


Project location(s) 
See maps below. The applicant advises that coordinates delineating sites are indicative only. 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 

  



 
Key messages  

 
1. The Muriwhenua Aquaculture project is to develop nine marine farms across the Coastal 

Marine Area in the Northland Region at: Cape Reinga, Motuopao, Murimoto, Henderson Bay, 
Te Kowhai Bay, Houhora Bay, Karikari Peninsula, Kaimaumau East Beach and Ninety Mile 
Beach. The applicant advises that coordinates delineating the marine farm sites are 
indicative only. 

2. The combined area of these nine sites is approximately 25,000 ha (our approximation based 
on maps provided by the applicant). The total area currently consented for aquaculture 
activities in New Zealand is approximately 14,000 ha. 

3. The application refers to ‘shellfish farming’ so it is anticipated that each of the nine marine 
farms will comprise: 

a. Occupying space within nine areas of the Northland Coastal Marine Area (CMA) for 
marine farming.  

b. Construction and installation of marine farming infrastructure (seabed, subsurface and 
surface).   

c. Associated marine safety and navigation infrastructure.   
4. The project will likely require coastal permits under the Resource Management Act 1991 

(RMA) to: undertake marine farming, disturb the seabed, discharge contaminants to the 
coastal marine area (CMA), occupy the CMA, and erect and maintain marine farm structures.  

5. Most of project sites overlay ‘Aquaculture Prohibited Areas’ designated under the Northland 
Regional Coastal Plan. Aquaculture cannot occur in these areas without a plan change to 
lift/amend the prohibited status.  

6. This is an application for marine farms within the territorial sea so will require aquaculture 
decisions under Schedule 12 of the Fast-track Approvals Bill. Feedback from the Ministry for 
Primary Industries (MPI) notes that part of the application includes marine farms where 
aquaculture decisions have already been made under the Fisheries Act 1996. These areas 
will not require further aquaculture decisions.   

7. MPI also advises that the five iwi involved in the application have all concluded treaty 
settlements with the Crown. While there are no fisheries settlement implications with the 
application, the historic Treaty settlements with these iwi provide that the governance entities 
for each of the iwi will be consulted where policy or regulatory change may affect the iwi area 
of interest.  While the applicant is a company owned by the iwi, the obligations to the iwi 
governance entity remains. 

8. We have undertaken an initial (Stage 1) analysis of the application, and this is provided in 
Table A. 

9. We consider the applicant has not provided sufficient information to consider the project for 
inclusion on Schedule 2A (although we note it could still be included on Schedule 2B based 
on the information provided). 

10. The project does not trigger the ineligibility criteria in clause 18 of the Fast-track Approvals 
Bill (the Bill).  

11. Important note: the applicant’s Operations Manager (and contact in regard to the project 
application) is the son of Minister Jones. There may be a perceived conflict of interest to be 
managed in the further consideration of this project.  

12. Advice on PSGE development priorities and Māori development is provided in Table A. Table 
B also includes the relevant PSGEs or Māori groups and the settlement mechanisms, that 



will/may be impacted by the project and whether the project is low, medium or high impact 
on Treaty settlement/s and other relevant arrangements. Appendix 1 provides further detail 
on how this advice should be considered and our approach to analysis. 
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settlement entity) on the RMA planning documents (eg the regional policy statement, regional plan or district plan) which set the framework for whether resource consents can be granted (and what 
conditions may need to be imposed).  If the fast-track legislation means that those RMA planning documents have lesser weight, that could impact on the integrity of the redress (although there are 
requirements in the fast-track Bill for the same or equivalent effect to be given to that type of redress). There is also a requirement in the Fast-Track Approvals Bill to provide for the 'commissioner' 
type redress that is included in some of the settlements. The settlements also provided that the joint Treaty settlement entity may decide to participate in a resource consent hearing process.   

In the fast-track process, the joint Treaty settlement entity will not have exactly the same rights as would be the case in the standard RMA resource consent process.  For example, under the RMA 
process, if the joint Treaty settlement entity makes a submission on a notified application, that entity could attend a hearing (including presenting evidence and being heard), appeal to the 
Environment Court (including presenting evidence and being heard), and appeal to the High Court and higher courts. The fast-track process does not provide those rights (noting there are more 
limited appeal rights on 'points of law' and judicial review options). 

Te Hiku Conservation Management Strategy 

Iwi representatives and the Department of Conservation/Te Papa Atawhai are working on the draft Te Hiku Conservation Management Strategy (CMS). The CMS forms a significant part of the 
cultural redress in the Treaty Settlements of the four Te Hiku o Te Ika iwi (Te Hiku iwi): Ngāti Kuri, Te Aupouri, NgāiTakoto, Te Rarawa. Te Aupōuri, NgāiTakoto and Te Rarawa have contributed to 
the drafting. Ngāti Kuri have not participated directly but have contributed through consultation. 

Ngāti Kuri Claims Settlement Act 2015 

Statutory Acknowledgements 

This Treaty settlement contains a number of statutory acknowledgements.  It is not clear from the application whether a statutory acknowledgement covers or is adjacent to the project site or is 
directly impacted by the proposed project however the text above on statutory acknowledgements also applies.  

