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Executive Summary

1) Background and Strategic Fit:

Aquaculture has been identified as an industry with significant growth potential and

has therefore been identified as an economic growth priority for the Thames-

Coromandel District Council. The importance of aquaculture has been reinforced in

the Blueprint project, the Council bés draft e
recent Council endorsement of economic development as a key priority for the

district.

The value of aquaculture to both the Coromandel and the national economy is
highlighted in an independent economic study undertaken as part of this Location
Options report. The Sapere Research Group report shows that Coromandel
aquaculture is currently worth $31.4 million to the local economy, and $77.4 million to
the national economy i with this contribution predicted to triple over the next 15
years.

By 2025, the Sapere report predicts that with the addition of finfish, the value of
aquaculture to the local economy from mussels, oysters and finfish will be $95.6
million in GDP, and the contribution to the national economy will be $195 million
(taking into account the processing and other inputs like fuel which come from
outside the region). Job growth is likely to increase from the current 432 full-time
equivalents to 835 FTE jobs, with jobs nationally rising to 2,301 FTEs by 2025.

2) The need for wharfing infrastructure:

The significant growth in both jobs and revenue predicted by the Sapere report will
provide an important boosti paroculdriyasitliéoim o mandel
food production, which is generally subject to sustained international customer

demand. However, the Coromandel industry cannot grow without the ability to bring

the product to shore i and therefore to market. At present, the existing Sugarloaf

wharf would be severely constrained with handling the additional volumes of product,

which are predicted to reach 60,000 tonnes by 2025.

In order for the aquaculture industry to develop to its full potential, there needs to be
an upgrade of the current wharfing infrastructure.

At its April 2011 meeting, Council made a decision that it wished to support the
development of the aquaculture industry 1 and that it would be prepared to lead the
development of a business case and resource consent application for the provision of
additional wharfing infrastructure.

The April Council meeting was informed that the project would be undertaken in three
stages, which would require three stages of funding, with three separate outputs:

1. The first stage is to identify a suitable location to develop wharf facilities. This
is the stage which is now before Council in this Preferred Location Options
Report. This report includes:

a. An examination of the various options for site location
b. Preliminary engineering analysis of the options to obtain costings.



c. Detailed site investigations, and gathering of bathymetry data from
specific sites.

d. Recommendations from the Project Team on the preferred options for
Council consideration.

2. Once Council has made a determination on its preferred location, the next
stage will be to complete development of a business case along with detailed
design work and costings suitable for a resource consent application. As part
of this process Council will also seek to negotiate a suitable commercial
arrangement with the Aquaculture industry to ensure that they fund the cost of
providing to enable the industry to grow. The business case will then be
submitted to Council for approval before work on the resource consent
application is formally commenced.

3. The third stage will involve lodging of the resource consent application and
subject to the granting of that consent, the construction of the preferred option.

This Preferred Location Options report represents the completion of this first stage 1
and now awaits Council decision-making on its preferred option.

3) Project Team brief:

The April meeting determined that Council was prepared to lead the development of
a business case and resource consent application for the provision of additional
wharfing infrastructure:

1 to support the aquaculture industry

1 improve facilities for recreational boating

1 and (if possible) to upgrade facilities for ferry operations

These three criteria have formed the brief for the Project Team, which consists of the
Gordon Reynolds (TCDC Project manager), and Ben Dunbar-Smith (Aquaculture
Development Project Manager, Hauraki-Coromandel Development Group), along
with a contracted independent resource management planner, a consulting engineer,
legal and ecological experts, as well as TCDC staff in roading and asset
management.

One of the key documents which has wunderpinn
the aquaculture industry has been the 2010 Wharfing Infrastructure Discussion
Document, which surveyed the potentials sites for wharfing infrastructure upgrades.

Following the presentation of this Discussion Document to Council in December
2010, the Project Team began entering into preliminary consultation with key
interested parties. These included the aquaculture industry, the Te Kouma residents,
the Waikato Regional Council, iwi and the Department of Conservation.

During the feedback received on the Discussion Document, it became evident that
more detailed analysis was required on a number of key issues.

For example, the Te Kouma residents raised a number of concerns relating to the
need for independent planning advice, validation of the economic value of
aguaculture, potential toxicity of dredging, the importance of consistent design
analysis across the various sites, and concerns about the safety of roading at the Te



Kouma intersection. The Department of Conservation raised issues about the need
for an ecological survey of specific locations, and the Waikato Regional Council
raised the importance of testing for toxicity at Kopu.

One of the other issues raised by the Te Kouma residents (both in initial feedback,
and at a meeting with Council representatives on 25 March 2011) was their stated
preference for Kopu as the logical long-term option for wharfing development to
service the aquaculture industry.

4) Professional reports:

To meet these concerns, and to ensure that a robust RMA case is available to any
preferred site selected by Council, the Preferred Location Options report has
obtained:

1 Professional planning advice: Contracting a professional planner to
undertake a high-level assessment of the alternative locations for wharfing
infrastructure to support the Coromandel aquaculture industry.

1 Toxicity testing: Completed a testing regime for toxicity both at Kopu and
within Coromandel Harbour. The testing at Kopu has been to meet the
concerns of the Waikato Regional Council, and also to fact-check the Te
Kouma residents strong advocacy for Kopu to be the best long-term
development site for the aquaculture industry. Core sampling has also been
undertaken at Te Kouma to meet residents concerns about the potential
toxicity of dredging at Sugarloaf, and the likely impact on ecological values.

1 Bathymetry analysis: In order to accurately undertake wharfing cost estimates
for Kopu, it has been necessary to know the length and depth of dredging
required, and the potential toxicity involved. This bathymetry analysis has
been undertaken at both Kopu and within Coromandel Harbour.

1 Wharf designs and costings for Kopu and Coromandel Wharf: In the 2010
Discussion Document, there were only wharfing design options completed for
Sugarloaf and Puhi Rare (Windy) Point. So, in response to the Te Kouma
residents urgings about Kopu and the need for a realistic comparison of
alternatives, a consulting engineer has been retained to undertake detailed
wharf designs for both the Kopu and Coromandel Wharf options. In addition,
the design work on both Sugarloaf and Puhi Rare Point has been updated to
2011 costings, so all sites are comparable. In addition, there have been more
concept designs undertaken for Sugarloaf, as the original Discussion
Document only had one design option.

1 Ecological values: The Department of Conservation indicated that it had a
preference for wharfing infrastructure to be developed in already modified
sites. If Sugarloaf was to be considered, then DOC indicated that an
ecological survey of Waipapa Bay should be undertaken i which has been
completed as part of this Location Options Report.

1 Economic analysis: In the feedback from the January meeting with the Te
Kouma residents, the estimates of aquaculture production and the value of the
industry to the Coromandel were questioned. Therefore the Project Team



contracted an independent analysis of the economic value of current and
future production to both the regional and national economies.

1 Roading: One of the issues raised by the Te Kouma residents related to safety
concerns at the Te Kouma Road/SH25 intersection. Therefore the Project
Team had Opus to prepare design options for improving the intersection,
along with costings by the TCDC Roading Manager.

All of these reports are cited in more detail later in this Location Options document,
and referenced in the Appendix.

One of the key points which the Te Kouma residents raised on a number of
occasions both in the initial January meeting, and in the March meeting with Council
was their belief that Kopu should be the preferred site for any wharfing upgrade. This
issue has therefore been canvassed in detail in this report. See Part 3 for discussion
and conclusions around this issue.

Detailed discussions have also been held with the aquaculture industry, as part of an
Industry Needs Analysis.

5) Site selection criteria:

One of the key criteria for the wharfing infrastructure upgrade is the need to provide
all-tide access. The financial affordability of the project is also a key criteria T as the
Council 0s brief 1 s f or reghredtarepaydhe cobtsol r e
building the wharf (as it relates to serving the needs of the aquaculture industry).

Therefore this Preferred Locations Options report has focused on two main locations:
1 Kopu
7 Sites within the Coromandel Harbour - which includes Sugarloaf, Puhi Rare
(Windy) Point and Coromandel Wharf.

These four options are discussed in full detail in Part 5 of this report. These are
comparative costings, which have been independently reviewed by an engineering
consultancy, and are based on design concepts only. The costings for the wharf
alone (excluding resource consent costs) are as follows (in ascending order):

1 Sugarloaf (3 berth expansion)  $2.5 million
1 Sugarloaf (5 berth expansion)  $3.6 million
f Sugarloaf (6 berth expansion)  $4.1 million

{1 Puhi Rare Option 2a $6.3 million
! Puhi Rare Option 3 $8.8 million
1 Puhi Rare Option 2 $11.3 million
1 Puhi Rare Option 1 $15.9 million

1 Coromandel Wharf Option 2 $15.9 million

1 Kopu Wharf Option C $17.3 million
1 Kopu Wharf Option A $18.4 million
1 Kopu Wharf Option B $23.9 million

! Coromandel Wharf Option 1 $35.2 million

ndus



6) Decision Matrix

The report provides a comparative analysis of the four key sites under consideration.
It looks at the advantages and disadvantages of each site, and also assesses the
comparative costs in economic terms.

