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Executive Summary
This Business Case seeks $28.3m of grant funding from the Provincial Growth Fund (PGF) to undertake an
upgrade of Port Tarakohe. This will unlock the growth potential of the mussel farming industry in Golden Bay
and Tasman Bay, providing GDP uplift of between $983m and $1,466m and resulting in 1030 jobs across the NZ
economy over 25 years. For every $1 received from the PGF, the economy would see a net benefit of up to
$4.31.
Strategic Context
Port Tarakohe is a publicly owned infrastructure asset located near Pohara, in Tasman District. It is the only alltide, all-weather, deep-water port in Tasman District that is commercially and practicably available to the
Golden Bay and Tasman Bay marine farms. The ‘Top of the South’ is the aquaculture centre of the country,
providing 80% of all marine farming production. Significant growth is forecast in the aquaculture sector within
the District and nationally; there are very strong iwi aspirations for aquaculture development, but growth is
constrained by the lack of fit-for-purpose shore-based infrastructure. This, combined with the recent creation
of new mussel farming space in Tasman Bay and Golden Bay has introduced an urgent need to improve critical
port infrastructure at Port Tarakohe. The facility has reached a point where imminent growth of aquaculture,
health and safety risks, food safety risks, operational inefficiencies, and lack of resilience to climate change
threaten the ability for the Port to remain functional.
Regional aquaculture growth is listed as one of seven priorities for Regional Economic Development in the NZ
First / Labour Coalition Agreement and the project meets nine of the ten goals of the Provincial Growth Fund.
There are several investment objectives for the upgrade, all of which are met by the preferred solution:
1.

Increase capacity and efficiency,

2.

Improve safety,

3.

Provide a food grade wharf,

4.

Provide appropriate access to the wharf,

5.

Keep costs as low as possible, and

6.

Encourage further industry investment in water space and other port reliant industries over the next 10
years.

The Business Case process considered options presented in recent earlier reports and consulted with other
similar operations around the country. Our approach was comprehensive, looking beyond financial estimates in
order to consider the wider impacts within the District and nationally.
Minimising the additional capital costs passed onto marine farmers is a critical strategic objective as it allows
industry to apply its investment capital to developing approved water-space and the associated vessels, plant
and equipment including the downstream transport and processing assets required. Ultimately it is this
investment into productive assets, not on-land infrastructure, which will create jobs and significant economic
benefit for the Tasman District and the top of the south. Although technically feasible as an alternative to
upgrading Port Tarakohe, shipping all product direct to Nelson is not commercially viable for industry because:
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•

Not all product from Golden Bay is destined for Nelson

•

It would result in double handling and potential product damage

•

It would require new dedicated transport barges fit for purpose

•

No backload from Port Nelson – meaning higher costs and an inefficient operation with costs borne by
industry

•

Not all companies harvest at the same time and have different harvest time requirements

•

Sea state risks (bad weather impacting transit)

•

Higher cost of transport to Nelson vs Port Tarakohe

•

Potential cold chain management issues around food safety

•

Still requires the use and upgrade of Port Tarakohe for marine farm equipment and vessel berthage.

The port is currently operating at a loss. With Council in the process of increasing charges over time to return
the port to a profitable position and service current debt levels. Fees and charges for the port are reviewed
annually by the Tasman District council and set under the provisions of the Local Government Act. The
allocation of costs to different users (therefore the charges) follows a model developed by Council in response
to a complaint to the Commerce Commission in 2014/15.
The funding of the wharf will enable the industry to continue to grow over the next decade, which will have
direct benefits to iwi in the district and the New Zealand Aquaculture industry as increased scale leads to a
greater return on investment into productivity and innovation. Operating costs will increase to ensure health
and safety and as a result of the increased size of commercial operations. The Business Case assumes all other
users (both commercial and recreational) will continue to pay the same rates as they currently are, adjusted for
inflation; this will ensure no negative impact on existing users.
Mohua Encounters is a related project (also seeking PGF funding) that aligns with this Business Case. The
project is led by the Ports’ adjacent land managers – Port Tarakohe Services Limited. It is aimed at providing a
unique cultural / heritage-based tourism experience, and conservation related projects, at the top of Abel
Tasman National Park in partnership with the Department of Conservation and Manawhenua iwi. The
infrastructure, services and planning component of the Mohua Encounters development has been included in
this Business Case, with their cultural / heritage / tourism business opportunities to be delivered in a separate
(but aligned) business case.
The Design

The design presented in this Business Case represents the best value for money of options considered and
offers the most appropriate solution to meet mussel industry objectives as it increases production from ~8,000
to ~41,000 tonnes per year over the next 10 years (of that total, ~32,000 tonnes will pass over Port Tarakohe),
whilst ensuring existing commercial and recreational users retain current access and costs and environmental
impact is minimised.
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The expected capital cost associated with the redevelopment is $28.3m. Redevelopment would be complete
approximately 24 months from when PGF funding is received. The design above shows the increase in
commercial berths, the creation of a new recreational marina and swing moorings, separation of the
recreational and commercial areas, provision for Port Tarakohe to continue shipping dolomite if needed,
remain as a point of resilience and connectivity for Golden Bay, and provide the infrastructure needs to support
Mohua Encounters future development. The Port Tarakohe proposal has a high likelihood of receiving
necessary resource consents.
Economic Implications
The proposed redevelopment has a positive Cost-Benefit ratio of between 1.09 and 1.14, with net benefits
between $63m and $143m. Once operating at capacity, the net benefit (benefits less costs) will be
$19.2m/year. The return on government funding will be up to $4.31 per dollar spent.
In terms of economic impact, the total GDP uplift from growth in aquaculture is between $983m and $1,4b
over 25 years. The ongoing activities (farming and processing) make up the largest share of the total impacts,
generating around 90% of the total impacts. Nelson City and Tasman District share half of the overall GDP
impacts, with $303m and $284m respectively; additional GDP in Tasman District once fully operational is
estimated at $25.9m. This would be reduced if Port Tarakohe is not upgraded and industry is forced to
transport all product to Nelson.
Employment forecasts associated with mussel sector growth are a mix of direct and indirect employment with
direct employment comprising an additional 80 vessel-based staff, and an additional 270 factory / land-based
staff (spread across existing processing facilities). Once fully operational, the economic activity would support
1,030 employees (direct and indirect, and across the entire NZ economy); of this 31% would be in Nelson City
and 28% in Tasman District. Based on the current product split, increased tonnage will result in an additional
$100 million in export earnings. The rate of export earnings will increase if the additional product is used to
produce nutraceuticals.
In addition to the mussel sector growth, positive economic impacts will occur from Mohua Encounters future
development which will focus on cultural and heritage based tourism and conservation; this also requires the
Port upgrade to proceed.
The Commercial Case
The continuation of Council ownership and operation will assist marine farmers in achieving a sustainable
solution at the lowest operating cost possible; the commercial model in this Business Case was prepared on a
‘cost recovery’ basis (rather than profit making).
•

•
•

•

The aquaculture industry will contribute toward both the operating and capital costs through a
volume (weight) based charge of $18.86 / tonne (ex GST), (this is significantly greater than Havelock
which is $14.65 per tonne). The mussel sector growth will occur over a ten year period until 2029.
Based on planned growth, an estimated $735,000 per year in revenue from mussels by 2029 will be
available to support operating costs and support repayment of the cost of capital.
Contributions from other users (fish, rock, recreational and commercial berthage) are projected to be
$849,000 per year by 2029.
By 2029, total annual revenue is projected to be $1,584,000.

Operating costs are projected to be $1,004,000 per year by 2029. This will leave approximately $580,000 per
year to fund debt servicing and depreciation.
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1 Background & Context
1.1 Purpose of this Business Case
The purpose of this Business Case is to present the case for the Provincial Growth Fund to invest alongside
Tasman District Council, to allow the expansion of the publicly owned port facility in Tasman District. This
Business Case has been overseen by a Steering Group comprising:
Industry
President, Marine Farming Association
Key Stakeholders
Director, Port Tarakohe Ltd
Director, Port Tarakohe Services Ltd
Iwi / Aquaculture
Director, Maara Moana Ltd
Iwi
Manawhenua ki Mohua representative
Provincial Development Unit
Investment Director, PDU
Regional Official, PDU
Tasman District Council
Deputy Mayor,
Councillors (2),
CEO.

1.2 Scope
This Business Case focuses on the upgrade required to address and cater for the expected growth in mussel
tonnage in Golden Bay, and its impact on the infrastructure and planning requirements for the port, adjoining
land and the settlements of Pohara and Ligar Bay. It also addresses the infrastructure and development needs
and issues of all users (both recreational and commercial) of Port Tarakohe and of iwi and the community.
Mohua Encounters is a related project (also seeking PGF funding) that aligns with this Business Case. The
project is led by the Ports’ adjacent land managers – Port Tarakohe Services Limited. It is aimed at providing a
unique cultural / heritage-based tourism experience, and conservation related projects, at the top of Abel
Tasman National Park in partnership with the Department of Conservation and Manawhenua iwi.
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1.3 NZ First - Labour Coalition Agreement Priority
The 2017 Coalition Agreement between New Zealand First and Labour identifies “the potential for aquaculture
in promoting regional economic growth” in a list of seven priorities for Regional Economic Development.
Additionally, the Hon. Shane Jones, Minister of Regional Economic Development (New Zealand First), and the
Hon. Stuart Nash, Minister of Fisheries (Labour), have both expressed their support for the development of
aquaculture in Tasman and nationally.

1.4 New Zealand Aquaculture
The New Zealand aquaculture industry began in the 1960’s when the first mussel farms were established in the
Marlborough Sounds. Following the crash of the wild mussel fisheries in Tasman Bay and the Hauraki Gulf,
innovators came up with an effective way to culture mussels on longlines, a technique initially developed by
the Japanese. Greenshell™ mussels are the backbone of the sector both in terms of volume and production
value; and are well-regarded by the sector and the wider public as a low-impact, highly sustainable food supply.
Greenshell™ mussels along with Chinook Salmon and Pacific Oysters are the three main aquaculture species
cultured in New Zealand, with mussels and oysters accounting for approximately two-thirds of New Zealand’s
aquaculture production volume. Mussel production is a long-established industry with a proven track record of
very low environmental impact. International conservation organisation Blue Ocean Institute ranks New
Zealand Greenshell Mussels as one of the top two ‘eco-friendly seafoods’ in the world.
New Zealand’s aquaculture sector has grown steadily since the late 1980s at an average annual rate of 11.7%
by volume over the 20 years up to 2005 1. Despite this expansion, the sector is still identified as a key growth
industry; a status that has been cemented by the recent regulatory approval for new farming zones in Tasman,
Opotiki, and the Coromandel. Constraints to growth are the key challenges for the industry. In general, the
industry is addressing these challenges through acquiring new water space for farming, working on value-add
processes using the existing water space, and developing critical shore-based infrastructure. The latter can be
achieved by working in partnership with government, councils and the public, while the former can be achieved
by focusing on private sector innovation in science, production, processing and marketing. Collectively, the
aquaculture sector currently generates export earnings of $427 million and total revenues in excess of $612
million.

1

https://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/marine/aquaculture-risk-management-options/appendix-1-aquaculture-industry-new-zealand
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Figure 1. New Zealand aquaculture growth areas (2013). Retrieved from: https://www.sciencelearn.org.nz/images/843-nz-marine-farmlocations

1.5 Tasman Farming Sector
Economic Importance to the Tasman District
The Tasman mussel farming industry can be traced back >40 years to the late 1970’s, when the first surface
long-lines were trialled in Golden Bay. Over the following decades the industry in Tasman has developed from a
small pioneering community into one of the largest mussel-producing areas in the country behind Marlborough
and the Coromandel, delivering approximately 7% of New Zealand’s Greenshell Mussel production by weight
(as of 2014) 2. Mussel farming and spat catching are provided for within three Aquaculture Management Areas
(AMAs); two in in Golden Bay / Mohua and one in Tasman Bay, located at least three nautical miles from land
in order to manage potential effects on navigation, natural character, landscapes, marine mammals and
ecological values.
Aquaculture, along with other primary industries, and the tourism sector are the foundation of the Tasman
District economy, providing notable contributions to GDP, and generating significant employment
opportunities in areas where there are few alternatives. Aquaculture jobs are available year-round rather than
seasonally and are generally better paid than other full-time local employment opportunities in the primary
sector. Further direct and indirect economic activity is provided by industries that support aquaculture (e.g.
construction, transport, retailing, education and hospitality), within Tasman and the top of the south.

2
The economic contribution of marine farming in the Marlborough region: A Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) analysis. NZIER report
to Marine Farming Association, September 2015.
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Social Importance of aquaculture to the Tasman District and Top of the
South
“… aquaculture has social impacts which can be particularly important in parts of the country with limited
alternatives for employment and production. Increased jobs help to retain people in the district and maintain
property values.” - NZIER report 2015 3.
Tasman marine farming has become an important part of the social fabric of local communities and are
generally well-known by residents and ratepayers both as employers and as environmentally responsible
businesses. The marine farming community is committed to ensuring that the coastal environment is kept as
pristine as possible, recognising that the success of their operations is inherently tied to the stability and health
of the ecosystem. The strong position on eco-friendly production has become an identifying trait of the marine
farming sector, which has leveraged this reputation in order to strengthen its performance in domestic and
international markets.
Aquaculture, fishing and related industries are major employers in Golden Bay and the top of the South Island.
The Golden Bay High School Aquaculture Academy (GBHSAA) is a joint initiative between Golden Bay High
School (GBHS) and the Marine Farming Association (MFA). This initiative aims to provide career pathways for
students that are interested in the salmon or mussel industries, and those who intend to study aquaculture at
the tertiary level. School students are given the opportunity to complete Day Skipper certificates, VHF
certificates, Marine Radio Operator's Certificate and Boatmasters certificate through Coastguard Boating
Education.
Funding for this programme is provided by the Tasman aquaculture industry through sponsorship. This
sponsorship includes work experience, equipment, transport, spat and the donation of mussel farming lines in
Golden Bay, including the gear required to set up and manage these lines. The Aquaculture Academy is selffunding through the gifting of mussel lines by industry in Golden Bay. Tertiary education provider Nelson
Marlborough Institute of Technology (NMIT), has nationally recognised marine and aquaculture programmes
and has strong links with the marine farming community. The MFA provides an annual scholarship that is
awarded to a high school graduate from the Golden Bay area to study the NMIT Bachelor of Aquaculture and
Marine Conservation programme.

