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Long-term costs and foregone opportunities: 

• Costs to the Department of Conservation are nil for seabed mining prohibitions, 
though there are substantial opportunity costs to New Zealand. For seismic 
surveying proposals, Department of Conservation will have costs associated with 
implementing the 2013 Code of Conduct for minimising acoustic disturbance to 
marine mammals from seismic survey operations (the Code of Conduct).  However, 
the Department of Conservation already works with operators who implement the 
Code of Conduct on a voluntary basis, so additional costs are only anticipated 
when enforcement action is required. These costs are anticipated to be marginal.  
Cost to industry is also anticipated to be marginal as the code is already in effect, 
either on a mandatory basis (such as in the exclusive economic zone) or voluntary 
basis (territorial sea).  

• Limits on seabed mining will effectively prevent new mining in the Marine Mammal 
Sanctuaries. Potential discoveries of deposits will be foregone, imposing an 
economic cost on New Zealand and the exploration and mining sectors. This cost is 
limited to the west coast of the North Island, which is the only area where interest in 
such exploration and mining has been identified.  

• The in-situ value of the resources has been estimated in the 2019 RSC Offshore 
Mineral Assessment report against the areas affected by options proposed in the 
Threat Management Plan discussion document, split between North (the current 
boundaries) and South (the proposed extension) areas of the West Coast North 
Island Marine Mammal Sanctuary. The estimate has assumptions based upon 
depth, density, recovery and iron sand price, which the Ministry of Business 
Innovation and Employment has reviewed and accepts as reasonable. It is 
important to note this assessment is of in-situ mineral resource prospectivity.  
Wider economic values were not assessed.  Operational factors or other practical 
constraints were also not considered.  The prospectivity data therefore have low 
levels of confidence. 

 

Median values from the report are provided below: 

Area Iron sand value (NZD) Vanadium value 
(NZD)8 

 North South North South 

12NM Limit 180 Billion 140 Billion 240 Billion 180 
Billion 

 

• Potential compliance costs of seeking the consent of the Minister of Conservation 
and Minister of Energy and Resources to undertake seismic surveying by 
exemption. These costs have not been quantified as they are hypothetical. It is 
unknown whether there will be seismic survey proposals that would seek to meet 
this exemption. Costs are likely to be similar to complying with other environmental 
regulations and within expected costs of such projects.  

 
 

 
8 Vanadium has potential application in high energy density batteries, which may emerge as a method for managing peak 
loading in electricity markets. Vanadium extraction occurs as a secondary benefit of iron sand extraction. 
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Interdependencies 

Interdependencies include future decisions on how to manage fishing-related threats to 
the dolphins, which is led by Fisheries New Zealand.  Work has been done by Fisheries 
New Zealand to support decisions, which are expected in the near future. The need to 
manage the adverse effect of non-fishing related mortality and harm is independent of 
any other adverse effect on the population. However, the overall population outcomes 
for Hector’s and Māui dolphins require all human-induced threats, particularly from 
fishing, to be managed appropriately. If this risk is not managed then that will undermine, 
in part, or completely, the benefits from the prohibitions on industry, and management of 
the disease toxoplasmosis. Any risk which is not managed appropriately may undermine 
the benefits of managing other risks.  

 
Evidence of the problem 

Both Hector’s and Māui dolphins are classified as threatened species in the New 
Zealand Threat Classification System which have the greatest risk of extinction.  
 
Māui dolphins (found on the West Coast of the North Island) are ranked as Nationally 
Critical, which are the most severely threatened, and face an immediate high risk of 
extinction. Population trends are uncertain, but it remains vulnerable to any human 
induced deaths. The Conservation status of New Zealand Marine mammals, 2013 
provides:  
 
“Maui dolphin, Cephalorhynchus hectori maui No change to listed status. Recent 
population estimates from genotype capture/recapture suggest a population of fewer 
than 100 (Baker et al. 2013). There is also evidence of decline from 12 Baker et al.—
Conservation status of New Zealand marine mammals, 2013 both a semi-quantitative 
risk assessment and capture/recapture analysis (Currey et al. 2012; Hamner et al. 
2014b). The subspecies is listed on the basis of Criterion A(1) (small population) but also 
meets Criterion C (high rate of decline). No evidence has been detected of successful 
reproduction by Hector’s dolphin individuals sampled within the core Maui’s range (one 
dead and two live females, and one dead male) (Hamner et al. 2014a)” 9. 
 
