Office of Hon Simon Bridges

MP for Tauranga
Minister of Energy and Resources
Minister of Labour

Associate Minister for Climate Change Issues

ERSB12-13/332

10 JUN 2013

Alex Harris
fyi-request-806-606cabbd@requests.fyi.org.nz

Dear Alex

Thank you for your email of 3 May 2013, requesting, under the Official Information Act 1982
(OlA):

“All advice and communications received on the proposed mining protest ban. | am
particularly interested in finding out where this idea came from, so | am seeking not just
communications from within government, but particularly those from outside government
at the beginning of the policy process.”

I attach the following document which is released in full;
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Cabinet Paper ' B T 20813 |
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| attach the following documents which are released in part, with sections withheld because
they are out of scope, or in order to protect the privacy of natural persons (section 9(2)(a)
OIA), or in order to maintain the confidentiality of advice tendered by Ministers of the Crown
and officials (section 9(2)(f)(iv) OIA), or to maintain the effective conduct of public affairs
through the free and frank expression of opinions by or between or to Ministers of the Crown
or members of an organisation or officers and employees of any department or organisation in
the course of their duty (section 9(2)(g)(i) OIA):

Email from Minister Joyce's office to my office regarding Minister's Joyce's 4/9/12
meetings with PEPANZ and Shell, and attached Shell document

Email correspondence between the Ministry of Business, Innovation and 15/10/12 |
Employment (the Ministry) and my office, referring to an attached draft Cabinet
Paper, “Protection of offshore petroleum and mineral activity from unlawful

Private Bag 18041, Parliament Buildings, Wellington 6160, New Zealand. Telephone 64 4 817 6835 Facsimile 64 4 817 6535






Paper title

interference” (the draft Cabinet Paper is withheld under section 9(2){f)(iv) and
9(2)(9)(i) OIA})

Email correspondence between the Ministry and my office, referring to an 22/11/12
attached draft Cabinet Paper, “Protection of offshore petroleum and mineral

activity from unlawful interference” (the draft Cabinet Paper is withheld under

section 9(2)(f}(iv) and 9(2){g)(i) OIA)

Email from the Ministry to my office 7M2/12
Cabinet Minute of Decision 4/3/13
Briefing from the Ministry to me: “Meeting with Greenpeace” 21/3/13
Email from the Ministry to my office 26/3113
Email from the Ministry to my office 271313
Email from the Ministry to my office 2/4/113

Email correspondence between the Ministry and my office attaching briefing on 5/4/13
SOP205

Email from the Ministry to my office attaching Regulatory Impact Statement 11/4/13

Email from Email from the Ministry to my office attaching suggested SOP 12/4/13
ministerial response

Email from the Ministry to my office 17/4/13
Email from the Ministry to my office 24/4/13
Email from the Ministry to my office 24/4113

You have the right under section 28(3) of the OIA to complain to the Ombudsman about my
decision not to disclose some of the information you have requested.

Yours sincerely

Hon Simon Bridges
Minister of Energy and Resources






IN CONFIDENCE

OFFICE OF THE MINISTER
OF ENERGY AND RESOURCES

The Chair
Cabinet Legislation Committee

Protection of offshore petroleum and mineral ac@;from &
S

unlawful interference — Supplementary Order (o
Minerals (Permitting and Crown Land) Bill

Proposal :
1. | propose tabling a Supplementary Order Pap rown

ermitting and

Crown Land) Bill introducing new offenc s, an ent powers to
protect offshore petroleum and mineral un% ence

Policy

2. The Crown Minerals (Permitting~an ni il (the Bill) is the culmination of a
review of the Crown Minerals gime, o improve the operation and

effectiveness of the regimé. i will provide i‘% anders will greater confidence in
how the government ting righ Q pwn-owned minerals, and how it is
managing and re ing~dse rig waddition to the Bill, amendments are
proposed to the mi gram =-@. egulations that make up the regime.

3. On 4 March_2013; Cabinet o create two offences, and associated penalties,
under the Crewn. 4 eralsé% he Act) [CAB Min (13) 6/12] as follows:
damage to, and interference with, mining structures

arown Minsgals Agt permit, with a penalty of imprisonment of up to 12 months

an offence of inte%%
afhd vessels, and intérference with their activities being carried out under a
or a fi g§g/geding $50,000, or in the case of a body corporate, a fine not

;@ exci%‘%o,ﬂoo, and

b. e of stict liability of contravention of a notified minimum non-
ence distance, with a penalty of a fine of up to $10,000.

4, X\so agreed that a New Zealand Police officer, or officer in command of a New
nd Defence Force vessel (and any person under his or her command):

@ a. shall be enforcement officers, and
b. can board ships without a warrant, detain and arrest a person who is found

committing an offence, and detain a vessel

5. Cabinet invited the Minister of Energy and Resources to issue drafting instructions 1o
Parliamentary Counsel! Office to amend the Bill to Implement the above decisions. A
Supplementary Order Paper (SOP) has been prepared and is attached. | propose 1o
table this SOP as soon as possible, subject to minor or technical changes.






2 IN CONFIDENCE

6. The SOP also contains minor or technical amendments fo the Bill as reported back by
the Commerce Committee.

Regulatory Impact Analysis

7. Regulatory Impact Analysis requirements applied to these proposals and a Regulatory
Impact Statement was prepared.

Consultation &
8. The intention to consider additional legal measures to protecti %e pe’f@
di

and mineral activity from unlawful interference was made

9, " The Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, consulted witikithe E istry of
Transport, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, New Ze w Zealand
Defence Force, the Ministry of Justice, Ministry ironmen
New Zealand, New Zealand Police Legal % nd Cr
development of the policy and on this pape

10. The upstream cil and gas industry has g
threats of, and actual, direct prot

proposals.

11. There has been no public consultatig. @
Binding on the Cro @ @
@Cm\m

12. The Actis bindi he Bill nor the SOP change this provision,
Creating ney es or 4 -- ading the law relating to existing

agencies

13. The I i will not cre%a y new agencies.
A W of de Making powers
. Bill a - il 6 sections of the Act that set out the functions of the Minister and
e fun s afthe chief executive.
5

.T ives the New Zealand Police and New Zealand Defence Force
nt funclions that they do not currently have under the Crown Minerals Act.

A more @ ernment response 1o
Hut haf@;gm consulted about these

e\¢onsent of the Attorney-General is required before proceedings for an offence
@ eated by the SOP can be brought against a person on a foreign ship.
S

sociated regulations

17. Regulations will not be needed to bring the Bill into operation. However it is intended
that amended regulations and minerals programmes, made under the Act, will be
commenced at the same time as the amended legislation.

18. The amended regulations will primarily update the provislons relating 1o fee payments,
royalty payments, and reporting requirements for permit holders.

19. The SOP does not change these provisions,
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Definition of Minister/department
19. The Bill includes definitions of Minister and chief executive as follows:

a. Minister means the Miﬁister of the Grown who, under the authority of a warrant
or with the authorily of the Prime Minister, is responsible for the administration

of this Act.
b. Chief executive means the chief executive of the departmant that, with th
authority of the Prime Minister, Is responsible for the admini fon.of this Ack:

20. The SOP does not change these provisions. @ @
Commencement of legislation & %

21. The legisiation will come into force by Order in . This is late as the
“timing of the commencement will need to be coo ed-with { cement of
the amended regulations and minerals prografupes. expe nactment will

occur around the time the 2013 petroleum b W is o idding, currently

scheduled for late April 2013.

Parliamentary Stages %
22. The Commerce Committee reporte Bill bag thé House on 18 March 2013. |

intend that the Bilt he passed by d of Ap

23. The SOP should be ssibte and prior to the Committee of the
whole House stage

Hecommendat'@% %©
24. The Minist@fgergy an és recommends that the Commitiee:
a@ at the Cro% nerals (Permitting and Crown Land) Bill was reported
b

fo 1h§1§ the Commerce Committee on 18 March 2013;
@%ow t% nded timeframe for enactment of the Bill is late April 2013;
@s &

e Bill is designed to improve the operation and effectiveness of the
o inerals Act regime;

ote that the attached Supplementary Order Paper will introduce new
ences, penalties, and enforcement powers to protect offshore petroleum and
mineral activity from unlawful interference;

§ e. Approve the attached Supplementary Order Paper, subject to the final

approval of the government caucus;

f. Authorise the Minister of Energy and Resources to make minor or technical
changes to the attached Supplementary Order Paper prior to tabling.

Hon Simon Bridges
Minister of Energy and Resources

/Q/ ?/2943
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PCO 15802-2/3.0
Drafted by Leeanne O'Brien

IN CONFIDENCE

No 0

House of Representatives

Supplementary Order S&@r 2N

Tuesday, 26 March:! 1

Crown Minerals (Permitting a@ #n, Lan @ .

Propos menis &
Hon Simon Bridges, in Comr@ ove the g amendments:

Clause 2
In elause 2(2)(b), re o (lme 1 > 1) with “date™.

Clause 8
In clause 8( o consent authority (after line 16 on
page 9), Jn e

- 1 tlnenta he same rmeaning as in section 2(1) of

e Contl e f Act 1964
se 8(3) (hnes and 29 on page 11).
éw clau.se s 30 o 33 on page 11) with:

%g 2(1), replace the definition of enforcement officer
forccment officer,—

“(a) other than forthe purposes of sections 101A o 101C,
means & person appointed under section 99A:

“(b) for the purposes of sections 101A to 101G, has the
meaning given by section 101C(6)”.

Clause 15: new section 21
In clause 15, new section 21(2)(a), replace “19(1)” (line 3 on page 25) with

“19(1))“

Clause 16 new section 25
In clause 16, new section 25(3)(c), replace “name” (line 22 on page 29) with

‘names”.






Troposed amendments to .
SOPNo 0 Crown Minerals (Permitting and Crown Land) Bill

Clause 17: new section 274
In clause 17, new section 274(3), replace “and this Act,” (line 1 on page 31)

with ©, this Act, and the regulations,”.