1.6 Port Tarakohe
Port Tarakohe lies approximately 10km from Takaka along Abel Tasman Drive (80km by road to Nelson) and is
the only deep-water port in Tasman District that can accept vessels of a reasonable size (the Port can currently
accommodate vessels up to 150m long, 2.5m – 3.5m draft). Port Tarakohe was originally established over 100
years ago to ship bulk cement produced by Golden Bay Cement Company at the adjacent limestone quarry.
Council purchased the port assets following the closure of the cement works in 1994. The Port is owned by
Tasman District Council (land is held as a Local Purpose Reserve). A third-party agreement exists between TDC
and the adjacent landowner.
Port Tarakohe comprises a strategic asset for Tasman District as a safe all-weather, all-tide harbour, and acts as
an enabler for a variety of marine and terrestrial industries, providing significant economic development
opportunities for the area in addition to its use as a recreational boating facility. Port Tarakohe is critical
resilience infrastructure for Golden Bay residents, providing connectivity to neighbouring areas should Takaka
Hill be disabled. To ensure the successful growth of the aquaculture industry without negatively impacting
existing commercial or recreational users, Council propose to separate the commercial and recreational parts
of the port and will construct a new recreational marina in the western half of the port for recreational users so
that the current marina area can be reconfigured for commercial vessels.
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Figure 2. Location of Port Tarakohe. Tasman District, South Island. Retrieved from: Google Earth.

History of Port Tarakohe
Date

Activity

1994

Port Tarakohe purchased by Tasman District Council

1997

Tasman District Council plans $940,000 development of Port Tarakohe includes a 40 metre
extension to breakwater, 35 berth marina and dredging of marina site.

2000

Timber wharf condemned.

2001

Golden Bay Cement Company pulls out of Tarakohe: sells cement plant and surrounding land.

2003

Construction begins on new Tarakohe wharf: harbour entrance narrowed, harbour dredged.

2005

$2M development at Port Tarakohe officially opens including 61 berth recreational and
commercial marina and extended breakwater.

2007

Hydrographic Survey Port Tarakohe (Prepared by Eliot Sinclair for TDC)

2008

Port Channel Design (Prepared by Stuart Hughes and Associates for TDC)

2009

Port Golden Bay Marina Concept Design Report (Prepared by MWH NZ for TDC)
Review of Dredging and Reclamation Aspects (Prepared by Stuart Hughes and Associates for TDC)

2010
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Tarakohe Harbour, Wave Climate and Effects of Proposed Marina Developments Report (Prepared
by MetOcean)

2013

Port Tarakohe Development Plan (WHK Group)
Public consultation on Development Plan

2017

Floating concrete pontoons constructed

2018

Ports Activity Management Plan (TDC) identifies a six million dollar capital budget for Port
Tarakohe asset renewal over the next decade.

Table 1. History of planned expansion at Port Tarakohe.

1.7 Existing Arrangements
Layout
The Port is north-west facing, comprising a horseshoe shape formed by two sets of inner and outer moles that
are surrounded by rockwork protection with an estimated 38,000m3 of rock armour, and a further 255,000m3
of core material (see images below). The commercial wharf lies on the eastern edge behind the inner rock arm,
sitting adjacent to a recreational and commercial marina that provides berths for larger (10m – 30m) vessels.
On the western side behind the inner rock arm there is undeveloped space which currently gets used for
recreational moorings. The area between the inner and outer moles on the eastern side is utilised for a few
recreational moorings, however the opposite side remains unused due to higher wave exposure.
Unsealed vehicle accessways are provided along the length of each mole, however, public access is restricted
out the head of the west outer mole. Road access to the Port in general is provided through two entranceways
on either side. Access to the commercial wharf and the marina is on a road that branches off Abel Tasman
Drive behind the ‘Hole in the Rock’. The exit is located on the opposite side of the rock feature towards the
centre of the harbour. A single entry / exit to the recreational moorings and boat ramp on the western side is
via an unsealed road close to the boat club (see Image 1).
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Image 1. Aerial view of Port Tarakohe showing layout as well as the surrounding land use; numbers indicate road access points. Access
point 4 is a private accessway to third party owned land.
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Image 2. West-facing view of Port Tarakohe with commercial wharf and marina nearside. Retrieved from:
https://www.tarakoheharbourestate.com/port

Image 3. Aerial view of Port Tarakohe depicting the two outer and inner rock arms. Retrieved from:
https://www.tarakoheharbourestate.com/port

Current facilities include:
•

57 berth marina

•

Horseshoe shaped rock arms that
insulate the port from wave action
(255,000m3)

•

120m long by 25m wide concrete
commercial wharf (7m of depth by the
wharf at chart datum)

•

Timber commercial wharf (condemned)

•

Fuel facility, water bunkering and power
supply

•

Security fencing around commercial
wharf area

•

Boat storage compound (space for 37
small boats)

•

21 swing moorings for recreational boat
owners (split between the inner and outer
rock arms)

•

12m by 3m steel deck weighbridge, 1 x 40
tonne x 20kg load capacity

•

Light tower & Ice tower

•

6m by 3m portable manager’s office, with
shower and toilet

•

Public toilet / shower block

•

Boat ramp on western arm of the port

•

Boat Club

Nearby Landscapes
The area around Port Tarakohe, Pohara, Tata Bay, and Wainui Bay has been identified as an area of
Outstanding Natural Landscape, consisting of sub-tropical rainforest (1000+ year old trees) and 30-50m high
limestone cliffs. The rocky backdrop to Port Tarakohe is characterised in particular, by a limestone archway that
forms a bridge over Abel Tasman Drive; this formation is commonly known as the ‘Hole in the Rock’.
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Image 4. The ‘Hole in the Rock’ natural formation adjacent to Port Tarakohe. Retrieved from:
https://tikitouringnz.blogspot.com/2017/10/a-golden-day-in-golden-bay.html

Health & Safety
Timber Wharf
The timber wharf was constructed approximately 80 years ago. It is in poor condition and is unsafe for use; it
was condemned in 2000, and is now unused and fenced off to prevent access.

Commercial Wharf
The Port has a tidal range of 4.64m; in addition there is a surge in and out of the basin up to 0.5m. This poses a
challenge to wharf activities which take place approximately 2.5 metres above the highest point of the tide
marks on the pile legs. Commercial fishing vessels, particularly mussel harvesters, have a very low freeboard;
coupled with the tide range this presents a large difference in height and significantly increases the risk of
falling and dropped objects hazards. The existing commercial wharf has a ‘bumper’ fender system consisting of
wooden piles set just off the concrete face of the wharf. The piles have a sacrificial vertical wooden facing and
are designed to protect the concrete wharf by reducing the impact of a vessel coming alongside or being
moored at the wharf. The bumper design results in a gap at the top of the wharf between the bumper and the
concrete quay side, which is a significant threat to health and safety during unloading operations.

Infrastructure Resilience
A condition assessment was carried out on the structural assets of Port Tarakohe by MWH New Zealand Ltd
(now Stantec NZ Ltd) in 2009. Although a formal update inspection has not been conducted since, the following
issues have been revisited through this business case:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

17

High build-up of chloride ions on underside of the commercial wharf, causing corrosion in areas
constantly exposed to the salty environment.
Spalling and cracking of the concrete at the top of some of the piles.
Abrasion occurring to the top surface of the wharf (likely from the rock barge activities).
The sacrificial timber fendering system is in average condition, caused by the mooring of ships and the
loading / unloading of heavy materials.
The timber wharf is condemned, and unfit for use.
Many of the piles are in poor conditions, some of which have decayed so much that they no longer
reach the seabed.
The floating concrete pontoon (constructed in 2017) is already showing signs of stress (cracks), likely
due to wave action entering the harbour.

2 The Strategic Case – Making the Case for Change
2.1 Business Case Assumptions
The following assumptions are applicable to this Business Case;
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Some activities taking place at Port Tarakohe present a risk to food safety standards.
Separating recreational from commercial users is necessary for health and safety purposes.
There is adequate space within the existing footprint of the Port to accommodate both commercial
and recreational users.
Port Tarakohe is the best location to meet the objectives of the Golden Bay / Tasman Bay aquaculture
sector, and shipping directly to Nelson is commercially unsustainable.
The aquaculture sector will grow if infrastructure constraints are removed, with significant benefits for
Tasman District.
The construction period must allow business as usual for users.
Climate change resilience must be included in the design.
Consideration of public roading upgrades are noted but not costed or designed, but ancillary
infrastructure is within scope.

2.2 Investment Objectives
The investment objectives for this proposal are:
1.

Increase capacity and efficiency;

2.

Improve safety;

3.

Provide a food grade wharf;

4.

Provide appropriate access to the wharf;

5.

Keep costs as low as possible; and

6.

Encourage further industry investment in water space and other port reliant industries over the next 10
years.

2.3 The Need for Investment
Future Growth and Capacity Constraints
Outdated and inefficient infrastructure is impacting the growth aspirations, productivity, and health and safety
risk, of the aquaculture industry in the Tasman District. Port Tarakohe will soon reach capacity which will
restrict the growth of the sector. Currently Port Tarakohe provides berthage facilities for seven marine farming
vessels and handles around 8,285 tonnes of green weight product.
The mussel farming industry requires an additional 19 large boats (~30m) to service the new Aquaculture
Management Areas (AMA’s) in Tasman Bay and Golden Bay. The lack of available (food grade) wharfage for
loading / unloading activities for the mussel industry will cause congestion issues as vessels wait to unload
product. Feedback from Industry suggested that 85% of Golden Bay product and 40% of Tasman Bay product
would go across Port Tarakohe, but only 50% of equipment.
Rock has traditionally provided an important revenue stream for Port Tarakohe, however, there are no future
rock operations at the port currently included in Council projections. Dolomite is included, and it is estimated
that future revenue generated from dolomite will be $50,000 per annum over the next 25 years, growing with
inflation. Anticipating a five-fold increase in mussel production at the Golden Bay / Tasman Bay marine farming
18

zones, there is an urgent need to upgrade the existing port infrastructure, including: berthing / loading space,
equipment storage and associated transport infrastructure. As the currently undeveloped AMA spaces become
productive, the additional volume of mussels coming into Port Tarakohe over the next decade will rapidly
exacerbate the inefficiency issues at the wharf, threatening the overall viability of the facility for aquaculture
activities.
The growth of the aquaculture sector at Golden Bay is dependent on Port Tarakohe being fit for purpose.
Upgrade of the Port infrastructure will also unlock the potential for improved recreational use and tourism in
Golden Bay, which is the focus of Mohua Encounters planned cultural and heritage tourism development
adjacent to the Port. Clearly delineating areas for commercial and recreational / tourism use will improve
functionality and health and safety at the Port.

Alternative Options
Several alternative options to Port Tarakohe have previously been assessed, including:
•
•
•
•

Collingwood Wharf
Waitapu Wharf
Port Motueka
Barging to Port Nelson

The alternative ports and barging option are not suitable for the growth of the industry mainly because of their
limited capabilities and major expenditure required. The following is a brief assessment summary for each
option.
Collingwood Jetty
•

Owned by the Crown and managed by DOC

•

Boat ramp and small inadequate timber jetty with no supporting infrastructure

•

Tidally dependent and only operable at either side of high tide

•

Requires continual dredging and coastal works/protection to reduce swells

•

Extends road transport distance and heavy vehicle usage on rural roads for transportation of mussel

•

Distance from main farming areas in AMA2

•

Limited space for storage adjacent to wharf site

•

Limited turning space or transport units

Waitapu Wharf
•

Owned by the Crown and managed by DOC

•

Is in a state of disrepair and would require significant capital to return it to a function wharf

•

Too tidal (only operable either side of high tide), and at low tide would require local knowledge

•

Channel has silted up considerable and would require significant dredging for industry vessels

•

Narrow nature of port would require major enlargement for berthage of industry vessels

•

Limited space on land for services

•

Minimal current services and storage space

Port Motueka
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•

The Port has three separate marinas, two boat ramps and two slipways, owned and operated by local
Clubs or associations.

•

Some Port land and facilities are owned by Council

•

Land owned by Council is inadequate to provide the services and infrastructure required

•

The approach to Port Motueka involves a sandbar that is subject to frequent change. Local knowledge
is required.

•

Limited tidal access only (2 hours each side of high tide for the larger vessels)

•

Limited potential berthage space for industry vessels

•

Significant distance from the main marine farm growing areas in Golden Bay

Barging to Port Nelson
•

Not all product from Golden Bay is destined for Nelson

•

Would result in double handling and potential product damage

•

Requires new dedicated transport barges fit for purpose

•

No backload from Port Nelson – meaning higher costs and an inefficient operation with costs borne by
industry

•

Not all companies harvest at the same time and have different harvest time requirements

•

Sea state risks (bad weather impacting transit)

•

Higher cost of transport to Nelson vs Port Tarakohe

•

Potential cold chain management issues around food safety

•

Still requires the use and upgrade of Port Tarakohe for marine farm equipment and vessel berthage

Port Tarakohe is the only feasible option because of its size, depth and 24-hour tidal access. Storage facilities
are available on land managed by Port Tarakohe Services Ltd adjacent to the existing port facilities and
around Pohara and Takaka.

Needs of the Public
Tasman District Council will ensure that recreational facilities be retained at Port Tarakohe, and that any future
design will provide for the current usage at a minimum, with a view to increase the public capacity if feasible.
Targeted stakeholder engagement was undertaken to support preparation of this Business Case. Tasman
District Council commissioned Coast and Catchment to design and implement a stakeholder engagement plan
focused on gathering recreational, community and environmental needs to inform the business case for
upgrading and reconfiguring Port Tarakohe.
Community awareness and input on the design phase of the business case to upgrade and reconfigure Port
Tarakohe was obtained through face to face engagement, email, telephone calls and letters to stakeholders. It
is clear, from the feedback, that stakeholders visualise a Port with improved facilities, that supports a variety of
economic opportunities, ranging from commercial marine industries to small food businesses, or even a
recreational/tourism business hub.
The collective vision is an attractive space with picnic areas, public access to the breakwaters, fishing platforms,
that retains heritage values and conveys the community’s stories through effective signage. The existing sailing
community and Waka Ama club have a vested interested in safe recreational opportunities and provided a
number of practical suggestions on that aspect. The integration of safe transport modes to and within the port
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and protecting and enhancing habitat for the little blue penguins were key themes. The recreational users
accepted and supported the spilt between commercial and recreational activities and asked for a good mix of
berth types for boat owners, a launching finger, and space to adapt and respond to further growth.
Feedback was grouped into eight themes, with seven critical issues identified that can be mitigated through
design. One of the critical issues is road safety, to and from the port, which will be addressed in the business
case. Four matters were identified as external to the scope of project but of importance to the community:
clarity about user costs; enabling economic opportunities on the site; exploring the Port linkages within the
wider bay; and, providing a clear process for managing biosecurity within the Bay. Although the timeframe was
compressed, the engagement process generated a high level of interest from stakeholders who contributed
their knowledge, needs and wants to the design process (see Appendix C for the full stakeholder feedback
report). The community is seeking to be kept informed about the next stage in the process.

