
nppman:nbrrm."remrffit

Form A: Administration
You must lully complete both this corer form and all other rclated brms. Provide as much detail as you
can. We reguest that, where possible, you providc clcc{r,onlc copics of .ny supponing lntom.tion (for
exemple, on cO). Doing so may rcduce adminislrative costs charged to you.

Unless we advise otherwise, you Ehould also consult with any perEon or pafty who may be interested in or
affect€d by your proposal. You should provido details of this consultiation, including written approval ftom
th€se parties if possible. A form is amilable to help you with this, available on our rvebsiie or by contac{ing
our office.

You mual p.y the requar€d tniti.l d6po3iufce whcn you submll your content epplic.tion loms.

lf Purchace Order numberc rre nggulr€d lor my futurc lnvoldng rclrting to monitoring and annual
chalgso $en thls !6 the responslblllty ot the Consent Holder lo provlde,

Failuretoprovidetherequiredinformdionandpaymertwill delaytheprocessingofyourapplication. lfyou
do not provlde adequate informafon hen we wlll not be able to process your appllcatlon, and Wll retum it
to you. lf you do not pay the requked fees, we may stop processing your application until payment is
received.

. Remernber to sign and date all iorms.

Please make sure you read and understand lhe information sectlon at the end of this form. lf you need any
further h€lp, please phone our Resource Use st8ff on 000 Ar0 102.

1 Appllcant details
For lndlvldu.h, you must providE the full names of all individuals (sucfi as John Robert Smith and Mary Jane Williams).
For comprnlc3 and other lncoDoruEd cntlde! you must provide the company name and regi.sfaton number. You must also provide lhe name of a
psBon or p€rsons rvho will rBprosent your oornpany and ba r€sponsibl€ fur the application.
For prrhershlps and unlncorponted cnttlea (such as pdvate or famlly trusE or unincorporated socletiB) we must have the detalls of all aulhorised
partners, trustees, members or oficers. We may also request a copy of your society's rules to verify your ststus as a formal body or society.

Full namey's of appllcant
This is the namds that the consent will
be issued to.

We will not accept applications made
in the name of unregistered
compani€8.

Director/M inister/Chief Executive:

Appllcant's postal address

Applicant's residential
addreee
tf dlfferent tom postal address

Doc# 1564108



Name/company name t J-r;\..-l- l3r.\l",-
Contact person &'> arJL: a^p .

Postal address -ir> {4o< 10\14
t-J - ^.lr^7z-.u-1

Emalladdress I--lr:r,ttn^1}r. r,r*r€ - tr\ - A 2
Phone number/s Home: Business:

Mobile: t)?1 2k\ )4 t-F. Fax:

2 Application consultanUagent details fif appticabte)

3 Parlnership / Unincorporated entity detalls
For p.rlncEhlps or unlncorporrted cntlu.s (such as private or Emily trusts or unincorporated bodies or sociefies) you musl provide details of all
authodsed partneE, bustees or mgmbe_q.. Any consent gmnted will lhen lnclude the6e names, and all indMduals witiAe legalty responsible forthe
consent and any associated costs. Should these persons change, then you must nofi! us.

Name of person:
Status (such as partner or trustee):
Residential address:

lnclude details o, any furlher partnersltrusEeey'members on a separate page lf necessary.

4 Who should we send application conespondence to?

O Applicant @"ConsultanUAgent

Preferred address for service

dn"rio"ntial address {ro"r"raddress O ox number d =^ u

Note: all costs will be lnvolced dlrectly to the applicant

Status (sr.rch as partner or trustee):
Residentlal address:

Name of personl
Status (such as partnerortrusteo)i
Resldential address:

Status (such as partner ortrustee):
Residential addr€ss:

Name of person:
StAtUS (such as partner or trustee):
Resldentlal addreBB:

Doc# 1564108
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5 Provide a brief description of the activity to which your application(s) relates

Tick the type/s ot rcsource consenUs you are seeklng fiom Waikaio Feglonal Councll.
lf you are replacing any cxisting or previous consents, please also re@rd the consent numbe(sl in the spac€ below.
Remember that br each consent applicalion you must conplete the relevant 'activlty form' (Form B). bepending on the scale and complexity of
your application(s), you may also be requircd to preparu a furlher supporting assessment of erivironm6ntal bfeas-(nge).

',6 co"suat permh
For activities that are within the coastal marine area (CMA).

Previous @nsent number/s

O Piscnarge permit
For activities outside the CMA that may discharge contaminants
into the air, water and onto or into land.

Previous consent number/s

O tand use
For activities and structures outside the CMA that are on land, or
in, on or over a river or lake bed, or may result in nitrogen
discharges within the Lake Taupo catchment area.

Previous consent number/s

O w"t,
For activities outside the CMA that involve the abstraction,
impoundment (damming), diversion and/or use olwater.

Previous consent number/s

O Cfrange to an exlsting consent
Consent number/s

O Location transler of an exlsting consent
Consent number/s

7 Ne related consents required from other authorities (such as buitding or suMivision consentsy? O y"* \6o

lf yes, please provide details.

Consent required Consenting authority (such as district or cig councit) Date applied for Date granted

8 Should your Waikato Regional Councit application/s be granted, do you have a consent term or expiry date you would
prefer for your consenUs?

Doc# 15O4108 Page 3



13 Haveyou?
Please tid<

,6"^rothe required deposiUfee.

€/rrrr.Oin allparts of this form (Form A).

Completed and attached all other related forms (Form B & Form C)

O Appliea for any district council consents that are also required for your propor"r. M/fi

vdnauOeaa sketch or location map that shows us exactly where your activity wilt take ptace.

fisupptiea a detailed assessment of environmental effects.

9Con.rtt"d with all interested and affEcted parties, and included their comments and/or written approval (if possibte).

O Purchase Order Supplied (if required for invoicing purposes). F/l A
lnformatlon: lf application granted and unless advised otherwise thrs Purchase Order Number will be use for Annual
Charges and any subsequent monitoring costs.

lf you have already dealt with Waikato Regional Council staff regarding your proposal, please specify their name/s

in lhls applicatlon le
by Waikato Reglonal

14 llwe hereby certify that, to the best ot my knowledge and bellet, the lnformation given
true and correct. lAre also undertake to pay all actua! and reasonable costs lncurred
Council in the processlng ol thts application.

ctYof' n

Official informatlon
The information you provide with your application is official information. lt is used to help prooess your resouroe consent
application and assess the impact of your aclivity on the environment and other people.

Your information is held and administered by Waikato Regional Councit in accordance with the Local Govemment Official
lnformalion and Meetings Act 1987 and the Privacy Act 1 093. This means that your information may be disclosed to other
people who request it in accordance with the terms of these Acts. lt is therefore important you let ui know if your
application includes trade secrets, commercially sensitive material or any other information you consider should not be
disclosed.

Under the Privary Act 1993 you have right of access to personal information held by Waikato Regional Council.

Signature of applicant or applicant's agent

Doc # 1564'108 Page 6



Application and consent costs for appllcatlone that do not have a lixed fee

Waikato Regional Council operates a Ger-pays policy for the processing of resource consent applications, This means
we will charge you (rather lhan the ratepayers) for the costs associated with the processing of your consent application.
We will charge you lor these costs whether your appllcation ls granted or decllned.

The cost of processing your application will depend on the complexity of the issues and the level of work required to
evaluate the impacts of your activity:

. simple, non-notifted applications or notified applications that do not attract submissions usually cost in the vicinity
of $500 - $2,500

c applications that are notified and receive submissions which are resolved without the need for a hearing usually
cost $2,500 - $5,000

. applications with significant environmental effects that require public meetings and/or hearings will likely cost
more than $5,000 to process.

Consenl holder costs - all consents

Once granted, most resource consents will also incur a yearly 'consent holder' fee and compliance monitoring charges.
Please contact us if you have any queries regarding your deposiUfee or processing costs or the yearly charges for your
activity.

Consultation
Consultation with other parties who may be interested in or affected by your activity is encouraged. This involves
discussing your activity with others who may have some concems, listening to what others have to say, considering their
responses and deciding what will be dona.

lf you have carried out your consultation before you submit your application to Waikato Regional Council we will require
details of it. ln many cases, the provision of wrltten approval from other affected parties will help streamline the
processing of your application and may help avoid the necessity for public notification.

Ongolng responsibilities
lf your application is granted you will be responsible for complying with your consent's conditions and payment of your
consent's charges until your consent expires. lf you wish to cancel (surrender) your consent, transfer responsibility to
another party or make changes to your consented activity before it expires, you must submil notice to us in writing or
make an application to change your consent.

More informatlon
For more information on the application process or resource consents, visit our website at www.waikatorreoion.aqyLnl
or phone our Resource Use group on 0800 800 402.
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Coastal activities must meet all the conditions of any relevant Permitted Activity Rules in the

Regional Coastal Plan or a resource consent from Waikato Regional Council is required. This form
will help you apply for a resource consent.

. You must fully complete this activity form and supply all the required information. Provide

as much detail as you can where the questions are relevant to your activiry. We request

that, where possible, you provlde clectronic copies of eny supportlng lfformrtlon (for
example, on CD). Doing so may reduce administrative costs charged to you.

. You must also supply complctcd Forms A rnd C.

Application for resource consent
Form B - Coastal activities

File No:

Client lD:

Project

You must pay the required Ssoo initial deposit when you submit this consent
eppllcetion.

Failure to provide the required information and payment will delay the processing of your application. lf you do not
provide adequate information then we will not be able to process your application, and will return it to you. lf you do
not pay the required fees, we may stop processing your application until payment is received. lf you need any further
help, please phone our resource use staff on otoo goo 4oa.

What is the name of the waterbody/harbour/bql surrounding or adjacent to the
what is the nearest named waterboAvl fi, k a- I^rulrr62q./-

activity? (if the waterbody is unnamed, then

lf known, please supply relevant map coordinates of the activity or activities, preferably as New Zealand Transverse
Mercator zooo (NZTMzooo) or New Zealand Geodetic Datum 2ooo (NZGDzooo) references, These locations must also be
clearly identified on the location map you have supplied with Forrn A

M-+zr'. -r,*"1 /\^^-"e.{"J

The resource consents sought relate to the following activities.

llyxll!
Coastal permit - occupy (such as jetty,l marine fa

Coastal permit - discharge to water (such as stormwater, water).

- take surface water (for example, for dredging).

Coastal permit - dam or divert (such as culverts, bridges, realignments).

Coastal permit - dredge, renourish or disturb foreshore.

You may require other consents if your activity involves other works. Please discuss other consent requirements with a
resource officer from Waikato Regional Council prior to lodging your application.

@o
o
F

Waikato Regional Council, 4or Grey Street, Private Bag 3038, Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240.
Phone our enquiries officer on o8oo 8oo 4oz. www.waikatoregion.govt.nz

Waikato
\.a. ^IHEGIONAL 6OUNCIL



Purposc for which resource consent is sought:

Oi.uv Q boat ramp

\€(r"rin. farm - please specify type (such as mussel, oyster or oth.): {bqqc! l- qf *
Q dredging Q Ueacn renourishment

Q reclamation (please state area (m') and for what purpose)

Q other (please specify)

ls the structure or activity: Q existing $roporra
lf an existing structure or activity, when was the existing structure built (how long has it been there), or how long has the
work been taking place? Nl A
lf a proposed structure or works, outline the reasons for the new structure/work.

ls the structure/work/activity to be permanent?

lf no, how long is it intended to be left in place, and how will it be removed?

Please provide a description of the proposed works or structure (dimensions, construction materials.)

W"t CNo



Please provide information on how the works/structure will be marked (such as lighting, poles, buoys). Note: lf there is a
harbour rnaster for the area concerned, please obtain writter comment from him/her on any effects of the structure on
navigation and safety.

Please provide drawings or engineering plans of the proposed works/structure to scale or with approximate measurements
and relevant features (such as lo{high tide mark, parking areas, reserves, property boundaries).

Briefly outline how the proposed work will be undertaken/constructed/implemented (such as drilling, manual digging,
machinery access to site). _,-_

ah " lt^rl.\

Who will undertake the work or provide supervision of construction t a-'> a)[a,-tloL .
What is the approximate date you expect to comrnence the activity? - &O-( 

,

What alternative construction methods have been considered?

Please describe the maintenance programme that will be undertaken to ensure that any environmental effects from the
activity/structure are avoided or minimised. (lnclude who will undertake the maintenance and how often, what aspects of
the activity maintenance is likely to address, how access will be gained, where maintenance materials will be stored and
how they will be transported to the site). ___

How long willthe work/structure take to complete, or what is the approximate completion date?

What alternative locations have been considered for the activity?

What sector of the community is the proposed activity for? Q private Q public tdm*rrri^t



What effects could the works/structure have on the environment? (such as erosion, increase flooding, removal of
vegetation).. - -

What onshore effects would be generated (such as increased use of boat ramp, traffic, noise at night).

what measures would be put in place to reduce these effects? (such as stop bank, filter cloth, timing of works).

will any other measures be undertaken to reduce impacts on the environment?

,,-'}lro.0n Q

Within the surrounding environment of the works (within a reasonable distance), are there any:

Yes

c
c
o
d
C
,6

\d oOvious signs of indigenous flora and fauna? (such as fish eels, bullies, insect life, crayfish, aquatic plants,
nesting sites, feeding grounds)

ff 
^r"^rwhere 

food is gathered? (such as fish, kaimoana)

@t wetlands? (such as saltmarsh, mangrove or swamp like areas)

C recreational activities carried out (such as swimming, fishing, canoeing, boating)/g areas of particular aesthetic or scientific value (such as scenic views, archaeological sites)

C areas oraspects significant to iwi - {O,rJuJ 

:tr Pm 
-



d
"{g
{d
td

c
C
c
c
o

will the proposed activity increase the risk of subsidence, erosion, inundation or flooding

will hazardous or toxic chemicals, or hydrocarbons be used or stored on site (such as fuel)

will the water quality be affected (such as sediment disturbance, discharge)

will public access to the coastal area be affected

will recreational use by the public be restricted or affected

lf you ticked yes against any areas or aspects within the surrounding environment, please describe how your proposal

may affect those surroundings and the steps you have taken or will take to reduce these effects. lf you ticked no against

everything, please briefly outline why you believe there will be no effects from your activity.

Apart from those already documented, are there any other are,as or aspects in proximity that may be disturbed by the

activity and/or considered significant?

--



ldentify and consult with any parties that may be potentially affected by or interested in your activity. This generally

involves your immediate neighbours. lt rnay also include local authorities, iwi and interest groups such as local recreational

and care groups. lf you are in doubt about who you should be talking to, then call Waikato Regional Council staff.

Make sure you provide everyone with sufficient information that they can fully understand what it is you want to do and

how they may be affected by it. This could include a copy of this application form once it ls completed and and/or any plans

or maps. Make sure you make yourself available to explain the application, answer any questions and discuss options for
resolving any concerns.

ldentify thc pertles that may be potcntially efftcted by or interested in your ectivity end consent epplicetion

Party deteils/reletlonshlp
(such as nelghbour, local iwi, intercst
group)

Contrct pcrron

Postal addrcss

Phonc number/s Buslness;

Mobile: Fax:

Prrty details/rcletlonsh lp
(such as neighbour, local iwl, interest
group)

Contact pcrson

Postrl eddress

Phone number/s tlgmg:_
Mobile:

s.rri1gf. _ . -
Fax:

Pafi details/rcletionshlp
(such as neighbour, local iwi, lnterest
group)

Contilt person

Postat rddress

Business:Phonc number/e

Mobile: Fax:



Heve you? (please tick)

@fitt"a in all parts of this form (Form B) that are relevant to your activity, provided all the information required, and

completed and attached any other related activity forms.

i9(6mpteted 
and attached Forms A and c.

-O 
apptieO for any district council consents that are also required for your proposal. ,4 A

@ Consulted with all interested and affected parties, and included their comrnents and/or written approval (if possible).\/- /,

,b ncluAea or paid the required g5oo deposit fee for this application.



Consultation form

Applicent

Destriptlon of proposal:

Person/group consulted in regerd to thls proposal

Narne of contact person: Contact phone number:

Name of group (if appropriate):

Postal address:

Street address:

Email address: Fax: 

-Consulted pergr's views on thc proposrl (to be completed by person/group consulted),

lf you would like Waikato Regional Council to know your views on the applicant's proposal, and/or if you consider you may

be adversely affected, please indicate your views below (attach additional pages if necessary). Consider the following: how

do you consider you will be affected? How would you like the applicant's proposal to be modified to take account of your

views? What other cornments do you have on the proposal that you would like Waikato Regional Council to consider in

making a decision on these resource consent applications?

Applicant's nerponic to vicws of consultcd perties (to be completed by applicant).

Please indicate how your proposal can be modified to take account of the views of the party you have consulted with (or

why the proposal may not be able to be modified to take account of those views).

Consulted party's rcsponse to the proposd (to be completed by person/group consulted). (Pleose tick one only)

Q tTwe give my/our approval for the proposal.

O t/r. do not give my/our approval for the proposal.

O t/we are not affected by this proposal.

5igned: Date:

Waikato Regional Council, 4or Grey Street, Private Bag 3038, Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 324o.

Phone our enquiries officer on oSoo 8oo 4o2, wu,wwaikatoregion.govt.nz

Waikato
\-e -l
REGIONAL UOUNCIL



Application for resource consent

FormCrOthermatters
' The following informatlon requirements were introduced by the RM Amendment Act 2ot3

and took effecton 3/3/zot5,

' Questions r-4 are mandatory requirements for all applications. Question 5 also applies to
applications for replacement consents.

. Questions r, 3 and 4 require varying degrees of familiarity with the RMA and documents
produced under the RMA. Please contact the Resource Use Directorate on our freephone if
you need help accessing these documents.

lf you need any further help, please phone our Resource use staff on ogoo 8oo /1o2.

File No:

Client lD:

Project:

A) Llst eny ectivitics that are pert of your propose! end erc permltted (altowcd without a resourrc conscnt)
under the weiketo Reglonel plan end/or the Mikato Rcgionrl coest.l plrn.

B) Provide inform:tion that shows how eech pcrmitted ectivity will comply rf,ith the condltions of the relevent
rule

- rrln----*r---

o
o
6

Waikato Regional Council, 4o1 Grey Street, Private Bag 3o38, Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 324o.
Phone our enquiries officer on oSoo goo 4oz. www.waikatoregion.govt.nz

Waikato
$1;-1
REGIOI{AL COIJNCIL



AssGJs your proposl ag:inst any relevent provisions of:
. national environmentalstandards

. other regulations

. national policy statements

. the Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPs)

' the Waikato Regional Plan (WRP) and/or Waikato Regional Coastal Plan (WRCP).

Note: lf your application is for a controlled activlty then you do not need to provide any assessment against the RPS or

wRP (orWRCP).



lmPortrnt You must comPlete this question if your application is intended to replace a currently operative resource
consent, end this application will be lodged with Waikato Regional Council at least 3 month before that consent expires.

Provide rn lsrcssmcnt of thc veluc of your investment. you nced to
. specifY the value of investment of the activities/infrastructure that are reliant on the resource consent/s you are

applying for here. This must be the 'book value' of the investment (not the replacement value).
. include evidence that supports the assessment,



5 Purporc
(t) The purpose ofthis Act is to prornote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources.

(z) ln this Act, susteinablc menlgement means managing the use, development, and protection of natural and
physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social,

economic, and cultural well-being and for their health and safety while-
(a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet the reasonably

foreseeable needs offuture generations; and

(b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and ecosystems; and

(c) avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment.

Mattcrs of national lmportencc

ln achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in relation to managing
the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources, shall recognise and provide for the following
matters of national importance:

(a) the preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the coastal marine area),
wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate
subdivision, use, and development:

(b) the protection ofoutstanding natural features and landscapes frorn inappropriate subdivision, use, and
development:

(c) theprotectionof areasof significantindigenousvegetationandsignificanthabitatsof indigenousfauna:
(d) the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine area, lakes, and rivers;

(e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and tradltlons with their ancestral lands, water, sltes, waahitapu,
and other taonga:

(f) the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development:
(g) the protection of protected customary rights

Other mrtters
ln achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in relation to managing the
use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources, shall have particular regard to-

(a) kaitiakitanga:

(aa) the ethic of stewardship:

(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:

(ba)the efficiency ofthe end use ofenergy:
(c) the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values:

(d) intrinsic values of ecosystems:

(e) tRepealedl

(f) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment:

G) any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources:

(h) the protection of the habitat of trout and salmon;

(i) the effects of climate change:

(j) the benefits to be derived from the use and development of renewable energy

freaty of Weitangi

ln achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under it, in relation to managing the
use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources, shall take into account the principles of the Treaty
of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi).
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Resource Consent Application 

By Te Tahuna O Aotea Marine Farm Ltd 

For Mussel Spat Catching at Aotea Harbour 

Assessment of Effects on the Environment 

February 2018 

Prepared in accordance with Section 88(2)(b) and Schedule 4 of the Resource Management Act. 

1. Introduction 
 
1.1 This assessment of effects on the environment (‘AEE’) is in respect of the application by Te 

Tahuna O Aotea Moana Marine Farm Ltd (‘the applicant’), for consent for a spat catching 

area in Aotea Harbour.  

1.2 The application relates to one block of 5 hectares as indicated on the attached survey plan 

(Appendix 1a).  The application area is inclusive of all structures (anchors, lines and buoys).  

1.3 The area being applied for would be used to catch mussel spat (larval and juvenile Perna 

canaliculus).   

1.4 Ngati Te Wehi are keen to develop an economic basis for their iwi based on aquaculture and 

located within Aotea harbour.  This application is supported by iwi and other residents 

around Aotea Harbour (refer Appendix 5) and would enable Ngati Te Wehi to develop within 

their rohe.  New sources of spat are required to support the industry in the Coromandel (in 

particular) as the supply of spat from Northland is under pressure from high mortality rates.  

There is an existing spat catching farm in the harbour, owned by Mr Ross Dockery, and he is 

providing support and advice to the applicant in this proposal. 

1.5 The operative Waikato Regional Coastal Plan (RCP) provides for spat catching as a 

discretionary activity (Rule 16.5.1).  No other resource consents are required for this activity. 

1.6 This AEE is structured using the guidance in the Fourth Schedule to the Resource 

Management Act. 

2. Description of the Proposal  
 
2.1 Resource consent is sought to use and occupy space in the CMA for conventional longline 

structures for the purpose of spat catching (species: Perna canaliculus otherwise known as 

the New Zealand greenshell musselTM), including associated discharges to water and 

disturbance to and deposition on the seabed.  The area being applied for is located 88 

metres off the southern edge of the Harbour (as shown in Appendix 1b).   



Te Tahuna O Aotea Moana Marine Farm Ltd 
Resource Consent Application – Assessment of Effects on the Environment 
February 2018 

4 

2.2 Mussel larvae are microscopic when spawned and float in the coastal currents until 

eventually alighting on suitable substrates.  Spat are not visible to the “naked eye”, but are 

determined to have “alighted” on the spat catching ropes, through assessments under a 

microscope.  Once it has been confirmed by microscope that the spat has been “caught”, the 

spat catching lines are removed from the water and transported to consented marine farms 

elsewhere for on-growing. 

2.3 The main spawning period is generally autumn, usually April, May and spring which is 

generally August, September and October.  While spawning times cannot be accurately 

predicted, it is generally triggered by changes in weather. 

2.4 Spat catching lines are particularly “hairy” to provide a broader area for the spat to alight on.  

Mussels cannot be on-grown on spat rope.  Aotea Harbour has proven to be a suitable 

Harbour for spat catching. 

2.5 Spat catching culture ropes are placed in the water when it is estimated that a spawning 

event may occur.  However, if the ropes do not catch any spat they are removed from the 

water and re-set again, at the next anticipated opportunity.  The reason for this is to avoid, 

as much as practical, the fouling of the ropes by other marine species.  Fouled rope makes it 

extremely difficult to remove the spat without damaging it.  Therefore the spat catching 

lines and ropes would not be kept in the water all the time. 

3. Description of the Layout & Infrastructure 
 
3.1 The area subject to this application:  

• is located in waters that are 4-6 metres in depth 

• is located over a substrate of sand and broken shell gravel 

• has a tidal flow that is parallel to the shoreline 

• at the closest point, is approximately 88 m from the shore line. 

 

3.2 Spat Catching Description:  The spat catching area would consist of:  

a) Longlines:   

• All longlines are surface lines and are oriented parallel to tidal flows (i.e. running north-

west to south-east) 

• Longlines used will be double backbone longlines 

• The lengths of the longlines to be used would be – approximately 150 – 160m  

• The density of lines would be: an average of 2.2 longlines per hectare, and a maximum 

of 3 per hectare 

• The separation between mussel lines is approximately 20 metres  

• The backbone and mooring line rope used is quality equipment Duradan (synthetic rope) 

• Refer Appendix 1c for layout plans 

 

b) Floats:   

• The floats used to support the longlines will be either 110/200 litres in volume 

• An average of 18 floats per line 
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• The floats used will be a mix of navy blue or black and orange 

• Orange floats will be located at the end of each line and in the middle of the lines 

located at the end of each block 

 

c) Structure Anchors:  

• The anchors used to secure the structures to the seabed are screw anchors, buried 

below the seabed, plate size and shaft length to be determined or concrete block 

anchors 

• The warp line length is approximately 45-50m at either end (refer Appendix 1c) 

 

d) Spat Catching Rope 

• Spat catching rope will be hung from the back bones to a depth of approximately 3-5 

metres 

e) Lighting/ Navigation: 

• The spat catching block would be lit as one unit.  It is proposed that there would be 2 

special marks + lights on the two corners furthest from land 

• There would be orange corner boys and orange buoys used in the middle of the outer 

edge lines.  

 

3.3 Infrastructure:  The applicant would use the existing launching area at Aotea for 

unloading/loading product and equipment.  

3.4 Subject to the outcome of this resource consent application, the applicant would also locate 

an area on iwi owned land (currently a land-based farmed area) for the storage of spare 

floats, rope and other related equipment, and look to obtain any District Council consents as 

required. 
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4. Consideration of Alternatives & Appropriateness 
 
4.1 The Resource Management Act requires a description of any possible alternative locations or 

methods for undertaking the activity for which consent is sought, where it is likely that the 

activity will result in “any significant adverse effect” on the environment.   

4.2 It is contended that the proposed area in the location being sought would not create any 

“significant adverse effects” on the environment.  

4.3 Alternative sites were considered by the applicants however they wished to locate the spat 

catching area off-shore from their tribal land, as this was considered by them to be the most 

appropriate location. 

4.4 The area being applied for would achieve efficient use of the space by maximising the use of 

the space within the overall boundaries of the area being applied for.  It also recognises the 

need to allow for current circulation and access for vessels between the lines and up the 

channel past the proposed spat catching block, and is an appropriate distance from the 

existing marine farm. 

4.5 Based on the above considerations, it is considered that the proposed area is the most 

appropriate location for spat catching.  In addition, the experience of the existing marine 

farmer is indicative of the area being suitable for mussel spat catching.   

4.6 Appropriateness is also considered in terms of the Government’s policy to promote 

aquaculture, which is also reflected by the WRC plan provisions. (Refer further discussion in 

section 9). 

4.7  As a further indicator of appropriateness, there is a functional need for the activity to be 

located in the coastal marine area. 

 

5. Assessment of actual or potential effects 
 

5.1 Introduction 
 
5.1.1 This part of the AEE deals in detail with the actual or potential effects of the proposed 

activity, on the environment, and addresses the matters, where relevant, outlined in the 

Fourth Schedule to the Resource Management Act.   

5.2 Any effect on those in the neighbourhood and, where relevant, the wider 
community including any socio-economic and cultural effects  
 
5.2.1 Socio-economic and cultural perspective: It is widely accepted that aquaculture creates and 

supports direct employment opportunities.  In the context of the Aotea Harbour community 

and in particular iwi supporting this application, there are currently limited economic 

development opportunities.  This proposed spat catching area would make a significant 

contribution to the social and economic wellbeing of both the iwi involved and the district, 
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while also recognising the cultural associations that the applicant has with the area.  In 

respect of this application, potential socio-economic effects include local employment to 

develop and maintain the spat catching area, equipment and vessel, through to the 

transporting of spat ropes for on-growing on other farms, and the subsequent flow-on effect 

for other farmers to grow, harvest, process and market mussel products.  The proposed spat 

catching area would build capacity within the iwi to undertake aquaculture and the 

associated business learning.  In this respect Ngati Te Wehi have already developed an 

industry support network to assist them in this process. 

5.2.2 Neighbourhood perspective: from a landward perspective the proposed spat catching area 

is located in an area where the neighbouring land is iwi owned and marae land.  There is 

another marine spat catching area located to the north-west of the proposed site.  There is 

no commercial fishing within this area of the harbour and the proposed spat catching area is 

not located in an area of customary fishing.  It is commonly known that recreational line 

fishing is generally enhanced, by the presence of aquaculture, as the structures provide a 

“reef-like” structure and predation opportunities.  It is concluded that the proposed area will 

not create an undue adverse effect on fishing, and due to its small size and distance from the 

other existing spat catching area, will have minimal cumulative effects on the area.   

