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lan Axford (New Zealand) Fellowships in Public Policy

Established by the New Zealand Government in 1995 to reinforce links between New
Zealand and the US, lan Axford (New Zealand) Fellowships in Public Policy provide
the oppotunity for outstanding miatareer professionals from the United States of
America to gain firsthand knowledge of public policy in New Zealand, including
economic, social and political reforms and management of the government sector.

The lan Axford (New Zdand) Fellowships in Public Policy were named in honour of
Sir lan Axford, an eminent New Zealand astrophysicist and space scientist who served
as patron of the fellowship programme until his death in March 2010.

Educated in New Zealand and England, Sin leld Professorships at Cornell
University and the University of California, and was V{€bancellor of Victoria
University of Wellington for three yearsor many years, Sir lan was director of the
Max Planck Institute for Aeronomy in Germany, where las wvolved in the planning

of several space missions, including those of the Voyager planetary explorers, the
Giotto space probe and the Ulysses galaxy explorer.

Sir lan was recognised as one of the great thinkers and communicators in the world of
spacescience, and was a highly respected and influential administrator. A recipient of
numerous science awards, he was knighted and named New Zealander of the Year in
1995.

lan Axford (New Zealand) Fellowships in Public Policy have three goals:

1 To reinforceUnited States/New Zealand links by enabling fellows of high
intellectual ability and leadership potential to gain experience and build contacts
internationally.

T To increase fellowsd ability to bring a
fields of experse by the crostertilisation of ideas and experience.

1 To build a network of policy experts on both sides of the Pacific that will
facilitate international policy exchange and collaboration beyond the fellowship
experience.

Fellows are based at a host ington and carefully partnered with a leading specialist
who will act as a mentor. In addition, fellows spend a substantial part of their time in
contact with relevant organisations outside their host institutions, to gain practical
experience in their dids.

The fellowships are awarded to professionals active in the business, publiegyofibn
sectors. A binational selection committee looks for fellows who show potential as
leaders and opinion formers in their chosen fields. Fellows are selectddratliseir
ability to put the experience and professional expertise gained from their fellowship
into effective use.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Imagine thatou are part of the agency responsible for managing a thire obuntry

i including some othe raresspecies on the planettunning scenergnd recreational
resources that arsought out by nationadnd international visitors, andhe water
sourcedor muchof thenationi for the benefit of present and future New Zealanders.

Now imagine that you are part of the production industry that uses a third of the country
tofuelthenat i on & s prodace wad wntitmevalued around the globe for its
connection to clean, green New Zealand.

| s n6t natunaknexes fa these two orgaationsi the New Zealand Department
of Conservation and primary industiyto partner up tacconservée he nati onods
resources?

| wrote this report to tell the story of existing pubtidvate sector partnerships and
perceptions between the New Zea@&epartment of Conservation (DOC) and primary
industry, including lessons learned, opportunities for the future, and comparison with a
relevantpartnershigexamplein the United State$ alsointerviewedrepresentatives of
primary industry to reveal atsef common themethat indicate important operational
details for DOC and industry to consider

This report includes case studies of the following puptigate sector partnerships in
New Zealand:

 PoutiiAo @ TReming native species to conséima land and
surrounding production landscapesa wk e 6 s Bay r egi on

1 Project Aorangi 1 Energsing the community to eliminate pests and restore
native birds while maintaining recreational hunting opportunities on
conservation land and surrounding pastusesth Wairarapa coast

1 Nelson Forests and Mount Richmond Forest ParkiWorking together to
address wildingpines, South Marlborough region and the Richmond Range

1 Ruamahunga CutOff and the Wairarapa Moana Wetlands Restoration
Project: Restoring wetlands on private pasture in éB8@artnership with
farmers Lake Wairarapa and Lake Onoke and surrounding wetlands,
Wairarapa plains

1 Living Water Programme: A partnership with Fonterra and DOC to improve
five sensitive water catchmentsdairying regions across the country

1 Marlborough New Zealand Falcon ConservatiorProgramme (formerly
Falcons for Grapes):An unsuccessful attempt to partner with the
winegrowing industry to restore rare falcons to vineyavtts]borough
region

For contextand to compare orgesational details and clear links to ecosystem services,
this reportalsoincludes one case study from the United Stat#sorestdo Faucetsi
which reviews the publiprivate partnership structure that is workingestoe forest

and watershed health to proterban water supplies in Colorado.

nat



Conclusions and Recommendations

There is tremendous opportunity for DOC to continue and expand partnerships with
primary industry. The case studies and industry interviews show thatishaterest
by industry and important conservation gains to be made from doing so.

| organse the findings and recommendations for operational details into the three
Aphaseso offorBOCpartner shinp

A. Prospect PhaseProactive ideas for who, how, and what message to use
when considering new potential primary industry partnerships.
{1 Targeting and looking for opportunitiése proactive and approach
potential partners with shared values
1 Approaching a ptential partnef c on s i d e r -buestiwege nad fogro
messenger and establishing a Business Leadership Council
The Key Message focus on conservation
Analyse DOC capacity before making commitments
Adopt an open and pragmatic approach
Be cautious§ protect your reputation
B. Start-Up Phase Operational details to have in placefupnt and before work
begins.
1 Be clear on common goals and operating procedures and implement
strong project management techniques from the beginning
1 The culture clash is inescapable, but both partee la responsibility
to compromise
C. Implementation Phase Critical components to have in place over the life of
the partnersip.
1 Measurement and associated research is critical
T You canét say thank you enough

=4 =4 -4 4

The report concludes withecommendations for New Zealamqimary industry
including more public-private partnershgpand how to evaluate business risks and
opportunities related to ecosystem services.

A secondary goal of my research was to look at whether and how the quantified
concepts of natural capital and ecosystem services applied to deuiskimg by

business about publgrivate sector partnerships. Although | looked hard, it appears

that economic cad cuwleadt neambeansdwiegbet nom an |
anyof the case studies or industry interviews. Instead, partners were motivated by other

factors such as personal relationships, a shared appreciation and dedication to the land,

and being a good neighbour or corporate citizen.

If there is one tak@away messge that applies to this entire report, it is tiedationships
matter. Partnerships are like any other human relationship, and are based on people,
personal interactions and mutual respect.

New Zealand has an opportunity to set a model for the world \w tobuild a
sustainable natural environment and economy, and it is my hopgbebkatcase studies
and insights can support even more pupliwate partnershipshat are a wirwin-win
for the agency, industry, and the general public.

Vi
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1 INTRODUCTION

| wrote this report to tell the story of existing pubtidvate sector partnerships and
perceptions between the New Zealand Department of Conservation (DOC) and primary
industry, including lessons learned, opportunities for the future, and comparis@n with
relevant example in the United States (US). The following stories and recommendations
will highlight the operational details that can be replicated and thus createvarwin

win scenario for the agency, industry, and the general public.

A secondary gdaof my research was to look at whether and how the concepts of
natural capital and ecosystem serviceapply to decisioamaking regarding public

private sector partnerships. Therefore, the case studies and recommendations highlight
the conservation andipate-sector benefits obtained by both partners, as well as the
motivations of the private sector to get involved.

The focus on partnerships and collaboration is growing in both the US and New Zealand
as the new way of doing business. Gone are the dagatofal resource agencies
expecting to act alone and still beingieto meet all of their goalén fact, DOC has
already been working ipartnership with other orgeations such as iwi, business (i.e.
permittees), other agencies and hundreds of contynargansations for many years.
However, recent DOC reorgaations have put even more emphasis on new and
expanded partnerships, especially with business and the private sector.

DOCO6 s v NewniZealands tre grBatest living space on Eattlthus esuring that

New Zealanders gain environmental, social, and economic benefits from healthy
functioning ecosystems, recreation opportunities, and from living our history. DOC
organses its work around five outcomes:

1 The diversity of our natural heritage imtained and restored

T Our history is brought to lifand protected

1 New Zealanders and our visitors are enriched by outdoor experiences
1 New Zealanders conneand contribute to conservatigamphasis added]
)l

Every business fosters conservation for this famgre generationfemphasis
added]

These outcomes clearly empisasthe value of partnerships and the need to expand
responsibility for conservatiorso that it becomes aesponsibility of all New
ZealandersHowever, vhilstthe partnership approach hasajrvalueit is critical that
it beapproached, designed, and implementea way that works well for all parties.

Partnerships are the right notion, but the inweorkings need to be evaluated.
1 Clive Paton, Ata Rangi Vineyards

'Natural capital can be defined and measured in diff
land, air, species, minerals, and oceans. This stock underpins our economy by producing value for people,

both directly and indirectly, such as foatkan air and water, energy, wildlife, recreation, and protection

from hazards. 0o UK Natur al Capital Committee (2014)

2 Ecosystem services are the benefits people receive from ecosysteluding:provisioningservices
such as food and wateegulating srvices such as flood and disease control; culsgalices such as
spiritual, recreational, and cultural benefits; and supporting sersitdsas nutrient cycling that
maintain the conditions for life on Earth. Millennium Ecosystem Assess(2ed8

3



Martinborough New Zeahd

What is a public-private sector partnership and why are they
growing in popularity?

For the purposes of-pthvateepectpoprl pdetineest
natural resource agency joining forces with a private sector businessbwiheté

parties contribute financial support (cash, land, ekimal services) to generate-time-

ground conservation that would not have happened otherwise.

While DOC has worked with partners for many years, large commercial fublate
partnerships are a relatively new focus. DOC has a few large commercial partnerships
with businesses such as Fonterra, New Zealand Aluminum Smelters, Genesis Energy,
and Dulx New Zealand, although perhaps the highest profile is with Air New Zealand.

The Air New Zealand partnership began with the airline providing safe and free air

travel for threatened species f@location and conservatigrogramms aroum the

country. Nav, there is dhreey e ar partnership in place to p
Walks2 with Air New Zealand providing marketing services worth approximately $1

million perannunfThr ough this effort and DOCO0s coor
Walks increasedy over 20 per centand generated an additional $1 million in total
revenueAlthoughthis increase did not apply universally to all the Great Walks, it did

attract more visits overallin particular by New Zealandersand engaged many more

people throgh social medfand is viewed as a success by both partners. The
partnership was recently extended to 2017 and will also include promotion of marine
conservation and marine reserves.

There are similar examples of large commercial partnerships in thend®f which

is described as a case stu@hgrin this report. Another example of a US pukpigvate
partnership is between the US Forest Service and Vail Resorts, which is facilitated by
the notfor-profit National Forest Foundation. Vail Resorts ovamsl operates eleven
premier ski resorts in Colorado, California, Nevada, Utah and elsewhere, many of
which operate on US Forest Service land. Vail has contributed substantial funding to
ornrthe-ground projects on US Forest Service land across Coldradodly in the

White River National Forest where their Colorado ski areas are locdtedugh the
National Forest Foundation, includifig:

3 greatwalks.co.nz

4PHV Case Study #1: Gaining Altitudeé DOCb6s Great \
(2015).

5 As measured by an increase in overnight stays, with approximately 8,000 more people booking at least
one night per year over a twear geriod. The promotion fell short of the goal of attracting an additional
10,000 people per year, but was still significant.

6 The Great Walks promotional campaign attracted 250,000 Twitter followers and 737,000 Facebook
likes.

"PHV Case Study #1: Gainind A i t udeé DOCO6s Great Walks and the Ai
(2015).

8 vail Resorts National Forest Foundatioh a case study in PubliBrivate Partnership (2015)



1 Ski Conservation FundEnables visitors to donate one to two dollars when
purchasing ski passes or staying in rekmges.Since 2006, the fund has
invested over $3 million USD on the White River National Forest to support
trail and recreation infrastructure, enhance wildlife habitat, restore streams and
wetlands, protect native wildlife, and reduce noxious weeds.

