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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Brief for this assessment

1. New Zealand King Salmon (NZ King Salmon) is applying simultaneously for a Plan
Change and for resource consents associated with the proposed expansion of its
salmon-farming operations in the Marlborough Sounds.

2. Taylor Baines and Associates was engaged to carry out an assessment of the
potential social effects of this application.

3. In terms of scope, the assessment of potential effects on tourism and recreation
activities is being carried out by Tourism Resource Consultants Ltd and the
assessment of potential regional economic effects, including employment effects, is
being carried out by Market Economics Ltd.

Approach and methodology

4. Considering the RMA purpose of enabling people and communities to provide for
their social, economic and cultural well being while avoiding, remedying or mitigating
any adverse effects on the environment, this assessment adopted a conceptual
framework for thinking about social well being, and the factors which might
contribute to people’s experience of social well being. 

5. Notwithstanding the constraints (prior to public notification of the application) on
public release of detailed information about the specific sites, the assessment
adopted a participatory approach by interviewing more than 30 key informants
having knowledge of various aspects of the Marlborough Sounds, including 13
residents with detailed knowledge of the Outer Sounds and existing NZ King Salmon
farming operations.  Once information on specific sites had been released, a further
14 property owners, comprising those with private property closest to the proposed
sites, were interviewed.

6. Information gathering for this assessment involved a mix of methods, including

- briefings with NZ King Salmon;
- visits to all existing NZ King Salmon farms and to proposed salmon farm sites;
- review of existing documentation and research;
- mapped information on the locations of various activities throughout the
Marlborough Sounds, including pastoral farming, forestry, walking routes, areas of
settlement, existing marine farms; 
- review of MDC policy and planning documents;
- review of demographic statistics for the Marlborough Sounds (1986-2006) and
school roll data for all schools in the area (2001-2010); and
- discussions with other experts assessing the effects of this proposal and reference
to their written reports.



        Taylor Baines

ii

The NZ King Salmon proposal being assessed

7. NZ King Salmon wishes to expand its salmon-farming operations in order to be able
to supply anticipated market demand.  NZ King Salmon wishes to achieve this via
the combination of a Plan Change and associated, site-specific resource consent
applications.  Currently producing approximately 8,900mt of Chinook salmon, NZ
King Salmon has the hatchery capacity to produce 21,000mt per annum.  NZ King
Salmon wishes to achieve this expansion in its sea-farm production capacity within
3-5 years, if granted consents.

8. Having worked though a comprehensive site selection process, NZ King Salmon has
identified nine sites in its application, each sufficient to accommodate a single
salmon farm, and restricted in terms of species to Chinook salmon.  NZ King Salmon
states that it has no intention to alter provisions of the CMZ1 elsewhere in the zone.

9. If granted consents for additional salmon farms, NZ King Salmon has stated publicly
its intention to establish a primary fish-processing factory in Picton, expected to
provide full-time employment for between 20 and 40 people, depending on the level
of automation.

The existing social environment of the Marlborough Sounds

10. For the purposes of putting the NZ King Salmon proposal and the assessment of its
potential social effects into context, Taylor Baines and Associates has prepared a
description of the existing socio-economic environment of the Marlborough Sounds
area describing recent trends in economic diversification, changes in land uses such
as pastoral farming, forestry and land conservation, and changes in activities in the
marine environment such as commercial fishing, marine farming and other maritime
activities.  Details are provided in Section 4 of this report.

11. The social profile examines recent trends and patterns in resident population, public
perceptions of the Marlborough Sounds, as well as reported expectations for future
development in the Sounds.

12. The social aspects of areas close to each of the existing NZ King Salmon farming
operations is also described in some detail.

Strategic assessment of social effects from the Proposed Plan Change and Resource
Consents

13. A strategic level assessment of social effects addresses the central question: is
there scope for further salmon farm development in the Marlborough Sounds of the
scale envisaged by this proposal, considering the potential cumulative social effects
across the Marlborough Sounds and the competing social interests.

14. This assessment has found that further opportunities for development of any kind in
the Marlborough Sounds are constrained by competing interests and values, a
situation which has existed for some time and applies regardless of which sector is
seeking to expand, whether it be marine farming, forestry, tourism infrastructure or
the spread of general residential development.
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15. The general sentiment encountered during interviews for this assessment can be
stated as follows: if there are opportunities for further development of salmon
farming operations in the Marlborough Sounds, they are conditional on -

(a) rigorous assurance of the long-term environmental sustainability of additional
salmon farming development with no significant cumulative off-site effects on the
ecology that would compromise the values of others’ interests in the Sounds;

(b) providing some certainty that this application does not create a precedent for
many more similar development proposals; 

(c) the additional salmon farm development providing benefits to the communities of
Marlborough and the Sounds, not just using the natural resources of these
communities and taking all the social and economic benefits elsewhere;

(d) locating additional salmon farms in places which avoid direct, day-to-day conflicts
with other users;

(e) a commitment that NZ King Salmon will behave as a responsible neighbour in
those  Sounds communities where it establishes salmon farms;

(f) a preference that NZ King Salmon will have exhausted any suitable opportunities
to convert existing marine farming space from mussel farming to salmon farming.

16. NZ King Salmon has addressed these issues in its AEE documentation and s32
Report.

17. Interviews with the nearest neighbours of existing NZ King Salmon farms in the
Marlborough Sounds reported experience of various matters relevant to those
elements of social wellbeing associated with the quality of neighbourhood and living
space and influences on personal and public safety.  Most are matters which require
attention to farm design, farm technology selection, management of salmon farm
activities and staff behaviours.  

18. However, this range of potential off-site effects cannot be avoided completely. 
Therefore, site selection and consideration of adequate separation distances,
particularly between salmon farms and neighbouring dwellings, become critical
factors to be assessed in relation to social effects.

Increase in occupied water space

19. The NZ King Salmon Plan Change and resource Consent proposal is for an
additional 11.2 hectares of surface water structures occupying water space,
including salmon farm cages and buildings.  Compared with the surface area
currently occupied by marine farms of some 3000 hectares, this represents a total
increase of 0.37%.  In terms of total public water space in the Marlborough Sounds
coastal area, the Plan Change proposal will account for a negligible percentage.

20. The NZ King Salmon Plan Change proposal is for an additional 9 sites, including two
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sites that are immediately adjacent to each other.  Compared with 522 in 2008, this
represents a total increase of 1.5%.

Extent of residential amenity effects

21. Data presented in this report indicate that, while salmon production associated with
the Plan Change and Resource Consent proposal is expected to increase by more
than 100% at full development, in a worst-case scenario the number of dwellings that
will be at risk of experiencing some reduction in residential amenity as a result of the
geographic expansion of these operations will be three.

22. With the exception of the Ngamahau and Kaitapeha sites, separation distances to
residential dwellings from the sites proposed under the NZ King Salmon Plan
Change and Resource Consents are considerably greater than those which exist in
the case of Te Pangu, Waihinau Bay and Otanerau.  Therefore the potential for the
proposed salmon farm operations to affect nearby residential amenity values
adversely will generally be less and in many cases significantly less than any actual
effects already experienced by the neighbours of existing salmon farm operations.

Increase in long-term employment for Marlborough residents

23. NZ King Salmon employees resident in Marlborough currently number 76.  When
annual salmon farm production exceeds 15,000mt, NZ King Salmon will invest in
Picton-based processing capacity, either directly or through another provider.  At full
production, this is estimated to require 20-40 permanent full-time employees,
depending on the extent of automation.  If it is assumed that a similar proportion of
the additional salmon farm staff will also live or come to live in Marlborough, NZ King
Salmon’s total Marlborough-resident workforce will increase by between 58 and 90,
with a mean estimate of 74.  This would represent a 97% cumulative increase in jobs
for Marlborough residents employed by NZ King Salmon in the long term.

Effects on opportunities for leisure and recreation in the Marlborough Sounds

24. The Recreation Report concludes that, given the wide range of recreation and
tourism opportunities and choice of locations in the Marlborough Sounds, the
cumulative impact from nine additional farms on tourism and recreation will be less
than minor.  Furthermore, it concludes  that there is potential to expand the aqua-
tourism industry and that NZ King Salmon has a key role to play in assisting with the
development of salmon farm tourism.

Effects on navigational and maritime safety

25. The Navigation Report concludes that the proposed salmon farm sites do not create
significant navigational safety issues for boaties and do not interfere with ferry
services.  The Navigation Report also concludes that the introduction of salmon
farms into otherwise relatively isolated and unpopulated areas will mean that there
will be other navigators and boats in these known areas with a known complement of
staff to assist in a maritime emergency.  The Report notes that each salmon farm will
have first aid qualified staff on board, and some staff there will be competent
seafarers.
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Effects on commercial fishing

26. The Economics Report concludes that the advent of the nine additional salmon
farms proposed by this Plan Change and Resource Consents will not have
significant adverse effects on a range of other commercial fishing activities which
operators carry out in a variety of locations, some of which are in the Marlborough
Sounds, including trawling, long-lining and pot fishing, paua diving and scallop
dredging.

Corporate involvement in the Marlborough Sounds community

27. NZ King Salmon has built up a track record of involvement in the communities of the
Marlborough Sounds where it operates which demonstrates a commitment to
environmental sustainability and to the communities.  This indicates a level of intent
and commitment to the values and outcomes endorsed by the recipient
organisations.

Other potential social benefits

28. Other potential social benefits, experienced already in varying degrees by
neighbours of existing NZ King Salmon farms, derive from the fact that each salmon
farm has a complement of staff resident at all times, and is visited Monday-Friday,
once or twice each day, by a NZ King Salmon boat and regularly by a contracted
barge delivering supplies.  Additional geographic locations for some of the proposed
salmon farms will extend the opportunities for other Sounds neighbourhoods to
experience these benefits, which include beach clean-ups by staff and reduced costs
for barge services due to back-loading opportunities.

Conclusion of strategic assessment of effects on the social wellbeing in Marlborough

29. As a result of limiting the scale of the Proposed Plan Change and Resource
Consents (i.e. the number of proposed new sites), and by selecting sites which
minimise the risks of direct adverse social effects, this assessment concludes that
the proposed expansion of salmon farming operations can be carried out in a
manner which is consistent with the purpose of the RMA and enables the
Marlborough communities to provide for their social wellbeing, considering the
potential cumulative social effects across the Marlborough Sounds and the
competing social interests. 

Assessment of site-specific social effects

30. Assessment of site-specific social wellbeing effects focussed on the amenity values
of Sounds residents and property owners.  Effects associated with other elements of
social wellbeing such as tourism and recreation effects and navigational safety
effects in the vicinity of specific sites have been addressed in the reports of other
experts.



        Taylor Baines

vi

31. A summary of the assessments of the potential for site-specific off-site effects to
impact on the residential amenity of nearest neighbours is provided in the following
table -

Site Distance
to nearest
dwelling

Visual
effects

Noise
effects

Odour
effects

Wildlife nuisance
effects

Shoreline solid
waste effects

Kaitira 4.6km negligible negligible nil negligible nil

Waitata/White
Horse Rock

3.2km negligible negligible nil negligible nil

Tapipi 3.6km negligible negligible nil negligible nil

Richmond 3.7km negligible negligible nil negligible nil

Papatua 3.9km negligible negligible nil nil nil

Kaitapeha 720m potential for 
intrusive

visual
effect - 1
dwelling;

depends on
micro-siting

potential for 
intrusive

noise
effect - 1
dwelling;

depends on
micro-siting

unlikely unlikely unlikely

Ruaomoko 1.2km negligible negligible nil unlikely unlikely

Ngamahau 410m potential for 
intrusive

visual
effect - 3
dwellings

potential for 
intrusive

noise
effect - 2
dwelling

potential for
intrusive

odour
effect - 1
dwelling

uncertain unlikely

Recommended approach to social impact management 

32. The mitigation recommended in the Social Assessment Report takes it cues from the
following considerations - 

- community expectations that NZ King Salmon operate to high environmental
performance standards and provide assurance that sustainable resource use
is being achieved;

- expressed wishes of some Sounds residents interviewed that NZ King
Salmon become a part of the communities in which they operate and treat
them with respect, and acknowledgement that this has occurred in some
situations; 

- NZ King Salmon’s past record of demonstrating a willingness to make
improvements in farm design, operation and management in response to off-
site effects reported by neighbours;

- NZ King Salmon’s avowed intentions regarding corporate social
responsibility;
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- the evolving company culture of establishing positive relationships between
farm managers (and Company Management) and neighbours in the Sounds;
and

- acknowledging that uncertainties in the assessment of some social effects
require the capacity for pro-active and adaptive measures so that off-site
effects with the potential to be significant can be managed appropriately and
in a timely manner.

33. The combination of mitigation measures recommended is expressed in terms of a
Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP), a draft of which is provided as Appendix 7
of this report.  This Draft SIMP provides a  summary of the potential social and
economic impacts (benefits and adverse impacts) to be addressed through the
SIMP, outlines specific social impact management plans with consent holder
responsibility, outlines the on-going Community Engagement Strategy for the New
Water Space Project, and presents a framework for proposed monitoring, reporting
and review.

Conclusions

34. This assessment concludes that there is scope for further salmon farm development
in the Marlborough Sounds, considering the potential cumulative social effects
across the Marlborough Sounds, the competing social interests, and the balance of
social effects around each proposed site.

35. By and large, NZ King Salmon’s site selection process has resulted in proposed sites
where off-site effects on residential amenity will be either negligible or less than
effects currently experienced by immediate neighbours of NZ King Salmon farms. 
For the nine new salmon farm sites proposed, none involve dwellings being closer
than they are to existing salmon farms operated by NZ King Salmon.  However, by
definition - since they are part of a Plan Change application - they are all in areas
where people had no expectation that such activities would occur, and this
influenced their own past investment decisions.

36. In particular, two of the proposed sites - Kaitapeha and Ngamahau - each result in
separation distances to dwellings where off-site effects are likely to be experienced
as significantly adverse and, from a social perspective, the balance of local social
effects is assessed as negative, without additional mitigation.   In the case of the
Kaitapeha site, this balance of local social effects would be assessed as positive if
NZ King Salmon can provide assurance that the micro-siting of the proposed
Kaitapeha salmon farm avoids any visual exposure of surface features of the salmon
farm to the residential property in Kaitapeha Bay.  In the case of the Ngamahau site,
it is difficult to envisage how any degree of micro-siting effort could alter the negative
finding.

37. Even with sites which have been assessed from a social perspective as being
positive, NZ King Salmon has committed to a Social Impact Management Plan.  In
doing so, it is prudent and socially responsible to adopt an approach that is both
anticipatory and responsive.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Strategic and Site-specific Social Assessment

New Zealand NZ King Salmon (NZ King Salmon) is applying simultaneously for a Plan
Change and for resource consents associated with the proposed expansion of its salmon-
farming operations in the Marlborough Sounds.

The distributed nature and the geographical spread of its proposal means that assessment
is required first at a strategic level (or Plan level), and then at a site-specific level.

1.2 Brief for this Social Assessment

Taylor Baines and Associates was engaged in May 2011 to carry out an assessment of the
potential social effects of the proposal for a Plan Change involving the creation of 8 farm
sites in various locations throughout the Outer Sounds, followed by assessment of the
potential social effects for each proposed site.  The brief required an assessment of the
cumulative social effects of these proposals across the Marlborough Sounds as a whole as
well as the cumulative effects in the vicinity of each proposed site.

The assessment of potential effects on tourism and recreation activities is being carried out
by Tourism Resource Consultants Ltd (Mr David Bamford), and the assessment of potential
regional economic effects, including employment effects, is being carried out by Market
Economics Ltd (Dr Douglas Fairgray).

Iwi consultation has been the responsibility of NZ King Salmon and has therefore not been
part of the brief for this social assessment.

1.3 Structure of this Social Assessment Report

This report is organised into seven further sections.  Section 2 describes the approach and
methodology for the social assessment, including an explanation of the conceptual
framework adopted.  Section 3 describes those aspects of NZ King Salmon’s existing
operations and proposals that are most salient to an understanding of potential social
effects.  Section 4 draws together information from a range of sources to describe the
existing social environment for the communities of the Marlborough Sounds, with further
detail provided on areas close to existing salmon farms.  Section 5 sets out the findings on
the strategic assessment of social effects, while Section 6 sets out the findings of the site-
specific assessments of social effects.  Section 7 discusses measures to mitigate
potentially adverse social effects as well as enhance positive social effects.  Section 8
draws overall conclusions from this social assessment.
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See Appendix 1 for details
1

Refer also to the Noise Report.
2

Refer also to the Landscape Report.
3
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2 SOCIAL ASSESSMENT APPROACH & METHODOLOGY

2.1 Statutory framework for this Social Assessment1

The RMA

The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) sets out a statutory framework which aims to
direct the assessment of whether the proposal (in this case, expanded salmon farming
activities at nine proposed sites) would “promote the sustainable management of resources
in a way or at a rate that enables people and communities to provide for their social,
economic and cultural well being” as provided for in section 5 of the Act.  The requirement in
the Act is to consider the potential effects on people and communities.  Of relevance to a
consideration of social effects, Section 6 refers to public access to the coastal marine area,
while section 7 refers to amenity values and the quality of the environment. 

The NZCPS

The NZ Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) also refers to enabling people and communities
to provide for their social well being.  With reference to activities which an applicant may
wish to promote in the coastal environment, the NZCPS refers to visual effects and potential
contributions to social well being, and recognises the significant existing and potential
contribution of aquaculture to the social well being of people and communities, when located
in appropriate places in the coastal environment.

2.2 Conceptual framework for assessment

Elements contributing to social well being

Carrying out a social assessment within this statutory framework requires attention to a
conceptual framework for thinking about social well being, and the factors which might
contribute to people’s experience of social well being.  This conceptual framework is set out
briefly and referenced in Appendix 2. 

Elements likely to be of most relevance to this comparative SIA include consideration of -

- the quality of neighbourhood and living space: in this case influenced by consideration of
residential amenity (e.g. ambient noise levels , visual amenity and landscape , physical2 3

access to residential properties), residents’ expectations of residential amenity in relation to
adjacent coastal areas, and the potential influence on further residential development in
future;
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Refer also to the Navigation Report.
4

Refer also to the Pelagic Fish Report.
5

Refer also to the Economics Report.
6

Refer also to the Recreation Report.
7

Refer also to the Navigation Report.
8

Refer also to the Recreation Report.
9
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- influences on personal and public safety: in this case influenced by consideration of
navigational risks to small-boat traffic , the potential for fish cages and fish feeding to attract4

sharks  to an area used for recreational swimming, and the potential risk to public safety5

from the use of firearms to deter seagulls on the salmon farm structure;

- opportunities for employment and income: in this case influenced by consideration of job
creation potential in salmon farming operations and land-based processing operations , and6

the potential for salmon farm activities to effect other business activities such as commercial
recreation and accommodation businesses , or the potential risk of disruption to the7

passage of commercial vessels through the area ;8

- opportunities for leisure and recreation: in this case influenced by consideration of the
location of salmon farm structures in relation to existing leisure and recreational activities ;9

- access to goods and services: in this case influenced by consideration of whether or not
the presence of salmon farming activities provides or changes access to any form of
services, such as transport services, telecommunications services, emergency services,
beach clean-up services, which would not otherwise be as accessible in these locations;

- the quality of the physical environment: in this case influenced by consideration of the
noise and visual effects from salmon farming operations which may be experienced by other
users of the Sounds (as distinct from local residents);

- influences on participation in community: in this case influenced by consideration of the
extent to which NZ King Salmon and its staff engage with residents and property owners in
the localities where the salmon farms operate.

Cumulative effects

In this case, cumulative effects should be assessed at two levels: (i) the cumulative effects
for the Marlborough Sounds and the Marlborough region of allowing the Proposed Plan
Change and Resource Consents, and (ii) the cumulative effects experienced in the vicinity
of each individual proposed new salmon farm, particularly by local residents and regular
users of the locality.
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‘Primary’ information is information gathered by the researchers themselves directly for the purpose of
10

assessing this proposal.

‘Secondary’ information comes from sources gathered by others, either in relation to this proposal, or in
11

relation to similar proposals elsewhere, or for other purposes altogether, but with relevance to this
proposal.

Locations in Outer Pelorus Sound were visited on Wednesday 11 May and locations in Port Gore, Queen
12

Charlotte Sound and Tory Channel were visited on Thursday 12 May 2011.

Refer to Appendix 3 for details.
13

Refer to Appendix 3 for details.
14
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2.3 Approach and methods of assessment

As described in the preceding section 2.2, this Social Assessment has adopted a conceptual
framework that is relevant to the statutory context, with a focus on interpreting social well
being and considering the various elements which contribute to people’s experience of
social well being.

In applying this framework, an issues-focussed approach was adopted, in which
assessment focussed particularly on those actual and potential social effects which are
considered most relevant from the perspective of the stakeholders involved, rather than
being encyclopaedic and merely descriptive in nature.

Social Assessment typically draws on a variety of information sources, including the detailed
knowledge of people living in the potentially affected communities, as well as the applicant’s
knowledge about its operations.  Such primary  information is supplemented with other10

secondary sources .  An important source of secondary information for a social assessment11

is the assessments made by other experts investigating this proposal.  In this regard, social
assessment complements other technical assessments, interpreting them in the social
context and in the framework of social analysis described in section 2.2.  Of particular
interest in this proposal are the assessments of experts in the fields of navigation safety,
pelagic fish, economics, recreation, landscape and visual effects and noise effects.  In some
cases, as a result of considering social issues or potential social consequences, additional
mitigation is recommended to that already recommended by these other experts.

This Social Assessment has adopted a multi-method approach to gathering information,
incorporating -

- briefings with NZ NZ King Salmon;
- visits to all existing NZ King Salmon salmon farms and to proposed salmon farm
sites ;12

- review of existing documentation and research ;13

- mapped information on the locations of various activities throughout the
Marlborough Sounds, including pastoral farming, forestry, walking routes, areas of
settlement, existing marine farms; 
- review of MDC policy and planning documents14

- review of demographic statistics for the Marlborough Sounds (1986-2006);
- interviews with a range of key informants with knowledge of activities in the
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Refer to Appendix 4 for details.
15

Refer to Appendix 4 for details.
16
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Marlborough Sounds ;15

- interviews with residents in the vicinity of existing salmon farms ;16

- discussions with other experts assessing the effects of this proposal and reference
to their written reports.
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AEE, Appendix 2 - New Zealand NZ King Salmon Reports.
17

Due to relatively warm water temperatures, the salmon farm at Otanerau Bay operates only nine months
18

of the year.  During January-March, the Otanerau Bay salmon farm is not farmed.

The Waihinau Bay farm was first moved to Forsyth Bay in 1997, returned to Waihinau Bay in 2001,
19

transferred again to Forsyth Bay in 2009 and most recently returned to Waihinau Bay in November 2011. 
The intention in future is to rotate locations every two years.

Purchased from Pacifica Salmon in 2011.
20
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3 THE NZ NZ King Salmon PROPOSAL

This section of the report summarises the NZ King Salmon proposal in the context of the
company’s existing operations.  While NZ King Salmon provide more extensive detail in
Appendix 2 to the AEE , information most salient to an understanding of the existing17

operational environment and an understanding of operational aspects that may give rise to
off-site social effects is summarised below.

3.1 NZ King Salmon’ existing operations

NZ King Salmon currently operates three hatcheries, seven marine farms (on eight sites)
and four processing plants.  Some of its operating facilities have recently been acquired
from a previous operator, and several prospective farming sites are under appeal and
therefore not yet operational.

Existing salmon farm sites

NZ King Salmon operates seven salmon farms on eight sites, the first established in 1985
and the latest in 2007, with two more existing farms purchased in 2011 from Pacifica
Salmon -

- Ruakaka (Queen Charlotte Sound) - established 1985,
- Waihinau Bay (Outer Pelorus) - established 1989;
- Otanerau  (East Bay, Outer Queen Charlotte) - established 1990;18

- Te Pangu (Tory Channel) - established 1992;
- Forsyth Bay - established 1994 (alternates  with Waihinau Bay);19

- Clay Point (Tory Channel) - established 2007,
- Crail Bay - two existing farms purchased in 2011.