Climate Change
Climate impact on the Port could be substantial with sea level changes and increased frequency of storm
events occurring. Although the timeframe and scale of these impacts remains uncertain, a strategy to deal with
this issue will be required. The current business case has considered climate change related impacts by
adopting a long-term (50 year) outlook on upgrades to infrastructure assets including sea level rise and
increased frequency of storm events.
Risk

Impact

Mitigation

Sea Level Rise

Low-lying areas of the port become
inundated, and the height of fixed structure
(e.g. concrete wharf) become unworkable.

Accommodate long-term design
principles with industry standards to
build in resilience.

Climate Change

Increased frequency and intensity of large
storm events impact port infrastructures’
useful life.

Extend / expand inner and outer moles
to reduce wave energy in the port.
Design for a 1 in 50 year wave (average
height (measured crest to trough) of
highest one third of all waves
measured).

Insurance Cover

Insurance cover is getting more expensive /
unobtainable for some port assets. Adds
pressure to OpEx to cover maintenance and
repair costs.

If unable to obtain insurance for arms;
provide additional budget to cover any
damage.

Council has been advised by insurers that
they no longer provide replacement cover or
cover for storm damage for the “arms” at the
port, because significant damage claims have
been lodged in recent years.
Table 2. External risks to port infrastructure and activities.
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2.4 Strategic Alignment
The Port Tarakohe project meets most objectives of the Provincial Growth Fund, as well as aligning with national, and district priorities as summarised below.
PGF Outcome

How the project will impact this outcome

Increase economic output

For every $1 received from the PGF, the economy would see a net benefit of up to $4.31.
The total GDP increase is between $983m and $1,466m over 25 years as a result of the mussel sector growth.

Enhance utilisation of and/or
returns for Māori assets

20% of the approved mussel farm space is allocated for iwi (approximately 9,200 tonnes / year), in addition to significant planned
investment by Kono Inc; a Māori owned business. A new iwi-owned entity (Maara Moana Ltd) has been created to operate the 20%
allocated mussel farm space.

Increase productivity and
growth

Farmed mussel production landed at Port Tarakohe is projected to grow to 29,535 tonnes in Golden Bay and 2,242 tonnes in Tasman
Bay by 2029 (31,977 tonnes per annum total).
Improved Port facilities and infrastructure will assist port tourism related businesses to grow and develop in the Region.

Increase local employment
and wages (in general and for
Māori)

Aquaculture sector jobs are highly productive, with remuneration significantly higher than average wages in the District.
•
•
•

$40,000 to $80,000pa for farm workers.
Captain $100,000 + pa.
First Mate $80 000 + pa

Once fully operational, the economic activity would support 1,030 employees (across the entire NZ economy). 59% of the
employment would be in Nelson City (31%) and Tasman District (28%).

National Alignment
2017 Coalition Agreement:
Labour Party & New Zealand
First, Coalition Priorities.
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The New Zealand First – Labour 2017 Coalition Agreement provides the following with regard to central government priorities to
progress regional development:
Regional Economic Development and Primary Industries

•

“Recognise the potential for aquaculture in promoting regional economic growth.”

Local (District) Alignment
Tasman District Council, 20182028 Long Term Plan

Tasman District Council are partners in the development of the Te Tau Ihu 2077 Regional Growth Strategy. Although still under
development, aside from the Waimea Community Dam, Port Tarakohe and the related infrastructure and services required to make
the area resilient, is the only other project currently identified by Council as a high priority for PGF funding within Tasman District. The
Council Enterprises Section of the 2018-28 TDC Long-Term Plan describes the following outcomes of relevance with regard to Port
Tarakohe:
Community Outcomes:
“Our infrastructure is efficient, cost effective and meets current and future needs.”
How our activity contributes to the Community Outcome:
“The Port Tarakohe activity provides commercial and recreational users with facilities to meet stakeholder needs, at an affordable cost
and is positioned for future growth.”
“The Port Tarakohe facilities offer access for communities to a safe boating facility for a range of recreational activities to meet social,
educational and recreational needs.”
Council’s Activity Management Plan for Port Tarakohe, states that the Port provides commercial and recreational users with facilities
to meet stakeholder needs, at an affordable cost and is positioned for future growth. In the LTP, $3.5m for capital works is budgeted
in year 2022/2023.

Nelson Regional Economic
Development Agency

The Nelson Regional Economic Development Programme 2014-2020 identifies:
•
•

“Economic opportunities for the region include the development of mussel farms in Tasman and Golden Bays…”
“Mussel farming will provide employment, capital investment and increased regional GDP.”

Seafood also features among the five key economic drivers for the Nelson / Tasman economy: “The six key ingredients that businesses
need to succeed and grow are: Export markets, innovation, skilled and safe workplaces, capital markets, natural resources and
infrastructure.”
Table 3. Strategic alignment at local, and national levels.
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2.5 The Case for Change
The Opportunity for Growth
Following the approval of the interim AMA spaces (new mussel farming area totalling 2,200 hectares) and the
approval for Stage Three of the Golden Bay Ring Road, farmed mussel production passing over Port Tarakohe
will grow from ~8,000 to 19,837 tonnes by 2021. By 2029 the volume of mussels passing over Port Tarakohe
will reach 31,977 tonnes. Private investment to date has been made with confidence that the planned
expansion of the Tasman Bay and Golden Bay farming zones will proceed, and in light of the strong market
forecasts for mussel products internationally.
The industry investment anticipated to achieve full consented development (over 9 years) in Tasman and
Golden Bay is:
•

Approximately $47 million on-water farming infrastructure.

•

Approximately $46 million on-farm servicing and harvesting vessels.

The expected impact from investment in the industry includes:
•

Additional 80 vessel-based staff.

•

Additional 270 factory/land-based staff (spread across existing processing facilities).

•

In total, 350 new direct jobs for the Top of the South (89 GWT = 1FTE).

•

Based on current product split, increased tonnage will result in an additional $100 million in
export earnings. The rate of export earnings will increase if the additional product is used to
produce nutraceuticals.

As a result of the regulatory approval, the mussel farming sector has committed to significant new investment:
• 19 new vessels will be constructed, at a cost of approximately $46 million.
• $47 million will be spent on farming infrastructure, including seed supply and seeding of new lines.
This represents a total committed investment on-water from the mussel sector of in excess of $100
million over the next decade. New processing facilities will be built which will provide between $100-200
million in new export earnings.

2.6 Iwi Alignment
To inform the discussion, the TDC engaged Manawhenua ki Mohua to seek an overview of cultural values
relating to the Business Case proposal (see Appendix D for the full overview report). In addition, a more
detailed Cultural Impact Assessment will build on the overview already provided by Manawhenua ki Mohua to
inform the Resource Consent process.

Key Points from Cultural Overview
Manawhenua ki Mohua (MKM) is the umbrella entity for the three manawhenua iwi living in Mohua; Ngāti
Tama, Ngāti Rārua and Te Ātiawa. MKM are the descendants of Māori chiefs, whom through raupatu
(conquest) and intermarriage assumed the role of kaitiaki, or guardians of the rohe (area); a responsibility
which was subsequently passed down by way of whakapapa (genealogy) 4. As the kaitiaki, MKM continue to
carry out their obligations to uphold the cultural and environmental integrity of the rohe for past, present and
future generations. As kaitiaki of the rohe, Manawhenua ki Mohua seek to protect the whole locality; the sites

4
These chiefs included: Te Meihana, Niho Tehamu, Te Aupōuri Mātenga, Henare Tatana Te Keha, Tāmati Pirimoana, Terahui Hekaka, and
Takarei Tewhareaitu

24

and associated taonga. Guardianship of these treasures is integral to the cultural well-being of present and
future generations 5.

Recommendations
Relationships
The ancestral relationships and significance of Port Tarakohe and surrounding area to MKM needs to be
recognised in the level of engagement the TDC undertakes through the Port Re-development process. It is
important that this engagement extends to road upgrades and any other infrastructure, which may be
developed to service the Port.
Dredging, Reclamation & Earthworks
MKM support the monitoring of material dredged from the Port to determine its toxicity and enable safe
disposal. MKM understand that the existing entrance to Port Tarakohe is already reclaimed at seabed level.
Therefore, narrowing the entrance will not involve further reclamation, but rather in-filling. However, two
important considerations for this work are the choice of fill, and calculating the change in wave dynamics at the
Port entrance. MKM seek an archaeological assessment in un-reclaimed areas, where earthworks are required
to develop additional Port infrastructure. Cultural monitoring and assessment of significant sites in the area
may also be required.
Reciprocity
For manawhenua iwi reciprocity is an important cultural practice. One way to give back to the natural world
(the environment) is to enhance net restorative environmental outcomes. In this instance, a landscape and
planting plan for the Port area is recommended. MKM advocate the use of indigenous plants for restoration
work and the enhancement and extension of habitats for indigenous species, such as penguin habitat. As
kaitiaki, MKM recommend the hauora (health) of indigenous species within the Port coastal environment is
explored further to inform decision-making processes.
Cultural activities
MKM wish to maintain their association with culturally important sites and areas in and around the Port.
Therefore, it is important that this relationship is provided for in the development of the area. A cultural
practice which is takes place at Port Tarakohe is Waka Ama. This activity involves the wider community as well
as whānau. Recognising the value and importance of cultural traditions in the present day is important. One
way to encourage and support Waka ama would be to establish a shed to house the waka and or related other
utilities.

Iwi and Māori as Investor
Te Tau Ihu Iwi are already an active and significant investor and owner of aquaculture assets in the area since
the industry’s inception. 20% of the recently approved mussel farm space is allocated for iwi (approximately
9,200 tonnes / year) and a new entity (Maara Moana Ltd) has been formed to maximise value for iwi from this
opportunity. This is in addition to significant planned investment by Māori-owned Kono (an associated business
of Wakatū Incorporation). Iwi and Māori investments in the aquaculture industry encompass a wide portfolio
of areas, from farming, contracting, processing through to retailing. However, this growth opportunity is
contingent on having appropriate shore-based infrastructure that will facilitate the landing of product and
transport to markets. The proposed development provides a unique opportunity to increase the return on Iwi
and Māori-owned water space, assisting the training, upskilling and job opportunities for Māori and provide
further investment opportunities to achieve intergenerational aspiration.

5

NB: The recommendations in this Section are consistent with the Ngāti Tama Environmental Management Plan 2018: see Pages 36 and
49.
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3 Infrastructure Upgrade
Stantec NZ Ltd was commissioned to provide the technical design for the Business Case. Stantec prepared two
scenarios; full cost and design of all desired elements within scope, and a modified (reduced) version to reflect
design options that could be staged over time, thus reducing immediate costs. The Steering Group adopted the
modified version as its preferred option. This section discusses both and shows the difference in cost and
design between the ‘high and low’ scenarios.

3.1 Technical Design
Process to Date
The following previous studies and relevant documents have been considered;
•
•
•
•
•

Hydrographic Survey Port Tarakohe (Eliot Sinclair, 2007)
Port Channel Design (Stuart Hughes and Associates, 2008)
Port Golden Bay Marina Concept Design Report (MWH, 2009)
Review of Dredging and Reclamation Aspects (Stuart Hughes and Associates, 2009)
Tarakohe Harbour, Wave Climate and Effects of Proposed Marina Developments (MetOcean, 2010)

Functional Requirements
General
Layout, berthing requirements, and depths.
The mussel industry’s functional requirements are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Wharf structures will be accessible under all weather conditions and will accommodate between 4-6
mussel barges (power supply to each berth).
The design should cater for phasing of the construction of the five berth facility.
Maintained berth and basin depth suitable for all tide access.
A fuel berth should be included at the end of the large 30m boat jetty.
A maintenance berth should be included in addition to the main berths.
A hardstand maintenance grid should be accommodated.
New wharf should be 6-8m wide, with space for cranes.
At least 16 extra berths for commercial mussel vessels.
Separation of commercial and recreational users.
Separation of rock loading areas from mussels for food safety reasons.

Design Vessels
All tide access should be provided for vessels, with a draft of 2m. Similarly, the length of the design vessel is
indicated at 30m (8.5m wide); 1000 horsepower engine allowance.

Basin Dredged Depth
The existing commercial marina area has previously been dredged and is currently at an acceptable depth for
use by the proposed commercial fleet. The western half of the harbour is currently very shallow with the
seabed being at chart datum in some areas. It is proposed to dredge the area of the recreational marina to a
minimum depth of 2.5m below chart datum and to 3.0m below chart datum in the area of the resilience ramp.
The estimated volume of dredging required from the bed of the marina is approximately 20,000m3, and the
volume of dredging in the area of the proposed resilience ramp is 14,000m3.
Dredging Methods
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Three different methods to carry out the dredging have been considered:
1.
2.

3.

The first option is to use a Cutter Suction dredge as has been used previously at Port Tarakohe.
A second option is to excavate the seabed with a large barge mounted excavator. The barge will need
to have the ability to fix itself in position to the seabed otherwise as the excavator bucket ‘bites’ into
the seabed the barge moves, lessening the effectiveness of the operation.
A third option is to build temporary rock berms into the area to be dredged for a large excavator to
work off and dig out the seabed to the required depth. As the excavator works its way back from the
end of the temporary berm it digs out the rock for reuse at the next temporary berm.

It is assumed that the material dredged at Port Tarakohe will be dumped at a land-based site so the option of
using an excavator working off temporary berms has been included in the estimate at this stage. All three
options are viable for dredging the seabed at Tarakohe. Ultimately the method used will come down to
contractor and TDC preferences.
There is a current resource consent to accept clean fill on the adjacent PTSL managed land. Port Tarakohe Ltd
(PTL) worked with TDC previously in 2003, so have experience handling the dredged material from the harbour.
PTSL has access to the 2003 agreements that outline both the process and documentation required.
PTSL has indicated that there is suitable land available for disposing of dredging material and land available to
contractors for short-term rents during the Port upgrade construction phase. Any agreement for accepting the
dredged material would need to be with the TDC and not a sub-contractor.

Continuation of wharf activities
Commercial users must be able to utilise the wharf during construction, ensuring that productivity is
maintained while the port is upgraded.

Scope of Physical Works
The scope of the physical works is summarised as follows;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reconfiguring the existing marina to become a commercial marina with new floating concrete
pontoons
Wave barriers to protect both the commercial and recreational halves of the harbour
Construction of a new recreational marina area on the western side of the Port
Dredging of the harbour for the new recreational marina and the resilience ramp
Demolition of the existing timber wharf and construction of new sheet piled wharf areas
Repairs to the existing concrete wharf
Upgrade of the power and water networks
New ablutions building for commercial users
New ablutions building for recreational users

Wharf Design
The following proposed designs represent the preferred layout and provides a large main concrete wharf with
five unloading / loading berths in addition to a maintenance wharf and a revamped commercial marina. This
design is discussed in further detail below, and in the full Port Tarakohe Preliminary Design report (Appendix G
and shown in figures below).