Clause 21: new section 3344
Tn clause 21, new section 334A(1), replace “under a permit” (ling on

page 35) with “and the activity is an activity of a type authorised u it”.
Tn clouse 21, new section 3344(2), replace “The” (line 8 K ywith “D

spite the activity being authorised under a permit, it”,

In clause 21, new section 3344 (2}(a), replace “conseat’ (lin®.20 on p 35)
with “consent (in respect of the requirements of th nd Safe B
ment Act 1992 or the regulations made under Ab

Clause 29: new section 53(3)
In clause 29, new section 53(3)(a), delete

A i 2(1) of the
Continental Shelf Act 1964” (lines page 55\;.

Clause 30: new section 54(3) :

In clause 30, new section 54 in section 2(1) of the
Continental Shelf Act i 0 6).

Clause 38: new sechpnt

In clause 38, newSeciie af der process” (line 33 on page 68),

insert “for ex% it

Clause 4 wdeetion 99

In clapse secti er “this Act” (line 34 on page 79), insert “by
en ﬂicers”.(x

: section 101, insert:
@ nterpretation
% In sections 101B and 101C,—
“axclusive economic zone has the same meaning as in section
2(1) of the Territorial Sea, Contiguous Zone, and Exclusive
Economic Zone Act 1977
@ “foreign ship has the same meaning as in section 2(1) of the
Maritime Transport Act 1994
“master has the same meaning as in section 2(1) of the Mari-
time Transport Act 1994
“offshore area means any area within the territorial sea or
exclusive economic zone that is on or above the continental
- shelf

©&






Crown Minerals (Permitting aud Crown Land) Bill

Proposed amendments to

T
S

N

3) In prosecuting an offence against subsection (2), it is not

“101B Interfering with stroct ration @ area
i jate

“(1) A person commits an
gages in conduct thal

““)

“(5)

“permitted prospecting, exploration, or mining activity
means an activity authorised under a prospecting, exploration,
or mining permit

“ship has the same meaning as in section 2(1) of the Maritime
Transport Act 1994 '
“gpecified non-interference zone means a zone spe i

the chief executive in accordance with section 10

(8).
“(a)
“(b)

“(a)

person co

“(a) ~the person is the master of a ship that, without reason-
W(cuse, enters a specified non-interference zone for

“structuré—— &u
means any fixed, moveable, or floating structure or ix

tion, petroleum tank station

stallation; and
includes a petroleum pipeli gum pu
Srpe #

jonally en-

\7

cture or ship
or is to be, used in

damage to, Qrju
1 [

on with, such a structure or ship.
g an offence if—

o Yermitted prospecting, exploration, or mining activ-
ity; or
the person leaves a ship and, without reasonable excuse,
enters a specified non-interference zone for 2 permitted
prospecting, exploration, or mining activity.

necessary for the prosecution to prove that the person intended

1o commit the offence.
A person who commits an offence against subsection (1) is

liable on summary conviction—

“(a)

“(b)

in the case of an individual, to imprisonment for a term
not exceeding 12 months or to a fine not exceeding
$50,000:

in the case of a body corporate, to a fine not exceeding
$100,000.

A person who commits an offence against subsection (2) is
Jiable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding $10,000.

SOP No 0






Proposed amendmenits to
S0P Nc 0 Crown Minerals (Permiiting and Crown Land) Bill

“(6) For the purposes of subsection (2), the chief exccutive may
specify a non-interference zone by notice published in a fort-
nightly edition of the New Zealand Notices to Mariners (under
the Maritime Rules Part 25).

“(7) A notice must specify—

“(a) the permitted prospecting, mining, or explorati
ity to which the non-interference zone relates;

“(b) the locality of the activity; and
- %(c) the area of the non-interference zone @
tivity relates (which may be up to 300 met
point on the outer edge of the stricture
the activity relates, or if there iany equipme

1 mo

th a non-inter-
must take into ac-
! v

tl

“(d) the period (which
notice has effect;

“(8) The chiefexecutive,
ference zone for the p

count the nature o size of any struc-
ture or ship/fowhich the actigryr and any equipment
attached o cture or § sary for the ¢arrying out
of the

“9 dededirips fo e against this section may be
% a New: urt in respect of a contravention
Finig section on boasd, or by a person leaving, a foreign ship
%om th the Attorney-General.
@C Powers xorcement officers
V‘ 1) An%em officer who has reasonable cause to suspect

6n is committing, has committed, or is attempting to
% an offence against section 101B may do 1 or more

C
e following things:
*(a) stop a ship within a specified pon-interference zone and

% detain the ship: .
% “(b) remove any person or ship from a specified non-inter-

ference zone:
“(c) prevent any person or ship from entering a specified

non-interference zone:
“(d) board a ship (whether within a specified non-interfer-
ence zone or otherwise), give directions to the person

appearing to be in charge, and require the person to give
his or her name and address:
“(e) without warrant, arrest a person.
“(2) If an enforcement officer described in subhsection {3)}{b) or
(c) arrests a person under subseetion (1 )(e), the enforcement






Proposed amendments to '
Crown Minerels (Permiiting and Crowm Land) Bill SOP Ne 0

officer must cause the person to be delivered into the custody
of a constable as soon as practicable.

“(3) Anenforcement officer who exercises a power under this sec-
tion may be accompanied by any person Or PErsons reason-
ably necessary to assist the enforcement officer to exercise’the

power.
“4) A person who provides assistance under subsectio

exercise the powers provided to an enforcemen er
subsection (1){(a) to (d).

“(5) No enforcement officer or person called upon 10 an en-
forcement officer, who does an acf, or doan act
exercising a power under this secti r any
criminal liability in respect of th jssion,
person has acted, or om1tted falth

. e, fi low arc en-

“(6) For the purposes of this s¢
forcement officers:
“(a) every constable
“(b) every person i

and of v New Zealand
“(c) n & mg mmand of a person
S paragr

Clause 71
In clause 71 on page 108), insert “replace”.
Schedu
In S d new gading to clause 6 delete “or change to per-
on pa
In Schgdle IA w Sche ule 1, replace clause 3(6) and (7) (lines 1 to 14 on
13) :

: 1d action taken in anticipation of, or as part of, offering
- <rmit for allocation by public tender under an old minerals
oglamme (including any consultation) must be treated for
all purposes as complying with any requirements imposed in

% relation to those actions by—

(a) the principal Act (as amended by the Amendment Act)
in respect of those action; or

(b) anyminerals programme approved under new Part 1A
in place of the old minerals programme.

Ifthe Minister has offered permits for allocation by public ten-

der under an old minerals programme, that process must be

continued and completed under the principal Act (as amended

by the Amendment Act) and any minerals programme ap-

proved under new Part 1A in place of the old minerals pro-

gramme.






Proposed amendments to
SOP No @ Crown Minernis (Permitting and Crown Land) Bill

Schedule 4
In Schedule 4, item relating to the Search and Surveillance Act 2012, item relat-

ing to 99C, after “118 and 119” (page 1306), insert “in the case of an enforcement
officer”.

Explanatory note
This Supplementary Order Paper amends the Crown MI mitting an
Crown Land) Bill in 2 respects. First, it makes tninor or fechni cnd nts to
the Bill to correct errors or clarify provisions. Sec it inserts a

454 that establishes 5 new offences against th
follows:

. damaging or interfering with a stru i ore area
and that is used or is to be nsed i v@pemﬂo processing,
storing, preparing for transporiig erals

. damaging or interfering ipment ttached to, such a
structute or ship: %

. interfering with any opelaticns or act ing carried out, or any

works being ex in connection with, such a

: ’ ssary for the prosecution fo prove that the person
OnCERiE to commit the offence).
% 603 are Petrolenm and Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2006
@ strali %@ an offence provision that covers both fixed platforms and
facilities (for example, survey vessels and drilling rigs). This
prov on een used as a basis for the new offences.







O0T OF SCHE

From: W(th’\eld_bhﬂl@f S ?(2) (01) O[P‘
Sent: Monday, 22 April 2013 8:51 a.m.

To: (Jikhheldl onder < 7(2) () 01
Subject: FW: Minister Joyce's meetings with PEPANZ & Shell
Attachments: SL7.2-copiel2090411210.pdf

At last | have the attachment for you ©

Kind regards

Wtehhe ok ortley s 6?(2) (a) OIA @
lnfrastr

EA to Bruce Parkes | General Manager — Resources, Energy and Communicat

Resource Markets| Ministry of Business, Innovation & Em ployment
Qithheld under s 9 (2) (o) GIA hasmenseirs
Think befare you print: 1 ream of paper = 6% of a tree! @

/,>%

From: Jane Cameron [mailto:Jane. Cameron@narhament qcﬁh\n
Sent: Tuesday, 4 September 2012 11 30 a.m.

To: David Binnie; Bruce Parkes; : 59 Z)(’aj 3; Daw

Cc: Jamie Gray; Andrew Falloon (MIN); § §(2) (q)

Subject: Minister Joyce's meetings with PEPANZ &

Dear All, @

Minister Joyce had back to back David rom Pepanz and then Rob Jager and Chris Kilby from
Shell this morning. To follow a ge iew of canvassed and a key action arising relating to the BGA

Resources Progress Report.
e At a high level 'E gs touch nge of issues relating to the growth of the industry in NZ (see

scanned docum ed by iihell atta ed] At both meetings reps reiterated the industry’s desire to
i t

‘senior " on a forward path.



Thanks,
Jane.

Jane Cameron | Private Secretary
Office of Hon Steven Joyce | Minister for Econemic Development
7.2 Beehive, Parliament Buildings, Private Bag 18041, Wellington 8160, New Zealand | T: 04 817 9893 | M: 020 771 0966 | F: 04 817

6513 | E: jane.cameron@pariiament.govt.nz | W: http://www.beehive.govt.nz and hitp/iwww.parliament.nz
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Our Perceptions

1

! o ’ ' : - pane

@ Government has no “teeth” beyond 12 nautical miles to protect legltimatée commierdial
activity . : - B :
o Jtls pérceived that the govérnmént has Ins,ufﬁc;}_éht capacity (police, defence forces,
coastguard, etc) to physically attend fo any “third party’ threat to activity up to 100's

" of kms offshore o k : B



o It also perceived that there appears to be Insufficient legal authority to enforce
rights In the courts if lllegal actlvity takes place — Petrobras case as a case In polnt.”

