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Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai





Notes from Discussion by Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai’s Forum

Ōnuku Marae, Akaroa (12 & 13 November 2007) 
These notes attempt to follow the discussion as it occurred. They are not formal minutes. Due to the number of participants and the usual dynamics of hui, there are several issues to be noted:

1) not all of the discussion was caught due to interjections;

2) not all of the discussion was caught as the scribe does not understand te Reo Māori;

3) the discussion often changed direction as attendees stood to make comments on issues that had been previously addressed or were to be later addressed;
4) speakers could not always be identified (unless they were presenting information on behalf of organising groups such as the Rōpu or the University of Otago); 
5) there has been some consolidation of themes where the conversation jumped between two distinct themes and can be distilled this way
6) Where prudent we have shifted the order of the discussion around to collect together the same ideas in one section of these notes (so the order of these notes doesn’t always follow the order of the discussion).

These notes from Ōnuku were compiled by Greig Hinds, Joanne Lander, Henrik Moller, Julian Moller from notes taken during the hui kōrero, from report back sheets of discussion groups, and for some sections from listening to an audio-tape of the kōrero where there appeared to be gaps in the available written notes.
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MONDAY 12 NOVEMBER 2007:
Powhiri

MORNING TEA

Mihimihi

LUNCH

Establishing Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai’s governance
Forum discussions were facilitated by Rauru Kirikiri. He introduced Lisa Kanawa, a member of the interim Rōpu, who presented on the proposed Forum Protocol. She displayed the resolution agreed upon at the Huirapa Hui in July 2007 that called on the interim Rōpu to prepare such governance documents. She noted that this discussion at Ōnuku was aimed at confirming the general principles rather than hashing out whether or not this document is necessary.

A broad ranging discussion covered the following topics
· A comment was made that there is a need for the Rōpu to work alongside to support the tangata tiaki. It was noted that gazetted kaitiaki have been given particular responsibilities, especially management power, over their reserve areas. The conclusion of the ensuing discussion (and several strands of later kōrero) was that the Kaitiaki are the voice of the Forum; that communication needs to be open; that the vision for this collective is that it collects and amplifies the views of tangata kaitiaki and the areas they manage.

· They asked “how far does the jurisdiction of this group go?”  The discussion at the Huirapa Hui (26 & 27 July 2007) confirmed that the main decision making authority rests entirely with the wider Forum (ie. The Tangata Tiaki and the representatives of member iwi entities that come to Forum gatherings like this one at Ōnuku). This is reflected in the proposed governance structure presented. The Rōpu should just act as a sort of executive wing to make the decisions between Forum gatherings but must always be accountable to the Forum and the wider kaupapa.
· When we are talking about making research choices, how does one group get to the top of the list over others? It is only natural that our groups will ask “what do we get out of this?” In reply, Paul Borrell urged us to not ask what you can get out of TMK but rather what you can put in.  Naturally you’ll then get out what you put in. However, there is a concern that Forum members with smaller populations and rohe will find themselves dropping down the priority list as research funders will prefer to send support to the larger groups. This was discussed extensively at Huirapa also and there it was agreed that (i) the TMK had to consider national priorities, (ii) that individual Rōpu members were not representatives of their own iwi entities but elected there to take care of the national kaupapa of TMK, and (iii) nothing TMK does should undercut local rangitiratanga. These principles have been incorporated into the draft governance protocols now under consideration at this hui at Ōnuku.  
· It was agreed that the sharing of information through the Forum would provide benefits for all and would also help to avoid doubling up on work – to make sure that the same research is not being repeated in different areas unnecessarily.

· This raised the point that the Forum will need to consider research priorities and how to answer this question of who applies for what funding. 
· It was agreed that this hui does not need to be a ratification process itself. We can confirm the principles at this hui and members can return to their groups to discuss whether or not that group should sign onto the protocol. The aim of this discussion is to get us all on the ‘same page’ with respect to the guiding principles of the Forum. We can revisit the documents at the end of day two, once people have had a chance to read through them again and discuss their content.

· It was questioned by Nigel Scott whether members have to sign this – “isn’t one’s word good enough?” He accepted that setting rules or establishing forum guidelines is fine, but why do people have to sign anything? The response from others was that if you are happy with the protocol, why not sign it? It was also noted that the members here can also take it back to their home groups and review it at leisure and in depth.

· Mike Neho stated that this protocol simply says that each person or group wants to be involved. It is not about mandates for taking action and it is not about any person or group giving anything away. Agreeing to the protocol principles is a way of saying that those here today want to support the Forum and the connections that are possible from it. There is zero cost to say, at this time, that you support the Forum. The need for a mandate comes later when iwi groups need to decide how they will get involved in the Forum’s activities and they will work that out in their own way and time with their own communities.
· Another speaker also wondered about the mandate for this Forum – where does it come from, who can be part of it? Clearly, we cannot simply have anyone walk off the street and vote on decisions – there needs to be some sort of formal process and it was agreed that signing the protocols would help and that the Rōpu would manage this process and evaluate applications for membership according to the principles laid down at this (and subsequent) Forum meetings. 

Much discussion turned to consideration of how the Forum would work and who can join.
· The Forum is comprised of “iwi entities” – that is, the management committees for rāhui, taiāpure, and mātaitai, as well as runanga, iwi, hapu, whānau, and individual tangata kaitiaki. 
· The Forum will meet at least once a year and hopefully twice.
· It was agreed that the Forum should be open to any tangata whenua involved or interested in the management of mahinga kai resources. 

