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5 March 2026 
Ref: OIA-2025/26-0412 

 

Tēnā koe  

Official Information Act request relating to Multi-Stakeholder Group and The 
Disinformation Project 
 
Thank you for your Official Information Act 1982 (the Act) request, which was received by the 
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (DPMC) on 20 December 2025.  
You requested: 
 

“[…] all information relating to the assessment, formation, and funding justification for: 

• The Multi-Stakeholder Group to Strengthen Resilience to Disinformation 

• The Disinformation Project (TDP) as referenced in OIA-2023/24-0859 
(acknowledged on 30 October 2023) dpmc-roia-oia-2023-24-0859 

 
My request specifically relates to due diligence performed prior to, or as part of, any 
government funding decision, regardless of whether The Disinformation Project 
operated as a formal legal entity. 

1. Due Diligence or Risk Assessment Material 
Please provide: 

a. Any due-diligence assessment, risk analysis, or compliance check carried 
out on: 

i.The Multi-Stakeholder Group 
ii.Any individuals acting on behalf of The Disinformation Project 
iii.Any associated host organisation(s), fiscal sponsors, or contracting 

entities 
b. Any documentation assessing reputational, legal, procurement, privacy, or 
security risk associated with the group or its members. 
c. Any checks relating to: 

i.Conflicts of interest 
ii.Political affiliations 
iii.Independence of the group 
iv.Financial suitability or capability to receive public funds 

If no due-diligence was undertaken, please confirm this explicitly. 
 

2. Origin, Motivation and Formation of the Group 
Please provide: 

a. Records describing why this group was created, including any briefing 
papers or rationale documents. 
b. Any correspondence discussing: 

i.external lobbying to form the group 
ii.recommendations from NGOs, universities, media organisations, or 

international bodies 
c. Emails, memos or internal notes discussing who proposed its formation and 
why this format (unincorporated, advisory, or otherwise) was selected. 
d. Any documents identifying who initiated or sponsored the collaboration, 
either inside or outside government. 
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3. External Influence, Coordination, or Collaboration 
Please provide: 

a. Copies of communications, proposals, letters, or briefing material from: 
i.foreign governments 
ii.NGOs 
iii.private foundations 
iv.academic institutions 
v. media organisations 
vi.international bodies (e.g., UN, WHO, EU, WEF, Five Eyes, Global 

Engagement Center, etc.) 
…relating to establishing, promoting, or recommending The Disinformation 
Project or associated working group. 
This includes documents recommending members, methodology, purpose, or 
funding. 

 
4. Funding Justification and Evaluation 
Please provide: 

a. Any documentation explaining the funding decision-making process, 
including evaluation criteria or procurement rule exemptions. 
b. Assessment of value for money, scope of deliverables, or capability 
evaluation prior to approving spending. 
c. Any records explaining why the funding pathway was provided to 
individuals or a non-incorporated group rather than an established entity. 

 
5. Meeting Records and Advice Relating to Legitimacy or Accountability 
Please provide: 

a. Minutes, briefing notes, or emails discussing governance arrangements, 
including: 

i.whether the group should be incorporated 
ii.whether a trust, charitable entity, consultancy, or university host should 

be used 
iii.oversight or accountability mechanisms 

b. Any reviews, audit notes, or compliance reporting generated since funding 
approval.” 

On 10 February, we notified you of our decision to extend the timeframes for making a 
decision on your request by 19 working days. Following that extension, we are now in a 
position to respond.  
 
We have interpreted your request as seeking information held by DPMC that was generated 
prior to the establishment of the Multi-Stakeholder Group to Strengthen Resilience to 
Disinformation (the Multi-Stakeholder Group) – first convened in July 2023. 

Part 1 – Due diligence and risk assessment material 
The Multi-Stakeholder Group to Strengthen Resilience to Disinformation was an Advisory 
Group to DPMC. To ensure a diverse range of perspectives would inform the group’s 
recommendations, DPMC sought members with a range of expertise, from sectors including 
research, law, Te Ao Māori, journalism, public policy, and community engagement. 
Due diligence for all members was conducted by assessing individuals’ credentials and 
expertise in relevant sectors. DPMC officials met with potential members to discuss the 
intended work of the Multi-Stakeholder Group before extending an invitation for membership.  
 
