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To whom it may concern

Please find my submission on the Trans-Tasman Resources Limited iron sand extraction and

processing application (EEZ000011) below.

Please reply to this email in case there is a problem with this submission.

Sincerely,
Andrew Purser

SUBMISSION FORM

Marine Consents and Marine Discharge Consents Application



po esperson ax:

Spokesperson Postal address:

3. Electronic correspondence:

I can receive electronic copies of information and updates.



4. Do you wish to speak to your submission at the hearing?

I/We wish to speak about my / our submission at the hearing.

I/We intend to have expert witnesses to support my/our submission.

5. What decision do you want the EPA to make and why?

Decision: Decline

My reasons for seeking this decision are:

Trans Tasman Resources Limited (TTR) wants to mine iron sand in the South Taranaki
Bight for the next 35 years. It has applied for marine discharge consents to extract and
process iron sand within 65.76 square kilometres (km2) of seabed. TTR proposes to extract
and export up to 5 million tonnes of iron sand per year.
I oppose the application in full as the proposed mining will devastate the marine
environment within the mining area and have significant and unacceptable negative impacts
on the surrounding marine area. The application does not satisfy the purpose of the 2012
Act. As with the first application, the uncertainties in the scope and significance of the
potential adverse environmental effects mean it should be denied. Uncertainties and effects
related to primary productivity and benthic effects and consequent ecosystem effects as well
as the impacts on existing interests, notably iwi and fishing interests also mean the
application should again be denied. Taking into account effects on marine mammals, the
importance o f protecting rare and vulnerable ecosystems and the habitats o f threatened
species, the lack of clarity about economic effects, it is clear that that the life-supporting
capacity of the environment would not be safeguarded and that the adverse effects of the
proposal could not be adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated.

As kaitiakitanga or stewards of the ocean we must protect our marine environment from
such destructive practices. This is the second application; the first was quite rightly declined
in 2014. This is for the same activity and is just as damaging. It is unacceptable that the
public and iwi must oppose such applications, especially where industry continue to fund
repeat applications in the hope that the outcome will be different.

I oppose the application for the following reasons:

1. THE PROPOSED SEABED MINING ACTIVITY WILL BE IN BREACH OF

DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL LAW

A. Statutory Regime: The application does not satisfy the requirements of the EEZ and
Continental Shelf (Environmental Effects) Act 2012 (EEZ/CS Act). The assessment of
environmental effects is flawed, being based on inadequate scientific research. The applicant
has failed to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects to the marine environment.



B. Repeated Application: This application follows a previous application by TTR to mine
iron sands from the seabed in the same location in 2013. That application was declined by
the Decision Making Committee (DMC) as being insufficient in terms of analysis of effects
to the environment. TTR states that it has updated its assessment in order that it should now
be able to set this issue aside. The new information provided by TTR fails once again to
adequately address environmental and other concerns and should once again be declined.
There is not even certainty that TTR itself intends to carry out the mining. There is a
possibility that it may just sell the consent, leaving further uncertainty on who would do the
mining and how.

C. Treaty breach: The application fails to provide active protection of Maori interests and
taonga (particularly over fisheries), but also negates kaitiakitanga (or stewardship) by
tangata whenua over the environment.

D. International Law: The application fails to apply key international treaties to which New
Zealand is a party including the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, the
1992 Convention on Biological Diversity and the 1986 Noumea Convention. By allowing
this application to proceed New Zealand will be in breach of its obligation under these
conventions and international law including to protect and preserve the marine environment.

E. Precautionary Approach: The applicant has not provided a robust application proving that
their proposal is safe for the marine environment and poses no threat to future sustainability.
Taking a precautionary approach to major projects of this nature is internationally
recognised and legally required.

The EPA must apply the precautionary approach to this application and apply the provisions
of s10, s59(2) and 61 of the EEZ CS Act to ensure that the marine environment is protected.

2. THE APPLICANT, TTR, HAS FAILED TO CARRY OUT ADEQUATE
CONSULTATION

A. Consultation: The applicant's consultation has been incomplete, insufficient and lacking
integrity in the sharing of information. The information shared at meetings held by the
applicant has been selective and inadequate. Despite, opposition from local iwi and tangata
whenua, TTR has failed a second time to adequately engage. This has led to great difficulty
for interested and affected parties to form an understanding of the total proposal and effects
of the application.

B. The time frame for the submission process is too short. The Assessment of Effects alone
is 320 pages long and its appendices 514 pages. There are over forty other reports attached
to the application. Four weeks is simply an unrealistic timeframe for anyone who holds
down a family and a full time job to read through and understand this volume of information
in order to put forward a comprehensive submission.

C. The Applicant has attempted to further reduce public scrutiny by applying to keep
important environmental information secret.



3. THE PROPOSED MINING ACTIVITY WILL DEGRADE AND IRREVERSIBLE

DESTROY OUR MARINE ENVIRONMENT

A. Direct Effects to Seabed Ecology: The seafloor supports a wide variety of organisms,
including plants, mussels and other shellfish, worms and crustaceans, which in turn support
an extremely healthy fishery through a complex food web. The suction dredging crawler
will suck up to 8000 tonnes per hour and remove the entire top surface of the seabed to a
depth ofup to 11 metres. It is certain that any plants or animals living in the sediment from
the 65 km2 excavation hole will be destroyed during the mining and sorting process, turning
the mined area plus a significant area around the mining sites, into a dead zone. Any plants
or animals living on the seafloor at the tailing site will be smothered and killed.
Regeneration times are unknown, if even regeneration is possible.

B. Indirect Impact to Seabed Ecology: Indirect impacts of the seabed mining are more
varied and complex and cover a much larger area of the STB - perhaps as much as an order
of magnitude larger than the mining zone. Many of these impacts are associated with the
sediment plume generated by the mining and include changes to the physical, chemical and
biological character of the water column and sealloor, which in turn alters ecosystem
function and resilience of plants and animals all the way up through the food web, living in
both the water column and on the sealloor. Many of the changes caused by the plume may
not be immediately lethal, but instead are certain to stress the plants and animals in the water
column and on the sea floor causing a reduction in plant and animal species diversity and
abundance as well as ecosystem health and resilience over time.

C. Plume impacts: Sediment plumes consist of fine sediment that can remain in suspension
for days at a time (as opposed to sand, which is heavier and will fall back to the seabed
quickly). Sediment plumes are created at the time of mining and when the unwanted sand is
dumped back down on the seafloor. The sediment plume will reduce the ability for life to
exist in the surrounding area of the mining site. The plumes will impact phytoplankton and
zooplankton and light penetration, affecting the food web. The discharged material is also
chemically altered and will create adverse effects to the marine life, notably fish and larger
marine mammals in the area. In total, the biology will be tremendously altered and
recolonisation will be a very slow process. The re-establishment of balanced seafloor
biology may take decades.
TTR have proposed use of flocculation, whereby fine sediments combine with other
materials to sink faster, to reduce the projected effects of the plume from what was modelled
in the previous application. There is great uncertainty around the ability of TTR to maintain
sediment particle size, and around whether or to what extent the mitigation effect will be
achieved. TTR in its first application ignored flocculation; now it relies on it as a primary
mitigation technique. As the first DMC found, the proposed mining would have effects on
the primary productivity of the STB, there would be decreases in both water column
(phytoplankton) and benthic primary productivity that could result in a reduction of total
primary production in the STB in the order of 10% and a reduction in energy input into the
seabed ecosystem of up to 36%, there are likely to be significant effects on benthic
productivity in areas under the sediment plume, and there is considerable uncertainty in
predicting effects on the wider ecosystem and food web of the STB.


