
Marine Farm at Whitianga 
Further to the WRC requests outlined in email 1/8/2018 
 
1. Avifauna: 
Can you please provide details of the ‘sensible management practices’ to avoid ingestion of objects 
by birds? 
 
Mr White has advised that: 
Avoiding ingestion of plastics etc is best handled by a management plan that requires all plastic 
wastes to be retained on the vessels in properly secured containers and taken ashore for appropriate 
disposal (recycling, etc). and that no plastic waste is to be disposed of into the sea.  In addition, the 
farm management should avoid single use or limited use plastics in the operation of the farm and 
adopt alternatives, where possible, to minimise the generation of plastic wastes. 
 
It is also noted that this is consistent with the requirements of the Aquaculture New Zealand A+ 
Code of Practice.  Mr Bull is formally committed to this Code. 

 
2. Lighting: 
Is the proposed lighting in line with MNZ requirements for navigational safety? Please provide 
details? 
 
Details of the lighting have already been provided in the AEE as lodged. Refer section 4.2(e) and 
Appendix 1.  Refer also to Maritime New Zealand’ two publications “Guidelines for Aquaculture 
Management Areas and Marine Farms” and New Zealand’s System of Buoys and Beacons”.  The 
proposed lighting plan gives effect to and is consistent with the requirements in these documents. 
 
Mr White further comments: 
Apart from any navigation lighting required for the safety of coastal vessels, all deck lights and or 
work lights that may be required on the very limited occasions that may warrant their use will be 
downward facing and, where practicable, will be shielded to minimize light spill outside the 
immediate work area.  As stated in the additional ecological information, it is very unlikely that work 
lights will be necessary, however, on the few occasions that they may be required, it is unlikely that 
they will result in any adverse ecological effects, particularly on bird life. 
 
3. Entanglement 
Can you please comment on the increased risk of entanglement of diving birds from the enhanced 
feeding and roosting activities? 
 
Mr White has advised: 
As stated in the supplementary ecology report, Sagar (2013) considers the threat of entanglement of 
seabirds in shellfish aquaculture facilities to be more of a perceived threat than an actual problem.  
In a literature review for MPI, Sagar (2013) reports that there have been no reported seabird deaths 
as a result of entanglement in aquaculture facilities in New Zealand.  While the proposed spat 
catching facility may have a minor attractive effect on some fish species and, therefore become a 
minor attraction to some piscivorous birds (e.g. pied shag), the facility is not likely to result in 
seabird entanglements. 
 
Sagar P (2013) Literature review of ecological effects of aquaculture: Seabird interactions. Report for 
Ministry for Primary Industries, August 2013, 18pp. 
 
 



 
4. Biosecurity 
I consider that the biosecurity risk will increase as the farm will present a vector for unwanted 
organisms and vessel movement is likely to introduce species currently not present in the area. To 
reduce that risk, a biosecurity management plan will likely be required. You indicated that you would 
like to submit on the matters that should be included in such a plan. Can you please provide that 
information? 
 
The applicant agrees that a Biosecurity Management Plan (BMP) would be appropriately required as 
a consent condition, subject to the consent being issued. 
 
Biosecurity is a fast moving area of work and we are aware of the work that MPI is doing in this 
arena for the purpose of supporting the proposed NES Aquaculture.  Therefore the ability to have a 
flexible BMP is supported, as this is mechanism that would allow for change during the life of the 
consent (as opposed to specificity being set out in consent conditions that are then less flexible to 
manage). 
 
The BMP would need to draw on the latest “best practice” guidance available from MPI and/or the 
Aquaculture Industry and/or any other national advisory material. 
 
We therefore propose that a consent condition such as the following would be appropriate: 
 
Biosecurity Management Plan 

1. A biosecurity management plan shall include but not be limited to: 
 

a. Details of the marine pests, unwanted and notifiable organisms and marine fouling 
organisms, identified by the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI), Waikato Regional 
Council and the marine farming industry, as priority species that are to be identified 
and recorded. 

b. Details of the processes which would be applied by farm operation staff to identify, 
record and report on species identified in (a) as well as any species new to the area. 
This would include at least the date of observation, organisms observed and extent 
of infestation. 

c. Measures that would be undertaken to educate and train farm operation staff on 
biosecurity requirements and responsibilities. 

d. Measures that would be undertaken to (i) avoid the introduction, exacerbation and 
spread of species identified in (a); and (ii) actions that would be undertaken if any 
new organisms are observed. 

e. Process, subject matter and timing of reporting to Council. 
f. Process and timing for reviewing and updating the biosecurity management plan. 