Our previous response to you (OIA-2025/26-0391 refers) included the Procurement Plan for 
the work programme, the Terms of Reference, and the Conflict-of-Interest forms for the 
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members of the Multi-Stakeholder Group. No additional material has been identified as 
relevant to this part of your request. 

Part 2 – Origin, motivation and formation of the group 
Information about the origin, motivation, and formation of the Multi-Stakeholder Group is 
available on DPMC’s website, along with the Terms of Reference: Multi-Stakeholder Group 
to strengthen resilience to disinformation | Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
(DPMC). Furthermore, we have previously sent you the procurement plan for Interim 
Initiatives to Respond to Disinformation, which includes further information about the 
approach taken to the formation of the Multi-Stakeholder Group.  
 
I note that the Multi-Stakeholder Group was created following Cabinet agreement in 
December 2022 to fund initiatives to respond to disinformation. Identified as in scope of this 
part of your request are the following briefings and Cabinet minute: 
 

Item Date Document description Decision 

1 28 February 2023 Update on work programme to strengthen 
resilience to disinformation (including 
Attachments A and B) 

Release, some 
information withheld 
under s9(2)(g)(i), 
s9(2)(g)(ii), and s9(2)(j). 

2 13 December 2022 Application of COVID-19 All of Government 
Response Appropriation to Respond to 
Disinformation (including Attachments A-C) 

Release, some 
information withheld 
under s9(2)(g)(i), 
s9(2)(g)(ii), and s9(2)(j). 
 
Attachment C withheld 
in full under s9(2)(g)(i). 

3 19 December 2022 Additional Item: Application of COVID-19 All 
of Government Response Appropriation to 
Respond to Disinformation (CAB-22-MIN-
0604) 

Release. 

4 11 November 2022 Interim initiatives to counter disinformation Release, some 
information withheld 
under s6(a), s9(2)(g)(i), 
s9(2)(g)(ii), and s9(2)(j). 

5 14 October 2022 Progressing a non-government entity to 
address disinformation in New Zealand 
(including Attachments A-E) 

Release, some 
information withheld 
under s6(a), s6(b)(ii), 
s9(2)(a), s9(2)(ba)(i), 
s9(2)(g)(i), s9(2)(g)(ii), 
and s9(2)(j). 
Attachment E is out of 
scope. 

6 22 July 2022 Update on work to counter and build 
resilience to disinformation (including 
Attachments A and B) 

Release, some 
information withheld 
under s6(a), s9(2)(g)(ii), 
and s9(2)(j). 
Refuse Attachment A 
under s18(d). 
Attachment B is out of 
scope. 

 
We have decided to release the relevant parts of the documents listed above to you, subject 
to some information being withheld under one or more of the following sections of the Act, as 
applicable: 
 

• 6(a), to protect the security or defence of New Zealand or the international relations of 
the Government of New Zealand 

https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/our-programmes/national-security/strengthening-resilience-disinformation/multi-stakeholder-group-strengthen-resilience-disinformation
https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/our-programmes/national-security/strengthening-resilience-disinformation/multi-stakeholder-group-strengthen-resilience-disinformation
https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/our-programmes/national-security/strengthening-resilience-disinformation/multi-stakeholder-group-strengthen-resilience-disinformation
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• 6(b)(ii), to protect the entrusting of information to the Government of New Zealand on 
a basis of confidence by any international organisation 

• 9(2)(a), to protect the privacy of individuals 

• 9(2)(ba)(i), to protect the supply of similar information in the future 

• 9(2)(g)(i), to maintain the effective conduct of public affairs through the free and frank 
expression of opinion 

• 9(2)(g)(ii), to prevent improper pressure or harassment of individuals if this information 
were to be released into the public domain 

• 9(2)(j), to enable negotiations to be carried on without prejudice or disadvantage. 

• 18(d), as the information requested is already publicly available. 