5.2.3 Wider Community: From a navigation safety perspective, the proposed spat catching area 
will be marked with coloured floats and lights as described above.  The proposed area does 
not occupy the full channel width thereby providing for other vessels to navigate past the 
spat catching block at low tide (in particular).  The channel is estimated as being 
approximately 375 metres wide at low tide, leaving approximately 125 metres of free water 
space on either side of the proposed spat catching area.  The proposed site could be 
accessed by vessels at low tide, however very few vessels venture up this channel at low 
tide.  Potential adverse effects on navigation safety and other recreational activities would 
be minimal due to the size of the proposed spat catching area, its location within the 
channel, lighting and the provision of navigable corridors through and around the spat 
catching area. (Refer also to Appendix 4.) 

 
5.2.4 The background landward area is owned by Ngati Te Wehi.  Access to or along the shore is 

limited, with most access being through private property.  There are limited viewing 

opportunities from the land, as there is limited road access.  Due to the low-lying nature of 

the structures and the seasonal nature of spat catching, it is contended that the impact of 

the spat catching area on the landward community would be negligible.  (Refer also to 

Appendix 2 & 2A landscape & natural character reports).  

5.2.5 It is also noted that members of the community, including elders from Okapu Marae and Mr 

Dockery, recall the existence of a small mussel farm in the 1980’s, in the similar location to 

this application.  Mr Mansergh and Ms Trentham note in the landscape report accompanying 

this application that aerial photography from 1984 shows the existence of this farm. 

5.3 Any physical effect on the locality, including any landscape and visual effects 
 
5.3.1 An assessment of landscape and natural character has been undertaken in support of this 

application and is attached as Appendix 2A. 
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5.3.2 Mr Mansergh and Ms Trentham have concluded that the proposed development can 

successfully integrate into the harbour without affecting its existing natural character values 

or ONC rating.   In particular they conclude: 

a) The proposed spat farm will not affect the overall ONC rating of the harbour 

b) In terms of effects on landscape, seascape character, natural character and visual 

amenity values, the actual effects are likely to be insignificant.  

c) The effects on natural character will be negligible – very low 

d) Visual effects will be very low, with the site having a very good visual absorption 

capability 

e) Effects on the adjacent ONF are avoided 

f) Overall adverse effects on natural character and visual amenity were negligible to low. 

5.3.3 Taking into account the conclusions reached by Mr Mansergh and Ms Trentham, in my 

opinion the overall impact of the proposed spat catching area on the natural character, 

landscape and visual amenity of the marine area is negligible – low.  This is due to the 

compact nature of the spat catching area, the small area of the proposed block, the low 

profile the structures have in the water, the lack of landward general public access (including 

from a scenic perspective), the existing degree of modification of the landward area and the 

presence of another fam in the vicinity.  

5.3.4 Orange floats would delineate the ends of each line of the spat catching area and the middle 

of the line at the end of each block, as required by Maritime New Zealand guidelines.  This 

not only identifies each block but it also has a significant safety role, as it serves to warn 

other users of the marine environment of the boundaries.  The remaining floats are navy 

blue or black and their level of visibility would be dependent on weather, height of 

observation, location and viewing distance. The two proposed lights would be visible at 

night, however to a very limited number of viewers. 

5.3.5 The servicing vessels used for the spat catching operation would be visible from sea and 

land.  It is contended that the presence of the vessel would be comparable to any 

recreational or fishing vessel in the vicinity.  The vessel to be used would be the existing 

vessel used on the existing farm and therefore is not an increase in vessels. 

5.3.6 In my opinion, and drawing on the information provided in the assessment of landscape, 
natural character and visual amenity (Appendix 2A) the adverse effects of the proposed spat 
catching area these matters would be negligible - low. 

 

5.4 Any effect on ecosystems, including effects on plants or animals and any physical 
disturbance of habitats in the vicinity 
 
5.4.1 The attached scientific report addresses this matter in more detail (Appendix 3).  The 

conclusions from this report support the contention that any effect on the ecosystem, from 
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granting the consent sought for mussel spat catching would be less than minor and such a 

spat catching area would be ecologically sustainable in the long term with minimal adverse 

ecological effects.    

5.4.2 Based on the information in Appendix 3 it is considered that the effects of the proposed area 

subject to this application, on the ecosystem would be less than minor. 

5.4.3 The report notes that the seabed comprises sand and broken shell, with some patches of 

silts/ muds and that there were no significant features located within the proposed spat 

catching area. 

5.4.5 As a matter of comparison, the report discusses the expected effects from a full mussel 

farm.  The report then draws the conclusions that for spat catching, given the water depth, 

likely currents, the seasonal nature of the activity and having relatively lower biomass and 

reduced rates of filtration, respiration and excretion, the environmental effects likely to 

result from the proposed spat catching facility are considered to be less than minor (p. 21). 

5.4.6 It is also noted that the Mussel Farming industry in New Zealand is subject to various 

stringent requirements in respect of the quality of the marine waters in which farms are 

located (including food and health standards which are set by the United States Food and 

Drug Authority and implemented by NZ’s Health Authorities).  Therefore these industry 

systems will also result in the on-going review and maintenance of high operating standards 

within the proposed area.  The applicant would comply with all relevant Industry best 

practice guidelines when exercising the consent sought. 

5.4.7 Physical disturbance to the benthic area would result from the insertion of anchors, however 

this would only be a temporary disturbance.   

5.4.8 The proposed line layouts for the spat catching area meets industry standards and will serve 

to ensure sufficient water flow to the lines to provide adequate opportunities to catch spat. 

5.4.9 In my opinion, the scale of the proposed spat catching area and the distances from shore, 

along with the conclusions in Appendix 3 indicate that the potential impact of the proposed 

spat catching area are less than minor. 

5.4.10 In relation to biosecurity issues, the spat catching area would use new equipment, including 
anchors, floats, ropes and back-bone lines.  The vessel servicing the area would initially be 
the same vessel currently used for the existing consented farm.  Therefore there would be 
no opportunity for new pest species from outside the area to be introduced into the 
proposed spat catching area.  In addition, staff servicing the spat catching area would be 
trained in identifying any new or unusual species appearing on the lines.  Any such 
biosecurity risk would be notified to the Council and to Ministry of Primary Industry 
(Biosecurity). (Refer also to Appendix 3.) 
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5.5 Any effect on natural and physical resources having aesthetic, recreational, 
scientific, historical, spiritual, cultural, or other special value for present or future 
generations  
 
5.5.1 Drawing on the information provided in the Otorohanga District Plan and the WRC RCP, the 

area of the proposed spat catching area is not located in any area specially identified for 

aesthetic, scientific, historical, spiritual, cultural, or other special values for present or future 

generations.  (NB: the relevance of the ASCV annotation for Aotea Harbour is further 

discussed in section 9.) 

5.5.2 As with all parts of the coastal marine area, the area does have value for recreational use, 

however due to the low level of use and the location and size of the proposed spat catching 

area, it is considered that any adverse effect on recreational values is minimal, and indeed 

there could be positive effects of the area to fishers.  As discussed above, the use of 

appropriate navigation lighting and coloured floats will ensure that recreational and other 

marine users would have sufficient warning of the location of the spat catching area.  Public 

access through the spat catching area will not be restricted. 

5.5.3 Ngati Te Wehi has identified their relationship with Aotea Harbour, in the history and 

background supplied in Appendix 2.  However, to reiterate: Ngati Te Wehi is the principal iwi 

within Aotea harbour.  The people have endured and lived here for 100’s and 100’s of years, 

and have a close affinity to the area’s land and harbour.  The people of Ngati Te Wehi have 

taken on board the age-old concepts of kaitiakitanga which allow Māori and non-Māori to 

reflect on their relationship with a specific area, and enables and encourages all people to be 

consciously aware of the surrounding environment and to care for it in a way that upholds the 

practices of their predecessors.  ‘He Kaitiaki katoa tātou” we are all guardians of our lands, 

moana and our environments. 

The applicant does not consider that there are any heritage values which would be adversely 

affected by the proposal.   

 

5.6 Any discharge of contaminants into the environment, including any 
unreasonable emission of noise and options for the treatment and disposal of 
contaminants 
 
5.6.1 Any discharge associated with spat catching is extremely limited.  It would relate to either a) 

“drop-off” of spat – which is microscopic and as such unable to be quantified compared to 
the natural spat floating in the water; or b) other marine life that may settle on the ropes 
and fall off when the ropes are being removed from the water.  However due to the limited 
time the ropes would be in the water, this natural marine material would also be of 
insignificant quantity.  Therefore it is considered that due to the seasonal nature of spat 
catching and the short period of time that spat lines are kept in the water the environmental 
effects would be less than minor (see Appendix 3).  The report in Appendix 3 also notes that 
the receiving environment has low sensitivity to such discharges, due to the low biomass of 
the spat and the tidal currents at the proposed site . 
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5.6.2 Operating, in accordance with the Mussel Industry’s Code of Practice, on the proposed spat 

catching area, the service vessel would ensure that there is minimal overboard loss of non-

degradable materials.  Regular maintenance checks of the area would be undertaken to 

ensure security of lines (particularly given the high economic investment in the structures).  

Any waste material would be taken to shore for land disposal. 

5.6.3 There will be no unreasonable emissions of noise from the proposed activity.  The only noise 

resulting from the activity would be from the servicing vessel and would therefore be 

intermittent. 

 

5.7 Any risk to the neighbourhood, the wider community, or the environment 
through natural hazards or the use of hazardous substances or hazardous installations 
 
5.7.1 Any risks arising from the above matters in relation to this application could include:  

(i)  potential hazardous installations in the form of the longlines and navigation 

equipment and the potential, albeit minor, resulting hazard to marine users; and  

(ii)  the effects of natural hazards, in the form of adverse weather conditions, or a 

change in sea level. 

5.7.2 The proposed longline structures are secured to the ocean floor by anchors at each end of 

each longline.  The anchors do not pose any threat to vessels, as they are on/in the seafloor.   

5.7.3 There is sufficient room between the longlines to provide safe navigable channels for small 

vessels and service vessels. The spat catching area would be lit and have coloured buoys 

according to Maritime NZ requirements. Therefore, in my view recreational vessels that are 

under competent control would be able to navigate freely past the proposed spat catching 

area, without undue risk, including in adverse weather conditions. This opinion is supported 

by the Harbourmaster (Refer Appendix 4). 

5.7.4 In terms of any storm events that may cause damage to the spat catching operation, 

technological changes in recent years in terms of anchoring and type of ropes used, have 

significantly reduced the occurrence of breakages.  Should there be a rope break, however, 

the proposed separation between the lines within the block will provide a clear path to avoid 

entanglement of the lines.  In addition, the spat catching area will be regularly maintained to 

ensure security of lines and floats.  As the structures are floating, the effects of sea level rise 

will be negligible. 

5.7.5 There will be no hazardous substances used by the spat catching operators in exercising the 
consent applied for by this application. 
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6. Description of mitigation measures 
 
6.1 A description of the mitigation measures (safeguards and contingency plans where relevant) 

to be undertaken to help prevent or reduce the actual or potential effects of the proposed 

activity is required by the Resource Management Act.  The applicant has put in place an 

industry network of people to assist them in building capacity and knowledge of mussel spat 

catching. The proposed spat catching area would be operated in a sound commercial 

manner and in compliance with the industry standards that are designed to ensure efficient 

management of the area and to ensure long term financial viability and environmental 

sustainability. 

6.2 The applicant would comply with the Code of Practice of the NZ Mussel Industry Council 

(which was developed by the Mussel Industry Council in consultation with regulatory 

authorities and scientists).  This code promotes good practice farm management and 

identifies various mitigation measures to be undertaken in the event of accidents or disease. 

It should be noted that operators are audited by the Aquaculture New Zealand in respect of 

implementing this Code of Practice. 

6.3 A rigorous maintenance regime would be undertaken to ensure the security of the 

structures as the cost of lost and damaged lines, buoys and mussel product is economically 

significant.  Regular checks and maintenance are also carried out for the lights. 

6.4 While deemed to be negligible – low, the visual effects would also be mitigated by ensuring 

a compact block is maintained, while aiming to ensure efficient use of the proposed area 

andby the lower number of floats to be used for spat catching (compared to a farm involved 

in growing). 

7. Consultation  
 
7.1 The applicant has undertaken extensive consultation. Documentation relating to responses 

received from parties is attached in Appendix 5.   

7.2 There is significant support for the proposed spat catching area.  Some additional 

consultation forms may be sent separately directly to WRC. 

7.3 The Department of Conservation was approached for consultation, but preferred to wait 

until an application was lodged, before responding. 

 

8. Monitoring 
 
8.1 The Resource Management Act requires a description of the monitoring that would be 

undertaken, where the scale and significance of effects are such that monitoring is required. 
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8.2 Based on the science report in Appendix 3, the applicant contends that the scale and 

significance of environmental effects from spat catching is negligible and that the level of 

monitoring required of other marine farms is not warranted.  The reasons for this include: 

• this application is for spat catching only 

• the size of the spat catching area is 5 hectares 

• spat catching would only occur seasonally and intermittently 

• there is limited opportunities for discharges of natural marine material, and much of it 

would be microscopic. 

 

9. Relevant Planning Provisions 
 

9.1 Introduction 
 

In accordance with s104(1)(b) and Schedule 4 of the Resource Management Act, this part of 

the application sets out the relevant planning framework.   

9.2 Regulations 
 
9.2.1 The Fisheries (Commercial Fishing) Regulations 2001 defines spat as meaning: 

 …a lifecycle stage or size range of fish, aquatic life, or seaweed that is declared by the 

chief executive by notice in the Gazette to be spat 

9.2.2 Gazette No. 10699 Fisheries (Declaration of Species as Spat Notice (No.2) 1993 further 

defines “spat” for the Green-lipped mussel/Greenshell mussel species perna canaliculus. It 

states: 

For the purpose of any spat catching permit issued pursuant to section 67q of the 

Fisheries Act 1983, spat is hereby defined as: (a) any stage of the lifecycle of the 

following molluscs:….iv. Green-lipped mussel/Greenshell mussel less than 40mm in 

length. 

9.2.3 It is reiterated from information provided above that spat catching lines cannot be used for 

on-growing. 

9.3 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (2010) 
 
9.3.1 The operative New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) (2010) includes a strong 

management directive for Aquaculture, in Objective 6 and Policy 8 in particular.  Together 

these policy directives recognise that aquaculture (including as envisaged by this 

application) is an appropriate use of the coastal marine area and they recognise the 

important value aquaculture can provide for social and economic well-being.  In particular 

the first bullet point in the Objective is identified as a key point, while the criteria in Policy 

8 have been addressed in the context of this application document. 

9.3.2 The NZCPS states in Objective 6 
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To enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural 

wellbeing and their health and safety, through subdivision, use, and development, 

recognising that:  

• the protection of the values of the coastal environment does not preclude use and 

development in appropriate places and forms, and within appropriate limits;  

• some uses and developments which depend upon the use of natural and physical 

resources in the coastal environment are important to the social, economic and cultural 

wellbeing of people and communities;  

• functionally some uses and developments can only be located on the coast or in the 

coastal marine area;  

• the coastal environment contains renewable energy resources of significant value;  

• the protection of habitats of living marine resources contributes to the social, economic 

and cultural wellbeing of people and communities;  

• the potential to protect, use, and develop natural and physical resources in the coastal 

marine area should not be compromised by activities on land;  

• the proportion of the coastal marine area under any formal protection is small and 

therefore management under the Act is an important means by which the natural 

resources of the coastal marine area can be protected; and  

• historic heritage in the coastal environment is extensive but not fully known, and 

vulnerable to loss or damage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development.  

 

9.3.3 The NZCPS states in Policy 8: 

Recognise the significant existing and potential contribution of aquaculture to the social, 

economic and cultural well-being of people and communities by:  

a. including in regional policy statements and regional coastal plans provision for 

aquaculture activities in appropriate places in the coastal environment, recognising 

that relevant considerations may include:  

i. the need for high water quality for aquaculture activities; and  

ii. the need for land-based facilities associated with marine farming;  

b. taking account of the social and economic benefits of aquaculture, including any 

available assessments of national and regional economic benefits; and 

c. ensuring that development in the coastal environment does not make water quality 

unfit for aquaculture activities in areas approved for that purpose.  

9.3.4 In addition, Objective 2 seeks to preserve the natural character of the coastal environment 

and protect natural features and landscape values, through recognising contributing 

characteristics and qualities and identifying areas where use and development would be 

inappropriate.  This objective provides clear guidance for interpretation of the subsequent 

Policies 13 (preservation of natural character) and 15 (natural features and natural 

landscapes).  It is noted that at present, the RCP does not identify areas where spat catching 

would be inappropriate.  It is further noted that the report Council has commissioned on 

Natural character, has not been subject to public input, nor included into any statutory 

plans.  This topic area is discussed further in Appendix 2 and Appendix 2A.  



Te Tahuna O Aotea Moana Marine Farm Ltd 
Resource Consent Application – Assessment of Effects on the Environment 
February 2018 

15 

9.3.5 Given that the area being applied for is small and the nature of the structures are low lying 

in the water, it is considered that the proposed site is consistent with these policies as it is 

not identified in any statutory planning documents as being an “inappropriate use” in the 

application area.  This aspect is also discussed further in relation to the Regional Coastal Plan 

and the Otorohanga District Plan (as per below). 

9.3.6 Other NZCPS policies of particular relevance to this application include: Policies 4 & 6 (in 

relation to the integration of land and water activities of marine farming and use of 

renewable resources); and Policies 21 & 23 (in relation to water quality).  As described 

above, there is an integrated approach to the spat catching area and land based facilities; it 

is clearly catching a renewable resource; and will support high water quality.   

9.3.7 Policy 6 is particularly important as it provides guidance on “appropriate” use and 

development in the coastal marine area.  Policy 6(2)(a) highlights the need to recognise 

potential contributions to the social, economic and cultural well-being of people and 

communities from use and development.  This is a significant development for Ngati Te 

Wehi and the social and economic well-being of their people.  It is contended that all other 

matters raised in Policy 6(2) have been addressed in the context of this application 

document. 

9.3.8 In addition Objective 3 and Policy 2 are particularly relevant to this application. Ngati Te 

Wehi are kaitiaki of this application area, and have an enduring relationship with this 

harbour.  It is contended that Policy 2 is directive in recognising Ngati Te Wehi’s 

relationship with this area, and in providing opportunities for them to exercise 

kaitiakitanga. 

9.3.8 In considering the above objectives and policies, it is clear that the spat catching area 

subject to this application is an appropriate use in this area.  It is considered that this 

application is consistent with the directions of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 

and would meet the purpose of the Act.  It is considered that this proposed spat catching 

area is an appropriate use of the area. 

9.4 Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS) (2016) 
 
9.4.1 The coastal objective is set out in chapter 3.7 and emphasises the need for integrated 

management, including preserving natural character and protecting natural features and 

landscape values of the coastal environment; recognising the interconnections between 

marine and land-based activities; and recognising the dynamic, complex and interdependent 

nature of natural biological and physical processes.  This is supported in particular by Policy 

7.1 which emphasises efficient use of space in the coastal marine area and that space is 

allocated in a way that recognises ecosystem values as well as people’s aspirations.  

Opportunities for aquaculture are specifically recognised.  Objective 3.13 (supported by 

Policy 7.2) addresses the mauri and health of marine waters, including enabling people and 

communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being. 

9.4.2 It is considered that this application is aligned with these objectives and policies with 

particular reference to the information contained in this AEE and the supporting reports. 
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9.4.3 Additional objectives of particular relevance are: 

3.1 (supported by Policy 4.1) emphasises the need to manage resources in a way that 

recognises in particular the relationships between environmental, social, economic and 

cultural well-being.  This directive on managing resources is particularly important in 

the context of this application. 

3.2 (supported by Policy 4.4) recognises the role of sustainable resource use and 

development and its benefits in enabling the 4 well-beings (mentioned above); 

including access to resources to provide for regionally significant industries and primary 

production.  Aquaculture is a regionally significant industry for the region, and spat 

catching is a sustainable activity in the marine environment. 

3.8 (supported by policy 11.4) which requires the range of ecosystem services of 

associated resources to be recognised and maintained or enhanced – to enable their 

on-going contribution to regional well-being.  This spat catching proposal will have 

minor or negligible effects on the wider ecosystem of Aotea harbour. 

3.9 (supported by policy 10.2) the relationship of tangata whenua with the environment 

is recognised and provided for. This is supported in particular by Policy 4.3 which seeks 

that tangata whenua have opportunities to enhance their relationship with their rohe. 

This is of particular significance to this application, and the relationship Ngati Te Wehi 

have with this area is outlined above and in Appendix 2. 

3.10 which covers the sustainable and efficient use of resources. This proposal meets 

this policy directive. 

3.12 seeks an integrated approach to the built environment, enabling positive 

environmental, social, cultural and economic outcomes. This is supported in particular 

by Policy 6.2 which sets out criteria for planning for development in the coastal 

environment.  It is contended that this proposal meets these policy directives. 

3.20 (supported by Policy 12.1) requires that the values of outstanding natural features 

and landscapes are protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and development.  

This is discussed further in Appendix 2A, however it is noted that there is an emphasis 

on values. 

3.21 (supported by Policy 12.3) requires amenity qualities and characteristics to be 

maintained or enhanced.  It is contended that the proposed spat catching area would 

maintain amenity qualities and characteristics, due to the small size of the proposed 

area, the low-lying nature of the buoys and the limited access and viewing 

opportunities. 

3.22 (supported by Policy 12.2) which requires that natural character is protected from 

adverse effects of inappropriate subdivision, use and development.  This is discussed 

further in Appendix 2A and below.  It is contended that the proposed spat catching area 

is an appropriate use in the proposed location within Aotea Harbour. 
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3.23 (supported by Policy 12.5) seeks that public access is maintained and enhanced.  

There would be no reduction in access as a result of the proposed spat catching area, as 

discussed above. 

9.4.4 These objectives and related policies identify the importance of managing the environment 

while also meeting the 4 well-beings.  The proposed spat catching area which is subject to 

this application is clearly of significance to the cultural, social, economic and environmental 

well-being that Ngati Te Wehi have with this area.  Spat catching is a regionally significant 

industry, it is a sustainable and efficient use of the area, it has the support of Aotea iwi and 

the applicant has sought to address concerns about landscape and natural character through 

the proposed size and location. 

9.4.5 It is considered that this application meets these objectives and policy directives.  Particular 

reference is made to the information contained in this application and to the supporting 

reports. 

9.5 Waikato Regional Coastal Plan (2005/7) 
 
9.5.1 The RCP was made operative in 2005, with the exception of some matters relating to marine 

farming (subsequently made operative in part in 2007 and 2012).  This plan specifically 

addresses aquaculture.  The Issue and Objective in Chapter 6 of the plan support the further 

development of marine farming.  Marine farming is recognised as an important industry 

within the Waikato region.  There is an emphasis on sustainable management and efficient 

use of space, and avoiding adverse effects as far as practicable.   

9.5.2 There is a range of policies to implement the objective, including: 

6.1.1 which requires a precautionary approach to be taken by avoiding adverse effects 

as far as practicable, and otherwise remedying or mitigating the effects. 

6.1.2 which requires a location that does not compromise safe recreation and navigation 

6.1.3 which promotes integration between aquaculture-related marine and land 

activities 

9.5.3 The proposed activity and location subject to this application meets these policy 

requirements. 

 

9.5.4 Other Objectives and policies of particular relevance to this application include: 

Objective 2.4 which recognises the relationship tangata whenua have with the coast, 

and is supported by policy 2.4.1 regarding a kaitiaki role. This is of particular significance 

for this application, as expressed by Ngati Te Wehi above and in Appendices 2 & 5. 

Objective 3.1 preserving natural character by protecting it from inappropriate 

subdivision, use and development.  The area subject to this application has not been 

identified as being regionally significant (in accordance with Policy 3.1.1), nor does it 

meet the criteria for “inappropriate” as set out in Policy 3.1.4 or 3.1.4A.  Policy 3.1.2 

requires that adverse effects are avoided or remedied on natural features, landscapes 
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and landforms that define natural character. NB: further discussion on natural character 

is found in Appendix 2A.  However, it is contended that the proposed spat catching area 

would have minimal effects on the natural character features recently identified in the 

Boffa Miskell report (prepared as information to inform future policy development, but 

not yet discussed in a public forum, and not implemented through a statutory plan ). 

Objective 3.3 refers to maintaining amenity values, including in Policy 3.3.1 recreational 

opportunities and open space qualities.  

Objective 4.1 (and related policies) address maintaining or enhancing water quality 

Objective 9.1 (and related policies) emphasises maintaining or enhancing public access 

9.5.5 It is considered that this application meets these objectives and policy directives.  Particular 

reference is made to the information contained in this application and to the supporting 

reports. 

9.5.6 Rule 16.5.1 classifies spat catching buoys and lines as a discretionary activity.  This rule sets 

out a range of standards and terms.  It is considered that this application and the way it 

would be implemented would meet all the relevant standards and terms in this rule. 

9.5.7 It is considered that all the relevant information requirements set out in Appendix I and 1A 

of the plan have been covered in this AEE and the supporting reports. 

9.5.8 In my opinion, this application is consistent with the objective and policies of the Regional 

Coastal Plan, and is an appropriate use in the proposed location. 

 

9.6 Assessment against RMA Part 2 Matters 
 
9.6.1 In accordance with section 104(1) of the RMA, this section considers RMA Part 2 matters, 

and assesses whether the proposed spat catching area would achieve the sustainable 

management purpose of the RMA as expressed in section 5. 

9.6.2 Sections 6(a) and (b): The proposed application area is located off-shore from land owned by 

Ngati Te Wehi that is currently marae or predominately modified farm land.  As noted above 

and in Appendices 2 & 3, the effects of the proposed spat catching area are considered to be 

minimal, due to having no adverse effects on the natural character matters identified in the 

Boffa Miskell report, along with the small size of the proposed spat catching area, the low 

nature of the structures in the water, and the lower number of buoys due to spat catching 

activities.  In my opinion, any adverse effects (including cumulative effects) on natural 

character or landscape/ seascape would be less than minor.  Marine farming is an activity 

which is considered through the planning documents to be an appropriate activity in the 

coastal marine area. 

9.6.3 Section 6(d): addresses the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the 

CMA.  In my opinion, the proposed spat catching area would have a less than minor effect on 

public access. The proposed area is only accessible by vessel and is not in any direct 
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navigation route or anchorage area.  While the presence of the proposed spat catching area 

clearly impedes the total freedom of vessel access, the layout provides for accessways 

between the lines and around the block in the channel at low tide.  The spat catching area 

would be marked with corner navigation aids, to assist with navigation safety.  Refer also to 

the Harbourmaster’s comments in Appendix 4.  I consider that public access would not be 

affected by the additional presence of the proposed application area. 

9.6.4 Sections 6(e), 7(a) and 8: These three provisions deal collectively with Maori cultural and 

spiritual values.  Section 6(e) requires that the relationship of Maori with their culture and 

traditions, including ancestral lands and water, be recognised and provided for.  Section 7(a): 

requires that particular regard is given to kaitiakitanga.  With respect to Section 8, there is a 

requirement to take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.  This application is 

being made by Ngati Te Wehi and they have expressed their kaitiaki relationship over the 

land and the adjacent water of the proposed spat catching area.  The proposed area would 

recognise their relationship with Aotea harbour while also providing for their cultural, social 

and economic well-beings.  In addition, they are currently part of Tainui Treaty negotiations 

relating to the west coast, and including the Aotea harbour. 

9.6.5 Section 7(aa): requires particular regard to be given to the ethic of stewardship. From the 

information provided within this AEE, the adverse environmental effects have been 

identified as being less than minor. Ngati Te Wehi’s expression of kaitiakitanga along with 

the Marine Farming Industry Code of Practice are ways that would be used to promote the 

ethic of stewardship and best practice operations. 

9.6.6 Section 7(b): In my opinion the proposed application area would be an efficient use of the 

space as the proposed spat catching area is compact, but provides for access and tidal flow. 

9.6.7 Section 7(c): The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values, relates in particular to 

the visual effects, and the effects on fishing and other recreational activities. Visibility of the 

spat catching area is affected by elevation and distance, however there are limited viewing 

opportunities of the proposed area.  Recreational fishing activities are commonly associated 

with aquaculture structures, and this is a positive effect.  I consider that the overall the 

effects on amenity values would be less than minor and that the current recreational 

opportunities would be maintained and the recreational fishing values enhanced. 

9.6.8 Section 7(d): Mr S White has detailed the effects on the ecosystem in the attached scientific 

report in Appendix 3, and based on this, I consider that the intrinsic values of the marine 

ecosystems will not be adversely affected by the proposed application. 

9.6.9 Section 7(f): In my opinion, consideration of the maintenance and enhancement of the 

quality of the environment has been addressed in the consideration of visual and recreation 

amenity values, as well as of the effects on the ecosystems, and that the effects are minimal 

and are acceptable. 

9.6.10 Section 5 requires consideration of whether the proposed spat catching area would 

appropriately enable people and communities to provide for their wellbeing, health and 

safety, both now and in the future.  Consideration must also be given to the environmental 
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matters in sections 5(2)(a) – (c).  The information presented in this AEE has discussed the 

economic, cultural and social benefits of the proposed application areas.  In my opinion, 

overall adverse effects are less than minor. 

