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Submission to the Ministry of Fisheries in response to the
preliminary deecision (o approve the Wilson Bay, Firth of
Thames, Interim Aguaculture Management Area.



E‘ eigh Commercial Fishermen's Association lncorporated would like to commeni on

S

he szm v of Fishertes (MTish) “Wilson Bay Inferim Aquaculture Management
wreg (WEIAMA) -~ Preliminary Evaluation™ (Preliminary Evaluation),

Leleh Comrmeercial Fishermen™s Asspelation (LCFA) continues its ohjection to the
WERIAMA for the reasons set oul below.

i Background to LOTA
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i3 As previously stated (n i F30 Oetober 2008, LOCFA members use
various fishing me -gu several species of fish. The majority of fish
caught by LOFA mem 1sin FMAT, Last vear, LOFA m@m’ne;‘s caught 25% of
SWAT. That fish was lal cd trough Leigh Fisheries Lid. The members of
LOFA represent the larzest fleet of ownerfoperators, remaining 1n MNew Zealand's
mghores fishing feet. They also constilute the largest [Teet of owner/operator
longline lshermen in the country. Although geveral of LOTA fishermen gwn
thw own quota, the majerity obtains their ACE through Leigh Fishenes Lid
<‘h “isheries Limited Is itself a long standing and substantial processor,
tributor and exporrer of fish.

! LOFA s also a member of the MNZ Federation of Commercial Fishermen
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2 Summary of LCFA Positon
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L [
C on a precautionary basis - f\-’h 1it suspecis a decline i paf“fi'tuhzr wi
~ toek p The scrence available (o date 1s "incomplete” and ¢ ',-\;iuss an
insufficient basis for MFish to mak- an informed and fair decision in regard io
SEANIAC Where information 1s uncerfain, unrelizhie ori at :
makers should be cautious as outlinad in s 10 of the Fisheries Act 1995 {Act)

214 Ifinfermation is inadeguate and uncertain then the rights of the existing users

should take precedence and be protected

15 Thereis no diJL'b‘ that any adverse impact 10 wil
of Thames would directly Impact commereial, recreational and customary fishers.
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dptw Lscd 0 extend the lime-frame
isheries resourees sh uld take precedence gver bureaucraiic processes and

woltying about fime- frames, when so much is at stake. Consultation must be
thorough and fair,
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With respect, is this the same judgment th ed 11 making

determination” for t] e WHBIAMA inthe P %im inary Evaluation, in which 1t was
decided that the WBIAMA “would not heve an e acdverse effecr ou fishisig or
ihe sustaipability of fisheries resonrces?” The informarion avatlable remains

unchanged.

v Environment Waikato (EW)5 o 20th
ion i relation 1o an area of Wilson Ba
ve months before there was a pubhc

'J'
L’u
[

) iat \LI ish was request
March 2008, to make 25 aqua “@.]m g
aes:};zarcc as E e ‘Jx Bi f‘ﬂ'i‘* It wa

(J.'

tly with LCFA regarding W E}J WA and we ch
":suiécd. Inlhﬁ letrer dated 9% Juby 2009, from
W71 @ |etier Jsz' 43 Tuly 2609 from
en that ] U"\m,ms*i ot

1

atflsh weres con S'Ci’:r ed -\,a_‘,; MInsh as




- W
nt enoush for consifera

315 With respect, LUFA considers that MFish s consulration
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e notheast coast of the North Island

16 LCFA further commments that in the intial consuliation, s submissions were due
by 10 October 2009, {giving i1 just over 3ix weeks (o complete that submission).
However, the NEW'_» ste s pcuﬁc research was not completed and discussed at

an ﬁ}:‘\,x{; meaeting untit well after dus date, LUFA hay been disadvamazed both
1 that instance and i the present case. i regard to ihe time-frames imposed for
the pro tsion of submissions, because ¢ has not had access to all of the
informarion necessary to complete its submissions.
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fisheries resources? By changing the habiar and by the inroduction of other
predaiory species, the snapper »pnwmng gi'ouna‘s wilt undoubtedly be directly
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in Appendix 4 Motes on WIWA FRIA from AEWG meeting and MFEish Science
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4.3 On page 66, para. 292 of the Preliminary Evaluation i
iz!‘iw’ Cooncered abhont ;f?r* f’d’ erse effecis of the imerin .:?
Haifish fmf pig fishing, i boly coves MUl considers e wr??:ffaff;afc' L’fm&’?.’{.é’f
certelr foss frome ihe interim A and existing foarms in FLAT and SPO T s less
thor 598 cnd nor yel widily adverse.”

& 4 Onopages 57 and 61, paras. "'6 and 224 of the Preliminary Dvaluation 1t iz stared

o

that: “AdFish is concerned thar not a.*’f of the flotfisivr ffumv"? affected
Pnrerin 4544 N;c‘{L be abie fo be cougli ai afternative sites and there may f?;. S
caredi loss if e eripy AMA is approved, This [s becose:

& FleafishRig are poichily disgribidod and 72 is generally ondy economic 1o
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fimifred,
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finct
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& Fhree of the frve submitrers who sulbmitred (farfish) and subminers (”;':‘g,}
say there are aliernaiive sifes ;'We e 1o these will increase mavel cosis,
Sishing pressure, and redice rf«'}m mz.’ Ishrig calches.

1 relaiively Tow value species and profin marging

i

Becowse faifishiig is
re likelv low, the abilitv fo ecanomicaily '-;ff altermiciive sies world be

STY Gl [0

diericiive
o resyin i redioed o .':"-\-'l "L

hegetiise of comperinion with other copmmercial fishers aiready operaiing v

ch j' e uai
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57 .E...QEA would H!«:e to know how and why MFish can reach the conclusion that
these individual fishermen a"a ‘ot maduhf agversely aff From their point

should &

] affec
ot view, their hvelihoods will definiizly be dH‘@vL]_ a"‘“i"@c-i’.ed. MF
o OEMUH" I}k rzt 1 ofthese fishe nc:r and protecting their é‘;shsm;s FESOUTTES

-_aght an d paid fo r}_ There is a long history of

~otential effects m’aﬁ; AMTA

L} 'S size are lar (WI\ LN K nOWT }:xﬁ?ish } aining the
wihen making any degision ~ at least until p!‘ﬁp er evidence one way or the e;»‘s_‘hr_‘-r s

gvatiahle

7 Raubbish and Debris

afien i is stated, “rhat there i3

7. LOFA notes that in MFish’s Preliminary Eval
strong apecdotal evidesrce Jrom snbmissions asd also the public meeiing thai

e hii ;:'F;jf/?g_.]‘f Qi Fhe e ..,thg Area A }'L,,r;;u, TASFRIan n‘;)}ph;[{!?(ﬁ’ o ihe SESFIO0E

aoross o wide area. Commereial fishers fnﬂ’ s provided maps of the areas wheie

dofris occurs and is ;mf/u 17 iheir ser ners.
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FESONICE CONSEIN CONGITONSs Jjor ihe \‘i '\?f«"} i,
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to nr‘r hiodegrads

wnve fitle snforiaiion fo as

”'j"‘“}ﬂ fied frene s .',r’i”;?f i.‘??i uu,f wherios

ff; Froxt COikes I -"H‘H Zeaiond,
_ F iy currents. This isihe fir
abont the acewmulation of bic ’guzuu@f Csich as algae g

is ,f}-{:a,ri;
e o &7 *}icru ot the susrainabifine of
115 £ this fusion.