Attachment A, refused under section 18(d) of the Act, is publicly available at the following 
link: Publicly available here: https://www.brainbox.institute/projects/appropriate-frameworks-
for-social-media-analysis%3A-report-for-the-department-of-prime-minister-and-cabinet-(nz). 
Information that is out of scope of your request has been noted in the table above and 
marked accordingly on the attached documents. 

Part 3 – External influence, coordination or collaboration 
DPMC officials consulted a number of third parties in the development of advice on the 
establishment of the Multi-Stakeholder Group. This included verbal engagement with a range 
of non-government stakeholders across civil society, academia, and the media. Their views 
are summarised in the briefing titled Progressing a non-government entity to address 
disinformation in New Zealand [DPMC-2022/23-170], which is covered by our response to 
Part 2 of your request above.  
 
Identified as in scope of this part of your request is the following written submission from 
InternetNZ and a small number of accompanying emails:  
 

Item Date Document description Decision 

1 October 2022 Submission: ‘Disinformation multi-
stakeholder entity’  

Release. 

2 October-November 
2022 

Emails between InternetNZ and DPMC  Release relevant parts, 
some information 
withheld under s9(2)(a) 
and s9(2)(g)(i). 

 
We have decided to release the relevant parts of these documents to you, subject to some 
information being withheld under one or more of the following sections of the Act, as 
applicable: 
 

• 9(2)(a), to protect the privacy of individuals 

• 9(2)(g)(ii), to prevent improper pressure or harassment of individuals if this information 
were to be released into the public domain. 

Information that is out of scope of your request has been marked accordingly on the attached 
documents. 
 
In making my decision with respect to Parts 2 and 3 of your request, I have considered the 
public interest considerations in section 9(1) of the Act. No public interest has been identified 
that would be sufficient to outweigh the reasons for withholding that information. 

Part 4 – Funding justification and evaluation 
DPMC’s advice regarding establishment of the Multi-Stakeholder Group and the allocation of 
funding towards it and other interim initiatives to strengthen resilience to disinformation is set 
out in the briefings covered in our response to Part 2 of your request above. 
 

https://www.brainbox.institute/projects/appropriate-frameworks-for-social-media-analysis%3A-report-for-the-department-of-prime-minister-and-cabinet-(nz)
https://www.brainbox.institute/projects/appropriate-frameworks-for-social-media-analysis%3A-report-for-the-department-of-prime-minister-and-cabinet-(nz)
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As the Multi-Stakeholder Group was an Advisory Group to DPMC, it did not fund any specific 
programmes or initiatives. There are therefore no records explaining funding pathways to 
individuals, other than the contracts and fees for the co-chairs and members of the Multi-
Stakeholder Group, which we have covered in our previous response to you (OIA-2025/26-
0391 refers).  

Part 5 – Meeting records and advice relating to legitimacy or accountability 
We have interpreted this part of your request to be seeking information about the governance 
arrangements for the Multi-Stakeholder Group. Our previous response to you (OIA-2025/26-
0391 refers) included a link to the Terms of Reference for the Multi-Stakeholder Group, 
which is publicly available on DPMC’s website: 
https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2023-
07/Multi%20stakeholder%20group%20Terms%20of%20Reference.pdf.  
 
Also relevant to this part of your request is DPMC’s advice regarding governance 
arrangements for the Multi-Stakeholder Group. This is set out in the briefings covered in our 
response to Part 2 of your request above.  
 
Since the group did not have separate funding to allocate, no reviews, audit notes, or 
compliance reporting have been generated. The remainder of this part of your request is 
therefore refused under section 18(e) of the Act, as the information does not exist or, despite 
reasonable efforts to locate it, cannot be found.  

Refusal of information related to the Disinformation Project 
Finally, as stated in our prior response (OIA-2025/26-0391 refers), the Disinformation Project 
was a private, independent research organisation. Accordingly, DPMC does not hold any 
information related to its establishment and, as the Disinformation Project itself is not subject 
to the Act, we are unable to transfer your request to it for response. Therefore, the aspects of 
Parts 1 and 3 of your request that relate to the Disinformation Project are refused under 
section 18(g) of the Act.  
 
While not in scope of your current request, DPMC has previously published a response 
under the Act concerning contracts we have had with the Disinformation Project in 2022 and 
earlier which may be of interest: https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2023-09/dpmc-
roia-oia-2022-23-0804.pdf. 
 