Commercial Area
Marina
Where the existing timber wharf is located, there is rock revetment wall under the wharf. It is proposed to
install a sheet piled wall along this area to replace the derelict timber wharf and remove the rock revetment.
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The removal of this rock can be done by a land-based excavator to a depth of approximately 2.5m below chart
datum, to provide additional berths for the larger 30m mussel harvesting boats.
The existing floating concrete pontoons will be reconfigured, reusing as much of the existing structures as
possible. The pontoon will be shortened to enable larger vessels to berth behind it, with the addition of a new
large floating pontoon at the end to provide space for fuel, water and sewer pump out facilities. For this stage
of the project it is assumed the two areas that currently have plastic pontoons are replaced with concrete
pontoons and reconfigured to allow for larger berths to suit the commercial fleet. There are other cheaper
materials that may be used. The decision on the type of material will be made during the final design phase in
consultation with Tasman District Council and also by considering the issues of cost, suitability and durability of
each product.
Parts of the existing marina area are exposed to wave heights which exceed the recommendations of AS 3962 –
Guidelines for the design of marinas. This wave height will shorten the life of any concrete pontoons in this
area. It is proposed to reduce this wave height by extending the inner and outer breakwaters on the
commercial or eastern side of the harbour. The current channel width is measured from the toe of the rock
revetment (nominally 80 m) and it is proposed to narrow the entrance so that it is nominally 45m useable
width at low tide. In addition, the end of the pier nearest the breakwater will have a floating wave barrier to
also help reduce the wave height in the commercial marina.
Length (m)

Beam (m)

No. Berths

Commercial Users

30

9

10

Aquaculture
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8

8

Aquaculture

15

5

5

Aquaculture

15

5

10

Other Fishing

15

5

10

Future

Total

43

Table 4. Number of Berths in Commercial Section of Port.

Concrete Wharf
Generally, the condition of the wharf is good, although there are some concrete repairs required to the
underside of the wharf at isolated locations. These are locations where there is rust staining and minor spalling
of concrete. Carrying out repairs to these areas would extend the life of the current structure and would be a
minimal cost compared to the replacement value of the wharf.
Fender System
Some repairs are required to the existing fender system and the configuration of it does not suit the size of the
vessels proposed to be using the wharf from now on. A sum of $100,000 has been allowed in the estimate for
repairs to the fender system. Initially the concept included removing the existing fender system and replacing it
with a much lighter system. This would provide much greater visibility to small boats for loading and unloading
and also removes the need for people to stand on top of the fender system. There is a risk by using a smaller
system as it would only be designed for the berthing loads of the proposed aquaculture vessels. If larger ships
or rock barges were to use the concrete wharf again in the future, there is a risk that they will damage the new
fender system. The replacement of the fender system was not progressed due to the costs involved, estimated
at $486,000.
Old Timber Wharf
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This is currently in very poor condition and is unsafe for use so has been fenced off for many years; it will be
demolished as part of this project. Although the timber piles are generally in poor condition, there a number of
hardwood beams which are in reasonable condition. It would be possible to incorporate some of these into
features or seating in the recreational part of the port. This would retain some of the historical aspects of the
original wharf.
Maintenance Berth
Initially in the assessment stages for this concept consideration was given to replacing part of the timber wharf
with a new finger wharf that has been called a ‘maintenance wharf’. It was intended that this wharf would be
constructed from sheet piling and this enables the opposite sides to be tied together which works well
structurally. The end of the wharf would have a fixed ‘Hiab’ type crane, enabling boats to be berthed either
side to carry out maintenance. This is remote from the concrete wharf so leaves the concrete wharf free for
loading and unloading. The maintenance wharf could also be used for loading materials on boats and unloading
if the demand required. The construction of the maintenance wharf was not progressed due to the costs
involved, estimated at $600,000.
Maintenance Grid
The commercial industry has highlighted an issue they have with lines being tangled around props, or damage
occurring to props. Currently they require divers to untangle these lines. It is proposed to install a ‘maintenance
grid’ at the southern end of the concrete wharf. This is a relatively simple structure with a number of parallel
beams. At high tide a boat is brought over the top of the maintenance grid and as the tide goes out, the boat is
left sitting up on the grid allowing access for a few hours to the underside of the boat. This isn’t intended to be
used for any cleaning of the underside of boats as this would cause issues with discharges into the harbour. It
would only be used for simple maintenance activities that require access to the underside of the boat.
Ablutions Block & Office
The council have previously had a new ablutions and office block designed for the port. The location of this is
shown the layout drawings. This facility would be used by the commercial users of the port. Upstairs would be
an office area for the harbour manager.
Parking
Currently some marked car parking is shown in the area of the new office block, in addition there is parking
available on the middle breakwater for commercial users to park their cars. Overall the port has a limited
amount of flat space. Although the area in the vicinity of the new office block is shown as parking at this stage,
it may be worth more financially to the port for other uses at a later date, this would require other parking
options to be provided for users of the port.
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Figure 3. Proposed future site plan at Port Tarakohe. Extension to breakwater included. Black grid indicates dredging area, including area
for a third recreational pier.

Figure 4. Proposed future commercial marina and wharf plan at Port Tarakohe.

Commercial Barge & Resilience Ramp
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Provision of a ramp suitable for use by barges has been incorporated within the harbour although the
permanent ramp was included in the higher cost design scenario only, and a temporary ramp adopted as the
preferred option due to cost (estimated at $868,000). There is an existing ramp location that has been used for
the export of rock and was used for vehicle services when SH60 at Takaka Hill, was closed in February 2018 due
to the impacts of ex tropical cyclone Gita. This is the only road access to the east for the Golden Bay community
of some 5,000 residents, plus tourists and businesses, was closed for a number of days. It was then opened
only on a restricted basis to daytime convoys with the first truck and trailers allowed on a permit system from
20 March 2018. The provision of a temporary barge ramp is for two reasons:
1.

Commercial export of rock. Golden Bay quarries have been a suitable source of rock for large
scale projects in Wellington. There is no current supply operation underway, however it remains a
future prospect.

2.

Resilience. The 2018 closure of Takaka Hill highlighted the susceptibility of this route to extreme
weather conditions. Ten years earlier a major slip on the Takaka side of the hill came close to
causing similar disruption. Given the un-predictability of extreme weather and what could
happen on this lifeline route it is considered prudent to have an alternative means of vehicle
access to Golden Bay that can be implemented if required. Port Tarakohe is seen as the
appropriate location.

The dredging works to provide for a temporary ramp should be undertaken and is included in the estimate.

Recreational Operations
Port Tarakohe is unusual as a recreational marina in that the proposed marina is located within an operating
port environment. Typically, marinas are located within enclosed or wraparound breakwaters which provide a
high degree of wave protection. The size of the channel opening at Tarakohe has been the subject of much
debate since the breakwater was first extended in 2004. Currently the channel width of 80 m and swinging
basin of 145 m diameter have been sized for a vessel length of 120 m. These dimensions were confirmed by a
2008 report by Stuart Hughes and Associates. This leaves a large opening to the sea which in certain wind
conditions allows a significant wave to enter the inner harbour. The areas available for floating structures
within the port are currently limited due to this wave height, so extension to the moles to reduce channel
width have been incorporated within scope.
Marina Layout
The western half of the harbour is currently very shallow with the seabed being at chart datum in some areas.
It is proposed to dredge these areas to a depth of 2.5 m below chart datum to allow for a new recreational
marina. The marina is proposed to initially have two piers constructed but to future proof the recreational
marina a larger area will be dredged to allow for a future third pier as demand increases. The layout shows a
mixture of berth sizes from 10 m up to 20 m berths. Previous wave modelling and conversations with users of
the port have highlighted the wave height that enters the inner harbour. This poses a risk for floating structures
and to reduce this risk it is proposed to install a floating wave barrier at the outer edge of the marina to reduce
the wave that refracts around the inner breakwater into this area. In addition, each pier is set back slightly from
the previous pier to help protect it from the wave diffraction. Careful management of the boat trailer parking
will be required at peak times to ensure that the areas are not congested with trailers. There is the possibility
that the live-aboard users of the marina could be disturbed, when day users access the boat ramp late at night
or early in the morning. This would already be the case with the current combined marina when commercial
boats generally leave very early in the mornings. The majority of the trailer parking is some distance from the
boat ramp, increasing the time taken for users of the boat ramp to launch their boats.
The spacing of the fairways (clear distance between piers) is in accordance with AS 3962 – Guidelines for
Design of Marinas. The recommended spacing is between 1.5 times and 1.75 times the length of the boat and
this layout provides 1.6 times the length in most cases.
The piers are proposed to be 1.5 m wide and the fingers are proposed to be 1.2 m wide. The proposed widths
exceed the minimum requirements of the standard. Ports of Marlborough have been installing wide piers at 2.4
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m wide on the recent refurbishment of their marinas, but this additional width has a cost premium which
makes it unaffordable for this project.
Boat Ramp
There is currently a recreational boat ramp which is used by day boaters. It is an integral part of the port and is
currently the most accessible and most protected boat ramp in Golden Bay. Access will be retained to the boat
ramp for trailer boats. The small floating pontoon that allows users of the boat ramp to tie up while they park
their cars will be impacted by the marina layout. It is proposed to replace this with a new pontoon adjacent to
the boat ramp.
Berth Mix Proposed
It is proposed to have a range of berths from 10 m up to 20 m in the recreational marina. With further input
from prospective users, the layout can be modified during the detailed design phase. The current mix of berths
is detailed on the layout drawings.
Parking
The Guidelines for Marinas, Standard AS 3962, recommends providing 0.7 car parks for every marina berth. The
proposed layout hasn’t shown defined parking on the recreational side of the marina, other than the parks
which the boat club is required to have as part of their consent. There are many ways to lay the parking out,
once an understanding of the mix of car and cars with trailers is better understood. Observations, or a short
survey of existing boat activity during summer would confirm the likely proportions of specific vehicle users.

Figure 5. Proposed future recreational marina plan at Port Tarakohe.
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Figure 6. Proposed recreational land-based facilities at Port Tarakohe.

Road Access Modifications
Port Tarakohe will produce higher volumes of port traffic onto the existing constrained road network. The
current issues are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Poor sight distance for vehicles leaving the port.
Narrow road corridor with tight corners and poor alignment along Abel Tasman drive.
An existing tunnel through the rock, located adjacent to the port egress.
Multiple access points in the area with little separation.
Multiple conflict points between, pedestrians, cyclists, cars and trucks with no separation.
60km/hr speed zone with poor visibility.
There is no readily available land for road corridor improvements.

Image 5. Primary commercial access route into Port Tarakohe. Steep gradient will require recontouring.

The options that have been provided are at a concept level for client consideration on the current road layout
and not all options have been listed due to the proposed Port redesign still being worked through, which may
alter the way the road network operates. The construction phase roading assessment should include vehicle
movements of any contractors accessing or moving material to the adjacent land during the construction phase
of the project.
The following options are focused primarily on port traffic and operations. They are not addressing the existing
deficiencies on this section of Abel Tasman Drive for the public users. Looking at how the Port operates, the
current site constraints and checking the design standards above, these intersections do not meet current
design standards for traffic approaching / entering in either direction. The way forward for these accessways
needs to be from a safety perspective as the cost and physical constraints outweigh the desirable benefits that
could be achieved. The options put forward below are what we believe will give the greatest benefit over the
cost of each option and should provide improved safety benefits for the Port. The site location is not optimal
and therefore any option will retain residual risks.
Option 1 – Signalised Intersection
•

Noting this option does not improve any cycling or pedestrian safety at this site, due to no existing
facilities in the area.

Option 2 – Active Traffic Sign Installation
•

Does not provide the same degree of safety as a fully signalised intersection where the approaching
traffic is controlled.

Option 3 – One-way System Port Vehicles Only
•

This option will keep the road layout as it is, but Port traffic will enter and exit through separate access
points. This will give good benefits to the Port and if any redevelopment occurs will help large vehicles
manoeuvre safely. For this option to be considered safe the existing tunnel would need to be widened
so that trucks do not cross the road centreline.

Option 4 – One-way System all Traffic through the Port
•

The benefit of this option is it uses the intersections in the best way for the most sight distance
gained; it will however make the redesign of the Port more important. This also allows more room for
a cycle path on the main road. The disadvantages to the Port are that it will take up valuable Port area.

Option 5 – Redesign Port Layout
•

It will involve redesigning a left turn lane into the Port so extra widening into the seabed will be
needed, providing consenting challenges. The Port will operate as it currently does with a turnaround
area built in and vehicles will exit though a single access point. The main road will have active
electronic warning signs installed to warn vehicles when trucks are coming out.

Recommendation
Stantec recommend that a Safety in Design and Options Report be undertaken to gain better knowledge of
how the road network operates and the benefits can be calculated further. Also, that the Tasman District
Council reduce the posted speed limit to 50km/h to match Pohara and maintain a consistent speed though this
area, which encompasses recreational, commercial and tourism activity.

Ancillary Services
Water Supply
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The current water supply for Port Tarakohe is supplied from a dam on land owned by Port Tarakohe Services
Ltd and was previously a cement works supply. There is an agreement with Port Tarakohe Ltd for Council to use
this water for the commercial and recreational requirements at the port. Port Tarakohe Services Ltd has a
Resource Consent to take 650 m3 of water per day from an unnamed stream in the hills directly behind the
Port. The consent expires in 2026 at which stage a new application will be required. This water is non-potable.
The provision of a potable water supply is critical to the anticipated commercial developments associated with
the aquaculture industry. The estimated future demand, excluding the wharf washdown water is 247 m3/week
or 35 m3/d.

Figure 7. Current Weekly Water Usage Records.