The report then arrives at a conclusion, and makes a recommendation on the
preferred site. This conclusion will be based on a compromise to achieve the optimal
benefit whilst working within the environmental and economic constraints of the
various options.

Kopu

LOCATION | COST | ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES FATAL
FLAWS
Option A $18.4 |1 Proximity to 1 Lack of all-tide access | { High levels
million industrial land | § Need for 6 kms of of mercury
1 Removal of dredging in sediment
trucks from 1 One hour 6s |1 Elevated
SH25 steaming up the levels of
1 Close to channel to wharf site arsenic,
sources of ! Major changes to lead and
labour in dynamics of industry i zinc
Thames depot location and T Iffull
increased sea travel remediation
1 Likely need for required,
maintenance dredging costs could
1 Closeness to rise to $80
internationally- million
recognised Ramsar
site (ASCV)
Option B $23.9 | As above As above Toxicity
million
Option C $17.3 | As above As above Toxicity
million




Coromandel Wharf

LOCATION COST | ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES Potential
FATAL FLAW
Option 17 $35.2 | {1 Sheltered 1 Existing wharf would
piled wharf million Coromandel need major upgrade
and bridge to Harbour to cope with
avoid f Existing wharf aquaculture industry
dredging with fueland | Expansion would
water have high visibility to
1 Opportunity to Wyuna Bay
bring residents
Auckland ferry | 1 Trucks on SH25
into township | 1 Proposed new wharf
only offers 3 berths,
so industry only
partially relocated
from Sugarloaf
1 Increased heavy
vehicle movement
through town centre
and heritage area
91 Likely need for
maintenance
dredging
Option 27 $15.9 | As above As above 1 Elevated
Dredging to million levels of
create mercury in
channel sediments
access adjacent to
wharf
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Puhi Rare

LOCATION COST | ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES Potential
FATAL
FLAWS
Option 17 $159 | Sheltered 1 Difficulties for
Piled wharf million Coromandel trucks turning on
on northern harbour a blind corner to
headland f Separation of access wharf
industry from Te | § Need to move
Kouma existing mooring
residential area zone
1 No change to 1 Less modified site
dynamics of than Sugarloaf
existing industry |  Slightly elevated
operations i in levels of mercury
terms of depot in sediment
location and 1 Trucks on SH25
access to marine | § Potential need to
farms upgrade Te
i Potential for Kouma Road
expansion along intersection
coastline at later
stage (future
proofing)
1 Existing access
onto SH25 via
Te Kouma Road
Option 2 $11.3 | As above As above
million
Option 3 $8.8 As above 1 Site falls within
Sited down in | million ASCV
southern 1 Slightly elevated
corner mercury in
sediment
1 On-going costs of
maintenance
dredging
Option 2a $6.3 As above 1 Only provides for
- partial million partial relocation

relocation of
industry from
Sugarloaf (4
berths only)

of industry

1 4 berths only, so
existing 3 berths
at Sugarloaf still
required
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Sugarloaf

LOCATION | COST | ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES Potential
FATAL
FLAWS
3-berth $2.5 1 All-tide access I Reliance on SH25
option million | § Sheltered f On-going tension
Coromandel with Te Kouma
harbour residents who object
1 Environment to growth of industry
currently on the site
modified by 1 Need to address
roading and issues with traffic
existing wharf congestion, noise
1 Active fully- and amenity value
functioning wharf |  Potential need to
currently upgrade Te Kouma
operating Road intersection
1 Not within an
ASCV
1 Existing baseline
of environmental
effects from
existing wharf
1 Department of
Conservation
staff select as
preferred
location for
wharfing
expansion
5 berth $3.6 1 As above 1 As above
option million | 1 Allows for future- | § Increased visibility
proofing of to Te Kouma
industry given residents
further
expansion
6 berth $4.1 1 As above 1 As above
option million | §  Allows for future- | § Increased visibility
proofing of to Te Kouma
industry given residents
further
expansion
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7) The preferred wharfing site

In weighing up the various merits of the four locations, the following conclusions are
derived:

1. Kopuis ruled out due to heavy metal toxicity

2. Coromandel Wharf is not viable based on costi and also faces issues with
potential toxicity, and also increased heavy traffic movements through the
town which could adversely affect its heritage and tourism nature.

3. This leaves two locations i Puhi Rare and Sugarloaf.

4. Of these two locations, Sugarloaf is recommended as the preferred option
because it is an already modified site that currently operates as a wharf, and it
IS more cost-effective.

Conclusion:

Following a detailed analysis of the location options, and supported by extensive
reports on a range of factors, the Project Team have selected the Sugarloaf as the
preferred site for wharfing expansion to meet the needs of the aquaculture industry.

This recommendation is based on a number of criteria, including the comparative

cost of construction, as well as the fact that the Sugarloaf site is already modified.
Indeed it has been nominated by the Department of Conservation as the preferred
site, subject to ecological survey.

In addition, the Sugarloaf site has been shown to have good all-tide water access,
acceptable ecological values, and no elevated levels of heavy metal toxicity.
Furthermore the expansion of the existing wharf will allow for not only the growth of
the aquaculture industry, but also for a better alignment of facilities such as the ramp
to improve access for recreational boaties.

Design drawings for the proposed expanded Sugarloaf wharf

Industry
parking

Turning . \
circle
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8) Ancillary issues relating to the selection of Sugarloaf
A) Improving facilities for recreational boating:

Selecting Sugarloaf as the preferred site will potentially allow for modifications to the
existing Sugarloaf wharf to improve access for recreational boaties. These include:
Moving current industry storage and parking (which sits along the western side
of the current wharf adjacent to the boat ramp) to free up both access to the
ramp and also allowing for additional recreational parking.
A In-illing the slot between the end ramps ($20,000 estimate)
A Widening the northern ramp ($75,000 estimate)

Three potential ways of improving recreational boat access

1. Expanding the northern
ramp to improve access.
The cost is estimated at
$75,000

2. In-filling the gap between
the two existing ramps.
This will remove a backing
hazard for boat trailers.
Cost estimated at $20,000

3. Moving industry from their
current storage and
parking area adjacent to
the ramp (north from
forklift container). Industry
parking would be
relocated onto the new
wharf.

B) Improving facilities for ferry access (if possible)

The Project Team has looked at a range of ways of improving facilities for ferry
access, while noting t hat.ThelProjct veanrsisaware, t h e
however, that its priorities are providing for the growth of the aquaculture industry,

and improving facilities for recreational boaties.

The options, which are discussed in detail in Part 6 of this report, include shifting the
ferry to Sugarloaf, moving it to Coromandel Wharf, or retainingitatHa nnaf or d 6 s
while spending money on upgrading facilities.

The Project Team has concluded that the option of the ferry shifting to Coromandel
Wharf is not a realistic possibility in the short-term, particularly given that it is
recommended that the aquaculture industry remain at Sugarloaf. However in the

14
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longer-term if a marina is formed at Coromandel Wharf, then the option of a ferry
berthing at Coromandel Wharf remains a possibility.

Given the choice between Sugarloaf and Hannifords, it is more logical to upgrade the
Ha n n a f site’ dadtkis provides a clear demarcation between the ferry
passengers and the recreational and aquaculture industry. Congestion is already a
problem on the Sugarloaf Wharf, and so moving ferry passengers from Hannifords to
Sugarloaf would simply compound the congestion problem, particularly as some
passengers already park their cars at Hannifords to catch the ferry i and shifting the
operation would simply transfer the carparking overload to Sugarloaf. In addition, if
the ferry was to berth at Sugarloaf, then passengers would be potentially crossing a
commercial site with trucks and forklifts, which could prove dangerous.

The TCDC Assets manager has already designed an upgrade of Hannifords costing
around $270,000, which would also improve parking, and allow a 15-20 year
longevity for the wharf. This funding already forms part of the Draft Long-Term Plan.

C) Roading upgrade at Te Kouma intersection:

With either the Puhi Rare or Sugarloaf option, it is likely that the intersection between
Te Kouma Road and State Highway 25 would need to be upgraded.

[<P)

Caption: The current Te Kouma Road intersection is problematic, with difficulties for
vehicles negotiating the corner i both for vehicles turning into the road, and for
vehicles leaving Te Kouma Road and heading south.
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The current intersection is difficult to negotiate, posing a potential traffic safety risk i
particularly for large vehicles turning off or onto SH25 to the south. It is likely that the
intersection would need to be upgraded as part of any consent conditions.

Estimates from TCDC roading manager, Matt Busch, suggest the minimum upgrade
of the intersection would cost in the order of $500,000. Negotiations would need to
be held with NZTA about any subsidies which might be available to support this work,
or whether this sum would need to be funded by TCDC as part of its roading
programme.