· Researchers and other organisations could be invited to attend Forum hui, but they would not have any vote on the direction of the Forum’s activities. 
· The Forum has the role of major decision making, not the Rōpu to be established later. Key decisions must go before the Forum and the Rōpu will report on its activities to make sure it is doing what the Forum wants. 
· The forum itself will only seek general funding for its activities, not research money, and it is a mechanism by which to keep the researchers honest. 
· A third of the Rōpu positions will be up for election each year. 
· All voting will be done by the iwi entity representatives, tangata whenua, and not partner research groups or technical advisors.

· The Rōpu will be able to facilitate the coordination and submission of applications for funding by iwi entity members. 

It was then agreed unanimously that there should be a Forum and that a Rōpu be established to help run it basically along the lines of the draft proposal formed by the interim Rōpu since the Huirapa Hui and now tabled here at Ōnuku.  
Those present then went on to discuss various issues that face the forum. They included a need to 
· Further prioritise the goals of the forum
· Set up rules for how the forum is run, 
· Acknowledge that there could be raru (trouble) at times that will require mediation, and 
· Include wānanga for members (often in association with the main annual Forum gatherings. 
· It was stressed again that the priorities should be “national” and not specific to one member over another.

The discussion returned to the make-up of the Rōpu – how many should be appointed? After some debate, the Forum agreed to keep the current number and membership from the interim Rōpu. With respect to the Standing Orders for the Rōpu, Tiny Metzger suggested that we need to have rotating retirements and a set timeframe for their appointment so that we get fresh blood onto the team but still maintain some continuity and experience. This would also head off any concern that the Rōpu might be seen as a way of controlling the Forum’s activities. To avoid this, two members of the Rōpu will be retired each year and those positions put up for re-election. 

It was agreed that there should be an odd number appointed to the Rōpu to avoid ties in decision making, but that this should not be a large group as too many members would make it unworkable.  
It was decided unanimously that the existing seven ‘interim rōpu’ members that have been guiding the project since the Huirapa forum meeting should be asked to continue on. [Owen Woods (Kaikoura) subsequently asked to be relieved of this duty due to pressing other commitments and Sharon Hillier (also of Kaikoura) was nominated in his place  during the last session on Tuesday 13th November]. Names were drawn out of a hat to establish the following schedule for each member to stand-down (they might still offer themselves for re-election to another 3-year term on the Rōpu but this would depend on the election results):
1. Standing down in 1 year’s time: Rua Hagan, Bill Greening, Sharon Hillier
2. Standing down in two years time: Lisa Kanawa and Paul Borrell
3. Standing down in three years time: Gail Thompson and Stuart Bull
It was also agreed that no Rōpu member be on for more than 2 consecutive terms (so 6 years max). This allows fresh blood onto the Rōpu but allows experienced people to come back.

The Rōpu is to be a conduit between the Forum and Researchers and brings the three groups together. The Rōpu will develop an agenda for Forum gatherings, the forum will vote and make decisions on the issues presented, and the Rōpu will go back to Researchers with the directions from the Forum.

Several speakers raised the need to think about whether or not to appoint advisory groups comprised, respectively, of kaumātua and technical advisors.  Mike Neho argued strongly that is not necessary to have a formal Kaumātua Advisory Group. While it was agreed that such a group would be good to call upon if needed, it was noted that there are certain well known figures nationally who could be called upon for major issues. Also, locally, each Forum member group would have its own network of kaumātua advisors. It would also be difficult to establish a national advisory group in terms of arranging meetings and maintaining communication within that group (due to low levels of e-mail use, etc). It was eventually decided to not nominate particular kaumātua or have the “dial a Kaumatua” procedures – instead the crucial role of the kaumātuas’ advice was recognised as already being behind each of the local groups participating.

The Forum did agree that research groups who wish to partner with the collective should be allowed to appoint a representative on a Technical Advisory Group. Various large research groups, such as the University of Otago, Landcare Trust, and the Allan Wilson Centre, were represented at this hui and displayed a willingness to participate on such a group. These representatives would work with the Rōpu and would also be invited to Forum gatherings to provide advice on technical issues. 
BREAK FOR AFTERNOON TEA
Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai Goals
The Forum reconvened to discuss goals of Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai and some of its potential projects.

The hui facilitator, Rauru Kirikiri, commented that we now have a structure, but we need to consider what this new group will do. Members need to consider priorities that are both national and of concern to their own local rohe. In determining what the priorities are and where they exist, we can then plan for addressing them and how to obtain the resources necessary for the task.

It was pointed out that the last hui had agreed that the Forum should work towards improved and enduring cultural wellbeing, and that whatever outcomes were achieved, they should lead to better management of mahinga kai reserves. The question we must ask ourselves is, what challenges do we face over the next five years in order to achieve the vision of this project and forum? What are the challenges to improving management of customary fishing reserves?
Many points were raised by the members. We need to find out more about funding capacity, what funds are available for research? Baseline surveys need to be done so that we know what we have at the moment; stock assessments and habitat assessments. Sedimentation was mentioned and others asked that this be defined more clearly as an issue – for example, where is disturbed sediment finally settling and how does this affect larval seeding; how does sediment affect the cleanliness of water and this in turn the health of stocks; and what is the flux between land and sea. It was noted that this last point would require closer working relationships with district councils to look at land waste management and how it enters the seascape.