{1 Hakltat Mitigation PartnershipContributed$350,000USD over four yeart
support projects related to lystudies, education and habitat.

1 Hayman Restoration Partnersivdong with many other businesses including
power companies, private foundations, amat&®Cola, contributed over $2
million USD to restore National Forest land after the catastrophic 2002
Hayman Fire (discussed later in this report) as part of the National Forest
Foundationds ATr easurThapartnershigplantedhpes o par !
over56,000 trees, restored 355 acres of wetlands and riparian areas, restored
four miles of stream channel, and managed nearly 80 miles of recreation trails
and roads.

In an age of declining budgdtdaced by both New Zealand and US resource agencies
I a frequent jaded view of partnerships is that they can help backfill for reduced agency
budgets. While agencies may be unteourced, that is not the most compelling reason
for partnerships. The reality is much more inspiring. Many who care about preserving
nat ur al resources, sol ving environment al
biodiversity have re@ed that conservation must involve more people and occur across
traditional property line boundaries. If society is going to mitigate environmental
problemson developed and agricultural land, it must develop sustainable land use
practices thaihtegrateextractive resource use with conservation, rather than separately
allocating land toeither development or conservation. If we do not do so, future
generatios will experience only unsustainable islands of nature (i.e. National Parks) in
a sea of modified land.

Protecting nature is a huge job, and we <c
increased its focus to engaging, partnering, and supporting otherseto g

involved and contribute to conservatioDOC staff are still specialists at

mucking in and getting important work done; but we also need to be inspiring,

educating and informing others about conservation issues, and finding ways to

mobilise New Zealandgto get involved and support them to play their part.

IDOCbs Conservation Part
kete (Akito) for partn

Successful partnerships with business show that DOC is responsive and can
create alliances with the commercial sector, whichligned with Government
desire for publieprivate partnership. Our partnership helps enhance both the
Air New Zealand and DOC brands across a wide range of audiences. More
importantly, the credibility of our brand and our ability to communicate in a
mannerthat is respected and accessible means that contributing to conservation
feels more normalised, for both other commercial businesses and for individuals.

T James Gibson, Air New Zealand

9 Moller et al (2008)



There is also a variety of reasons that the private sector chogeeser with DOC or

other resource agencies, such as corporate responsibility, competitiveness, and
legitimisation. A brief discussion of these motivators from global sustainability research
is included in the next chapter of this report. In my conclusibmscorporate these
general findings from scientific literature with the lessons learned from my case studies
and interviews to give DOC and New Zealand primary industry specific insights into
why, and how, engaging in a partnership could be mutuallgflmgs.

Why focus on primary industry?

This report focuses on primary industrglairy, meat, wool, forestry, fruit and wifiie

for several reasons. First, DOC already has a reasonably strong existing partnership
programmewith the recreation and tourism industry, but is only just beginning to
partner with the primary sector. Second, primary industry is the base of the New
Zealand economy armbnstitutesnore than half of exported gootfs.

There is also tension between D@@d primary industry. Historically, there is still

resent ment from some in the -ppd mary wasted
natural resources. In addition, DQCin its regulatory rolei is sometimes in an

adversarial role with primary industry. Thension is perhaps inevitable because while

DOC manages approximately ehehi rd of the countryds | and

primary production accounts for the remain

can cause significant effects on the envirenimlt is possible this tension will increase

i n coming years because New Zethtwmvoebdbs Govert
primary industry exportby 2025 as part of the Business Growth Agetida

10 New Zealand Economic and Financial Overview 202% March 2015) Agriculture, forestry and
fishing accounts for nearly 6% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP).

11 The Export Goa{5 March 2015) The Governmentodos Business Growth A
exports as a percentage of Gross Domestic Produnt3096 to 40% by 2025, which would correspond

to doubling the value of primary industry exports from $32 billion in June 2012 to over $64 billion by

2025.



2 BACKGROUND

New Zealand Land Use and Economy

Thereare three main land uses in New Zealand: production, conservation, and urban
developmentNew Zealand is home to approximately 4.5 million people, about 73 per
cent of whom live in urban area®ver onethird of land is legally protected for
conservation prposes, with the remaining majority used for primary production
(agriculture, planted production forestry, and horticulture).

Clean and Green

The natural world is a core part blew Zealand s i denti t yhasamnd t he
excellent reputation intertianally and banks on its worldwide image atean and

green This international reputation hassignificant export value and is a key driver of

the value of goods and services in the international market place. This image is
exemplified in its100% PureNew Zealandnternational campaign by Tourism New

Zealand, which has been running continuously since 1999. New Zealarders h
passionfor and understanding of green growth isstfemnd many New Zealanders

believe that conservation is at the heart ofwwhaeans to be a New Zealandér.

Primary Industry

Primary production is the base of the New Zealand economy and comprises more than
half of exported goods. The industries included in this report are agriculture ($26.7
billion in sales) and forestry ($5Uillion in sales). Within agricultural products, dairy
alone comprises more than half of total sales, followed by sheep, beef, and horticulture
(Table 1).

Table 1: Sales of principal categories of primary products in New Zealand}2014

Agricultural Products
Dairy 14,637
Sheepmeat 2,518
Cattle 2,209
Fruit (primarily kiwifruit, wine, apples and 2,030
pears)
Vegetables 1,027
Sales of live animals 895
Crops and seeds 703
Wool 580
Other (norfarm income, othenorticulture, 2,100
services, deer, poultry/eggs, pigs)

Forestry 5,100

12New Zealand Economic and Financial Overview 2(@%March 2015)
B¥Greening New Z@®oal)ando6és Growth
14 Nielsen Company (2014)

15 New Zealand Economic and Financial Overview 2(@%March 2015)



Dairy has grown to be the dominant primary industry and 95 per cent of dairy products

are exported. In fact, threetofourpee nt of al |l the worl dbés dai
New Zealand'® which is a rather remarkable number for a country that contains far less
thanO.lpec ent of the worl|l do¥ population and | a

Tension has risen in recent years over the environmental impact of the growing dairy
industry and concernsthiatt coul d under mi ne New 2% al andos
Dairying can cause effects such as pollution of surface and groundwater, destruction of

wetland and lowland native forest for farm development, indirect damage to freshwater

and estuarine habitat thugh contamination and nutrient pollution of surface and
groundwater, loss of native biodiversity (through damage or destruction of native

habitat), soil erosion, soil contamination, and damage to soil structure, and discharge of
greenhouse gasés.

Thedary industry has made efforts to reduce environmental impact with actions such
as fencing off streams, rivers, and significant wetlands, encouraging appropriate
disposal of effluent, and management of nutrients applied to farms soils. However,
despite thes efforts, water quality continues to decline in many areas used for dairying
and intensive farm production. Compounding the issue is that even if these
improvements are effective, they are often offset by intensification of production, or the
conversion blower intensity land uses such as sheep and beef farming or forestry to
higher intensity uses such as dairying, cropping, and horticéhure.

In very general terms, other primary indiesr such as sheep, beef, and horticulture,
can cause similar probtes with water quality and quantity and native species habitat.
Forestry is generally seen as a less impactful lanthersguse it stabilizes soil and can
absorb greenhouse gaskst even that industry can cause environmental impacts, such
as postharvesterosion or wilding pine invasions.

The tensiondetween primary industry armbnservatiorare likely to intensify as the
central government pushes to double the value of exports byRig@ie 1) especially

if that goal is met by doubling primary prodien rather than diversifying into higher
value products.

16 Stringleman and Scrimgeour (2012)
" World Bank (2015)

18 Stewart (2012)

18 Mairi and Morad (2007)

20 Mairi and Morad (2007)



THE BIG PICTURE

WHEN THE NUMBER OF COWS

IN THE WAIKATO REACHED 4
1.39 MILLION THE FEDERATED |, W
FARMERS SAID,*WOAH! WE NEED
A MORATORIUM ON COW NUMBERS!" S
AND THE GREENS SAID,"WORH! 122
WE NEED AMORATORIUMON =
COW NUMBERS!"
SO THEY WENT AND TOLD THE
MINISTER OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES 2
AND HE SAID,"WOAH! ... g

o))
9,8

Figure 1. Sharon Gay Murdock cartoon published in B@minion PostThe PressTimaru HeraldandWaikato
Timeson 21 March 2015.

Department of Conservation

DOCwas formed in 1987 by the Conservation Act exrttie central government agency

charged with promoting conservation of the natural and historic heritage of New

Zealand on behalf of, and for the benefit of, present and future New Zealdh@&.06 s
responsibities include, but are not limited to:

)l
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1
1
1

In coordination with others, maintaining as much as possible, the integrity of

New Zeal andébés indigenous ecosystems

Acting as guardian to some of New Zeal

Contributing to the recegion opportunities of all New Zealanders
Supporting tourism

Giving effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (in accordance with
section 4 of the Conservation Act of 1987)

Protection of marine mammals

Preservation of native freshwater fisheriad aabitat

Conserving protected native wildlife wherever it occurs

Serving as the lead advisor on the Convention on Biological Diversity and
other international agreements

Advocating generally for the protection of natural and historic resources,
providingtechnical expertise, and promoting the economic, environmental and
social benefits of conservation.

addition, DOCb6bs capital assets incl

8.5 million hectaresf land including 14 national parks, generally referred to
as fAconser vatisnearlyd thrda the countwh i ¢ h

38 marine reservedd.7 million hectares

Six marine mammal sanctuari€a4 million hectares

24 visitor centres, 14,000 km of track, and 976 Huts

To meet these responsibilities, the agency tiaghly 1,800 stafind an annual budget

of approximately $385 million. This is a tremendous amount of work for 1,800
employees, and many see the agency as uedeurced. For example, DOC is only
attempting to manage about 30thwdre thar2,000 threatened speciesNew Zealand

due to budgetary constraints

21 New Zealand Department Gbnservation Annual Repo(2014)
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While DOC may be low in governmebudgetarysupport, itenjoysa remarkable

amount of support fronthe general public. In fact, it is one of the most appreciated

public agencies in New Zealand, and a large majorityp€éf4ent) of New Zealanders

have a favourable view because they believe the agency is doing a good job, provides
good facilities and services, and/ &r is | oc
In 2013, when the Government proposed signifitartget cuts for DOC, the public

turned out for a fALove DGe2@5Mostinfluentigqush bac
Brands in New Zealanstudy ranked DOC eighth of the most influential brands in New

Zealand based on high scores &mvironnmental and saal responsibility,actively

caring and syporting New Zealand communitiesnd as a trusted brand in the public

domain** And finally, in 2015 DOC was selected
companies as the winner of tRandstadAward, which means it iperceived by the

general public to have an attractive imdge.

In an effort to increase effectiveness, DOC has been through a series of significant
restructures in recent yeaiie most recent one is currently underway and results will
be announced latém 2015.

Biodiversity and Pest Control

One of the top conservation issues for DOC (which is often a surprise for US
colleagues) is actively managing predator pests such as rats, stoats, and possums in
order to preserve the peecteindn dd WNieovd iZweearl saintd
and insects are found nowhere else on earth, yet the nation has one of the highest
proportions of threatened species in the world.