Preliminary work has been undertaken on initial design concepts for the intersection
at the $500,000 level. However a more detailed analysis of intersection improvement
options, and their cost implications, will need to be undertaken as part of the
Business Case, once Council has agreed to a preferred site.

Conclusion:

The Project Team recommend that Sugarloaf be selected as the preferred site for the
wharfing upgrade to meet the needs of the aquaculture industry.

If Council endorses this recommendation, then the next stage will be the preparation
of a detailed Business Case and the completion of commercial negotiations with the
aquaculture industry. The Business case will be submitted to Council for approval,
prior to the lodging of a resource consent application.

16




Recommendations

It is recommended that Council:
1) Select Sugarloaf as the preferred site for wharfing expansion.

2) Directs the Project Team to proceed with the development of a business case
for the proposed Sugarloaf expansion

3) Agrees that subject to negotiations with the aquaculture industry, the wharfing
expansion at Sugarloaf which directly relates to the aquaculture industry
should be funded by the aquaculture industry.

4) Directs the Project Team negotiate with the aquaculture industry to secure
confirmed industry commitment to funding such wharfing infrastructure.

5) Asks the Project Team to investigate options, including the potential use of
bylaws to ensure that all aguaculture vessels using the existing Sugarloaf are
required to fund the expansion of the new wharf on an equitable basis i and
that no aquaculture user can simply opt to continue using the existing wharf
without contributing to the new upgrade.

6) Asks the Project Team to provide advice on options for managing the financial
and other risk associated with the Sugarloaf Wharf, including considering
whether it should be recognized as a district-wide asset given the economic
benefits that would result for the district as a whole.

7) Agrees in principle that the Ha n n a f wharfdoé gpgraded to make it more
suitable for ferry access, and that the car parkingatHa n n a f b algb6 s
upgraded with marking and sealingi wi t h funding set asi de i
Long Term Plan for the upgrade.

8) Agrees that it will consider suitable upgrades for recreational access to
Sugarloaf as part of any wharfing expansion i and that the cost of this
upgrade be funded as part of Council é6s co

9) Agrees that if Council selects either Sugarloaf or Puhi Rare as the preferred
option, then funding be proposed in the Long-Term Plan for improvements to
the intersection at Te Kouma Road/SH25.

10) Agrees that once the Business case is completed, options for part-funding
from regional and central government should be more fully explored i
recognizing that these are only likely to materialize once a resource consent is
obtained.
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Part 1

Background to
Decision-making
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la) Scope of the Report

Issue Definition

The growth of the aquaculture industry has put the existing wharf facilities at
Sugarloaf under pressure. These issues are expected to increase in the future given
the forecast growth in the industry. There is a need to provide additional wharfing
infrastructure to meet the forecast demand from the industry. In addition there is a
need for improved facilities for recreational boating activities and (if possible) for ferry
services from Auckland.

The purpose of this report is to identify the most appropriate location to develop
wharfing facilities.

The Current Situation

In December 2010 Council was briefed on the growth potential of the aquaculture
industry in this region and the infrastructure issues that this growth would create. Two
publications®, discussing the potential growth of the industry and the infrastructure
issues that would arise as a result were separately circulated to Councillors.

Supporting growth of the aquaculture industry has also been identified as a central
Government priority. Government have committed to working with the industry to help
them achieve their goal of achieving $1 billion of sales by 2025. Recent changes to
aguaculture legislation have now created the potential for finfish farming in the
Hauraki Gulf, which could further increase jobs and economic growth in the region.
This growth will occur within the existing Wilson's Bay zone and a new 300 hectare
finfish farming zone off Coromandel township.

The April 2011 meeting of the Thames-Coromandel District Council made a decision
that it wished to support the development of the aquaculture industry in the district
given the significant social and economic benefits that are likely flow to the district
from increased economic activity.

The Council:

2. Determined that the Thames-Coromandel District Council is prepared to lead the
development of a business case and resource consent application for the
provision of additional wharfing infrastructure:

1 to support the aquaculture industry,
1 improve facilities for recreational boating
1 and (if possible) to upgrade facilities for ferry operations.

3. Council also noted that Council operates the Sugarloaf Wharf facility that is
currently used by the Aquaculture industry;

4. Determined that a final decision on whether Council or the industry should lead
development of new wharfing infrastructure should be made as part of
consideration of the business case;

! Aquaculture Potentials in the Waikato Region, A report for the NZTE Waikato Regional Governance
Group, November 2009 and Wharfing Infrastructure Discussion Document, Hauraki Coromandel
Economic Development Group, November 2010.
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5. Asked the Chief Executive to enter into discussions with the Aquaculture industry
about potential commercial arrangements that recognise the financial costs and
risks associated with the provision of additional wharfing infrastructure and in
doing so reserves to itself the right to approve any final arrangement.

6. Approved out of budget expenditure of $150,000 during the current financial year
to be funded from the Economic Development activity to enable further technical
investigations on the different options to be completed. Staff believed that funding
of this item can be met from savings achieved in other activities in the current
financial year.

7. Agreed in principle that it will allocate additional funding of $1.14 million in the
2011/12 financial year to enable the development of a business case and
processing of a resource consent application for the development of the wharfing
facilities needed.

8. Noted that it will be making a decision, as part of its deliberations on the 2011/12
draft Annual Plan as to whether it should allocate additional funding in the
2011/12 financial year to enable the lodging of a resource consent application,
subject to approval of the business case, to proceed.

Stages of Project:

The April Council meeting was informed that the project would be undertaken in three
stages, which would require three stages of funding, with three separate outputs:

4. The first stage is to identify a suitable location to develop wharf facilities. This
is the stage which is now before Council in this Preferred Location Options
Report. This report includes:

a. An examination of the various options for site location

b. Preliminary engineering analysis of the options to obtain costings.

c. Detailed site investigations, and gathering of bathymetry data from
specific sites.

d. Recommendations from the Project Team on the preferred options for
Council consideration.

5. Once Council has made a determination on its preferred location, the next
stage will be to complete development of a business case along with detailed
design work and costings suitable for a resource consent application. The
business case will then be submitted to Council for formal approval before
work on the resource consent application is formally commenced.

6. The third stage will involve lodging of the resource consent application and
subject to the granting of that consent, the construction of the preferred option.

Timeframes for the design and build of the wharfing project will only be able to be
accurately assessed once the preferred option is chosen.

This report summaries the first stage of the work done to date, goes through the
analysis conducted on each of the key sites, and indicates the preferred location for
the wharfing infrastructure.

The report seeks Council endorsement of site selection, and approval to move
forward with the next stage of the Business case in preparing detailed design options
for the chosen site, and subsequent development of a resource consent application.
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1b) The Economic Value of Aquaculture

Analysis of the economic and social benefits of aquaculture to the Coromandel

Following Councild decision in April to proceed to the next stage of considering
leading the business case and resource consent application for an upgrade of
wharfing infrastructure, the Project Team (in conjunction with Waikato Regional
Council) have contracted an economic analysis of the value of the Coromandel
aguaculture industry i and its future potentials in terms of revenue and job creation.
This report has found the following:

Value of the current aquaculture industry

The Project Team contracted the economic analysis firm Sapere Research Group to
undertake a study of the contribution of Coromandel aquaculture to the regional and
national economies 1 both now, and by 2025.

The Sapere report shows that Coromandel aquaculture is currently worth $31.4
million to the local economy, and $77.4 million to the national economy i with
this contribution predicted to triple over the next 15 years.

By 2025, the Sapere report predicts that with the addition of finfish, the value of
aquaculture to the local economy from mussels, oysters and finfish will be $95.6
million in GDP, and the contribution to the national economy will be $195 million
(taking into account the processing and other inputs like fuel which come from
outside the region).?

Value to regional economy Value to national economy
Million $ from Coromandel Million $ from Coromandel
mussel and oysters alone mussel and oysters alone
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The Sapere report shows that the Coromandel aquaculture industry has a strong
growth potential from mussels and oysters over the next 15 years i with significant
additional growth projected to come from finfish.

Note: For the purposes of graphing the projections, a linear rise is assumed i which may vary in real time depending on
exchange rates and production outputs.
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Growth of the mussel industry will occur through the expansion of Wilson Bay mussel
farms along with incremental increases in the size of existing smaller farms, which
will effectively double mussel production to 60,000 tonnes over the next 15 years.
This growth in farmed space is expected to see the mussel and oyster industry
contributing a total of $60.7 million per annum in GDP to the Waikato regional
economy by 2025, and bringing in 835 full-time jobs.

In other words, the aquaculture industry is estimated to create a further 403 new full-
time equivalent jobs in the regional economy within the next 15 years. Most of these
jobs are likely to occur within the Coromandel, as this is the only significant
aquaculture producer within the Waikato region.