submission
S RGHIET f"@m mrssed farming, AAFIsE s fru’fgf;;gm "m)im;ef iy thar debr

A‘_,m

£
-

¢he exiseing farms woidd nor bove

S

‘\:

red

/ WH
Jisheries resonreps.” and then stated reaso

! should be seriously questioning why there is an ac Lnfnu]ai_n.
the Firth of Thames with regard to mussel farming and why this:
that subinitrers have submutted as such, inregard 1o 211 AliA mw IREVE

underiyving reasons should be studied furiher as it could be in
d by i cate balance of the re

i deli

i
e Fintho Nmme:g and Li wider ~§c1 irak

would ine I‘a..a de:

& The currents may not be as they have been modelled and the fushing of'
Firth: may

i

be more limited than studies are demonstrating

f‘niwe ?aﬁh to be

and the direction of the currants are af‘!“éufng
ion of by-product from the existing murine

in the Cawthron Report, in the e

nary i relation 1o seabed effecis o
is stated that. “Fhe most imporiani faciors influencn fg [ 74 ';fc’“ffzrfm’h ol

(1 Worier i?jl’_’,v’).-(!’? ;‘.',:'f',i(j CREPEHTS
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B R T v oohaes g fod e F e T PaY eI
rther stares: Fshonld alsa be prossibie fron aronnd 100 m

of the Jteriom AAI4 However

*?'Jiszﬁ'.t’.»‘"f}?_ o the seafloor during f
) ; /i

S e ;"’f"frn i the cose of ihe exisiing
Foans 1';;;'?;'&5 A st ; L

ef nets fo become fouled oner g n

il flaifish mmmui’

nels peed 10 be IJJ,{,V&;‘L o andd repaired e ¢

withia Fi Eoy o

PO TR

verfonsiy repartfed ihe

AT u’ ; nof obs encmn BT mzi
y i i ,‘;“’ ;“fj L’Hf _;5 _,—

from: the L‘ﬁf}.ﬂ;';isfﬁfsfé' z;?] suhpnssiois w,uf mw -Jf.s”‘ by

KL

AT,

e

that fouling is probably oo

IAY ”7}),;4;' ;

behalf of LOF A, al question 13
1’11 farm { ﬁru

5
:U 1

In para. 102 of the Preliminary Evaluation MFish have siarad: "‘ff?ﬁ*z' they wonld

7, . * ;
te inrerested fo bear people s views ahoni the debriy concern argd weloome
£

relevart additionad fijonnarion.”
LOFA was h“'t. dyed in ibe “Susain f‘b e Coasihines Grear By
Event” held in April 2009, Tt not tes T hat a disproporticnare

o

nor-bis )d(:“fdd 2ble rubhish originaring Tom mussel tarms wi

vl {”‘Iﬁ'm— urj

Rubbish and debris from mussel
by the local councils, in particul

ilig 1ssue.

Tinfish Farming and Environment Walkate

on a coasial plan change 10 provide
al new forms of aguaculiure, imch:ﬁmg tinfish

“x o MEFish s no doubr aware of this planned cha

wEn A0 n\.ﬂ o f

BIA
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i Li;i‘?gh farmy
callle 1o of
TosOUrCes.

39 oh e AL

+ MEish would do so in
t E}E““lllrlixi__l N

g .18 offic azi spmou 1 'md? with the
Rinis {n for the Environmenr, funding the growth of aquacu MH rein the Wailaato,

~

and in particular the growth of finfish squaculture.

LOFA haes read the FW Techrical Report 200838, “Potennal Environmental
Effects Associated with the Proposed Shift from Mussel to Finfish Farming in the
Firth of Thames”. That repon states that Ve fargesy A v i iVilson Bay,
within the Firidy of Thomes, and this is the mosi lGkely area for large- scale
diversification, The most Gkely form of “new” aguaculnwe 1o be implemenied is
Finfish forming, becanse of iy poteniial to generate greqrer refurns Hian shelffish
Furming, However, infernaiional experience hos shonven the emvironmieniol ¢fiecis

L)
s

af fish farming con be significant.’

MEFsh has the ehility to reduce TAC and TACC and close areas o relation to the
varicus wild fisheries where it constdars that such mhe; 25 are under Siress.
However it is our understanding that there is no legislation in place which would
f‘mble MFish to shut down a marine farm if were it found to be detrimental 1o the
nment, including in relation 1o detrimental effects on fishu g,_ and the
sustainability of wild fisheries rescurces. This lack of legislation does not appear
what MFish maintains s sansibility in regard o fishing and
s of fisheries resourc iv. LCFA asks why \f‘lh docs
iy o shut dowrn ar of }u. wise regulate thess farms if they prove

4
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-
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ulate emr“f oo

o Cawthren Report # 1476 Sustainable %qaszwanit'm-i‘ i New Zealand: review
of the Feologieal Effecrs of Farming Shellfish and other Non-finfish Speci

otes

£

)

MSSIon f CFA B

N,

o There iy limired informeaiion o the actual raies of sedimeniaiion ceowiring
bepearh and adiccens (o incrne forms., Such jormenion Is necegsary 1o
validare models used in prediciing deposinonal foomprinis and for deferwaining
the rades of deposivion thal can be efjzciively assimiiaied ¢ by the eiviroimen
fe.g deposition may be occurring af distemees well beyond ihe form il are

nor deieciable based o monioring fdicarors siech as organic enrichment of

sedimenis). Along these lines there is fitle cvaillable informotion on e Hitks
benwees seabed effects curd the water columi (2. the 7 ;'71# e Of orgarie
errricliment of ihe seabed on the water ~column f??!f}ic- ni chemisoy).

+  There is liftfe fmows abowi the gffecis of aovaculiure and iff‘b‘z’?(‘.’(i'f-"if
biodeposits on high value recf commuiniies the con be ;fsm il i close

j)s'r):f:'z;?.if}-‘ fer some Jarnt areas. it pariiculor there iy o paucity of f;:ﬁ'w'f?fc"f;‘.ﬂ'o:f
surrounding how foxa such as sponges, hivdvoids, ascidians eie., as 1.1'5?'.%;5

mobile ;'cq; s;-‘[h';?;’“i"l (2.7 crahs, brinde stors), re. w‘nn"f‘a’f 0 orgitic deposi)

Some folerant reef commuiines are considered usefid from an impact
fon siandpoin (Angel & Spanier 2002 Gao eral. 20085, while
are fhely ro be r’mf/,f; SHITCHRER msitive andd 7 wonld be nsefind &

carefio

athers
KHOW BROFE hont oW variony 1ava ‘gf.f'«cﬁm.?g ?’é’é’ﬁtiﬁ"?{‘f. Likewise, arfe

wlv documenied,

e iy +o o o e N R T e
o jace e festariiclal habitais remain L

e ;'dﬂnff""f&.z’ a tioltarhle deartl of iforpation surronnding the
2 farms on the wider food web and i parricular, wild fish
.

;é hotgh this has net been o Big isspe to dofe, i1 is apparesit

.