- -+

O
C

Our Proposal

b-

) .

Thought be given to Ensurln e meets
miles can be protecte , .derpon' tive evid
to protect [egltim‘li rig .




Qut of Scope -
FI"O]'I‘.]: O O + e ' -

Sent: . ——

To: @g e

Subject: : . .

Attachments: S ¢e) P,Q_ .....
.-'""“

R

To: Jamie Gray

cal Lokhnelch under 5 7(2)(@)
Subject: FW: Protection for offshore resource explération/exploitation
Jamie, i% > i % i\-f
This is the paper seeking Cabinet agreement on the proposal to pr ishric vesse 5 disfuptive activities.
Couple of points to consider: % 18/2

* Adding a new offence into the CMA is the recomme % an offence to “interfere”

with a structure or vessel. It doesn’t require spec ic G It e and is a more flexible tool.
t's already highly complicated, and

From: ¢ )¢ ey OLA
o oy O B o () @@ @

e MaT are very reluctant to do this through the
well advanced). This is not to say that it co
CMA.

e The Minute agreeing that this work g
Since it is recommended that the

paper. Do we need to check wj g offlce ocols with changing the Minister responsible
for the report back?

¢ The weekly report |nd|cat O ctober (TBC). This is to get it in front of the Commerce
Committee as soon as |s wou i re the Minister to submit this week. We will have the paper

w but this may not leave enough time for Ministerial
idered by the panel. Could you check what timing we should

and RIS ready (just cl usines W-
consultation. T ot have b
reallstlcally aim

From:' WdtER d U

Sent: Fri ober ! 2.

To: L _ Co }

(4 Q('Z)(a)

Cc: Tl
Subject: @3@ 1ur uitshore resource exploration/exploitation

Thanks for your various contributions.

I attach a first draft of the Cabinet paper which the Minister of Tfansport is to take to Cabinet. Grateful for
any comments - ideally in tracked changes - by close on Monday 15",

We discussed a possible meeting on the Tuesday to finalise the paper - happy to arrange that if you would
find that helpful, or to proceed through further correspondence. We will work to produce an accompanying
RIS and circulate that as soon as possible.



I'm assuming that MoT will arrange the lodging of the paper with the various Committees. We will discuss
the draft with our Minister early next week and suggest he discuss it with Minister Brownlee.

Regards

(Wikhhelch Under S 7/2)/@)



-----
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. OUT OF SCO?Q

From: " witideld onder S 9 (2) (a)olA g

Sent: Thursday, 22 November 2012 6:12 p.m. :
To: Jamie Grav '
Cc: | oibhheld undéy S ff(_ ?)(f—l) ; Alice Hume «

Subject: FW: Protection for offshore resource exploration/exploitation @

@
(Wikhhel @@%
@@@%@ (0)6i)

W7 N
@%%@p@% ?(2)() (i) OIP

Wkl vndes S (R) (@) o1A

Jamie,

. | Acting Principal Advisor, Resources Group | Energy & Communications Branch

Ministry of Economic Development | Level 9, 33 Bowen Street | PO Box 1473 | Wellingtan

obl: - Yy L.
b\)\)c\ﬂ o uadey usiness
Mobile: .5\'2\‘31 (?/\ ) (OL) G@gﬁ o Ea;ploy'ment
O\p

Fax: 04 4737010
Email: - .

Web: www.med.govt.nz






QU _Of Scope —
From: Withheldh urder S 902) &)

Sent: Friday, 7 December 2012 3:50 p.m.

To: i Jamie Gray

Cc: - o kel upcler _c,‘l(z)ﬁ}Alice Hume

Subject: interference zones for seismic vessels

Jamie,

At Tuesday’s meeting we discussed the seismic vessel interference Cabinet paper. The Ministef.asked @e

distance we're proposing to introduce for the interference zone (this had been e'main poifits.g
conversation at EGl}. The below clarifies the proposal.

The proposal is to provide for establishment a specified non-interferen ance ofup t tres. The distance

would be established on a case by case basis by NZP&M —a smaller dis ! is .]lowe if cQnsidered appropriate.
he notifie New Zealand Notice

The distance, and the period and area of the activity to be protecté
to Mariners”, @ %
An offence would be committed when: &

1. aship comes within the minimum distance;wit 2asonab c;;; or

2. any person that leaves a ship comes within t imu ithout reasonable excuse.
This distance is the same as provided in icle 60 ides for coastal states to establish exclusion
g 500 metres.

zones around fixed offshore installati a ance

o  ActingPdp %visor, Resc%§oup | Resources, Energy and Communications Branch

DDI: O ; et A
Mobile: * 7
S @4

At Ministry of Business,
£Y Innovation & Employment

Fax: 044

Emall: -
Webh: www.med.govt, x






IN CONFIDENCE

CAB Min (13) 6/12

Cabinet

CopyNo: 29

Minute of Decision

This document conlains information for the New Zealand Cabinet. It must be treated in confidence and
handled in accordance with any security classification, or other endorsement. The information can only be
releassd, Including under the Official Information Act 1982, by persons with the approptiate authority.

Protection of Offshore Petroleum and Mineral Activity fro awful
Interference @

Portfolio: Energy and Resources @ i ) K%
On 4 March 2013, Cabinet: <; )E é Q :: Sg >
1 noted the risks of attempts to interfer Etivitie been granted

W
permits under the Crown Minerals Ac@ e Ac

ences.u e!;: - as follows:

tentiqnal c%“ e'to, and interference with, mining structures and vessels,
interfere ith'‘their activities being carried out under an Act permit;

@;t liability of contravention of a notified minimum non-interference
g

of such lawful activiti

3 agreed to

@ reed that
4.1  the penalties for the first offence be imprisonment of up to 12 months or a fine not
exceeding $50,000 or, in the case of a body corporate, a fine not exceeding

$100,000;
42  the penalty for the second offence be a fine of up to $10,000;

5 agreed that in relation to the two offences, a New Zealand Police officer or officer in
command of a New Zealand Defence Force vessel (and any person under his or her

command);
5.1 shall be enforcement officers;

52  can board ships without a warrant, detain and arrest a person who is found
committing an offence, and can detain a vessel;

6 noted that because these powers might be exercised in relation to a foreign vessel, clear
operational guidelines will be developed to ensure compliance with international law;

IN PANEIRENNE ' 1

nnnnnnn






IN CONFIDENCE CAB Min (13) 6/12

7 invited the Minister of Energy and Resources to issue drafting instructions to the
Parliamentary Counsel Office to amend the Crown Minerals (Permitting and Crown Land)

Bill (the Bill) to implement the above decisions;

8 noted that the amendments will be included in the Bill through a Supplementary Order
Paper tabled at the committee of the whole House stage.

[Dikhheld undler S 9 2)@) OA

Secretary of the Cabinet

Distributlon: ! @%

R e: CAB (13) 107

/ '\\‘\%N\\
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In-cotifilence

BT ew offences of unlawiul Interference with
i ‘@3 damaye 1o strusiures and vessels used for
b6 ihplshierited by arfiending the Brown Minerals Act

#ls (Pemitting and Srown Lant) Bill.

Toiity, 1t Is ot yet lear whether thie BOP that will give

iikhawe been introduiced o dhe House prior to ybuf meeting

hereiorey/it Is up to your distrefion whether to mention these
%g,y

18 The Dabet agreed

offshore petroleu
these adtivities.

Vhas tepognised fhe purfent and potential value of responsibie
Grown minesa) and petrolelin Tesoutess, and has undertaken a range of
{litate such development, including fhe intfoduiction -of the Crown Minergls

s el iCrown Lang) Bil to amend ihe Crown Mingrals Act 188+ IGHA).

ore. have peen attempts to disrupt lawil mining and telated achvities with the gims of
(erierating publlity through protest &hd of prevaniting i particilar the exploration and

drilling phases of development. Such protests through dirgo action can imppse gigriificant
osts-6h pompanies canying ol activities yificler peririits, ‘ang, san bring health ghd safety

and environmental risks, Assuranse that Jawiul activities can be parfied olit without
interferernice is @ necessary part of establisting & predictabie investient simate without

avoidable risks:

MBIE-MAKO-3015687 Prepéred by: w[‘{;f\hﬂ[d Uf\dt”f S ?( Z) é\) Ol A 18
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In-confidence

22 Retent pvents have demonstrated gaps in New Zealand's Jegal framework in partieufar in
protecting fhe undertaking of lawiui activities beyond the 12 naufical mile {trin) limits of the
terriforfal sea and within ‘our Exclusivé Econornic Zéne (EEZ) ahd abiovs the continental
shelf, jn this aren, rights gndl obligations are governed by the Uniied Natiens Gonvention

.....

on the Law of the Sea (UNGLIOB) and othér international agréements.

28  There is no intention o stifle legitimate protest adtion, hiit ratherde iisyent dang
and disruptive “actions which would prevent lawful agtivities whicl eived rgi
uridet-the Crown Minérals Att (CMA) folléwing dite proééss.

24 There will be fwo new offenges. The first offence would fefate to\hisational ence
with offshore’ petroletim ang mineral aclivities, and damage to&fructures.or vedgels used
in such aetivities. 1t would be sithilar to a current A ian offence providion in section

803 of the Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse ¢ ge Act 2008

25 A person wil] commit this offence if helshe inten

an offstiore area and

. damayes, of interferes with, anys
i ssing, storing, preparing

that s, oris fa be, used in exple
for fransport, ot transpotting;pe]
h. darmages, orinterferes
vesse[; br
C. interféres with airy pp
executed, on, by:

catfied ouf, or any works being

jth, such & structure or vessél,

f\tp to 12 mionths of @ fine hot exereding
%/a fine hot exceetling $700,000.