Ngāitakoto Claims Settlement Act 2015 

Statutory Acknowledgements 

This Treaty settlement contains a number of statutory acknowledgements.  It is not clear from the application whether a statutory acknowledgement covers or is adjacent to the project site or is 
directly impacted by the proposed project however the text above on statutory acknowledgements also applies.  

Mana Whakahono ā Rohe 

None relevant to the project areas.[2] 

Iwi Environment Management plans 

In the time available, we have identified the following relevant plans and documents: noting that we have not had time to establish which of these plans have been lodged with the regional or local 
councils for the purpose of the RMA. 

• Te Oneroa-a-Tōhe Beach Plan  
• Te Rarawa Strategic Plan 2020 to 2025[3] 
• Ahipara Takiwa Environment Management Plan.[4] We note this plan states an economic goal is ‘a desire not only to protect the moana but create sustainable aquaculture businesses within our 

waters.’ 
• Te Roroa Iwi Environmental Management Plan[5] 
• Te Iwi o Ngā Takoto Environmental Plan[6] 
• Te Hiku Conservation Management Strategy [7] 

o iwi and the Department of Conservation (DOC) are co-authors of the Te Hiku part of the Conservation Management Strategy 
o The CMS applies to an area defined in Treaty Settlements as Te Korowai area, which extends from the Hokianga Harbour and mid-point Rangaunu Harbour northwards to Te Rerenga 

Wairua including Manawatāwhi (Three Kings Islands). 

It is not possible to confirm from those documents that the project aligns or does not align with the strategic priorities of those iwi or Māori groups. A full analysis of the plan would need to be 
undertaken in conjunction with the relevant iwi before any firm conclusions can be reached. That is a matter to be considered in more detail in subsequent stages if this progresses through the fast-
track processes. 

Implications for groups yet to settle their historical Treaty of Waitangi claims  

There are groups still working through their Treaty settlement processes.  For example, Ngāti Kahu and Ngāpuhi.  It will be important that these interests are considered in more detail if the project 
progresses through the fast-track process, but in the time available there are no further impacts noted.  

Implications arising under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 and Ngā Rohe Moana o Ngā Hapū o Ngāti Porou Act 2019 

The project area is in the common marine and coastal area.   

Within this area there are no customary marine title or protected customary rights holders under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 recorded on the register.7 

There are however approximately 19 applications by iwi, hapū and whānau groups (takutai moana applicant groups) who have applied to have their customary interests recognised under the Act. 
Under the Act, takutai moana applicant groups have certain rights in relation to consenting processes under the Resource Management Act 1991, including the right to be consulted on resource 
consent applications in their takutai moana application area.    

The Fast-track Approvals Bill currently provides for consultation with takutai moana applicant groups on Schedule 2B projects at the Ministerial referral stage, and the clause 13 report must include 
information about the relevant takutai moana applicant groups in the project area. For schedule 2A projects these steps would not apply. For listed projects (both Schedule 2A and 2B), the Fast-
track Approvals Bill as currently drafted, does not provide for consultation with takutai moana applicant groups at the expert panel stage.  

 
7 Marine and Coastal Area Register | ToitÅ« Te Whenua - Land Information New Zealand (linz.govt.nz). 
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Appendix One: Approach and considerations for Treaty settlement 
advice on listed project applications advice in Table A 

1. Ministers have advised the Advisory Group should receive advice from officials on “Māori 
development and PSGE settlement priorities” relevant to each application. Note this differs 
from section 13 requirements of the current Fast Track Consenting Bill that ‘Ministers must 
consider Treaty settlements and other obligations report’ as these reports will not be in 
existence at the time, although matters identified in section 13 (2)(a)-(j) will be considered as 
part of official's analysis. 

2. We have interpreted “Māori development” and “PSGE priorities” to mean primarily projects 
that: 
a. align explicitly with PSGE or iwi strategic objectives/vision/other strategic documents; 

and/or 
b. contribute towards addressing historical or systemic inequities faced by Māori. This would 

be undertaken through an equity assessment; and/or 
c. the project is being led by or in partnership with a Māori entity or business. 

3. Given the time constraints and limited engagement this advice cannot be considered as 
comprehensive and does not intend to reflects their views, and should not be read as such. 

4. Engagement with PSGEs and other relevant groups has been considered based on potential 
high-risk factors including, but not limited to, if: 
a. a project will take place on or effect any taonga or areas of significance that are protected 

by Treaty settlement arrangements. 
b. a project will have a substantive and/or ongoing environment impact on any taonga or 

areas of significance. 
c. a project will include a consenting arrangement that will require a significant take, or be 

ongoing for an extended period, in relation to a taonga or area of significance, or in 
regions where PSGEs have specific planning mechanisms in place. 

d. PSGEs or other Māori entities have previously strongly contested the project or a similar 
type of project, particularly where court action has been taken. 

e. The project is clearly in conflict with or undermines PSGE priorities. 
f. Engagement would be required to maintain and uphold the Te Tiriti Crown relationship. 

5. In limited circumstances where engagement occurs, it has been brief. Where engagement 
has been undertaken it is reflected in our analysis but should not be taken to mean that our 
Treaty Partners endorse our advice. 

 

 




