&G electi

Ensure confidence in @
regulatory -

+
performance @6 Q
Effective governance 0 @ +
and accountability \ q
Value-for-money for @ . Q
licence holders & \\' +

through efficient use
of resources \ 00
Overall assessment . !@