; Whicmaqmihisiers permits granted under the OMA, has ensured that fhe

vty is fofifisd intbe Aew Zealand Noticd to Maiihers”, Settirig piit:
@ the firp f'the activity {of up to 3 menths)
@h. T glea IS eovered by the activity, and
? m nopsinterference distance (of up to 500 metres), determined by NZP&W,

W,
@ the strupture orvesse) and any attachment 1o it:

. any master-of 3 ship ihich 56més within the minimtini distance, withbut réasonable
@ eXouse, Will commit an tifence,
b.  Any persotithiat leavas a shilp and then comes within the miiimitim distanes, without

reasonable excuse, will sommit an offence.

" Offshore inclides the teritorial sea, the EEZ and the ofitinental shelf,

MBIE-MAKG-8915687 Prefiaied by: UJ[.(:}\M[O{ U (\df s S Cf ( 2) (p{J Ol ,i} 13

BileTing No: 12-13/1227




29

30
31

32

33

34

Ih-confidence

Fortnightly notices {(Mew Zealand Notices to -Maitiriers) sdvise matingis of lijportant
matters affecting navigational safety and -ate the authority for -cérredting New Zealand
nautical sharts. The New Zealand Hydrographic Aufherity s authofiséd o produce fhe NZ
Notioes. {p Mariners under Maritime Rules Part 25, Liéenséd mariners and other parties
covered by Maritirie Rule 25 afe requiréd to Keep their nautical publications corrected

iising Notices to Mariners.

The penalty for the strictliabjlity pffence-will be 8 fing of up 16 $10 @

Given fhe possibiiity that these powers nilght be exercised in felz d a forgignyessel,
pléar operational guldelines will be devgloped to ensure g&‘ with interi aw.

Under the GMA, the MBIE Thief Execufive san appg &rs. Appofnted
-enforcement officer dé Nt have péwers to affest.

command of a New Zealand defenge fi
gofnmand): .

(8) shelll be desmedl to be-ah &nfor

r‘ can board ships without B warrant, detain ahid
fierral, and datain & vessel.

(b) suoh fleéned ehforcéfner
atresta personwha is fourd

Any prosgeiition of 4 fr flagged Vs Wilsecur anly with the consent of the
Attorngy-Genetral, é? @

%
Jali.h
(50

e Fraparod b, \Wikhheled Urdder S 9(2 ) (a) OlA 15
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DUT, OF SCOPC
From: Wibkhreleh onder S C?(Z) [C() OlA

Sent: Tuesday, 26 March 2013 5:45 p.m.

To: Jamie Gray ‘

Ce: Alice Hume; Wik hhelel vnder S ? (?) @ J

Subject: RE: Protection of offshore petroleum and mineral activity from unlawful interference
Jamie,

We asked Justice for specific comments on BORA issues. @

This response is broadly their position during the working up of the pro nées, th

particular grounds for concern.
Regards
 Uybhheich vokes s 9 (2)(c) @ \\%\“
From:{ Withhelth under S ¢C 2) (&n é%%
Sent: Tuesdav 26 March 2013 2:21 p.m.
To:’
ce - . Withhelch vroler s
SubJect Re: Protection of offshore petroleum and actlw wful interference

Ho Wwirthheld Uneles S @

Happy to dis

‘ ww S ¢ (2) (@)

| Senior Adviser | Rights and Regulatory Team

Ministry of Justice | Tahii o te Ture | DDI
The Vogel Centre | 19 Aitken Street | PO Box 180 [Wellington

S\ el Undes »/03/2013 3:57 p.m. >>>
S 9 CZ) (q)

This is the latest version of the SOP which has been considered by LEG Committee and is ready for
tabling.



Our Minister has asked for assurance that there are no Bill of Rights Act issues arising, so grateful if you
could have a quick look at this version and let us know.

Regards

Wikhheld vnder S 902) )

newzealand.qovt.nz - connecting you to New Zealand central & local government services

recipient. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivery.to ded reclplent he
advised that you have received this message in error and that any use is strictly eeoPlease cant
sender and delete the message and any attachment from your computer. & @%

o
Any opinions expressed in this message are not necessarily those of the Ministry of Busj Innovaticn
Employment. This message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solel of th@
r% % i

NS )
Confidentiality notice: This email may contain inféfpmation” tha fidential or
legally privileged. If you have received it by m lease
(1} reply promptly to that effect, and remove i 1 an i ply from your
system;

{2} do not act on this email in any other

Thank you.




OoT of Scopé

Subject: FW: IMPORTANT: Hon Simon Bridges pencilled for TVNZ Q&A this Sunday

From: LQ['H\M[J unller s ‘?m(“?')“ COL)
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2013 02:38 PM

To: Jamie Gray
Cc: Andrew Crisp (DBH); Janice Rodenburg (B&H); David Binnie; Bruce Parkes; Vanessa Rawson (MIN)
ré; 3

<Vanessa.Rawsgn@parliament.govt.nz>; Fiona Weightman <Fiona.Weightman i ‘ggvt.nz>; And
Annakin
Subject: RE: IMPORTANT: Hon Simon Bridges pencilled for TVNZ Q&A this Sunda@

Hi Jamie &

Please find attached: @
1. One pager — with key messages on the proactive age@ @
2. Q@QuT CF SCcorPe @ x

3. Three background documents:

» Aide memoir on intervention SOP (C iew) %
rte : CNG ) A g

Lo e

Thanks and regards @

Ltkhke\eh v %{ 2)

, Senio isbor — Communi

Economic Development G | Mini of Business, Innovation and Emplovment
3saowen8t@§vw1473 Welindion®140 | yknhe\dl ondler S 7(2) (@)

www. miiegdvt.i







High level key messages on proactive agenda

1. .. _. T . o
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« Protecting offshore activities from intentional interference.

MBIE-MAKO-4125112






27 March 2013

Aide memoir: Interference with vessels engaged in offshore petroleum and activities

Issue

1 The enforcement powers to protect offshore petroleum and minerals activities from
intentional interference by an individual or vessel need to be strengthened to provide
permit holders with assurance that they will be able to undertake lawful activities.

2 An amendment to the Crown Minerals Act will be made to establish new offences. g

Costs of interference
3 Interference with activities permitted under Crown Minerals pe{wi impose @
costs to companies by disrupting operations, and can posm& safety
d

4 New Zealand's reputation for having a predictable~an able latoky and
investment environment may be damaged by this ty @f interferen tatus quo
may discourage petroleum and mineral explorati ompantes to explore in
New Zealand. @

5 The operational cost of seismic data acqui nrange v%from USD1200 per
km for a 2D seismic survey, to usmo% Aeismic

S\L‘ %{%

6 A seismic vessel cannot immediaie if som its path and will have to
veer off-course in order to avoi ividual

If the company decides to
postpone its operations due o rep d intede
and 50% of the cost per k ismic line rred.
7 A deep-water semi-s sible rig c@ up to USD1 million per day. A shallow
3 -. r - n

Protest action that directly interferes with

s and incur stand-by costs.

J i @ nce Farce during the Elvis Teddy incident were
9 Protest %ﬂ drilling rigk well as survey vessels) may not only risk the safety of
t %g}\\eyg indi)iid t also the safety of workers on-board the seismic vessel or

h
isTedd %
10 n2 @ Elvis Teddy was arrested by Police for operating his fishing vessel in

an anner as part of a flotilla protesting against an underwater seismic survey
onducted by Petrobras off the East Coast.

8 The estimated
over $1 m

ner that caused unnecessary risk both to his own vessel and the Petrobras survey

1 jce charged Mr Teddy under the Maritime Transport Act for operating a ship in a
essel.

12 In July 2012, the Tauranga District Court dismissed the charge, finding that the
provisions of the Maritime Transport Act do not apply outside the territorial sea. The
case was appealed to the High Court, which overturned the decision by concluding
that the Maritime Transport Act applies and the Police had jurisdiction to board Mr
Teddy's ship, and arrest him.

MBIE-MAKO-4122893



27 March 2013

13 The extended legal proceedings emphasise the need for a clearer legal framework and
policing and other enforcement powers. Further, the provisions under the Maritime
Transport Act do not cover all types of interference that might occur that also result in
costs through delays and damage affecting companies carrying out lawful activities,
e.g. interfering with seismic streamers.

Proposed offences

14 The offences to be introduced into the Crown Minerals Act are modelled on those i
Australian Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2

15 A person will commit an offence and be liable for imprisonment o monthg or
fine not exceeding $50,000 {or $100,000 in the case of g rporatel_i

intentionally:
e damage, or interfere with, any structure or vessel is in an offshorsarea &nd that
is, or is to be, used in exploring for, recovering , storin ing for
transport, or transporting, petroleum or minepgls; or
* damage, or interfere with, any equipment on hed tructure or
o

vessel: or
» interfere with any operations or activi g carrie r any works being

executed, on, by means of, orin c i ith, s% cture or vessel.
16 It will also be an offence to, witHout reasdnable e ome within a specified non-
interference distance of up to 50 esof s uctures engaged in petroleum
or minerals-related activiti e penalty wi of up to $10,000.

Freedom of expression @
17  The proposals p the p | imit the freedom of expression affirmed in
the New Zealan f Rig 1990 as they may discourage individuals from
ateri st.
18 The pr ks to balagsg the right to protest with the right of others to go about
their la iness without interference. In particular, the offence of interference will
Mrove the intention to interfere with a lawful activity, and the

r et
Mrenc hot extend more than 500 metres from the vessel.

inis %ce and Crown Law have been fully involved in the development of
fese proposals:

X
o

MBIE-MAKO-4122853
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From: -
Sent; C) 0 \
To: O F
Subject:

SCove

From: () (el \J/\dﬁf‘ﬂg C(’ (’2 (C;[
Sent: Tuesday, 2 April 2013 3:49 p.m. ) )
To: Jamie Gray (MIN) (Jamie.Gray@parliament.govt.nz) 3

ce: " Wikhhd Undler S 92 ) (o)

Subject: Queries

Jamie, @: 5
On the first point, the following is a brief summary from o t D CEs:

‘...a lot of operational support can normally be provi dt requi personnel to exercise
statutory enforcement powers. In such cases we a idi

agencies can exercise their powers.

rovidin rms from which other
There are however cases where legislati owers N hel to exercise specific powers. In the
context of counter-terrorism, section 9 ence Ac lates Defence personnel exercising "any

power of a member of the Police".