 
 
Mr Bull has further advised that: 
On most occasions, 1 x 30m vessel will travel from Coromandel to Whitianga.  That same vessel will 
also service Port Charles and Kennedy Bay. 
 
This vessel is anti-fouled every two years (there is better anti fouling paint on the market which 
allows us to paint only every two years.  In between times, this vessel is inspected regularly and 
cleaned at least annually in the water ie scraped. 
 



The deck of this vessel would be thoroughly cleaned before movement from Coromandel to the East 
Coast. 
 
Ropes and floats would have been stored out of the water for a minimum timeframe of at least 2 
weeks if no fouling involved and 6 weeks if any fouled species have been evident at time of retrieval 
from the water, before being redeployed on the East coast.  Noting that spat catching ropes are 
generally only in the water for a temporary period in order to avoid any fouling of the rope. 
 
Mr Bull is also interested to know what practices other users ie commercial long liners/seiners, 
scallop dredgers and recreational users undertake to stop the spread of unwanted pests? And 
queries if they have another processes that could be incorporated to improve their biosecurity. 
 
5. Servicing Vessel/ Transportation 
 
In the application you state that the servicing vessel will be moored at Whitianga. Will the servicing 
vessel remain in the Whitiang area or will it likely travel to Kennedy Bay, Port Charles, Waiheke, 
Auckland, Coromandel etc.? How will the ropes be transported to mussel farms for on-growing? By 
truck or vessel or both? 
 
The vessel will have a mooring in Whitianga, if this is available.  If a mooring is not available, the 
vessel will not remain in the area. 
 
As noted above, the vessel will travel around the Coromandel Peninsula from Coromandel to 
Whitianga and will stop in at Port Charles and Kennedy Bay if aquaculture servicing is required.   
The vessel will be serviced at Coromandel and has a current mooring in that Harbour. 
 
All equipment related to the farm and any spat ropes or buoys to be deployed or removed from the 
farm would be transported by vessel. 
 
6. Consultation 
In section 8 (Consultation) of the application you state the parties that have been consulted. Can you 
please submit the written comments / approvals you have received from the Hauraki Maori Trust 
Board and the landowners near the proposed location? 
 
The application states that consultation with DOC is in progress. Has DOC raised any concerns? Do 
you have any written correspondence of their view or any comments? 
 
I note that you have contacted Ngati Whanaunga and that they have registered interest in the 
proposal. Has there been any further consultation with Ngati Whanaunga? 
 
Mr Joe Davies of Ngati Hei has undertaken the above consultation referred to. There are no written 
comments to be submitted. 
 
7. Company Name 
Can you please confirm the name of the applicant? I understand that the application has been made 
by Peter Bull and Joe Davis (as representative of Ngati Hei). I note your comments that they are in 
the process of forming a company and that that company should be the applicant. Has the process 
been finalised? 
 
The name of the applicant is: Ohinau Aquaculture Limited. 
 



8. Spat 
The ecological report refers to on-growing of mussels to 35 mm while the application clearly states 
that there will be no on-growing only spat catching of spat not visible to the naked eye? Can you 
please confirm that the application is for spat catching only. 
 
This is to confirm that the application is only for spat catching.  The applicant and author of the 
ecological report understand that the definition of spat used in the Fisheries Regulations is not 
acceptable to WRC.  The explanation of the process to catch spat outlined in the AEE is to be relied 
on. 
 
9. Coastal Processes 
Please provide an assessment of effects on coastal processes. The assessment shall describe the 
coastal processes occurring at the site and how they may be altered by the proposed farm and 
whether the alteration of the processes will affect any sensitive features including the Whitianga 
surfbreak recommended as being of regional significance. 
 
