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ABSTRACT. In May 2014, a New Zealand court rendered the first judicial opinion in the world
about the legal classification of gene-editing techniques. The court ruled that ZFN-1 and TALEs are
techniques of genetic modification and thus within the New Zealand statute and regulations
governing genetically modified organisms. This article explains the facts of this legal matter, the
reasoning of the court, and provides commentary about the implications of this decision for New
Zealand and other jurisdictions around the world.
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INTRODUCTION

On 20 May 2014, the High Court of New
Zealand (Wellington Registry) rendered the
first judicial opinion in the world about the
legal classification of gene-editing techniques.
The case name is The Sustainability Council of
New Zealand Trust against the Environmental
Protection Authority (The Sustainability Coun-
cil of New Zealand Trust, 2014). The Welling-
ton High Court, a trial court within the New
Zealand judicial system, issued its judgment
under the New Zealand Hazardous Substances
and New Organisms Act of 1996 (HSNO)
(Hazardous Substances and New Organisms
Act of 1996, 1996). Moreover, this judgment
has extra significance because neither party
took an appeal from the High Court ruling.
Thus, the judgment of the High Court is final,

controlling and precedential within the New
Zealand legal system. In light of this special
issue of GM CROPS & FOOD on “Gene Edit-
ing for Crop Improvement,” it is appropriate to
report on this case and its implications for the
use of gene-editing technologies.

BASIC FACTS

Under x 26 of HSNO, the Environmental
Protection Authority (Authority) has the power,
upon receipt of a petition, to determine whether
or not an organism is a “new organism” for pur-
poses of HSNO. In October 2012, Scion, the
Crown Research Institute for forest resources,
petitioned the Authority for a determination
whether or not forest plants created by using
Zinc-Finger Nuclease Type 1 (ZFN-1) and
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Transcription Activator-Like Effectors
(TALEs) techniques were new organisms.1

In its petition, Scion argued that ZFN-1 and
TALEs were equivalent techniques to genetic
changes made in plants through chemical muta-
genesis. Due to this claimed equivalence, Scion
argued that ZFN-1 and TALEs were within the
Authority’s exemptions from HSNO, specifi-
cally within the exemption for “chemical or
radiation treatments that cause changes in chro-
mosome number or cause chromosome
rearrangements.”2

By considering the information provided by
Scion and the Sustainability Council and by
reading and interpreting HSNO and its imple-
menting regulations, the Authority’s staff rec-
ommended to the Authority’s Section 26
Committee that such plants are new organisms
and thus fully covered by the statute and regu-
lations. In Section 2A of HSNO, the term “new
organism” is specifically defined to include “a
genetically modified organism.”3 The staff
reached this decision by emphasizing the facts
that both techniques are in vitro techniques and
involve molecular biology. The Authority’s
staff concluded that plants created with ZFN-1
and TALEs would be considered genetically
modified organisms.

The Authority’s Committee considered the
same information as the Authority’s staff, plus
the staff’s recommendation, and concluded that
the Scion-created plants would not be covered
by the statute and regulations. The Committee
agreed that plants created by these gene-editing
techniques would be genetically modified
organisms under HSNO. But the Committee
decided that these plants would be exempt
under the Regulations because the ZFN-1 and
TALEs techniques are more similar to chemical
mutagenesis than genetic modification. Under
HSNO and its regulations, plants created
through chemical mutagenesis are not geneti-
cally modified. Consequently, the Committee
concluded that plants created using these 2
gene-editing techniques were not new organ-
isms under HSNO or its regulations (Environ-
mental Protection Authority, 2013).

The Sustainability Council of New Zealand
Trust (Sustainability Council) appealed this
Authority determination to the High Court of

Wellington. It is the judgment of the High
Court in response to this appeal that is the sub-
ject of this GM-in-the-Courts article.