Concerning baseline assessments, it was noted that this would allow kaitiaki who authorise fish take to tailor that authorisation for different species: For example, take ten of this species from this spot and ten of that species from over there in another area. Several members mentioned that people who take under such customary authorisation are asked to report back on their take, so kaitiaki should already have some idea of stock levels and health. However, it was suggested that not all fishers report back or report back fully and this makes it harder for kaitiaki to keep track of stock levels. Someone noted that this is not then an issue of lack of information but more an issue of lack of means to enforce current requirements. 
Another person expanded on this point – the lack of information about fish offtake comes from a lack of information gathering. They felt that documentation is lacking, but someone else said that the documentation exists for collecting the information but people do not return those documents or they fill them out incompletely/incorrectly. So, it was agreed by all that there is a need for improved data collection.

One kaitiaki spoke of the need for more knowledge on best methods for catching – for example, fishers should not bust open kina underwater, and pāua that are ready to ‘broadcast’ should not be taken.

The group was asked to try to stay focussed on big challenges or issues. The last few points seemed to all converge on either data collection or relationship management (especially with councils). Other points raised were:

· Protection of endangered species

· Area Management Tool (AMT) establishment process: it can take several years to establish a mātaitai or other sort of reserve, we should examine how to improve this process

· Relationship with commercial fishers; can we (as a Forum) do anything to ‘police’ commercial fishers, or otherwise manage the relationship with the commercial side; especially considering some reserves can reach out 200nm from land
· Business opportunities (this topic received a mixed reaction from members as to its suitability)

· Enhancement measures

· Aquaculture (commercial)

· Capacity building

· Improved business capacity

One person noted that, with respect to commercial fishing, we need to find a way to have some level of input into the industry. It was also suggested that the topic of ‘business opportunities’ should be dealt with alongside managing the relationship with commercial fishers. If we cut out commercial fishing operations, then many Māori would be out of jobs and we would have to find other work opportunities for them.
[There was considerable discussion of research topics in this section that has been shifted into the Research priorities section below to allow readers to deal with research in one go]
Awareness of the Forum and its activities must be raised – this would require some form of ‘marketing’ plan, which in turn should lead to increased participation. 

Communication: 
The Forum was told about various methods set up by the researchers to establish and then maintain communications for the group. There are three main channels: the website (and list-serv), Kai Korero, and Te Hao Mātauranga. They have tried to establish communication networks that are in tune with the values of the project and forum. The hui is the number one priority to provide face-to-face discussion. The phone and mail are also used extensively. However, as this is a dispersed network, we have tried to provide tools so people can stay in touch. 

A website has been developed to which every Forum member can gain access and to which they can add their own content. We can provide passwords so that representatives from each Forum member can access content tools to create and maintain a web-page dedicated to their own rohe.

Whiriwhiri Whakaaro: this is an e-mail list-serve; that means, it is an e-mail discussion tool that each member can reply to and have that reply distributed to all members.

The Kai Kōrero Magazine: two or three times a year, we will produce a magazine with your information in it. The first issue is under preparation and should be out before Christmas – that issue will have content from mainly the interim Rōpu and the Otago University research team, but subsequent issues will have content gathered from Forum members around the country.  The target is to have at least half of it written by tangata whenua and the kaitiaki to ensure that it really is a voice from the flaxroots. 
Lecture series: Nigel Scott from Ngāi Tahu has kicked off our lecture series, Te Hao Mātauranga. This will not be based in Dunedin; we hope that people who speak on the series will present their talk all around the country, whenever they can.

END OF DAY ONE –

DAY TWO – TUESDAY 13 NOVEMBER 2007
Research process and ethics
The day began with a presentation from Simon Lambert and Pip Pehi about social dimensions of research for Te Tiaki mahinga kai. Simon Lambert introduced himself and pointed out  “The gathering of this number of researchers on a marae is not that common.  It’s becoming more common.”  He mentioned there can be disagreements among researchers (as among Māori).  Simon talked about how researchers who work with Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai need to be chosen carefully. Who will work well with Māori?  They need to have skills, the right attitude and energy. In order to do their job, researchers and kaitiaki need to think about the future and environmental sustainability in terms of social science (not just natural science). Social science priorities should therefore be part of Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai’s main priorities as much as stock assessments and figuring out what affects the abundance of fish stocks etc..
Pip introduced herself and her passion for supporting well-being from links to the whenua.  She discussed how in the area of mental health, natural environment has not been recognised.  She said that it has only been in the last five to ten that social systems (whānau and wider community) have been acknowledged rather than just the ‘individual’.  Her opinion is that natural scientific research lacks recognition of social aspects (whānau). The recent push to involve kaitiaki and mātauranga Māori seems to be “on the side” of physical/natural science.  Its full meaning is not understood.  She sees that Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai has the potential to be something different. The potential lies with the people and kaitiaki.  This project is different because it will be directed by what the people want, not researchers doing it for their own kudos.
Pip discussed her three year project looking at social well-being in relation to mātaitai and taiāpure.  Her project will be influenced by the forum/people.
Simon gave short presentation on his interests in culture.
Pip continued on with the specifics of her project.  At the moment she is interviewing certain people to find out what it is they are wanting out of social research. Pip talked about supporting Māori students and encouraging them in the university system. Then talked about basing her research on  five or six case-studies. Her goal is to work out process for setting up programmes to work with the environment, so that such programmes can continue on after their initiator has moved on. TMK can give people support for setting up their own mātaitai and taiāpure.
Simon continued about fish surveys in Rakiura.  How many fish are being caught?  Called for any questions from the forum and asked what the Tangata Tiaki envisage as the main issues around the social/cultural when managing and researching mahinga kai.
Raewyn Solomon (Kaikoura) asked what sort of ethical safegurads do scientists follow? Simon mentioned the Human Ethics Committee. In his own studies it was the participants that held him to his task, not the university.  The Kaupapa Māori research principles were the key.  Simon said there should be a challenge going out to the universities to up their game to ensure more research is done in a kaupapa Māori way.

