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New Zealand needs to reform fisheries management    

Research published in mid-May by Auckland, Oxford 
and Vancouver academics on fisheries catch mis-re-
porting is very welcome.

This is a welcome, very carefully researched recon-
struction of actual catch rather than reported catch.  
They show  over 6 decades, the divergence between 
what New Zealand reported to the Food and Agricul-
ture Organisation, FAO, and the actual catch, is that 
actual catch is 2.7 times greater than that reported.

The research is part of a series of studies by Professor 
Daniel Pauly and his team at the University of British 
Columbia’s Fisheries Centre and the global project, 
The Sea Around Us.

The methodology uses a series of source materi-
als.  These include the official statistics but those are 
compared with many other sources, and illuminated 
too by interviews to ground truth official figures, and 
to look for explanations of  events and discrepencies.  
This methodology, which is meticulously checked and 
critiqued by the authors who identify both strengths 

and weaknesses of their own work, has stood the test 
of many different fisheries in other parts of the world.  

It is no surprise though,  that the industrial scale fish-
ing interests,  some officials, the Minister and Prime 
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Actual catch was estimated to be 2.7 times the catch report-
ed by New Zealand to the FAO.

ECO Conference 2016: Climate 
Change and water issues are our 

themes

An exciting range of speakers and 
workshops is being put together for this 
conference to be held in Auckland from 
13th to 14th August, at the Wesley 
Community Centre in Mt Roskill.

More details to follow soon.  Register your 
interest in attending, volunteering or do-
nating towards our conference - or all 
three! - by emailing the ECO Office.  More 
information and registrations will be posted 
on the website and in Tieke soon.
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NZ needs reform of fisheries management

managing for harvesting fish.”

The fisheries managers are doing a review of the QMS, 
but these key issues were missing from the terms of 
reference set by or for the Review.  Fisheries manage-
ment has long been done with political pressure from 
the big industry players preventing attention to matters 
in the public good and of concern to the smaller fishing 
enterprises.

There are already requirements in the Fisheries Act 
1996 for “avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse 
effects of fishing on the marine environment”.  The 
Ministry for Primary Industry and its predecessors 
do little about this except in relation to seabirds and 
marine mammals – the rest of the ecosystem is mostly 
ignored by fisheries managers and industrial commer-
cial fishing companies alike.

“There is a heavy reliance on rhetoric such as that New 
Zealand’s fisheries management is world leading – but 
there is little actual substance to this.

One much cited international study that did compare 
New Zealand fisheries management with others had a 
senior ministry scientist in the team.  One of the big-
gest fisheries, orange roughy, was mysteriously miss-
ing from the consideration of stocks in New Zealand 
– yet it has been the poster child of depleted stocks and 
fisheries management dominated by pressure from the 
commercial interests of deep water fishers.

In contrast, the Simmons & Pauly et al paper gives us 
truly independent research with multiple methods of 
catch assessment. There are cross checks built in and it 
uses well established, internationally accepted methods 
for this.  There are decades of experience and refine-
ment of these methods and they are evidence based.

Minister, and some NIWA scientists have contested the 
research which reveals the credibility gap in official 
statistics and industry reporting.

Daniel Pauly, Dr Glenn Simmons, Dr Christina String-
er and their various teams have joined the other aca-
demics and applied this method to New Zealand and 
have focused on the system failures of the fish catch 
reporting systems in the New Zealand Quota manage-
ment system (QMS).

The report found that “For the years 1950 to 2010, the 
reconstructed total marine catch of New Zealand (by 
New Zealand and foreign flagged vessels) is estimated 
to be 38.1 million tonnes. This indicates that actual 
catch was 2.7 times the 14 million t reported to the 
FAO on behalf of New Zealand for the same time peri-
od. The extended reconstructed estimate for 1950-2013 
is 40 mt, comprised of 19 mt nationally reported, 5.8 
mt of invisible landings, 14.7 million t of unreported 
dumped commercial catch, and 549,000 t of customary 
and recreational catches.”  

Cath Wallace said “the research shows that the level 
of unreported catch and mis-reported catch by indus-
trial commercial fishing is staggeringly huge – much 
greater than the government scientists allowed for, but 
consistent with the reports that sometimes surface from 
people in the industry.”

“The incentives to cheat are huge and driven by greed 
and flaws in the design of the fisheries Quota Manage-
ment System (QMS).   Measuring catch is fundamental 
to the QMS, and we have had decades of mis-report-
ing.”  

“These concerns about the QMS design and manage-
ment neglect of environmental damage have been 
raised by ECO and others in fisheries management 
meetings for decades but have been brushed aside.”

“It is well over time to reform the QMS to include cru-
cial reporting issues as well as avoiding and reporting 
on impacts on the environment.

Incentives and penalties to use less damaging methods 
of fishing and to avoid adverse effects on the marine 
environment are missing from New Zealand fisheries 
management.  The Act requires this but it is not done. 

“The Precautionary Principle to protect the environ-
ment should be put in the Fisheries Act but political 
pressure by the big fishing companies blocked this last 
time it was proposed.”   

“Management should recognize and provide for eco-
system based management of fisheries, instead of just 

Eminent fisheries scientist Daniel Pauly explaining the his-
tory behind the Sea Around US Survey.
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Incorporated Societies changes

The study reveals convincing evidence that the fishing 
industry itself should not be trusted to report accurate-
ly.  We must have stronger incentives and regulation 
for the protection of the environment and true inde-
pendence of research.

The report documents:
• Invisible landings which are not reported or are 

under-reported;
• Dumped catch including due to low value, dam-

aged catch, smaller or larger than the economic 
size; degraded catch;  lack of hold or refrigeration 
space;  poor quality fish etc

• High graded catch;
• Misidentified catch;
• Under-reported weights of catch;
• Conversion factor error and fraud;
• Under-reported processing of fish to fishmeal;
• Missing species – both quota and non-quota spe-

cies catch;
• Black market landings;
• Fish smaller than minimum legal size;

Incorporated Societies Act proposed changes

A draft exposure bill for a new Incorporated Socie-
ties Act has been released by the Ministry of Business 
and Innovation. The recommendation is to replace the 
existing Act, which is now over 100 years old, with a 
new Act. 

There is a total of 23,700 incorporated societies in 
New Zealand, of which 35% are registered chari-
ties, covering a broad range of activities including, 
of course, groups like ours with an environment and 
conservation focus.  The 1908 Act does not set out the 
obligations of those who are involved in the running of 
incorporated societies. It gives little guidance on how 
disputes should be resolved, and does not set out what 
is legally required to run an Incorporated Society.

The new Act proposes to establish more clarity on 
officers’ obligations, how to resolve disputes, how to 
enter into contracts, and sets out the limits of personal 
liability of officers (limited to that set out in the soci-
ety’s constitution).

Royal Assent is not expected to be given until 2018 at 
the earliest, and societies will be given two years to 
update their Constitutions and a further two years at 
least before full compliance is required.

The Ministry is currently calling for submissions on 
the draft bill and these can be made via the MBIE web-
site which is at this link: http://www.mbie.govt.nz/info-
services/business/business-law/incorporated-societies/
incorporated-societies-bill-exposure-draft

Hui e! has a copy of the MBIE presentation on the ex-
posure draft, and the Hui e! response, on their website 
at this link:  http://www.huie.org.nz/thinking-pieces/
download-a-copy-of-the-presentation-from-the-incor-
porated-societies-seminars/

They are also running further consultative seminars 
on the bill at various locations around New Zealand; 
check out their website for a location near you.

• Fish consumed by fishers and not reported.

There is an opportunity now for a significant reassess-
ment of fisheries management in New Zealand.  

The cost recovery system, the industry grip on the re-
search agenda, their habit of threatening and intimidat-
ing researchers with funding cuts, and their dismissive 
attitude to concerns about the environment, all need to 
change.

