Karen Pratt Questions for the Experts
67. Any party who wishes to put questions to a party or a witness, for consideration at expert
conferencing or at the hearing, must request this from the DMC. The request must include: 14 a. the
person to be questioned; b. the topics to be covered and the question(s); and c. an estimate of the
time required. http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/ttrl_hearing_procedures_issue3100117.pdf

Dear DMC,
Please find a few questions I would appreciate the Experts being given. As the numerous
information gaps, errors I identified in my submission have not been addressed by these
experts in any manner – I could have listed them as part of this process. However as the
EPA and DMC have access to my submission, I am hoping that those information gaps can
be followed through, if you deem them worthy.
Consequently I have only selected a very small subset of questions.
As there has been some cross-over of NIWA and HRW in arriving at the plume modelling – I
have noted them both to answer a number of questions.
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Mike Dearnaley/NIWA, TOPIC: PLUME
MODELLING, ESTIMATE OF TIME 20 minutes

Q1: Can you provide evidence of how have you assured yourself that
the wave and current data is Project site reflective, and how has the
modelling addressed the following factors:
A. The impacts of pits and mounds on waves was modelled by NIWA as being at a
mining depth of 10 m (middle block) and mining depth of 9 m (other two blocks) –
which is non-reflective of the actual depths. In the EMMP 7.4 it is noted that
bathymetry has a distinct influence on waves particularly as water depths increase.
B. The EMMP states there will be localised effects on currents through the formation
features several kilometres long being pits and mounds.
C. Malcolm Green (in the previous application) did no modelling for pits other than a
300m x 300m pit, because he was not given information on arrangement of pits.
There has been no further work on pit infilling rates or mound deflation in this
current application. Malcolm Green accepted my point raised in the last submission
that pits could run to many kilometres long.
D. Origin non-expert evidence 3.19 The results of this investigation suggested that local
variations in the seabed topography to the south east of the Kupe pipeline and
wellhead had a considerable localised effect on the metocean conditions.”
E. The 3D modelling results for 0.1mm/s fraction to arrive at settling rates had eight
scenarios – 50% were at 2m wave height, 25% 3m wave height and 25% at 3.5m
wave height. These scenarios do not account for the fact ‘At the deep sites,
significant wave heights in excess of 4 m were routinely observed.’ (NIWA
oceanographic report)
F. The 3D modelling results for the 0.1mm/s fraction had 62% of scenarios with a
0.2m/s current and 38% with a 0.28m/s current. These scenarios do not account for
the fact ‘Currents in the STB were substantially affected by meteorological
conditions. Large current speeds of around 1 m/s were measured on a number of
occasions during periods of high winds’ (NIWA oceanographic report).
G. The 1DV modelling used only 0.2m/s current and 2m waves to arrive at trapping
percentages – what percentage of time is this reflective of the Project site?
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Mike Dearnaley/NIWA, TOPIC: PLUME
MODELLING – SCALE OF EXTRACTION, ESTIMATE OF TIME 5 minutes
Q2: Point 12 of your Expert Evidence states ‘the scale of the
extraction and return of de-ored sediment makes the proposed
project similar to other large scale dredging projects around the
world’ – could you explain that comment in terms of the tonnage m³
of TTR verses other operations I have found and graphed below. The
scale of TTR’s extraction does not appear to ‘be similar’. (see pages
14-29 of my non-expert evidence for supporting data). You did not
provide any evidence to support your statement, could this be
provided.