Hector’s dolphins (found mainly on the South Island) are ranked as Nationally 
Vulnerable and face a risk of extinction in the medium term. Population trends are 
uncertain but may be declining. The Conservation status of New Zealand marine 
mammals, 2013 provides:  
 
“Hector’s dolphin, Cephalorhynchus hectori hectori No change to listed status. There 
was very little new information. Eighteen Hector’s dolphin necropsies were carried out in 

 
9 Conservation status of New Zealand marine mammals, 2013, C.S. Baker, B.L. Chillers, S. Childerhouse, R. Constantine, R. 

Currey, R. Mattlin, A. van Helden, R. Hitchmough and J. Rolfe page 11  
https://www.doc.govt.nz/globalassets/documents/science-and-technical/nztcs14entire.pdf 
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12 months of 2012–13. This is likely to be well above a sustainable rate of human-
induced mortality if a significant proportion of those animals died when interacting with 
fisheries, because only a small proportion of animals killed as by-catch will come ashore. 
The population size of those dolphins encountered around Banks Peninsula appears 
roughly stable under management (Gormley et al. 2012), but decline is inferred to be 
continuing over the rest of the subspecies’ range. The South Coast population has now 
been shown to constitute two separate subpopulations; both are small and vulnerable”10. 
 
Limitations and constraints underpinning evidence of the problem: 

• Modelling of spatial estimates of dolphin density are most reliable in locations 
with more dolphins. 

• Modelling spatial distribution based on suitable habitat for dolphins was limited by 
factors the model could not consider (e.g. physical barriers like sandbars in 
harbours). 

• Public sightings (used as an independent validation of the habitat model) are 
considered an imperfect way of estimating dolphin densities. 

• In areas with low densities of dolphins the estimates of population size, 
distribution, and overlap with fisheries are less reliable. 

• In areas where there are fewer people on the water there will be fewer sightings, 
but this does not mean there are fewer dolphins. 

We consider the limitations to be of minor/moderate significance. All scientific 
information and associated estimates that use this information are subject to uncertainty. 
The power of the methodology that is used is that we are able to account for most of this 
uncertainty (for example using confidence intervals in estimates of risk reduction). 
Where this uncertainty cannot be included explicitly within the modelling it is described 
qualitatively and has been taken into account in analysing options and making final 
recommendations. The results of new work and new information have tended to confirm 
that the animals are at high risk of extinction and have identified new threats rather than 
indicated that known threats could be discounted. It is therefore unlikely that new 
information would result in significant changes in the overall strategy for managing the 
species. 

Quality of data used for impact analysis 

A key limitation is much of the qualitative data is derived from information received 
during public consultation. There is potential bias in the information provided and 
uncertainty in the magnitude of unquantified costs and benefits. We consider these 
limitations to be of minor significance. Areas of uncertainty have been considered during 
options analysis.  
 
Consultation and testing 
 
Limitations and constraints underpinning regulatory and non-regulatory intervention 
options: 

• The Government sought to complete the review of the Hector’s and Māui Dolphin 
Threat Management Plan by the end of 2019. Iwi and some  stakeholders 
(submitted that ideally, we could have consulted for a longer period, which would 
have allowed more opportunity for discussion of the nature and extent of the 
problem and collective determination of possible options.  
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c. Subpart 1 of the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 (MACA 
Act) in relation to participation in conservation processes in the common marine 
and coastal area. 

The principles of the Treaty require the Crown to act in good faith, reasonably, make 
informed decisions, actively protect Māori rights and interests and preserve capacity to 
provide redress for proven grievances. The Department engaged with iwi/Māori on the 
variations to the Marine Mammal Sanctuaries as part of the Threat Management Plan 
process. Concerns were expressed about the adequacy of the engagement process. The 
Department will continue to engage with iwi/Maori on the proposals before any final 
decisions are taken. Generally, iwi sought prohibitions to both seismic surveying and 
seabed mining within the Marine Mammal Sanctuaries, without any exemptions.  
 
