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1.

Introduction

Trans-Tasman Resources Limited’s (TTRL) has lodged a marine consent application to extract and
process seabed material and discharge processed and de-ored material within the South Taranaki
Bight (STB). The application was lodged on 23 August and was subsequently publicly notified with a
submission deadline set on 12 December 2016.
Te Runanga o Ngati Ruanui Trust (Ngati Ruanui) is the mandated voice of the 16 hapu with 7,481
registered descendants. We lodge our submission (refer to Appendix One for completed submission
form) in opposition to the application on behalf of our iwi and hapu descendants. Ngati Ruanui’s
takiwa (tribal region) is bounded by the Whenuakura River in the south; the Waingongoro River in the
north; the coast (includes the Coastal Marine Area - 12 nautical miles offshore) between the two rivers
to the west; and the Matemateonga Ranges to the east.
As Tangata Whenua (indigenous people), Ngati Ruanui shares cultural, social, and historical
associations with the whenua, wai māori (freshwater), takutai moana (foreshore and seabed) and
Papa-tu-a-nuku (earth mother/land). We regard land, soil and water as taonga (treasures) which
provides unity and identity to tangata whenua. They also are a means of sustenance, recreational
enjoyment to and source of livelihood. Ngati Ruanui is the kaitiaki (guardian) of these taonga and is
acknowledged as having mana whenua (territorial rights) through the Treaty of Waitangi and Ngati
Ruanui Deed of Settlement 2003.
The proposed extraction of the seabed and discharge (including consequential effects) undermines
tangata whenua’s cultural, social and recreational association with takutai moana (includes the
affected Coastal Marine Area, existing marine habitat and aquatic lifeforms). Through our submission,
we’ve raised further information, inconsistencies and errors of the application which create
concerns and uncertainties and justification for the Decision-Making Committee (DMC) to decline
the application. Hence, our stance to oppose the application in its entirety. Our submission is
structures in the order of the Impact Assessment of the application.
2.

Project Background

The application includes extracting and processing 50 million tonnes of seabed material per year for
a period of 35 years. TTRL expects to extract five million tonnes of iron sand per year from the
processed seabed material. The rest (45 million tonnes of processed and de-ored seabed material)
would be discharged four metres above the seabed floor within close proximity to the extraction
area. A total area of 65.76 square kilometres and 11 metres deep of the seabed would be extracted.
The site would be located between 22 and 36 kilometres offshore in waters between 20 and 42
metres deep. TTRL currently holds a Minerals Mining Permit (#55581) issued under Sections 25 and
29A of the Crown Minerals Act 1991 for the extraction of iron sands from the South Taranaki Bight
(STB). The permit was granted for a 20-year term commencing on 2 May 2014. This means that the
permit expires on 2 May 2034. TTRL is requesting a 35-year life (2052) for the activity. On the basis
of inconsistent and uncertain information, it is not advisable to allow such activity to proceed for a
long period of time.
Approximately 10% of the extracted material would be processed into iron ore concentrate for
export and approximately 90% of grinded remnants of seabed material would be deposited back. For
such a phenomenal volume of seabed proposed to be destroyed (total of 50 million tonnes) for a
relatively low iron yield, the DMC should be satisfied, without the benefit of doubt, that the
activity will not compromise environmental, cultural, recreational, social and commercial values of
the affected areas.
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The predicted income provided did not include the operational cost and amount of earnings going
out of the country and amount of earnings staying and benefitting New Zealand (NZ). It is not clear
how the affected coastal towns of Hawera, Patea and Waverley (including Wanganui) would
directly benefit from the operation to substantiate the level of destruction and effects of the
proposal on the local community. The DMC should clarify this to fully understand the economic
benefit of the project in the local, regional and national levels.

3.

Marine Consent Requirements

According to Table 1.2, the proposal triggers Section 20(4)(b) of the Exclusive Economic Zone and
Continental Shelf (Environmental Effects – Discharge and Dumping) Regulations 2015 (the
Regulation). This section requires a marine consent for activities that cause vibrations in a manner
that is likely to have an adverse effect on marine life. TTRL acknowledges that the Integrated Mining
Vessel (IMV) and crawler during iron sand extraction would cause vibration. However, the Impact
Assessment (IA) did not include any assessment of vibration effects. We note that noise effects
and vibration effects are distinct effects. The DMC should seek further information on this regard
in accordance with section 20(4)(b) of the Regulation.
TTRL mentioned in paragraph 3 of section 1.4.4 that, while the effects of these activities (as listed
under paragraph 2) are required to be considered under Section 591 of the Exclusive Economic Zone
and Continental Shelf (Environmental Effects) Act 2012 (EEZ Act), an assessment of these effects is
not required to form part of any IA for a Marine Consent and/or Marine Discharge Consent
application.
We strongly disagree with TTRL. It is a legal requirement that the IA must contain the information
required in sufficient detail to enable the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) and persons
whose existing interests are or may be affected to understand the nature of the activity and its
effects on the environment and existing interests. This is in accordance with Section 39(2)(b)2 of the
EEZ Act.

4. Mining Vessels
4.1 Integrated Mining Vessel (IMV)
Paragraph 1 of section 2.3.8 mentions that “the majority of the personnel requirements relate to the
manning of the offshore vessels, with an estimated 200 personnel required to provide sufficient cover
for the operation of the IMV, Floating Storage and Offloading vessel and the Anchor Handling Tug.”
Paragraph 6 of section 2.3.2.1 mentions that “the accommodation on board the IMV will cater for a
complement of 140 persons and provide all the necessary amenities for the crew to be self-sustained
on the vessel.”

1
2

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2012/0072/latest/DLM3956212.html
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2012/0072/latest/DLM3956190.html
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The above indicates that there would be 200 personnel but only 140 persons could be
accommodated in the IMV. Further clarification on the number of offshore personnel is required
to clarify inconsistencies mentioned in paragraphs 1 and 6 of sections 2.3.8 and 2.3.2.1. This would
also confirm the accuracy of the number of jobs that would be created by the proposal (referred to
on other sections of our submission).
Paragraph 7 mentions that a central power generation module on the IMV will supply power to all
aspects of the vessel, including the crawlers, launch and recovery system, vessel positioning systems
(thrusters and anchor cable winches), iron ore processing plant, desalination plant and the
accommodation block. The operation of the engine would give rise to noise effects. However, noise
effects arising from the operation of the engine has not been assessed in section 4.9 (noise effect)
of the IA. Further information is required to address this alongside other noise producing activities
occurring at the same time and in stages, to better understand the overall noise effects of the
proposal. Until provided, we consider the application to be incomplete.
Paragraph 2 of section 2.3.2.2 mentioned that the crawler would extract seabed material with a
suction velocity of typically 1.5 – 2 metres per second. The suctioning process would give rise to
noise effects. However, the noise effects of the suctioning process have not been assessed
alongside other noise producing activities occurring at the same time. This is not included in
section 4.9 (noise effect) of the IA.

4.2 Floating Storage and Offloading Vessel
The modified loading system aboard the FSO vessel requires the installation of a pressurised
dewatering plant. The dewatering process could give rise to noise effects. However, the IA did not
state all of the noise producing activities to confirm this. TTRL should identify all of the noise
producing activities. A suitably qualified noise specialist should assess the noise readings of each
noise producing activities according to occurrence including its cumulative effects on existing noise
producing activities within the surrounding area. This should be provided to fully understand the
overall noise effects of the proposal.

5.Drilling Phases
5.1 Phase 1: Grade Control Drilling
Paragraphs 6 and 7 of section 2.3.3.1 mentions that a hydraulic system is used to control the drilling
rate of the drill sampling rod and to pull the drill string from the hole. This is a single pass drilling
system, with the sampling rod only going through the sediment once, with the maximum
penetration depth of up to 11 metres below the seafloor. This process could create noise and
vibration effects and could potentially induce erosion effects or collapse of the seabed floor. To
better understand these effects, further information on the noise and vibration levels associated
with the drilling process should be provided and adequately assessed alongside other noise and
vibration producing activities. The vibration effects should also be assessed in terms of its impact
on the stability of the seabed floor. The application is silent on the above analysis.
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5.2 Phase 2: Extraction of Subsea Sediments
Paragraph 2 of section 2.3.3.2 mentions that the maximum depth will be no more than 11 metres
below the surrounding seabed. It is not clear how the extraction process would be undertaken from
the seabed floor level and down to the proposed 11 metres depth. To fully understand how the
extraction process would be undertaken down to the proposed depth and to be assured that the
seafloor would not collapse or erode during the process, the DMC should ask TTRL the following
(supported by technical data) questions:
 What is the probability of the 11-metre-high seabed wall adjoining the extraction area
from collapsing?
 How would you prevent the adjoining seabed wall from collapsing?
 What is the slope of the seabed wall adjoining the extraction area?
 Would the slope be appropriate to prevent potential erosion/collapse of the adjoining sea
floor?
 What are your erosion prevention measures to ensure the stability of the seabed including
existing adjoining structures (wellhead platform)?
 The drilling process would create vibration effects. What is the impact of vibration on the
stability of seabed wall (adjoining the extraction area) and floor?
 What are the soil layers of the seabed floor within the proposed mining area and
characteristics of each layer?
Figure 2.7 shows the sequence of typical extraction operations. It also shows that the extraction and
deposition are at right angles with the direction of the waves. However, the cardinal directions of
these activities are not mentioned. This should be provided to correlate these activities with the
direction of the sediment discharge, the waves and current.

6. Processing Methodology
Section 2.3.4 sets out the processing methodology which includes screening of any 3.5mm sized
particles, magnetic separation, grinding of larger particles, milling of materials to a specific size, final
magnetic separation, dewatering and storage. The methodology did not include the final particle
size of the milled sediment which would eventually be discharged and deposited to the seabed.
This information is essential to ascertain sedimentation effects of the discharge and deposition
points.

6.1 Re-deposition of de-ored Sediments
Paragraph 1 of section 2.3.5 mentioned that following the processing of the seabed material to
extract the iron ore, the de-ored sediments will be returned to the seabed in the general vicinity of
where it was extracted within the project area. The extraction and deposition of sediments would
be simultaneously undertaken. This is shown in Figure 2.8.
We note that the extraction of seabed material (including the disturbance of the seabed floor) would
happen alongside the deposition and discharge of de-ored sediments. These activities would give
rise to sediment discharge. This means that there would be more than one sediment discharge point
during operation and therefore their effects should be combined and assessed accordingly.
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The sedimentation effects arising from discharge points were assessed individually in the IA. To give
accurate analysis of the overall sediment effects of the proposal, the effects of the sediment
discharge arising from activities occurring at the same time must be assessed. Furthermore, the
‘general vicinity’ of the discharge point of the de-ored sediments must be identified.

6.2 Transfer from IMV to FSO Vessel
Paragraph 5 of section 2.3.6 mentions that clean resalinated water from the filter system, will be
discharged via an outfall pipe located one metre below the surface near the bow of the Floating
storage and Off-loading (FSO) vessel. The characteristic and composition of the resalinated water
(sodium chloride content, water temperature, chemical composition, others) are required to
determine the quality of the water that would be returned to the sea.