=

Section 12 of the International i 4 W

exercising emergency pow at Act hat member of the Armed Forces were a constable”.
Similarly s 196 of the E ct dee icer in command of any NZDF aircraft or vessel to be a
fisheries officer for the &5 of duties that Act, and section 6(1) of the Customs and Excise Act
allows the CE of 2 int any person "to perform or exercise any power or function" under that
Act, a role whic s the capabilityto perform.

Defence torical[%ig taken enforcement duties under the Antarctic Marine Living Resources
Act.

an autonomous f enforcement powers (Police or otherwise) in respect of existing statutory
provisions...’

So there are by no%%@ortage of examples whereby Defence personnel can, and have, undertaken

Article 60 provides for coastal states to establish exclusion zones around offshore
installations, extended to a distance not exceeding 500 m from each point of the outer edge of the
installation. New Zealand has jurisdiction under s7(1)(a) of the Continental Shelf Act 1964 (CSA) for
acts done by all persons “on, under, or above or about any installation or device”. This can, at least
in principle, provide a basis to apply general New Zealand legislation, including any applicable
criminal offences, to those on and around any installation or device. It is possible, but not settled,
that this could provide a basis for enforcement against foreign ships.



2 In addition, under the CSA, New Zealand can establish safety zones around fixed installations and
associated mobile facilities. However, the establishment of such zones requires a fairly lengthy
process. Entry into safety zones is prohibited to all but authorised vessels, with a fine of up to
$1,000. The exclusion zones for fixed structures are introduced to aid navigation, i.e. so they can be
marked on charts for boats to avoid. There is no provision to establish such zones for vessels
undertaking seismic surveys and other petroleum exploration and development activities that do not
involve fixed installations.

3 The CSA does not provide for establishing zones around vessels. Although in principle there is
nothing to prevent the establishment of a safety zone around a device that is connected to a vessel,
for example, the seismic hydrophone devices that are pulled behind a survey vessel, this would be
unworkable in practice. It would be difficult for a moving safety zone to meet the requirements of legal
specificity for an offence to be created, or to meet the requirements of th inental Sh nd

UNCLOS that the safety zone “shall not exceed a distance of 500 m d therfy, ™heastred
from each point of their outer edge”. The problem arises due to t specify ‘geographical
coordinates defined in relation to the sea-bed - so as to allow a itiqh. to"be ma chart -
rather than distances in relation to a vessel which may be in mo wolld also only e6ver vessels

that were connected with a “device” and that may not, for example, ¢ever vessegls undertaking other
exploration activities that did not require such devices.

Let me know if you need anything else. @ @

Regards @ @
Wiehhed ynoles S 2 (2) (u ) %



Qot of s —
From: (}j{l‘[\f\ﬂd U/W(?J’ g ?(‘2)@) OlA

Sent: Friday, 5 April 2013 9:35 a.m.

To: Jamie Gray

Subject: RE: Crown Minerals {Permitting and Crown Land} Bill

Attachments: Briefing_for_the_Minister_for_the_Committee_Stage_of the_Crown_Minerals_{Permitt

ing_and_Crown_Land)_Bill.docx; Clause-by-
clause_summary_on_Crown_Minerals_(Permitting_and_Crown_Land)_Bill.docx;

Clause-by-clause_summary_on_Supplementary_Order_Paper_205.docx g;
Hi Jamie @ @
t&the 3

The pack for COWH is ready now. Would you likeé me to walk it over now or pu 0 bag?

The 3 attached documents, plus the Bill and SOP 205 are in the pack (avai here!

http://leqislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2012/0070/latest/versions.aspx)
Regards @ @
wienneld undes 5 G (=) ) %
Senior Policy Advisor; Resource Markets Policy; Resources, Energy an ghs Branc fructwe and Resource Markels Group;

Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment %

oo+ (Wikh heled Uades S c((?_) (o )

Sent: Friday, 5 April 2013 9:23 a.m.
To: Alice Hume;  LILbhhelcA U
Cc: |

Subject: Crown Minerals {Permitting a

% @7
& @UT OF  SCoPE

S

AN
From: Jamie Gray (MIN) [mailto:Jamie.Grav@parliaﬁ'n\ent}qavt.nﬂ @\\)

Thanks in advance.

Jamie Gray | Private Secretary — Energy and Resources
Office of Hon Simon Bridges | Minister of Energy and Resources

1



Level 4.1 Beehive. Parliament Buildings, Wellington 6160, New Zealand
mCWikhhdd, vnder S G (2) (a) .




SOP 205 - Protection from Interference

The enforcement powers to protect offshore petroleum and minerals activities from
intentional interference by an individual or vessel need to be strengthened to provide permit
holders with assurance that they will be able to undertake lawful activities.

An amendment to the Crown Minerals Act will be made to establish new offences.

Costs of interference
Interference with activities permitted under Crown Minerals permits can im@ect coS

to companies by disrupting operations, and can pose health and safe%
;

New Zealand’s reputation for having a predictable and stable regutato d invest
environment may be damaged by this type of interference. The stat uo may,discotrgge

petroleum and mineral exploration companies to invest and in New
ards fro 0 per km

The operational cost of seismic data acquisition can ra W
for a 2D seismic survey, to USD7000 for a 3D seis ; \
A seismic vessel cannot immediately stop if so @ i d will have to veer off-
- ides to postpone its
tweeh 20 and 50% of the cost

course in order to avoid the individual or veg
operations due to repeated interference, st
per km of seismic line will be incurred.
A deep-water semi-submersible 9@23 ost up t ion per day. A shallow water rig
will cost up to USD500,000 p . Protest directly interferes with rigs will
require the company to hal ions and. nd-by costs.
The estimated costs {0 e'and De orce during the Elvis Teddy incident were over
$1 million. %
Protest action ling rigs (as \% survey vessels) may not only risk the safety of the
protesting indivi , but wsa ety of workers on-board the seismic vessel or rig.
' édy cas :
011 addy was arrested by Police for operating his fishing vessel in an
e manner as pa a flotilla protesting against an underwater seismic survey being

condtfcted s off the East Coast.

Police gharged Mr Teddy under the Maritime Transport Act for operating a ship in a manner
that d urinecessary risk both to his own vessel and the Petrobras survey vessel.

|@01 2, the Tauranga District Court dismissed the charge, finding that the provisions of
th ritime Transport Act do not apply outside the territorial sea. The case was appealed

to the High Court, which overturned the decision by concluding that the Maritime Transport
Act applies and the Police had jurisdiction to board Mr Teddy's ship, and arrest him.

The extended legal proceedings emphasise the need for a clearer legal framework and
policing and other enforcement powers. Further, the provisions under the Maritime Transport
Act do not cover all types of interference that might occur that also result in costs through



delays and damage affecting companies carrying out lawful activities, e.g. interfering with
seismic streamers.

Proposed offences

The offences to be introduced into the Crown Minerals Act are modelled on those in
Australian Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2006.

A person will commit an offence and be liable for imprisonment of up to 12 ponths or a fine
not exceeding $50,000 (or $100,000 in the case of a body corporate) if t*@ﬁonally'
= damage, or interfere with, any structure or vessel that is in area an
is, or is to be, used in exploring for, recovering, processing &toxipg, prepari
transport, or transporting, petroleum or minerals; or

» damage, or interfere with, any equipment on, or atiz
vessel; or

interference distance of up to 500 metres,
minerals-related activities. The penalt

Freedom of expression
The proposals paper have t to limitthe{reedom of expression affirmed in the
New Zealand Bill of Rights as the isoourage individuals from exercising their

legitimate right to prote%
The proposal seek e th otest with the right of others to go about their

lawful business Wi interfer S rticular, the offence of interference will require the
prosecution e intention tQinterfere with a lawful activity, and the non-interference
moredhan 500 metres from the vessel.

zone can@
The@ Justi& wn Law have been fully involved in the development of these
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Out of Scoge

From: Alice Hume

Sent: Thursday, 11 April 2013 10:03 a.m.

To: Jamie Gray

c Wibhhdd under § 9(2) (@) oA

Subject: SOP 205 RIS

Attachments: Regulatory_Impact_Statement_-_Protection_of_offshore_petroleum_and_mineral_acti

vity_from_unlawful_interference_-_FINAL for_publishing.docx

It is normal practice for us to make Regulatory Impact Statements availag rwebsit has

already been in touch to ask where this one is. | think that it would be icialto get this re given

the large number of PQs received on this issue.
It is our intention to publish this without redactions. We would ljkz Q d a~ your atte o the Consultation
section re. industry, but as discussed with you before, we can Support-this wit @ aterial that PEPANZ
provided. %
Please confirm that you are comfortable with us proce this Q
Regards,
Alice.
Dr Alice Hume | Manager, Resource Marke @ : ;
Resources, Energy and Communication; % frastru source Markets Graup
l

Ministry of Business, Innovation & E Leve| wen Street | PO Box 1473 | Wellington

DD ¢ ol o
Moblle: k\))\),\(dgfhé%d Y )

Fax: 04 473 7010

Emall: .
Web: www.mbie.

2 Mmigtyof Busifiess,
“ Innovation & Employment






Regulatory Impact Statement

Protection of offshore petroleum and mineral activity from
unlawful interference

Agency Disclosure Statement

1 This Regulatory Impact Statement has been prepared by the @of BJ@&

Innovation and Employment (MBIE).

2 It provides an analysis of options to protect offshore petrgléu d mineral§ activities
granted permits under the Crown Minerals Act (CMA) fro wiul interferenge by an

individual or vessel.