Ms Bronwen Gibberd and Mr Jim Dahm have advised that: 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
From: 4D Environmental <Bronwen4D@outlook.co.nz> 
Subject: Spat Catching Structures - Whitianga 
Date: 31 October 2018 at 2:22:11 PM NZDT 
To: "rbritton.coast@gmail.com" <rbritton.coast@gmail.com> 
Cc: Jim Dahm <jdahm@xtra.co.nz> 
 
Hi Robin,  
  
Below is my comment on the likely coastal processes impacts of the proposed spat catching 
structures at Whitianga.  From our discussions and previous emails Jim I understand that you agree 
with my comments. 
  
The AEE describes three (permanently moored) “blocks” of spat catching structures – each 500m x 
200 m (10 ha each), with each block having about 10 long lines on the surface, running parallel to 
the coast.  Vertical 15 m spat catching ropes will be periodically hung from these when a mussel 
spawning event is expected, but the vertical ropes are only in place for relatively short periods of 
time.  The likely frequency and period of time that these vertical ropes will be hung is not entirely 
clear from the AEE but is expected to occur in autumn (April/May) and Spring (Aug - October) - refer 
3.6 of AEE.  The long lines are 20 m apart, and each block is 250 m apart.  The spat catching “farm” is 
1.6 km offshore from Waitaia Bay, in approximately 20 m of water.    
  
You have asked me to comment on any potential effects on coastal processes.  The most likely 
potential effects would be impacts on tidal flows or waves.  The permanently moored surface ropes 
do not extend into the water column and are very unlikely to have any effect on wave action or tidal 
currents.   The vertical spat catching ropes extend 15 m into the water column, and are located in 
lines running parallel to the tidal flow.  Any effects of these ropes on coastal processes are likely to 
be minor and localised. These effects are also limited to the time that the vertical lines are in the 
water.  In my opinion it is very unlikely that there would be any effect on the wider coastal 
processes.  Notwithstanding this, I have considered the potential effect of the structures on any of 
the regional surfing breaks in the local area. 
  



As requested by the Regional Council, I have considered the recent assessment of Waikato Surf 
breaks completed by eCoast in 2017.  The report identifies a number of “regionally significant” 
breaks, including many eastern Coromandel beaches. The Whitianga bar, entrance area and 
Cemetery Point are all identified as regionally significant, but the report does acknowledge that the 
area generally has low quality surf.  Under “higher than average” NE swell conditions, surfable waves 
can form.  The location of the proposed farm is sheltered from the north/northeast by the Kuaotunu 
Peninsula and is outside of the path of any distantly generated waves propagating towards 
Whitianga or any other beaches.  The eCoast report identifies swell corridors for the surf breaks, 
combined these swell corridors cover almost all of the territorial sea of the eastern Coromandel. The 
proposed spat farm is one of only a few small areas outside of these swell corridors.  
  
In terms of coastal processes I believe that the effects of the  proposed permanently moored spat 
catching structures on coastal processes will be less than minor. Any effect that the vertical spat 
catching ropes may have on currents and wave processes would be temporary and localised. 
  
I hope this gives you what you require. Please contact me if you require any further clarification. 
  
Regards,  
Bronwen. 
  
  

 
 
 
 
10. Landscape 
BM concluded that: “Overall the assessment provides a good base of information for understanding 
a baseline environment however does not characterise the nature of the visual and natural character 
effects. Due to this it is difficult to concur with the findings of the assessment as it is unclear how the 
conclusions are arrived at.” Further details of BM’s peer-review are included in the attached peer-
review letter and should be addressed as part of the below request for further information. 
  

a) Please provide a greater level of analysis to understand the sensitivities of the viewing audience, 
the magnitude of change and characterisation of the ‘effect’ identified. 

b) Please provide a more detailed analysis and review of the natural character effects that 
characterises the nature and level of the effect, recognising the baseline of high natural 
character values that exist within the marine and immediate coastal environment. 

c) Please provide further assessment details on landscape by considering the relationship of the site 
to the adjoining district ONFL and the relationship within the outer Mercury Bay seascape. 

 
The report from Mr Scott on these matters will be submitted separately. 
 
 

 