6.3 Personnel
Paragraph 6 of section 2.3.2.1 mentions that there would be approximately 140 offshore staff while
paragraph 1 of section 2.3.8 mentions that there would be approximately 200 staff. The Initial
Output Table included in TTRL’s EPA Information Request (included with the released redacted
information) shows 30 direct offshore workers. The DMC should clarify the number of staff and
employment that would be created for consistency and accuracy. The DMC should focus on direct,
realistic and tangible employment that would be created. The validity of using indirect and
induced employment are speculative and should be confirmed based on the nature of the
operation (held offshore).

6.4 De-ored Sediment Disposal
The de-ored sediments would be discharged at a nominal distance of four metres above the seabed.
Section 4.4 (Sedimentation and Optical Water Quality Effects) did not include an assessment of
sediment effects at the four-metre-high discharge point. Further to this, the IA did not mention
the final particle size of de-ored sediments. The sedimentation properties and associated effects,
particularly alongside the sediment discharge arising from the drilling, extraction and deposition
processes are required for accuracy.

7. Existing Environment
Figure 3.1 shows a map of the South Taranaki Bight (STB) and the Sediment Model Domain (SMD).
The SMD (area used to assess the overall sedimentation impact of the proposal) includes the
coastline and offshore areas of six main coastal towns: Opunake, Hawera, Patea, Waverley,
Wanganui and Foxton.
Paragraph 3 of section 3 mentions that “STB is defined as the large bay to the south and west of the
coastline of Taranaki, extending down to Farewell Spit and the western entrance to Cook Strait for
the purpose of this section it means that portion of the South Taranaki marine environment in the
general vicinity of the project, as shown on Figure 3.1.”
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The project area is located offshore between the coastal towns of Hawera and Patea. In our opinion,
the inclusion of the offshore areas of the town of Opunake (43.3 kilometres north west of Hawera)
and Foxton (142.5 kilometres south east of Patea) with the SMD; is not a true and realistic
description of the location of the project site including the sediment modelling. We agree that
Waverley and Wanganui should be included with the SMD because these coastal towns would be
affected by the sediment plume.
The DMC should assess the appropriateness of including areas not affected by the sediment plume
with the SMD and the use of average results should not be applied. Taking into account a broader
area (particularly areas that are not affected by the plume) and averaging data (excludes outliers)
influence the outcome, thereby giving a skewed low result.
Paragraph one of section 3.3.1, mentioned that “..Holocene sand prism of up to 20 m thick from the
shore and extends seaward to approximately 22 – 29 km (seaward limit) offshore. At the seaward
limit the sand prism thins to a transgressive erosional surface, delineated by coarse-grained lag
deposits.”
Given that the project area is located 22 to 36 kilometres offshore, the transgressive erosional
surface, delineated by coarse-grained lag deposits; would be encountered within the project area,
located between 29 and 36 kilometres offshore. The geological feature of this area which includes
the layers of the seabed floor within the proposed extraction depth of 11 metres, erosion effects,
sedimentation properties and stability should be assessed. This would ensure that effects on the
identified transgressive erosional surface within the project site are addressed.

7.1 Climate
We note that the project area is highly exposed to strong wind. This is acknowledged in paragraphs 1
and 3 of section 3.3.2. Table 3.1 shows the mean monthly and annual wind speed recorded at the
Maui A platform ranging from 33.3 to 43.3 kph.
According to paragraph 4 of section 4.4.2.3 (Findings on sediment plumes) “The dispersion of
suspended sediments in the SMD, and its effects on physical and biological environments, depends on
a variety of factors – including tidal currents, larger scale current flows, upwelling off Farewell Spit,
freshwater inputs from major rivers, wind direction and weather events.” The assessment
methodology and correlation of sediment plume model with the above climactic factors is
required.

7.2 Oceanographic Measurements
Paragraph 9 of section 3.3.1 mentions that the oceanographic studies undertaken by MacDonald
demonstrated that periods of increased suspended sediment concentrations coincided with large
wave events. During calm periods, no suspended sand sediment concentrations were recorded. This
section has provided information predominantly on periods with increased suspended sediment
concentrations. However, it is not clear if the calm periods (no suspended sediments) has been
adopted in the sediment plume model. To determine the behaviour of the sediment plume in
terms of oceanographic measurements, the calm periods should be included with the assessment
methodology.
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7.3 Seabed Morphology and Sediments
Section 4.4.2.2 (Sedimentation and Sediment Plume Effects - Assessment Methodology) mentions
that the flocculation and sediment settling rate of three samples: post-grind tailings, pre-grind ultrafines and tailings; were tested using a series of “jar tests”. The results of these tests underpin the
assessment of sedimentation, sediment plume and optical effects arising from the proposal.
According to Figure 3.2 of section 3.3.5, the project area (22 - 36km offshore) has mixed grain with
size ranging from very fine sand (63 μm – 125 μm) to gravel (>1.6mm). The analysis of the
sedimentation settling rate uses fine particles of less than 38 μm. According to Figure 3.2, this
particle size relates to mud which is not found in the project area.
The above conflicting information needs to be clarified. The DMC should confirm the source of
tested sediments (a map showing its collection points and particular soil layer tested) and to link
this with the mining process: raw seabed material and processed de-ored sediments.

7.4 Seabed Sediments Chemistry
We note that that the sediment discharge within the project area will contain dilute-acid soluble
chromium and nickel. This is acknowledged in paragraph 4 of section 3.3.6 of the IA which states
that “The concentrations of dilute-acid soluble chromium and nickel in deep sediment were often one
order of magnitude higher than their maximum concentrations in surface sediment. Furthermore, at
four of five sites, chromium and nickel concentrations increased with increasing depth below the
seafloor.”
The chromium and nickel laden sediments could be ingested by fish and in effect, contaminate our
food source. We note that the chromium and nickel contents of the sediment should be taken into
account in assessing the impact of contaminated fish to human health, recreational and
commercial fishing, the local market (buying contaminated fish caught within the STB would not
be a popular option) and international export. Besides this, continuous ingestion of contaminated
sediments for a 35-year period need to be investigated.

8. Laboratory Testing of Sediments
8.1 Source Material
The source of tested sediments needs to be confirmed including the extraction depth to ensure that
representative samples of the layers of the affected seabed floor and its particle size are tested.
Besides this, the proposed extraction depth is 11 metres and therefore, samples collected at one
metre intervals to a depth of 11 metres should have been tested. The overall results of the
sediment tests including optical effects are inconclusive until concerns relating to the sediment
source including the validity of its collection methodology (collected by a suitably qualified
independent third party) are confirmed.
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8.2 Suspension Mass Tests
Section 3.5.1 mentions that 50 ml sub-samples from each pair of one litre beakers at 25% water
depth (31.5 mm below the surface); 50% water depth (63 mm below the surface) and 75% water
depth (94.5 mm below the surface) after 10, 60 and 300 minutes. This is not consistent with the
180-minute test protocol and should be clarified.
The dilution factors used in the laboratory test is 100 mg and 1000 mg of particle in one litre of
saline solution). The DMC should confirm if the dilution factor is accurate in terms of the volume of
the affected water column: depth of the sea (between 20 and 42 metres deep) and the depth of
the extraction area (11 metres), and volume of sediments (50 million tonnes); alongside
environmental factors.

8.3 Flocculation Tests
8.3.1 Floc Size versus Floc Settling Velocity Distributions
In terms of sediment 1, the settling velocity ranges from 0.38 mm/s to 34.3 mm/s. The mean settling
velocity has been taken into account. This means that the slow settling floc (outlying results) which
gives a higher level of adverse effects, has not been considered. This is similar to the floc
diameter/size. The floc diameter ranges from 49.6 to 290 microns. The use of the mean floc size will
not take into account the small floc size which will have a slower settling velocity.
Microflocs comprise 36 to 60% of the total floc which is a considerable % which should be taken into
account as opposed to concentrating on macrofloc which will settle quickly. We emphasize that
taking the average settling rate will skew the results to increase the velocity rate and the DMC
should not take this into account.
In terms of sediment 2, the mean floc size was used giving a result of 164 – 166 microns. This gives a
false impression that there are no microflocs (less than 160 microns) which has a slow settling rate.
The average velocity rate is also used; thereby excludes the slow velocity rate. The microflocs
comprise 42 to 47% of the total floc. This is a considerable amount of sediment that will be floating
(slow settling time). The test and assessment should consider the ‘worst case scenario’ and not the
average result.

8.3.2 Turbulent Flocculation Tests
The jar test provides results in a controlled environment including volume. The DMC should confirm
the validity of the test on the context that it does not take into account a range of environmental
factors, variations in turbulence force to name a few.

8.4 Annular Flume
The range of settling velocity of 0.34 to 60.4 mm/s is relatively wide which skewed the mean to
increase the settling velocity. The floc size is smaller with 100 SPM particularly in comparison with
the jar test. This means that the turbulence is breaking the floc particles into smaller size and
therefore the concept of flocculation (reducing the sediment plume effects) is flawed.
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The DMC should require the processed de-ored sediment to be tested. The sediment used in this
test includes processed sediments with intact iron material and therefore should not be taken into
account. De-ored sediments could behave differently in comparison to sediments with intact iron
content (different resuspension characteristic). We note that only sediment 3 was tested and
therefore does not give a representative sample.
The DMC should confirm the shear pressure arising from the extraction process and compare this
with the results. We note that the turbidity at 0.5 Pa was tested instead of 0.7 Pa (refer to Table one
below).
RST Background Turbidity
Turbidity
(mg. l -1)
-1
mg. l
at 0.1 Pa
1
184
14 - 198

Turbidity Turbidity Turbidity
(mg. l -1) (mg. l -1) (mg. l -1)
at 0.2 Pa at 0.3 Pa at 0.4 Pa
30 - 228
418
3,346

Turbidity Turbidity Turbidity
(mg. l -1) (mg. l -1) (mg. l -1)
at 0.5 Pa at 0.7 Pa at 0.9 Pa
Not
36,648
42,648
tested
(?)
2
94
22 – 116 22 – 138
278
754
4,578
Not
41,897
(82 less
(90 less
exceeds
tested
the
RST 1)
RST 1)
Turbidity
(?)
result
at 0.4 Pa
should
RST-1
exceed
turbidity
at 0.9Pa
RST-1 (?)
Table One: Table showing the resuspension rate of sediments after 4.5 hours’ consolidation (RST-1)
and after 2 days’ consolidation (RST-2) and background turbidity at 0.1 Pa to 0.9 Pa.
Based on the data presented, we conclude the following points which should be considered by the
DMC:






The resuspension rate of sediments and turbidity increase as pressure increases and after
4.5 hours and two days of consolidation. Therefore, effects of re-suspended sediments
should be assessed and included with the SMD and optical effects analysis.
There is an incremental increase of turbidity on both RST-1 and RST-2
The turbidity at 0.5 Pa of RST-1 and 0.7 Pa of RST-2 were not tested and therefore, does
not give a complete data. The DMC should request that this be tested.
The turbidity of 0.5 Pa of RST-2 exceeds the turbidity at 0.4 Pa of RST-1 and therefore,
turbidity results at 0.7 Pa and 0.9 Pa of RST-2 should reflect the consistent increase in
turbidity. However, the RST-2 data particularly at 0.9 Pa (0.7 Pa is not tested) should be
tested to clarify the inconsistency of the data presented.