With the exception of bats, New Zeal andos &b
Therefae, these unique species are extremely vulnerable to predation by introduced
mammals such as brusha i | possums (Apossumso), stoats

one of the last places on earth to be settled by humans, yet in the past 800 years, humans
and treir accompanying pests have made extinct:

32 per cent of indigenous land and freshwater birds
18 per cent of seabirds

Three of seven frogs

At least 12 invertebrates such as snails and insects
One fish, one bat, and perhaps three reptiles

At least 11 planf8

E R

Possums, stoats, and rats are widespread throughout New Zealand and are the biggest
and most immediate risk to survival of many native bffdghese pests compete with

native species for food and habitat and eat the adults, eggs, and chicks of many rare
native birds, reptiles, and invertebrates. The problem is so severe that roughly 90 per

22 Nielsen Company (2014)

23 Matthews (2013)

24Tao (2015)

25 Randstad (2015)

26 The New Zealand Biodiversity Strate@p00)
2 Inneset al.(2010)
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cent of the iconic kiwi that are hatched in the wild will die before they can reproduce,

unless predator control is in pladBrusht a i | possums (fAipossums, O
Australia and quite different from the North America opossum) are also the main
carrier of bovine tuberculosis (ATBO0O), a h

deer that poses a significant threat to on:

Besides tk impact on native biodiversity, introduced pests also have real economic

costs for New Zealand-he fdefensive costo for the publ
quarantine and border control, surveillance, research, pest control, and eradication, is
estimatedat$8 mi | | i on per year. The fAoutput | oss
horticulture, forestry, and marine sectors is estimated at $1.3 billion per year.

Together, these economic costs measure at 1.86 per cent 6P GDP.

All of this means that New Zealand and DOC hawe of the most sophisticated pest
control programme in the world. Thethree predominant pest control methods
discussed later in this report inclutfe:

Trapping There are many different designs, including kill traps;Helgl traps,
and cage traps. Theaps are placed in the field and must be checked regularly
based on their design.

Poison While DOC has 11 poisons approved for use against mammalian pests,
the one that is most used #9080 (sodium fluoroacetate). 1080 can be
incorporated into baits taeted to specific pests, and is mostly used in ground
operations (placed in bait stations or applied directly to the ground) to control
possums and bovine TB. It can also be applied aerially over large remote areas,
but thiscan be controversiat.

Predatoiproof fencing New Zealand has revolutimed building speciged

fenced sanctuaries to exclude pest mammals, such as the Zealandia Sanctuary
in Wellington. These fences can be very effective at protecting native species
inside the fence, but they arepexsive to build and maintain and require the
removal of pests within the fenced area by trapping or poisoning.

In 2012 the late Profess@ir Paul Callaghan a respected New Zealand scientistw

Zealander of the Year, and thougbaderi gave his fimal public lecture on this topic:

A Wh at do we have that mar ks us out as uni
Zeal amd@ue fauna to the | ikes of Englandés
andwentontes uggest hiisvhichmeacdlledhe NewZzaland equivalent

of the Apollo spac@rogramme

Letbs get rid of the | ot. Letds get rid o
possums, from the mainland islands of New Zealand. We start with Rakiura

[Stewart Island]. And we work our way upeWan do this. We know how to do

it i A predatorfree New Zealand.

i Sir Paul Callaghari,3 February 2012

28 Animal Pests (n.d.)

2% Economic Costs of Pests to New Zealand (2008)

30 Evaluatng the use of 1080: Predators, poisons, and silent fo(@6tkl)
3 |bid.
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Barriers and Motivations for Businesses to Adopt Sustainability
Practices, and Applications to New Zealand

There is a significant and growing bodyinfernational research about the drivers for
businesses to adopt sustainability practices, such as water conservation, waste stream
management, aeduction in use of toxichemicals. A publigrivate partnership with

DOC s a kind of sustainability prace,thus some of treegeneral findinggrom the
academic literaturare useful for context and to inform strategy.

In general, there amnmany reasons that companiesynweant to adopt environmental
practices, including:

f  Complying with regulation and legaior??

1 Competitive advantage and market success (achieving profitability by
reducing cost and enhancing efficiencies or by gaining rewards from
consumersy

1 Legitimisation, approval, or acceptability, including reputation and the desire
to be perceived assisfying government regulations, complying with
environmental norms and satisfying external stakehottlers

1 Company internaimprovement optimising internal processes and related
cost saving®

Many of these findings apply to large and international capors, so it is important
to look at the barriers typically cited by small and medaired businesses when
considering environmental practices. Collies al. completed a comprehensive
literature review to apply to the smadind mediurrsized businesseBat are typical of
New Zealand, and identified the following barrié®s:

1 Perception that they have little individual impact on the environment,
especially in comparison to larger corporations

1 Lack of capability, expertise, and understanding of stratégiaddress
environmental issues

1 Concern over the cost of these measures.

This study and another that specificalhatysed the New Zealand wine industry found

that the key factors to overcome these barriers for small and madiethbusinesses

in New Zedand were thebeliefs and values of senior managenténithe personal

preferences of shareholders also play a role, and an important factor for the wine

i ndustry was empl oyeesod per sonal satisfac
employment. This reflecthe idea that the people who manage corporati@ml to a

lesser extent the people who work for thieochoose to represent their personal values.

Il ndi vidual sé6 personal val ues ar e fundamer
environmental behaviour.

32 ozano (2015)

33 Gabzdyloveet al.(2009), Bansal and Roth (2005), Windokgthal (2014)
34Windolphet al (2014), Suchman (1995), Lozano (2015)

%5 Windolphet al (2014),Shrivastava and Hart (1995)

36 Collins et al.(2007)

87 Collins et al. (2007), Lozano (2015), and Gabzdylaataal. (2009)
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3 METHODOLOGY

The primary goal of this report was to tell the story of existing puptigate sector
partnerships and perceptions between DOC and primary industry, including lessons
learned, opportunities for the future, ammmparison with a relevant example in the US.

A secondary goal was to look at whetlaad how the concepts of natural capital and
ecosystem services could appty decisionmaking regarding publiprivate sector
partnerships.

In order to meet these goalgroceeded with a twpart research plan: (1) case studies
of existing publieprivate sector partnerships; and (2) setniictured interviews with
New Zealand business and opinion leaders. In total, | met with over 75 individuals
during the course of myesearch to gather information and background.

The projects selected for case studies were first suggested by DOC staff, and informed
by document reviews, interviews with involved individuals over the phone and in
person, and field visits when possible eTdase studies highlight the conservation and
privatesector benefits obtained by both partners, as well as the motivations of the
private sector to get involved.

The 32 business and opinion leaders selected for-stentitured interviews were
recommendedby DOC, business colleagues, or identified through research. While |
was unable to arrange a time with all the busy individuals | approached, the sample |
did connect with were generally interested in the issue and therefore had useful insights
to share. ldwever, since they were somewhat sglfected based on interest, their
opinions may not be broadly applicable across all of their peers.

The interviews were senstructured and followed the time constraints and
conversation flow of the speakéytthe general questions included:

1. Please begin by telling me about your oiigation and your role?

2. What is the future of your industry, and what are your major risks?

3. Does DOC have an effect at albr could iti on your business?

4. What i s y onlationshipsvithiDOG?s 0 s

5. Are you familiar with partnerships DOC is developing with outside entities,
particularly with business?

6. Does your business/industry donate/sponsor charities in your community?
What motivates you to support this entity?

7. What value ca DOC provide to your business?

8. How would you suggest that DOC approach you as a partner or with an idea
for a new project?

9. Who else should I talk to?

The interviews providg manyvaluable insights. | incorporated tklgemes from the
interviews with the kessons learned from the case studies to inform the conclusions and
recommendations at the end of this report.

13



4 CASE STUDIES OFCURRENT PUBLIC -PRIVATE
SECTOR PARTNERSHIPSIN NEW ZEALAND

This chapter includes case studies of several existing puidhiate sector partnerships.

Two stories are detailed and include accomplishments, governance structures, and
lessons learned. Following these are four brief examples of other partnerships that
provide useful examples and lessons, but were not adsanr deeloped enough faa
detailed case studyhe two detailed case studies include:

1 PoutiiAo @ TRetuming native species to conservation land and
surrounding production landscapesa wk e 6 s Bay r egi on

1 Project Aorangi i Energsing the community to eliminate pests and restore
native birds while maintaining recreational hunting opportunities on
conservation land and surrounding pastusesith Wairarapa coas

The brief examples of other case studies include:

1 Nelson Forests and Munt Richmond Forest Park: Working together to
address wildingpines, South Marlborough region and the Richmond Range

1 Ruamahunga CutOff and the Wairarapa Moana Wetlands Restoration
Project: Restoring wetlands on private pasture in @&6@artnership with
farmers Lake Wairarapa and Lake Onoke and surrounding wetlands,
Wairarapa plains

1 Living Water Programme: A partnership with Fonterra and DOC to improve
five sensitive water catchments in gamg regions across the country

1 Marlborough New Zealand FalconConservation Programme (formerly
Falcons for Grapes):An unsuccessful attempt to partner with the
winegrowing industry to restore rare falcons to vineyavtts]borough
region

14



Poutiri Ao &

to conservation land andsurrounding
production landscapesHa wk e 6 s B¢

region®®

Réturnéng native species

Areaand Setting

8,800 han the Maungaharuriliutira catchment 60km north of Napieentred
on DOCO6 s Boundary Stream Mai nl
surrounding commercial foreshé pasturelands.

Timeframe 3-yearprogrammebegan in 2011¢ontract extendeith 2015

Goal Return native species to the area on both DOC conservation lands and &
agricultural and plantation forestry landscapes
DOC ($161,760

Partners ( )

Ha wk e 6Regidha €ouncil (HBRC) ($206,800)
Aotearoa Foundation ($927,600)

Landcare Researd$60,000)

Iwi, environmental education and community ongations

Private Sector
9 Sheep and beef farmers
9 Pan Pac Forest Products

Conservation
Benefits

1 Reintroduction of 4 bird speciec€o o k 6 s petr el , mot
and kUkU on DOC 1| and

1 Habitat restoration on ne@OC land including fencing and restoration
plantings

Private Sector
Benefits

For farmersDeveloped costffective expanded predator control for muste
(i.e. stoats and ferretd)at coordinates with existing possum contoobovine
TB eradication ands easy for farmes to maintain (costs reducerbih $8

$10/ha to $2b3ha peryeal). Ealy research indicates thatlandscapscale
pest management programme that inctufizal cat controlcould deliver
tangible economic benefits to sheep farmers by reducing the incider]
toxoplasmosis.

For Pan PacCorporate citienship; Strong relatisship with agencies

Extended benefit

The experience and knowledge gained from this partnership create
opportunity to scaleip predator control and ecological restoration on the
26,006ha Cape to City project, launched in April 2015.

38 Case study drawn from a variety of sources, including: Cape To City POLEri Ao a1 U ne
Impact Report: 2014PoutiiAo@T Une Pr oj ect Lear ni nkoutl AT tnee

Projectreport prepared for the Aotearoa Foundation (2014); intetviews with Melissa Brigall-
Theyer,David Carlto, Rod Dickson, Brett Gilmore, Sarah Kafka, Campbell Leckie and ShagfiekV

15

Proj

ect
2014



In 2010, the Aotearoa Foundatidapproached DOC with an idea to invest significant
dollars towards restoring native biodiversity that would connect the mountains to the
sea in the Hawkeds Bay region. The Foundat|
which is one of the three major landowners behind the nearby priatelgd and

funded wildlife restoration project called Cape Sanctuary. DOC discussed the
opportunity with other conservation partners and jointly designed a project that was part

of a longheld regional vision for biodiversity that would include the mountains, sea,
andnative bush remnants. It took nearly a year to propose the project in a form that was
finally accepted by the Aotearoa Foundation, and the Foundation granted DOC
$930,000 NZD wer 3 years to be matched withkind contributions from DOC and

the Hawkeds Bay Regional Counci | (HBRC) .

