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Version 5 June 2025   DOC-10342758 

Page 19 of 20 
 

SCHEDULE 2 - SUSPENDED SEDIMENT CONCENTRATION (SSC) ‘RESPONSE LIMIT’ AND ‘COMPLIANCE LIMIT’  - 2016 agreed TTR/DOC conditions 

 

 

Note 1: The source of the numerical values of the levels of “naturally occurring” background limits contained in the Schedule 2 above have been derived from the sediment plume modelling (“no mining” scenario) which was informed by measurements of 
background sediment concentrations and other oceanographic parameters addressed by NIWA, as set out in the NIWA Oceanographic Measurements Report, the Nearshore Measurements Report, and the Remote Sensing Report. For the purposes of 
operational management, the response and compliance limits contained in Schedule 2 above are to be considered as inclusive of both natural and mining derived suspended sediment concentrations.  

Note 2: Turbidity may be used as a proxy for suspended sediment concentrations when assessing against the limits in Schedule 2.  

Note 3: The numerical values of Schedule 2 that represent the 80th and 95th percentile limits at a location may be amended by way of the process set out in Condition 17 but any change to the percentiles themselves (for instance amending 80th percentile to 
85th) can only be changed by way of Condition 82. 
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From:
To:  Renee Mattock; Danielle Gardiner
Cc:
Subject: RE: DOC"s neutral position on TTR
Date: Wednesday, 28 May 2025 5:31:52 pm
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg
Fast Track Approval Process, Taranak VTM Project, Subission Package, February 2025 (1) (5).pdf
TEMPLATE LETTER- re notification of VTM project (4).doc

Ngā mihi  – just to tautoko based on feedback from our legal advisors.
 
DOC might need to urgently seek in house legal review on this. I’d like to request an
update on the outcome of that, because the “neutral” decision affects our rights with
respect to the legal duty of care of public authorities.
 
The good news is that, after conferring with our legal advisors and completing a thorough
review of the Fast-Track Approvals Act, it is clear that it is not only possible for DOC to
overturn their prior “neutral” position by opposing the current Fasttrack process, but we
believe that it is required that DOC participates. Note that the current application is a new
application under new applicable law i..e TTR only withdrew from the 2023 process in
order to apply under Fasttrack Approvals Act as a new application. Therefore, no party is
bound by any previous positions.
 
Furthermore, section 3 of the Act sets out that all resource consents must be assessed
under “significant regional” benefits – which of course includes consideration of regional
risks, including biological and habitat risks. DOC is legally mandated to advocate for
conservation protections within Taranaki (and across the motu of course).
 
In addition, under section 53(2)(a) of the Act, the panel must seek comments from
“relevant local authorities” which of course includes DOC. The Supreme Court made very
clear that there is a large scope of DOC’s mandate which is relevant under section 59 of
the EEZ Act, not to mention the environmental areas which the Court found required
further information. DOC is therefore liable to significant legal risk as public authority
such that I do not think there is any scope to state “neutral” or otherwise not oppose the
consent, when reading together all the legal obligations on DOC.
 
Looking forward to hearing back from DOC folks asap. I hope you don’t mind that I’m
speaking with my legally-trained pōtae on, arohamai, its hard to not slip into legalese but I
sincerely hope to hear soon that DOC is taking a public position opposing seabed mining
and advocating for conversation through participating in the panel. If its helpful, I’m also
sharing a template for sending a letter to the EPA to seek to participate and legal analysis
from the barrister  at Magdalen Chambers re environmental harm which she
gave consent to share with you and your team if helpful to the decision making process.
 