(LINZ}, Maritime New Zealand (MNZ), New 2 (MZDF), the Ministry
of Justice {MoJ), New Zealand Police Lgg i d Crown Law Office
(CLO). This consultation has sought to as¢era

en hat legislative framework is best suited
to introduce an enforcement power 3 o interfe ith lawful activities in New
Zealand waters, including the tegritorial se @ e Economic Zone (EEZ) and

ic consultation which limits the

changes seek to ad vidin ive certainty that lawful activities can be
carried out withou ce Wi 5 necessary risks and ensure a predictable
investment climat jndustry. ditional costs will be imposed on businesses, or

override com fhcip! the changes override or conflict with international
law. % X
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Status Quo and Problem Definition

5 There are no clear enforcement powers in New Zealand's legal framework to effectively
protect offshore’ petroleum and minerals -activities, permitted under the Grown Minerals
Act (CMA) regime, from intentional interference by an individual or vessel, that occurs
beyond the 12 nautical mile (nm) limits of the territorial sea and within our Exclusive
Economic Zone (EEZ) and above the continental shelf,

6 Offshore mining and exploration activities for petroleum and mi are carrie t
under permits issued through the CMA regime. Intentional int with vitie
permitted under the CMA can impose unnecessary costs to co { disrupting their
operations, and can also pose health, safety and environme

7 There have been attempts to disrupt such activities with ims of g neratl;\l;; publicity
through protest and of preventing the exploration rilling pha development.

Protests at sea are more difficult to address and n on-sh n the nature
of the environment as well as the distance from @ and e infrastructure.
Interference with offshore petroleum and ctiviti

8 Interference with offshore petroleu ral agtivities. permitted under the CMA
Zealgnd) ky April 2011. A flotilla protesting
nducte%%g gil company Petrobras in the

Raukumara Basin, in the EEZ, m

recently occurred off the East Co
against an underwater survey be

to disr mpany’s activities. The company
called-off their survey for

Qluels widuals in survival suits entering the water
approximately 200 m ont of Ic vessel's path, and to the port side. The

vessel had fo ve r dina ayoid the individuals. The individuals were then
collected by their epeated.

10 Elvis Ted of t nd was arrested by Police on 23 April for operating
his fishj s8¢l in an un anner. He was charged with an offence under section
65(1)(a) Maritime Transport Act 1994 (MTA), in that he had operated a ship in a

matiner that cause negessary risk, both to his own vessel and the Petrobras survey

I 2012 % ranga District Court dismissed the charge. The Court found that the

vision sgefon 65(1)(a) of the Maritime Transport Act do not apply in the EEZ, as
there | inty/in legislation that confers jurisdiction of that particular section outside the
territéri " This decision is under appeal. The Raukumara protest also emphasised
t tical benefit of establishing clearer policing and other enforcement powers.
e
i

aland’s reputation for having a predictable and stable regulatory and investment
ronment may be damaged by this type of interference, particularly if it continues in the
ontext of the legal uncertainty discussed above. This situation can discourage petroleum
and mineral exploration companies to invest and explore in New Zealand waters. It also
poses an unnecessary risk to the Government's objectives to attract overseas investment
(in what is a competitive market for international capital) and encourage the responsible
development of our petroleum resources.

! Offshore includes the territorial sea, the EEZ and the continental shelf.
% police v Teddy CRI-2012-470-31



Cost of interference

13 There are costs to a company from intentional and unlawful interference with their
operations. Such impacts are not the focus of legislation that pertains to maritime health,
safety and environmental risks.

14  Costs of survey acquisition, as an example, will vary depending on whether it is 2D or 3D
seismic lines being acquired (3D is more expensive than 2D} and what the size of the ship
and technical equipment on board are. Seismic streamers for instance, that are pul
behind the ship, can be up to 10 km long. The operational cost is lated per k
seismic line acquired and can range upwards from USD1200 p fofa 2D mic
survey, to USD7000 for a 3D seismic survey.

15 Companies would incur costs if:

i. Interference causes them to veer off cours
ii. the company postpones their operatio% @
ed.

ii. the vessel or its technical equipment.is

hing is mdts - due to the seismic
2\e] individual or vessel. If it

geind-onto its seismic acquisition
ivity/'which incurs a stand-by cost.
m of seismic line.

16 A seismic vessel cannot immediately sto

veers too far it has fo continue to a
trajectory. This can take up to 4 ho
Stand-by rates can vary between

17  If the company decides to e its ope a@a e to repeated interference the costs
will be greater, dependi man) vessel is inactive. Stand-by -rates will
apply.

18 Seismic strearner pto US lior per streamer. Damage to the streamers can

occur naturally at_se instari a shark bite, which will have a 6 — 12 hour down
time to rep ir. by ra or this operation. If any damage is caused to the
streamer. n\act of inten interference the same costs will apply.

19  Drilling rigs major-gperations and could be a target of protest action future. A deep-
%?\%ubm iWkely to be used for mining activities in the EEZ) can cost up
illion p shallow water rig will cost up to USD500,000 per day. Protest

' &l

z at dir eres with the rig will require the company to render the well safe
and stop o@ or example, in the Netherlands a jack-up rig operated by Shell was
hoarde rotesters. Operations stopped for one day in order for police to arrive and the

retrieved. This incurred stand-by costs: one-day of stand-by will be

%’v half the cost of the rig per day i.e. USD500,000 stand-by per day for a
er rig at USD1 million. Additional stand-by costs will incur for the supply boats,
onnel and contract staff. These stand-by rates are generally higher for deep-water,
r personnel can be full-rates or 90%.

2@otest action on drilling rigs (as well as survey vessels) may not only risk the safety of
the protesting individuals, but also the safety of workers on-board the seismic vessel or

ng.

21 The deployment of enforcement personnel i.e. the police and NZDF, to an incident of
interference with offshore petroleum and minerals activities in the EEZ has significant
costs. As an example, the estimated costs to police during the Elvis Teddy are given
below in Table 1. The operation lasted 40-60 days, including 12 staff at sea for continuous

duty for 42 days.




_Table 1: Estimated police costs for the Teddy case’
ﬂﬂﬁﬁ,ﬁﬁﬂ'ﬂ- . _ Staff/duration/cost per

' o = chogeade AT % JTldll ‘ "
- Intelligence Group. =

_j _!_'_ -

[y | D

gh > 8,640

@ > [ $585.804

. = __ — .: '.-"-'1'-‘?
&
22 NZDF were also involved in the Elvis T. e, d ﬁty\lo Inshore Patrol Vessels
(IPVs) for ‘Operation Deep Sea.' C en belo ble 2. NZDF personnel crew
, 5o add[h

would be paid regardless of the,op d\ costs as a result of the Teddy
case is the IPV operating cost.
eratior Deep Sea

' 'Xﬁ-ﬁirﬂﬂ day
5 il -.I

Table 2 Estimated NZDF cafs or Op
Inshore Patrol Vessel 47,/
(IPV) x 2

440,000

$1,080,000

%;d regulations

f clarity around the ability authorities have to ensure the safety of persons
ect property and the environment in the EEZ. There are two gaps in New
d’s existing legislation and regulations:

Q i. A clear legal framework applicable to vessels or individuals who interfere with
@ lawful activities in the EEZ;

ii. The MTA safety related offences in the EEZ/on the continental shelf do not
apply to foreign flagged vessels.

24 Ordinary New Zealand law and powers of enforcement do extend to actions taken within
New Zealand's territorial sea. They do not apply to activities or incidents that take place in
the EEZ.

® The costs estimated here are restricted to those costs directly involved in the operation and do not
consider the cost in terms of having staff deployed at sea and unavailable for normal duties.



25 The Maritime Transport Act 1994 (MTA) applies to New Zealand registered vessels, and
contains specific criminal jurisdiction with respect to maritime safety and the marine
environment. The MTA can apply to offences where dangerous activity involving ships or
maritime products takes place, or where there is unnecessary danger caused by holder of
a maritime document.

26 It is not clear whether the MTA applies to incidents in the EEZ. The offences under the
MTA focus on safety in the context of navigation, or are environmentally focussed, and

are not necessarily applicable to all incidents of intentional interference with la
activities. Ascertaining liability for intentional interference is also ult in ter

maritime legislation, which must be consistent with the “rules of ’>This | es
the requirement that a ship under power (e.g. a survey ship) gi ship under $ail

{e.g. a ‘protest’ ship) or a fishing vessel.

27  There is no 'easy fit' option under the MTA to address wit&i certainty) the\dctions of
individuals who are not immediately associated to sel, and not clearly
endanger another vessel or individual. The provjsj nthe MTA overriding
safety purpose and are not designed for situatio@ n indivn rs the water or
ascends a rig as an act of intentional interfe n whi first and foremost
endanger themselves rather than others. @

28 There are no provisions to establish )¢
surveys and other petroleum explorati nd” deve

fixed installations. For offshore insialla “the

vessels undertaking seismic
tlivities that do not involve
ions Convention on the Law of

the Sea (UNCLOS) Article 60 pro for co es to establish exclusion zones
extending to a distance no geding 500 ach point of the outer edge of the
installation. Under New e%’ Conting If Act 1964 (CSA) New Zealand can
establish safety zone nd_fixed in&tatiati and associated mobile facilities. Entry
into safety zones ptohi all bu sed vessels, with a fine of up to $1000.

29 In the Teddy ca had exclusion zone around the survey vessel for the
safety of the sur is had no effect in deterring the defendant from
entering thi &dr penalties (as there would be for an exclusion zone
around allation) or cement powers by police. As noted before, the incident

took place EEwthe police do not have ordinary criminat jurisdiction.
ke
‘Q’a obje
operati
n

a
Z

xe to provide an effective, clear deterrent and readily workable
rs, to act against unlawful interference with lawful offshore petroleum
cttivities in our EEZ from individuals and from vessels, whether New
or-foreign-flagged. It would be consistent with international law and it would
th temporarily fixed installations and moving vessels. Furthermore, any
pliance costs that arise would be minimised.

tory Impact Analysis

31 The Regulatory Impact Analysis identified three options. The options have been assessed
against the objectives above, in consultation with MoT, MFAT, LINZ, MNZ, NZDF, MoJ.
New Zealand Police Legal Services and CLO.



Option 1: Continuing to use existing safety provisions in the Maritime Transport
Act

32 The first option is to use the safety provisions already in the Maritime Transport Act
(MTA). This option is the status quo.