Fisheries decision making needs to include the wider 
community and a wider set of values than just harvest 
values.  The Ministry itself should give much more 
attention to genuine ecosystem based management and 
not hide behind vacuous claims of being world lead-
ing.  It is a mantra they have had for decades.

The denials then an inquiry

After a week of denials the Ministry of Primary has 
agreed to establish an inquiry to look at mis-reporting, 
dumping and failure to prosecute.  It is crucial that this 
is a wide ranging, independent and broad inquiry and 
that it has public input.

What fisheries management needs now is transparency  
and public involvement.

ECO will be looking closely to see what the scope and 
independence of any inquiry.

The report is:
Glenn Simmons, Graeme Bremner, Hugh Whittaker, Philip 
Clarke, Lydia Teh, Kyrstn Zylich, Dirk Zeller, Daniel Pauly, 
Christina Stringer, Barry Torkington, and Nigel Haworth 
(2016) Reconstruction of marine fisheries catches for  New 
Zealand (1950-2010).  Institute for the Oceans and Fisher-
ies,  The University of British Columbia,  Working Paper 
Series. Working Paper #2015 – 87 – 63p.
http://www.seaaroundus.org/

by Michael Pringle
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ECO Activity

Health and Safety Act changes in force now

The Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 came into 
force on 1 April 2016. There is a new entity cre-
ated, a Person Conducting a Business or Undertak-
ing (PCBU).  A person, in the case of ECO Member 
organisations, will be the organisation itself. 

This has implications for many non-governmental 
organisations as well as other employers.  It does not 
apply if there are no paid employees, but if there are, 
then,  In brief, the Officers of an organisation – in 
ECO’s case, its governing Executive – have the re-
sponsibility to ensure the health and safety of all at a 
“business or undertaking”, so workers in every work-
place, but also volunteers and visitors 

We need to proactively identify health and safety risks 
and take steps to mitigate them, and to inform those 
who enter our business or undertaking – volunteers, 
employees, Board members, visitors – of those risks. 
The emphasis has shifted to identifying and reducing 
risk, rather than only recording incidents as they hap-
pen. 

Special provisions apply to people who are volunteer 
officers in an organisation (eg Board Members).  

A distinction is made between duty and liability.  
Volunteer Officers, in common with all Officers of 
Societies, have a duty to ensure that the PCBU meets 
its health and safety obligations and are considered to 
have a duty of care for the safety of their workers.  But 
they are not liable if they fail in their due diligence 
liability. 

The duty of due diligence means:

 taking reasonable steps to keep health and safety 
knowledge up-to-date,

 understanding the PCBU’s operations and the risks 
associated with those operations, and

 ensuring and verifying that the PCBU has appropri-
ate resources and processes to meet its duties.

Volunteer officers cannot be held liable if they fail in 
the due diligence duty. A volunteer is defined in the 
Act as meaning a person who is acting on a non-paid 
basis (whether or not that person receives out-of-pock-
et expenses). Be aware though, that the PCBU still has 
a duty of care to ensure, so far as is reasonably practi-
cable, the health and safety of its workers, volunteers 
and others. 

To sum up, the duty to ensure that the PCBU is com-
pliant is there, but liability will not fall on volunteer 
officers if they fail in their due diligence duty.  ECO 
suggests groups take advice and review the public 
information if they have concerns particularly if you 
are considering employing someone and you don’t 
currently do so.  Worksafe New Zealand has plenty 
of information about the law on its website at these 
pages: http://www.business.govt.nz/worksafe/hswa

There are templates available from the Community 
Networks Aotearoa site which will assist you in setting 
a Health and Safety Policy and a Hazards Register, 
notices, recording registers and so on.  Go to their 
website to download the templates: http://communit-
ynetworksaotearoa.org.nz/resources/ 

ECOLink Back Copies and Confer-
ence presentations

ECOlink back copies are now online, and conference 
presentations from early ECO conferences.

We have scanned in back copies of ECOlink going 
back to 1999 and loaded these up on to our website 
as downloadable PDFs.  You can read them at this 
link: http://www.eco.org.nz/what-we-do/publications/
ecolink.html

A dedicated volunteer is working through the confer-
ence papers of ECO Conferences from 1972 and scan-
ning in keynote and other addresses presented at these 
gatherings over the years.  They make for fascinating 
reading!  We’ve just started, so keep checking back at 
the Past Conferences page to look for material: http://
www.eco.org.nz/about/past-eco-conferences.html

Volunteers Welcome at ECO Office

If you are in Wellington and would like to help with 
one or more of the above projects, we’d love to hear 
from you!  There is more archiving to be done on more 
recent material (from 2000) so that we can add that to 
our online catalogue too.  Please email the ECO Office 
or call us to discuss.  We have a fantastically dedicated 
team working at the Office now and there is quite a 
buzz – come and join us.

ECO Archives collection

Works is well underway on a project to catalogue the 
contents of ECO’s extensive archive of environment, 
campaigning and conservation records.  A team of four 
volunteers is busy cataloguing the material onto The 
Community Archive, an online catalogue of archives 
held by community and non-governmental organisa-

by Michael Pringle
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Pohutukawa Steam Cream

ECO Archives and Exec

tions, including local museums.  

You can access the Community Archive at http://the-
communityarchive.org.nz/

We hold around 400 file boxes of material relating 
to ECO’s work since its founding, and the work of 
individuals and other groups in environmental cam-
paigns from the early 1970s to around 2000.  Some of 
the material is technical in nature and there are many 
submissions to select committees and Royal Commis-
sions, for instance on the nuclear power debate in New 
Zealand in the 1970s. 

There are large files on energy strategies, forestry, 
native forest action campaigns, the struggles over the 
impact of coal and gold mining, the development of 
the 1990 Resource Management Act and subsequent 
changes to the RMA, conservation, environmental 
impact assessments, the Antarctic, agriculture, national 
parks, the Cave Creek tragedy, climate change, marine 
issues – and more.

A typical file may include reports - governmental and 

non-governmental - press clippings, articles, submis-
sions, council plans, pamphlets and other material that 
may be hard to find elsewhere.  There is an emphasis 
on non-published items that may not have found their 
way into New Zealand libraries and are likely not held 
in other repositories.

Access is by application to the ECO Office in Welling-
ton at 04 385 7545 or eco@eco.org.nz.  Applications to 
inspect material will be considered on a case-by-case 
basis, so do give us at least a week’s notice if you wish 
to look at the archives.

New Exec Members – is that you?

Our elected and volunteer ECO Executive is a small 
and dedicated group endeavouring to cover all the 
bases of ECO work as well as juggle other commit-
ments.  We need additional Executive members and we 
encourage nominations by member groups and also ap-
plications from interested individuals.  It is rewarding 
and important work and a way for you to contribute to 
a national environmental organisation that has a crucial 
networking function.

While individuals may have connections with a spe-
cific group they are not elected as representatives of 
a group. An executive member represents all member 
groups. In practice, it helps if you also specialise in 
two or three subject areas and liaise with groups work-
ing on them. 

Customarily, new Executive members are nominated 
and elected at the ECO Annual General Meeting, but 
when a position falls vacant – and there are several 
vacancies now - the Executive can appoint someone 
by co-option.  Find out more, including a detailed job 
description, please email the ECO office on eco@eco.
org.nz or  call 04 385 7545.

Now at half price as a special for ECO Friends and 
Supporters.

$15 per 80g jar (plus $3 p and p anywhere in NZ).

All proceeds go to ECO.

This excellent moisturising cream contains fresh, natu-
ral ingredients: Pohutukawa extract, harakeke extract, 
Jojoba seed oil, Sweet almond oil, Shea butter, Avo-
cado oil, Rosemary leaf extract, etc. The ingredients 
are fused with steam instead of chemicals.

The manufacturers also manufacture leading brands 
such as Trilogy and Wildferns.