The farms which have been under NZ King Salmon management for some time currently
produce between 1,000mt and 2,500mt of fish per annum, while the recently acquired Crail
Bay farms produce approximately 500mt per year.

Existing hatcheries

NZ King Salmon operates three hatcheries elsewhere in New Zealand - Takaka (Golden
Bay) Tentburn (Rakaia, Canterbury) and Waiau  (North Canterbury).  Smolt are transferred20

to seawater farms, with deliveries to cooler sites in Tory Channel occurring during spring
(October-December) and to warmer sites in autumn (April-June).  Transfers are effected by
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One supervisor and 3 shift workers.
21

Seven-day shifts mean that not all shift workers come from Marlborough, although the majority do.
22

The first NZ King Salmon salmon farm at Ruakaka was designed with a single-storey barge, housing staff
23

accommodation facilities as well as covered working space and storage space.  All subsequent NZ King
Salmon salmon farms have been designed with two-storey barges, providing staff quarters above and
working and storage space below.

Toilet, shower, laundry, BBQ on an outdoor verandah.
24

As the largest employer of industry divers in New Zealand, NZ NZ King Salmon supports training for divers
25

to ADAS part III level (the highest international standard) and has approximately 30 qualified aquaculture
divers.  Appendix 2, para.48.
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truck-and-trailer units loaded onto a barge and delivered to the farms, with seawater being
introduced during the barge journey.

Existing processing facilities

NZ King Salmon has four processing factories, all located in Tahunanui, Nelson, and
employing 247 staff.  At the present time, all harvested salmon are processed in these
Nelson factories, requiring up to two hours for cartage of the fish once landed at Picton or
Havelock.

Offices and other facilities

NZ King Salmon’s head office, housing approximately 60 staff, is also located at Tahunanui,
while the head office for the company’s aquaculture division is in Picton.   This is the base
for engineering research and development, harvesting, livestock transport and net making.

Marketing offices are located in Auckland, Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, San Francisco and
Tokyo.

Existing salmon farm operations

Each farm has a base number of 4 people  on each shift, living and working 7days on and21

7 off . Additionally a farm manager works a 5-day week on each site.  Thus each farm22

provides full-time work for 9 people.  Shift workers are predominantly male across a wide
range of ages.  However, several women have been employed on shift.   The level of skills
required is reflected in the significant proportion of tertiary graduates (20%) in the
Marlborough-based aquaculture team.  

Each farm has its own accommodation on a barge  alongside the cages.  Staff  have23

individual bedrooms, a common lounge with television, a common kitchen and other shared
facilities .  On average, shift workers stay about three and a half years with NZ King24

Salmon.  Much of the work on the salmon farms is manual in nature.  All staff members
must be competent (underwater) divers ; all are trained in First Aid and in the use of oil-spill25

equipment held at each farm.

Salmon farm work includes lifting nets, cleaning and maintenance work and fish husbandry,
involving feeding, grading and assessment of fish condition.  In most of the existing salmon
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Approximately two to three months of the year, depending on size of farm.
26

Referred to as a Dumb Barge, this barge provides open working space for the harvesting crew alongside
27

the cages.
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farms, fish feeding involves the movement of trolleys to deliver feed to various cages around
the farm site.  Until recently, these trolleys had to be pushed manually around the site.  More
recently, motorised trolleys have been introduced, as has a new pneumatic feed distribution
system on the Clay Point and Te Pangu farms.  However, fish feeding remains confined to
the hours of daylight.  

The most noticeable noise sources are associated with the generator and with petrol-driven
winches and water blasters.  The diesel generator may operate 24 hours a day.  Typically,
the other  noise-generating activities are limited to between 9am-5pm, except when
harvesting occurs, when daily operations begin at 7am. 

All potable water and fuel supplies are delivered to the salmon farms by barge, and sewage
is taken away for treatment on land.  Greywater is discharged into the sea.

Harvesting from the salmon farms is a year-round activity for one harvesting crew of 14,
working Sunday to Thursday.  Harvesting from a single salmon farm typically lasts two to
three months, five days a week, beginning at 7am and generally completed for the day by
3pm.  Nine to ten thousand salmon are harvested each day and packed in ice in large
containers for transfer to port by barge, and thence to Nelson by truck for processing.  In
line with the 5-day working week for the harvesting activity, the harvesting crew are all
residents of Marlborough.  Amongst the current crew, the most long-standing crew member
has been harvesting for 13 years, while the most recent recruit joined six months ago.  All
crew members are trained to undertake all the various roles in the harvesting process to
allow for job rotation.

Vessel activity varies seasonally.  A small commuter vessel visits each farm twice a day
(Monday to Friday) to deliver and collect the farm manager, while a barge transports food to
each farm at least twice a week, and general freight as required, and also attends when
there is work to be done changing predator nets.   During harvest , the harvest barge and26

harvest crew vessel make daily visits Sunday to Thursday, while an additional barge27

remains alongside the farm for the duration of the harvest.

Some farms require the use of tugs and barges to move fish cages once or twice a year. 
Over the past two years, fish cages or whole farms have been moved on 6 occasions in
Outer Queen Charlotte Sound, as follows -

- April 2009: re-locating fish cages from Te Pangu to Otanerau;
- April 2010: re-locating fish cages from Otanerau to Te Pangu;
- June 2010: re-locating the Ruakaka farm to Otanerau;
- September 2010: re-locating the Ruakaka farm back to Ruakaka;
- April 2011: re-locating fish cages from Te Pangu to Ruakaka and then to Otanerau.

With towing speed in the range 1-1.5knots, such transfers require planning and coordination
with the harbour master to avoid disrupting the passage of other large vessels using the
Sounds.
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For example, for transferring harvest crews to and from the farms.
28

AEE, Appendix 2, Section 2.2.
29

During stakeholder consultation on future development of the Marlborough Sounds, participants in
30

Workshop 3 referred to the Inner Sounds “up to Dieffenbach” (p.16) and the boundary “defining the inner
and outer Sounds .... from Kaitapeha Bay at the bottom of Arapawa Island to Scott Point”.. Corydon
Consultants, 2009.
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All farms are serviced by barges out of Picton or Havelock.  While about 90% of the barge
work is contracted to one company based in Picton, several other barging companies in
Picton and Havelock are contracted from time to time for servicing the salmon farms or
towing cages.  While NZ King Salmon owns several small vessels, the services of various
vessel supply companies including water taxi companies are also contracted from time to
time .28

Road transport services for transferring smolt and moving fish feed and freshly-harvested
fish are contracted to TNL, based in Nelson but with a depot in Blenheim.  Other services
such as electrician and mechanic’s services for salmon farm equipment are carried out in-
house by NZ King Salmon or contracted out to companies in Blenheim.

3.2 Proposed Plan Change and Resource Consents for increased water space

NZ King Salmon wishes to expand its salmon-farming operations in order to be able to
supply anticipated market demand.  Currently producing approximately 8,900mt of Chinook
salmon, NZ King Salmon wishes to expand its sea-farm production capacity to be able to
produce 15,000mt by around 2015 and 21,000mt by 2020, if granted consents.  NZ King
Salmon estimates future maximum salmon production from combined existing and proposed
farms at 30,000mt .29

NZ King Salmon has worked through a comprehensive site selection process, described in
Section 6 of the NZ King Salmon Report.   Nine sites are proposed, each sufficient to
accommodate a single salmon farm, and restricted in terms of species to Chinook salmon. 
There is no intention to alter provisions of the CMZ1 elsewhere in the zone.  Seven of the 9
sites proposed are in the Outer Sounds while the remaining two are near the generally
accepted boundary  between Inner and Outer Sounds and are not far from an existing NZ30

King Salmon farm.

3.3 Proposed salmon farm sites and operations

Plan Change proposal:

In its Plan Change, NZ King Salmon proposes to establish and operate nine additional
salmon farms in the Sounds. Five are located in Waitata Reach in Pelorus Sound, one in
Port Gore, two in Queen Charlotte Sound at the entrance to Tory Channel, and one within
the Tory Channel.  The locations of the 9 proposed salmon farms are shown in Figure A1 of
Graphic Attachment One prepared by Boffa Miskell Limited as part of the Landscape
Report. 
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With the exception of Papatua (91 hectares divided into four rectangular blocks) and Ruaomoko (600m by
31

235m).  For further details, refer to the Landscape Report, section 1.3.

Two 4-person shifts and a farm manager.
32
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The NZ King Salmon proposal identifies farm sites, which are generally  600m by 275m in31

area.  Within each farm site, the proposal further identifies an area within which the farm
cages must be located, referred to as the ‘cage area’.  The proposal specifies permanent
structures as follows -

• Sea-cages – these may be plastic or steel and either circular or square in shape;
• Steel or plastic floatation structures – these support the suspended grower nets
(forming the salmon farm cages), predator nets (see below) and walkways (around,
and sometimes over, the cages);
• Netting– these include the grower nets in the cages, bird netting over the top of the
cages and predator exclusion nets and barriers around the perimeter and below the
farm;
• Buildings – a maximum of one building per site, with the following exceptions: the
proposed Papatua site will have no building; the proposed Kaitapeha and Ruaomoko
sites will share one building between them, as will the proposed Waitata and White
Horse Rock sites. The buildings will be on a barge and will be no greater than 7.5m
in height including roof pitch. The footprint will be no greater than 280m2.
• Lighting – navigational lighting, accommodation lighting and underwater lighting.

Other structures may include:

• Temporary service barges and other transient vessels and structures, such as
floating platforms, that may be required from time to time; and
• Moorings and Anchors – includes the underwater mooring lines and anchoring
systems on the sea-floor. These extend well beyond the extent of the surface
facilities, but will be contained within the defined site area.

Resource consent proposals:

The resource consent proposals provide further details which differentiate some of the sites,
as follows -

• regarding the style of cages proposed at each site: proposals will be for 8, 40m x
40m steel cages at 6 of the sites (Waitata, White Horse Rock, Kaitira, Tapipi,
Richmond, Kaitapeha and Ngamahau), 4, 40m x 40m steel cages at the Ruaomoko
site, and the 40m diameter plastic circle arrangements at Papatua;
• as noted above, regarding whether a barge/building is included or not: proposals
will be for one building jointly for the Kaitapeha and Ruaomoko sites, and for the
Waitata and White Horse Rock sites, and for no building at the Papatua site at all; 
• regarding where the barge/building is to be located: the locations of the
barges/buildings are shown on the site plans as part of the application.

Each proposed salmon farm will require an additional 9 staff .32
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“When total volume exceeds 15,000 tonnes (and dependent on the product mix) NZ NZ King Salmon will
33

transfer some primary processing to Marlborough, either by contract processing or through a company-
owned facility.”  AEE, section 2.2., p.7, paragraph 2.
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If granted consents for these additional salmon farms, when total annual production
exceeds 15,000mt, NZ King Salmon intends to establish primary fish-processing capacity in
Picton , expected to provide full-time employment for between 20 and 40 people,33

depending on the level of automation.

NZ King Salmon does not expect to increase the numbers of its harvesting crew.  The
introduction of new technology and improvements in labour productivity are expected to
enable a doubling of harvest throughput with the existing crew capacity.  As a result,
harvesting activities will still generally only ever be occurring at one farm site at a time.
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Taylor Baines, 2001, p.3
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Taylor Baines, 2001, p.8
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4 EXISTING SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT

4.1 Increasing economic diversification in the Marlborough Sounds

People living and working in the Marlborough Sounds at the present time are engaged in a
much broader range of activities than was the case several decades ago.  For most of the
twentieth century, the Marlborough Sounds was synonymous with pastoral farming and
summer recreation on land, and a mix of commercial and recreational fishing on the water. 
As late as the 1950s and 1960s, much of the land supported significant numbers of sheep
and cattle.  In most of the Marlborough Sounds, this pastoral farming has receded in the
face of diminishing export opportunities, falling returns and rising costs .34

Diversification of the Marlborough Sounds economy since the mid-1970s has embraced
commercial tourism, forestry and marine farming, predominantly farming of green-lipped
mussels.  These developments have been associated with substantial investments in new
infrastructure by Port Marlborough, including the wharf and storage facilities at Shakespeare
Bay which cater for log exports, the extended harbour basin and wider channel at Havelock,
and extensive marina developments at Havelock, Picton and Waikawa .  Considerable35

investment has also occurred in waterfront and town centre re-development in both
Havelock and Picton.  Thus, the mix of activities in the more diverse economy of the Sounds
has been facilitated by corresponding investment in the principal port townships.

For a discussion of recent developments in land-based and water-based recreational and
tourism activity, refer to the Recreation Report prepared by Tourism Resource Consultants.

4.2 Changes in land use 

Pastoral farming

As reported by Taylor Baines in 2001, by the mid-1990s, the land around Admiralty Bay was
amongst the last remnants of financially viable pastoral farming in the Sounds.  Shearer
(1997) noted that 80% of the mainland catchment area draining into Admiralty Bay was still
in pastoral production, carrying in excess of 13,000 sheep and 500 cattle on several viable
units.  In contrast, less than 20% of the catchment draining eastwards into Port Ligar,
Waihinau Bay and Waitata Bay remained in pastoral production, having once supported
10,000 sheep.  In these cases, farm viability had since been supplemented with  income
from associated marine farm investments nearby.  Similarly, stock numbers around Forsyth
Bay and Beatrix Bay were extremely low (Marlborough PHU, 1999; Shearer, 1996). 
Substantial stock numbers remained around the northern side of Melville Cove, but
elsewhere (around Port Gore and on Arapawa Island) farmed stock numbers had fallen to
levels well below that required for financial viability.

Observation and interviews for this assessment indicate that at the present time, remnant
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MDC, 2008b, p.281
36

Known as the Farnham Forest, first established in the 1920s.
37

For example, along Snake Point
38

Originally established by the NZ Forest Service as the Queen Charlotte Forest.
39
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pastoral farming activity is concentrated in the western and central parts of the Outer
Sounds, around D’Urville Island, Admiralty Bay and Hamilton Bay, Port Ligar, Pohuenui
Station and Waitui Bay, influenced by the distribution of rainfall and suitable soil type.

There are also signs of some specialty land uses emerging in the Outer Sounds, such as
the rearing of stags for trophy hunting, and a small planting of grapes.

Forestry

The State of the Environment Report  states - 36

“in the 1970s, a central government initiated economic incentive scheme was set up

to encourage marginal rural land to be developed for commercial forestry purposes.

The scheme provided the main momentum for a surge of commercial forestry

development in the Marlborough Sounds. This mostly involved the planting of Pinus

radiata on steep hill country, mainly in Mahau Sound, Hikapu Reach in Pelorus

Sound, Linkwater, Port Underwood and on Arapawa Island.

Forest developers included many smaller private owners, who were either farmers

with marginal land or private investors who acquired blocks of marginal land, at low

prices, purely for commercial forestry development. In addition, the former Forest

Service (a central government agency) acquired a number of farms in Queen

Charlotte Sound and planted these in pine for commercial gain.

There was a further surge in new planting in the early 1990s that coincided with a

period of high returns for timber. The total area of land now planted in Pinus radiata

and other commercial species is approximately 15,000 hectares.”

At the present time, an extensive patchwork of forestry plantings exists throughout the
Pelorus Sound, from Mahau and Kenepuru Sounds to the Outer Sounds.  Some areas have
been logged once already and are now in a second growing cycle, other areas are currently
being logged, while yet others are still 10-15 years away from harvesting.  Although not
required, replanting of pre-1990 forests is likely in many cases, influenced by Kyoto
obligations and the prospects for a future market in carbon trading.

In Queen Charlotte Sound, exotic forestry has been confined largely to two areas in the
Outer Sound - adjacent to Bay of Many Coves  and on the central part of Arapawa Island. 37

The first of these was logged in the 1960s and 1970s and then replanted.  However,
subsequent sub-division and the building of substantial dwellings  would make further38

logging in this area difficult.  The forests on Arapawa Island are either being logged at the
present time, or due for logging in the next few years.

A large area of exotic forest exists to the south of Tory Channel  and around Port39

Underwood.  These forests are in various stages of the growing/harvesting cycle.
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The Tui Nature Reserve
40

Te Kopi - Pelorus Wildlife Sanctuary
41

Taylor Baines, 2001, p.4.
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http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/1986/0218/latest/DLM107955.html?search=ts_regulation_c
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ommercial+fishing_resel&p=1&sr=1 downloaded 25 May 2011
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In the past, logs were sometimes rafted together for towing to Shakespeare Bay. 
Nowadays, logs are barged to port.

Conservation - reverting to native vegetation

There are some areas of the Outer Sounds where privately-owned land previously in
pastoral farming is now reverting progressively to native vegetation.  Examples of this are
found in Waitata Bay , Port Ligar  and the Cape Jackson peninsula.  The Department of40 41

Conservation has been assisting in some cases, for example, with pest control work. 
Similar changes in land cover are occurring in areas managed by the Department of
Conservation, the numerous scenic reserves which are a feature throughout the Sounds.

4.3 Commercial fishing, marine farming and other maritime activity

Commercial fishing

The level of commercial fishing based in the Marlborough area has declined markedly over
the past three to four decades, particularly the Havelock-based activity. Picton has become
the residual base of traditional commercial fishing in Marlborough.  

In 2001 , there were about 24 working commercial fishing boats over 30 feet in length42

based in Picton.  Indeed, several of the newer vessels were more than 50 feet, reflecting the
relative confidence in commercial fishing which the Picton fleet had been able to retain. 
About four of these boats were trawlers, while the remainder were rigged at various times
for long lining, gill netting, or catching rock lobster or tuna.  In other words, many were multi-
purpose vessels.  It was reported at that time that this situation had been fairly stable over
the previous decade, with some replacement of older fishers by younger as the most
notable change in that time.  Practically all these fishing boats were owner operated.  The
corresponding situation in Havelock was reported as involving no more than two or three
owner-operated commercial fishing vessels operating with any regularity, a situation which
had applied for some years, reflecting the progressive move out of traditional commercial
fishing into marine farming, or decisions by some to shift the base of their fishing operations
to other ports in Tasman and Golden Bays to take advantage of other parts of Fisheries
Management Area 7.

Over the past decade, several fishing boats have moved north to Auckland or Tauranga,
leaving about 18 based in Picton and Waikawa.

The Fisheries (Challenger Area Commercial Fishing) Regulations 1986  set out43

geographical areas in the Marlborough Sounds where various types of commercial fishing
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Including Hitaua Bay, Oyster Bay and the embayment opposite Ngaruru Bay
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activity may or may not be carried out.  Under these regulations, specific exclusions are as
follows -

- finfishing is not permitted in the Inner Queen Charlotte Sound (defined by
Dieffenbach Point to West Head); nor is it permitted inside Tawero Point in Pelorus
Sound;
- drag net fishing for snapper is not allowed in the Outer Queen Charlotte Sound or
Tory Channel;
- trawling is not permitted anywhere within Queen Charlotte Sound, but is permitted
in the Outer Pelorus for a 3-month season and with certain gear restrictions;
- shell fishing is not permitted in East Bay (Arapawa) nor in the inner Pelorus; and
- scallop dredging is not permitted in the Inner Queen Charlotte (defined by Curious
Cove to Blackwood Bay), nor in East Bay, Arapawa Island, nor in Tennyson Inlet and
the bays at the western end of Tawhitinui Reach, nor in Nydia Bay, nor in Kenepuru
above Schnapper Point.

Marine farming

Mussel farming was introduced to the Marlborough Sounds thirty years ago and grew in
scale to the point where at one stage it rivalled the wine industry as the region’s leading
export earner.  In 1998, the Marine Farming Association commissioned a major review of
the mussel industry (Donnelly, 1998), which for the first time provided a quantitative
overview.  In 1998, a total of 605 mussel farms occupied 2,867 hectares in four main
producing regions around the country.  By far the largest proportion of this mussel farming
activity was taking place in the waters of the Marlborough Sounds - 478 farms (79%)
occupying 2,055 hectares (72%).  The mussel industry now produces  around 65,000tonnes
of mussels per annum.

Within the Marlborough Sounds, the western Sounds have always predominated.   In the 
Pelorus Sound, mussel farms were first introduced in the vicinity of  Kenepuru Sound and
Crail Bay.  Industry sources interviewed previously say that perceptions of nutrient
limitations led subsequently to the development of mussel farms in outer Pelorus.

Two other trends have occurred during the 1990s regarding employment patterns, resulting
from two different approaches to accessing labour for farming and harvesting.  Some
companies began to employ staff on 4-day rosters, where the staff were drawn from a wide
catchment - from Nelson to Blenheim - and lived on the harvesting boats for their 4-day shift
before returning home.  Others preferred to hire predominantly staff who lived near to
Havelock, so that they could be available at short notice during the harvesting season. As a
general trend during the early 2000’s the industry began to rationalise and corporatise so
that by 2011 almost 75% of the mussel farms are owned by the major processing
companies.

In Queen Charlotte Sound, mussel farms have been introduced only in East Bay, where the
first  licence was granted in 1988.  About ten mussel farms also exist in various bays along
Tory Channel  while more than forty mussel farms have been consented in Port44

Underwood.
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MDC, 2008a, p.238
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MDC, 2008a, p246.  In 2006, mussel exports from NZ earned $182m, of which 69% came from
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Marlborough, and salmon exports from NZ earned $42m, of which 75% came from Marlborough.
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Mussel farms are not evenly distributed throughout Pelorus Sound.  In some bays, ribbon
development has occupied a very high proportion of  the coastline - bays such as  Admiralty
Bay, Port Ligar, Waitata Bay, Forsyth Bay, Beatrix Bay, Kauauroa Bay,  Orchard Bay,
Anakoha Bay, Crail and Clova Bays, South East Bay.  At the other extreme, some bays
have no mussel farms at all - Tennyson Inlet, Elaine Bay, Ketu Bay, Annie Bay, North West
Bay - while some bays have only a few farms and no more than half their coastline occupied
- Hallam Cove, Richmond Bay, Fairy Bay, Nydia Bay, Kenepuru Sound.

Throughout Pelorus and the western Sounds, the mussel farming industry has been closely
linked to several local communities, because of the requirement for people to manage and
work the farms, harvest the crop and transport the crop to processing plants - French Pass,
Elaine Bay, Okiwi Bay, Oyster Bay, Picton and Havelock and its environs.  Mussel farming is
often an essential adjunct to pastoral farm operations in the Sounds, as a supplement to
traditional farm income. 

Throughout the 1990’s and early 2000’s there has been a decrease in processing in
Marlborough largely because of labour shortages. In addition the Rai Valley factory burnt
down. Today probably one third of the mussel harvest is processed in Marlborough with the
rest being processed in Nelson, Christchurch and even as far afield as Tauranga.

As the mussel farming industry has grown, so has its contribution to the Marlborough
community. Several tourist companies offer Mussel Farm Tours whilst the industry supports
the annual Havelock Mussel Festival. The Marine Farming Association sponsors study
awards at Queen Charlotte College, NMIT and some post graduate studies through the
Andy Ritchie Trust.

The Marlborough District Council  recently summarised the situation as follows -45

“There are 522 operating or consented marine farms in the Marlborough Sounds,

covering a total of just over 3000 hectares of coastal space.  Most farms are located

in Pelorus Sound and the outer Marlborough Sounds, with some also in Croisilles

Harbour, Port Underwood and outer Queen Charlotte Sound. Green lipped mussels

are the main shellfish species grown, although some alternative shellfish and fish

species (e.g. päua, oysters, salmon, kingfish) are also farmed.”

It is evident from this summary that, in terms of marine farm numbers and occupied surface
water space, the existing salmon farming activities of NZ King Salmon account for just over
1% of marine farms and about 0.2% of the occupied surface water space.  Further
information in the same document  indicates that, in 2006, salmon farming generated 20%46

of the export earnings from marine farming in the Marlborough Sounds.