2 scope for inferactions befwec comimere; ';_r’zw spacios (us well as

FEDECICS el ’?","Hg wicaring mammned o ared mariie ; s will increase with

the developrent of the several new lorge offshore furms, Scale-relaie

ﬂf’ﬂ’f Loy Ler 'f.z'f s O Bbiiars arnd associored # COFVEIEn 7’”% fos are o .
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] .
coluan surveys and applic

¥ guc.ff.f understanding of the ¢

sesfon deplefion. However, we knov Jlizdle regarding the o7

G j; plonkion communines, which in furin ey
1 ihe food .?, Included i ihis ind

ol fifffff OIS

cnacid e on ihe cor

o WdiEr aoe )/:;ff.uc?

i‘??i‘f'frjfi :g_f

-*:’r

& Considerable growih in ihe mm aoultnre industy as cinticipated over the next
eeptiire o hetter widersian sz,r.f: ';_;,’".ff:c wickr

of for the

vcuﬂw" m}wrufffzm porficnlariy with reg
et onal and ¢ rf]m"a‘“f we develapment (olong side

ra) wWithin the oo ;;cx,/r“ ecological cariying

v elTufre sy wider eo (Jf(}\”tifl Issues where ;‘_f_,‘()i‘.i;!m.!!f:&
r Gf Compley ecosysien pro
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wdeliing approgches fave bees

f't‘fu'ffi-""”‘-r-' Sparye wiff re

micmy af which ocour f’f}'{}f's‘a?' the fmmedic
arec (g changes fo food web parinvays).
L Aoty from culinr iRg OVSIErS {7, EEHErTier ¢ i,

wndericican o gwf'tf afe iropiic
20404 ) cied massels (lang & Gibbs 2005 cid further developiment of thess
fvpes of models may assist in forecasiing cunndative coosysteni-seale pffeers,

r .
S

& The relavionship between the eivirommenr and the growih of rhe maii
Zegtfond culture species, which inderpins any relaied ecosysicm models, is
presently poorly defined. A betier wnderseanding of the feeding physicing
aidd ihe energedics of New Zealond s maiy aquacniinre species woudd grearly
iniprove confidence and reduee variance in model ouigneds, particularly wien

oomes fonaking predictions for new emvirosiments (e ofis

& i secron T4 we highliehted & need for berer i!i}d«fi“%‘fc :Ju’n)f; af bivsecuriy

AP 5P =+
disecse ouibreahs and ff":'mw“ ssfor fronm cadrired
Svwefrl e er

:‘frz"a'{f;“'; For example,
Yy, Lfmw? wﬁm nior crrrearly ide
1‘?!:‘.?;]? fevef !_Jf 155&. J[’fr"‘JL.L Wt e Lf fed 7ifict L
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this risk o the
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103 building fish st
since the introduciion of

.4

0.5

:;ﬁ}iuu uce (uoia cuis g

by a simlar degrec of

tocks: if L'Ele 5
=7 o5 the side of caution. ?t g zzi
ron does not appear to be being applied in relation to 'aq nacuiture, and in
pat Tuufur the cwrent WRIAMA application. 17 the science ag to the effects of (he
WETANA on the fishery ax 2 whole 13 not there then MFish should slse take s
pr"““wmmr\‘ approach in ".hif ase. MFish must look further angd undertake mors
robust seientific investigation before it can be satisfied that any effects would not

he undype”

nference in
wict ihe friend

{06 Atbtherecent New Zealand Federation of Commaercial Fisher
Dhunedin, the Minister of Fisheries, Phil Heatley, stated that “he s
af commercial, vecreaiional, customary or m]m‘u:uf{';r" freresis but Bis
responsibility was looking qfter onr fisheries resouices”

107 E" should indeed be mindful of i1z overall respo w‘hii?‘"“ £
Tsheries resources of New Zealand when makin

ot E; I:i}.:\(i A

e
-1‘;

y by "H” . 'E”hcse are 1o

E ul ian- da”ar indusgtry
quacullure in New Zegland, The FOVEINIEN 1S
: m".? development. The Maor Commercial

St !
b i thn

red that 1 MEFish Joses sight of its ove
md does not exhibit an appropniate degree of caution in reg;-‘n'd o
BvE tof Faquaculture, this porenual billion-doflar indusory may not be

1 to the New Zealand econo: my Dut ¢ ]

50 -_ﬂ_ud
tishing recime carefelly (and 1o 3ome respests, for

v and e«pmanr?\,‘) developed over the last 25 5
cts the envy of other parts of the world.
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! ,‘99.{5. i wild corel value has creqsed by well over a billiow dollars.™
VIV mnesi connme Fo manage our wild fish stocks for the long revin
*inca}:fr*g of Aquacuiture “Nowmadior how the mdesind s reformed we ninst
always be conscious of tvo things. Firstly, agucculivre developmenis must have
regard for exisiing conunercial fishing righis. And secondly, growid i Hhe
aghacline .”rrfmf Py st Bof conre of the cost of o enviromanenial
responsibilies.
P2 LOFA isin agreement wlm ?rum‘ Mmz:ms Timc 5 very littie science
n i ?3 i aw i’hc }“aa; i
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Dear Christine

RE: 8y Objection to the Wison Bay Interim Aguoculture Monogement Area (AMA], Firth of

introdurtion
snapper stocks. | have had thres snapper guota

business but this proposed AMA Ares B al Wilson Bay makes me wonder wthera s & future gﬁﬁ:‘
¢ inthe Firth of Thames for

inths snapper fisharies. Most commerdal fishermen have not fis
rthe summer months because of it being a known snagpar spawning ground. |

many years ove
iébject to an ANA being placed over a proven main

mnot against AVA's Tn general. But ldo

snapper spawhing grobnd, changing the bottom fexture, having mussels take away the
phyioplankton 5o the snapper egzs and larvae will not Survive, and mussels eating snappar egg
and larvae. it all adds up, o lock bag for the snapper fisheries in years (o come.

My Comments on the Wilson Bay Interim Aguzculture Management Arez Preliminary

fualuation Report; Relessed 08 March 2009,

{Fage 8, Point 15] "The Firth of Thames | arge shaillow estuary fed by several rivers. T

niud domin

i Guit especially the Firth of Thames is the maln spawning ground

[Pzge 8, Point 17} 7
For Mew Zesland snapper

ishary John Dory, Rig and School Shark,

vill reach half way a cross the water of

NS snapper eggg and farvas would g0 throu




u
by mussels before moving beyond the farm boundaries {ames et

Wihen the current flows through 2 mussal farm that is 2.2 nauticsl

spapper spawning and larval survival of any ares {DmCE\m
mow the Ministry of Fisheries could even consider approving Area

0
Nowe fres Awas epproved in tha first place.

P

(Broekhuizen et 5l 2002 page 25 point 71} "The Firth of Thames was consistent nd to be

the mostimportant site for snapper spawning and larval sundval o

(Zooplankion MW A 2008 page Point 122377 ostimportant sit
rate was found to be consistantly the Firth “-f”t’ham-as.