Ngā mihi, .
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TEMPLATE LETTER 
 
TO SEND TO EPA IDENTIFYING THAT YOU ARE AN AFFECTED PARTY WITH EXISTING INTERESTS 
AND NEED TO BE NOTIFIED OF THE TRANS-TASMAN REOSURCES LIMITED APPLICATION / THE 
TARANAKI VTM PROJECT TO MINE IRON ORE IN THE SOUTH TARANAKI BIGHT UNDER FAST 
TRACK  
 
5 February 2025  
 
              
 
 
 
[INSERT ANY LOGO HERE]      [INSERT YOUR NAME & CONTACT] 
 
X February 2025  
 
 
To:  
Fast Track Panel, for the Taranaki VTM Project  
Once Established 
 
Environmental Protection Authority  
Colin Williams 
Chair of the Environment Protection Authority  
Private Bag 63002 
Wellington 6140 
New Zealand 
 
By Email: info@epa.govt.nz 
 
 
 

1. I am writing to you on behalf of [NAME OF YOUR ROPU], who are [EXPLAIN WHO YOU 

ARE] and speak onbehalf of [ETC, ETC].  

 

2. We wish to be notified of the Taranai VTM Project under s53 and clause 5 of Schedule 

10 of the Fast Track Approval Act 2024 (FTAA).  
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3. We consider that we are affected parties in terms of s53(2) of the Fast Track Approval 

Act 2024 (FTAA) as [PICK ONE:  

a. A relevant local authority 

b. Relevant iwi authority  

c. Relevant treaty settlement entity  

d. An applicant group under the Marine and Coastal Area Act 2011, customary 

marin title group or protected customary rights group, whose rohe will be 

impacted] 

 

OR IF NONE OF THE ABOVE THEN... 

 

We consider that under clause 5 of Schedule 10 of the of the Fast Track Approval Act 

2024 (FTAA) and s46(1)(b) (ii) of the Exclusive Economic Zone and Continental Shelf 

(Environmental Effects) Act 2012 (EEZ Act) we have an existing interest/s that will be 

affected by the proposed Taranaki VTM Project.  

 

4. SET OUT IN ONE PARAGRAPH HOW YOUR INTERESTS WILL BE IMPACTED I.e 

This proposal will adversely impact our rohe moana and ability to excersise 

kaitiakitanga. Our rohe moana extends from x to x which captures [the proposed 

mining site / the area impacted by the sediment plume  

 

We fish in and around x, this is an area impacted by the sediment plume 

 

  Etc 

 
 

5. IF APPLICABLE: We participated in the previous hearings for the 2013 and 2016 TTRL 

application for marine consents to mine iron ore. SET OUT THE EXTENT OF 

PARTICIPATION- i.e did you go all the way up to the supreme court, did you provide 

evidence and present at the EPA hearings.  
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6. For these reasons, we consider we are affected parties with existing interests that will 

be impacted by the project and it is appropriate under s53(3) that we have a chance to 

appear and present before the Fast Track Panel on this application.   

 

7. We look forward to hearing from you.  

 
 
 
Signed  
 
 
Dated  
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From: Celia Haden
To: Jaimee Kirby-Brown; Ella Brownlie
Cc: Malcolm Lucas
Subject: RE: TTRL
Date: Tuesday, 8 July 2025 9:59:00 am
Attachments: image001.jpg

Thanks Jaimee
Ngā mihi
Celia Haden (she/her)
Principal Advisor Issues and Resolutions
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai
From: Jaimee Kirby-Brown 
Sent: Tuesday, 8 July 2025 9:58 am
To: Celia Haden ; Ella Brownlie 
Cc: Malcolm Lucas 
Subject: Re: TTRL

Kia ora Celia,
We only have policy people on the implementation/administering agency side of MfE
attend panel convener conferences, no lawyers.
From the fairly comprehensive summary note I have seen, there was no mention of DOC.
The PC confirmed that they would issue a post conference minute soon.
Ngā mihi
Jaimee
Jaimee Kirby-Brown (she/her)
Kaitohutohu Ture Mātāmua | Principal Legal Advisor

Ministry for the Environment | Manatū Mō Te Taiao
 | Jaimee.kirby-brown@mfe.govt.nz | mfe.govt.nz

Please note the content of this email may be legally privileged and confidential – please check with the author before
forwarding any of this content outside the Ministry for the Environment.