You have the right to ask the Ombudsman to investigate and review my decision under 
section 28(3) of the Act. 
 
This response will be published on the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet’s 
website during our regular publication cycle. Typically, information is released monthly, or as 
otherwise determined. Your personal information including name and contact details will be 
removed for publication. 

Nāku noa, nā 

 

 
 
 
Marika Hughes 
Acting Deputy Chief Executive 
National Security and Resilience 

https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2023-07/Multi%20stakeholder%20group%20Terms%20of%20Reference.pdf
https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2023-07/Multi%20stakeholder%20group%20Terms%20of%20Reference.pdf
https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2023-09/dpmc-roia-oia-2022-23-0804.pdf
https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/2023-09/dpmc-roia-oia-2022-23-0804.pdf
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*Attachment C is withheld under section 9(2)(g)(i) of the OIA.
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CAB-22-MIN-0604

Cabinet

Minute of Decision
This document contains 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 
released, including under the Official Information Act 1982, by persons with the appropriate authority.

Additional Item: Application of COVID-19 All of Government Response 
Appropriation to Respond to Disinformation

Portfolio Prime Minister

On 19 December 2022, Cabinet:

1 noted that the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet forecast approximately 
$14 million underspend for 2022/23 in the Vote Prime Minister and Cabinet departmental 
output expense appropriation COVID-19 All of Government Response;

2 noted that on 22 November 2021 Cabinet agreed that any baseline funding in the COVID-19 
All of Government Response appropriation for 2022/23 not required to support the 
government’s response to COVID-19 be returned to the centre [DEV-21-MIN-0235 and 
CAB-21-MIN-0487];

3 agreed to apply $4.9 million of the underspend for 2022/23 from the Vote Prime Minister 
and Cabinet departmental output expense appropriation COVID-19 All of Government 
Response appropriation to initiatives to respond to disinformation within the Vote Prime 
Minister Multi-Category Expenses and Capital Expenditure: Advice and Support Services 
MCA;

4 approved the following fiscally neutral adjustment to provide for the decision in paragraph 
3 above, with no impact on the operating balance or net debt:

$m – increase/(decrease)

Vote Prime Minister and Cabinet 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 &
Outyears

Minister for COVID-19 Response
Departmental Output Expense:
COVID-19 All of Government Response
(funded by revenue Crown)

(4.900) - - - -

Prime Minister
Multi-Category Expenses and Capital Expenditure:
Advice and Support Services MCA
Departmental Output Expense:
Advice and Support to Government and the 
Governor-General
(funded by revenue Crown)

4.900 - - - -

5 agreed that the proposed changes to appropriations for 2022/23 above be included in the 
2022/23 Supplementary Estimates and that, in the interim, the increase be met from Imprest 
Supply;

1
 3qjssspik6 2022-12-23 11:14:27

Part 2 - Item 3
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CAB-22-MIN-0604

6 agreed that any funding committed in 2022/23 for the disinformation response activities be 
available to carry forward to 2023/24, to ensure funding remains available for this work;

7 noted that the remaining unspent or uncommitted funding for 2022/23 in the Vote Prime 
Minister and Cabinet departmental output expense appropriation COVID-19 All of 
Government Response will be returned to the centre.

Rachel Hayward
Secretary of the Cabinet

2
 3qjssspik6 2022-12-23 11:14:27

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

*Attachment E is out of scope.
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What we heard from DPMC and discussed in our meeting

6. What we understand of the requirement from this body is informed by the
Proposal and the subsequent meeting held on it in Auckland on 29
September 2022, and subsequent discussions with DPMC staff members.

7. As the Proposal states:

2. DPMC’s National Security Group (NSG) has developed an initial
proposal for a non-government entity to address disinformation in New
Zealand (the entity). [rest of paragraph removed].

And:

4. The entity’s purpose would be to monitor and produce insights about
disinformation and influence operations impacting New Zealand. Using these
insights, the entity would work with different stakeholders across society
(government, media, academia, civil society etc.) to respond to
disinformation narratives and promote societal resilience to its harms.