(Zooplankton NIWA 2008 page 356 point 122} "The major

considersd {0 be phytoplan

[Broehuizen et al 2002 2005 page) "Cniy covers arasz & mussels farm |

ich iarvae depletion add ares B mussels farm could the nredictt

larvae depletion from mussels farming (which includes snappser eg

ion but zooplankion may also comorise 2

2 g
\tial proportion of the seawester flowing through a fully stocked farm can be processed
al 20015,

tat 20025 1 fall to understand

i fact | fall to understand

R

of oy area of © ’"}C Haurald

e for snapper

o'




Waikato Interm AVIA In Wilson Bay Firth of Thames) ™

(NIWA 2008 page 23 point 55) "Water depths measured within arze A at differant time ranges
2 ors [Figurs 4 NIWA 20080) re

arim AMA with the narthern

larvas within

(it / funarw, mw#.crinz,/ news/mrf 200%/200%9-0%-031 Critical A the modeling

“Snapper farvas eventy distributed in Firth of Thames™. This may b

red by rerent
discovarizs that nearly all snapper onwest coast of the North Isiand of New Zealand come from
ust one aursery in one harbor. Could the Firth of Thames snapper spawning egeragation he

;Jrcsv% g a similar 2cosysterns service?

THE ONLY REASON YOU WOULD COMHSIDER APPROVING WILSON BAY AREA B ARA IS SC YOU
CAMN BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CONSIBERABLE REDUCTION [N SNAPPER STOCK ON THE NORTH
SLAND EAST COST WHICH WOULD RESULT IN A QUOTA CUT IN SNAPPER.

if you have any guestions, nlease contact me




=D

mitlon, Bul in recent yesrs some
stocks have failed to recover from

[

historieal overfishing, with some
vemmercial cateh guotas for soap-
per being cut recemtly to profect
the species,

in 2003, Niwa seientists ool-
leeted juvenile snspper from
sever: estaanies glong the west
const of the North Island,

The Mimastey of Fisheries is also
planning studies of the East
Northland snepper population
and grey mrullet pepulations on
both consts, Stodies of Hawke Boy
fisheries in conjunchion with the
Hawke's Boy Reglonal Council are
also 2 possibility because the wres
is go hitle stodied and has sueh
large sediment load {nputs.

In the west const snapper study,
scientisis tested snapper ear
hones (otolithe) for sight differsnt
chemical slements. They were
able to create a “chemical signa-
ture” to wdentify which sstpary the
fish came from. Four vears on, £

& olip was procused urgec hzence and g copyright fee paid
¥ou musi optain e licence from the Print Media Coppright Agsncy.

opst Dr Mark Morrison ssid the
diseavery is & sipoificant bresk.
through for scientists., “These
findings highlight the impertancs
of profecting natural hebitats, lke
Haipuras Harbour.

“Ary gsgative lmpucts on the
production of juvenils fish in the
herbour will caseads theough inte
a muech larper coastal s
ultimately baving a huge offe
the sbundance of fah over a

s e

Tofkalometre constline,” Mark
Haipara Harbour iz under

threat from humao activiiies ~
particularly land uses which
canse sedirmentation, ewirophice-
tion, and changes in water qual-
iy

These effects can all damage
the biogenic (iving) morsery habi-
tat of snupper (usually seagrasses
and berse russel beds)

Ii is likely sther west coast
harbours were also once hmport-
oot nurseries. Niwa is now work-

G |
-

i voli intend 10 copy this clinping {including digfal conversion or
Fh: (04} 4568 4488 or emall infofipmea.

s b e S gy e Y e A
refation  Dbeiwsen  Incressing
seagrass blade densities and juv-
emile snapper {and other fish
species abundanes,

Hadustions in sesgrass biade
densities are & sign of environe
mettal degradation of seapprass
mendows, which may reduce theiy
walue 1o small Osh

“Rlow thai we Enow more gbout
where the importast porseries
are, we need to know why snapper
larvae settle there, and how we
can atop degradation of their habi
tat. Cor alm is to be gble to advise
eoastal regenrce managers on the
likely comseguences of different
buabitat mansgement to fsh stocks
so thal we can engure thab ree-
regtional, eustomary, and com-
mercial fishing can continue in
the future”

Hunding for this research somes
from the Foundation of Besearch,
Scienee and Technology, the New
Zentynd Biodiversity Fund and
the Minfeiry of Hisheries.
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Te Aoums Parrn

19 May, 2008

Mr Russell Bernard, Ms Rache! Alexander
Ministry of Fisheries

Frivate Bag 14

MNelson 7011

Diear Russsll

Submission o Wilson Bay interim ARA,

! made my submission o the above matter and posted ¢ of before the closing

I

date However as yvou will note | posted B 1o 2 closed PO Box.

Mlease find the submission enclosed and | am trusting that € may be accepled as
a lzte submission under the clroumstances.

Sinceraly, N

tan Jaimss



G &M Jamms
Te fouma RE
Coromeancsd

8 May, 2008
¥

Br Ruase
Mimstry

i Bermnard
of Fisheries

O Bow 5012
Welington

Dear Russeil:

Submission to Wilson Bay Interim AMA.

[ am submiiting on the foliowirg thres points, 1 adverse effects. 2 seaflpor
debriz, § Transport | reslise that these are not all of the concermn of Mol

howsver | fes! strongly that the direct effects that flow from any increased arsa of
rmarine farming need 1o be addressed in the planning stages and that Mol should
al the very least make recommendations 1o the relevant authorities regarding
thess sffects.

?Q

Adverse effects: On reading the "Preliminary Bvaluation”, the thrust
seems o be {o enable the increased area, and it appears that there is
pressure to do this from Government, District and Local Councils and
Marine Farmers and their representatives. This is all very well if the area is
eslablished on the best advice and science of the day. However there is
really no way that all the efiects of such a large area of aguaculfure can
be predicted. The potentlal problems seam o be well documented
already, the problem is that oncs the area goes info "private ownership”
thers seams 1o be no robust mechanism (0 reverse the process and have
the marine farms removed. Trigger poimis, shifing frigger poinis,
discussing trigger poinis, arguing about igger points and then going io
court for years about trigger points, while something as important as the
Ramsar site s suflering, is 2 nonsense. | am submitling that there needs
i0 be a much clearer and easisr way [0 demantle what has been donae i i
is found fo cause undesirable side effects.

Seafloor debris; | ve at Te Kouma on a Tamm with several Kicmelres of
coastine. In the area are marine farms that were set up under the "Wilson
Bay to Otould” planning procass. These farms are much smaller than the
Wilson bay area but the rubbish from them is considerable. Under the
farms i is "out of sight out of mind” and when | washes up there is really
no way of knowing exactly whose marine farm it came from. Rules s:mg:aiy
do not seem 1o stop this disgusting problem and nothing seems 1o be
done by Regionat Councit to stop . When we visit beaches on the aast
coast we are amarzed al how clean they are without marine farming
rubbish. | submit that thers nesds to be a joft more done to reduce seaficor
and ssashors debris. (Please ses atiached picturas of rubbish coliscted
from our farm beaches)




&
-
]

[ ]
o
w3

}3
ot
"y
vl
L)
&

£:3

Transpori: % a long-time resident of T Kouma road, Coromandel
Over recen ye s there has been a large Increase In the volums of
mussels landed at Sugaricaf Ramp on the Te Kouma Road, 1o be faken
by large truck and rraatef units down the Thames Cosst Road (Stats
Highway 25} 1o Tauwanga. Most of this increase of mussels has coms
from the Manne Famming Zone in the Fith of Thamss. The planned
extension of the famed area will ageain increase the aleady large
voidmes of mussele sent down SH 25 Betwsen the Sugaricaf and
Thames there are a number of comers whare the trucks have o cross the
centre ing to negotiate the narow winding road. At the intersection of SH
25 and Te Kouma Hoad the fruck and trailer unils also uss the eniire
width of the roadway and this s an area with limited visibifity for other road
users fo sight them. At present the largest mussei barge can carry one
nundred tons of mussels from the Firth of Thames o be put on frucks at
Sugarloal. Traffic on SH 25 continues to increase with the popularity of the
Coromands! as a fishing and tourst destination. As & frequent user of the
SH 25 mysslf | cannot see the logic in bringing huge barge loads of
mussels all that distance north from the farms in the Firth only o jcad
tham on trucks and send thern south again on a winding and dangerous
road. For instance why not drive the bargss o Kopu where there are

aiready landing faciliies for barges and truck the mussels siral ghi to
Tauranga from thera? | am submitling that all agencies invalved in the
establishment of the Wilson Bay AMA shouid work together o ensurs that
mussels are not frucked from Sugarleaf down SH 25 4o Thamss.

