
Submission Date: 15/12/2017 9:45:59 PM

Submission No: 1

Given Name: Michael

Family Name: Brennan

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Commonminds

Which category best describes your interest: Ocean Cluture and Enviroment

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Please consider that the Industries being 

supported are of unsustainable practice and the proposed sites will have irreversible negative 

effects on our Community and Important related Industries as well as our natural enviroment and 

ecosystem habitats that are connected to these areas. Please do not hesitate to contact me 

ASAP. Thankyou Mike

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): Yes



Submission Date: 15/12/2017 11:55:16 PM

Submission No: 2

Given Name: jacob

Family Name: walsh

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: because i surf and fish

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 18/12/2017 5:18:21 AM

Submission No: 3

Given Name: stephen

Family Name: roberts

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: TASSAL seems to be expending and doing very 

little by way of minimising their visual impact through sensible and innovative marine engineering 

practices , so as to develop equipment and processes that are less visually obvious and 

distracting to the rest of us.   Better water filtration for instance that will remove reliance on 

locating these unsightly pens in areas simply to take best advantage of ocean currents and 

natural water purity.  Lower visual impact pens that do not need to 'tower' out of the water to 

reduce predator impacts. Grouping so that rather than having lines of pens reaching across 

horizons, the pens can be group closer together, again with some innovation of engineering to 

manage water quality and waste removal issues.  I would ask that TASSAL demonstrate that they 

have exhausted possibilities in these areas before grasping at the cheaper and easier option of 

filling our waterways and views, with their fish pens

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 26/12/2017 1:29:35 AM

Submission No: 4

Given Name: Fraser

Family Name: Petrie

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Marine Farming submission -	 ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT TO ACCOMPANY DRAFT AMENDMENT NO.5 TO THE TASMAN 

PENINSULA AND NORFOLK BAY MARINE FARMING DEVELOPMENT PLAN – From Tassal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to EIS 

1.	 Environmental Outcome:  While is it pleasing to see that there will be baseline environmental 

measurements carried out prior to the installation of the marine farm equipment (I am not 

qualified to know the value of the baseline measurements) and that there will be continued 

monitoring of the environmental impact of the farming operations. I would like to know that the 

findings will be available to the public so we can also understand the impact this farming is having 

on Storm Bay. I also want to understand what the “red Lines” are in regards to environmental 

impact, what environmental impacts the EPA will set as unacceptable, and what are the 

penalties. 

 

 

2.	 Fish Faeces Discharged:   The EIS forecasts >4000 tons of fish faeces per annum to be 

dumped into Storm bay. Why is the proponent not collecting these faeces in the same way it 

collects the “morts”, ie vacuuming up from the bottom of the nets.  4000 tons is a significant 

amount of faeces, especially given that a further two farms are being proposed in the bay and the 

total annual discharge into Storm bay exceeds 10,000 tons. 

 

 

3.	 Collective Impact on Storm Bay: While the EIS looks at the impact of this farm, where is the 

total impact of all farms being modelled and understood? The cumulative impacts of these fish 

farm proposals could exceed the impact of the three in isolation. Also none of the EIS for the 

proposals discuss the final destination for fish farming in storm bay, I understand this may be the 

government regulators role, but I believe the community would have a greater acceptance if they 

could see the big picture of where this industry will end up. 

 



 

 

 

Thank you for considering the concerns regarding ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT TO 

ACCOMPANY DRAFT AMENDMENT NO.5 TO THE TASMAN PENINSULA AND NORFOLK 

BAY MARINE FARMING DEVELOPMENT PLAN. 

 

 

Regards 

 

 

Fraser Petrie

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 1/01/2018 2:01:02 AM

Submission No: 5

Given Name: Matthew

Family Name: Morgan

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Wild Fishers against the Salmon ( Finfish) Farms

Which category best describes your interest: Commercial / Recreational Fishing and a 

Concerned Citizen of Tasmania

Comments in relation to draft amendment: It is Immoral that This Proposal is to Go Ahead 

It need An Inquiry on 

Why this Proposal Coincides with Christmas Holidays and the Short time For Submissions 

Adaptive Management to be OutLawed 

We must Teturn To proper Environmetal and Ecological impact Studies 

Any Less than that is Dereliction of Duty of a Public Waterway and the Government and the 

Department Responsable 

Should be Held Accountable 

A Complete Moratorium on Any more Sea Caged 

Salmon or Finfish Farms until they Zclean Up and Prove they can Sustainably Manage what they 

Have 

Already Got 

No other Course of Wction is Acceptable

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 1/01/2018 2:11:35 AM

Submission No: 6

Given Name: Chris

Family Name: Chris Vonderborch

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I attach a word file concerning salmon farm 

expansion in the Storm Bar area

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



OFFSHORE SALMON FARMING IN THE STORM BAY AREA, TASMANIA 
Some environmental concerns 

Chris vonderBorch, Professor Emeritus of Marine Geology, Flinders University 
 

     Offshore salmon farming in the Nubeena region has been underway for a considerable 
period. However, we now see an on-going massive expansion, within and immediately 
outside Parsons Bay, with an even more massive expansion proposed for nearby Storm Bay, 
west of Wedge Island. In addition the number of salmon pens has increased significantly 
near the very restricted Parsons Bay area. A serious risk of pollution and environmental 
degradation is possible, due to excessive nutrient input into these areas. 
     A concern, therefore, is the lack of independent baseline environmental studies, 
focussing on  such relevant items as nutrient levels, before and after the expansion. 
Obviously it is far too late for the “before” part of such a survey. The fact that this was 
never carried out highlights our lack of knowledge of all the interactive aspects of a marine 
ecosystem. It also reflects disregard for the potential negative environmental effects of the 
huge amount of excess nutrient generation in such restricted waterways, related to the 
growing salmon farms. Effective oceanic circulation studies on a seasonal basis have not 
been made.  Meaningful water turbidity and nutrient measurements are essentially non-
existent. 
     Yet the salmon farms continue to expand into the offshore environment. A very visible 
example is the huge “breakwater” of continually expanding salmon pens immediately 
outside the restricted waters of Parsons Bay. This “breakwater”, which indeed it is, 
comprises a chain of pens, each reaching almost to the sea-floor, and extending 1-2 Km 
along the coast, almost from the shoreline near the entrance to Parsons Bay. Do we know 
what effect this is having on the environment? Has an independent marine circulation study 
been carried out in relation to that “breakwater”?  It is likely that such a study is non-
existent 
     I would like to suggest that human ignorance, and the ever-present desire for expansion, 
has increasingly dogged industrial developments on a global scale. This has resulted in the 
very obvious environmental disasters that we are increasingly witnessing today around the 
world. Do we wish to continue such behaviour?  Or do we wish to be much more 
responsible in our interaction with the finite and fragile environment upon which all life 
depends? A responsible action would be to impose a moratorium on the expansion of 
salmon farming activities until all aspects have been carefully studied and assessed. 
 
 
      
      



Submission Date: 3/01/2018 10:24:36 PM

Submission No: 7

Given Name: Dinah

Family Name: Jones

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The huge expansion of lease areas is very 

concerning in terms of boating safety. 

There are numerous reports of potentially hazardous objects (large pipes, lengths of rope, buoys 

and even a small pen) coming loose from current aquaculture operations. If the fish farming 

industry cant keep its waste under control now, how much worse will it be if this expansion is 

allowed to go ahead. 

The huge amounts of smaller debris being washed up on the foreshore and virtually ignored by 

the industry is also of great concern. Yes, sometimes the companies will go and do a token 

cleanup but, considering the extent of the problem, perhaps they should employ full time clean up 

crews. 

The other matter of great importance is visability. In rough seas, with spray flying, fish pens are 

extremely difficult to see, even duing the day. At night, in large swells, the lights on the leases are 

invisible for long periods of time. The area the leases will cover also makes accessing a lee shore 

difficult. Throw in a boat in trouble and a crew under stress and you have a recipe for disaster. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 4/01/2018 3:50:11 AM

Submission No: 8

Given Name: John McNulty

Family Name: 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: Classified; FBI, CIA, DOD, NSA, NDIA

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Convert as spoken with Nadeen! 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): Yes



Submission Date: 6/01/2018 9:32:13 AM

Submission No: 9

Given Name: Monica

Family Name: Henry

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I first visited Roaring beach as a child with my 

family and can remember it as being an incredibly powerful experience. I saw a windswept beach 

that was so wild and alive that it forged a place in my memory banks that remains to this day. 

In 2004 I was living in Victoria and visited the Tasman Peninsula with my partner. Roaring Beach 

was naturally on the agenda, and again I was blown away. I fell in love with the land and the sea 

all  over again, and after some research, discovered that our dream block of land was for sale. 

 

 

We subsequently bought the land and moved from Victoria to Tasmania in 2009. Our house was 

built looking over the magnificent view of Roaring Beach and Storm Bay, and we moved in 

towards the end of 2012. We have now lived here for 5 years and I could not be happier. It was 

with great distress that I learnt just before Christmas last year that Tassal was planning on a huge 

fish farming venture in full view from our house, we were devastated. 

 

 

This development must be stopped. Storm Bay is such an iconic waterway and so dear to so 

many, it must remain as it is. Already Tassal has farming interests on the Tasman Peninsula and 

so much of the surrounding areas are showing the fallout of the pollution, in particular Parson's 

Bay and White Beach. Red tides, marine debris, slime on the rocky shores. 

I used to regularly snorkel at Apex Point  30 years ago and the underwater life was stunning and 

prolific, now, alas I do not bother go there now, it is so polluted. We have friends who have lived 

at White Beach for the past 8 years. When they first came the fishing was so good they could fill 

their freezer after an afternoon in their boat, now they are lucky to catch enough for a single meal. 

I went snorkelling at Roaring last week and did not see a single abalone. This was not the case a 

few years ago. I walk on Roaring Beach on a daily basis and always go armed with plastic bags 

for the marine debris that washes up. Big black pipes, ropes, cable ties, loads of plastic!. 

 

 

The Tasman Peninsula is not a thriving economic hub but it is rich in so many other aspects. The 

beauty of the coastline is unsurpassed, the wildlife on land and sea (apart from near existing fish 

farms) is prolific and as it has always been, the Community is tight and friendly. Tourism is our 

major drawcard and this would be impacted heavily if the Storm Bay development was to go 

ahead. Not only the pollution to our marine habitat, but the visual pollution would be enormous. 

The no go zones would affect the fishermen and yachties. The passengers on the big cruise 



ships will be visually assaulted as they make their way to Hobart, surfing at Roaring just wouldn't 

be the same. 

 

 

Human beings need to immerse themselves in Nature in order to function well. We need pristine 

beaches, unpolluted coastlines, to be able to watch a beautiful sunset unimpeded by a massive 

fish farming enterprise with multiple ugly fish pens. Tassal cannot continue to take over our 

precious waterways, chasing only fat pockets. 

Storm Bay is owned by all Tasmanians. It must be saved.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 9/01/2018 10:18:26 AM

Submission No: 10

Given Name: David

Family Name: Kilpatrick

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: personal

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Response to draft amendment #5 Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay marine  
farming development.

Stakeholder position: I have developed a home at Roaring Beach with our stratum 
title including the property Windgrove with an internationally renowned cliff top walk 
developed by Peter Adams looking directly at Wedge Island.

I have read the documentation provided mostly by Tassal. All of the submissions 
have been sought by Tassal and as such none have independence or serious 
credibility. In an analogous situation it would be like the FDA believing  and relying on 
the internal reports from a drug company about a new drug.

 The survey of local residents showed clearly the discontent about the Wedge Island  
proposal with 60%+ expressing opposition either strong or very strong. Any 
acceptance of the Wedge Island proposal would be against the wishes of Peninsula 
residents.

Internationally the salmon farming industry has an abysmal reputation with failures 
and consequent damage in Scotland, Chile and British Columbia.I

The peninsula is an area predominantly for tourism. The current salmon farm in 
Nubeena harbour is an eyesore and should be closed and the water rehabilitated. 
Further salmon farming may ruin the tourist industry indefinitely.

The Roaring Beach surf environment is particularly at risk from currents depositing 
effluent into that area. The surveys presented did not deal with effluent spread based 
on Storm Bay water movement. Experience from British Columbia has been 
extremely damaging to the environment.

Deep sea development of salmon farms should be at least 20Km off shore and in 
ocean currents not likely to reflect on the shore.

In addition the source of fresh water required was inadequately dealt with - I 
understand the Nubeena dam will barely supply the current needs adequate fresh 
water is critical to this proposal. There is no adequate supply on the peninsula where 
most households have to look to Sorell for additional water.

A number of respondents to the survey suggested inland farming which has a much 
better safety profile and is preferable to any extension of inshore farming ( including 
Wedge Island which I regard as inshore.

The likely cost to clean up an environmental disaster should be covered by a clean 
up deposit ( such as used with mining ventures ) or with a direct personal liability 
falling on the directors of the company.

It is clear this proposal is premature and very unlikely to produce a long term 
advantage to the residents of the peninsula or to Tasmania in general. In the short 
term there are serious risks which must be covered.

The environmental risks from Atlantic salmon farming are well documented. I am 



happy to provide references if you wish. In its other ventures Tassal has shown little 
respect for the environment especially in Macquarie harbour - why should one 
expect any difference here. dk



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 4:00:49 AM

Submission No: 11

Given Name: Maxwell Ronald (Ron)

Family Name: Massie

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The locations being sought for caged fish farming 

encroaches upon sea bed which have traditionally been used by both commercial & recreational 

fishers. 

Of further concern is that there appears to have been no published environmental impact studies 

on the possible detrimental effects of caged fish farming on traditional fisheries in adjacent areas. 

Both the recreational & commercial fisheries that will be adversely iimpacted by the introduction 

of caged fish farms have a significant community value & their loss will result in a huge economic 

loss to the area.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 5:20:07 AM

Submission No: 12

Given Name: Ashita 

Family Name: Milton 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 5:37:37 AM

Submission No: 13

Given Name: Alasdair

Family Name: Alasdair Bacon

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 5:58:11 AM

Submission No: 14

Given Name: Ebony

Family Name: Glen

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 6:09:17 AM

Submission No: 15

Given Name: Brian

Family Name: Gibson

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Say no to Tassal

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 6:21:22 AM

Submission No: 16

Given Name: George

Family Name: Bonney

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Look it's not all about money and jobs, this area is 

to be shared by everybody and should be kept in it's natural state, fish farms should be inland the 

company needs to think outside the square

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 6:51:59 AM

Submission No: 17

Given Name: Sara

Family Name: Cooper

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Tourism is important. We need to think of how that 

market is going to grow as other countries are irresponsible with their resources. Don't throw 

away an ecosystem for a penny today, when you can preserve it and make a dime. It just doesn't 

add up long term. 

It's as simple as that. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 8:33:18 AM

Submission No: 18

Given Name: Ritchard

Family Name: Mifsud

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 9:18:46 AM

Submission No: 19

Given Name: Fiona

Family Name: Mitchell

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Sustainability

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I do not believe Tassal will ensure a sustainable 

maximum limit on fish numbers. The fecal matter is not all contained and the harm caused to 

endemic species living below Tassal farms have been deleteriously effected already with their 

greedy practices. Why is  Tassal allowed to employ insupportable stocking levels when their 

competitors have been found guilty and subsequently fined for it?  Who within this current 

government can prove they do not have a vested interest in allowing Tassal to continue 

destroying our waters and the many species dependent on far more restrictive fish farming 

practices?

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 9:56:15 AM

Submission No: 20

Given Name: Mason

Family Name: Reid-Munro

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: THE ANIMALS

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 10:29:07 AM

Submission No: 21

Given Name: Jane

Family Name: Bright

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Commercial fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 10:42:31 AM

Submission No: 22

Given Name: David

Family Name: Holman

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Personal

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I feel that fin fish Aquaculture is damaging to the 

environment due to this industry externalising the cost of effluent and excess nutrient disposal to 

the environment.  This proposal to expand fin fish farming will, as it has elsewhere, damage 

marine ecology, decrease the tourist and community experience and dedicate these waters 

(cherished assets of the Tasmanian people) for the benefit of companies and their shareholders. I 

call on you, as a caring Tasmanian citizen, to not allow further expansion of the industry.  It is 

clear that many Tasmanians do not want to see further expansion of the industry to the East 

Coast of Tasmania (or elsewhere). 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 11:26:55 AM

Submission No: 23

Given Name: Matt

Family Name: Bigwood

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 11:32:32 AM

Submission No: 24

Given Name: Jye

Family Name: Snare

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Tasmanians locked out of iconic waterways: 863 

hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of Tasmania will be taken from the public, including iconic 

areas for snorkelling, diving and surfing. 

Threat to tourism: Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas and beautiful 

coastlines. If the development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial fish farms, 

which could impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 

Oceans trashed: Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and other 

rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing farms. Building a new farm will 

see more of this trash entering the water and putting marine life at risk. 

Unhappy fish: Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just like animals in 

other factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that up to a quarter of fish in fish 

farms experience severe depression.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 11:44:37 AM

Submission No: 25

Given Name: Maria 

Family Name: Lawson 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: All the above cause concern

Comments in relation to draft amendment: This is over the top farming. Don't dpoil Tassie s 

clean green reputation.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 12:35:18 PM

Submission No: 26

Given Name: Kim

Family Name: Welllspring

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 7:49:28 PM

Submission No: 27

Given Name: prifessor Chris 

Family Name: vonderBorch,( Professor)

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: As a marine scientist, I am extremely concerned at 

the un-tested proposed expansion of salmon farming in the Storm Bay/Nubeena areas. I also 

hold a commercial dive card, and have been diving in the areas in question over the past 13 

years. I have witnessed first hand the serious deterioration of the marine ecosystem in these 

areas over the years, including the decline of the Giant Kelp forests, and I have also observed a 

notable decrease in underwater visibility in these areas due to blooms of green algae.  The latter 

are in part due to increased warming of the seawater, but this has been seriously exacerbated by 

the huge nutrient inputs to the areas due to salmon farming. A fully independent assessment of 

the impact of salmon farming  on the marine and human environment  is essential, and a 

moratorium on any further expansion should be imposed

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 8:41:05 PM

Submission No: 28

Given Name: Zahra 

Family Name: Cohen 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 9:25:40 PM

Submission No: 29

Given Name: Andrea

Family Name: Chelkowski

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Surfing and conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 10:14:33 PM

Submission No: 30

Given Name: Joanne

Family Name: Maher

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: Halt Tassel fish farm expansion on East Coast

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Points if consideratiion. 

Tasmanians locked out of iconic waterways: 863 hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of Tasmania 

will be taken from the public, including iconic areas for snorkelling, diving and surfing. Threat to 

tourism: Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas and beautiful 

coastlines. If the development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial fish farms, 

which could impact Tasmania's tourism industry. Oceans trashed: Despite Tassal's 'best practice' 

claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and other rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from 

their existing farms. Building a new farm will see more of this trash entering the water and putting 

marine life at risk. Unhappy fish: Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just 

like animals in other factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that up to a quarter 

of fish in fish farms experience severe depression.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 10:34:09 PM

Submission No: 31

Given Name: Elaine

Family Name: Crisp

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The environmental damage caused by this large-

scale fish farming is well-documented, and Tassal has not done enough to assure us that these 

concerns are being addressed appropriately.  In addition, there is clear evidence of the 

detrimental effects on the fish themselves; we are becoming more sensitive to the suffering of 

animals in our food chain, and fish deserve as much consideration as mammals in this respect.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 10:50:04 PM

Submission No: 32

Given Name: Jillian

Family Name: Weston

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism

Comments in relation to draft amendment: It is apparent that the future economic wealth of 

this state rests in eco tourism, the tourists who come here come to see our pristine wilderness 

and beautiful coastlines, not large scale commercial fish farming operations. In fact, the world 

wide respect for our farmed salmon and ocean trout has been dashed by the unsavoury practices 

and pollution allegedly caused by this very company.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 11:01:57 PM

Submission No: 33

Given Name: Elizabeth 

Family Name: Jedamzik 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 11:02:43 PM

Submission No: 34

Given Name: Natalie

Family Name: Saunders

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Marine farming developments

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I do not agree that we should be as a state 

continues forward with Fish farming in our off shore water ways. This is detrimental to the 

environment and has health and safety consequences. I think if the government want to look big 

picture for the future of they young Tasmanians to live in a non toxic environment these farms 

should be answerable, and more transparency should apply. They also should be made to go on 

land if continued.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 11:05:45 PM

Submission No: 35

Given Name: Ursula

Family Name: Doerksen 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 11:50:49 PM

Submission No: 36

Given Name: Carl

Family Name: Jedamzik 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I totally disagree with any further development of 

fish farms as it totally detracts from all visual beauty of our water ways it is a pollutant about and 

below the water line and there is no way found to address the problem no matter what they say. 

Enough is enough and better still a reduction  instead of expansion. Give back Tasmania we new 

and loved  for the Tasmanians who live here  and for our visitors to see what we and they are 

progressively loosing throughout the world.  Stand up Tasmania.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 10/01/2018 11:53:58 PM

Submission No: 37

Given Name: Lance

Family Name: Turner

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: This salmon farm should absolutely not go ahead, 

Tassal has shown that they are not capable of operating without causing environmental damage, 

or even killing their own fish stocks (30,000 fish lost this week due to an error). 

 

 

This expansion will simply damage the surrounding coastline with effluent from the vast 

concentrations of fish, while providing minimal benefit except to Tassal.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 12:04:10 AM

Submission No: 38

Given Name: Amanda

Family Name: Davis

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Animal welfare and environment

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Tassal has enough problems without expanding 

their operations. The entire industry needs to demonstrate that it can be responsible, sustainable, 

and provide for the welfare of both the environment and the fish in its existing farms before more 

are opened. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 12:08:27 AM

Submission No: 39

Given Name: Terree

Family Name: Tiuchaj-Lipski

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: all of the above

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 12:19:55 AM

Submission No: 40

Given Name: Kaylyn

Family Name: Sutherland

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: As a tasmanian and utas student, we disagree with 

the practices of tassal in tasmanian waters.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 12:22:52 AM

Submission No: 41

Given Name: Karen

Family Name: Beltran

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): Yes



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 1:27:59 AM

Submission No: 42

Given Name: Lani

Family Name: Annesley

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 1:35:00 AM

Submission No: 43

Given Name: Helen

Family Name: Walne

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Greed is rampant within this industry and our 

environment is being severely impacted. The government appears to be playing to the highest 

bidder and not listening to the science. When reputable chefs in reputable restaurants start 

objecting to serving Tasmanian Salmon obviously there are concerns for the industry and 

governments to sit up and take notice.......word is out......the industry as a whole in Tasmania is 

not abiding by rules which will keep our marine life safe and our waterways clean.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 1:54:41 AM

Submission No: 44

Given Name: Gillian 

Family Name: Clarke

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 2:30:14 AM

Submission No: 45

Given Name: Matilde

Family Name: Ravizza

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 2:39:48 AM

Submission No: 46

Given Name: Jack

Family Name: Lomax

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: none

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Please cease degrading our precious coastal 

environment  for short term profit leading to longer term environmental disaster. We will 

remember.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 3:24:59 AM

Submission No: 47

Given Name: denise

Family Name: edwards

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Tasmanian waters are for everyone, and not just 

for those that will put money in the coffers. To increase the amount of antibacterial matter into the 

fish, is not good either,We are trying to keep what we eat as natural as possible, and with all the 

waste from the fish, and other matter in the waters, is hazardous to everyone, which is why I 

never buy Basa fillets.they are bred in contaminated waters, as will the salmon from Tassels.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 3:38:57 AM

Submission No: 48

Given Name: fiona

Family Name: musgrave

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Conservation for all of our waterways is extremely 

important. Marine life is under threat of extinction and we must do everything in our power to 

protect the marine creatures and biodiversity absolute! 

