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7.7.2 Productivity 

Mussel farms can influence adjacent farms by slowing water flow to farms located in 

downstream positions (Ogilvie, 2000). This is particularly pronounced in quiescent areas of 

the Sounds. However, published work by Zeldis et al. (2008, 2013) suggests that the major 

factors influencing productivity in the Marlborough Sounds relate to cyclical weather patterns 

in the summer (El Nino and La Nina) and river-derived nutrient inputs in winter. Slow crop 

cycles in some years are therefore a reflection of a weather cycle and much less about the 

number of farms. 

No data has been presented to show the ecological carrying capacity of the Sounds has been 

reached; however, this topic is not well researched . There is tonsiderable evidence showing 

the major drivers of the Pelorus system, for example, naturally leads to large within and 

between year variability. Relative to this, the impact of mussel farms appear to be material 

but relatively small compared to major environmental drivers (Broekhuizen et al., 2015). 

Tidal flows through this part of Port Underwood were low during the survey and are expected 

to be relatively low on most tides. Winds are likely to be a driver of water movement in this 

area, especially during northerly and southerly weather events. 

Based on these considerations and the existing literature, it is probable the site will likely 

cause phytoplankton depletion inside its boundaries; however, these are expected to return 

to background levels as water leaves the consent. The present reconsenting application 

represents no change to the number of consented lines and therefore represents no change 

to phytoplankton predation and water flows in the bay. 

7.8 Boundary adjustments, line adjustments and monitoring 

The reconsent area was located over silt and clay. No rocky substrate was present. The level 

of mussel shell debris was low to moderate and was not recorded outside the consent area. 

Backbone structures were located mostly within the consent area but the edge backbones 

occasionally move a short distance outside the consent. It is noted that surface structures can 

move due to environmental variables such as tidal current and wind, creating variance from 

day to day and over the duration of tidal cycles. The current farm structures are located over 

habitats traditionally considered suitable for marine farming activities. 
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No biological communities of particular importance were found inside the reconsenting area 

during the present survey. Benthic species associated with the consent were low in diversity 

and abundance. No monitoring is suggested. 
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Appendix 1. Drop camera photographs 
Photo 1 silt, clay, mussel shell 

Photo 3 silt, clay, mussel shell 

Photo 5 silt, clay, mussel shell 
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Photo 2 silt, clay, mussel shell 

Photo 4 silt, clay 

Photo 6 silt, clay, mussel shell 

RECEIVED 
1 7 FEB 2020 
MARLBOROUGH 

DISTRICT COUNCIL 

Page 44 



Photo 7 silt, clay 

Photo 9 si lt, clay, mussel shell 

Photo 11 silt, clay, microalgal mat 
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Photo 8 silt, clay 

Photo 10 silt, clay, mussel shell 

Photo 12 silt, clay, microalgal mat 
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Photo 13 silt, clay 

Photo 15 silt, clay 

Photo 17 silt, clay, microalgal mat 
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Photo 14 silt, clay, mussel shell 

Photo 16 silt, clay 

Photo 18 silt, clay, microalgal mat 
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