Sincerel
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Dear Christne

T'm helping the Leigh Commercial Fisherman's Association with the Wilson's Bay Interim AMAL
We will ’&u providing a ,ubﬂuusm n response 1o the prelirminary decision, bur nead answers o
the questions contained within this leter in order to do so.

specific comment on the
AVE YOUT responses holow

his letrer does not substivuie fora submis@iwrs We have not included
mipary recommendaiion repert. This has bean resarved uni) we iy
and can eonsider them wgether wi ih the repor.

[, along with m:z:tb
prefimi _
befow, hOWt" ar, ,f-} :
on. and clarify, yodr coruments for Igs’?

& I gI" Commaercial T*sg“lemvm § Association, have read the
¥ sroug,hl‘ gnd do “t believe the report answers the {';uesﬁﬂm
} ¢ addressed these questions within it, can you simydy expand

;

Questions arising from preliminary recommendation mpmz

motl g P

A main coneam (among many) we are working to dnders‘am is the location of the AMA inthe
middle of spawning gmuﬁé&, particularly sapper. The following few questions relate to this

Iri the executive summary, vou siale, “therg are no habitais of known significance for
fisheries management that would he affecied by the interim AMA™. Yel vou sayv it is the
“main spawiing ground for New Zealand’s Ta: gest snapper fishery”, My conclusion,

then, is that spawning grounds are not considerad importans for
this comreet?

-
—
it

{2y NIWAs research surveys in the Tm of Thames siate, “the majority of spawning 1akes
place in water less than 30 m deep” The buerim AMA s locared in waters less than 30

o deep. However, vou staie the spawiing grourds “are located well outside the vicinity

of the interim AMA™. Can vou please clan ;‘3 the ipcation of the spawning grounds? In
order for us 1o hest understand the areas w 1 referning to, can vou please include &

map Gf the spawning ared and ilbn}DmlO._ of finfish populations that the spawning are

eges is "small”. Can vou please deﬂne whgﬂ:
1S pmn Wl d be "medium” aﬂ "large” by these same standards? Als w,piaase
h u3 what the environmental consequencss are of "small” levels of consumpiion o

.
o

('U
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obster puernil. Can vou inciude copies of the scientific anivies for
rou have used 1o make s Judgemen’

3

;Jlﬁ‘%tf get copies of all the information (scientific or otherwise) the v
a3 di ermning whether a maring farm over fish spawrir g grou 'J‘s wowld cause
in paricular any Held research w this effect?

UAE on

-}

fishing or fisheries resources, in

(he foliowing questions relate mare generally 1o fisheries resources,

The report drawg a du ect Iink between the proposed Duenm AMA and the
i I pacems of ﬁG“")i i However, within the report th

rds 2 I35 ?«"ﬂ qway
A on the feedin 12/bel
In# 3{:;‘ within the “de
P i F y 'ﬂ‘-“ bird
rio p 2 $ iyt merier it e et ememTier (e e eme v E - fﬁh 1a H
e di

hsiocks

Peould £ L‘i no conside ‘ erisn AMA on commercial fis)
harvested In OMAL as is required under 5 40 (&) of'the »‘-xqmcuim:* Rt: o Act U”é in
fact you state vou do not knew whether the interim 1\’?»»& would impact the abundance
};(m list some categories 5(‘ .,u}'ﬁlli rﬂ? on In

i

[t appears in vour report vo
eamnple, vou stai :
fishieries resources from o i.s'; i
not have an Lndiuae {ii\'ers wet on the susta
please explalin why vou make 2 determinaton on v ]
are not undus” on ach issue separately? Also, can y
within the legislation?

O ;Itc: S ﬁm:mm} v ol
satistied divfouling would
theries resources”™. Can you
red the th@C‘[S

lpwing questions relate w eommercial fishing,
You swaze “MFEish does not know whether or not these [s1x] fishers would be adversely

affec &t b the ineerim AMA. MFish has no informetion to suggest any other

COIn ai fishers would be adversely affected by the interim AMA”. Yet vou siere
there ara nearf“ 70 fishers that target flathsh alone in stat area 007 and that the siie iz In
arca clrently fished. Our conclusions, then, is that a commercial fisherman is only

b
adversely affected if he suhmirs he i3 so. Can you pr@*“d'= comment and j rs[*ﬁx,amm for
o pusmm? Can vou alse, then, state why you orly wrote 1o 30 fshers

Chur understanding 15 that the ]c;-:-'rislaiiam requires o decision on “fishing”, followed then

by a nomination of the fishstocks affected, Can vou please explain why vou make a

determination on whether vou are “satisfied the offoets are nor undue” on each fishsock
separately?

dawever, the Opotiki

You state the effects on commercial Jsheries Yare not vet *_mdw s
I 14 bul was s3]

marine Iarm alone removed more than vour Sugness’.cd % ik
approved, And, dus imerim AMA would cause additlonal ioss ontop of'that. [t appears
that vou are making a UAE decision (cumulative or otherwise) for each fishstock befors
considering eifecss on fishing asa whole. Therefore, can you please state at what level
offects on “commercial fishing” would be undue?
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(1)

(16}

Your analysis of fishing i the ares of the {arm swares fishers
fsh. Can you please specify, on g map preferably, w ’

ies? Adso, can you pix:'“S: indicare vour knowledge
these a} e atm argas and how much vou expect it
There is aonsidf:mli- varizbility within o
east can vol pleass provide one example of how _:Jg- ﬁf m&m:d thi

m(“

Can you also provide us copies of the information used ¢ :t@mlrﬂs how a cha
fishing pressure within the Firth of Thames (and GMA "} iz going Lo bmpact on §
and the sustainability of fishstecks that support it?

[

The effects of debris being cast by the current farm inthe Firth of Thames (and 'ﬁmﬂmiﬂj
ANAT iz a relovant conside mmm s.mc; or the Reform Act beeavse the affect of the farm i
;:-revemﬁg the setting and hauling of gear, as well as posing additional costs on fishers. It
is areal elfect of marine farming, rewarﬂ:::s: of whe h#"“ su shink counct] will handle it
However, we want 1 know what part of the legislation prevents you froen considering the
notentizl ai‘“z'"ect of marine farm debris on commercia) fishing if it adversely af¥erts fishing
activity? i doesn 't pleas state how vou will consider 1t in the fina! decision,

ollowing guestions relate to the Miaistry™s decision maldng processes.

my understanding is that if the
e wouid have an AMA of over 2,400
swould not be able 1o make another

o chgm.g ed the tavout ot density of mussel

Your anaiyvsis oniy mciudes fanning of 5
area be approved &5 an AMA, vir nm
ha (not fust the 1,200 ha vou sre conzider
aguaculture decision if Envirenmern “‘fv il
farming within the AMAL Is this correct”

&

Juacaloure cary out thelr farming
onsibly ete, L.e, who within - of Fisheriey ensures that there Iy constant
nonitoring of effects on the enviranment Tom the farms? The fshing ind
being held accountable and monitored for sustainabiliny of stocks, prectices, offect on
other marine life and seabirds. Our fisheries can be closed out or shut down (and quotas
cut) it we don’t meer the Fisherles Act standards We could be wrong buy there doesn 't
seem to be any legisia mn o shut down these farms if it 15 found they are detrimenzal to

fishing or our iisi“st . We've noted that they have a 35 vear lease that can be renewed
generally in perpetut

Iz there any central govenling o

Hy.