You can order by emailing ECO at eco@eco.org.nz 
and making a payment directly to our bank account: 38 
9016 0185477 00   or phone 04 385 7545

Volunteers Zubin Unwala and Richie Miller at work on the 
archives.
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  Donate to ECO
You can donate to ECO via our 

“givealittle” page  
www.givealittle.co.nz/org/ECO

 or directly via internet banking 
38-9016-0185477-00 

 (donations over $5 are tax deductible)

 OECD Environmental Review 

OECD team reviews New Zealand’s  Environmental Performance

How good is New Zealand’s environmental perform-
ance?  What progress or regression has there been 
since the last OECD Environmental Performance Re-
view published in 2007?  The  OECD is the Organisa-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Development, the 
group of “developed” countries.  

The Ministry for the Environment, with other agencies, 
provided answers of sorts to an extensive questionnaire 
on this issue.   The official response to their questions 
runs to over 200 pages, but does not always tell the full 
story.  Missing are the bits about weakening environ-
mental laws and rules, and favouritism towards eco-
nomic interests.  So too are the removal of references 
to sustainable development in the Local Government 
Act. The continued erosion of public participation and 
democracy in decisions affecting the environment also 
is unremarked.

Every ten years such a review is done, and in the past 
some of the review teams have helped, ever so diplo-
matically, to persuade officials and politicians to lift 
their game on environmental management.  New Zea-
land experience and successes can also be highlighted.

Special topics under scrutiny by the OECD team in-
clude urban issues, particularly in Auckland, and water 
and the collaborative management attempts.  The team 
visited Auckland – primarily to talk to the Auckland 
Council about urban issues.

ECO covered a range of topics with the team – includ-
ing the Cabinet’s rejection of the ideas of sustainable 
development, the extractivist economic growth model 
adopted here, the disregard of social and environmen-
tal matters, the losses of biodiversity and of democratic 
local governance, the centralization of ministerial 
power and the failures of climate change policies and 
the ETS.  We talked about fisheries management, the 

lack of genuine marine protected areas in the Exclusive 
Economic Zone (EEZ) and the priority given by the 
government to oil and gas and mining interests – an 
observation neatly illustrated by the mining lobby 
group Straterra being scheduled as the only group to 
meet the team in a session on marine matters!

ECO hopes to send further information to the Review-
Team which expects to publish its report in 2017.   

The opportunity for non-governmental organisations 
to meet the team were limited, and initial drafts of the 
programme showed no academics had been invited.  
ECO pointed out this and other anomalies and some 
missing environmental experts, NGOs and academics 
were hastily included in the meetings.

Less value was gained from the meetings than there 
should have been because meeting attendees were giv-
en very short notice that the Review team was visiting 
NZ and the questionnaire report was provided to ECO 
only a few days prior to the meetings and not at all to 
others.   The MfE team seemed overwhelmed with the 
job they had – yet another symptom of underfunding?

Officials knew that the team was coming many months 
ago.  It is unclear why NGOs and other experts were 
not informed well in advance of the meeting, nor why 
the NZ government questionnaire response also was 
not given to those meeting the team well in advance, 
since it was dated the end of March 2016.  The New 
Zealand questionnaire response should be available 
from Ministry for the Environment.  

OECD review 
timetable allows 
for further com-
ments before 
August.
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Resouirce  Legislation  Bill

Resource Legislation Bill amends Conservation and other Acts  

It is a misconception to think the Resource Legisla-
tion Bill only amends the Resource Management Act 
(RMA).  It amends several other Acts, often to the 
detriment of public participation, local democracy, 
environmental protection and due process.

These include the Conservation Act, the EEZ & Con-
tinental Shelf Act, the Environmental Protection Act, 
the Reserves Act and in a few instances,  the Public 
Works Act.

ECO made submissions which included a critique of 
these changes, particularly of the other Acts, but also 
those of the RMA.  Many of the critical concerns we 
have with the Bill were widely shared.  We put these 
forward:

1 The environment will be less protected and limits 
can be disregarded.

The Bill in several respects weakens protections of 
the environment.  It fails to require that environmental 
limits are respected, and decision makers only have to 
have regard to the limits such as water quality limits.

2 Rule of law and compliance with purpose and key 
aspects of Acts not observed.

The integrity of the rule of law and its implementa-
tion would be damaged by the Bill.  In several places 
Ministers or other decision makers only may attend to 
key aspects of the principal acts, such as their purpose 
or matters to which decision makers refer.

3 Unacceptable concentration of powers to the Min-
isters

The Bill gives unacceptable powers to Ministers 
who too often can influence or direct the process, the 
decision-making cast (such as appointments of Boards 

of Inquiry), and the content of policies and plans.  

These powers, both in the ‘RMA and the EEZ&CSA, 
include the override of regional and local council poli-
cies, directions to include or exclude content of poli-
cies and plans with the use of the National Templates 
to rail-road elected (and appointed) council decision 
making, and the short-cutting and attenuation of par-
ticipatory processes and decisions.

This centralisation of power to the minister is particu-
larly acute in the preparation of the EEZ policy state-
ments but it is a recurring theme in the proposed RMA 
and the EEZ & CSA amendments in the Bill.

4 Participation is eroded

Participatory rights are often cut back by the Bill in the 
name of “streamlining”.  This is done by non-notifica-
tion (eg of subdivisions), exclusion of the public and 
those interested in the environment from being consid-
ered as worthy of notification (as in the EEZ&CSA), 
and the limitations introduced in the RMA re the 
grounds of submissions.

5  Favouring of the applicant at the expense of other 
participants and interested parties

Too often processes are further tilted in favour of the 
applicant.  The insistence that only those with “existing 
interests” (defined in the EEZ&CSA as those who hold 
permits, quota or licences, usually to take resources 
from the sea) and not those with concern for the envi-
ronment, biodiversity, heritage, amenity and/or exist-
ence values of the sea, should be notified and consulted 
in the EEZ&CSA amendments is particularly odious.

6 Non-extractive values are not respected 

The values held about the environment and the in-
terests of the future for an intact environment and 
resource-delivering biophysical systems, should be 
recognised and protected, not put aside and treated as 
lesser than resource extraction.

7 Ecosystem Based Management

The Bill fails to institute ecosystem based management 
in the RMA – but it is a relief that the Sections 5, 6 and 
7 have not been changed as earlier threatened.

8 Timelines are too short, poor decisions will result.

Timelines are too often shortened in the name of ef-
ficiency, seriously risking  poor decision making.  The 
time frames are too often unworkable for understaffed 
agencies if anything goes wrong.

More consents will be non-notified or the community 
will have little input which will lead to more action to 
protect the environment

by Cath Wallace
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RMA Changes

Too many of the timelines are designed with paid pro-
fessionals in mind – they do not allow for volunteers 
and members of community.  For volunteers, the peo-
ple who do huge amounts of unpaid work in the public 
interest, 10 working days will be in fact a maximum of 
4 volunteer days over weekends, and perhaps a couple 
of evenings stolen from their families.

We would urge that timelines are set for community 
members, not just for paid professionals, many of 
whom themselves struggle with the short time lines.

9 Collaboration is introduced but not accessible 
to many, nor girded by careful controls to achieve 
environmental protection, representation and process 
flaws.

The provisions for collaborative processes, are not well 
designed and would be better dropped if changes to fix 
the problems are not made. 

10. Collaborative planning recommendations

This Bill provides an opportunity to set the ground 
rules for collaborative processes.  For collaboration to 
work effectively, the group needs to be accountable to 
stakeholder interests, and it needs to be empowered as 
the main locus of decision-making in the plan-writing 
process.  If these changes cannot be made, then col-
laboration will not work properly, and the relevant 
provisions should be dropped from the Bill.  

9  Objectives of reform: – include effectiveness, avoid 
adding complexity and dis-integration to decision mak-

ing; efficiency and equity not achieved.

a) ECO considers more attention needs to be paid to 
effectiveness of environmental management.