HIGH COURT JUDGMENT

The High Court judge began the opinion by
referring to and quoting from the underlying
statute and regulation. The judge cited Sections
2 and 2A (definitions), Section 4 (purpose of
the Act), Section 5 (principles relevant to pur-
pose of Act), Section 6 (matters relevant to pur-
pose of Act), and Section 7 (precautionary
approach) as the substantive sections of HSNO
most relevant to the legal dispute. The judge
also cited and quoted HSNO Regulation Sec-
tion 3 as the crucial regulatory provision
because it sets forth the HSNO exemptions.
More precisely, the judge decided that Regula-
tion Section 3(1)(b) expressed the determina-
tive language:

(1) For the purpose of the Act, the following
organisms are not to be regarded as genetically
modified . . . (b) organisms that are regenerated
from organs, tissues, or cell culture, including
those produced through selection and propaga-
tion of somaclonal variants, embryo rescue and
cell fusion (including protoplast fusion or
chemical or radiation treatments that cause
changes in chromosome number or cause chro-
mosome rearrangement): . . .."4

By selecting these specific statutory and reg-
ulatory sections, the judge properly narrowed
the decision to deciding whether the Author-
ity’s staff (classifying gene-edited plants as
genetically modified) or the Authority’s Com-
mittee (classifying the gene-edited plants as
chemical mutagens) made the correct legal
interpretation.

With the legal issue narrowed, the judge pro-
ceeded to discuss the technologies themselves
(The Sustainability Council of New Zealand
Trust, 2014, para. 10–15). The judge specifi-
cally referred to 3 jurisdictions (the United
States, Australia, and Germany) and one inter-
national working group that had determined
that plants from the ZFN-1 technique were not
genetically-modified organisms. Referring to
these same jurisdictions and the working group,
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the judge noted that their legal classification of
plants from TALEs technology was less deci-
sive and, therefore, much less clear (The Sus-
tainability Council of New Zealand Trust,
2014, para. 16).

After describing the debate within the
Authority between the staff and the Committee
(The Sustainability Council of New Zealand
Trust, 2014 para. 17–25), the judge turned
attention to interpreting the statute and the reg-
ulation with respect to these 2 gene-editing
techniques. The judge began by describing the
competing interpretations of 2 experts, Profes-
sor Heinemann (for the Sustainability Council)
and Dr. Dijkwel (for the Authority), as they
gave their opinions about each of the techni-
ques listed in Regulation Section 3(1)(b) (The
Sustainability Council of New Zealand Trust,
2014, para. 26–55).

After having reviewed the expert testimony,
the judge ultimately described the difference
between the 2 expert opinions as follows:

The difference between them is whether
the specific techniques [listed in Regula-
tion Section 3(1)(b)] are a closed list of
techniques that are exempted, or whether
they [the list] describe a category of the
kind of techniques that are exempted (so
that other techniques which are suffi-
ciently scientifically similar to those tech-
niques are also exempted).” (The
Sustainability Council of New Zealand
Trust, 2014, para. 57)

The High Court judge ruled that the exemp-
tion list is a closed list. The judge reached this
conclusion based on a careful interpretation of
the language of the Regulation itself and on the
fact that HSNO and its regulations did not set
forth any factors or weight of factors for the
Authority to use in adding other techniques to
the exemption list. The judge interpreted
HSNO and the regulations as not implicitly giv-
ing the Authority discretionary power to add to
the exemption list (The Sustainability Council
of New Zealand Trust, 2014, para. 57–67).
Hence, the judge ruled that the Authority could
not expand the exemption list to include techni-
ques similar to chemical mutagenesis.

The High Court judge buttressed the “closed
list” interpretation by referring to 2 underlying
principles that the judge highlighted as impor-
tant to interpreting HSNO and its regulations.
First, the judge emphasized that Section 4 and
Section 7 of HSNO expressed the sovereign
decision to be precautionary about adverse
effects of new organisms and protective of the
environment and the health and safety of the
populace until scientific and technical uncer-
tainty has been resolved (The Sustainability
Council of New Zealand Trust, 2014, para. 68).
Second, the judge noted that Parliament had
provided for exemptions through the adoption
of regulations “expressly” providing for
exemptions. If the Authority could use its
HSNO Section 26 power to add to the exemp-
tion list, the judge expressed concern that the
Authority would be arrogating to itself author-
ity that lies more appropriately through Parlia-
mentary and Council approval of proposed
regulations. In other words, the judge decided
that adding to the exemption list is a political
decision, not an administrative decision (The
Sustainability Council of New Zealand Trust,
2014, para. 69).