Henrik Moller said he is proud of ethics in science and the international rules that bring some measure of safety for everyone.  Scientists should not cheat, never withhold information, never misrepresent what they saw or what they were told by an informant even if the results are unpopular.  Authority is not the evidence, evidence is the authority.  There is no room for political correctness in science.  Science is slow, expensive, makes mistakes but also sometimes effective. But [Western] science is not the only way of thinking and the arrogance of scientists and the way it sometimes tries to be the only worthwhile voice distresses Henrik – it is one of the many reasons he is so passionate about Te Tiaki mahinga Kai and doing things better in future.

Raewyn asked “What if you bring in researchers and their research report has blatant inaccuracies?  What do you do about that?”  This happened recently with Raewyn and her runanga. Henrik responded:  “You have a right of reply. Your answer should be honoured.  Then there’s peer reviewing of what is written where others can challenge the material before it is published, but this is not a perfect safeguard either.
There was then much discussion about intellectual property.  Who owns the research?

Pip Pehi stated that any project is only as good as the people who are in it.  Part of the onus is on the people to speak up if some research turns out inaccurate.  Pip urges that Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai should offer more of a support system all the way through for researchers and the participants.  Participatory input into what gets done and said is very important.

Sharon Hillier and Raewyn Solomon expressed their view that there is risk and disadvantage to Tangata Whenua in the process because research becomes a public document with inaccuracies about us. Both Henrik and Pip expressed their disgust/disappointment at the situation that has obviously arisen at Kaikoura and called on everyone to work to establish systems to prevent it happening as far as possible in future.  There can not be any guarantees that the Tangata kaitiaki are safe from working with science, but we can try to minimise problems.
Stuart Bull (Ōraka- Aparima) Pointed out : “But it’s Western science that is what’s believed out there. If the experts wrote it, it’s considered right.  Well it’s perceived to be right.  It’s gone through the process after all.”
Pip agreed: “That’s right, so again, that’s why we’re trying to do something different again”.

Sharon Hillier: “Safety in science - it’s a well-being issue for us.”
Jim Sinner (Cawthron Institute) reminded the forum of the Memorandum of Understanding (with a code of ethics in it) that researchers will sign.  The power of the collective can put pressure on the researchers to hold them to it (which is an improvement on previous research).
Hugh made a point that social scientists sometimes feel that the physical sciences have more power.  But this isn’t always the case.  Reiterating Simon’s comment that the fact there were so many different scientists together on the marae is a sign that things are changing for the better.  “There’s more than one way of realising who the experts are.”  He pointed out that Henrik Moller started a real first for the University of Otago in 1994 - by insisting they sign a cultural safety contract with Rakiura Māori and that Rakiura Māori own the mātauranga, not the University. 
Another speaker stated that sound relationship building between researchers and Māori is the foundation for good research.
Rau Kirikiri mentioned that his personal interest in this programme is “Tikanga mātauranga working alongside science”. Rau offered another challenge to the forum.  To take this another step.  It is not just Māori culture that is important, but Te Reo.  Suggests that the issue of more use of te Reo should have been on the agenda.  Greater use than just a smattering of Māori words.  “The essence of being Māori, or culture anywhere, is rooted in your language.  You don’t have a culture if you don’t have a specific language that goes with it.  Is my way of thinking.  It’s the challenge to science as well.”  Rau suggested translating all TMK’s research into Māori.  Or to start working on science accepting more Māori terms, and language.  This was his challenge to TMK. This research can give a broader representation of Māori culture by using more te Reo, “that makes us Māori”.
Bevan Tipene-Matua introduced himself in Māori.  He is running a youth development programme.  He thanked Pip and Simon for their presentations and reiterated the importance of research being driven by community, iwi, hapu, family.  “What makes us spiritually, culturally whole?  We know what.”  The crux of Te Reo Māori is related to environment.
Anna Palliser (University of Otago) told her story about her local lake which was protected by the government and used for recreational fishing for all to enjoy.  She fought to protect the lake and keep it in the hands of the community but the government let it go under private control.  There was a lot of heritage attached to the lake and the community and scientists were ignored.  She felt powerless. TMK would listen to the community, unlike Anne’s experience and she wants to be part of TMK because it has every element of what she would have wanted to protect her lake back then.
Henrik stressed the importance of walking, not just talking, or “living our ethics”.  It was important that the model of how TMK will work was put into Māori terms as done by Pip and Simon in their presentation this morning.  If we want to lift the bar for the way all researchers are working with Māori we need to set up the protocols.  A group of the research providers present agreed to work through the morning on suggesting changes to the research protocol to ensure a better research relationship is achieved – they will report back after lunch today. 
Mike Neho proposed a method for how to get more people involved in research priority setting.  He mentioned that only five people out of fifty participated on the previous day in giving ideas for priorities of TMK and suggested that separate groups of scientists, kaitiaki, students etc. get together and brainstorm challenges and priorities of TMK for the next five years.  Each challenge/issue would have one verb, one adjective, and one noun and be no longer than ten words and no shorter than three words.  Each individual would come up with two challenges/issues then the group would write them all down.  Then individuals each would get a chance to vote and rank the challenges.  Ranks would be added up to reach an overall ranking for the whole group.  There would be forty minutes for this task after morning tea.  This way everyone would get a say.  
AFTER MORNING TEA

Groups worked for around an hour on research priorities.  While results were being collated we had short presentations from Ministry of Fisheries representatives.  They were asked about how they see TMK and whether TMK could help their kaupapa or if they could help TMK’s kaupapa.