Increases in employment Increases in employment
Coromandel & regional economy from Coromandelagquacul tur eds
mussel and oysters alone the national economy from mussel and
oysters alone
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At the national level, the Coromandel aquaculture industry currently contributes $77.4
million in GDP to the national economy i and generates a total of 1,193 full-time
equivalent jobs. By 2025, this is predicted to grow to $149.3 million from mussels and
oysters, and generate 2,301 full-time equivalent jobs.

Finfish potentials

In addition to the projected additional 400 jobs and additional $30 million per annum
generated for the Coromandel from the expansion of the mussel and oyster
industries, there is now a good prospect of finfish farming becoming a major new
industry in the Coromandel within the next 15 years, due to recent Government law
changes.

The Government law changes allow for the creation of a 300 ha finfish farm off
Coromandel township which would be capable of producing up to 8000 tonnes of
finfish, and the establishment of new space at Wilson Bay which could produce a
further 4000 tonnes of finfish. The Waikato Regional Council expects the tendering
for use of the finfish space will occur in the third quarter of 2012 i which will then
have to follow a resource consent process under the RMA to ensure it meets
environmental criteria.

The Sapere report uses a conservative estimate of production from both sites of
6000 tonnes. Nevertheless this projects that finfish would add an additional $34.9
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million per annum in GDP to the regional economy from finfish farming by 2025.
Assuming that the finfish processing can be done on the Peninsula (either at the
existing fish factory in Whitianga, or at new plants built at Coromandel or Thames),
this will create an additional 354.4 full-time equivalent jobs.

Due to the need for goods and services (such as fish food) to be obtained from
outside the region, finfish farming in the Coromandel is predicted to bring in an
additional $45.6 million per annum in GDP to the New Zealand economy, and create
473.6 new full-time equivalent jobs.

Value of finfish by 2025
To the Coromandel /Waikato $34.9 million 354.4 FTE jobs

To the national economy $45.6 million 473.6 FTE jobs

Summarising the statistics, the Sapere report estimates that:

T The Coromandel i ndustryds combined contri
finfish to the regional economy by 2025 will be $95.6 million per annum in
GDP, with the generation of 1,190 full-time equivalent jobs.

1 At the national level, the Coromandel industry will contribute $194.9 million
per annum in GDP, and generate a total of 2,775 full-time equivalent jobs.

Combined Value of Coromandel aquaculture by 2025
To the Coromandel /Waikato $95.6 million 1,190 FTE jobs

To the national economy $194.9 million 2,775 FTE jobs
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1c) The importance of wharfing
Infrastructure

The significant growth in both jobs and revenue predicted by the Sapere report will

provide an i mportant boosti paroculdriyasitl@oim omandel

food production, which is generally subject to sustained international customer
demand.

However, the Coromandel industry cannot grow without the ability to bring the
product to shore 1 and therefore to market. At present, the existing Sugarloaf wharf
would be severely constrained with handling these additional volumes of product.

The Sapere report is based on the production of Greenshell mussels increasing up to
60,000 tonnes by 2025 (subject to the right market conditions and exchange rates).
In addition, the finfish industry will also need to service its farms, which is also
envisaged through an expansion of wharfing infrastructure on the western Firth.

Hence, the need for Council to make a decision to proceed with a business case and
resource consent for one specific location where wharfing infrastructure can be
developed at the optimum site.

1d) Funding criteria

One of the criteria set down in Counci
into negotiations with the aquaculture industry about potential funding arrangements
that recognize the financial costs and risks associated with the provision of additional
wharfing infrastructure.

Council is mindful that while there are clearly significant benefits to the district
community from the growth of the aquaculture industry, there is a need for Council to
balance the financial risks that would come from it investing in new wharfing
infrastructure with these benefits - and the direct commercial benefits that would flow
to industry.

Given the direct benefits to the aquaculture industry and Council's desire to manage
its risks, it is reasonable that Council should look to develop a suitable commercial
arrangement with the aquaculture industry that recognises the costs and risks being
carried by each party.

Therefore an important consideration for the Project Team in selecting a preferred
site for the provision of additional wharfing infrastructure has been a clear instruction
from the Council that the users of a new wharf would need to be the primary funders
of it.

The Council 6s April d e c i sdevelop a busioessicase fdr
the provision of additional wharfing infrastructure to:

1 support the aquaculture industry

1 improve facilities for recreational boating

1 and (if possible) to upgrade facilities for ferry operations.
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This fAuser s p alysnanippoitantcangderationhfa the Project Team
in assessing the various sites.

Negotiations with the aquaculture industry on contributions

In investigating the potential commercial repayment options in a partnership between
Council and industry, the process envisaged by the Project Team would see Council
potentially playing a leadership role in assisting with the resource consent and
development of the wharfing infrastructure.

In preliminary discussion, the aquaculture industry (both through the Coromandel
Marine Farmers Association and in discussions with the large aquaculture operators)
the industry have indicated a willingness, in principle, to fund the provision of
additional wharfing infrastructure on a line levy basis over a period of time. They
have expressed a view that the system for the construction of the current Sugarloaf
worked well, and should be adopted in any future wharfing upgrade. However the
industry players have made it clear that they want to fund the most cost-effective
option.

The Project Team has held informal discussions with the main industry players (the
big three users, Sealord, Sanford and Greenshell NZ, plus the Coromandel Marine
Farmers Association) about industry funding for the wharfing project, if Council takes
the lead on the consenting side (as the potential long-term owner of the wharf), and
develops a commercial arrangement with industry regarding construction costs.
Discussions around this issue are still preliminary, but the large players have
nevertheless verbally indicated their willingness to commit to a funding arrangement
with Council.

However before discussions can be realistically progressed, Council must make a
decision on its preferred location option. Once this is done, a detailed Business Case
with accurate costings can be completed. This will provide a platform on which to
negotiate commercial arrangements with industry.

Other wharf users

In addition to the aquaculture industry, there are three other groups who will benefit
from a wharfing upgrade. However at this stage, none of these three groups have
expressed a willingness to fund a wharfing upgrade. The groups are:

- The ferry operators, who are interested in their current wharfing facilities being
upgraded. Indeed they have expressed a preference for all-tide wharfing facilities
direct into Coromandel township. However they have not expressed any
willingness to contribute financially to such an upgrade.

- Recreational boaties are currently charged boat users charges for Sugarloaf
Wharf, and it is envisaged that a similar system would continue at any future
wharfing upgrade. However at about $65 per year, this would not provide the
capital required to fund a major wharfing upgrade.

- Other commercial users such as fishing charter boats. Some fishing charter
boats currently use Sugarloaf i and, as part of the Business Case, discussions
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need to be held with r eppraeyssedn tpartiinvce sp | aeb o wotr
wharf.

This means that the primary funder for the wharfing upgrade is likely to be the
aguaculture industry. Council will need to determine, as part of the Business Case,
the extent to which it is willing to cost-share, or fund upgrades that benefit the ferry
and recreational boaties. In addition, there may be monies which can be attracted
from the regional council, or central government i but none of these bodies are likely
to fund the resource consenting phase.

These options will be explored in more detail once a decision on the preferred
location has been made.

1le) Decision-making criteria - Strategic Fit

Council has declared its support for economic development opportunities for the

District. Aquaculture has been identified as an industry with significant growth

potential and has therefore been identified as a priority for Council. The importance

of aquaculture has been reinforced in the BI
economic development strategy, and the recent Council endorsement of economic

development as a key priority for the district.

In order for the aquaculture industry to develop to its full potential, there needs to be
an upgrade of the wharfing infrastructure. If the wharfing upgrade does not occur,
then there is a risk that the industry may choose to go elsewhere to expand (such as
Northland, Auckland or Bay of Plenty, or the South Island).

In its current Ten Year Plan, Council noted that it has an important role to play in the
provision of infrastructure. It was also conscious, however, of the range of financial
risks that it is carrying and the impact that these have on ratepayers particularly as its
level of debt has increased. As a result it indicated that it would be looking for the
private sector to take on an increased role in the provision of infrastructure that is not
explicitly funded in the Ten Year Plan. The provision of additional wharfing
infrastructure to support growth of the Aquaculture industry falls into this category.
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Part 2

Preliminary
Consultation with
Interested parties



1) Preliminary consultation with Te
Kouma residents

The Wharfing Infrastructure Discussion document was presented to Council in
December 2010 as part of a briefing to the incoming Council on the growth potential
of the aquaculture industry in this region and the infrastructure issues that this growth
would create.

The Discussion Document canvassed the issues regarding the potential sites for
aguaculture development, but did not make any recommendations about the
preferred site.

Wharfing Infrastructure The 2010 Wharfing
Discussion Document Infrastructure
Discussion Document

F formed the basis for

‘ preliminary consultation
with interested
stakeholders 1 but the
report did not make any
recommendations about
the preferred site.

Issues and options for
wharfing infrastructure to support the
Coromandel aquaculture industry

After the report was received by Council in December 2010, the Project Team
undertook discussions with a range of stakeholders, including the Te Kouma
residents.