The rapid rate of loss of habitat, biodiversity, scenery 
and amenity values, and the losses of urban values 
while we have inappropriate transport infrastructure 
are all testament to the need for more effective meas-
ures to meet the goals of the RMA and the environ-
mental elements of the EEZ&CSA.  These matters are 
urgent and need urgent attention.

The Bill must be changed to notify and include in 
proceedings the Department of Conservation and its 
advice (which must also be better funded).

b)  MfE’s departmental Disclosure Statement for this 
Bill states that the overarching purpose of the RLA 
Bill is “to create a resource management system that 
achieves the sustainable management of natural and 
physical resources in an efficient and equitable way.”  

The Bill mostly fails in this goal, instead adding extra 
decision tracks (ministerial over- rides, Boards of 
Inquiry instead of the Environment Court or the EPA), 
and blurring the decision criteria with terms that allow 
decision makers unnecessary discretion as to what to 
take into account.

The attempt to provide for joint hearings may work 
in some cases for the RMA – EEZ&CSA, but for the 
most part what is styled as “efficient” will provide 
poorer decisions, more policy flip-flops with instability 

RMA Changes (Cont)

The RMA changes will work against protection of the environment including improving water quality and dealing 
with greenhouse gas emissions.
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To Bee, or not  to Bee? 

  Donate to ECO
You can donate to ECO via our 

“givealittle” page  
www.givealittle.co.nz/org/ECO

 or directly via internet banking 
38-9016-0185477-00 

 (donations over $5 are tax deductible)

The RMA must not be biased in favour of dairying and 
other industries if NZ is to deal with declining water 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions.

of expectations and hence uncertainty for business and 
others as a result, and greater politicization.

The term “streamlining” has become code or spin for 
“slanting the process against the public and environ-
mental and conservation interests”.  These are not 
measures for “efficiency” at all, but for exclusion of 
really important considerations.  That is unfair and 
inefficient.

The objective of equity is grossly violated by the 
failure to provide for participation in decision making 
and notification of those with concerns for the environ-
ment, for conservation and for matters that impact on 
the future.

The excessive emphasis on those with an extractivist 
and/or high impact economic interest is unacceptable 
and unfair.  

EEZ Provisions

In the EEZ&CSA section of the Bill of depositing 
wastes and other materials from seabed minerals 
exploration, extraction and processing do not qualify-
ing as waste dumping.  This is yet another huge, unfair 
and damaging blatant concession to the oil and gas and 
mining industries.

ECO asks again for fair processes not biased to indus-
tries with high impacts (eg dairying, mining, oil and 
gas) and extractive uses.

 The non-extractive benefits, such as those from recrea-
tion, tourism, ecosystem services, bequest and exist-
ence values are much more sustainable.  These accrue 
to many (or all) are much more durable. 

ECO endorses and supports the views (which we have 
seen in draft) of both Forest and Bird and EDS regard-
ing the need to protect the environment better, the 
problems with changes to Section 104, 

Weaker protection of reserve land?

ECO has very particular concerns about moves to al-
low exchanges of Reserves land for other land. This 
is an agenda of the mining industry and those aligned, 
pushing for entry into reserve lands.  We are wary of 
moves to persuade the NZ Conservation Authority and 
the government to block transferring stewardship land 
into better protection classification.

On the EEZ & Continental Shelf Act, we are particu-
larly concerned that it would allow the Minister to 
establish EEZ Policy Statements (which we agree are 
needed) without having to comply with the Purpose 
and objects of the Act and without consultation except 

with those the Minister considers should be consulted.

Section 4.1.c widens the scope of exceptions from 
“dumping” via new  S 4.1 (c) to EXCLUDE “the 
disposal or storage of waste or other matter arising 
directly from, or related to, exploration, exploitation, 
and associated offshore processing of seabed minerals 
resources. ECO opposed this proposed amendment and 
asked that it be withdrawn.  

Little submission time

The submission was very long, the Bill much longer.  
We were given 15 minutes to present it.  Individuals 
submitting on this huge Bill mostly only had 5minutes 
to present.

If you want to know more about this submission, you 
can see it at the ECO website (eco.org.nz)   or at the 
Parliamentary Local Government and Environment 
Select Committee Website at parliament.nz
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25 Years of Environmental Protecton

Environmental Protocol to the Antarctic Treaty – 25th Anniversary

Photos: John Weller

ECO takes particular pride in the 25th anniversary 
of the signing of the Environmental Protocol to the 
Antarctic Treaty.  It was signed in 1991 and became 
operative in 1998.  It stands as a monument to commu-
nity and the public voice, the power of protest, and the 
power of ideas.

It seems both an age ago and just the other day that we 
were being told that  our goal of keeping the mining 
industry (including oil and gas) out of Antarctica was 
idealistic, not realistic, and that we, ECO and others 
also  in the Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition 
(ASOC) were a risk to peace and the Antarctic Treaty 
itself!

ECO became a core member of the ASOC campaign in 
1982.  This was when the first negotiating meeting of 
the Antarctic Treaty full members sat down in Welling-
ton to negotiate rules for mining.  Discussions were 
secretive, and closed, even to the second tier members 
of the Treaty, governments which had not undertaken 
activities sufficient to achieve full membership (non-
consultative parties).  Non-government organisations 

were not admitted.

ECO hosted a few ASOC colleagues and with others 
became heavily involved in trying to prise open the 
negotiations.  We had to dream up all sorts of means 
of finding out what was going on behind those closed 
doors!  And no, it was not through any form of covert 
surveillance.

By 1988, after we had analysed what was happening 
and disclosed their secrets after every main meeting 
(thanks in part to heroic people who risked much to 
send us brown envelopes), we had mounted a major 
challenge to the official line that rules for mining were 
necessary to avert conflict and to protect the environ-
ment.

We considered oil and ice do not mix.  We campaigned 
globally, explained that the Treaty Parties wanted rules 
to secure any investment in minerals extraction, and 
that what was needed was a permanent ban on mining 
in Antarctica.

The Antarctic Minerals Regime (as it was informally 
known) was signed in Wellington in 1988, but public 
opinion globally was against the idea of mining in 
Antarctica.  Belgium, Australia and France led the 
desertion of the ranks of the governments who wanted 
the Regime to take effect. 

ASOC had organized huge opposition to the Minerals 
Regime, with 200 member organisations in 40 coun-
tries.  Jaques Cousteau declared “war” on the Regime.  
The public opposed the Regime.  

Eventually New Zealand, who had chaired the ne-
gotiations, and those still hanging on to the Regime, 
reluctantly gave way and set about negotiations for an 
environmental protocol to the Antarctic Treaty. This 
eventually emerged as an indefinite ban on minerals 
activity (except for science) in Antarctica, which could 
not be lifted for at least 50 years and could endure 
much longer if there is political will for that.  We want-
ed a permanent ban on minerals activity and advocated 
a World Park or Antarctic Treaty Park.

After being seen as unrealistic, treated like naughty 
and disruptive children, and, in my case waking up 
to Prime Minister David Lange declaring on national 
radio that I was “mischievious, misinformed and mis-
leading”,  it still seems extraordinary that protection of 
the Antarctic from mining is now almost universally 
accepted (with China and Russia possibly less fully 
committed).  Those who called us “Treaty wreckers” 
have long gone or have suggested that they agreed 

by Cath Wallace



    www.eco.org.nz       11 ECOlink April-May 2016

Kermadec Ocean Sanctuary

Kermadecs and  Marine Protection

with us all along.

ECO will surely be celebrating the 25th anniversary 
of the signing of the Environmental Protocol and the 
demise of the Antarctic Minerals Regime which never 
gained sufficient support to take effect.

We pay tribute to all who worked for environmental 
protection, from NGOs, scientists and officials and 
Ministers.  We also applaud those who did change their 
minds so that the Environmental Protocol is now in 
place.