8.5 Results
Section 3.4.2 mentions that sediment 1 at lower 100mg.l -1 concentration settled very quickly (less
than 2 minutes). All three samples even after three hours showed a proportion of very fine material
in suspension; more noticeable at higher 1000 mg. l-1 suspension.
The adequacy of the dilution used in the test material should be confirmed and should adequately
reflect the depth of the discharge point. Besides this, the dilution factor should take into account the
volume of seabed material within the extraction area and water column affected.
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The flocculation process is influenced by environmental factors such as tidal movement, current,
seasonal variation, temperature and seabed floor depth. The DMC should require that the test
include these factors. The test was conducted in a controlled laboratory environment without due
consideration of the above.
Turbidity is profound in 1000 mg/l sample volume but this is also apparent in 100 mg/l volume. This
means that optical effects are apparent in areas affected by plume. Overall, we remind the DMC
that the activity includes extensive volume of extracted seabed material (50 million tonnes) and
discharged processed de-ored material (45 million tonnes of de-ored sediments) per year in a 24hour operation for a total of 35 years. The DMC should be satisfied that the sampled volume
should accurately reflect the above volume.
Section 3.5.2 mentioned that after 300 minutes, the total mass of suspended material was reduced
further to about 1%. The test methodology mentions recording the results for ten, 60 and 180
minutes. This result is inconsistent with the methodology and the 1.65% result mentioned in the
report. The DMC should clarify this inconsistency.
The suspended mass test does not take into account other factors affecting settling velocity of the
sediments. It also does not take into account the 24-hour process/continuous process of extraction
and re-deposition of seabed materials and de-ored sediments respectively. The DMC should address
this to adequately reflect the nature of the operation (continuous 24-hour production of
sediment) which could disperse before settling and consequential impact.
The temperature of the coastal water within the STB range from 1-2 degrees Celsius (winter) and
more than 19 degrees Celsius (summer). Temperature affects the settling velocity of sediments.
Overall, the sediment tests do not take into account temperature variability. The DMC should
require this to be addressed.
The flocculation jar tests include agitating a suspension using a stirring bar for a duration sufficiently
long enough for the flocs formed to reach a quasi-equilibrium state of flocculation. The DMC should
compare the agitation force with the disturbance produced by the extraction (vacuum pressure) of
the crawler and similar natural occurring force present within the proposed mining site. The
agitation produced by the vacuum may likely be within the lower level of the water column and will
not capture small particles which have been dispersed to mid and upper level.
TTRL’s assessment of effects beyond the project area is almost entirely dependent on the accuracy
of the sediment transport model used by NIWA and HRW. Therefore, the DMC needs to have
confidence that the model and its outputs provide a reliable basis for an assessment of effects
(Lieffering, R., 2016). Based on the matters we’ve raised, so far, there has been several
inconsistencies and inadequate information presented which questions the reliability of the data
presented.

9. Nearshore Epibenthic / Shallow Infauna
Figure 3.3 shows the location of sampling sites relative to the predicted bottom suspended sediment
concentrations (SSC) of extraction-derived sediment within the STB. Information under this figure
mentions that “SSC values represent 95th percentile for releases from the dredging source within the
proposed project area.” The IA has referred to percentile levels of 50, 80, 90, 95 and 99. We
understand that some of the percentile are shown for comparison. However, the DMC should
determine the appropriate percentile level to be used for the overall assessment of effects.
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9.1 Zooplankton
Under paragraph 3 of section 3.5.2, Bradford-Grieve et al concluded that zooplankton species in the
STB are typical of those found in coastal waters around NZ. The STB is also considered to be very
productive and regarded to have the highest recorded biomass estimates against other coastal
regions around NZ. Paragraph 2 of section 4.6.3.4 mentions that “Suspension and filter-feeding
zooplankton can be affected by high levels of suspended sediments. Arendt et al found
concentrations of fine sediment above 20 mg/L can clog zooplankton respiratory surfaces and / or
feeding apparatus as well as impair prey detection.”
The DMC should consider the further information we’ve raised in the preceding sections to
confirm the accuracy of the sediment modelling. Consequently, given that sediments above 20
mg/L can clog zooplankton respiratory surfaces, the effects on this species should be reassessed
accordingly.

9.2 Demersal and Pelagic Fish
We note that the description of the distribution of demersal and pelagic fish species under section
3.6.1.3 is based on models and literature review and is not specific to the proposed mining site.
Paragraph 4 of section 3.6.1.3 mentions that “evidence of spawning activity by 13 demersal and
pelagic fish species in the STB, along with juveniles of 24 species. However, the surveys were based
on areas with water depths greater than 20 m.” Paragraph 1 of section 2.1 mentioned that “The
project area is located between 22 and 36 km off the coast in the EEZ (i.e. outside of the 12 NM limit)
and in waters that are between 20 and 42 m deep.” Therefore, the proposed mining site includes
areas which cater for spawning activities for 13 demersal and pelagic fish species in the STB.
Paragraph 17 of section 3.6.1.3 mentions that the project area affected by the sediment plume is
not identified as being an important spawning area or juvenile nursery for any fish species. The
above information is one of a few examples from the IA that refers to inconsistent statements.
The IA should be reviewed for consistency and accuracy to avoid confusion.

9.3 Spawning and Juvenile Fish – General and 3.6.2.2 Freshwater Eels – Tuna
According to paragraphs 2 and 3 of section 3.6.1.4 there are low abundances of juveniles of the
following species within the STB: arrow squid, barracoota, blue warehou, giant stargazer, jack
mackerel, John Dory, kahawai, kingfish, red gurnard, rig, sea perch, school shark, snapper, spiny
dogfish, terakihi and trevally. Juveniles of eight other species are listed but no abundance estimate
is provided because of insufficient data. These species included blue cod, grey mullet, horse
mackerel, NZ sole, red cod, silver warehou, yellow belly flounder and yellow eyed mullet.
According to paragraph 3 of section 3.6.2.2 specific information on the presence of eels within the
STB and the project area is unknown. We do not agree with the above information. Appendix Two
which shows data of a variety of fish including longfin and shortfin eels caught within the project
area supports our stance. The DMC should assess the impact of the proposal with regards to the
data presented in Appendix Two. The application is silent on this matter.
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10. Protected Customary Right or Customary Marine Title
Ngati Ruanui has lodged an application for protected customary rights and customary marine title
for the common marine and coastal area between the Waingongoro River to the north and
Whenuakura River to the south.
The coastal area (which includes the abutting land) and resources is significant to Ngati Ruanui. It
provides us with sustenance, identity, sources of food, materials for production, places to live and to
celebrate. Through the Ngati Ruanui Settlement Act 2003, Ngati Ruanui holds a statutory
acknowledgement over the coast and land within our rohe. This acknowledgement clearly sets out
our role of kaitiakitanga including our spiritual, cultural and physical connections with takutai
moana. The Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 (MACA) recognises customary rights
of iwi, hapū and whānau in the common marine and coastal areas. The Marine and Coastal Area
adjoins the Exclusive Economic Zone and would be affected by the proposal.
This important connection has not been assessed in the application and no further information
request has been requested. The DMC should require this to make a detailed impact assessment
on the above defined coastal area.

11. Economic Effects
The economic analysis is noted. The overall impact upon GDP is not questioned however the impact
and assessment on the regional and local economic environment is not clearly articulated; in
particular, the number of direct and indirect employment opportunities. It has proved very difficult
to reconcile the initial statement that 1666 people will be employed followed by different
calculations ranging from 705 people, 463 people to 299 people.
The use of direct, indirect and induced employment is also considered misleading and how this
potential employment opportunity aligns to the total life of the consent application. It is noted that
there is likely to be greater indirect employment at the beginning of the consent rather than
throughout the life of the consent.
The information provided largely indicates that the main employment force will be skilled labour
who will not reside locally or potentially not even based in the wider Taranaki region.
The commitment to employment within the local community is considered to be limited; where the
applicant only indicates encouragement to foster this. At no point is there any commentary on the
potential or actual benefits to the areas likely to be most impacted by this proposal being Patea area
and township. It is considered that there is limited if not minimal positive economic impact for the
local community based on the information contained within the application.
Further, following the agreement entered into between the applicant and the South Taranaki District
Council to established a training facility in Hawera, there is no details as to how this will be achieved,
what training opportunities will be provided and whether this is a permanent feature for the life of
the consent being sought. To determine whether there is benefit more detail is required.
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12. Sedimentation and Sediment Plume Effects
HR Wallingford (“HRW”) conducted laboratory tests using sediment samples from the South
Taranaki marine environment to gain certainty over the way discharged de-ored sediment behaves
in the marine environment, particularly potential flocculation and settling rates for finer particles
within the discharge. The findings from these tests along with the updated sediment plume
modelling, have been incorporated into the overall environmental assessments.
Below are questions we require to understand the logic and methodology of HRW’s test including its
association, if any, with the two sediment discharge points: one from the disturbance of the seabed
material and extraction point. The other one is from the discharge and deposition of de-ored
sediments.
 Do natural marine environmental factors (such as tide, current, wind direction) and sea
water properties (such as temperature and salinity) affect flocculation, sediment settling and
sediment re-suspension rates of sediments?
 If yes, were these factors applied with the flocculation, sediment settling and re-suspension
rate tests?
 The jar test is undertaken in a controlled laboratory environment and does not include
natural environmental factors that is present in the project area and surrounds that could
affect the sediment settling rate.
 What is the accuracy level of testing the flocculation, sediment settling and sediment
re-suspension rates in a laboratory set-up (excludes natural marine environmental
factors and sea water properties)?
 What are the characteristic and properties (for example, salt composition, temperature,
chlorine content, turbidity, pH, etc.) of the saline water used for testing?
 What are the characteristic and properties (for example, salt composition, temperature,
chlorine content, turbidity, pH, etc.) of the sea water within the project area and 20
kilometres north east of the project area?
 Which areas in the SMD were the three test samples (post-grind tailings, pre-grind ultrafines and tailings) collected from? A map showing the SMD and the collection sites should be
provided.
 What are the particle size of the sediments found in the project area?
 What are the particle size of each of the test samples?
 Explain why the sedimentation results of the three samples were used as a reference to the
overall environmental assessment of the proposal?
 Figure 3.2 shows that the particle size of the sediments within the project area varies from
very fine sand to gravel (63 µm to >1.6mm).
 Explain why the modelling of near-field processes and plume around the discharge is
based on all the fine sediment fractions settling at 10 mm/s?
 Figure 3.2 mentions the different particle size of each sediment. We note that the particle
size of mud is <63 µm. The project area does not contain mud.
 Explain why the suspension mass test reflects sediments with particle size of less than
38 µm?
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12.1 Sedimentation Effects as a Result of Deposition
Paragraph 2 of section 4.4.2.4 mentions that “NIWA modelled the levels of deposition and reported
the results for the maximum five and 365-day deposition rates. The results demonstrate that the
deposition rate can only be distinguished from background rate out to a maximum of a few
kilometres of the source of the sediment plume. Once the project is operating the deposition could
occur over a reasonably extensive area, but at rates between 0.01 – 0.05 mm over five days.”
The scientific references and the assessment methodology of the sediment modelling should be
provided to understand the sediment discharge arising from the deposition point. Furthermore, we
note that the matters we’ve raised under section 4.4.2 (Sedimentation and Sediment Plume Effects)
affects the assessment under this section of the IA.
Given that the extraction (including initial disturbance of the seabed) and deposition (including
discharge at four metres above the seabed) of sediments are simultaneous activities, a combined
assessment of sediment discharges arising from these activities should be undertaken to
adequately reflect the mining process. In addition, the presence (or the absence of it) of sediments
in the natural environment should be used as the permitted baseline and the effects of the
proposal should be analysed over and above the baseline.
Paragraph 3 mentions that “Erosion, dispersion and resettlement of sediments from the excavated
pits are likely to be at very low rates, with rates of less than 0.01 mm over two years up to 10 km
away from the pit area.”
To understand how the erosion, dispersion and resettlement of sediment rates were tested, the
scientific reference and assessment methodology should be provided. Besides this, we are
interested to know if the drilling, extraction and pressure from suctioning have any impact in
inducing erosion/collapse particularly of the seabed wall adjoining the project area.
Kupe Joint Venture Parties New Zealand (Kupe JVP) holds a Petroleum Mining Licence #38146, with
Origin Energy as the operator. Approximately half of the project area is located within the mining
licence area held by the Kupe JVP. The DMC should require an assessment of erosion effects on the
existing Kupe production facility which is located in close proximity to the project area (refer to
Figure 3.11 of the IA of the application).
Figure 3.1 shows that the project area is within close proximity to not only Kupe but four other
petroleum sites such as Maari, Maui-A, Maui-B and Tui. The proposal would give rise to noise,
seabed destruction and instability, changes to the behaviour of marine fauna, etc. These effects
could give rise to cumulative effects with respect to the established petroleum activities within the
area. The cumulative effects of the proposal should be assessed to determine the overall impact of
activities within the project area and its surrounds.