The minutes of the meeting held with Te Kouma residents on 4" January 2011 is
attached in the Appendix, along with email feedback from the group endorsing the
minutes as a fair reflection of the meetingi but di sagreeing wi't
the repaorgngbheameéed for fAthe assessment
undertaken in a systematic, objective
also asked for a meeting with Council representatives to present their views on the
report, and to suggest alternative options.
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On 25 March 2011, the Te Kouma resident met with Council representatives in
Thames, and made the following submissionent i t | ed AScope ®od Focu
Nar r:owo

1. We see the report as a good start for contributing to an economic strategy for
the Hauraki-Coromandel sub region. However we believe that any such study
needs to be put into the context of the economic development of the whole
sub region, not just Coromandel and not just aquaculture.

2. Coromandel town itself will only ever be a local service centre. Its population
and skills base is and always will be insufficient to support the long-term
needs of the growing aquaculture industry. This is evidenced by the pattern of
development which has occurred in Coromandel over the past 20-30 years
and which is unlikely to change.

3. Roading infrastructure (especially the Thames Coast Road and the SH25/Te
Kouma Road intersection) is inadequate, and the Coast Road in particular is
unable to be realistically upgraded (in respect to both cost and environmental
effects) to a suitable standard. Based on experience elsewhere (such as in the
Bay of Plenty), this issue should not be underestimated.

4. While there will continue to be a need for a local landing facility to serve
Coromandel-based aquaculture, further expansion of marine farming at
Wilson's Bay, elsewhere in the Firth of Thames, and in the wider Hauraki Gulf
will need to be serviced elsewhere.

5. The existing Sugarloaf landing facility was approved as, and will only ever be,
an interim short-term solution to the servicing needs of the local Coromandel
aguaculture industry. There is a need to focus on long-term solutions for the
wider industry which can only be met at other locations such as Kopu.

6. Bigger industry players in particular (such as Sanford and Sealord) will need
larger, more centralised facilities handy to processing plants (currently in
Tauranga and Auckland.)

7. As an example, the Kopu option not only provides a more central location, but
also has the potential to provide for on-site processing of marine farm product.
In addition, Kopu has the capacity to meet the needs of other industry groups.
It also has proximity to a larger and more suitable labour force and associated
support industries.

8. Given the foregoing, we believe that the current Wharfing Infrastructure report
is too narrowly focused.

9. The report is largely a desk-top exercise based on existing information, the
detail of which varies widely across the various sites. The report can not
therefore be reasonably seen as comparing
more information is needed on the Kopu option, particularly the identified
issues of dredging and toxicity, in respect of which there is a clear lack of
adequate information.
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10. As written, the report would not meet RMA requirements for any resource
consent application for infrastructure of the nature required. There is a need to
undertake accurate and consistent assessments of all actual and potential
environmental effects at each of the sites under consideration so that
legitimate comparisons between them can be made.

11.The focus of the current report on landing facilities for local aquaculture does
not match other strategic directions for the Coromandel Peninsula, including
tourism and industry.

12.From an overall economic development perspective, we see the need for a
main facility at a central location such as Kopu supplemented by a satellite
one at Coromandel. The Coromandel facility would focus on marine farms in
the local area (excluding Wilson's Bay), while the central facility would meet
what, over time, will become the bulk of both the servicing and the processing
needs of the wider industry.

13. A facility at a location such as Kopu has the potential to capture the added

value component of the aquaculture indust
economy. This will not happen if the focus is on a landing facility at
Coromandel.

Outcome of the meeting

From the meeting, it was clear to the Project Team that further work would have to be
undertaken to meet the issues raised by the Te Kouma residents. One of issues
raised by the Te Kouma residents was the fact that the Discussion Document would

Anot meet RMA r equi rcecosentapplicationrfor mfragtructues o u
of the nature required. o

Subsequent to the meeting, TCDC made a decision at its April 2011 meeting that it
wished to support the development of the aquaculture industry in the district given
the significant social and economic benefits that are likely flow to the district from
increased economic activity. Therefore the Project Team initiated a range of
processes with the view to developing a robust case for the selection of a preferred
site that would meet RMA requirements.

Development of the Locations Options report has involved:

7 Independent planning advice: Contracting an independent planner to
undertake an assessment of the alternative locations for wharfing
infrastructure to support the Coromandel aquaculture industry.

1 Toxicity testing: Contracting an independent testing regime for toxicity both at
Kopu and within Coromandel Harbour. In particular, the Te Kouma residents
had raised concerns about the potential toxicity of dredging at Sugarloaf, and
the likely impact on ecological values. Therefore this toxicity testing was
undertaken for both Sugarloaf and Puhi Rare, along with core sampling for
toxicity.
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1 Bathymetry analysis: In order to accurately undertake wharfing cost estimates
for Kopu, it has been necessary to know the length and depth of dredging
required, and the potential toxicity involved. This bathymetry analysis has
been undertaken at both Kopu and within Coromandel Harbour.

1 Wharf designs and costings for Kopu and Coromandel Wharf: In the 2010
Discussion Document, there were only wharfing design completed for
Sugarloaf and Puhi Rare. So, in response to the Te Kouma residents urging
about Kopu and a realistic comparison of alternatives, a consulting engineer
has been retained to undertake detailed wharf designs for both the Kopu and
Coromandel Wharf options. In addition, the design work on both Sugarloaf and
Puhi Rare has been updated to 2011 costings, so all sites are comparable. In
addition, there have been more concept designs undertaken for Sugarloaf, as
the Discussion Document only had one design option.

1 Economic analysis: In the feedback from the January meeting with the Te
Kouma residents, the estimates of aquaculture production and the value of the
industry to the Coromandel were questioned. Therefore the Project Team
contracted an independent analysis of the economic value of current and
future production to both the regional and national economies.

1 Roading: One of the issues raised by the Te Kouma residents related to safety
concerns at the Te Kouma Road/SH25 intersection. Therefore the Project
Team had Opus prepare some design options for improving the intersection,
along with costings by the TCDC Roading Manager.

All of these reports are cited in more detail later in this Location Options document,
and the full text of the various reports are attached in the Appendix.

One of the key points which the Te Kouma residents raised on a number of
occasions both in the initial January meeting, and in the March meeting with Council
was their belief that Kopu should be the preferred site for any wharfing upgrade.

This issue has therefore been canvassed in detail in this report. See Part 3 for
discussion and conclusion around this issue.

2) Preliminary consultation with DOC

On 21 February 2011, the Project Team also had consultations with the Department
of Conservation about the range of sites proposed in the Wharfing Infrastructure
Discussion Document.

The Departmentdés representative, Marine ecol
extensive range of sites listed in the report, and made comments about their potential

suitability from a DOC perspective. A copy of the full comments is contained in the

Appendix. In general, she said that DOC would have fewer issues with the

development of sites that have already been significantly modified or disturbed,

rather than greenfields sites.
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However, as regards the four main sites under discussion in this subsequent
Location Options report, the DOC representative had the following comments:

1 Kopu: The big concern here from the DOC perspective would be the impact of
dredging on the Ramsar site, and any potential toxicity that might be stirred
up. DOC noted that the Kopu site was adjacent to ASCV 9, which included the
Ramsar site, and also within the boundaries of ASCV 10. From the DOC
perspective, Kopu was not considered an ideal site.

1 Puhi Rare: DOC notes that Puhi Rare is very close to an ASCV i and if
development was pulled down into the bay, then it would fall within the ASCV.

DOC was not in favour of creating a new development, when there was an

existing wharf nearby. In general terms, Puhi Rare was not seen as an ideal

site from DOCOGsS perspective. DOCO6s marine
for wharfing infrastructure could also impact on the adjacent oyster farms, and

that the Project Team should discuss this with the oyster farmers.

1 Sugarloaf
DOCb6s repriese@éint at ed et hat Sugarl oaf woul d
preferred optiono, given that the site wa

of the ASCV at Puhi Rare.

From the DOC perspective, there was no fatal flaw in the Sugarloaf site,
dependent on a comprehensive AEE.

1 Coromandel Wharf: If major dredging is required, DOC would have concerns
about the impact on the adjacent ASCV. DOC also notes a lack of flushing
from the inner harbour.

Following on from the Department of Conservation feedback about the need for an
AEE at Sugarloaf, the Project Team contracted an independent ecologist, Brian
Coffey to undertake a survey of the ecological values for Waipapa Bay (covering both
the Sugarloaf and Puhi Rare sites).

The results of this survey are found in Part 4.

3) Preliminary consultation with
Waikato Regional Council

Walikato Regional Council staff also went through the extensive list of sites contained
in the Wharfing Infrastructure Discussion Document at a meeting with the project
Team on 21 February 2011.