9.6.11 With respect to section 5(2)(a), I consider that the proposed application area would not have 

any effect on the CMA natural and physical resources or use of space, in any way that would 

impede the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations, nor preclude access to or 

through the spat catching area by others.  Rather I consider the proposed application would 

have significant social and economic benefits for Ngati Te Wehi.  With respect to section 

5(2)(b): Mr S White’s evidence supports that the effects of the proposed application area are 

less than minor and I consider that the life-supporting capacity of the existing marine 

ecosystems will be safeguarded.  With respect to section 5(2)(c), the AEE has considered the 

adverse effects and identified that the application area is located and designed to avoid or 

mitigate these effects, in particular there are no adverse effects on the characteristics and 

values identified in the Boffa Miskell report, the spat catching area is located away from 

from viewing opportunities, the nature of the proposed spat catching area is that it has a low 

profile, and boating access ways and safe navigation are provided for. 

9.6.12 In my opinion, the application is consistent with the relevant provisions of Part 2 of the RMA 

and would meet the purpose of the Act. 

 

9.7 High Court Decision  
 
9.7.1 WRC drew attention to the High Court case Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough District 

Council [2017] NZHC52 [31 January 2017], as having implications for this application.  

Potential implications are therefore discussed below. 

9.7.2 An appeal to the High Court was lodged following an Environment Court decision relating to 

a proposed farm application in Beatrix Bay, Marlborough Sounds.  The Environment Court 

declined the application due to the potential detrimental effects on the endangered species, 

NZ King Shag, resulting from an additional marine farm.  It is noted that there are no NZ King 

Shags in Aotea harbour. (Refer Appendix **).  Based on the information provided in this AEE 

and supporting documentation (in particular the landscape, natural character and visual 

amenity report in Appendix 2A), it is contended that the cumulative environmental effects of 

the proposed spat catching area considered together with the existing spat catching area is 

negligible-low.  There are no other marine activities in this area that would trigger 

cumulative effects. 

9.7.2 One question raised was whether the Environment Court erred in failing to apply part 2 of 

the RMA, when considering the resource consent.  In brief the High Court decision reinforces 

that the NZCPS “gives effect to” the matters in part 2, and by association the RPS gives effect 

to the NZCPS etc through the planning hierarchy.  The NZCPS was released in 2010, the 

Waikato RPS is therefore to be considered as giving effect to the NZCPS and to Part 2 RMA.  

However the RCP predates the NZCPS and cannot be considered as “giving effect to” the 

NZCPS or RPS, even though it is an operative planning document.  This presumably triggers 
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the High Court statement that: “Where, however, as the Supreme Court held, there has been 

invalidity, incomplete coverage or uncertainty of meaning within planning documents, resort 

to Part 2 should then occur”.  It is therefore suggested that as the RCP is “incomplete” in that 

it does not give effect to the NZCPS, reference to Part 2 of the RMA in any decision-making is 

appropriate. 

9.7.3 A further matter raised was that the “overall judgement approach” in relation to the 

implementation of the NZCPS (in particular) was rejected by the Supreme Court [King 

Salmon], and that this approach was appropriately applied to a resource consent [Davidson].  

It is only where there has been “invalidity, incomplete coverage or uncertainty of meaning 

within planning documents, resort to Part 2 should then occur”.  This also indicates that it is 

appropriate to consider Part 2 matters. 

9.7.4 The RCP is “incomplete” as it does not identify areas of “outstanding natural character” as 

required by the NZCPS.  The technical report prepared by Boffa Miskell that indicates Aotea 

harbour may be an outstanding area, has not been subjected to any public process, and in 

particular no involvement from iwi of the Aotea area.  As such, it is non-statutory 

information of a broad-brush nature. The landscape, natural character and amenity report 

(Appendix2A) has also assessed that the proposed farm would have negligible-low effects on 

the matters identified in the Boffa Miskell report, and therefore that adverse effects had 

been avoided. 

9.8 Notification 
 
9.8.1 The applicant requests that the application be processed as a non-notified application.   

9.8.2 It is considered that the Council has sufficient information regarding the effects of spat 

catching, and taking into account the extensive consultation that has been undertaken, it is 

contended that public involvement is not warranted from either a public interest or 

information perspective. 
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10. Conclusions 
 
10.1 The key points of this application are: 

• The applicant is a company set up under the auspices of Ngati Te Wehi. 

• The application is made in respect of an area that is off-shore from marae and iwi-

owned farmland. 

• The application is for mussel spat catching for a period of 35 years.   

• The activity is assessed as being a discretionary activity under the RCP. 

• The application area is consistent with the relevant policy directives and meets the 

relevant criteria of the planning documents discussed above.   

• The application has been assessed against the matters in Part 2 RMA and in my opinion 

is sustainable, appropriate in the location and any adverse effects are acceptable and 

less than minor. 

• Based on the scientific information attached as Appendix 3 to this AEE, the 

environmental effects of undertaking spat catching at the site is considered to be less 

than minor, acceptable and appropriate.   

• Based on the landscape and natural character information attached as Appendix 2A to 

this AEE, the environmental effects of undertaking aquaculture at the site are 

considered to be minor, acceptable and appropriate. 

• The application represents efficient use of the CMA and will result in positive effects on 

the economic, cultural and social well-beings of the local communities, and in 

particular for Ngati Te Wehi.   

• The scale of the proposed spat catching area is minimal compared to the overall area 

of Aotea Harbour. 
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Appendix 1c: Proposcd Layout Plans
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Appendix 2: Assessment of Landscape and Natural Character

Te Tahuna O Aotea Moana Marine Farm Ltd

Landscape and Natural Character Overview

of proposed farm site in

Aotea Harbour

Prepared by

Robin Britton & Terewai Awhitu

January 2OL7



1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This report has been prepared by Robin Britton (planner) and Terewai Awhitu (applicant).

Neither person has a professional landscape background. The reason for undertaking a low-

key approach to this report is to reflect the size of the area being applied for, the low-lying

nature of the structures, the information gathered and provided by the applicant and the

presenceofanexistingfarminthearea. Thisreportisaccompaniedbyanaerialvideoofthe

existing farm and the proposed site in the vicinity (Appendix 6 to the AEE).

L,2 The report covers:

o History and Background

o An overview description of the wider area and the area of the proposed farm site

o A description of the proposed activity

o Commentary on the Boffa Miskell Natural Character report

o Planning commentary on the relevant statutory provisions

o Overall conclusions from a planning perspective.

2. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

2.L NgatiTe Wehi is the principal iwi within Aotea harbour. The people have endured and lived here

for 100's and 100's of years, and have a close affinity to the area's land and harbour.

2.2 We are honoured and privileged that reports suggest that the natural character of our harbour

has a pristine acknowledgement but as long term residents we have noted that over time the

natural character of our harbour has changed and is changing progressively.

2.3 Due to extensive farming and agricultural practices, deforestation, the clearing of land and natural

environmental impacts we as a people have seen dramatic changes to our harbour over the years

2.4 We the people have taken on board the age old concepts of kaitiakitanga.

2.5 Kaitiakitanga allows Maori and non-Miori to reflect on their relationship with the natural

character of a specific area, and enables and encourages all people to be consciously aware of the

surrounding environment and to care for it in a way that upholds the practices of our

predecessors.



2.6

2.7

'He Kaitiaki katoa tatou" we ore oll guordions of our londs, moono ond our environments

We do not suggest or belittle the ideology that Aotea harbour has a pristine classification, but

wish to acknowledge that our application for a mussel spat farm would not indirectly or directly

impact on the pristine classification or natural character of Aotea Harbour.

DESCRIPTION OF AREA

This report is based on on-site visual assessments and is supported by photography supplied in

association with this application. lt does not seek to repeat work undertaken in the Boffa Miskell

report. Reference is made to the findings of the Boffa Miskell report later in this document.

Wider Context

The Aotea harbour is located on the west coast of the Waikato region. lt is a shallow harbour with

extensive intertidal areas and a low energy harbour coastline, with areas of mangroves, salt marsh

and spartina in varying locations around the harbour. The surrounding land is a combination of

native bush and farmed vegetation, with a small settlement of about 100 properties,

predominantly holiday homes, with approximately 40 full-time permanent residences. During the

summer period the population of the village expands 10-fold to around 400 people

The village is located on the southern shores of the harbour, near the harbour entrance.

There is limited road access, with one road into the settlement.

Site Specific Context

The proposed marine farm of 5 ha is to be located in a channel lying approximately east - west, to

the east of the existing boat access and to the east of the existing farm.

The channel is estimated as being approximately 375 metres wide at low tide, leaving

approximately 125 metres of free water space on either side of the proposed farm.

The proposed site could be accessed and by-passed by vessels at low tide, however very few

vessels venture up this channel at low tide.

The immediate landward backdrop to the proposed site is farmed and marae land, which rises

from sea level to some low level backdrop hills. There are some small pockets of regenerating

vegetation. The proposed site would not be visible from any other residences in this part of the

hinterland. There are no public roads providingforviewing positions in this area.

3.

3.1

3.2

3.3



4.

4.1.

PROPOSED ACTIVITY

The proposed farm of 5 ha, is to be used for spat catching. lt is a low level structure consisting of

buoys and longlines. The number of surface buoys would depend on when the spat catching rope

is hung. Spat catching rope is retrieved if no spat is caught in order to avoid undue bio-fouling. A

maximum of 3 lines per ha would be potentially used, making the maximum number of lines 15

in total.

The proposed site is not visible to land-based residences (other than the marae), the channel is

not commonly used, the proposed site is a very small proportion of the whole harbour area. lt is

considered that the low lying nature of the farm structure would be absorbed within the wider

landscape without impacting on the current identified values of the area.

A small level of cumulative effects would arise from the nearby proximity to the existing farm

blocks. The existing blocks have been in place for a considerable period of time. While the

addition of another farm is proposed, the low lying nature of the structure and the small size of

the farm would in our opinion, have minimal additional effects over and above the current farm

blocks.

While the proposed farm is a change in the landscape, the authors' opinion is that it would not

detract from the landscape values of the wider or immediate areas.

NATURAL CHARACTER COMM ENTARY

Waikato Regional Council commissioned Boffa Miskell to prepare a report on natural characterl

(referred to as "the report"). This report identified the whole of the Aotea harbour as being of

outstanding natural character (ONC), except for a small area discussed below.

The report identifies the following matters when describing the ONC of the Aotea harbour:

. Coastal Marine Area:

. a general assessment is first made of the combined area of the CMA associated with

Raglan, Aotea and Kawhia Harbours. ln particular, it is noted that Aotea Harbour is

31.9km2, of which 74o/o is intertidal (p 195). Specific characteristics at this level of
assessment (level 3 include: coastal dune features and modification being mostly along

the southern coast (with particular reference made to reclamation and erosion control

measures). (p 200)

. Coastal terrestrial (Coastal Significance Zone + coastal context:

4.2

4.3

4.4

5.

5,1

5.2

1 Boffa Miskell Limited, 2016. Natural Character Study of the waikato Region.



5.3

5.4

. a general assessment is made of the land surrounding the combined areas of Aotea

and Kawhia Harbours. From an abiotic perspective: Aotea is noted for its dune fields
(nationally important geopreservation site), (p243,2441. From a biotic perspective, of
note are the seven identified areas of regenerating forest/ indigenous scrubland,

identified as key ecological sites (p 245,249). From an experiential perspective, human

modification is noted around the southern shores and settlement of Aotea, and the
low level of naturalness attributed to areas of pasture. No specific characteristics were
identified for the southern coastal area of Aotea harbour. (p 247, 248,249l.

The proposed farm site is in the southern harbour area - which is noted above for its "low level

of naturalness", and where the hinterland is farmed.

Section E of the report then further assesses areas of outstanding natural character. Aotea

harbour was identified as being outstanding in its entirety except for a small area surrounding the

settlement and which may also exclude the exlsting marine farm. (uncertain from scale) (p 307).

The natural character values of this level 4 assessment is further detailed on p308 and includes:

. Abiotic values: dune systems, largely unmodified intertidal zone, except for the
settlement, natural estuarine and wetland features, inner harbour islands.

. Biotic values: regenerating forest and indigenous scrubland, sand dunes, dune

scrubland, native bush cover on harbour margins

. Experiential values: high perceived naturalness due to limited modification, high

experiential values associated with abiotlc and biotic processes, especially

dune processes, lack of access and remoteness (mid to northern areas); lack

of human modification.

The following comments are made about the proposed site, with reference to the natural

character values identified above:

From the abiotic values identified: The proposed farm is located in a channel which retains

water at all levels of the tide. lt does not impact on any values associated with the dune

system (located to the north of the harbour) or on harbour islands or wetland features.

The proposed site is located at a significant distance from the dune formations.

From the Biotic values identified: the proposed farm site has a hinterland of farmed land,

with very small pockets of regenerating scrubland. lt is primarily a modified landscape.

From the experiential values identified: The southern areas ofthe Aotea harbor have been

developed, both by the settlement of Aotea as well as by land and marine farming. There

is an existing marine farm in the vicinity. Access is limited by nature of the land being held

by tangata whenua, and by association does have a remoteness associated with the area.

It is noted that no tangata whenua or public input was included in the Boffa Miskell

assessment. (p22).

5.5



5.6 The assessment in the report is undertaken with the presence of two existingfarm blocks in the

vicinity of the proposed application site, however it is unclear from the scale of the maps whether

the existing farm is included/ excluded from the area classified as outstanding.

It is the authors' opinion that the natural character values summarised above, would not be

affected by the addition of a further farm in the similar vicinity of the existing farm. Given the low

lying nature of mussel farm structures and the small area of the proposed farm, it is considered

that the proposed farm would have an insignificant footprint in the context of the overall

assessment ofthe harbour values and overall size ofthe harbour.

This opinion was discussed with Rebecca Ryder of Boffa Miskell and her response is attached as

an Annex to this report. The response received outlined that:

WRC would provide the policy direction, and NZCPS provides dlrection through Policies 13 &

14, while the King Salmon case law provides guidance on "avoidance".

An assessment should be made on a case basis against the identified values and

characteristics. ONC is a land/sea management tool - the values that underpin these areas

are critical in understanding the effects of new development.

Notes that the proposed farm is likely to have some adverse effects and notes that the existing

farm is excluded from the ONC.

5.8 Discussion of Boffa Miskell response:

It is acknowledged that there is no policy guidance at present, arising from the Boffa Miskell

report. lt is also acknowledged that the NZCPS has not as yet been embedded into the
Waikato RCP, Therefore there is at present, a mismatch between the operative national and

operativeregional policy. ltisalsonotedthatbecausetheresultsoftheBoffaMiskell report

have not as yet been applied at a policy level, the Boffa Miskell report is of an information
nature and not a statutory nature.

ln addition it is noted that there is a wide range of interpretations that have been made as a

result of the King Salmon case law. The planning provisions are discussed in more detail

below.

The authors of this report have assessed the site in respect to the ONC values and

characteristics identified in the Boffa Miskell report, and are of the opinion that the proposed

site does not adversely affect the characteristics and values identified as the basis for ONC

definition. ln particular, the modified hinterland and the presence of existing farms in the

area of the proposed site are reiterated, along with the small scale of the proposed farm.

The authors consider that the proposed site would not have any adverse effects on the

characteristics and values that are identified as defining the areas as ONC.
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6.

5.1

PLANNING PROVISIONS

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS)

TheNZCPS2006policy13addressesthe"preservationofnaturalcharacter". ltdirectsthatnatural

character is to be protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and development, including by

avoiding adverse effects of activities on outstanding natural character areas.

While this policy directive is not reflected in the current operative RCP, it is nevertheless required

to be considered in the consent process.

The area identified as being outstanding in the Boffa Miskell report is primarily the whole harbor

(31.9km2t, of which the proposed farm site is an area of 5 ha. Due to the differences in scale, and

the discussion in sections 4 & 5 above, it is contended that the proposed farm site would not have

any adverse effects on natural character values identified for Aotea harbour.

Policy 14 promotes restoration of natural character and lists a range of options for undertaking

this. lt is contended that this policy is not applicable to this application.

Regional Policy Statement (RPS)

The RPS in Objective 3.20 directs that the "values" of outstanding natural features and landscapes

are to be identified and protected from "inappropriate subdivision, use and development".

Objective 3.22 directs that the natural character of the coastal environment is to be protected

from the adverse effects of "inappropriate subdivision, use and development".

Policy 7.1.1 requires that the RCP shall "establish criteria to determine the appropriateness of

different activities within the coastal marine area and where necessary identify areas that are

appropriate for different purposes or activities including areas to be protected from

development....". This policy has not as yet been implemented as the review of the RCP is only

just underway.

However, it is noted that particular regard is to be given to opportunities for the development of

aquaculture, and on avoiding adverse effects on natural character values. ln light of the discussion

in sections 4 & 5 above, and bearing in mind thatthere is no current prohibition based on natural

character values, it is contended that this policy directive has been met. lt is also noted that the

Aquaculture strategy referred to in 7.!.4 has not as yet been developed.

Policy L2.2 requires that adverse effects are avoided on outstanding natural character, and

ensuring that activities are appropriate with respect to the level of natural character. The

discussion in sections 4 & 5 above supports that contention the values associated with

outstanding natural character for Aotea harbour would not be adversely affected by the type and

scale of development being proposed.
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5.3

It is further contended that the proposed farm of 5ha is an appropriate use in the CMA, in its

proposed site.

Regional Coastal Plan 2004 (RCP)

The RCP addresses natural character under Objective 3.1 and policy 3.1.2. The emphasis is on

ensuring any use and development avoids or remedies adverse effects on those elements that

define natural character. Drawing on the discussion in sections 4 & 5 above, it is considered that

this policy directive is achieved. Policy 3.1.1 requires that use or development avoids adverse

effects on remote and isolated characteristics. lt is contended that the proposed site, in the near

vicinity of an existing farm and with a hinterland of farmland, does not adversely affect the remote

or isolated characteristics that would be associated with other areas of the harbour, particularly

those areas that are at further distance from the southern more developed shores,

ln accordance with Policy 3.1.4, the proposed farm does have a functional need to locate in the

CMA.

Otorohanga District Plan 2014 (ODP)

ln Objective 2.2.1 the ODC plan seeks to preserve natural character values of the coastal

environment from inappropriate subdivision, land use and development. The terrestrial natural

character values have been identified in the Boffa Miskell report, and have been discussed in

sections4&5above.

It is considered that the terrestrial values would not be adversely affected by the proposed marine

farm.

There are no areas of outstanding landscape or natural character shown on the planning maps for

the land near the proposed marine farming site.

7. CONCLUSTONS

It is acknowledged that the Boffa Miskell report is a non-statutory report prepared to inform the

development of appropriate policy guidance in the review of the operative RCP. lt is also noted

that it is a non-statutory document that has not as yet been tested through iwi and public

consultation.

Notwithstanding the above comments, based on an assessment of the values identified in the

Boffa Miskell report and the provisions in the relevant planning documents, it is considered that:

. the values identified for outstanding natural character in the Aotea harbour coastal

environment would not be adversely affected by the proposed marine farm
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. the scale of the proposed farm is minimal compared to the overall natural character

assessment made for the harbour

. the outstanding classification does not mean a prohibition on marine farming, as the policy

references are to "inappropriate use and development" as well as to avoiding

adverse effects on the natural character values ("appropriateness" is discussed

elsewhere in the AEE)

. there is an existing farm in the vicinity of the proposed farm site, and the southern shores

and hinterland of the harbour are modified by settlements and farming.

Overall it is considered the proposed marine farm does not adversely change, nor adversely affect

theoutstandingnatural charactervaluesoftheAoteaharbourcoastal environment. lnparticular

it is noted that:

. NgatiTe Wehi is the principal iwi within Aotea harbour and the people have a close affinity
to the area's land and harbour.

. Kaitiakitanga allows Miori and non-M5ori to reflect on their relationship with the natural

character of a specific area, and enables and encourages all people to be consciously

aware of the surrounding environment and to care for it in a way that upholds practices

of our predecessors.

. 'He Kaitiaki katoa titou" we ore oll guordions of our londs, moono ond our environments.

. Ngati Te Wehi wish to acknowledge that their application for a mussel spat farm would

not indirectly or directly impact on the pristine classification or natural character of Aotea

Harbour.

. The proposed farm is not significantly visible, due to the highly limited viewing

opportunities from land.

. The farm is a low-lying structure in the water, covering a small footprint'

. the hinterland is Maori-owned land currently farmed.

It is also noted that this assessment must be read in conjunction with other planning matters

raised in the AEE.



Annex to [andscape Report: Boffa Miskel! Correspondence

From : Rebecca R 1,der . Rebecca R)'de rfgboffam iskell.co nz'
Subject: Outstanding Natural Chatacter - Without Prejudice

Date: 23 December 20'16 at l0:28:11 AN4 NZD'I
To: Robin Brrtton .rbritton@u'ave.co nz'
Cc: Craeme Silver ., Graeme.Srlver@rva ikatoregion.gor.t.nz,

Hr Robin

As d rscussed I have frnally sorted replying to your email of the last day of the yearr Following on from our d tscusston

atthe NZPI and Coastal Societres evening I have responded to your questions below.

. how do you envtsage (from your perspective) that the classificatton of thts whole harbour as outstanding wll be

implemented through pohcy guidance for structures such as marine farms2

WRC wrll provide the policy drrection and Policy 13 and 14 of the NZCPS provrde directron I am aware that MPI

haveapaperpreparedbyBMLandothersthatdiscussesmarinefarmrngandnatural character lamunsurefthtsis
avarlable at thrs point but rs on therr radar as a matter that requrres a speciflc assessment approach

. e.g., are all marne farmtng actMtrcs envsaged to be prohrbfted or rc the focus on manaEng adverse effects on

the attributes identfrcd for Aotea harbour?

As a new marine farm the correct route would be to undertake an assessment and assess the merrts of each
applrcation against the rdentifred values and characteristics. Cumulative effects would be important too. Outstanding

Natural Character (ONC) is effectrvely a land/ sea management tool and rt is the values that underpin these areas

that are critrcal in understanding the true effects of new or ongotng development. The King Salmon Case Law has

grven guidance on the avodance of adverse effects on outstandrng natural character areas Therefore understandtng

these s cltlcalto the evaluatron of the effect. Attached rs a think prece post Krng Salmon from BML that may asslst

. i the latter, do you constder that the proposed farm (at 5 ha, low lying structures, southern edge of harbour)

Irkely to result n any adverse effects on the attributes rdentified?

ln its current arrangement yes rt is likely to have some adverse effects You wrll see that the extsttng martne farm is

excluded from the ONC area

Itrustthisanswersyourquestionsatthrspoint. lambackatworkonthe'16thof January2017 lfyouhaveany
questions prror to this please either talk with Graeme Silver or possrbly James Bentley of our Chrrstchurch offrce who

has had rnvolvement rn the Warkato NC study and is also an expert tn marine farm effects assessment, as an expert

for Marlborough Drstrrct Counctl's many marrne farm appltcattons.

Krnd Regards
Rebecca

Boffa Miskell
Rebecca Ryder I Sentor Prrnctpal I Larrdscape Archttect

emarl rebecca.rvder@boffamrskell co nz I ddt +6a

33 | mob +64 27 439 99 36
PO BOX 13 373 | LEVEL 2, 1 16 ON CAMERON I

3141 I NEW ZEALAND
wvlriv boffamrskell co nz

7 571 56 28 | tel +647 571 55 11 I fax. +64

CNR CAMERON ROAD & WHARF STREET I

7 571 33

TAURANGA



F ro nr : R obin B ritto n [ma ilto : rbritkr n@ wa ve. c o. nzl
S e nt: Frirlay, 18 November 2076 12:44 PM
To : R ebecca R yder <R ebecca. Rvder@ boffamiskell co. nz>
Cc Robin Britton <rbritton@wave.co.nz>; Terewai Awhihl <brcwaimama@gmailcom>
Sub.1e ct: Assbtance with inbryrctatirn please

Dear Rchccca

\our nalnc as c()ntacl trrthrrr Bolla Mrskcll- so I hope rou don't nttnd nte sendttrg tltts cnlatl

In a nteclrng u rth \\'RC eonsent\ \tall" thc), rndrcated I neccled to conlact vou ur respcct 1o the Naturai Charrtclcr Studr Bofla

Mrskell has dotic lor \\'RC (as ltart o1'the ttilbrnrallotr that sould go louards the RCP rc\ Ie\\').

8)

\\rRCisconceruedaboulruulcmcnlrngpolrcl, l-lt lXa) NZCPSrnlhcconlc\1 o1'lltrsre|ortgtYL'nthal lllsl'lo\\'ttrthepubltc
dornatn (albc-tl ackmru'ledgrng that rt ts non-statu1or al thrs pourt lu lune). The'1'hare askcd that I cheek rn u lth r'ou re: this

So I u'olrld iillprccralc \our adr tcc/ \ lL'\\ s orl the 1'oJlou'rrrg plc'ase

r hou clo 1rl u crrr rsage ( lionr vo ur pcrslloc t rvc) thal thc c lassr llcat totr o1' tlt ts u ho le ltarhoul as oLtlstaltdllig \\'l ll hc

rnrpiementr'd through pohcv gutdancc li)r struclures such as tnartue larnrs'.'

. e.-e.. are all rlarlte l'arltrpg acll\,1(ies c1r rsagecl 1o br. pr-ohrblted trr is lhc lircus otr ltlaltaglnc ad\ct'sc ell'cclS on the

altr-lhutes rdentrlrcd lbr Aotea harbour''

ru anr aclr erse cllecls on 1hc attrtbutes rdentrlied'.)

ll'vourioulclhketodrscussthrslurlhercarlvoupleascringnreon02728I 2969.orscttdttte acollta('tphnutrlberlor1'tluand
suggcsl il sullable tllne 10 rlng.

N4any thanks Ibr 1'oul ht-\r

cheers
Robin

Robin Britton
Resource Management/ Planning Consultant
027 281 2969
PO Box 7016 Hamilton
rbritton@wave.co,nz



Appendix 3: Scientific Report

White S 2016. Ecological Effects Resulting from a Proposed Mussel Spat Catching Facility: Ohinau Marine

Farms. Prepared by Pacific Coastal Ecology.

(Provided as separate document)



Appendix 4 Ha rbourmaster's Comments

From: Chris Bredenbeck . Chris.Bredenbeck@u'arkatoregion.gort.nz>

Subjecc RE: Aotea

Date: 30 November 2076 at 9:18'00 AI\4 NZDT

To: "Robrn Britton (,{gendas)" --rbritton@wa"'e.co.nz;

Hello Robin,

My apologies forthe delay in responding.

Aotea Harbour is mainly utjlised by small power driven vessels with increasing boating population over

the summermonths. There arc commercialfhtfish boats operating, so I do expectthere b be fafuty

frequent vessels operating in the charurel where the farm is planned but not heavy taffic.

I beheve the smaller vessels I am describing shouH be able to rnvfate through the farm relatively

unencumbercd. I would expect the farm would have some lghting to hfitrftht the risk for low light and

nfht rnvfatbn, and possibly some Emporary sfirnge at the boat hunching area to hfihftht tIrc new

farms afterthey have been installed'

Happy b discuss liuther if necessary.

Kind Regards

Chris Bredenbeck I Senror l-larbourmaster I Marttrme Servrces I Waikato Regional Council
0800 800 401 | DDI 07 859 27241,4(J8 027 677 2107 | Prrvate Bag 3038. Warkalo Matl Centre, Hamilion

324c)

MarineMate t$\
trde5, brat ramps, VHF

rhannels and boatinE

ir':fCI Dc'rsnload for
FRIE from your
app 5tore tudaY.

BAR CROSSING
EDUCATION FILMS

for FREEI

BSIrl'tr



Appendix 5: Consu ltation Responses

This Appendix includes a summary table plus the signed consultation forms. These are not presented in

any order.