33 The MTA only applies to New Zealand registered vessels, not individuals, and is
concerned with health, safety and environmental risks. The MTA would not applyéo

foreign vessels. This would mean that a foreign vesse! interfering in aawful activity jrf the
EEZ would be exempt from offences set in the MTA.

34  There is uncertainty in this option on whether authorities h llity to ensure the
safety of persons and to protect property and the environ inthe EEZ. A samy this
may require changes to the MTA through the Maritim slation Bill. ItV certain
whether changes could be made that would epcompass’ all ty of Mhtentional

interference, as the provisions in the MTA have an ,u g safet and are not

designed for situation where an individual enters vt @
Cost and benefits %
35  As the option is the status quo, costs to Idergé a&omement agencies set out

in paragraphs 13 to 22 could re-occ as prolo

ot nec clearly apply to intentional interference

Risks @
36 There is a risk that aml@n the Ie% ork persists under this option. The
§
i

nd mi ities. Penalties under the MTA can apply

penalties under the MT,

with lawful offshore u

to an individual, o ew istered vessel, who commits an offence of a

dangerous activi% olves % aritime products. This means also, that the act
0

ed a health and safety risk.

of interference ve to
37 The opti o% not incl ign vessels, and there is a risk that this would provide
litthe detére for contin terference. An individual can use a foreign vessel to

no

dispupt lanitfl activities and be subject any liability under criminal jurisdiction.

n zones around vessels and structures

Opl@ ating
seco % to create exclusion zones around survey vessels and structures not
ed to the s ed. Safety zones already exist for fixed structures through the CSA (for

the d the outer limit of the territorial sea to the outer limit of the continental
s EEZ).
39 ting provisions in the CSA apply to fixed installations and vessels connected with the

ociated with a fixed installation, and clarified in regards to temporary structures not

vice." These provisions would be extended to apply to moving vessels that are not
@xed to the sea-bed.

40  The existing provisions are primarily for navigational purposes and designed to ensure the
safety of the structure and other vessels. These zones are clearly demarcated on
navigational charts. The fine for entering these zones is low and set at $1000.



41 From a practical perspective it would be difficult for a moving safety zone to meet the
requirements of legal specificity for an offence to be created, or to meet the requirements
of the Continental Shelf Act and UNCLOS that the safety zone "shall not exceed a
distance of 500 metres around them, measured from each point of their outer edge.” A
seismic vessel is particularly problematic, given it includes the long seismic streamers
towed behind it and is constantly moving. Temporary structures will also be problematic.

Cost and benefits

42 Even if the technical and practical difficulties were surmountable, #iefe would Iikeln{%
additional administrative burden on companies and government. igs wo ve
to apply for an exclusion zone to be established and thi unneagssafily

cumbersome and costly. The application process is lengthy ebih plac e-
by-case by way of regulation. The timeframe is at least 6

Risks

43  The legislation focuses on navigational risks a
intentional interference. For instance, if a vessel.or indjvidual |
an exclusion zone, there is a risk that the zaf . lapgety ctive as a deterrent.
It could be argued that the interfering = nably avoid entering the
exclusion zone. Or that the boundari exclusior-zana- could not be reasonably

discerned by either party.

ith a vessel with

ot be @Agor incidents of

44 There is a risk that an exclusion z ould b ed as interfering with navigation
and other rights and freed other St vided for by UNCLOS. This could
occur through accidental k , due t ractical difficulties in specifying where an

,/
45 Under the UNCLO, 16 ent i lusion zone are too low to act as deterrence
tr s is prohibited to all but authorised vessels, with a

etwo new offences. The first offence relates to intentional

46 Th'w W
piierferenee with etroleum and minerals activities and damage to structures or
asdels’used in.s ctivities. This offence is similar to a current Australian offence
‘ lon i 1
dmmonwealtk).

he Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage Act 2006
commit this offence if they intentionally:

47 A p@
damage or interfere with, any structure or vessel that is in an offshore area
and that is, or is fo be, used in exploring for, recovering, processing, storing,

@ i preparing for transport, or transporting, petroleum or minerals; or

b. damage or interfere with, any equipment on, or attached to, such a structure
or vessel; or

c. interfere with any operations or activities being carried out, or any works
being executed, on, by means of, or in connection with, such a structure or

vessel.



48  The proposed penalty is imprisonment of up to 12 months or a fine not exceeding
$50,000, or in the case of a body corporate, a fine not exceeding $100,000.

49  The second offence is a strict liability offence of ships interfering with petroleum and
mineral activities through coming too close to activities.

50 Once New Zealand Petroleum & Minerals (NZP&M) have ensured that the activity is

notified in the "Notice to Mariners”, setting out:
a. the time period of the activity (of up to 3 months) &
b which area covered by the activity, and

¢. a minimum non-interference distance (up to etres), d@@ by

NZP&M, from the structure or vessel and a chwient to it;

then:
a. any master of a ship which co ithi the |@ istance, without
tawful excuse, will commit an offen %
b.  any person that leaves a s 'en comes withitr the minimum distance,
without reasonable excu ommit ay

affence
51 Forinightly notices (New Zealzﬁ@ces to i; advise mariners of important
sa

matters affecting navigational ority for correcting New Zealand
nautical charts. The New % Hydrograp ority is authorised to produce the NZ
AWrs

Notices to Mariners un

52 Licensed mariner
their nautical pu f orrect

53 The penalty ict lia e will be a fine of up to $10,000.

54 TheC g vehicle to create the new offences. It does not have
predefin | parameters that make it difficult to incorporate ‘interference’ that may not
i h, safe%?vironmental risks. The offences would only apply to offshore

2} d exp ctivities for petroleum and minerals that are carried out under
issuadth the CMA regime.

e penglties consistent with relevant offences in the MTA. Under the MTA, an

indivi ommits an offence of a dangerous activity that involves ships or maritime

pr lable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 12 months or a fine not
ing'$10,000, or in the case of a body corporate, to a fine not exceeding $100,000.

is option would establish legal clarity on enforcement officers and their powers, and
w designated enforcement officers in the EEZ to operate effectively. The MBIE Chief
xecutive can appoint enforcement officers. Appointed enforcement officers do not have
powers to arrest.

57  In relation to these two offences, the CMA will expressly provide that a police officer or
officer in command of a New Zealand defence force vessel (and any person under his or
her command):

a. shall be deemed to be an enforcement officer: and



b. such deemed enforcement officer can board ships without a warrant, detain and
arrest a person, and detain a vessel. [Note: cf $196 (2) and (3) of the Fisheries
Act 1996.]

c. any prosecution of a foreign flagged vessel could occur only with the consent of
the Attorney-General (as required under the Submarine Cables and Pipeline
Protection Act 1996).

58 These offence provisions have been discussed with the relevant Ministries and agencies;,
This consultation is elaborated on in the cost, benefits and risk analysis-below. &

Cost and benefits @
59 The option introduces clear legal certainty and a penal;}/é‘(g}’?é that ma er
fyiti
fi

individuals from disrupting offshore petroleum and miner permitte r the

CMA. This is desirable as it wouid reduce the likelihpod o rferene®, or reduce the
duration of interference through clear enforcemen , there ing costs of

delay on companies (paragraphs 13 — 22).

60 Police face significant costs in deploying @ @g period of time
(paragraph 21, table 1). The status quo t gua e el the same disruptive
interference, with similar costs, will not re hile t n té create a new offence
will not guarantee disruptive interferepiéeitl ot reaccyr-githety it may act as a deterrent
and reduce the number of incidences.thatw d under the status quo and
allow enforcement powers to more effisig

ould h
ntly a isrliptive interference and reduce
the amount of time spentat s
Risks @ @
61 This option is bas @ | which is viewed as UNLCOS-compliant.
There would not b
4

n international law.

re provisions. The provisions should align with the
would mitigate the risk that provisions of search and
nsistent with the right to be free from unreasonable
1 of NZBORA.

A
63 to en@% action against foreign flagged vessels, the threshold would
igh~a
q

be hi ould not be exercised lightly (because it involves the interests of
0 uires clear operational safeguards to be established and adhered
to. umdelines should require, if circumstances allow, communication with the

1 a foreign vessel. Enforcing this offence against foreign flagged vessels is
t with our rights under UNCLOS. There is a real benefit (particularly
atically) in NZ being able to show due diligence in communicating with the other

ate concerned.

64 The above political and legal risk is addressed by requiring consent of the Attorney
General (provided for in the CSA as a standard check to ensure compliance with
international obligations in any particular case) before any legal proceedings are carried
out against foreign flagged vessels subsequent to any offence. This is an appropriate
safeguard against the rights of innocent passage under the UNCLOS risk being
unnecessarily impinged upon under a criminal offence.



85 There may be a risk that domestic vessels accidentally interfere with a vessel by crossing
the minimum non-interference distance. The risk that this would escalate to a strict liability
offence is low, as they would have to be deemed as intentionally interfering. The “Notice
to Mariners" (paragraph 50) advise mariners of the activity taking place. Should a
domestic vessel enter the minimum non-interference zoné regardless, then standard
maritime practice would deem it appropriate for the Master of the Ship to communicate
with the domestic vessel that they are too close and should correct their vessel's path.
Should the vessel have a mechanical break-down then it is likely they would have |
excuse for their interference (paragraph 50). &

awful
def a
mn

66 There is a risk that creating new offences, specifically for a ratin

mining or exploration permit, will have implications on huma e pri

from a human rights perspective would be that the propdsal sould limi t to
freedom of expression affirmed in s 14 of NZBORA! ew offence colyd create
apprehension (real or imagined) on the part of the inghvi Q exefrcise their
right to protest, that they will be prosecuted. This ratedyif a minimum
distance in the definition of ‘interference’ is incl ay srercise their right to
freedom of expression beyond the minimum di i ring in the vessel's

right to conduct lawful activities in the ‘?N“’ ing themselves by
operating their vessel in an unsafe ma tering thewater in the path of the on-

coming vessel.