Stantec have considered the existing water supply and the possible options for increasing the supply to meet
the required demand and quality of water. The recommended option is to connect to Council’s Pohara Valley
water supply scheme, with a flow restricted connection. Storage using nine 30 cubic metre tanks has been
included, with these provisionally located near the recreational boat storage compound. A new water supply
from Takaka would likely provide the best long-term solution, however, the timeframe and cost to complete a
project of this type would not fit within the Port upgrade project, therefore, connecting to the existing Pohara
system is the recommended solution.
With regard to fresh water, there is an assumption that the dry pipe is a workable solution. This solution is
unverified. There are no easements or permissions relating to the water pipe (or wastewater) through the
privately-owned section of the road between the Pohara Valley Road/Abel Tasman Drive corner and the Stades
Bay/Abel Tasman Drive corner. PTSL water is still required to support both the Port development and the short
to medium-term Port supply until an alternative has been developed. The aquaculture washdown
requirements are still not verified, so the PTSL water supply may be required for future Port development. The
TDC operating expense for industrial water supply from PTSL is $5-8K per year based on current volumes and a
third-party licence. Water meter readings occur 30th June annually.
The estimated probable cost of providing water supply from Pohara Valley to Port is $381,000
Wharf Wash Down Water Supply
The volume estimated for wash down purposes on a food grade wharf is slightly less than 2000 m3 per week.
The Pohara water scheme is not capable of providing this volume of water. We have not been able to confirm
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for this report if the washdown water will be used to contact the seafood unloaded to the wharf. Therefore, for
the purposes of this report we have assumed that the washdown water will not contact the seafood and the
operator (Port Tarakohe) will be able to find an appropriate supply to meet an alternative water quality
standard. This must be confirmed by Port Tarakohe before any decision on water supply are finalised.
Options to supply the washdown water include using raw water from the existing supply or using seawater. If
the washdown water is required to be potable this will have a significant cost implication for supply, treatment
and storage.
Wastewater Services
Wastewater at the port currently discharges to the municipal network. There is a Council owned pump station
at the port which pumps the wastewater from the port as well as from the communities further east of the
port such as Ligar Bay and Tata Beach to the Takaka Wastewater Treatment Plant.
From discussions with Council’s engineering department there are capacity constraints on the existing system
which will likely mean that additional flows cannot be simply added to the Council pump station. The section of
the wastewater network which has capacity constraints is the section from Ligar Bay to the Four Winds pump
station (immediately west of Pohara). This section is due for upgrade in 2026. This section of the network often
reaches capacity during rainfall events.
If the port wishes to connect to the Council pump station prior to 2026 then it is likely that the port’s
wastewater system will need to include for a storage facility. The estimated probable cost of providing
wastewater services is $215,000
Fire Fighting Supply
It is assumed water for fire fighting will be required around the Port Area and the Commercial Area. As per the
washdown water we have assumed fire fighting water can be supplied using non potable water from the
existing supply or using seawater. A separate network will be required from the potable supply. Our cost
estimate for firefighting assumes pumps and pipe network drawing seawater from below the wharf.
The estimated probable cost of firefighting water supply (seawater) is $194,000
Electrical Supply
A high capacity power supply will be required for the development, and the Port have had previous discussions
with Network Tasman. To supply the anticipated load a new transformer and improved reticulation would be
required to the marina. In addition, power will be required at the new recreational marina area. This will need
to be trenched along the breakwater.
The estimated probable cost of providing electrical services is $303,000
Fuel
The current fuel supply at the port is provided by NPD. The current tank is double skinned, with a capacity of
50,000 litres and the existing fuel bowser is near the existing ice tower location. The projects team at NPD are
aware that there is a proposed upgrade of the facilities at Tarakohe. NPD currently supply about 70,000 litres
per month (two truck and trailer deliveries). This could be increased to a truck and trailer delivery every week
using the existing infrastructure which would double the supply of fuel to the port.
It is proposed to provide refuelling on the end of the existing floating concrete marina. The expected demand
will influence the size of the fuel line run out to this refuelling point on the jetty and also whether they install
one or two refuelling points. It is understood that NPD take financial responsibility for the tank, which is on a
slab and bunded area, fuel lines out to the bowser points on the jetties and the electronic payment system. No
cost has therefore been allowed for in the project estimate. The project would incur costs if it was deemed
necessary to relocate the storage tank from the existing location.
Other Services
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At present the ablution services are provided at the boating club and it is proposed that a new ablution block
would be added near to the yacht club in future. This would include high quality showers which would be coin
or card operated to be self-funding.

Wave Environment and Breakwater Extension
Due to the layout of the breakwaters at Port Golden Bay, waves from the north east enter the inner harbour.
From discussions with users these waves can be up to 1m high at the end berth of the existing floating marina.
(The berth nearest the end of the existing breakwater). The new breakwater on the western side of the
harbour near the boat ramp location has only been constructed in the last 10 years to provide better shelter to
the boat ramp. Observations to date indicate that wave heights within the inner harbour have reduced,
however the waves run straight down the inner harbour to the beach and reflect back off the wharf and shore
to the existing marina area and also into the proposed recreational marina area. In addition, some wave energy
is diffracted around the inner breakwaters.
In the future, damage to the structure from waves will be more difficult to insure, which provides considerable
future cost implications for Council.
The Australian Standard AS 3962 (Guidelines for Design of Marinas) defines the criteria for a good wave climate
within a marina. The guidelines require the 1 in 50 year significant wave height to be no more than 0.6 m
height and the annual wave not to exceed 0.3 m. The significant wave height is defined in the standard as the
average height (measured crest to trough) of highest one third of all waves measured. This is a major risk item
for Tasman District Council, therefore Stantec recommends further wave analysis be carried out once the final
layout of the new infrastructure is finalised.
The opening of the breakwaters at this harbour are very exposed for a marina. It will be difficult to achieve the
requirements of a “good” wave climate as defined by the Australian standard without modifying this opening in
some form. The conceptual modifications can be determined from wave modelling. Extending both the inner
and outer breakwaters such that the useable width is reduced from about 85 m to 45 m is expected to make
significant changes to the wave height, this can only be confirmed through modelling.
The wave environment and wave height are the critical conditions to design the marina structures. Given the
exposed nature of this marina, due to the wide opening of the breakwaters for the port vessels, we
recommend that the existing wave model is updated at detailed design stage. Council should also consider if
the channel width into the inner harbour could be reduced which would improve the wave environment for
the marina structures.

Capital Cost Estimate
Construction estimates are provided by Construction Logic Ltd.
The development of capital costs estimates for the project is required to determine a realistic financial model
for the marina. As this project has only progressed to concept stage the costs estimate needs to be undertaken
at a higher level because no detailed engineering studies have been undertaken.
Exploratory discussions have been held with several parties, including Port Tarakohe Services Ltd (PTSL) and
local contractors for various aspects of developing the estimate, including supply costs for some of the
materials required.
PTSL have indicated that they have space available for the disposal of the quantity of dredging material
expected and potentially areas for temporary construction purposes and storage by a contractor. Some of
these aspects will need confirming that all resource consent requirements are being met, others will involve
temporary traffic management plans to address construction traffic crossing Abel Tasman Drive. These and
associated issues will need to be addressed as part of the detailed design process. In development of this
proposal there are some items that have been viewed as beneficial to undertake but could be undertaken later
in order to reduce initial costs. Constructing at a later stage may incur higher costs due to mobilisation of
specialist construction equipment.
Development Costs
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The cost for the commercial and recreational facility (including optional items per below) is estimated at
$35,103,000 (excluding GST, includes 30% contingency, not accounting for inflation).
The cost for the reduced scope commercial and recreational facility is estimated at $28,309,000 (excluding GST,
includes 30% contingency, not accounting for inflation). The reduced scope and cost is the option that the
Steering Group recommends to Council.
Staging
The design elements scoped / costed but now excluded from the estimate are:
Description

Costs

Permanent rock / resilience ramp (incl coffer dam, rip rap)

$868,000

Replace main wharf fender system

$486,000

Sheet pile to north of harbour manager building

$570,000

Construct maintenance wharf

$600,000

Construct third pontoon for recreational marina

$1,290,000

Locate public toilets near boat ramp, not near boat club

$145,000

Physical works adjustment if all above items added

$3,959,000

On Costs adjustment if all above items added

$2,960,000
Total Adjustment

Table 5. Port Optionality with Costs.

Capital Cost Estimate Summary
The total cost now recommended is:
Item No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
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Description
Marine Works
Commercial Area
Recreational Marina
Misc.
Electrical
Buildings
Water Supply & Fire
Fighting
Wastewater
Fuel
Abel Tasman Drive
Pavements
Sub Total All Physical
Works
On Cost, including P&G,
Fees, Contingency &
Consenting

Amount
$3,100,000
$6,223,000
$2,495,000
$188,000
$303,000
$345,000
$669,000
$215,000
$0
$100,000
$1,877,000
$15,515,000
$12,794,000

$6,794,000

Total
Table 6. Capital cost estimate summary.
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$28,309,000

Project Construction Risks
A project of this magnitude can have significant risks and at this stage we have identified the following as the key risks that Council needs to consider.

Risk
Description

Possible
Impact
Rating

Possible Mitigation

High

Robust wave modelling required before concept can be confirmed. However residual risk from storm events higher than design
standards will still be present and needs consideration by Council. The inner breakwater arms are to be extended, which
provides more protection to the inner harbour but reduces the channel width.

Making the
existing wharf
food grade only Conflict with
future port
operations
Change to
fenders on main
wharf – Conflict
with future port
operations
Difficulty in
dredging

Medium

Requiring the existing concrete wharf to be for food grade product only may limit future non-food product from using the port.
Make allowance for space within the port for other users. In an emergency situation, the main wharf should be made available
for use for other product.

Medium

By changing the fender system on the main wharf to a lighter weight system has benefits to the aquaculture users. This will limit
the ability of large vessels being able to berth against the concrete wharf without causing damage to the new fender system.

Medium

Existing geotechnical data indicated strata is sands and suitable for dredging. Further investigation required in the areas to be
dredged.

Risk of isolated
limestone blocks
within area to be
dredged
Stability of
breakwater after
dredging

Medium

Will be difficult to locate with investigations but could be broken up if uncovered.

Medium

Further investigations required but control is to limit dredging proximity to breakwaters. Potentially may reduce total number of
berths slightly if distance is increased.

Wave damage to
vessels and or
floating
structures
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Consenting
delays

Medium

The key issues will be the reclamation activities in terms of disturbance of seabed. Careful consultation will be required with
DOC and Iwi to manage expectations.

Capital estimates
not sufficient

Medium

Stantec have engaged a subconsultant with substantial construction experience with marine structures to assist with the
estimate. In addition, a contingency of 30% has been allowed in the estimate.

Difficult piling
due to difficult
ground
conditions
Water supply

Medium

Undertake additional investigations during design phase, most likely to be a risk in the recreational areas where there has been
less historic investigation.

Medium

The current water supply is controlled by a party other than the council landowner. Nearby council owned asset has a limited
supply at times of high need. Proposal is to use a combination of these two sources but will need agreement with council to
move forward on this basis.

Table 7. Project Construction Risks.
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3.2 Resource Consent Considerations
Stantec provided a scoping assessment of the key Resource Management Act issues relevant to resource
consents required for the project. The full report is attached as Appendix G.

Summary
Port Tarakohe is an existing port environment, and already has resource consents for:

•
•
•
•
•
•

Wharf and jetty improvements, including removal and demolition of derelict structures.
Dredging and seabed disturbance.
Breakwater construction and associated reclamation of the seabed.
Removal of existing moorings and pontoons.
Placement of jetties and associated structures onto the seabed.
Occupancy of the coastal marine area.

The Port Tarakohe proposal has a high degree of consentability. This is based on, inter alia, the above activities
that have (as recently as 2017) received consents to disturb the seabed in association with the removal of a
fixed jetty, derelict wharf and construction of a new floating jetty; to remove a derelict wharf; and to occupy
the Coastal Marine Area with a floating jetty and associated structures (Tasman District Council). A
recommendation on a substantial development at Port Tarakohe in January 1999 by Independent
Commissioner Mr J L Lumsden, among other reasons, noted:
“This decision reflects the increasing demand to provide better community and tourist related facilities…The
present port at Tarakohe is clearly underutilised and is not, in my view, being maintained to a standard
compatible with the natural beauty of its surrounding. I strongly recommend that Tasman District Council
ensure that proper management plans are prepared for the port that recognise its unique setting and
facilitate the co-existence of industrial, commercial and public uses”.
Aside from referencing the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991, New Zealand Coastal Policy
Statement and the Tasman Regional Policy Statement, the key informative and statutory planning document is
the Tasman Resource Management Plan. This sets the framework and information requirements for the
resource consent applications and supporting information for the assessment of environmental effects reports.
The likely resource consents requirements are:
Activity

Explanation

Demolition and Removal

For the demolition and removal of timber wharf and
associated structures located upon the wharf.

Construction, Use, Operation and Maintenance

For the construction, use, operation and
maintenance of all marine based structures, facilities
and associated activities.

Reclamation

For any reclamation (minor in nature) as a result of
sheet piling, and the inner and outer eastern
breakwater extension.

Dredging

For dredging in the vicinity of the recreational area
and the newly formed resilience boat ramp.

Stormwater

For the discharge of stormwater to the coastal
marine area or other ground-based area (to be
determined).
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Occupation

For the occupation of the common marine and
coastal area for existing Port activities (replacing the
existing coastal permits held by Port to occupy an
area for Port purposes), the proposed new marine
based structures, facilities and associated activities.

Demolition and Removal

For the demolition and removal of the gantry tower.

Disposal of Dredged Material

For the deposition and disposal of dredged material
from capital dredging onto an agreed land-based
deposition and disposal area(s).

Table 8. Likely resource consents requirements for Port Tarakohe proposal.

Consenting Pathway Forward
At a high level, the next steps from a planning and environmental viewpoint include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Agree to final Port Tarakohe concept plan/layout and the activities that are proposed.
Confirm consent requirements.
Examine existing consents in relation to Port Tarakohe and how they may be varied to align with
concept plan(s).
Carry out a ‘discovery’ process of previously completed technical reports and determine degree of
‘knowledge re-use’ to inform consent applications.
If appropriate, confirm any input requirements from technical experts, and develop and scope task
plans for technical experts to respond to.
Engagement of technical and subject matters experts to provide reports and studies.
Cultural Impact Assessment.
Stakeholder consultation.
Prepare Resource Consent Applications and Assessment of Environmental Effects Report.

3.3 Health & Safety
Guard Safety Ltd were engaged by Tasman District Council to provide a safety perspective assessment of a
development proposal for the port of Tarakohe, Tasman. Guard Safety Ltd is a health, safety and
environmental consultancy specialising in the maritime sector, their staff also have direct operational
experience of the Tarakohe commercial port area that was used to inform the assessment. This assessment
makes recommendations based on the Tarakohe Port development concept proposals and should be
considered in any subsequent project planning and design stages. See Appendix E for full Health & Safety
review details.
Subsequent development of the proposals into final design will require a more detailed hazard identification
process and risk assessment prior to the approval stages. These additional workstreams will include further
modelling of the harbour wave environment and analysis of likely traffic, both marine and land, using the port.

General Recommendations
1.

2.

Model the likely demand / movements of fishing vessels at the commercial wharf. Develop scenarios
to identify likely land side traffic movements, cargo / goods transfer and capacity required on
commercial wharf.
Model demand on ancillary services - Recommendation 1 will inform likely demand on ancillary
services such as fuelling, icing, berthage and storing.