Summary Table of Consultation Undertaken

Suzanne Mariassouce
(Secretary)

Ross Dockery

Raymond Turner

Trustees Okapu F2

Aotea Marine Farms

Local Resident

Okapu Marae

Te Tahuna O Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Okapu Marae

Te Tahuna O Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Local Resident

Te Tahuna O Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Okapu Marae

Okapu Marae

Taumaranui

Local Resident

Te Tahuna O Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Otawhiwhi Marae

Okapu Marae/ Makomako Marae

Okapu Marae

Ngati Te Wehi

Annette Gane (neighbouring Local Resident
property)

Dianna Awhitu

Loretta Mahara

Karmen Awhitu

Marisa Mahara

Peter McLean

Peggy R Nelson

Carol Awhitu

Delphia Awhitu

Hakaraia Hemara

Raymond Neil Crake

Karoha Moke

Robin Nelson

lan Shadrock

Ben Mihiad Mahara

Arthur Apiti

AG

AG/ Supported

NA

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

Ngati Te Wehi

Aotea Marine Farm

Owner
Ngati Maniapoto

Neighbour

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

NgatiTe Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Local Resident

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Maniapoto

Local Resident

NgatiTe Wehi

Hauraki Whanui

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi



Tilena Mahara

John Mahara, Kaumatua

Pioi Temara

Doug Mahara

Tatautau June Mahara

Claude T Apiti, Kaumatua

Patrick Bennett

Billy Taylor

Stan Mahara

Nancy Te Nani Awhitu,
Kaumatua

Liz Mahara

Teira Awhitu

Brandon Awhitu

Te Rauri Mahara

Mrs Wini Scott

Te Tahi o Hurae Rangiawha

Miki Rion Apiti

Pita Te Ngaru

G L Witters

D & S Forsythe

Ngati Te Wehi

Okapu Marae

Okapu Marae

Okapu Marae

Ngati Te Wehi

Okapu Marae

Okapu Marae

Okapu Marae

Okapu Marae

Ngati Te Wehi

NgatiTe Wehi

Okapu Marae

Ngati Te Wehi

Tepapatapu Marae

Chairman Motakotako

Chairman Okapu Marae

Ngati Patu Pio

Local Resident

Local Resident

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngai Tuhoe

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Waikato

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

NgatiTe Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Te Wehi

NgatiTe Wehi/Ngati
Mahanga

Ngati Te Wehi/Ngati
Mahanga

Ngati Te Wehi

Ngati Patu Pio

Local Resident

Local Resident

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG

AG
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposal seeks to establish an additional, small mussel spat catching facility in

Aotea Harbour. Spat catching is a seasonal activity and spat catching ropes would be

deployed at times of predicted spat fall. Spat would be allowed to develop at the site

until they reached about 35 mm shell size. A successful spat catching facility in this

Iocation would provide a diversified source of spat for the mussel cultivation industry

and reduce the reliance upon spat sourced from Ninety Mile Beach in Northland.

The site of the proposed spat catching facility is well away from complex reef structures

and rocky shore biological communities and is sited in water depths of 4 to 6 metres

over a seabed of sand and broken shell gravel with strong tidal currents. No significant

structures or shellfish beds were found within the area proposed for the spat catching

facility, and benthic biological communities in the area were low in diversity and

abundance but dominated by polychaete worms and amphipods, Sediment quality in

the area was clean with low nutrient concentrations. Given the history of the area and

the surrounding land use, it is expected that there has been minimal influence of

anthropogenic contamination in the area. The Harbour waters, despite high ambient

turbidity, are regarded as having reasonably good ambient water quality.

The ecological effects of mussel cultivation operations are well understood and the

establishment of a mussel farming structure at the site proposed would be unlikely to

result in any significant adverse effect. The effects of the proposed spat catching

activity, however, are expected to be significantly less than that expected from a mussel

cultivation operation and as such it is expected that any ecological effects resulting from

the proposal would be less than minor.

It is suggested that a conventional environmental monitoring programme would be

unlikely to provide any information that could be useful in resource management of

Aotea Harbour.
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IV

A biosecurity management plan would need to be established for the proposed facility,

and staff would need to be trained in order to conduct regular biosecurity risk

assessments and evaluations, although biosecurity risks are expected to be extemely low

due to the use of new buoys, anchors and lines.

The ecological effects as a result of the proposed activity in the area suggested are

expected to be less than minor and a spat catching facility as proposed is considered to

be ecologically sustainable in the long term with minimal adverse ecological effects.
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INTRODUCTION

Te Tahuna o Aotea Moana Marine Farms ('the applicant') has made an application for

resource consent for a mussel spat catching facility within Aotea Harbour. This report

presents the results of an investigation into the ecological implications of this

application and an analysis of the effects that are Iikely to result from the proposal

should resource consents be granted,

1.1 Spat Catching

"Spat" is the term applied to larval and juvenile forms ol in this case, New Zealand

greenshell mussel'" (Perna canaliculus). P. canaliculus is a native New Zealand species

that occurs around the coastline of mainland New Zealand. P. canaliculus mostly occurs

below the intertidal zone but can occasionally be found intertidally. P. canaliculus is a

filter feeding, bivalve mollusc that feeds on planktonic organisms by filtering them from

the seawater it pumps through its respiratory and feeding systems. P. canaliculus

reproduces by broadcast spawning sperm and eggs into the water column where the

eggs are fertilised and develop into microscopic, free-swimming, planktonic larvae that

drift through the coastal currents until they find a suitable substratum to attach to,

transform into a sessile phase and develop into mussels.

The New Zealand mussel aquaculture industry relies on a source of larvae, or spat, to

provide the stock that is then on-grown, or cultivated, to a commercially harvestable

size. To date the majority of spat (around 270 tonnes or 800/o of the spat required for

the mussel aquaculture industry) has come from beach-cast seaweed collected from

Ninety Mile Beach in Northland. The entire industry is heavily dependent upon natural

spatfall events and variation in timing and quantity of these natural spatfall events

represents a significant commercial risk for the industry. The only alternative

methodology for spat collection is the suspension of "hairy" ropes in the water column at

strategic times and in strategic locations to allow mussel larvae to settle on to the ropes.

Mussels reproduce at different times of the year and to varying degrees however, the

main spawning period is usually at the beginning ol or during,
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winter after which the mussels "hibernate" or experience a period of reduced activity

and productivity due to the colder water temperatures. Accurate prediction of when

spawning activity is likely to occur is impossible, but is usually triggered by changes in

weather and cooling coastal water temperatures. The quantities of spat in an area will

depend to a large extent upon the mature adult populations of mussels in the locality.

The applicants are confident through local knowledge and from the experience of the

existing mussel spat catching facility that there are sufficient populations of adult

mussels in the area to support a additional spat catching facility of the size proposed.

Spat catching ropes are suspended in the water column at times when it is predicted

that a spawning event may occur, If, however, the ropes do not catch spat as anticipated,

they would be removed from the water and re-set prior to the next predicted spawning

event. By only setting ropes when mussel spawn are Iikely to be caught, the incidental

fouling on the spat catching ropes is kept to a minimum. Excessive fouling of the spat

catching ropes makes it impossible to slip the spat for reseeding without damage, While

the buoys and backbones and their anchoring systems would be permanently

established, the spat catching dropper lines would only be deployed as needed.

There is an established demand for mussel spat from Aotea Harbour, particularly for the

mussel farmers of the Coromandel area. Spat from Aotea Harbour can be transported to

Coromandel farms, stripped and re-seeded within relatively short timeframes and has a

proven track record of low mortality. This lower mortality rate may be due to the

minimal handling and short timeframes between harvest and re-seeding. Advantages of

establishing an additional spat catching facility in Aotea Harbour include the risk

reduction through a diversified source of spat for the industry as well as considerably

shorter handling and transportation timeframes for local mussel farmers. In the past

few seasons there has been particularly high mortality of spat sourced from Northland

with an almost total failure of Northland spat in some instances. The establishment of

an alternative spat supply helps to reduce the reliance on a single source of spat and

consequently reduces the risks to the viability of the whole mussel aquaculture industry.

It has been shown that spat caught from Aotea Harbour are not only more resilient than

wild caught spat from beach cast seaweed but managed spat catching provides more

commercial certainty for the local industry.
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One of the less recognised risks to the mussel aquaculture industry is the consequence

of restricted genetic diversity. The propensity of P. canaliculus to genetic issues can be

mitigated by high connectivity among mussel populations and by sourcing progeny from

wild populations in multiple areas. Aotea as a source of spat supports this diversity in

genetic stock.

There is a need to distinguish between catching mussel spat and growing mussels, as the

environmental effects, the nature of the "product" and the ropes used in these two

phases of mussel aquaculture, differ significantly. The Gazette No. 70699 Fisheries

[Declaration of Species as Spat Notice [No.z)) 1993 defines greenshell mussel spat as

being of less than 40mm shell width. This accounts for both the microscopic larval

forms of the mussel spat and the metamorphosed forms of the juvenile mussels up to a

size whereby they can effectively be handled with a reasonable chance of survival.

Once the spat have developed to a size of 35-40mm shell width, they can be slipped from

the spat catching ropes and seeded onto growing ropes. At a size of less than 35mm

shell width the mussel spat are not hardy enough to survive the slipping and handling

processes required for re-seeding. The mussel spat can take from 6 to 9 months to

develop to the 3Smm size depending upon the time of year and conditions including

phytoplankton productivity, water quality and ambient water temperatures.

While the buoys and backbone structures used for spat catching are similar to those

used for growing mussels to a commercially harvestable size, the dropper ropes used for

spat catching are different. The spat catching dropper ropes are particularly "hairy" to

provide a greater surface area for mussel larvae to settle on to. The mussel spat must be

moved from the spat catching lines and re-seeded at the proper densities onto different

ropes used for on-growing mussels. This proposal does not include on-growing mussels

and the spat-catching dropper lines would be removed from the water once the juvenile

mussels have grown to a suitable size.

Slipping the juveniles and reseeding them elsewhere at the required densities once they

have reached 35mm shell width allows for more optimum
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growing conditions, If the mussels were allowed to develop on the "hairy" spat catching

ropes the growth rates of the mussels would suffer due to overcrowding and the

mussels, once they did reach a harvestable size, would be too difficult to remove from

the ropes. There is a distinct separation then in terms of spat catching and on-growing

or cultivation activities defined by the need to manage mussel densities and to transfer

the developing spat onto more suitable ropes for cultivation,

This proposal is for spat catching only, not for cultivation of mussels beyond the juvenile

stages.

1.2 Proposal

The applicants propose the establishment of a single, five hectare block of mussel spat

catching facility in the waters of Aotea Harbour. The proposed area for the spat catching

facility includes all buoys, anchors and structures. It is proposed that screw anchors of a

suitable size and construction would be established in the seabed with anchoring lines

extending to the surface to buoys and backbone lines that would support spat catching

dropper lines as required.

The proposed spat catching structures would be sited within Aotea Harbour,

approximately 1km east of Aotea township and would be additional to the existing

mussel spat catching facility already operating in Aotea Harbour.
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Figure 1: General location of proposed spat catching facility fyellow star) in

relation to Aotea and Kawhia Harbours.
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EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

Aotea Harbour is located on the west coast of the North Island within the Otorohanga

and Waikato Districts of the Waikato Region, just north of Kawhia Harbour' Aotea

Harbour is a semi-enclosed, tidal water body covering an area of approximately 3,000

hectares and is relatively sheltered from the high energy environment of the exposed

west coast,

The entrance to Aotea Harbour has a mobile bar and the entrance channel shifts under

complex coastal processes. The main channel within the inner harbour is relatively

stable and remains fixed, however, a network of sub-channels within the harbour can

shift over relatively short time periods. The water depth within the Harbour is relatively

shallow and does not generally exceed 10 metres at low tide.

Aotea Village is located on the southern headland near the Harbour entrance. On the

northern side of the main channel to the Harbour entrance [opposite Aotea Village) are

large sand hills gazetted as the Aotea Scientific Reserve. The harbour margins and steep

surrounding catchments have large tracts of native bush and exotic pine forest as well as

developed farmland.

Two existing mussel spat catching facilities foperated as a single commercial unitJ are

located in the main channel of the inner Harbour between Pourewa and Tahuri Point, to

the east of the Aotea township. At this location the channel is generally between 3 and 8

metres depth at low tide and is subject to relatively high tidal currents of up to three

knots.

The proposed location for the mussel spat catching facility is shown in Figure 2. The five

hectare block would be approximately 300m eastward of the nearest of the two existing

spat catching facilities in a channel with approximately 4-6 metres depth over a seabed

of sand and broken shell gravel, In this area of relatively shallow depth and moderate to

high tidal currents, it is expected that there will be good circulation of water through

Harbour tidal exchange and wind-driven currents. Flushing in this area is anticipated to

be very good. 
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Figure 2: Location of Proposed Spat Catching Facility

2.L Seabed Survey

The seabed in the vicinity of the proposed spat catching facility appeared, from attempts

to collect sediment samples, to be hard packed black sand armoured by broken shell

gravel. The depth in the area of the proposal ranged from 4 to 6 metres at the time of

survey (Zpm,28 Novemb er 2016). Local knowledge suggests that no significant seabed

features were located within the proposed marine farm sites (R. Dockery, pers comm, T.

Awhitu, pers comm), and none were found as a result of the survey undertaken.

However, the persistent turbidity of the Harbour waters and general very poor in-water

visibility prevented any visual or photographic surveys of the seabed.

2.2 Sediment Quality

Samples of the sediments in the area proposed for the spat catching facility were

collected using a boat operated box dredge. Samples were collected from the locations
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listed in Table 2.L and are displayed on Figure 3. At each of the sampling locations a

single sample was collected and each sample was chilled and despatched to Hill

Laboratories for analysis. Each sample was analysed for grain size distribution, total

nitrogen and total recoverable phosphorus concentrations.

Figure 3: Locations of sediment sampling sites

Table 2.1: Locations of sediment sampling sites (lat/long)

SarnnlincSite Latitude LoneihnAe
AH1 38" 00.280' s 175" 50.578',8
AHz 36" 00.424'S 175" 50.369', E

AH3 36" 00.502',S 175" 50.141',8

2.2.L Sediment Grain Size

Each of the samples was analysed by Hill Laboratories for a seven grain size profile by

wet seiving and gravimetry. The results are presented in Table 2.2 together with the

classification based on the principle grain size fraction modified by the next most

important grain sizes. This classification is given as letter codes. For example, a sample

consisting mostly of sand with a significant proportion of gravel would be classified as
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gS (gravelly sand). If the sample had a mud component it would be classified as (m)gS

[slightly muddy gravelly sand).

Table2.2t Results of sedimentgrain size analysis

The subtidal sediments in the area of the proposed spat catching facility are classified as

gravelly sands or sands.

2.2.2 Sediment Chemistry

Each of the composite sediment samples was analysed by Hill Laboratories for a range of

parameters including total organic carbon, total nitrogen, total phosphorus and a suite

of priority metallic and metalloid pollutants. The results are presented in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3: Results of the chemical analysis of composite sediment samples

No sediment quality guidelines exist for nutrients in marine sediments, however, these

parameters were measured to determine the baseline nutrient concentrations in the

area proposed for the spat catching facility, There is an accepted stoichiometric ratio of

nitrogen to phosphorus, which has been determined from examination of oceanic

phytoplankton to be 16:1 total Nitrogen to Phosphorus. The accepted argument is that

at nitrogen to phosphorus ratios less than 16:L that nitrogen is a limiting factor to algal

growth while at ratios higher than 16:L that phosphorus is the limiting factor in algal

growth, Downing (L997) discusses this stoichiometric ratio and shows that while

oceanic systems may adhere to the L6N:1P relationship, estuarine systems frequently

Sediment Grain Size Descriotion AH1 LHz AH3
> 2mm Gravel 20.9 0.8 <0.1
< 2mm. > 1mm Verv Coarse Sand 0.6 0.4 <0.1
<1 mm, > 0.50mm Coarse Sand 0.4 2.7 <0.1
<0.50mm, > 0.25mm Medium Sand 7t.9 63.6 3 5.0
<0.2Smm, > 0.125mm Fine Sand 52.6 29.3 58.5
<0.125mm, > 0.063mm Very Fine Sand 9.4 1.3 3.5
< 0.063mm Mud 4.7 2.5 2.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Classification sS s s

Parameter units AHl AH2 AH3 ANZECC

ISOG-tow ISOG-Hish
Total nitrosen e/700s drv weisht <0.05 <0.05 <0.05
Total recoverable ohosohorus me/ke drv weisht 640 570 640
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vary quite considerably from this accepted ratio.

Given that the average total nitrogen concentration in the sediments examined was

<0.05 g/I}}gdry weight for <500 mg/kg dry weight) and the average total phosphorus

concentration was 677 mg/kgdry weight, which resolves to a ratio of 0.81:L, the ratio of

total nitrogen to phosphorus suggests that the sediments in this area of Aotea Harbour

are highly nitrogen limited and that inputs of nitrogen to the system might stimulate

algal proliferation.

Nitrogen inputs to coastal systems generally come from land-based sources such as

partially treated wastewater discharges or diffuse run-off from farmland. The land in

the catchment of Aotea Harbour is a mix of unvegetated sand dune, Iand with good

vegetative cover (both native and exotic forest) with some developed farmland and a

very small number of residential lots. The water quality in Aotea Harbour may be

affected by future changes in land use practices in the surrounding catchment and as

such the control of sediment and nutrient sources in the catchment of the Harbour

should be carefully managed in order to avoid sediment and nutrient inputs into the

coastal waters. Although it is possible that high density mussel culture facilities might

contribute nitrogen into the water column in quantities large enough to affect the water

quality, the proposed spat catching activity is very unlikely to ever generate these large

scale nitrogen inputs. The proposal is unlikely to have any notable impact on the

sediment nitrogen concentrations in the immediate or wider vicinity.

2.3 BenthicBiologicalCommunities

One benthic sample was collected at the location of each of the three sampling sites

indicated in Figure 3 using a boat operated box dredge with a gap of 250mm x 150mm

and a depth of 350mm,. Each of the samples was then sieved fresh through a 1mm mesh

sieve and the material retained on the sieve was preserved in a 70o/o isopropyl alcohol

solution. Each sample was then sorted in a white plastic tray and any organisms were

picked out and stored in a 7Oo/o isopropyl alcohol solution before being identified and

counted. The results of the benthic biological community sampling are presented in

Table2.4.
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The benthic biological communities in the area proposed for the spat catching facility

were not very diverse with only a small number of taxa found in each sampling location.

The total numbers of individuals within each sample was also very low.

Table 2.4: Summary of the number of separate taxa found in each sample

Taxa AH1 AHz AH3
Polychaeta

H eteromqstus fi liformis 4 4 6

Perinereis nuntia(?) 9 2 4
Amphipoda

Pa ra coro ph iu m excav otu m (?) t2 7 9
Decapoda
Paourus soo, 3 0 1

Total No ofTaxa 4 3 4
Total No of Individuals 28 13 20

Amphipods, polychaete worms dominated the sedimenst at all three sampling locations,

both in terms of numbers of taxa and numbers of individuals, while hermit crabs were

found at the AHl, and AH3 sampling sites. Some organisms are more tolerant of

organically enriched conditions and as such their presence in high numbers is

potentially indicative of organic enrichment. Cirratulid and Capetellid polychaete

worms in particular are known to be indicative of organic enrichment in sediments,

however, neither of these polychaete worms were found at these sampling sites. The

absence of Cirratulid and Capetellid worms, as well as the very low levels of diversity

and abundance of organisms, suggest that it is unlikely that the sediments in the

locations sampled have been subject to high levels of organic enrichment.
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EXPECTED EFFECTS

The expected effects of a mussel farm are summarised in this diagram from Keeley et al

t2009). These effects associated with mussel cultivation are well docmented and

understood, however, mussel spat catching is less common and its effects, therefore, are

not as well documented. Because spat catching is a seasonal activity and the juvenile

mussels present a lower biomass with lower rates of filtration, respiration and excretion

than mussel cultivation sites and removal of mussels once they reach a size of 35-40mm,

the environmental effects are expected to be considerably lower than those expected for

mussel farming.

Figure 6: Diagram summarising the potential effects of mussel farming
structures (after Keeley et aI,2009)

3.1 Seabed

Seabed effects from mussel farms result from the accumulation of fine-grained,

organically rich particles [mussel faeces and pseudofaeces) known as biodeposition, and

the deposition and accumulation of live mussels, mussel shell litter and other biota that

fall off the ropes floats and the mussels themselves. Mussel farms are usually sited

above soft-sediment habitats [as opposed to rocky habitats) and seabed effects relate

s,6ecur(y Ti#:l'# g $i
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primarily to the physical, chemical and ecological changes in those habitats.

3.1.1 Localised Benthic Effects

The main environmental impact of mussel culture is increased sedimentation through

biodeposition. Mussels filter particles, primarily phytoplankton, but also zooplankton,

organic detritus and inorganic sediment from the water column. These particles are

trapped in the labial palps of the shellfish, bound up with mucous, sorted and selectively

ingested. The mussels expel waste products from digestion of this material as faecal

pellets. Inedible or excess particles are loosely bound in mucous and expelled from the

shell cavity as pseudofaeces. These biodeposits have a tendency to sink faster than their

constituent particles and, as a result, mussel farms typically increase sedimentation

rates underneath the culture sites fHatcher et al. L994; Callier et al. 2006: Giles ef al.

2006). Other epibiota attached to the mussel culture structures produce detritus and

this also contributes to the increased sedimentation (Kaiser et al. 1,998). Sedimentation

rates beneath mussel farms can vary with season (Giles et al. 2006), culture species

(faramillo et al. 1,992) and environmental conditions (e.g. tidal currents, water depth,

riverine inputs), making monitoring of this process difficult.

With this proposal, the levels of biodeposition are expected to be very low as a result of

the small size of the juvenile mussels and their subsequent rates of respiration, filtration

and excretion being much lower than those expected for Iarger mussels, )uvenile

mussels would only be supported on a seasonal basis and for relatively short periods of

time with substantial periods without juvenile mussels being present at all.

Numerous studies have documented changes to the physical and chemical properties of

sediments beneath mussel farms due to increased sedimentation and the accumulation

of biodeposits [Dahlbdck & Gunnarsson 198].; Mattsson & Lind6n 1983; Kaspar et al.

1985; De fong 1994; Chamberlain et a\.2007; Giles ef a\.2006; Callier et aI.2007;

Hargrave et aI.2008, Wong & O'Shea, 201,7). These include changes in sediment texture

[Tenore et al.1982; Kaspar et ol. 1985; Stenton-Dozey et a\.2005) and local organic

enrichment with an associated increase in oxygen consumption [Christensen et aI.2003;

Giles ef al. 2006), increased nitrogen release rates [Hatcher et al. 2004), sulphate

reduction (Dahlbdck & Gunnarsson 1981) and lowered Redox
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potential [Christensen et al.2OO3; Grant et a\.2005). The degree of change in sediment

characteristics beneath the proposed spat catching facility is not anticipated to be

significant due to the intermittent nature of spat catching and the small size of the

mussels supported at the facility.

Giles et al. (2006) reported increased sedimentation rates under mussel farms in the

Firth of Thames [New Zealand) relative to a reference site, with associated increased

concentrations of organic carbon and increased sediment oxygen consumption within

the sediments. Christensen et al. [2003) found significantly higher ammonium fluxes

and oxygen consumption [both evidence of high mineralisation rates) in sediments

beneath a mussel farm in Beatrix Bay fMarlborough Sounds), resulting in increased

sulphide levels in the sediments and a lower nitrogen removal rate. The spat catching

activity proposed is unlikely to result in changes in sediment chemistry on the same

scale as for a mussel cultivation site.

Monitoring of the properties of sediments at mussel farming sites often involves a suite

of indicators and may include sediment colour, odour, Redox potential discontinuity

layer, sulphide concentrations and sediment organic content [Wildish et al' 1999). Of

these indicators, sediment organic content has proven to be reliable and is often

included falong with other indicators) in marine farm monitoring programmes in New

Zealand and overseas, Elevated sediment organic content is commonly encountered

beneath mussel farm sites in New Zealand. Hartstein & Rowden (2004) found elevated

levels of sediment organic content at two sheltered mussel farm sites in the

Marlborough Sounds, however, they found levels beneath a mussel farm site located in a

high energy environment to be similar to those observed in reference locations. This

highlights how a dispersive environment can help reduce the level of seabed effects. The

site proposed for spat catching is within an area of relatively high tidal and wind driven

currents under most weather conditions. Given the currents at the site and the water

exchange, it is considered that the area proposed for spat catching would be considered

a dispersive environment.

Sediments directly beneath and within 50 m of mussel culture lines tend to have slightly

higher levels of organic material than sediments outside the 
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influence of the farms. In many cases these elevated levels of organic enrichment

increase the productivity of coastal sediments without major disruption to community

composition. Accumulation of organic matter and other associated changes in physico-

chemical properties can, however, create conditions within the sediment that can lead to

changes in the abundance and diversity of biota in the sediment (Danovaro etal.2004).

For example, increased sedimentation beneath mussel farms can reduce microscopic

plant production [Christensen et al. 2003; Giles et al. 2006), which can have a

pronounced effect on oxygen conditions in the sediments and overlying water, as well as

affect denitrification rates. Similarly, meiofaunal (very small organisms measuring a

length of 0,45 to 1.0 mm) community composition can change significantly due to the

presence of elevated organic content beneath mussel farm sites [Mirto et aI.2000).

The most widely used indicator of enrichment effects, however, is macrofauna

[organisms measuring greater than 1 mm in lengthJ living within the sediment, such as

that examined and discussed in section 2.3 of this report. According to models of

organic enrichment fPearson & Rosenberg 1978), sediments subject to increased

organic loading will exhibit increased animal abundance, decreased species richness

(number of different taxa) and animal biomass, and a shift in dominance of trophic

groups (Weston 1990). Seabed enrichment selects for species more adaptable to low

oxygen levels and/or to the instability of finer-textured, high organic sediments (Tenore

et al. l9BZ). Because the proposed spat catching activity is unlikely to result in changes

to the characteristics of the sediments beneath the faciliry significant changes in

macrofaunal communities beneath the facility are not expected to occur.

Changes in physico-chemical characteristics beneath mussel farms can lead to a

displacement of large-bodied macrofauna (e.g.heart urchins, brittle stars, large bivalves)

and the proliferation of small-bodied disturbance-tolerant 'opportunistic' species such

as capitellid polychaetes and other marine worms [Tenore et al. L9B2; Mattsson &

Lind6n 1983; Kaspar et al. 1985; Christensen et al.2003). The loss of large-bodied

burrowing taxa can potentially have flow-on effects to sediment health due to a

reduction in bioturbation and the associated irrigation of deeper sediments

[Christensen et al. 2003).
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Infaunal community composition monitoring to assess the level of seabed change at

mussel farm sites in Wilson Bay, Firth of Thames, has found "little significant change" in

seabed community composition at sites monitored [stenton-D ozey et al. 2004). These

findings are consistent with numerous site assessments undertaken by NIWA in the

Marlborough Sounds (NIWA unpublished data), where "changes in the relative

abundances of certain species rather than dramatic disappearqnces of intolerant species

and appearances ofnew species" have been observed (Stenton-Dozey etal.2005). Given

that the effects on the sediments anticipated from the proposed spat catching are

considerably less than those expected from mussel cultivation sites such as those

monitored by Stenton -Dozey et al (2004), it is not expected that the proposal would

result in any significant change in seabed community composition,

The most visually conspicuous effect on the seabed as a result of mussel farming is the

modification of the benthic habitat through accumulation of live and dead mussel

material on the seafloor, produced primarily during harvesting and farm maintenance

fDavidson 1.998; Davidson & Brown 1999). Shell deposition within a farm can be

patchy, ranging from rows of clumps of live mussels and shell litter directly beneath

Iong-lines to widespread coverage across the farm site fForrest & Barter 1999). Mussel

clumps and shell litter beneath a mussel farm have been been found to act as a substrate

for the formation of reef-type communities (De long 1,994; Davidson & Brown 1999).

Kaspar et at. (L985) described reef-like communities under an existing farm that

included large epibiota such as tunicates, sponges, sea cucumbers, calcareous

polychaetes, and mobile predatory species such as starfish, crabs and fish. In other

situations, mussel clumps and shell litter can remain relatively barren of reef-type

communities [Watson L996).

The proposed spat catching facility is not anticipated to generate significant quantities of

shell drop due to the seasonal use of the site, the small size of spat and the limited

handling of dropper lines together with the complete removal of spat once the mussels

reach 35-40mm in size.

Available information for long-line mussel farms in both New Zealand and overseas

[Dahlbdck & Gunnarsson 1981; Mattsson & Lind6n 1983; Kaspar ,-\
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et al. 1985; De fong 1,994; Chamberlain et al. 2001; Grange 2002; Christensen et al.

2003) indicates that the areal extent and magnitude of seabed effects depend to a large

extent on site-specific environmental characteristics (e.9. current speeds and directions,

existing benthic habitat, wave climate, riverine influences, phytoplankton abundance),

and to a lesser extent, farm management practices [e.9. stocking densities, line

orientation, harvesting techniques).

The capacity of the environment to disperse and assimilate mussel farm biodeposition is

largely determined by water depth and current speeds [1.e. flushing capacity), although

the assimilative capacity of the environment may also vary seasonally in relation to

factors such as water temperature. Increased flushing not only reduces localised

sedimentation and accumulation of organic matter, but it also increases oxygen delivery

to the sediments, allowing for more efficient breakdown (i.e. mineralisation) of organic

material (Findlay & Watling 1997). For example, deep sites (>30 m) located in areas of

strong water currents will have depositional footprints that are less intense and more

widely dispersed than shallow, poorly flushed sites.

The water depths at the site proposed for this spat catching facility are relatively

shallow (4-6 metres) but with strong currents and as such, flushing at this site is

expected to be good. In addition, the degree of biodeposition is expected to be low due

to the small size of the mussels and reduced rates of filtration, respiration and excretion.

International studies show that the majority of environmental issues associated with

biodeposition occur in systems where water exchange is restricted (Castel et al. 1989).