Pou Honongā and Pou Takawaenga and building relationships with MFish
The Forum heard from Joe Wakefield (Pou Honongā), Carl Baker and Jonathan Dick (Pou Takawaenga), all of whom have an intimate knowledge of MFish’s programmes involving Tangata Whenua. These people were attending the hui in their capacity as tangata whenua with an interest in mahinga kai and sustaining fisheries. They were not representing MFish itself as the Ministry has not yet decided the level, if any, of its involvement with Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai.

It was noted that the Pou Honongā have done an outstanding job of organising small forums around the country on a limited budget ($20,000). Another member of the Forum commented on how small this amount provided for networking was compared with the budget for scientific work. Both the Pou Honongā and the Pou Takawaenga are there to support Māori and can provide help groups that are making applications for mātaitai and taiāpure. There are 14 members of the Pou Honongā. The idea of the Pou Honongā is to work with Tangata Whenua to create 14 forums, to create a collective table so that people could try to influence the ministry’s decisions. A third important team called the inshore teams – fisheries analysts, and it’s important that they participate in the forum cause they’re able to listen to what’s coming at them (the issues) from the Tangata Tiaki because they write the advice papers – that’s pretty much set the hardest strategy levels for all fisheries, inshore fisheries in particular, there is some additional compliance funding, from the vote-fish bid, around mātaitai signs, rāhui signs etc. 

Three teams are on the front foot in terms of engagement between the crown and tangata Tiaki. The Pou Takawaenga (currently 11 of them) are spread around the country. They work directly with the Forum, the forum directly influences each of the Pou Takawaenga’s work plans. It’s a 3 way agreement between A Pou Takawaenga, the forum and the leadership regime to write the years work plan. 
In terms of connectivity to TMK, there is no separation of kaupapas. The Pou Takawaenga are working to invest their ability in the same direction as TMK – It’s a real correlation.  Without having to be formally appointed to the rōpu as such, we’re going in the same direction. 
The Pou Takawaenga currently have nine Fishing forums, and we are working for three more right now. A big part of the Pou Takawaenga’s original intention was that there is a big potential for them to be contracted out to the iwi forum. Tis would enable the iwi have complete autonomy of the forum and the Pou Takawaenga. The ministry is going back to centralization – and it seems to be the way of management at the moment, so this kind of thing has slipped off the radar at the moment, which is a big shame. The centralization hasn’t closed it down, but the original idea was that PT could work alongside any entity (hapu or iwi) and write fisheries management plans, and not just from the non-commercial customary perspective, but also in terms  of the wider stakeholders in the fishery – commercial and recreational, huge potential in that area. The PT now find themselves bolted onto the inshore teams, but we have just moved away from the action a little bit.

It is not all doom and gloom, the ministry is about a week away from signing its treaty strategy, which is about tangata whenua planning documents up – which is what they’re promoting. It’s very positive, rather than the ministry lead fisheries plan approach, the treaty policy unit thinks it should be flaxroots up. I see huge potential, It’s complementary to this Rōpu and it connects quite well.

A questioner from the floor asked: Does this mean that iwi and hapu who already have plans or have a collective of community stakeholders working together to develop a strategy, will receive funding through the vote fish bid to help develop these fish management plans? In response:  “As you know the vote fish bid, the money gets used to employ the Pou Takawaenga and Pou Honongā. There would be between the two teams be facilitation costs that can be absorbed.  It takes a while to move along the continuum of agreement. So I say yes there is support there to help facilitate that outcome, but I know there’s no contracting budget to say “I’ll help you based on these models”…

Henrik Moller asked if MFish would be able to provide funding for Te Tiaki mahinga kai. The interim Rōpu and kaumātua from Ngai Tahu and Ngaiterangi formally requested support for establishment of a separate putea for taiapure and mātaitai management. The MFish presenters reported that “they too had asked for such a putea. There seems to be potential for a little bit of funding but not a lot. The work that the Pou Takawaenga are doing is extremely complementary to what the Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai forum wants to achieve, so I see no separation”.

Discussion moved on to ways that the MFish Forums can help its constituent members and the TMK Forum and vice versa. It was suggested that the Forums can work with iwi to determine what issues each is facing, find the similarities and develop a united and consistent approach to solving those problems.