Maintenance Grid
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Whilst the grid is a good suggestion from the port users, its use and location would present significant hazards
due to wave motions, vessel hull damage, mooring and navigation issues. The “Resilience Ramp” may fulfil the
same purpose with significantly less risk.

Marine Side Recommendations
1.

Wave modelling within the harbour should be conducted with a number of infrastructure proposal
control measures. Any design plan should include the basis of the hydrographic data and allowances
made for storm surges. NB the Steering Group has subsequently recommended extending the arms to
reduce wave impact.
2. Consideration should be given to whether maintaining current harbour depth is appropriate as the
likely port users are relatively shallow draft vessels. The result of a shallower channel and its effect on
the wave and surge inside the harbour may also be considered.
3. Consultation should be made with stakeholders to confirm berth sizes and manoeuvring areas are
suitable and sustainable for future and new design harvest vessels.
4. New quay fendering and structure be designed to accommodate low freeboard vessels at all states of
tide. Taking into account the operational context, i.e.: mooring, personnel access, loading / unloading.
5. Review access to the commercial area quayside from vessels alongside, if access is necessary, design
walkway and access platforms protected from the buffer face to facilitate safe access to / from the
quay top to water level. If not necessary, ensure infrastructure, procedures and training in place to
confirm access is prohibited.
6. Consider provision of a pontoon / floating platform / ladder to enable personnel transfer from sea
level into the commercial area safely.
7. Review and risk assess any activity that places a person within 2 metres of the quay edge.
8. Review cargo / goods transfer with the objective of eliminating the use of vessel handling gear.
9. Equipment / cranage from the wharf side to provide safe view of vessel for operator. Options include
extended cabs or remote control.
10. The proposal details wharf areas designated for cargo transfer, a maintenance area and lay by berths.
Further design should include measures to ensure the commercial wharf is for transfer of cargo /
product only. All other activity and personnel should take place away from the transfer area with
pedestrians excluded.
11. Re-consider the fuelling berth location having considered the likely traffic flows, collision / allision risks
and potential for bottlenecking.
12. Stakeholders should consider whether a “Maintenance grid “is appropriate for the port and who
would take responsibility for it.

Land Side Recommendations
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
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Traffic studies should be conducted for the port and recreational areas. The study should consider the
current and likely operational demands on the port facilities.
The operational cargo / goods transfer area should be secure and restricted to operational staff only.
Procedures should be developed to ensure on site traffic is minimised. Goods vehicles should only be
on site when the load and transfer forklift / crane is available.
The port operational area should be sufficient to enable a B Train vehicle to turn around without
reversing.
Maintenance / fuelling / icing berths should be located outside the cargo transfer secure area.
The Harbourmaster’s office should afford a view of all port entrances.
Lighting should be installed in the areas designed for operations and access / egress ways.
Car parking should be outside the controlled areas.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
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Procedures and Port terms and conditions should be developed to minimise the storage of goods and
equipment in the port cargo transfer area.
Consider locating the weighbridge offsite.
Cargo / goods traffic flow should be the preferred option through the single south access for the port.
The North access can be used for stores, maintenance, public and crew parking access.
Develop a Code of Compliance for the Port where there are clear expectations set out for PCBU’s.
Confirm firefighting / washdown supply.
Confirm deck loadings on concrete and new wharf areas.

4 The Commercial Case
4.1 Commercial Context
Aquaculture Direct Ltd was engaged to undertake financial and commercial analysis. In order to undertake this
the following have been considered:
•

The Tasman District mussel industry and its projections for growth to 2029

•

Other industries that use the Port Tarakohe wharf and their projected requirements

•

A summary of the current wharf and its commercial model

•

A summary of the rationale for the upgrade

•

Consideration of cost recovery models

The Tasman District Mussel Industry
The production from mussel farms in the Tasman District (Tasman and Golden Bays) is currently in the order of
8,285 tonnes per year from 1,155 available hectares. The industry has been progressing initiatives to increase
the area and resulting production in the District over the last 25 years. This has included:
• Hearings for aquaculture provisions in the Tasman Resource Management Plan - $15m+ (funded by
Industry, Iwi, Tasman District Council, community, quota owners, Ministry for Primary Industries,
Department of Conservation and Ministry for the Environment).
• Tasman Bay and Golden Bay proving to be a suitable and viable area for the growing of mussels.
• Environmental studies that show the effects of the increased number of mussel lines having no more than
minor effects on the water column and seabed.
• Iwi allocation of 20% of the water space.
New space in the District has become more important in recent years with the Inner Pelorus and Kenepuru
Sounds in Marlborough experienced toxic algae events from Alexandrium catenella during the summer and
autumn of 2018 and 2019, thereby restricting harvesting. The further development of mussel farms in Tasman
and Golden Bays will provide a greater range of harvesting options for processors, especially if further toxic
algae events continue in the Marlborough Sounds. The security and continuity of supply is important to retain
staff and complete export orders. Toxic algae events do not affect the health of the mussels, but they cannot
be eaten, as they may cause consumers to become ill. The projected growth in the mussel farming industry in
the Tasman District (assuming all resource consents are issued and developed as anticipated) is summarised in
Table 9.
Area

Hectares

Current Hectares

Estimated Future

% Increase from

available

Available to farm

Development (by 2029)

2018 to 2029

2018

2019

Golden Bay

409

1,330

2,394

485.3%

Tasman Bay

746

796

896

20.1%

Total

1155

2,126

3,290

184.8%

Table 9. Projected increase in Tasman District mussel area to 2029.

The related projected increase in production over the next 10 years over the Tasman District (Tasman and
Golden Bays) is illustrated in Figure 8 below.
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Figure 8. Projected increase in Tasman District mussel production to 2029.

Key points:
•
There is a period of time required after the consent becomes available to install each line in the water,
seed and harvest the mussels. It is approximately 2 years from the setup of the line until the first harvest.
The above figure takes into account the time lag until the first harvest. Subsequent harvests will take
place at 20 month intervals.
•
Production is projected to increase by 233% to 38,009 tonnes per annum by 2024. By 2029, production is
projected to increase by 258% to 40,852 tonnes per annum.
•
To achieve the forecast growth in production, it is assumed that sufficient spat will be available.
•
It is also assumed that there will be sufficient demand from local and international markets to justify
increased production in Tasman and Golden Bays.
•
The estimated percentage of this production (tonnes of mussels) that will utilise the Tarakohe wharf is
expected to be 80 - 90% for those farms located in Golden Bay and 40 - 50% for those farms located in
Tasman Bay.
The increase is summarised in Table 10 and Figure 9 below.
Area

Current

Estimated

Estimated Production

% increase 2019

production

Production 2024

2029

- 2029

(tonnes)
Golden Bay

6,293

27,222

29,535

369.3%

Tasman Bay

1,992

2,393

2,442

22.5%

Total

8,285

29,616

31,977

286%

Table 10. Estimated increase in production 2019 - 2029 utilising Port Tarakohe (85% of Golden Bay and 40% Tasman Bay mussels).
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Figure 9. Projected increase in GWT across the Port Tarakohe wharf over time.

To support the growth of the mussel farming industry, 19 additional vessels will be required, as outlined in
Table 11 below.
Region

Description

Hectares

Lines

Vessel Requirements 6

Tasman - Golden Bay

AMA1b

297

240

2

AMA1c

257

240

2

AMA1d

297

250

3

AMA2l

250

171

2

AMA2m

250

224

2

AMA2n

250

224

2

AMA2o

250

224

2

AMA2p - stage 3

10

10

0

AMA2q - stage 3

84

84

1

1,851

1,573

16

AMA3l

150

100

1

AMA3k - stage 3

68

68

1

AMA3 I & j - stage 3

151

151

1

369

319

3

Total
Tasman - Tasman Bay

Total
Table 11. Additional mussel farming vessels required to 2029.

6
Assumes one vessel per 100 mussel farming lines. Vessels are a mix of service boats (15 - 20m in length), one for each 100 - 150 lines and
harvesting vessels (20+ metres in length), one for each 400 lines.
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Other Commercial Users
Rock & Dolomite
The recent rock income is project based and a significant amount of rock has been supplied to the Transmission
Gully project. There are no other projects programmed for the near future but when occuring, rock has
previously provided a significant income stream to the port. Other significant projects have included sand to
Oriental Bay, rock to other parts of the North Island, dismantling of a drilling rig and emergency transport when
the Takaka Hill is closed to vehicles. There are currently no projects anticipated by TDC for income from rock
transfer. Industry participants have advised that minimal growth is expected for dolomite sales with no obvious
growth avenues available 7.
Commercial Fishing
Industry participants do not foresee any material growth in the local commercial fishing industry; therefore it is
unlikely that additional income will be extracted from this source in the future regardless of the proposed redevelopment 8.

Current wharf facilities
The wharf is critical infrastructure for the regional economy and the industries that rely on a port to transport
their goods to market, such as the mussel farming, rock quarrying, dolomite and commercial fishing industries.
Looking to the future the mussel Industry will provide a significant opportunity for revenue growth for the port,
due to the availability of new water space in Golden and Tasman Bays but there is no future revenue growth
expected from commercial fishing and uncertain revenue from dolomite and rock.
The wharf is owned and operated by the Tasman District Council (TDC):
•

TDC set an annual budget and utilise the wharfage revenue (as set out in Table 12 below) to offset
costs. The Council is progressively increasing charges to move the port into a non-loss-making
position and to fund future capital investments of circa $6m.

•
•

TDC issue the consents for water space
There is currently no legal restriction on the right to use the wharf. Although Port Tarakohe Ltd
has priority through its Port User Licence Agreement. The Company is not currently using the
wharf or related facilities.

Wharfage for Port Tarakohe

Charges

Charges

From 1 July 2018

From 1 July 2019

Excluding GST

Excluding GST

Type of Cargo

7
8

Fish and Shellfish

Includes all marine animals

17.83/tonne

$18.26/tonne

Other, including general
cargo

Rates for large bulk by
negotiation

$ 6.52/tonne

$ 6.96/tonne

Fuel and oil (other than fixed
facility)

Fuel transfer only - no storage

3 cents/litre (Incl
GST)

3 cents/litre (Incl
GST)

Merv Solly, Sollys Freight, pers comm
Greg Kington, Talleys, email
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Weighbridge

All truck movements> 1.5 tonne

$ 4.78/entry/exit

$ 5.22/entry/exit

Table 12. TDC Annual Schedule of Charges - Port Tarakohe.

Commercial Rationale for the wharf upgrade
Mussel Aquaculture
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

The industry requires a food grade wharf; current wharf usage is not food grade.
The design of the current wharf (with the crash barrier) and vessels berthing further away from the wharf
makes the use of cranes difficult and creates health and safety issues.
A lack of space on the current wharf creates inefficiencies within the industry as all mussel farmers wish
to leave early in the morning and return to the wharf and unload gear and mussels at the end of the day,
thereby maximising available daylight hours.
Bottlenecks can arise in times of:
o reopening after a closure (closed for harvesting due to rain/river levels).
o when bad weather is forecast.
o seasonal fluctuations.
o factory demands.
These bottlenecks result in additional fuel and wages being incurred by mussel farmers as they wait or
delay berthing.
It also leads to health and safety issues as berthing often occurs after dusk with unloading being
performed under the vessel lights only.
The current facility is unable to cope with the expected growth in production. Without an improved
facility the industry is unlikely to invest in further development despite consents being approved

Mussel Farming Transport Sector / Processors
•
•
•

Typically, mussel processors meet the cost of transport from Pohara to their respective factories in
Nelson, Marlborough, Christchurch or the North Island.
Delays in berthing and unloading mussels result in significant delays for transport companies.
Although not quantified, a reduction in delays would likely result in reduced transport time and cost.

Commercial fishing
•

Food grade wharf required as well as work-in with mussel industry at high pressure times to avoid delays
in unloading.

Dolomite
•

An area of wharf is required to unload.

Rock
•

Unresolved on new layout but potentially could be provided through temporary rock ramp.

The risks to industry if the port development does not proceed are summarised in Table 13.
Industry
Mussel
farming
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Risk
Wharf does not meet food
safety standards.

Result
All product would have to be shipped to Nelson/Motueka
or Marlborough. There are capacity restraints in Nelson
and Motueka and additional boat time travelling would
significantly increase costs.

Infrastructure does not support
industry growth.
Commercial
fishing

Mohua
Encounters
Dolomite
and rock

Minimal as they can operate
under present conditions;
however, fishers may not have
unfettered access if mussel
vessels are lined up to
unload/reload.
Port-related tourism
infrastructure not fit for
purpose
Unresolved at this point

Companies would need to look at other options with
vessels/barges and other ports; increasing costs curtail the
development opportunity.
Long delays in unloading.

Some tourism and recreational benefits that will accrue to
Mohua Encounters and Tasman District may be reduced

Table 13. Risk analysis of Port Tarakohe wharf development not proceeding.

Council Charging Model
The port is included in Councils portfolio of Commercial Activities. Council intends the port to be commercially
viable and to make a profit. Since 2013 Council has been increasing the fees and charges at the port to reflect
its ongoing investment and the need to move the port into a better financial position. The port is operated as a
business unit and has a closed account, so losses need to be funded by the activity. The ongoing operational
losses at the port are currently being loan funded and that debt rests against the port. The Councils’
Commercial Committee has oversight of the ports’ activity and makes recommendations to Council on any
investments - including those provided for in the Long-Term Plan and this proposal. As with other council
activities, Council sets rates along with its fees and charges through a statutory process provided for in the
Local Government Act (2002). The basis of cost recovery/charging is set out in Councils’ Revenue and Financing
Policy which it is required to review on a regular basis (normally every 3 years). The fees and charges are set
pursuant to Section 12 of the LGA (2002). The Council decision on fees and charges at the Port is made after
consultation with users and the wider community across the district.
The relatively high level of fees and charges reflects two key factors at the port. Firstly, the relatively low
volumes of materials crossing the port. Secondly, the very limited space available for income earning ancillary
activities. This means the port users need to meet a higher level of costs than at other ports of a similar size
and scale of operation.