Maritime activities

Port Marlborough has its major facility in Shakespeare Bay and also operates the terminals
for large ferries including roll on/roll off train-capable ferries and numerous water taxi
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For more details, refer to the Recreation Report.
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The Bluebridge service typically operates 4 sailings/day in each direction -
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www.bluebridge.co.nz/timetable/index.aspx - downloaded 19 May 2011; The InterIslander service typically
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May 2011.
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services and commercial barging services.  The company also administers all the marinas in
the Sounds, the largest of which are located at Waikawa, Picton and Havelock . 47

At the present time, the main components of shipping operations in the Sounds include the
two ferry companies, the summer cruise ships and the log-exporting ships.  The ferries
follow a route via Tory Channel, while the other ships enter and exit via the northern
entrance, travelling along the length of Queen Charlotte Sound, generally to the west of
Blumine Island and Long Island.  In some weather conditions, these ships will pass along
the channel to the east of Long Island.  Several companies operate commercial barge
services out of Picton or Havelock, while some commercial fishing boats continue to be
based in Picton.

The report by Corydon Consultants  notes that -48

“The first regular inter-island ferry operations commenced in 1925 (Kos et al. 1995, p.

363).  Apart from ferries, cruise vessels, the Navy, and other inter-island freight

operators regularly use Tory Channel and Queen Charlotte Sound to access the port

facilities at Picton.  Therefore residents of the Sounds and Picton are well used to

regular shipping operations in their immediate environment.”

Rail-capable ferries have been operating through Queen Charlotte Sound and Tory Channel
since 1962 .  For a period of 10 years, from December 1994, the so-called ‘fast ferries’49

operated, one during the summer tourism peak and one throughout the year .   As a result50

of strong public reaction to a range of adverse effects experienced from the high-energy
ferry wash, fast ferries ceased operating on the inter-island route in 2005 but the bylaw
restricting their speed remains in place .51

Between them, the two inter-island ferry companies typically operate between 13 and 19
sailings through Tory Channel each day .52

Ships exporting logs typically call at the port at the rate of three per month, while 20 cruise
ships can be expected to call each summer.  At the present time, logs are barged to
Shakespeare Bay from the forest plantations on Arapawa Island at the rate of 73,000
tonnes/yr, which corresponds to about 120 barge trips/yr.  In Pelorus, log volumes barged
currently run at 33,000 tonnes/yr, or 55 barge trips/yr.

http://www.bluebridge.co.nz/timetable/index.aspx
http://www.interislander.co.nz/Timetable.aspx
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Typically three per year, with permission from the Picton harbour master.
53

MDC, 2008, p.351
54

MDC, 2008, p.343
55

Arapawa Island, Forsyth Island, Pohenui, Admiralty Bay
56

Statistics New Zealand, various years.
57

Ministry of Education, July funding rolls, 2000-2010
58

-18-

Larger vessels are not permitted to enter Pelorus Sound.  However, smaller ‘expedition’
ships have sometimes been permitted to enter .53

4.4 Trends in permanently resident population

Settlement patterns throughout Marlborough have been characterised according to size into
one of four categories.  Picton/Waikawa and Havelock are described as “larger urban
townships”, and Okiwi Bay, Moenui and Ngakuta Bay are described as “coastal Marlborough
Sounds settlements”, while all other areas of settlement throughout the District are
described as “clusters of rural residential settlement” .54

Picton’s resident population decreased by 3% between 2001 and 2006 .  In the non-urban55

parts of the Sounds, the usually resident population did not increase between 1996 and
2006; in fact the population declined slightly, with the greatest decline occurring between
1996 and 2001 followed by a recovery between 2001 and 2006.  However the pattern was
not uniform throughout.  In the Outer Sounds, the resident population has changed very little
over this period.  Indeed, in most Outer Sounds locations , the scale of resident population56

in 2006 was similar to the scale evident twenty years previously.  The most notable
increases in resident population over the past twenty years have been in Okiwi
Bay/Croisilles, which has grown steadily from no permanent residents at all in 1986 to
almost 130 in 2006, and in Endeavour Inlet/Port Gore and Tennyson Inlet where, in both
locations, the permanently resident population in 1996 was about 50, having grown from 30
in 1986, but where there appears to have been no further increase since 1996 .57

A point of difference in permanent population trends has emerged in the Inner Sounds,
between Queen Charlotte Sound (16% increase between 1996 and 2006 from 336 to 390)
and Pelorus, Mahau and Kenepuru Sounds (19% decrease between 1996 and 2006, from
546 to 444).  The growth in Queen Charlotte Sound is likely to have been associated with
servicing increased visitor numbers to the Queen Charlotte Track.

Another potential indicator of recent trends in resident population is school roll data . 58

Picton itself has one combined intermediate and secondary school, Queen Charlotte
College.  During the period 2000 to 2010, its roll has been growing steadily.  In contrast, the
combined rolls of the three contributing primary schools in Picton have fallen steadily over
the same period.  If the schools in the eastern and central parts of the Sounds and Picton
are combined, the total number of pupils attending has changed little over this decade.

In the Outer Sounds, the school at French Pass closed at the end of 2005, having enrolled
between 7 and 11 pupils in each of the last five years.  The school roll at Waitaria Bay has
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Corydon Consultants, 2000, p.9, Table 3
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Corydon Consultants, 2000, p.10, Table 5: 31% of survey respondents were semi-permanent or seasonal
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Corydon Consultants, 2001, p.4
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fluctuated between 12 and 24 during the decade, exhibiting the kind of cyclical pattern often
observed in rural areas.

Previous research  on fast ferry wash issues pointed out that -59

“The demographic statistics derived from the Census of Population and Dwellings

cover only the population which is “usually resident” in a particular area, that is, they

exclude the occupants of holiday homes.  In an area such as the Sounds where a

large proportion of residents classify their properties as holiday homes (even though

they may spend large periods of their time there) the population classed as “usually

resident” comprises only a portion of the population in residence during peak holiday

periods.  The Risk and Reliability Associates (p.8) estimated that in the Sounds, the

residential population almost doubles during the peak summer period.”

This assessment has found considerable variation in the extent to which the local population
in the areas surrounding  the existing and the proposed NZ King Salmon salmon farms60

increases during the peak summer period.  These are discussed in section 4.7.  The
previous research, which focussed primarily on property owners in Queen Charlotte Sound
and Tory Channel, also indicated  that the length of time permanent residents had occupied61

their current home was somewhat longer than for the New Zealand population at large. 
That research also provided indications of the amount of time non-permanent residents
spent in the Sounds , and of the relatively long-term nature of property ownership, some of62

which is inter-generational in nature.

4.5 Perceptions of the Marlborough Sounds

In 2000, the Marlborough District Council commissioned Corydon Consultants to design and
carry out a national survey which would inform the Council, amongst other matters, of “the
particular qualities that people value about the Sounds; and the types of development that
people consider pose a threat to the qualities which they value in the relation to the
Sounds” .  The survey of some 1,155 New Zealanders was targeted evenly between63

Aucklanders, those living in the rest of the North Island, and South Islanders.

The survey found that the frequency of visiting the Sounds was closely related to proximity . 64

The survey also revealed that for a significant majority, ‘visiting the Sounds’ equates with
travelling on a ferry through the Sounds , while 13% have visited the Outer Sounds and65

10% have visited Port Underwood.  Those living in Marlborough (67%) and Nelson (50%)
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were far more likely to visit the Outer Sounds than New Zealanders from other parts of the
Country.  Christchurch residents had the next highest proportion at 19% .66

Of all survey respondents, 17% stayed overnight in Picton or somewhere in the Sounds,
while 15% went fishing, 13% picnicked on a beach, 10% went on a motorised boat and 3%
went on a yacht.  The level of interest in visiting a marine farm (3%) was the same as the
level of interest in kayaking, while 8% took the opportunity to take a trip on a tour boat .67

Those surveyed were asked, without any prompts, what qualities of the Sounds they valued
the most.  Amongst respondents who had visited the Sounds, the most common responses
were  -68

Table 4.1: Qualities of the Sounds valued by respondents

Quality % of respondents who had visited the Sounds (n=961)

Scenic beauty 43%

Peace/tranquillity 27%

Wilderness/natural/absence of crowds/development 17%

Remoteness 13%

Pristineness/unpolluted 11%

High water quality 9%

Native bush 6%

Restfulness/retreat/holiday 6%

Water-based recreation 5%

Bush-based recreation (tramping, hunting, biking,
camping)

3%

The survey went on to explore - 

- the importance of the Marlborough Sounds to the image of NZ among New
Zealanders, with more than 94% ranking the Sounds as either Important or Very
Important ;69

- whether they thought the qualities of the Sounds that they particularly valued could
be damaged by any human activities, with 81% expressing the view that such
qualities were potentially threatened by one or more activities ; and70
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Corydon Consultants, 2001, p.24: 39% saw ferry operations as a threat to high water quality, 35% as a
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- which activities could detrimentally affect these valued qualities, with 27% to 39%
citing ferry operations , 12% citing residential sub-division, 10% citing resort71

development, and 6% citing marine farming.

Further analysis of these responses  shows that in terms of threats to - 72

- scenic beauty, marine farm development (at 5.1%) ranked 8  after ferry operationsth

(30.0%), residential sub-division (9.8%), motorised recreation boats (8.5%), pollution
(8.0%), resort development (7.8%), other commercial boats (7.1%) and forestry
(6.8%), and at the same level of concern as bush clearance (5.1%);

- peace and tranquillity, marine farm development (at 4.9%) ranked 8  after ferryth

operations (35.0%), motorised recreation boats (21.3%), other commercial boats
(12.9%), resort development (6.8%), over-industrialisation (6.8%), residential sub-
division (6.5%) and pollution (5.3%);

- wilderness values, marine farm development (at 4.2%) ranked 10  after ferryth

operations (30.7%), motorised recreation boats (15.1%), resort development
(13.5%), residential sub-division (13.0%), pollution (10.4%), other commercial boats
(9.9%), bush clearance (6.3%), over-industrialisation (6.3%), and forestry (5.7%);

- remoteness, marine farm development (at 5.7%) ranked 7  after ferry operationsth

(22.8%), residential sub-division (17.9%), resort development (15.4%), motorised
recreation boats (14.6%)over-industrialisation (10.6%), other commercial boats
(7.3%), and at the same level of concern as forestry, bush clearance and pollution;

- pristineness, marine farm development (at 4.7%) ranked 9  after ferry operationsth

(29.0%), motorised recreation boats (18.7%), residential sub-division (11.2%), other
commercial boats (11.2%), pollution (11.2%), resort development (10.3%), bush
clearance (6.5%) and forestry (5.6%);

- high water quality, marine farm development (at 8.0%) ranked 5  after ferryth

operations (39.1%), motorised recreation boats (20.7%), pollution (14.9%), and other
commercial boats (9.2%);

- native bush, marine farm development (at 8.3%) ranked 5  after ferry operationsth

(28.3%), motorised recreation boats (16.7%), residential sub-division (15.0%), and
resort development (11.7%);

- restfulness/retreat/holiday, marine farm development (at12.7%) ranked 3  afterrd

ferry operations (23.6%) and motorised recreation boats (16.7%); and

- water-based recreation, marine farm development (at 13.5%) ranked 2  after ferrynd

operations (26.9%).
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These results indicate that for the most highly-valued qualities of the Sounds, New
Zealanders’ perceptions of the threat posed by marine farm development were that the level
of threat from this type of activity was generally viewed as being considerably less than the
threats posed by a variety of other activities in the Sounds.  Furthermore, when all survey
respondents were asked whether they felt positively or negatively about three specific
activities occurring in the Sounds - residential sub-division, marine farming and exotic
forestry - marine farming received a significantly more positive overall response than either
exotic forestry or residential sub-division  even when taking into account those who73

expressed conditional views.  For each of these three types of activity, the conditional
comments focussed mostly on the overall extent of such development and a preference to
restrict such development to certain areas . 74

4.6 Expectations for future development in the Sounds

In its State of the Environment Report  on the coastal environment, the Marlborough District75

Council observed that -

“The various activities and values that take place within Marlborough’s coastal

environment are not always compatible and can therefore create pressures, and even

conflict, when they occur in the same location or near to each other. The Marlborough

Sounds in particular, are a major focus for many uses and activities because of the

sheltered nature of this extensive waterway. This means that it is also the place where

the issues about how activities are provided for and coastal space is allocated, are

apparent. Although the east Marlborough coast is significant for a variety of reasons,

less use is made of this coastal area because it is not as accessible for people and is

much more exposed.”

and goes on to identify access to and within coastal areas and aquaculture in the
Marlborough Sounds amongst the issues of current concern.  Subsequent discussion
comments on the RMA significance  of access to and along the coastal marine area,76

observes the high degree of public use in the Sounds for a variety of recreational and
commercial purposes, comments on the role of private jetties and boatsheds as well as
marine farming structures, and notes the potential for all these kinds of structures to have
visual effects on the landscape/seascape, to occupy public space and to have effects on
people’s interest in using these areas for recreation.

Notwithstanding the substantial social and economic benefits which the community of the
Marlborough region has derived from the development of the aquaculture industry - 

“there has been significant opposition to the setting up of marine farms in the

Marlborough Sounds. Marine farming activity raises a number of issues for managing
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the coastal environment.  These include occupying public space, nutrient availability,

waste generated from farms, visual impacts, recreational and navigation concerns,

effects on the benthic environment etc. ..... Marine farms are also perceived by some

members of the community to be an industrialisation and privatisation of the coast.”77

Similarly, in its State of the Environment Report  on Land, the Marlborough District Council78

observed that -

“People have different expectations about living in rural areas and the activities that

can go on around them. These types of issues can create tensions within the

community.”

and goes on to identify sub-division in rural and coastal areas and forestry in the
Marlborough Sounds amongst the issues of current concern.  Subsequent discussion
observes the increasing demand for sub-division and building consents in coastal areas79

and notes the range of factors which limit the extent of residential activity in the Sounds ,80

including potential effects on landscape/seascape and local amenity values.  The report
goes on to note  that -81

Given the current demand for coastal residential property, the most likely land use

change in the Marlborough Sounds over the next 10 years is further residential

development. There are already about 5,000 houses and holiday homes in the

Sounds.  These and their associated jetties, boatsheds and moorings are obviously

already part of the landscape in the locations in which they occur, especially the inner

parts of Queen Charlotte and Pelorus Sounds and Kenepuru Sound. The density of

residential activity decreases with distance from the access points of Picton and

Havelock, so large parts of the outer Sounds are empty of structures.  

The construction of houses and holiday homes in areas where structures are absent

from the landscape are likely to stand out and potentially detract from the “natural”

appearance of that landscape. Even in areas where there are existing houses and

holiday homes, buildings in prominent locations, large buildings, and buildings with

bright and bold colours, can all detract from the landscape.”

Regarding the future of forestry, the report notes the issues of decreasing economic viability
for exotic production forestry, the desirability of promoting alternative species or reverting to
native vegetation, the prospects for sub-division into 30 hectare allotments allowed under
the present Plan and attractive in terms of financial return, and the spread of wilding pines
with their adverse landscape effects .82
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In 2009, the Marlborough District Council and the Department of Conservation initiated
jointly a strategic planning process to identify the community’s vision for the Marlborough
Sounds .  Four workshops and hui were held between December 2008 and March 2009. 83

The first workshop piloting the process was held for staff from the Department of
Conservation and the MDC, and members of the Sounds Advisory Group.  The next two
workshops were held in Havelock and Picton, focussing respectively on the Pelorus Sound
network and on Queen Charlotte Sound, Tory Channel and Port Underwood and involving
Sounds residents, commercial operators and industry representatives.  The fourth workshop
was for local iwi groups.  Workshop participants were specifically asked to consider
residential development, pastoral farming, marine farming, commercial forestry, tourist
facilities, facilities for access and recreation and tramping and camping.  

Each workshop was based on deliberative decision-making techniques designed to
encourage consensus amongst participants.  However, it is evident from the report that
consensus was not always achieved.

Outputs from this series of workshops and particularly the visioning exercise have been
reported in terms of the locations of acceptable activities and activities to be excluded.  The
report also contains in its appendices, a series of maps marked up by the workshop
participants which explain some of the comments below. With respect to marine farming,
the report states the following about “acceptable activities”  -84

“Workshop 1 did not identify any further areas for marine farming. 

Workshop 2 considered that marine farming should be confined to the areas where it

is currently located and that no additional surface structures should be permitted.

Workshop 3 thought that marine farming in the Queen Charlotte/Tory Channel/Port

Underwood area should be limited to Tory Channel (from Dieffenbach Point to East /

West Head) and the area around Otanerau and Onauku Bays on Arapawa Island.  

Workshop 4 did not specify areas for marine farming as such but the map provided by

Ngati Kuia identified the following sites for Mahinga Kai:

1) Titirangi Bay

2) Robin Hood Bay (Port Underwood)”

and also notes the following “areas of agreement”  - 85

“Workshops 2 and 3 identified Erie Bay to Oyster Bay and Malcolms Bay in Tory

Channel, and the area around Otanerau and Onauku Bays in East Bay, as suitable for

marine farming.”

Regarding marine farming when considering “excluded activities”, the report states  -86
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“Workshops 1 and 3 considered that marine farming should be excluded from Queen

Charlotte Sound (from the Grove to Dieffenbach).  Workshop 2 considered that

marine farms should be excluded from those areas which do not currently have

marine farms and that there should be no additional surface structures in areas where

marine farms are currently allowed.  

However, Workshop 1 also believed that marine farms should be excluded from a

number of other areas as follows:

- the whole of D’Urville Island

- the whole of Tory Channel

- the whole of Tennyson Inlet

- Maud Island

- Chetwode Island

- outer reaches of Port Gore

- Mahau Sound to Maori Bay

- Kenepuru Sound (southern side)

- Northwest side of Nydia Bay to Tawero Point

- Hopai Bay

Workshop 1 also felt that existing marine farms in East Bay should be reassessed in

the future.”

Although not reported here, the visioning exercise produced similar prescriptions for future
residential development, commercial forestry, pastoral farming and tourist facilities in the
area of the Marlborough Sounds
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4.7 Areas close to existing salmon farms

Note: The locations of existing NZ King Salmon farms (excluding those recently purchased
from Pacifica Salmon) are shown on Figure 1.

Figure 1: Locations of NZ King Salmon farms established between 1985 and 2007
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Ruakaka Bay

The salmon farm was established near the entrance to Ruakaka Bay in 1985.  A single
dwelling exists in the immediate embayment, with direct line of sight to the salmon farm at a
distance of 500m to the staff accommodation barge .  Interviews and observations indicate87

that the dwelling is a holiday home of relatively recent construction or alteration.  The
salmon farm manager reported observing a pattern of very occasional occupation.  

A cluster of some sixteen dwellings exists in the next embayment to the northwest of the
salmon farm, at distances between 600m and 1050m.  However, all these dwellings are
separated from the salmon farm by the intervening headland and none have direct line of
sight.  A few of these dwellings are reported as being occupied on a permanent basis,
although precise details of occupancy patterns have not been established.  Numerous other
dwellings are located at the head of Ruakaka Bay, further to the northwest of the salmon
farm, but none have direct line of sight to the farm.  There is a single dwelling and jetty on
the opposite (western) side of Ruakaka Bay, within the first small embayment, Wairakau
Bay, and at a distance of some 1.6km from the salmon farm.  However, it would appear not
to have direct line of sight due to intervening topography.

The only other dwellings capable of direct line of sight of the salmon farm are located on the
southern side of Queen Charlotte Sound in East Bay, at distances of 2.8-3.2km.

In the embayment occupied by the salmon farm, all the land on the eastern headland is part
of the Ruakaka Bay Scenic Reserve.  The land on the western headland is covered in
similar native vegetation.

Waihinau Bay and Forsyth Bay

The salmon farm in Waihinau Bay was first established 1989.  As noted previously in
section 3.1, this salmon farm operation alternates sites between Waihinau Bay and Forsyth
Bay.  The salmon farm occupied the Waihinau Bay site from 1989 to 1997 and again from
2001 to 2009.  In late 2011, the salmon farm returned to Waihinau Bay from Forsyth Bay.

The nearest dwelling is a holiday house situated in Camp Bay, at a distance of some 300m. 
Further along the shoreline, a small cluster of buildings include a lodge and 3 holiday homes
at between 400m and 500m from the salmon farm site.  The lodge is currently being
renovated for use in accommodating visitors for an eco-tourism enterprise.  A network of
walking tracks exists on the peninsula on the south side of Waihinau Bay and is already in
use.

At the head of Waihinau Bay is a larger cluster of ~8 dwellings and cabins at distances of
between 700m and 900m from the salmon farm site, including two permanently occupied
dwellings and others for rental accommodation.

Across the Bay on its northern side is another single dwelling on an elevated site at a
distance of 1.5km
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Much of the land around the Bay is covered in low-lying scrub.  However, more mature
native bush fills the watershed at the head of the Bay

The salmon farm in Forsyth Bay was first established in 1994.  The closest dwelling is what
appears to be a small holiday crib in a south-facing embayment, southwest of the farm site. 
However, an interview for this assessment indicates that this building has not been used for
some time.  While the dwelling is 550m in direct distance from the salmon farm, it has no
direct visual connection.  The only other dwellings in Forsyth Bay are in Garden Bay, a small
embayment in the southwest corner of Forsyth Bay where a dwelling belonging to the owner
of Pohuenui Station is located at a distance of 3.1km from the salmon farm, but does not
have a direct line of sight, and on the far eastern shores of the Bay.  Here, a property
manager’s home is situated in Sunday Bay, at a distance of 3.2km from the salmon farm,
while a lodge is situated at an elevated site on a promontory further north on Forsyth Island,
at a distance of 3.7km.

Pohuenui station, which still carries 2200 head of sheep, remains a working farm, and
occupies all the land around the southwestern shores of Forsyth Bay.  The land immediately
adjacent to the salmon farm site has a covering of reverting bush.  All access is via boat and
barges are used to transfer stock and wool, or farm vehicles for maintenance.  Farm
managers also operate an accommodation lodge in Richmond Bay, frequented by people
interested in pig hunting, fishing, walking and cycling and enjoying the relatively remote
environment.  The farm has a network of some 80km of tracks suitable for driving, walking
or cycling.

Most of Forsyth Island, on the eastern side of the Bay, has not been farmed for more than a
decade, although a small flock of sheep is kept behind Sunday Bay.  Visitors come to the
Island mainly in the summer months to enjoy the 60km of tracks on the property.

Otanerau

The salmon farm in Otanerau Bay was established in 1990 on the western side of the Bay. 
As noted in section 3.1, this farm operates for about eight to nine months each year.

The nearest dwelling, a holiday home, is located in Puriri Bay at a distance of about 900m
within direct line of sight.  Owned by a Trust, this dwelling is used from time to time by
various shareholders.  The only permanently occupied dwelling is situated some 1.8km
away in Te Aroha Bay, although direct views to the salmon farm from the dwelling itself are
masked by land on the southern shore of the Bay.  Four other holiday homes are situated at
the head of Te Aroha Bay, in direct line of sight of the salmon farm, one at a distance of
1.8km and the other three at about 2.1km.  One of these is occupied on most weekends
while the others have more occasional use.

Land along the western shores of Otanerau Bay is covered in established exotic forest,
while the remaining land around the southern shores of Puriri Bay and around Te Aroha Bay
is covered in bush and scrub.

Te Pangu Bay and Clay Point

The salmon farm in Te Pangu Bay was established in 1992, while the Clay Point salmon
farm in Malcolms Bay on the opposite (northern) side of Tory channel was established only
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recently in 2007.  While no dwellings exist on the northern side of the Channel at this point,
three dwellings and a jetty exist in the western embayment of Te Pangu Bay.  The dwellings
are 350m from the nearest salmon cages, and some 570m from the staff accommodation
barge.  The distance to the Clay Point salmon farm is approximately1,660 m.  One of these
dwellings is occupied permanently, while the other two are used on a more occasional basis. 
There are no dwellings in the eastern embayment of Te Pangu Bay. 