5. The entity would likely be funded by government to ensure it has a
stable funding source, but other sources could be explored later.

6. Most disinformation is legal and fits within definitions of protected
speech. Independence from government will be important to mitigate
legitimate and perceived concerns around privacy, freedom of expression,
government surveillance, and government influence over public discourse.

8. To answer the question posed at the end of this introductory section; yes,
the purpose and rationale of this body make sense to us, at a high level. We
wish to reiterate that the requirements are clear from our point of view: a
method of driving greater coordination, collaboration and action on
addressing the challenges of disinformation in New Zealand, in a
multistakeholder fashion. The Entity proposed in our discussions can meet
those requirements. We have been discussing this with DPMC and
government in general for some time, certainly since the Christchurch Call
process, and we remain willing to work on this together.

9. We understand that this body needs to have the following participation and
involvement objectives:

- Be multistakeholder. In traditional Internet governance terms, that
means involving government, business, technical, academic and civil
society perspectives. In a New Zealand context, InternetNZ includes
Māori in this multistakeholder model as well.

- That it needs to involve the social media platforms that are the
particular vector through which many disinformation challenges
emerge. This makes sense as the business component of the
multistakeholder model too.

- That it needs to involve traditional media entities either directly or via
collective bodies, such as the Media Council.
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- That this should involve as many of, if not all of, the parties that are
active in disinformation in New Zealand. As the small democracy that
we are, we both envisage this as achievable and necessary. Capacity
is too low to leave out people working in the field, which needs
instead to be fostered and grown. Known examples of these small
number of parties include Tohatoha, The Disinformation Project and
Brainbox.

- Consideration should also be given to finding ways to engage with
those entities that have expressed interest in or concern about work
on disinformation. Such entities may include the New Zealand
Council of Civil Liberties and Tech Liberty.

10. We also understand that it is intended to have the functions outlined in
section 7 of the Proposal, with our commentary on each of these as follows:

a) Monitoring - Undertake social media analysis and other open-source
intelligence (OSINT) monitoring of disinformation narratives impacting New
Zealand.

We understand this to be in the spirit of thematic summary and risk
identification - in our discussion, we explored hypothetical examples such
as:

- “Chemtrail narratives are on the rise on platform Y” as an example of
a non-risky narrative.

- “Illegitimacy of the government narratives are on the rise on platform
Z” as an example of a riskier narrative.

Monitoring of this nature requires the following functional capabilities of the
Entity:

- The ability to gather information from the platforms (whether through
normal use of their services, special provision for access, or both).

- The ability to analyse this information at scale and with local context.
- The ability to discern which information is relevant to communities,

shared institutions, or the broader public interest in New Zealand.
- The ability to classify potential risks indicated by the narratives and

behaviour patterns presented.
- Doing this work in a way that builds trust with diverse communities

(eg personnel, governance and oversight, working relationships)

We see a particular need for this monitoring work to be established in a way
that is more transparent to and informed by relevant communities than
conventional security and intelligence monitoring work, to help build trust.

We, and DPMC, know that this sort that these abilities are present in the
wider New Zealand civil society community, particularly through the
“Internet Weather Report” produced by Tohatoha. We are curious as to
whether that style of monitoring is what is envisaged in this component.
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b) Insights – Produce empirical insights on New Zealand’s disinformation
landscape and publish these through assessment reports available to the
public, journalists, and government. Undertake research and support
academic research activities in universities.

We see insight as a corollary of monitoring and rendering that monitoring
output visible. We are also aware that DPMC has indicated that the Entity is
not envisaged as a funder of this work per se, and thus we see it as more of
a commissioning party of outputs from parties around the wider
multistakeholder community.

c) Fact checking – Undertake fact-checking and debunking of key
disinformation narratives circulating in New Zealand’s online environments,
including supporting other organisations to do this (eg. the NZ Electoral
Commission with respect to disinformation narratives undermining election
integrity).