 

 

Tassal has already significantly disrupted the natural cycle in Tasmania's waterways and this 

must be reversed now! 

 

 

If Tassal is quadrupling its antibiotic use in fish, whilst the rest of the world's farms are cutting 

back due to the threat of superbugs, then this is cause for concern! 

 

 

Our marine biodiversity can not cope with anymore interruptions to its already changing 

conditions. With the warming of waters and over fishing, there is no room for error now in 

protecting an already suffering marine environment. 

 

 

No to Tassle starting any more fish farms period! 

 

 

We must demand regeneration of the existing fish farms back to fish farm free waterways also. 

 

 

It is not natural to have fish farms and this is causing massive imbalance that we may not be able 

to reverse in time already. 

 

 

End the fish farms and unnatural industry of Tassle. 

 

 

Educate and demand that the societal want for Salmon, which is beyond the natural capacity for 

this introduced species to be fished, simply can not happen. 

 



 

People must be held responsible and accountable for keeping the balance of our environment. 

 

 

The government is responsible to protect the environment for the people that it represents, as this 

will protect the environment which will offer a holistic environment to thrive in and this is crucial to 

the mental and physical well-being of every person that visits and lives in Tasmania.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 4:37:25 AM

Submission No: 49

Given Name: Anne 

Family Name: Boxhall

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I urge the Gov't not to allow Tassal to expand its 

fish farming operations. The visual impact and environmental risks are unacceptably high and fly 

in the face of what locals and tourists hold dear about our beautiful state. The recent death of 

30,000 fish due to human error at a Tassal farm, along with their over use of antibiotics in fish 

and other matters raised in last year's Four Corners program, are clear signals that should not be 

ignored.This company does not have a good record or a social licence. This company's 

behaviour has already tarnished Tasmania's reputation and environment. A gov't who continues 

to allow this will lose the respect of large numbers of voters.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 5:00:14 AM

Submission No: 50

Given Name: Leah

Family Name: Johnson

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 5:17:57 AM

Submission No: 51

Given Name: Janis

Family Name: Vanzanten

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 5:35:40 AM

Submission No: 52

Given Name: Katherine

Family Name: Jackson

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 5:42:28 AM

Submission No: 53

Given Name: Melisa

Family Name: Jordan

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: An absolute awful idea, contributing to ocean 

pollution, disease in fish and a eyesore to tourists.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 5:43:42 AM

Submission No: 54

Given Name: Andrea

Family Name: Brown

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: 

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): Yes



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 10:16:14 AM

Submission No: 55

Given Name: Janet 

Family Name: Fearns

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: All of the above

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 10:25:40 AM

Submission No: 56

Given Name: Madeleine

Family Name: Pilsbury-Milne

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am strongly opposed to this development for 

multiple reasons. If it is allowed to proceed Tasmanian's will be locked out of iconic waterways: 

863 hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of Tasmania will be taken from the public, including 

iconic areas for snorkeling, diving and surfing. This is not acceptable. 

 

 

It will also result in a threat to tourism, which is an industry Tasmania needs to nurture. Currently, 

tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas and beautiful coastlines. If the 

development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial fish farms, which could 

impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 

 

 

Thirdly our oceans will be ruined as a consequence of this development. Despite Tassal's 'best 

practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and other rubbish already washes up on the coastlines 

from their existing farms. Building a new farm will see more of this trash entering the water and 

putting marine life at risk. 

 

 

Finally, fish farming results in unhappy fish. Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic 

conditions, just like animals in other factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that 

up to a quarter of fish in fish farms experience severe depression. 

 

 

Please consider the views of the community in regards to this matter and not just those of the 

commercial operator whose only aim is to profit from this venture.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 10:56:57 AM

Submission No: 57

Given Name: jenny

Family Name: scarlett

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 11:57:04 AM

Submission No: 58

Given Name: Bev

Family Name: Roycroft

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 12:00:07 PM

Submission No: 59

Given Name: Bev

Family Name: Roycroft

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 12:08:34 PM

Submission No: 60

Given Name: Amanda

Family Name: Chrysler 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I oppose the development plan

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 12:11:43 PM

Submission No: 61

Given Name: Josephine 

Family Name: Murray

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The environment, our waterways, our wild fish, 

recreational fishers, international tourists, international and local sailors, local residents etc etc 

will be affected by the expansion of in-shore fish farms by TASSAL. They should not be allowed 

to go ahead under any circumstances especially while they have still not cleaned up Macquarie 

Harbour. The information about inappropriate and incompetent fish farming has been well 

documented since 1986 in Ireland, so why have they taken so long to get it right here? Because 

they are after profits for shareholders and don't care about fish health, environmental issues, 

public health or amenity, tourism etc.Stop TASSAL expansion now

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 9:08:23 PM

Submission No: 62

Given Name: Geraldine

Family Name: Chapman

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Given the existing issues with debris from Tassal 

fish farms and their track record in not dealing appropriately with fish faeces on the sea bed, what 

assurances have been provided that this will not be the case if this new larger farm is allowed to 

go ahead? 

 

 

What monitoring activities is DPIPWE planning to undertake to ensure that there is no irreparable 

damage to the the sea bed or pollution from this proposed fish farm and are they going to publish 

the facts about any previous issues with Tassel and how they have been dealt with?

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 9:18:24 PM

Submission No: 63

Given Name: Pippy 

Family Name: Ice

Submission Type: 

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Dear whomever it may concern, 

I am writing to express my concern about Tassal's plans to farm salmon over 863 hectares in Storm 
Bay.  

There should be no salmon farming allowed in coastal bays and harbours, and there needs to be a limit 
on the amount of waste salmon farms can dump in our coastal waters. 

The public submission period for this Review was also much too short, and I am worried about Tassal's 
comments that they will proceed with farming at Storm Bay regardless of what the Government 
Decides. 

Sometimes, life isn’t about earning money, and being rich. I believe it is fine to do so, as long as you 
go about it the right way. And the right way to do it is to be honest, kind, and aware of the impact you 
make on others. Whether the others are people, animals, or the environment, it makes no difference. So 
I am asking you, to please, reconsider the plan to allow major fish farming in Storm bay.  

Most sincerely, 

Pippy Ice 

 



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 9:24:36 PM

Submission No: 64

Given Name: pippy 

Family Name: Ice

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: All of the above

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Dear whomever it may concern, 

I am writing to express my concern about Tassal's plans to farm salmon over 863 hectares in Storm 
Bay.  

There should be no salmon farming allowed in coastal bays and harbours, and there needs to be a limit 
on the amount of waste salmon farms can dump in our coastal waters. 

The public submission period for this Review was also much too short, and I am worried about Tassal's 
comments that they will proceed with farming at Storm Bay regardless of what the Government 
Decides.  

Here are some reasons why Tassal’s fish farming simply can’t go ahead: 

• Tasmanians locked out of iconic waterways: 863 hectares of Storm Bay off the coast 
of Tasmania will be taken from the public, including iconic areas for snorkelling, 
diving and surfing. 

• Threat to tourism: Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas 
and beautiful coastlines. If the development goes ahead, this view would be replaced 
with industrial fish farms, which could impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 

• Oceans trashed: Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and 
other rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing farms. Building 
a new farm will see more of this trash entering the water and putting marine life at 
risk. 

• Unhappy fish: Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just like 
animals in other factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that up to a 
quarter of fish in fish farms experience severe depression. 

Sometimes, life isn’t about earning money, and being rich. I believe it is fine to do so, as long as you 
go about it the right way. And the right way to do it is to be honest, kind, and aware of the impact you 
make on others. Whether the others are people, animals, or the environment, it makes no difference. So 
I am asking you, to please, reconsider the plan to allow major fish farming in Storm bay.  

Most sincerely, 

Pippy Ice 

 



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 9:46:16 PM

Submission No: 65

Given Name: Kelli

Family Name: Marley

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 11:11:33 PM

Submission No: 66

Given Name: k

Family Name: freney

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: 

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 11:35:27 PM

Submission No: 67

Given Name: Ann

Family Name: Griffin

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I do not want massive fish farming in Stormy Bay 

Southern Tasmania. It is affecting the water quality as I have personally experienced in North 

West Bay where I live, and there is a fish farm. This change of water quality also affects another 

sea life and recreational fishing. 

Fish farms also exclude the general public from using these areas for recreation such as surfing, 

snorkelling and diving. 

Please consider the residents of Tasmania and their lifestye and ruining our waterways to large 

commercial   enterprises for their economic gain.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 12/01/2018 12:07:33 AM

Submission No: 68

Given Name: Gillian

Family Name: Fitzgerald

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Any increase in fish farms in Storm Bay is 

unacceptable. It will risk destroying the natural values of the area, spoiling the very things which 

tourists come to see and which locals value. It is akin to factory farming in the ocean, caged 

salmon suffer the same as caged hens.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 12/01/2018 12:35:54 AM

Submission No: 69

Given Name: Danielle

Family Name: Herrmann 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: To protect our oceons

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The last thing Tasmania needs is to get involved 

with  practices that do damage to our clean green image. This is where our future lies not in mass 

production of of anything that does environmental damage to this precious island.  Our oceons 

are already choking with marine and plastic rubbish which fish farms are already contributing too 

and  yet you want to add more. Shame on you. On top of this Tassel has recently quadrupled it's 

antibiotics use in their fish which of course us humans eat. This means our dependence on 

antibiotics will be less affective now and in the future. Many of the world's fish farms are cutting 

back on their usage due to the threat of super bugs and yet you want to give your approval to 

such activities. This is madness and opens the door to litigation in the future as you were 

complicent in knowing it was harmful. Hopefully common, sense will prevail and 

will not be given to Tassel to increase their fish farms. They should increase the price of their 

salmon, use best environmental practice and cater for a niche market. Money is not in short 

supply on the planet but pure products are. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 12/01/2018 12:44:59 AM

Submission No: 70

Given Name: Paul

Family Name: Turner

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 12/01/2018 1:16:12 AM

Submission No: 71

Given Name: Astrid

Family Name: Miller

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: sustainability

Comments in relation to draft amendment: My concerns regarding the expansion of industrial 

salmon farming are as follows: 

despite best practice, this is industrial farming and we need to be smarter than this because of 

the numerous ecological costs; water pollution, impacts on salmon predators, the creation of 

dead zones impacting other life, accumulation of micro plastics and debris in the water and on the 

land, the negative visual impacts that these salmon cages create that appear like cancers on the 

seascape. Also the economic costs of negative impacts on tourism. People come to our beautiful 

island state to experience wild, ecologically rich environments, lets keep it that way. And the 

social impacts of a strong community and social licence that promotes and protects wise and 

sensitive development which this proposal does not. Please don't allow any expansion of Tassel's 

license.  Thanks

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 12/01/2018 2:13:59 AM

Submission No: 72

Given Name: Rita

Family Name: Barker 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 12/01/2018 2:36:09 AM

Submission No: 73

Given Name: Timothy

Family Name: JAMES

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am appalled that further expansion of toxic, non-

sustainable fishpens into Storm Bay and surrounding inshore waterways is even being 

considered. As a user (surfer, recreational fisher, diver) and a proud Tasmanian I cannot 

understand the logic of this industry. The last two decades of expansion has been akin to 

vandalism of pristine inshore waterways. Macquarie Harbour the D'Entrecasteaux Channel have 

been directly damaged beyond belief by the greed and negligence of companies like Tassal. 

Storm Bay is the bay that forms a gateway to Hobart and surrounding suburbs. It is an area that 

has served Tasmanians for centuries, providing healthy, sustainable seafood (not the muck 

foisted on us by fishfarms), and a playground for our community. In this great age of the tourist 

economy, fish farm expansion is contra to Tasmania's clean green image and brand.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 12/01/2018 3:22:14 AM

Submission No: 74

Given Name: Patricia 

Family Name: Baily

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: marine conservaiton

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am concerned that the Plans to expand Salmon 

Farming operations "offshore" to West of Wedge Island have not been met with good thorough 

public consultation. My concerns are: visual, noise and light pollution from existing operations and 

the proposed expansion.  That the plans in place for Salmon farms leases throughout Storm Bay 

have have not adequately taken into account the environmental impacts, the impacts of the public 

in terms of freedom to use this bay for boating, fishing, surfing etc.   The excessive amount of 

fresh water that  will be required and the sourcing of this.  I do not think that the plans for the 

pens have adequately assessed the possibility of a marine disaster  in this very high energy bay. 

Beyond the environmental impacts I believe this uncontrolled expansion of Salmon farming into 

Storm Bay will have a very negative impact on tourism, recreational boating especially sailing, 

surfing   and the  stress placed on those living on the Tasman Peninsula who live here for the 

unimpaired vistas, the  relatively pristine environment both on land and in the ocean.   I believe 

that  all further expansions of the Salmon  farming industry and reopening of existing leases 

should have a moratorium put in place until a full independent enquiry is held on the 

sustainability of the industry. 
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Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No
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I have only recently become aware of Tassals West of Wedge proposal and I wish 
to express my disgust that the 60 day consultation period has coincided with the 
summer holidays with the deadline of 17 January coming only a week after the 
holiday period. The timing of submissions to open in mid November and close in 
mid Jan appears as if to purposefully discourage a large community response. 

 

I strongly object to Tassal’s plans to expand salmon farming into Storm Bay and 
demand a complete moratorium on all marine farm expansion in Storm Bay. 

 

My concerns include: 

-Despite Tassal’s ‘best practice’ quantities of marine rope, plastic pipe and 
marine farm rubbish already washes up on Parson’s Bay coastlines such as 
White Beach 

-West of Wedge will increase the quantity of marine debris entering the local 
marine environment 

o Marine debris will wash ashore at Duckhole Bay, directly opposite the 
proposed marine farm. Duckhole Bay is a significant rocky reef habitat 
supporting a diversity of marine life, the Storm Bay facing shoreline 
typically has huge swells and vigorous wave action that will quickly break 
down marine rope into smaller components that cannot be cleaned up, 
creating instead problematic environmental pollutants 

o Marine debris will be flow into Wedge Bay and further into Parsons Bay, 
with negative impacts upon the health of these waters and coastlines 

-Previously “clean beaches” such as Roaring Beach as well as rugged, inaccessible 
coastlines to the north and south will be affected by marine debris 

 

Effects of salmon farming on marine life and their habitat 

- Fish meal and fish faeces and pollutants in the marine environment, White 
Beach and Parsons Bay are already under pressure from increased nitrogen 
levels with evidence of: 

o brown slimy seaweed on the rocky shore 

o fluoro-green vermicelli seaweed washing up in quantities at White 
Beach boat ramp 

o increased incidents of red tides and algae blooms 

o the loss of iconic areas for snorkelling, abalone diving etc e.g. Apex Point 

-“It is a widely acknowledged fact that salmon farming (as previously and 
currently practised in Tasmania) has a detrimental effect on water quality and 



substrate characteristics in close proximity to farming operations” (‘Risks to the 
Tasmanian Abalone and Rock Lobster Fisheries from the Oceanic Expansion of 
the Salmonoid Industry’, September 2014) 

-The local community does not have confidence in Tassals ‘best practice’ and 
fears for the health of the local marine environment 

-Offshore farms will result in more interaction between marine mammals such 
as fur seals, dolphins, sharks and whales and the marine farms 

- marine mammal health will be effected by pollutants, debris and noise 

-sea birds entanglement in fishing rope and netting 

 

Impact on local tourism 

-Tourism in Tasmania relies upon our image as pristine, wild and clean. These 
attributes will be degraded should this development go ahead 

 The Tasman Peninsula supports major  tour ist attractions such as Three Capes 
National Park, Port Arthur Historic Site and Pennicott Wilderness Journeys. Local 
tourism relies upon the Tasman Peninsula’s stunning environment 

 

Sea temperature rise and global warming 

Oxygen depletion is a well-known outcome of fish farming. Warmer sea 
temperatures reduce the amount of oxygen that can be absorbed by seawater. In 
its half-yearly report Huon Aquaculture said, “A hot summer was putting 
Macquarie Harbour under additional stress, with oxygen levels in the water 
falling.” (ABC News, 1 March 2016) 

o Increased pressure on marine environments is a national and a global issue, 
reference ecological disasters attributed to intense marine farming &amp; sea 
temp rise in Chile: https://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/05/160517-
chile- red-tide- fishermen-protest-chiloe/ 

-Climate Change – according to CSIRO’s State of the Climate report ‘Oceans 
around Australia have warmed and ocean acidity levels have increased’. 4 
Salmon farms are going off shore to grow fish in relatively cooler waters, 
however, what is being done to tackle climate change at a state and national 
level? 

o Dismal govt response to saving the Great Barrier Reef:   
http://www.gbrmpa.gov.au/about-the-reef/reef- health 

Health 

o Tassal claims to be reducing the use of antibiotics, but in reality they are using 
more than ever before: http://www.smh.com.au/national/health/antibiotics-in- 



salmon-tassal-quadruples-amount- rivals-reduce- or-eliminate- use-20170731- 
gxm5ms.html 

o Antibiotic use in farmed animals linked to increase in superbugs: 
http://consumersunion.org/news/the-overuse- of-antibiotics- in-food- animals-
threatens-public-health- 2/ 

o What is in the feed? https://www.skretting.com/en-AU/faqs/whats- in-fish- 
feed/ 

o What turns the flesh pink? https://www.sbs.com.au/news/here-s- why-your- 
farmed-salmon-has-colour- added-to- it 

o Astaxanthin: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Astaxanthin 

 

Fish health and welfare 

O Accelerated growth and deaf fish: 
https://blogs.unimelb.edu.au/saltt/2017/10/19/rapid-growth-leads-to-
hearing- loss-in- farmed-salmon/ 

 

Despite Tassals assurances of best practice, I am not convinced. When I consider 
the potential risks to the local marine environment, I cannot but decide that the 
likelihood of long term harm to marine ecosystems out ways any potential 
economic benefits. 
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Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: No amendments to the legislation to allow fish 

farming west of wedge island and storm bay

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No
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Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I object strongly to any amendment to allow fish 

farming in storm bay and west of wedge on the grounds that it does not contribute to a more 

equitable community. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The saturation of our waterways with fish farms is 

just not in the public interest and I am mystified why a company such as Tassall (which is 

obviously a serial offender in disregarding already weak controls) is allowed to expand. This 

placement is I understand in the middle of a pilchard ground  which needs to be retained both for 

other fish but our fisheries generally I'd have thought.Our waterways need to be managed for a 

broad spectrum of interests not those of one company.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: Julia

Family Name: Bestwick

Submission Type: Individual
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Which category best describes your interest: Environmental

Comments in relation to draft amendment: These are the issues that concern me, with regard 

to the proposal to establish an 863-hectare fish farm off Tasmania's coast: 

 

 

Tasmanians will be locked out of iconic waterways: 863 hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of 

Tasmania will be taken from the public, including iconic areas for snorkelling, diving and surfing. 

Tourism (flourishing) will be threatened, and "clean green" reputation tarnished: Currently, 

tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas and beautiful coastlines. If the 

development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial fish farms, which could 

impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 

Oceans will be further trashed: Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe 

and other rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing farms. Building a new 

farm will see more of this trash entering the water and putting marine life at risk. 

Intensive fish-farming produces stressed unhappy fish: Fish in fish farms live in cramped and 

unhygienic conditions, just like animals in other factory farms. Disease is common and one study 

found that up to a quarter of fish in fish farms experience severe depression.
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Request for Hearing: No
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Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Condensed farming of fish is unhealthy for the 

environment and the people consuming them. This is a threat to the environment, a threat to the 

health of fish, a threat to tourism relying on pristine waters and a threat to the community. Keep 

Tasmania beautiful but not allowing this to go ahead. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Which category best describes your interest: Ethics

Comments in relation to draft amendment: "Up to a quarter of fish in fish farms have stunted 

growth and float lifelessly at the surface of the tanks. These fish are known as 'drop outs.' 

According to research by Royal Society Open Science, these fish exhibit behaviours and brain 

chemistry almost identical to those of very stressed and depressed people. 

The 'drop out' fish were found to have significantly higher levels of cortisol, a stress-response 

hormone, as well as increased activity of the serotonergic system, which is involved in sleep, 

hunger, respiration, mood and more. Problems with this neural system have been associated with 

severe mental illness, including depression." 

-- http://www.animalsaustralia.org/features/fish-in-farms-are-depressed.php 

 

 

Australia should invest in ethical, environmentally friendly agriculture. And if history is any guide, 

this farm will be another blight on Tasmania's coast line. 

 

 

"If we accept that fish are sentient and can experience pain, then we have an ethical obligation to 

treat fish humanely and avoid practices that have the potential to cause them pain, injury or 

suffering. This has significant implications for the treatment of fish in commercial fisheries, 

aquaculture (fish farming) and in recreational fishing. Given the number of animals involved, the 

impact of current fish harvesting and capture methods on the welfare of fish is enormous." 

-- http://kb.rspca.org.au/Do-fish-feel-pain_447.html

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Comments in relation to draft amendment: Once ruined by fish farming you'll never get the 

environment back and it will take years if ever to recover. Greed!!!!!
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Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No
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Comments in relation to draft amendment: 
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Given Name: Ciara

Family Name: O Clery

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Tasmanians will have restricted use of their 

waterways: 863 hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of Tasmania will be taken from the public, 

including iconic areas for snorkelling, diving and surfing. 

 

 

Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas and beautiful coastlines. If the 

development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial fish farms, which have 

implications on our tourism industry. 

 

 

Oceans trashed: Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and other 

rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing farms. Building a new farm will 

see more of this rubbish entering the water and putting marine life at risk. 

 

 

Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just like animals in other factory 

farms. Disease is common. I do not want to eat this fish! 

 

 

Sadly 30,000 fish were killed at a Tassal salmon farm in Tasmania recently as a result of 'human 

error'? Tassal also made headlines recently for quadrupling its antibiotic use in fish, whilst the 

rest of the world's farms are cutting back due to the threat of superbugs. 

This is not right.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: Kathleen

Family Name: Nolan

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: factory farming

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Raising fish in factory farm conditions is cruel.  The 

farms are unsightly above the water, marring the beauty of Tasmania's coastlines. The farms are 

filthy below, polluting otherwise pristine waters, degrading the environment for other species. 