Now we need to make the Environmental Protocol 
more effective and more ambitious in its work.

This includes making progress on Antarctic specially 
protected areas which are limited in extent and have a 
minute marine component.  The Antarctic needs more 
than postage stamp protection.

Any help you can give us in this work would be hugely 
appreciated.

As this issue of ECOLink goes to press, Barry Wee-
ber is heading off to the Antarctic Treaty Consultative 
Meeting in Santiago Chile.   Cath Wallace and others 
in the NZ environmental NGO community remains 
active on these matters and it will still take all of us 
pressuring governments to get better protection from 
the Environmental Protocol and Treaty System.

The Government has introduced legislation to imple-
ment its decision announced late last year to establish 
a Kermadec Ocean Sanctuary in the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone (EEZ) which extends to 200 nautical miles 
offshore.  The Marine Reserves Act, dated and limited 
as it is, applies to the territorial sea (out to 12 nautical 
miles) but not to the EEZ or Continental Shelf.

The Kermadecs is a special area with a special biodi-
versity and species assemblages.

Fishing and mining would be prohibited within the 
Sanctuary as occurs with marine reserves. 

There has been little reported fishing in the EEZ 
around the Kermadecs. Any fishing that has happened 
(eg highly migratory species like tuna) could instead 
occur in other areas as any fisheries quota, a licence 
to hunt, could be deployed away from the Kermadecs 
area. Small amounts of “ghost” quota for species that 
do not occur in the Kermadecs are also held - which 
should make such quota valueless.

The fishing industry and Te Ohu Kaimoana, formerly 
the Maori Fisheries Commission,  are taking the 
Government to court over the Kermadecs Sanctuary 
proposal.

Meanwhile submissions have closed on the Bill and 
hearings will likely be held in early June.  ECO made 
a submission supporting the Bill and suggested a few 
technical changes to make it more consistent with 
other EEZ legislation.

At the same time as the Kermadecs Bill is being 
discussed in Parliament,  the Government is trying to 
work out what to do with the mess over the Marine 
Protected Areas policy.

Marine Protected Areas

The Ministry for the Environment released its contro-
versial discussion paper on marine protected areas in 
January 2016.  It has a range of poorly thought through 
proposals.  A major omission in the paper was the abil-
ity to create marine reserves in the EEZ.  This issue 
had been agreed to over 14 years ago and has been part 
of a range of party policies.

It was clear from the Cabinet papers released when a 
decision was made not to allow marine reserves to be 
created in the EEZ, that this was pandering to the oil 
and gas industry.  Oil and gas marine mining should 
be stopped to help prevent climate change and ocean 
acidification. The Government is refuses to do this, and 
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Marine Protected Areas (cont)

Stonearrow Jewellery

Nick Feint of Stonearrow in Takaka makes beautiful 
jewellery from glass taken from the waste stream.  

By using the code ECO2016 when you shop via the 
online store, 20% of your purchase price will go to 

ECO.  

Shown are the beautiful harakeke flax earrings.  Take 
a look at Nick’s website to view the jewellery and to 

make an online order:  http://stonearrow.co.nz/

is now sacrificing protection of the ecosystems of the 
EEZ for the sake of the fossil fuel industry 

Bizarrely the Ministry for the Environment’s proposal 
paper did not engage with 15 years of policy and 
discussion that has occurred on marine reserves going 
back to 2000.  There are three key policy documents 
which are used by the Department of Conservation and 
the Ministry of Primary Industry in marine reserves 
and marine protected area discussions.  As far as ECO 
is aware they are still government policy.

The paper also fails to examine and craft policy to 
comply with international law, best practice, and the 
authorative protected area classifications and recom-
mendations of the international body, IUCN which 
consists of govenments, non-government organsiations 
and many experts.

The Ministry proposes recreational fishing areas for 
the Hauraki Gulf and the Marlborough Sounds.  The 
Hauraki Gulf proposals cut across the Hauraki Gulf 
collaborative spatial planning process which has been 
underway for  nearly 3 years under the Hauraki Gulf 
Forum.

Few groups support the proposal for recreational fish-
ing areas under Marine Protected Areas legislation.  
Recreational fishing areas should be established under 
the Fisheries Act which is where Taiapure and Mataitai 
areas are implemented.

To earn the name, under IUCN’s authorative guide-
lines, marine protect areas must have the aim of pro-
tecting biodiversity.  ECO reminded that Ministry for 
the Environment that there is a good deal of interna-
tional policy and law that NZ can and should draw on 
– the Convention of Biodiversity and the Aichi targets 
for biodiversity protection which bind NZ as a signa-
tory; the authoritative IUCN definitions and classifica-
tions of Marine Protected Areas and IUCN’s  policy 
resolutions regarding MPAs.

ECO key submissions were:

1.  Marine Reserves and other protected areas should 
be extended to include the EEZ and the continental 
shelf – indeed we have legal obligations to do just that.

2. The proposals prevent marine mammal sanctuaries 
being created within the EEZ though that is now cur-
rently possible under the Marine Mammals Protection 
Act. 

3.  Any exclusive recreational fishing areas should be 
created under the Fisheries Act, which governs the 
allocation of fish, not under marine protected areas 
legislation.  This is because allocation between fish-
ers is not the basis for a protected area.  An MPA must 
actually have as its goal protection of the environment.

4.  Protected areas should be managed by the Depart-
ment of Conservation.  The Ministry for the Envi-
ronment does not have any operational capability, 
competence or mandate to manage these areas, nor 
indeed any places or activities.  MfE is an oversight 
and policy agency, not an operational agency.  One is 
tempted to consider that MfE has been chosen since 
it has shown itself to be compliant with minerals and 
oil and gas industry requests and is, to put it bluntly, a 
pushover on environmental matters.

5.  Oil, gas and minerals should not be given special 
status to exclude marine protected areas.  As oc-
curs with land protection, prospecting or exploration 
permits may be applied for and considered but there 
is no basis for these interests pre-empting areas being 
created as protected areas.

If MfE is to assist New Zealand to move away from oil 
and gas exploration, and if the government  is seri-
ous about combatting climate change and meeting its 
commitments at the Paris climate summit in 2015, then 
MfE must find means to phase out oil and gas mining – 
and to ensure methane clathrates are not mined.

The Government needs to show political leadership 
and will to extend marine protected areas legislation to 
cover all areas under New Zealand jurisdiction includ-
ing the territorial sea, the exclusive economic zone and 
continental shelf.
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Fonterra’s planned coal-fired  boiler 

Fonterra’s planned coal-fired boiler a “death star” 

There’s been a lot of new fronts on which to fight coal 
lately, and Coal Action Network Aotearoa (CANA) has 
been covering most of them. 

Many may have seen – or even submitted on – Fonter-
ra’s plans to build two huge new coal-fired boilers at 
its Studholme plant, just outside Waimate in South 
Canterbury.  

The hearings are now over, and, in the face of “strong 
opposition,” Fonterra has already backed down and 
has told the council it only plans to build one 30 tonne 
boiler instead of two.  This is great news, but even one 
coal-fired boiler is one too many. 

To back up a bit, CANA started our campaign against 
Fonterra as it was the biggest customer for Bathurst 
Resources, which began mining the beautiful Den-
niston Plateau a little over a year ago.   Fonterra, we 
discovered, burns more coal each year than the Huntly 
power station – making it the second largest coal user.  

Bathurst is propping itself up financially by selling 
more coal to the likes of Fonterra, so we decided we 
needed to focus on our not-so-popular dairy company. 

In doing the research for our case against the Stud-
holme plant, we found that Fonterra could actually 
build wood-fired boilers, and not use coal at all.  The 
company claimed that there wasn’t enough wood, but 
refused to release any of its surveys on the availability 
of wood waste to us – or even to the council. 