Farm sites located in well-flushed tidal environments typically do not result in the

accumulation of pseudofaeces but result in a favourable increase in macrofaunal

biomass fRodhouse & Roden l9B7), however, where currents are very weak or water

depth is shallow biodeposition would be expected to contribute to hypoxic [reduced

oxygen) conditions in the sediments. Such effects have been observed or inferred from

models in sheltered embayments or inlet systems [Dame & Prins L997; Chamberlain et

al. 2001; Grant et al. 2005; Waite et al. 2005; Cranford et al.2007) but are considered to

be extremely unlikely as a result of this proposal, for the reasons given above.
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3.L.2 Spatial Extent of Deposition

Effects of biodeposits from mussel farms tend to be most evident directly beneath the

long-line droppers; however a gradient of seabed effects has been measured at some

farm sites (Hartstein & Rowden 2004,Wong & O'Shea, 201.7), consistent with patterns of

enrichment from other point source discharges fsee Pearson & Rosenberg 1978). By

contrast, live mussels, shell material and associated fouling biota have been observed to

settle beneath the long-lines and are typically confined within 10 m of marine farming

structures [Kaspar et al. 1.985; Callier et al. ?007).

Estimates of the theoretical spatial extent of biodeposition for >50 proposed farm sites

and extensions in the Marlborough Sounds using a simple depositional model which

estimates the distance and direction pseudofaeces and faeces could travel before

reaching the seabed have been made by Cawthron Institute. This model uses

representative flow patterns and current speeds and an estimated particle-sinking

velocity for faeces and pseudofaeces (Giles & Pilditch 2004; Hartstein & Rowden 2004).

In areas of low flushing or shallow water depth, the spatial extent of biodeposition

typically extended <50 m from the farm boundaries, while depositional footprints of

>250 m were modelled for sites in more energetic environments or greater water depth.

These estimates are consistent with numerous assessments undertaken by NIWA in the

Marlborough Sounds, where depositional effects footprints of 20-50 m were predicted

for farms in small, sheltered embayments compared with footprints extended >200 m at

sites with strong tidal forcing [stenton-Dozey et al.2008). Hartstein & Stevens (2005)

detected mussel biodeposits up to 30-50 m from mussel farm boundaries at sites located

within a sheltered embayment,

The seabed environment beyond the effects footprint may be exposed to farm-derived

materials, but has a capacity to assimilate them without exhibiting measurable

ecological changes. It is conceivable, that in the future, more sensitive monitoring

techniques (e.g. DNA and genetic marking, stable isotopes, and digital sediment profile

imagery techniques) may reliably detect these processes and effects further afield. From
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footprint associated with a typical mussel farm is considered well defined and

predictable.

The ecological footprint of a spat catching facility, such as the one proposed, is expected

to be considerably less than described for a mussel culturing and on-growing farm due

to the small size of the proposed farm, the smaller size of the mussels involved and the

seasonal use of the area for spat catching and development which results in lower rates

of biodeposition and shell drop,

Deposition of fouling biota may also contribute to seabed enrichment beneath mussel

farms, This situation may occur where fouling organisms reach high densities on farm

structures and fall to the seabed either naturally or because of deliberate defouling by

farm operators. The fouling biomass may intermittently be a substantial component of

the organic material deposited to the seafloor, as appears to be the case for the spread of

the invasive sea squirt Didemnum vexillum at mussel farms in the Marlborough Sounds.

In such situations, the deposited fouling biomass may exacerbate enrichment effects (at

Ieast in the short-term) associated with other processes [e.9. biodeposition). Given the

small size of the proposed farm, the seasonal nature of the spat catching activity, the

limited handling of lines and the strong tidal currents in the area, the levels of deposition

of fouling biota beneath the proposed spat catching facility are expected to be very low.

Direct effects on the seabed from mussel farms could arise via processes other than

deposition alone. For example, shading from farm structures could reduce the amount

of light to the seafloor, which might reduce the productivity of ecologically important

primary producers such as benthic microalgae, or beds of macroalgae or seagrass

[Huxham et al.2006). Shading is unlikely to be a major consideration in this case as

important primary producers do not appear to be abundant directly beneath the area

proposed for the spat catching structures and the dropper lines, which would be the

major factor in seabed shading, would only be deployed for limited periods of time.

3.1.3 Seagrass Beds

Aotea Harbour contains extensive seagrass beds, some of which

flats close to the proposed spat catching facility. Seagrass beds
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can be important components of estuarine biodiversity with infaunal invertebrate

communities within seagrass beds often found to have the richest biological diversity of

surrounding intertidal areas. These infaunal invertebrate communities can be

important food resources for birds and fish life. Seagrass beds are known to wax and

wane naturally in terms of areal extent and density over time, however, they can be

adversely affected by sedimentation, shading and contamination.

The proposed spat catching facility is approximately 150 metres from the nearest

seagrass beds located on the intertidal sand flats to the south. Given the high tidal

current velocities and the low level of effects expected as a result of the proposed spat

catching activity, it is unlikely that the seagrass beds within Aotea Harbour would be

adversely affected by the proposal.

3.1.4 Hard Shores

Hard shores are not a feature of Aotea Harbour. The nearest hard shores to be found

would be any artificial seawalls or groyne structures at Aotea township approximately

1km away from the site of the proposed mussel spat catching facility. The direct effects

of nutrient discharge, shell drop and mussel faeces and psuedofaeces deposition are not

expected to extend far enough to have any discernible effects on any solid structures

within Aotea Harbour,

3.1.5 Summary of the Seabed Effects of Spat Catching

Spat catching involves culturing high densities of filter feeding bivalves that produce

waste materials and therefore have the potential to cause analogous depositional and

enrichment effects as with mussel grow-out, The scale of enrichment effects is reduced

and mitigated by the fact that spat catching is generally a seasonal activity with lines

removed for at least six months of the year.

The energetic requirements of very small mussels (r.e. spat: 5-10 mm) are likely to be

proportionate to their body mass. Since the relationship between length and tissue

mass is exponential, the feeding requirements of spat are likely to be correspondingly

low. |ames et al. (2007) found that a non-linear relationship existed in the relationship

between mussel size and their feeding and excretion rates. /^\.
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Extrapolating backwards to a mussel of about L0 mm shell length would suggest that

clearance (litres filtered/mussel/hr) and excretion rates would be very low indeed and

the potential for deposition- and enrichment-related effects beneath spat catching sites

that hold comparatively low biomasses of shellfish would be expected to be

considerably less than that of commercial culturing operations. Monitoring results show

that after four years of operation, the physical and biological properties of the sediments

beneath seasonal spat catching sites had not changed appreciably (Keeley & Forrest

2008).

Given the water depth, likely currents, seasonal nature of the activity, relatively low

mussel biomass and the reduced rates of respiration, filtration and excretion of juvenile

mussels, the seabed effects likely to result from the proposed spat catching facility are

considered likely to be less than minor.

3.2 Water Quality

Effects of mussel cultivation on the water column are less well defined than for the

seabed because they are inherently harder to quantify. The water column is a highly

dynamic environment that varies markedly in space and time due to complex

hydrodynamics and the chemical and biological processes that occur within. This

complexity is further compounded by the way that the mussel's physiological processes

interact with the surrounding water.

Mussels and other associated fauna release dissolved sources of nitrogen (e.g.

ammonium) directly into the water column as metabolic waste products. Water column

nitrogen concentrations can also be increased due to enhanced benthic remineralisation

rates beneath the farm (i.e. the microbial breakdown of mussel biodeposits on the

sediment surface and flux of ammonium into the water column). This accelerated

recycling of organic nitrogen in the seston provides a feedback mechanism that can

stimulate further phytoplankton production thus counteracting seston depletion fPrins

et al. 1,998; Ogilvie et a\.2003). However, considering that the generation time (time for

cells to double) for most phytoplankton is less than 1 day, any stimulatory response

would likely occur outside the immediate growing area allowing sufficient mixing time

to reduce nutrient concentrations to near ambient levels.
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Localised nutrient enrichment could more effectively stimulate production of algae

attached to the mussels and culture lines fBlack 2001). Tenore et al. (7982) speculated

that such localised stimulation of algal production could potentially enhance coastal fish

production.

Inorganic nitrogen is generally considered to be proportionally more limiting in

temperate coastal waters than other nutrients that support phytoplankton production

fGibbs & Vant 1997; MacKenzie & Gillespie 1986). The amount of nitrogen removed

from a mussel growing region via harvest is small in relation to the amount released to

the environment as recycled nitrogen. The amount exported through mussel harvest

could be significant compared to the rate of replenishment from external marine and

freshwater sources. For example, estimates for Pelorus Sound, an intensive growing

region in the Marlborough Sounds, suggested that the annual nitrogen export via mussel

harvest was <1070 of the annual input from oceanic and freshwater inflows fcalculated

from Forrest et aL.2007).

Passage of water through a mussel farm could alter the dissolved oxygen composition of

the water down current from the farm due to the consumption of oxygen through

respiration by the mussels and associated fouling organisms on the culture lines. This

can be exacerbated by enhanced benthic oxygen consumption due to deposition and

decomposition of particulate organic materials beneath farms. There have been no

reports of the development of anoxic zones within the water column in New Zealand

growing regions. This would be extremely unlikely unless farms were established in

poorly flushed embayments, or at sites affected by enrichment effects due to other

activities [e.9. fish farming).

It is therefore considered extremely unlikely that the proposed spat catching facility

would result in anoxic water quality conditions in this area of Aotea Harbour.

3.2.1 Phytoplankton

Long-line culture of filter-feeding greenshellrM

biological filtration system suspended through
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column. Although the volume of seawater filtered by an individual mussel can vary

considerably according to mussel body size and the quality and quantity of seston,

filtration rates of up to 8.6 litres per hour have been reported by |ames et al. (2001). A

substantial proportion of the seawater flowing through a fully stocked mussel farm can

be "processed" by the mussels before moving beyond the farm boundaries,

During the mussel feeding process, particles are most efficiently extracted within an

approximate size range of 5-200 pm (Safi & Gibbs 2003), however particles as large

as 600 pm can be retained (Zeldis et al. 2004), This initial extraction can include

phytoplankton, zooplankton (including copepods, fish and invertebrate eggs and larvae),

protozoa, bacteria, detrital organic matter and inorganic sediment. Any fraction of

ingested matter that is not assimilated may be discharged as faeces or pseudofaeces.

During the feeding process, mussels also consume oxygen and release dissolved

nutrients into the water and as a result the composition of water passing through a

mussel farm can be altered in terms of the amount and composition of particulate

matter as well as dissolved nutrients.

The extent to which a mussel farm removes seston from the water column is dependent

on the ratio of the flushing time (which is affected by influence of structures on

currents) to the rate at which the mussels filter and remove seston from the water

[Gibbs 2007). The effect of introducing additional shellfish culture to an area will

increase the removal rate through both the introduction of structures that increase the

flushing time (due to current attenuation) and increase the time available for the

mussels to process the water as it passes through. Mussels will effectively extract less

particulate matter from water that is more rapidly flushed through the farm than in

situations where flushing is more restricted. In turn, the food available to the mussels is

also less likely to become limiting when water is efficiently flushed through the farm. If

significant food depletion occurs, cultured mussels could theoretically out-compete

other suspension-feeders (e.9. zooplankton and benthic shellfish) for particulate food, or

exceed the ecological carrying capacity of a farmed area.

Predictions of the extent and intensity of food depletion effects

large-scale mussel farm developments generally agree that
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mussel farming can lead to measurable water column effects at a local farm scale, but

that significant alteration of ecosystem characteristics would be unlikely. An

assumption enabling this generalised conclusion is that farms are typically located

where adequate flushing occurs. Zeldis et al. (2008) conclude that climatic forcing

conditions [1.e. the Southern Oscillation Index and associated oceanographic states and

weather patterns) largely control inter-annual variability in phytoplankton biomass and

mussel yield in Pelorus Sound; an intensively farmed region of the Marlborough Sounds.

There is a possibility that passage of water through a mussel farm could alter the

plankton community structure down current from the farm, however, the degree to

which this occurs in New Zealand growing waters (or the ecosystem implications

thereof) is yet to be properly evaluated. A number of studies suggest that food items

may be specifically selected by some bivalve species, based on particle size and/or

nutritional value (Bourgrier et al. 7997; Shumway et al. 1985). Selection of

phytoplankton according to size class has also been reported for P. canaliculus by Safi &

Gibbs [2003) who noted that mussels are unable to efficiently capture phytoplankton

cells <2 pm in size. The small-celled, picoplankton, which can comprise a significant

proportion of the phytoplankton community, may not be removed by the mussels, and

water passing through a farm might be expected to contain a higher proportion of

picoplankton compared to the larger size classes that are preferentially removed.

Preferential filtering then may result in changes to the size structure of the plankton

communities in a farmed area, particularly in areas of low flow.

The area proposed for this spat catching facility is subject to moderate to high tidal

currents with large volumes of water moving through the area with each tidal exchange,

Harmful algal blooms represent a particular risk in mussel growing waters, however,

while such blooms may be influenced by seawater nutrient concentrations, there is no

evidence to indicate that localised farm-generated enrichment or alteration of

phytoplankton communities result in an increased incidence of harmful algal blooms. It

is important to recognise that toxic algae blooms can be a natural phenomenon and

occur near-annually in regions of New Zealand that do not have established shellfish

farms, e.g. Bay of Plenty and Hawke Bay [Keeley et a\.2005). 71
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3.2.2 Summary of Water Quality Effects of Spat Catching

Although spat are smaller than adult mussels, there is still a potential for the same suite

of water column issues that are described for mussel out-growing. But as with the

depositional effects, the effects are reduced and mitigated in juvenile bivalves by the

lower rates of filtration and subsequently excretion []ames et al.200l). Chlorophyll a

spatial surveys conducted as part of the Tasman and Golden Bay EAMP failed to identify

any depletion shadows that would be consistent with localised food depletion in the

vicinity of spat catching facilities. While more research may be required to confirm

these observations, chlorophyll a depletion and associated carrying capacity issues

around spat farms are expected to be negligible, particularly in situations with moderate

to high tidal currents.

3.3 Seabirds

Several New Zealand and overseas studies discuss the potential ecological effects of

shellfish aquaculture on seabird populations, but only a few direct studies have been

conducted [Roycroft et aI.2004; Zydelis et al. 2006; Kirk et al. 2007). Based on these

studies, mussel aquaculture has the potential to affect some seabirds by altering their

food resources, causing physical disturbances [e.g. noise) andf or being a possible

entanglement risk. The structures associated with aquaculture have, however, been

observed to provide benefits including additional perching and feeding opportunities for

birds such as shags.

Shags are known to be attracted to mussel farms in other areas of New Zealand because

of the fish communities that establish in and around mussel farms and because of the

plentiful roosting opportunities presented by mussel farm buoys. Shags are a coastal

bird that actively hunts fish underwater in complex environments. Mussel farming

situations are ideal locations for shag feeding. On balance, shags are likely to benefit

from the presence and operation of a mussel farm in this location. Other coastal

seabirds tend to feed in open areas of water and are unlikely to utilise any mussel spat

catching structures for feeding, but may utilise the buoys and other surface structures

for roosting or resting on occasion.
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3.4 Fish Life

Marine farms and other artificial structures in marine environments provide a three

dimensional reef habitat for colonisation by fouling organisms and associated biota

[Costa-Pierce & Bridger 2002). Studies from New Zealand (e.9. MAF Biosecurity New

Zealand port baseline surveys) and overseas (Hughes et al. 2005; Braithwaite et al.

2007) indicate that the dominant biota on such artificial structures includes macroalgae

fseaweeds) and attached [sessile) filter-feeding invertebrates such as sea squirts,

bryozoans and mussels. These assemblages typically have a range of other non-sessile

animals associated with them, such as polychaete worms and various small crustaceans,

Based on overseas research, the communities that develop on artificial structures can be

quite different to those in nearby rocky areas (GIasby 7999; Connell 2000).

Mussel farming involves introducing a complex three-dimensional structure to an

otherwise featureless seabed [1.e. sand/mud), which can be colonised by a diverse and

productive fouling community. Both the fouling communities and the mussels

themselves can be attractive as food sources for many species of fish. These alterations

to the existing habitat can improve the suitability of the environment for fish [Caselle et

a\.2002; Dempster et a\.2006J resulting in enhanced numbers of recreationally valued

fish species. This is the same principle upon which FAD's (fish attraction devices) are

used to aggregate fish for commercial and recreational fishing purposes [Buckley ef 41.

7989; Relini et al. 2000; Dempster & Kingsford 2003). As a result, it is commonly

believed that marine farms have the potential to enhance the abundance of some fish

species (Dealteris et a\.2004). Anecdotal evidence surrounding the preference of many

anglers to fish in or near mussel farm structures suggests that fish attraction is a real

effect of mussel farming. This is likely to also be the case for a spat catching facility such

as that proposed,

3.5 Marine Mammals

Interactions between marine mammals and aquaculture usually result from an overlap

between the spatial location of the facilities and the breeding, feeding and/or migrating

habitat of the marine mammal species, To date, issues such as habitat exclusion,

underwater noise and entanglement appear to be minor for New 
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Zealand mussel farming with no recorded instances of any marine mammals having

become entangled in mussel farms in New Zealand. The suspended ropes supporting

clumps of mussels, together with the buoyage and mooring systems would present a

large and obvious sonar signature for marine mammals utilizing sonar navigation

underwater. This may help to explain the lack of entanglement issues with marine

mammals around mussel farms.

There has been one documented case of a Brydes whale entangled in a single rope used

to buoy an isolated spat catching structure in the Hauraki Gulf. The proposed marine

farm does not include isolated structures of this type as stand-alone elements of the

facility, rather the proposed spat catching facility is a relatively densely structured

collection of buoys, backbones and mooring systems with suspended dropper ropes at

times of expected spatfall and for the 6 to 9 months required for the spat to develop to a

35mm shellwidth.

The marine mammals possibly found within Aotea Harbour include bottlenose dolphin,

common dolphin and Orca. While there is considerable concern about the threatened

Maui [Hectors) dolphin on the west coast of New Zealand, and Aotea Harbour is

technically within the known range of Maui dolphin, they are essentially a coastal

species and the Department of Conservation have not recorded Maui dolphin within

Aotea Harbour. Local knowledge suggests that Maui dolphin do not visit the Harbour [R.

Dockery, pers comm, T. Awhitu, pers comm).

Humpback whales can occasionally be seen off New Zealand's west coast on their

migratory journeys from Antarctica to the tropical waters of the South Pacific, However,

migrating humpback whales do not commonly travel close to the coast off Aotea

Harbour and would not enter the Harbour at all. Migrating humpback whales would

never encounter a mussel spat catching facility sited in the proposed location.

Similarly although Southern right whales are sometimes found in coastal waters, they

are not commonly found close to the coast and would not enter Aotea Harbour. Once

again Southern right whales would never encounter a mussel spat catching facility sited

in the proposed location.
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Both bottlenose and common dolphin hunt fish species and may, on occasion, enter

Aotea Harbour. It is therefore possible that both species may encounter a mussel spat

catching facility sited in the proposed location, however, local knowledge suggests that

bottlenose and common dolphins are very rare visitors with Aotea Harbour (R. Dockery,

pers comm, T. Awhitu, pers comm). Despite the long-term existence and operation of

mussel farms in many coastal locations in New Zealand there have been no recorded

significant adverse effects on dolphins caused by mussel farming. There has been

concern raised in the Marlborough Sounds regarding the exclusion of Dusky dolphin

from some areas as a result of the relatively intense mussel farming activity within parts

of the Marlborough Sounds, however, this proposal does not represent a level of

development approaching the intensity of many of the embayments within the

Marlborough area.

Although Orca are known to move around the coastal waters from season to season and

do not have a defined home patch, they are known to occasionally visit west coast

harbours and it is quite feasible that Orca may enter Aotea Harbour and encounter a

mussel spat catching facility sited in the proposed location. Orca are known to feed on

rays, squid and fin fish, as well as dolphins, sharks and seals. The fish aggregation

effects of mussel farm structures may serve to attract Orca, as well as dolphin, to the

area due to the enhanced feeding opportunities. However, despite the long-term

existence and operation of mussel farms in many coastal locations in New Zealand, there

have been no adverse effects on Orca recorded as a result of mussel farming. Local

knowledge suggests that Orca are very rare visitors within Aotea Harbour (R. Dockery,

pers comm, T, Awhitu, pers comm). The Department of Conservation marine mammal

stranding records include reference to an Orca which stranded at the bar of Aotea

Harbour in L996.

New Zealand fur seals are known to occasionally venture into Aotea Harbour waters,

however, generally speaking the individual seals that do venture into the Harbour are

juveniles exploring the coast. These individuals tend to be inquisitive and are likely to

be attracted to a mussel spat catching facility rather than excluded by the structures and

activity associated with aquaculture, As with other marine ,^.
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mammals, and despite the Iong established marine farms around the country, there have

been no adverse effects on fur seals recorded as a result of mussel farming.

Because of the apparently low use of Aotea Harbour by marine mammals, the proposal is

unlikely to have adverse impacts on marine mammals.

3.6 Biosecuritv

Biosecurity issues, algal blooms and disease resulting from cultivation of mussels are

potential effects resulting from marine farms. This proposal seeks to minimise the risks

of introducing alien species into the Aotea Harbour environment through the use of new

equipment. The proposal is to use new screw anchors and mooring lines, new

backbones and new spat catching ropes. The buoys to be used for this spat catching

facility would also be new buoys,

The introduction of alien species is only likely to occur as a result of foreign structures

or materials being brought into the area from elsewhere which could inadvertently

carry these foreign organisms. It is proposed that all of the buoys and lines used for this

spat catching facility will be new and no equipment used in marine farming in other

areas of New Zealand would be brought into the area to be used on the proposed spat

catching facility,

The greatest risk of spreading invasive species such as Undaria, Corella or

Mediterranean fan worm are recreational vessels visiting Aotea Harbour area that have

come from locations known to be infested with these pests, such as Whangarei,

Waitemata Harbour and the Hauraki Gulf. The presence of a mussel spat catching

facility or farm structures is no more likely to introduce alien species than "wild"

mussels on rocks would introduce alien species. Mussel farming has not been associated

with widescale algal blooms or disease and the proposed situation with moderate to

strong tidal currents and good water exchange is not likely to create conditions that

would promote or instigate these issues,

Staff servicing and working on the spat catching facility would be

any new or unusual species appearing on the farm lines. Any
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such biosecurity risk, or potential issue, would be reported to the Regional Council and

to the Ministry for Primary Industry (Biosecurity).

GreenshellrM mussels are not highly prone to disease. Hine [1,989) found no disease-

associated mortalities in greenshellrM mussels or the presence of potentially serious

pathogens within the mussels. A review on mytilids with particular emphasis on P.

canaliculus [Webb 2007) indicated that there have been no particularly destructive

diseases of mussel species identified in New Zealand, with the exception of a digestive

viral disease. fones et al. (1,996) reported mortalities in cultured greenshellrM mussels

in the outer Marlborough Sounds as a result of digestive viral disease [digestive

epithelial virosisJ, The majority of these mortalities were associated with virus-like

particles and digestive tubule damage. The condition also affects scallops and clams in

New Zealand and other bivalve molluscs elsewhere. Viruses producing similar digestive

tissue effects on bivalve molluscs have been reported in Australia, Scotland, Denmark,

and elsewhere (Bower 2001). This digestive viral disease has not been reported in

Aotea or Kawhia Harbours. Due to the relatively short time in the water potentially

exposed to viruses, the spat are less likely to be affected than cultivated mussels and any

trans-shipment of stock is unlikely to impact on new locations.

Another pathogen that poses potential environmental risk is the parasite APX, which is

reported from New Zealand only (Diggl es et al. 2002; Hine 2002b) and has been found in

mussels from the Marlborough Sounds and also occurs commonly in dredge oysters O.

chilensis [also known as flat oyster) from all around the coast [Diggles et al. 2002; Hine

2002b). In oysters, APX can cause a significant condition referred to as coccidiosis [Hine

& fones 1,gg4),however, its effect on mussels is less noteworthy. Cultured greenshellTM

mussels appear to present no major threat to wild molluscs, as wild greenshellrM stocks

can harbour all known pathogens with the exception of APX. Since APX is also found in

dredge oysters, however, there would remain a reservoir of infection even in the

absence of greenshellTM mussel culture.

The threat to wild mussels and other bivalve species from farmed mussels carrying

indigenous diseases and parasites is therefore low. Known 

^
1701Aotea Ecotogy Report.doc PaCifiC COaStal )

I ( (ti (),.,\ - ,./



31

pathogens in New Zealand occur in a range of other wild bivalve species, often at a

greater prevalence and intensity than in cultured mussels, Farmed mussels could pose a

threat if they were vehicles for introduction of an exotic disease but this is a possibility

only if P. canaliculus is susceptible and if appropriate intermediate hosts fif requiredJ

are available. The catching of spat in the manner proposed is unlikely to represent any

threat to wild or cultivated populations of mussels in New Zealand.
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4 OVERALL ECOLOGICAL IMPACT

The major impacts resulting from greenshell mussel aquaculture arise as a result of

biodeposition and increased sedimentation altering the chemical and physical

characteristics of the sediments below the mussel farm itself. The accumulation of fine

grained materials, rich in organic compounds and nutrients, deposited underneath the

farm can alter the characteristics of the sediment to such an extent that the biological

communities that are normally found living in those sediments can be altered,

Opportunistic species that can cope with reduced oxygenation levels, fine sediments and

organic enrichment dominate the biota to the exclusion of more sensitive species.

Estimates of biodeposition from large-scale mussel cultivation operations suggest that a

detectable biodeposition footprint would extend around 50 metres away from the

dropper lines, however, in some cases biodeposition might be expected out as far as

200-250 metres from the dropper lines.

This proposal is for a spat catching facility, which is essentially a seasonal activity, and

any biodeposition effects are likely to be significantly less than those seen under large-

scale cultivation operations due to the small size of the proposed farm, the seasonality

and the significantly smaller size of mussels and subsequent lower extraction and

excretion rates. The strong tidal currents in the area are unlikely to allow any

deposition beneath the spat catching facility and any materials produced by the

developing spat are likely to be widely dispersed by the currents.

Shell drop underneath the farm structures consisting of both dead shells and live

mussels alter the sediment texture and provide a hard substratum for the establishment

and development of a reef-like community of organisms underneath the farm. Together

with shading effects from the farm structures, the effects on the benthic communities

can be substantial. This proposal for spat catching is unlikely to produce significant

shell drop issues due to the limited handling of dropper lines, the small size of the

mussel product and the short timeframes the juvenile mussels will be present on the

lines. Shading is also not likely to be a major issue as important primary producers do
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not appear to be abundant in the area proposed for spat catching and the dropper lines

will only be deployed seasonally.

Discharges of nutrients to the water column, preferrential extraction of particles from

the water column within a size range and oxygen usage through respiration can, in high

density farming situations have measurable effects on the quality of the coastal water

passing through a mussel farming area. All of these effects are expected with large-scale

mussel cultivation units. These farms carry a large biomass of mussels with regular

maintenance of the dropper lines and mussel densities.

The proposed spat catching facility is not expected to have effects on the same scale as a

farm designed to cultivate and on-grow mussels to a commercially harvestable size, The

spat catching lines will only be used seasonally, rather than the permanent lines used in

a cultivation site, In addition, the spat being caught and developed to a size of 35mm

will not represent a mussel biomass that approaches those found in cultivations sites.

Mussel spat have considerably lower filtration and excretion rates and the incidence of

biodeposition is therefore significantly lower than larger mussels in a cultivation

situation. Spat are not stripped from ropes on a regular basis, rather it is a single action

undertaken when they reach a size at which they can be safely handled and re-seeded

into a cultivation situation. As a result, it is not anticipated that biodeposition,

sedimentation, sediment quality effects, benthic biological effects, shell drop or water

quality effects will be significant as a result of this proposal.

Given the shallow water depths and strong tidal currents with good flushing and

circulation, together with the low rates of biodeposition expected and the seasonal

nature of the spat catching activity, it is expected that any effects resulting from the

proposal would be less than minor and extremely difficult to measure,

In terms of effects on birds, fish and marine mammals, it is not anticipated that

structures such as those proposed are likely to have any significant adverse effects. It is

likely that there will be a degree of attraction of fish fauna to the spat catching structures

and that this may cause a mild attraction of birds and/or marine mammals to the area,

however, given the extensive experience with mussel farming
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structures around the New Zealand coastline this is not expected to result in any

entanglement issues or other adverse effects.

Biosecurity is not anticipated to present any issues. The presence of a spat catching

facility is not expected to introduce foreign organisms into Aotea Harbour, however, any

risks associated with biosecurity can be managed through the development and

implementation of a biosecurity plan.

Therefore any adverse effects from the proposed farm would be neglibible and less than

minor.
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MONITORING

The effects from the proposed spat catching facility are not expected to be significant at

all. Davidson [1999) recommends that environmental monitoring programmes be

written in to the consent conditions for mussel farms, however, the effects resulting the

proposed spat catching facility would be far less than those expected of a mussel

cultivation unit.

With mussel cultivation units the monitoring of physico-chemical properties and the

biological communities within the seabed sediments underneath the farms has proven

to be useful. In this situation, the strong tidal currents and the hard packed nature of the

sandy sediments within the channel proposed for spat catching suggest that monitoring

is unlikely to show any measurable effects resulting from the proposal. The biological

communities in the area appear to be very low in both diversity and abundance and the

strong currents mean that there will not be any accumulation of biodeposits underneath

the proposed spat catching facility. A conventional environmental monitoring

programme is unlikely to provide any information that could be useful in resource

management of Aotea Harbour.