Government regulation 
 
Government regulation is generally the preferred approach to managing the human-
induced threats to Hector’s and Māui dolphins due to the: 

• wide range of human-induced threats that pose a risk to the dolphins;  
• breadth of people/communities/industries that may be affected by protection 

measures for the dolphins; and  
• geographic spread of protection measures that are required.   

These variables require a level of coordination and high degree of compliance to be 
successful. An over-reliance on voluntary measures would make it difficult to ensure the 
objectives of the Threat Management Plan can be achieved, unless there is a supporting 
compliance framework to assess the effectiveness of non-regulatory interventions. Also 
when managing risk of low likelihood but high consequence there is a need for a greater 
level of certainty about effectiveness than can generally be provided by voluntary 
measures, particularly when incidents can result in significant public scrutiny and risk of 
more government intervention. This can result in people having a perverse incentive not to 
voluntarily report or take action. 

We note that the overall population outcome for Hector’s and Māui dolphins will not be 
achieved unless all human-induced lethal threats, particularly from fishing, are  managed 
appropriately. If these other risks are not managed then they will undermine, in part, or 
completely, the benefits stemming from controls and associated cost placed on industry.  
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objectives of the Threat Management Plan. That is, the scientific assessment suggests 
that risk is too high in some locations12.   

As outlined in Section C, the Department of Conservation is confident in the evidence 
that has been used to support this assessment. 

 
The counterfactual 
 
There are a number of threats facing Hector’s and Māui dolphins including fishing-
related threats and non-fishing related threats. Some of these are the direct cause of 
dolphin deaths (fishing and the disease toxoplasmosis) and other threats have an 
indirect negative impact on the population (for example by reducing reproductive 
success)13.  
 
The counterfactual assumes that there would be no new regulatory measures to further 
mitigate the threats of non-fisheries related mortality and harm to Hector’s and Māui 
dolphins. The latest risk assessment indicates that under current management 
measures: 
 

• fishing-related risks to dolphins have been significantly reduced in many areas 
where restrictions on fishing activity were put in place between 2003 and 2012; 

• fishing still poses a risk to Hector’s and Māui dolphins in some areas; 
• in fisheries where most set-net deaths occur, a typical set-net is 20 times more 

likely to capture or kill a dolphin than a single trawl in the same location; 

• toxoplasmosis has emerged as a significant risk to Māui dolphins and some 
Hector’s dolphin subpopulations in areas where high water runoff from land 
results in contamination in the marine environment; and  

• risks from noise pollution and other industrial activities, and subsequently the 
cumulative impact on Hector’s and Māui dolphins, are less well understood, but 
may pose an unacceptable threat in some situations and circumstances.  

 
Given the current status of the dolphin populations, if the identified threats are not further 
mitigated then there is a risk that the conservation status of the dolphins will not improve, 
and the population outcomes and objectives as set out under the Threat Management 
Plan will not be achieved. 
 
Māui dolphins remain vulnerable to any human-induced deaths and harm, and there is a 
significant risk of extinction for this subspecies unless human-induced deaths are 
reduced as near as practicable to zero.  

 
12 “Risk” is a numerical output of the scientific risk assessment; if the fisheries risk estimate is greater than 1, fisheries risk is 
too high to achieve the fisheries objective. 
13 Toxoplasmosis deaths have been estimated from necropsy results, which relies on relative detectability of dolphin carcasses 
that have died from various causes, resulting in uncertainty in annual numbers of deaths.    
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Hector’s dolphins 
Human impacts are managed to allow the population to increase 
to a level at or above 90 percent of the maximum number of 
dolphins the environment can support. 

 
These population outcomes inform Conservation policy and decision-making. The 
Department of Conservation consider them appropriate given the conservation status of 
the dolphins, and that their long-term viability and contribution to the biological diversity in 
the marine environment should be maintained.   
 