But our expert witness at the hearing, dairy economist, 
Peter Fraser, found that even building wood-fired boil-
ers would put massive pressure on the local environ-
ment.   Because to run these massive new driers, there 
would need to be a huge increase in the dairy herd in 
South Canterbury and North Otago to produce enough 
milk to keep the factory going.    

The local dairy herd would have to increase by over 
half a million extra cows to feed Fonterra’s new fac-
tory – with an environmental footprint similar to that 
of a city the size of Jakarta: 8 million people. 

Fonterra had argued to the council that each of the two 
boilers could take “up to” 20 percent biomass or wood 
waste.  This sounded great on paper, until you realize 
that “up to” could mean nothing.    Our other expert 
witness, Christian Jirkowsky, who works for the wood 
waste industry, argued that having a dual-purpose 
boiler that could take coal and/or wood, was super-in-
efficient, especially compared with a wood-only boiler, 
which could take all types of biomass. 

Fonterra kept arguing there was not enough biomass 
available. 

But when Fonterra decided to drop plans for one boiler,  
it still insisted it could only burn “up to” 20% biomass 
in it.  Hang on,  if it had enough wood for two boilers 
to take “up to” 20% biomass, surely this one boiler left 
could take 40%? 

But Federated Farmers seemed to get the message.  
Their dairy spokesperson Andrew Hoggart  told the 
Timaru Herald that this boiler would be like “the Death 
Star of the milk powder industry.”  We couldn’t have 
put it better ourselves. 

Fonterra argued it was important to build this boiler 
with its biomass function as a way of “transitioning out 
of coal.”  But to CANA, if one wants to transition out 
of coal, the first step is to NOT build any new coal-
fired capacity. 

The ECAN decision on the final plans is not expected 
for a couple of months, but it seems that there’s a 
strong case for Fonterra to build no plant at all. 

Te Kuha, China and the price of coal

The next lot of coal in our sights is an application for a 
new, opencast coal mine on the West Coast. 

A new company, Rangatira Developments Ltd,  made 
up of the Stevenson’s mining company and the holder 
of the original permit,  has applied to dig up 109ha of 
pristine bush on the ridgeline of a mountain that could 
be seen from downtown Westport, and from the Lower 
Buller Gorge (soon to be a conservation area).  

The first round in this process was the company apply-
ing to get permission from the Department of Conser-
vation as 12ha of the mine footprint would encroach 
onto the Mt Rochfort Conservation area, right along 
the ridgeline.   The mine itself would largely be in the 
Westport Water Conservation Reserve. 

Given the biodiversity in this area, it’s astounding that 
anyone would even think about ripping it up for coal.   
This is the habitat of the Great Spotted Kiwi, it has rare 
geckos, and a “Naturally Uncommon Ecosystem” with, 
according to DOC, high conservation value.   

Given that CANA is campaigning on coal, we left For-
est & Bird and others to comment on the biodiversity 
aspects.  We focused specifically on the Crown Miner-
als Act, and especially the new language introduced in 
2012 by Minister Simon Bridges:  that the Minister of 
Conservation, when considering mines on its land, had 
to take into account the “net economic benefits” of the 
proposal. 

This new language in the legislation may come back to 
bite the Government.   Here’s why: 

by Cindy Baxter
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Biosecurity

  Biosecurity needs more priority and funding by Cath Wallace 

In Auckland this year many gardeners have been struck 
with dismay when they found their feijoas and other 
fruit were hosts to a nasty attack by the guava moth.  
It lays its eggs so that its pupae burrow into the fruit, 
grow there, and then burrow out leaving a mess of ex-
creta and brownish-black flesh and utterly spoiled fruit.

The guava moth does not just attack and ruin feijoas 
but many other fruit too, including mandarins, apples 
and others, and macadamia nuts (see next story).

The biosecurity response to its probable 1997 arrival 
and 1999 identification, was slow and inadequate.   In 
part this was because MPI decided that it was not a 
threat to commercial horticulture, and instead only a 
“backyard” pest.  Many New Zealand families and 
other households will share our indignation that the 
ruination of fruit and nuts that people grow for home 
consumption should be so dismissed.  It seems that 
only since it has emerged as a commercial threat is 
MPI taking this seriously, and even then, seems not to 
be doing a whole lot about it.  

Biosecurity management in New Zealand is a huge job, 
both to stop incursions of foreign species and to con-
trol biosecurity risks within New Zealand.  Most biose-
curity matters are handled by the biosecurity section 
of the Ministry of Primary Industries and/or Regional 
Councils and, where applicable by DoC on DoC land.  
Regional Councils may have their biosecurity func-
tions removed from them if the law is changed under 
the Resource Legislation Bill being considered now by 

a Select Committee for reporting to Parliament.  

Approval of deliberate imports of alien species is done 
under the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms 
(HASNO) Act, and are handled by the Environmental 
Protection Authority (EPA).

Many of the incursions of alien species, when not done 
by gardeners or those smuggling in medicinal products 
and food stuffs, are brought in inadvertently, hitchhik-
ers on various products, containers, used vehicles and 
machinery, or in fresh fruit and vegetables, or in many 
other vectors.

Velvet leaf, a pasture and arable area weed that has had 
huge attention and substantial effort to identify where 
it now is and how it is spreading.   The Ministry of 
Primary Industry (MPI) seems now to have given up 
on eradicating it since it seems already to have had a 
year of seeding.

The Kauri die-back pathogen is a long established 
Phythophora specific to Kauri, apparently brought in 
decades ago and spread via NZ Forest Service line 
plantations and by infected material at a nursery.   
MPI, regional councils, DoC and community groups 
have responded, but at levels of funding that cannot be 
relied on to contain it.   The spread of this soil-borne 
micro-organism seems very hard to stop unless people 
are hyper-vigilant and vectors such as wild pigs and 
possibly birds are stopped from carrying it about.   It 
seems to have taken decades to emerge as a major 
problem, - something characteristic of invasive species 
in native ecosystems. 

Biosecurity as a system appears to ECO to be under 
funded, skewed in the direction of controlling com-
mercial impacts, and far less thorough than is needed. 
Marine biosecurity is even worse off.

Incursions of invasive alien species into New Zealand 
could lose us our native biodiversity and healthy fruit 
along with commercial returns – and the response 
seems too slow and too slack.  Surely we can do better 
than this?

We had seen a copy of DOC’s economic analysis of 
coal, an analysis that (only just) calculated that there 
would be a “net economic benefit.”  However, the big 
failing of that analysis was that they based it on a coal 
price from June 2014.  

Since that time, the global coal landscape has changed 
considerably.  It’s all down to China, and its decreas-
ing use of coal.   Huge US coal companies have gone 
bankrupt, of course our own Solid Energy has gone 
into administration, and the global industry is in 
turmoil.  One example is Peabody Energy, the world’s 
largest privately-owned coal company.  In April, 2011, 
Peabody shares were worth $1090.  Last week they 
were worth $1.25.   

Since DOC got its economic analysis in June 2014, 
the price of coal has, literally, halved.   We hope DOC 
will listen to our arguments – there is simply no way 
this mine would make any money – what we risk is 
the area being destroyed, a few jobs created, only to be 
made redundant again when the returns are so low that 
the whole project will be deemed uneconomic.  Guava moth damage in a feijoa

Te Kuha, China & the price of coal (cont)
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Guava moth -  another biosecurity mess

Guava Moth - another biosecurity mess?    

What is it?

The Guava Moth (Coscinoptycha improbana) is a 
small, black and white speckled, inconspicuous moth 
with a 15mm wingspan. The moth lays its eggs on 
the fruit surface, and the caterpillar burrows in the 
fruit. The caterpillar is pinkish and grows to 5-7mm in 
length [1]. 

Why it’s bad

It was initially only considered to infect backyard cit-
rus and not commercial crops (in it’s native Australis), 
this may suggest it’s slow response by MPI (formerly 
MAF) [4]. As per MPI, the biological challenges posed 
by this moth could not have been “been predicted on 
the basis of pest profiles in their home countries.” [6]. 
However, according to others the slow response is due 
to a lack of national leadership from MPI [7].