Because of the use of new buoys, Iines and anchors, the biosecurity risks associated with

this proposal are very low, however, the formulation and activation of a biosecurity

management plan, together with regular and on-going monitoring of any in-water

structures for the presence of foreign or invasive species is recommended. Staff

working with the spat catching structures need to be trained to recognise foreign

species and biosecurity threats and have reporting systems in place to alert the Ministry

for Primary Industries and the Regional Council,
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6 CONCLUSIONS

The proposal seeks to establish an additional small mussel spat catching facility in Aotea

Harbour. Spat catching is a seasonal activity and spat catching ropes would be deployed

at times of predicted spat fall. Spat would develop at the site until they reached about

35-40 mm shell size. A successful spat catching facility in this location would provide a

diversified source of spat for the Coromandel mussel cultivation industry and reduce the

reliance upon spat sourced from Ninety Mile Beach in Northland.

The site of the proposed spat catching facility is well away from complex reef structures

and rocky shore biological communities and is sited in water depths of 4 to 6 metres

over a seabed of sand and broken shell gravel. No significant structures or shellfish beds

were found within the area proposed for the spat catching facility and benthic biological

communities in the area were relatively sparse and were dominated by polychaete

worms and amphipods. Sediment quality in the area was clean with low nutrient

concentrations, suggesting minimal influence of anthropogenic contamination as well as

reasonably good ambient water quality in the area, despite ambient turbidity levels.

The ecological effects of mussel cultivation operations are well understood and the

establishment of a mussel farming structure at the site proposed would be unlikely to

result in any significant adverse effect. The effects of the proposed spat catching

activity, however, is expected to be significantly less than any effects expected from a

mussel cultivation operation and as such it is expected that any ecological effects

resulting from the proposal would be less than minor and quite possibly impossible to

measure,

Although it is normal to require environmental monitoring as part of the conditions of a

resource consent, any environmental monitoring programme that could be instigated is

unlikely to be able to measure any of the minimal effects that may result from the

proposed spat catching facility. Benthic biological communities in the area are low in

terms of diversity and abundance, the sediments are hard packed sands and tidal

currents are strong. A conventional environmental monitoring programme is unlikely to
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provide any information that could be useful in resource management of Aotea Harbour.

Despite the very low biosecurity risks posed by the proposal, a biosecurity management

plan should be established for the proposed facility and staff would need to be trained in

order to conduct regular biosecurity risk assessments and evaluations and to report

such threats to the proper authorities.

The ecological effects as a result of the proposed activity in the area suggested are

expected to be less than minor and a spat catching facility as proposed is considered to

be ecologically sustainable in the long term with minimal adverse ecological effects,
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18 August 2016

Terewai Apiti
344 Aotea Rd
Kawhia

Tena Koe Terewai

Thank- you for attending our last Trustees meeting on 30 July 2016, and
consultingwith our group on behalf of Te Tahun, o Aot., Moana Marine Farm
Ltd in your application for a spat mussel farm in Aotea Harbour.

You explained very thoroughry and we were impressed with your clarity and
expectations of your business.

The Trustees from okapu F2 supportyour business pursuit and we wish you all
the best, it is good for our harbour and good for business to be local.

Yours sincerely
/

/

..v/L-*q
Suzanne Mariassouce
On behalf of Okapu F2 trustees
Secretary
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027 453 543L

.9, Click here to Bep[y or Eenrya!.d

@ t"ruo,"i +

Make a call

0.47 cB (3%) of t5 GB used
Manaoe

Terms - Privacv

htps'//mail.google.corn/mdl/r.t/01#searcMeltahi+o+turae/15g2c6gl1gbfogfl/



Section 1: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea ifiarine Farm Ltd

1^{g&neqeslru"Glltk!o*d"
I N/a

I
I
i-*
IL.

Consultltion
Photocopy this form for

form
each person or group to be consulted

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

-- jlgp_ggrd activity
; MuGa,spat catch'ino-. ___:::_.j;l__-'-_

$ection 2: Consulted party details

{-a,[!etZ

.Z{A v

!=-------=---...--
; Kestdential address
I lf different from postal
I address

It--* _-_. _*.
Email addreiJ LfutlO.tfioya €-az\/

$ection 3: Consulted party views on proposal

Xi"t"fi',:j'I3,ff5yfi::f,:*.9;ji::Jf-::?Xfi:ilgl'r'#jf",.t?,1$s proposa,, and/or ir you consider you may b

consider the following: How do you consider you wilr be affected? How wourd you like rhe appricant,s proposar to be modiL;?,ilt""1#l"I,i"X,';H1'":mfgffii"$"rr##i";o;ffi offi;."rtn,r!o, *Jjoli[f[i"*,ato Regionar councirro

Ii'--*. .--- --- -
I
I
It.*--
l
I

i*----
iL-_
I

iL-



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted

Section 1: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Consulted party details

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

Residential addrees
lf different from postal

$ection 3: Consulted party views on proposal
lf you would like waikato Regional council to know y.gyy vieyvs on the applicant's proposal, and/or if you consider you may be adverseryaffecred, please indicate youi views below (attach additionar pages if necessary).

consider the following: 
Tg*.09. you consider you will be affected? How wo.uld.you like the applicant,s proposal to be modified to takeaccount of your views? what other comments do you.have ontne pffisd that you *oura-ri[5-wrikato Regional council to consider inmaking a decision on these resource consent application - '' -r -1

Doc # 1778021 t-At- = r- -.^ -



section 4: Appricanfs regpons. {to be compreted bv appricant)
Please indicate how vour proposal can be modified or may not be abre to be modined to take acc
consutteo witn raua*r aodfio'naiiaGs iine#slarvl --'- 'J be modilted to take account of the views of the party you have

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)
Please tick one option only.

Q lnrue give mylour approvalfor the proposat

Q lnrue do not give mylour approval for the proposal

@vwarenot affected bythe proposat

sisnature: Q fi^av
l5log I aou-



Gonsultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section f : Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o AotEa Marine Farm Ltd

Section Consulted party details

Contact

Office use only

File:

Custorner lD:

Project:

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

:'/JJ"fi'[ii:,ffi91";ffi,:il.rx11fi,3nl:i*"fi;f"Hffi;?iT",glffi proposar, andtonr you consider you may be ad,
consider the following: 

T.?*.oo- 
you consider you witl.be affected? How wourd you rike the appricant,s proposarto be modified;,,ffi','lH[L'iTtH*f,"J"fgffi*,i"J,g,ff#:fi:;[ll.",n,r vL, *"iolil5vva*ato Resionar councirro con,

ul2 12. cc. n

q la lqo Fax:

*l^ri sS., I

s.rO .l\.
c--5

q

's

)u.,-,lor. tr"--
J. Oo q\eoJ,

s €€-

l-I

Jt^<
Ce-IG/'-.,

-., ^.'Ja

,S

(.n

Postat dAres;

lf different from postal
ac,dress

J Jr- J\< p-p pc se

Doc# 1lffi



Seition 4: Applicant,s respons€ 6o oe comptered by appticant)

bemodifiedtotakeac@untoftheviewsofthepartyyouhavr

section 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consu,ted)
pease tick one option only.

@tfWe give my/our approval for the proposat

2o/t

Q trufe do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q lnrVe are not affected by the proposal



Consultation forrn
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted
Section t: Application details
Applicant narne:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

party details

Rasioentiit Ed,fEGlf different from postat
address

Email address

i PhonenumOeE

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposat

x'1""J":1',:j'$ 
'ffi91"fi:ff1ilf;;i:i'E *"#ririlHff#$,",H,rsi proposar, and/or ir vou consrder you may be ad

Consider the following: 
f.o*-. Oo you consider you will be affected? How;ffi'."lflH*1H1ff;r#-n*1;"*rg,,li," on *re p.oposxltT]:'[,,ffJ,::f3v,]HHflff#,,BffIiTBl,

Doc *-17%oDl



section 4: Appricant's response 60 oe comprered bv app,cant)
Please indicate how vou
consutted wilh hitaj -lllJ,?f::L.an be modified or may not be abte ro he max;s-.consulted with
l
t

able to be modified to teke account of the views of the party you har
if

Section 5: Consutted party,s response

Please tick one option only.
d*give my/fipd approval for rhe proposat

Q lnfre do not give mylour approval for the proposal

Q tnrue are not affected by the proposat

(to be completed by person/group consulted)

Signature:

Date;



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section i: Application details
Appticant name: Lcr_el_t_t ffl -[^, qrA .

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

party details

Emait addreG

j Phone numOeIC
Business:

Section S: Consulted party views on proposat

#J"lJ3',:j5:,Yf,Lly;ffi1*'r"ii:i'fr*?:fi1il,:,T#Jii^"gffii proposar, and/orir you consider you may be ad

consider the following: 
f9w.oo. you consider you will.be affected? How wo.urd you rike the appricant,s proposarto be modiried;,,tr#',"1ffiL:X';H1!33,%r*nnt*il|g*r;'fffi:;ffi:sartnat viu wourolif;iry"iuro Resionar councir to con,

ResidenGEiJEEG
lf different from postat
address

Doc * i77a67l



section 4: Appricant's respons* 1to oe compreted bv appricanr)
Please rndicele how your propcsal can be modified or rnay not be able to be modified to take aco99IueD0.---'|Demodifiedtotakeac@untoftheviewsofthepa(yyouhav,.9ru ;sarv) rv rg^s q!,( rurr or rn6 vtews of the pa(y you hav

section s: consutted party,s response (to be compreted

Please tick one option only.

6,tth give myt@approvat for the proposat

Q rnrfe do not give mylour approval for the proposal

Q tnrue are not affected by the proposal

Signature:

Dare: 23-1- l6

by person/group consulted)



Cansultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section t: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

I

I

$ection 2: Consulted party details

Postat,dAress

Residentiat taAress
lf different from postal
aodress

\f TR EET

i6

Axa:fu:*n?Aa la Hh4eag
i

Phone number/s

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

I/,1.ffi',:J5!,ffiHy;ff,:?:t15'f-:tiXfiffi:r*;Jii^itsg5s proposar, and/or iryou consider you may be ar

consider the following: How do you consider you will be affected? Hcw would you like the applicant,s proposal to be modifiedlffit":f[...X"#';H1t"ff;f$ffif,t"rLg1ni;';;ffi p.il."r tn,t vL, ,,J,ri riifivaikaro Resionar councir ro cor

,*+*%

Doc # 1 77BOZ1
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$ection 4: Appllcant's response (to be compiered by appricani)

Piease rndicate hcw your propcsal can be modified ot rna\i noi be able to be modified to take acccunt of the views cf the party you have"c9:UlCileilryilhjfltgg,:_9ff[onarpag.esifnecessj_ry) *' _ :_

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consultcd)

flease tick one option on!v.
/ 

-'! -E"d

gltn*a give mytod{approuai for the proposat

Q truve do not give mylour approval for the proposal

Q tniVe are not affecteci by the proposal

Signature:

Date. J5 . 7 IL



Consultatlon forrn
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted

Section 1: Application details

Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Consulted party details

au:n
HA(4

Posta!-address

3Bq'/ou6zq€
TaWrtro
)ho,tr^

Wru@L
Email address

i Phone nurnber/s
og€uoSq

Name

rfla
ryth

lf different
address

address
from postral

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal
lf you would like waikato Regional Council to know lqyl views on the applicant's proposal, andlor i! you consider you may be adaffecled, please indicate your views below (attach aiditionat prger ir n&"ssary).

consider the following-: 
.Tg*.do- you consider you will be affected? How nrould you like the applicanls proposal to be modifiedeccount of your views? what other comments do you iave on the proposal that you ,ourcli[lii,aikato Regional councit to 

"onr
making a decision on these resource consent appiication

T(

Doc # 1778021 \.frJ*i tz



secticn 4: Applicant's response 6o oe compreted by appricanr)

.:riffitr[liJ# ,.JfiHffi-Ft ,Tr3"Hli:rj' 
-r, ,.Ye to be modified to take accounr of the views of rhe pa(y you have

section s: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)

P)ease tick one option only.

dn* give my/qur approvalfor the proposat

Q rrufe do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q tnrve are not affected by the proposal



Consultation forrn
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section t: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section Consulted party details

e: | (/)

Home: a

Office use only

File:

Custorner lD:

Project:

Mobile:
Business:
Fax:

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

X,i"T"fi',:i,I3,ffi5,fff:f,:*t;jil3fr:H-.fi:il::ffi#jT,.;"XX51s proposar, andtorir you consider you may be ad,

consider the following: .!9w do you consider you will be affected? How would you like the applicant,s proposal to be modified1ffi;'"'ll3ff"1l"H';H1l3["JJg[?f;'r"rr,:.1#;'frffi plll.;i";''fi, ,]J,rjiii5'waikato Resionar counciro cons

lf different from postat
address

Doc # ttZAOX



section 4: Appticant's respons* (ro be compreted bv appricanr)

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)

fease tick one option only.
@ ttW give mytsdapprovat for the proposat

Q tme do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q lnrue are not affected by the proposal



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section t: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Consulted party details

Residential aOAress
lf different from postjat
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

Xrl?":3":i,I3,y.1H:"Ifff,:*ttffi'E ::,I"HlilX:ffi;:JT",.?:l3;s proposar, and/or ir you consider you may be ad,

consider the following: 
,T.9*.49. 

you consider you will be affected? How-wourd.you rike the appricant's proposar to be modmed;,,tr#:":#,T"1X','nH1XT;JJSffii,i";1S,fi;;;;; p.i[..'*,ar you ,nouroli[J'w"ikato Resionar coun"ir to conr

Doc # |ZZM
ErLr6 3 r-



section 4: Applicant's respons* 1to oe compreted bv appricanr)

;trni?',liilffieffiffi!ruf^I"H::$i'*', not be abre to be modined to take account or the views or the pa(y you have

Section 5: Consulted party,s response (to

Please tick one option onty.

$rrOgive mytrear approvat for the proposat

Q rrufe do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q tnrue are not affected by the proposal

Signature: &.

be completed by person/group consulted)

Daa: &3'C)



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consutted
Section 1: Apptication details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Consulted party details

Office use only

File:

Cuslomer lD:

Project:

Residential eddress
lf different from postat
address

Section 3: Gonsulted party views on proposat

I#""J#1'3:'f ,ffi913ff1f,1fl,9;J[#E-::#fi:itx35#:ii""*gl3[i proposar, and/or ir you consider you may be adversery

consider the following: How do you consider you will be affected? How-wourd.you like the appricant,s proposar to be modified to takei,,ffi;:':#',.'#fflrH*fflru[:H,'r"r;g,h",;'il;;'0."r1.,' thar vou *o,ioliiiirua*ato?ieinilr c"*i1r ro consider in

Doc # tnaOZi



section 4: Applicant's response 1to ue comprered by appricanr)

ffiiffIniTx#HffiLffir.Hg1l,maynolbeabletobemodifiedtotakeaccountoftheviewsoflhepar$youhave

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)

Please tick one option only.

6t*g give mytwapproval for the proposat

Q truVe do not give my/our approvalfor the proposal

/
Q tnrue are not affected by the proposal



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section 1: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Consulted party details

Postal eddreii

lf different from postat
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposat

I#J":1',::,I3,ff5frffif,:*i#,1fl'E ::rXIl:itXlT#jT"XB:EHi proposar, and/or ir you consider you may be adversery

consider the following; llgrv do you consider you will be affected? How wo.uld.you like the applica.nt,s proposal to be modilied to takefl:?ilt""113[L,lfflr[:*TflfgffiT,'r";,,g,;;;'il;; p."rl.", *'ar vo, *oio-ri[Jlva*rato heiionar 6ouncir ro consider in

Doc # ttza0iCi



' 

section 4: Appricant's respons€ qro oe compreled by appricanr)

section 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consurted)
Please tick one option only.

dr*.give my/or approval for the proposat

O fruy" do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q lme are not affected by the proposal



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section 1: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Consulted party details

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

Residentialaddregs
lf different from postat
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

I##"T1fl:S,ffi5frmf,:*,t#il$'E*$:1;xt,;ff#jii""gffii proposar, and/or ir you consider you may be adversery

!:gl$t'r" foltowing^:.!r9w do you consider you wifi be affeded? Hon

ffiTil'""lll:Hy,1Xi,,*fnfg[*f",,",1,,g,ff;'ffffi;ffi:.:liil3,!:X'ff',fififliff;H:1,""H,'8ff"]ffi,BljL::i;

Doc # nZaOial



section 4: Applicant's respons€ 6o oe comprered bv appricanr)

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)

flease tick one option only.

dr,*give my/6r approvalfor the proposat

O mrue do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q lnrue are not affected by the proposal

Signature:

Date: , O7'16



Consultation fonm
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted
Section t: Application details

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea lllarine Farm Ltd

Spjolicauon .UlnbaElifTno,trili
Mussel

Section 2: Consulted party details

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

:"iJJ*3',:i$'Yf'H";tr?,:*t;:i:*3r::?-,fi:#:ffi#jT","B$Ts proposar, andtor ityou consider you may be ad

consider the following: 
T.?*.0? you consider you will be affected? *o*-y3]1,g.ro, tike the appticanfs proposat to be rnodifiediffi[":#:XT';H"J$flfgffif"t;r],,#,h*;;;;;'p."il.,,thar vou wouro rifIfrai*"toiresion;r'c*,i,ii to con:

Residential aEOress
lf different from postal
address

Doc # ltfAox
t,E,*:G-



section 4: Applieant's respons€ 6o ue comprered by appricant)

:1ffi?,Jltf,il1*[nTJi,:Hi:ifl f"Hgl,l' *r, not be abre to be modined ro rake ac@unt or the views or rhe party you have

Section 5: Consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)

Please tick one option only.

d,*give mytaurapprovat for the proposal

Q lrtltre do not give mylour approval for the proposal

Q lnrue are not affected by the proposal



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted

Section f : Application details
Applicant name:

TE Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Sect[on 2: Consulted party detaits

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

ResidentiiteddreG
lf different from postal
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal
lf you would like waikaio Regional council to know qglll views on the applicants proposal, and/or if you consider you may be ad,affeqed, please indicate youiviews berow (attich additionar pages if necessary).

consider the following: 
T.?*.0? you consider you will be affected? How would_you tike the applicant,s proposat to be modifiedaccount of your views? what other comments'do you.iave on the proposar that you tnorroli[i'w"ikato Regional councir to 

"onr
making a decision on these resource consent application - ' -?-

Ooc # 1778021
aAiai l-



section 4: Applicant's respons€ 6o oe comprered bv appricanr)

Section S: Consulted party,s response (to

Please tick one option only.

6tw-give my/u*r approval for the proposal

Q trure do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q tnrVe are not affected by the proposal

be completed by person/group consulted)



Section 1: Application details

Consultation form
Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted

Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Application numbers (if known) Proooeed activitv
Nla Musselsoat catchino

Section 2: Consulted party details

(o$a Ne\'ro"^

Postal address

lf different from postal
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal
lf you would like waikalo Regional council to know Yi$ vieyns on the applicant's proposar, and/or if you consider you may be adverselyaffeded, please indicate your views belor (attach aiditionat pages it nEessary).

consider the following: f9t .oo- 
you consider you will be affected? How would you like the applicant,s proposal to be modified to takeac@unt of your views? what other comments do you have on the proposal mat yo, *ouio ri[!f,vrikato Regional council to consider inmaking a decision on these resource @nsent appiication

Doc # 1778021 \.Grari--4-



section 4: Applicant's respons€ (to be comprered by appricant)

ffiHllffirumni*fl f.1T::::,1' 
*", not be abre to be modined ro rake accounr or the views olhe parry you have

section s: consulted party's response (to be completed

Please tick one option only.

6We give mylfuapproval for the proposat

Q tnrue do not give my/our approvalfor the proposal

Q lnrue are not affected by the proposal

by person/group consulted)



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted

Section t: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna a Aotea ilarine Farm Ltd

Office use only

File:

Customer ID:

Proieq:

-% i.fiilussel spaU8tclrjlg
l:
% :

Section 2: Consulted party details

Residontiit aaAress
lf different from postal
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

X'#"1.:3',:i,II 
'ff::1fffT[ilf;:i:$'3-';:ix#litx:ffi#iii"'"x?STs 

proposar and/or ir vou consider you may be a(

consider the following: 
Tgt'.0g. you consider you wi,l be affected? Hcw-wo.urd.you rike the appticant,s proposar to be modified*Tilt":ffi1":*t;H]'SflfgffiT"t?1,,g,,3:'; ";ii"'p.i".rr *rat vou "rrcliiIiv",,rtoir"lion"r 6J,i.,.ii to *,.

Doc # 1778021
tfi}'*.; L'



section 4: Applicant's respons€ 1to oe comprered by appricant)

Piease indicate how your proposal can be modified or may not be able to be modified to take account of the views of the pa(y you havetllss[egi,

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed

Please tick one option onty.

M,,r* air"ff*r approvalfor the proposat

Q rrufe do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q tniVe are not affected by the proposal

by person/group consulted)



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted
Section {: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Office use only

Fiie:

Custorner lD:

Prdecl:

Section Consulted party details

Be/ y''/1, t4,*o

u<a(u

j vuril

rt{\*A*e
Residentiat adEreGE
lf different from postal 

iaddress - i

t s 16e af (\c€ i?lr+c€ ;

Emailaddress

; Phone numberis-
&f _(qq +qsi

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

I##.'I1',:iI;,ff51t";tr1?,:ilJ#li'3.:l?xfilit,;:ffi#Jiif*'*,; proposar. and/o ii vou consider vou rnav be ac

consider the following: How do you consider you v/ill be affected? How-would.you like the apprica't,s proposal to be modified;ffi;t"":ffiilTtHXff;ffiffi'|"'r"rilg,fi;;; il;'p,o"Jsar thar .vou',i,ioli[Jil"ikaro Resionar counlii to con

{€,

Ooc # 1778021
tftrJ-a, i tr



seetion 4: Applicant's re$pons* 6o ue comprered bv appricanr)

section 5: consurted party's response (to be compreted

PJease tick one option only.
(y'lf':wad give my/qgt approvalfor the proposat

Q lrure do not give myiour approval for the proposal

Q tnrue are not affected by the proposal

by person/group consulted)



Consutrtatian frlrrn
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted

Section 1: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea ilarine Farm Ltd

Office use onty

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

Section 2: Gonsulted party details

ResidentiatEddreG
lf different from postal
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

l,1"T"ffi',iJli,ffi::1t"ff:f,:*';"Ti'E::f,fi#:ffi#jii,H,ffiiproposa,, andtoriryou consider you may be ad

consider the following: 
T.o-*.0g. 

you consider you will be affected? How wo.uld you like the appric€nt,s proposar to be modiried;ffi1t"'l#il:X,,nHtg,"j"ruffif$o;,,g,,:i;';;1;;'#ilsar thar vou ",iolii6lvaikato Regionar counciito conr

Doc # tziAOZl
l-Aa-- --



section 4: Applicant's respons. 1to oe compreted bv appricant)

Please tndicate how your proposal can be modified or may not be able to be modified to take accgunt of the views of the party you hav

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)
PJease tick one option only.

StiWo give myi*r approval for the proposat

Q rrufe do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q tnnre are not affected by the proposal



Consultatlon form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted

Sectian 'tr: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Office use only

File:

Custorner lD:

Prdect:

Section 2: Consulted party details

Wo,lvtea

I address

Reeidentiat aOEEss
lf different from postal
address

I

1 Emailaddresi
iL-_-_

Phone nurnber/s i l{orne Business:, 
_t ; rl,lobite: (\atc\(iaoqrgoD,k%

$ection 3: Consulted party view$ on proposal

$;"J.:3',:j's,ffiL1f;trf,ri.t;iil$'f-:li""fililx:ffi#iiif#Jgs proposar, and/or ir vou consider vou rnay be a(

consider the following: 
Tg't'.c?. you consider you will be affected? How wo.uld"you tike the appticafit,s proposat to be modified:.ffi;'J::H#T'l;H1'ff;ruffif;'r?f,g,,3:'; ";ii" p*io*"rtnat vou *,,r"'lixJinj.ixato'Resitnir iJ,-n"iiro *,.

tr fu?obile
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section 4: Apprieant's respons€ 6o oe comprered by appricanr)

section 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consurted)

/ease tick one option only.
q)ru"give my/our approvat for the proposat

Q rrufe do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q lnrue are not affected by the proposal

Signature:

Date:



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted

Section 1: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

numbera

$ection 2: Consulted party details

Grouo (if

address

RasidentiaTEddEG

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Proiect:

N/a

lf different from postat
address

mailaddress

Phone nunrOer;s

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

H?.:3',:i's'yr15:";trf,:i:rr"iili'fr::?-,1:lilx:1"r.#Jii,,"x?lgs proposar and/or irvou considervou may be a,

consider the following: How do you consider you will be affected? How would you rike rhe appricant,s proposar to be modified;,""ffiT:H[t'i*';H1'S%ruffif"'r"-r,]1fi;;;il p.il.,l;;r'fi *J,,iiifi''uvaikato Resionar councir to cor

Doc # nfaOZl
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vv1'rra'r r 'r' '{F'},rrcanf-s respons€ 1to ue compreted by appricant)

'i$utr.notbeabletobemodifiedtotakeaccoUntoftheviewsofthepartyyouhav

section 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consurted)
Iease tick one option only.

myl*t approval for the proposal

Q rrure do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q lnrue are not affected by the proposal

Signature:

Date:

il/e give



Consultation forrn
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section 1: Application details
Applicant narne:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section Consulted party details

EmailaddresE

j Phone numberts

Fax:

Office use only

File:

Customer lD.

Project:

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

I#"T"fi',:Jl3,yr',91"r:trfl*t15'fr*iXfi;il,:,T#Jii,glffi proposar, and/or ir you consider you may be ad

consider the following: How do you consider you will be affected? How would you like the appricant,s proposer to be modifiedffiffi?:ffiHT';H1"g,1fgffif"i";,,g-#,;';;-ffi;[il"", tnit'vo, 
'iJ,,i rf5luaikato Resionar countir ro con,

Residentiat aEdEG
lf different from postal
address

Doc# tli\Ozl



section 4: Applicant's respons' (ro be compreted by appricant)

iriffiU;g;:Ungffi:f* Ag1;ilr mav not be abre to be modined ro rake accounr or the views or rhe pao you have

section 5: consurted party's response (to be compreted

Please tick one option only.

6 VWZgive rnylorerapprovat for the proposat

Q rruUe do not give myiour approvalfor the proposal

Q tnrue are not affected by the proposal

by person/group consulted)

signature: €. -du-a* ,



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted

Section 1: Application details
Appricant name: Orry /Woh**
Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

party details

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

Section 2: Consulted

Qry 14"1*"^

r(esdential address
lf different from postal
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposaf

I#"1":3',3i,I3,Y.i5J"";trf,:i],t"i,H'fr::ill::ilJ:ffi:iii"XXgl3[sproposar, andtoriryou consideryou maybe ad,

consider the following: How do you consider you will be affected? How would.you like the applieant,s proposal to be modified .

flffi.J:#:H#',,n[:1[[T#g1*t,t"rl,,g,n-;';;;;; p'il."'thal vou wouroli[Iivaikaro Resionar councir to cons

Doc # tzi4OX
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section 4: Appricant's responso 60 ue comprered bv appricanr)

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)

,Please tick one option only.

6 rttodgive my/cueapproval for the proposat

Q lrure do not give my/our approval for the proposal

() lArue are not affected by the proposal



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted

Section l: Application details

Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Consulted party details

Office use only

File:

Cuslomer lD:

Project:

Postal address

Residential address
lf different from postal
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal
lf you would like waikato Regional council to know yilf vieua on the applicanfs proposal, and/or if you consider you may be ad,affec{ed, please indicate youi vierrs betow (attach aioition"r fales iinlcessaryl.

consider the following: 
T9r,.d9. 

you consider you will be affected? How would you like the appticant,s proposal to be modifiedaccount of your views? what other comments do you.iave on tne proposal that you *uloli[5'wai]<ato Regional councir ro consmaking a decision on these resourc€ consent appiication

Doc# 1778021 t/t.rfai Iz



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted

Section 1: Application details

Appricant neme: LLe uOe{" Bi,rt

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Project:

Cr.n"pt { fi7n

,/rur* //nt
lf different from postal i

Section 2: Consulted pafi details

$ection 3: Consulted party views on proposal
lf you would like Waikato Regional Council to know your views on the applicant's proposal, and/or if you consider you may be ad
affec{ed, please indicate your views below (attach additional pages if necessary).'

Consider the following: H9-w do you consider you will be affected? How would you like the applicant,s proposal to be modified
account of your views? What other commenls do you fiave on lhe proposal that you would like Wait<ato negionat Counlil to c,onr
making a decision on these resource consent application

Doc # 1778A21 :ee i t:



section 4: Applicant's responsg Go oe compreted by appricant)

Please indicate how your proposal can be modified or may not be able to be modified to t6ke account of the views of the party you have
"cgnsulte-lfrith (attach additionat pages if necessarv)
l--

section 5: consulted pafi's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)

,Please tick one option only.