Note: I have been conservative and ‘assumed’ France continues to extract as the same tonnage each
year.
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Note: The cumulative tonnage has been calculated over 35 years.
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Mike Dearnaley/NIWA, TOPIC: PLUME
MODELLING – 76% REDUCTION IN ‘FINES’ COMPARED TO PREVIOUS
APPLICATION, ISSUE OF MATERIALITY & FLOCCULATION
ASSUMPTIONS, ESTIMATE OF TIME 30 minutes
Q3: Nowhere in your report do you discuss the tonnage reduction due
to your assumptions about settling rates. As the reductions are
material in nature (see far right two columns) could you provide an
indication of the movement in tonnages if the following aspects were
addressed?
A. Page 224 of my submission: Percentage proportion by mass, for the various settling
rates. What is the tonnage impact if NIWA’s results were used, rather than
combining HRW & NIWA results?
B. Page 256 of my submission: What is the tonnage impact, if results of 1DV modelling,
sand and mud discharge 94% trapping of the 10mm/s is used – instead of the 100%
trapping result used for NIWA plume modelling?
C. Provide the tonnage results, that would occur if the 3D results from the more
extreme current and wave heights were applied to all sediment sizes e.g. 0.28
current and 3.5m waves . . .the result was NIL trapping for the 0.1mm/s. . . but this
result was not used.
D. The 3D modelling used a scenario of 0.28 current and 3.5 waves – the results of
which were not used (nil settling) – how often would these ocean conditions be
expected to occur at the Project site?
E. Page 38 of the HRW 2014 report reference Eisma 1986 and Dyer 1989 – in regards to
turbulence breaking up flocs. What would the currents and waves need to be at the
Project site to cause flocculation breakup?
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Mike Dearnaley/NIWA, TOPIC: PLUME
MODELLING – TEMPERATURE AND SETTLING RATES, ESTIMATE OF
TIME 10 minutes
Q4: As an increase of 9 ̊C increases settling velocities up to 40% could you indicate the degree of conservatism you have used in your
modelling for settling rates – by comparing each lab test temperature
& 1DV & 3D temperatures used, against NIWA recorded surface and
seafloor temperatures at the Project site. Also provide comment on
the 5̊C TTR provided for the seafloor temperature for use in the patch
modelling in the previous submission. (see pg 303 of my submission)
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Mike Dearnaley/NIWA, TOPIC: PLUME
MODELLING – TIME SERIES OF SSC, BEMP and EMMP, MISSING
IMPORTANT REEF STRUCTURES & HABITATS 10 minutes
Q5: Pages 78,79 & 80 of my submission give just three examples of
important recreational fishing and dive spots which are in the
geographic areas totally missed for BEMP and EMMP monitoring.
HRW report and time series of SSC misses these areas also. My
submission was full of examples of reef knowledge from local
recreational and commercial fishermen – what was the basis for not
acknowledging this information source in any way? A well
documented Citizen Science Project off Patea, captured at detail in
my submission, was also not captured by the BEMP, EMMP
monitoring sites, or referred to by HRW.
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Alison MacDiarmid, TOPIC: Reef
structures, biodiversity, sensitive habitats, TIME: 30 minutes
Q1: Why has there been no survey work conducted on sub-tidal
reefs? In your Expert Evidence you note: “hard rock outcrops
(dredges at sites 5 & 6) accounted for more than 25% of all specimens
and 61% of all species collected during the nearshore survey. This
result is significant, and yet diver benthic surveys and transect work
have not been conducted over the two years since this nearshore
survey was conducted. My submission was full of evidence on subtidal reefs and not referred to your expert evidence, although you
state in point 87 you have responded to key concerns.
I note Mark James in point 116 down plays the number of reefs, size & characteristics of
reefs by stating “There will be a few additional reefs within 20 km of the ISR site (as
identified in the submissions by Nga Motu Marine Reserve Society, KASM, Karen Pratt and
others”.

Q2: Why has there been no reference in your Expert Evidence to the
Cawthron ‘Sensitive Habitats Report’ commissioned by Taranaki
Regional Council and received by Councillors on 1 September 2016?
My submission covered the findings at great depth. The EEZ Act s61(b)
states the EPA MUST base decisions on the best available information
& s58(2((e) the EPA MUST take into account the importance of
protecting rare and vulnerable ecosystems and the habitats of
threatened species.
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Q3: What is the basis for not investigating (point 38 of your Expert
Evidence) ‘the extent and location of recreational fisheries?
A. My submission detailed the significant information gap that exists, by providing
evidence from local recreational and commercial fishermen of fishing spots & nonmapped reefs.
B. I have highlighted that the DOC map does not capture reefs known to locals. Reef
knowledge is critical, as Blue Cod is a regularly caught species for recreational
fishermen and associates with reefs.
C. Reef fish predicted occurrence for blue cod, leather-jacket, & triple-fins particularly
are obviously at odds with local knowledge.(Table 2-1 of your Fish & Fisheries 2016
report). No doubt the influence of the report being desk-top and based on diver results from outside the South Taranaki impacts on reliability of results. I raised this
issue last submission.
D. The DMC in their 2014 decision report noted a significant information gap for
recreational fishing: ‘In doing so, we have found that there is considerable
uncertainty regarding the scale of those effects based on the information we had
before us. In particular, these related to primary productivity and benthic effects and
consequent ecosystem effects as well as the impacts on existing interests notably
iwi and fishing interests’ . Also they noted in point 682. We conclude that the area
to be mined has more value to recreational fishers than the applicant has assumed.