The resulting project was Poutiri A@ T be, an 8,800 hectare projedh the
Maungaharurialutira catchmenthat I ncl udBosndaly Gtedrs Maintal
Island® as well as surrounding farmland and plantation forests. The purpBse:tfi

Ao @ T beis to show that largecale conservation can occur in harmony with
surrounding nortonservation lands includinthose inagriculture and production
forestry.In particular, the goal of the project was to reintroduce native birds and design
and apply largescale predator control over both conservation lands and pastoral
landscapes to determine if these techniques can boost native species anddh#ieuse
remaining native forest, such as Boundary Stream.

DOC was already controlling pests on Boundary Stream, and many surrounding lands

had possum control | ed Goyncilt (HBRC). HHaweder 6 s Bay
Poutiri Ao@T beproposed to expand tondscapescale pest control beyond possums

to includetop-level predators such asats, stoats, ferrets, and rats. This expanded

predator control is critical to support the survival of native species including birds,

skinks, and invertebrates while providia buffer to protect species reintroduced into

Boundary StreanThePoutiiAo@T Bevi si on is that eventually
overo into surrounding areas.

We see the beating wings of birds returning to the forests of New
Zealand and vulnerablspecies flourishing in the midst of sustainable
agricultural production.

-Vi sion of Poutiri Ao

% The Aotearoa Foundation is a division of the Robertson Foundation, which was founded in 1996 by
Julian and Josie Robertson and their family. The Robertsons own property on Cape Kidnappers, which
is a large peninsul a i nnapparsvik @diwatelBavged naMre camctuary Cap e
that is also restoring native birds, but it is not

40 Boundary Stream is one of fiainland Islands managed by DOC. Mainland Island management is
model ed & buceessful pr&@tdr pest eradication efforts on offshore islands, but are mainland
sites where DOC is working to protect and restore native biodiversity through an intensive regime of
options such as trapping, hunting, poisoning, and pregataf fence which reduce predator pests to
nearzero levels. fainland island2015)
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Administering the Partnership
The role and work of some partners shifted over time, but in general their roles included:

1 DOC: Served as lead agency dad species reintroductions and predator pest
control on DOC lands and adjacent Pan-Panaged forestry lands;

1T The Hawkebs Bay(HBRCYLliedpreddtor péss ecomrol iori
agricultural lands based on existing strong relationships with locaéfarm
from their Possum Area Control Programme;

1 Aoteaoa FoundationFunded species reintroductions and fencing and
infrastructure;

1 Landcare Resednrda Crown Research Instituté)ed critical research that
enabled species reintroductions, especiallyséabird relocation programme.
Landcare Research also played a critical role in documenting the success of
the enhanced predator pest control system;

1 Iwi including Maungaharuru Tangitu Inc, Ngati Pahauwera, and Ngati
Hineuru Participated in someecisionmaking and supported species
reintroductions and iwi community involvement.

71 Local farmersParticipating farmers allowed predator pest control activities,
researchers, and/or habitat restoration on their land, and it is expected that
many of thenwill assume maintenance of pest traps in the next phase of the
project;

1 Pan Pac Forest Productdlowed expanded predator control for stoats and
ferretson the plantation forest they manage adjacent to Boundary St@am
Pac also contributes fundinglbOC 6 s P a n Cr&lagavhidk is @ |
nearby predateproof area for young kiwi and will play a role in other
upcoming reintroductions, such as blue duck (whio).

1 Local education andonservation groupsSupport education efforts and
provide volunteer assiance for projects.

Most partners were represented in a Strategic Steering Group administered by DOC.
However, there was some confusion from the beginning on the actual role of the
Strategic Steering Group. Several partriemsspecially iwii had expect that the
Group would make decisions abdeoutiri Ao @ T be implementation while DOC
expected it to be more of a tool for commusbiyilding and informatiorsharing.

The Strategic Steering Group met between three to five times per year and became
largely a forum for informatiorsharing, especially since the representative sent from
each partner changdequentlyand new attendees had to start with background and
basic updates.

There was some occasional discomfort between DOC and the Aotearoa Foundation

which seems to be based on the different cultures of the two isagans. The

Foundation is based in the US where it is not standard to grant private Foundation funds

to government entities. Similarly, DOC had its own budgeting and-setsikng
processessnd needed time to | earn the Foundat.
accomplishment expectations. The firRbutiri Ao @ T De proposal included six

workstreams: habitat restorati@pecies reintroductionendscapescale predator pest

control researcheducation; and community and stakeholder involvement. Most of the
Foundation funds were allocated to species reintroduction and the infrastructure needed
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to support it, while the other functions were to be done mostkmnith by DOC or
HBRC.

As the project advanced, species reintroductions and landszgbe pest control

advanced well. Unfortunately, other functions stalled, such as implementing a
community engagement and revenue generation stratbgge efforts were shifted to

be part of the lamgy vision that became the Cape to City Project launched in April 2015,

and are addressed below in 0l essons | earne

Accomplishments
Direct conservation accomplishments

Species reintroduction®erhaps the most dramatic and photogenic accomplishment is

the reintroduction of k Uk U -cowenedopamakesh ar r ot s )
Cookbds pet rotléd pdtrel koriptd Boandaty Stream. Translocations are
resourcentensive, but are critical for loAgrm conservation of threatened species. All

of these birds are severely threatened and generally restricted to offshore islands and/or
mainland islands protected by predagpooof fences. In fact, this is the first time

anywhere in the world that mottled petrbhve been translocated.

S

Two of sixkU k réintroduced into the wild at Boundary Stream in

February 2014. DOC constructed the kUkU avi
and predateproof nest boxesin 2011, and the birds were

transferred to the aviary from Wellington Zoo and Puhaka Mount

Bruce in 2012[photo credit Ruud Kleinpaste]

The species reintroductions are of particu
especially the Maungaharuru Tutira iwi because they are culturally linked to the

massive flocks of seabirds that historically flew in fréhe sea to nest in these
mountai ns. I n fact, the name Maungaharur u t
which refers to the historic daily flights of seabirds inland to nest and rest, which would

fill the sky with wings and a roaring sound.

This prgect is amazing. The translocation of those muttonliirtdtese petrels

i up there has our tribe absolutely beamiiige 6 r e doi ng backfl i ps
stuff. When | can mmot e t hat we 0 v 80 niuttodbirdsno r e t han
trandocatedb ack to our mountains, evigr yone j us:
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So wedre r@ur | s wixrcattiealns are to reconnec
we want to learn more ank-establish ourkaitiakitanga( A g u ashiglor a n
custodiarshipd ) .

0 Shayne Walker, Mauradparuru Tutira Inc, General Manager

W

Burrows under construction for the petrel translocation. The prepetof

fence was constructed in 2012, and in March 2013, DOC translocated 50 young
Cookédés petrel f r o4 of these birdseicceBsdutlyrfledged 1 s | and .
(developed wing feathers enough to fly away). In 2014, DOC translocated 45

mottled petrel from Codfish Islanfphoto credit: DOC]

Landscapescale Predator Pest ControlT h e Poutiri Ao g TUne (
successfully controlled pest over 8, 000 ha including DOCS®:
surrounding production forests and agriculf
control methodshave already benefittedative skinks and invertebrateBroject
partnerexpect hat ongoing researatill indicate that the predator control also benefits

native birds andhelps reduce incidences of predator pests reinvading Boundary
Streant'! A truly transformational outcome is that the HBRC has now developed low

cost predator pest controlethodsfor stoats, ferrets, and feral cats of $2 to $3 per
hectare. This accompl i sh meRossum Asea Gomteole d o n
Programme (PACP) which began several years earlier. While possum control was

driven by the need to control tuberculosis, PARdRI the sideffect of redudng

possums ttow enough levels so that it became affordabk#iso controktoas, ferres,

and feral ca

Habitat restoration:Eight supportive private landowners restored native habitat on a
total of 124 fectares and ecged 10,240 mets=of fencing to protect nativepeciegrom
goats and livestock. In additiomplunteers plantedt least 4,500 nativelantsas part

of the community involvement strategy.

41 Joneset al.(2015)
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Direct private sector benefitPan Pac is satisfied with theivimlvement even though

they do not calculate a direct economic benefit because it was an opportunity to show
their corporate responsibility and maintain strong personal relationships with natural
resource agencies:

l'tos all about maps becaase we areghere forrthe lorgl at i on st
haul and want to be seen as good operators

o Brett Gilmore, Pan Pac Forest Products

Local beef farmers benefit from the continued success of keeping bovine TB away from
their herds. However, an important future econdoeigefit for local sheep farmers has
emerged from the research conducted as part of P@utiraughpredator pest control

is critical to maintain native birds, skinks, and invertebrates, emerging research
indicates that if the landscageale techniquedeveloped for Poutiri weralso applied

to feral cats, thegould reduce the spread of toxoplasmosis to sheep herds and thus save
farmers the larger cost of pemptive vaccination® The pest control technology
piloted as part of Poutiri has reduced mamaince costs for possum, stoat, and ferret
control from $8 to $10 per hectare$? to $ per hectare per annum.

I n the |l ast few years weoOve a8umkers an unbel
and a huge increase in birdscan now plant trees and lm®nfident that they
wi || survive because the possums areno6t t

a lot of time to continually check bait stations and traps so using this technology

is going to make a oplagmogkisdrefickby feralead f or us é
could be brought under control that would be a real economic benefit to

farmers. Bringing clever science and clever technology together is-aiwin

for farmers who can enjoy more production and biodiversity.

0Bruce Will s, H a witkrreedFederBtadyFarmeadrNeve r a n d
ZealandPresident

N

Extended benefit"e r haps t he greatest indicator of
that it is being dramatically eapded over a fivgear periodThe next phase is known

as Cape to City and waesunched in Nagr on 30 April 2015Cape to City will build

on Poutiri and focus on ultra lewost, largescalepredator control across 26,0608 of

farmland betweelastings and Cape Kidnappers, and extends southwards to include
Waimaramaforest remnants at KahuranaKihe goal of Cape to City is even more

transformational an&ims to achieve a predatdrr e e Ha wk e 0 ;natvga y , res
species engage people in urban environmemtsd add value for farm businesses
Afnative species thrive hshpwjectincludesdsimiae, wor k

suite of partners totalling a $6 million investment, including $2.3 million from the

Aotearoa Foundation. This project has an enormous amount of energy béhaml it

evidenced by the fulloom crowd at the launch and Pouti i Ao @ TUne was
stepping stone that gave the partners the confidence to expand.

42 Tompkins (2014)
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Lessons Learned

Research and monitorings critical: The partnership with Landcaand HBRC to
monitor the results of pest control helped refine methodology and show results such as
the connection to toxoplasmosis and increase in skink and invertebrate numbers. This
kind of research and monitoring should be continued and shared wndalyormat
accessible by other partners, academics, and the general public so as to build
recognition and support for the project.

Governance was a limiting facto€onfusion over joint governance led to resentment
and eventual disengagement by some stilklehs. For a true collaborative effort, some

form of steering committee should have had some deemsaking and implementation
authority. However, Poutiri os Strategic S
informationsharing and public relations forumhhe perception is that DOC was the
major decisiormaker for the Foundation funds. DOC can manage this issue by taking
the time to set very clear expectations and governance structures early. For example, if
the funder chooses to set specific milestonas ¢annot be changed, then all partners
should be made aware. Similarly, expectations should be discussed, set, and agreed
upon early so that all partners are aware of the responsibilities and capacity required to
participate in decisioimaking. DOC is awa& that a governance and potentially a
community/public relations group should have been established at the outset and these
issues are being addressed in the new Cape to City project.