These are long term outcomes. To ensure they can be achieved, in the short term the 
highest priorities are to prevent declines of the populations to the point where they cannot 
recover, and declines in population and connections between populations to the point 
where genetic diversity is reduced. If those priorities are not achieved, future recovery will 
be difficult or impossible, and stochastic events (e.g. a new disease, an unusual weather 
event) could cause significant losses or even extinction. 
 
Management objectives for the threat of toxoplasmosis  

To support achieving the population outcomes, the following objectives apply: 
 Reduce the number of dolphin deaths caused by toxoplasmosis to near zero 
 Improve knowledge on toxoplasmosis to increase the ability to take actions to 

reduce this threat.  
 
 
Management objectives for other non-fisheries threats (seismic surveying 
and seabed mining)  
 
To support achieving the population outcomes, the following objectives apply: 
 
 Ensure adverse effects on dolphins from other human-induced threats are 

avoided or minimised.   
 
The objectives for Māui dolphins would mean that, with 95 percent confidence, the West 
Coast North Island Māui dolphin population is able to recover to and/or maintain a level 
that is no more than 5 percent lower than what it would be in the absence of any non-
fisheries threat impact. 
 
The objectives for South Island Hector’s dolphins would mean that, with 95 percent 
confidence, each South Island subpopulation is able to recover to and/or maintain a level 
that is no more than 10 percent lower than what it would be in the absence of any non-
fisheries threat impact. 
 
These objectives require that non-fisheries threat impacts are successfully managed to 
support the population outcomes being achieved. Achieving these objectives is not 
dependent on other impacts being managed also; however, achieving the population 
outcomes does rely on successful management of all human-induced threats. It is 
important that the other major lethal threat to the dolphins (i.e. fishing) is addressed. 
Without such action, toxoplasmosis and seismic surveying and seabed mining measures 
will not deliver the desired outcomes. 

 





  

 |   23 

 
While the proposal to extend the sanctuaries is independent of the proposals relating to 
seismic surveying and seabed mining below, the survival of the dolphins is dependent 
on what restrictions are implemented within these sanctuaries and where.  

The following options are specific to seismic surveying and seabed mining threats, and 
these options were considered for both the existing and proposed new sanctuary areas. 

Options to deal with seismic surveying threats  
 
There are existing commercial interests within the proposed sanctuary extension area.  
Options were considered to address threats from seismic surveying in the five 
existing Marine Mammal Sanctuaries, including the proposed extensions:  
 

Option  Description of option  
1  
 

Voluntary compliance with the 2013 Code of Conduct for Minimising Acoustic 
Disturbance to Marine Mammals from Seismic Surveying Operations (Status quo) 

2 Compliance with the 2013 Code of Conduct for Minimising Acoustic Disturbance to 
Marine Mammals from Seismic Surveying Operations (this is the enhanced status 
quo) 

3 Establishing a permitting system for seismic surveying in sanctuaries, with the ability 
to impose conditions on permits or decline applications (including for existing permit 
holders under the Crown Minerals Act 1991). 

4 Prohibition on seismic surveying in sanctuaries with exemptions for: urgent hazard 
assessments in sanctuaries and existing Crown Ministerial Act permit holders, as well 
as any subsequent permits granted with respect to those existing permits.    

 
 
 
 
Options to deal with seabed mining threats 
  
Five options were considered to address threats from seabed mining. There were three 
mutually exclusive options (options 1 – 3 below)     
 

Option  Description of option  
1  Prohibition on mining within the existing West Coast North Island Marine Mammal 

Sanctuary out to two and four nautical miles (and maintaining the current exceptions 
for mining for petroleum and mining impact activities)15. (Status quo)  

2 Prohibition on mining with the existing West Coast Northland Marine Sanctuary 
out to 8 nautical miles (and maintaining the current exceptions for mining for 
petroleum and mining impact activities).  

3 Prohibition on mining within the existing West Coast North Island Marine Mammal 
Sanctuary out to 12 nautical miles (and maintaining the current exceptions for 
mining for petroleum and minimum impact activities).  