From: Celia Haden <chaden@doc.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, July 8, 2025 9:44 AM
To: Ella Brownlie <Ella.Brownlie@mfe.govt.nz>
Cc: Jaimee Kirby-Brown <Jaimee.Kirby-Brown@mfe.govt.nz>; Malcolm Lucas
<mlucas@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: TTRL

Kia ora
I see the panel convenor conference for TTRL was scheduled for yesterday – I was
wondering who from MFE attended (assuming it went ahead), and if the role for DOC
was mentioned at all.
Ngā mihi
Celia Haden (she/her)
Principal Advisor Issues and Resolutions
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai

Conservation House Wellington | Whare Kaupapa Atawhai
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Level 3, 18 - 32 Manners St | PO Box 10 420, Wellington 6143
Toitū te Taiao. 
We protect and restore nature.
www.doc.govt.nz
DOC logo horiztonal long.

Caution - This message and accompanying data may contain information that is
confidential or subject to legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you are
notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or data is
prohibited. If you received this email in error, please notify us immediately and erase all
copies of the message and attachments. We apologise for the inconvenience. Thank
you.

Important: This email, including its attachments, may contain information that is
confidential or legally privileged. You must not disclose confidential or legally
privileged information outside the Crown without first gaining approval via the MfE
Legal team. If you have received this email by mistake, please: (a) contact the sender
and remove this email and the reply from your system; (b) do not act on, read, copy,
use or distribute this email. Thank you.
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You don't often get email from chaden@doc.govt.nz. Learn why this is important

From: Celia Haden
To: Christina Smits
Cc: Jenni Fitzgerald; Melita Raravula
Subject: RE: Taranaki VTM Panel convenor conference
Date: Friday, 18 July 2025 9:41:00 am
Attachments: image002.png

image003.jpg

Much appreciated Christina.
Ngā mihi
Celia Haden (she/her)
Principal Advisor Issues and Resolutions
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai
From: Christina Smits 
Sent: Friday, 18 July 2025 9:40 am
To: Celia Haden 
Cc: Jenni Fitzgerald ; Melita Raravula 
Subject: Re: Taranaki VTM Panel convenor conference
Kia ora Celia
Thank you for spotting that. I have corrected the typo and uploaded the new document
to the website. It should go live sometime this morning.
Also please note, that Melita is no longer the Application Lead for this project. Elliott
Dennett is now taking that role.
Ngā mihi
Christina

Christina Smits 
Advisor Regulatory Process

Fast-track is administered by the Environmental Protection Authority. The EPA’s New 
Zealand Business Number is 9429041901977. 

This email message and any attachment(s) are intended for the addressee(s) only. If 
you receive this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the message and 
any attachments. 

From: Celia Haden <chaden@doc.govt.nz>
Sent: Friday, July 18, 2025 9:09 AM
To: Christina Smits <Christina.Smits@epa.govt.nz>
Cc: Jenni Fitzgerald <jefitzgerald@doc.govt.nz>; Melita Raravula <Melita.Raravula@epa.govt.nz>
Subject: Taranaki VTM Panel convenor conference

Kia ora Christina
I hope you are well. I was just reading the Minute issued on 17 July 2025 by the Panel
Convenor regarding the convenor conference held on 7 July for the Taranaki VTM
application. At para [3] it lists the attendees and includes the Department of
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Conservation (DOC) on behalf of the Director-General in the list.
However, for marine consents sought under the Fast-track Approvals Act, there is no
statutory requirement to involve the Director-General, so DOC was (correctly) not
invited to the conference, nor did it attend. So this para just has a typo that should be
corrected by removing reference to DOC.
Hopefully this correction of the typo in that para could be done reasonably quickly to
ensure no misunderstandings arise about the role of DOC at this point in the process.
I am very happy to discuss it with you if further clarification would assist 

Ngā mihi
Celia Haden (she/her)
Principal Advisor Issues and Resolutions
Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai

Conservation House Wellington | Whare Kaupapa Atawhai
Level 3, 18 - 32 Manners St | PO Box 10 420, Wellington 6143
Toitū te Taiao. 
We protect and restore nature.
www.doc.govt.nz
DOC logo horiztonal long.