On the northern side of Tory Channel, in Ngaruru Bay, are three dwellings.  Interviews
suggest that none of these dwellings are permanently occupied.  None are in direct line of
sight of either salmon farm and all three are between 2.3 and 3.0km from the Te Pangu
Salmon farm.  One dwelling  has a mussel farm located immediately in front of it in the bay.88

On the southern side of Tory Channel, there are two holiday homes in the western end of Te
WeuWeu Bay (which lies immediately west of Te Pangu Bay) which have direct line of sight
of the Clay Point salmon farm, at a distance of some 2.25km.  Also in the centre of Te
WeuWeu Bay is a cluster of 4 or 5 holiday homes, none of which are in direct line of sight of
the Clay Point salmon farm.  Oyster Bay (which lies immediately east of Te Pangu Bay), has
six mussel farms established at various points in the coastal zone.  One permanently
occupied dwelling is at the southern-most tip of Oyster Bay, and has no direct line of sight of
any salmon farm.  Several holiday homes are located further east in Oyster Bay, and would
have long-distance views of the Clay Point salmon farm (at a distance of 2.6km) with five
mussel farms in the intervening seascape .  Just above the shoreline between Oyster Bay89

and Te Rua Bay, one holiday home has a direct view of the Clay Point salmon farm across
Tory Channel at a distance of 1,850m.

Much of the land on both sides of Tory Channel where the two salmon farms are located is
in forestry, and none is actively farmed now.

4.8 Areas close to proposed salmon farm sites

For ease of reading, descriptions of the existing social environment in the immediate vicinity
of the proposed salmon farm sites are provided in section 6 when discussing the potential
for site-specific social effects.
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5 STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT OF SOCIAL EFFECTS FROM THE
PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE AND RESOURCE CONSENTS

5.1 Scope of Strategic Social Assessment

A strategic level assessment of social effects addresses the central question: is there scope
for further salmon farm development in the Marlborough Sounds, considering the potential
cumulative social effects across the Marlborough Sounds and the competing social
interests.  This section of the report discusses general issues regarding opportunities and
constraints for further salmon farm development (section 5.2) and provides an overview of
the social effects and issues which nearby  residents and property owners say they have90

experienced in the past or which other users of the Sounds have raised (section 5.3). 
Section 5.4 assesses cumulative social effects in the context of the whole Marlborough
Sounds environment.

5.2 Constrained opportunities for further development

Further opportunities for development of any kind in the Marlborough Sounds are
constrained by competing interests and values.  From various documents referenced in
Section 4 of this report, it is evident that this situation has prevailed for some time past. 
Furthermore, the situation applies regardless of which sector is seeking to expand, whether
it be marine farming, forestry, tourism infrastructure or the spread of general residential
development.

Without doubt, attitudes towards further development are polarised.  While there is general
agreement that salmon farm operations, particularly during harvesting, are an industrial
activity, some view farming the sea no differently from farming the land while others view
farming of any kind as being potentially in conflict with conservation-oriented uses of
nature’s resources.  This polarity of views was further evident during the additional
interviews for the site-specific assessments.

However, the general sentiment encountered during interviews for this assessment can be
stated as follows: if there are opportunities for further development of salmon farming
operations in the Marlborough Sounds, they are conditional on -

(a) rigorous assurance of the long-term environmental sustainability of additional
salmon farming development with no significant cumulative off-site effects on the
ecology  that would compromise the values of others’ interests in the Sounds;91

(b) providing some certainty that this application does not create a precedent for
many more similar development proposals;
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(c) the additional salmon farm development providing benefits to the communities of
Marlborough and the Sounds, not just using the natural resources of these
communities and taking all the benefits elsewhere ;92

(d) locating additional salmon farms in places which avoid direct, day-to-day conflicts
with other users ;93

(e) a commitment that NZ King Salmon will behave as a responsible neighbour in
those  Sounds communities where it establishes salmon farms ;94

(f) a preference that NZ King Salmon will have exhausted any suitable opportunities
to convert existing marine farming space from mussel farming to salmon farming .95

Items (a) and (b) in the list above were particularly reinforced during the additional
interviews for site-specific assessments.

NZ King Salmon responds to these issues in its AEE documentation and s32 Report.

5.3 Overview of social issues and effects

Concerns about the long-term environmental and ecological sustainability of expanded
salmon farming activities have been expressed by numerous people interviewed for this
assessment.  Indeed, the universal expression of interest in this issue reflects the
importance attached to maintaining environmental quality not simply because of its
immediate amenity effects, but also because of the potential consequences for many other
parties, including residents of the Sounds, commercial and recreational fishers, tourism
operators, those who enjoy sea-based recreation in the Sounds and the ecological legacy
for future generations if water quality and ecological health are not maintained at high
standards.  

These environmental and ecological matters must be managed with reference to
appropriate environmental quality standards, subject to regular and on-going monitoring and
evaluation of ecological outcomes.  These matters have been assessed by the Cawthron
Institute.

In terms of immediate and day-to-day social effects for people who find themselves in
relatively close proximity to a salmon farm, those interviewed for this assessment described
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Further detail is provided in Appendix 5.
96

‘Morts’ is the term used within the salmon-farming industry to refer to farmed salmon which die inside the
97

nets.
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a range of social issues and potential adverse effects which they have experienced in the
past , including -96

- effects on residential visual amenity from the presence of a salmon farm in close
proximity;
- effects on residential noise amenity from the operational noise sources in close
proximity;
- off-site odours which they attribute variously to the presence and management of
morts , fish feed, and raised/exposed fish nets;97

- effects on the ambient lighting environment from lights on farm structures and from
under-water lighting;
- wildlife nuisances attributed to the presence of seagulls, seals or sharks in
numbers greater than they would expect in the absence of a salmon farm nearby;
- effects on the quality of the shoreline environment from the accumulation of solid
waste from marine farming, some of which is attributed to salmon farming
operations;
- effects on the quality of the shoreline environment from the presence of dead or
injured seagulls, attributed to being shot by salmon farm staff;
- risks to personal safety of people on the land from the use of fire-arms by staff on
the salmon farms to control seagulls;
- off-duty farm staff activities - e.g. pig hunting on adjacent land;
- perceived navigation risks; and
- permanent private occupation of public space.

Several points should be noted about the reported experience of the above list of social
effects - 

- firstly, not all of these effects are always experienced as significant adverse social
effects; some are, and some are not.  For example, the experience of visual, noise
and odour effects is highly dependent on the separation distance from the salmon
farm.  Furthermore, the extent of adverse visual and noise effects is dependent on
direct line of sight between the salmon farm and the observer.  Discussions with
immediate neighbours of NZ King Salmon farms did not raise issues of occupation of
public open space or navigational safety, although these issues were raised by other
interviewees from the wider Sounds community.

- secondly, several issues which have been experienced in the past, have already
been addressed by NZ King Salmon as a result of discussions with neighbours or
decisions by farm managers.  Risks to personal safety from the use of firearms to
control seagulls, and the social effects of elevated shark numbers come into this
category.

- thirdly, assessment of some of the social effects listed above is exclusively in the
domain of other technical experts (e.g. navigation risks) or is contributed to by other
experts (e.g. visual amenity, noise amenity, lighting effects, wildlife nuisances).
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In other words, if noise from salmon farm activities is not intrusive because the farm is sufficiently distant,
98

it is relatively unlikely that adverse visual effects will be experienced; furthermore, it is fairly certain that off-
site offensive odours will not be experienced at such distances either.

This applies in Ruakaka, Te Pangu, Otanerau and for some of those living in Waihinau Bay.
99
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The matters described above are relevant to those elements of social wellbeing associated
with the quality of neighbourhood and living space and with influences on personal and
public safety.  Most are matters which require attention to farm design, farm technology
selection, management of salmon farm activities and staff behaviours.  However, this range
of potential off-site effects cannot be avoided completely.  Therefore, site selection and
consideration of adequate separation distances, particularly between salmon farms and
neighbouring dwellings, become critical factors to be assessed in relation to the potential to
create adverse social amenity effects.  The degree of separation required to address the
potential nuisance from the noise of various activities on a salmon farm and to prevent such
noise from being experienced as intrusive on adjacent residential amenity is probably the
most constraining factor  to be considered, particularly where there is no intervening land98

mass which would provide an effective barrier to noise transmission.

On the other side of the ledger, it is universally acknowledged that salmon farming does
create a quantum of employment opportunities, in the farming operations and in
downstream processing.  Some interviewees for this assessment have also reported
occasions, albeit relatively infrequent, when the presence of a salmon farm has generated
other social benefits - related to access to services, assistance in emergencies and with
beach clean-ups.  There is further discussion of these social effects in the following section.

5.4 Assessment of overall and cumulative social effects

Permanent private occupation of public space

The NZ King Salmon Plan Change proposal is for an additional 11.2 hectares of surface
water structures occupying water space.  Compared with the surface area currently
occupied by marine farms of some 3000 hectares, this represents a total increase of 0.37%. 
In terms of total public water space in the Marlborough Sounds coastal area, the Plan
Change proposal will account for a negligible percentage.

The NZ King Salmon Plan Change proposal is for an additional 9 sites.  Compared with the
figure of 522 given in the 2008 State of the Environment Report, this represents a total
increase of 1.7% in the total number of marine farms.

Separation distances between salmon farms and nearest dwellings

Given the length of time since the establishment of most of the existing salmon farms, most
current neighbours have taken up residence since the adjacent salmon farm was
established .99

Interviews with people who have first-hand experience of living near a salmon farm operated
by NZ King Salmon indicate that exposure to visual and noise effects imposes an
undesirable loss of residential amenity values at separation distances less than 1,500-
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As in the case of the Ruakaka salmon farm, for example, where the farm site is between 600m and
100

1,050m from sixteen dwellings but separated from direct line of sight by solid land.

Nearest occupied dwelling is at 3.2km.
101
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2,000m, if in direct line of sight of the farm.  The interviewees generally agree that these
proximity considerations can be relaxed if direct line of sight is avoided , since this will100

usually address adverse noise impacts as well.  The same interviews indicate that the
spatial extent of adverse odour effects on residential amenity is probably considerably less,
at about 200-300m and under specific wind conditions regarding strength and direction.

Separation distances have been analysed for existing salmon farm operations and also for
proposed salmon farm sites, with the results presented in Appendix 6. The tables below
summarise these data on separation distances between salmon farms and dwellings which
have direct line of sight.  The data are presented in 500m bands, up to a total of 2,000m in
order to display the range of separation distances which exist already, and which are
proposed.

Table 5.1: Separation distances for existing salmon farm operations and
consented sites to existing dwellings

Site
# <500m

Additional
# <1,000m

Addtional
# <1,500m

Additional
# <2,000m

Total
# <2,000m

Waihinau Bay 5 4 1 0 10

Forsyth Bay 0 0 0 0 0101

Melville Cove (consented) 0 0 1 10 11

Otanerau 0 1 0 1 2

Ruakaka 1 0 0 0 1

Clay Point/Te Pangu 3 0 0 1 4

Totals 9 5 2 12 28
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A hunters hut administered by DoC is at 420m distance.  Referenced as non-residential P1 in AEE,
102

Appendix 21 Subsequent interviewing for the site-specific assessment confirmed that this building is
privately owned and no longer maintained.

Distance from dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay to the proposed Kaitapeha site, if the salmon farm were to be
103

located towards the northern end of the proposed area.

These 3 dwellings are referenced in AEE, Appendix 21 as N4, Q25 and N6 respectively.
104

6 at distances between 2km and 3km; 10 between 3km and 4km; 4 between 4km and 5km; 9 greater than
105

5km.

Refer to Viewpoint 24 in the set of Proposed Salmon Farm Visual Simulations prepared for NZ King
106

Salmon by Boffa Miskell Ltd, dated 8 march 2012.
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Table 5.2: Separation distances for salmon farm sites proposed by the NZ King
Salmon Plan Change

Site
# <500m

Additional
# <1,000m

Addtional
# <1,500m

Additional
# <2,000m

Total
# <2,000m

Nearest
dwelling (m)

Kaitira 0 0 0 0 0 4,600

Waitata/White Horse Rock 0 0 0 0 0 3,200

Tapipi/Richmond 0 0 0 0 0 3,600/3,700

Papatua 0 0 0 0 0 3,900102

Kaitapeha/Ruaomoko 0 1 0 0 1 720103

Ngamahau 1 0 1 0 2 410

Totals 1 1 1 0 3104

Detailed analysis of potential visibility indicates that across all 9 proposed farm sites, 32
dwellings will be in direct line of sight of a farm which hitherto did not see a salmon farm at
all.  However, only 3 of these will be at distances of less than 2km .  Data presented in105

Tables 5.1  and 5.2  above indicate that, while salmon production associated with the Plan
Change proposal is expected to increase by more than 100% at full development, in a
worst-case scenario the number of dwellings that will be at risk of experiencing some
reduction in residential amenity as a result of the geographic expansion of these operations
will be 3.

With the exception of the Ngamahau and Kaitapeha sites, separation distances to
residential dwellings from the sites proposed under the NZ King Salmon Plan Change are
considerably greater than those which exist in the case of Te Pangu, Waihinau Bay and
Otanerau.  In the Ngamahau case, the minimum separation distance to the nearest dwelling
(410m) is only marginally greater than the minimum separation distances for existing farms
at Waihinau (300m) and Te Pangu (350m).  Although not permanently occupied, the
Ngamahau Bay dwelling has been used relatively frequently throughout the year, and has
been in its current ownership for more than 20 years.  The second closest dwelling, built on
the point at the southern entrance to Deep Bay in late 2011 but before the NZKS proposal
was made public, is situated some 1,200m  from the centre of the proposed site.  The Te106

Pangu and Waihinau farms both have permanently occupied dwellings closer than 410m. 
The separation distance to the nearest dwelling in the Kaitapeha case is 720m.  However,
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AEE, Appendix 2, Table 2.  All farm managers reside in Marlborough while 54% of remaining farm staff
107

also reside in Marlborough and 46% are engaged in long-distance commuting associated with week-long
shifts, residing variously in Wellington, Christchurch, Kaikoura, Nelson and Golden Bay.  (Based on
interviews with farm managers, May 2011)

Included in the total of 41 Picton-based staff in the Aquaculture Office.
108

AEE, Appendix 2, Table 2.
109

Based on the mean estimate of 80 additional jobs.  The % increases corresponding to the range of
110

additional jobs lie between 76% and 118%.
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the risks to residential amenity in the Kaitapeha case would be substantially reduced if the
cage siting avoids the northernmost extent of the cage area shown on the site location plan
and thereby avoids any direct line of sight from the dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay.

In summary, the potential for the proposed salmon farm operations to affect nearby
residential amenity values adversely will generally be less and in many cases significantly
less than any actual effects already experienced by the neighbours of existing salmon farm
operations.

Cumulative employment effects

NZ King Salmon currently employs 58 staff on its salmon farms in the Marlborough Sounds,
including supervisors and farm managers .  In addition, 12 people are employed in the107

harvest crew .  If granted consents to operate nine new salmon farms, it is expected that108

the total such farm employment will increase by between 50 and 70.

Also employed in Picton and living in Marlborough are 41 staff at the Aquaculture Office of
NZ King Salmon.  Expansion of the salmon farming operations would see this number
increase by 8 .109

In summary, NZ King Salmon employees resident in Marlborough are currently estimated at
76.

When annual salmon farm production exceeds 15,000mt, NZ King Salmon will invest in
Picton-based processing capacity, either directly or through another provider.  At full
production, this is estimated to require 20-40 permanent full-time employees, depending on
the extent of automation.  If it is assumed that a similar proportion of the additional salmon
farm staff will also live or come to live in Marlborough, NZ King Salmon’s total Marlborough-
resident workforce will increase by between 58 and 90, with a mean estimate of 74.  

Without considering any affirmative action to promote local recruitment, this would represent
a 97%  cumulative increase in jobs for Marlborough residents employed by NZ King110

Salmon in the long term.

Cumulative effects on tourism and recreation

The Recreation Report (at p.ii) notes that there are no proposed salmon farm sites where
the Department of Conservation considers there to be priority recreation sites in the
immediate vicinity, that the potential effects on DoC-managed lands from the proposed
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Assuming the boaties comply with the District Council’s navigation bylaw (Navigation Report, paragraphs
111

156 and 158).

MoU between NZ King Salmon and the Department of Conservation.
112
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marine farms are negligible, and that the proposed sites are generally in parts of the Queen
Charlotte Sound and Pelorus Sound that have lower recreational and tourism use.

The Recreation Report concludes that, given the wide range of recreation and tourism
opportunities and choice of locations in the Marlborough Sounds, the cumulative impact
from nine additional farms on tourism and recreation will be less than minor.  Furthermore, it
concludes (at p.iii) that there is potential to expand the aqua-tourism industry and that NZ
King Salmon has a key role to play in assisting with the development of salmon farm
tourism.

Cumulative effects on navigational safety and safety for boaties

The Navigation Report concludes (at p.2) that the proposed salmon farm sites do not create
significant navigational safety issues for boaties and do not interfere with ferry services.  By
creating 9 additional farm sites, the Proposed Plan Change and Resource Consents will
result in 9 more locations across the Marlborough Sounds where boaties will either have to
slow down when within 200m or detour to avoid passing within 200m of a farm .  In terms111

of cumulative effect, this is similar in scale to that of occupied surface water space (an
additional 0.37%) or the number of marine farms (an additional 1.5%).

The Navigation Report also concludes (at paras 162-163) that the introduction of salmon
farms into otherwise relatively isolated and unpopulated areas will mean that there will be
other navigators and boats in these known areas with a known compliment of staff to assist
in a maritime emergency.  The Report notes that each salmon farm will have first aid
qualified staff on board, and some staff there will be competent seafarers.

Cumulative effects on commercial fishing

The Economics Report concludes (at p.24) that the advent of the nine additional salmon
farms proposed by this Plan Change will not have significant adverse effects on a range of
other commercial fishing activities which operators carry out in a variety of locations, some
of which are in the Marlborough Sounds, including trawling, long-lining and pot fishing, paua
diving and scallop dredging.  The Economics Report emphasises that the cumulative
positive effects of the proposed salmon farming are both long-term and on-going, in contrast
to extractive resource developments.

NZ King Salmon involvement in the Marlborough Sounds community

NZ King Salmon has built up a track record of involvement in the communities of the
Marlborough Sounds where it operates which demonstrate a commitment to environmental
sustainability and to the communities.  These include the following - 

(a) financial support for the Department of Conservation’s environmental
enhancement projects in the Marlborough Sounds; these contributions are payable
either to the Department or to local environmental groups with approved projects ;112
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Heads of Agreement between NZ King Salmon and Queen Charlotte College.
113

Most on a quarterly basis; one on a monthly basis - interviews with salmon farm managers.
114
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(b) financial support for a 2-year scholarship to assist a student to complete a
Diploma in Aquaculture, as a means of nurturing up and coming talent with an
interest in aquaculture and thereby enhancing employment opportunities for students
at Queen Charlotte College ;113

(c) financial support for the Kaipupu Point Wildlife Sanctuary; 

(d) financial support for the Marlborough Sounds Restoration Trust’s wilding pine
removal programme;

(e) financial support for the Tui Nature Reserve;

(f) financial support for the Endeavour Park Sports organisation;

(g) financial support for the Marlborough 4 Fun (Mussel Festival);

(h) financial support for the Foundation for Youth Development and Project K.

Paragraphs 55 to 57 of the NZ King Salmon Report provide a more comprehensive
summary of these community contributions.  These contributions are clearly capable of
being supported on the basis of NZ King Salmon’s existing operations, and do not require
additional water space to be sustained.  Nevertheless, they are an indicator of intent and
commitment to the values and outcomes endorsed by the recipient organisations.

Other potential social benefits derive from the fact that each salmon farm has a complement
of staff resident at all times, and is visited Monday-Friday, once or twice each day, by a NZ
King Salmon boat and regularly by a contracted barge delivering supplies.  These include
the following -

- beach clean ups: salmon farm staff are involved in the Adopt-a-Beach programme which
has been operating in the Sounds on an annual basis for more than a decade.  However, in
recent years, NZ King Salmon staff typically have carried out beach clean-ups on a more
regular basis , and both staff and local residents acknowledge that much of the rubbish114

collected does not generally originate from the salmon farms themselves.  If any of the
proposed sites are consented, this will expand the length of the Sounds coastline subject to
more regular clean-ups, particularly in relatively remote locations less likely to be served by
others.

- reduced costs for barge services: the fact that commercial barges travel regularly and
frequently out to each salmon farm to deliver fish feed creates opportunities for local
residents to make use of back-loading arrangements or short side trips.  This has occurred
on occasions.
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5.5 Summary of strategic social assessment of the Proposed Plan Change and
Resource Consents

In the context of the social environment of the whole Marlborough Sounds, the Proposed
Plan Change and Resource Consents will affect the social wellbeing of the Marlborough
Sounds communities in a variety of ways.   

When considered in the context of the whole Marlborough Sounds, the Proposed Plan
Change and Resource Consents will result in negligible constraints on the public’s access to
open water space.  While pursuing sites which are favourable for salmon production, the
proposed sites will result in very few (3) existing dwellings being at risk of adverse
residential amenity effects and the potential for adverse effects on recreationalists and
tourism operators being less than minor.  Where there are risks or uncertainties, mitigation
of these potential adverse social effects will be discussed later in this report.  There is also
potential for localised amenity gains.

The long-term cumulative effect of the Proposed Plan Change and Resource Consents will
be significant for job creation in the District - in salmon farming operations, support
operations, fish processing operations and the growth of aqua-tourism.  The number of
Marlborough residents employed by NZ King Salmon alone is expected to approximately
double from its present level of 86.

As a result of limiting the scale of the Proposed Plan Change and Resource Consents (i.e.
the number of proposed new sites), and by selecting sites which generally minimise the
risks of direct adverse social effects, this assessment concludes that the proposed
expansion of salmon farming operations can be carried out in a manner which is consistent
with the purpose of the RMA and enables the Marlborough community as a whole to provide
for its social wellbeing, considering the potential cumulative social effects across the
Marlborough Sounds and the competing social interests.  

The following Section 6 assesses the balance of effects from a social perspective for each
of the nine individual sites.
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Assessment of site-specific social wellbeing effects reported here focussed on the amenity values of
115

Sounds residents and property owners.  Effects associated with other elements of social wellbeing such
as tourism and recreation effects and navigational safety effects in the vicinity of specific sites have been
addressed in the reports of other experts.
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6 ASSESSMENT OF SITE-SPECIFIC SOCIAL EFFECTS

6.1 Scope of site-specific assessments

Site-specific assessments examine the prospects for social well being effects  for those in115

closest proximity to each site or cluster of sites.  The report discusses these site-specific
effects in four groups - 

- the Waitata Reach group (Section 6.2);
- Port Gore (Section 6.3);
- the Queen Charlotte group (Section 6.4); and
- Tory Channel (Section 6.5).

Each section presents a summary description of the existing social environment in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed sites in terms of land ownership, land and water use,
neighbouring dwellings and distinctive enterprises, locations or destinations nearby, followed
by site-specific assessments of the potential social effects of the proposal without mitigation,
and an assessment of cumulative social effects in the vicinity of each location.

These assessments are based on an understanding of the social effects currently
experienced by near neighbours of existing NZ King Salmon farms, consideration of various
policy and research documents discussed in Section 4, visits to all existing salmon farms
and to all proposed salmon farm sites, interviews with the nearest neighbours of the
proposed sites and consideration of technical assessments made by other experts.

6.2 The Waitata Reach group

The Waitata Reach group includes the following proposed salmon farm sites - Kaitira,
Waitata, White Horse Rock, Tapipi and Richmond.  The Waitata site is immediately
adjacent to the White Horse Rock site and will be operated together, with a single
accommodation barge shared between them.

6.2.1 Existing social environment - the Waitata Reach group

Location

Waitata Reach comprises a stretch of open water at the northern entrance to Pelorus
Sound, measuring some 12km in length and providing a passage of width varying between
2km and 4km when measured between the various headlands.
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Commonly referred to as East Entry Point.
116

The proposed sites are mapped in Figure B1 of Graphic Attachment One to the Landscape Report. 
117

Reported by the manager as numbering overall about 1200-1300 bed nights per annum
118

Beatrix Bay (13), Kauauroa Bay (10), Horseshoe Bay (10), Richmond Bay (3), Forsyth Bay (15).
119

See Figure A1 of Graphic Attachment One prepared by Boffa Miskell Limited as part of the Landscape
120

Report. 