Regional Council staff gave their comments without prejudice as staff opinion only,
The comments were intended however to help find the strengths and weaknesses of
each sites from a regional council perspective. Full minutes of the WRC comments
are contained in the Appendix.
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As regards the four sites now under discussion in the Location Options report, the
WRC staff made the following comments:

1 Kopu: From the WRC perspective, the issue of potential toxicity in the mud at
the rivermouth is of primary concern. Scientist Nick Kim pointed out that the
Ohi nemur i River was once NZ6s most poll ut
daysiso much so that i1t was reclassified as
approximately 500-800 tonnes per year of mine tailings discharged to the
Ohinemuri catchment for about 50 years.

Nick Kim indicated that WRC believes that this toxic material is now buried by

the sediment at the rivermouth. If a wharfing infrastructure project intended to

dig up this materi al as part of channel Cc
|l i kel i hood of toxicity of mining wastes i
conclusively determined by core sampling.

Given the potential toxicity in the proposed dredgings of the rivermouth, the
regional council would likely require very extensive trials before any full-scale
dredging could occur. This is an additional cost which needs to be taken into
consideration in considering this site.

Comment was also made about the need for continuous maintenance
dredging. Nick Kim noted that the sedimentation at the rivermouth had grown
by about 1 km in the past 20 years.

1 Sugarloaf: Regarding the NZ Coastal Policy Statement, Graeme Silver
commented that in general it preferred to see development concentrated in an
area that was already modified.

He noted that the existing wharf would soon reach its capacity, and would
need to be expanded i or another development site found elsewhere.

1 Puhi Rare: Graeme Silver indicated that this zone was not currently
developed i although it had been modified with a mooring zone.

It was suggested that the Project team should check with the neighbouring
oyster farm to see if they had any views about potential pollution issues from
any wharfing infrastructure.

1 Coromandel Wharf: Peter Singleton noted there could be extensive dredging
required to reach the depths required for all-tide access for the mussel barges.
Also as this was a low energy environment, it is likely that maintenance
dredging would also be required.

WRC would be concerned if dredging stirred up toxicity, and would require any
dredgings to be properly disposed of.

Following the Waikato Regional Council feedback, the Project Team looked carefully
at potential toxicity at Kopu, and researched previous studies on heavy metal
concentrations at Coromandel Wharf. It was noted that the regional council did not
see any fatal flaws at either Sugarloaf or Puhi Rare.
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4) Consultation with industry

Industry criteria for a wharfing upgrade

The Project Team undertook a series of interviews with all the main players in the
aguaculture industry to determine the needs of the industry in terms of wharfing
infrastructure. This Industry Needs Analysis found the following common criteria
where common to the overwhelming majority of industry players:

All-tide access
Days of usage: 7 days a week
Hours of usage: Ideally 24 hours.
Number of berths:
o The current Sugarloaf wharf has three effective berths, and one
additional berth that can be used only at high tide.
o If the industry is to double in size, then an additional three berths are
required. This would give a total of 6 berths.
o To plan for long-term growth beyond 2025, the industry could ultimately
see the need for an overall total of 8-9 berths.

= =4 -4 -4

The Industry Needs Analysis goes into a significant amount of detail which will be
useful for designing the wharf once the preferred site has been selected. This
information includes details such as:

1 The number of trucks to unload

1 The dimensions of truck turning areas:

1 The number of forklifts required for unloading

1 The provision of services such as drinking water, fuel and a maintenance

grid.

The Industry Needs Analysis also looks at the number of marine farming vessels
likely to be using the upgraded wharf over the coming decades. Industry sources
recognise that there are currently approximately 20 mussel barges servicing the
industry. However many of these barges are small (16-17 metres or less), and
service the domestic market.

The growth of the industry has seen the development of larger, more specialized
barges (up to 30 metres in length with a draw of 1.8 metres unladen, and 2.2 metres
with a full load.

The expansion of the industry up to 60,000 tonnes is likely to see the more new
larger barges (about 25-28 metres in length) over a 15 year period. However this
addition is likely to be offset with a corresponding reduction in smaller sized vessels
as they age.

Finfish volumes are much smaller (about 6000 tonnes, compared with 60,000
tonnes), and so vessel numbers are considerably smaller. It is estimated (based on
the experience in Marlborough) that approximately three vessels will be needed:

A A barge for feed (daily)

A Several maintenance and commuter vessels (10 metres or less)
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A A specialized harvesting barge would be required once fish had reached
maturity (18 months i 2 years).

It is noted that finfish will require regular daily movements for the delivery of feed.
This will also require storage facilities offsite.

Preference for specific wharfing site

The overwhelming majority of the industry representatives contacted indicated that
they had a preference for the Sugarloaf site, due to its all-tide access and location
close to the harbourmouth. However one industry player, who did not wish to
complete an Industry Needs Survey, nevertheless indicated that he was not in favour
of expanding Sugarloaf i and would prefer either Kopu or Coromandel Wharf.

The needs of other users

Ferry Services

Hannaford's jetty is currently used by the commercial passenger ferry from Auckland
and recreational boat users with moorings in Coromandel harbour. There is a need
for the facility to be upgraded to meet the demands that are placed upon it by the
ferry.

As part of this report, the various options for the ferry location are discussed in more
detail later in this document i including retaining the ferry at Hannifords and
upgrading the facility, or moving the ferry to Sugarloaf, or creating an all-tide berthing
facility at Coromandel Whatrf.

Recreational Boating

The recreational boating activity on the peninsula is continuously growing and
maintenance and management of ramps is an ongoing cost to Council. As with the
ferry wharf option above there are potential advantages to enhancing recreational
launching facilities, as part of design deliberations around a new wharf facility.

This option will be given further consideration as part of the Business Case i once a
decision has been made on the Preferred Location.

5) Coromandel Community Board

The Project Team has kept the Coromandel Community Board informed of the
progress of its work, with workshop meetings twice in the past six months. The first
on May 31% involved a briefing by the Project Team, and this was followed by a
meeting on 22 June 2011 between the Community Board and the industry to
ascertain industry views on the preferred site for a wharfing upgrade.

At this meeting, it was also noted that the 2010-20 Coromandel Community Plan

(page 43) notedthatSugar | oaf and Hannafordds Wharf ar e
with increased usage i and identified the key action a s Up@rading of existing

facilitieso .
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6) Preliminary consultation with iwi:

The Project Team have held preliminary discussions with the representative of the
Ngati Whanaunga iwi, which we have been informed is the primary iwi holding
tangata whenua status over the existing Sugarloaf Wharf site, and also the Puhi Rare
(Puhi Rare) site.

In preliminary discussions with Ngati Whanaunga environmental representative,

Nat han Kennedy, it was indicated that there
with either Sugarloaf or Puhi Rare Point 1 but this would need to be discussed further

by the tribe.

Ngati Whanaunga are undertaking a cultural assessment of all of the relevant sites.
Discussions will also be held with representatives of the other iwi closely linked to Te

Kouma, and also with the Hauraki Maori Trust Board to ensure all wider iwi issues
are effectively addressed.
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Analysis of all the
potential sites



Analysis of the potential sites

The Project Team commissioned a professional resource management planner, Karl
Baldwin of KTB Planning to undertake a high-level location scoping study of the
potential site options.

This Feasibility Assessment, which is attached in the Appendix, looked at the whole
coastline from Whitianga in the east, right around the western Firth past Thames, and
up as far as Auckland.
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The planner considered the following sites as part of the Feasibility Assessment:
1 Whitianga Wharf

Whangapoua Harbour

Coastline north of Coromandel township
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Puhi Rare (Windy Point)
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Following a detailed consideration of these sites, the planner identified two preferred
locations - namely Puhi Rare (Windy Point), and Sugarloaf.

The planner also recognised that two further sites i Kopu, and Coromandel Wharf 1
merited further investigation.

Each of these sites has been considered by the planner in terms of potential
advantages and limitations from an environmental, economic and industry needs
perspective.

Potential Puhi Rare wharf Existing Sugarloaf Wharf
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The plannerds anal ysis

The consultant planner undertook a high-level assessment from an RMA
perspective analyzing each site in terms of advantages and limitations:

Advantages

Industry Needs:
1 Sheltered area available for Wharf.
1 Opportunities to construct purpose built facility.
1 Land available for land based infrastructure including processing.

Environment:

Immediate proximity to land zoned for marine and industrial uses.
Opportunities for the development of factory processing, depots, and
infrastructure manufacturing etc.

No reliance on the Thames Coast Road for transporting product.
Landing site already used for aggregate barging activities

Away from residential areas.

Easy access to SH25 for transporting product.

Deep, navigable water within lower reaches of Waihou River.

Highly modified environment with Kopu Bridge(s) and industrial area.
Reasonably close to Auckland airport and South Auckland Processing
factories.

Opportunity to reduce industry dependency on the use of Sugarloaf.

= =2 =2 -8 _-4_-9_-9-_-9 =A =4

Economic and Social:

of
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Retain industry within the Thames-Coromandel District

Workforce available in Thames, Paeroa and surrounding area.