Eating the fish meat, pumped full of antibiotics and processed food is undesirable, despite 

marketing attempts to the contrary.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: John

Family Name: Mccallum

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Our pristine waterways are being destroyed by 

marine farming. On past and present performance Tassal has itself to care only for profit with little 

or no concern for protecting the environment. Ban them. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: April

Family Name: Wakefield

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I as one Tasmanian citizen and tax payer do not 

wish there to be such expansion in fish farming, on the grounds of increased pollution of the 

natural environment, cruelty to the animals being farmed and the endemic seal population, and 

the long term impact on my community. 

I believe that extreme monetary gain for individuals is becoming more important than the over all 

good of all species of life. This is fundamentally wrong.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: Kiren

Family Name: Couser

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: As a proud Tasmanian, I oppose Tassal using our 

beautiful coastline for creating fish farms.  We're known for our pristine environment and we 

should protect that fiercely.  We don't want waste from the farms polluting the waters.  The fish 

farms would create an eyesore which affects both locals plus negatively affects our image and 

hence our tourism industry. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: Kevin

Family Name: Wilson

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: It is about time Tasmania grew up and started to 

realize that the planned practices will have adverse affects on the environment, tourism and 

Tasmania's reputation. The fact that all the premium salmon goes off shore, leaving Tasmania 

with the second quality product, is something that is an insult to locals and tourist alike. 

Salmon farming have a bad enough reputation as it is and I am afraid this is reflected in the 

quality of the product.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: Estelle

Family Name: Ross

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: We have to stop the spread of fish farming in our 

pristine waters. They cause not only polluted waterways; are a blight on our beautiful offshore 

bays; deleteriously effect aquatic ecosystems and could negatively impinge on income from local 

tourism and recreational fishing.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: Christopher Leigh

Family Name: Massie

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Commercial fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Storm Bay West of Wedge 

I am a commercial fisherman and have fished  Storm Bay using the Danish seine technique since 

1980.  

 

 

If you refer to the Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 Commercial Catch,Effort and 

Disposal Record Book In my years of targeting Tiger Flathead I have found the best fishing 

grounds in Storm Bay  

 

I have great concerns where the West of Wedge Salmon pens could be  placed as it significantly 

reduces the area where I will be able to physically operate. Not only will I be unable to fish where 

the pens are placed, but I won't be able to fish areas adjacent to the farms because of our fishing 

technique when the wind is from certain directions. For example if the wind is from the south we 

will be excluded from working a mile or so south of the farms. 

I am also concerned as to how much we understand the ecological effect of large quantities of 

salmon feed and fish waste being placed in the relatively pristine waters of Storm Bay especially 

in a location where Tiger Flathead congregate. 

I have viewed the various reports Tassal has put out but can't find any research  relating to 

excess salmon feed and fish effluent on native fin fish stocks which are in the area. 

How will the Tiger Flathead  cope with fish pens above them and waste settling on the bottom? 

Will the wild fish eat the fish pellets which aren't  consumed by the farmed fish ? 

What effects will the fish pens have on the shearwaters which are prevalent 

during the summer months where they always congregate south of Betsy Island and West of 

Wedge Island? 

I am already having more trouble with  increased seals numbers, will the seal numbers increase 

further? 

As the waters are warming, what impact will this have on the Salmon industry when we know 

salmon become stressed at temperatures 17 degrees and above? 

What about the unseasonal algal blooms, will the increase in nutrients from the farms cause more 

algal blooms? There is so much public space being taken over by the industry with the potential 

to cause long lasting environmental damage, and they have the gaul to say there is a large 

degree of "nimbyism" ( not in my backyard) within the local community. 

The Salmon companies are talking up these sites as oceanic. But in my experience fishing in 

Storm Bay there is little tidal movement. The current in this area flows to the north on a flooding 



tide then sets to the south southeast as the tide ebbs. It's not until you get further south into at 

least 80 metres of water where you get a bit of current setting more from the west that may 

sweep waste out to sea. It is still relatively shallow water, certainly not oceanic. 

When the largest wave events occur the wind is from the South Southwest which will push 

salmon waste directly towards the popular surf beach Roaring Beach. 

Storm Bay is relative unspoilt and over the last few years I have seen it change with the 

expansion of fish farms down the Eastern Bruny shore. With this new proposal West of Wedge 

then another south of Betsy Island Storm Bay will never be the same. There will be continual 

noise. 

Tasmania needs to protect its greatest asset, the image of a natural unspoilt haven. 

We don't want our waterways filled with industrial fish farms. 

I am urging the government to, at a minimum put a moratorium on the expansion of fish farming 

until more independent research has taken place. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 103

Given Name: Laura

Family Name: Rittenhouse

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Tasmania runs the risk of ruining its reputation as a 

beautiful, clean, green destination for tourism with healthy produce for the export market with the 

overstocking of fish farms. On top of this, I believe fish farms will earn the same negative 

reputation that chicken factory farms has. This is NOT something I want to be associated with 

and something I don't want my state or country to be involved in. Overstocked fish pens for 

animals that are meant to roam vast distances is abhorrent. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Given Name: Maxine
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Submission Type: Individual
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Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): Yes
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Given Name: Lester

Family Name: Hodge

Submission Type: Individual
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Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 106

Given Name: Frank

Family Name: Stoss

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: This is a company with a terrible track record of 

destroying and polluting our unspoilt coast and harbours.  The intensive farming practises are 

polluting the area, destroying the eco system and kill thousends of the fist and marine life. It 

should not be expanded in Storm Bay as proposed. It also locks out the public - that is me!!! How 

come do we hand over hundreds of hectares of our pristine coast to a large company (TASSAL) 

to the detriment of all other users/Tasmaniens. 

I am strongly against this proposal. 

Regards 

Frank

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 107

Given Name: Tracey

Family Name: Holmes

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: all of the above...

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am really concerned by the very real threat to our 

environment; tourism and the visual integrity of our scenic island if 

the salmon industry continues to expand around our coastline. TasSal salmon farming in 

Macquarie Harbour has proven how destructive this method of farming can be. Fish die offs due 

to oxygen depletion equals die offs of all species in that zone, not to mention the impact of waste 

and rubbish which can affect an even greater area. 

Further concerns include- 

Tasmanians locked out of iconic waterways: 863 hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of Tasmania 

will be taken from the public, including iconic areas for snorkelling, diving and surfing. 

Threat to tourism: Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas and beautiful 

coastlines. If the development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial fish farms, 

which could impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 

Oceans trashed: Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and other 

rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing farms. Building a new farm will 

see more of this trash entering the water and putting marine life at risk. 

Unhappy fish: Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just like animals in 

other factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that up to a quarter of fish in fish 

farms  suffer severe depression. 

Finally, I believe, the Tasmanian Brand as a whole is at threat from the ungoing controversy 

further expansion into pristine regions will and is causing.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 14/01/2018 10:54:02 PM

Submission No: 108

Given Name: Alma (Bunty)

Family Name: Jackson

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Cruelty

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 14/01/2018 11:22:33 PM

Submission No: 109

Given Name: Mark

Family Name: Tanner

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 14/01/2018 11:26:08 PM

Submission No: 110

Given Name: Andrew

Family Name: Boon

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Cruising Yacht Club of Tasmania

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational boating

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



 

 CRUISING YACHT CLUB OF TASMANIA INC. 
 

PO BOX 605 
SANDY BAY, TASMANIA 7006 

cyct.org.au 
 

15-Jan-2018 

 
Submission to the Draft Amdt. No. 5 to Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay MFDP 

The Cruising Yacht Club of Tasmania has 313 members with 158 recreational boats on its register, 

the majority of which are in the south-east of the State. The Club’s primary concern in relation to 

the marine farms in this Draft is for the safety of navigation. 

The Club considers that nautical charts should show details of the boundary marks of marine farms. 

This is of particular importance in Storm Bay where marks around existing farms include cardinal 

and lateral navigation marks, as well as special marks. The current situation (no marks displayed on 

charts) is confusing for visiting vessels and potentially hazardous for any vessel navigating at night. 

Given the difficulties encountered in seeing the existing marks around farms east of Bruny Island in 

certain sea states, having the information on nautical charts is imperative. 

The Club’s strong preference is for lights around an individual lease to be synchronised and for 

lights on adjacent leases to use unique sequences or timeslots.  The use of virtual AIS marks is also 

supported, in addition to physical marks. 

The Club also considers that prompt advice of potential navigation hazards caused by marks being 

off-station or out of service and by debris or damaged infrastructure floating away from farms is 

essential to prevent potential accidents and injuries.  

The Club considers that the clauses relating to up-to-date information on nautical charts and the 

prompt notification of potential navigation hazards should apply to all marine farms. However, we 

recognise that existing licence conditions may not be able to be varied immediately. Consequently, 

our suggestion is that the additional clauses be inserted into the section applying only to Zone 16. 

3.14.10 Zone 16 – (west of Wedge Island) 

Add five additional clauses after 3.14.10.4: 

• On establishment of a lease and any subsequent variation to the farmed area, the Lessee 

shall submit details of the farmed area, location and characteristics of the boundary marks 

and lights to the Australian Hydrographic Service for inclusion on official nautical charts. 

• Whenever the Lessee becomes aware that any boundary mark or light has moved from its 

charted position or failed, they shall immediately notify Marine and Safety Tasmania and 

Tas Maritime Radio so that Notices to Mariners can be issued. 

• When a faulty or missing mark or light has been returned to service, the Lessee shall 

immediately notify Marine and Safety Tasmania and Tas Maritime Radio so that relevant 

Notices to Mariners can be cancelled. 

• Whenever the Lessee becomes aware that any equipment or part of the structure has moved 

from the farmed area, they shall immediately notify Marine and Safety Tasmania and Tas 

Maritime Radio so that Notices to Mariners can be issued. 

• When equipment outside the farmed area has been recovered, the Lessee shall immediately 

notify Marine and Safety Tasmania and Tas Maritime Radio so that relevant Notices to 

Mariners can be cancelled. 

 
Andrew Boon 
Commodore 

 



Submission Date: 14/01/2018 11:47:55 PM

Submission No: 111

Given Name: Jan

Family Name: Dallas

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: It's established that farmed Atlantic Salmon is less 

than "pristine" and is actually a compromised product. Why? To begin with, catching fish from 

elsewhere for the purpose of feeding these captives is expensive and unreliable, in the long term. 

To prevent disease, antibiotics must be added, (long a problem with land-based meat industries) 

and it's obvious how healthy they are, seeing as there's a "need" to artificially add substances 

which add colour to the fish, to make it visually attractive. All of these additions have a negative 

effect on the surrounding marine ecosystems, resulting in operational conflict between other 

legitimate and existing commercial and re3creational fishing activities. As for being "exclusive", 

Atlantic Salmon have become the dominant species in other parts of the world where it is also 

being farmed. Atlantic Salmon are the fasted growing and breeding species of salmon, and many 

sub- species of native salmons have been out-competed and out bred. That points to it becoming 

more ubiquitous than exclusive. Furthermore, the only call for the expansion of these activities is 

coming from a certain small number of companies, not from any public request.  Business growth 

and expansion is just an economic requirement which fails to account adequately for collateral 

damage to the fishery and it's environs. King Island have said they are happy with their almost full 

employment and aren't seeking these sorts of jobs. Few people are. Also, unemployed people 

can not be forced to work effectively for these employers, as the skills and abilities needed are 

quite demanding. These companies require willing workers to even pull this off. Fish farming, long 

term is an added complication to the state's economy, not least because many tourists are aware 

if the practise and see it negatively. Word gets around, you know. Farming fish will never be a 

win-win situation and will go on being contentious. By all means, keep what you've established, 

but seriously, in this state, further expansion will end in tears, and probably clean-up and bail-out 

costs for the taxpayers. It's just another product, one which fails to live up to the hyperbole. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 12:08:29 AM

Submission No: 112

Given Name: Linda

Family Name: Leslie

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 12:33:46 AM

Submission No: 113

Given Name: Denis 

Family Name: Mahony

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Our waterways are owned by Tasmanians. They 

provide aesthetic, recreational and conservation values to us as a community and individuals. 

They should not be ceded to the exclusive interests of private and commercial bodies unless the 

community agrees that the consequent good outweighs these values. Ultimately the use of these 

marine areas by Tassal will be to improve the profitability of the company. That is not an 

adequate justification to override the loss of this marine area for the Tasmanian community.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 12:53:41 AM

Submission No: 114

Given Name: Rocelyn

Family Name: Ives

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism

Comments in relation to draft amendment: This is the ultimate in bad ideas. 

Please answer the question: why is the government insistent on killing off the goose that lays 

Tassie's golden eggs? No fish farm is invisible nor harmless in its by products into marine 

ecosystems. Why can't we live within our means and limit production of salmon farms ? 

Extension of farming areas will visually hamper tourist visitations. How do I know this. I have 

tourists tell me weekly why they come to Tassie. It is its untamed natural land and water areas 

they come to experience. Please take a deeper look at the pros and cons of extending  salmon 

farming into new waters and let's limit it to sustainable levels. 

R. Ives

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 1:17:27 AM

Submission No: 115

Given Name: MARGARET

Family Name: DE CAMPO

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: It would be a tragedy for this Tasmanian marine 

environment, and for Tasmania's reputation for a clean environment to allow a large Tassal fish 

farm in Storm Bay. 

 

 

Tasmanians will be locked out of iconic waterways: 863 hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of 

Tasmania will be taken from the public, including iconic areas for snorkelling, diving and surfing. 

 

 

Threat to tourism: Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas and beautiful 

coastlines. If the development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial fish farms, 

which could impact Tasmania's tourism industry as the results of the impact on the environment 

become clear. 

 

 

Oceans trashed: Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and other 

rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing farms. Building a new farm will 

see more of this trash entering the water and putting marine life at risk. 

Tassal fish farms do not perform world best practice, and have already severely degraded 

existing marine environments where they currently farm. 

 

 

Diseased fish: Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just like animals in 

other factory farms, and disease is common. Use of antibiotics is already impacting on human's 

resistance to antibiotics, and to continue such practice is not ethical or thoughtful.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 1:45:22 AM

Submission No: 116

Given Name: Dr Robert Ward Smith OAM

Family Name: Smith

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: My concerns are in two areas. 

(1) The whole salmon farming industry has failed so far to show environmental responsibility and 

has allowed serious degradation of the water quality and indifference to the impact on other 

marine life in the areas currently affected.                      (2)The alienation of parts of our inshore 

and coastal environment affects adversely and unjustifiably the life of other citizens and 

industries. The whole process seems driven by greed not need.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 1:46:55 AM

Submission No: 117

Given Name: Tracy 

Family Name: Ollington 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Don't allow this to go ahead 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 2:04:45 AM

Submission No: 118

Given Name: Alison

Family Name: Hart

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I have very deep and grave concerns about the 

expansion of fish farming on the Tasman Peninsula. 

The large corporations have little to no interest in contributing to the sustainability and well being 

of our community. They make token gestures to appease the residents - such as donations of fish 

and work based training. They promise 70 new jobs. 

My argument is that the impact upon land and sea based flora and fauna (including humans) will 

irretrievably damage the environment leaving us with an ugly, smelly, cluttered coast that nobody 

will want to visit. Currently we have a preciously beautiful, desirable place to visit and live. The 

tourism industry is sustainably expanding - not likely to continue with waterways and beaches full 

of huge black cages. The present farms are doing enough damage - we don't need more. 

Big business cannot be allowed to destroy Tasmania for the sake of corporate greed! 

Attachment below...

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Pros and Cons of Fish Farm Expansion on Tasman Peninsula 

Pros Questions Cons Questions 
Employment How many new jobs 

will be created for 
locals? 
 
How many new 
employees will move 
into the area 
permanently becoming 
a part of the 
community? 
 
Can we get information 
about the details of 
future and current 
resident employment 
opportunities? 

Tourism is 
currently a huge 
employer with 
potential for 
increase 

Tourism patterns have changed over the last 
5 years – no longer do we have quiet, slow 
winters – season is expanding, as are 
numbers of visitors therefore employment 
opportunities  
 
Will expanded farm deter regular and 
occasional visitors? 
 
Rate paying Shack owners double(?) the 
population seasonally, therefore supporting 
local community businesses – food, fuel etc.  
 
Recreational fishing, yachting, kayaking and 
other water use will be adversely affected – 
space taken up, rubbish generated, by Fish 
Farming. 
 
Tourists are attracted to our relatively 
uncluttered environment 

Support of 
local 

business 

Wade’s transport 
Roaring Beach Wildlife 
Tasman District School 

Sustainability Water temperatures will continue to rise – 
moving further offshore to deeper, cooler 
water is not sustainable – are we allowing 
farm expansion to risk tourist value - which 
is more sustainable? 
 
What resources are need to provide fish 
feed – where does it come from? Is it 
sustainable? (Old data – 6kg of fish yields 
1kg of fish food) 

  Safety Proposed site near Wedge Island has 
extremely rough weather - highly dangerous 
working environment 

  Pollution Light – Wildlife and human impact 
     - a study done on Phillip Island showed 
high rates of Shearwater chick disorientation 
resulting in mortality due to light pollution 
- will auroras still be visible with increased 
night light activity 
- interference to residents 
Noise – regular loud noises 24/7 
Air – terrible stinky smells even at distance 
from present sites 
Water – under the cages, the seabed is 
dead, there is a variety of rubbish scattered 
through water and on shoreline 

  Interference 
with aquatic 
mammals 

Whales – in the last few years there have 
been whales in Storm Bay 
Dolphins – regular visits from both Bottle 
Nose and Common dolphins 



Movement of these animals will be 
impacted 
As will their food sources 
 

  Use of roads   More trucks, more cars, more damage to 
road surface and verges – who pays? 

 

If our community wishes to invest in its growth, tourism by far outweighs the 
advantages of an expanded fish farm. 

Also there are other options in the ways of growth and expansion on the peninsula such 
as hemp farming – using ground unsuitable for agriculture or tree farms. 



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 2:55:42 AM

Submission No: 119

Given Name: Angela 

Family Name: Campbell

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism and conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 3:25:50 AM

Submission No: 120

Given Name: john 

Family Name: Miedecke

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I support the proposal as it will have negligible 

effects ( if not beneficial) on my interests and provide much needed employment and economic 

benefits to the region and Tasmania. 

 

 

Tasmania had many of the lowest socioeconomic scores in the nation and requires employment 

and wealth creation.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 3:41:05 AM

Submission No: 121

Given Name: Carol 

Family Name: Rainbird 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: It is so cruel to the fish and the beautiful 

environment

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 3:59:57 AM

Submission No: 122

Given Name: Ingerlise

Family Name: Armand

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I don't want our beautiful waterways spoiled by 

more fish farms. There should be no fish farms at all. Full Stop. 

Salmon is  a migrating specie and it is cruel to put them in cages - just like caged chooks. 

 

 

I have sailed these beautiful waters for 30 years, and every year I get more and more annoyed by 

the expansion of fish farms, they pollute, are eyesores and hazard to navigation.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 4:16:57 AM

Submission No: 123

Given Name: David & Sylvia

Family Name: Dunn

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism

Comments in relation to draft amendment: We are concerned that the proposed development 

intended for the area west of Wedge Island in Storm Bay is too large. The initial development 

should be at least halved , and monitored for a period of maybe ten years to ascertain the impact 

upon the ecology of the water-way, and it's surrounds.  I understand and support the need for 

increased employment within our region and know that change to the surrounding areas  will 

occur as a result of more fish farming activity.  A balance needs to be in place for :- sustainability 

of this industry;  and the best outcome for the environment. There needs to be restraint shown, 

and caution taken so as not to damage further this iconic area.  If the development is too big, too 

soon without adequate safeguards , the result may be irreversible. (ie.. Macquarie Harbour, 

Strahan). 

We are accommodation providers and derive our livelihood from tourists coming from all over the 

world. In addition to visiting Tasmania for it's unique natural attributes these tourists show great 

interest in the salmon (and other seafood) farms on the Tasman Peninsula.   We would love to 

see a unified business opportunity be developed to operate tours throughout the salmon farms, 

and have a point of sale facility for product coming from the farm. Whilst the rewards may be rich 

from intensive salmon interests, financial greed should not be the driving force behind allowing 

this development to expand.  We feel that you are only going to get one chance at doing this 

right! 

David & Sylvia Dunn 

 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 4:38:01 AM

Submission No: 124

Given Name: Michael

Family Name: Flint

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Just about every Tasmanian loves our coast. We 

have something here that we will treasure. We do not want it turned into another industrial eye 

sore. We do not want the pollution that these farms cause. Some people measure every thing 

with money, many other people measure their world with another yard stick, the value of holding 

on to the gift of living in the pure clean island of Tasmania. The World is fast losing these sort of 

places, so what are we going to do, throw in our lot with the few that want to make money out of 

any thing and every thing, or say no we want our coast line to stay in its pristine form, something 

of absolute beauty, for our children to enjoy? as we did growing up on such a special and unique 

island. Oh for goodness sake leave the place alone. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 4:45:38 AM

Submission No: 125

Given Name: Natalie

Family Name: Gergel

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Please protect Tasmania's oceans and beaches 

from the pollution caused by Salmon Farming. Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine 

rope, plastic pipe and other rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing 

farms. Building a new farm will see more of this trash entering the water and putting marine life at 

risk. Please show show respect and compassion for the salmon that are kept in cages until 

slaughtered for food. Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just like 

animals in other factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that up to a quarter of 

fish in fish farms experience severe depression. Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see 

nothing but open seas and beautiful coastlines. If the development goes ahead, this view would 

be replaced with industrial fish farms, which could impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 863 

hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of Tasmania will be taken from the public, including iconic 

areas for snorkelling, diving and surfing. There is no one thing 'good' about Salmon Farming. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 4:47:38 AM

Submission No: 126

Given Name: Nigel

Family Name: Nichols

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Please protect Tasmania's oceans and beaches 

from the pollution caused by Salmon Farming. Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine 

rope, plastic pipe and other rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing 

farms. Building a new farm will see more of this trash entering the water and putting marine life at 

risk. Please show respect and compassion for the salmon that are kept in cages until slaughtered 

for food. Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just like animals in other 

factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that up to a quarter of fish in fish farms 

experience severe depression. Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas 

and beautiful coastlines. If the development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with 

industrial fish farms, which could impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 863 hectares of Storm Bay 

off the coast of Tasmania will be taken from the public, including iconic areas for snorkelling, 

diving and surfing. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 5:06:14 AM

Submission No: 127

Given Name: Megan

Family Name: Weston

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I believe a moratorium should be placed on no 

further development of marine farming, specifically salmon, until the government has investigated 

the science and overseas experiences, and consulted with all key stake holders from all 7 

categories listed above. The proposed developments will impact on all of these and there needs 

to be a definitive strategic development plan for Tasman Peninsula, Norfolk Bay, Storm Bay and 

the far south east coast to allow for controlled development led by the government and the 

aquaculture industry.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 6:00:53 AM

Submission No: 128

Given Name: Marguerite

Family Name: Smith

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Please do not allow this huge fish farm. The a 

questionable sconce used to justify the development of even bigger farms and more fish will lead 

to denegration of our pristine clean and green credentials, which brings tourists from all over the 

world. 