13. Optical Water Quality Effects
Paragraph 2 of section 4.4.3 mentions that “As for the sediment plume, there is considerable
background variability in optical properties and the effects of the project are likely to be highly
variable in time and space - depending on prevailing conditions.”
To better understand the effects of the sediment plume particularly under the influence of
environmental variables, for example wind strength and directions, tidal height, strength and
direction of currents; we request that this be determined.
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We have asked for further information relating to the overall sediment discharge of the proposal.
This needs to be provided in order to confirm the accuracy of the sediment modelling. Consequently,
given that sediments above 20 mg/L can clog zooplankton respiratory surfaces, the effects on this
species need to be reassessed. The matters we’ve raised under section 4.4.2 which relates to the
testing of the sediments (flocculation, sediment settling and dispersal rates) would influence the
assessment of the optical water quality effects. If the DMC agrees, the optical water quality effects
would need to be reassessed to reflect accuracy.
Paragraph 2 of section 4.4.3 mentions that “As for the sediment plume, there is considerable
background variability in optical properties and the effects of the project are likely to be highly
variable in time and space - depending on prevailing conditions.” Given that background variabilities
influence the sediment plume’s behaviour and subsequent effects on optical water quality, each
variable should be applied to the modelling to determine its particular effect.
Paragraph 3 of section 4.4.3.9 states that “the recovery of iron sand and the resulting sediment
plume is predicted to have insignificant effects on optical properties within five kilometres of the
coastline of the STB.” This statement does not take into account the effects on Graham Bank
which is located approximately ten kilometres from the coast. Specific impact assessment is
required of this important and outstanding marine environment.
Paragraph 4 mentions that the “Reductions in light availability in the water column are likely to be
predominantly to the east of the project area, but over the SMD will average only 1.9% (extraction
activities at Location A) and 1.6% (extraction activities at Location B) - with up to a 25% reduction
within 20 km down current of the extraction site. As previously raised, the DMC should consider the
appropriateness of using averaged data which includes a broad area that is not proportion to the
scale of the proposal and affected areas. The IA should reflect the true extent of the project and
affected sites for accuracy.
Paragraph 3 under section 4.5.1.3. mentions that the most common movement of the sediment
plume is towards the south-easterly direction while paragraph 6 under section 4.6.3.3 mentions that
the most common movement is towards the northeast. We ask the DMC that the direction of the
sediment plume be confirmed given the inconsistencies stated in the IA.
Paragraph 3 mentions that “Plume modelling results demonstrate that the very fine sediment
generated during the project operations would primarily drift in a southeast direction from the
source towards the shore with the majority of the suspended material settling out prior to reaching
the shore.” This statement is inconclusive given the matters we’ve raised in terms of the particle size
of sediments tested, mixed variety of sediments found in the project area, laboratory controlled test
area, combined assessment of sedimentation effects of simultaneous activities, and so on refer to
section 4.4.2. We note that this needs to be addressed for accuracy.
The proposal would produce a continuous plume of sediments generated throughout a continuous
24-hour process. This means that as the suspended material generated at a particular time settles,
subsequent sediments would be generated and thereby creating a constant sediment plume. This
concept has not been addressed by the IA and should be investigated.
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13.1 Optical Effects Report
We note that according to Hadfield and Macdonald (2015), the accuracy and reliability of the
predicted optical effects are dependent on the performance of the sediment model. The Executive
Summary of the Optical Effects Report prepared by NIWA (released redacted information)
mentioned that “The accuracy and reliability of the predicted optical effects are dependent on the
performance of the sediment model (Hadfield & Macdonald, 2015) and this is not assessed in the
report.” Therefore, there are concerns on the accuracy and reliability of the data.
The Executive Summary also mentioned that “Videos of simulated movements of the plume of
sediment over two years have also been produced and are provided with this report. These videos
are useful for context as they show variations in the background sediment in the SMD and the
predicted appearance and behaviour of the mining-generated sediment plume over the same
period.” We note that these videos have not been released by the EPA because they consider the
videos as not part of the application. We consider this as unreasonable and unsupportive of ensuring
that the public fully understand the application and its effects. TTRL has released the videos in their
website two working days before the submission deadline without any public notice. Transparency is
important in establishing trust between the EPA, TTRL, tangata whenua and the local community
(directly affected by the proposal). There has been no evidence of transparency without tangata
whenua having to challenge its principles to be given effect to.
The optical modelling uses averaged results, thereby skewing the predicted optical effects to a
lower value. This approach does not take into account the outlying values i.e. the maximum
optical light reduction (worst case scenario) which is critical in assessing environmental effects and
application of consent condition. Consideration of averaged values should be disregarded.
The overall plan of analysis includes separation of naturally-occurring and processed sediment into
many size fractions and suspending carrying concentrations of each size fraction. The average data
will not take into account the behaviour of the largest and smallest size fraction. This should be
investigated. Besides this, the sinking rate of sediments vary and therefore using an averaged value
will not take into account the maximum effects of sediments with the slowest sinking rate.
Furthermore, correlation of the volume of discharged sediments, with its corresponding optical
effects and using the same samples sourced from the mining site by a suitably qualified independent
third party and in accordance with appropriate collection methodology should be considered.
We note that the suspended sediments from mining is predicted to take a few months to be flushed
out of the STB region. The extent of damage within this period should be considered. Given the 24hour process, cumulative sediment/optical effects arising from simultaneous activities should be
considered. The test methodology does not confirm this.

13.2

Sources of sediments and size fractionation

The sources of sediments used for the optical effects are different from the sediments used for the
HRW report. To ensure consistency and to be able to link results, the same sediments
(representative sample of the layer of the seabed floor taken from the proposed mining area)
should be tested taken from the same confirmed areas.
The samples were collected by TTRL with no associated map showing the point of its collection.
Besides this, sampling methodology is not included.
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The discharge of de-ored sediments four metres from the seabed floor will give rise to sediment
plume effects. To assess these effects, we need to understand the behaviour of the released deored sediments at the point of discharge. Therefore, the de-ored sediments should be tested.
However, the Optical Report was based on laboratory test results of Natural Sediment Cores
(naturally-occurring sediment taken from the Patea Shoals) instead of de-ored sediments sourced
from the different layers of the seabed floor of the proposed mining area. The DMC should require
the de-ored sediments to be tested.
The sediment samples were provided by TTR and were collected from the Patea Shoals. This does
not confirm that the test samples were collected from the proposed mining site. Besides this, TTR
has provided the samples instead of the testing facility. It is common to expect that the testing
facility collects the samples to ensure that this is undertaken according to approved testing
methodology.
The sediment samples used for the sediment plume testing are not the same. To achieve
consistency and linkage of test results which have interrelated effects must be reflected in the
application.
NIWA has removed magnetic material from the Natural Sediment Cores (NSC) under the assumption
that the factory ship would remove the magnetic material hence eventually discharging de-ored
sediments. However, NIWA was instructed by TTR to test the natural sediment cores with the
magnetic material in tack. This strongly indicates the influence of TTR on the testing process and
results. We question the validity of the test on this basis.
Overall, the DMC should ensure that unbiased collection of samples is undertaken by a neutral party.
The collection points should be confirmed and documented appropriately. The sediment testing
should appropriately reflect the mining process, the actual particle size of the sediments found in
the mining area and should not be changed according to the instruction of TTR. This should not be
assumed that the sediment size is similar from benthic and river sources. The DMC must ensure that
the sediment samples are taken from the proposed mining site. It is not acceptable that the tested
sediments are sourced from areas within the Patea Shoal but the mining area. It is not acceptable
that the sediment samples are compared from that found in the river sources.
The above particle size classes are not consistent with Figure 3.2 which shows the grain size of the
sediments in the South Taranaki Bight (STB): Coarse sand (500 um – 1.6 mm), medium sand (250
um – 500 um), fine sand (125 um – 250 um) and very fine sand (63 um – 125 um). The application
must be amended to address inconsistencies on quoted figures.
NIWA states that “It was not possible to physically fractionate sediment samples into exact size
classes because the relationship between size and settling time is inexact.” This indicates that the
settling time which underpins the flocculation concept is unreliable. Besides this, all procedures
were performed using freshwater. Given that the proposed activity relates to seawater, seawater
must be used for all procedures taking into account all the environmental factors within the
proposed mining area.
The optical properties of the larger particle size have not been measured because it is considered by
NIWA that it is difficult to maintain sand in suspension in the tank experiment. NIWA does not
consider this as an issue and mentions that larger particle sizes would very unlikely to stay in the
plume for any length of time.
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The DMC should take into account that the proposal is a 24-hour process and therefore there will be
a continuous production of sediments i.e. large sediments will settle alongside large sediments being
discharged from the extraction process. Optical effects will be high while large sediments are in the
water column and therefore impact on visibility and lifeforms. The optical effects of large sediments
and its constant production must be tested and should not be discounted.