Consultation @ ; S

67 Analysis has been undert by the Mini siness, Innovation and Employment
(MBIE), in consultatio % Minist angport (MoT), Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Trade (MFAT), Jntorpration nd (LINZ), Maritime New Zealand (MNZ),

"i ||i

New Zealand Defenge g (NZDF) nistry of Justice, New Zealand Police Legal
Services and Crg ffice

68 The upstreamseiahd i as sought a more robust government response to
threats ¢ A i Otest actions, but has not been consulted about these
Proposé Aot anticipat t industry will have an adverse reaction to the proposed
changes.

69 &'been ﬁi?gh\é consultation.

@ ons mmendations
70~ Anal ter-agency consultation has concluded that Option 3: creating a new

% meet the objectives to provide an effective, clear deterrent and readily
le dperational powers, to act against unlawful interference with lawful offshore
m and mineral activities in our EEZ from individuals and from vessels, whether

w Zealand- or foreign-flagged. It is also consistent with international law and would
@hat arise would be minimised.

er both fixed installations and moving vessels. Furthermore, any compliance costs

71  The recommendation is to implement Option 3: Create a new offence.

Implementation

72 The Grown Minerals (Permitting and Crown Land) Bill is currently before the Commerce
Committee.

73  Ifthe changes are accepted they would take effect as soon as the Bill is enacted.

10



Monitoring, Evaluation and Review

74  Evaluating the effectiveness of the new changes will not come to pass until an incident
has occurred and the provisions of the new offence are applied. It will also be difficult to
ascertain the extent to which the new offence has acted as a deterrent.

75 Monitoring and evaluation of the changes will be on-going between the relevant

departments and agencies. g

11
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From: Wikhhdoh UN)(-@/ > 9(2) (ﬂ)

Sent: Friday, 12 April 2013 12:40 p.m.

To: Jamie Gray

Cc: Alice Hume; ; ng\l\(’(d' vrdley < CP (2) (q)
Subject: SOP response

I

% ©&
respanse.dock
Jamie, &@ %

We suggest the attached as a basis for response to Ministerials r@gzos issu@

Grateful for any comments on the text. @ @

Regards @ @

Wikhieddh onder S 9G) @) @






Thank you for your letter of [....].

The Government’s Energy Strategy published in 2011 makes clear that we see an important role for
responsible oil and gas development as well as renewable energy sources, both for the economic
benefits the sector can bring to New Zealand as well as ensuring security of energy supply. (This can
be found at: http://www.med.govt.nz/sectors-industries/ener, df-docs-library/energy-
strategies/nz-energy-strategy-Ir.pdf )

The measures that have been introduced in the amendments to the Crown Min ct 1991 - to &
prevent damage or interference to activities carried out through permits und are n@

intended in any way to prevent legitimate protest activity.

The offences relate to actions involving damage or physical inteﬁerer&g lawful gperationg in
environments where such actions can be extremely dangerous, and go well beyo entirng views
opposed to exploration or mining.

The government has, through the EEZ Act (2013) int rements{o Qi e consents for
activities outside the territorial sea, and tightened sta qs far offs d g under changes to
Health and Safety regulations. |1 am sure that t eEime is in place, with strict

environmenta) controls and standards for all secto tions, will facilitate
valuable use of New Zealand's resources while resp cting@ e all share.
Yours etc. @ @

o &
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From: Alice Hume

Sent: Wednesday, 17 April 2013 4:19 p.m.

To: Jamie Gray;. Wikhheld urdler S Gr7) @)
Cc: INERNed ypaler S G (2)(a

Subject: RE: SOP response ot ) )

Thanks Jamie.

Nick is back on Friday are you OK for us to _keep letters on hold until he has ha @ to re\@
Thanks. %

Alice. & @

)
From: Jamie Gray (MIN) [mailto:: witenheld vades S 9[2_) w W
Sent: Wednesday, 17 April 2013 4:17 p.m. @

To: Alice Hume;  WwiEhheld Undér 'S ¢ ¢z) (&)

Cc:. Wikhheld pades s 9(2)@) @ ;5
Subject: FW: SOP response

Importance: High @ %
N
Eng

Please see the attached reply which we have e@w. @
If there are any comment then let us kn@ en Iet' ing the replies back to this office.

Thanks,

Jamie Gray | Private Secretary :3-, and Resdlr
inig

Office of Hon Simon Bridg er of Ene esources
Level 4.1 Beehive, Parliam jlgings, Wellington 0, New Zealand
v (2) (o)

T: wikhheld U
P

S
: %/ U 4 [‘j
From g% 7 @

&ty vader s 4(2) @)
porise
Jamie, %
We sug@ ached as a basis for response to Ministerials on SOP 205 issues.

Grateful forany comments on the text.

Cc: Alice Hurgs;
Subject: SOP res

Regards

Withhetd Uneler S%(2) )

newzealand.govt.nz - connecting you to New Zealand central & local government services



Any opinions expressed in this message are not necessarily those of the Ministry of Business, Innovation
and Employment. This message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of
the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivery to the
intended recipient, be advised that you have received this message in error and that any use is strictly
prohibited. Please contact the sender and delete the message and any attachment from your computer.
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Subject: FW: Written PQs - Moana Mackey - SOP 205
Attachments: RE: Written PQs - Moana Mackey - SOP 205

From: Wiphed undey s 9 (Zj@t_) oA
Sent: Wednesday, April 24, 2013 5:32 PM

To: Jamie Gray (MIN)
Ce: PQS; . $4(2)) Alice Hume
Subject: FW: Written PQs - Moana Mackey - SOP 205
Word copies for Moana Mackey PQs, in case you haven't received them. mail ke m@
Thanks, ;
Wit hal o gagler @ @
S ?(2) (‘(«J Ol
Policy Advisor [ Resource Markets Policy | Infrastructure and Resour roup
POl Lk helek oader s G(2) @) OfA @
A5Gy Ministry of Business,
©IY Innovation & Employment

From: - Wikhinewd gnlllr S 9[2)(&
Sent: Tuesday, 16 April 2013 2:44 p.m
To: Jamie Gray {MIN)
5 “ O[A

Cc: §9(2) ) Alice Hume; WikR

Subject: Wntten PQs - Moana M 20

Hi Jamie @

Attached are copies nses to ubmitted by Moana Mackey, all regarding SOP 205. Please
note PQ 04344 f rres fro he MInIS er's office, as the answer relates to decisions made by

Ministers.
In addmoy\:@ thefo@

({’h helol  uncler  Sections
9 (2) [()[(V and
4(2) ()) oA



Ltkh helol  uncles secfions
1(2) E)(iv) and

7(2) (5) (i) OIA A
@@

R()j%?\h{’d under 5 9 (2) (a) O/A @@%()@
i

PolicyA

oI+ wkhhfcl Jnacr S ‘?(2 §
Ministry of Business,

[\iﬁﬁ Inhovﬁﬁon&Emplﬂ)'me"t

L, m@
&



Q0T OF S(OPE

Subject: Written PQ due Monday

rrom WikARel vedes s, 9(2) @) OTA

Sent: Wednesday, Aprll 24 12013 6:16 PM
To: Jamie Gray (MIN)
Subject: RE: Written PQ due Monday

And second, | can’t confirm whether the Ministry has checked all corresponde ss if t sue
has been mentioned. Assuming this issue broadly relates to questions regar 05 (7).
sure whether Alice has actioned this. To note, nothing has come through art fr enal

that made general reference to it.

I'll follow it up.
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Witk under s 2(2) @) 0

Policy Advisor | Resource Markets Pollcv | Infrastructure a Markets
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From: Jamie Gray (MIN) { dov Uﬂ)

Sent: Wednesday, 24 April 2013
To: U\)\’(Y\V\QKO\ a{\
Subject: RE: Written FPQ

See other email just now:

Is that what you W
Regards, @ %; ;
Y

Jamie Gra ivate Secre ergy and Resources

Office of Hon Simon inister of Energy and Resources
Level 4 1 Beehwe entBuildings, Wellington 6160, New Zealand
& e S92 () OiA

From: etd vder 'S 9(2) &) OTA
Sent: W y, April 24, 2013 5:30 PM

To: Jamie Gray {(MIN)

Subject: FW: Written PQ due Monday
Importance: High

Hi Jamie,

See below, just checking — did you receive my email with the copies of PQs for Moana Mackey? I'm away
on Friday, so apologies for the spam but | am going to send it through again just to be sure.

Regards,

Witheldd undley s 9(2) (a) 1



Wikhhel under € 2(2) or

Policv Advisor | Resource Markets Policy | Infrastructure and Rescurce Markets Group

ool Wikhheld  vreler s T2 )la)
Ministry of Business,
Innovation: & Emplovimerit

From: WEhMO{UNiEKS‘ () (ﬂ}

Sent: Wednesday, 24 April 2013 5:11 p.m

To: Wihheld under 5 9(2)(a )

Subject: FW: Written PQ due Monday

Importance: High @
FYI

Cc:
Subject: Written PQ due Monday
Importance: High

From: WI\é}IfIEIO( undes £ ?(2) [PL/' OrA @
Sent: Wednesday, 24 April 2013 5:03 p.m. @b
To:: Wichhe (of Untler ?/?)(0() @ @

(Word copy) and cc pgs@med.govt.nz

Dear all
Just a reminder that these PQs are Monday § send them all by Monday but if

WPQ 04878 (2013) Moana%ﬂ%
hitp://mako/otcs/llisapi.dil/p

WPQ 04877 (201 3) ckey %@pr 13
http://mako/otcs/lli perties

WPQ 048 ana ga%;?ﬁue 29 Apr 13
http://mak /[[I pi.dll/p /4286437

WPQ 13) @@% ckey - due 29 Apr 13
http://mako/otes/|lj roperties/4290061

ana Mackey - due 29 Apr 13
api.dl/properties/4289963

WPQ 04874
http://mak

WPQ 013) Moana Mackey - due 29 Apr 13
ht’[DZ//l%‘la o/otcs/llisapi.dil/properties/4286949

WPQ 04782 (2013) Moana Mackey - due 29 Apr 13
hitp://mako/otcs/liisapi.dil/properties/4289767

newzealand.qovt.nz - connecting you to New Zealand central & local government services