How long are we going to allow the greed of a few put at risk the future of our state. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 6:45:54 AM

Submission No: 129

Given Name: Kerrie 

Family Name: Blythe

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Animal welfare and the environment

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 7:36:36 AM

Submission No: 130

Given Name: 

Family Name: 

Submission Type: 

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: 

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Where are the facts and figures to show that 

Tassal has a ‘social licence’ to put 28 fish pens in Okehampton Bay, establish a significant shore 

base nearby and use millions of litres of precious local fresh water? 

 

 

Oxygen depletion is a well-known outcome of fish farming. Warmer sea temperatures reduce the 

amount of oxygen that can be absorbed by seawater. In its half-yearly report Huon Aquaculture 

said, “A hot summer was putting Macquarie Harbour under additional stress, with oxygen levels 

in the water falling.” (ABC News, 1 March 2016). 

The same situation could occur at Norfolk Bay and indeed any bays and inlets along the 

peninsula.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 7:37:57 AM

Submission No: 131

Given Name: Alison

Family Name: Kerr

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Where are the facts and figures to show that 

Tassal has a ‘social licence’ to put 28 fish pens in Okehampton Bay, establish a significant shore 

base nearby and use millions of litres of precious local fresh water? 

 

 

Oxygen depletion is a well-known outcome of fish farming. Warmer sea temperatures reduce the 

amount of oxygen that can be absorbed by seawater. In its half-yearly report Huon Aquaculture 

said, “A hot summer was putting Macquarie Harbour under additional stress, with oxygen levels 

in the water falling.” (ABC News, 1 March 2016). 

The same situation could occur at Norfolk Bay and indeed any bays and inlets along the 

peninsula.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 7:56:47 AM

Submission No: 132

Given Name: Maree 

Family Name: Burke

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 8:52:31 AM

Submission No: 133

Given Name: Sandra

Family Name: Lazarus

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am writing as an individual who deplores the 

practice of fish farming. 

I have several objections: 

It is a tedious, boring and Inhumane life for the fish. 

The final product consumed is not a healthy one unlike wild fish. 

The sites of these fish farms completely spoil the lovely coastlines of Tasmania. 

Tassal is more than big enough already - no more - please.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 9:35:50 AM

Submission No: 134

Given Name: Christine 

Family Name: Hellessey

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Concerned Individual

Comments in relation to draft amendment: These are my specific concerns: 

Oceans trashed: Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and other 

rubbish already washes up on the coastlines from their existing farms. Building a new farm will 

see more of this trash entering the water and putting marine life at risk. 

Unhappy fish: Fish in fish farms live in cramped and unhygienic conditions, just like animals in 

other factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that up to a quarter of fish in fish 

farms experience severe depression.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 10:02:10 AM

Submission No: 135

Given Name: Diane

Family Name: Lester

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Tassal is run by accountants and its profits go to 

shareholders who are outside Tasmania. The company is greedy  and prefers volume over 

quality of its product, plus wants to introduce automation as much as possible reducing the 

number of their employees. This is why its going for such a large area to expand its farming. It 

doesn't care about mass fish deaths or the Tasmania environment as demonstrated by its most 

recent spate of fish deaths and the trashing of Macquarie harbour. Obviously, it has close links to 

government as it demonstrated by its planning behind the scenes and the EPA bending rules for 

it.  It doesn't care about the Tasmanian brand. 

No matter what I write here, the government will give Tassal the go ahead for whatever Tassal 

wants, as demonstrated by the company being able set up a massive farm for 800,00 fish in 

Okehampton Bay after having trashed Macquarie Harbour without penalty. 

Some of my best childhood memories come from fishing in Okehampton Bay area and is hard to 

believe an industrial fish farm has been introduced there. One would think the government might 

cotton on to the fact that Tasmania's environment is more valuable both culturally and 

economically unspoiled. 

I don't like any fish farming, but Tassal is particularly objectional with their expansionist and 

arrogant attitude. I'm not even sure the accountants running the company are that clever. For 

example, the recent loss of 3.75% of their fish through massive deaths at Okehampton has 

already impacted their profit margin. This demonstrates why the area is not suitable for salmon as 

the Amoebic Gill Disease will raise costs too much and they will never compete globally. 

Tasmania will never become an industrial farm to supply Asia and the rest of the world and 

people. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 10:37:37 AM

Submission No: 136

Given Name: Stuart

Family Name: Moore

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The coastline is for the people to enjoy not for 

intensive fish farming. if the coast is detrimentally change then that is to the detriment of 

community if Tassal want to farm fish they should go miles out to sea so that the coast line is 

protected, after all it is a natural beauty that should be for all people, especially tourists who 

come, spend money then return home with pictures of our pristine environment  not fish farms 

and potential dead zones beneath or beaches being degraded through biomass waste washing 

up onto the shoreline.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 11:50:40 AM

Submission No: 137

Given Name: Dr Umit

Family Name: Sungur

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 8:11:35 PM

Submission No: 138

Given Name: David

Family Name: Woodgate

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: All the above

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Fish pends in Storm Bay will affect the natural wild 

beauty of Storm Bay. Tourists on the  proposed Three Capes Walk ( Cape Roaul to White Beach 

track) will look out onto the fish pends in Storm Bay, permanent residence of the Peninsula will 

lookout onto fish pends. 

There are serious questions as to the environmental impacts of the tons of fish food necessary to 

feed the fish. 

The increase in trucks on the Port Arthur road bringing fish food to the pends, is a concern as the 

Port Arthur road is extremely busy with few passing lanes and it needs constant maintenance. At 

the  community meeting the representatives of Tassals indicated they will use trucks to transport 

fish food. 

The indications of recent increase in water temperatures due to climate change threatens in the 

long term Atlantic salmon fish farm industry. 

 

 

Dear Editor, 

 

 

Last night Tassel had an open  meeting to explain the expansion of their salmon fish farm 

business into Storm Bay. 

 

 

It was attended by a large and diverse group from the Tasman Peninsula community. 

 

 

Sure Tassels have to explain the expansion as it will have positive and negative effects on our 

small community. The company has a history in Macquarie Harbour of environmental damage so 

the community rightly has concerns about the development. 

 

 

It was informing to hear the companies plans and questions were asked and addressed  BUT the 

elephant in the room was the absence of the EPA. Where were they ? The regulatory body ! 

They have been missing in the past and it appears so in the present ! Are they in the “back 

pocket” of the Liberal government ? 

 



 

The regulatory body at the moment seems to be the ABC. 

 

 

Also where were the politicians of the major parties, listening to the concerns of the community. 

 

 

This is a huge problem of the wider Australian community, both State and Federal politician 

appear to be governing for the powerful in our communities, the lobby groups, the big companies. 

This is democracy ? 

 

 

Until we get politicians who represent communities and government regulatory bodies who are 

truly independent, what is the hope for the future of democracy. 

 

 

Regards 

David Woodgate 

 

 

As published in the Mercury Saturday 13th Jan 2018

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 8:42:40 PM

Submission No: 139

Given Name: Erika

Family Name: Woodgate

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: All the Above

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I want to express my concerns about the visual 

impact these fishponds will have on the Peninsula's unique natural environment. 

Why can't these pends be move out to the continental shelf where they will not impact on the 

natural marine beauty of this peninsula and the flushing of the waste nutrients caused by the fish 

food would not contaminate the marine environment close to shore. There have been lessons 

learnt in Canada and Norway of problems caused by fish farms close in shore contaminating the 

marine environment. I believe the tuna farms in Boston Bay, Port Lincoln have been moved out of 

the Bay as a result of the contamination they were causing. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 9:50:47 PM

Submission No: 140

Given Name: Laura

Family Name: McKinnon

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Oldham's Welding & Fabrication

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Industry expansion within my local area is 

welcomed, Tassal is vital to the Peninsula. It brings employment, opportunity and wealth to our 

community. 

It means that a small player in a big game can emerge, it means a small country kid can one day 

be an executive of a multi-million dollar industry in their home town, it means we have services 

like health care, local shops and local trades but most importantly it means that we have a level 

of economic security, a sustainable industry and we can all say we played a part in moving 

Tasmania into the world game. 

I couldn't be thankful enough for Tassal forwarding myself, my partner, my family/friends and my 

neighbours the opportunity to work where we love and live. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 10:49:38 PM

Submission No: 141

Given Name: R.

Family Name: Watson

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Commercial fish, science and real estate values

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 1 of 12. Summary of points for discussion with me 

before any publication, thank you: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 11:15:01 PM

Submission No: 142

Given Name: Grace 

Family Name: Furness

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Hello.  
I have only recently become aware of Tassals West of Wedge proposal and I wish to express 
my disgust that the 60 day consultation period has coincided with the summer holidays with the 
deadline of 17 January coming only a week after the holiday period. 
The timing of submissions to open in mid November and close in mid Jan appears as if to 
purposefully discourage a large community response. 
I have lived in Kingston for 17 years and wish for others to enjoy the pristine marine 
environment that I am privileged to experience every day.  
Tassal’s Sustainability Report 2016 states ‘A rigorous stakeholder engagement process is 
undertaken to ensure our social licence to operate’, however, as a local resident I do not agree 
that Tassal has a “social licence” to operate in Storm Bay. Storm Bay is public land owned by all 
Tasmanian’s and should not be handed over to a private company for commercial purposes. 
Industrial farming on this scale will result in more harms than benefits to the Tasman Peninsula 
community and I strongly oppose this development. 
I strongly object to Tassals plans to expand salmon farming into Storm Bay and I demand a 
complete moratorium on all marine farm expansion in Storm Bay. 
My concerns include: 
  
Increased quantities of marine debris 
• Despite Tassals ‘best practice’ quantities of marine rope, plastic pipe and marine farm rubbish 
already washes up on Parson’s Bay coastlines such as White Beach 
• Marine debris is particularly evident after winter storms, which suggests the debris is 
suspended in the water (breaking down)  and only reaches shore with large storm surges 
• West of Wedge will increase the quantity of marine debris entering the local marine 
environment 
o Marine debris will wash ashore at Duckhole Bay, directly opposite the proposed marine farm. 
Duckhole Bay is a significant rocky reef habitat supporting a diversity of marine life, the Storm 
Bay facing shoreline typically has huge swells and vigorous wave action that will quickly break 
down marine rope into smaller components that cannot be cleaned up, creating instead 
problematic environmental pollutants. I sail there, and wish for it to remain as it is.  
o Marine debris will be flow into Wedge Bay and further into Parsons Bay, with negative impacts 
upon the health of these waters and coastlines 
• Previously “clean beaches” such as Roaring Beach as well as rugged, inaccessible coastlines 
to the north and south will be affected by marine debris 
Scale of proposed development 
• 860 hectares of public waterway will become a no go zone 
• 180 hectares of surface located marine farm equipment, such as nets will be visible from the 
surrounding coastline and elevated sites 
• Tassal already operates in our local environment (Creeses Mistake in Wedge Bay and 
Badgers in Parsons Bay), there are some benefits locally such as employment and considerable 
negative impacts such as the view from White Beach is disrupted by salmon pens, noise day 
and night from boat operations and the feeding barge, increased nitrogen and decreased 
oxygen in the bay and salmon farm debris piling up on White Beach) 
• Our local environment is already under pressure from Salmon farming, locally we have given 



enough already! 
• The scale of West of Wedge will visually cut Wedge and Parsons Bay off from Storm Bay 
• Prevailing winds and currents will  bring nitrogen rich sludge and sediment from West of 
Wedge into Parsons Bay 
• Too much growth - Tassal’s has recently increased its area of commercial marine farming by 
taking over the Okehamtom lease on the east coast, should West of go ahead, Tassal will have 
increased its coverage by 50% 
  
Effects of salmon farming on the health of the marine environment 
• Fish meal and fish faeces and pollutants in the marine environment, White Beach and Parsons 
Bay are already under pressure from increased nitrogen levels with evidence of: 
o brown slimy seaweed on the rocky shore 
o fluoro-green vermicelli seaweed washing up in quantities at White Beach boat ramp 
o increased incidents of red tides and algae blooms 
o the loss of iconic areas for snorkelling, abalone diving etc e.g. Apex Point 
• “It is a widely acknowledged fact that salmon farming (as previously and currently practised in 
Tasmania) has a detrimental effect on water quality and substrate characteristics in close 
proximity to farming operations” (‘Risks to the Tasmanian Abalone and Rock Lobster Fisheries 
from the Oceanic Expansion of the Salmonoid Industry’, September 2014) 
• “Finfish farming has a greater impact on the environment than shellfish farming because of the 
addition of organic material and fish feed, which results in nutrients in the form of surplus food 
and excretory products being released to the sediments and waters.” (DPIWE Updated Great 
Oyster Bay and Mercury Passage Marine Farming Development Plan, 2010) 
• The local community does not have confidence in Tassals ‘best practice’ and fears for the 
health of the local marine environment   
• Offshore farms will result in more interaction between marine mammals such as fur seals, 
dolphins, sharks and whales and the marine farms 
• marine mammal health will be effected by pollutants, debris and noise 
• sea birds entanglement in fishing rope and netting 
  
Impact on local tourism 
• Tourism in Tasmania relies upon our image as pristine, wild and clean. These attributes will be 
degraded should this development go ahead 
• The Tasman Peninsula supports major tourist attractions such as Three Capes National Park, 
Port Arthur Historic Site and Pennicott Wilderness Journeys. Local tourism relies upon the 
Tasman Peninsula’s stunning environment 
• Going off shore is not going out of sight. More than 260,000 cruise ship passengers travel 
through Storm Bay annually. Currently the view from any cruise ship entering Storm Bay is of 
open seas and pristine coastlines. Tourists do not want to see hectares of industrial marine 
farms at the entrance into Hobart 
• Tourism spreads economic benefits over a wide area, employing people in a diverse range of 
employment whereas salmon farming is a private industry that primarily benefits shareholders 
who live elsewhere 
• Filling the coastline with marine farms will seriously impact upon the historical and anecdotal 



reputation of Storm Bay as vast, unpredictable and essential wild 
• Hobart’s most recent hotel, MACq 01 prides itself as a ‘story’ hotel. What stories will we have 
to tell of Storm Bay in the future? Except I remember when you could catch flathead ... I 
remember when you could sail unencumbered ... I remember when the coastline was clean of 
marine debris 
• How will this development impact upon Storm Bay’s reputation as the famous last hurdle in the 
Sydney to Hobart yacht race? 
  
Visual and noise ‘pollution’ 
• West of Wedge is so extensive that it will be visible from any westerly vantage point on the 
Tasman Peninsula such as hillside properties in Roaring Beach, White Beach, Nubeena and 
Koonya Back Rd.  These properties will lose unimpeded sight lines with negative impacts on 
real estate prices 
• White Beach residents will be effected by the noise of increased numbers of diesel fuelled 
boats travelling from Tassals depot on Roaring Beach Rd across Parsons and Wedge Bays out 
to West of Wedge 
 
Please consider my concerns and I hope to see a change in the eyes of the government and 
Tassal in terms of sustainable aquaculture practice. I strongly oppose this development and 
wish for our Tasmanian pristine marine environment to be unblemished by fish farms that WILL 
and already has damaged our home and the world of many species.  
 
Thank you.  
  



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 11:32:16 PM

Submission No: 143

Given Name: Jayne

Family Name: Parton

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I think this sort of massive farming is unethical, 

greedy, with self serving only intentions, no real natural thought has been given, because 

normally fish would not be living under such tight conditions, and it concerns me about all their 

'output'  poisonous indeed in just one area! 

Sincerely 

J.P.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 11:41:21 PM

Submission No: 144

Given Name: Phil

Family Name: Mason

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Marine Safety

Comments in relation to draft amendment: As a keen yachtsman I was concerned to see the 

size and proposed location of the new fish farm leases.  The position is very close to the route 

used by the Maria Island Race, the Launceston to Hobart Yacht Race and most importantly the 

Sydney to Hobart Yacht Race.  In the attached maps yacht tracks for the Maria race and the 

Launceston race are marked. The Sydney - Hobart race are not marked as this information is not 

readily available but the yachts all take a very similar course as the rhumb line (ie shortest route) 

from Cape Raoul is obviously the same.  The other important thing to note is that the leading 

Sydney - Hobart yachts come through Storm Bay in the dark and are now capable up speeds up 

to 30 knots.  My concern is that the proposed fish farm pens would be hard to navigate around 

and also as Storm Bay can be very rough visibility can be severely reduced. Another concern 

would be if any part of the fish farm were to break loose the debris could affect passing marine 

traffic, commercial boats, racing yachts and pleasure craft.  Finally this is often the route that 

Cruise Ships use as they come to and from Hobart, so not only are there navigational concerns 

there are also aesthetic concerns.  Surely if they are able to have fish farms in exposed locations 

like Storm Bay they could have them much further South and in a less intrusive location.

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No







Submission Date: 16/01/2018 12:03:35 AM

Submission No: 145

Given Name: Riley

Family Name: Amanda 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment:  

I have only recently become aware of Tassal's West of Wedge proposal and I wish to express my 

disgust that the 60 day consultation period has coincided with the summer holidays with the 

deadline of 17 January coming only a week after the holiday period. 

 

 

The timing of submissions to open in mid November and close in mid Jan appears as if to 

purposefully discourage a large community response. 

 

 

I have lived in Koonya for 4 years. I am concerned for a number of reasons. My property 

overlooks Norfolk Bay and whole at this time my views are not impeded by salmon pens I know a 

number of people who’s views will be. Not why we chose to live here ! Also environmental 

issues... there are too many risks to such pristine waters for this to go ahead with such short 

public notice.   As part of Tassal’s purportedly “extensive community engagement program” there 

have been two public meetings in Nubeena, one cold evening in the depths of winter and one 

Friday night a week before Christmas (when many people were at Christmas work functions). 

The timing of both of these meetings ensured many locals were unable to participate. 

I request that a moratorium on ALL fish farm expansion be put in place until a public 

representative body can investigate further. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 16/01/2018 12:51:32 AM

Submission No: 146

Given Name: Sarah

Family Name: Bolt

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I strongly oppose the proposed development West 

of Wedge Island. 

 

 

Before considering any possible merit of the proposal, or another other in the area,  I would need 

to see a commitment for the removal of the existing shallow water, near shore fish cages in and 

around Parsons Bay. 

 

 

The key reasons for being against any additional fish cages include the following: 

 

 

Additional fish cages will significantly add to the already considerable amount of industrial waste 

released - an estimated 200T waste per month 

The damage to the marine eco system around Parson Bay and White Beach needs to be 

remedied - The rapidly diminishing amount of shell fish and fish ( particularly flathead) in the local 

area is of concern with evidence suggesting that the by product and toxic/nitrogen waste from the 

fish cages are the primary causes. 

Storm Bay and White Beach were once high value pristine areas whereas the negative visual 

impact  and pollution caused by so many fish cages is disturbing 

I have significant concerns related to the methods used in relations to the removal of seals - this 

practice will only increase. 

The lack of an independent, transparent oversight agency in relation to fish farming practices. 

The over crowding of the cages is a major cause of the stress for the fish. Over crowding which 

seems to have been a practice of Tassal ( Macquarie Harbor) also results in greater likelihood of 

disease and need for antibiotics. 

Tassel's accepted 17% mortality rate  would not be accepted in general farming practices and 

should not be accepted in relation to fish farming 

It remains unclear as to where Tassal will obtain the fresh water required for 'washing' the fish in 

the event of drought 

It remains unclear as to what the impact would be upon the environment and the marine ecco -

system if a 1 in 50 year storm did occur and if such an event did occur would Tassal be legally 

and forcibly required to clean up the mess at it own cost 

Additional fish cages attack more hungry seals which in turn attracts more sharks into waters 



normally considered safe and family friendly . 

It is unclear as to what Tassal and other fish farmers are doing to improve the sustainability of 

wild fish populations around Tasmanian waters. 

I strongly urged for a moratorium  in relation to any  additional fish gages until the real and 

potential impact upon the environment and marine ecco -system  are fully  and independently 

researched an understood 

 

 

Thank you 

 

 

Sarah Bolt 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 16/01/2018 3:51:49 AM

Submission No: 147

Given Name: Debbie

Family Name: Dunn

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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To: Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

Submission in relation to: Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and 
Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development Plan November 2005 

Submission from: Debbie Dunn    Present at Hearing: YES 

  

 
My position in relationship to the development 

I hold many concerns about this development some of which come from the fiasco of 
Macquarie Harbour and the little time that has elapsed to allow an independent due 
diligence audit to ensure this fiasco will not happen again least of all in Storm Bay, a 
different but equally complex body of water. 

I summarise my other concerns below which combined inform my asking for a moratorium 
on all new fish farming whether it is a new or already held and not currently operating 
lease. 

My relationship to Storm Bay 

I have been a ratepayer of the Tasman Peninsula for 16 years and resident for 11 years. 

I bought here in consideration of the wild landscape; the clean air; the pristine waters; and 
the climate. 

A place for me to retire to, to enjoy the amenity provided as a keen kayaker and walker. 

Responsibility comes with being a ratepayer including the sustainability of both the visual 
and physical environment. 

My concerns 

• Consultation: Not advertised well particularly for those ratepayers who use for 
weekends and holidays. Tassal held one meeting in winter; one on the 15th 
December a week before Christmas and held when many Christmas partys occur; 
one on the 11th January (18) at which it was obvious the only supporters were 
employees while the rest of us strongly questioned the development. 
 Tassal does not have a Social Licence to proceed. 
 

• Waste: At the meeting on the 11th January Tassal advised that in November 2017 
200 Tonnes of waste or shit came from the fish. This would then equate to 
2400T/per annum of shit from the current lease. 
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This is equivalent to 7,300 people pooing in our water every day…what will it be 
under the development proposed? 
What is the impact on the environment? 
 

• Transporting increased production: At the meeting on the 11th January Tassal said 
they had not made any decisions on transporting the extra production with the 
options by sea or by road. 
In response to a question they quickly estimated that if by road it could be around an 
additional 260 trucks per annum. 
 
I have since asked for a more definitive response and at time of sending this have 
had no answer. This must be of concern to everyone in the community, the noise, 
the impact on the roads which already struggle with the current traffic needing 
constant repair. 
 

• Bond on the Lease: Tassal advised there is no bond and it is considered this is one of 
the imperatives for any Social Licence. 
 

• Marine Debris: Tassal advised at the January meeting that in 2017 they collected 
14.5 cubic metres of marine debris. They said this with some pride. 
This is a disastrous amount of stuff going into our waters under the current lease. 
 
What if the 14.5 cubic metres is only the tip of the iceberg? 
What will the figure be under the proposed development? 
What environmental impacts is this having on wild sea species? 
 

• Seals: Seals in the search for food are obviously attracted to the cages and I 
understand often break in. 

   I am advised that to scare off the Seals a number of strategies are employed. A 
 noise scarer and if that doesn’t work then they are hit with rubber bullets.  If they 
 are still there then a vet is called and they are tranquilised and removed from the  
 area. 

 Do we seriously think that this treatment is okay? To use rubber bullets? 

 When our tourists wait for their bags at the airport…what do they see…yes a SEAL 
 as if we hold them precious! 