As we discussed at our meeting, we are concerned that fact-checking is the
most contentious potential function of the Entity. Fact-checking has
evolved to be inherently complicated, resource intensive and conflicted as a
function. We suggest that this is removed from the functional aspirations of
the Entity in the first instance, and instead that the Entity looks to
commission this at a later stage.

d) Outreach – The entity would undertake outreach activities to network,
coordinate, advocate, build expertise, and share its analysis and insights with
a range of stakeholders, including as follows:

o domestically, with a range of both government and
non-governmental organisations, including providing support to help
limit the spread and harms of disinformation, and with the security
agencies to marry up open-source monitoring with classified
intelligence where appropriate (for example, in relation to countering
violent extremism or foreign interference)

o internationally, with institutions with similar functions and
values, including to share and develop expertise.

We think this function is particularly important. We agree with the
sentiment DPMC shared when we met that New Zealand does not have an
established depth of Civil Society parties to participate in these matters.
While outreach is one manner through which the Entity may deepen
capacity in Civil Society and the community, investment in this capacity is
also a fundamentally missing component of the New Zealand approach
compared to other jurisdictions - most notably Europe, as DPMC itself
acknowledges.

e) Education - Publish information to raise awareness. Carry out training
activities and provide best practice guidance on topics related to
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disinformation, open to all relevant stakeholders, including fact-checking
actors, government, community groups, researchers, and journalists.

With the noted caveat above in point c) regarding fact checking, this
function is laudable and necessary to share the guidance, resources,
evidence and insight with the wider New Zealand community.

f) Advice - Make policy recommendations to government and agencies
based on its analysis and research to ensure policy responses and other
actions are grounded in evidence. This may include providing specific
investigations or advisory services in response to commissions.

Ideally, the advice component would feature both those outputs identified
by the Entity and those commissioned by it. Either way, regular
communication with the government to check the utility, destination and
requirements of any policy advice would be useful - not having these
outputs unable to influence the earlier stages of policy development by the
government would be a lost opportunity. This then speaks to the
requirement for a close, understood and honoured relationship between the
Entity and government.

How the Entity could operate - our design considerations

11. The Proposal considers how the Entity could operate:

11. Our initial view is that the likely form of the entity would be as a
standalone non-government organisation with a
not-for-profit/not-for-dividend financial model, or an institute, potentially
associated with a host university or an existing internet governance or safety
entity (eg. such as Internet NZ or Netsafe).

12. This corresponds with the three options we’ve considered options for how
the Entity could operate:

- Inside InternetNZ.
- Inside another entity, such as a University.
- Separate incorporation.

13. The inside InternetNZ option is attractive because it appears to solve for
institutional depth and resilience in a manner that is rare in New Zealand.
We have demonstrated that capability by hosting similar bodies to what the
Entity could be, including:

- The Digital Equity Coalition of Aotearoa (DECA), which is otherwise
separate in its governance and operations, but due to considerations
of incorporation, administration and employment is effectively
incorporated into InternetNZ.
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- The Christchurch Call Advisory Network (CCAN), which is also
separate in its governance and operations but requires similar
incorporation through InternetNZ.

While we see this as a model that we are experienced in, we have also
learned the limitations of this style of hosting. Our experience shows that
the administration costs are significant, and InternetNZ does not have the
spare organisational capacity to deliver without more resourcing. We
estimate the real cost of providing pseudo-incorporation through service to
be approximately 30-40% of the total value of the operation of these
entities.

We have also learned that InternetNZ’s participation in these entities is
hampered by holding the administrative role, as we are wearing “two hats” -
as the effective incorporating party our service-providing obligations can
come at the cost of our substantive participation in these multistakeholder
bodies. From a broader perspective on capacity building, this can be a big
loss, as InternetNZ is often the only independently resourced voice on key
issues.

For these reasons - cost and participation - we are reluctant to replicate
this model for the Entity.

14. The inside another entity option begs the question of where to host. As the
Proposal and our discussions identify, there are limited options in New
Zealand with the capability and resilience to host this well. This is in part
due to the more tactical and short-term basis upon which New Zealand has
engaged with civil society entities, in comparison to Europe which has more
mature and varied initiatives in this space.

A university would perhaps solve these issues; however, we agree with the
Proposal about the different challenges that then give rise to, specifically:

12. While there is potential for university affiliation or leadership
(regarding media studies, digital issues, data analysis etc), if the entity were
to be too closely associated with a university, we see a risk that its outputs
may be too theoretical, rather than producing more immediate insights that
are practical and actionable. In any respect, there is still an important role
for academic analysis and insights in the entities’ work.