DOC capacity, staff turnover, internal reorgaations, and a lack ofproject
management werkmiting factors: The fact that the Boundary Stream team leader
changed multiple times during the thrgear project undermines the institutional
knowledge, continuity and relationskipilding that is a core component of a
successfl partnership. While this partnership is between agencies, it is the knowledge
and relationships between people that make it work. In addition, DOC committed to the
project with existing staff resources that struggled to manage their existing workload as
well as these considerable new responsibilities. Strong project management techniques
and transition planning could have compensated for some of these issues, but the lack
of capacity andaccountability is one of the reasons why key commitments such as
community and stakeholder engagement were not implemented. DOC commissioned
detailed plans from the Giblin Group for both revenue generation and community
engagement, and the lack of implementation was a waste of resour@assiro the
long-term sustainility of the project.

Lack of early tweway communicationas a limiting factor The original proposal
accepted by the Foundation had unrealistic commitments and timeframes because it did
not include enough input from knowledgeable partners. For exanmatel
translocations are complex and did not involve the people who knew the complexities
of the site or account for the time it would take iwi to negotiate when Waitangi Treaty
settlements were underwalhese were both factors thedl to a translocatin that was

two years fl at eo0 docteama Ebundagon gratimefranee. o r i gi n al
addition, DOC incorrectly communicated that maintenance of predator control
operations would transfer to the local community in the sieom, even though the
HBRC was the entity leading predator control operations and planning. The Poultiri
project may also have benefitted from early conversations and work to understand the
needs of neighbouring private landowners, which could have led to more expansive
goals andbuy-in from other propertywners. This failure to agree on reasonable
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expectations at the beginning created later stress with the Foundation and could have
jeopardsed continued funding.

Iwi engagement in species reintroductions is critiddie relatioship between DOC

and the local iwi is exceptional. Poutiri successfully engaged them in the reintroduction
at many stages from early negotiations to monitoring and construction of nesting boxes.
This engagement broadens the purpose of the project and sugddort, expertise, and
manpower for this and other projects. DOC should keep iwi involved from the very

beginning developmental stages of a project so that they do not feel that others are
making decisions for them.
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Project Aorangi : Energising the
community to eliminate pests and restore
native birds while maintaining recreational
hunting on conservation land and <. N
surrounding pastures, South Wairarapa 3’*
coasf?®

Areaand Setting | 30,000 haon the South Wairarapa coast and Aorangi mountaimge,

including Cape Palliser, DOC6O6 s
owned by NgUti Hinewaka, and abo
Timeframe Smallscale community efforts have been in place for some time, by

Aorangi Project begaim earnest with the creation of the Aorangi Restora]
Trust in 2011 and kiclkff of a 10year largescale predator pest contr
strategy in August 2014.

Goal To reverse the degradation of local indigenous species through the erad
of introduced psts and predators from the forest and surrounding farm
Thelongterm vision is to enable the reintroduction of locally extinct spe
and to ultimately reintroduce species such as kiwi, whio (blue duck), wek
other forest birds which ongopulatedhe Aorangi forest

Partners Aorangi Restoration Trust, Ng Ut
Hunters, DOC, TBfree NZ (OSPRI); Greater Wellington Regional Cound

Private Sector

9 Sheep and beef farmers

. 1 Largescale predator control for possums, rats, stodts implemented on
Conservation 30.000 ha

Benefits

Private Sector | For farmers

Benefits 1l Cattle and deer herds free from tuberculosis.

9 Being a good neighbour and supporting the larger goal of ecological
restoration in tharea.

Extended benefity With support from DOC and others, TBfree New Zealand designeéyad(
aerial 1080 poisoning operation
and ratsfor nearly the same cost as standard TB possum corfthaé
methoddogy can now be deployed elsewhere.

43 Case study drawn from a variety of sources, includdngject Aorangi (2015), Hartley (2014), Project
Aorangii Haumanu kia Haumok¢?014),and intervievg with Chris Lester, Paul Cutfield, and Clive
Paton.
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The major kickstart for Project Aorangi occurred in 2014 when TBikesv Zealand

began a tetyear effort to control possums, stoats, and rats across the 30,000 ha area
with a targeted 1080 aerial pest control programme. However, this major action was
only possible because of many previous years of commitment, leadershdip, a
communitybuilding.

The Aorangis are the remote and rugged southern tip of the North Island, and have a

direct line to the Antarctic. The rocky coastline supports a breeding colony of fur seals,

and extends to include lowland forest, highland forewd, rivers and related habitat.
Project Aorangi iIs centred on DOCG6s 19,000
with red deer hunters and is one of eight Recreational Hunting Areas established on
conservation lané In addition to hunting opportunitie$gcals promote the Forest
Parkds great tramping and mount-atilizeedbi ki ng
considering that the region is only two hours from the capital city of Wellington. The

Forest Park is mostly surrounded by large sheep anddree$ and about 2,000 ha of

|l and owned by NgUti Hinewaka.

The community first began to come together several years ago when hunters and
conservationists who shared a love of the area began to talk with TBfree New Zealand,

iwi, DOC, the Greater WellingtoRegional Council, and other community groups for

common purpose. A key step occurred when neighbouring landowner and self
procl ai me-dl amadr dr €ei ve Paton started talk
of the Forest Park. Clive is a former farmer velhifted to winegrowing and now owns

the awarewinning Ata Rangi vineyard.

| realised that o one is doing anything herBOC is in an overseeing role but
not doing anything for the futuredecided that | needed to look after the place.

- Clive Paton, chir of the Aorangi Restoration Trust

At around the same time, TBfree New Zealand was considering an aerial 1080
poisoning operation to target possums as part of a plan to eradicate bovine TB from 2.5
million-ha of the country. TB was still viable in infectwild animals in the Aorangis,
andthe most recenaerial 1080 operation had been completed in 2009. Aerial 1080
poisoning will kill deer incidentally, is controversial for a variety of reasons, and is
opposed nationally by #Adsaiatibhe MoweXex, dBfraen d Deer
New Zealand (then known as the Animal Health Board) had successfully tested deer
repellentbaits in a 2005 aerial drop and used it again in the 2009 drop with the support
of local hunters. Neighbour Paul Cutfield was integnadrigarising hunters to support

the testing of deerepellentbait trials in Recreational Hunting Areas across the country

in 2005:

We tested the integrity of deer repellent on 1080 baits in Aug 2006, 2009 and

again in Aug 2014. There were no significaetelr | os s e sinfwomundé wi n
As a consequence local deer hunters have by and large, withdrawn their
objection t o aeri al 1080 operations wi t

4 DOC manages about 178,000 ha nationwide as eight Recreational Hunting Areas that prohibit
commercial huntingn New Zealand, commercial hunting refers to the culling of dees, pitd goats
including helicopter culling to protect native plants and animals. New Zealand has no game seasons,
licences, or bag limits for commercial or recreational hunters, but commercial hunters are banned from
the eight designated Recreationalnting Areas and hunters are required to have a permit to hunt on
DOC land. (Fraser 2000)
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antagonism about aerial 1080 has changed into a constructive and
collaborative oneabout wildlife nanagement and bdtiversity enhancement

- Paul Cutfield, board of Aorangi Restoration Trust

The winwin-win was that adding deer repellent left 1080 effective for possums, the
deer remained for hunters, and DOC and conservationists saw an increase in native
birds because of reduced possums and other pests.

In 2011, Clive Paton and other South iVdeapa residents, business people, hunters,
DOC and the Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) came together to launch
the Aorangi Restoration Trust. Leaders designed the Trust to be the comladnity
organsation that could coordinate restorationtie region. Before the Trust, many
local landowners had been working at their own cost to enhance the bush, birds, and
native plants on their own properties that neighbd the Forest Park. However, the
Trust created a nexus for volunteers and agencigatter for common purpose and
work across the boundaries of public and private land. The Trust is now viewed as the
local implementers and the board includes the active agencies (DOC, the Greater
Wellington Regional Council, TBfree New Zealand) as welivas Forest and Bird,

and local leaders such as Clive Paton and Paul Cultfield.

The Trust began to orgee volunteers and neighbouring landowners for a variety of
projects, beginning with AProject Penguino
little blue penguin®y setting and monitoring traplines for ferrets, stoats, and feral cats

and providing nesting boxes. The nesting boxes were a fun volunteer project that
involved the local Lions Club and Kahutara School to cut assemble, decorate, and place

the boxes. Trust volunteers are also monitoring traplines alongetimaeter of the

project area.

Students from Kahutara School assembling and getting ready to paint nesting
boxes for I|ittle blue penguins as part of APTr
cut by the Lions Clubjphoto credit: Aorangi Restoration Trust]

Working in parallel to the Trust is the Project Aorangi Steering Committee. Through
the expertise of the Steering Committee, TBfree New Zealand implemented the first
year ofa tenyearprogrammeof aerial 1080 drops in August 2014. The 1080 operation
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included the Forest Park as well as 10;8@00f surrounding private lands that were
included because of the Trustodés successful
expertise and commuwgisupport led TBfree New Zealand to carefully design the 1080

operation to go beyond standard possum control and include deer repellent and targeted
design to provide a fAtriple hito on pests
rats. This step wacritical to support the biodiversity of the area and came at very little
additional cost.

Researchers from Victoria University of Wellington are monitoring the success of the

project, but early reports indicate that predator numbers have been knockexhbac
Project partners are now eager to begin ta
(brown parrots) weka (woodhen), and kiwi. DOC staff have begun the process of
investigating the operational viability of translocating these species, buismagiope

that at least some translocations could begin in 12 to 18 months.

Administering the Project

Project Aorangi is orgased under a 2014 2017 Strategy and Action Plan that is
signed by the six members of the Steering Committee and includes a vists),amnd
roles of each partner.

Project Aorangd Haumanu kia Haumako restores the mauri of the Aorangi
Forest Park from the mountains to the sea, creating a world class ecological
and recreational park in the lower North Island that contributes to the
ecoromic, social and cultural wellbeing of the Wairarapa and the wider
Wellington area.

- Vision of Project Aorangi
The associated goals are detailed under the following headings:

Goal 17 Ecological Torestorethemuri( A vi t al of éhe Aommgcaecdy)
restoring its natural ecosystems and the plants and animals that live there;

Goal 21 Social and CulturalTo make the restoration and management of the
Aorangi areathe concern of every person in South Wairarapa and the wider
Wellington region;

Goal 31 Recreational and Economido increase the contributidhat Aorangi
Forest Park makes the economic prosperity of Wairarapa by further developing
its recreational and natural assets.

The steering committeeomprisessix groups with the following prigies and
activities:

1 Aorangi Restoration TrusOrgarnsing like-minded people, mostly volunteers,
from a diversity of backgrounds who support the ecological health of the

areabdbs native forests, wetlands, revert
T NgUt i HResteringtheacological health of their 2,000 hectares and )
recording and preserving wUhi tapu (MUo
the region;

DOC: Managing the Aorangi Forest Park in collaboration with stakeholders;
Aorangi Recreational Hunterslaintaining and improving the world class
freedom hunting experience in the Aorangi Forest Park while collaborating on
an outstanding ecological restoration project that also demonstrates a working

= =4
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model of cosefficient multispecies pest control (aerfd80 with deer
repellent);

1 TBfree New Zealand/OSPRControlling TBinfected wild animals, namely
possums, in the Aorangi area as part of the National Bovine TB Pest
Management Plan, which seeks to eradicate bovine TB from New Zealand.

1 Greater WellingtorRegional Councillmplementing statutory responsibilities
for environmental managementmivateland including enhancing and
protecting regional biodiversity.

Other notable partners include:

1 Local farmersAll of the approximately 2@eighbouringsheep ad beef
farmers are allowing aerial 1080 and associated trapping on their land, and a
few are assisting in trapline maintenance.