· MFish provide support for AMT applications

· MFish doesn’t see a role for Pou Honongā on TMK’s Technical Advisory group

· Overcoming process delays in establishing the AMTs and then their regulations

· Identify the issues and problems that each iwi are having and consolidate them into a national list to get collective action

· Inshore team are important component of the overall team so provide data/info/report assistance human resources to add value to the effectiveness of the mahi on the ground

· Everyone needs to be persistent and consistent

Following the talk about Pou Honongā, the Forum agreed that the Rōpu should send a general letter to MFish indicating a desire to deepen the Forum’s relationship with MFish through the Pou Honongā. It was noted, however, that the people on the ground, the Pou Honongā should consider this move as well because it will mean more work for them in terms of collecting feedback and representing MFish and its activities. Members acknowledged and agreed that the competing values and pressures on individuals made for a difficult environment in which Pou Honongā and Pou Takawaenga worked – there was strong support expressed for the mahi and quality of the individuals in the Pou Honongā and Pou Takawaenga.
The Forum needs to consider how it can help and weight this against the sort of support that it is looking for itself. It was suggested that perhaps the Pou Takawaenga might be invited to join the Technical Advisory Group, as a first step.
Carl Baker (Pou Takawaenga) stated:  “We have had a lot of questions about funding, Joe set the scene on the funding issue, so you know there’s shrapnel flying everywhere. We’re trying to get on with work.  It is a difficult environment for us to work. We are Māori, so we empathize with the people we work for, but we are crown employees, so that’s the challenge for us, we stand up to be counted, if we gonna get kicked we will get kicked, but we’ll get on with the work anyway. For me I came from a police background, and then a fisheries officer, I always saw compliance and regulation – you do this and you do that. But I’ve swung around now, and particularly working with my own people, I can empathize, cause it’s almost like you have been suppressed because of other stakeholders, if you’re not a stakeholder you’re a partner. It’s difficult trying to battle up, we can only do so much within an organization. In saying that I’ve had a lot of satisfaction working with forums, and the specific groups like the mātaitai committees and taiāpure committees.

When asked if the Pou Takawaenga will become an official part our TMK advisory group if offered, Carl suggested that this might become possible now that we’re starting to identify you groups. We need to talk to the right people within the ministry who do have bigger funding options and get them down to the forums and you guys to talk to them, and see where we go from there.

At the closure of the MFish session it was announced that the Department of Conversation was nominating Kerry Hogan as their representative on the Technical Advisory Group.  He was unable to attend this Forum gathering and sends his apologies.  Kerry has directed a DoC project to incorporate traditional Māori indicators into marine management and has a passion for the TMK kaupapa, and is a senior member of DoC. Kerry Hogan’s nomination was unanimously accepted and well received by the Forum.

LUNCH

Research and management priorities:

Henrik Moller noted that the FRST TTW grant was just a spark to get things started: It provided $250,000 per year over four years. It may sound like a lot, but it is hard to do much on $250,000 once institutional overheads have been extracted. The FRST bid has helped to set the platform here at Ōnuku for this project to grow nationally but all Forum members were urged to not think of this as just a “University of Otago” project or a single FRST TTW project; it is owned by the members of the Forum and the aim is to eventually have research as only part of the scope of the project (management not research is the key to getting more kai back on the table), and the initial FRST grant as just one of several funding sources.

It was explained that any grant also requires us to meet milestones and ‘tick boxes’ and that a minimal set of these had to be written out front to secure the first FRST grant. One of those tick marks is the need to report in March 2008 as to how far we have progressed in identifying the Forum’s priorities. Some room has been left open in the existing milestones for the Forum to reprioritise the work that the initial TMK research team should/could do. In order to get this far some milestones had to be set to allow FRST to evaluate the general worth and scope of the programme, but it was specifically provided for that the Forum could redesign some of it once they had had a chance to consider the issues. The Forum should determine the criteria/priorities for action by the collective and the Rōpu should then take those priorities and determine a project work plan. The specific FRST bid needs to have renegotiated research priorities by late March, but several new research bids can be sought for local groups and the Forum from other sources and these can take up any new research priorities identified by the members. Returning from dinner, it was noted that the FRST grant is simply seed money. 

It was said that not all of the issues raised earlier in discussion are actual research issues; they are challenges we face that, if overcome, can either help research or lead to research ideas. The issues list was re-assessed against the FRST milestones:

· Funding – this requires a prioritised research list, roughly costed

· Clean water – this issue also came up at Huirapa; James Ataria is looking at the Mataura River.

· Relationship with Councils – as per the milestones, the research group at Otago will collect data on AMT establishment experiences (in Year 1) and then also talk to the government side of this process (in Year 2 and 3). This should lead to better processes for AMT establishment.

· Building awareness – this is not in the milestones, but this can be added if necessary.

· Improved Data Collection

· Maramataka – (a member had earlier raised the prospect of returning to seasonal fishing activities, as per the old ways of maramataka) this lines up with the collection, testing, and teaching of mātauranga

· Waste discharge – this is not in the milestones, but this can be added if necessary.

· Off-take studies and baseline assessments: despite its importance, FRST do not recognise these two activities as ‘research’, rather they consider it ‘monitoring’ (which, for them, is different); we are trying to find other ways of funding and performing this work.

· Pests/Endangered Species - this is not in the milestones, but this can be added if necessary.

· Commercial Fishing – this was not considered initially as it is a difficult topic to address concisely

· Capacity Building and Tools – a key part of the milestones

· Enhancement studies – also in the milestones, so considered by the Otago team.

Another milestone for the FRST grant was sharing of research, results and plans with all relevant research providers in New Zealand so as to maximise national benefit to all kaitiaki and all areas of Aotearoa from research investments.  FRST are anxious to avoid research duplication and maximise linkages between research providers, (whether or not they get formally involved with the Forum). At least one meeting with other research providers will be sought each year.

The Forum saw the need for us to get more AMTs in place, pull together wānanga on mātauranga, put that knowledge into practice, and monitor how this all comes together.