• Other Concerns: I have been in email exchange with Tassal over some of the above 
and other concerns. At time of sending, despite being promised a reply on the15th,  I 
have not received a response and have a sense of being stonewalled!  
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To: Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

Submission in relation to: Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and 
Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development Plan November 2005 

Submission from: Debbie Dunn    Present at Hearing: YES 

  

 
My position in relationship to the development 

I hold many concerns about this development some of which come from the fiasco of 
Macquarie Harbour and the little time that has elapsed to allow an independent due 
diligence audit to ensure this fiasco will not happen again least of all in Storm Bay, a 
different but equally complex body of water. 

I summarise my other concerns below which combined inform my asking for a moratorium 
on all new fish farming whether it is a new or already held and not currently operating 
lease. 

My relationship to Storm Bay 

I have been a ratepayer of the Tasman Peninsula for 16 years and resident for 11 years. 

I bought here in consideration of the wild landscape; the clean air; the pristine waters; and 
the climate. 

A place for me to retire to, to enjoy the amenity provided as a keen kayaker and walker. 

Responsibility comes with being a ratepayer including the sustainability of both the visual 
and physical environment. 

My concerns 

• Consultation: Not advertised well particularly for those ratepayers who use for 
weekends and holidays. Tassal held one meeting in winter; one on the 15th 
December a week before Christmas and held when many Christmas partys occur; 
one on the 11th January (18) at which it was obvious the only supporters were 
employees while the rest of us strongly questioned the development. 
 Tassal does not have a Social Licence to proceed. 
 

• Waste: At the meeting on the 11th January Tassal advised that in November 2017 
200 Tonnes of waste or shit came from the fish. This would then equate to 
2400T/per annum of shit from the current lease. 
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This is equivalent to 7,300 people pooing in our water every day…what will it be 
under the development proposed? 
What is the impact on the environment? 
 

• Transporting increased production: At the meeting on the 11th January Tassal said 
they had not made any decisions on transporting the extra production with the 
options by sea or by road. 
In response to a question they quickly estimated that if by road it could be around an 
additional 260 trucks per annum. 
 
I have since asked for a more definitive response and at time of sending this have 
had no answer. This must be of concern to everyone in the community, the noise, 
the impact on the roads which already struggle with the current traffic needing 
constant repair. 
 

• Bond on the Lease: Tassal advised there is no bond and it is considered this is one of 
the imperatives for any Social Licence. 
 

• Marine Debris: Tassal advised at the January meeting that in 2017 they collected 
14.5 cubic metres of marine debris. They said this with some pride. 
This is a disastrous amount of stuff going into our waters under the current lease. 
 
What if the 14.5 cubic metres is only the tip of the iceberg? 
What will the figure be under the proposed development? 
What environmental impacts is this having on wild sea species? 
 

• Seals: Seals in the search for food are obviously attracted to the cages and I 
understand often break in. 

   I am advised that to scare off the Seals a number of strategies are employed. A 
 noise scarer and if that doesn’t work then they are hit with rubber bullets.  If they 
 are still there then a vet is called and they are tranquilised and removed from the  
 area. 

 Do we seriously think that this treatment is okay? To use rubber bullets? 

 When our tourists wait for their bags at the airport…what do they see…yes a SEAL 
 as if we hold them precious! 

• Other Concerns: I have been in email exchange with Tassal over some of the above 
and other concerns. At time of sending, despite being promised a reply on the15th,  I 
have not received a response and have a sense of being stonewalled!  



Submission Date: 16/01/2018 4:24:06 AM

Submission No: 148

Given Name: juliet

Family Name: lavers

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I would like to protest about proposed draft 

proposal to Draft 5 amendment Norfolk Bay and Tas Peninsula marine farming. Pollution to the 

environment and toxicity to the marine environment is not acceptable. This are is also used by 

locals and our growing tourism industry. No more Salmon Farms or leases should be approved

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 16/01/2018 4:37:46 AM

Submission No: 149

Given Name: alan

Family Name: matfin

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: In my opinion the proliferation of these fish farms in 

Tasmanian coastal waters are unsightly polluting obstacles. They are not a good image and spoil 

Tasmania's pristine coast wherever they are established.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 150

Given Name: Jodi

Family Name: Templar

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community
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Marine Farming Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 44  
Hobart TAS 7001 

 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine 
Farming Development Plan November 2005 
 

Dear Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, 
 
Your proposed Tassal expansion West of Wedge, will do more harms than good. This is our 
backyard. I have numerous concerns outlined below as well as a personal tale to tell and I strongly 
object to Tassals plans to expand salmon farming into Storm Bay. 
 
I am saddened to hear of the vast scale of the largest industrial site in Tasmania and am alarmed that 
the site will be the ‘guinea pig’ being the first off shore site and am alarmed that it is propsed to be 
located in “Storm” Bay, in some of the worlds most wild and treacherous waterways. I have only 
recently become aware of Tassal's West of Wedge proposal, and I wish to express my disgust and 
disappointment that the 60 day consultation period has coincided with the summer holidays with the 
deadline of 17 January coming only a week after the holiday period.  
 
The timing of submissions to open in mid November and close in mid Jan appears as if to 
purposefully discourage a large community response. I was unable to attend the public meetings 
due to the meetings being conveniently held on the same evening as a community Christmas events. 
This expansion has been in the pipeline for 6 years, why has the community only been recently 
consulted. Does Tassal has a ‘Social licence’ if we (the public) have not been properly consulted? 
 
I have the privilege of living between two properties on the Tasman Peninsula, and have been doing 
so for the past three years. One property is located on Roaring Beach Road in Nubeena, the same 
road in which the employers of Tassal Nubeena access the site. The road is already inundated with 
vehicles commuting to and from the site, with many not obeying the speed limit and having little 
regard for rubbish disposal, choosing to toss their rubbish from their car leaving litter along the road 
which we regularly clean up.  With the proposed 70+ new employment opportunities if the West of 
Wedge expansion goes ahead the road will become even more busy and unless Tassal undertake an 
extensive responsible disposal of rubbish professional development the road will begin to resemble 
a road side dump site. The number of larger vehicles transporting materials to and from the site 
when it is set to expand will add to the safety concerns already held about vehicles traveling at high 
speeds along Roaring Beach Road where our children routinely play and walk between 
neighbouring houses. 
 
The second property that I reside at is located at Roaring Beach. The property showcases extensive 
views across Storm Bay and Wedge Island. The proposed West of Wedge expansion will have 
many detrimental consequences for us if it goes ahead. We are currently blessed to look out at an 



expanse of water which represents freedom and tranquillity, it is a sanctuary for the mind with its 
boundless beauty reminding us of what it is to be wild and free. Wedge Island is a zoned a national 
park, the land bordering the ocean at Roaring Beach is zoned coastal reserve, it is contradictory to 
have zoning in place that is set to protect and conserve these beautiful land based environments, yet 
the ocean, a stones throw from this land is left to raped and pillaged. It saddens me that the 
tranquillity of the view out to Wedge Island will be tainted with images of 60+ pens, boat traffic, 
lights, bouys and noise pollution, an image that contradicts the wild and free pristine view that I see 
now.    
 
As part of Tassal’s purportedly “extensive community engagement program” there have been two 
public meetings in Nubeena, one cold evening in the depths of winter and one Friday night a week 
before Christmas, where I was unable to attend due to a conveniently timed community Christmas 
event scheduled at the same time as the unadvertised public meeting. Many of my friends and locals 
were either not aware that the meetings were scheduled or the timing of both of these meetings 
ensured many locals were unable to participate. 
 
Tassal’s Sustainability Report 2016 states ‘A rigorous stakeholder engagement process is 
undertaken to ensure our social licence to operate’1, however, as a local resident I do not agree that 
Tassal has a “social licence”2 to operate in Storm Bay. Storm Bay is public land owned by all 
Tasmanian’s and should not be handed over to a private company for commercial purposes. 
Industrial farming on this scale will result in more harms than benefits to the Tasman Peninsula 
community and I strongly oppose this development. 
 
 
My broader concerns include:  
 
Increased quantities of marine debris  

• Despite Tassals ‘best practice’ quantities of marine rope, plastic pipe and marine farm 
rubbish already washes up on Parson’s Bay coastlines such as White Beach  

• Marine debris is particularly evident after winter storms, which suggests the debris is 
suspended in the water (breaking down) and only reaches shore with large storm surges 

• West of Wedge will increase the quantity of marine debris entering the local marine 
environment  

• Marine debris will wash ashore at Duckhole Bay, directly opposite the proposed marine 
farm. Duckhole Bay is a significant rocky reef habitat supporting a diversity of marine life, 
the Storm Bay facing shoreline typically has huge swells and vigorous wave action that will 
quickly break down marine rope into smaller components that cannot be cleaned up, 
creating instead problematic environmental pollutants 

• Marine debris will flow into Wedge Bay and further into Parsons Bay, with negative impacts 
upon the health of these waters and coastlines 

• Previously “clean beaches” such as Roaring Beach as well as rugged, inaccessible coastlines 
to the north and south will be affected by marine debris 

                                                           
1 
 � http://www.tassal.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Tassal-Sustainability-Report-2016.pdf 
2 
 � http://socialicense.com/definition.html 



 
Scale of proposed development 

• 860 hectares of public waterway will become a no go zone  
• 180 hectares of surface located marine farm equipment, such as nets will be visible from the 

surrounding coastline and elevated sites 
• Tassal already operates in our local environment (Creeses Mistake in Wedge Bay and 

Badgers in Parsons Bay), and although there are some benefits locally such as some 
employment, we already endure considerable negative impacts such as the view from White 
Beach disrupted by salmon pens, noise day and night from boat operations and the feeding 
barge, increased nitrogen and decreased oxygen in the bay and salmon farm debris piling up 
on White Beach). 

• Our local environment is already under pressure from Salmon farming, locally we have 
given enough already! 

• The scale of West of Wedge will visually cut Wedge and Parsons Bay off from Storm Bay  
• Prevailing winds and currents will  bring nitrogen rich sludge and sediment from West of 

Wedge into Parsons Bay. 
• Too much growth - Tassal has recently increased its area of commercial marine farming by 

taking over the Okehampton lease on the east coast, should West of Wedge go ahead, Tassal 
will have increased its coverage by 50%. 
 

Effects of salmon farming on the health of the marine environment 
• Fish meal and fish faeces and pollutants in the marine environment, White Beach and 

Parsons Bay are already under pressure from increased nitrogen levels with evidence of: 
o brown slimy seaweed on the rocky shore 
o fluoro-green vermicelli seaweed washing up in quantities at White Beach boat ramp 
o  increased incidents of red tides and algae blooms 
o the loss of iconic areas for snorkelling, abalone diving etc e.g. Apex Point  

• “It is a widely acknowledged fact that salmon farming (as previously and currently practised 
in Tasmania) has a detrimental effect on water quality and substrate characteristics in close 
proximity to farming operations” (‘Risks to the Tasmanian Abalone and Rock Lobster 
Fisheries from the Oceanic Expansion of the Salmonoid Industry’, September 2014) 

• “Finfish farming has a greater impact on the environment than shellfish farming because of 
the addition of organic material and fish feed, which results in nutrients in the form of 
surplus food and excretory products being released to the sediments and waters.” (DPIWE 
Updated Great Oyster Bay and Mercury Passage Marine Farming Development Plan, 2010) 

• The local community does not have confidence in Tassal's ‘best practice’ and fears for the 
health of the local marine environment   

• Offshore farms will result in more interaction between marine mammals such as fur seals, 
dolphins, sharks and whales and the marine farms  

• Marine mammal health will be effected by pollutants, debris and noise. 
• Sea birds entanglement in fishing rope and netting . 
• Wedge Island is a significant breeding ground for mutton birds so what effect will the West 

of Wedge development have on this site? 
 



Impact on local tourism  
• Tourism in Tasmania relies upon our image as pristine, wild and clean. These attributes will 

be degraded should this development go ahead  
• The Tasman Peninsula supports major tourist attractions such as Three Capes National Park, 

Port Arthur Historic Site and Pennicott Wilderness Journeys. Local tourism relies upon the 
Tasman Peninsula’s stunning environment 

• Going off shore is not going out of sight. More than 260,000 cruise ship passengers travel 
through Storm Bay annually. Currently the view from any cruise ship entering Storm Bay is 
of open seas and pristine coastlines. Tourists do not want to see hectares of industrial marine 
farms at the entrance into Hobart 

• Tourism spreads economic benefits over a wide area, employing people in a diverse range of 
employment whereas salmon farming is a private industry that primarily benefits 
shareholders who live elsewhere. 

• The Peninula's economic future looks far more securely lodged in tourism than in a handful 
of jobs at Tassal that looks set to be lost to mechanisation in the future. 

• Filling the coastline with marine farms will seriously impact upon the historical and 
anecdotal reputation of Storm Bay as vast, unpredictable and essential wild  
 

Visual and noise ‘pollution’ 
• West of Wedge is so extensive that it will be visible from any westerly vantage point on the 

Tasman Peninsula such as hillside properties in Roaring Beach, White Beach, Nubeena and 
Koonya Back Rd.  These properties will lose unimpeded sight lines with negative impacts 
on real estate prices 

• White Beach residents will be effected by the noise of increased numbers of diesel fuelled 
boats travelling from Tassals depot on Roaring Beach Rd across Parsons and Wedge Bays 
out to West of Wedge  

 
Sea temperature rise and global warming 

• Oxygen depletion is a well-known outcome of fish farming. Warmer sea temperatures 
reduce the amount of oxygen that can be absorbed by seawater. In its half-yearly report 
Huon Aquaculture said, “A hot summer was putting Macquarie Harbour under additional 
stress, with oxygen levels in the water falling.” (ABC News, 1 March 2016) 

• Increased pressure on marine environments is a national and a global issue, reference 
ecological disasters attributed to intense marine farming & sea temp rise in Chile: 
https://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/05/160517-chile-red-tide-fishermen-protest-
chiloe/ 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/mar/10/chiles-salmon-farms-lose-800m-as-
algal-bloom-kills-millions-of-fish 

• Climate Change – according to CSIRO’s State of the Climate report ‘Oceans around 
Australia have warmed and ocean acidity levels have increased’.3 Salmon farms are going 
off shore to grow fish in relatively cooler waters, however, what is being done to tackle 
climate change at a state and national level? 

• Dismal government response to saving the Great Barrier Reef: 

                                                           
 



http://www.gbrmpa.gov.au/about-the-reef/reef-health 
 
Personally, I am a user of the water ways of the Tasman Peninsula. I launch my kayak in Parsons 
Bay and kayak around to White Beach, I paddle past the current Tassal site in Parson’s Bay. As a 
family we frequently snorkel off Apex Point and venture out on our boat to fish, snorkel or just take 
in the magnificent scenery this part of the world has to offer. With our close proximity to Roaring 
Beach we surf and use the beach as a place to meet friends or just stroll. I have huge concerns that 
the relative ease of using the waterways for recreation is something that will not be such an option 
in the not so distant future, for numerous reasons. One of them being the water quality and 
pollutants in the marine environment. Another significant concern is the increases risk of shark 
activity due to the increased number of curious seals investigating the 60+ potential fish pens in our 
waterways, I am concerned that Tassal has not undertaken substantial enough research into the 
activity, numbers and movements of sharks, I am wondering what monitoring and research will be 
conducted and continue to be researched. I wonder what responsibilities Tassal will take if a shark 
attack incident does occur?  
 
I am a parent and a teacher and strongly feel that the current recreational opportunities that I can 
presently experience will be jeopardised by the West of Wedge expansion. I encourage my children 
to draw, photograph and take in the current view, which includes the remarkable expanse of fish 
farm free wildness. 
 
I strongly object to Tassals plans to expand salmon farming into Storm Bay and I demand a 
complete moratorium on all marine farm expansion in Storm Bay. 
 
Despite Tassals assurances of best practice, I am not convinced. When I consider the potential risks 
to the local marine environment, I cannot but decide that the likelihood of long term harm to marine 
ecosystems out ways any potential economic benefits.  
 
Regards, 
Jodi Templar 
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Valerie Innes 
 
 
 
 

Dept of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
Marine Farming Branch 
GPO Box 44 
Hobart 7001 
 
 
I have only recently become aware of Tassal's West of Wedge proposal and I wish to express my 
disgust that the 60 day consultation period has coincided with the summer holidays with the 
deadline of 17 January coming only a week after the holiday period.  
 
The timing of submissions to open in mid November and close in mid Jan appears as if to 
purposefully discourage a large community response.  
 
Tassal’s Sustainability Report 2016 states ‘A rigorous stakeholder engagement process is 
undertaken to ensure our social licence to operate’1, I do not agree that Tassal has a “social 
licence”2 to operate in Storm Bay. Storm Bay is public land owned by all Tasmanian’s and should 
not be handed over to a private company for commercial purposes. Industrial farming on this scale 
will result in more harms than benefits to the Tasman Peninsula community and I strongly oppose 
this development. 
 
I strongly object to Tassals plans to expand salmon farming into Storm Bay and I demand a 
complete moratorium on all marine farm expansion in Storm Bay. 
 
My concerns include:  
 
Increased quantities of marine debris  

• Despite Tassals ‘best practice’ quantities of marine rope, plastic pipe and marine farm 
rubbish already washes up on Parson’s Bay coastlines such as White Beach  

• Marine debris is particularly evident after winter storms, which suggests the debris is 
suspended in the water (breaking down)  and only reaches shore with large storm surges 

• West of Wedge will increase the quantity of marine debris entering the local marine 
environment  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 
 � http://www.tassal.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Tassal-Sustainability-Report-2016.pdf 
2 
 � http://socialicense.com/definition.html 



o Marine debris will wash ashore at Duckhole Bay, directly opposite the proposed 
marine farm. Duckhole Bay is a significant rocky reef habitat supporting a diversity 
of marine life, the Storm Bay facing shoreline typically has huge swells and vigorous 
wave action that will quickly break down marine rope into smaller components that 
cannot be cleaned up, creating instead problematic environmental pollutants 

o Marine debris will flow into Wedge Bay and further into Parsons Bay, with negative 
impacts upon the health of these waters and coastlines 

• Previously “clean beaches” such as Roaring 
Beach as well as rugged, inaccessible coastlines to the north and south will be affected by 
marine debris 

 
Scale of proposed development 

• 860 hectares of public waterway will become 
a no go zone  

• 180 hectares of surface located marine farm 
equipment, such as nets will be visible from the surrounding coastline and elevated sites 

• Tassal already operates in our local environment 
(Creeses Mistake in Wedge Bay and Badgers in Parsons Bay), and although there are some 
benefits locally such as some employment, there is considerable negative impacts such as 
the view from White Beach disrupted by salmon pens, noise day and night from boat 
operations and the feeding barge, increased nitrogen and decreased oxygen in the bay and 
salmon farm debris piling up on White Beach). 

• Local environment is already under pressure 
from Salmon farming. 

• The scale of West of Wedge will visually cut 
Wedge and Parsons Bay off from Storm Bay  

• Prevailing winds and currents will  bring 
nitrogen rich sludge and sediment from West of Wedge into Parsons Bay. 

• Too much growth - Tassal has recently increased its area of commercial marine farming by 
taking over the Okehampton lease on the east coast, should West of Wedge go ahead, 
Tassal will have increased its coverage by 50%. 
 

Effects of salmon farming on the health of the marine environment 
• Fish meal and fish faeces and pollutants in the marine environment, White Beach and 

Parsons Bay are already under pressure from increased nitrogen levels with evidence of: 
o brown slimy seaweed on the rocky shore 
o fluoro-green vermicelli seaweed washing up in quantities at White Beach boat ramp 
o  increased incidents of red tides and algae blooms 
o the loss of iconic areas for snorkelling, abalone diving etc e.g. Apex Point  

• “It is a widely acknowledged fact that salmon farming (as previously and currently practised 
in Tasmania) has a detrimental effect on water quality and substrate characteristics in close 
proximity to farming operations” (‘Risks to the Tasmanian Abalone and Rock Lobster 
Fisheries from the Oceanic Expansion of the Salmonoid Industry’, September 2014) 

• “Finfish farming has a greater impact on the environment than shellfish farming because of 
the addition of organic material and fish feed, which results in nutrients in the form of 
surplus food and excretory products being released to the sediments and waters.” (DPIWE 
Updated Great Oyster Bay and Mercury Passage Marine Farming Development Plan, 2010) 

• The local community does not have confidence in Tassal's ‘best practice’ and fears for the 



health of the local marine environment   
• Offshore farms will result in more interaction between marine mammals such as fur seals, 

dolphins, sharks and whales and the marine farms  
• Marine mammal health will be effected by pollutants, debris and noise. 
• Sea birds entanglement in fishing rope and netting . 
• Wedge Island is a significant breeding ground for mutton birds so what effect will the West 

of Wedge development have on this site? 
 

Impact on local tourism  
• Tourism in Tasmania relies upon our image as pristine, wild and clean. These attributes will 

be degraded should this development go ahead  
• The Tasman Peninsula supports major tourist attractions such as Three Capes National Park, 

Port Arthur Historic Site and Pennicott Wilderness Journeys. Local tourism relies upon the 
Tasman Peninsula’s stunning environment 

• Going off shore is not going out of sight. More than 260,000 cruise ship passengers travel 
through Storm Bay annually. Currently the view from any cruise ship entering Storm Bay is 
of open seas and pristine coastlines. Tourists do not want to see hectares of industrial 
marine farms at the entrance into Hobart 

• Tourism spreads economic benefits over a wide area, employing people in a diverse range 
of employment whereas salmon farming is a private industry that primarily benefits 
shareholders who live elsewhere. 

• The Peninsula’s economic future looks far more securely lodged in tourism than in a 
handful of jobs at Tassal that looks set to be lost to mechanisation in the future. 

• Filling the coastline with marine farms will seriously impact upon the historical and 
anecdotal reputation of Storm Bay as vast, unpredictable and essential wild  

• Hobart’s most recent hotel, MACq 01 prides itself as a ‘story’ hotel. What stories will we 
have to tell of Storm Bay in the future? Except I remember when you could catch flathead 
... I remember when you could sail unencumbered ... I remember when the coastline was 
clean of marine debris 

• How will this development impact upon Storm Bay’s reputation as the famous last hurdle in 
the Sydney to Hobart yacht race? 
 

