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In April 2024, Kerr & Associates, in collaboration with Te Uri O Hikihiki Rahui Roopu, proposed 
to NRC to complete a preliminary baseline fish survey at Mimiwhangata in the first year of 

the most effective and time-efficient option. This work is designed to become part of a 
planned monitoring program for 2025 and is consistent with the previous survey 
methodology. Kerr & Associates would conduct the on-water sampling, analyse the raw data, 
and produce a report summarizing the methodology. 
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The BUV apparatus (see Fig. 1 & 2) consists of an aluminium frame welded into two sides of a 
triangle. The horizontal bar sits on the bottom, has a bait cage secured in the centre, and is 
marked at 100mm intervals for recording fish sizes. A GoPro camera is mounted at the top of 
the frame angled down at the bait cage. The frame is attached to floats and a rope. Sampling 
involves dropping the apparatus overboard so that it sits on the bottom, left to film for 30 
minutes, and retrieved. The bait cage is filled with fresh pilchard before each new 
deployment. This process is repeated at each survey site.  
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Wpt Longitude Latitude Drop Date Drop time Drop depth 
M1 174 27.7860874 E 35 29.2674488 S 24/04/24 13:22 9.4 
M2 174 27.8640877 E 35 28.9314488 S 24/04/24 13:02 14.4 
M3 174 27.3720876 E 35 28.6074492 S 24/04/24 12:44 12.4 
M4 174 27.8400882 E 35 28.4274492 S 24/04/24 12:19 18.7 
M5 174 27.4800880 E 35 28.1214490 S 24/04/24 12:07 14 
M6 174 27.1680883 E 35 27.8514493 S 24/04/24 11:40 12.9 
M7 174 26.7900877 E 35 27.8514491 S 24/04/24 11:31 8.7 
M8 174 26.6220880 E 35 27.5514493 S 24/04/24 11:04 12.3 
M9 174 26.2380885 E 35 27.1614489 S 24/04/24 10:54 11 

M10 174 26.1000883 E 35 26.9094492 S 24/04/24 10:26 11.5 
M11 174 26.5140892 E 35 26.3994495 S 24/04/24 10:16 17.5 
M12 174 27.0720897 E 35 26.1234497 S 24/04/24 09:44 24.2 
M13 174 26.8380896 E 35 25.8414499 S 23/04/24 14:41 15 
M14 174 26.2380899 E 35 25.8474498 S 23/04/24 13:59 8.4 
M15 174 27.1140899 E 35 25.5894498 S 24/04/24 09:37 22.7 
M16 174 27.2520906 E 35 25.1574502 S 24/04/24 08:58 31.1 
M17 174 26.8860908 E 35 25.0974501 S 24/04/24 08:43 28.5 
M18 174 26.5800907 E 35 25.0674499 S 23/04/24 13:35 27 
M19 174 25.5060899 E 35 25.0614494 S 23/04/24 13:20 25.1 
M20 174 25.4640903 E 35 25.2294496 S 23/04/24 12:45 18.2 
M21 174 24.8520896 E 35 25.4274495 S 23/04/24 12:55 19.2 
M22 174 25.0320896 E 35 25.8114493 S 23/04/24 11:07 4.4 
M23 174 24.1020890 E 35 25.6914493 S 23/04/24 10:53 17.2 
M24 174 23.5200890 E 35 25.5174490 S 23/04/24 10:28 21.8 
M25 174 22.8780887 E 35 25.7694489 S 23/04/24 09:09 12 
M26 174 22.4520883 E 35 25.8414488 S 23/04/24 10:16 8 
M27 174 26.0720897 E 35 26.1234497 S 23/04/24 14:16 7.2 
M28 174 22.5480885 E 35 25.5114491 S 23/04/24 09:51 11.6 
M29 174 22.7820893 E 35 25.1814489 S 23/04/24 09:40 16.5 
M30 174 22.7460895 E 35 24.8814493 S 23/04/24 09:05 15.4 

 

 