1 Researchers from Victoria Universityionitoring predator and bird activity in
the Forest Park and surrounding farms in 2014 to determine the population
level effect of the 1080 operation and the related response of native birds and
invertebrates.

The Steering Committee has met approximatety to three times each year, but will

begin meeting quarterly in 2015. Steering Committee meetings serve to keep partners
updated and to share technical expesiseh as that whicled to the eventual design

and implementation of the custea d A tirtiop laee rhi a | 1080 operatic

The Aorangi Restoration Trust does much of its work through informal relationships in
the community on a fae®-face basis. Since the Trust relies on volunteer leadership, it
meets when needed but often makes an effort to iexjperts to speak informally and
educate the community about an area of interest such as local archaeology or river
ecology. The meetings are generally welteived by those attending.

Accomplishments

Directprivate sectobenefits The primary benefit tprivate landowners in the area will

be the eventual eradication of TB, which is highly infectious and can cause significant
financial damage to farmers if a herd becomes infected. However, it is also clear that a
major motivator for farmers is being paftthe bigger picture to restore the resources
that make the area special.

A lot of people have spent time hunting or fishing in the 8eme may

participate just to keep an eye on things, but most are there because they care
about the bigger picture. Bhaverage guy wants to see the Forest Park looked
after, not just because of conservation but because if you take care of the

hinterl ands, youb6re also making things be
1 Clive Paton

|l f youdre a far mer, by tabauttheregeenudh t he busi

integral part of pastoral farming is about caring for the laanablyour

animals. As Kiwis, this is our | and, our

of them. Surrounding landowngrsst want to play their parfTwenty years

ago t may have been diffaeand we would just chajpe bush down to have

more sheefyut things have changedandwenwta t o | ook out f or whé
T Paul Cutfield
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Direct conservation accomplishmeniesearch and monitoring has just begun, but it
is expected that the treatment of 30,000 ha and the buffer effects of surrounding
trapping will significantly enhance the populations of native birds and invertebrates in

the Forest Park. I n additi on,isucthashalingust 0 s

local schoolchildren build penguin nesting bokdsi t s DOCGO6s goal of
people in conservation and instilling a conservation ethic in the next generation.

Extended benefitsTBfree New Zealand is highlighting Project Aorangi because it
showsthat for very little additional cosif can make a significant contribution to
biodiversity conservation over and above usual aerial 1080 operations. The typical
aerial 1080 operation would primarily target possums. However, the Project Aorangi
operatiorusedbaitand spread patterns that were more-effgictive without damaging

pest control efficacy. AFBfree New Zealandets closer to their goal of eradicating
TB, these learnings will be critical so that their expertise and skill can be applied to new
goals, such as supporting biodiversity.

Lessons Learned

Community leadership was criticddut communities still need professional DOC
supportand outside fundingt is clear that community collaboration accomplished
significantly more than would have agced otherwise. Leaders like Clive Paton took
the initiative and built the community support that made this project successful.

DOC6s decision to act in response to the

W
n\

C |

connection with the community and subsequt s upport . DOCO6s suppol

appropriate, but the community will likely need additional support as the project
expands. As successful as the Trust has been, it is highly dependent on the time,
energy, and passion of a few key individuals and shioaN@ a transition plan.

Several individuals remarked that the Project wdnddefitfrom a dedicated DOC
project manager and people with management and planning skills. Afretineznt
commentwas that DOC seems to exppobjectfunding tofimateralise drom local
communities. However, the smaller number of people in rural communities are also
tapped fordonationgo other local causes suchszhools and medical facilities.
Transition and financial planning will be critical to sustain commudityen
patnerships over the loAggrm.

Setting mutual goalsat the beginningis critical: The founding vision and goals
provided a critical basis for all subsequent work. Especially with a diverse coalition, it
was important to have a signed document that pleged! value on elements that could

be controversial but are important to different parties such as iwi values, maintaining
red deer, and the use of aerial 1080. However, the founding document did lack
measurable goals and standard project managemenateaist in place. Goals and a
project management framework should be revisited as the project moves forward.

Pragmatism, creative thinking, and flexibilaye critical: Deer are an introduced

species and conservation purists may have balked at working with influential leaders
like Paul Cutfield and Aorangi Recreational Huntétewever, DOC staff showed

their willingness to be pragmatic and thus the deerstalkers becariteal voice of

support and energy for the entire project. While this-tnaditional support

strengthens the project, it could eventually be a risk if the deerstalkers oppose possible
futuredeerculling to maintain native biodiversity.

28



DOC staff tunover and capacity is a limiting factofhese kind of partnerships are
dependent on persdao-person relationships, and it is a challenge when DOC staff
shift and/or additional capacity is need&tdle community has asked for DOC to play
more of an actig management role, but DOC has not been able to accommodate the
request due to internal capacity issues. Several partners noted that they would prefer
to have the consistency and continuity of one person at DOC.

Partnerships can get more accomplished,thate will be a culture clash and DOC
should be more responsive when appropridtas project was led by people who

sefdescri be themsel ves asmaderugdgedimeoWwhoof | ndepe
dondt del egate well and aWhdeeffestwedntieo r unni n.
context of this project, it is very differ.

processes that are requitfed native birdtranslocationsnd other conservation

actions Local leaders express frustration that thegla great sta with20146 s 108 0
poisoning, but now they have to wait for a complicated, expensive, and time

consuming bureaucracy to catgp. There is also resentment and rumours that DOC

is slow to respond because they are too focused on courting wealthy intetdnation

donors el sewhere (ADOC doesné6ét have time f
why these delays or misunderstandings have occurred, but it could be from unclear
expectations, a lack of project management, a lack of capacity, or related to the
ongoingrestructuring. Regardless, these frustrations and rumours pose a risk to

DOC6s reputation, and it itsatcanexplainanca! t o ha
facilitate the process as much as possible.
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Brief Partnership Examples

Nelson Forests andVlount Richmond Forest Park:
Working together to address wilding pines, South
Marlborough region and the Richmond Rafiye *

The 166, 000 ha Mount Richmond Forest Park
forest, however 15 per cent of the park is grasstairapen shrub and thus vulnerable

and subjected to wilding pine invasitfiThe source of the wildings is varied, and

some of it originates from conifers planted in the past by the Crown within the Forest

Park boundaries. 60 to 70 per cent of the Parlljecant tacommercial forest

plantations.

DOC and Nelson Forests Limited (an investemed company based in Nelson) are
working on an agreement to control existing wilding conifers and niseithe risk of

future invasions within and around Mount RichmoRdrest Park. The process is
communitybased and collaborative, and Nelson Forests is playing a leadership role and
is expected to contribute financially even though they are under no requirement to do
so. Nel son For est sgoodwilltotcanikal amygcontirual spreadoft i on f
wilding trees onto conservation lands from Nelson Farestaged land DOC is now
seeking to expand this partnership to other forestgansationsto manage wilding

pines parkwide. Some early trials have already bagw controlPinus contortaon
high-priority land.While it is too early to assess the results of this partnership, it has a
lesson to share about the value of ldegn faceto-face relationships and pragmatism.

Until recent years, the relationship betwe@OC and Nelson Forests was largely
adversarial because of disputes over road maintenance costs and access issues. Many
of these issues dated back to 1989 and the transfer of Crown land to private companies.
However, a few years ago individuals from Neldeorests and DOC began to meet,

get to know one another, and share information. They developed a mutual
understanding that eventually led to ayear Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

in 2011. The MOU is designedessooprodairdde i s
disputed issues, and sets agreements for regular meeting schedulesyfgmntact,

and other isues such as public statemenithe relationship, pragmatism, and
willingness to work through issues in a mutually beneficial way is Wwdthto the

current work on wilding pine control, which is expected to have significant and long
lasting conservation benefits.

4 Information drawn from a variety of sources, including: Ledgard (2012), Memorandum of
Understanding (2011), and interviews with Martin Rodd and Al Check.

AW | gpimgo i s the -naivaeuisgncevpina tre¢ speciasowhnen they spring up
uninvited. Wilding pines compete for forest space with native trees and plants, but are especially a
nuisance in areas where native forest does not occur, such as abbwsltiline, in mineral belts, and
tussock grasslands. The most common wilding pine species in New Zeal&iolesreadiata(Monterey

pine), Pinus contortdlodgepole pine)and the Douglas fifPseudotsugap). [Wilding pines (n.d.)]
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Ruamahanga Cut-Off and the Wairarapa Moana

Wetlands Restoration Project Restoring wetlands on

private pasture in a 5350 partnership with farmers, Lake

Wairarapa and Lake Onoke and surrounding wetlands, *
Wairarapa plainé’

TheWai rarapa Moana (o0sea of glistening wate
New Zealandandhas great cultural and economic importance to iwi dating back 800

years, particularly as an eel fishagrdpwever it is also an important farming region and

in the 1960s the Ruamahanga River was divextebinow bypassesake Wairarapa as

part of a flood potection project to enable 30,000 ha south of Martinborough to be

farmed more intergely. Today, much of the Wairarapa plains dedicated to lseep,

beef, and dairy farming and Lake Wairarapa
water bodies due to g levels of nitrogen, phosphorus, and algae.

TheWairarapa Moana Wetlands Restoratiwoject( i We t | a n discludestioej ect 0)
southern catchment of the Ruamahanga River, Lakes Wairarapa and Onubieia
surrounding wetlands; this area collectivelgludes half of all the remaining wetlands

in the Wellington region ang the largestemainingwetland complexn the southern

North Island DOC manages several wetland fragments along Lake Wairaaadahe

local iwi are in Treaty of Waitangi settlemegarocesses regarding ownership of the lake

bed. The heart of the #ands IPoject is the effort to restore cultural, ecological,
recreational, and natural character values to the lake and surrounding wetlands.

The Ruamahanga Goff projectwas an earlysuccess associated with the Wetlands
Project The Cutoff is a 3 km section of riverbed that was separated from the main river
channel and is now a brackish section of riverbed running through farrkigsadears

ago, aocal farmer named Ed Handisidesrghased the propergs an addition to his
existing family farmand was distressed that the water was largely stagnant, surrounded
by old, dying exotic trees, and unfencedth stock freely accessgy the water. Ed
approached DOC for help. In turn, DOC ledl the Greater Wellington Regional
Counci l (ARegi onal Council o) . Handi si des,
an equal partnership to each contribute $5,000 to fence the Handisides property and
plant native species. The next year, neighbouring daiike McCreary initiated a
similar project with DOC anthe Regional Council.

In 2012, the Ministry for the Environment enisagl the Wetlands Projeutith a $1
million threeyeargrantfrom theFresh Start for Fresh Water Cleap Fund.The three

year granis administered by the Regional Council anefwaded by landowners, and
includes projects that focus on the quality of water leaving the farms and biodiversity,
such as:

1 Riparian plantings
1 Improvement of effluent systems

47 Information drawn from a variety of sources, includifgesh Start for Fresh Water Cledsp Fund
Application Form(2011),Fresh Start for Fresh Water Cledsp Fund Annual Report 2013/2012014),
Grant (2012), Pratit al. (2015), and interviews with lan Gunn and Chris Lester.
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Optimisationof water use and irrigation

Pest and weed control

Modification of drainage

Surveys of fish and birds

Removal of exotic fish

Aerial application of herbicide amon-native plants.
Construction of offarm wetlands

E R

Landowners have a significant cedtare forprojects on their land which varies from

50 to 25 per cent based on the significance of the project téaroff conservation. In

2014, the offarm restoration work was estimated at $1.1 million, with farmers
contibuting $520,000. The Wetlandsrdfect indudes a Governance Group and
Management Team, and partner oiigatons include the Regional Council, DOC,

South Wairarpa Di st r i ct K&uongumekiil , WaN grlatriae @ , Rangi
Wairarapaplus additional support from Dairy NZ, NIWA (a Crown Resednstitute)

and other scientists and contractors. A key component of the Wetlands Project is
outreach and technology transfer with Afie
and the community on technical issuetatedto the projectField Day topis have

included soils and water, irrigation management, and biodiversity in drains.