13.3 Laboratory Tank Experiments
The DMC must confirm the pressure created from the extraction process to be able to compare that
the same pressure is applied to the pump used in the laboratory tank experiment. This will ensure
that the test reflects the actual mining process and the legitimacy of the test procedure and results.
The DMC needs to confirm any similarity of the actual environment with the context of using a
laboratory tank (controlled environment). The bilge pump should also be compared with the pump
used in the mining process. This is to determine that the procedure and results of the test
assimilates the actual mining process and its effects in a realistic and technical basis.
The DMC should confirm if the dilution series adequately assimilate the volume of sediments and
the volume of water within the column including the water temperature (the test used 20 degrees
Celsius) in comparison with the volume of water in the tank and its depth. The water depth of the
proposed mining site (between 20 and 42 metres deep) and the extraction depth (up to 11 metres
deep) should be considered including the temperature of the seawater which has seasonal and
depth variations.
We note that the sediment used is the natural sediment core and post-grind tailing with magnetic
material intact. Besides the issue of not taking into account de-ored sediments, the tank experiment
does not take into account environmental factors such as tidal current, seawater temperature,
including the seawater depth and depth of the extracted. The DMC should ensure that these factors
are addressed to assimilate the optical effects on the actual environment.
Section 4.1 of the report mentions that coastal waters typically exhibit high natural variability, both
spatially and seasonally. Therefore, seasonal variations affect the optical properties of seawater. The
seasonal variations in NZ should be taken into account in terms of measuring the bio-optical
properties:
•
Spring - September, October, November.
•
Summer - December, January, February.
•
Autumn - March, April, May.
•
Winter - June, July, August.
The DMC should require that measurements be taken during spring and autumn. Besides this, the
location of the sampling areas should be confirmed. A map showing the location points would be
useful.
The Optical background section of the Report (section 1.3) mentions that the colour and clarity of
water are considered in three groups: phytoplankton; non-algal particulate material (NAP) and
coloured dissolved organic matter (CDOM). The conditions should consider NAP also.
The location of the sampling site which relates to section 4.4.1 of the application should be
confirmed. The median of the extracted satellite data from 2002 to 2008 were used and therefore
does not take into account the outlying data (worst case scenario).
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13.4 Actual and Potential Effect on Optical Water Quality
The assessment uses median concentrations/levels of sediments in assessing the sedimentation
effects of the proposal. This needs to be reviewed to ensure that the use of median concentrations
(associated with the entire SMD) would give accurate representation of suspended sediments prior
to extraction and after deposition, particularly within the project area.
The models show that the extent of the impact of the sediment plume relates to the offshore areas
of the coastal towns of Hawera, Patea and Waverley (refer to Figures 4.6 and 4.7). The use of
median concentrations need to be strengthened to ensure that this reflect the true impact of the
proposal within the affected areas.

13.4.1 The Traps and Graham Bank
The optical water quality effects including its impact on the number of days with good visibility at
the South Traps and Graham Bank were assessed under section 4.4.3.5. Paragraph 2 mentions that
there will be a total of 124 good visibility days per year at the Traps and 204 - 207 good visibility days
per year at Graham Bank. The analysis/methodology of how the number of good visibility days per
year were determined including reference documents should be provided to review its precision.
When sediments are continuously discharged; some of the sediments would settle and some would
disperse. Consequently, a constant volume of sediments will be produced. It is not clear if the
modelling reflects the 24-hour continuous and combined sediment discharges from the disturbance
and extraction of seabed materials, and deposition of processed sediments. This should be
confirmed to determine the validity of the model.

13.4.2 Changes to Water Column Light Intensity
Table 4 shows the mean water column light, as a proportion of surface light over the SMD. Given the
matters we’ve raised in section 4.4.2, we note that the assessment of the water column light
intensity should be reassessed. In addition, the appropriateness of considering the water column
light in the context of the entire SMD (broad area) as opposed to identified impacted areas should
be provided.
The largest reductions are predicted to occur around the active extraction areas with maximum
reductions of between 92 – 95% depending on the specific location. However, the IA considers the
mean change in total light at the seabed averaged over the modelled area is a more reliable measure
of the predicted effects of the project on benthic algae. This is a reduction of 23% (Location A) and
16% (Location B). We note this difference for the DMC to take into account in considering the
accuracy of the IA.
Paragraph 3 of section 4.5.1.2 mentions that “Results from modelling evaluated the potential for
seabed material to be transported away from the extraction area by waves and currents, and
therefore the connection between seabed material at the project site, and sand deposition and
erosion processes on the shore.” This confirms that the maximum reductions between 92 – 95%
must be taken into account as this would also impact on the shore.
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14. Effects on Ecology and Primary Productivity
Paragraph 2 of section 4.6.3.1, “McClary (2014) estimated that the area of the STB that falls between
20 and 40 m depth occupies an area of approximately 1,860 km2. Thus, to put the project area into
perspective, approximately 0.03% of this total area would be impacted per month or 0.3% per year
by the project. In terms of the SMD, this represents 0.04% per year. The ongoing extraction of iron
sand will mean blocks within the project area will be at different stages of recovery for the duration
of the project.” In support of the matters we’ve raised particularly in terms of considering the
sedimentation impact of the proposal in association with the SMD, according to McClary, the project
area would impact on 0.04% of the SMD area per year.
The scale of the proposal and associated effects should be in proportion with the area it is proposed
to be sited and the realistic extent of its effects. Although we have raised several questions relating
to the sediment testing, the sedimentation modelling shows consistent areas affected by sediment
discharges. The affected areas do not include the entire SMD. The DMC should consider the
legitimacy of referencing the IA on the basis of the entire SMD (includes unaffected areas).

14.1 Benthic Communities
Paragraph 3 of section 4.6.3.3 mentions that “Open water ecosystems are dynamic and often in a
state of perpetual change with periodic disturbances due to storm and other events. This perpetual
change is not detrimental to benthic systems as it maintains diversity by resetting communities.”
We note that natural occurring events and periodic disturbances including associated nondetrimental effects on the benthic systems are not similar to anthropogenic activities and in this
case relating to occurrence, scale and nature.
Paragraph 6 states that “Although the direction of the sediment plume will be variable, depending on
prevailing weather conditions, the prevailing direction that it will travel is to the north east.” As
previously mentioned, the applicant needs to confirm the prevailing direction of the sediment
plume. The IA mentions various directions: south east, east and in this case north east.

14.2 Zooplankton and Larval Fish
Paragraph 1 of section 4.6.3.4 mentions that sedimentation effects would be short-term because
these populations will move through the region with the currents. The impact on local recreational
and commercial fishing within the area would therefore be compromised. Anecdotal evidence and
data received from the Ministry of Primary Industry shows that the area has a high level of
recreational fishing values and therefore should be taken into account. It is considered that the
impact on the food chain has not been addressed.

14.3 Ecological Effects from Sediment Deposition
Figure 3.2 shows that the sediment’s grain size particularly within the project site is composed of a
mixture of very fine sand to gravel; ranging from <63 μm to more than 1.6 mm of particle size.
Paragraph 5 of section 4.6.4 states that “The material being re-deposited at the project area will
primarily consist of fine sediments with very little clay, further reducing the potential for smothering
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effects occurring.” The sediments found in the project area needs to be clarified for consistency and
accuracy.
Section 4.6.4 mentions the smothering effects of mud and sand on specific species. However, there
is no mud in the project area and therefore, this assessment does not relate to the particular
composition of the actual re-deposited material. In addition, and in reference to our comments on
section 3.3.5, given that there are relatively large sediment particles within the area, the smothering
effects of the sediment discharge on fish species and burial survival rate of aquatic lifeforms; need to
be reassessed.
The methodology on NIWA’s study in terms of burrowing mantis shrimps as stated on paragraph 12
and section 4.6.4 of the IA should be provided to understand where, when and how the study was
undertaken.
Based on figure 3.2, as previously mentioned, the composition of the sediments within the project
site needs to be confirmed. It is difficult to assess the number of days for recolonization to take place
when the sediment particle used in the assessment is in question. Besides this, environmental
factors applied during testing was not mentioned. We need this information to compare whether
this matches the environment within the project area.
Section 4.6.5 did not take into account the stability of deposited material given that this has been
disturbed and its impact on the recovery of lifeforms.

14.4 Cumulative Effects
Paragraph 1 of section 4.6.6 mentions that “The project has the potential to create elevated
suspended sediment concentrations, above those which are naturally occurring, immediately around
the operational area. However, this effect will not present issues in respect of cumulative ecological
effects with any other activities as there are no other activities within the STB area that will generate
sediment plumes as a result of their ongoing operation.”
The cumulative effects of the proposal do not relate only to sediment plumes. The proposal would
give rise to noise, seabed instability, behavioural effects on marine lifeforms, etc. Given that there
are established petroleum activities, particularly existing pipes within the seabed (potentially
creating seabed instability) including passing vessels and commercial fishing; the proposal should be
assessed in the context of cumulative effects alongside effects of such activities.