Restoration and re-introduction of native flora and fauna species and associated ecological research
121

activities.
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The five proposed salmon farm sites are located (northern-most to southern-most) near
Kaitira , near White Horse Rock between Waihinau Bay and Waitata Bay (2 adjacent116

sites), and off the point between Ketu Bay and  Richmond Bay  (2 nearby sites).  Three of117

the proposed sites (Kaitira, Tapipi and Richmond) are located on the eastern side of the
Reach while the joint Waitata/White Horse Rock sites are located on the western side of the
reach. 

Land ownership and land/water use adjacent

Land cover adjacent to the proposed sites differs markedly between the eastern and
western sites.  

Three of the proposed sites (Kaitira, Tapipi and Richmond) are located adjacent to privately-
owned Pohuenui Station which forms the entire eastern shoreline of Waitata Reach.  The
land adjacent to each site rises steeply, obscuring landward views of the sites from most
locations on Pohuenui Station itself.  Pohuenui Station, which still carries 2,200 head of
sheep, remains a working farm, with large areas of open grassland.  All access is via boat,
and barges are used to transfer stock and wool, or farm vehicles for maintenance.  The
station manager’s dwelling is situated at the head of Richmond Bay, as is an
accommodation lodge frequented by people  interested in pig hunting, fishing, walking and118

cycling and enjoying the relatively remote environment.  The farm has a network of some
80km of tracks suitable for driving, walking or cycling.  The coastline around Pohuenui
Station hosts mussel farms in every major embayment  except Ketu Bay.  The salmon119

farm sites proposed by NZ King Salmon will maintain this situation by avoiding Ketu Bay as
well.  Indeed, all the proposed sites avoid the major bays.  Further north, near Duffers Reef,
about seven mussel farms are situated in Orchard Bay at the northern end of Forsyth
Island .120

The two other sites, Waitata/White Horse Rock, are located adjacent to privately-owned
land on the headland between Waihinau and Waitata Bays, which displays  low-lying,
regenerating scrub. .  Waihinau Bay has three permanent households at the present time,
involved in eco-tourism or short-stay accommodation as well as several holiday homes. 
Waitata Bay, and the various smaller embayments within it, has numerous holiday homes
dotted around the shoreline.  Above the southern entrance to Waitata Bay, just south of
Reef Point, is an eco-tourism venture associated with the Tui Nature Reserve.  This
enterprise, which began about 18 years ago, provides visitor accommodation within the area
of its own biodiversity project , which attracts both tourists to stay and scientists engaged121

in environmental research.  Its owners also provide eco boat tours based around the
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At p.31.
122

Three in Waitata Bay (Camp Bay) plus the dwellings previously described (section 4.7) in Waihinau Bay.
123

-42-

Waitata Reach with activities based around the gannet colony in Beatrix Bay, the king shag
colony on Duffers Reef, Maud Island, and Duncan Bay and Elaine Bay in Tennyson Inlet. 
There are also blue penguins and shag colonies near the Tui Nature Reserve itself.

The coastline in Waihinau Bay hosts 8 mussel farms, while Waitata Bay hosts 13 mussel
farms and Port Ligar a further 19 mussel farms.  Many of these mussel farms have in the
past been associated with adjacent land ownership.  Three consented marine farm sites are
located along the shoreline below the Tui Nature Reserve between Reef Point and Treble
Tree Point, but have never been developed.  The remaining western coastline of Waitata
Reach through to beyond Maud Island remains devoid of aquaculture. .  The Landscape
Report  describes the cultural patterns present along this western side of the reach in122

terms of “scattered dwellings, jetties and mussel farms”, notes the “visible network of tracks
across the slopes”, and observes that while Port Ligar “has retained large tracks of pastoral
activity, the upper slopes of Waitata and Waihinau Bays are largely characterised by the
regeneration of native bush and shrublands.”

Dwellings in vicinity and in direct line of site

With the exception of dwellings in the Tui Nature Reserve, all dwellings which have views
out into Waitata Reach are located close to the heads of the bays which surround the
Reach, meaning that relatively few existing dwellings  will have direct lines of sight to these123

proposed sites.  As the data in Table 6.1 show, the sites proposed in Waitata Reach all
have separation distances of 3km or more to the nearest dwellings with direct lines of sight.

Distinctive locations/destinations nearby

At the southern end of Waitata Reach, more than 5km from the nearest proposed site is
Maud Island, a Department of Conservation wildlife sanctuary and research reserve.  The
Island hosts organised visits, which are hosted by a resident DoC staff family.

To summarise the commercial accommodation available along the Waitata Reach, various
kinds exist - in the Tui Nature Reserve, Richmond Bay (Pohuenui Nature Resort), Waihinau
Bay (Te Kopi Reserve and McCaulay’s), and Port Ligar (Waterfall Bay).
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Table 6.1: Separation distances - the Waitata Reach group

Salmon farm site
proposed

Separation
distances
to nearest part

Comments - dwellings with direct line of sight

Kaitira
(Post Office Pt)

4.6-4.7km
4.8km
6.3km
6.5km
6.9km
8.5km

1 lodge and 3 holiday homes in Waihinau Bay
6-8 dwellings - 2 permanent, others rented at head of Waihinau Bay
1 permanently occupied dwelling in Port Ligar
1 dwelling in Port Ligar
Eco-accommodation - elevated site; permanently occupied
2 dwellings in Turner Bay (within Waitata Bay)

Waitata/White
Horse Rock
(immediately
adjacent)

3.2km Eco-accommodation - elevated site; permanently occupied

Tapipi 3.6km
3.6km
4.2-4.3km
8.6km

Eco-accommodation - elevated site; permanently occupied
1 dwelling near north end of Waitata Bay
2 dwellings in Camp Bay (Waitata Bay)
1 dwelling in Port Ligar

Richmond 3.7km
4.3km
4.8km
9.6km

Eco-accommodation - elevated site; permanently occupied
1 dwelling near north end of Waitata Bay
2 dwellings in Camp Bay (Waitata Bay)
1 dwelling in Port Ligar

6.2.2 Assessment of site-specific social effects - the Waitata Reach group

(a) Visual, noise and odour effects

Effects on residential amenity values can arise from the introduction of hitherto unexpected
activities which residents may not normally associate with the kind of neighbourhood
environment in which they have chosen to live or build a holiday house.  The sight of
permanent, built structures on the waters adjacent to their residential property is almost
certain to be an unexpected development outside areas currently zoned for marine farming. 
Machinery and equipment noise may intrude on the ambient noise environment in a manner
that is quite different to the noise of passing pleasure craft, commercial boats or ferries, and
thereby disturb the peace and quiet that residents are by and large accustomed to.   Strong
odours may also intrude on the ambient atmospheric qualities of the environment, but only
in the immediate vicinity of a salmon farm.

As noted previously, providing adequate separation distance between an operating salmon
farm and neighbouring dwellings is the most effective way of ensuring that such adverse
effects on residential amenity are avoided.  The assessment reported here is based on
comparing the separation distances for the proposed salmon farm sites with the information
gained from interviews with neighbours of existing salmon farms.  The salient conclusions
from these interviews can be summarised as follows -

- regarding potential effects on residential visual amenity: at 1.5-2.0km a salmon
farm is no longer an intrusive visual element, and at 3km it is barely noticeable;

- regarding potential effects on residential noise amenity: beyond 700-1,000m, a
salmon farm is no longer an intrusive element in the residential noise environment;
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AEE, Appendix 13, p.71.
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AEE, Appendix 13, p.72.
125

AEE, Appendix 13, p.73.
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AEE, Appendix 15, p.25.
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- regarding potential effects on residential amenity from unpleasant odours: beyond
700m off-site odour from a salmon farm is unlikely to be an intrusive element in the
residential odour environment.

The five proposed sites in the Waitata Reach group all have minimum separation distances
well in excess of 3km to the nearest dwelling.  Consequently, the potential adverse effects
on visual amenity at these residential locations, when compared with current experience, is
assessed as negligible, and the corresponding potential adverse effects on noise and odour
amenity values is assessed as negligible and nil respectively.

This assessment, based on reported experience, is reinforced by the expert assessments
expressed in the Landscape and Noise Reports.  The Landscape Report expresses the
following findings - 

Waitata : “Where views towards the Waitata site are possible from the property they will
124

generally be elevated and from these distances of approximately 2.5km or more, the

proposed structures will be a visible feature in the wider view but not prominent.”

Kaitira : “Views to the site from the nearest dwellings will be at distances of 4.5km and greater.
125

The proposed structures will be visible from this distance but will be becoming a minor

part of the view.”

Tapipi : “Potential views to the site from the nearest dwelling (W2) will be at a distance of
126

approximately 3.4km.  The proposed structures will be visible from this distance but

will be part of wider panoramic views of Waitata Reach.  There is potential for views

from dwellings W7, W8 and W9 in Camp Bay however these views will also be at

distances of approximately 3.5km or more from the proposed site with existing mussel

farms in the foreground. The proposed farm structures will be visible but have the

potential to be absorbed into the land backdrop due to the angle and distance of these

views.”

Richmond: similar to Tapipi

The Noise Report  states “The noise from the salmon farms will thus be well below the127

ambient noise at most times for the dwellings at greater than 1km.  The noise effects at
these existing dwellings are thus considered to be less than minor.”

(b) Social amenity effects from salmon farm lighting

The introduction of new lighting sources - in this case lights from the accommodation barge
as well as lights on the cage structures for navigational safety - are not novel elements in
the Marlborough Sounds.  Nor are they novel elements in many localities in the Sounds.
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Based on experience of night lighting in Port Gore from elevated sites at similar distances.
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AEE, Appendix 13, p.71.
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The Tui Nature Reserve.
130

AEE, Appendix 13, p.72.
131

AEE, Appendix 13, p.73.
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See section 4.2 of the Pelagic Fish Report.
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Existing experience of salmon farm operations suggests that night lighting, including
underwater lighting, does not generally produce adverse residential amenity effects, even at
relatively close quarters (300m-500m).  The one circumstance in which the introduction of
lights could create an adverse effect is where the viewer currently sees no other lights at all
and would prefer to maintain this night-time amenity.  

Dwellings in Waitata Bay, Waihinau Bay and Port Ligar, with views across to the proposed
Kaitira, Tapipi and Richmond sites along the eastern edge of the Waitata Reach will already
see the lights from other dwellings in their bays as well as the lights from numerous existing
mussel farms.  Night-time views from the Tui Nature Reserve dwellings to these proposed
sites are unlikely to be affected by navigational safety lighting at a distance of over 3km . 128

The Landscape Report expresses the following findings - 

Waitata : “The effect of the lighting of the proposed farm when viewed from the wider
129

property  at night will appear as an extension to the pattern of existing lighting of130

dwellings and marine farms in Waitata Bay.”

Kaitira : “The lighting of the proposed farm will introduce a new level of lighting into an
131

undeveloped area at Post Office Point. The lights will potentially be visible from the

dwellings above however the viewing distances are such that it is anticipated that they

will be a minor feature.  There is an existing salmon farm site and mussel farms in

Waihinau Bay which will also be visible in these views.”

Tapipi : “The potential change brought about by the introduction of the lighting of the proposed
132

farm to an area that is currently unlit is considered to be high. However the magnitude

of change on these particular views is reduced due to the distances at which the lights

will be viewed.”

Richmond: As for Tapipi.

(c) Social amenity effects from wildlife nuisances

There is no dispute that seagulls, seals and sharks  are all part of the normal ecology of133

the Sounds.  The mere presence of these creatures in the neighbourhood environments of
Sounds residents is not in itself a cause for any significant social effect.

Potential social effects arise when particular activities such as marine farming alter the
behavioural patterns of wildlife species in such a way as to create a nuisance which did not
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See also Section 4.1 of the Pelagic Fish Report.
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AEE, Appendix 10, p.18.
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AEE, Appendix 9, p.34.
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I note that the NZ King Salmon Birds Policy acknowledges similar concerns - “Seagulls defecating in the
137

water and on marine farm infrastructure” (Section 12.1) and “A threat to employee health by working in
areas covered in bird faeces.”  (Section 12.2).
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exist previously.  Direct observations as well as first-hand reports confirm that salmon farm
activities tend to attract exceptional numbers of seagulls and seals .  As noted in the134

Seabirds Report  - 135

“shoals of small fish are likely to be attracted to finfish farm structures for shelter and

to feed on food falling through the sea cages (Cawthron Marine Report 2011).

Consequently, this may increase the abundance of prey species of penguins, shags,

gulls and terns ...”

Similarly, the Marine Mammals Report  states - 136

“Fur seals will always be in the vicinity as salmon are probably the most nutritious fish

they can find locally and, as fur seals are always ready to feed with the least

expenditure of energy, salmon farms and their contents will always provide an

incentive to haul out nearby, or on the structure itself.”

Their presence at a salmon farm is not in itself the cause of an adverse, off-site social
effect; rather it is the potential for seals in exceptional numbers to spill over into adjacent
areas such as rocky headlands frequented by local residents or neighbouring landowners,
or for seagulls in exceptional numbers to roost on nearby jetties and thereby create social
effects.  Furthermore, the actions of salmon farm staff to deter seagulls, for example by
shooting, can lead to undesirable social effects.

The social effects which have been reported by neighbours of existing salmon farms are
specific: (a) the significant nuisance to property owners with jetties caused by large
concentrations of seagulls congregating on jetties and fouling them , resulting in extra137

work and reduced utility; the unpleasantness of encountering dead or dying seagulls on the
shoreline, resulting from shooting by salmon farm staff; anxiety about the risk to personal
safety of people on nearby land, resulting from the use of fire-arms by salmon farm staff to
deter seagulls; (b) the effect of seals colonising areas of the rocky shore which are currently
used by neighbouring residents, and thereby deterring future use by their potentially
aggressive behaviour; (c) the effect of sharks in nearby waters deterring residents from
swimming and using small boats.

Separation distance is one factor that will influence the likelihood and level of potential risk
of such adverse social effects.  However, because these effects are associated with
ecological behaviours and not purely physical phenomena (as in the case of visual, noise
and odour effects), there is greater uncertainty in identifying spatial thresholds.  The natural
behaviour of fur seals is to establish haul-out areas on rocky shorelines as close as possible
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Pers.Comm.  MW Cawthorn.  30 September 2011.
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“Use of such new roosting sites may reduce the energy expenditure of the birds because they do not have
139

to fly to and from their natural roosting sites which may be some distance from their foraging area.” AEE,
Appendix 10, p.19

See also Section 4.3 of the Pelagic Fish Report.
140

Clause 12.0 of the NZ King Salmon Environment Policy refers to “Seabirds Policy”.  Version 5 allowed for
141

the use of firearms by staff members on each salmon farm.  Version 6 prohibits the keeping or use of
firearms on site, but does allow the General Manager Aquaculture to take a firearm on site and shoot a
bird.

e.g. passing recreational boaties, yachties, ferry passengers, mussel farms.
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to their food source .  Similar behaviour can be expected for seabirds in relation to roosting138

sites such as jetties .139

Another factor which will influence the likelihood and level of potential risk (or sensitivity to
this risk) is the established patterns of use of the land by neighbouring residents, a factor
which will be different in each case and particular to each locality. 

The fact that the only reported concerns related to shark nuisance are associated with the
salmon farm in the enclosed Waihinau Bay, and that these appear to be historical concerns
which have already been addressed, suggests that the potential for shark-related nuisances
will not be significant risks at any of the proposed sites .140

Regarding the potential for adverse effects from fur seals and seagulls described above, the
five sites proposed for Waitata Reach are all substantially further away from their nearest
residential neighbours than is the case at existing farms whose neighbours experience
these kinds of adverse social effects.  Furthermore, all sites have nearby rocky headlands
which are very much closer to the proposed sites than the nearest dwellings or land
locations frequented by people.  It should also be noted that NZ King Salmon has recently
amended its company policy, prohibiting the use of firearms to deter seagulls .141

(d) Accumulated solid waste on nearby shorelines

When solid waste material, mainly in the form of ropes and a variety of plastic items,
accumulates along the shoreline and on the beaches, it detracts from the enjoyment of
those places and is also often viewed as a symptom of potential ecological harm to marine
species.

There is little dispute that solid waste from marine farming activities and other activities142

does accumulate over time along the shorelines around the Sounds.  While most observers
interviewed for this assessment expressed the view that salmon farming is generally not the
predominant contributor, there was also a consensus that salmon farming activities cannot
be completely exonerated as one source of the solid waste.

NZ King Salmon is viewed by some as a responsible marine farm operator which takes
seriously its responsibilities to devote staff effort to cleaning up shore-line waste.  Other
observers remain to be convinced.  Interviews with salmon farm managers for this
assessment indicate some variation in the levels of effort devoted to beach clean ups at the
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various existing farm sites.   The risk of solid waste accumulation from salmon farming
operations of the Waitata Reach group on shorelines near to dwellings or shorelines
frequented by residential neighbours is assessed as unlikely to give rise to any significant
adverse social amenity effect in any of the locations.  If current clean-up practices are
sustained and overall best practice is adopted and assured across all salmon farm
operations, the risk in Waitata Reach locations is likely to be avoided altogether.  Indeed, a
programme of regular clean-ups by NZ King Salmon staff could see an improvement in the
quality of shoreline environments in both existing locations and those neighbouring the
proposed sites.

(e) Summary of assessments - the Waitata Reach group

Table 6.2 summarises the site-specific assessment of potential effects on residential social
amenity from visual, noise, and odour effects and wildlife and solid waste nuisances.  These
assessments assume worst-case locations of farm structures within the proposed sites.

Table 6.2: Summary of site-specific visual, noise and odour effects, and wildlife
nuisances on residential social amenity, without mitigation

Site Distance
to nearest
dwelling

Visual
effects

Noise
effects

Odour
effects

Wildlife nuisance
effects

Shoreline solid
waste effects

Kaitira 4.6km negligible negligible nil negligible nil

Waitata/White
Horse Rock

3.2km negligible negligible nil negligible nil

Tapipi 3.6km negligible negligible nil negligible nil

Richmond 3.7km negligible negligible nil negligible nil

6.2.3: Cumulative social effects - the Waitata reach Group

Two approaches to assessing cumulative social effects are described: (a) the cumulative
effect of more than one proposed salmon farm on existing residential amenity or the
cumulative effects of proposed salmon farms and existing aquaculture operations; (b) the
cumulative effect of several adverse amenity effects compounding for the same residential
receptor.

(a) The cumulative effects of more than one salmon farm

When considering cumulative effects, two spatial (or locational) aspects are influential.  As
noted previously in section 6.2.2, one factor is separation distance between salmon farm
operation and receptor - providing adequate separation distance between an operating
salmon farm and neighbouring dwellings is the most effective way of ensuring that adverse
effects on social amenity are avoided.  For assessing cumulative effects, the other factor is
the proximity of one salmon farm to another, giving rise to the potential for experiencing off-
site effects simultaneously or sequentially from more than one site.

The Landscape Report contains the technical findings of the assessment of cumulative
effects on visual amenity assessed as a judgement about the extent of change in visual
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Across a 7-point qualitative range from ‘Very Low’ to ‘Very High’
143

AEE, Appendix 20, p.97.
144

3.2km from Waitata, 3.6km from Tapipi, and 3.7km from Richmond.
145

Two mussel farms in Richmond Bay and a number in Waitata Bay are likely to be in long-distance views
146

from locations in the Tui Nature Reserve.
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amenity  without necessarily inferring anything about the quality of such change. The143

Landscape Report states  that -144

“The area of visibility in common for all sites, existing and proposed is extensive. However

there are different areas of visibility which overlap one another so that the cumulative effects

vary when on the water and will largely be seen sequentially.  Even from the most visible

locations (i.e. where there are 3 or more sites visible) one would have to look in different

directions.

Low levels of cumulative visibility effects will be evident from several residential locations

together with existing salmon farm sites. Due to viewing distances and coastal position these

cumulative effects will be low.”

A small number of dwellings in the Waitata Reach area will potentially be able to see more
than one of the proposed salmon farms, or a proposed farm in addition to an existing farm,
as summarised in Table 6.3 below.

Table 6.3: Number of dwellings by number of salmon farms visible

# of
sites
visible

Categories of site Site names Number of
dwellings

Distance to
additional sites

4 4 separate proposed sites Kaitira, Waitata/White Horse Rock,
Tapipi, Richmond

1 3.2-6.9km

3 3 proposed sites Kaitira, Tapipi, Richmond 1 6.5-9.6km

3 2 proposed + 1 existing Tapipi and Richmond + Waihinau 1 5.2-6.5km

2 2 proposed sites - separate Kaitira and Waitata/White Horse
Rock

2 4.7-8.5km

2 2 proposed sites - clustered Tapipi and Richmond 3 3.6-4.3km

2 1 proposed + 1 existing Kaitira and Waihinau 6 4.6-4.8km

Given the distances involved, only one property (with several dwellings) has the possibility of
experiencing cumulative visual effects to some degree and that is the Tui Nature Reserve. 
Notwithstanding that this property is between 3 and 4 km from the nearest proposed salmon
farm, it is the closest property to four of the proposed sites .  However, no dwelling on the145

property has simultaneous views of all the proposed sites and the separation distances are
all substantial.  The property is distinguished from others in the general area, in that it
currently has few aquaculture structures in view .  This observation is reinforced in the146

Landscape Report - 
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The Landscape Report notes the need to ground-truth the visibility and visual amenity effects by visiting
147

this location.  
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“The key property with potential cumulative effects from the proposed salmon farms of the

Group 1 sites will be Tui Nature Reserve , above Reef Point on the north side of Waitata147

Reach.”

which concludes -

“the cumulative effects on the dwelling/s at W2 are potentially more than minor,

however when effects are considered on the private observers of the Waitata Reach

group of salmon farms sites overall, cumulative visual amenity effects are assessed

as moderate.” 

The Landscape Report also notes that there are a very limited number of potential land
based public viewpoints.

The Noise Report does not discuss the potential cumulative noise effects, which is
consistent with its site-specific findings reported in section 6.2.2(a) above.  Given the
findings on potential wildlife nuisance and shoreline solid waste accumulation effects
discussed in sections 6.2.2 (c) and (d) above, it is unlikely that there will be cumulative
adverse amenity effects of these kinds in the Waitata Reach.

(b) The cumulative effect of several adverse amenity effects compounding

At the present time, it is likely that occupants in no more than six dwellings experience any
degree of combined residential amenity reduction associated with visual and noise amenity
effects from the existing salmon farm.  For these six dwellings, perhaps three also
experience adverse odour effects from time to time.  This situation is largely the result of
separation distance, despite the progressive efforts of NZ King Salmon to manage off-site
effects from their operations.

Given the separation distances previously summarised in this report, the risk of similar
cumulative effects is negligible for the five proposed Waitata Reach sites.

6.3 Port Gore

Port Gore is the general location for the proposed Papatua salmon farm, for which NZ King
Salmon does not propose a building structure as at its other farms.  Melville Cove, at the
southwestern extremity of Port Gore, has a consented salmon-farm site.  

6.3.1 Existing social environment - Port Gore

Location

The proposed Papatua salmon farm site is located in the northwestern sector of Port Gore,
across the entrance to Pig Bay and close to a small promontory called Papatua.
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The owner’s family has been involved in pastoral farming in the Outer Sounds for three generations.
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With the Department of Conservation’s Cannibal Cove Scenic Reserve being the immediate neighbour to
149

the south

AEE, Appendix 16, p.18.
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Land ownership and land/water use in Port Gore

Development patterns differ markedly between the eastern and western shores of Port
Gore.