Issues with previous charging methodologies
There was a complaint by a group of mussel farmers to the Commerce Commission in 2015/16 requesting the
Commission to initiate a Part Four inquiry into the fees and charges at the port. As part of Council responding
to the Commission, the basis of the allocation of costs and the resultant fees and charges were reviewed. The
professional service work including the methodology to be adopted moving forward was carried out by
Pricewaterhouse Coopers (PwC). That approach was the basis of the Councils’ extended discussions with the
Commerce Commission. The commission determined that the costs of regulating Port Tarakohe would clearly
exceed the benefits therefore it would not undertake a preliminary assessment into whether to initiate a Part
Four inquiry into Port Tarakohe. While the calculations will need to be redone following any investments, there
is no intention to change the underlying methodology presented to the Commission. The charging approach at
the time of the discussions with the Commission was a Tonnage Levy and this basis is supported by Council. It
must be remembered that unlike the private sector, Council has statutory process and considerations along
with public consultation obligations when setting fees and charges.
A range of potential charging models have been considered:
Model
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Discussion

Hectare Levy
The levy is allocated
per hectare of
consented water
space

Line Levy
The levy is allocated
per longline

Tonnage Levy
The levy is allocated
per gross tonne of
mussel harvested

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Simple to calculate for TDC on consented hectares
Not user pays
Consent owners would be charged regardless if they developed their water
space
Not the preferred option by mussel farmers
Not applicable to crayfish, fin fish, dolomite or rock quarry industries
Not all mussel farming industry use the Port Tarakohe wharf
Current method used in the Marlborough region for mussel farming
Guaranteed revenue for TDC
Easy to administer
Simple model to operate
Based on installed mussel farming lines only
Would require mussel farming industry to advise lines installed (and be
confirmed by TDC audit)
Needs to consider mussel farming lines used seasonally for spat
Not all mussel farming industry use the Port Tarakohe wharf
May need to vary across each company/each area
Doesn’t apply to other users of the port, crayfish, finfish, dolomite, rock etc
User pays
Applies to all users of the port
Bottlenecks at weighbridge result in lost time and increase costs for port users
Would require an upgraded weighbridge and an accurate measurement and
record keeping process.
Gear brought down to wharf but not used and sent straight back to yard is
charged each time - perhaps needs some flexibility

Table 14. Summary of potential charging models.

Feedback from the Marlborough industry and port representatives suggest that a non-complex mechanism has
the greatest support from wharf users. Port Marlborough charge per metre of backbone line, providing some
variability of charging based on the length of lines enabled by the water space location and conditions. For Port
Tarakohe we consider the per GWT rate using upgraded recording systems is the only option available at the
present time that incorporates all users of the Port.

Recommendation on-charging model
The feedback from mussel farmers is that any system/contribution should be:
• Fair
• Equitable
• Transparent
• Reflect demand and contribution
The current levy (based on tonnes) is the most appropriate. However, the mussel industry is open to discuss
other mechanisms using the above criteria.

4.2 The Financial Case – Is It Affordable
In assessing the issue of affordability, we have considered the current commercial structure of the Port, the
cost to construct and operate the upgraded facility and the required level of funding and funding options.
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Summary of Key Findings
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

•
•
•

Port Tarakohe is a public infrastructure asset, owned and operated by TDC.
Currently Port Tarakohe generates Earnings Before Interest Tax, Depreciation and Amortisation (EBITDA)
of approximately $152k per annum and a Net loss before tax of $154k (FY19 Forecast).
The FY19 Forecast for Port Tarakohe suggests that the Port will not have any cash or liquid assets on its
balance sheet as at 30 June 2019.
Based on discussions with industry parties, the Mussel industry is the primary industry with forecast
growth that will generate additional revenue for Port Tarakohe if it is re-developed. Revenue generated
from the Rock industry is likely to decrease significantly in the foreseeable future with the only revenue
coming from Dolomite.
The Mussel industry is currently charged $17.83 (excluding GST) per tonne of mussels and $6.52
(excluding GST) per tonne of equipment for using Port Tarakohe. This is more expensive than other
comparable locations (e.g. Havelock, Coromandel). For modelling purposes, we have assumed that the
combined charge per tonne of mussels is $18.86 (excluding GST) which allows for the equipment charge.
Other industries and recreational users are assumed to continue generating revenue for the Port at the
current level, growing with inflation. However, additional revenue from 19 extra commercial boat berths
has also been included in the forecast.
The Mussel industry is not willing or able to fund the proposed upgrades in addition to the required
~$100m capital investment required to increase production. The ultimate success of the Port and industry
requires capital investment from both parties. The industry need to invest on-water to expand productive
hectares. However, it will only do so if the Port is able to accommodate the increased production.
To evaluate the affordability of the proposed re-development we have assumed that the full amount of
capital expenditure associated with the proposed re-development will be met by an PDU grant and we
have assumed that the reduced scope Stantec estimate is the preferred option.
Council is not willing to take on further debt as it would likely cause a breach of the net debt borrowing
limit for TDC. As such, grant funding is the only option to meet the upfront capital expenditure.
Due to the variable nature of the aquaculture industry, it is very difficult to predict with accuracy, the
future financial performance of Port Tarakohe. This is a significant commercial risk for TDC, further
reinforcing the requirement for financial support.

Current state
Income statement
The table below provides a summary of the actual and forecast (FY19) income statement for Port Tarakohe:
Category

FY17 Actuals
($000s)

FY18 Actuals
($000s)

FY19 Forecast
($000s)

Rock

72

305

109

Mussels

126

82

148

Fish

6

6

7

Other commercial (berthage, weighbridge income
and lease income)

66

108

117

Recreational

227

249

315

Share of Council Investment Income

20

21

19

Income

53

Other

36

35

49

Total income

552

806

765

Employment related expenses and contractors

99

150

111

Maintenance

76

53

88

General operating expenses

97

98

113

Professional fees

31

73

88

Overheads

113

196

212

Total expenditure (excluding interest expense and
depreciation)

415

571

613

EBITDA

137

235

152

Interest

171

171

165

Depreciation

87

159

141

Net profit/(loss) before tax

(121)

(95)

(154)

Expenditure

Table 15. 2019 Forecast Income Statement for Port Tarakohe.

Balance sheet
The table below provides a summary of the forecast balance sheet for Port Tarakohe as at 30 June 2019:
Category

FY19 Forecast
($000s)

Assets
Accounts receivable

34

Land

570

Improvements

4,945

Total assets

5,549

Liabilities
Bank overdraft

991

Term loans

3,106

54

Total liabilities

4,097

Total equity

1,452

Table 16. 2019 Forecast Balance Sheet for Port Tarakohe.

Notes relating to the FY19 Forecast:
•

Based on the FY19 Forecast, Port Tarakohe currently generates EBITDA of approximately $152k per
annum, has interest costs of $165k and a Net loss before tax of $154k.

•

In the past, the Port has a generated the majority of its revenue from the rock industry, the mussel
industry and recreational users.

•

We are advised that revenue from the rock industry going forward is likely to be significantly lower
with the only revenue coming from Dolomite.

•

The Port does not appear to have any cash or liquid assets on its balance sheet at the end of the
forecast year ending 30 June 2019.

•

As at the end of the forecast year ending 30 June 2019, Port Tarakohe is expecting to have debt of
$4.1m which is owing to TDC with an interest rate of 4.38%.

Construction Costs
A detailed summary of the wharf re-development options was prepared by Stantec. As shown in the table
below, the expected capital cost associated with the re-development is $28.3m based on the lower
specification estimate that was considered. It is expected that the re-development will take approximately 24
months with an assumed completion date of 30 June 2021. Assumed inflation rates have been incorporated
into the Stantec cost estimate based on their experience and expectations of inflationary pressure on the
construction and engineering sector.
Category

Low spec option
($m)

Physical works

15.6

Preliminary and General and escalation

3.1

Professional fees

2.2

Contingency

6.2

Cranes to Main Wharf

1.0

Consenting and hearing

0.2

Total

28.3

Table 17. Construction cost estimates for proposed redevelopment.

See Appendix G for further information from Stantec relating to the construction cost estimates and
specifications of the upgraded facility.

Future state operating costs
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•

•
•

Based on consultation with industry participants, we understand that the following operating costs
will be the most materially impacted by the re-development; Rates, Electricity, Repairs and
Maintenance and Insurance.
It is assumed that these costs will increase from FY22 when the redevelopment is complete.
Based on a high and low uplift for each of the key operating cost categories, we have estimated
operating costs will increase by between $102k and $204k per annum as shown in the Table below:

Expenditure

FY19 Budget
($000)

Potential
uplift (%)

Low value uplift
($000)

High value uplift

Rates

11

20% - 40%

2

4

Electricity

31

20% - 40%

6

12

Repairs and maintenance

11

20% - 40%

2

4

Insurance

82

100% - 200%

82

164

Contingency

N/A

10

20

102

204

Total opex uplift (excluding
depreciation and interest)

($000)

Table 18. Future operating costs.

* The additional depreciation is calculated based on the upgraded facility opposed to an uplift on the FY19
Forecast.
For modelling purposes, we have selected the mid-point between the high and low uplift which equates to
additional operating expenditure of $153k per annum.

Mussel industry charges
Current revenue from Mussel operators based on FY19 Forecast is $148k (24% of operating costs excluding
interest). This is based on a charge of $17.83 (excluding GST) per GWT of mussels and $6.52 (excluding GST) per
tonne of equipment. The FY19 Forecast assumed that total GWT of mussels would be approximately 8,000
GWT for the year. It is proposed that the revenue model and charges remain unchanged as these are already
higher than industry benchmarks as shown in the table below:
Variable

Coromandel

Marlborough

Port Tarakohe

Hectares

1,118

3,000

2,126 (consented)

Tonnes

25,000

65,000

8,285

Levy Charge (p.a.)

$24 per longline

$1.06 per metre of
backbone

$17.83 per GWT (excl.
GST) plus $6.52 (excl.
GST) per tonne of
equipment

56

Implied levy (per
tonne)

c. $2

$14.65

$17.83 (excluding GST
and equipment
charges)

(soon to change to $14.65)

Table 19. Mussel industry charges.

Notes relating to the industry comparison:
• The implied levy per tonne in Coromandel and Marlborough is much lower than Port Tarakohe,
especially in Coromandel where it is approximately $2 per tonne. We note that the Coromandel port is
not well maintained and is extremely inefficient but will be upgraded in the near future, and a levy
aligned with Marlborough put in place.
• Marlborough currently charge approximately $14.65 per tonne. We believe this to be the most
relevant benchmark however it is worth noting that Marlborough mussel growers are already fully
developed therefore have minimal upfront capex going forward.
• The volume of mussels landed at Port Tarakohe is currently much lower than the comparable regions
however it is expected that production could increase to over 30,000 tonnes (landed at Port Tarakohe)
in the next ten years which would have a direct impact on the revenue collected.
• As Golden Bay and Tasman Bay mussel farmers have the option to use other ports instead of Port
Tarakohe, charging growers based on lines or hectares is not practical as some farmers would not be
using Port Tarakohe at all. Based on industry consultation, we have assumed that 85% of Golden Bay
production and 40% of Tasman Bay production will be landed at Port Tarakohe going forward.

Determining Affordability
To understand the affordability of the Port re-development we have forecast the expected income statement,
balance sheet and cash flow statement.
For the purposes of understanding affordability, we have assumed that all capex will be met by a PDU grant.

Forecast financial performance
The forecast financial performance of Port Tarakohe, including the forecast growth of the Mussel industry, over
the next ten years is summarised below.
$’000 (nominal)

FY20

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

FY28

FY29

Mussel revenue

159

177

397

405

413

629

642

654

721

735

Fish revenue

7

7

7

8

8

8

8

8

8

9

Rock revenue

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

59

60

61

Other revenue

519

530

540

551

562

573

585

596

608

621

-

69

70

72

146

149

152

155

158

Additional berth revenue

-

Total revenue

737

765

1,067

1,088

1,110

1,413

1,441

1,470

1,553

1,584

Employment costs

112

114

117

119

121

124

126

129

131

134

Maintenance costs

122

125

127

130

132

135

138

141

143

146

General operating costs

148

151

154

157

160

163

167

170

173

177

Professional fees

87

88

90

92

94

96

98

100

102

104

57

Overhead costs

163

166

170

173

177

180

184

187

191

195

Additional opex for
upgraded facility

-

-

162

166

169

172

176

179

183

187

Additional FTE cost

-

-

-

-

-

56

57

59

60

61

Total expenditure
(excluding interest and
depreciation)

632

644

820

837

853

926

946

965

983

1,004

EBITDA

105

121

247

251

257

487

495

505

570

580

Interest

176

183

186

184

181

178

165

151

135

117

Depreciation

165

165

729

729

729

729

729

729

729

729

(227)

(668)

(662)

(653)

(420)

(399)

(375)

(294)

(266)

Net profit/(loss) before
tax

(236)

Table 20. Forecast financial performance at Port Tarakohe.

For the purposes of analysis and modelling we have assumed the following:
•
•
•
•
•

•

All numbers presented are exclusive of GST.
Production of mussels is based on the forecast presented in the Commercial Case for mussels landed
at Port Tarakohe.
Rock revenue going forward is forecast to be $50k per annum with inflation applied, this relates to
Dolomite only.
Other revenue is forecast to remain at current levels with inflation applied.
Additional revenue associated with 19 extra commercial berths is also included, these are assumed to
generate revenue in the following stages:
o Additional 5 berths from 1 July 2021 at $13k per annum each
o Additional 5 berths from 1 July 2024 at $13k per annum each
o Additional 9 berths from 1 July 2029 at $13k per annum each
All operating expenditure is forecast to remain at current levels with inflation applied however,
additional operating expenditure of $153k per annum is incurred from FY22.

One additional FTE is forecast from FY25 onwards to assist with the increased activity at the Port.
See Appendix A for a breakdown.

Forecast balance sheet
The forecast balance sheet of Port Tarakohe over the next ten years is summarised below. However, we note
that the balance sheet of Port Tarakohe is amalgamated with TDC.
$’000
(nominal)

FY20

Current
Assets

92

58

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

FY28

FY29

96

133

136

139

177

180

184

194

198

Current
Liabilities

53

54

68

70

71

77

79

80

82

84

Non-Current
Assets

22,283

33,406

32,677

31,947

31,218

30,489

29,760

29,030

28,301

27,572

Non-Current
Liabilities

4,173

4,238

4,201

4,135

4,061

3,784

3,456

3,104

2,679

2,219

Net Assets

18,149

29,210

28,541

27,878

27,225

26,805

26,405

26,030

25,734

25,467

Table 21. Forecast balance sheet of Port Tarakohe.

Notes relating to the balance sheet:

•
•

Port Tarakohe is forecast to increase Non-Current Assets due to the proposed re-development. The
value of Non-Current Assets decreases over time with depreciation.
Non-Current Liabilities relate to the TDC facility currently in place. It is assumed that Port Tarakohe
will re-pay TDC as and when surplus funds are available. The forecast suggests that the balance
outstanding will reduce to $2.2m by FY29. In reality, TDC will not accept that loans will only be repaid
in the event of surplus cash as this will breach the loan agreement. This further reinforces the
requirement for Port Tarakohe to gain financial support to be able to meet its financial obligations.

Summary of Affordability Analysis
The chart below illustrates the forecast revenue and EBITDA.

Figure 9. Revenue and EBITDA forecast.