Two additional options which could be added individually to the above 3 options were 
considered (options 4 and 5 below) 
4 Prohibition on mining out to 2 nautical miles within the proposed southern 

extension of the West Coast North Island Marine Mammal Sanctuary (and 
maintaining the current exceptions for mining for petroleum and minimum impact 
activities). 

 
15 Current permits and potential subsequent permits are shown in annex 1. 
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Section 4:  Impact Analysis 
Marginal impact: How does each of the options identified in section 3.1 compare with taking no action under each of the criteria set 
out in section 3.2?   
 

Key: ++   much better than doing nothing/the status quo              +  better than doing nothing/the status quo          0   about the same as doing nothing/the status quo             -  worse than 
doing nothing/the status quo         - -  Much worse than doing nothing / the status quo 

 
 Toxoplasmosis options  
Criteria Option 1: No Toxoplasmosis Action Plan (status quo) Option 2: Toxoplasmosis Action Plan 

 
 
Criterion 1: Does the option reduce the risk to a level that 
enables the population to increase to a level at or above 95 
percent (Māui) and at or above 90 percent (Hectors), of the 
maximum number of dolphins the environment can support? 
 

 

 
0  Does not reduce risk / does not achieve criterion   

 
+ Measure is necessary to satisfy criterion 

Criterion 2:  Does the option support building knowledge / 
awareness about the threat?   
 

 
0  Does not support building awareness / does not 
achieve criterion 

 
++ Measure is necessary to achieve criterion 

 
Overall assessment 
 

 
Does not achieve the criteria 

 
Likely to achieve the criteria, and much better than doing nothing 
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  Sanctuary 
variation options  

Seismic survey options  
 

Seabed mining options  

Criteria Option 1 Option 2 Option 1 
 

Option 2 Option 3   Option 4 Option 1  
 

Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 

Criterion 1: 
Does the 
option support 
achieving the 
population 
outcomes by 
protecting 
dolphins from 
seismic 
surveying and 
seabed 
mining?  

0  
Does not 
support 
criterion 

++ 
Supports the 
criterion but also 
relies on other 
measures  
(the restrictions 
on activities)  

0   
Does not 
support 
criterion 

0  
Does not 
support 
criterion 

++ 
Criterion 
exceeded 

++ 
Criterion 
exceeded 

0   
Does not 
support 
criterion 

+ 
Provides additional 
protection from 
harmful activities  

+ 
Provides 
additional 
protection from 
harmful 
activities 

+ 
Provides 
additional 
protection from 
harmful 
activities 

+  
Provides additional 
protection from 
harmful activities  

Criterion 2: 
Does the 
option support 
dispersal or 
connectivity 
between 
subpopulation
s of the 
subspecies? 

0  
Does not 
support 
criterion 

+ 
Supports  
criterion  

0   
Does not 
support 
criterion 

0   
Minimal 
impact from 
current state 
(if any) 

+ 
Supports 
criterion but 
extent 
depends on 
other 
measures - 
sanctuary 
extensions  
 

+ 
Supports 
criterion 
but extent 
depends on 
other 
measures - 
sanctuary 
extensions 

0   
Does not 
support 
criterion 

0/+ 
May have small 
positive impact on 
connectivity   

0/+ 
May have a 
small positive 
impact on 
connectivity  

+ 
Supports 
criterion 
 

+ 
Supports 
criterion 

Criterion 3: 
Does the 
option 
minimise the 
impact on 
users & 
industry to the 
extent 
poss ble  

 0   
Least 
impact 
than other 
options 

0/-  
Will impact but 
extent will 
depend on 
Other measures  
(the restrictions 
on activities) 

0  
Least impact 
than other 
options  

0/- 
Minimal 
impact as 
Code 
already in 
place   

- - 
Will have the 
most impact 
/ creates 
uncertainty  

- 
Impacts but 
limited by 
exemptions 

0/- 
Impacts but 
limited by 
exemptions 

0/- 
Impacts but limited 
by exemptions 

0/- 
Impacts but 
limited by 
exemptions 

/- 
Impacts but 
limited by 
exemptions 

- 
Impacts but limited 
by exemptions 

Criterion 4:  Is 
the option 
feasible  

0  
is feasible 
/ is current 
state   

+ 
Will be an 
extension of 
current practice.   
 