Visual and noise ‘pollution’ 
• West of Wedge is so extensive that it will be 

visible from any westerly vantage point on the Tasman Peninsula such as hillside properties 
in Roaring Beach, White Beach, Nubeena and Koonya Back Rd.  These properties will lose 
unimpeded sight lines with negative impacts on real estate prices 

• White Beach residents will be effected by the 
noise of increased numbers of diesel fuelled boats travelling from Tassals depot on Roaring 
Beach Rd across Parsons and Wedge Bays out to West of Wedge  

 
Sea temperature rise and global warming 

o Oxygen depletion is a well-known outcome of fish farming. Warmer sea temperatures 
reduce the amount of oxygen that can be absorbed by seawater. In its half-yearly report 
Huon Aquaculture said, “A hot summer was putting Macquarie Harbour under additional 
stress, with oxygen levels in the water falling.” (ABC News, 1 March 2016) 

o Increased pressure on marine environments is a national and a global issue, reference 
ecological disasters attributed to intense marine farming & sea temp rise in Chile: 
https://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/05/160517-chile-red-tide-fishermen-protest-



chiloe/ 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/mar/10/chiles-salmon-farms-lose-800m-
as-algal-bloom-kills-millions-of-fish 

o Climate Change – according to CSIRO’s State of the Climate report ‘Oceans around Australia 
have warmed and ocean acidity levels have increased’.3 Salmon farms are going off shore to 
grow fish in relatively cooler waters, however, what is being done to tackle climate change 
at a state and national level? 

o Dismal govt response to saving the Great Barrier Reef: http://www.gbrmpa.gov.au/about-
the-reef/reef-health 

 
Health 

o Tassal claims to be reducing the use of antibiotics, but in reality they are using more than 
ever before: http://www.smh.com.au/national/health/antibiotics-in-salmon-tassal-
quadruples-amount-rivals-reduce-or-eliminate-use-20170731-gxm5ms.html 

o Antibiotic use in farmed animals linked to increase in superbugs: 
http://consumersunion.org/news/the-overuse-of-antibiotics-in-food-animals-threatens-
public-health-2/ 

o What is in the feed? https://www.skretting.com/en-AU/faqs/whats-in-fish-feed/ 
o What turns the flesh pink? https://www.sbs.com.au/news/here-s-why-your-farmed-

salmon-has-colour-added-to-it 
o Astaxanthin: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Astaxanthin 

 
Fish health and welfare 

o Accelerated growth and deaf fish: https://blogs.unimelb.edu.au/saltt/2017/10/19/rapid-
growth-leads-to-hearing-loss-in-farmed-salmon/ 
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Marine Farming Branch 

Dept of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and the Environment 

GPO Box 44 

Hobart TAS 7001 

 

16 Jan 2018 

 

Representation on Draft Amendment No.3 to the Storm Bay off Trumpeter Bay, North Bruny Island 
Marine Farming Development Plan July 1988 

I am opposed to the proposal to expand finfish farms further into Storm Bay. 

The Overview of Proposed Storm Bay Developments states that “robust scientific information is not 
currently available to predict the environmental effects of this level of production”. While I appreciate 
the honesty of this statement I find it surprising that expansion of fish farms would be allowed to go 
ahead when there is no way of predicting environmental impacts. Sounds like a case of the cart before 
the horse. 

I question whether this would happen in the case of a land-based venture. 

Like many Tasmanians I have little confidence in the monitoring of the environmental impacts of fish 
farming. Apart from what we (the public) know about dead zones in Macquarie Harbour, as a result of 
overstocking, there is plenty of anecdotal evidence of degradation of waters. People who live in the 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel area have stories of algae-covered rocks on the shore and of previously clear 
water now opaque with sediments. 

I am very uneasy that places that we locals love (such as Macquarie Harbour), and that we market to 
tourists as ‘pristine’, are anything but - once you look under the surface of the water. 

I am also concerned about how changes to water quality impact on native marine species. 

A major concern of mine, and of other Tasmanians, is that we just don’t know what is happening under 
those tanks and we doubt that we will be given the facts. 

I would like to see a moratorium on all fish farm expansion until we do have that “robust scientific 
information” and that this is made publicly available.  

 

Catharine Errey 
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Marine Farming Branch 

Dept of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and the Environment 

GPO Box 44 

Hobart TAS 7001 

 

16 Jan 2018 

 

Representation on Draft Amendment No.5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming 
Development Plan November 2005 

I am opposed to the proposal to expand finfish farms further into Storm Bay. 

The Overview of Proposed Storm Bay Developments states that “robust scientific information is not 
currently available to predict the environmental effects of this level of production”. While I appreciate 
the honesty of this statement I find it surprising that expansion of fish farms would be allowed to go 
ahead when there is no way of predicting environmental impacts. Sounds like a case of the cart before 
the horse. 

I question whether this would happen in the case of a land-based venture. 

Like many Tasmanians I have little confidence in the monitoring of the environmental impacts of fish 
farming. Apart from what we (the public) know about dead zones in Macquarie Harbour, as a result of 
overstocking, there is plenty of anecdotal evidence of degradation of waters. People who live in the 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel area have stories of algae-covered rocks on the shore and of previously clear 
water now opaque with sediments. 

I am very uneasy that places that we locals love (such as Macquarie Harbour), and that we market to 
tourists as ‘pristine’, are anything but - once you look under the surface of the water. 

I am also concerned about how changes to water quality impact on native marine species. 

A major concern of mine, and of other Tasmanians, is that we just don’t know what is happening under 
those tanks and we doubt that we will be given the facts. 

I would like to see a moratorium on all fish farm expansion until we do have that “robust scientific 
information” and that this is made publicly available.  

 

Catharine Errey 
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I object to Tassal’s proposal to expand salmon farming into Storm Bay and am requesting a 

moratorium on all marine farm expansions in Storm Bay until an independent review of all likely 

impacts is undertaken. I request that the results then be shared broadly with all stakeholders in a 

clear and timely fashion; only then, with community support, could a genuine social licence to 

operate be achieved. 

 

 

I am a resident of White Beach and walk along the beach every day. I currently collect all manner 

of rubbish that has washed up on the shore, which invariably includes rope offcuts that are 

identifiable as being from Tassal’s operations. There are often fellow volunteers doing this, 

however I have yet to see any evidence of Tassal’s involvement in collection of this waste. 

 

 

The current leases have already expanded since I moved to the peninsula and now almost create 

a barrier across my sea view; further expansion will just about completely destroy any sense of 

‘wild ocean’ view that I previously had from my home. 

 

 

Since I have moved to this beautiful coast, I have witnessed a change in the water quality at 

White Beach. The once sparkling waters are often murky and there already seems to be an 

increase in the number of algal bloom events. If further waste were to be dumped into Storm Bay 

– potentially 2000 tonnes p.a. – this situation is unlikely to improve. 

 

 

 

 

My specific concerns include: 

 

 

Lack of modelling for anticipated climate change 



•	 Climate Change – according to CSIRO’s State of the Climate report ‘Oceans around Australia 

have warmed and ocean acidity levels have increased’. Salmon farms are going off shore to grow 

fish in relatively cooler waters, however, what is being done to tackle climate change at a state 

and national level? 

•	 I have seen no evidence that increases in storm incidents or ocean temperature rises have 

been considered in the modelling for this proposal. Given the serious impacts of climate change 

on all aspects of our environment, this appears to either be an oversight or negligence. 

o	 Oxygen depletion is a well-known outcome of fish farming. Warmer sea temperatures reduce 

the amount of oxygen that can be absorbed by seawater. In its half-yearly report Huon 

Aquaculture said, “A hot summer was putting Macquarie Harbour under additional stress, with 

oxygen levels in the water falling.” (ABC News, 1 March 2016) 

 

 

 

 

Scale of proposed development 

•	 The proposed marine farming zone area of 2.6 x 3.4 kms is HUGE! I suggest this be clearly 

marked out in the water for several months prior to any expansion taking place, so that the 

proposed site can be visualised and the true impact ascertained. 

•	 Tassal already operates in our local environment (Creese’s Mistake in Wedge Bay and 

Badgers in Parsons Bay), and although there are some benefits locally such as some 

employment, the local community already endures considerable negative impacts such as the 

view from White Beach disrupted by salmon pens, noise day and night from boat operations and 

the feeding barge, increased nitrogen and decreased oxygen in the bay and salmon farm debris 

piling up on White Beach). 

•	 The scale of West of Wedge will visually cut Wedge and Parsons Bay off from Storm Bay  - 

creating a virtual ‘plastic curtain’ 

 

 

 

 

Increased quantities of marine debris 

•	 Despite Tassals ‘best practice’, quantities of marine rope, plastic pipe and marine farm 

rubbish already washes up on peninsula coastlines such as White Beach 

•	 Marine debris is particularly evident after winter storms, which suggests the debris is 

suspended in the water (breaking down) and only reaches shore with large storm surges 

•	 West of Wedge will increase the quantity of marine debris entering the local marine 

environment 

o	 Marine debris will wash ashore at Duckhole Bay, directly opposite the proposed marine farm. 

Duckhole Bay is a significant rocky reef habitat supporting a diversity of marine life, the Storm 

Bay facing shoreline typically has huge swells and vigorous wave action that will quickly break 

down marine rope into smaller components that cannot be cleaned up, creating instead 



problematic environmental pollutants 

o	 Marine debris will flow into Wedge Bay and further into Parsons Bay, with negative impacts 

upon the health of these waters and coastlines 

•	 Previously “clean beaches” such as Roaring Beach as well as rugged, inaccessible coastlines 

to the north and south will be affected by marine debris 

 

 

 

 

Effects of salmon farming on the health of the marine environment 

•	 Fish meal and fish faeces and pollutants in the marine environment, White Beach and 

Parsons Bay are already under pressure from increased nitrogen levels with evidence of: 

o	 brown slimy seaweed on the rocky shore 

o	 fluoro-green vermicelli seaweed washing up in quantities at White Beach boat ramp 

o	  increased incidents of red tides and algae blooms ( see attached image) 

o	 the loss of iconic areas for snorkelling, abalone diving etc e.g. Apex Point 

•	  “Finfish farming has a greater impact on the environment than shellfish farming because of 

the addition of organic material and fish feed, which results in nutrients in the form of surplus food 

and excretory products being released to the sediments and waters.” (DPIWE Updated Great 

Oyster Bay and Mercury Passage Marine Farming Development Plan, 2010) 

•	 I do not have confidence that, once additional pens are established, even if a detrimental 

impact is observed, that TASSAL will act immediately to improve the health of the local marine 

environment. 

•	 Offshore farms will result in more interaction between marine mammals such as fur seals, 

dolphins, sharks and whales and the marine farms 

•	 Pollutants, debris and noise will affect marine mammal health and may well impact on sea 

birds – with an increased risk of entanglement in netting. 

•	 Further research into the area of integrated multi-trophic aquaculture (IMTA), e.g. growing 

scallops, oysters, mussels, urchins and seaweed around intensive salmon farms, could lessen 

the impact, but it does not appear that TASSAL is aiming to do this. 

 

 

 

 

Impact on local tourism 

•	 Tourism in Tasmania relies upon our image as pristine, wild and clean. These attributes will 

be degraded should this development go ahead 

•	 Going offshore is not going out of sight. More than 260,000 cruise ship passengers travel 

through Storm Bay annually. Currently the view from any cruise ship entering Storm Bay is of 

open seas and pristine coastlines. Tourists do not want to see hectares of industrial marine farms 

at the entrance into Hobart 

•	 The Tasman Peninsula supports major tourist attractions such as Three Capes National Park, 



Port Arthur Historic Site and Pennicott Wilderness Journeys. Local tourism relies upon the 

Tasman Peninsula’s stunning environment 

•	 Tourism spreads economic benefits over a wide area, employing people in a diverse range of 

employment whereas salmon farming is a private industry that primarily benefits shareholders 

who live elsewhere. 

•	 The Peninsula’s economic future looks far more securely lodged in tourism than in a handful 

of jobs at Tassal that looks set to be lost to mechanisation in the future. 

•	 Filling the coastline with marine farms will seriously impact upon the historical and anecdotal 

reputation of Storm Bay as vast, unpredictable and essential wild tract of ocean 

•	 How will this development impact upon Storm Bay’s reputation as the famous last hurdle in 

the Sydney to Hobart yacht race? I have already heard of several concerns. 

Visual and noise ‘pollution’ 

•	 The West of Wedge proposal is so extensive that it will be visible from any westerly vantage 

point on the Tasman Peninsula such as hillside properties in Roaring Beach, White Beach, 

Nubeena and Koonya Back Rd.  These properties will lose unimpeded sight lines with negative 

impacts on real estate prices 

•	 White Beach residents will be effected by the noise of increased numbers of diesel fuelled 

boats travelling from Tassals depot on Roaring Beach Rd across Parsons and Wedge Bays out 

to West of Wedge 

 

 

Intensive farming 

At 15kg per cubic metre, this represents stocking to the maximum permissible level of crowding in 

the salmon pens and is akin to current cruel intensive pig farming practices. As a human species, 

I believe we should be increasing our awareness of ethical animal farming and considerably 

improve this situation. 

 

 

In short, despite TASSAL’s assurances of best practice, I am not convinced that this company, 

nor the industry in general displays adequate consideration for the ecological systems in which it 

operates.  I believe that the likelihood of long-term harm to our marine ecosystems far outweighs 

any potential economic benefits of further expansion. 
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Submission No: 156

Given Name: Jan

Family Name: Barwick

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am providing this submission in support of 

Tassal's proposed west of Wedge Island Atlantic Salmon farm. 

 

 

In the interests of full disclosure I provide the following information about myself.  I was born and 

have lived and worked on the Tasman Peninsula my whole life.  I come from a long line of 

Peninsula pioneering families.  In the past my parents owned the bulk of White Beach and 

developed much of it, (my maiden name is Skeggs).  I worked for Tasman Council for 22 years 

and followed that by becoming an elected member for nine years, seven of those as Mayor of 

Tasman from 2007 until 2014, when I decided not to recontest my seat for personal reasons.  My 

husband is an employee of Tassal.  I proudly live at White Beach.  I provide all of this information 

because I have nothing to hide and have no interest in doing so. 

 

 

I support Tassal's proposal for various reasons, but my submission will be based on the social 

and economic benefits of Tassal in general but specifically from the Tasman communities point of 

view.  Unfortunately Tassal have been copping a lot of flack of late, unfairly so, in my opinion. 

Unfortunately the "greenies" never consider the importance of jobs in rural and regional areas 

and therefore the social and economic benefits Tassal provides to these areas. 

 

 

From Tasman's perspective, Tassal currently employs 57 full-time employees on the Tasman 

Peninsula and I estimate that indirect jobs would be in the vacinity of sixfold.  Take these 

employees, their wives or husbands and children from our community and this would have an 

enormous detrimental effect on our local economy.  Services such as the school, shops, 

childcare, medical services, banks, freighting companies, restaurants, hotels, accommodation, 

and the list goes on, would struggle to survive.  One local freighting company estimated that 70% 

of their freight is for Tassal. 

 

 

Tasman is also enjoying a surge in property sales and the subsequent increase in property 

values and it is almost impossible to find available rental properties for those wishing to rent, all of 

this is good for our community.  Again, remove Tassal, their employees and families from our 

community and property sales and values would drop, rates would need to decrease in keeping 



with the downturn and our roads and other infrastructure would suffer from the lack of 

maintenance and capital expenditure.  Tasman would end up being a sad little back-water, 

instead of the jewel in Tasmania's crown, as it is today, forgive me for being a proud former 

Mayor. 

 

 

Therefore, the Tassal proposed west of Wedge Island salmon farm will have an enormously 

positive effect on Tasman's social and economic status.  With the estimated additional 73 full-

time positions, their families, and again the estimated sixfold indirect jobs and their families, the 

benefits to our community would be palpable. 

 

 

As I have stated previously, I live at White Beach.  I have spent every day of the last several 

decades looking across Wedge Bay at salmon pens, but that is the price I am prepared to pay for 

the social and economic benefits they bring to my community.  This submission is rather like 

nimbyism in reverse, I do look at salmon pens in my front yard everyday, but the positives far out 

weigh the negatives.  I am not some "do gooding activist", who lives miles away from any salmon 

farms, most likely in the city, who has never seen or rarely ever seen a fish pen, and they have 

absolutely no regard for the social or economic welfare of rural and regional areas, although they 

would loudly say that they have a social licence. 

 

 

In closing, if I thought for one second that these salmon farms were doing any environmental 

damage to my beautiful White Beach, I would be the first to complain, but I have found no 

evidence of this. 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Jan Barwick 
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Submission No: 157

Given Name: Scott

Family Name: Linnell

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Business, Employment & Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I support the proposal of the West of Wedge 

(WOW) oceanic farming development. I believe it will be a great development for the aquaculture 

industry and employment on the Tasman Peninsula. I have an excavation and fabrications 

business currently employing 1 extra person. If the West of Wedge Development is to go ahead 

and get the approval to operate this could lead us to employing another person for our business. 

Tassal Operations are a major support for our excavations and fabrications business and they 

utilise our services regularly. Our small business has expanded majorly in the last two (2) years 

because of the support from Tassal utilising our services. 

West of Wedge (WOW) Development will create more employment. It will mean more people will 

support local business i.e: child care, IGA supermarkets, cafes, pharmacy, etc. Every business 

will benefit in a good way for the West of Wedge Development. The more people coming to the 

Tasman Peninsula for employment by Tassal means more rental home requirements or more 

homes being purchased which is great for local real estate agencies and people with investment 

or second homes wanting to rent. You have our support. Regards, Scott and Karina - Linnell 

Cartage and Contracting. 
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Submission No: 158

Given Name: Karina

Family Name: Little

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Business, Employment & Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I support the proposal of the West of Wedge 

(WOW) oceanic farming development. I believe it will be a great development for the aquaculture 

industry and employment on the Tasman Peninsula. Scott and I have an excavation and 

fabrications business currently employing 1 person. If the West of Wedge Development is to go 

ahead and get the approval to operate this could lead us to engaging an additional employee to 

our business. Tassal Operations are a major support for our excavations and fabrications 

business and they utilise our services regularly. Our small business has expanded majorly in the 

last two (2) years because of the support from Tassal utilising our services. 

West of Wedge (WOW) Development will create more employment. It will mean more people will 

support local business i.e: child care, IGA supermarkets, cafes, pharmacy, etc. Every business 

will benefit in a good way for the West of Wedge Development. The more people coming to the 

Tasman Peninsula for employment by Tassal means more rental home requirements or more 

homes being purchased which is great for local real estate agencies and people with investment 

or second homes wanting to rent. 

You have our support. Regards, Scott and Karina - Linnell Cartage and Contracting.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No
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Submission No: 159

Given Name: Mary

Family Name: Forbes

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes
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Submission Date: 16/01/2018 10:08:44 PM

Submission No: 160

Given Name: David

Family Name: Hildred

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: As a resident of the Tasman Peninsula I am 

concerned that the EIA (which does not appear to have been an independent study) does not 

adequately cover the environmental, conservation  and community impacts that such a large 

development would inevitably have on the present ecosystem and people who live in it. 

Specifically, but in no particular order:- 1 Environmental Pollution and degradation, 2 Visual 

impact, 3 Noise, 4 Light, 5 Effect on tourism. 

 

 

Further as a retired engineer with experience in marine works I am concerned, given the changes 

in weather patterns we are experiencing, that design to a 50 year storm event (which Tassal has 

advised is the design parameter) is inadequate and in addition insufficient disaster mitigation has 

been considered such that a serious marine disaster could occur. 

 

 

I would request a moratorium on all expansion of fish farms, the granting of new leases and the 

reactivation of moribund existing leases until a fully independent long term study has been 

undertaken. 
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Request for Hearing: Yes
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Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 16/01/2018 11:29:33 PM

Submission No: 161

Given Name: Ellanor

Family Name: Wootton

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 16/01/2018 11:35:04 PM

Submission No: 162

Given Name: Philippa 

Family Name: Mott 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The move to introduce salmon farm developments 

in the white beach, roaring beach and storm bay area is fundamentally ill-advised. Salmon 

Farming is essentially unsustainable, hazardous to marine habitats and human health. 

 

 

The Tasman Peninsula is a jewel: an oasis of great natural and historical significance, with 

substantial potential for future growth as a tourism destination. Salmon farming directly 

jeopardises this growth. 

 

 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 163

Given Name: Chloe 

Family Name: Power

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 164

Given Name: Keith

Family Name: Burton

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I uppose the plan. It saddens me as a youth of 

Tasmania that the government once again is more in favour of economical growth rather than 

what the people want and what is beneficial for the environment. Already seen in macquire 

harbour with the bottom covered in sediment produced by the fish farms, it is detrimental to the 

environment and unsustainable due to this point of view. 

 

 

Another major factor that the government has overlooked is the impact of the community that it 

will have. The surfing community would be one of the biggest in the state in this area, and the 

beaches used constantly for recreational use. This community would be effected with debris in 

the water, increased numbers of seals meaning increased numbers of sharks and clarity of the 

water. 

 

 

As a studying engineer I find it hard to believe that a solution has not been found to make the 

salmon farming more sustainable, with the only reason being the cost. 

 

 

Please don’t let these farms go ahead until a solution has been found by the industry to 

accomodate for the impacts it will have, whether it be off shore on inland. It is not sustainable. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 165

Given Name: Brendan

Family Name: Mitchell

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Mitchell Plastic Welding Pty Ltd

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

___________________________________________________________________________ 
PO Box 348 ABN 55 131 842 076 phone : 03 6297 1011   
Geeveston 7116 Tasmania                                                                                      fax: 03 6297 1016 
       Michael: 0417 034243 Brendan: 0429 419303 

www.mitchellplasticwelding.com 
           info@mitchellplasticwelding.com  
                   

SUPPORT FOR TASSAL’S WEST OF WEDGE ISLAND 

 

Mitchell Plastic Welding Pty Ltd is a wholly owned Tasmanian family business, 
established in 1988 by the current Managing Director Michael Mitchell.  Michael 
started his business in the south of the state at the heart of the then early Salmon 
Farm at Dover when the Salmon Industry first kicked off in Tasmanian waters.   
Michael was contracted to build some of the first fish cages at Dover.  As the 
Aquaculture Industry grew so did Mitchell Plastic Welding, welding together water 
transfer pipe lines, plastic floats, fish cages and a whole myriad of plastic products 
for this industry.  Michael introduced his son Brendan to the Business at an early 
age and they became the driving force behind the company.  Brendan is now the 
Operations Manager. 

The company has provided employment opportunities and benefits across the local 
community and the business is still growing at present.  This also has had a flow on 
effect to other businesses.  Mitchell Plastic Welding currently has in excess of 40 
Employees. 

Mitchell Plastic Welding supplies products and services to all three major 
Aquaculture companies in Tasmania.  Mitchell Plastic Welding’s growth, success and 
ability to employ locals is a direct result of this expansion in the Aquaculture 
Industry here in Tasmania.  

Aquaculture contributes to approx. 90 percent of our business annual turnover.  

 

Yours Faithfully 

 

Michael Mitchell 
Owner/Director 
17th January, 2017  
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Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming 
Development Plan November 2005 

Marine Farming Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 44 Hobart TAS 7001 
 
17 January 2018 
 
Dear Sir or Madam,  

I have recently become aware of the proposal to have an area of water set aside as an extensive fish 
farm West of Wedge Island (Conservation Area) in the waters known as Storm Bay.  

I strongly object to TASSAL’S plans to expand salmon farming into Storm Bay and I request a complete 
moratorium on all marine farm expansion in Storm Bay. 

My concerns include the effects of salmon farming on our health, the marine and coastal inshore 
environments. 

The history of salmon farming originated as a means to supply high quality nutritional food in Scotland 
during a time when this type of resource was limited or unavailable to most individuals, but the 
nutritional value of the current product fails to provide the standards and quality for the purpose of 
that which it was originally intended. Scandinavian guidelines suggest that this style of intensive 
salmon farming offers no health benefits, to the contrary health risks with recommendations that it 
should only be consumed as one serve five monthly. The Scottish Salmon recommendations is one 
serve per month to avoid health risks.  