Caution - This message and accompanying data may contain information that is
confidential or subject to legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you are
notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or data is
prohibited. If you received this email in error, please notify us immediately and erase all
copies of the message and attachments. We apologise for the inconvenience. Thank
you.
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UNCLASSIFIED 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Roles for conservation agencies when marine consents 
are processed under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 
This factsheet provides an overview of the roles for DOC, Conservation Boards, and the NZCA, when marine consents 
that would have been processed under the Exclusive Economic Zone and Continental Shelf (Environmental Effects) Act 
2012 (EEZ Act) are processed under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024.   

Background to the Fast-track Approvals Act and participation  
The Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (the Act) established a cross-government ‘one-stop shop’ where multiple 
statutory approvals can be sought through a single application process. It provides an alternative to current 
processes for resource consents, marine consents, and other approvals including approvals required under 
legislation administered by DOC such as concessions and wildlife approvals. 

The decision to grant or decline substantive fast-track applications is made by expert panel(s) appointed under the 
Act. The fast-track process is administratively run by the EPA who support the panels.   

There is no public notification step and the ability to participate in the process is prescribed by the Act.  You can 
read more about the Fast-track process on the Fast-track website and the Ministry for the Environment website. 

Roles for DOC and conservation agencies for the usual fast-track process  
Where an applicant is seeking an approval required under the RMA or legislation administered by DOC then DOC 
is responsible for providing reports and comments.  These are provided to the Minister for Infrastructure at referral 
stage and to the expert panel at the substantive application stage.  

Conservation Boards and the NZCA have a statutory role to provide comments for these applications at the 
substantive application stage. These roles are set out in the attached flowcharts [Flowcharts of roles of DOC and 
other conservation agencies under Fast-track processes].   

Also note that for all types of approvals under the Act, the Act sets out specified Māori groups that must be invited 
to comment.  The ways in which these groups can be involved is set out on the attached flowcharts prepared by 
MFE [Flowcharts of touchpoints for Māori groups under Fast-track processes]. 

The fast-track process for marine consents 
When an application under the fast-track process only seeks marine consents that would otherwise be required 
under the EEZ Act there are different roles for the conservation agencies. 

The EPA, in addition to supporting the expert panel, is also the administering agency who write a report to the 
panel about the application and are invited to comment.   The Ministry for the Environment is also an administering 
agency so will be invited to comment.  DOC has no role to provide a report. 

The list of who must be invited to comment does not include DOC, Conservation Boards or the NZCA so the ability 
for any of these entities to participate in the process is much more limited than if the application was processed 
under its usual legislation. The only avenue to be involved would be if the panel decided to invite DOC and/or the 
Conservation Board/ NZCA as “any other person the panel considers appropriate”.  

It is also not prescribed in the Act that the Minister of Conservation would be invited to comment based on having 
relevant portfolio as this will be a matter for the expert panel. 
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Flowcharts of touchpoints 
for Māori groups under 
Fast-track processes
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FTAA referral process – role for 
Māori groups
Decision maker – Minister for Infrastructure

FTAA substantive process – role for Māori groups
Decision maker - Panel

Relevant Māori Groups 
(including iwi authorities, 

Treaty settlement and 
other entities)

s11 Before lodging 
an application, the 
applicant must 
consult with…

s17 The Minister 
must invite 
written comments 
from…

s14 MfE conducts completeness checks and provides list of 
Māori groups to the Minister for Infrastructure (s17)

Before referral application lodgement

After referral application lodgement

s18 MfE prepares a 
report for the Minister 
which identifies 
relevant Māori groups, 
Treaty settlements or 
other obligations, and 
summarises comments 
received from Māori 
groups and Ministers

There is no requirement for a panel to hold a 
hearing and no person has a right to be heard by 
a panel (s56)Relevant Māori Groups