You also state that should the farm be approved and converted 1o finfish farming,
Environment Waikaro would consider the effecis of that activity on fishing and fsheries
resgurces. However, change of farming activities in Tasman have proven Council’s do
not consider the effects of "31‘1r"0f35 i activity of fishing” {urmder s 20 of the RMA). How
does the Ministy of Fisheries plan 1o fulfi] L} -jbiizzmim Lmde:r 5 5 of the Fisheries Act
1996 if vou do not consider the polential effe
fishsincks? This is also very concerning
for —and funding of — the growth of aquaculnie in zh RN ﬂikam. par ncu!qz ¥ Jﬁg _.om}‘
of finfish aguaculture (refer letter from Daniel Lees to Hon Jim Anderton 27 August
2008

A

1 continue wii to the above Government support for finfish aguaculiure 1n
Waikato. In 2008, the Minister also wrote “the overall goal for Govermnment is 1o ensurs
this project [m Waikato] resubis in Qpacr‘uni?ies for finfish farming that are able o be
commercially viable™. In facy the previous Agquaculivre Manager was the Government
point of coniact on this statement. As the currermt Aquacolture Manager, I'm assuming
vou are now the point of contact. Can vou please provide us evidence that this officlal




= impartiality of
o s Interim A »l

{(zOvernmant positior

on did rot, and has not, comwma-
oi Fisheries, 15 s1aff and

15 deciston makers with resy

Additional research

: the Aguatic Environment Working Group mes
LiSC-USS zhe TELED repoﬁ b}' €_ ",5,1 oot regarding the effects of m arin farms or
S i’

5§
L% using this n f rﬁmmw in the final desision fo
5] Thh anpoTUnity 10 com
i on from this report i
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As such, we ask ; an extension for submissions umil after that mesting, and allowing time for
fishermen to receive and respond 1o this i ﬂOde iop, [n addition, should the report not study the
i berween marine fmﬂs and the abundance, r

i sibution, quality and recruitmesn of
commerciz! fishstocks, the commereial fishing Industry will be endeavouring ro do this research
themselves.

We do ot selizve i is our rceponséb ity to do so. dis Vours 1o find cut this information. Yeu in
that falling, we are put into this position. Marine farm nta interests were given veals 1o compleis
their ¥ L‘Ms We will undertake ouwr research as soon as i3 practicable, but require the Ministry 10
give us the same couresy they gave the aquaculiure indusiry and held off malking any decisions

unti) thas Sbﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁ(; information becomes avallabie,

¥
1R

it 12 not our respomsibility to prove there is an UAFR on fishing and {isheries resources:
rather, you musi have the gvidence 16 be satisfied there Is not

Conclusion

We are in RO way {ryving to prevent the growth of aguaceliure. However, we are graatly
concerned about the futwre of our fishstocks and fis hnes should thm imterim AMA pm_eed fa

precautionary approach is taken, as 1s alwayvs the case with the Min 01 “Fisheries, vou cannoi
approve this interim AMA without knowing the ¢ iilfuib on recruitment 2nd retention of
wildsiocks and conmnercial harvests. Only then would }"s:su be able to bm satisfied the effects
would not be “undug”,

Please contact me if vou do not understand our quesitons, Otherwd looi{ rward 1o v

rimelv response. Please know we are happy to reeelve & Jetter or meer in porson to resolve our

fodie:ifamj:beﬂ
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Eohimarama

Avckland 107
Telephone 08

*a':-: an ncividua! submission refat
in the propasad Wilson Bay AMA,
Environment Waikalo aquaculture policy
iamily that owns prop

Il sula, and a8
Hauraki & Liif

er the Corom
an interest in the landsc: LQ'* and public &

P nave no speciiic v%mw on the pzoraosed Wilson Bay Al
poficy changes to allow aguacuiture other than the desig
finfieh farming) m id be publac*v notified for comment.
nolicy change be propesead for this area ar any other Haurakl

notified al the emall address below, Pleazs inform me of tha oulcoms of this

caonsuliation,

Thank you for the opporunity o make this submizsion




Hobin Brtton

BAinistry of Fisheries
r!\;f"ﬂ B g j"-ﬂ
MNELSON

Artn: Christine Bowden/ Rachel Alexander

ear Rachel and Christine

Submission in Support of the
Preliminary tvalustion Report — Wilson Bay Interim Agusculture
Managerment Ares

This submission is made o behal of Fisheries Consultancy Services Lid.

Thank yvou for the ooportunity to review the Preliminary Fvalustion Report, Fisheries
Consultancy Services Lid stronzly supports the decision to mzke 2 determination for
the Wslscn Ray fnferim AMA. We consider that the conclusions drawn from the
signiticant amcunt of information provided for in this report are aporopriate and
that all relsvant matters have been considered.

The foltowing general commaenis are made:
We are supportive of the wide consultation that has been underiaken.

Ve consider that the information on which the report is based is extensive and more
than adequate 0 base the decision upon. We also consider that it reinforces the
information gethered ano consulted upon at the time of the Regional Coastal Plan
variation which originally created the Wilson Bay aguacuiture areas, which in turn
supplementad the report’s information base.

Robin Britton
Resource Manzgement/Planning Consulient




In addition we would like to make the fallowing specific comments:

Paragraphs 8 & 8 to the adverse effects of aguaculiure

development on f eing "not yet” undue.

3,
= 5
48]
(¥
)
iy
o

is clairified such that
fects are Hiely to become

We would like 1o see that the use of the wording "ot yet”
thess paragraphs are not read es sUggesting the agdverse g

“undue” in the ?’uuﬁr& a5 a result of the e proposed AMA.

Paragraphs 24 & 179 Referenc

W note that thers (s a varying

555 ,> reffance on the rules for siaglng

»

aguacuiture development within the AVA and managing assuciated environmenizl
effects. We consider that where MFish is relving on 2 rule In the Regional C 1 |

Plan, that this should be clearly stated and the rule sp

f“med {in accordance with the legislative reguiremants) that the rul

&
Coastal Plan relied on, cannni be revoked without the involvement of MFish 'm suﬁh
g decision

Paragraph 29 Summary of Commems Tabie.
As a matter of clarification, the stbmissicn made by Robin Britton on behaif of
Fisharies Consultancy Services Lid was made in “support” of the AMA,

Paragraph 102: Debris

Oversll, we consider that this s 2 management issue. However we refferate that
there is a Mussel Industry Code of Practice which sets out best practice for managing
farms, particylarly from an operational personective, Compliance with this Code of
fractice 15 fundamental to the industry and auditing of farm operations is
undertaken. Asthis is a management issue, the Code of Practice would also be a key
supporting decument in the resource consent application phase for the Area B of the
Wilson Bay AMA. Fisheries Consultency Services Lid strongly supoorts the Code of
Practice and is prepared to raise the issue of debris control with other mussel
industry players to determine what further actions might be appropriate to address
it further,

Paragraph 111 Orientation of lines

We confirm that, a5 applicant for cansent for Area B, Fishearies Con skl*"rtr s;S rvices
ted will propose and accept & reguirement that the -::rinrta
Wilson Bay AMA would be perallel to the coastline isr
practice for farm alignment with the ocean currents.
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Paragraph 141: Past Control

We strongly support the statements in this paragraph. We would also sdd that the
mussel industry is undertaking work nationally to be preoactive about new pest
incursions and the management of existing pests, which impact or potentiaily would

impact on the growth of the species grown.