On the western side, apart from the Cape Lambert Reserve at the northern extremity,
administered by the Department of Conservation, the land has been in continual pastoral
production by its present owner  for 35 years.  The pastoral land is largely devoid of bush148

and scrub and improved grassland predominates.  This farming property extends westward
to Titirangi Bay, where the homestead is situated.  Melville Cove has long been zoned for
aquaculture, prior to the arrival of other local residents in Port Gore.  About nine mussel
farm sites exist in Melville Cove.  One of these mussel farms is associated with the adjacent
farming property, reflecting a need to diversify economic activities in order to maintain
livelihood.  Another mussel farm has been re-consented for salmon farming, although it has
not been developed as a salmon farm operation.  Three mussel farms have also been
consented in Pig Bay, adjacent to the proposed Papatua salmon farm site, and have been
operating for some years.  The only building which looks out into Port Gore from the western
side is an old hut, situated on the farming property and originally used as a base for possum
control efforts, though this has since been discontinued and the hut is no longer maintained.

In contrast, much of the eastern side of Port Gore, commonly referred to as the Cape
Jackson Peninsula, exhibits regenerating bush and native vegetation.  Previously in pastoral
farming, one property was taken out of production almost two decades ago to promote
natural re-forestation - the Queen Charlotte Wilderness Park , while another pastoral149

property still runs cattle. Interviews for this assessment indicate that neighbours at the
eastern end of Port Gore have similar aspirations for their land and coastline - to develop an
area of high natural character.  At least one dwelling in the southeast sector of Port Gore,
near Cockle Bay, is occupied permanently, while a second dwelling has semi-permanent
occupation and a third is about to be occupied permanently, having been a bach for many
years.  Another property near Black Head has a family holiday house on it.  Most of these
properties in the southeast sector of Port Gore are linked together by a walking track which
regularly brings visitors over from Ships Cove during the summer months, walking a circuit
which then returns to an eco-lodge facing the Queen Charlotte Sound.  

Despite being in the zone prohibited for aquaculture, three mussel farms have been in the
past been consented (and appealed) in the southeast sector of Port Gore, between Pool
Head and Gannet Point.  Although proposed as submerged operations, they currently
operate as conventional surface-flotation mussel farms.

There is no public road access into Port Gore .150
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Several speculated that the navigation lighting on the Pig Bay mussel farms might not have been
154

operating.
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Dwellings in vicinity and in direct line of site 

As the following table shows, all private dwellings along the eastern and southern shorelines
of Port Gore in direct line of sight from the proposed Papatua salmon farm have minimum
separation distances of almost 4km. 

Table 6.4: Separation distances - Port Gore

Salmon farm site
proposed

Separation
distances
to nearest part

Comments - dwellings with direct line of sight or in adjacent embayment

Papatua 3.9-4.0km
4.7-4.8km
5.6km
5.9km

2 holiday homes on Cape Jackson peninsula
3 dwellings on southern shore of Port Gore - Pool Head to Tunnel Bay
1 dwelling, semi-permanently occupied, at east end of Port Gore
1 permanently occupied dwelling at east end of Port Gore

Distinctive locations/destinations nearby

As discussed in the Recreation Report , Port Gore is also the location for several151

shipwrecks which attract more experienced divers.  These sites are located more than 3km
from the proposed Papatua salmon farm.

6.3.2 Assessment of site-specific social effects - Port Gore

(a) Visual, noise and odour effects152

It is pertinent to recall that NZ King Salmon does not propose a building structure at the
Papatua site - only the lower-profile cages.  This affects the visual profile, the degree of
potential night lighting and night-time noise.  All dwellings in Port Gore with direct line of
sight of the proposed salmon farm will be at distances of 3.9km or more. Consequently, the
potential adverse effects on visual amenity at these private residential locations, when
compared with current experience, is assessed as negligible, and the corresponding
potential adverse effects on noise and odour amenity values is assessed as negligible and
nil respectively.

(b) Social amenity effects from salmon farm lighting153

Most dwellings in Port Gore with long-distance views of the proposed Papatua site will
already see the lights of other dwellings around the Port Gore coastline and the lights from
existing mussel farms in the foreground, although some of those interviewed reported rarely
seeing navigation lights on the existing mussel farms in Pig Bay , at a distance of some154

5km
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Graphic Attachment One to the Landscape Report.
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(c) Social amenity effects from wildlife nuisances155

Regarding the potential for adverse effects from fur seals and seagulls described previously,
the proposed Papatua site is substantially further away from its nearest residential
neighbours than is the case at existing farms whose neighbours experience the kinds of
adverse social amenity effects.  Furthermore, the Papatua site has several rocky headlands
which are very much closer, being no more than 400m from the nearest caged area
boundary and therefore more likely to present haul-out prospects for seals.

(d) Accumulated solid waste on nearby shorelines

The absence of any dwellings in Pig Bay and the distance to shorelines close to dwellings in
other parts of Port Gore suggest that the risk of accumulating solid waste originating from
the proposed Papatua salmon farm is nil.

(e) Summary of assessments - Port Gore

Table 6.5 summarises the site-specific assessment of potential effects on social amenity for
dwellings around the shores of Port Gore.  Furthermore, several of those interviewed for this
assessment (but by no means all of the interviewees) expressed the view that the Papatua
site is consistent with their expectation that aquaculture and pastoral farming are compatible
on the western side of Port Gore and do not compromise the desire for restoring the natural
landscapes and ecology of the eastern side of Port Gore.

Table 6.5: Summary of site-specific effects on residential social amenity

Site Distance
to nearest
dwelling

Visual
effects

Noise
effects

Odour
effects

Wildlife nuisance
effects

Shoreline solid
waste effects

Papatua 3.9km negligible negligible nil nil nil

6.3.3: Cumulative social effects - Port Gore

(a) The cumulative effects of more than one salmon farm

Reference to Figure C4  indicates that no more than three dwellings will potentially be able156

to see both the proposed Papatua site as well as the already-consented Melville Cove site. 
These three are located on the southern shores of Port Gore, between Pool Head and
Tunnel Bay, at distances between 4.7 and 4.8km from the proposed Papatua site and well
over 2km from the consented Melville Cove site.  The Landscape Report states that -

“Impacts of the proposal on visual amenity in addition to the existing site (currently

under appeal) at Melville Cove is considered to be low due to the limited numbers of

properties, the closer proximity of those properties to the Melville Cove site than the
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proposed Papatua site, and because the viewing distance from these properties will

be generally be over 3.8km.”

The collective experience of neighbours of existing NZ King Salmon farms suggests that, at
the separation distances involved, the presence of the additional Papatua salmon farm will
not create a significant adverse effect on the residential amenity at the dwellings identified
above.  

Given the findings on potential wildlife nuisance and shoreline solid waste accumulation
effects discussed in sections 6.3.2 (c) and (d) above, it is unlikely that there will be
cumulative adverse amenity effects of these kinds for the existing residents of Port Gore.

(b) The cumulative effect of several adverse amenity effects compounding

Given the separation distances previously summarised, the risk of cumulative effects is
negligible for the existing Melville Cove and Papatua sites.

6.4 The Queen Charlotte Sound group

The Queen Charlotte Sound group includes the following proposed salmon farm sites -
Kaitapeha and Ruaomoko.  The existing Ruakaka salmon farm is situated in Ruakaka Bay,
some 2.5km away on the northwestern side of Queen Charlotte Sound.  NZ King Salmon
proposes that the Ruaomoko farm have four fish cages rather than the eight-cage
configuration at Kaitapeha and elsewhere, and that there be one building shared by the two
farm operations.

6.4.1 Existing social environment - the Queen Charlotte Sound group

Location

These two proposed salmon farm sites are located near the western entrance to Tory
Channel, just south of the entrance to Kaitapeha Bay at the southern end of Arapawa
Island.

Land ownership and land/water use adjacent

Adjacent land ownership includes a single, privately-owned property with a holiday house at
the head of Kaitapeha Bay, with the remainder being Ruaomoko Scenic Reserve.  While the
private property extends around to include the point on the western entrance to Kaitapeha
Bay, it is entirely surrounded by Department of Conservation land, which begins just beyond
their jetty in the Bay and includes the point on the eastern entrance to the Bay. 
Consequently, further building development in the Bay is unlikely, if the existing character of
this small bay is to be retained.  A walking track on the private property exists from the
house out to a picnic spot on the point.  There is extensive spread of wilding pines on this
southwestern portion of Arapawa Island. The nearest adjacent land to the west and to the
south is scenic reserve - Ruakaka Bay Scenic Reserve and Dieffenbach Point Scenic
Reserve, while the area of the proposed salmon farm sites is adjacent to the main maritime
thoroughfares of Tory Channel and Queen Charlotte Sound.  Much of the boat traffic along
Queen Charlotte Sound tends to track along the northern side of the Sound, offering some
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protection from prevailing northerly and norwesterly winds and the associated chop.  The
only other aquaculture enterprise currently operating in this area of the Sounds is a mussel
farm in Hitaua Bay, just south of Takatea Point in the Tory Channel, also some 2.5km
distant. 

Dwellings in vicinity and in direct line of site 

On the Queen Charlotte Sound coastline at the southwestern end of Arapawa Island no
houses are situated out on the promontories or points between the bays; they tend to be
sited at the heads of the bays.  Thus only one dwelling on Arapawa Island will have the
possibility of direct line of sight of the proposed salmon farm sites.  As Table 6.6 shows, with
the exception of a single dwelling at the head of Kaitapeha Bay, the sites proposed for the
Queen Charlotte group have separation distances between 1.9 and 5.5km.

Table 6.6: Separation distances - the Queen Charlotte Sound group

Salmon farm site
proposed

Separation
distances
to nearest part

Comments - dwellings with direct line of sight

Kaitapeha 720m

2.7km
2.7-3.2km
3.1-4.5km
2.4-4.4km
3.4-3.7km
4.9-5.0km

1 dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay (depending on precise siting of the proposed
salmon farm)
1 holiday home near Tikimaeroero Pt
3 dwellings on Snake Point
5 dwellings in Bay of Many Coves
6 holiday homes along shores of Maraetai Bay 
2 dwellings at western end of East Bay, southwest of Dieffenbach Point
2 dwellings in Milton Cove

Ruaomoko 2.2km
1.9-3.9km
3.2-3.7km
3.4-5.1km
5.1-5.2km
5.4-5.5km

1 holiday home near Tikimaeroero Pt
6 holiday homes along shores of Maraetai Bay
3 dwellings on Snake point
4 dwellings in Bay of Many Coves
2 dwellings at the head of Ruakaka Bay
2 dwellings in Milton Cove

Any distinctive locations/destinations nearby

Being at the entrance to Tory Channel, these sites are visible to passengers on the
Wellington-Picton ferries at distances of 500-1,000m.

6.4.2 Assessment of site-specific social effects - the Queen Charlotte Sound group

(a) Visual, noise and odour effects

For most of the dwellings within the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) and separation
distances of almost 3km or more, these proposed salmon farms, with a single, shared
service and accommodation building, will be barely noticeable.  However, the single dwelling
at the head of Kaitapeha Bay is an exception, at 720m from the proposed Kaitapeha caged
area.  The Landscape Report notes -

“The ZTV indicates that while views from the jetty are likely, it appears unlikely that

views will be possible from the house. If views were to be available, they would be

partial glimpses of the proposed structures across the left of the viewshaft out of the
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With reference to the dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay, the Noise Report (p.25) states that noise from the salmon
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farm may be audible outside the dwelling at times, but the noise level is sufficiently low to avoid sleep
disturbance indoors.

For general comments, refer to section 6.2.2(c).
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The nearest point of the proposed Kaitapeha caged area is 710m from the nearest jetty, compared with
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250m at Te Pangu.
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bay. It is recommended that further work be done to confirm visibility from this location

when the proposal is publicly known and the location can be visited.”

Furthermore, under the resource consent application, the location of the farm’s barge
building will be at the southern end of the site and therefore not visible from either the
dwelling or the jetty in Kaitapeha Bay.  At a separation distance of 720m, direct line of sight
is relevant not only for any potential effect on residential visual amenity but also for any
potential off-site noise effect, since current residential experience of existing salmon farm
operations suggests that beyond 700-1,000m, a salmon farm is no longer an intrusive
element in the residential noise environment .  However, ensuring intervening solid land157

between farm operations and residential receptors would be sufficient to avoid adverse
visual and noise effects even at 720m separation distance, as observed in the case of the
existing Ruakaka salmon farm.  Final assessment of these risks is therefore dependent on
micro-siting considerations for the Kaitapeha salmon farm.  At 720m, off-site odour from
salmon farm operations is unlikely to be an intrusive element in the residential environment. 
The proposed Ruaomoko site is some 1,200m from the dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay, but
completed screened from it by intervening topography.

The next nearest dwellings - holiday homes to the southwest of the proposed farms, in
Maraetai Bay and near Tikimaeroero Point - are at separation distances of between 1.9km
and 2.7km, putting them beyond the zone where they are likely to experience adverse
effects on their residential amenity.

(b) Social amenity effects from salmon farm lighting

No dwellings with potential views to the Kaitapeha and Ruaomoko sites currently experience
night-time views devoid of other light sources, mainly attributable to the presence of other
dwellings scattered around the bays in this central part of Queen Charlotte Sound. 
Furthermore, many of these dwellings will see the lights of passing ferries on a daily basis.  
With the same important caveat as was expressed in the previous section about micro-
siting, it is unlikely that occupants of the nearest dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay will see night
lighting on the Kaitapeha salmon farm, either navigational, building-related or underwater
lighting.

(c) Social amenity effects from wildlife nuisances158

Regarding the potential for adverse effects from fur seals and seagulls described previously,
the proposed Kaitapeha and Ruaomoko sites are further away  from the nearest159

residential neighbour than is the case at existing farms whose neighbours report these kinds
of adverse social amenity effects.  Furthermore, the Kaitapeha and Ruaomoko sites have
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The two rocky headlands nearest the Kaitapeha caged area are at 170m and 260m, compared with 710m
160

to the jetty in Kaitapeha Bay.

For general comments, refer to section 6.2.2(d).
161

-57-

several rocky headlands which are very much closer than the nearest jetty , and therefore160

more likely to present haul-out prospects for seals.  However, this assessment
acknowledges that some uncertainty exists in being able to predict the spatial extent of such
wildlife behaviours.

(d) Accumulated solid waste on nearby shorelines161

With very little aquaculture present in this vicinity, existing levels of shoreline debris are
relatively low and predominantly from passing recreational boating activity and ferry traffic. 
However, several of the big white plastic bins used in the salmon farming operations have
been seen by the property owner floating into the Bay in the past, implying no room for
complacency. The risk of solid waste accumulation from salmon farming operations of the
Queen Charlotte Sound group on shorelines near to dwellings or shorelines frequented by
residential neighbours is assessed as unlikely to give rise to any significant adverse social
amenity effect in any of the locations.  If current clean-up practices are sustained and overall
best practice is adopted and assured across all salmon farm operations, the risk in Queen
Charlotte Sound locations is likely to be avoided altogether.  Indeed, a programme of
regular clean-ups by NZ King Salmon staff could see an improvement in the quality of
shoreline environments in both existing locations and those neighbouring the proposed
sites.

(e) Summary of assessments - the Queen Charlotte Sound group

Table 6.7 summarises the site-specific assessment of potential effects on social amenity for
dwellings around the western entrance to Tory Channel in Queen Charlotte Sound.  

Table 6.7: Summary of site-specific effects on residential social amenity

Site Distance
to nearest
dwelling

Visual
effects

Noise
effects

Odour
effects

Wildlife nuisance
effects

Shoreline solid
waste effects

Kaitapeha 720m potential for 
intrusive

visual
effect - 1
dwelling;

depends on
micro-siting

potential for 
intrusive

noise
effect - 1
dwelling;

depends on
micro-siting

unlikely unlikely unlikely

Ruaomoko 1.2km negligible negligible nil unlikely unlikely

6.4.3: Cumulative social effects - the Queen Charlotte Sound group

(a) The cumulative effects of more than one salmon farm
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AEE, Appendix 13, p.101.
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The Landscape Report explains  that “the area that would have combined visibility of the162

proposed sites in addition to the existing salmon farm is limited to the central channel of
Queen Charlotte Sound to the south of the sites”.  In other words, very few existing
dwellings will be exposed to all three sites simultaneously.  The one exception appears to be
a single dwelling near Tikimaeroero Point which will be 2.2km and 2.7km away from the
Ruaomoko and Kaitapeha sites respectively, and 4.4km away from the existing Ruakaka
farm, with the possibility of glimpsing the latter through a small viewshaft gap between
Dieffenbach Point and West Head.  However, due to the close proximity of the two proposed
new sites, as many as 20 existing dwellings in Maraetai Bay, Bay of Many Coves, Snake
Point and Milton Cove will have views of both sites from distances ranging between 2.4km
and 5.5km.  From many of these long-distance viewpoints, particularly the closer dwellings
in Maraetai Bay, the two sites will in effect merge into a single site.

In every case, the cumulative effect on residential visual amenity is likely to be minimal, an
assessment reinforced by existing experience of neighbours of NZ King Salmon farms, and
in the Landscape Report - “Due to viewing distances and coastal position these cumulative
effects will be low.”  

As explained in sections 6.4.2(a) and (e) above, the proposed Kaitapeha site may create the
potential for intrusive noise at the dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay itself.  However, there is no
such risk from the proposed Ruaomoko site.  Consequently, cumulative noise effects will be
negligible, as will cumulative off-site odour risks.

Similar reasoning and conclusions apply to the likelihood of cumulative wildlife nuisances
and cumulative shoreline solid waste effects.

(b) The cumulative effect of several adverse amenity effects compounding

Given the separation distances summarised above, there is one dwelling at the head of
Kaitapeha Bay where the possibility exists of cumulative adverse visual and noise effects,
unless appropriate micro-siting occurs to ensure that a direct line-of-sight between salmon
farm operations and residential dwelling is avoided.  Furthermore, the uncertainty regarding
wildlife behaviours and responses to the establishment of the proposed farms means that
there is a risk that such nuisances may also be cumulative in Kaitapeha Bay.

6.5 The Tory Channel group

The Tory Channel group includes the proposed Ngamahau site as well as the two existing
NZ King Salmon farms at Clay Point and Te Pangu, 2.5km and 3.5km away in Tory
Channel.

6.5.1 Existing social environment - the Tory Channel group

Location
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One interviewee described how a proposal several years ago to log the adjacent plantation and take the
163

logs out through Deep Bay was declined because of the potential for damage to the aquatic ecology of the
Bay.

At p.14
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This proposed Ngamahau salmon farm site is located in the section of Tory Channel to the
east of Arapawa Island.  The site is on the western side of the channel, in front of
Ngamahau Bay. 

Land ownership and land/water use adjacent

Between the north side of Ngamahau Bay and the south side of Deep Bay, there are eleven
privately-owned sections of land on this part of the Arapawa Island coastline, involving nine
owners.  These sections are surrounded by a mix of forestry plantations  and regenerating163

bush, while plantation forestry covers much of the land on the opposite (eastern) side of
Tory Channel at this point.  Four sections have dwellings at the present time, with the most
recent having been constructed in late 2011, before NZ King Salmon’s proposed sites were
public knowledge.  However, the other three have been in their present ownership for 10, 20
and 25 years respectively and, while not occupied permanently, have relatively high levels of
usage throughout the year.  As noted in the Landscape Report  - 164

“the landcover is predominantly a mosaic of both native and introduced
successional vegetation including gorse scrub, manuka scrub, regenerating
mahoe-five-finger forest and radiata pine treeland and forest. There are
numerous tracks and powerlines also evident in the landscape.”  

Thus land use in the immediate vicinity of Ngamahau Bay, Deep Bay and the proposed site
is predominantly residential, with prospects for more of the same in future.  A cluster of six
existing mussel farms is located around the edges of Oyster Bay, just over 2km south of the
proposed Ngamahau Bay site.  Otherwise this outer section of Tory Channel has always
been empty of aquaculture.  However, the area also has a long historical association with
commercial whaling until the mid-twentieth century.  Whaling activities were at one time
widespread along Tory Channel in places like Te Rua Bay, Tipi Bay and Te Awaiti Bay.

Amongst those interviewed, this part of Tory Channel is valued, amongst other things for its
relative shelter from prevailing northerly and norwest winds.  The little beaches around Deep
Bay are noted for attracting small boat parties, and several interviewees described small
boat recreation and fishing and diving activities in the immediate part of Tory Channel
between Deep Bay and Ngamahau Bay.

Dwellings in vicinity and in direct line of site 

Table 6.8 demonstrates that, of all the sites proposed by NZ King Salmon, the Ngamahau
site has the closest private dwelling, and also several other dwellings that are within the
spatial zone of interest for considering effects on residential amenity.
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350m between the Te Pangu salmon farm and a permanently occupied dwelling in Te Pangu Bay, with two
165

holiday homes also nearby.  In this case, the current owners bought the property knowing that the salmon
farm was situated out in the Bay.  However, that salmon farm has since twice been expanded, each with
consent applications, and the owners have opposed expansions on both occasions, on the basis of their
first-hand experience.

AEE, Appendix 13, p.78.
166
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Table 6.8:

Salmon farm site
proposed

Separation
distances
to nearest part

Comments - dwellings with direct line of sight

Ngamahau 410m
1.1km
1.4km
2.0km
2.2km
2.4km

1 dwelling in Ngamahau Bay
1 dwelling at the entrance to Deep Bay
1 dwelling on north side of Te Rua Bay (direct line of sight uncertain)
1 dwelling on south side of Te Rua Bay
1 dwelling between Te Rua Bay and Motukina Point
2 dwellings in Thoms Bay on east side of Tory Channel

Any distinctive locations/destinations nearby

Being in Tory Channel, these sites are visible to passengers on the Wellington-Picton
ferries, at a distance of less than 1km, similar to the separation distances when passing the
existing Clay Point and Te Pangu salmon farms.

6.5.2 Assessment of site-specific social effects - the Tory Channel group

(a) Visual, noise and odour effects

Two dwellings with direct line of sight to the caged area of the proposed Ngamahau site
have separation distances well short of 2km and therefore warrant assessment in terms of
potential visual, noise and odour effects on residential amenity values.  

The closest dwelling to the proposed Ngamahau site is in Ngamahau Bay itself, at a
distance of 410m, with a mooring in the Bay.  This separation distance is marginally greater
than the minimum separation distance between an existing salmon farm and a permanently
occupied dwelling .  This building is used for both residential purposes and as a winter165

base for small-scale commercial fishing activities.

As noted in the Landscape Report  -166

“The farm will be visible from this location, approximately 400m away, occupying

much of the central view through the entrance of the bay. ...  The proposed salmon

farm will have a significant impact on views from Building N4. Although most of the

cages are likely to be visible from this building, the location of the barge/building under

the Resource Consent proposal is at the southern end of the cages and may be

screened or partially screened by topography. It is recommended that further work be

done to confirm the extent of visibility when the proposal is publicly known and the

location can be visited.”
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With reference to the dwelling in Ngamahau Bay, the Noise Report (p.25) states that noise from the
167

salmon farm may be audible outside the dwelling at times, but the noise level is sufficiently low to avoid
sleep disturbance indoors.  The Noise Report further notes (p.21) that, with appropriate mitigation
measures, proposed noise limits can be complied with at the most affected house at Ngamahau.  This is a

technical assessment in the absence of information about occupant usage patterns and amenity values. 

  Situated 1.4km away from the proposed site, inside the northern headland of Te Rua Bay 
168
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Without considering any form of mitigation, there is the potential for occupants of this
dwelling and property to experience significant loss of residential amenity arising from off-
site visual, noise  and occasional odour effects, given that at the present time they can see167

no other built structures in their part of Tory Channel.

The next closest dwelling is situated on an elevated site at the entrance to Deep Bay, some
1.1km from the proposed site.  It is unlikely that this dwelling will experience adverse odour
effects at this distance.  However, the likelihood of experiencing adverse noise effects is
borderline, when compared with existing experience.  This demonstrates the siting dilemma
for this proposed site: in order to provide greater separation from the dwelling in Ngamahau
Bay will only reduce the separation from this dwelling unacceptably.  The same dilemma
exists in terms of visual amenity loss.