The motivations of participating farmers for this project included:

1 Farmers neetb be responsive to public concerns and keep their livestock out
of streams if they are gy to keep their socidicenceto operate

1 A cleanedup stream nice to look at

1 Supporting a healthy riparian environment is good stewardship

1 Farmers are anticipating limits from the National Policy Statement on
Freshwater and are interested in ways ttegyreduce their effluent now, by
methods of their choosing.
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Living Water Programme: A partnership with Fonterra
and DOC to improve five sensitive water catchments in &
dairying regions across the countr§?®

Fonterra is a cooperativned by its 10,500 member

farmers and is one of the leading dairy exporters in the

world. t i s al so New Zeal anddbs | argest compan)
Fonterra and DOC began discussing a partnership that becamearHyreement

initiated on7 March2013, called.iving Water Living Water is a longerm

commitment by Fonterra and DOC to protect and restore the health of five key

waterways in the country, with the programme vidloeti A s ust ai nabl e dair
industry is part of hetlly, functioning ecosystems that together enrich the lives of all

New Zeal anders.o To meet this vision, Font
(average $2 million per yeanyer ten years to achieve biodiversity outcomes on a

catchmentide scale thaticludes conservation actions on farms and on DOC

conservation landBoth parties are also contributing significant staff resouksé®y

component of therogrammas to work in partnership wittocal communities, dairy

farmers, iwi, and other stakeholder

The culture of the two orgaisationsare very different,and much of the initial 18

month starup period has been spent learning to work with one another and to
understand the opportunities for-tre-ground projectsThe two partners worked to
achieve a common programme vision, scope, and governance structure. An Operating
Agreement signed at the beginning of the partnership defines guiding principles, and
sets operational details such as protocols for deers@king, team meetings, financial
respongilities, contract management, document management, and external
communication. Working groups include a Steering Committee, Technical Working
Group, Communications Working Group, National Programme Management Team,
and Regional Project teams.

The projechas identified the following five Living Water catchments distributed across
the country:

f Tokapa Moanal/,FiPitkho roofk oTrhoa/misr anda catchn
 Waikato Peat Laked akes AreareRuat una and Rot omUnuka, W
71 Kaipara HarboyrHikurangi subcatchmat, Northland
1
1

Te Waihora/Lake EllesmerArarira/LIl River catchment, Canterbury
AwaruaWaitung Waituna catchment, Southland.

The initial years of the project have been largely a development phase where the
partners worked to begin loigrm stakeholdegngagement, particularly with Fonterra
farmers and iwi. The partners rsal that this engagement and a significant amount of

48 Information drawn from a variety of sources, includi@ur Progress: Making a Difference in Five
Key Catchments Annual Report March 2Qi@ie 2014 National DOC/Fonterra Living Water
Operating Agrement and interviews with Sean Goddard, Richard Suggate, and Cerasela Stancu.
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baseline monitoring and evaluatiwerenecessary before ethe-ground projects could

begin in earnesHowever,in the first twoyearsthe project initiated 6 startup projects

in the five catchmentsncluding feasibility studies, bathymetry mapping, hydrology

and habitat assessments, trials to enhance benefits from riparian plantings and fencing,
a demonstration project for Wahd construction, and trials of passive filters for
nitrogen and phosphorus. One challenge of this phase has been a slow #@mging

DOC capacity to handle the additional workload.

The focus for the next phase of Living Water is to develop and impletmertyear
strategic plan$or each siteand continue strong outreach to involve communities and
other stakeholders. The teams are also beginning to evaluate the governance structures
established at the beginning of the project to see if they need aeiis#nconsistent
concern is that DOC capacity may not yet be at an appropriate level, and the regular
reorgarsing of the last few years has only exacerbated the proldleraddition,
Fonterra is working on providing the requisite regional staff suppdroa getting buy

in from its farmer shareholders in the site catchments.

Living Waters has developed a list of lessons learned to share with other partnerships,
which parallel many of the findings above. Their lessons learned include

1 Find a common purpes

1 Berealistic and expect that disagreements will happen

1 Createone team that meets regularly and getsntmkone another as
individuals

1 Ensueclear documentation (i.e. articulate roles and resipdities,
programme purpose)

1 Acknowledg complexities.

Even though it is still in the initial stages, this project has significant potential and could

be agame& hanger for DOC, Fonterra, and New
impact across the country is large, so the learnings they gain from this paptcarsh
eventually be replicated to build a more sustainable dairying industry across the
country. In addition, DOC is positioned to learn more about corporate culture and
expectations, especially related to streamlining process and delegtffygwhich

couldi mp r o v elonBtér@ operationand partnership opportunities
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Marlborough New Zealand Falcon Conservation

Programme (formerly Falcons for Grapes) An

unsuccessful attempt to partner with the winegrowing ;
industry to restore rare falcons to vineyards, ™y 4
Marlboroughregiorf® *

Falcons for Grapes was a promising idea that ended for valid reasons. Project
proponents wanted to partner with winegrowensetestablish the rare New Zealand
falcon (karearea) into the highly modified environment of the Marlborough
winegrowing region. Beginning in 2004, project proponéritsconsultation with

DOCT began releasing wild harvested and capteared falcon chls on vineyards.

The goal was to restore a ssifstaining, breeding population of New Zealand falcons
to the region with the lorterm support of the winegrowing industry. Vineyards

spend significant dollars every year on netting and other technicataadé$end their
vines from fruiteating birds, and project proponents thet that falcons could be an
effectiveand affordablgest bird management tool for vineyards. Research
undertaken as part of this project indicated that the falcons were edfémtipest bird
control, and that it was possible to establish breeding falcons on vineyards. However,
the Falcons for Grapes project was ended for two reasons. First, monitoring
discovered that released birds were being electrocuted at an alarmingmatetmn

power transformers. Second, while individual vineyards were willing to host the birds,
the winegrowing industry was largely unwilling to contribute financially to the project
or to pay to modify their powesystems and transformers

4% Informationdrawn from a variety of sources, includirigean (2009), Krosst al.(2011), Seatoet al.
(2011),and intervievg with Laurence Barea and Phil Bradfield.
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S AN EXAMPLE FROM THE UNITED STATES

For context, and to illustrate orgaational details and clear links to ecosystem services,
this chapter includes a detailed case study from the United States.

Forests to Faucet$ Restoring forest
and watershed health to potect the
City and County
municipal water supplies and
infrastructure, Colorado, Lhited
State&’

Areaand Setting | 5 atrisk catchments in the foothills and central mountains west of De
Colorado. The land is predominantly Nat#h Forest used for recreation &
interspersed with a patchwork of private lands containing permd
residences and access roads.

Timeframe 5-year agreement for 20€@14; Discussions underway to expand into
next 5 years

Goal Proactively improve the health and resiliency of 15;880f forests in areg
critical for providing water to the City and County of Denver in 5 prio
catchments: Upper South Platte River, South Platte River Headwate
Vrain River, Colorado RivelHeadwaters, and Blue River Watershed.

Partners US Forest Service ($21.7 million USD)
Private Sector Denver Water ($16.5 million USD)

Conservation 18,6006ha of forest treated, including:

Benefits { 10,700 ha of hazardous fuels treatments;

9 798,000 treeplanted

1 144 ha of wetlands and riparian areas restored

9 80 miles of recreational trails and roads restored, constructed, or
decommissioned;

9 2,730 volunteers

Private Sector Reduced risk to Denver Waterbs c
Benefits

Extended This partnership was the first of its kind and laid the groundwork for n
Benefits similar agreements in recent years with additional municipal water prov
agencies, private foundations, rfm-profits, and businesses including V
Resorts, Miller Coors BrewinGompany, and the Cogaola Company.

0 Casestudy drawn from a variety of sources, including: Collection Agreement (2014), Collection
Agreement Financial Plan (2014), Denver Water Partnership (2015), Denver W§atenest Service
Partnership Srear Operating plan (2012015) Version 5 (2014), Frorkorests to FaucettlS Forest
Service and Denver Water Watershed Management (2015), Graham (2003), Memorandum of
Understanding 101U-11020000046 (2010),Western Forestry Leadership Coalition (201&hd
interview with Don Kennedy (9 May 2015).
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The largestire in Coloraa state history began on 8 Ju2@2andragedacross more
than56,00ha i n 20 days. At the ti mdocuseserws r epo
the immediate devastation and casthe death of one civdn and five firefighters,

$42million USD in suppression costs, afti36 million USD in direct costs including

the destruction of33 homesHowever, the longerm costs beaame evidehmuch later

when subsequent rainstorms washed ash, sediment, and other debris into the Denver
Board of Water Commi ssionerso (iAiDenver Wat e
water to 1.3 million people,orofeour t h of the stateds popul a

A

DenverWat er 6s i nfrastructure consists of a ¢
reservoirs and associated pipelines and tunnels that collecimuightain snowmelt

from streams stretching over 1 millidva and delivers it to the City of Denver and
surrounding eeas>! Postfire flooding and debris flowed down to one of the key choke

points in the network the Strontia Springs Reservéirand clogged it with 250,000

cubic yards of sediment, ash, and debris. Denver Wageit $26 million USD over the

next severayears tryingunsuccessfully to find engineering solutidoglean it out.

These unprecedented sediment flows were the result of extreme fire behia@aour
catastrophic firé driven by a combination of weather, topography, and fuel conditions
(i.e. dry and heavy burnable material such as trees and bruslijayiman Fire burned
some areas witan intensity that even soil organic matter was incinerated, bedrock was
exposed, and the ground surface became -filkessand repelled water. The fuel
condition driving the fire was a nearly unbroken mass of trees with low crowns, shrubs,
and a deep layer dfighly-flammable pineneedles on the forest flodvlost of this land

was National Forest managed by th® Forest Service (USFSAIthough this forest

type was historically adapted to fire, this level of fuel was exacerbated by a$tonry hi

of fire suppression and lack of proactive management such as prescribed burning.

In early conversations and reports, Denver Water blamed the USFS for their failure to

manage fuels and reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfire. However, eventually an
understanding developed between two forwtmidking leaders, Denver Water Chief

Chips Berry and USFS Rocky Mountain Regional Forester Rick Calthesugh this
relationshipDenver Water began to understand the very real budgetary and regulatory
constrains that limited th&(JSFor est Servicebs ability to pr
of catastrophic wildfire.

Administering the Partnership

The understanding and learning that developed between Denver Water and the USFS

led to 18months of negotiations and &0 Memorandum of Understandi¢gMOU)

between the two parties that outlined mutual benefit and interests and articulates each

par ty0Bie MQ@U ig supported by a USovernment equi red ACol | ec
Agreement 0 wh imedhanipnt iy whidh ®envéVakeereimburses the

USFS for orthe-groundwork.

The goals and activities of the joimtogrammenclude:

1 Reduce wildfire risk through forest thinning, prescribed fire, and other forest
health treatments;

51 Collection System (2015)

5210-MU-11020000046, under the authority of the Cooperative Funds Act of June 30, 1914 (16 USC.
498 as amended by Pub.L. 1027)
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1 Restore areas that are currently recovering fpast wildfires to reduce
sedimentation of the reservoirs through tree planting, riparian vegetation
improvements, and other rehabilitation activities; and

1 Minimise current erosion and sedimentation of reservoirs through the
decommissioning and improveniesf roads, mine reclamation, stream
improvements, and other watershed restoration activities.