0  
is feasible / 
is current 
state   

0/- 
Minimal 
impact 

- - 
Least 
feasible – 
due to time 
to develop 

- 
Is feasible / 
within 
existing 
processes 

0   
 

- 
is feasible / within 
existing processes 

- 
Is feasible / 
within existing 
processes 

- 
Is feasible / 
within existing 
processes 

- 
Is feasible / within 
existing processes 

Overall 
assessment  

Does not 
provide 
any 
additional 
certainly or 
protection 
for 
dolphins  

Achieves 
criteria, but relies 
on other 
measures 
somewhat 

Does not 
achieve 
criteria 

Does not 
provide any 
additional 
certainly or 
protection 
for dolphins 

Will achieve 
criteria  with 
considerable 
impact on 
use  and 
high 
implementati
on effort 

Exceeds 
criteria  with 
least impact 
on users   

Does not 
provide any 
additional 
certainly or 
protection 
for dolphins 

Provides some 
additional protection 
but doesn’t go far 
enough    

Provides some 
additional 
protection but 
doesn’t go far 
enough    

Provides 
additional 
protection, 
impacts are 
limited  (given 
exemptions 
and 
necessary) 

Provides additional 
protection, impacts 
are limited  (given 
exemptions, and 
necessary)   
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Extending Marine Mammal Sanctuary proposals    
 
Extending the West Coast North Island marine mammal sanctuary will benefit dolphins as it may reduce barriers to population connectivity and 
facilitate more frequent occupancy throughout the dolphin’s range.  Extending the Banks Peninsula Marine Mammal Sanctuary as proposed will 
benefit dolphins by reducing risks as sanctuary restrictions will apply across a greater portion of Hector’s dolphin distribution.  
 
Seismic surveying proposals  
 
Relative to doing nothing, the enhanced status-quo option (option 2) will improve protection to dolphins in the marine mammal sanctuaries. 
However, a seismic survey cannot be stopped if risks cannot be appropriately mitigated.   Relative to doing nothing, option 3 would allow for 
greater protection of dolphins in sanctuaries through conditions to mitigate adverse effects and the ability to decline a consent if necessary. This 
option would take time to develop and would require additional public consultation.  Option 4 would mean that the effects of seismic surveying 
on Hector’s and Maui dolphins would be avoided in sanctuaries, except as related to surveys undertaken using exemptions.  
 
 
Seabed mining proposals  
 
The first three options are mutually exclusive. The benefit of Option 1 is that effects of seabed mining on Hector’s and Māui dolphins would 
continue to be avoided within the existing prohibited area. Elsewhere, the effects on dolphins would continue to be managed through the RMA 
and Exclusive Economic Zone Act consent process (this is the status quo). Option 2 would avoid any direct overlap between mining and the 
known range of Māui dolphins (out to at least eight nautical miles from shore off the Manukau coast).  Option 3 will add a greater degree of 
protection by creating a buffer for effects such as noise and sedimentation which may spread well beyond the immediate location of a mining 
operation. It would also account for any Māui dolphins venturing further offshore than eight nautical miles (the furthest acoustic detection of a 
Hector’s / Māui dolphin off Manukau is 9.8 nautical miles).  
 
Options 4 and 5 can be added individually to the above three options. Option 4 has the benefit of offering a protected near-shore corridor (e.g. 
two nautical miles from shore along these southern shores) would help reduce impediments to dolphin movements along this coast.  Option 5 
would also mean a near-shore corridor would help retain connectivity between areas and reduce the risk of subpopulation fragmentation in 
these core Hector’s dolphin areas.  All options included exemptions for existing CMA permit holders, or any subsequent permits granted with 
respect to those existing permits. 
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Toxoplasmosis Action P lan  
 

Relative to doing nothing, given the significant risk of the disease, the implementation of a toxoplasmosis Action Plan will be essential to 
achieving the goals of the Threat Management Plan.  
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slow the disease in the dolphins. Assembling sufficient expertise to draw-up such a plan 
presents a practical hurdle, and despite an increasing number of international situations 
where wildlife is threatened by toxoplasmosis, there are currently no known practical 
examples of how to reduce this disease.  
 