The actual line of sight of a third dwelling  to the proposed Ngamahau site is less certain,168

since the dwelling appears oriented towards the south west direction and may in fact have
only marginal views of the Ngamahau site.  While the potential effect on visual amenity is
uncertain at this point in time, it is unlikely that this dwelling will experience any significant
loss of amenity due to off-site noise or odours.

(b) Social amenity effects from salmon farm lighting

While occupants in the dwelling in Ngamahau Bay will see the lights of passing ferries on a
daily basis, they currently see few other light sources at night.  However, all other dwellings
in bays along this section of Tory Channel are likely to see the lights of other dwellings as
well as the lights of passing ferries and boat traffic.

(c) Social amenity effects from wildlife nuisances

The dwelling in Ngamahau Bay appears to have no associated jetty that might offer roosting
opportunities for gulls that will be attracted to the salmon farm.  While the distance to the
beach is about 400m, rocky shorelines on either side of the Bay are 135m and 240m away
from the edge of the caged area, implying closer potential haul-out areas for fur seals that
will be attracted to the salmon farm. 

Much greater separation distances to the jetties in Deep Bay (1.1km, 1.3km and 1.7km
respectively) suggest they are unlikely to be affected by potential wildlife nuisances.

(d) Accumulated solid waste on nearby shorelines

Despite daily ferry traffic, with very little aquaculture present in this vicinity, existing levels of
shoreline debris are relatively low.  Whatever debris is present is most likely to come from
passing recreational boating activity and ferry traffic.  The risk of solid waste accumulation
from salmon farming operations of the Tory Channel group on shorelines near to dwellings
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Figure E4 of Graphical Attachment One to the Landscape Report.
169

AEE, Appendix 13, pp.103-104.
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or shorelines frequented by residential neighbours is assessed as unlikely to give rise to any
significant adverse social amenity effect in any of the locations.  If current clean-up practices
are sustained and overall best practice is adopted and assured across all salmon farm
operations, the risk in Tory Channel locations is likely to be avoided altogether.  Indeed, a
programme of regular clean-ups by NZ King Salmon staff could see an improvement in the
quality of shoreline environments in both existing locations and those neighbouring the
proposed site near Ngamahau Bay.

(e) Summary of assessments - the Tory Channel group

Table 6.9 summarises the site-specific assessment of potential effects on residential
amenity for dwellings in the vicinity of the proposed Ngamahau site.

Table 6.9: Summary of site-specific effects on residential social amenity

Site Distance
to nearest
dwelling

Visual
effects

Noise
effects

Odour
effects

Wildlife nuisance
effects

Shoreline solid
waste effects

Ngamahau 410m potential for 
intrusive

visual
effect - 3
dwellings

potential for 
intrusive

noise
effect - 2
dwelling

potential for
intrusive

odour
effect - 1
dwelling

uncertain unlikely

6.5.3: Cumulative social effects - the Tory Channel group

(a) The cumulative effects of more than one salmon farm

The Cumulative Zone of Theoretical Visibility (CZTV)  indicates that public areas from169

which all three salmon farms will be visible are limited to relatively inaccessible ridges and
spurs and to part of the sea corridor of Tory Channel .  There are no properties which have170

simultaneous or successional views of all three sites.  Furthermore, the number of dwellings
which will have views of the proposed Ngamahau site in addition to one of the existing
salmon farms is limited to two.  The Landscape Report concludes -

“Cumulative visual effects from these dwellings would be experienced at distances of

between approximately 1.3km and 2.2km. At these elevated land-based distances the

different salmon farms, have the potential to be prominent features, but not significant.

Views from these dwellings will  require the viewer to look in different directions i.e. in

succession, in order to see more than one site. Neither the existing or proposed farm

will be a central focus in their views.”

This prospect compares relatively favourably with the existing situation in Te Pangu Bay,
where a permanently occupied dwelling and two neighbouring holiday homes have
simultaneous views of the Te Pangu salmon farm (at 350m) and the Clay Point salmon farm
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(at 1.7km).  Furthermore, the separation distances involved with the Ngamahau site suggest
that cumulative noise effects will be negligible, as will cumulative off-site odour risks.

The distance between the proposed Ngamahau site and the existing salmon farms is such
that the likelihood of cumulative wildlife nuisances and cumulative shoreline solid waste
effects is negligible.

(b) The cumulative effect of several adverse amenity effects compounding

Based on the assessments above, there is one dwelling at the head of Ngamahau Bay
where the likelihood exists of cumulative adverse visual, noise and odour effects. 
Furthermore, the uncertainty regarding wildlife behaviours and responses to the
establishment of the proposed farm means that there is a risk that such nuisances may also
be cumulative for the occupants of Ngamahau Bay. 
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AEE, Appendix 2, Executive Summary, paragraph 16 and Conclusions, paragraph 361
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7 MONITORING AND MANAGING SOCIAL IMPACTS

7.1 Context for considering social impact management

This assessment has identified a range of potential social benefits that can accompany the
expanded presence of and activities associated with salmon farms in the Marlborough
Sounds.  These were discussed in Section 5.  Similarly, this assessment has also identified
the potential for some risks to residential amenity values and personal safety on the basis of
reported experience from existing salmon farm operations in certain locations.  These were
discussed in Section 6 and Appendix 5

Potentially positive social impacts and potentially adverse social impacts are both
characterised by degrees of likelihood and extent.  In cases where potentially positive social
impacts carry a degree of uncertainty, it is worth considering enhancement initiatives which
serve to increase the likelihood and/or extent of the positive outcome.  The number of
additional jobs created for Marlborough residents could be an example.  In cases where
potentially adverse social impacts carry a degree of uncertainty, it is worth considering
mitigation initiatives which serve to reduce the likelihood and/or the extent of such adverse
outcomes.  The incidence of intrusive noise for nearby neighbours could be an example.

A Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) acknowledges both these aspects.  In the context
of this NZ King Salmon proposal, preparing a Draft SIMP takes its cues from the following
considerations - 

- community expectations that NZ King Salmon operate to high environmental
performance standards and provide assurance that sustainable resource use is
being achieved;

- expressed wishes of some Sounds residents interviewed that NZ King Salmon
become a part of the communities in which they operate and treat them with respect,
and acknowledgement that this has occurred in some situations; 

- NZ King Salmon’s past record of demonstrating a willingness to make
improvements in farm design, operation and management in response to off-site
effects reported by neighbours;

- NZ King Salmon’s avowed intentions regarding corporate social responsibility, as
expressed, for example, in the conclusions to The NZ King Salmon Report  -171

“It is a key part of the company’s brand protection that NZ King

Salmon is seen to be a responsible steward of its farm sites in what is

otherwise publicly owned waterways.  It embraces and leads best

practice in these areas.” 

- the evolving company culture of establishing positive relationships between farm
managers (and Company Management) and neighbours in the Sounds; and
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- acknowledging that uncertainties in the assessment of some social effects require
the capacity for pro-active and adaptive measures so that off-site effects with the
potential to be significant can be managed appropriately and in a timely manner.

The combination of monitoring and mitigation measures recommended is expressed in
terms of a Social Impact Management Plan, which encapsulates a new level of commitment
and demonstrates leadership in the industry and amongst the members of the region’s
corporate community.  Aspects of this Social Impact Management Plan complement and
draw upon company procedures already adopted under the company’s Environmental Policy
adopted by the Board in 2011.

In effect, the development and implementation of a Social Impact Management Plan is
integral to establishing and maintaining a social licence to operate.

7.2 A Draft Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) 

A Draft SIMP has been prepared as Appendix 7 to this Report.  This Draft SIMP provides a 
summary of the potential social and economic impacts (benefits and adverse impacts) to be
addressed through the SIMP, outlines specific social impact management plans with
consent holder responsibility, outlines the on-going Community Engagement Strategy for
the New Water Space Project, and presents a framework for proposed monitoring, reporting
and review.

The Draft SIMP is a ‘living document’, intended to be updated from time to time in light of
company and stakeholder experience. 

At the present time, specific social impact management plans, in draft outline, have been
described for managing potential effects on the residential amenity of immediate
neighbours, potential effects of wildlife nuisances and solid waste accumulation around the
shoreline, as well as the potential to generate jobs for residents of Marlborough District.
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8 CONCLUSIONS

This assessment concludes that there is scope for further salmon farm development in the
Marlborough Sounds, considering the potential cumulative social effects across the
Marlborough Sounds, the competing social interests, and the balance of social effects
around each proposed site.

By and large, NZ King Salmon’s site selection process has resulted in proposed sites where
off-site effects on residential amenity will be either negligible or less than effects currently
experienced by immediate neighbours of NZ King Salmon farms.  For the nine new salmon
farm sites proposed, none involve dwellings being closer than they are to existing salmon
farms operated by NZ King Salmon.  However, by definition - since they are part of a Plan
Change application - they are all in areas where people had no expectation that such
activities would occur, and this influenced their own past investment decisions. 

In particular, two of the proposed sites - Kaitapeha and Ngamahau - each result in
separation distances to dwellings where off-site effects are likely to be experienced as
significantly adverse and, from a social perspective, the balance of local social effects is
assessed as negative, without additional mitigation.   In the case of the Kaitapeha site, this
balance of local social effects would be assessed as positive if NZ King Salmon can provide
assurance that the micro-siting of the proposed Kaitapeha salmon farm avoids any visual
exposure of surface features of the salmon farm to the residential property in Kaitapeha
Bay.  In the case of the Ngamahau site, it is difficult to envisage how any degree of micro-
siting effort could alter the negative finding.

Even with sites which have been assessed from a social perspective as being positive, NZ
King Salmon has committed to a Social Impact Management Plan.  In doing so, it is prudent
and socially responsible to adopt an approach that is both anticipatory and responsive.
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Appendix 1: Statutory framework and Institutional context - details

RMA

The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) sets out a statutory framework which aims to
direct the assessment of whether the proposal (in this case, expanded salmon farming
activities at nine proposed sites) would “promote the sustainable management of resources
in a way or at a rate that enables people and communities to provide for their social, cultural
and economic well being” as provided for in section 5 of the Act.  The requirement in the Act
is to consider the potential effects on people and communities. 

Section 6 of the RMA specifies Matters of National Importance, which the applicant must
recognise and provide for.  Specific to this social assessment will be section 6(d): the
maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine area.

Section 7 of the RMA specifies Other Matters, to which the applicant must have particular
regard.  Specific to this social assessment will be section 7(c): the maintenance and
enhancement of amenity values; and section 7(f): the maintenance and enhancement of the
quality of the environment.

NZCPS

The NZ Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) sets out objectives and policies for managing
the coastal environment around New Zealand.

Objective 4 of the NZCPS is to maintain and enhance the public open space qualities and
recreation opportunities of the coastal environment by recognising that the coastal marine
area is an extensive area of public space for the public to use and enjoy.

Objective 6 of the NZCPS is to enable people and communities to provide for their social,
economic, and cultural wellbeing and their health and safety, through subdivision, use, and
development, recognising that: 

- the protection of the values of the coastal environment does not preclude use and
development in appropriate places and forms, and within appropriate limits; 
- some uses and developments which depend upon the use of natural and physical
resources in the coastal environment are important to the social, economic and
cultural wellbeing of people and communities; 
- functionally some uses and developments can only be located on the coast or in
the coastal marine area; 
- the protection of habitats of living marine resources contributes to the social,
economic and cultural wellbeing of people and communities; 
- the proportion of the coastal marine area under any formal protection is small and
therefore management under the Act is an important means by which the natural
resources of the coastal marine area can be protected; and 
- historic heritage in the coastal environment is extensive but not fully known, and
vulnerable to loss or damage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development.
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Policy 1: Extent and characteristics of the coastal environment 

1) Recognise that the extent and characteristics of the coastal environment vary from region
to region and locality to locality; and the issues that arise may have different effects in
different localities. 

2) Recognise that the coastal environment includes: 
a) the coastal marine area; 
b) islands within the coastal marine area; 
c) areas where coastal processes, influences or qualities are significant, including coastal
lakes, lagoons, tidal estuaries, saltmarshes, coastal wetlands, and the margins of these; 
d) areas at risk from coastal hazards; 
e) coastal vegetation and the habitat of indigenous coastal species including migratory
birds; 
f) elements and features that contribute to the natural character, landscape, visual qualities
or amenity values; 
g) items of cultural and historic heritage in the coastal marine area or on the coast; 
h) inter-related coastal marine and terrestrial systems, including the intertidal zone; and 
i) physical resources and built facilities, including infrastructure, that have modified the
coastal environment. 

Policy 3: Precautionary approach 

1) Adopt a precautionary approach towards proposed activities whose effects on the coastal
environment are uncertain, unknown, or little understood, but potentially significantly
adverse. 

2) In particular, adopt a precautionary approach to use and management of coastal
resources potentially vulnerable to effects from climate change, so that: 
a) avoidable social and economic loss and harm to communities does not occur; 
b) natural adjustments for coastal processes, natural defences, ecosystems, habitat and
species are allowed to occur; and 
c) the natural character, public access, amenity and other values of the coastal environment
meet the needs of future generations. 

Policy 4: Integration 

Provide for the integrated management of natural and physical resources in the coastal
environment, and activities that affect the coastal environment. This requires: 
c) particular consideration of situations where: 

ii. public use and enjoyment of public space in the coastal environment is affected, or
is likely to be affected; or 
v. significant adverse cumulative effects are occurring, or can be anticipated. 

Policy 6: Activities in the coastal environment 

1) In relation to the coastal environment: 
h) consider how adverse visual impacts of development can be avoided in areas sensitive to
such effects, such as headlands and prominent ridgelines, and as far as practicable and
reasonable apply controls or conditions to avoid those effects; 
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… 
j) where appropriate, buffer areas and sites of significant indigenous biological diversity, or
historic heritage value. 

2) Additionally, in relation to the coastal marine area: 
a) recognise potential contributions to the social, economic and cultural wellbeing of people
and communities from use and development of the coastal marine area, …: 
b) recognise the need to maintain and enhance the public open space and recreation
qualities and values of the coastal marine area; 
c) recognise that there are activities that have a functional need to be located in the coastal
marine area, and provide for those activities in appropriate places; 
d) recognise that activities that do not have a functional need for location in the coastal
marine area generally should not be located there; and 
e) promote the efficient use of occupied space, including by: 

i. requiring that structures be made available for public or multiple use wherever
reasonable and practicable; 
ii. requiring the removal of any abandoned or redundant structure that has no
heritage, amenity or reuse value; and 
iii. considering whether consent conditions should be applied to ensure that space
occupied for an activity is used for that purpose effectively and without unreasonable
delay.

Policy 8: Aquaculture 

Recognise the significant existing and potential contribution of aquaculture to the social,
economic and cultural well-being of people and communities by: 
a) including in regional policy statements and regional coastal plans provision for
aquaculture activities in appropriate places in the coastal environment, recognizing that
relevant considerations may include: 

i. the need for high water quality for aquaculture activities; and 
ii. the need for land-based facilities associated with marine farming; 

b) taking account of the social and economic benefits of aquaculture, including any available
assessments of national and regional economic benefits; and 
c) ensuring that development in the coastal environment does not make water quality unfit
for aquaculture activities in areas approved for that purpose. 

Policy 18: Public Open Space 

Recognise the need for public open space within and adjacent to the coastal marine area,
for public use and appreciation including active and passive recreation, and provide for such
public open space, including by: 
a) ensuring that the location and treatment of public open space is compatible with the
natural character, natural features and landscapes, and amenity values of the coastal
environment;
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e.g. Assessment of the effects of project Aqua on local communities and development of community
172

mitigation proposals, for Kurow Aqua Liaison Committee, 2003; SIAs carried out on several wind farm
proposals between 2005 and 2007 and on the Wairau Valley HEPS in 2005; social analyses carried out for
assessing the social implications of commercial retail strategy development in Christchurch City between
2003 and 2005, social assessment carried out on a Structure Plan proposal in North Shore City in 2007.

OECD, 1998. 173

e.g. Ministry of Social Development, 2003. 
174
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Appendix 2: References for conceptual framework on social wellbeing.

Carrying out a social impact assessment within this statutory framework requires attention to
a conceptual framework for thinking about social well being, and the factors which might
contribute to people’s experience of social well being.  Such a conceptual framework, which
has been adopted in a range of other SIAs  and social research contexts in New Zealand172

in recent years comes from social indicators work in the OECD  and closely parallels the173

framework adopted by the Ministry of Social Development .  The OECD study identified174

key areas of social life which shape well being:

- the state of physical and mental health;
- the quality of housing, shelter, neighbourhood and living place;
- opportunities for formal education and lifelong learning;
- opportunities for income, employment and the quality of working life;
- opportunities for leisure and recreation, time to enjoy them, and access to quality
outdoors/open space;
- access to public facilities, transport, communications, and access to goods and services;
- the quality of the physical environment, a clean environment with aesthetic appeal;
- influences on family life, social attachment, social contact, interaction and support;
- influences on participation in community and society, including participation in organised
groups and social activities; and
- influences on personal safety, public safety, autonomy or freedom from too much risk.

In conducting this SIA, consideration was given to whether or not the proposed project is
likely to have consequential effects on any of these areas of social life, and for which
communities of interest this is most likely to be the case.
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Appendix 4: Consultation record

In 2011

9 May Mark Cordwell, Marlborough District Council
10 May Bruce Cardwell, Aquaculture Direct
11 May Water Taxi skipper, Pelorus Sound
11 May Resident of Anakoha Bay
11 May Area Manager, Dept of Conservation, Picton office
12 May Water Taxi skipper, Queen Charlotte Sound
12 May Harbour Master and deputy Harbour Master, Picton
13 May Owner, Marlborough Travel, Blenheim
13 May Resource management consultant in forestry, Blenheim
13 May Member of Sounds Advisory Group, Tory Channel
13 May Member of Sounds Advisory Group, Outer Pelorus
13 May David Brown, Picton Coast Guard
17 May Meredith Blampied, Ministry of Education, Southern Region Office
18 May Charlie Park, Ruakaka salmon farm manager, NZ King Salmon
18 May General Manager, Operations, at Port Marlborough
18 May Damian Cotton, Otanerau salmon farm manager, NZ King Salmon
18 May Member of Sounds Advisory Group, Queen Charlotte Sound
19 May Member of Sounds Advisory Group, Outer Queen Charlotte Sound
20 May Caretaker, Bulwer
20 May Baz Henare, Clay Point salmon farm manager, NZ King Salmon
23 May Resident, Te Pangu Bay
23 May Member of Sounds Advisory Group, SoundFish
23 May Edward Collins, Picton Commercial Fisherman’s Association
23 May Carol Scott, Challenger Fisheries Management
24 May Member Sounds Advisory Group, Central Pelorus
24 May Resident, Bulwer/Waihinau Bay
25 May Resident, Sunday Bay, Forsyth Island
25 May Resident, Pohuenui Station
27 May Resident, Bulwer/Waihinau Bay
22 June Resident, Otanerau Bay
23 June Resident, Waihinau Bay
23 June Holiday home owner, Waihinau Bay

In 2012

7 March Resident, Port Gore
7 March Resident, Cape Jackson
7 March Resident, Port Gore
7 March Holiday home owner, Deep Bay
8 March Resident, Pohuenui Station
8 March Resident, Bulwer/Waihinau Bay
8 March Resident, Bulwer/Waihinau Bay
8 March Landowner, Port Gore
13 March Landowner, Ngamahau Bay
15 March Resident, Port Gore
16 March Holiday home owner, Deep Bay
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20 March Holiday home owner, Deep Bay
20 March Holiday home owner, Kaitapeha Bay
20 March Resident, Waitata Reach
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At distances of 300m, 350m, 400m, 500m, 700m and 3.2km + one at 1,650m distance but not in direct
175

line of sight.

Meaning that the interviewer was careful to avoid leading questions, but also attempted to interrogate
176

initial responses.

Harvesting may take place five days a week over a period of 2-3 months at any single salmon farm.
177
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Appendix 5: Description of social effects reported by neighbours of existing salmon
farms 

The descriptions reported here are based on interviews with seven residents of the Sounds
who have lived or do live permanently either on land adjacent to existing salmon farms or
within direct line of sight  of an existing NZ King Salmon farm, and one who makes use of175

a holiday house in similar circumstances.  While this may not seem a large number of
respondents, it represents a high proportion of those people who have direct experience of
living near an operating salmon farm.  Collectively, their reported experience represents the
only documented record of community experience of salmon farm operations.  Taken
together, these interviews provided a considerable degree of cross-corroboration of the
individual observations reported, particularly in view of the fact that interviews invariably
adopted the approach of unprompted but deliberative enquiry .176

Visual effects:

When viewed at close range in the setting of the Marlborough Sounds, neighbours describe
a salmon farm as an un-natural element, sometimes described as “ugly and an eyesore”,
“intrusive”, “aesthetically unpleasant”, “like an industrial activity”, or simply “unacceptable”,
and therefore detracting from the visual amenity of the neighbourhood that they live in. 
These responses relate to observations at distances between 300m and 1,200m.  The
intensity of response appears to reflect a gradient related to distance.  Indeed, several of
the respondents acknowledged that distance has a powerful moderating influence on this
effect, making the observation, also based on their direct experience, that at 1.5-2.0km a
salmon farm is no longer an intrusive element and at 3km it is barely noticeable.  Other
aspects which they reported as making a difference to the visibility of a salmon farm are the
colour of the structures and the height of the accommodation barge (singe-storey or double
storey).

Noise effects:

People living at close quarters (300m-700m) consistently report a common experience of
noise from salmon farm operations.  They report that at 300m-400m salmon farm noise is
not a literally continuous nuisance, but they report that frequently (on a daily basis) salmon
farm noise detracts from what is otherwise the peace and quiet of the Bay, and also that “it’s
more noisy when they’re harvesting ”; “harvest time is like a factory in the Bay”.  There is177

agreement amongst respondents that under certain circumstances (e.g. wind direction, time
of day, acoustic protections not in place), the most intrusive noise sources are the
generators and the water blasters, with nuisance from the latter reported at distances up to
600m-700m.  Taken together, these responses indicate that, while neighbours report
hearing salmon farm noise even at much greater distances (1,000m-3,000m) on an
occasional basis, they do not tend to experience a significant loss of residential amenity at
distances of 700m-1,000m or more.
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Some of those interviewed acknowledged that NZ King Salmon has made improvements in
recent years to reduce its levels of noise generation from salmon farm operations, in
response to issues raised by neighbours.  They also acknowledged that intervening
topography is an effective way of eliminating adverse noise effects, even at relatively close
distances, if there is no direct line of sight.

Odour effects:

Interviewee responses on the topic of odour effects indicate that their experience of adverse
odour effects occurs within a much more confined spatial area around a salmon farm than is
the case for the adverse noise effects reported.  Five respondents with experience of
salmon farm operations at 500m or less reported unpleasant odour experiences on
occasions - described as “stinking on occasions within 200m”; “periodic stench” at 350m;
“can be unpleasant downwind” at 500m.  These responses are consistent that the effect is
not present continuously.  The responses invariably attribute the odour to the lifting and
cleaning of nets.  Several also commented that they used to experience adverse odour from
the presence of morts, but that NZ King Salmon has amended its farm management
practices to address this issue.  

Lighting effects:

Generally, lights on the existing NZ King Salmon farms have not created any noticeable
adverse effects in the experience of the neighbours interviewed for this assessment.  This
observation applies to lights in the accommodation block, navigational safety lights on the
farm structure, or under-water lighting used to moderate fish maturation rates.  One
neighbour ventured the observation that the potential for an adverse social amenity effect
could arise for an existing resident accustomed to not seeing any other lights at night if a
salmon farm is introduced to their visual environment, thereby detracting from a desired
sense of isolation.

Wildlife effects:

Nearby residents reported several wildlife-related issues which they associate with the
presence of a salmon farm.  These issues concern seagulls, seals and sharks.