O tl}fl. give mytg&r approvalfor the proposat

Q rrufe do not give myiour approval for the proposal

Q tnrue are not affected by the proposal

Signature:

Date: L) 7

,(-

'b-
6-,16+



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person

Section f : Application details
Applicantn"*", ?, ( "

Te Tahuna o Aotea ilarine Farm Ltd

or group to be consulted

Office use only

rile:

Customer lD:

Projecl:

Section 2: Consulted party details

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

x'iiJ"ffi'[:,53,ffi5ffiffi,:*?jil$'3-:X?Xll;;tg,T#jii""S,ffi; rroposar, andtor ityou consider you may be ad

consider the following: How do you consider you will be affected? How wourd you like the appricanls proposar to be modified:,:ffi',":#l',#T'llH1gftruffiT,i,rl,,gr;;;';;;; p'iil*r 
''it'y", 

,i;J*ilii5lraikaro Regionar councii ro con,

ResioentiEt aEdi6G
lf different from postat iaddress I

Phone nurnberls
Business:

Doc # tiTAOU
tA/cr i lz



section 4: Appricant's respons€ (o be compreted bv appricanr)

*$*,notbeabletobemodifiedtotakeaccountoftheviewsofthepartyyouhav

Section i: Consulted party,s response (to

Please tick one option only.J^,t t'rglff give my/gur approvalfor the proposat

Q rrufe do not give mylour approvalfor the proposal

be completed by person/group consulted)

Q tnrue are not affecteo. by the proposal

Signature:

Date:



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted
Section f : Application details
Appricant name: 6,frg {^rj C{
Te Tahuna o Aotei Marine Farm Ltd

Office use only

r:r^.r ilg.

Custorner lD:

Project:

Section 2: Consulted party details

n"r* 
E,\

Postal aadress

RasicentiEllffiiEG
lf Cifferent from postat
address

Section 3: Consulted party visws on proposal

IJ.?.:3'[i'5:ffHfffi"liJfrti5,Sr:?J,fii#,:,H:Jii,,S,g;iproposar and/or iryouconsideryou may be ar
consider the following: 

T,?*.oo- you consider you wiil.be affected? *o*-yg.y,o rou rike the appricant,s proposarto be modmed;ffi;t "lfilL,,lTtH?g,",:rumt"rrr,:.:;;';';;"iil r[il.", n"t vo, ,o,roliffii,a,,ato Resionar councii to cor

Emailaddriss

Doc # tiAoX
a.-f*t-: r-



section 4: Appricant's respons€ 
1to be comprered bv appricant)

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consulted)

)lease tick one option only.
@ vwa give my/enr approvalfor the proposal

C truye do not give mylour approvalfor the proposal

O l/VVe are not affected by the proposal

Signature:



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section 1: Application details
Applicant name: $n".1 n'1}11-li: Ef--

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

party details

f\,\'t'"6
Contact

Office use onty

Fiie:

Customer lD:

Projeci:

If different
address

from postal

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

ii"T":}i:j$,Yrlf,L";iffil*.r"jiffi,E-::?X#ilH,T#ly"H,lgi proposar, and/or ir youconsider you may be ad
consider the followino: 

T,?*.09. 
you consider you wir.be affected? 

"o*-yg.y,o.rou 
rike the apprican's proposar to be modiried;trff'i:[It';TtHl$*"fgffi+.*f:;,,::,. on the propo""r tn"t yL, *J,ri ril5iraikato Regionar councii ro con

Doc # ni€ffi



section 4; Appricantns respons€ 
1to oe compreted by appricant)

ffdd' ified to take account of rhe views of rhe pa.y you hav

section 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consurted)
peasetick one option only.

Srru" give my/qr approvalfor the proposat

Q true do not give mylour approvalfor the proposal

Q lnrue are not affected by the proposal

f,! I r'
{:;t,/,'tl{!,Signature:

Date; 23 , .o1 lI



Consultation forrn
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consulted
Section 'l: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea illarine Farm Ltd

party details

Office use only

File:

Custorner lD:

Project:

Postat aAOG

Resioentiat aoEEG
lf different from postat
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

X#""J"ffi',:j'l;,y.1$"fitrf,:*.#ffi,3-::iX#;#:ffi#jy"X?glg$f oropo"",, and/oriryou consider you may be ad,

consider the following: 
!-ow do you consider you wirl.be affectecr? How would you rike the appricanrs proposat to be modified;ffi;',":f[L:"ff;H1';trlJjngt.lru,tr";'ffil:;[i1.., thn'y;; ;;,diif5ivar,ato Resionar counciro con..

Doc # lfTM
lA./qi l-



section 4: Appricant's respons€ 
1ro oe comprered bv appricanr)

Section 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consurted)
flease tick one option only.

6 vWgive my/enr approval for the proposal

Q true do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q lnrVe are not affected by the proposal

Signature: 'J-
ttt,{*tr:Ct Lu"



Consultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section '[: Application details
Applicant narne:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Projert:

Sectlon 2: Consulted party detaifs

Name

Grouo (if

Pos?al addre6f
t,Qkq.Put

MsJaQ-
lf different
addrgss

address
from postal

Email addrei!

Phone numferE
Eusiness:
Fax:

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

I#.'J"ffiiiJl!'Y.",*fff;:if;;i5'3,,*?Xffi#ff#jii^H,g;ipropos.r, and/oriryouconsideryou maybe ar

consider the following: 
Tgw do you consider you will be affected? Hcw-wo.urd.you rike the appricant,s proposarto be modified;ffi'"":#,:ilT;H1ff:fgffif;:i"rr,g,;-,;';;"iil o[il.", narl,ou **iJli[Ji,r,,,eto Resionar councir to c.or

Doc# 1778021
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section 4: Appricant's respons€ 1to oe comprered bv appricant)

,l$ffi-?ttbeabletobemodifiedtotakeaccountoftheviewsofthepa(yyouhavr| %_

section 5: consulted party's response (to be completed by person/group consurted)
epase tick one option onty.

MtWgive myiorr approvatfor the proposat

Q true do not give my/our approvalfor the proposal

Q tnrue are not affected by the proposal



Consultation forrn
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section 't: Application details
Appricantname: )tsd6. 6/$SD/\
Te Tahuna o Aotea ftlarine Farm Ltd

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Prdect:

nupbers {if known
I N/a

i Mussetspat q?tphing

party details

l}Lr 0,xon R)
HanJLon

Residentiir EEIiEG
lf different from
address if-
Emailaddieas

Phone number/s

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

I-vi"1.:3',:i5;,ff[1y;trff*f;Jffi'3-:Xi-"HlilX:ffi:Jii,.,,#S#s proposar, and/or iryou consider you may be ac

consider the following: How do you consider you will be affected? H*v would you rike the appric€r,t,s proposar to be modified;ffi;:":13,:L:ff;Ht$%ruffiT,'r"-r,:1fi;'ffffi;[i'J*, tt,it y", *J,rc rif5'wair<ato Resionar counci, to con

Doc # TZZAOX
\Jtl* F Ir



section 4: Appricant's respons€ (o be comprered bv appricant)

,i",*.-",tbeabletobemodifiedtotakeaccountoftheviewsofthepartyyouhav
<

Section S: Consulted party,s response (to be completed by person/group consulted)
Pffse tick one option only.

fftTvle*Oive m yrbnrapproval for the proposat

Q rnrrre do not give my/our approvalfor the proposal

Q lnrue are not affected by the proposal



Consultatlon form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted

Section 1: Application details
Appricantnarne: ertql+decr Wfu@p Ahrttu$io,
Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Gonsulted party detaits

address

Resioentiil adoreG
lf different from postal
address

Phone numErrc

$ection 3: Consulted party views on proposal

Xfl""J"ffi',::'S,Y.",91"fi::f,l*';:i:fl'E :X?Xffiil:ffi#jii,.,X?Elg,Is proposar, and/or ir you consider you may be ad

consider the following: How do you consider you will be affected? How wourd you rike the appricant,s proposar to be modified;,,",ffi?:#li",;"ffinH1'S1:ru*Hi"ii;g,h.,;';;;; pffi;.;iffiffiil;,1'J:,f5ii'aikato Resionarcounci,to""n:

Doc# 17T8021
Vtrlq, i tz



sectian 4: Appricant's respons€ 1to ue comprered bv appricanr)

$affiemodifiedtotakeacc0untoftheviewsofthepartyyouhavI

section 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consurted)
Please tick one option only.

d,*give rnytraur approval for the proposal

Q tnnfe do not give mylour approvalfor the proposal

Q tnrue are not affected by the proposal

Signature:



Consutrtation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section 't: Application details
Appricantn"*",#

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Section 2: Consulted party details

PostattAaEss

Residentiat?ddEE
lf different from postat
address

Section 3: Consulted party views on proposal

Li""J.:1',:j$'ffit',1";trfl*f;ii:$',:-*?Xffiilx:ff;:Jii,H,ffif rropo*",, and,or i,you consider you may be a,

consider the following: 
llgw do you consider you will be affected? Hcw wourd you rike the appricant,s proposar to b€ modified;",ffi',":f[t'iH;H1"3l,%f#ffi1i?;,,g,fi;'#ffi;[iL"'tn"t you,,oui,ili[ITr,*,to Resionar counci,to cor

EmailaddreE

Phone numOilE

Doc * r776ozi
\Pr.f': i L.



section 4: Appricant's respons€ 1to oe comprered bv appricant)

section 5: consurted party's response (to be compreted

Please tick one option only.

Gftng" give my/*r approvat for the proposat

Q rnne do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q lAffe are not affected by the proposat

by person/group consulted)



Consultition form
Fhotecopy this forrn for each person CIr group to be consulted

Sectiofi t: Applicatien details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

i Office use onty

Fric:

Custorner lil

t,rcject:

t.._-_

$ection 2: Consulted party details

t2-t+

i Rd;ililti,ar;ddres$*
I if di{ferent from postai
: adcfress

Lqeitte"t"p$dmlE;;Z--
t-

Emeil IiiUress

iji:o;s iiirmber/$'

$ecti*n 3: Consult*d party vievrrs on propssal

,f##liii.I3,ffitry,[:yf,Xl-g;J::j,:-:H':ll;l.;;:1;#jif_,JJJfglii proposar 
";nriior ir yoi, corisirier you may b

consider the toliowing: tJow da you consider -vou vrill bG affected? How-wo.uld.you like ihe appiicant.s proposal to be rnodii:?ffi'""::3[1"i*','n$ffmn:ffiT,ii;i];:f ;;il;'d;;*d tha, vo, ,*,icli[llry"ir<ato'negioi;r io*.ir to



$ectian 4: Applicanfs respons€ 1to ue compreted by appricanr)

Piease irrdicate *r:w your prooosa! can be modified ff may not be at{e to be modified to take account or the views of lhe par
i-t'

i -*"

$ectlon 5: Consulted party's response (tCI be completed by person/group con:

Please tick one option only,
gjlm* give {yiour aprrovaiforthe proposat

Q truUe do not give my/our approval for the proposal

Q l/We are not affected by the proposal

$ignarr"rre: hMril
Date. f*t



Consultation frlrun
Photocopy this form for each person or grc,B to be consurted
$ection 'l: Application detaits
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotsa Marine Farrn Ltd

party details

Office use only

File:

Customer lD:

Projecl:

Horne: -/ tt
Mobile:

Section 3: Consulted party views, sft proposal

X#,'J"H',:it:,ffi[1";trf,:*?1fl'E::iX#:i::H],r'#lp,:tg:siproposar, and/q iryou consider you may be

!g:lg:ltn" foflowing-: low do you consider you wilr be affected? How

;trffi',"1H[t1"#'1,*1ifj,igff*1.,.,"J,#,;-;';;1il;##"Ni#i:,i,:XffiJfi,f:tl5g.lH:g[X,'B#,,$,Tt

Section Z: Consulted

Residentiat tAAress
lf different from postat
address

Doc # ntA0ll
tftf*:e I &



Section 4: Applicafit,s regponsG 6o oe compteted by apflicanr)
Please indicate how vour p. roposal can be modified or rnay not be able to be modified to take accr be modified to take account of ttre views of the party yo

$ection 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consurt(
Please tick one option only.
lAlVe give my/our approval for the proposal

Q tnrue do not give mylour approval for the proposal

Q l&Ve are not affected by the proposal

$ignature:

Date:



Gonsultation form
Photocopy this form for each person or group to be consurted
Section l: Application details
Applicant name:

Te Tahuna o Aotea Marine Farm Ltd

Consulted party details

Section 3: Consulted party viEws on proposal

X#-T"fi',:i,I3,Y.:91"ff:,;,:*tHfl,E *?-"fi11ffiffi#JT^?*gli,iproposar, andtoriryou consider you may be i
consider the following: 

llgw do you consider you will be affected? How woutd you rike the appricant,s proposar to be modifie;,trff'"":ffiHT'lH1l3["J#gn*iii;g,,3;;;"il:;ffi."r *,,t v,u *,Jio-rilSivair,ato Resionar councir ro co

Office use only

File:

Custorner lD:

Projecl:

(,L N,(1*qe

Residential daress
if cjiiierent from postal
address

ooc * r7zsTfi
'rarlEt



Section 4: Applicant,s response 6o oe compteted by applicanu

oclified to take account of the views of the party 
1

$ection 5: consulted party's response (to be compreted by person/group consursJ

Fease tick one option only.
$Wfe give my/our approval for the proposal

Q rrure do not give my/our approval for the proposal

O lnlve are not affected bXthe proposal



Appendix 6: Visual Overuiew of area plus Script

Separate CD video provided - with accompanying script



ilypX1", 3"+f +" S.-.^--p^^1 U,;Jno

Te Tahuna o Aotea Moana Marine Farm Ltd

Script:

Katahi ka titiro, kitoku ukalpo, nga whenua e hora nei, i roto o Aotea whenua,
Aotea moana, Ngatite Wehi e .........

Behold the sacred mountain Karioi as it lies in its majesty within Aotea Whenua.

A Pou stands as a remnant of our relationship to this beautiful harbor known as

Aotea.

As the drone flies, behold the Aotea Marine Farm belonging to Ross and Janine
Dockery as it lies in its entire splendor

A site to behold

o The white rock face at Orotangito the east
. Karioi Mountain to the North east
. Te Kakawa to the west

. And TeTahuna and Matakowhai to the south-east

The boundaries which hold specific to the proposed site for the Te Tahuna o
Aotea Moana Marine Farm Ltd

Aue.... Taukiri ..... e

Kia mau te wehie
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This Assessment of Effects on Landscape and Natural 
Character and Visual Amenity Report has been 

prepared as part of the consent application for the 
establishment of a Mussel Spat Farm, in Aotea 
Harbour.  All work has been undertaken and/or 

reviewed by a Registered NZILA Landscape Architect. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Mansergh Graham Landscape Architects Ltd (MGLA) has been engaged by the applicant to assess the 
effects of a proposed new mussel spat farm on the natural landscape and seascape character and visual 
amenity of Aotea harbour, Aotea, Waikato. 
 
Three main aspects are evaluated within this report. They are: 
 
a. The existing natural and landscape character of the site and its place in the local and regional context. 
b. The potential effects of the proposed development on natural character and visual amenity from 

within the surrounding visual catchment. 
c. An overview of the effects of the proposed development on landscape and natural (coastal) character 

values. 
 
The subject site is located within the southern tidal channel of the harbour, approximately 1.5km east of 
the centre of Aotea Settlement.  
 
METHODOLOGY 

A standard assessment approach has been used to identify the existing landscape and natural character of 
the site and its surroundings and to assess the potential effect of the proposed mussel spat farm on 
landscape and visual amenity. 
 
In broad terms, the assessment consists of the: 
 
a. Identification of the key elements or attributes of the proposed development; 
b. Identification of the landscape values, natural character, key attributes and social preferences within 

the context of biophysical, associative and visual landscape interpretation; and 
c. Identification of relevant assessment criteria within the context of the relevant statutory framework. 
 
A combination of mapping analysis and field assessment has been undertaken to identify the potential 
effect of the development on the existing natural character of the harbour and surrounding landscape; and 
visual amenity from surrounding areas. By considering the above, the likely effects of the proposed 
development are able to be identified and rated. 
 
A methodological flow chart is contained in appendix (one). 
 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The applicant is proposing a mussel spat catching farm of 5ha, in Aotea Harbour, Aotea, Waikato. (Location 
shown on attached plan in Appendix (two).  
 
The application site is located within the coastal marine area within the harbour’s main southern channel 
approximately 1.5km east of Aotea village.  
 
The Area: 

• Is located in water that are 4-6 metres in depth 
• Is located over substrate of sand and broken shell gravel 
• Has a tidal flow that is parallel with the shoreline 
• At the closest point, is approximately 88m from the shore line. 

 
Spat Catching Description: 
 
Longlines: 
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• All longlines are surface lines and are oriented parallel to tidal flows (ie. Running north-west to 
south-east). 

• Longlines used will be double backbone longlines. 
• The lengths of the longlines to be used would be approximately 150m – 160m. 
• The density of lines would be: an average of 2.2 longlines per hectare and a maximum of 3 per 

hectare. 
• The separation between mussel lines is approximately 20m. 
• The backbone and mooring line rope used is quality equipment Duradan (synthetic rope) 

 
Floats: 

• The floats used to support the longlines will be either 110/200 litres in volume. 
• The floats used will be a mix of navy blue or black and orange. 
• Orange floats will be located at the end of each line and in the middle of the lines located at the 

end of each block. 
 
Structure Anchors: 

• The anchors used to secure the structures to the seabed are screw anchors, buried below the 
seabed, plate size and shaft length to be determined or concrete block anchors. 

• The warp line length is approximately 45-50m at either end. 
 
Spat Catching Rope: 

• Spat catching rope will be hung from the back bones to a depth of approximately 3-5m. 
 
Lighting/Navigation: 

• The spat catching block would be lit as one unit. It is proposed that there would be 2 special marks 
and lights on the two corners furthest from land. 

• There would be orange corner buoys and orange buoys used in the middle of the outer edge lines. 
 
Infrastructure: 
The applicant would use the existing launching area at Aotea for unloading/loading product and 
equipment. 
 
Subject to the outcome of this resource consent application, the applicant would also locate an area on iwi 
owned land (currently a land based farmed area) for the storage of spare floats, rope and other related 
equipment, and look to obtain any District Council consents as required. 
 
Key components of the application that have the potential to affect the natural character of the 
landscape/seascape and visual amenity include: 
a. Proximity of the proposed farm to the existing farm; 
b. Use of lighting; 
a. Colour and size of buoys;  
b. Size of the marine farm; and 
c. Length of the farming season. 
 
Associated activities such boat launching, has not been listed as potential effects as an agreement has been 
made with the existing farm owner for such activities to be run from the same location in conjunction with 
his farm. 
 
  



2017-032 Aotea Harbour Vla R1_310118  Page 5 of 25 

EXISTING NATURAL, LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL CHARACTER 

Landscape character, in part, is a function of the landscape’s visual expression and involves the analysis of a 
landscape’s biophysical patterns, elements and processes; its’ perceptual qualities; and its’ spiritual, 
cultural and associative meanings.  
 
Natural character is a function of the extent to which a landscape or seascape has been modified from an 
ecologically and/or geologically pristine state and involves the analysis of an area’s biophysical attributes 
and formative processes and patterns; the extent to which these attributes, processes and patterns have 
been modified or affected by human intervention; and perceptions relating to the relationship between the 
two.   This includes the elements that contribute to a landscapes’ natural appearance and the cultural 
modifications which have occurred upon it.   
 
The landscape and visual quality of the site is a function of a series of factors including intactness of visual 
and physical elements such as topography and vegetation cover, the degree of modification that has 
occurred, surrounding landscape elements and attributes. Further contributing factors include juxtaposition 
and coherence between landscape elements within the subject site and those of the surrounding area, as 
well as human attributes or values assigned to an area. 
 
Landscape character is not the same as natural features and landscapes1.  There are no formal agreed 
definitions for landscape character or natural character in the legislation or the NZCPS 2010. 
  

                                                           
1 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010. Policy 13 (2). 



2017-032 Aotea Harbour Vla R1_310118  Page 6 of 25 

The Wider Landscape Context 

The wider landscape (including the harbour and its surrounds) plays an important role in how the 
application site is perceived in terms of landscape/seascape character and naturalness. 
 
The relationship between the major geographical features contained within this landscape and the human 
modifications that have occurred upon them are important factors to consider when assessing how the 
proposed type of development will influence the natural character of the adjacent coastal environment and 
the wider landscape in which the site sits. 
 
The West Coast of the North Island is known for its exposed rough coastal environment contrasted with 
sheltered harbours. Aotea Harbour is the smallest of the three harbours in the Waikato’s West Coast 
catchments.  
 
The harbour is set within a surrounding landscape context comprising a mixture of farmland, native bush 
and coastal dune lands.  Along the eastern edge of the harbour outcrops of limestone and disappearing 
streams are indicators of the extensive cave and karst systems below the surface.2 Small settlements along 
the southern and eastern harbour edges and inland are linked by narrow, loose gravel roads. Rural pastoral 
lands are broken up by patches of native and exotic vegetation. This landscape is accessed along the 
winding sealed and gravel roads that twist through the undulating terrain around the southern and eastern 
edge of the harbour.  
 
The key landscape features that influence perceptions, at a macro level, of the overall character of the 
landscape surrounding the subject site include: 
 
a. Aotea Harbour and the its associated sandbanks,  inlets and bays; 
b. Intertidal wetland 
c. Coastal headlands; 
d. Mount Pirongia and Karioi; 
e. Exposed West Coast beaches and black sand dunes; and 
f. Coastal vegetation patterns. 
 
The landscape’s character is further influenced by land use, coastal activities, land management and 
development patterns including: 
 
a. The settlement of Aotea ;  
b. The existing marine farms (mussel spat farm); 
c. Rural (pastoral) land; 
d. Sporadically spaced rural residential, rural utility buildings, Marae and associated buildings, and ‘bach 

accommodation; and 
e. Vegetation consisting of a mixture of native and exotic bush patches, singular specimen trees spaced 

throughout paddocks and residential back yards and productive forestry. 
 
The Waikato Natural Character Study of the Waikato Coastal Environment (WNCS) undertaken by Boffa 
Miskell in 2016, confirms the above as contributing factors to the natural character of the area, rating most 
of the harbour (excluding areas around Aotea settlement and part of the existing marine farm) as an area 
of Outstanding Natural Character (ONC). This report specifically identifies the coastal dune features and 
intertidal waters along the coastal margins contributing to a Very High rating of characteristics. The report 
also acknowledges the human modifications including the settlement of Aotea contributing to the 
character. The report was completed at a very broad scale and although it acknowledges many of the 
overriding features of the area due to the scale that the report and subsequent mapping was undertaken 
at, some of the finer experiential details of the landscape character have not been captured. 
 

                                                           
2 Shore futures – Preferred Futures Report 2009 www.ew.govt.nz/shorefutures 
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Aotea Harbour 

Aotea harbour is the smallest of the three harbours on the west coast within the Waikato catchment. The 
harbour is highly intertidal with shallow mud and sand flats either side of the channels. 
 
Aotea harbour is enclosed by a variety of landscape types. From the more natural sand dune systems and 
native coastal vegetation to the more modified of rural pastoral lands, productive forestry and residential 
settlements. The site is located within the main southern channel of Aotea Harbour. Directly east of the 
most modified coastal edge that encapsulates Aotea Village, seawalls, existing marine farm, pastoral 
farmlands and productive forestry.  
 
The harbour is distinguished by the large dune system on the northern shores of the harbour mouth. These 
dunes are the largest of their kind on the west coast and offer a great example of natural dune processes 
through wind and water formation. The transition of dunes to saltmarsh areas and native coastal 
vegetation on the northern side of the harbour offer a sense of naturalness to the harbour mouth3. The 
southern side of the harbour is more developed and populated by the settlement of Aotea. The sealed road 
running along the southern banks of the harbour transitions to gravel as it meets the rural eastern 
boundary and heads inland. 
 
The natural character of the harbour edge ranges between being highly natural and highly modified. The 
most natural parts of the harbour and its surroundings are found on the northern side where access by 
road is restricted. The northern side of the harbour contains two Outstanding Natural Features (ONFs), 
Oioroa sand dune area, described above and Te Pahi forest, a large stand of native bush at the northern 
end of the harbour. Since human settlement in the area, native vegetation around the harbour has been 
reduced to approximately 28%4 making the remaining areas of native bush important to maintaining the 
natural character of the harbour. 
 
The southern side of the harbour is dominated by a rural pastoral landscape with clusters of rural 
residential and farm utility buildings. South of the harbour entrance, stretching between Aotea and Kawhia 
Harbours, is a large patch of productive forestry.  
 
The shallow nature of the harbour means that at low tide, large areas of sand banks are exposed, resulting 
in a dynamic landscape/seascape.  
 
A relatively low level of modification to the natural landscape and seascape has occurred within the 
harbour.   What has occurred is more evident on the southern side, adjacent to Aotea settlement, where a 
number of modifications have occurred along the coastal edge and within the coastal marine area.  These 
include the construction of sea walls at Aotea,  the construction of a causeway across the intertidal flats 
(Morrison Road), modification to the natural coastal edge vegetation patterns and the establishment of a  
marine farm (mussel spat).    
 
The existing mussel spat farm (approximately one and a half times the size of the proposed farm) is located 
directly west (approximately 500m) of the site. This existing farm sits directly off the beach area where 
boats are launched and this is also where the boats will be launched from for the proposed marine farm.  
 
It is understood from discussions that members of the community, including Okapu Marae elders recall the 
existence of a small mussel farm in the 1980’s. Examination of the aerial photography from 1984 indicates 
this to be located near where the existing mussel spat farm is located. 
 
Although fewer, some modifications have occurred within the eastern areas of the harbour.  These include 
the installation of ‘makeshift’ channel markers (which can be seen sticking up through the channel near the 
Makomako inlet), erosion protection works adjacent to Te Papatapu Road. At low tide there is evidence of 
vehicles having been driven across the sand flats. 
                                                           
3 Natural Character Study of the Waikato Coastal Environment – Boffa Miskell and WRC 2016. 
4 Shore futures – Preferred Futures Report 2009 www.ew.govt.nz/shorefutures. 
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The natural darkness of the night sky is mostly preserved within the harbour. Light is concentrated to the 
area around Aotea settlement and the four corners of the existing marine farm. 
 
Natural character of the harbour can be highly attributed to the experiential appreciation of the landscape. 
In the case of Aotea harbour this can be highly attributed to the visual experience of looking out at the 
Oioroa sand dunes with Mount Karioi in the background. 
 
Aotea Harbour is highly valued for its kaimoana5. A taiapure6 was established in 2000. This covers the 
whole harbour as well as Kawhia Harbour and the coastal strip from Taranaki Point to Albatross Point and 
around Gannet Island.7 
 
 
The following photographs depict the general characteristics of the site and its surroundings. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 1: Existing mussel spat farm 500m west of proposed site. 
 

                                                           
5 Seafood 
6 Areas that are given special status to recognise rangatiratanga (as Taiapure-Local fisheries); management 
arrangements can be established (under the Fisheries Act 1996) for Taiapure that recognise the customary special 
significance of the area to iwi or hapu as a food source or for spiritual or cultural reasons. 
7 Hillock; K. & Rohan; M. 2011. Intertidal Benthic Habitats of Kawhia and Aotea Harbours. DoC Research and Development series 
327 
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Figure 2: View from Tahuri Point, the more modified southern side of harbour looking at the more natural northern side of sand 
dunes and native vegetation. Mount Karioi in the background. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 3: Looking West towards Tahuri Point from proposed site. 
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Figure 4: South-Eastern side of harbour. Makeshift channel markers can be seen sticking up out of the sand flats.  
 
 

 
 
Figure 5: View of Aotea settlement, from above. (Drone footage) 
 
 
 
 
 



Figure 6: Panoram
a from

 Tahuri Point looking north – east, Potahi Point (O
ioroa Sand Dunes) across to the proposed site. (im
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EFFECTS ON EXISTING LANDSCAPE AND NATURAL CHARACTER  

In order to understand how the proposed mussel spat farm will affect the existing landscape, seascape and 
natural characteristics of the site, it is necessary to identify the attributes of the key elements that 
influence those characteristics. 
 
In considering cumulative effects, the threshold where the dominance of the various factors, which 
contribute to ONC status, must be assessed against the level of activity that might erode perceptions of 
naturalness.  In this instance the proposed mussel spat farm cumulatively increases the development 
within an area of the harbour that has already been modified (in a very small way) by the establishment of 
the existing mussel spat farm. It is shown through other studies such as the Natural Character Study of the 
Waikato Coastal Environment that the inclusion of a marine farm is not necessarily reason enough on its 
own to exclude an area from outstanding natural character identification. In the above mentioned study 
this is shown through the inclusion of Moturua Island (Rabbit Island) and its surrounding marine farms in an 
area of ONC off shore, south east of Amodeo Bay, Coromandel.8 
 
It must be acknowledged that there will be a tipping point in the accumulative effects of marine farms and 
this will need to be assessed on a case by case basis, however with the existing mussel spat farm and this 
proposed mussel spat farm the effects would not be significant. 
 
Analysis of the study area has identified the key attributes of the various features, which contribute to the 
landscape, seascape and natural character, and visual amenity of the site and its immediate surroundings. 
 