To mitigate this risk the Department of Conservation proposes to begin assembling the 
expertise for the toxoplasmosis plan immediately.  

 
Litigation 
 

 
 

  

 

   
 

    
 
Compliance 
 
Successful implementation of seismic surveying and seabed mining measures requires 
there to be a high degree of compliance from those directly affected by the measures. 
Compliance issues may result from : 

• Insufficient communication so parties are unaware of new requirements 
• Processes being inefficient/expensive  
• People not abiding by the new regime or 
• Problems enforcing the new requirements. 

 
These risks will be mitigated by a communication and engagement plan as well as the 
proposed exemptions that will apply. The Department of Conservation will monitor 
compliance.  
 
The Marine Mammal Protection Act 1978 has established offences and penalties for non-
compliance16. Every person who commits an offence is liable on conviction to 
imprisonment for a term not exceeding 1 year or a fine not exceeding $100,000 or both (for 
individuals) and in the case of a body a fine not exceeding $200,000. In any case, if the 
offence continues, the individual or body corporate may be fined up to a further $10,000 for 
every day on which the offence continues. 
  
Other risks  
 
The Department of Conservation recognise the risk of any or some of the following risks 
may occur over 4-5 years: 
 

 
16 Section 23 Marine Mammal Protection Act 1978. 

9(2)(h)
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• Falling public interest in Hector’s and Māui dolphins 
• The difficulties in interpreting empirical data to estimate the size and trajectory of 

the subpopulations 
 

The research and public engagement plans are proposed as mitigation of these risks. 
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Annex 1 -  Current permits and potential subsequent permits 
  

Permit 
Number 

Name (if 
available) 

Permit Type and 
Commodity 

Owner or Operator 

54068 N/A Minerals 
Exploration 
Permit 

Trans-Tasman Resources 

55709 N/A Minerals 
Exploration 
Permit 

Ironsands Offshore Mining 
Limited 

38154 
Pohokura Petroleum Mining 

Permit OMV NZ Production Limited 

38161 
Turangi Petroleum Mining 

Permit* 
Greymouth Petroleum 
Turangi Limited 

50509 
Moturoa Petroleum Mining 

Permit Greymouth Petroleum Limited 

51378 
 
Kowhai 

Petroleum Mining 
Permit* 

Greymouth Petroleum Mining 
Group Limited 

57075 

Cloudy Bay Petroleum 
Exploration 
Permit OMV New Zealand Limited 

38146 

 

Kupe 
Petroleum Mining 
Licence 

Beach Energy Resources NZ 
(Kupe) Limited 

38151 
Rimu Petroleum Mining 

Permit* 
Westside New Zealand 
Limited 

38155 
Kauri Petroleum Mining 

Permit* 
Westside New Zealand 
Limited 

60094 

South Basin 
Boundary 

Petroleum 
Exploration 
Permit 

Todd Exploration 
Management Services 
Limited 

60402 

Kaheru Petroleum 
Exploration 
Permit 

Westside New Zealand 
Limited 

381012 
Maui Petroleum Mining 

Licence 
OMV Taranaki Limited 

52717 

Clipper Petroleum 
Exploration 
Permit  

NZOG Devon Limited  

* denotes an onshore permit that has a component offshore. This area is usually 
relatively small.  
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There are currently 14 active permits within the current and extended MMS. Of these, six 
are exploration permits with the ability to apply for subsequent mining permits. The 
remaining 8 are mining permits with no ability to apply for subsequent permits, with one 
technical exception. Section 30(5) of the CMA 1991 provides a situation where a 
subsequent mining permit could be applied for, but only where there is a discovery made 
in a mining permit and that discovery has not been permitted. This has not occurred in 
New Zealand before, and so is considered unlikely. 
 

 