Based on the language of the statute, the pre-
cautionary approach, and the allocation of
power between political and administrative
branches of government, the judge rendered the
decision that the Authority erred in deciding
that it could add the ZFN-1 and TALEs techni-
ques to the exemption list. The judge quashed
the Authority’s decision of 19 April 2013 (The
Sustainability Council of New Zealand Trust,
2014, para. 73–74).

IMPLICATIONS

From the author’s perspective, the implica-
tions flowing from this High Court judgment
can be discussed in 2 categories – legal impli-
cations and societal implications.

Legal Implications

New Zealand. Most obviously, the High
Court judgment has legal implications for

218 Kershen



New Zealand. In New Zealand, plants cre-
ated by ZFN-1 and TALEs are now geneti-
cally modified organisms that come fully
within HSNO and its implementing regula-
tions. The consequences of this classification
means that anyone or any entity doing plant
research using these techniques will be
required to comply with a very strict, costly,
and time-consuming regulatory regime.
Researchers using these techniques must get
permission from the Environmental Protec-
tion Authority before engaging in any field
trials or before any commercial release of
the plants developed. If history is a worth-
while guide, getting permission will not be
easy.

New Zealand has had a total of 57 out-
door experiments with genetically modified
organisms (plants, animals, microorganisms)
between 1988 and 2013. In 2013, there were
2 on-going outdoor experiments (field trials);
2 is the average number of outdoor experi-
ments on-going from 1988 through 2013.
Zero is the number of commercialised genet-
ically-modified crops approved for growing
by New Zealand farmers and ranchers
(McGuinness Institute, 2013 at charts on pp.
6–7). In light of the High Court judgment
about gene-editing techniques, New Zea-
land’s slow pace with respect to field trials
and commercial release of genetically-modi-
fied organisms will continue – at best.

The High Court judgment also means that, if
New Zealand desires to change its slow pace
regarding genetically-modified organisms,
political decisions will have to be adopted
amending either HSNO or it regulations. The
Environmental Protection Authority no longer
has the legal discretion to adopt newly emerging
gene-editing techniques as outside the HSNO
regime for genetically-modified organisms. Of
course, the political decision is precisely that – a
political decision, meaning that the Sustainabil-
ity Council and its allies, such as the McGuin-
ness Institute, will provide strong political
opposition to any acceptance of gene-editing
techniques. Indeed, the Sustainability Counsel
and the McGuiness Institute recommend that
New Zealand become a dedicated GM-free food

and fiber producer nation (McGuinness Insti-
tute, 2013, p. 4; Terry, 2014).

European Union. While the New Zealand
High Court judgment has no binding conse-
quences for the European Union, the High
Court judgment could have persuasive impact
upon the European Union as it debates and
decides how to classify gene-editing techniques
within its legal regime for biotechnology.

While the precise language of the relevant
European Directives and Regulations differs
from the New Zealand HSNO statutory and
regulatory language, there also appears to be
striking similarities. The European Union too
has a regulatory regime that classifies modern
biological techniques of breeding as genetically
modified breeding and then provides exemp-
tions from that label for certain listed breeding
techniques (such as mutagenesis) (European
Union Directive, 20015). In other words, the
European Union could approach the legal clas-
sification of gene-editing techniques as the
High Court of New Zealand did, meaning is the
European exemption list a closed list or is it an
open list to which similar breeding techniques
can be added as exempt? Moreover, the Euro-
pean Union has emphasized that decisions
about biotechnology are primarily political
decisions – an attitude that the High Court of
Wellington also adopted. For these reasons, the
High Court’s judgment could be persuasive to
European decision-makers.