These features work together in influencing perceptions of natural character; and as such should be 
considered in isolation with caution. In this regard; the “whole” can be considered as being “greater than 
the sum of its component parts”. However, a reductionist approach to character assessment is useful in 
that it allows the relationship between the various component features to be explored, their sensitivity to 
change identified, and their relative importance within the “whole” considered.  
 
The effect of the proposed mussel spat farm and associated development on the following features has 
been assessed against the key landscape elements identified during site investigations, analysis of aerial 
photography, analysis of character photographs and other relevant background information.  Feature 
identification is limited to those features potentially affected by the proposal. 
 
The character of the harbour varies from the north, south and east. The northern side is perceived as a 
more natural side with large sand dunes, large patches of native vegetation and no access from the road. 
The eastern edges are more modified than the north with rural landscapes and man-made access ways to 
the harbour. The southern side is the most highly modified with roads, buildings, an existing mussel spat 
farm, seawalls, pastoral farmlands and the settlement of Aotea.  
 
Because the mussel spat farm is proposed to be located in the southern part of the harbour, it will not 
adversely affect the more natural parts of the harbour to any great extent.  It will result in a small 
cumulative effect, in keeping with the existing modified characteristics of the southern, part of the harbour.  
 
A summary of the effects of the proposed mussel spat farm on the natural character of the wider 
landscape/seascape is contained in the following table: 
 

                                                           
8 Natural Character Study of the Waikato Coastal Environment – Boffa Miskell and WRC 2016 – Map 36. 

 Feature Scale Key Attributes Potential Effect 
1 Aotea Harbour  Very Large • Shallow harbour with (generally 

uninterrupted views across the 
water (high tide) and/or sand 
banks and channels (low tide). 

• Exposed sand banks at low tide. 

Low effect. Introduction of buoys, 
markers and lights associated with the 
mussel spat farm into the harbour, 
changing its natural appearance by 
creating a focal attraction on the water 
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When considered collectively, the proposal will have a Very Low – Negligible adverse effect on the key 
attributes and natural character of the surrounding landscape and seascape. The proposed development 
will not be out of character with the existing marine farm adjacent to the application site of the character 
of the seascape in the southern part of the harbour.  

• Transient values (wildlife). 
• Dynamic intertidal zone (coastal 

edge). 
• ONC (Natural Character Study not 

yet incorporated into plan). 

surface (predominantly a visual effect). 
These effects are lessened by the 
presence of the existing mussel spat 
farm, which is close enough to the 
application site to be perceived as an 
extension of the existing activity. 
Therefore the character which already 
exists in this area of the harbour, that 
contributes to the ONC and includes 
part of the existing mussel spat farm, is 
not adversely affected.  
 
The significant difference in size of the 
harbour compared to the mussel spat 
farm (even when combined with the 
existing mussel spat farm) also lessens 
any effects.  

2 Potahi Point (Oioroa) Large • The largest sand dune headland 
of its type on the west coast. 

• Highly reflective of the coastal 
processes. 

• ONF (under Waikato District 
Council) 

•  

Very Low effect as the proposed site is 
separated from Potahi Point by 
significant distance The existing mussel 
spat farm is in-between Potahi Point 
and the proposed mussel spat farm, 
therefore there are no new effects on 
Potahi Point or the ONF created by the 
proposed mussel spat farm. 

3 Mount Karioi Very Large • ONL 
• Elevated, extinct volcano. 
• Established native vegetation. 

Negligible effect due to significant 
distance between the site and the 
feature. Mount Karioi can be viewed 
from the site. Views out include the 
existing mussel spat farm. The 
proposed mussel spat farm in this area 
would not add any additional effects 
due to the scale, distance and other 
more dominant features such as the 
harbour. 

4 Foreshore and beach Medium • Exposed sand banks and mud 
flats. 

• Transient values (wildlife). 
• Embankments of rocks and soil.  
• Seawalls along the foreshore 

harbour side of Aotea Village. 

Very Low effect due to the existing 
mussel spat farm that influences the 
character already. Distance from other 
beach areas to the proposed mussel 
spat farm is quite large and adverse 
effects are lost through the distance. 

5 Coastal headland, 
escarpments and 
bluffs  

Medium • Steep and rugged rocky 
escarpments. 

• Mix established and successional 
vegetation  

• Pastoral lands. 

Very Low due to the existing mussel 
spat farm in the harbour. The 
headlands themselves are highly 
modified in most areas and used for 
residential dwellings or farm pastoral 
lands as well as roads. 

6 Coastal vegetation 
patterns (including Te 
Pahi on the northern 
side of the harbour an 
ONF) 

Large • Rocky outcrops and bush clad 
escarpments.  

• Vegetated embankments and 
riparian areas. 

• Patches of productive forestry. 
 

Negligible due to the distance from 
vegetation, and there already being an 
existing mussel spat farm in the 
harbour. 
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ASSESSMENT OF VISUAL EFFECTS 

Perceptions of naturalness and natural character are affected by visibility. With regard to the potential for 
the site to absorb the proposed mussel spat farm, the following factors were evaluated during the visual 
assessment. 
 
Visual Catchment 

The visual catchment (locations from where the works may be visible) is restricted to Tahuri Point and small 
sections of Morrison and Aotea Roads. Although most road views are low lying and obstructed by the 
mud/sand flats. Views are also prevalent from within the harbour (boat only).  
 
View locations were identified and analysed, these are representative of the range of types of views 
available from within the surrounding landscape. 
 
Site inspection identified that the sand flats within the harbour largely screen the proposed farm from 
Morrison Road as it crosses the causeway. The directional change and shoreline vegetation also aid in the 
screening of the site. Where not fully screened, views are significantly reduced and softened by these 
factors. 
 
Key findings from the analysis of the visibility of the proposed mussel spat farm site and site investigation 
are: 
a. That the theoretical visual catchment is restricted to the headland west of the site, all other views 

surrounding the application site are constrained by the surrounding topography and directional shift in 
the harbour edges; 

b. The view of the proposed development from the existing dwellings and subdivision Tahuri Point is 
viewed alongside the highly modified landscape that is the existing mussel spat farm and the 
settlement of Aotea.  

 
Analysis of the view locations identified that there were three main types of views, varying in levels of 
visibility. Views from residential properties and the subdivision on Tahuri Point, from the road surrounding 
the harbour and from within the harbour itself.  
 
The most visible of these views is from the elevated existing dwellings and the subdivision on top of Tahuri 
Point. Views from this location include the existing mussel spat farm in the foreground and within context 
of the harbour and its associated features. The visual effects from this location are considered to be Very 
Low due to the distance from the site and the context in which it is viewed. 
 
Views from Morrison and Aotea Roads are limited by vegetation screening and topography. Where there 
are open views of the harbour the roads tend to be at a lower level and due to the exposed sandbanks at 
low tide the proposed mussel spat farm is mostly screened. During high tide the buoys will be able to be 
seen but due to the distance they will be hardly distinguishable as is evident with the existing marine farm.  
 
Where the road is elevated the harbour is mostly screened by vegetation and only very small glimpses of 
the proposed site will be visible. The visual effect, from this location, on the landscape will therefore be 
Very Low. 
 
Views from within the harbour will be either at a distance that will eliminate visual impact or from the 
southern channel when the proposed mussel spat farm will be viewed in close proximity to the existing 
mussel spat farm. Additional visual effects from the proposed mussel spat farm are therefore considered to 
be Very Low. 
 
Refer Appendix two for Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) map. Identified also on the map are the locations 
that were investigated for the visual, as well as the natural character effects. 
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Viewing Audience 

The potential viewing audience was identified to likely comprise of: 
a. Motorists using Morrison and Aotea Roads (limited viewshafts over the sand banks); 
b. Residential  properties (some with dwellings yet to be constructed) along Maukutea and Sulby Drives; 
c. Harbour users (predominantly within the navigable channel); and 
d. Beach users. 
 
Visual Absorption Capability 

One of the main factors that will influence a development’s visual effect is the visual absorption capability 
of the surrounding landscape. This is the ability of the landscape to integrate a development, or feature 
into its existing visual character without significant change. 
 
Each view location has been rated in terms of its visual absorption capability (VAC). Factors considered in 
determining the sites VAC rating include: 
a. The degree to which the development is visible; 
b. Visual and physical links with other similar elements or activities in the landscape; 
c. The level of modification to the surrounding landscape (short and long term); 
d. Appropriateness of scale; 
e. Distance; 
f. Backdrop; and 
g. Atmospheric conditions. 
 
The site analysis was undertaken at mid-tide from both land and sea. This gave a variety of views to access 
the majority of viewers of the site.  
 
In general the VAC of the site is Very Good.  This is partly because of a combination of distance, the lower 
viewer angle available from surrounding shoreline areas, and the semi submerged nature of the spat line 
buoys.  This means that in nearly all but still conditions, the proposed farm will not be highly discernible. 
 
The exception to this is from the elevated locations to the west on Tahuri Point.  From this location the 
proposed marine farm will be seen within the context of the closer existing farm. The scale, distance and 
existing character of this southern side of the harbour mean that there are no new effects from the 
proposed farm from this location. 
 
The visual character of the southern side of Aotea Harbour is contributed to by the land use and 
modifications. The existing mussel spat farm, directly east of the beach area, as well as the associated 
equipment on the beach, contribute highly to the character of this area. The additional proposed mussel 
spat farm is smaller in size and will be using the same launching area and equipment. The site is therefore 
able to be absorbed into the visual effects of the existing farm without the need for mitigation. 
 

Visual Obstruction, Intrusion and Amenity Values 

The proposed mussel spat farm has also been assessed in terms of its potential to result in either 
obstructive and/or intrusive effect on landscape amenity. 
 
Visual intrusion occurs when a pre-existing view of the landscape is encroached upon adversely by a new 
element, which is of poorer visual quality, or gives rise to a degraded visual amenity value. Conversely, 
visual obstruction results from such a feature blocking and preventing visibility of any pre-existing view. 
These may affect existing landscape and visual amenity. 
 
With regards to visual intrusion, the proposed mussel spat farm will not intrude significantly into any 
seascape views. This is because the buoys will be partially submerged and will rise and fall with the tide.  
The spat lines themselves will be submerged and not visible.  During the three months of the year that the 
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spat lines will not be in the water, the buoys will float higher, and be more visible, however during this time 
some of the buoys will be removed and there will be fewer buoys in the water. 
 
The presence of the existing mussel spat farm adjacent to the site means that the effects associated with 
the proposed farm will be cumulative effects. There will be no additional intrusive or obstructive effects on 
the existing landscape (across the harbour) as the proposed mussel spat farm is in a close proximity to the 
existing farm, which is part of the existing character of this area of the harbour.  
 
 
AVOIDANCE OF EFFECTS 

The following avoidance of effects strategy takes into consideration the findings of the assessment 
component of this report. 
 
The visual effects of the marine farm and the effects on natural character will be Low. However it is 
recommended that the following measures are undertaken to avoid effects associated with the visibility of 
the buoys. 
 
The recommended avoidance of effects measures are as follows: 

- The use of sea green buoys instead of black buoys where possible. 
 
It was observed on site that the green buoys are the least noticeable at close proximity. At greater 
distances green and black buoys become indistinguishable from one another.  
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RELEVANT PLANNING MATTERS 

Planning documents that have been taken into consideration include the Resource Management Act and 
subsequent amendments (RMA), New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS), Waikato Regional 
Policy Statement (WRPS), Waikato Regional Coastal Plan (WRCP), and the Operative Otorohanga District 
Plan (ODP).  
 
Only the key issues contained within the relevant planning framework, relating to landscape character, 
natural character, visual and amenity matters have been considered. 
 
 
Resource Management Act 1991 

Key sections relevant to this application are S6 (a), and S7 (c). 
 
With regard to Section 6 (a), the site is located within Aotea Harbour. The harbour is identified in the WNCS 
as an area of Outstanding Natural Character (ONC). While most of the harbour is included in the ONC rating 
part of the existing mussel spat farm is excluded while part is included. It is important to note that the ONC 
mapping appears to have been undertaken at a relatively coarse resolution and does not accurately identify 
only the harbour edge within the context of the site. While, in this instance, it is unclear whether half of the 
existing mussel spat farm was excluded intentionally from the ONC mapping, it is clear in parts of the 
Coromandal (such as the waters surrounding Rabbit Island) marine farms have been intentionally included 
inside of the ONC rating, indicating that the farms themselves are not a high enough adverse effect to 
affect the perception required to identify a site as ONC. As described in this report, the existing mussel spat 
farm has already modified the natural characteristics of this part of the harbour.  It is considered that the 
addition of the second farm in this southern area of the harbour would not tip the natural character 
balance. 
 
With regard to Section 7 (c), the assessment of effects on visual amenity contained within this report has 
identified how the proposed development will affect existing amenity values associated with the site and 
the surrounding landscape, and how the proposed mitigation techniques will reduce potential adverse 
visual effects. In this regard it is considered that the development is consistent with the requirements 
under this section of the RMA and adverse effects are avoided. 
 
 
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 

The key objective (natural character and visual) of the NZCPS that relates to this application is: 
a. Objectives 2 which requires the preservation of natural character of the coastal environment. 

 
This is supported by the following policies: 

 
a. Policy 1, which requires that the characteristics of the coastal environment specific to Aotea are 

recognised; 
b. Policy 6 (1)(h), which requires that development avoids adverse visual effects on sensitive parts of the 

coastal environment (such as to the sensitive headlands);  
c. Policy 13, which requires avoidance of all adverse effects within areas of outstanding natural character 

and significant effects on all other natural areas within the coastal environment;  
d. Policy 15, which requires that natural features and natural landscapes within the coastal environment 

are protected, which includes the avoidance of any effect within an outstanding natural feature or 
outstanding natural landscape. 

 
In terms of Policy 1 the characteristics of the coastal environment in Aotea already includes an existing 
mussel spat farm.  It is also noted that another farm was previous established near the application site in 
the early 1980s, as remembered by Aotea locals. This farm has subsequently been removed, allowing the 
harbour to revert to its previous state, with no visible evidence of the previous development. 
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In regards to Policy 6 (1)(h) the most sensitive headland in the harbour is the dune lands, Oioroa, on the 
northern side of the harbour entrance.  These are identified as an outstanding natural feature in the 
Waikato District Plan. The proposed site is a significant distance from this headland and on the other side of 
the existing mussel spat farm. The proposed mussel spat farms presence will not affect the ONF status of 
this part of the harbour landscape. 
 
The two headlands closest to the proposed marine farm are highly modified headlands through the 
development of Aotea settlement and the rural farmlands. 
 
With regard to Policy 13, as addressed in this report, marine farms in and of themselves are not an effect 
that is significantly adverse enough to eliminate the rating of an outstanding natural character area. It is 
concluded that the addition of the proposed marine farm in this area of Aotea Harbour will not result in a 
significant enough change to affect existing character, which is made up of a mix of natural and modified 
landscape and seascape features.  
 
In terms of Policy 13 (1) (a), throughout the Natural Character Study there are several existing marine farms 
found within ONC areas, including part of the existing mussel spat farm in Aotea harbour. This indicates 
that a mussel spat farm within itself does not necessarily take away from an ONC rating. 
 
Policy 13 (2) recognises that natural character and natural features and landscapes are not the same thing. 
Natural character may include matters such as (g) a range of natural character from pristine and modified. 
The proposed farm will be located within the harbour’s southern channel.  Again it is important to note as 
previously mentioned in this report there are areas of existing marine farms that have been included inside 
the identified ONC as being a modified element of the environment but that does not exclude it from being 
part of the natural character. ‘Naturalness’ and natural character are not exclusively intertwined. It is 
believed that the addition of the proposed farm will not affect the ONC rating in this area of the harbour as 
the existing character will not be significantly adversely affected. 
 
In regards to Policy 15 it is important to acknowledge the outstanding natural features of Oioroa (the sand 
dune at the north head of Aotea Harbour) and Te Pahi (a large stand of native bush at the northern end of 
Aotea Harbour). This highlights the importance of location. The proposed farm is at a significant distance 
and within an area of harbour already containing some modification. The location that has been proposed 
will therefore have no effect on the ONFs in and around the harbour. 
 
In terms of Policy 7 (b) (ii) the NZCPS requires that regional councils identify areas that are inappropriate for 
marine development. Although parts of the harbour have been identified as having ONC, as discussed 
previously that does not necessarily deem the area inappropriate for this type of development. The WRCP 
has not identified this area as inappropriate under any other rating system. Therefore it can be considered 
that this area cannot be denied under Policy 7 of the NZCPS. 
 
The provisions of the NZCPS are further addressed in the Waikato Regional Coastal Plan 2014, under 
policies 3 and 6 (above). 
 
 
Waikato Regional Coastal Plan 

The Waikato Regional Coastal Plan has been prepared within the context of the RMA and NZCPS (1994)9. 
Objectives, policies and rules in this plan seek to fulfil the requirements of these documents. This plan has 
therefore been given a proportionately appropriate amount of weighting in this assessment. 
 
The Waikato Regional Coastal Plan identifies Aotea Harbour and surrounding coastal edge as a coastal 
marine area to be protected under the policies and rules of the Waikato Regional Coastal Plan. The 
following are the specifics to these areas. 
                                                           
9 It is noted that parts of the WRCP have been subsequently modified in response to changes in the NZCPS 2010. This 
includes the removal of reference to restricted coastal activities. 
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Policies 
 
3. Natural Character, Habitat and Coastal Processes 
Relevant policies under 3.1 relate to preserving the natural character of the coastal environment within the 
Waikato Regional catchment. As identified in the WNCS (which was prepared after the WRCP was made 
operative), while the harbour contains an area of OCNC, part of the existing marine farm is not included. 
The addition of another marine farm of the proposed size, in the already highly modified portion of the 
harbour, effects are insignificant within the context of the wider harbour environment in terms of size and 
scope. 
 
6. Marine Farming 
Relevant policies contained within section 6 identify that, although marine farming can have adverse 
effects on the natural character and landscape amenity, many of these effects can be remedied or 
mitigated by appropriate site selection and choice of marine farming operations and farm management 
practices. 
 
The site that has been selected for this farm is important in that it is close enough to the existing mussel 
spat farm that there is link between the two and can therefore from some locations appear as more of an 
extension, than a new mussel spat farm. The most important factor of the location of the proposed site is 
that it is proposed for the southern side of the harbour (the most modified side) but also out of sight of the 
OFL Oioroa sand dunes at the mouth of the harbour. Slightly east of the village also means that although 
the landscape is highly modified rural landscapes it is also away from the most common sight lines. The 
proposed farm will include “…Spat Catching Buoys and Lines” and is regarded as a discretionary activity 
subject to Rule 16.5.1.  
 
Assessment Criteria iii requires that the criteria and considerations of Appendix II is assessed. Under 
Appendix II the relevant criteria is Marine Farming item 4 “The extent to which the structure will adversely 
affect water and sediment quality, the natural character of the area, landscape values, ecological values, 
cultural values, amenity values, recreational values, natural coastal processes, navigation safety, or limit 
public access to and along the CMA”10 
 
As discussed in this report the landscape character is inclusive of the activities that are currently being 
undertaken in the harbour. The assessment of ONC has been undertaken at a regional scale and more 
detailed analysis shows the landscape character on the southern side inclusive of the shoreline and 
channels has been highly modified through human use. This has affected natural character in this part of 
the harbour. 
 
Although at first glance the harbour appears to be relatively natural, detailed examination reveals a 
number of modifications that have occurred within the coastal marine area and along the surrounding 
shoreline.  It is considered that, within the context of the existing landscape and seascape, the addition of 
the proposed mussel spat farm will not have any adverse effects on the existing natural character values of 
the wider harbour environment (or the ONC), and it is considered that it will appear to integrate into the 
seascape, being seen as a visual extension of the existing marine farm.  This is primarily due to its proposed 
location.  
 
 
Operative Waikato Regional Policy Statement 

The most recent planning document is the Operative Waikato Regional Policy Statement. 
 

                                                           
10 Water and sediment quality, ecological values, cultural values, recreational values, navigation safety and public access are not assessed within 
this report beyond the extent to which they affect or contribute to an understanding of natural character and landscape/seascape visual amenity. 
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This document recognizes the importance of preserving the natural character of the coastal environment 
through Objective 3.7 (a) preserving natural character and protecting natural features and landscape values 
in the coastal environment. This objective is achieved through policy 12.2 (a) avoiding adverse effects on 
pristine or outstanding natural character. (b) acknowledging that where man made elements are dominant 
it may result in adverse effects on natural character.  
 
Although this is the most recent document by the Waikato Regional Council these policies are covered 
under the Waikato Regional Coastal Plan as this document is more specific to this proposal. 
 
 
Operative Otorohanga District Plan 

Otorohanga District Plan is concerned with the land use in and around the coastal and marine area. As the 
proposed farm will be running operations with the existing farm for land based activities on the coastline, 
such as boat launching this has not been assessed as there will be no new effects. 
 
 
Waikato Natural Character Study of the Waikato Coastal Environment 2016 

Although not a statutory document, the Waikato Natural Character Study of the Waikato Coastal 
Environment 2016 (WNCS) has been taken into consideration as it represents the most recent analysis of 
the natural character values associated with the application site. 
 
While the WNCS assessment only takes areas below mean high tide into account, it is necessary to take the 
characteristics of the wider landscape and seascape into account in order to determine the effects of the 
proposed mussel spat farm on the natural character of the harbour. 
 
It is also important to note that the mapping of the ONC was undertaken at a regional level meaning that a 
more detailed analysis is required at a site level to confirm existing natural values and potential effects.  
Review of the ONC boundary around Aotea shows that it passes through the existing marine farm, resulting 
in half of the farm being included in the ONC and half being excluded.  
 
The WNCS report has identified a number of marine farms (mussel farms and spat farms) within areas 
identified and delineated as outstanding natural character areas (ONC).  These include part of the existing 
mussel spat farm at Aotea and the mussel farms around Rabbit Island in the Coromandel.   
 
This indicates that, although a modification in the coastal marine environment, the presence of a marine 
farm in itself is not necessary sufficient reason to exclude an area from being rated as an ONC if it is 
otherwise sufficiently natural. This would indicate that the relative scale between an activity and the ONC 
within which it is contained has been assessed.  It also recognises that an ONC does not need to be pristine 
or near pristine to achieve ONC status.   
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CONCLUSIONS 

The southern side of Aotea harbour, which includes the area where the site is located, displays higher levels 
of modification to its landscape, seascape and natural characteristics than other less accessible (by road) 
parts of the harbour. Roads, sea walls, an existing mussel spat farm and the settlement of Aotea contribute 
to the landscape and natural (or lack of) characteristics of the surrounding environment. This is confirmed 
in the Natural Character Study of the Waikato Coastal Environment, which includes the harbour and some 
of the surrounding areas as ONC but appears to intentionally exclude portions of the southern harbour 
including part of the existing marine spat farm.  
 
The development of the proposed mussel spat farm in this part of the harbour will not affect the overall 
ONC rating of the harbour (as identified in the WNCS Report).   This is supported by the fact that the 
presence (or lack of) marine farms within an ONC does not appear to be a pre-determinant to ONC status.   
The design of the spat farm means that, should it be removed in the future, the harbour would return to its 
pre-existing state almost instantly. 
 
In terms of the effect of the proposed mussel spat farm on landscape and seascape character, natural 
character and visual amenity values, it was found that, while potential existed for adverse effects to occur, 
within the context of the application site, the actual effects are likely to be insignificant. Analysis of the 
proposed spat farm development, within the context of the wider environment found that: 
 

a. The design, size and location of the proposed marine farm (within the context of the wider 
harbour), means that the effects on the natural character of the harbour will be Negligible - Very 
Low and therefore for all intents and purposes are avoided.  

 
b. Views of the application site are restricted to a limited number of publically accessible locations.  

The site will be most visible from elevated topography to the west.  Limited views are available 
from the roads along the southern edge of the harbour.  The site is not visible from Aotea 
settlement.  Visual effects associated with the proposal will be Very Low with the site having a Very 
Good visual absorption capability (VAC). 

 
c. Effects on the adjacent outstanding natural feature (Oioroa Sand dunes) are avoided. 
 
 

Overall, adverse effects of the proposed development on the natural character of the harbour and existing 
visual amenity was found to range between Negligible and Low.  
 
It is therefore considered that the proposed development can successfully integrate into the harbour 
without affecting its existing natural character values or ONC rating. 
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APPENDIX ONE: METHODOLOGICAL FLOW CHART 
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APPENDIX THREE: VISUAL ABSORPTION CAPABILITY RATINGS 

 
Visual Absorption Capability Definition Ratings 
VAC Rating Use 
Very Good The proposed development/activity would be completely screened, almost completely screened 

or completely absorbed by existing landscape features.  Any views of the development would be 
either unidentifiable or at a great distance, and/or; 
The development/activity would not affect the existing character of the surrounding landscape or 
view in which it is seen, and/or; 
The development/activity would introduce a visual element into the landscape or view which may 
be viewed very frequently or continuously in that or similar landscape types. 

Good The proposed development/activity would be mostly screened or visually absorbed by existing 
landscape features, but still be identifiable.  The development/activity may act as a tertiary focal 
attraction within the landscape or view in which it is seen, and/or; 
The development/activity would not affect the existing character of the surrounding landscape or 
view in which it is seen, and/or; 
The development/activity may introduce a visual element into the landscape or view which may 
be viewed frequently in that or similar landscape types. 

Neutral The proposed development/activity would neither be screened nor become a visual intrusion or 
focal attraction within the landscape or view in which it is seen. The proposed 
development/activity may act as a minor focal attraction from some locations, and/or; 
The development/activity would alter the existing character of the surrounding landscape or view 
in which it is seen, and/or; 
The development/activity would introduce a visual element into the landscape or view which may 
be viewed occasionally in that or similar landscape types. 

Poor The proposed development/activity would be clearly visible but would not act as a primary focal 
attraction, and/or;   
It would be expected that the proposed development/activity would alter the existing character of 
the surrounding landscape or view in which it is seen, and/or; 
The development/activity may introduce a new visual element into the landscape or view.  The 
development/activity may be viewed infrequently in that or similar landscape types. 

Very Poor The proposed development/activity will be highly visible and may act as a primary focal attraction 
or feature.  It would also be expected that the proposed development/activity will significantly 
alter the existing character of the surrounding landscape or view in which it is seen, and/or; 
The development/activity will introduce a new visual element into the landscape or view, which 
will be significantly different in appearance, or scale from the landscape elements surrounding it, 
and/or; 
The development/activity would be found very rarely in that or similar landscape types. 
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APPENDIX FOUR: LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL AMENITY EFFECT - RATING SYSTEM 

Effects Rating Use and Definition 
Extreme Use  

The development/activity would: 
e. Result in an extreme change on the characteristics or key attributes of the receiving environment and/or the 

vista within which it is seen; and/or 
f. Have an extreme effect on the perceived amenity derived from it. 
Oxford English Dictionary Definition  
Extreme: adjective 1 utmost. 2 reaching a high or the highest degree. 

Very High Use 
The development/activity would: 
g. Have a very high level of effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving environment and/or the 

vista within which it is seen; and/or 
h. Have a very high level effect on the perceived amenity derived from it. 
Oxford English Dictionary Definition 
Very: adverb 1 in a high degree. 2 with superlative or own without qualification: the very best quality.  
High: adjective 1 extending above the normal level. 2 great in amount, value, size, or intensity. 3 great in rank or 
status. 4 morally or culturally superior. 

High Use 
The development/activity would: 
i. Have a high level of effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving environment and/or the vista 

within which it is seen; and/or 
j. Have a high level of effect on the perceived amenity derived from it. 
Oxford English Dictionary Definition 
High: adjective 1 extending above the normal level. 2 great in amount, value, size, or intensity. 3 great in rank or 
status. 4 morally or culturally superior. 

Moderate Use 
The development/activity would: 
k. Have a moderate level of effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving environment and/or the 

vista within which it is seen; and/or 
l. Have a moderate level of effect on the perceived amenity derived from it. 
Oxford English Dictionary Definition 
Moderate: adjective 1 average in amount, intensity, or degree. 

“More Than Minor” Threshold Under s104D of the RMA 
Low  Use 

The development/activity would: 
m. Have an low level of effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving environment and/or the vista 

within which it is seen; and/or 
n. Have a low level of effect on the perceived amenity derived from it. 
Oxford English Dictionary Definition 
Low: adjective 1 below average in amount, extent, or intensity. 2 lacking importance, prestige, or quality; inferior. 

Very Low Use 
The development/activity would: 
o. Have an very low level of effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving environment and/or the 

vista within which it is seen; and/or 
p. Have a very low level of effect on the perceived amenity derived from it. 
Oxford English Dictionary Definition 
Very: adverb 1 in a high degree. 2 with superlative or own without qualification: the very best quality. 
Low: adjective 1 below average in amount, extent, or intensity. 2 lacking importance, prestige, or quality; inferior. 

Negligible Use 
The development/activity would: 
q. Have a negligible effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving environment and/or the vista 

within which it is seen; and/or 
r. Have a negligible effect on the perceived amenity derived from it. 
Oxford English Dictionary Definition 
Negligible: adjective that need not be considered. 

Detectable Effect Threshold 
No Effect The development/activity would have no effect on the receiving environment. 
Note: Ratings may be positive (e.g. high level of enhancement) or negative (e.g. high adverse effect). 
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