Q4: If you are unaware of local reef structures, and hence
macroalgae density & with the modelled reduction in light at the
seafloor being of material consequence on a local scale – could you
provide a conclusion on this matter – as your Expert Evidence
Conclusions, points 114-117 do not address this matter.
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Jason Leung-Wai, TOPIC: Economics,
TIME: 15 minutes
Q1: Could you provide an audit trail, so readers of your report can
reconcile Table 1 & Table 2 of the EPA Information Request to the
figures in the Impact Assessment (see my non-expert evidence pages
93 and table page 96).

I am unable to figure out how the IA figures were arrived at,

based on the information provided. Q2: You have applied ‘Industry multipliers’ – but this
can be inappropriate if the ‘reality of an industry’ is looked at – which is why Butcher
Partners do work providing appropriate industry multipliers for a customer. This involves
working with the supply chain. Using this logic – can you provide an explanation as to the
appropriateness of the multiplier used for the industry line item ‘exploration and other
mining support services’ if the majority of expenditure was to the offshore company
DeBeers, who have the maintenance and manning contract. Can you do this for both
expenditure and FTE. Note: ‘Exploration and other mining support services’ is actually ‘third
party sub-contracted services’.
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Q3: Shipping processes are extremely automated. Can you provide
independent support for the FTE requirements e.g. from the shipping
provider. Can the shipping provider give details on training
requirements, as my review of large vessels on the internet indicates
specialised Fly-In training occurs, rather than ‘local training centres’.
Q4: What objective evidence can you supply that the Heavy Fuel Oil
will not be a ship-to-ship transfer? (HFO is a materially large item for
your ‘domestic expenditure’). If there is uncertainty on this matter,
then could you provide another set of economic results with the line
item categorised as Import expenditure.
Q5: Can you provide independent references to support your
methodology of including TTR employees AND subcontracted
employees as DIRECT labour? (see page 101 of my non-expert
evidence, for Berl definition of DIRECT, INDIRECT AND INDUCED).
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Shawn Thompson, TOPIC: Heavy Fuel
Oil, TIME: 15 minutes
Q1: Evidence presented on the impact of Sulphur Dioxide on the
ocean was described by Jenny Simpson as ‘The project emissions are
similar is scale to a single, very large cruise ship’. How is this possible
when page 543 of my submission shows #2,432 vessels consuming
273,000 tonnes and TTR’s one vessel consuming 156,000 tonnes per
annum?

Q2: What is the cost to TTR to transfer to a lower sulphur fuel? I
calculated $43 million AUD. (page 532 of my submission).
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PERSON TO BE QUESTIONED: Mark James, TOPIC: Heavy Metals,
TIME: 30 minutes
Q1: Points 95-98 of your report only discuss Vopel 2013 - why did
you not read Vopel March 2014 and February 2014 as these contain
important data?
Q2: Why have you not raised the issue that Vopel gave a cautionary
note that the CORMIX modelling for dilution modelling was done at
20metres (which is not representative of the height of outflow)
Q3: Why did you not raise the cautionary note by Vopel that the
Cormix modelling was not exhaustive and may not have covered the
worst case?
Q4: Why has the area close to the EEZ border, approx. 23m, had no
heavy metal samples taken? (Three sampling sites Christina (38–43 m
water depth); two sites Diana (32–37 m water depth).
Q5: Vopel (Feb 2014) has an important context note, that is missing
from your commentary – why? “I note, however, that uncertainty
remains in regard to variations in iron sand properties across the entire
TTR mining area and any changes in these properties at depth below
seafloor greater than five meters.”
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Q6: From the table below you can see that not all samples were
taken to 5m – why? And is this statistically sound?
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