We also believe that universities are better placed as part of the
multi-stakeholder mix of participants in the Entity, rather than as its hosts.
In addition, we may also be concerned about the inherent competition and
conflict that may arise from selecting a specific university to host the
Entity, and how that may discourage participation from others in a space
where participation and resources are already limited.

15. Ultimately, we believe that separate incorporation is the most logical
method of constructing the Entity.
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A straw person for the Entity

16. As a method of fulfilling the separate incorporation design, we present a
straw person for the Entity based on the model of the Innovation
Partnership which operated from 2014 to 2017.

The Innovation Partnership was a network of organisations that supported
digital innovation in New Zealand across business, education and
government. The Partnership connected industry, government and
not-for-profits, commissioned research into important issues, and
supported and promoted innovative digital projects.

The Innovation Partnership started hosted inside a public relations agency,
before moving to incorporate as a trust.

The Innovation Partnership had four primary interfaces:

- The heart of the Partnership was the multistakeholder forum
meetings held for the participating parties, across the stakeholder
sets identified. These numbered between 30-50 entities who
gathered on a quarterly basis to share information about ideas,
projects and initiatives, and both coordinated and collaborated on
realising the potential of these to the shared vision of the
Partnership.

- An Executive Director role, who was the operational leader,
representative, chair, spokesperson and embodiment of the
Partnership. The Executive Director delivered to the objectives of the
Partnership, as well as played an important role in recruitment and
participation in the multistakeholder forum.

- In between meetings, the Trust Board of these entities that made
substantial financial contributions to the Innovation Partnership met
to govern the organisation, guide its strategy and direct the work of
the Executive Director. This ensured that the Partnership was active
and developing the networks, opportunities and collaborations
between the meetings.

- Substantial engagement across the wider information technology
sector and the general public, through inviting stakeholder groups
into subject-specific meetings of the Partnership. These were
intended to exploit the intersection between issues of digital
innovation and industry-specific considerations - how digital
innovation could drive opportunities and outcomes elsewhere.

17. To apply this Innovation Partnership model to the Entity:

- The multistakeholder forum component should be the large,
all-comers body that would feature participation from all of the
entities involved in disinformation in New Zealand. The expectation of
these parties would be to participate in the meetings of the
multistakeholder forum at a senior level; to share information about
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objectives, activities and contributions to disinformation in Aotearoa,
and to share resources to achieve outcomes on disinformation in
Aotearoa. Participation in this multistakeholder forum component
would be by invitation, and would always seek to maintain a balance
between the components of the multistakeholder community in
disinformation in New Zealand.

- The Executive Director role is both the “hands” of the Entity, and is
likely to be one of the more significant cost elements. Particularly in
the first instance, building and recruiting the multistakeholder
community would be a primary outcome of this role, then moving
into the execution of the collaboration and coordination objectives.

- The Trust Board equivalent would represent at least one of each of
the constituent stakeholder groups in the multistakeholder
community. This body would be responsible for governance, strategy
and oversight of the Executive Director. The expectation of Trust
Board participation or eligibility may be tied to a significant
contribution to the collective aims of the Entity - be it financial,
informational or outputs.

- Public outputs, education and engagement as identified in the
Proposal.

18. The actual means of incorporation of such a body then is a level of detail
down from this structure above. We see two broad options:

- There are entities that provide pseudo-incorporation as a service and
operate on a contractual basis of output and employment. These
entities are designed to provide an easier pathway for new charitable
vehicles to start up while managing the obligations of incorporation
for them - essentially providing bank accounts, payments and
reporting services. This may be a suitable start-up option for a period
of time.

- Jump straight to either a Trust or an Incorporated Society structure,
with the former probably preferred. This may also be a sequenced
outcome following a period in the pseudo-incorporation model.

19. While we believe this Innovation Partnership style model is one particular
manner that lends itself to the vision in the Proposal, we must highlight one
particular shortcoming of it: that it is wholly reliant on all the ongoing
viability of all of the multistakeholder participants to continue to operate.