I understand low energy, warmer and lower oxygenated waters encourage the growth of parasites 
and fungal infections. Uncontrolled, many fish die, consequently the use of antibiotics, chemicals in 
feed and oxygenating the water is required to maintain numbers in this environment. Unhealthy fish 
pumped full of antibiotics and other substances do not provide a good quality product. Salmon is not 
a ‘school’ fish and it is not a natural habitat for this fish to be swimming in such numbers within the 
confines of a pen. The first priority and ethos of salmon farming should be about providing a quality 
environment for the fish leading on to a product that is healthy for the consumer. Profit and 
sustainability of the company will not be retained unless the product is in demand. Who wants to eat 
toxic fish? 

I think it is essential to address the issues of the farming environment and health of the fish to achieve 
a quality product. Why, just before Christmas, at the Okehampton TASSAL fish farm, was it considered 
an acceptable loss ‘the death of 30,000 salmon due to human error’? We have no guarantee that 
won’t occur again or worse. Is the health of the fish farmed not important? Oxygen depletion is a well-
known outcome of fish farming. Warmer sea temperatures reduce the amount of oxygen that can be 
absorbed by seawater. In its half-yearly report Huon Aquaculture said, ‘A hot summer was putting 
Macquarie Harbour under additional stress, with oxygen levels in the water falling.’ (ABC News, 1 
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March 2016). Increased pressure on marine environments is a national and a global issue, reference 
ecological disasters attributed to intense marine farming and sea temp rise in 
Chile: https://news.nationalgeographic.com/2016/05/160517-chile-red-tide-fishermen-protest-
chiloe/ and https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/mar/10/chiles-salmon-farms-lose-
800m-as-algal-bloom-kills-millions-of-fish 

Rather than expansion the focus for TASSAL should be on improving the quality of the existing 
operations. 

It has been suggested true off-shore farming would produce a better quality product and a more 
sustainable outcome for both environment and operations. In waters at least ten nautical kilometres 
off shore, close to the continental shelf, potentially the health of the Salmon in cool, deep waters 
would be better than the current fish farm pens location where the health and problems for the fish 
farmer of amoebic gill disease and fungal infections are prevalent in relatively stagnant and warm 
waters. Healthier fish would reduce the need for chemicals, antibiotics and fresh water used to 
combat infections and illness.  If this is the case why is TASSAL proposing a fish farm location barely 
more than two kilometres off-shore in what is termed ‘sheltered water’ on the chart ‘just round the 
corner’ from its present fish farm in Parsons Bay? It can hardly be seriously considered ‘off-shore’ 
ocean farming. This a calculated misleading use of terminology. The bold move would be consider 
operations in ‘open water’. 

The need for TASSAL to expand their operation ‘around the corner’ in the waters adjacent to Wedge 
Island rather than use true off-shore/ wild water makes me question their promise of better quality 
salmon and better environmental outcomes. Since their plan is to continue use of the current fish 
pens at Badgers Cove, Creeses Mistake and Port Arthur expanding them and using them as hatcheries 
for the young fish, rather than retiring the in-shore pens as indicated in their published brochure 
‘Current’, the issues of young salmon health and need for large amounts of water and antibiotics due 
to disease and low oxygenated water will continue. The location of the proposed pens for the more 
mature fish, in what they have termed ‘high energy environment’ will create challenges especially for 
the safety of workers but not necessarily offer a thriving environment for the fish as it not located in 
‘true oceanic’ conditions. 

The ‘Recreation Sea Fishing guide 2017-18’ states ‘Safe eating of scale fish. Derwent Estuary - Heavy 
metal contamination in the Derwent Estuary affects the type and amount of seafood caught in the 
area that you should eat. The director of Public Health advises people not to eat Bream caught in the 
Derwent Estuary.’ Warning in a fishing guide not to eat the fish is serious. 

With consideration that the Derwent Estuary, which flows into Storm Bay, has within the last decade 
claimed the title as the second most polluted river in the world due to heavy metal contamination, 
caused by the largest Zinc works in the Southern hemisphere, the location of fish farms is crucial. 
TASSAL has already experienced some challenges in recent months at Macquarie Harbour, deemed a 
complex environment to farm, and are now reflecting on their mistakes. What has been learnt from 
this?  

The Derwent Estuary, associated Bays and inlets are in the juvenile stages of recovery and healing 
from what could be regarded as one of Australia’s largest industrial disasters. The Derwent River 
pushes enormous volumes of water from the source out to sea affecting a huge expanse of coastline 



3 
 

north and south, including the basin that is Frederick Henry and Norfolk Bay. I understand ships, 
submarines and such vessels are not allowed to drop anchor in the Derwent Estuary as a result of the 
fragile silt layer currently protecting the river from extreme heavy metal contamination. I submit that 
anchors from fish farm pens located within Storm Bay should be considered as detrimental, as any 
other anchored vessel, as they may disturb the silt layers resulting in contamination along the food 
chain.  

The Aquaculture Industry claims to be leading the way, a global breakthrough in aquatic farming but 
it is clear that on a global stage it would be considered careless, irresponsible and thoughtless to locate 
an expansion in such an inappropriate environment. Is the proposed fish farm expansion worth the 
risk to the environment, the workers, the community and the consumer? Is profit, not quality and 
sustainability, the main driving objective? 

As TASSAL has been located in the current Creeses Mistake Operation for at least 30 years, there 
should be extensive, longitudinal studies of the effects, of the industry, on the environment with on-
going information available. I believe this operation should consider themselves privileged and 
thankful that no critical objections, just community acceptance, has allowed the operation to remain 
in this location. The fact that such a large percentage of the local community object and disagree with 
the expansion of operations into ‘West of Wedge Island’ should be argument enough to reason this is 
not an appropriate or suitable location. 

The previously pristine waters, beaches and sea shores off White Beach and Parsons Bay have been 
deteriorating over the years.  Plastics, UV degraded particles from equipment, and pollutants, 
especially fish faeces and antibiotics, leaching from the fish farm, put pressure on the marine 
environment. There is evidence of brown slimy and fluoro-green vermicelli seaweeds washing up on 
the beaches, rocky shores and boat ramp near White Beach at the ‘Brother and Sister’ Conservation 
Area. Incidents of red tides and algae blooms, which have been increasing, is an indication of increased 
nitrogen and lowering of oxygen levels in the water.  Dense algal blooms makes it hard for light to 
penetrate the water preventing photosynthesis for plants, essential for life. Reduction of plant life 
affects the whole ecology of the marine eco-system threatening some species to extinction.  

The proposal to introduce more fish farm pens into the region of waters, being challenged with 
depleting oxygen levels, would mean the catastrophic loss of iconic snorkelling, diving and surfing 
areas, such as Apex Point, Kelpies and the Roaring Beach Conservation area (used for the Surfing 
Nationals). It sets precedence for further impingements on what is recognised as some of the best 
temperate diving in the world. I believe these waters should be made into a Marine Reserve to 
preserve the already threatened eco-system with the consideration that the proposed area is 
surrounded by Conservation reserves. Rather than adding pollutants, such as antibiotics used to treat 
fungal, bacterial infections or parasites in the salmon, the residues which are still active in the 
discharged waste water, and having blatant disregard for the endangering of the fragile marine 
environment our emphasis should be on care for the threatened and protected species many unique 
to this region such as Hand fish, Leafy Sea-dragons and the Giant Kelp. Least to say what effect these 
pollutants have on the families swimming and using the waters around fish farms at White Beach? 

“It is a widely acknowledged fact that salmon farming (as previously and currently practised in 
Tasmania) has a detrimental effect on water quality and substrate characteristics in close proximity to 



4 
 

farming operations” (‘Risks to the Tasmanian Abalone and Rock Lobster Fisheries from the Oceanic 
Expansion of the Salmonoid Industry’, September 2014) 

“Finfish farming has a greater impact on the environment than shellfish farming because of the 
addition of organic material and fish feed, which results in nutrients in the form of surplus food and 
excretory products being released to the sediments and waters.” (DPIWE Updated Great Oyster Bay 
and Mercury Passage Marine Farming Development Plan, 2010)  

Do we trust the ‘best practise’ required by fish farming in waters close to recreational use for 
swimmers, divers and surfers. What is the quality of the waters? TASSAL claims to be reducing the use 
of antibiotics, but is this really the truth: http://www.smh.com.au/national/health/antibiotics-in-
salmon-tassal-quadruples-amount-rivals-reduce-or-eliminate-use-20170731-gxm5ms.html 

Is this intensive farming sustainable or are more problems being created? The heavy use of chemicals 
to give the appearance of ‘healthy fish’ makes me question what is being pumped into the fish and I 
am ingesting when choosing to eat this product. Antibiotics used in farmed animals is linked to 
increase in superbugs: http://consumersunion.org/news/the-overuse-of-antibiotics-in-food-animals-
threatens-public-health-2/ What is in the feed? https://www.skretting.com/en-AU/faqs/whats-in-
fish-feed/And why does flesh have to be dyed pink? https://www.sbs.com.au/news/here-s-why-your-
farmed-salmon-has-colour-added-to-it 

I am concerned also about the impact of extensive fish farming will have on our Tourism industry.  

People from all around the world come to see our beautiful scenery not fish farms and infrastructure 
that accompanies it. First impressions sailing into the Derwent River will be fish farms and the noise 
and obstruction of busy working vessels. 

Tourism in Tasmania relies upon our image as pristine, wild and clean. These attributes will be 
degraded should this development go ahead. The Tasman Peninsula supports major tourist attractions 
such as Three Capes Track in the Tasman National Park (recognised as World leading attraction for 
walkers) and Pennicott’s Tasman Island Cruises (Global Award winning Eco-tourism business) both of 
which view the site of the expanse of water for the proposed fish farm site. Local tourism relies upon 
the Tasman Peninsula’s stunning environment. Employment for locals is mostly involved with the 
tourism industry. The promise of over 70 jobs by the fish farm, for what will be a largely automated 
system, is misleading, with no guarantees that employment or training will be for local residents.  

These waters are used by professional and recreational fishermen, sailors- recreational and local off-
shore racing, surfers, divers, International Cruise boats (more than 260,000 cruise ship passengers 
travel through Storm Bay annually) visiting Port Arthur Historic Site (World leading Tourist attraction). 
Tall ships, like the Lady Nelson, entering Parson’s Bay for the annual Tasman Regatta and Australian 
Wooden Boat Festival will be affected by additional fish farm pens, causing restrictions and additional 
hazards to these wild and often treacherous waters - particularly dusk to dawn in low light levels or 
storm conditions when it is not easy to see low lying obstacles not marked on charts. 

As in-shore sailors who enjoy sailing the waters around Tasmania it concerns me and my husband, 
who also does boat deliveries along this coastline, that expansion of the fish farms is introducing 
additional hazards for those sailing in wild conditions. Storm bay has been called so for a reason and 
to put obstacles such as fish pens seems to be illogical creating unnecessary risks for mariners. 
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The risks for sailors include being forced further off-shore or through a narrow dangerous entrance to 
enter Wedge Bay, if wishing to take refuge in Parson’s Bay during heavy weather conditions. Intense 
lighting at beginning of a transit into parson’s Bay can cause serious detriment to a Sailor’s night vision 
(I am a skipper who experienced this off Huon Island). Having sailed this area where the proposed 
‘West of Wedge Island’ farm is to be located and knowing the ferocity and extremely dangerous sea 
states that occur, I know it only takes one navigation beacon to become inoperable and you can find 
yourself sailing dangerously within the pens (this is a another challenge I have experienced). It has 
been suggested that, for the safety of the TASSAL worker, the operation will be able to run automated 
during adverse weather conditions, clearly identifying the predictably wild and dangerous nature of 
this location. In addition to the enormous volumes of fresh water required to bath the fish at the    
newly proposed sight, I seriously challenge  the safety of workers and other uses of these waterways 
who have to contend with not water tankers but towed containers of freshwater. This to me seems 
to be a serious oversite of the safety of operations in a shared waterway, due to long, noisy operation 
of vessels with restricted manoeuvrability. 

If the position of the pens can be moved 400m north, after consultation with those sailing in the annual 
Sydney to Hobart Race, surely it is reasonable to hear the voice of the local professional and 
recreational sailors, fishermen, boaters, surfers, divers, swimmers and others using this body of water  
all year round. It demonstrates a true lack of integrity towards the local community and those familiar 
with these waters. This is not an appropriate location for a large fish farm. 

Despite TASSALS ‘best practice’, quantities of marine rope, plastic pipe and marine farm rubbish 
already washes up on Parson’s Bay coastlines  and White Beach which is very popular with swimmers 
and families. TASSAL representatives claim debris from the pens will not affect local waterways and 
beaches yet I have witnessed Roaring Beach, Conservation Area, having all the sand swept from the 
beach after a serious storm event, denuding it to a rocky shoreline but within a three to six month 
period the beach was re-established with sand. This demonstrates a very dynamic waterway and 
series of bays. Marine debris is particularly evident after winter storms, which suggests the debris is 
suspended in the water, breaks down and only reaches the shore with large storm surges. Under the 
commonwealth maritime law no discharge of plastics is allowed into the marine environment, yet 
TASSAL, itself admits the need to clean up the beaches of TASSAL waste, even though it is only 
accountable for waste in a 35 metre radius from the pens.  

Prevailing winds and currents would bring the nitrogen rich sludge and sediment from the proposed 
farm West of Wedge, into Wedge and Parsons Bays. It should be noted that a ten metre deep 
sandbank exists between Wedge Island and the northern mainland known as Quoin Channel, Clean 
beaches such as Roaring Beach with its fragile sand-dunes, as well as rugged, inaccessible coastlines 
to the north and south would be affected by polluted sediments and marine debris if the extensive 
proposed fish farm was permitted. Who would clean these difficult to get to areas? Plastics and other 
waste chemicals are harming marine life the environment and destroying the ecosystem. It is 
unsustainable to keep pumping pollutants and plastics into our coastal waters. It makes no economic 
or sustainable production sense, to set up a farm in this location. We as local residents try to play our 
small roles in caring for our local environment with the view to a healthier global living condition for 
our future generations. What right does large scale industry have to just step in and destroy all of that 
which we as concerned and diligent community members and residents work towards. 
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Whales, dolphins, sea birds and other marine life getting entangled in the netting is also of great 
concern. The whales, Humpbacks and Southern Rights, are only just making a comeback, some even 
calving in the local waters now. Whales with calves are regularly seen in Norfolk Bay annually clearly 
demonstrating that they transit the local waterways. Whale-watching as an increasing tourist 
attraction would be greatly impacted by potential fatalities due to net entanglement of migrating 
whales. The working lights of the fish farm is known to attract staggering numbers of squid. Tooth 
Whales feed on squid making the farm a giant whale lure.  

Concerns have been also expressed about the increase in apex predators, such as sharks and orcas, 
being attracted to the fish farms and the localised area chasing seals, another common animal 
attracted to the pens, creating dangers for recreational divers, surfers and swimmers and the TASSAL 
workers in the water. Why create potentially harmful situations to marine life, ourselves and tourists. 

I object to the scale and location of the proposed development with 860 hectares of public waterways 
becoming a no-transit zone, 180 hectares of stationary surface marine farm equipment and 
dramatically increased workboat activity. Already fish farms dominate and spoil the views from White 
beach. The current TASSAL operation, at Creeses Mistake in Wedge Bay and Badgers Cove in Parsons 
Bay, offers some local employment but has considerable negative impacts on many locals living in the 
area. This includes disruption by noise day and night from boat operations, generators and the feeding 
barge (which can carry considerable distances over water with wind and be amplified off the hard 
coastlines), light pollution from salmon pens at night will no doubt affect our ability to enjoy the 
wonderful phenomena of southern auroras from our locality.  

The proposed site is only just over 2km off shore close to the edge of Wedge Island National Park 
Conservation Area, home to the Little Penguin and Shearwater rookeries. Why after going to the great 
expense of removing the feral cats from Wedge Island should we encroach on their protected habitat? 
Has any consideration been given to the fact the shearwater (also known as moon bird), have a 
tendency to fly towards bright light and without any doubt will lead to serious detriment to the 
colonised population. The population numbers and ability for flying birds and penguins to safely utilise 
this Island refuge and surrounding feeding grounds will be heavily compromised. 

Continual noise and operation of vessels around these sensitive habitats, especially at dusk and dawn, 
should be taken into consideration. What is the point in having National Park Conservation Areas if 
detrimental industrial practise is allowed within too close a proximity? This proposal is surrounded by 
conservation areas (what the fuck!!!!!) 

The Giant Kelp Forest is in decline and there is a decrease in numbers of wild fish, abalone and crayfish 
yet there has been increase in incidents of luminous algae blooms and POMS1 disease linked to 
increase of nitrogen and lowering of oxygen levels in the water. The rocky shoreline is covered in 
brown slime instead of the complex seaweed environment, for which Tasmania is world renowned. 

Marked on the TASSAL map around the proposed fish pens is a large black line that extends across the 
end of Wedge Bay enclosing a vast area. When questioned about this at the last meeting in Nubeena 
on 11th January the explanation  given was varied and nondescript and lacked the transparency that 

                                                           
1 http://www.themercury.com.au/news/tasmania/fresh-blow-for-oyster-growers-as-algal-toxin-outbreak-on-
states-east-coast-arrives-earlier-and-bigger/news-story/63f7631ec00845c326f0fb1417fc0440 
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TASSAL claim as the basis for our trust in them. Is this the demarcation of further future plans to 
expand into the area of kelp harvesting. When the topic of the giant kelp forests arose it was skirted 
around very quickly, so much so that I had to ask the environmental spokesperson, Sean Riley, to go 
back in his presentation to clarify his understanding of the impact that this further development will 
have on the already severely threatened species. To this he could provide no answers.  

The TASSAL Sustainability Report 2016 states ‘A rigorous stakeholder engagement process is 
undertaken to ensure our social licence to operate’2. I question whether there has been a rigorous 
engagement with the community and also whether public land should be handed over to private 
company. As a rate-payer who has lived at on the Tasman Peninsula overlooking Wedge Bay for over 
ten years I was disappointed by the lack of community engagement by TASSAL given that this planning 
process has been over a period of six years and public consultation and input only months. The timing 
of the limited public meetings, consultation period and deadline of submissions 17 January seemed 
be to ensure the local community were purposefully discouraged from being engaged in decisions. I 
do not believe that TASSAL should have a ‘social licence’3 to operate in Storm Bay. This public land, 
owned by all Tasmanians, should not be handed over to a private company for commercial purposes 
who do not appear to have public health and production of a quality product as top priority. Industrial 
farming in the proposed location will result in more harm than benefits to those who enjoy the Tasman 
Peninsula’s marine environment, beaches and shorelines but also those who consume the product. I 
strongly oppose this proposed development. 

Furthermore how can we feel as community members who have invested our livelihoods in the 
localised area that we are being given a fair go when TASSAL has already started putting in place the 
infrastructure for their automated facility, being a tower at location ready for installation. This act in 
its self makes the dignity and transparency of TASSAL and the processes that have been undertaken 
dubious and extremely questionable. 

Kind Regards 

Rachel Chesmer and Steven White,  

 

 

                                                           
2 http://www.tassal.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Tassal-Sustainability-Report-2016.pdf 
3 http://socialicense.com/definition.html 
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To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I am writing a submission to protest the proposed expansion of Fish 
Farming in Storm Bay on the Tasman Peninsula – in this instance 
specifically the Wedge Island proposal. 
I have many concerns that have not been addressed effectively by 
responses from Tassal. Community consultation and transparency has 
been very poor. Trying to find the submission information on the Tassal 
website was impossible, trying to find it on the search engines on the 
internet was also impossible. It took many hours of talking to my friends 
from the local community to find the information as to how to actually 
make this submission. 
 
What is being proposed is a massive industrial intensive farming 
operation in a pristine wilderness environment. If the current farming 
practices of the companies wishing to expand into this area were 
respectful of the environments they are currently in, I would have no 
problem with the expansion, however the destruction of pristine 
environments (such as in Macquarie Habour and Okehampton), 
destruction of ecosystems, and lack of waste management of fish 
effluent , excess fish food and farm debris with little responsibility or 
accountability leave me with no faith that the expansions with be any 
different, despite the large greenwash campaign to the contrary from the 
companies involved. The fish food itself has no transparency as to 
ingredients and is extremely questionable in terms of both synthetic 
ingredients and environmental sustainability – as is the amount of wild 
caught fish required to grow a salmon(1.8 kg of wild caught fish to grow 
1 kg of Salmon). 
 
In an efficient and respectful farming management practice, there 
should be no impact on the surrounding environment, however, to meet 
the corporate market demands many significant negative issues remain 
with the proposals of how the farms are to be run. 
 
Stocking levels are massive and before the fish are moved to the big 
pens , the juvenile fish will spend 6 months in the already overloaded 
areas of Parsons Bay and others. This increase in operations in this 
area is devastating. Parsons bay was once a pristine white bay – the 
sand is now is grey with sludge, the water quality is degraded, it is 
littered with debris and there is a slime over the sandstone that was 
never there before. There is supposed to be no impact 35metres outside 
the lease and this all occurs outside this zone.   
  



The new dam built in Nubeena has cut off more than 50% water flow to 
Stinking Creek further affecting the already challenged ecosystem. 
 
Rising sea temperatures and erratic climate patterns and water current 
movements have had a massive impact on current operations with 
appalling results for the ecosystems they are in. The regulations for 
Nitrate/Nitrite Levels are too high to be acceptable parameters for safe 
operations. The scientific forecasts for the new proposals still do not 
take into account adequately the unpredictability of these climactic 
factors on the impact of such a huge amount of effluent waste into the 
surrounding pristine environment. If there are such high levels of 
parasite and disease then stocking numbers are again way too high. 
 
The impact of visual pollution destroys a wilderness area.  
 
The impact of noise pollution destroys a wilderness area. 
 
The impact of light pollution destroys a wilderness area. 
 
These concerns are made both from the point of view of the wildlife and 
the residents. As the wildlife in the area have no say in this consultation 
process they needs to be spoken for. 
The effect of this proposal on the eco tourism industry will be extremely 
negative – given this industry is the most lucrative and still growing, this 
is a significant concern.  
 
I am a member of the local community. I made a submission regarding 
this proposal sometime ago in the first round, and received no response 
from council, Tassal or the government. There has been insistence that 
this has been a community consultation process, and I am very 
disappointed that as rate payers, land owners and future residents with 
a vested interest in and commitment to our home, we have received no 
information regarding further developments of this proposal from any 
official channels – no notification of or minutes from community 
meetings – three of which have been held. 
 
We have spent 20 years as visitors to the Tasman Peninsula being 
attracted by its pristine environment and incredible natural values, and 
wonderful community. Having spent so much time in built up urban, 
industrial areas, it is extremely obvious to us how badly the natural 
environments have been effected by human mismanagement. There are 
so few places left that have not been badly damaged by human activity 
– it seems that the Peninsula is being taken for granted in this regard. 