To respond within 
20 working days Procedure if hearing is held

After substantive application lodgement

s53 Panel must 
invite comments 
on substantive 
application from…

Relevant Māori 
Groups

To respond within
20 working days 

(s54)

s57 Panel may 
invite to appear 
and be heard, and 
must give 5 
working days 
notice…

Relevant Māori 
Groups

 who provided 
comments
 To advise 

attendance within 3 
working days

s67 Panel may 
also request 
further information 
from…

Relevant Māori 
Groups who 

provided comments
To respond within 
10 working days

 

s70 Before 
granting 
approval, the 
panel must seek 
comment on draft 
conditions from…

Relevant 
Māori 

Groups who 
provided 

comments
Response 

TBD by 
Panel 

Panel decision

s88 Decision 
documents 
must be served 
on…

Minister decision

Relevant 
Māori Groups 
who provided 

comments

Appeals (only on question of law)

s99 Who may 
appeal to High 
Court against 
the decision…

Relevant 
Māori Groups 
who provided 

comments

s18 (3)(b) Minister for 
Māori Crown Relations 
and Minister for Māori 
Development to provide 
comment on draft report

s72 Minister Māori Crown Relations and 
Minister for Māori Development to provide 
comment on draft decision including any draft 
conditions

Relevant 
Māori 

Groups 
notified 
(s28)

Panel Hearing

s21 Minister makes 
referral decision. 
If approved, applicant 
can lodge substantive 
application

s13 Application identifies relevant Māori Groups and 
Treaty settlements, including consultation undertaken

Schedule 3 Panel must include at least one 
member with understanding of Te Ao Māori and 
Māori Development
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Schedule 2 listed projects process– role 
for Māori groups
Decision maker - Panel

s29 Before 
lodging a 
substantive 
application, the 
applicant must 
consult with…

Relevant Māori Groups 
(including iwi authorities, 

Treaty settlement and 
other entities)

After substantive application lodgement

s49 EPA obtains Section 18 report from MfE which 
identifies relevant Māori groups, Treaty settlements or 
other obligations.

s52 Panel convenor provides S18 report to panel 

s53 Panel must 
invite comments* 
on substantive 
application from…

Relevant Māori 
Groups

To respond within
20 working days

s70 If granting 
approval, the 
panel must seek 
comment on 
draft conditions 
from…

Relevant Māori 
Groups who provided 

comment
Response TBD by 

Panel

Panel decision

s88 Decision 
documents must 
be served on…

Relevant Māori 
Groups who provided 

comment

Appeals (only on question of law)

s99 Who may 
appeal to High 
Court against the 
decision…

Relevant Māori 
Groups who provided 

comment

s72 Minister Maori Crown Relations and Minister 
for Maori Development to provide comment on 
draft decision including any draft conditions

Before substantive application lodgement

Procedure if hearing is held

s57 Panel may 
invite to appear 
and be heard and 
must give 5 
working days 
notice…

Relevant Māori 
Groups

 who provided 
comment

 To advise 
attendance within 3 

working days

s67 Panel may 
also request 
further information 
from…

Relevant Māori 
Groups who 

provided comment
To respond within 
10 working days

 

Panel Hearing

There is no requirement for a panel to hold a hearing 
and no person has a right to be heard by a panel 
(s56).

*After comments have been invited by the panel, the listed projects 
process is the same as the substantive application process

Listed projects under Schedule 2 have already been approved for referral by 
Cabinet and do not have to go through the Minister referral process. 

s43 Application identifies relevant Māori Groups and 
Treaty settlements, including consultation undertaken

Schedule 3 Panel must include at least one 
member with understanding of Te Ao Māori and 
Māori Development

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffc

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act



Flowcharts of roles of DOC 
and other conservation 
agencies under Fast-track 
processes

Item 12
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FTA referral process – DOC involvement
Decision maker – Minister for Infrastructure

