
1 
 

OMV Maari Marine Consent Application Hearing 

6 November 2014, Auto Lodge Motor Inn, New Plymouth 

Statement from Climate Justice Taranaki (CJT) 

Climate Justice Taranaki (CJT) is strongly opposed to OMV’s application, for several key 

reasons: 

1. Threats to endangered marine mammals. 

2. Inadequate data and information to comprehensively assess the impacts of the 

program. 

3. Risks to marine and coastal ecosystems, fisheries, local livelihoods and economy 

from a major oil or chemical spill. 

4. Climate change and the urgent need to transition to renewable energy and a low 

carbon economy. 

I will go into detail on the first two points. For the rest, please refer to our submission. 

 

1. Marine mammals 

Our expert witness Prof Liz Slooten has given her comprehensive evidence in Nelson, so I 

won’t repeat it. 

What I want to emphasize is this:  

1) There is absolutely no doubt that the Maui’s Dolphin is critically endangered;  

2) To avoid imminent extinction will require the removal of ALL human impacts, not to add 

more;  

3)  As a signatory to the UN Convention of Biological Diversity, NZ has the obligation to stop 

any activities, be it from oil and gas or seabed mining, that have the potential to further 

threaten the species’ survival and recovery. Section 59(2)(e) of the EEZ Act requires EPA to 

consider “the importance of protecting rare and vulnerable ecosystems and the habitats of 

threatened species.” 

It is irresponsible and unethical to be risking the extinction of a marine mammal unique to 

NZ for merely another 15 years of oil production. 

We at CJT, ask that EPA takes the precautionary principle seriously and carefully considers 

the survival of the Maui’s Dolphin, the protection of the endangered Blue Whale’s known 

feeding ground and the importance of the ecosystems and habitats that support them and 

other vulnerable species.  
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2. Inadequate data and information, especially re cumulative effects 

As Prof Slooten explained, the information and methodology OMV used to assess the effects 

on marine mammals is grossly inadequate.  

What I’d like to focus on is the omission or lack of real data when assessing impacts, 

especially in regards to contaminant discharge.  

To try and understand better, we raised a number of questions and the chairman allowed 

time for OMV to answer in day 1 and 2 of the hearing, thank you for that. But I have to point 

out that some of their answers appeared contradictory, misleading or incomplete.  

E.g. We asked OMV what would be the environmental and health effects should a major 

spill of hazardous chemicals occur, considering their significant quantities and potential 

synergistic effects. Mr Lawrie of OMV replied that the quantity of hazardous chemicals 

stored is “very small” and the vast majority are “somewhat benign”…  Yet the tables OMV 

provided on 18 July clearly listed 12,000 x 25kg sacks of Calcium chloride which is acutely 

toxic, corrosive and ecotoxic, 300 mT of MI Gel which is carcinogenic, 600 x 55 ga drums of 

D-Structor containing ethylene glycol which is known to cause systemic organ toxicity, and 

1,720 x 25kg sacks of Plypac which is harmful in the aquatic environment. Why didn’t he 

mention any of these in his reply?  Some of the chemicals aren’t even registered in the NZ 

inventory, including Saraline, the base oil of SBM of which 12,000 bbls will be used. Some 

products have undisclosed content because of proprietary reasons. 

 

Another question we made relates to water injection and/or fracking. On day 1 of the 

hearing, Dr Zelt of OMV said they don’t have “injection pressures high enough to start 

creating fractures” but on day 2, he said they had injected at higher pressures and “would 

have induced minor fractures”. Dr Zelt insisted that that is not “fracking per se” and they are 

not using any kind of fracking fluids. It may not be “fracking per se” but he did admit that 

bacteriocides and  scale-inhibitors are used during water injection, although he gave no 

detail of the kind or quantity.   

 

Mr chairman, our question on water injection and/or fracking and the chemicals involved 

was not irrelevant and OMV should have been made to answer.  