Of course, at this point in time, how the
European Union will classify gene-editing
techniques with regard to its biotechnology
legal regime is unknown. Europe has commis-
sioned several working groups to study the
issue of classification for newer breeding tech-
niques (European Commission, Directorate-
General Environment, 2013; EFSA Panel on
GMOs, 2012; Lusser et al., 2011). But there
has been no authoritative decision from any
European Union executive, legislative, or judi-
cial entity. Until a competent authority within
the European Union officially adopts a classifi-
catory decision, the classification is unknown
and surrounded by uncertainty.

The United States of America. The High
Court of Wellington was correct that the United
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States Department of Agriculture, through the
Animal Plant Health Inspection Service
(USDA-APHIS), has issued several letters indi-
cating that plants created by ZFN-1 and TALEs
are not within the USDA-APHIS regulatory
regime for agricultural biotechnology. But one
must remember that in the United States, the
USDA-APHIS is just one of 3 federal adminis-
trative agencies that have regulatory authority
over biotechnology – the other 2 being the US
Environmental Protection Agency (US-EPA)
and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA).
Hence, plants created by ZFN-1 and TALES, in
some instances, could be regulated by US-EPA
and/or FDA. Thus, the legal classification of
gene-editing techniques is not entirely clear in
the United States (Wolt et al., 2015).

In the United States, the Office of Science
and Technology Policy (OSTP) has initiated a
review of the regulatory regime presently
applied to agricultural biotechnology. In a
memorandum to USDA-APHIS, US-EPA, and
FDA, OSTP stated that “This memorandum ini-
tiates a process to modernize the Federal regu-
latory system for the products of biotechnology
and to establish mechanisms for periodic
updates of that system” (Office of Science and
Technology Policy, 2015). OSTP set a goal that
this modernization review be completed within
one year from the date of the memorandum
(July 2, 2015). In light of this regulatory
review, the legal classification of gene-editing
techniques and their regulatory status should be
much clearer by August 2016. During this
review process, it is very likely that the High
Court judgment will become part of the debate
and discussion about the regulatory regime that
should apply to gene-editing techniques.

Societal Implications

Looking beyond the legal implications of the
High Court’s judgment, there can be no ques-
tion that the judgement has significant societal
implications for New Zealand directly and the
world indirectly.

By subjecting gene-editing techniques to reg-
ulatory oversight under HSNO, the High Court
judgment imposes very costly, time-consuming,
paper-intensive, and strict barriers to the field

testing and the commercial introduction of
plants developed by these techniques. By so
doing, plants coming from molecular breeding
will be delayed and hampered from entering
farmers’ and ranchers’ lands. Of course, the
evaluation as to whether the slowing of techno-
logical innovation related to plant breeding is a
good thing or a bad thing is at the heart of the
societal discussion concerning agricultural bio-
technology. The Sustainability Council obvi-
ously thinks that slowing technological
innovation is a wise and good social policy
because it will protect the environment and
human health and safety (Terry, 2014). Just as
obviously, Scion, the Crown Research Institute,
considers the slowing of innovation as unwise
and harmful because it hinders scientific
responses to challenging environmental prob-
lems and undermines the health and well-being
of New Zealand, so heavily dependent upon for-
est resources as an aesthetic and productive
common good (Scion Press Release, 2014). But
regardless of how the debate about biotechnol-
ogy is resolved, there is no doubt that the High
Court judgement stifles innovation.

The High Court judgment affects not just
New Zealand but also the broader debate about
agricultural biotechnology occurring around
the world. If New Zealand delays and hampers
plants from gene-editing techniques, New Zea-
land sets an example, for good or ill, for other
nations. New Zealand may prove to be in the
forefront of world-wide decisions about gene-
editing technologies or may prove to be a hind-
most in using these techniques and growing the
plants created. New Zealand may be the future
or the past – and New Zealand will only learn
when other countries begin to clarify their legal
and social positions about plants from gene-
editing techniques. In the meantime, disrup-
tions in primary production (agricultural and
forest) trade are likely to increase as different
nations adopt different legal classifications for
different gene-editing techniques.