FTA substantive process – DOC involvement 
Decision maker - Panel

Relevant  administering 
agencies including DOC where 

conservation approvals needed

s11 Before lodging an 
application, the applicant 
must consult with…

s17 The Minister must 
invite written 
comments from…

s14 MfE conducts completeness checks and provides list of 
Māori groups to the Minister for Infrastructure (s17)

Before referral application lodgement

After FTA referral application lodgement

s18 MfE prepares a report for 
the Minister which identifies 
relevant Māori groups, Treaty 
settlements or other 
obligations

Relevant portfolio 
Ministers including 

Minister of Conservation

After substantive application lodgement

s51 Panel convenor 
requests reports 
and other 
information

DOC provides report 
as prescribed by 

Schedules for 
conservation 

approvals

s53 Panel must 
invite comments 
on substantive 
application from…

Relevant 
Ministers and 
administering 

agencies 
including DOC

s67 Panel may also 
request further 
information from…

s70 Before granting 
approval, the panel 
must seek comment 
on draft conditions 
from…

Panel decision

s88 Decision 
documents must 
be served on…

Minister decision Appeals (only on question of law)

s99 Who may 
appeal to High 
Court against the 
decision…

DOC provides report on 
PCL matters

s72 Minister Māori Crown Relations and 
Minister for Māori Development to provide 
comment on draft decision including any 
draft conditions

Relevant 
administering 

agencies notified 
(s28)

Panel role

s21 Minister makes referral decision. 
If approved, applicant can lodge 
substantive application

Panel convenor role

Administering 
agencies 

including DOC

Anyone who 
provided 

comments 
including DOC

Anyone who 
provided 

comments 
including DOC

Anyone who 
provided 

comments 
including DOC

MFE consults relevant 
agencies including DOC

s19 The Minister must obtain 
report from DOC if project 
area includes public 
conservation land (PCL)

s51 Panel convenor provides s18, 19 and 51 
reports to panel

Before substantive application lodgement

s33 Before lodging an application, if land exchange 
proposed then applicant must first apply to DOC

s35 DOC checks completeness then must invite 
written comments from those prescribed in s35(1)

s46 EPA 
conducts 
completeness 
checks

EPA must consult 
administering agencies 

including DOC where 
conservation approvals 

needed

s35 DOC prepares report for applicant to include 
with substantive application 

s47 EPA 
advises Minister 
on any 
competing 
applications

EPA must consult 
administering agencies 

including DOC where 
conservation approvals 

needed
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Role of conservation agencies under substantive application 
process - Decision maker - Panel

s35 If the land 
exchange 
application is 
complete, DOC 
must invite written 
comments from…

NZCA, relevant CB, 
Fish and Game, and 

the Game Animal 
Council

To respond within
20 working days

After substantive application lodgement

s51 Panel convenor requests report from DOC as 
prescribed by Schedules for conservation 
approvals

s53 Panel must 
invite comments* 
on substantive 
application from…

NZCA, relevant CB, 
Fish and Game, and 

the Game Animal 
Council

To respond within
20 working days

s70 If granting 
approval, the 
panel must seek 
comment on 
draft conditions 
from…

NZCA, relevant CB, 
Fish and Game, and 

the Game Animal 
Council

 if they provided 
comment

Response TBD by 
Panel

Panel decision

s88 Decision 
documents must 
be served on…

NZCA, relevant CB, 
Fish and Game, and the 
Game Animal Council

 if they provided 
comment

Appeals (only on question of law)

s99 Who may 
appeal to High 
Court against the 
decision…

NZCA, relevant CB, 
Fish and Game, and 

the Game Animal 
Council

 if they provided 
comment

s72 Minister Maori Crown Relations and Minister 
for Maori Development to provide comment on 
draft decision including any draft conditions

Before substantive application lodgement

Procedure if hearing is held

s57 Panel may 
invite to appear 
and be heard and 
must give 5 
working days 
notice…

NZCA, relevant CB, 
Fish and Game, and 

the Game Animal 
Council

 if they provided 
comment
 To advise 

attendance within 3 
working days

s67 Panel may 
also request 
further 
information from…

NZCA, relevant CB, 
Fish and Game, and 

the Game Animal 
Council

 if they provided 
comment

To respond within 
10 working days

 

Panel Hearing

There is no requirement for a panel to hold a hearing 
and no person has a right to be heard by a panel (s56).