Mike Neho had facilitated an activity in which various groups formed and went off to discuss and rank research issues and priorities – Kaitiaki, Students, and Researchers. After that mahi, the groups reported back on how they had ranked the issues.

Student Discussion group

The student group determined the following priorities (in rank order – the score is the sum of all the ranks given by each member of the group):

1. A need to seek increased and sustainable funding (490)
2. Improve community awareness, participation, and empowerment of mataitai/taiapure principles (470).
3. Improve understanding and actual use of mātauranga (440)
4. Promote a need for an understanding of the cultural/social dynamic on both a local and national level (365).

5. Revise and develop appropriate management systems that are understood by the wider community (325)
6. Improve collection of baseline data and work towards improving habitat health (285)
Another concept noted by the group (but not ranked) was: Holistically improve Māori health/well-being

The Kaitiaki Discussion group:

John Kape reported back for the group: There is a lot of specific action oriented points on the sheet that we put together but the group felt they didn’t get around to doing the prioritization scoring very well.

1. The first point about baseline data is about getting good data for customary fisheries areas across New Zealand so that kaitiaki knew what the state of those fisheries were and had information that’s is easily accessible to them so that they could then begin actively managing. Even though we didn’t go through the prioritization everyone agreed that that is a key priority, It’s not just what is the current state, what was the previous state, what should we be aspiring to and also a desire for cultural mapping, not just the biological and ecological information but also the cultural values associated with the customary fisheries areas.
2. Some of these are cross cutting issues, both the Mātauranga Māori and the cultural component, the points are on the sheet – there’s general aspiration of restoring the health of all customary fisheries areas – in order to achieve it we need information and research approaches and management practices that build from integrate tikanga practices and mātauranga Māori, so they all work together across all the research and management practices. Building on traditional knowledge about how these ecosystems are managed and how they could be restored. Need for data to back up their knowledge was expressed. .
3. Pollution – the aspiration was around clean water so that the kaimoana was healthy for everyone. Some issues identified were sewerage runoff and farm runoff – so better understanding the pollution impacts on customary fisheries areas and what are the options for reducing it.
4. Out of that came the issue about institutional relationships. It’s important for kaitiaki to be actively involved in council decision making processes and consent processes so they will influence things that potentially impact on customary fishing practices.
5. Restoration – need clearer guidelines about good restoration practices, more hui so that knowledge can be shared so that local groups could be empowered to actually implement the best practices. 

6. Reseeding kaimoana, ensuring good knowledge around reseeding areas and restoration of species. And more knowledge around regulations about practices about moving species from place to place.

The rapid ranking at the end of the discussion on rough general headings was:.

1. Baseline mahi: to get an understanding of the state of current stocks and habitats, but also research to determine how things were in the old days (including surveying the cultural values of the times) (400) ;
2. mātauranga māori (380) 
3. Pollution: clean water is key; sewage from farm and industry run-off should be addressed;
4. 205 (Institute) Relationships: this covered training and getting more participation in local council processes; (255) 
5. Restoration: this should cover different species, there should be hui and wananga to discuss this topic, and we should be clearer about guidelines for restoring areas. (195) [or was it 155?] 
6. Cultural (95) 

Once the discussion results had been presented, a Forum member stated: “One thing worth commenting on is the word matahitanga (?have we heard the word correctly??). There was a strong influence about getting data, but empowering kaitiaki to get that info, so that the info isn’t controlled by researchers, or so that the information provided by researchers is accessible to kaitiaki. The effectiveness of fisheries tools needs to be evaluated, maybe in the future after some more experience in using them
Researcher discussion group  
The researchers came up with the following priorities
1. Developing capability of Māori in coastal management & research (430)
2. Develop culturally accessible tools for delivering research (395)
3. Develop kaupapa methodology (tikanga) (360)
4. Land-use impacts on coastal ecosystem – land/water interface (305)
5. Engaging wider community and authorities/regulators (175)
6. Boundary issues – dealing with conflicts in spatial allocations (155)
7. Evaluating effectiveness of coastal management tools (95)
Incorporation of Te Reo withing research reporting was discussed but not ranked in importance.

Kotahitanga (see figure below) was also discussed at length but not specifically ranked as a topic. Kotahitanga was identified as a key value for the Forum to support so that we can ‘row the waka in the same direction’ and do this with excellence.  Grace Ormond (Rongomaiwahine) explained – “We broke off and summarized and did another type of version of what we have been doing today. And that was to talk about the importance of kotahitanga was in everything that we do cause we ain’t gonna get anything done if we ain’t moving together. What I want us to think of is, if we all get on a waka and we’re all rowing in the same direction we will go to where we want to go – that was a key thing. But also having, no matter what we do, that it’s done with excellence. We have put it in a diagram that is summarized into groups – and they’re all equally important because we can’t move forward with all of them operating together”.
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Joining the priorities of the different groups: Mike Neho suggested that the top three issues from each group should now be taken to form the Forum’s priorities. This way ensures that we get a collective idea of importance, so we can clearly see the priorities. So people can’t say “hey why isn’t mine up there, I think mines a priority!” This makes it so that everyone is catered for. If we take the top 3 from each group and put them in a list of critical issues or challenges that the group can start to deal with. And the others under there we can start to work out how we can get others opportunities to start to work with them around other projects. For example, if were’ looking for sustainable funding that will be the baseline for developing up the milestones in terms of putting forward to funders what we’re looking at”.