15. Trace Metal Effects on Sediment and Water Quality
Paragraph 2 of section 4.6.7 mentions that “AUT completed an analysis of the sediment content of
the acid volatile and sulphides and simultaneously extracted trace metals to determine the
concentrations of trace metals in suspensions of sediment in seawater.” We request the DMC to
provide us a copy of associated report which supports AUT’s analysis so we could review and
understand the procedure, analysis of the data and how the conclusion was reached. The summary
provided under section 4.6.7.2 did not give sufficient information to fully understand and confirm
the accuracy of the assessment.
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16. Marine Fauna Effects
Paragraph 2 of section 4.7.1.1 provides information on the distribution and abundance of fish
species using predictive models based on survey information conducted around NZ. We note that
any assessment which gives reference to this information is not specific to the project site and
surrounds, therefore should not be considered accurate.
Paragraph 4 of section 4.7.1.1 mentions that “majority of fish species will avoid becoming entrained
in any operational machinery associated with the project, particularly the crawler, as they will
typically be able to avoid areas of the physical disturbance.” Such “survival instinct” demonstrated by
fish species will result to the disappearance of fish within the project area and surrounds. We
request that this be appropriately assessed in terms of its impact on commercial and recreational
fishing and cultural values of iwi and hapu within the area.
Paragraph 8 of section 4.7.1.1 mentions that Lowe and Page have identified that suspended
sediment concentrations of 2 mg/L and 3 mg/L are the lowest levels that would be avoided by
pelagic and demersal fish respectively. Paragraph 9 mentioned that the only location where
suspended sediment concentrations would be perceptible above natural background limits is within
2 – 3 km of the source.
As mentioned previously, further information is required on the basis of using 38 μm particle size.
The combined assessment of sediment effects arising from simultaneous activities and its rationale
should be required. The IA has addressed the effects individually. Further to this, it is not clear why
the particle size of 38 μm was referenced while sediments within the project area vary from
coarse sand to very fine sand. The particle size of test sediments, whose results will form the basis
of the assessment of the sediment plume effects must be accurate. Besides this, the test has been
modelled in a controlled environment (jar test, desk-top study) and therefore has not taken into
account environmental factors that could affect test results and influence the reaction of sediments.
Paragraph 12 of section 4.7.1.1 mentions that “less than 1% of the area occupied by the different
fish species found in the STB would potentially be impacted by the project and that any effects
would be negligible or minor”. This statement needs to be strengthened by scientific reference.
Section 4.7.1.1 mentions that fish species have the ability to avoid or remove themselves from
unfavourable habitats (e.g. areas of high sedimentation). Although this safety behaviour aids the
survival of fish species, this would mean that the fish population within the affected areas will
diminish and in effect, impact on commercial and recreational fishing. The IA should adequately
assess the economic and social effects of the reduction of fish population within the area (area of
high sedimentation).
According to paragraph 14 of section 4.7.1.1 “The only species identified as being potentially affected
in a more than minor way was the eagle ray. This is due to 8% of its core distribution in the STB
coinciding with the area potentially impacted by the sediment plume.” There are a variety of fish
species caught within the project area as referenced in Appendix Two. Besides the eagle ray, the
impact of the discharged sediments on identified fish species should be addressed.
Paragraph 15 of section 4.7.1.1 mentions that “disturbance of sediment could enhance the
availability of food for fish (at least initially) as invertebrates are disturbed and potentially made
available for fish.” However, given that the IA argued that fish species will avoid the affected area
(with of high concentrations sedimentation), considering the merits of unearthing invertebrates as
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source of food is fruitless given that fish species are unlikely to be present due to unfavourable
conditions.
The IA confirms that the increase in sediments in the water column is unlikely to cause sub-lethal
effects or growth effects - except at the immediate source of the sediment plume. As previously
mentioned, the matters raised relating to the sedimentation test which influences sediment
reactions and plumes should be addressed before we could adequately analyse the IA. Besides this,
the IA did not include associated test reports undertaken by the applicant’s specialist to enable
submitters to seek a specialist to peer-review the reports.
Paragraph 4 of section 3.6.1.3 mentions that “there is evidence of spawning activity by 13 demersal
and pelagic fish species in the STB, along with juveniles of 24 species on areas with water depths
greater than 20 metres.” Paragraph 17 of section 4.7.1.1 mentions that “the project area is not
identified as being an important spawning area or juvenile nursery for any fish species.” Given that
the project area is located within the water depth of greater than 20 metres, proof of the later
statement should be provided. Given the difference in the information contained in both
paragraphs, the spawning values of the project area should be reviewed.
Paragraph 19 of section 3.6.1.3 acknowledges that the project area, in the context of the STB is
relatively small scale. The extent of the STB as applied in practical terms, covers the EEZ where it
aligns with the main towns of Opunake, Hawera, Patea, Waverley, Wanganui, Okato and Foxton. The
location of the project area covers only two main towns of Hawera and Patea. Based on this logic,
we feel that consideration of the entire STB in terms of the scale of the proposal is excessive and
does not give a realistic assessment of effects. In reference to the RMA process, the effects relate to
a district wide scale instead of a regional scale (compared to the scale of the entire STB).
The applicant has taken the average of test results (which applies to the project area and areas
covered by the sediment plume) in the context of a wider area (entire STB) where most of the area
within the STB is not affected. This ‘average’ approach should be reviewed to eliminate false
acceptable results. A realistic ‘effects-based boundary’ which adequately reflects the proportion of
area within the STB that is affected by the scale of the proposal should be considered.
The IA mentions that the project area has not been identified as providing extensive feeding grounds
for fish species within the STB. Appendix Two shows data of a variety of fish species including eels
caught within the project area. This indicates that food source is available in the project area which
attracts fish including eels to frequent the area. The IA should be amended to adequately reflect this
matter.
The IA mentions the light effects of the proposal. However, further information relating to the type,
number, location, intensity, etc. of lighting to be used by the proposal should be provided to review
its impact.
Section 4.7.1.2 mentions the applicant’s response in terms of the EPA’s query on the scale of fish
species in terms of Fisheries Management Area (FMA) and sometimes at the scale of the STB.
According to the applicant, the difference in approach related to set quotas assigned by MPI
Fisheries Assessment Working Groups and impacts have been assessed against these. For non-quota
species, no similar reference area is available, hence, a conservative approach is used in the
modelled domain area.
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We note that such differing approach could result to inaccurate assessment of the scale of fish
species within the survey area. It will not provide security to stakeholders that impacts on fish
species are adequately assessed at a local scale in accordance to the extent of the STB and FMA.

17. Management and Monitoring of Potential Effects on Fish
Section 4.7.1.3 mentions that the baseline monitoring of fish stocks should occur for a minimum
period of one year. The matters we’ve raised in our overall submission should be provided to give
further information and clarify inconsistencies. Once provided, we are able to review and comment
on the appropriate monitoring and management approach. It is likely that the IA including proposed
management and monitoring regimes will need to be amended to reflect the matters we’ve raised.
The IA acknowledges that seabirds such as the Gibson’s albatross, Westland petrel, sooty
shearwater, red-billed gull and little blue penguin are found throughout the entire coastline of NZ,
including the STB. Section 4.7.2.2 mentions that the overall effects of the proposal on such
seabirds, will be negligible. However, information in support of this statement is not included with
the application. The DMC should consider the validity of such statement in the absence of
supportive evidence.
Section 4.7.2.3 mentions that the proposal will only result in indirect negligible effects on seabirds.
However, this statement is not supported by scientific references or study to be able to review its
accuracy. In addition, given that the seabirds are located along the coastline of NZ, further
investigation on their ability to travel, forage and/or breed from one coastline to another, including
between the coastlines of the north and south islands, should be undertaken.
A Seabird Effects Mitigation and Management Plan is proposed to minimise any adverse effects on
seabird species. Given that further investigation is required, it is appropriate that this be provided at
first instance to fully understand the existing seabird population and their association with the
project area before an effective management plan. Besides this, the IA concludes that “the proposal
will only result in indirect negligible effects on seabirds.” If this is truly the case, we question the
reason why a Seabird Effects Mitigation and Management Plan is proposed by the applicant.

18. Noise Effects
Paragraph 3 of section 4.9.1 mentions that “a significant number of ship movements occur within 10
NM of the project area and this will have the effect of increasing existing noise levels by up to 132 dB
as a ship passes.” This is illustrated in Figure 3.9. An assessment of cumulative noise effects which
include noise arising from the proposal and established activities such as marine traffic should be
provided.
Paragraph 2 of section 4.9.2 mentions that “TTR have referenced the agreed noise limits against
the studies and reports provided by De Beers Marine from the Institute for Maritime Technology
(South Africa).” We reiterate the use of the words “The applicant “agreed” with the noise limit”.
This means that the applicant has a choice to meet or change the noise limits that best suits their
project. The noise limits should be reviewed by an independent party to eliminate bias. Besides
this, De Beers noise assessment report should be provided to enable this to be reviewed for
accuracy.
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Section 4.9 addresses noise effects. However, to better understand noise effects, the activities which
give rise to noise effects should be identified at first instance and the assessment be undertaken
systematically instead of a piecemeal approach. The noise levels of each noise producing activity
should be provided and combined noise effects of simultaneous activities should be assessed
accordingly.
Paragraph 4 of section 4.9.2.3 stated that “All of these frequencies are well above those predicted to
occur from the project”. The frequencies referred to in this paragraph should be provided so this
could be peer reviewed.
We note that the assessment takes into account noise arising from activities occurring at the same
time. The IA did not assess the combined noise levels of simultaneous activities and their effects. It
also did not take into account cumulative effects i.e. combined noise effects with noise arising
from activities within close proximity to the project area, for example the Kupe vessels and
passing ships.
Sections 4.9.2.1 and 4.9.2.2 and Table 4.11 set out the approximate noise levels arising from the
crawler, vessel, suction dredge and cutter suction. As mentioned previously, the IA did not address
the combined noise levels of the activities occurring at the same time. The cumulative noise effects
of such activities over and above the effects of noise producing activities such as passing ships
should be assessed. This would provide a better understanding of the maximum noise and
consequential damage arising from the project and other activities within the area.
The IA has assessed the noise impact of the project on dolphins and whales, marine mammals with
high tolerance noise levels. However, the noise impact on other fish species (refer to Appendix Two
– Commercial Catch-Data including Eel Catch-Data from 2005-2006 to 2015-2016) was not assessed.
Paragraph 5 of section 4.9.2.3 stated that “The noise from the project is generally toward the lower
end of the hearing threshold for dolphins and at the lower end of their vocalisation range, it is
concluded that effects will be less than had the sound been above 10 kHz.” Paragraph 10 of section
4.9.2.3 mentions that “While many fish species hear in the range of about 30 kHz to 1 kHz, some fish
can hear up to 3 kHz. It is concluded that there will not be any negative communication effects for
fish when considering the noise generated as a result of the project.”
The information contained in paragraphs 5 and 10 contradicts each other: there are noise effects if
the sound is above 10 kHz; there are no negative communication effects for fish with hearing
threshold between 1 and 30 kHz. The identified inconsistencies should be clarified.
Paragraphs 6 and 7 of section 4.9.2.3 state the potential noise effects of the project and potential
impact types of the noise. However, the IA has not provided an assessment of these effects:
communication, behaviour, loss of hearing and tissue damage on fish species. An assessment of the
noise impact of the proposal not only on marine mammals but also on other fish species (includes
indigenous, threatened species) should be assessed.
Section 4.9.2.5 provides management measures to control noise effects and particularly, limiting the
combined noise levels of the IMV and crawler. It is not clear if the IA considered, particularly the
combined noise emissions from the IMV and crawler including the suction dredge and cutter suction.
There may be other associated noise producing activities. As mentioned, the IA has not identified all
of the noise source of the project.
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Paragraph 2 of section 4.9.2.5 provides measures in reducing any potential noise effects on marine
mammal. However, the effects on other fish species are not addressed, given that they are found
within the project area (refer to Appendix Two). This should also be assessed.

19. Human Health Effects of the Discharge Activities
Paragraph 8 of Section 4.10.2.1 mentions the contaminants contained in the sediment discharge.
Further, it states that “copper in concentrations usually encountered in food or water is not
considered a direct health risk under the New Zealand Drinking Water Guidelines (based on the
World Health Organisation guidelines)”. Paragraph 9 of Section 4.10.2.1 concluded that any
elevations of copper or nickel in seafood, if they were to arise, will be below the amounts of any
consequence for human health as a result of consumption of contaminated food. However,
compounding effects of regular ingestion of contaminated food for a prolonged period of 35 years
(life of the project) have not been investigated and should be considered.
The project site and surrounding area is known to local commercial fishermen and local community
to have abundant and varied fish species and shellfish. Seafood contaminated with copper and nickel
caught within the STB, although argued to have no human consequences, could affect the “fresh”
quality and ‘clean and green’ image of NZ. This in effect could impact on the economic status of NZ’s
international and local seafood market.
On 20 June 2013, Fonterra made a public announcement that although there are no proven health
consequences, they won't collect milk from any landfarms because testing for petrochemical
contaminants in the milk would cost $80,000 a year. They also rejected an oil and gas industry offer
to pay for testing. This is an example of a company who took the stance of protecting the safety of
their product including their international market which values NZ’s ‘fresh’, ‘clean and green’ image.
The DMC should consider the impact of the proposal to NZ’s international and national seafood
market (economic loss).