The parties developed and update annually aylesg operating plan and associated
financial plan that specifies treatment zones and planned activities waittinoé the

five priority watersheds€Each year, the parties meet to update any changes in treatment
zones, planned activities, projected area accomplishments, and estimated costs.

The USFS administers the -tim-ground projects and then bills Denver Wafar
reimbursement. While forest treatments may be initiated in the agpeedfiscal year

(1 October to 30 September), it may take USFS two to three years to complete the work
and bill Denver Water for reimbursemerithis delayed billing cycle originally
frustrated Denver Water, amglan example of how administrative differences between
organsations must balentified andovercome.

1T Denver Waterds funds total $16.5 millio
only for onthe-ground work including unit layoutask order development,
contract administration, and treatment implementation.
1 The USFS contribution totals $21.7 million USD over five years and includes
in-kind staff time to oversee and administer all work done on the National
Forest, including cond@ing the planning and survey work needed to ensure
all activities meet applicable laws and regulations.

Designated USFS staff consult with their colleagues to develop the technical basis for
projects that meet the par tanmealysthbepvers goal s
Water for agreement and priagsdation. Denver Water largely defers to the expertise of

USFS to design appropriate projects, but plays a strong role in setting objectives and
prioritising projects. In addition, a collaborative group utthg Denver Water, local

USFS contacts, and a regiopabgrammeoordinator meet periodically during the year

to discuss issues and neetlse USFS attends a formal meeting of the Denver Board

of Water Commissioners to present results and address ausestio

Accomplishments

Direct private sectobenefits Denver Water is highly satisfied with the project and has
already moved to expand it because they believe the project has reduced the risk of
catastrophic wildfire to their water supply anétastructure in the Priority Watersheds.
Denver Water has so far chosen not to q
avoidedo for their customers, and instea
huge expense of trying to clean out theoBtia Springs Reservoir pefte as an

example of why continuing this proactive forest management is critical.

ua
d |

Direct conservation accomplishmenfBhe project surpassed its original goal and
treated approximately 18,600 ha to both restore lands bunrteéd Hayman Fire and
proactively reduce risk on other priority lands that could threaten water supplies.
Treatments included:

1 798,000 trees planted to stad®l soils and restore native forest;
1 10,700 ha treated to reduce hazardous fuels by mechamigahthand some
prescribed burning;

38



1 Plantings and soil staishtion to restore wetlands and streams;
1 80 miles of recreational trails restored, constructed, or decommissioned to
reduce runoff and/or enhance recreational opportunities.

Lessons Learned

Formdising agreements and setting mutual gadlthe beginnings critical: The MOU
provided a critical founding document that became the basis for all subsequent work.
Therefore, those 18 months of negotiations paid off because individuals at all levels of
both orgamsations were included and satisfied. It also helped create a template for
subsequent longg¢erm investments by this partnership and others.

Managing the partnership at the appropriate regional or local level is crititale

USFS has local Fores Of f i ces that operate similar to
Rocky Mountain Regional Office i1isThskin to I
partnership established streamlined MOUs and Collection Agreements at the USFS

Rocky Mountain Region levébr partners whose interests cross forest likkesvever,

the Rocky Mountain Region left it to the local Forest Offices to provide active
involvement and decision space about théhmground work being done in their local

area.

Creating multiyear progct plans with flexibility for annual adjustments is criticEthis
combination of longerm and annual planning has helped all partners incorporate
investments into both loagrm and annual budgets.

Relationshipbuilding and public recognition is crited: Just like any human
relationship, lasting partnerships cannot be taken for gramadners must be
recogrnsed publically at key junctures. Gestures such as annual presentations-by high
level USFS leaders at the Denver Board of Water Commissionessagoag way to
showing gratitude.

USFS staff capacity is a limiting factarhere is growing interest by partners to expand

and grow this model on USFS lands; however, the USFS does not have excess capacity
to manage the business side of the relationshgesign more othe-ground projects.

The agency is currently working to build staff capacity so that it can add new
partnerships with minimal impacts and maximum benefits.

Billing practices for the USFS are | imitec
expectationsUSFS is limited to using collection agreements as the primary financial
mechanism under federal law, and the partnership agreement called for USFS to be
reimbursed only after the work is donidowever, the billings based on collection
agreenents are considered confusing to interpret and are not projeciutcome
specific. In the first years of the partnership, USFS billings were unpredictable and
delayed. The partners compromised on a happy medium, so that the USFS now bills
annually and Dever Water pays the bill out of annual reserves rather than an annual
budget to account farnpredictabilityin when work may be completed. Many delays

can be beyond the USFS control, such as contracting delays, weather, and other
regulatory challenges afoing work on public landsThe USFS is currently working
through its internal administrative and legal processes to provide streamlined financial
agreements with outcort®msed invoicing and reporting for existing and new partners.
The agency is also explog options for partners to jointly fund projects on both public
and private | an dfroa muadtiple partnérépgethet.l e 6 f unds
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
OPPORTUNITIES RELATE D TO PRIMARY INDUSTR Y
PARTNERSHIPS

In summary, there is tneendous opportunity for DOC to continue and expand
partnerships with primary industry. The case studies and industry interviews show
that there is interest by industry and important conservation gains to be made from
doing so.

The case studies and indysitnterviews also reveal a set of common themes that
indicate important operational detaits DOC and industry toconsiderand therefore
build even more effective wiwin-win partnerships for the agency, industry, and the
general public.

New Zealand hasegional variability that drives unique local partnerships. However,
it is my hope that the case studies and these recommendations can encourage cross
regional learning while maintaining local flexibility and creativity.

In this final chapter, | orgase the findings and recommendations for operational
details into the three fAphasesodo of a partn

A. Prospect PhaseProactive ideas for who, how, and what message to use when
considering new potential primary industry partnerships.

B. Start-Up Phase Operatonal details to have in place-fqont and before work
begins.

C. Implementation Phase Critical components to have in place over the life of
the partnership.

| want to acknowledge that DOC is already implementing many of these strategies.
When that is thease, | restate their importance merely to empbkaghat they are
important and encourage DOC to continue on that course.

Many of my recommendations are designed for DOC since it is my host agency.
However this chapter concludes with recommendatiompfonary industrybecause
partnerships require participation and commitment by both sides.

A. Prospect Phase
Targeting and looking for opportunities i be proactive and approach potential
partners with shared values

It appears that many of DOC&s current partr
to being a proactive decision by DOC. Proactive targeting would serve DOC well.

Based on the academic literature and the findings here, there are several key
characteistics that DOC should consider when looking for potential new business
partnersThese characteristics include:
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1 Organsations with executive or board leadership that cares passionately about
conservationThis matches the motivations from the case studiel
interviews and also matches the scientific literature that one of the strongest
drivers to overcome business barriers to sustainability were the values and
beliefs of senior management.

1 Organsations where there is an opportunity for a solid prigator and
public sector benefit, i.e. riparian plantings, pest control, etc.

1 Businesses that rely on international markets and-giarty certification

These characteristics build on shared values and finding a natural nexus between DOC
and a potentlabusiness partner. | am confident that DOC has some potential partners
in mind already, but | would like to offer some specific ideas:

1 New Maortowned businesseelated to Treaty of Waitangi settlements.

1 Forestry companie®specially those whshare a&common border with DOC
conservation landnd who are large exporters that rely on certification from
the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)

1 ZESPR] the international marketer folew Zealand kiwifruit

Approaching a potential partheric onsi der -bet wgremessédngeo
and establishing a Bisiness Leadership ©@uncil

One comment that | heard repeatedly was that DOC does not know how to communicate

with business. Thisouldbe addressed by hiring more people with business experience

but that will takea longterm shift and orgadsational changeTherefore, | strongly
recommendthdd OC consi der relying on fAigo betweens
introduce DOC to their colleagues.

| recommend that DOC create a Business Leadership Council to adyizgethicy on
business partnerships and help approach potential new partners. The Business
Leadership Council shouldomprise CEO-level leaders who are trusted, already
familiar with DOC and partnerships, and who can speak authoritatively with their peers
at the CEO level about the business case for partnering with DOC. Several business
leaders emphé&ed the importance of hawgninitial conversations at the CEO level,

both as CE@o-CEObusiness peers and the highest level of DOC leadership

DOC should initially rely on thpeerto-peer conversations by the Businksadership
Councilto communicate the initial reasons for wayartnership is beneficial (i.e. the
business case). These CEOs know how to discuss business benefits far better than DOC
ever could and can authoritatively explain why they choose to paR@E. should

then followrup based on the lead and advice ofBlusinesd_eadershipCouncil, and
primarily explain the value of a partnership from a conservation perspective.

The Key Messagé focus on conservation

DOC is the | eading body of experts in the
the threatgo it. Given that, and the findgs here that most partners aretivated by

conservation values, DOC showldmmunicatdased on what they know and focus on

the conservation benefits. After a business has had initial contact and shown interest

with a member of th&usiness Leadership Council, DOC should speak with passion

about the nationds biodiversity, the threa
Inspire possible partners by telling them the role they can play in preserving a key part

of New Zean)fa thafduwe. DOE gtill needs to do its homeworkemglire
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theyunderstand the business, but the primary message should be one that DOC can be
passionate about:

Engage their imagination with stories of success and get them to think about
how they nght assist and what success might look for them. Have enough
understanding of their business when you walk in the door that the CEO will
say 0 g o obbyoprdomeworko
TPhil O60Rei I |y, Busi

| repeatedlyheard a negative perception both insade outside DOC that partnerships

are necessary to compensate for decglines
regardl ess of DOCO6s bwudget, primary indust
thus must be engaged in conservation if there iset@ny hope of preserving New

Zeal andds unique biodiversity. DOC-is not
out . Preserving the nationds biodiversity
DOC must believe and act with conviction that pastships are necessary for
biodiversity easons, not financial reasofi$is attitudeshift could help motivate and

impassion DOC sta#indpotential business partners.

Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services Messagesecondary goal of my research

was tolook at whether and how the quantified concepts of natural capital and ecosystem
services applied to decisionaking by business about pubpidvate sector
partnerships. Although | looked hard, it appears that economic calculations and
i botltiome 0 rs waerembt @n important factor for any of the case studies or
industry interviewslnstead, partners were motivated by other factors such as personal
relationships, a shared appreciation and dedication to the land, and being a good
neighbour or corporatetizen.

The one exception was the US example eftf& Forest Service and Denventéf.
However, even in that example, Denver Water specifically chose to avoid quantifying
the ecosystemservices they receivedven though it appears that natural capital
messages are not effective when appealing to individual businesses, it is my hope that
the case studiés especially the US examplecan still be used to help illustrate the
concepts of natural capital and egstem services.

Analyse DOC capacity before making commitments

There is a misperception that pubticvate partnerships can accomplish more with less
DOC staff and commitment. In fact, every example here was the opposite and actually
required more staff.

Nearly every case study and interview raised dbecernthat DOC staff capacity,
turnover, and/or the restructures were a barrier. | did not do a detailed analysis of staff
capacity, but the fact th#tte issue otapacity was raised consistently metrat it is

a persistent perception by partners. Applying project management principles could
help, but there appears todsystemidmpression that DOC staff are asked to add new
partnership responsibilities on top of their existing workload.

Moving forward, | recommend that DOC incorporate a clear andbgfaecommitting

to a partnership. This analysis should start with the assumption that new partnerships
take additional resources at the field, manager, and executive level. Based on that
assumptionDOC should carefully consider the conservation benefits of entering into a
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