Add to local economy of Thames.

Potential for further industry growth in Kopu with processing activities

Limitations

Industry Needs:

T
T

T
T

2.5 hours steaming time from Wilsons Bay marine farms.

Not supported by industry as a suitable option due to the distance from the
majority of the farms and the distance from depots in Coromandel.

Major change to the dynamics of the existing industry operations 1 in terms of
depot location and increased sea travel distances.

Potential for adverse sea conditions when travelling from Wilsons Bay marine
farming area 1 safety of operators.

Environment:

T
T

T
T

T
T

Significant construction and maintenance dredging possibly up to 6km
distance to deeper water.

Potential for significant adverse environmental effects due to volume, area and
quantities of dredged material.

Potential to encounter contaminated sediments

Potential for adverse effects on conservation values (within ASCV10 and
adjacent to ASCV 9 and RAMSAR site).

Potential adverse effects on the Waihou River e.g. fish passage.

Identified as an amenity landscape by TCDC.

Economic and Social:

T
T
T

Significant financial costs for new wharf and dredging.

Potential for significant on-going costs for maintenance dredging.
Potential for significant costs associated with disposal of dredged material
(costs exacerbated if material found to be contaminated.

Summaury: The planner considers that the Kopu option has fatal flaws. The

reasons, which are listed on page 50 of the full report contained in the Appendix,
include:

1.

The need to carry out construction dredging for up to 6km in length through an
area identified as having important conservation value (ASCV10) and adjacent
to the FOT Ramsar site, which is an internationally recognised wetland, is a
significant flaw for the Kopu site. It is considered likely that obtaining the
necessary resource consents for this dredging activity will attract substantial
opposition from both individuals, community groups, conservation groups and
potentially government bodies such as the Department of Conservation and
the Waikato Regional Council.

The potential for encountering contaminated sediments during dredging
operations is considered to be high based on current available information.
The requirements for maintenance dredging of a navigable channel and the
associated potential for encountering contaminated sediments will add
significant financial costs to the project.
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Advantages

Aquaculture Industry Needs:

Close to existing marine farming depots.

Fuel and water available at wharf already.

Sheltered Coromandel Harbour provides safe access and calm sea
conditions.

Opportunity to design and construct purpose built facility.
Minor change to the dynamics of the existing industry operations i in terms of
depot location and reliance on road transport

=a =4 =a =4 =4

Environment:

1 Not identified as having high natural character, conservation or landscape
values.
Close proximity to land zoned and developed for marine activities.
Potential to bring Auckland ferry into Coromandel wharf
Opportunity to reduce industry dependency on use of Sugarloaf.

=A =8 =9

Economic and Social:
1 Retain industry within the Thames-Coromandel District
1 Potential workforce available in Coromandel
i1 Potential to bring Auckland Ferries into Coromandel Town i potential for
valuable addition to tourism industry

Limitations

Industry Needs:
1 Existing wharf not up to current needs
9 Lack of all tide access.

Environment:

1 Allindustry vehicle movements through Coromandel town centre and heritage
area.

1 Potential for significant volumes of dredging for construction and maintenance.
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1 A wharf extending into deep water would be a significant structure within the
existing coastal environment which could be in conflict with the existing
character of area.

1 High visibility to residents of Ruffin Peninsular/Wyuna Bay road.
1 Reliance on the Thames Coast Road (SH25).

Economic and Social:

1 Potential adverse effects of town centre commercial activities due to increased
industry traffic.

1 Financial costs of new facility

Summaury: The planner considers that there are fatal flaws associated with the
upgrading of wharfing infrastructure at Coromandel Wharf.

1 Those flaws are considered to be the significant distance and depth required
for construction and maintenance dredging and/or the construction of
substantial wharfing extensions (possibly 600m in length) that would be out of
character with the existing environment.

1 The reliance on the Tiki Road, Wharf Road and Kapanga Road intersection is
also considered to be a fatal flaw.

However, in acknowledgement of the potential benefits to Council and the wider
community associated with this option, further investigation could be undertaken to
evaluate the viability of this option, and to ensure that the flaws identified above
cannot be overcome.

See page26 oftheindependent pl annerdéds report for| more
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3) Puhi Rare/Windy Point

Advantages

Industry Needs:

)l

1
1

Sheltered Coromandel Harbour all but guarantees safe access and calm sea
conditions.

Opportunity to design and construct purpose built facility.
No change to the dynamics of the existing industry operations i in terms of
depot location and reliance on road transport.

Environment:

1
1
1
1

=

= =4 —-a_-a_-°

Existing access from Te Kouma Road onto SH25

Opportunity to reduce industry dependency on use of Sugarloaf.

Industry would be separated from Te Kouma residential area.

Small number of residential properties within the immediate area compared to
existing operation at Sugarloaf.

Potential for investigation of suitability of land based infrastructure on nearby
farmland.

Limited visibility from surrounding environment and SH25.

Environment currently modified by roading, mooring zone and oyster farms.
Not within high value landscape areas as identified by TCDC.

Potential for expansion along coastline i future proofing ability.

Potential to improve car parking arrangements and dinghy storage for marine
vessel operators.

Economic and Social:

1
1

Retain industry within the Thames-Coromandel District
Potential workforce available in Coromandel.
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Limitations

Industry Needs:
1 Financial cost of a new facility.

Environment:

1 Potential for significant volumes of dredging and sea bed reclamation
depending on design i associated adverse environmental effects.
High conservation values - ASCV12
Potential adverse effects on Oyster Farms.

Reliance on the Thames Coast Road (SH25).

Te Kouma Road 1 SH25 intersection potentially requires upgrading to future
proof industry in this location.

Potential conflict with existing mooring zone.

Potential impact on three residential properties.

Potential visual effects from SH25 (north of Te Kouma Rd intersection)
Potentially difficult access onto Te Kouma Road.

High natural character values as identified by TCDC.

= =4 -4 -4

E

Economic and Social:
1 Cost of new wharfing infrastructure and dredging.

Summary: The planner concludes that with the current information that is
available, and having carried out consultation with a number of key-stakeholders, no
fatal flaws have been identified with Windy Point. However, further investigation is
considered necessary in order to determine the appropriateness of Windy Point for
wharfing infrastructure.

For more detail s, see 31 of t he i

page

e pend
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4) Sugarloaf expansion

Advantages

Aquaculture Industry Needs:
1 Sheltered Coromandel Harbour provides safe access and calm sea
conditions.
Opportunity to design and construct purpose built facility.
Existing Resource Consent for re-fuelling of marine farming vessels.
All tide access available.
No change to the dynamics of the existing industry operations i in terms of
depot location and reliance on road transport.

= =4 —a -9

Environment:

Limited visibility from wider environment and SH25.

Environment currently modified by roading and existing wharf.

Not within an outstanding or an amenity landscape as identified by TCDC.
Not within an ASCV.

Existing baseline of environmental effects from existing wharf

Passive surveillance of wharf by residential area.

e E E

Economic and Social:
1 Retain industry within the Thames-Coromandel District
9 Potential workforce available in Coromandel.

Limitations

Industry Needs:
1 Potentialon-goi ng O6conf |l i ct 67 rewerselsensitieityissdes.nt i al a
9 Congestion with recreational users.

Environment:
1 No availability for undeveloped land for associated land-based infrastructure,
but farmland near Windy Point could potentially be used for industry bases.
1 Reliance on the Thames Coast Road (SH25).
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1 Potential congestion with industry and recreational marine users.

1 Reduction in amenity values of Te Kouma residential area.

1 Te Kouma Road i SH25 intersection potentially requires upgrading to future
proof industry in this location.

1 Need to shift existing maintenance grid.

Economic and Social:
1 Financial cost for new/additional wharfing infrastructure

Summary: Wwith the current information that is available, and having carried out
consultation with a number of key-stakeholders, no fatal flaws have been identified
with Sugarloaf. However, further investigation is considered necessary in order to
determine the appropriateness of Sugarloaf for the expansion of its existing wharfing
infrastructure.

For more detail s, see 35 of the i

page
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Part 4

Assessment of the
four key sites



Detailed assessment of the four sites

Given that three of these four sites lie within Coromandel harbour, the Project Team
has essentially been looking at the cost-benefit options between Kopu in the lower
Firth, and Coromandel Harbour as the most cost-effective place for a wharfing
expansion to deal with the projected growth in the aquaculture industry over the next
15 years and beyond.

Mercury llands
Gowat Maroury '
idng g0y S ot b

- Sugarloaf

- Puhi Rare

- Coromandel
wharf

Kopu

Caption: The choice essentially comes down to two geographical sites i
Coromandel Harbour, or Kopu as the most viable aquaculture wharf site.

The Project Team has put considerable effort into looking at the viability of future
wharfing infrastructure at the Kopu site. This work was undertaken partly due to the
urging of local residents at Te Kouma who are opposed to any expansion at

Sugarloaf 3, and who had argued strongly that Kopu was the logical base for future
aquaculture growth.