 
 

 



 
 

 
 
  In / Out 

 
Maximum Maximum Mean Mean  Total 

  Snapper Count Length Length (cm) biomass (kg) biomass (kg) 
M1 Out 1 20 20.0 0.19 0.2 
M2 Out 6 30 22.50 0.30 1.78 
M3 Out 16 30 22.73 0.29 3.24 
M4 Out 6 30 18.33 0.19 1.13 
M5 Out 9 25 17.78 0.15 1.37 
M6 Out 1 15 15.00 0.09 0.09 
M7 Out 2 5 5.00 0.00 0.01 
M8 Out 9 35 31.67 0.70 6.33 
M9 Out 19 30 23.68 0.32 6.12 

M10 In 16 35 26.56 0.45 7.15 
M11 In 23 40 28.26 0.56 12.96 
M12 In 13 35 25.00 0.39 5.09 
M13 In 7 30 24.29 0.36 2.49 
M14 In 1 20 20.00 0.19 0.19 
M15 In 6 25 21.67 0.25 1.49 
M16 In 14 30 23.21 0.33 4.58 
M17 In 11 40 20.00 0.28 3.11 
M18 In 6 30 25.00 0.37 2.22 
M19 In 6 30 22.50 0.31 1.84 
M20 In 3 25 20.00 0.21 0.64 
M21 In 20 30 21.25 0.27 5.35 
M22 In 7 40 29.29 0.61 4.28 
M23 Out 7 30 26.43 0.43 2.99 
M24 Out 2 35 32.50 0.76 1.51 
M25 Out 1 15 15.00 0.09 0.09 
M26 Out 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
M27 Out 2 30 27.50 0.48 0.95 
M28 Out 4 35 28.75 0.56 2.23 
M29 Out 5 50 26.25 0.74 2.95 
M30 Out 2 15 15.00 0.09 0.17 

TOTAL   225 - - - 82.55 
MEAN   7.5 28 - - 2.8 
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Location Maximum 
Snapper Count 

Mean Maximum 
Snapper Count 

Total 
Biomass (kg)  

Mean 
Biomass (kg) 

Inside Rahui (n = 13)  133 10.23 51.39 3.95 

Outside Rahui (n = 17) 92 5.4 31.2 1.2 
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Area 
Sampling 

Year 

Typical mean 
snapper 

count  

Typical mean total 
snapper biomass per 

BUV site (kgs) 

Typical mean 
snapper 

length (cm) 
Maitai Bay Rahui 2019 9 2 21 
Maitai Bay Rahui 2024 11 4 23 
Cape Brett 2001-2009 7 3 21 
Cape Brett 2016 10 4 23 
Leigh Marine Reserve 1997-99 14 17 30 
Poor Knights Marine Reserve 2001-2009 17 24 35 
Mokohinau Islands 2001-2009 6 3 21 
Mimiwhangata 2002-2009 4-7 3 25 
Mimiwhangata  2024 7.5 2.8 22 
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In Figure 5 we compare current snapper results from Mimiwhangata to results from the BUV 
surveys at the Leigh Marine Reserve, taken after twenty years of no fishing, and Maitai Bay 

 . In the case of the Leigh MR, there has 
been nearly full habitat restoration of kelp forests from extensive urchin barren. At Maitai 
Bay there is no clear habitat recovery occurring yet. However, there is evidence of larger 
snapper returning to the area. It is predicted that Mimiwhangata should follow the same 
trend. In all three measures of maximum snapper count, length and biomass, the results are 
significantly better for Leigh. While it looks as if there is only a small increase in mean 
maximum snapper count per BUV drop, there is also a large jump in snapper length and 
biomass. This indicates that the individual snapper being counted in Leigh are bigger fish, 
resulting in the increased mean length and significantly higher biomass. At Mimiwhangata, 
the snapper population was predominantly made up of small fish, so the mean biomass per 
BUV drop was 2.8kg compared to 17kg in the Leigh Marine Reserve.  
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