It is now considered a serious of pest of macadamia 
(Macadamia integrifolia) and feijoa (Acca sellowiana) 
in Northland [2]. 

It lays eggs in a large range of fruit and nuts through-
out the year, including citrus, loquat, plums, peaches, 
pears, apples, macadamia, feijoa and guava. From the 
outside fruit has circular brown patches and excreta 
(frass) extrudes from infested fruit and nuts. Feed-
ing by the caterpillar leaves rotting, brown patches, 
excreta and mould inside the fruit, making the fruit 
inedible and causing early fruit drop before fruit is 
fully ripe. [1]

With plums and feijoas, there is little external evidence 
of infestation in the early stages and it’s not until 
someone bites into a fruit that the damage is discov-
ered[4].

Where is it from

Native of Australia and Norfolk [2] Possibly also na-
tive to New Caledonia [3]

In its native Australia it regarded as only a minor pest 
[2].

When did it come to NZ and how

Guava moth was first detected in New Zealand in 
1999, on mandarins (Citrus unshui) in Northland, how-
ever anecdotal records suggest that it had been present 
since 1997. Following the submission of specimens to 
MAF, a preliminary investigation was initiated. This 
investigation concluded that eradication was not war-
ranted nor feasible [2].

Unlike other moths it may not have arrived on ship-
ping containers as a ‘hitchhiker’.  It may have arrived 

as naturally (by flying to New Zealand), on a ship or 
plane, or with fruit carried by passengers. [2].

How far has it spread

Initially was only restricted to Northland [1]. However 
has been recently been reported in other parts too, like 
the Waikato [4]. In 2015, one feijoa grower reported 
finding a guava moth infected fejioa in a supermarket 
in Katikati [5]. 

Counter-Measures

To prevent the moth laying eggs on the fruit it is ad-
vised to cover the plant with a fine mesh cloth. Com-
mercial orchids can also use Asian peach moth phe-
romone dispensers can be sourced from Etec Pukekohe 
for mating disruption [1].

Alternative methods for home gardeners would be to 
try the Neem Tree Granules under the tree, sprayed 
with Neem Tree Oil at 25 ml per litre [4].

It appears that a combination of physical boundaries, 
pheromone dispensers and light traps are needed to 
control guava moths as no one control method appears 
to be 100% effective [5].
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New ECO member profile: Kiwis Against Seabed Mining

New ECO Member: KASM

Kiwis Against Seabed Mining (KASM) is a Raglan-
based group established ten years ago, when the 
spectre of mining the seabed for minerals first raised 
its head in Aotearoa.  

KASM has always been a local, community-based 
group, a group that has reached out to other communi-
ties up and down the North Island’s west coast, to unite 
them against seabed mining. 

KASM’s main concern has been the volcanic black 
sand –iron sands - on the seabed up most of the west 
coast of the North and South Islands. These iron sands 
are already used to make steel at Glenbrook. 

Seabed mining of these iron sands would involve 
digging up millions of tonnes of sand off the seabed, 
removing the five percent iron sands, and dumping the 
rest back onto the seabed.  This pretty much destroys 
everything that may have lived there, and creates an 
enormous plume of sediment in the water column. 

The mining permits issued by Government are now 
with multinational companies like Rio Tinto.  They 
cover the North Island’s west coast from Whanganui to 
Cape Reinga, but they also need a marine licence from 
the EPA. 

The first application, and one that would set a prec-
edent, was lodged with the EPA in late 2013 by Trans 
Tasman Resources (TTR), a company that is 95 per-
cent foreign-owned.  

The EPA received a record number of submissions, 
most of them garnered by KASM, of which a mas-
sive 98 percent were opposed to the proposed mining.  
Nobody else had taken up this issue.  

Raglan-based KASM Chairperson Phil McCabe has 
travelled up and down the west coast, talking with the 
small local communities, surfers, iwi, and recreational 
fishers, warning them of the impending application.  

One of the biggest issues with the black sand mining is 
its proximity to the coast.  This coastline is also home 
to our precious and endangered Maui dolphin; it is 
know for its famous surf breaks, recreational fishing 
grounds and wild surf beaches, all of which would be 
threatened by millions of tonnes of sand being shifted 
around offshore.  

So it wasn’t surprising that TTR’s first application to 
mine the seabed involved an offshore block, way off 
the coast out in the South Taranaki Bight, as an attempt 
to quell the opposition on the grounds of protecting 
beaches.  

Maui dolphin have been seen in the area.  There’s also 

emerging science around the fact this might be an im-
portant foraging ground for the endangered blue whale, 
one of only five outside the Antarctic. 

The EPA refused the application largely on the grounds 
of the uncertainty around the science.  There had been 
no studies done on what actually lived on this seabed, 
so any conditions would be very difficult to monitor 
without a baseline of data. 

A second attempt to get permission to mine the seabed 
came in 2015, by a company wanting to mine phos-
phate off the deep seabed of the Chatham Rise, off 
Christchurch.  Again, the uncertainties of the impacts 
of this experimental industry were enough to convince 
the EPA to turn them down. 

In the wake of the decisions, Environment Minister 
Nick Smith and Energy Minister Simon Bridges both 
defended their new legislation and the EPA as proving 
it was robust.  

However, the robustness of this new process has riled 
the industry, to the extent that they’ve successfully lob-
bied to change the legislation. 

New proposed amendments to the Resource Manage-
ment Act and the EEZ& Continental Shelf Act and the 
Environmental Protection Authority Act  in the Re-
source Legislation Bill mean the independent EPA will 
no longer get to choose the decision-making panels for 
seabed mining applications – they’d be chosen by the 
Minister.  KASM is opposing. 

KASM has, so far, been very successful in seeing off 
seabed mining, but there’s a long way to go, as TTR 
is set to have another go – rumoured to be any minute, 
but it seems unlikely they’d try before the change in 
legislation, given their previous experience.

Watch this space. 

  Donate to ECO
You can donate to ECO via our 

“givealittle” page  
www.givealittle.co.nz/org/ECO

 or directly via internet banking 
38-9016-0185477-00 

 (donations over $5 are tax deductible)
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Obituary: Bob Fantl

Obituary:  Remembering Bob Fantl           

Robert (Bob) Fantl, a founding ECO executive mem-
ber,  died in Wellington in early April, he was 92. He 
was a remarkable person and we miss him and pay 
tribute to him.

He brought the New Zealand institute of Architects to 
the ECO table and worked closely with Dr Ian Prior, 
eminent public health specialist, Sir Alan Randall, 
heart specialist, and others who shared his passion for 
the environment, mountains and skiing.

Bob was a dedicated environmentalist, skier and tram-
per.  Professionally he was a noted architect who with 
Ernst Plischke, brought modernism to NZ architecture.

In 1939,  aged 15 years old, Bob left Prague in 1939 
with other children on a rescue train to England,  leav-
ing his sister and mother and wider whanau.  There 
was no certainty they would ever see each other again.  
He left by train as part of Sir Nicholas Winton’s train-
based evacuation of children from Nazi persecution, 
the Kindertransport which saved 669 children from 
Nazi purges.  He lost almost all of his family in the 
holocaust – but not his mother and sister with whom he 
was later able to reunite in New Zealand in 1940.

Bob arrived in New Zealand in 1940 from camps in 
the UK, and made a new life in New Zealand.  He 
joined the New Zealand airforce as payback to the 
Nazis.  Back in civilian life, he and his wife, Clare 
Woolf, raised a family in Wadestown, Wellington, but 
sadly his two children predeceased him, though he has 
grandchildren and his indefatigable niece, Wellington 
City Councillor, Helene Ritchie.

Bob was amongst those who founded the Wellington 
Architectural Centre in 1946, a year when an inde-
pendent New Zealand culture established a firmer 
footing at last, of which the Centre was a vital part.  He 
maintained close friends in and beyond the Wellington 
Jewish diaspora and was part of the European cultural 
influx that came with that diaspora.