In order to take full cognizance of their views, the Project Team has researched the
Kopu option with bathymetric surveys, core sampling, interviews with key
stakeholders such as the regional council, as well as undertaking wharfing design
and costings, including estimates of dredging costs.

3 Preliminary consultation with Te Kouma Residents Association in January 2010 (see Appendix)
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Similarly, detailed work has gone into the analysis of the suitability of the three sites
in Coromandel Habour i Sugarloaf, Puhi Rare and Coromandel Wharf.

In order to further investigate these four sites, the Project Team has undertaken a
more detailed analysis of design options and costings, and where the information is
not readily available, specialist work has been undertaken on:

T

)l
)l

= =

Bathymetry surveys to accurately detail sea bed contour and calculate the
requirements for dredging.

Sediment toxicity testing at various locations and depths.

Investigation of ecological values, and the potential ecological impacts of
dredging and construction of a wharfing facility

A range of detailed design options for each site

Detailed estimates of cost, including (where appropriate) dredging costs.
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Wharfing
potentials
at Kopu




At first glance, Kopu appears to be ideally suited as a long-term option for
aguaculture i due to the fact that it has a wealth of industrial land, is close to sources
of labour, and adjoins major transport routes. However, on closer examination, the
Kopu site has major problems in terms of the significant cost of dredging, and the
environmental impacts of stirring up potentially toxic sediments i particularly when
these are so close to the internationally-recognised Ramsar site.

In order to investigate the feasibility of creating a wharf at Kopu for the future
development of the aquaculture industry, the Project Team commissioned an
engineer to study the wharfing potential, and a specialist surveying team to assess
the bathymetry. In addition, detailed core sampling work has been undertaken to
assess the potential toxicity of dredgings.

Background

The Kopu Wharf site is located approximately 33.8km traveling distance from the
centre of the present mussel farm area off Kereta (compared to 19.6km to the
Sugarloaf in Coromandel Harbour).

1 Of this 33.8 km distance, approximately 21.5km is in open water crossing the
Firth of Thames to reach the -2m CD contour off the mouth of the Waihou
River (ie greater than 2.5m navigational depth at MLWS).

1 To reach the proposed wharf site 12.3km further up the Waihou River, barges
then have to traverse the river entrance and follow a naturally occurring
channel up the river encountering navigational constraints on the way.

The wharf proposal at Kopu would see the mussel unloading facility located on the
eastern shore of the Waihou River just down stream of the Kopu Bridge and adjacent
to an industrial zone. A naturally occurring river channel runs parallel with the eastern
shore and a navigation depth of at least 1.5m at MLWS is found approximately 110m
off the stop bank.

Design parameters

There are 3 distinct parts to the engineering design of at Kopu
1 The Wharf
1 The River Access
1 Disposal of Dredged Materials

Analysis shows that the mai nmesootrfpothe nt of t
construction of the wharf itself, but from the cost of dredging the rivermouth.

This is because detailed mapping work shows that there are two areas in the channel
that would require dredging 7 the 5.05km channel at the river entrance, and 1.18kms
of channel near the bend in the river.

In working on the design parameters, background research was undertaken on the

2005 scoping study BWY Naop didebMiaf&dciliteant i t | ed
K o p.dliis study noted that while the Kopu site has good river depth at the

proposed wharf site, the real problem comes at the river-mouth where the entrance is

very shallow with an extensive sandbar.
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w B\ The sand-bar is estimated

~ to stretch up to 6kms out to
sea, preventing all-tide
access to larger boats

The real issue lies in silting
at entrance

3km

I9 | Wharves & jettie
&/ | Boat ramp
)

5 knot zone

| mdlzone -

Channel depth at wharf
site is good, and wharf
construction is feasible

Map courtesy: Waikato R"egional Council

The Maunsell Report was a scoping study, which made recommendations for further
study based on indications that some sections of the rivermouth appeared to have a
minimum depth of water of about 0.5 metres below chart datum (which is the depth of
water present at the lowest astronomical tide).

Thereportstated: il t woul d appear that the channel ar
of the beacon and remains very shallow (about 0.5m below chart datum) for about 4

km before gradually becoming deeper towards the 2m below chart datum contour.

The section from the beacon to the 2.5m contour (below chart datum) is over 6 km in

length.

AThis section represents the greatest potent
tide access to a Kopu Wharf. From discussions with operators using this section of

water, it is understood that not only is the water shallow, but also that the channel

may not be fi%ed in location. o

Furthermore, floods bring additional sediment down the Waihou, which could further
alter the available water depth.

ASR Bathymetric Study

In order to follow up on this initial scoping study, the Project Team commissioned
ASR Marine Consulting and Research to undertake a bathymetry study of the

* Maunsell Report Page 11
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Waihou rivermouth, and to get accurate water depth information right up to the
proposed wharfing site. At the same time, the Waikato Regional Council had
contracted ASR to undertake a detailed bathymetric survey of the lower Firth,
including the entrances to the Waihou and Piako Rivers. The regional council has
kindly agreed to share the results of its survey with the Project Team, which has
allowed the creation of a bathymetric map of the entire Waihou rivermouth area.

This detailed level of information was necessary to undertake an accurate evaluation
of the river depths, which could then be used to estimate of the costs of dredging to
the required depth to provide all-tide access.

The diagram on the left shows the soundings taken right up the Waihou river to the
proposed wharf site near the Kopu bridge. The diagram on the right shows the extent
of the soundings taken for Waikato Regional Council across the entire lower Firth,
which gives information beyond the Waihou Rivermouth.

The bathymetric readings allowed the ASR team to provide accurate information
about river depths, and the fluctuating contours of the river. For example, the
diagrams below show a deep channel on the eastern bank, and an intertidal shoal in
the mouth of the river.

Contour Depths (m)

ey E R T Y Y

____________

The dlagram on the right shows the depths by colour, while the dlagram on the rlght
shows these depths overlaid on a nautical chart with river depth.
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The ASR information also charts out beyond the river entrance to the wider Firth,
which highlights the low water depths indicated in the Maunsell report. This
information indicates that in order to provide consistent all-tide access it would be
necessary to dredge a channel approximately 5 kilometres long.
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Waihou River Delta: 30" May — 21 June 2011

This diagram shows the outflows from both the Piako River (left)
and the Waihou River (right), and the depth levels of the
entrance to the channel.

The bathymetric and hydrographic surveys indicate there are three zones which
would require dredging. These are:

I 5.05km channel at the river entrance

1 1.18km channel near the bend in the river

1 Dredging at the wharf facilities.
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1) The River access

As mentioned earlier, having to negotiate a dredged channel will slow aquaculture
vessels down, due to the limitations on speed within an unlined dredged channel to
prevent damage to the channel walls. This will mean that an aquaculture vessel
arriving at the Kopu Rivermouth and wanting to berth at the proposed wharf site
would effectively have to travel 10 kms up the river i with approximately half of this
distance as a dredged channel.

This creates an initial problem for the aquaculture industry, as it would take more
than 1 hour to travel up the channel i due to speed restrictions to prevent damage
to the river bank.

Cintoir ﬁiths Em) : ﬁ l.\ N ' Contour ﬁzihsfm'n
451 -05 0 0.5 cleslie 27 :

-15-1 05 0 05 1 16 2

The diagram on the left shows the shallow waters at the entrance to the Waihou
Rivermouth (due in part to on-going silting). The diagram on the right shows the
shallowness of the entrance in metres i indicating that the channel is less than 0.4
metres deep in some places, which will require significant dredging.

As the wharf is approximately 10km upstream of the -1.0m CD contour in the Firth of
Thames, then traveling at 5 knots (9.26 km/hr) a vessel would take more than 1 hour
to travel from the Firth to the wharf effectively adding to the tidal restriction at the
wharf. The 5 knot speed restriction is common in unlined dredged channels so as to
minimise wash damage to the channel walls. Within the river itself the deeper
channel follows the eastern bank of the river and generally lies within 200m of the
shore. During the lower part of the tide vessels are likely to follow this channel and
therefore are likely to be subject to the general 5 knot speed restriction for vessels
within 200m of the shore.”

° Kop wharf design options by consulting engineer Rob Alexander (P1)
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Width of channel

Given that the wharf is to be designed for all-tide access and for use by multiple
vessels, it is important to build the channel wide enough to allow for two-way traffic in
the longer sections of the channel. In order to improve tidal access, the channel
would need to be dredged to 40 m wide and with a minimum depth of -1.5 metres to
allow for the draw of the larger mussel barges.

Caption: This diagram shows how the channel would need to be dredged to -1.5
metres or more to allow passage on a spring tide at Kopu of a vessel drawing 2
metres on a 0.25 m channel clearance. In fact, with the dredging of -1.5 metres, a
larger mussel barge would still only be able to access the Kopu bar for 80% of the
time on a spring tide.
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