20. Cultural Values Assessment
An attempt has been made through an independent consultant to provide a focus on Ngati Ruanui
cultural values. Ngati Ruanui rejects in total the cultural values assessment as submitted.
The applicant is aware of the position of Ngati Ruanui; in that we are unable to provide a cultural
assessment if we do not have all the environmental information to determine the degree of impact
upon our people.
It is important for Ngati Ruanui to be recognised by the system that controls or manages the natural
resources in Aotearoa/New Zealand, in this case the EPA. The EPA in accepting the Cultural Values
Assessment in the first instance has not afforded this recognition to Ngati Ruanui.
Ngati Ruanui also has extensive evidence of on-going dialogue with the applicant through into 2016
about the release of information, the process about the release of this information and concerns
expressed about the method of engagement and communication. The applicant’s legal adviser
acknowledged concerns about communication and methods of engagement.

Page 29 of 121

Te Runanga o Ngati Ruanui Trust Submission -TTRL
The proposal of commissioning an expert to overview relevant cultural issues was communicated
with Ngati Ruanui in correspondence dated 17th of February 2016. However, it was understood to
be on the basis that that there would be further dialog and contact; which did not occur. While draft
conditions were forwarded to us, Ngati Ruanui never received the cultural impact assessment prior
to the application being notified.
The approach taken by the applicant is offensive to Ngati Ruanui in that to provide any cultural view
connection and consultation must be made directly with the people of Ngati Ruanui; no contact has
ever been made in this regard by the author of the Cultural Values Assessment.
Te Poihi Campbell, a Ngāti Ruanui descendant brought up in Ōhangai /Meremere District, South
Taranaki and frequently utilises and fish Tāngāhoe and Manutahi River Mouth, has prepared the
following Cultural Values Assessment:
“5.6…..as such, the purpose of this report is not to purport to convey the view of Ngati Ruanui in
any way. Rather it outlines general Māori values and concepts in the hope to provide some
understanding of the potential impacts of the TTR application on Ngāti Ruanui and to assist in
considering measures to mitigate impacts on Ngāti Ruanui should the application be granted.”
The statement above (5.6) clearly defines that the report does not convey a Ngāti Ruanui view or
perspective in anyway. Despite a number of references in relation to Ngāti Ruanui i.e. people, place
and culture, from a number of historical writings, it is my view that the report should not be seen as
a replacement or substitute to a Ngāti Ruanui holistic welfare perspective in regards to cultural
values. The Cultural Values Assessment and Analysis report presented by Tahu Pōtiki in essence
outlines a broad understanding of a number of cultural values, practices, concepts and protocols,
commonly termed as “Mātauranga Māori” or Māori Knowledge. Ngāti Ruanui has its own cultural
perspectives that derive from Ngāti Ruanui historical narratives and storylines as presented in this
document.
The following is an example of a Ngāti Ruanui cultural view in regards to the health and wellbeing of
its people in relation to the health and wellbeing of the environment and how these two entities are
intricately interconnected. It will clarify the importance of personal interrelationship and terms of
engagement. It will also clarify the strong Ngāti Ruanui stance to defend and protect what Ngāti
Ruanui views as being a imperative to its survival i.e. health and wellbeing of the people and
environment.
A Ngati Ruanui whakataukī or proverb will be used in this document to demonstrate this view.
Whakataukī (Proverb) “HE TANGATA TŌ MUA, HE WHENUA TŌ MURI”
The above Ngāti Ruanui proclamation is one example that forms the basis of the values and ideals
that are firmly held by Ngāti Ruanui. It also creates a platform that assists the articulation of these
values. By way of background, this proclamation directly translated as ‘the man first: the land after’1
was coined at a Hui held at Manawapou, South Taranaki in April 1854. The focus of the discussions
at that Hui was for Ngāti Ruanui and others to oppose the selling of their lands to the Pākehā and
maintain sovereignty over their lands during this period. Ngāti Ruanui people share genealogical
spiritual links with their natural home environment and is intricately interconnected. Intrinsically,
the welfare and state of the people depend directly on the welfare and state of the environment, in
this case the land. Accordingly, if the integrity of the land was compromised and the tenure ship of

1

Sole, Tony; Ngati Ruanui a History pg.219
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the land was lost the outcome would be cultural, physical and spiritual deprivation of the people.
Denied access to the lands and not having the meaningful pathway to oppose the punitive actions of
others imposed a deep sense of disempowerment among the people which still resonates today.
History, in particular Taranaki history, has been well catalogued and the traumatic effects have been
well documented.
The following paragraphs gives meaning and understanding of the whakataukī in the context of
building interpersonal relationships and skills between people-people, and people- environment.
HE TANGATA TŌ MUA
He tangata tō mua “The Man First”.
As with many Māori phrases there are multiple layers of meaning. In the first instance, the phrase
highlights the importance of people (tangata) i.e. people’s health and wellbeing, people’s birth
rights, people’s ideas, people’s beliefs and concepts and in this case Ngāti Ruanui’s health and
wellbeing, Ngāti Ruanui’s birth rights, Ngāti Ruanui’s ideas, beliefs and concepts.
He tangata tō mua “Engagement in person”
An important component of interpersonal engagement is meeting in person (Tangata tō mua –
person to the fore) i.e. physically meeting to discuss issues with the intention to reach a point of
resolution that satisfies all parties. A ‘win-win’ outcomes is always preferable but in the event that a
resolution has not been reached, then the discussions continue. Time is ‘not’ of the essence. The
outcome of the discussion will take as long as it takes to reach a desired outcome. This engagement
process is in accordance with Ngāti Ruanui tikanga (Tangata tō mua – people being seen, people
being heard).
He tangata tō mua “Advocates of people and place”
This phrase expresses human endurance. Ngāti Ruanui people are determined to maintaining and
sustaining great health and wellbeing of people and place. It is implicit that Ngāti Ruanui
descendants fiercely protect the health and wellbeing of its people and place, which incorporates
cultural preferences, psychological and mental health and the physical and spiritual elements of
both people and place. Subsequently, Ngāti Ruanui will avoid any proposal where there maybe
factors of ambiguity that has the potential to compromise the integrity of people of place.
He tangata tō mua “Prosperity for future generations”
The above phrase also recognises the tenacity, courage and attitude of Ngāti Ruanui to prosper as a
people. It is not of Ngāti Ruanui’s interest to deliberately equivocate future endeavours. On the
contrary, Ngāti Ruanui is a staunch advocate of initiating innovative projects and progressing
kaupapa with caution that will benefit the wider community.
HE WHENUA TŌ MURI
He whenua tō muri “Protectors of the land”
To give this phrase context, land has and still is viewed as a treasured “taonga”. A tangible taonga
intricately intertwined with spiritual essence and significance. Accordingly, both the physical
environment and spiritual aspects are acknowledged. Ngāti Ruanui does not view land as an asset or
commodity to spoil, but rather a taonga that can be utilized by firstly enhancing the status of the
taonga i.e. promoting bounty and produce to flourish. It is only the excess of the bounty that is
extracted for use. This cultivating process of the taonga does not deplete the vitality of the taonga
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at any stage because enhancement measures are put in place prior to harvesting. The same process
can be applied to the other aspects of the natural world including forest, waterways and sea.
It is important to note that in my view the health and wellbeing of these natural environs directly
reflect the health and wellbeing of the people; psychologically, spiritually, culturally and physically
consciously or unconsciously.
The above narrative gives a small insight into a Ngāti Ruanui perspective in regards to the health and
wellbeing of its people in relation to the health and wellbeing of the environment. It acknowledges
the personal interrelationship engagement practices and ideals that Ngāti Ruanui view as a central
to forming positive relations. This document also gives a Ngāti Ruanui explanation of the concept
around ‘taonga’, the physical and spiritual value of taonga.
Ngāti Ruanui is ardent in its approach to protect its views and perspective as did the tupuna of Ngāti
Ruanui at Manawapou in April 1854 where the exclamation was coined ‘He tangata tō mua, he
whenua tō muri’, an enduring legacy relevant to this generation and future generations to come.
Ngati Ruanui will provide further evidence of cultural impact through the hearing process.

20.1 Te Tai Hauauru Fisheries Forum
Ngati Ruanui rejects the report of the Te Tai Fisheries Forum as a means to understand local
indigenous knowledge. The lack of substantive engagement with Ngati Ruanui undermines any view
that the report is able to recognise kaitiakitanga; there was no hui arranged with Ngati Ruanui and
therefore no understanding of our concerns or identification of issues.
The identified 27 sites are not accurate in the way they purport to determine the degree of effect on
customary fishing areas.
The identification of cultural monitoring sites, page 151 of IA, is not based upon local customary
fishing areas, which are of importance to Ngati Ruanui. Ngati Ruanui has identified reefs and river
mouth interfaces that will be impacted, including the area between Hawera and Patea which is
noted as being dismissed by the Te Tai Fisheries Forum report.
The suggested conditions are weak in that they provide a means to compensate for damage caused,
where any consent condition or adaptive management should be based upon the principle of
protection.

20.2 Cultural Effects Mitigation
The cultural effects mitigation is based upon a monitoring reference group who would oversee
potential cultural impacts and interface with other technical monitoring groups. The adequacy of the
suggested mitigation cannot be determined given that environmental and cultural impact has not
been identified through the application process to date. On this basis, Ngati Ruanui rejects the form
and content of the suggested condition at this stage.
Ngati Ruanui understands that adaptive management principles may involve condition setting to
offset environmental and cultural impact.
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20.3 Commercial Fishing Effects
Ngati Ruanui holds commercial fishing interests, shares and quota through Ngati Ruanui Fishing
Limited.
Displacement of fish species within the project area and the overall effect of the sediment plume on
commercial fishing interests are of concern. The range and quantity of fish species within the project
area is detailed in Appendix Two.
TTRL has failed to address the potential impact on commercial fishing including the potential
impact upon on inshore fisheries. The abundance of fish species within the project area and
indicative of the overall fishing resource that is likely to be impacted. It is of concern that there
are few conclusive statements in TTRL’s assessment. Throughout this section the impact is
dependent on the plume effect and the extent of the plume, which we note is still uncertain and
unable to be quantified.
The displacement on fish species effect is not well understood and displacement from the project
area will be much larger than predicted, when considering noise, sediment plume, optical and
vibration impacts.
The release of potential toxic heavy metals within the plume has not been addressed in respect of
affecting fish species and the impact this could have on the commercial catch of fish. The economic
impact of this effect could have is significant not just locally but nationally. Ngati Ruanui seeks
further information on this potential impact.
There is a huge uncertainty about the impact and cumulative impact upon commercial fisheries and
Ngati Ruanui considered that the impact on the commercial fishing stock should to be carefully
considered in conjunction with the overall environmental impact.

20.4 Ngāti Ruanui
The commentary consultation outcomes with Ngati Ruanui are considered misleading and
inaccurate.
Extensive dialogue and discussion has occurred both directly with TTR representatives and TTR’s
legal advisors. Our engagement with TTR has recently been highlighted to the EPA and the TTR’s
legal advisor as follows:
1.

“Our minutes of the meeting with TTR on the 3rd of September 2015 do not indicate
any explicit commitment to undertake a cultural impact assessment. While we
acknowledge that a cultural impact assessment and the possibility of assembling
cultural impact material was discussed, that was in the context of full disclosure of
information by TTR. It has been the standard practice of Ngati Ruanui over a number
of years’ experience in dealing with oil and mineral companies to require such full
disclosure before commenting on cultural impacts. Full disclosure of information is
deemed necessary by Ngati Ruanui to enable cultural impact to be fully understood
and this approach is now recognised and published by MBIE as part of its best
practice operating principles. We note further that you acknowledged our concerns
with the process of information exchange in a letter to me as Ngati Ruanui’s Chief
Executive on the 17th of February 2016.
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2.