Rabir Britton
ree Management/Planning Consulan
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Robin Britton
On befholf of Fisheries Consuftancy Lid,

Rohin Brision

Vianagemant/Planning Tonsultant
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Fax 09 4272 7815

27" February 2009

Rachel Alewander and Christine Bowden
The Ministry of Fisheries

Private Bag 14

Melson

Diear Bachel and Chyisting

RE: Wuikato fnierim AMA In Wilson's Bay, Firty of Thames. ompent on the
Fisheries Resource Impact Assessment prepuared by NIWA,

Please find enclosed the LCF A comment regarding NIWA s report on the Fisheries
Resource Impact Assessment regarding Wilson's Bay Interim AMA applicarion.

Yours sincerely

Cindy Batley {Secretary)



PH: (9 422 7918
Fax: 09427 7913
Email efpdwmave cone
Website:

Follow-Up Comment on the Fisheries Resource Impact

Assessment (W

lson Bay Area B, Interim AMA)

FPrepared by MIWA for the Ministry of Fisheries.

LOFA-Wilson Bay Area B AMA apphication, Comment on NIWA Report



Seszrgs
e

e Letgh Commercial Pishermen's Association Inc (LOFAS zmuhi fike
te comment on the report prepared by NIV A for the Wi HSEEY of
i g the Wilson s Hav, Firth of Thames interin: A%

ﬁg&g}i@f“&wm’

Creordic M urnan, 2 member of
3 imded the AFRWOG mestn

(NPT SN IR 5 SRR N URRRNRR: (USRI o SN IR AU JO6 5 DR [N SENUP RN S
e report did not address the ssues that we feal should be closelv studied

stocks, particularly snapper and rock

N

to ensure the survival of our wild fish
A size of Avea B oadded o a

1
lobster, The LOFA feel that 2 mussel Tarm the
i’-

fullv developed Area A plus the possihility of further development in the

western Firth of Thas n—:*; will create 2 massive Tiiter thar will allow ntle

possibility for any escape for either zooplankion Gncludimg eges and larvag)

or phvioplankton (nutrienis). The effect may not be seen for several vears,
but 1f there 15 a decling in the biomnass of wild fish species in 3-15 vears,
what will happen? Over fishing will be blamed, commercuil recreational,
customarv ete. and guota cuts witl be made to make these species
sustamable. T'Ew mussel tarms will remain, continuing w d::;fplé;"‘g.c the wild
fish stocks. 1s there any legislation in place that will requure removal of
musso] farms i there 15 a reduction in the biomass of wild fish species?

The LOFA {eel that the Minsiry of Fisheries should procee md" caution
before approving any further interim AMA applications. More p* 1 '-45
studies peed 1o be carned ouf (o assess the survival of eg
nuirients and the habitats of our wil QE i stocks. vao
predictions are not “good enough”™ science, when we fm*« ¢S50 mtf‘h to lose.
[twill be too late m 10 -20 vears afier the stocks are depleted, we must do
our homework now and do it well, before approval is given. NIWA has
been snecesstul in spawning snapper and rock lobster. More practical studie
: I go/larvae should be underway to see if @ ggs Tarvae are

The LOFA would fike to point out that there are no other exasting mussel
farms of this size 1o really compare the effects on the snvironment.
unknown what effect Bus size of mussel farm will have on the plankion up
rake, whether it iz phyvtoplankion or zooplankeon, Or muly what effect ﬂzé&
sive of massel Tarm o wdl bave on the habia of the u,p cies in the tmmediate
arsa or the fiow- on 2ffect. Smmall changes could have a huge impact.

Bl
¥
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- T h T e
pplicanion, Commens on NIWA Reporn
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231 anda the most

he porth- enst coast of the i“—»fw”‘zh

sy
The Haurak:

IO ‘
_ i e!'z\ﬁ"r“mn‘gam for juventic rock lobsie
Loy species ihat vely on the environment of lhi_,

vih of Thames for fh:::zr survival

Island.
growtin. 1
Haurakt &

Section ;m.f.--_ o 16 ol the report states e Hourak

far ound el st voluchie noiional \ff)c_fl Ui *e},;w?m'! UOWe are ¢

O Y PR - oy .
agrzement reparding this statement. The report coes on o expl

are serial spaveners. with females releasing batches of eegs daily into if
cocstal g‘ ki (35 dep .ff?' from L&”h ohor [SPIFIEE) 1O S o SRR

=

3
IT1Z.

ERHMIINCE, WILR JROST N P REICTH ,mh
al 1993 Zeldis & Franciy | ;}%‘j, Fhe extended period of CEE produciion

withim an area thar includes musse! aquacuiiure has ;mn ed the guesiion of
whather removal of snapper eggs by mussels could impact fislh pecruinmeni,

Broelkhuizen ef al (2002, 2003) shewed this 1o be unlikely ihrough uﬁm pic

svemhaer i ,'Jl O {'\'f CHE )

i

simutarions for Area A ;ff!n sincked However, research inio guanil]

Cj,("j"éim,‘if; erljf mnssel Jarms on :(mf"’!diifm}h as well gs ;!U? fervae il H‘ur LT

5 ar i early stage %’i cerialinly cannoi say an thiv siage that f!m ard
REGRIFICART Qdverse eijects ¢ zxmcv’aimzi wiih mussel forms consuming
cooplankion. (iven z;m direct link of zooplankion abundance (o fisheries
praduction, and the potentially imporian: balonce berween generarion linme
anicd capture efficiency of differeny size graugs by mussels, s imporiand o
continie the research efforts (o Derier quaniiy cooplanidon conpsumpiion.

Inthe key findimgs on paue 17, - plankton resources and food web, the final
pullet states “epledon of Snapper cges in the Firtl was siovwr i be
WAIPOTEIE [ 2Ry OF saapper recruiinent i simulation modelling of
Wilson Bov Arca A7 We take issue with this staiement. As sra't-;:ci i e
previous paragraph “showed this 1o he unlikely” and then went on 1o sav that
Cresearch into cf_;w.zg:f?r{}fiw-yg;" the of; issel farms on - f’}(i-’?k}!?/{.”)}‘?