At the broadest, most abstract level, the High
Court judgment has highlighted the significance
and impact of the precautionary approach to sci-
ence and technology. By the High Court’s rejec-
tion of the Authority’s Committee’s plausible
interpretation of HSNO and its regulations, the
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High Court showed a very cautious approach to
technology and a distrustful attitude toward sci-
ence. While the High Court rendered a judgment
that is also a very plausible interpretation of
HSNO and its regulations, the High Court’s
choice of the legally-correct plausible interpre-
tation does not look favorably or approvingly
toward science and technology. Rather, the High
Court judgment would rather delay and hamper
science than embrace science to address the
challenges that face the modern world. At the
deepest level, the High Court judgement shows
the choice facing the modern world: do we ham-
per and delay science to deal reassuringly with
our uncertainties and fears? Or, do we embrace
science to assist us in facing our uncertainties
and fears? (Fedoroff & Kershen, 2014)
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NOTES

1. In the Environmental Protection Authority decision
and in the Court opinion, the documents name the two
procedures under discussion as ZFN-1 and TALEs.
However, the Authority and the Court considered
TALEs to be the same as TALENs (Transcription Acti-
vator-Like Effectors Nucleases). The Court makes this
identification particularly apparent in paragraph [12]
of its opinion. See the citation in The Sustainability
Council of New Zealand Trust, 2014. Hence, this
author is convinced that the Authority and the Court,
by using the term “TALEs” in the decision and opin-
ion, did not intend to make any legal distinction
between TALEs and TALENs for purposes of the
HSNO statute and it regulations.
2. Readers may locate the Regulations under HSNO at
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/more/acts-and-regulations/
hsno-act-1996. The High Court opinion (The Sustain-
ability Council of New Zealand Trust, 2014) quotes in
full all relevant regulations. However, in light of
Scion’s argument for exemption, it is appropriate to
quote the EPA exemptions in full:

“Organisms not genetically modified
(1) For the purposes of the Act, the following organ-

isms are not to be regarded a genetically modified:
(a) Organisms that result solely from selection

or natural regeneration, hand pollination, or
other managed, controlled pollination;

(b) Organisms that are generated from organs,
tissues, or cell culture, including those pro-
duced through selection and propagation of
somaclonal variants, embryo rescue and cell
fusion (including protoplast fusion or chemi-
cal or radiation treatments that cause changes
in chromosome number or cause chromo-
some rearrangements);

(c) Organisms that result solely from artificial
insemination, superovulation, embryo trans-
fer, or embryo splitting;

(d) Organisms modified solely by –
(i) the movement of nucleic acids using

physiological processes, including conju-
gation, transduction, and transformation;
and

(ii) plasmid loss or spontaneous deletion
(e) Organisms resulting from spontaneous dele-

tions, rearrangements, and amplifications
within a single genome, including its extra-
chromosomal elements.

(2) Despite anything in subclause (1)(d), if nucleic acid
molecules produced using in vitro manipulation are
transferred using any of the techniques referred to
in subparagraph i. or subparagraph ii of subclause
(1)(d), the resulting organisms is a genetically mod-
ified organism for purposes of the Act.”