The proposal of commissioning an expert to overview relevant cultural issues was also
raised with Ngati Ruanui in your 17th of February 2016 letter. However, this was
understood to be on the basis that that there would be further dialog and contact,
which did not occur. While draft conditions were forwarded to us, Ngati Ruanui never
received the cultural impact assessment commissioned prior to the application being
notified.

3.

In the course of our engagement, Ngati Ruanui appealed to TTR to understand the
compromising situation it was put in with the Taranaki Iwi chair leading discussion on
this application. Ngati Ruanui has strong whakapapa links with Taranaki iwi and, as
whanaunga Iwi, must uphold and prioritise the mana of that relationship. Ngati
Ruanui extended good-will beyond all normal best practises to engage with TTR.
There were lengthy discussions and suggestions made by Ngati Ruanui on how to
proceed in a manner which would leave everyone’s mana intact, which the chair of
TTR refused to address. This was acknowledged in a discussion I had with you on the
27th of January 2016.

Ngati Ruanui strongly objects to the allegation that it has failed to deliver on an agreed position in
respect of the Cultural Impact Assessment. TTRL’s advisors continued to acknowledge the need to
have further discussion and engagement about cultural impacts in the context of meetings and in
the context of full disclosure of information.
In our view, the simplistic overview provided in your letter of the 11th of October is not reflective of
the many exchanges that have occurred about this matter and clearly purport to depict Ngati Ruanui
as not engaging while, to the contrary, engagement was occurring at the highest level between the
TTRL and Ngati Ruanui.
Our door remains open, but we will continue to insist on full disclosure and being treated with
respect and in good faith.”
(Letter to: Atkins, Holm, Majurey - copied to EPA from Debbie Ngarewa-Packer Kaiarataki)

21. Recreation and Tourism Effects
The dismissal of potential and actual impacts on recreational and tourism is disappointing in that the
assessment carried out appears to be very much a desktop exercise with little understanding of the
local and regional context. Much of the South Taranaki District’s tourist and recreational potential is
focused on its coastal interface and the coastal towns and settlements that provide gateways to
interact with the ocean and foreshore.
The South Taranaki District Council actively promotes the district as having world class fishing
opportunities and surf breaks. This is a key part of the Council economic strategy.
The township of Patea has a significant investment in its beach and fishing interests that cannot be
overlooked as a key part of the townships economic base.
TTRL has failed to provide an economic analysis of potential impact on tourism; existing or potential.
The impact of smothered reefs, a decline in recreational fishing and loss of water clarity could
significantly influence tourist and recreational opportunities and ultimately the attractiveness of the
South Taranaki District.
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Further detailed analysis is required to determine the impact.
We note that recreation including tourism activities were undertaken using aerial survey (desk-top
study). The submissions from that local recreational fishing clubs and local commercial and
recreational fishermen will give the DMC a more “on the ground” information about recreational
fishing within the area.
The matters we have raised relating to the overall sedimentation assessment would affect the
operational sediment plume model. We note that this model would need to be amended to reflect
critical matters we have raised in our submission.

22. Proposed Consent Conditions
Ngati Ruanui notes the nature of the conditions proposed are not precautionary but rather based
upon the fact that extensive monitoring will ensure environmental impact is kept within agreed
parameters.
Environmental monitoring and agreed standards can only be assessed when there is a clear and
precise understanding of environmental impact and the effect created both in the short and long
term. Impacts and understanding regarding sediment and plume effects have not been resolved to
enable Ngati Ruanui to understand the environmental impact. The withholding of sediment control
information has been frustrating and unproductive in what should be an open and transparent
disclosure for all parties.
Besides this, given that the nature and scope of effects and affected areas (offshore of Hawera,
Patea, Waverley and Wanganui) including the EPA’s Wellington based office, the DMC should
consider the ability of EPA staff to overall enforce and monitor the activity (24-hour operation)
based on logistics, hours of operation and absence of local on-the-ground staff.
Therefore, we are not in position to determine if the condition setting accurately reflects a suitable
set of measures which firstly provide ongoing protection to the environment and secondly set
boundaries and parameters for robust monitoring. Ngati Ruanui would be encouraged by inclusion
in any discussion relating to mitigation measured against revealed impacts directly with the DMC.

23. Adaptive Management
Paragraph 5 of section 7.7 mentions that “Given the findings of this IA on potential effects of the
activity on the environment and existing interests, it is considered that the marine consents can be
granted as sought, and no further consideration needs to be given to an adaptive management
approach in accordance with section 61(3) of the EEZ Act.”
Based on the matters we’ve raised in our submission, Ngati Ruanui believes that there is
fundamental duty under the EEZ Act to consider an Adaptive Management approach. We do not
agree with TTRL that “adaptive management approach” should not be considered.
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24. Duration of Consent
Paragraph 1 of section 7.8 mentions that TTR is requesting the marine consents and marine
discharge consents be granted for the maximum allowable duration, being 35 years under section 73
and section 87H (2) of the EEZ Act.
Until all the matters we’ve raised has been addressed and we fully understand the effects of the
proposal, it is appropriate that the DMC decline the application. We are able comment on the
duration of the consent, subject to further clarification and correction of inconsistencies and errors
raised. Without these, we are inhibited to provide a well-informed analysis and submission.

25. Submissions from Ngati Ruanui’s Descendants and Interested Parties
Ngati Ruanui’s submission is lodged on behalf of 7,481 registered descendants. Some of Ngati
Ruanui’s hapu descendants and interested parties (approximately 1,220 submissions) have lodged
their submissions through our website opposing the application. We lodge their submission
alongside our submission (refer to Appendix Three).

26. Conclusions
Ngati Ruanui has reviewed TTRL’s application. Overall, we have identified several concerns on the
information provided. For this reason, we oppose the application and consider that the DMC should
decline the application. We conclude that the proposed conditions are based on inaccurate,
inadequate and inconsistent information and therefore are flawed.
We sought further information to clarify such ‘flaws’. This relates to the following key points (but not
limited to):
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

The source of sediment samples tested should be confirmed and should reflect the actual
proposed mining site;
The tested sediment samples were collected by TTRL with no appropriate collection
methodology. This should be collected by a third party – suitably qualified specialist, in
accordance to appropriate collection methodology.
The sediment samples tested should reflect the layers of the seabed floor up to 11 metres
deep.
The same sediment samples tested should be used for all of the test (sediment plume
modelling, optical effects test and others) for consistency.
The sediment samples tested should be based on the particle size of actual sediments
sourced from the mining site and actual particle size of processed de-ored sediments;
The application does not specifically detail the particle size of extracted seabed material and
processed de-ored seabed material to be discharged,
The pressure arising from the suctioning process and discharge points have not been
mentioned.
The dilution factor used in sediment plume and optical tests should be confirmed.
The sediment plume modelling should reflect the combined sediment discharge arising from
activities occurring at the same time within a 24-hour process: drilling, extraction, discharge
and deposition of de-ored sediments;
The cumulative effects of the activities should be assessed.
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The testing of sediments is undertaken in a controlled laboratory environment and does not
take into account the existing marine environment and natural environmental factors that
could affect the behaviour of the sediments; Most of the assessment of effects are desk top
modelling and does not reflect “on the ground” environment.
The overall assessment methodology for the flocculation, sediment settling and resuspension rate needs further clarification;
Some sections of the IA do not include assessment methodology and supporting scientific
references;
The validity of using averaged results in the overall assessment of effects should not be
applied. This discounts outlying values (worst case scenario);
Clarification and rationale for the use of 50%, 90% and 99% percentile;
Clarification on the economic and social benefits;
Clarification on the extraction and reinstatement process;
Vibration and erosion effects should be addressed.

Based on the above, it is unlikely to provide a well-informed comment on the proposed conditions
which is based on inconsistent, inadequate and erroneous information. We believe that the raised
matters should be clarified and further information provided. We believe that the sediment and
optical tests should be amended to accurately reflect the matters we’ve raised. It is therefore
premature, at this stage, to conclude that the proposal will safeguard the life-supporting capacity of
the marine environment. It is also inconclusive at this stage, to ascertain the overall economic
benefit of the proposal and to see its merits over and above adversarial effects on marine habitat
and lifeforms including people.
Iron sand is not a renewable resource and therefore, continued use of non-renewable resource will
result to permanent loss. Such use is not consistent with the government’s focus on using renewable
resource to support the needs of the current and future generations.
Ngati Ruanui considers that one of the challenges is to balance the pressures for exploitation against
conservation interests and the need for precaution, when knowledge is poor, to ensure long-term
sustainability and the resilience of the marine ecosystem functions.
Ngati Ruanui has not undertaken any cultural impact assessment and does not endorse the cultural
assessment provided by TTRL. On this basis, we conclude that the application does not adequately
assess the cultural impact of the proposal on local iwi.

27. Other Matters
Ngati Ruanui is concerned about the manner in which the application by TTRL has been managed by
the EPA. The overall interaction with the EPA has been frustrating and challenging to obtain
information and clarity on the application as lodged. Ngati Ruanui continues to question the ability
of EPA to determine that this application even today represents a complete application especially
given the absence of appropriate cultural impact statements.
The time required to assess an application of this size should have been realised by the EPA from the
outset and not through an application to extend the time frame. Further, we note the considerable
lengths required to be taken by submitters to obtain the “redacted application information” through
the Environment Court, which confirmed our original and on-going position about this information in
that it should never have been redacted in the first place.
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Overall, the challenges to simply access the entire application and to be able to review the
application and make a well-informed submission within a realistic time frame brings into question
the competence of the EPA in managing applications of this nature. The EPA should review their
process to ensure that the public’s interest and ability to access transparent application is not
complicated, time consuming and expensive.
Ngati Ruanui will be seeking an independent review of the EPA’s competence and practices in
parallel with this application.
Ngati Ruanui wish to be heard in support of our submission.
28. Appendices
Appendix One: Te Runanga o Ngati Ruanui Trust’s Completed Submission Form
Appendix Two: Commercial Catch-Data (Including Eel Catch-Data) from 2005-2006 to 2015-2016
Appendix Three: Submissions from Other Parties
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Submissions from Ngati Ruanui descendants and interested parties
Submission from Roma Breiner
Submission from Taiporohenui Marae Trustees
Submission from Hemi Ngarewa
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Appendix One: Te Runanga o Ngati Ruanui Trust’s Completed Submission Form

Page 39 of 121

Te Runanga o Ngati Ruanui Trust Submission -TTRL

Page 40 of 121

Te Runanga o Ngati Ruanui Trust Submission -TTRL
Appendix Two: Commercial Catch-Data (Including Eel Catch-Data) from 2005-2006 to 2015-2016
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Appendix Three: Submissions from Other Parties
(1) Submissions from Ngati Ruanui descendants and interested parties
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Excel Spreadsheet showing the name, city, country and date of signing submission to oppose the
application (no comments included)
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