The figure below illustrates the forecast loan balance for the base case. It is assumed any additional cash
required is drawn down from the existing loan facility and any surplus cash is applied to the existing loan.
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Figure 10. Forecast loan balance for the base case.

Port Tarakohe / TDC do not have the ability to take on further debt as it would likely cause a breach of the net
debt borrowing limit for TDC. As such, grant funding is the only option to meet the upfront capital expenditure.
•
•
•

•

There is insufficient cash generated to repay the existing loan balance within ten years
Net profit before tax is negative in the first ten years primarily due to the increase in depreciation
associated with the proposed re-development.
At the end of the 25 year forecast period, it is forecast that Port Tarakohe will have approximately
$10m of cash on its balance sheet assuming the existing debt facility is repaid first. However, Port
Tarakohe would likely need these funds to cover on-going capital expenditure to maintain the facility
as it degrades.
If funding from PGF was an interest bearing loan, this would jeopardise the solvency of Port Tarakohe.

Sensitivity analysis
Due to the variable nature of the aquaculture industry, we have presented the impact of a 10% and 20%
reduction in the forecast growth of mussel volumes landed at Port Tarakohe and the impact this would have on
EBITDA.
FY20

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

FY28

FY29

Mussel volume landed at Port Tarakohe (Tonnes)
Base case

8,285

8,997

19,837

19,837

19,837

29,616

29,616

29,616

31,977

31,977

10% reduction
in annual
growth

8,285

8,926

18,581

18,581

18,581

26,777

26,777

26,777

28,688

28,688

20% reduction
in annual
growth

8,285

8,854

17,346

17,346

17,346

24,105

24,105

24,105

25,624

25,624

121

247

251

257

487

495

505

570

580

EBITDA ($000 nominal)
Base case
60

105

10% reduction
in annual
growth

105

119

221

225

230

426

434

443

495

505

20% reduction
in annual
growth

105

118

197

200

204

367

376

384

426

434

Table 22. Sensitivity Analysis.

Notes relating to the sensitivity analysis:
•
•

Not only is it difficult to predict the volume of mussels that will be produced in any year, there is also
uncertainty relating to the proportion of mussel growers that will utilise Port Tarakohe.
Due to Port Tarakohe being reliant on the mussel industry for a large proportion of its revenue, any
reduction in the volume of mussels has a direct impact on the profitability of operations.

If the annual growth rate is 20% lower than forecast, forecast profitability is approximately $146k lower in
FY29.

Other Funding Options Considered
Charging undeveloped water space holders
•

We explored the possibility of charging undeveloped water space holders to act as an incentive for
industry growth, ease tensions amongst existing operators and provide a mechanism to spread the
capital charge across a wider base.

•

The benefits of a charge against undeveloped water space holders would likely be limited and incur
significant administrative costs.

•

Significant challenges of imposing the charge included:
o

No legal right to charge consent holders.

o

No guarantee that future users will require access to the wharf.

o

No certainty over the collection of funds given the doubts over enforceability.

o

High administration and compliance costs to impose and monitor charges.

The majority of undeveloped water space consent holders are already operators in the aquaculture industry
and wider supply chain and therefore the financial incentives are already present to develop water space. The
most recent consents require lines to be constructed within 5 years; so, there is already a strong incentive to
develop water space.
Charging transport operators, processors and exporters
•

We have explored the concept in principle of seeking investment from parts across the value chain
who will benefit from the increase in supply and greater efficiencies the come from scale.

•

The primary challenge is that both processors and exporters are largely price takers and they have a
limited ability to pass increased costs on to customers without having an impact on demand. Gradual
changes in price may be possible, however are uncertain.

•

By way of example, if a charge was enforced against transport operators for using the upgraded wharf,
this cost would be on-charged to processors who would in turn reduce the price paid to marine
farmers per tonne of mussels.

Conclusion
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Based on various assumptions, we have been able to broadly understand the potential financial impact of the
proposed Port Tarakohe re-development. Port Tarakohe is currently indebted to TDC with limited ability to
continue drawing down additional debt. Despite this, if the Port is unable to undertake some form of redevelopment, it is not going to be in a position to support the potential growth of the Mussel industry which is
expected over the next ten years.
The ultimate success of the Port and industry requires capital investment from both Industry and PDU. Industry
needs to invest in new equipment to expand productive hectares. However, they will only do so if the Port is
able to accommodate the increased production.

4.3 The Economic Case – Determining Value for Money
Market Economics Ltd was engaged to provide a high-level assessment of the economic effects (costs and
benefits, economic impacts, and employment impacts) of developing Port Tarakohe. Cost Benefit Analysis
(CBA) and Economic Impact Assessments (EIA) are two very different tools, offering different perspectives on
development initiatives – benefits are not impacts, and impacts are not benefits since an impact can be
negative (see Appendix F for full breakdown).
Two separate scenarios were assessed with the main difference being the capital expenditure associated with
the port investment. In this summary, the focus is on the more expensive option ($33.2m) because it reflects a
more conservative position 9. In addition to the direct spending associated with the port, other costs are
considered, these include:
•

Capital expenditure - developing the mussel farms and investing in capital equipment (vessels etc).

•

Operating expenditure - costs of operating the port,
o

Costs associated with the mussel farms,

o

Costs associated with the processing the mussels,

o

These costs include the lift in labour costs.

Cost Benefit Analysis
The main assumptions and parameters were used in the CBA:
•

Capital expenditure
o

Port infrastructure $33.2m

o

Developing the mussel lines - $32.2m (1,607 lines at $20,000 per line)

o

Investing in capital equipment,


•

Vessels 19 @ $5m.

Operating expenditure (includes confidential information):
o

Costs associated with the marine farms,


Includes, seeding costs, maintenance, harvest, compliance, labour and Aquaculture
NZ fees/levies),

o

Costs associated with the processing facilities,


Raw material, transport, overheads, factory costs, labour.

The analysis timeframe covers 25 years. A discounting process is used translate future costs and benefits into a
single value (i.e. how much is the future costs/benefits worth today). Three discount rates were used, 4%, 6%
and 8%. Table 23 summarises the results.

9

This is particularly important when reviewing the costs and benefits.
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Discount Rate
4%
6%
8%

Benefits
1,202
960
781

$’m (Present Value, 25 years)
Costs
1,059
864
718

Net
143
97
63

Cost-benefit
ratio
1.14
1.11
1.09

The results have been adjusted to reflect displacement and substitution effects for labour and the capital costs have been adjusted for
deadweight losses.
Table 23. Cost Benefit Ratios.

The analysis suggests that the project will deliver a Cost Benefit Ratio (CBR) of between 1.09 and 1.14 with net
benefits of ranging between $63m and $143m. Importantly, these are discounted values, meaning that it
shows how much all the future benefits are ‘worth today’. Once operating at capacity, the net benefit (benefits
less costs) will be $19.2m (each year and undiscounted). It is important to note that accessing PGF assistance
will be critical. The return on the PGF assistance is estimated at between $1.90 and $4.31 (mid-point of $2.91).
This return is based on the initial government assistance (PGF funding) of $32m. In other words, for every $1
received from the PGF, the economy would see a net benefit between the stated values. Overall, the costbenefit shows that the proposed investment will return a net benefit to NZ. When adjusting to reflect
optimism bias, the results stay positive. The following thresholds have been identified (at these points, the CBR
is 1):
•
•
•
•

Lower production – the production needs to lift by at least 47% for the CBR to remain positive (or at
least 1);
Lower prices (exports) by 42%;
Increase the capital expenditure (port infrastructure) by 348%; and
Increase operational costs by 8%.

Economic Impact Analysis
The second part of the analysis considered the economic impacts that the lift in activity would unlock. Using a
Multi-Regional Input Output model (MRIO) with four regions (Tasman District, Nelson City, Rest of the South
Island and Rest of New Zealand) and 106-sectors. Again, the future values are expressed in today’s terms using
discounting (4%, 6% and 8%). The impact analysis suggests that the total GDP is between $983m and $1,466m
over 25-years. Unsurprising, the ongoing activities (farming and processing) make up the largest share of the
total impacts, generating around 90% of the total impacts. Figure 11 illustrates the spatial distribution of the
impacts 10.

10

The figures use the present values when calculated using 6%.
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Figure 11. Spatial distribution of GDP impacts.

Nelson City and Tasman District share half of the overall GDP impacts, with $303m and $284m respectively. A
large share (36%) of the GDP impacts are felt in the rest of New Zealand. This reflects the wider, out of region
supply chain linkages. Once fully operational, the GDP impact in Nelson City is estimated at $26.7m and in
Tasman District, the additional GDP is estimated at $25.9m. Another way to look at the economic impact is to
consider the employment that is supported by the lift in activity.

Employment Impacts
The analysis suggests that, once fully operational, the economic activity would support 1,030 employees
(across the entire economy). Fifty-nine per cent of the employment will be in Nelson City (31%) and Tasman
District (28%).
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Appendices
Appendix A
To undertake the funding assessment, we applied the following assumptions:
Category

Assumption

Source

$28.3m

Stantec

24 months
beginning 1 July
2019

Stantec

Mussel production forecast (landed at
Port Tarakohe)

31,977 tonnes by
FY29

Ten-year forecast generated by Aquaculture
Direct

Percentage of mussel production landed
at Port Tarakohe

Golden Bay: 85%

Aquaculture Direct industry interviews

Capex
Total capex amount
Construction duration

Production

Fish production
Rock production

Tasman Bay: 40%
No growth

Aquaculture Direct industry interviews

N/A

TDC advised that it will be much lower going
forward and it will fluctuate annually. Assumed
that Port Tarakohe will receive $50k per annum
from Dolomite revenue

$21.69 incl GST,
$18.86 excl. GST
growing with
inflation

Aquaculture Direct analysis (incorporates cost
per GWT of mussels and the additional cost
associated with equipment)

N/A

Assume that revenue from fish will be
consistent with FY19 forecast with inflation
applied

$50k per annum

Assumed that Port Tarakohe will receive $50k
per annum from Dolomite revenue, growing
with inflation

N/A

FY19 Forecast plus inflation

Revenue
associated with
19 extra berths at

19 extra berths generate revenue of $13k each
per berth (growing with inflation). These are
assumed to generate revenue in the following

Revenue
Mussels ($ / GWT) including equipment

Fish charges

Rock charges

Other revenue
Additional berths
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$13k per annum
each

stages: 5 berths from 1 July 2021, additional 5
berths from 1 July 2024, additional 9 berths
from 1 July 2029

Opex
Existing operating cost

Additional operating cost associated
with upgraded facility

FY19 Forecast
increasing with
inflation
$153k per annum
increasing with
inflation

Estimated additional annual cost based for
Rates, Electricity, Repairs and Maintenance and
Insurance. Estimate provided by TDC

$50k per annum
increasing with
inflation

One additional FTE is forecast from FY25
onwards to assist with the increased activity at
the Port.

Useful life of existing assets (excluding
land)

30 years

Stantec

Useful life of new port

50 years

Stantec

FY19 Forecast

TDC

$28.2m

Agreed assumption

4.38%

TDC

2%

Midpoint of the Reserve Bank of New Zealand
target

Additional FTE required

Depreciation

Funding
Opening balance sheet
PGF grant required
Existing loan interest rate
Inflation
Rate applicable to all revenue and
expenditure excluding capex
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Appendix B
External project risks:
Risk

Result

Mitigation

Sea Level Rise

Low-lying areas of the port become inundated, and the height of
fixed structure (e.g. concrete wharf) become unworkable.

Accommodate long-term design principles with industry
standards to build in resilience.

Climate Change

Increased frequency and intensity of large storm events impact
port infrastructures’ useful life.

Extend / expand inner and outer moles to reduce wave
energy in the port. Design for a 1 in 50 year wave (average
height (measured crest to trough) of highest one third of all
waves measured).

Insurance Cover

Insurance cover is getting more expensive / unobtainable for port
assets. Adds pressure to OpEx to cover maintenance and repair
costs.

Maximise the resilience and lifespan of port assets to reduce
the frequency and cost of maintenance/repairs.

Advised by insurers that they no longer provide replacement cover
or cover for storm damage for the “arms” at the port, because
significant damage claims have been lodged in recent years.
Risks to port construction:

Risk Description

Possible Impact Rating

Possible Mitigation

Wave damage to vessels and or floating structures

High

Robust wave modelling required before concept can be
confirmed. However residual risk from storm events higher
than design standards will still be present and needs
consideration by Council. The inner breakwater arms are to
be extended, which provides more protection to the inner
harbour but reduces the channel width.
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Making the existing wharf food grade only - Conflict
with future port operations

Medium

Change to fenders on main wharf – Conflict with
future port operations

Medium

Difficulty in dredging

Medium

Risk of isolated limestone blocks within area to be
dredged

Medium

Stability of breakwater after dredging

Medium

Consenting delays

Medium

Capital estimates not sufficient

Medium

Difficult piling due to difficult ground conditions

Medium

Water supply

Medium
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Requiring the existing concrete wharf to be for food grade
product only may limit future non-food product from using
the port. Make allowance for space within the port for other
users. In an emergency situation, the main wharf should be
made available for use for other product.
By changing the fender system on the main wharf to a
lighter weight system has benefits to the aquaculture users.
This will limit the ability of large vessels being able to berth
against the concrete wharf without causing damage to the
new fender system.
Existing geotechnical data indicated strata is sands and
suitable for dredging. Further investigation required in the
areas to be dredged.
Will be difficult to locate with investigations but could be
broken up if uncovered.
Further investigations required but control is to limit
dredging proximity to breakwaters. Potentially may reduce
total number of berths slightly if distance is increased.
The key issues will be the reclamation activities in terms of
disturbance of seabed. Careful consultation will be required
with DOC and Iwi to manage expectations.
Stantec have engaged a subconsultant with substantial
construction experience with marine structures to assist
with the estimate. In addition, a contingency of 30% has
been allowed in the estimate.
Undertake additional investigations during design phase,
most likely to be a risk in the recreational areas where there
has been less historic investigation.
The current water supply is controlled by a party other than
the council landowner. Nearby council owned asset has a
limited supply at times of high need. Proposal is to use a
combination of these two sources but will need agreement
with council to move forward on this basis.

Risks to industry if the port development does not proceed:
Industry
Mussel farming

Commercial fishing

Dolomite and rock
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Risk
Wharf does not meet food safety
standards.
Infrastructure does not support industry
growth.
Minimal as they can operate under
present conditions; however, fishers may
not have access if mussel vessels are lined
up to unload/reload.
Unresolved at this point

Result
All product would have to be shipped to Nelson/Motueka or Marlborough. There are capacity
restraints in Nelson and Motueka and additional boat time travelling would significantly increase
costs.
Companies would need to look at other options with vessels/barges and other ports; increasing
costs curtail the development opportunity.
Long delays in unloading.