3. HSNO Section 2 Interpretation defines the term
“genetically modified organism” as follows:

“genetically modified organism means, unless
expressly provided otherwise by regulations, any
organism in which any of the genes or other genetic
material –(a) Have been modified by in vitro techni-
ques; or (b) Are inherited or otherwise derived, through
any number of replications, from any genes or other
genetic material which has been modified by in vitro
techniques.”
4. The Sustainability Council of New Zealand
Trust, 2014, para. 8 contains the textual quotation.
The judge ruled that the drafters of the regulation
placed the end parenthetical mark incorrectly. The
judge decided that the regulation should be read as
placing the end parenthetical after the second use of
the word “fusion” – i.e., “cell fusion (including
protoplast fusion) or chemical or radiation
treatments that cause changes in chromosome num-
ber or cause chromosome rearrangement” (The Sus-
tainability Council of New Zealand Trust, 2014,
para. 47).
5. The most relevant provisions of this directive are
Article 2 (Definitions) and Article 3 (Exemptions) and
the accompanying Annexes, specifically Annex 1A
(Techniques referred to in Article 2(2)) and Annex 1B
(Techniques referred to in Article 3). The Annex 1B
exempted techniques include mutagenesis; and, cell
fusion, including protoplast fusion, of plant cells or
organisms which can exchange genetic material
through traditional breeding methods.

SUSTAINABILITY COUNCIL OF NEW ZEALAND 221

http://www.mfe.govt.nz/more/acts-and-regulations/hsno-act-1996
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/more/acts-and-regulations/hsno-act-1996


REFERENCES

EFSA Panel on GMOs: Scientific opinion addressing the

safety assessment of plants developed using ZFN-3

and other SDN with similar functions. EFSA J 2012;

10(10):2943–74.

Environmental Protection Authority, Decision, APP201381

[19 April 2013], http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-data

bases/HSNO%20Application%20Register

%20Documents/APP201381_APP201381_Decision.pdf.

European Commission, Directorate-General Environ-

ment, Working Group on the Establishment of a List

of Techniques Falling under the Scope of Directive

2001/18/EC (unpublished, available as a leaked docu-

ment, August 2013).

EuropeanUnion Directive 2001/18/EC onDeliberate Release

into the Environment.

Fedoroff N, Kershen D. Agricultural biotechnology – an

opportunity to feed a world of ten billion. Penn St L

Rev 2014; 118:859–75.

Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act of 1996,

Public Act 1996 No. 30 as amended [24 June 2014].

Available from: http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/

public/1996/0030/latest/DLM381222.html.

Lusser M, Parisi C, Plan D, Rodriguez-Cerezo E.

2011. New Plant Breeding Techniques: State-of-

the-Art and Prospects for Commercial Development

(JRC-Scientific and Technical Reports).

McGuinness Institute, An overview of genetic modifica-

tion in New Zealand 1873-2013: the first forty years,

project 2058: Report 16 (August 2013).

Office of Science and Technology Policy, Memorandum

for heads of food and drug administration, environ-

mental protection agency, and the department of agri-

culture, modernizing the regulatory system for

biotechnology products. July 2, 2015.

Scion Press Release. Innovation stifled by High Court

decision. 22 May 2014. Available from http://www.

scionresearch.com/general/news-and-events/media-

releases/2014-media-releases

Terry, S. GM Guardian’s error a grave failing, The New

Zealand Herald, June 6, 2014.

The Sustainability Council of New Zealand Trust v. the

Environmental Protection Authority. 2014. NZHC

1067 [20 May 2014]. Available from http://www.epa.

govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO%20Application%20

Register%20Documents/APP201381_The%20Sustai

nability%20Council%20of%20New%20Zealand%20

Trust%20v%20The%20Environmental%20Prot.pdf

Wolt JD, Wang K, Yang B. The regulatory status of

genome-edited crops. Plant Biotechnol J 2015; http://

dx.doi.org/10.1111/pbi.12444

222 Kershen

http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_APP201381_Decision.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_APP201381_Decision.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_APP201381_Decision.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_APP201381_Decision.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_APP201381_Decision.pdf
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1996/0030/latest/DLM381222.html
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1996/0030/latest/DLM381222.html
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf
http://www.epa.govt.nz/search-databases/HSNO&percnt;20Application&percnt;20Register&percnt;20Documents/APP201381_The&percnt;20Sustainability&percnt;20Council&percnt;20of&percnt;20New&percnt;20Zealand&percnt;20Trust&percnt;20v&percnt;20The&percnt;20Environmental&percnt;20Prot.pdf