Three off-site effects are reported relating to seagulls and their presence around a salmon
farm.  Firstly, in the case of two existing salmon farms, seagulls are reported to create a
significant mess on nearby jetties and boats as a result of fouling by the birds.  Whilst
acknowledging that seagulls are an expected element in their residential environment in the
outer Sounds, the residents attribute the exceptional extent of this effect to the presence of
the salmon farm and its influence in attracting large numbers of birds.  Secondly, again in
the case of two existing salmon farms, dead or injured seagulls are reported periodically or
occasionally on nearby beaches.  Residents attribute this to the practice by salmon farm
staff of using guns to deter seagulls from being a nuisance on the salmon farms
themselves.  Thirdly, in the case of another existing salmon farm, the shooting of seagulls
was reported as causing concern to nearby residents on the grounds of personal safety.  It
was also reported that this issue has been raised with the NZ King Salmon manager of the
farm, and subsequently resolved.
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Nearest rocky shoreline estimated at between 160-200m, Google Earth, 2011.
178

By observing the weekly barge deliveries.
179

For example, comparing the amount of Nitrogen discharged from salmon farms with the quantities of
180

nitrogen discharged in ocean outfalls from urban waste water treatment plants.
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While several salmon farm neighbours with experience of commercial fishing acknowledge
that seals have always had the potential to be problematic for their fishing activity in the
Sounds - as they have for the salmon farm operators themselves - one neighbour reported a
different off-site social consequence - larger populations of seals colonising areas of
coastline nearest to the salmon farms , and where these areas are close to dwellings,178

higher numbers of seals on nearby rocks deterring people from visiting such areas because
of the aggressive nature of seals when disturbed.

A social effect related to the presence of elevated numbers of sharks was reported only in
the case of Waihinau Bay.  The social effect reported initially was the curiosity and
excitement experienced by locals and visitors alike as something of an attraction, although
the deterrent effect on social activities elsewhere in the water was ultimately acknowledged. 
While the presence of elevated numbers of sharks was universally attributed to the earlier
practice of disposing of morts into the sea and subsequently feeding morts to the sharks, it
is generally agreed that these practices have long since been abandoned by NZ King
Salmon, and the presence of sharks in the Bay has returned to normal background levels
associated with their habitat.

Waste on the beaches:

Observations reported by those interviewed in regard to solid waste on the beaches
supported the experience that while waste from salmon farms - such as ropes and bin lids -
is found on nearby beaches, salmon farms generally produce relatively little waste,
compared with the quantity generated from other sources, including mussel farms and other
boating traffic.  The practice by salmon farm staff of carrying out beach clean ups was
endorsed positively as worthwhile and a good use of their time by some respondents. 
However, not all residents are aware of this practice and one reported that the increased
frequency of beach clean ups has been observed only relatively recently. 

Water column effects:

When interviewed for this assessment, nearby residents (and other interviews) invariably
expressed a desire to ensure that the health of the marine environment is not harmed by
salmon farming operations, or any other activities for that matter.  This appears to have
strong associations for many residents with the identity and integrity of the Sounds.  The
residents interviewed generally acknowledge that they are unfamiliar with the state of
monitoring and science surrounding the effects of salmon farm operations on the water
column or the benthic substrate.  They are aware in a general sense of the volumes of fish
feed being used  and some express knowledge of the volume of fish waste products being179

discharged .  Against this background of a general lack of information, several180

interviewees reported their own observations - “some discolouration downstream”; “seen
bubbles coming to the surface”; “the water went murky”; “seen fish feed in the water”.
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Benefits to Sounds residents:

Interviewees reported a variety of positive social effects which they attributed to the
presence of a salmon farm operating nearby.  These included -

- employment on a salmon farm: most respondents acknowledge this as a general
benefit and report knowing of cases where locals have been employed in the past,
but none is aware of any locals being employed on NZ King Salmon farms at the
present time;

- accommodation revenue: two respondents report receiving rental revenue in the
past; in one case this has discontinued while in the other the level of business has
reduced;

- access to barge services: most respondents report either having benefited directly
from cost-sharing on barge services or knowing other local residents who have.

Relationship with NZ King Salmon staff:

Interviewees’ descriptions of their dealings with salmon farm staff are generally positive and
favourable; several describe having little to do with NZ King Salmon staff.  NZ King Salmon
is reported as attempting to treat neighbours with respect, and wanting to become part of
the community of the Sounds in the areas in which they operate.
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These data correspond with the information presented in AEE Appendix 21: House location Plans
181

Schedules, with the exception that dwellings at separations greater than 2km and which are screened by
intervening trees are not included.
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Appendix 6: Separation distances between salmon farm sites and neighbouring
dwellings181

Salmon farm site Separation
distances
to nearest part

Comments - dwellings with direct line of sight or in adjacent embayment

Existing salmon farms/sites

Ruakaka
(1985)

360m
600-1050m

1.6km
2.8-3.2km
3.4km

No permanently occupied dwellings; 1 holiday house in immediate embayment
16 dwellings in adjacent embayment (some may be permanently occupied?) 
(No line of sight)
(No line of sight)
4 holiday homes in East Bay
1 lodge in East Bay

Te Pangu
(1992)
Clay Point
(2007)

350m to TP
1.65km to CP
1.85km to CP
2.25km to CP
2.6km to CP

1 permanently occupied; 2 holiday homes in Te Pangu Bay
1 permanently occupied; 2 holiday homes in Te Pangu Bay
1 holiday home between Oyster Bay and Te Rua Bay
2 holiday homes in Te WeuWeu Bay
Several holiday homes in Oyster Bay

Otanerau
(1990)

900m
1.8km
2.1km

1 holiday home in Puriri Bay
1 permanently occupied; 1 holiday home in Te Aroha Bay (no line of sight)
3 holiday homes in Te Aroha Bay

Waihinau Bay
(1989)

300m
400m
500m
750-900m
1.5km

1 holiday home in Camp Bay
1 lodge and 2 holiday homes in Waihinau Bay
1 holiday home in Waihinau Bay
4 dwellings - 1 permanent and 3 holiday homes at head of Waihinau Bay
1 dwelling on north side of Waihinau Bay

Forsyth Bay
(1997)

550m
3.1km
3.2km
3.7km

1 holiday crib on Pohenui station (unused - no line of sight)
1 holiday home in Garden Bay (no line of sight)
1 permanently occupied dwelling on Forsyth Island
1 lodge on Forsyth Island

Melville Cove
(consented but not
developed)

1km
1.7-2.0km
3.0-3.1km
4.5km
4.6km

1 motel in northern part of Melville Cove (elevated)
10 holiday homes along southern shore of Port Gore
2 holiday home along southern shore of Port Gore
1 permanently occupied dwelling at east end of Port Gore 
1 holiday home at east end of Port Gore 
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Salmon farm site Separation
distances
to nearest part

Comments - dwellings with direct line of sight or in adjacent embayment
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Proposed salmon farm sites

Kaitira
(Post Office Pt)

4.6-4.7km
4.8km
6.3km
6.5km
6.9km
8.5km

1 lodge and 3 holiday homes in Waihinau Bay
6-8 dwellings - 2 permanent, others rented at head of Waihinau Bay
1 permanently occupied dwelling in Port Ligar
1 dwelling in Port Ligar
Eco-accommodation - elevated site; permanently occupied
2 dwellings in Turner Bay

Waitata/White
Horse Rock

3.2km Eco-accommodation - elevated site; permanently occupied

Tapipi 3.6km
3.6km
4.2-4.3km
8.6km

Eco-accommodation - elevated site; permanently occupied
1 dwelling near north end of Waitata Bay
2 dwellings in Camp Bay (Waitata Bay)
1 dwelling in Port LIgar

Richmond 3.7km
4.3km
4.8km
9.6km

Eco-accommodation - elevated site; permanently occupied
1 dwelling near north end of Waitata Bay
2 dwellings in Camp Bay (Waitata Bay)
1 dwelling in Port Ligar

Papatua 420m
3.9-4.0km
4.7-4.8km
5.6km
5.9km

1 disused possum hunting hut on Cape Lambert Peninsula
2 holiday homes on Cape Jackson peninsula
3 dwellings on southern shore of Port Gore - Pool Head to Tunnel Bay
1 holiday home at east end of Port Gore
1 permanently occupied dwelling at east end of Port Gore

Kaitapeha 720m
2.7km
2.7-3.2km
3.1-4.5km
2.4-4.4km
3.5-3.8km
4.9-5.0km

1 dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay (direct line of sight uncertain)
1 holiday home near Tikimaeroero Pt
3 dwellings on Snake Point
5 dwellings in Bay of Many Coves
6 holiday homes along shores of Maraetai Bay 
2 dwellings at western end of East Bay
2 dwellings in Milton Cove

Ruaomoko 1.2km
2.2km
1.9-3.9km
3.6km
3.2-3.7km
3.4-5.1km
5.1-5.2km
5.4-5.5km

1 dwelling in Kaitapeha Bay (no direct line of sight)
1 holiday home near Tikimaeroero Pt
6 holiday homes along shores of Maraetai Bay
1 dwelling in East Bay
3 dwellings on Snake point
4 dwellings in Bay of Many Coves
2 dwellings at the head of Ruakaka Bay
2 dwellings in Milton Cove

Ngamahau 410m
990m
1.4km
2.0km
2.2km
2.4km

1 dwelling in Ngamahau Bay
1 dwelling construction site - elevated site; entry to Deep Bay
1 dwelling on north side of Te Rua Bay
1 dwelling on south side of Te Rua Bay
1 dwelling between Te Rua Bay and Motukina Pt
1 dwelling in Thoms Bay on east side of Tory Channel
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Appendix 7: Draft Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP)

DRAFT SOCIAL IMPACT MANAGEMENT PLAN (SIMP) for 
the NEW WATER SPACE PLAN

prepared on behalf of NZ King Salmon

by Taylor Baines & Associates

October 2011
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1 Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) - purpose and structure

1.1 Purpose of the SIMP:

The purpose of this SIMP is to establish the responsibilities of the consent holder (King
Salmon) in relation to the social impacts of its Proposed Plan Change and Resource
Consents and associated resource consents, collectively referred to as the New Water
Space Project, and to describe organisational relationships between the consent holder and
other stakeholders and communities throughout the life of the Project.

This SIMP identifies actions which King Salmon will undertake alone or in cooperation with
other stakeholders to ensure and enhance the social benefits and mitigate the adverse
social impacts arising from the project on the communities in which it operates. In particular,
it addresses social impacts which have been identified during the social impact assessment
work as likely to occur in the immediate vicinity of each of the proposed salmon farm sites
and in the wider Marlborough Sounds and Marlborough District. 

This draft SIMP is a work in progress and will continue to be developed in consultation with
the other stakeholders over the life of the Project.  Ongoing consultation with stakeholders is
a crucial component in the implementation of the SIMP and this is outlined in the Community
and Stakeholder Engagement Plan (refer to section 4).  This draft SIMP should be read in
conjunction with the Social Impact Assessment Report prepared by Taylor Baines &
Associates.

1.2 Structure of the draft SIMP: 

Section 1: describes the purpose and structure of the Draft SIMP.
Section 2: describes in summary the potential social and economic impacts (benefits

and adverse impacts) to be addressed through the SIMP and the primary
focus of mitigation associated with key impact areas.

Section 3: outlines specific social impact management plans with consent holder
responsibility.

Section 4: outlines the on-going Community Engagement Strategy for the Project
Section 5: presents a framework for proposed monitoring, reporting and review.
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2 Overview of potential social impacts (benefits and adverse impacts) to be
addressed through the SIMP

2.1 Section content and links to other technical assessments

In this section, each distinct social impact (or related issue) identified in the Social Impact
Assessment is summarised.  Each impact summary is accompanied by a brief description of
the scope and primary focus of expected monitoring and mitigation.  It should be noted that
some of the monitoring and mitigation activities identified in this section have also been
identified by other technical experts.  In such instances, no duplication of effort is intended. 
However, in some cases, additional elements of social mitigation are recommended.  Specific
responsibilities for King Salmon are identified in the corresponding draft management plan
descriptions in Section 3.

2.2 Social impact and social issue summaries

Employment at additional salmon farms and in fish processing

New jobs from additional farms and in expanded fish processing capacity in Picton have
been identified as a significant on-going social benefit from King Salmon’s proposal.

Corresponding social impact management will involve pro-active steps to maximise
recruitment of appropriately skilled workers already living in the district.   Monitoring and
public reporting of actual employment outcomes is an important mechanism for benefit
assurance.

Off-site visual, noise and odour effects on residential amenity

Such impacts, if they occur, are highly dependent on separation distances, and therefore
more likely to occur where dwellings are relatively close to a salmon farm (distances less
than 2km).  Impacts are also dependent on local factors such as dwelling orientation,
existing screening, prevailing wind patterns, dwelling occupancy patterns, etc.

Corresponding social impact mitigation will focus, for example, on such things as -

- micro-siting of salmon farm cages and buildings; 
- prevention of unnecessary light emissions at night, particularly in the more remote
locations where few other light sources exist; 
- assurance that noise standards and associated mitigation measures prescribed by
the Noise Assessment are adopted fully and maintained; and 
- responsive liaison mechanisms between salmon farm managers and closest
neighbours.

Off-site wildlife nuisances attributable to the advent of a salmon farm

Salmon farms will inevitably attract localised concentrations of certain wildlife species,
principally seagulls and seals.  The potential for adverse amenity impacts for neighbours is
highly dependent on separation distances and local geographical and topographical
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features.  Furthermore, in past experience, the approach to managing wildlife risks by
salmon farm staff has raised concerns with some neighbours, particularly regarding the use
of firearms and unpleasant encounters with dead or dying seagulls on the shoreline.

Corresponding social impact mitigation will focus on regular monitoring of specified areas of
shoreline and liaison with neighbours regarding the need for particular mitigation initiatives. 

Solid waste accumulation on nearby shorelines attributable to salmon farm operations

While not the only source of solid waste debris, nor even the predominant source of solid
waste debris in some parts of the Sounds, Salmon farms are nevertheless known to be one
potential source of such debris which accumulates around the shoreline in the vicinity of
salmon farms.  Shoreline debris has been a well publicised cause for concern in many parts
of the Sounds for a considerable number of years, much of it attributed to aquaculture in
general.

A key difference between salmon farm operations and other aquaculture operations is the
permanent presence on site of staff, able to monitor and mitigate such risks.

Corresponding social impact management will focus on a combination of on-site practices
which minimise the risk that solid waste produced will escape the site and regular off-site
monitoring of specified areas of shoreline.  In cases where the majority of solid waste debris
is found to be from sources other than the salmon farm, regular monitoring, classification of
waste, and reporting is an important mechanism for benefit assurance.
 
Obligation on King Salmon to be a responsible neighbour in Sounds communities adjacent
to its salmon farm operations

Salmon farms involve the permanent occupation of public space in their neighbourhoods
and the permanent presence of staff in the neighbourhood.  Being a responsible neighbour
involves at least a basic level of respectful interaction and communication between King
Salmon representatives and nearby property owners and an awareness of how salmon farm
operations might or might not affect their neighbours.  This is a contribution to building
social capital within the Sounds communities

Corresponding social impact management will focus on establishing key relationships
between salmon farm staff and neighbours for each location as the basis for facilitating
active communication and the exchange of information necessary to ensure mutual respect
and responsiveness to issues that may arise from time to time.
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King Salmon Environment Policy, Bird Policy, Noise Management Plan, etc.
183
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3 Social Impact Management Plans

 The following draft management plan outlines identify King Salmon’s responsibilities for
addressing particular issues identified in the social impact assessment.  King Salmon will
develop these plan outlines into management plan documents and submit them to the
consent authority prior to initiating farm development work on any new site.

3.1 Residential Amenity Management Plan

[Refer also to the Noise Management Plan prepared by Marshall Day Acoustics]

Management objectives:

To minimise the risk of neighbours experiencing significant reductions in residential amenity
as a result of the introduction of salmon farming operations by providing for community
feedback in order to inform adaptive responses by the consent holder.

Issues:

• while separation distances between existing dwellings and caged area boundaries
for all proposed sites are never less than the corresponding separation distances
from existing King Salmon farming operations, there are several proposed
locations  where the experience of residents neighbouring existing salmon farms182

suggest the possibility or even the likelihood that more than minor adverse effects
are possible.

• the effectiveness of adaptive responses requires good communication between the
parties.

• neighbours’ acceptance of effects on their amenity values can be influenced by the
quality of their relationship with the farm operator and the responsiveness of the farm
operator to neighbours’ legitimate concerns if they arise.

Management Strategies:

When establishing the new salmon farm operations within the consented caged-area
boundaries, King Salmon will give attention to micro-siting which takes into account the risks
of potential off-site effects.  King Salmon is responsible for (i) identifying and establishing
contact with property owners within 2km of each proposed site, (ii) providing timely and
periodic information about relevant company policies and plans  and about any significant183

new development or change in activity levels on any particular site; (iii) providing the farm
manager’s contact details to all identified property owners; (iv) establishing and maintaining
a Community Complaints protocol.
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3.2 Wildlife Nuisance Management Plan

[Refer also to the  King Salmon Marine Mammal Management Policy]

Management objectives:

To minimise the risk of neighbours experiencing significant reductions in amenity values on
their private property resulting from exceptional wildlife concentrations attracted by the
salmon farm.

Issues:

• new locations for seagull roosts, particularly on private jetties;
• dead or dying seagulls on the shoreline;
• effects associated with ecological behaviours (as in the case of seagulls and seals)

are different from those associated with purely physical phenomena (as in the case
of visual, noise and odour effects), resulting in greater uncertainty for identifying
spatial thresholds;

Management Strategies:

King Salmon commits to a management approach which is both anticipatory and
responsive, including baseline monitoring prior to new farm establishment, consideration of
micro-siting, full implementation of the Company’s Marine Mammal Management Policy and
periodic review of its effectiveness, standardising best practice in wildlife deterrence across
all King Salmon farms, on-going monitoring of outcomes, a commitment to remedial
measures if significant nuisances occur, providing information to neighbours and gaining
neighbours confirmation of outcomes and an input to the annual reporting of results.

3.3 Solid Waste Management Plan

Management objectives:

To avoid reductions in neighbouring amenity values caused by the accumulation of solid
waste debris along the shoreline.

Issues:

• when solid waste material accumulates along the shoreline and on the beaches, it
detracts from the enjoyment of those places and is also often viewed as a symptom
of potential ecological harm to marine species;

• unless cleared away, much of the plastic solid waste debris which accumulates is
relatively long lived;

• salmon farming is known to contribute to solid waste debris; however, it is also
commonly recognised as not being the major contributing source when compared
with larger numbers of (unattended) mussel farms or recreational boat traffic;
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King Salmon supports training for divers to ADAS part III level (the highest international standard) and has
approximately 30 qualified aquaculture divers. Diving is a key part of NZ King Salmon’s husbandry, and
training to meet these standards is provided ‘on the job’.”
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Management Strategies:

King Salmon commits to an management approach which is both anticipatory and
responsive, including baseline monitoring prior to new farm establishment, standardising
best practice clean-up regimes across all King Salmon farms, maintaining records of clean-
up operations and results, including distinguishing salmon farm debris from that coming
from other sources, providing information to neighbours and gaining neighbours
confirmation of outcomes as an input to annual reporting of results.

3.4 Staff Recruitment and Training Plan

Management objectives:

To maximise opportunities for Marlborough residents to gain employment in King Salmon’s
expanded Marlborough operations.

Issues:

• commitment to benefits for Marlborough district in exchange for using public water
space in Marlborough;

• the shift work regime for salmon farm staff does not depend on employees living
within the District

Management Strategies:

King Salmon commits to a recruitment policy which seeks to give priority to District
residents, so long as they have the requisite skills.  Such a policy is reinforced by other
community investments made by the company, such as the company’s scholarship
programme at Queen Charlotte College and the company’s commitment to in-service
training such as the diving skills training .184
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It may be appropriate for the company to be represented by a more senior manager at the initial meeting.
185
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4 Community Engagement Strategy for the Project

4.1 Community engagement rationale and approach

Building positive local community relationships is essential to establishing community
confidence and trust in the company’s operations.  Establishing an appropriate level of
community engagement depends on the nature of ‘community’ in each location.  In some
locations, nearby dwellings will be occupied only occasionally, perhaps during the summer
holidays and over some long weekends.  Some may be occupied for more extended periods
but still intermittently, while some will be occupied permanently.  Corporate social
responsibility at this level of community requires an awareness of the nature of the local
community, without being intrusive.

Farm managers, supported by the environmental manager and the operations manager, are
central to this function.  Existing farm managers display a range of positive aptitudes in this
regard.  Interviews for this assessment did not encounter adverse comment about their
‘people skills’.  However, it is appropriate that expectations for such community engagement
roles are formalised to some extent, in order to reinforce their value to the company and to
provide for continuity and reasonable consistency as management personnel turn over from
time to time.

The following outlines an initial approach to farm-level community engagement.  Prior to
establishing a salmon farming operation in a new location, the farm manager  should - 185

- identify property owners for engagement in the vicinity of each site or cluster of
sites;
- identify relevant contact details and preferred mode of contact;
- set up an initial meeting, agree expectations between the farm manager and the
identified property owners on the level and frequency of interactions, and determine
interest in annual meetings with property owners thereafter;
- provide introductory information for identified property owners, including contact
details for the farm manager, intended farm development schedule and timing of
particular development activities and farm operations; 
- establish and communicate/publicise the Community Complaints Procedure; and
- discuss how to obtain property owners’ input to outcomes monitoring annually.

Once farm establishment has begun, provide property owners with a copy of the Annual
Social Impacts Monitoring Report.

4.2 Community Complaints Procedure

King Salmon is responsible for establishing and administering a Community Complaints
Procedure as follows - 

(a) The consent holder shall have a clearly nominated and publicly communicated
contact person within its own organisation or for each farm to receive and take
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responsibility for coordinating responses to complaints during farm operations;

(b) King Salmon shall establish a 24-hour complaints free-phone number for the
neighbours to call if they have any concerns regarding salmon farm operations. King
Salmon is responsible to ensure that all identified neighbours are provided with these
contact details;

(c) King Salmon shall maintain a log of any complaint received including the
following: 

- the date, 
- time, 
- complainant name and contact details, 
- nature of the complaint including the cause and effect if known, 
- record of action taken to address or mitigate the complaint;

(d) Where practicable, King Salmon shall respond to complaints within 24 hours and
shall log the action that it intends to take in response to the complaint;

(e) King Salmon shall communicate with the complainant about actions taken;

(f) King Salmon shall document any other longer term actions to be taken;

(g) King Salmon shall provide a summary of complaints and responses in its annual
Social Impacts Monitoring Report; 

(h) King Salmon shall make the complaints and response log available to the
Consent Authority (MDC) on request.
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Attributed likely sources of the solid waste.
186

Areas of shoreline for which King Salmon will subsequently take responsibility to monitor and clean up.
187

As discussed in sections 5.1 and 5.2 above.
188
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5 Monitoring, reporting and review

5.1 Monitoring of this SIMP

During the life of the Project, monitoring the adequacy and effectiveness of this SIMP shall
be the responsibility of King Salmon (the consent holder).  In performing this task it shall at
least once each year -

1) seek feedback from immediate neighbours of all its sites;
2) analyse results from the Community Complaints Procedure;
3) seek feedback from the Marlborough District Council.

If any party considers that amendments to the SIMP are required, King Salmon shall
respond on the actions it intends to take.

5.2 Specific monitoring responsibilities

Management Plans submitted by other experts contain provisions for monitoring the
following - 

- ...(e.g. compliance monitoring for off-site noise)
- ........

Prior to the establishment of a new salmon farm in any location, King Salmon will undertake
baseline monitoring of the following -

- the presence, level and nature  of solid waste debris on specified areas  of186 187

shoreline in the vicinity of the proposed site;
- the presence and extent of seal haul-out locations in the vicinity of the proposed
site;
- the presence and extent of seagull roosting behaviour on the nearest existing
jetties.

For completeness of social impacts, King Salmon will monitor the following -
- number of its employees, noting specifically the number of employees resident in
the Marlborough District;
- training activities for employees in particular skills (e.g. diving skills); and 
- the number and nature of community investments made by the company in that
year.

5.3 Social Impact Reporting

King Salmon shall compile the monitoring results  into a brief annual report, suitable for188

circulating to  the consent administrator (MDC), to the Sounds Advisory Group and to
immediate neighbours.
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