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Written Comments No: 0600

---------- Original Message ----------
From: Bev James I
To: aguaculture.submissions(@mpi.govt.nz

Date: 26 March 2017 at 17:09
Subject: submission potential reallocation of salmon farms

Hello
attached is my submission
best wishes

Bev James



Written Comments No: 0600

Submission: Potential reallocation of salmon farms
in the Marlborough Sounds

From:

Bev James

Marlborough 7244

| am a Marlborough resident.

NO | do not want to speak to my comments at a public hearing
Date: 26 March, 2017.

Gz

| OPPOSE the relocation proposal for the following reasons:

This is a decision-making matter for the Marlborough District Council and the Marlborough
community. These are the most affected parties and it must be their decision. It sets a
dangerous precedent, if the Minister is able to take away this decision-making power from
the community and its elected council representatives.

This proposal would give a competitive advantage to one company over others. It also
privileges the interests in and use of the water by this one company, over and above the
uses and interests of other parties in the Sounds, which is after all, public space. This public
space must be protected and managed for all, not for a privileged few. The Sounds are used
for recreational and commercial fishing, boating, and other water activities and are an
important tourism destination, renowned for their beauty and tranquillity.

The proposal does not consider the adverse impacts on the King Shag, a nationally
endangered species, which relies on the waters of the Sounds for its food and breeding
areas.

The environmental impacts are potentially significant. These 6 new salmon farms will
discharge untreated salmon faeces into the water. This company would be doing what no
other commercial activity or residents are allowed to do, i.e. discharge pollutants into the
Sounds. The MPI website states that currently, “There are 6 consented salmon farms in
lower-flow areas, and these will have difficulty complying with the guidelines without
significantly reducing production”. This statement implies that currently the company is
struggling to comply with the benthic best practice guidelines. What evidence is there that
the company will comply with these guidelines in the new sites?



Written Comments No: 0600

Conclusion

Why have these proposed regulations been developed? They are wrong, because they:

Disregard the 2013 Board of Inquiry and 2014 Supreme Court decisions about the
expansion of salmon farming into prohibited areas of the Marlborough Sounds.

Ignore the rights, powers and responsibilities of the Marlborough District Council, its
policies and plans.

Privilege one commercial user when other parties, including previous marine farm
applicants have had to abide by restrictions. This is inherently unfair.

Introduce salmon farming to an area where aquaculture is currently prohibited.

Do not take a precautionary approach to consideration of marine farm development.
Would result in a significant increase in salmon being farmed in the Sounds, with
associated environmental degradation caused by increased fish densities and wastes.

The Sounds have an incredibly beautiful, diverse and highly complex marine ecological
environment, which is fragile and vulnerable to damage. Unfortunately, these proposed
regulations appear to be detrimental, rather than protective.

Desired outcome: Option C: The Minister does not recommend the proposed regulations.

























