 

Whether or not there will be fracking, we now know that hazardous chemicals are being 

used in water injection to enhance flow. Mr Lawrie said “produced water may be 

discharged to sea under the discharge management plan provided its oil content is less than 

15 parts per million.” And he acknowledged that sometimes produced water “will also 

contain some of the injected seawater”. This is to say that produced water that will be 
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discharged at sea will sometimes contain hazardous chemicals used in injection. Are 

returned injection fluids authorised in the Discharge Management Plan?   

 

Mr Laurie tried to assure us that if the level of oil is not acceptable or that there’s any 

contamination, they will be sent back onshore for disposal. Knowing the problems of 

onshore drilling waste disposal, notably on “landfarms” where the wastes are spread on 

farmlands to produce food, and by “deepwell injection” which can cause earthquakes, this is 

of no assurance whatsoever. 

 

How much produced water is authorised under the DMP? Does anyone know?  The 

summary of the DMP included in the impact assessment does not even mention produced 

water.  It is outrageous to read that OMV refused to provide EPA with the full DMP despite 

formal request. How is EPA, the agency in charge of protecting the environment, supposed 

to assess environmental effects, if they don’t have access to the most critical information?   

 

According to the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment (PCE), “the amount and 

composition of produced water varies depending on the geology, but it is the largest source 

of waste generated by oil and gas production”, considering the amount that flows out over 

the many years that the well is in production.  

 

It is absolutely unreasonable for OMV to say that the discharge of produced water and 

completion fluids is part of production and therefore irrelevant to the current consent 

application.  Such a fragmented way of assessing activities and environmental effects is 

wrong and ineffective.  

 

The Commissioner described the “unbundling” of resource consents as a “‘thin end of the 

wedge’ strategy, preventing consideration of the whole operation, and denying public 

participation.” Surely if the marine consent is granted for the drilling of seven additional 

wells, some 8 km long, there will be substantially greater amount of produced water and 

other wastes that will have to be dealt with. How can we turn a blind eye to that and say 

let’s just assess the drilling and not worry about the rest?   

 

It is becoming increasingly clear that information needed to assess effects comprehensively 

is either missing, unavailable or inadequate.  

 

This brings me to cumulative effects.  Ms McGarry on the Committee asked some really 

good questions on this during the hearing. One concerns the cumulative effects of discharge 

on the seabed, especially the effects of metals which do not biodegrade but tend to 

accumulate.  

 

Dilution is NOT the solution to all pollution! 
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Moving on from waste discharge and the seabed, I want to now focus on the cumulative 

effects on marine mammals and other pelagic species. 

 

EPA made a very reasonable request to OMV in August, seeking further information on 

cumulative effects, notably other activities that are known to occur within a 50km radius of 

the Maari wellhead platform.  But OMV replied that “it is virtually impossible…” Instead they 

concluded that there could be no cumulative effects beyond 1 km of the platform.  

 

We are sure our witness Prof Slooten would have pointed out how ludicrous this 

proposition is, especially for marine mammals and many other pelagic species.  

 

Now we want to show you visually just what’s happening within 50 km from the Maari 

platform. Slide please.  

 

This is a map taken from the NZ Petroleum and Minerals website, showing the existing 

permits for petroleum mining (dark blue) and exploration (light blue). The grey circle shows 

the area within a 50 km radius of the Maari platform. The red circle shows the 50 km radius 

from STOS’ Maui platforms where there is also a drilling campaign, including the two wells 

recently drilled illegally. The yellow circle shows the 50 km radius from AWE’s Tui 

production vessel and drilling site. It is not difficult to see the overlaps where there would 

have been or will be cumulative effects, on the marine environment and ecosystems. And I 

haven’t even included the numerous seismic surveys, exploratory drilling, maritime traffic 

and fishing activities in the area. 

 

If OMV and/or EPA are unable to conduct a detailed assessment of these and other 

potential cumulative effects, we ask that the application be declined.   

 

 

 

 

 

 