The vast majority of the Innovation Partnership participants had the security
of resourcing to continue to participate and collaborate in this forum in the
long run. This security of resourcing allowed the Partnership to flourish.

We are concerned that that isn’t the case in the wider disinformation
community in New Zealand. We are aware that a number of the parties that
would ideally form part of this multistakeholder network do not have
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sufficient confidence or clarity in their resourcing to participate in this
manner.

We understand that DPMC does not see the Entity as a funding provider.
However, we think there may be a need for mechanisms to fund work and
connections across New Zealand’s disinformation multistakeholder
community.

There is a risk that the Entity could start up and not be able to achieve
these necessary multistakeholder ambitions due to the precariousness of
some of the desired participants.

20. At the very least, we believe that the Entity needs to have a connection to
funding instruments - either to purchase deliverables, outputs and
resources from members of this multistakeholder community or to fund
their ongoing participation and existence. If the Entity was able to
recommend to the government and other funders worthwhile investments
to make, from a defined pool of financial resources, this would go some way
to meet this risk.

Of course, such a mechanism of referral for funding also enhances the
outputs of the Entity too, and allows other mechanisms for collaboration -
such as through collaboration with other funding parties.

Answers to questions in the Proposal

21. How do you think non-government groups and individuals should be involved
in the establishment of the proposed entity?

- We believe that the first step should be to build the multistakeholder
forum of participants, as described in the Innovation Partnership
model above.

- From that wider network, a smaller set of parties to form a
governance layer would then be selected - mindful of the
expectation of substantial commitment to the Entity’s work.

22. What would it take for the entity proposal could be driven and led
independently from the government?

- We hope that the government is prepared to participate in the Entity
in the same, equal basis that a genuine multistakeholder body
requires - on an equal basis, and without reference to the financial
contributions government may make.

23. What processes or resources would be needed?

- The primary resources will be financial. The Innovation Partnership
operated on a core budget of approximately $500,000 per annum.
This included meeting costs, incorporation costs and Executive
Director expenses.
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- However, specific outputs were in addition to this and were
fundraised for or contributed to separately depending on those
members of the multistakeholder community that were interested in
seeing it happen.

- The scale of output envisaged thus is the primary determinant of the
funding required - if more is expected to be coordinated,
collaborated upon and done from the list in section 9 of this
document, then that will naturally cost more. The $500,000 estimate
is largely just for the existence of the body rather than specific
outputs.

- By government endorsing the Entity on the purpose outlined in the
Proposal, this then gives the mandate for the start-up Executive
Director to recruit participant entities from the multistakeholder
community and set the expectation of additional contribution from
some of these entities to this collective.

- The government may thus be able to scale its financial involvement
on the basis of matched funding to other participants at some ratio.

24. Which groups or individuals are best placed to be involved in or lead this
work?

- We have outlined which parties we see being involved in section 8 of
this document.

25. What role should government play alongside others?

- We believe the government needs to provide start-up funding, and at
least initially the core operating budget of approximately $500,000
per annum.

- Government need also consider how to support the viability of the
range of civil-society participants in this multistakeholder community,
to ensure that balanced participation is possible in the long-term.

- Government need also consider how the Entity may refer to other
funding pools for specific outputs.

- Government plays an important role in endorsing this body, and
providing seed resourcing to encourage other contributions and
leadership from the multistakeholder set of participants.

26. What challenges do you foresee would need to be overcome?

- Trust in the Entity from civil society, particularly if intelligence,
security or law enforcement is envisaged as playing a large role.

- Trust from the Community to interventions to make a contribution to
the disinformation environment. A large part of the disinformation
challenge is a lack of trust in traditional government and media
information. The Entity must acknowledge and respect the trust of
the wider New Zealand public as something to protect and nurture to
be able to address the challenge of disinformation.

- The inherent security threats and challenges in working on
disinformation, and how that may threaten the organisations and
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individuals that participate in the Entity. The appropriate links to
government entities such as The Police to protect participants from
threats and harms is unfortunately likely to be required.

- The long-term un-viability of some of the civil society participants, as
discussed above.
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