*Where application involves conservation approvals

No statutory role for conservation agencies through the Minister 
referral process. 

s33 Before lodging an application, if land exchange 
proposed then applicant must first apply to DOC

s35 DOC prepares report for applicant to include 
with substantive application 

s46 EPA 
conducts 
completeness 
checks

EPA must consult 
administering agencies 

including DOC where 
conservation approvals 

needed
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From:   
Sent: Wednesday, 23 July 2025 2:27 pm 
To: Anton van Helden <avanhelden@doc.govt.nz>;  

  
Cc: Dave Lundquist <dlundquist@doc.govt.nz>; Shona Bradley 
<sbradley@doc.govt.nz>; Michelle Boyle <mboyle@doc.govt.nz>; Graeme Silver 
<gsilver@doc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Review of reports provided by TTRL for Taranaki VTM project under Fast 
Track 

 

Hi Anton, 

Thank you for the revised timing and questions, we understand what you are asking and 
will submit by the required date of 29 August. 

To clarify the documents we will review, we will focus on the following while answering 
the questions: 

- Taranaki VTM cover letter to the EPA (PDF, 271KB) 

- Taranaki VTM application form (PDF, 1.4MB) 

- Taranaki VTM application (PDF, 8.9MB) 

- Attachment 1 - Proposed marine consent conditions (PDF, 895KB) 

 

A review of the Application indicates that the majority of the information is contained 
within the Application and the Conditions, and we will focus on these, as they are the 
most recent submissions, which we assume incorporate all previous information. 

 

Cheers  

 

From: Anton van Helden <avanhelden@doc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2025 3:10 PM 
To:  

  
Cc: Dave Lundquist <dlundquist@doc.govt.nz>; Shona Bradley 
<sbradley@doc.govt.nz>; Michelle Boyle <mboyle@doc.govt.nz>; Graeme Silver 

Item 13

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)

9(2)(a)
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a. Does the baseline data that they provide accurately represent the 
presence and use of marine mammals in the area over which there 
would be likely impacts from this project?  

b. Are there other sources of information you are aware of that are 
available and should be considered? 

3. What are the potential impacts on marine mammals from activities of this sort 
e.g. the effect of noise on feeding, calving, nursing etc? 

4. From your professional experience can you describe how these potential 
impacts may affect individuals or populations, including migratory species that 
are exposed to them? 

5. From your professional experience can you describe best practice management 
measures that have been used to mitigate from these potential impacts? 

6. Can you review the noise modelling provided in the reports and consider: 

a. Is the approach taken best practice? 

b. Do you agree with the comment at page 203 - 204 AEE that 
notwithstanding the forementioned results, “it is possible for TTS or PTS 
to potentially occur within 500m of the operation”?  

c. Are there factors that may influence the noise of the operation that have 
not been considered? 

d. Are there additional elements that need to be considered to properly 
evaluate the noise outputs from the activity? 

7. Does the marine mammal management plan as described follow best practice? 
In your experience, are there gaps that should be addressed? 

8. Can you review and comment on the conditions proposed for monitoring and 
mitigating underwater noise impacts? 

a. Is their proposed methodology appropriate, robust, and achievable? 

b. Will these achieve their proposed objectives? 

c. Are there available standards or guidelines, including from other 
jurisdictions that could be considered to inform the appropriateness of 
conditions?  

 

Any concerns or questions, please come back to me promptly so that I can provide 
whatever support needed to help.  
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Ngā mihi  

 

Anton  

Caution - This message and accompanying data may contain information that is 
confidential or subject to legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you are 
notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or data is 
prohibited. If you received this email in error, please notify us immediately and erase all 
copies of the message and attachments. We apologise for the inconvenience. Thank 
you. 
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