The Rōpu was asked to now take these ideas, consider them, and produce statements of key activities that the Forum should take over the next five years. Some will be hard science research, while other actions may involve addressing government policy on customary fishing reserve issues. It was suggested that the Rōpu worked on these, perhaps with the advisory group, and get them on the website, and then to get all the wider Forum into the discussion of specific research and management priorities via some sort of written or web-based feedback, but with a specific time frame.
Technical Advisory Group discussion and feedback:
Kristina Ramstad (Allen Wilson Centre, Victoria University of Wellington) reported for group of researchers that met in the morning and over lunch. They had suggested some minor modifications to the protocol, which they now asked the Forum to check:

Kristina said “There was some talk about establishing a technical advisory group for this project. We thought it would be good to define what it is to be in this advisory group and what the actual role might be for a researcher who is sitting on that group. We came up with these bullet points for responsibilities for a technical advisor: 

· If a research center was part of the technical advisory group they would be agreeing to provide a representative to the group. 

· They would provide resources for that person to attend two hui per year. 

· They would provide advice in their area of expertise. 

· A member of each research centre would provide a liaison point into their researchers who are relevant to their expertise, and linkages, supervision for students who might want to do projects.

It was agreed by the Forum to add all these points to the draft research code of practice.

Discussion then turned to who will contribute research to Te Tiaki Mahinga Kai. Cawthron and University of Otago have formally agreed to sign and agreed to the research protocol. John Pirker will take it to University of Canterbury. Kristina agreed to take it back to Alan Wilson, Adele White to Victoria University .  Landcare Research are already contributing with research from Simon Lambert and James Ataria, but the protocol will now have to be considered by their Board. The University of Otago, website and Kai Kōrero will remind all other research organizer and providers in the country that they are welcome to join. 

The need for a Secretariat to support the Forum and Rōpu

The Forum then considered the need to establish a ‘secretariat’ to administer the running of the Project. It is an expensive task and can not be continued by the University of Otago team as they must turn the FRST funds towards research for the Project and not administration. In terms of the Forum’s research priorities, the focus on sustainable funding must also include finding money to keep the administration of the project running.

Henrik Moller stated: “What we have found is that the University of Otago research team, being the seed to start Te Taiki Mahinga Kai through a FRST bid, has fulfilled a lot more administration than just needed for research to get the project going. We think it is a project way more than research - at the moment the tail is wagging the dog.  Research is only one part of the overall kaitiakitanga to get more kai on your table. So, we started with research , and now we found that we have been run off our feet for 4 months, spending a lot of our time and resources on being your secretariat for the group – that can’t go on, - because we’re already way over expended on our research budget. It’s all a bit scary for us at the moment.  But that’s OK, that’s cool that we’ve got this far. Now we would like your tautoko and recommendation that the first and urgent funding target for your rōpu is to find money to fund a secretariat to run your project.  Is there any concerns about that as a concept? 

There was then a brief discussion about who the secretary would be and can they be trusted to do the work for the Rōpu and Forum? It was reaffirmed that the rōpu will be telling them what to do. Tamai Sinclair expressed the belief that TMK really has to have a legal identity to attract funds for this sort of thing.  This had been discussed at length at Huirapa and by the interim Rōpu and it was decided to avoid a legal entity at least in the meantime, even if it meant reduced opportunities.  It was hoped that TMK could to go to an already existing organization to host the secretariat, just like they will host research ‘subprojects (detailed in the TMK protocol).

Iaean Cranwell introduced himself as one of the main investigators for Takuahi Research and Development Company, an iwi management consultancy based at Ōnuku. He and his team had worked with the interim TMK steering group to mount a bid to Te Puni Kokiri.  He offered that Takuahi could provide the platform and support to host the secretariat for the Forum.

Gretchen Robertson and then Sharon Hillier (NZ Landcare Trust) explained: Another opportunity perhaps is through the NZ Landcare trust, a network of facilitators throughout the country. There’s quite strong iwi connections with some of our facilitators in the north island already. As well as, some trustees who represent the major groups throughout NZ, Federated Māori Authorities, Fish and Game, Rural Women, Federated Farmers, Federated Mountain Authorities, Forest and Bird, Ecologic are all trustees of our organization so you could be reaching a wider community. What do we do? This national network, we support community leaders, resourcing and help, and same with the scientists – engaging the wider community which is important, getting diverse groups talking, and accessing experts. We also do boring stuff like providing accountants.

It was agreed that the Rōpu should consider all options for who to hoast the secretariat and make a decision for the Forum and support funding applications for its establishment.
Next gathering of the Forum?
As the Forum members began to bid each other farewell, the questions of where and when would the next national hui of TMK happen. Helen Scisily (Ngati Awa) offered to discuss the possibility of it being in Whakatāne – the time would need to be determined by the Rōpu considering issues such as funding, grant application rounds, and traditional harvest periods for members.  Once the secretariat was set up, they could inform every one of the time and place. It was suggested that March or April would be ideal to allow planning before the funding cycle at FRST calls for proposals in August, September.

There was discussion about how to maintain communication before the next Forum hui. Delegates were urged to (i) use Whiriwhiri Whakaaro, the email discussion group, (ii) Online Forums on the project’s website (mahingakai.org.nz) including ‘Ask an Expert’ Online Forum, and (iii) to contribute photos and stories to Kai Kōrero.

Everyone present agreed to have their names and contacts posted on the website ‘Members Only’ pages so that people can more easily network with each other.
Closure: 
The hui then moved to closure (by 4 pm) with speeches, waiata and karakia.
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