In 1971 Bob co-founded ECO - then known as CoEn-
Co - with epidemiologist Dr Ian Prior, Dame Miriam 
Dell from National Council of Women, Chris Livesey 
of ECO Action, and many others.  Bob served on the 
ECO Executive until 1992.  He was Chair or Vice-
chair in 1985/86.  With his architectural office across 
the corridor from the ECO office, his kindly and will-
ing presence was always there for ECO.  His primary 
interests were in establishing protected areas, protec-
tion of nature from threats, and in urban and domestic 
architecture and design.

 During his time on the ECO executive Bob worked on 
a wide range of national conservation issues including 

for the protection of rivers, beech forests, mountain 
and other environments and much more.  He was at the 
core of the opposition to the plans for roads through 
the World Heritage area including Fiordland, the Hol-
lyford- Haast area, the Greenstone, the Heaphy and 
more.  His work with ECO went on for decades, his 
commitment unwavering.  

Bob saw clearly the problems of New Zealand’s low 
density housing and dependence on private vehicles, 
noting in 1976 in a paper that year to the ECO confer-
ence that our such a combination held the seeds of its 
own destruction.  His paper was perceptive and astute.

In Wellington he pushed to retain Wellington’s natural 
and urban heritage, including opposition to the motor-
way cutting through the Bolton St cemetery.  He led 
the successful effort to establish the Environmental-
ist Memorial Garden at Bolton Street cemetery, now 
maintained by Wellington City Council.  We will 
organize a memorial tree planting there in his memory.  
See Tieke, ECO’s weekly newsletter for notice of this.

ECO people knew him as a kindly, calm and deeply 
caring and supportive person who strove to protect the 
environment and to maintain cultural values in the face 
of Think Big and other manifestations of philistinism.    
Bob will be remembered as a tireless champion for the 
environment and for conservation and as a remarkable 
human being who stayed compassionate, effective and 
unassuming, with no apparent sense of bitterness to the 
wider world, despite his and his family’s experiences 
at the hands of the Nazis.  

Donations to the Otari Wilton Bush Plant Trust in 
Bob’s memory are welcome.  The Otari-Wilton’s Bush 
Trust was established to: foster appreciation of native 
plants and promote the reserve as a venue for educa-
tion and research and other matters.  Cheques: c/o 
Margaret Crimp, 160 Wilton Road, Wilton, Wellington 
or by internet payment to this account: Westpac Bank 
030518: 0205713:00 50. Otari-Wilton’s Bush Trust.  
Please add your name for a reference. 

Helene Ritchie’s Eulogy, to her uncle Bobby can be 
found at: http://www.stuff.co.nz/national/2853289/War-
refugee-pays-tribute-to-saviour

By Cath Wallace
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Obituary:  Tom Hay – forest campaigner

Tom Hay was a revered Aotearoa environmentalist 
who died in early April, he was 92.  He started with 
the campaign to save the Waipoua Kauri Forest in late 
1940s with Professor Roy ‘Barney’ McGregor when 
he was a young seaman.  He tried to get the FOL under 
Fintan Walsh to ban the export of Kauri which was still 
going to Australia under war regulations in the 50s.  

He continued through his decades working on the 
wharves at Lyttelton and through his retirement.  He 
campaigned for a Nuclear Free New Zealand, to Save 
Lake Manapouri, against the corporate power (with 
CAFCA) and he spoke for the trees in his many many 
campaigns to protect New Zealand bush and forests.

Tom was the member of a number of conservation 
groups.  Starting in the 1950s with the Royal Forest 
and Bird Protection Society (F&B), where he was 
the Canterbury Branch Chairman from 1964 – 1973, 
helped establish a Youth Study group within Canter-
bury F&B to educate and enthuse young members.

He was a prolific well-researched and articulate cam-
paigner.  The filing cabinet inherited by Bernie Calder, 
who succeeded him as Chairman, revealed work on 
conservation issues throughout the country, as far as 
the Chatham Islands, and submissions and correspond-
ence relating to nearly every Nature/Scenic Reserve 
in the South Island.  With another Lyttelton local and 
waterfront worker, Stan Hemsley Tom campaigned 
against the destructive West Coast and Southland 
Beech Forests utilization scheme. He made many trips 
to Westland and Southland informing himself and 
gathering support against the scheme.

His fight to save West Coast native forests, initially 
with F&B and the Beech Forest Action Coalition, led 
to him forming Friends of the Earth New Zealand 
(ECO Member) and with Bernie Calder and Denys 
Trussell, to throw himself into the campaign against 
the logging of our precious podocarp forests.   

Tom led the campaign to save the Oparara – which he 
knew from West Coast explorations when the Westport 
Bar trapped his ship.  When he took a TV crew into 
the Oparara to show them the extraordinary forest and 
fabulous limestone arches and caves, much later made 
famous through the Lord of the Rings, the NZ Forest 
Service put in gates and local police to thwart them.  
In the Oparara Basin he would take his camping gear 
and an axe for cutting his firewood and walk all over 
the area, making himself familiar with every creek and 
gully.  A common taunt of the pro-logging lobby at 
the time was: “I bet you have never even been there”.  
Tom would answer that not only had he been there but 
he would demonstrate that he knew it better than most 
West Coasters.

He also championed Canterbury wetlands (he was first 
President of the Travis Wetland Trust) and rivers and 
much much more including Banks Peninsula forest 
remnants (visiting many farmers on Banks Peninsula 
during the mid 70’s) and supporting the Hinewai Trust.  
Tom was an energetic helper on reserves whether at-
tacking willows with a huge Canadian Chainsaw or 
donning waders in Travis Swamp to look for mudfish. 
Even into old age Tom was writing submissions.  In 
2010 Tom Hay was awarded an Old Blue, Forest & 
Bird’s highest award in recognition of his volunteer 
work throughout the years and “on behalf of nature”, 
as he would say.  And indeed he was one of Nature’s 
gentlemen as well as its champion.  He deserved many 
more awards, but his legacy lives on in the natural 
world.

by Pete Lusk and Diana Shand

Tom Hay being presented with an “Old Blue” 
award by Alan Mark.
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Sent by ECO
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Wellington
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JOIN US!!!

ECO MEMBER ORGANISATIONS

Appropriate Technology for Living Association
Auckland Civic Trust 
Baywatch Hawkes Bay Environment Group 
Buller Conservation Group
Clean Stream Waiheke 
Coal Action Network Aotearoa
Climate Justice Taranaki
Conscious Consumers 
Conservation Volunteers NZ
Coromandel Watchdog of Hauraki
East Harbour Environmental Association
Eastern Bay of Islands Preservation Society
EcoMatters Environment Trust
Engineers for Social Responsibility
Environmental Futures 
Environment Network Manawatu
Friends of Golden Bay 
Friends of Lewis Pass and Hurunui Catchment
Friends of Nelson Haven and Tasman Bay
Friends of the Earth NZ
GE-Free NZ
Greenpeace NZ
Guardians of Pauatahanui Inlet 

Marlborough Environment Centre
Initial Volco Trust
Kaipatiki Project
Kiwis Against Seabed Mining
National Council of Women of NZ
Nelson Environment Centre
North Canterbury Branch Forest & Bird 
Orari River Protection Group  
RESPONSE Trust 
Save the Otago Peninsula
Soil and Health Association of NZ
South Coast Environment Society
Surfbreak Protection Society
Sustainable Otautahi Christchurch  
Sustainable Whanganui Trust
Te Aroha Earthwatch
Thames Coast Preservation and Protection Society 
Wellington Botanical Society 
West Coast Blue Penguin Trust
West Coast Environment Network
Whaingaroa Environment Centre
Wildlife Society, NZVA
Yellow Eyed Penguin Trust 
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