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Good morning,
Could I please alert the DMC to the fact that their request for information (Minute number 41) for acoustic
information has not been met. I have a number of points, fully supported, to evidence why.
Thank you,
Karen Pratt

1. On the 3rd or 4th of May, I rang the EPA and spoke with Christina – to alert the EPA to the fact that the DMC
request had NOT BEEN MET – The DMC requested Define all likely noise sources associated within the
project, and incorporate them into an acoustic model.
K Pratt comment: THIS WAS NOT DONE, AS THE GRINDING MACHINERY & DESALINATION PLANT HAS NOT
BEEN CONSIDERED BY CHILDERHOUSE – DESPITE MY POWERPOINT (PG 37 )PRESENTATION TO THE DMC
PROVIDING DETAIL ON GRINDER NOISE, AND DESALINATION PLANT NOISE FROM THE CURRENT SINO IRON
PROJECT IN AUSTRALIA . A link was provided in my PowerPoint, to make it easy for TTR to utilise the data.
In 3.2 of Childerhouse he states: A large moving ship will typically have a source level of 170 ‐ 180 dB re 1µPa
at 1m. It is considered that extraction and processing activities will generate a worst case sound pressure
level similar to that of the crawler, i.e. ~170 dB re 1µPa. Again this source data is supported by the De Beers
empirical data.
K Pratt comment: The De‐Beers information DID NOT include grinders, or desalination plant. Furthermore
the ships were of considerably smaller size than contemplated by this operation (see my submission on
this)
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Extract above from K Pratt’s submission, Index:
http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/Pratt_K_Section1_123055.pdf
In my submission, I presented information on the weaknesses and limitations of the DeBeers Reports.
Below is one on the small size of ships used for the study, and another on the limitations noted within the
DeBeers report.

Extract above from K Pratt’s submission
http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/Pratt_K_Section5_123055.pdf
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http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/Pratt_K_Section5_123055.pdf pg 565

2. I note that the DMC also requested that: Review and comment on the noise related evidence of
other parties, already provided to the DMC during the course of the hearing.
K Pratt comment: Childerhouse did not comment on my presentation of evidence on noise from
Grinding Mills and Desalination Plant.
Below is the extract on page 10.
http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/Childerhouse_Response_to_DMC_Questions_Appendix_3_an
d_4.pdf
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Extracts below are from my Power‐Point to the DMC at the Hearing, on noise that had been omitted from TTR’s
noise information. http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/Karen_Pratt_Presentation.pdf pg 37

3.

Extracts from
Childerhousehttp://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/Childerhouse_Response_to_DMC_Questions_A
ppendix_3_and_4.pdf with K Pratt’s comments in red.


Source levels have been based upon empirical data obtained from De Beers Marine (measured
crawler and support vessel noise)
INCORRECT, ONLY A SUBSET GIVEN OF SUPPORT VESSEL NOISE


If the totality of noise is considered , i.e. the noise contribution of other support ships and
dynamic positioning thrusters on‐board the integrated mining vessel, then noise levels increase
by approximately 8 dB, i.e. a level of 120 dB re 1µPa is achieved at approximately 23 km from the
mining area.
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NO TOTALITY OF NOISE HAS BEEN GIVEN


Pg 5: sea floor properties – which in the case of the South Taranaki Bight (STB) is predominantly
silty sands. Properties are the density, speed of sound and various attenuation factors.
INCORRECT: In none of the TTR Hearings (previous and this one) has the seafloor ever been categorised
as ‘silty sand’.


Pg 7: Negligible current and standard temperature and salinity profile for New Zealand waters as
a neutral condition has been modelled to assess the long term effects of sound propagation. A
sensitivity analysis has been performed for a current of 0.25 m/s
INCORRECT, TEMPERATURE AND SALINITY PROFILES WERE RUN FOR THE AREA BY NIWA


Orpin has not characterised the seafloor ever as ‘silty sand’



The Coastal Stability report, does not describe as silty sand: In the north at Ohawe and Hawera,
the beach sediments are overall coarser than those to the south, being largely poorly sorted
gravelly medium to coarse sands and fine gravels, with much of the coarser material appearing
to derive from cliff collapse. In the south the beaches are sandier being primarily moderately
sorted gravelly medium sands
http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/Report_5_NIWA_Coastal_stability_PHASE_1_Novem
ber_2015.pdf



The Geological Desktop survey never described the seafloor as silty sand:The inner and mid‐shelf
shoals are predominantly gravel sands, rich in shell material, with The Rolling Ground and
Patea Bank comprising >50% carbonate. Graham Bank is a coarser grained, carbonate‐rich
(>50%) sandy gravel. Sandy sediments dominate to >100 m water depth on the low gradient,
wide shelf offshore of Hawera. Sandy sediments also occur as a shore‐connected belt around 12‐
15 km wide that follows the coast.
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http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/Report_11_NIWA_Geological_Desktop_Summary_Nov
ember_2015.pdf pg 21


NIWA never referred to the seafloor as predominantly silty sand:

http://www.epa.govt.nz/EEZ/EEZ000011/NIWA_Sediment_Plume_Modelling_Report_Full_version.p
df
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