7 sk eges, i al an early xzug'” We tound tha

indings were very miusieadme T

T
Well L fi

of the key

ets
SOMETHE was unéa o sRim th wwi the “key findings”™ the informanon would
be quite different than 1f reading the whole document. Wé'z;&f was the part
about the fish larvae mnd fish eggs not mcluded in the third Emﬁ}m pomt? The

word “unbikelv’ has a very different meaning from the word “unmmporant’
The Mimstry of Fi s supposed to be malang verv important decisions

L A-Wilson Bay Arse B AMA went on NIWA R
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findmes are not reported accurately and unbigsed, then w

s

The LUF A also note that agam “simulation modeling” was used 1o conciude
if the removal of snapper eggs by mussels could nmpact on futare hiomass.
The conclusion showed this to be unlikely, but where was the mformation

9‘“5"?‘3@ to get up the modeling program. a5 the report staies that research is

at an early stage.

[ S PY T ¢ i s £ PRt SIats
TR S IS sldee 1 FRre o e

jarams consuming :,«zwum,ﬁi!e Fr . Dl onor
of musse! Hrms
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garch s st and
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This in fact highbiehts one of the mam reasons ‘nm We are 50 crmm—‘ ned
about the effect that mussel farms could have on the depletion of eees and
"\

larvae leading to a depletion of fish xiwd\% Statements such as “roscarch

i guediVing | ihe f LS erssacialed wilk maissel ,tU MMy O N’rmj)mrf;!efz}i iy
mﬁff (% f}fﬂ:!; larvae and egos, s af an earlv sig j;:'c;: save it all foras. This is
reasont enouch to delay :mx app Eu,atz f{} further AMA zoned @ €as unti!
fin f§ practical ﬂppfk d research has been conﬂ‘}lalcd The losie of
proceading with an AMA zone when so m!%f 15 kiown about the effects on
the sugs/tarvae for future stocks makes little sense to us. a8 so much is ar
siake

Much of the water entern 157 the Hawraks Ca‘s?ff from the prav: 1.51210 northern
currents are enriched with ny m]‘{b I C 30:;1 and offshore f1 Sp‘d%
and rock [obster spat. Mue E { this flow ';«:z%r- EUW?} o the Fi !
Thames, and then our 1o the east, so T w é%i e filtered by the musszls. »lfi? the
fonnage of mussels zi 1 these farmes will produce, WE FECRIITT & Massive
amount of food that will have o be remoy ed from the waters of the Firth of

13
3
i

Thames and the | amaxi rulf. Three ronne of mussels will require three
tonne of nutrients to produce the mussels.

in the case o C‘ai»&ﬁf‘:}'!t_{ as slated in the report, they spawn over several
monils. E’E s makes the spat valnerable over a longer period of time and

there 1s more chance of the spat bemy consumed by the mussels,

applicannn Comment on b



mnshaore reefs. ;J’EHSSSES are L“zmwd zzszzaiéj every LI o i‘w moeﬁ:és The
' i

it kil the juvenile rock lobster that has settled on the ropes,

The curréenis, : v through the mu farms could iras ;:E at
mpz‘m watelv 1.5 'm-a,:’éuifaw 5¢ ;i ntonic stage fish larvae could take at least
ﬁi‘ﬂi*‘é\f 1 the marme farms. The iﬁmcz for the !aw;&e
pat is bemg eaten by 1 s E: oF starved of food and nutrents trough
mmp {11 Wl 5. Then when the tide changes it starts again.
Some will not ever from within the area of the mussel farm.
The report discusses deplation of plankton and fish larvae in terms of
percﬂz}mga‘:sﬁ v O othe Dirth -wide seale fish larvae u.,j"f”’{ff)."l v 2% wirh
the “existing farms - Areo »»’ Yinereasing o 2-2% when Areo Bos added)
and O the spatial scale of the WBMEFZ percemiage depletion of fish larvae

rapges berween 227 Yowith the existing farms o Area AT increasing to 3-
F3% when Area B is added:” The s‘cpor t discusses various scenanos with
wind or without wind for percentages of depletion of larvae and plankton
ete. Who has decided what percentages are acceptable”? A 5-13% @pi non
of larvae could have a very detrimental tmpact on the future stocks. How do
we know what 15 an acceptable level of depietion of plankion as a food
sgurce for other species?

L o
!y

When discussing phyvtoptankton utilization, the repart states that by “adding

Area Byo the WEBAFZ v anlikehio exceed the “Limis of Acceprable

Change " (1ACH set by Pavieesiment Waikare jor Arca A ihat 1s ao morg thae

&
Wikn chiorophyvli-a depletion e L‘L‘“’u'fzfaif / f;f?-:-i the Firth of Thames area”. We

hiave two queries here. The wora “unlikelv™ s hardhy reassuring as solid
scientific evidence and what mé d science was used by Environment
Waitkato to set the “Limits of Acceptable Change™?

The report did state that “Larye reductions in pivvieplanfioi aid
nricrozouplaniion niay couse declines v Zooplankion abupdance, with
Frock-on CONSEGUETIZES, For the other fisheries resources.” 1 hen went on 1o

sav that “Modelling of the proportion of waier processed by the farnns does
saof, however Suggesi hal ihe !a.;;g;fg FEANUTIONS I m; toplatkiony ar small

canpiankion are [ikely " Again this 1s theovetical and has not b i. e TITOVEDN.

s £ AR A A
)!___,tk_f‘_f—\—-‘\\ isamn bu\ Area B AaMA



o FE COITCHITE O s'x'!?;"f(ﬂ?'?i!}-u It fu‘ el far

¢ are no areas of rocky reci
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b spal and ju ak fish This may
. oy P ~ ‘7.».
asitisa wfh anvirgnment awav fram

for food and

nassive prfsumuz; %,a other Cﬁ”il‘ﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁmi% aSSGCiZ}.{Gd with mussel
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Hue in hi\ %za‘*fm Fizhermen Emm:—: 110 efé &uf;z;zie increase o the

:
amount ,E"Sa :;cgmu in the lutsﬁab (}sﬂf;md in the Firth especially ¢
I P ' merease with the advent of more

mussel farms. These numb K

farme and will be to the detriment of the ongmal imhabitants,

Onee the marine farm 13 *zg;mrﬂmw “““ 5 there fegislation rc,kgumw OMEFOIng
montioring of pianfwmz} fish larvas, ? v stocks, rock lobster seitlement,

i

depletion of nuirients” If so, what are the conseguences or w’mt measures
are mn place 1o remedy any adverse effects?

W’"ho are 1 sphicants? Some will have mvestments i other areas of the

o . e

iy, Are they aware of the possible adverse effects on wild fish
sm{:m i the furure; and are they w Hmm y jeapardize the future of the
comimercial, customary and recreahional “wild fishery™ bv not mmw therr

homework now. ensuring that any decisions made now regarding this AMA
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application is based on fr od thorough scientific evidence rather tha

theories and speculation. There 13 8 real possibility that by pvm]u such a

massive filter m this area, 11 could have carastrophic effects on our wild fish

stocks

The LUF A oppose the AMA apphication for Area B 1 the WBMFZ, based

on the fact %lm‘a Eﬁkii"t“ has been \,Ea“}” iirtle practical seiennnhic research done

that would prove that these mussel farms would not be detrimental to the

future of our mid fish stocks. We feel that i should be the responsibility of
R

the a‘i}phuﬂm and the Mamstry of Fishes 'e o ensure that proof exists before
: al is given for the application (o go ahead. We are not convinged that
ihe science done to date is robust or conclusive anough.
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The LOFA grge the Ministry of Fisherie
approve the AMA appli i i

o eyersise caution and noaf
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L OUTS Sincerely

Doug Loder, New Zealand Federation of Commercial Fishermen (Inc)

LOF AW ison Bay Aras B4