 
Five years ago we were fortunate enough to purchase a beautiful block 
of land at Roaring Beach. We have a strong commitment to the 
community and have developed strong and deep relationships within it 
over the time we have been there. When we visit we make a point to 
spend our money in the local shops on the peninsula rather that in town 
to support the local economy. My work has been as an artist, musician 
and performer and have always given time and skills where I can to the 
community by way of performing for and with the local musicals and with 
local musicians at community events, performing at the bushfire relief 
benefit in Dunalley after the big fires, doing music workshops at the 
school.  
We have always wanted to live on the Tasman Peninsula and have 
been working extremely hard for most of these past 20 years to make 
that dream a reality.  
 
We have been developing our own employment strategies, not only for 
ourselves but the wider community, to work with the increasing eco 
tourism trade that is happening on the peninsula as it shifts from being 
seasonal to a for consistent year round industry. To have that industry 
threatened as we endeavour to become full time residents of and 
contributors to this area is a significant negative issue.  
 
The proposed creation of 70 new jobs is a significant incentive being 
proposed to the community, however the security of those jobs as the 
production processes become automated is short term and hollow. The 
interests of the company are to the shareholders not the local 
community, and the expansion is also in the interests of the 
shareholders and making money for them. From the information 
presented, the priorities are not in the interest of the welfare of the 
community, they not in the interest of the humane management/welfare 
of the fish and they are not in the interest of the management of a 
precious and fragile ecosystem. The community needs job creation, 
however for a healthy thriving community the jobs created need to 
nurture the environment, farming practices of any kind need to be 
forward thinking to a multi-crop rotational, sustainable integrated closed 
loop system that has no impact on the surrounding environment. 
 
Thank you for your time in reading this submission. I sincerely hope that 
you hear these words, and can find alternatives to create viable and 
sustainable jobs that nurture the community and protect the 
environment and rare natural values of the area before it is too late. 
 



Yours Sincerely  
Anita Hustas 
 
http://www.farmedanddangerous.org/scientific-case/ 
 
http://www.salmonfarmmonitor.org/problems.shtml 
 
http://articles.mercola.com/sites/articles/archive/2013/07/09/farmed-salmon-
dangers.aspx 
 
http://www.davidsuzuki.org/issues/oceans/science/sustainable-fisheries-and-
aquaculture/salmon-farming---a-grave-concern-a-great-hope/ 
 
http://www.abc.net.au/7.30/content/2009/s2766962.htm 
 
http://www.sustainableseafood.org.au/fish.php/1/6/atlantic-salmon 
 
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/nation/tasmanias-salmon-trade-casts-deadly-
net/story-e6frg6nf-1226667828180 
 
http://www.abc.net.au/4corners/big-fish/7972064 
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Given Name: Yasmin
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Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Animals Australia

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Tasmanians should not be locked out of iconic 

waterways: 863 hectares of Storm Bay off the coast of Tasmania will be taken from the public, 

including iconic areas for snorkelling, diving and surfing, this is unacceptable! 

 

 

Threat to tourism: Currently, tourists entering Storm Bay see nothing but open seas and beautiful 

coastlines. If the development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial fish farms, 

which would definitely impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 

 

 

Sydney to Hobart Yacht Race: The impact of fish pens right in line on the path of our iconic world 

renowned Sydney to Hobart Yacht Race could spell disaster and threaten the safety of both the 

yachtsmen and the penned/trapped fish. 

 

 

Despite Tassal's 'best practice' claims, marine rope, plastic pipe and other rubbish already 

washes up on the coastlines from their existing farms. Building a new farm will see more of this 

trash entering the water and putting marine life at great risk. 

 

 

The conditions under which fish are kept penned in fish farms are unacceptably cramped and 

unhygienic, just like animals in other factory farms. Disease is common and one study found that 

up to a quarter of fish in fish farms experience severe health problems. 

 

 

Let greed not cloud our good judgement and policies in regard to Tourism, Conservation, 

Community and Industry.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I would like to make it known my oposition to any 

further expansion of the already large area where fish farms are currently allowed. As someone 

who has surfed in the waters of Storm Bay for over 30 years now I feel that nowhere near enough 

emphasis is placed on the environmental impact of such fish farms. The decimation of 

biodiversity in the previously prestine D'Entracasteaux channel only further reinforces my 

objection to the expansion of fish farms in the area. If anything far greater research into the 

environmental impact of the current fish farms needs to be done. This is a matter I am most 

concerned about.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 1:49:00 AM

Submission No: 174

Given Name: Tannia

Family Name: Williams

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Resident

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am a resident at White Beach. I live approx 300 

meters from the beach! 

Since the Tassal pens were extended into Wedge Bay in 2014 there has been a difference to the 

sand structure from time to time. It has become slushy and boggy! We saw a ute get bogged upto 

its axel! Never before has this happened. There was a wedding near Wades corner the Sand has 

changed most in this area and the guest were standing in soft slushy sand! 

There was never any consultation on the increased size into Wedge Bay in 2010. 

But this time there were letters sent out to all rate payers. And I know a lot have apossed the 90 

hectare lease. 

I have been a land owner at White Beach since January 1987. I have been coming to the area 

since the 1970s. The sand quality has changed, it's not my imagination. Just look at what has 

happened in Parsons Bay! That used to be lovely sand! Not slushy and boggy! 

This bay (White Beach) will not cope with 64 pens worth or slush coming into our bay! And 

Roaring beach and Lime Bay and Sloping Main and further coastal reserves! 

I attended one meeting by Tassal before Christmas which I found out about by accident. They are 

rude and have the meetings loaded up with their employees. Made to feel as if my concerns don't 

matter. 

But my Grandchildren visiting the clean beautiful beach does matter! 

I almost feel this submission is a waste of time, is any one going to actually listen. 

I'm not against fish farming or economy growth but at what cost will this be to the entrance to one 

of the most beautiful places in the world, Hobart! 

I have been informed by Tassal at the meeting they will only be able to access the 64 pens 45% 

of the year due to weather. Go off land!!! This government needs to pick up their game all sides 

of the fence! 

Protect our foreshores and out future Clean Image. 

The line fishing in the bay has decreased remarkably in all my years of living at White Beach! 

 

 

Ps they have only just stopped using Seal bombs! And they have cut down on noice pollution but 

is that because of the pending increases??? 

There has to be another's solution but this expansion will be detrimental to all of Tasmania! 

Please listen and Thank You! 

Attachments: No



Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 2:08:55 AM

Submission No: 175

Given Name: Ben

Family Name: Allen

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 2:20:24 AM

Submission No: 176

Given Name: Robyn

Family Name: Francis

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Tourism

Comments in relation to draft amendment:  

 

It is appalling news that Tassal wishes to constantly expand and take over Tasmanian 

waterways.  This business is cruel to the fish it farms along with all the other marine life it harms 

such as seals.  It causes pollution to our beautiful waterways and is a blight on the landscape. 

In Dover, we experience first hand the noise, water pollution, and truck noise at 5:00am and 

throughout the day, made by the Tassal salmon farming factory.  Due to so much boat traffic the 

sand on the beach is no longer white and there are always pieces of fish factory paraphenalia 

washed up. 

We are tired of seeing fish farms everywhere we look dominating the seascape.  Any view from a 

beach is marred by their ugly sight on the horizon.  Tasmania is definitely not the pristine place it 

used to be.  Successive governments should be ashamed to not have protected this once 

beautiful island. 

 

 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 2:29:24 AM

Submission No: 177

Given Name: Brad

Family Name: Jackson

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: It’s been proven in the past what fish farming does 

to the surrounding areas, so why keep destroying Tasmania great natural asserts. 

I spend half my life in the waters fishing, surfing diving and general boating and would like to 

keep doing this until I die. Putting these farms in is going to ruin the way people live there lives in 

the ocean. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 2:52:08 AM

Submission No: 178

Given Name: Xan

Family Name: Nunn

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Ocean enthusiasts/artist

Comments in relation to draft amendment: To whom it may concern, 

 

 

I'm writing this submition because i am concerned because of the fish waste that will be omitted 

into our oceans if this expansion is granted. 

 

 

Regards, Xan Nunn

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 3:05:22 AM

Submission No: 179

Given Name: Floyd

Family Name: Groves

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Ruining local area with pollution and a hazard to 

local surfers

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 3:10:51 AM

Submission No: 180

Given Name: Jaun

Family Name: Boscott

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Surfer, Commercial Cray Fisherman

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 3:50:45 AM

Submission No: 181

Given Name: John

Family Name: Stanfield

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: My concern with the proposal to farm salmon in 

Storm Bay is in relation to waste management, particularly uneaten feed pellets and faecal 

material being managed through settlement on the sea floor and fallowing. 

The history of salmon farming in Tasmania includes environmental performance inconsistent with 

the standards set in lease agreements. The environmental impact is particularly negative when 

considered in relation to wild fish habitat within and around the lease areas. 

I do not support the current expansion plans for the Tassal leases in Storm Bay or other areas 

around Tasmania as I believe the cost to environment to be too high. 

I believe the inclusion of a waste collection system is necessary to effectively manage salmon 

farming operations conducted in marine waters in Tasmania.

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): Yes



Questions for Industry, IMAS, Government and the EPA 
 
References: 
 

1. LIVING MARINE RESOURCES MANAGEMENT ACT, 1995, MARINE 
FARMING LICENCE NO: 
236 http://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/MF%20Licence%20236%20Okehampto
n%20Bay-%20variation%20-%2021%20August%202017.pdf  

2. Snapshot of the state of the D’Entrecasteuax Channel and lower Huon estuary 
3. Ogier, E. and Macleod, C. K. (2013). Your Marine Values – Public Report 

2013 online version. IMAS Technical Report 120pp. University of Tasmania. 
ISBN 978-1-86295-930-9. 

4. Sustainable industry growth plan for the salmon industry Draft for 
comment. http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Draft%20sustainable%20indus
try%20growth%20plan%20for%20the%20Salmon%20Industry.pdf  

5. TASMANIAN SALMON INDUSTRY DISCUSSION PAPER, HUON 
AQUACULTURE COMPANY PTY LTD. 
 https://www.huonaqua.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Huon-
Aquaculture-Salmonid-Industry-Discussion-Paper.pdf  

 
Interpretation: 
 
Annelid a segmented worm of the phylum Annelida, such as an earthworm or 

leech. 
Benthic The benthic zone is the ecological region at the lowest level of a body 

of water such as an ocean or a lake, including the sediment surface and 
some sub-surface layers. Organisms living in this zone are called 
benthos, e.g. the benthic invertebrate community, including 
crustaceans and polychaetes. 

Fauna.  the animals of a particular region, habitat, or geological period. 
Polychaetes a marine annelid worm of the class Polychaeta; a bristle worm. 
Taxonomic concerned with the classification of things, especially organisms. 
 
 
As a recreational fisher I would like to understand, in more detail, the impact fin fish 
farming is having on wild fish populations. This curiosity includes a desire to 
understand any lifecycle affect through changed habitat. 
 
By way of background, anecdotal evidence suggests the impact of fin fish farming is a 
significant contributor to the reduction of wild fish availability within the 
D’Entrecasteuax Channel. Widely held opinion of local residents and shack owners is 
that effluent from fin fish farms is the most significant contributor to reduced catch 
rates of recreationally important species such as flathead, flounder, abalone and 
crayfish. 
 
Schedule 3 of reference 1 includes the following: 
 
1.1 There must be no significant visual, physico-chemical or biological impacts at or 
extending beyond 35 metres from the boundary of the Lease Area. The following 
impacts may be regarded as significant. 



Visual impacts: 
• Presence of fish feed pellets; 
• Presence of bacterial mats (e.g. Beggiatoa spp.); 
• Presence of gas bubbling arising from the sediment, either with or without 
disturbance of the sediment; 
• Presence of numerous opportunistic polychaetes (e.g. Capitella spp., 
Dorvilleid spp.) on the sediment surface. 

In the event that a significant visual impact is detected at any point 35 metres or more 
from the lease boundary, the licence holder may be required to undertake a triggered 
environmental survey or other remedial activity determined by the Director, EPA. 
 
Physico-chemical: 
Redox 

• A corrected redox value which differs significantly from the reference site(s) 
or is < 0 mV at a depth of 3 cm within a core sample. 
Sulphide 
(Schedule 3) 
• A corrected sulphide level which differs significantly from the reference 
site(s) or is > 250 μM at a depth of 3 cm within a core sample. 

Biological: 
• A 20 times increase in the total abundance of any individual taxonomic 
family relative to reference sites; 
• An increase at any compliance site of greater than 50 times the total Annelid 
abundance at reference sites; 
• A reduction in the number of families by 50 per cent or more relative to 
reference sites; 
• Complete absence of fauna. 

As natural environmental variation renders some locations more susceptible to 
significant changes in parameter values, the above thresholds will be considered in 
addition to baseline environmental information for determining the presence/absence 
of a significant impact. 
 
1.2 There must be no significant visual impacts within the Lease Area. The following 
impacts may be regarded as significant. 
 
Visual impacts within Lease Area: 
 

• Excessive feed dumping. 
• Extensive bacterial mats (e.g. Beggiatoa spp.) on the sediment surface prior 
to restocking. 
• Spontaneous gas bubbling from the sediment. 
 

1.3 Where areas are fallowed due to visual impacts, the Lease Area shall not be 
restocked until the sediments have recovered to the satisfaction of the Director, EPA. 

 
1.4 The licence holder must comply with any written request from the Director or the 
Director, EPA specifying waste disposal actions for the purpose of mitigating against 
any effect on the ecology of the marine environment or nearby shoreline associated 
with marine farming operations including harvesting, processing of salmonids and the 
removal of fouling organisms. 



Question 1: To what extent does excess feed, extensive bacterial mats on sediment 
surface and spontaneous gas bubbling affect the likelihood of wild fish recruitment, 
health, growth rates and likelihood to remain in and around a fin fish lease area? 
 
Question 2: What distance from a lease boundary would no visible sign of farming 
operations occur? 
 
Question 3: Given the lease areas described on page 79 and 80 of reference 3 what is 
the total area of the D’Entrecasteuax Channel and Lower Huon Estuary allocated to 
fin fish farming? 
 
Question 4: With regard to the answer to question 2, what is the total area likely to be 
affected by fin fish farming in the D’Entrecasteuax Channel and Lower Huon 
Estuary? 
 
Question 5: Given the information provided on page 1 of reference 2 is there any 
reason why Water sampling station, Sediment sampling station and Beach monitoring 
sites are not co-located with fin fish farming leases? 
 
Question 6: Given the close proximity to shorelines what risk is there to breeding and 
nursery grounds for bottom dwelling species such as flounder and flathead? 
 
Question 7: Are the environmental requirements detailed in schedule 3 of the 
Okehampton Bay marine farming licence (reference 1) indicative of the minimised 
environmental impacts espoused in the Sustainable Industry Growth Plan (reference 
4)  
 
Reference 5 includes the following on page 10: 
 
The proportion of dry feed estimated to be lost by Atlantic salmon to faeces is 
approximately 15%. These losses result in nitrogen input to the marine environment. 
Nitrogen input is the key regulatory tool used to set global limits on salmonid 
production in marine farm development plan areas.  
 
The program has led to the compilation of a comprehensive, area-specific dataset, 
providing information on environmental conditions within marine farming lease areas 
and specifically at compliance sites 35m outside lease boundaries for comparison with 
control sites. This information has been used to assist with the adaptive management 
of regulatory monitoring. 
 
The results of monitoring in finfish lease areas around the state have confirmed that 
pen positioning, stocking duration and intensity are the major factors affecting 
detectable impacts on the benthos. Current flow is typically low and survey 
assessments have revealed that visible benthic impacts are localised, with solid 
particulate waste settlement forming distinct footprint zones directly under pens. 
 
Unacceptable impacts fall into two main categories—any visible farm-derived impact 
at a compliance site 35 m outside the lease boundary and any significant visual impact 
within the lease area. This is based on experience at inshore sites and may require 
reconsideration for offshore sites. 



 
And on page 11: an excess build up of waste beneath pens is as much a biosecurity 
risk as it is an environmental impact. 
 
Question 8: Given the information detailed in the Okehampton Bay marine farming 
licence and Huon Aquacultures Salmon Industry Discussion Paper (references 1 and 
5) paints a picture of both environmental and biosecurity risks, what are the risk 
treatment strategies available to manage fin fish farming? 
 
Question 9: The Sustainable Industry Growth Plan (reference 4) refers to 
technological advances such as waste collection systems yet there is no mention of 
waste collection in the Okehampton Bay marine farming licence (reference 1); why is 
that? 
 
Question 10: How effective are the waste collection systems? 
 
Question 11: Given the number of current leases in estuarine waters is there an 
intention to mandate waste collection? And if so when? 
 
Question 12: Huon Aquacultures Salmon Industry Discussion Paper references 
Nitrogen input is the key regulatory tool used to set global limits on salmonid 
production, Is there another way of measuring nitrogen levels in and around fin fish 
farms leases?  
 
Question 13: Please give an over view of environmental monitoring? 
 
Question 14: Benthos referenced in reports includes Annelid and Polychaetes is there 
a reason these appear more than other species? And to what extent are flathead, 
flounder, abalone and crayfish monitored? 
 
Question 15: What sanctions are available to the EPA?  
 
Question 16: To what extent are breaches of lease agreements enforceable? 
 
 
 
 



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 3:51:58 AM

Submission No: 182

Given Name: Sabena

Family Name: Lund

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I don't support the draft amendment.  My concerns 

include: 

- Decreased accesss by Tasmanians to Storm Bay, inc. iconic areas for snorkelling, diving and 

surfing. 

- Threat to tourism:. If the development goes ahead, this view would be replaced with industrial 

fish farms, which could impact Tasmania's tourism industry. 

- More rubbish (plastic pipe, marine rope etc) entering the water and putting marine life at risk. 

- Cramped and unhygienic conditions for fish, with disease common

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 4:04:05 AM

Submission No: 183

Given Name: Cheis

Family Name: Mckeown

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 4:08:22 AM

Submission No: 184

Given Name: Taylor

Family Name: Maclean

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 4:11:33 AM

Submission No: 185

Given Name: Filip

Family Name: Battley

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 4:36:11 AM

Submission No: 186

Given Name: Daniel

Family Name: Owen

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: all of the above

Comments in relation to draft amendment: WEST OF WEDGE ISLAND PROPOSED FISH 

FARM EXPANSION SUBMISSION 

 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

 

I have lived on the Tasman Peninsula for the past 14 years and am very familiar with the marine 

environment in this area. 

I attended the public meeting on Jan 11th 2018 at the Nubeena RSL, this was also attended by 

many Tassal employees and members of the local community. 

 

 

Many of the issues raised by community members both during and following the presentation by 

several Tassal staff regarding the proposed expansion in this area, were unable to be answered 

or had not been sufficiently considered by Tassal. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOME SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ISSUES AND IMPACTS THAT HAVE NOT BEEN 

CONSIDERED SUFFICIENTLY OR REMAIN UNANSWERED: 

 

 

-According to Tassal there are no potential negative impacts from a proposal to locate the biggest 

salmon farm in southern Tasmania several kilometers from some of the most iconic beaches in 

southern Tasmania. 

 

 

Some of the issues and impacts I believe should be independently assessed include: 

 

 



-Loss of value and impacts to property, location identity,the view, 	 surrounding environment, 

local and visitor experience etc. 

-Loss of value and impacts to local recreational and commercial fishery, 

-Loss of public access through the proposed region and surrounds, 

-Loss and future impacts on nature based tourism in this area, 

-Lack of consideration or identification of the values of local people who choose to live in a 

relatively wild and pristine place, not a seascape dominated by an industrial fish farm. 

 

 

 

 

SOME ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES AND IMPACTS THAT HAVE NOT BEEN CONSIDERED 

SUFFICIENTLY OR REMAIN UNANSWERED: 

 

 

-The large amount of fish waste in tons that would be generated from the proposed site annually 

and where the waste would ultimately end up are unknown. 

 

 

-There seems to be very limited hydrodynamic and oceanographic knowledge about the 

proposed site. Research has not been conducted regarding the movement of water around 

Wedge Island, white beach, roaring beach and parson’s bay. 

 

 

-There seems to be inadequate Environmental Assessment of the proposed site, as there is very 

limited knowledge regarding what species of plants and animals both known and unknown 

currently exist on the proposed site around Wedge island( classified as National Park) and in the 

surrounding bioregion. 

 

 

-There are currently seal colonies round Cape Hauy, Tasman Island, and Cape Raoul. Tassal 

have been relocating seals to the north-west apparently until quite recently. If this proposal goes 

ahead common sense would suggest that a seal colony on the inside of Wedge Island near the 

proposed site will probably be established bringing more large sharks closer to very popular and 

accessible beaches and inshore waterways. 

 

 

-There is no knowledge of the impact this massive fish farm expansion will have attracting more 

seals and large sharks closer to shore. This has already become an issue with the expansion of 

the existing site in Parsons Bay over the past 10 or so years. 

 

 



-There are several world class surf breaks in this area which are also very popular with 

Tasmanian and tourist surfers between roaring beach, kelpies point and Shipsterns Bluff to name 

a few. 

 

 

-Whales are often seen around Wedge Island and the surrounding inshore waterways. 

 

 

-There seems to be limited knowledge about how the proposed site and the Parsons Bay lease 

will affect public access for tourists and the local community who regularly use this popular 

region. Due to its close proximity to popular White beach, Roaring beach, kelpies point and 

Parsons Bay. 

 

 

-Many locals and visitors alike are keen beach and ocean users in the area. (Boats, kayaks, 

fisher folks, snorkelers, divers, whale watchers, bird watchers, swimmers, surfers etc.) 

 

 

-It would seem by the maps shown by Tassal that this proposed expansion, creating the biggest 

fish farm in southern Tasmania will logistically have to link the existing lease in Parsons Bay with 

the Wedge Island proposal.  This will have a significant negative affect on public access through 

this very accessible and popular area. 

 

 

-As previously stated, most locals choose to live here because of the relatively pristine nature of 

these beaches and marine environment many with magnificent sea views unobstructed by 

industrial fish farms, these are the same reasons this region is so popular with tourists alike. 

 

 

-The fundamental values for people either choosing to live here or holiday here will be 

undermined due to the scale of this proposal largely to benefit shareholders who probably don’t 

live here. 

 

 

-Most Tasmanians cannot afford to buy expensive premium seafood products. 

 

 

-Much of the local marine ecosystem near the existing Parsons Bay fish farm has been affected 

by fish farm waste, including remnant areas of kelp forest. 

 

 

-This means that many locals cannot catch a simple feed of seafood in this region. 



 

 

-Now requiring more expensive boats and more money are now needed to go further out into 

other areas, some of these may well become off limits with the current expansion proposal. 

 

 

-This is a significant long term economic loss for local people 

 

 

OTHER MATTERS OF CONCERN: 

 

 

**The existing Parsons bay lease. 

 

 

Whether the existing Parsons bay lease would be approved today is another issue requiring 

thorough independent environmental impact assessments. 

 

 

This region is naturally a low energy estuarine environment, incompatible with the high energy 

requirements to remove large amounts of fish waste. 

 

 

Why there are not similar fish waste catching setups in Parsons Bay similar to that enforced in 

Macquarie Harbor is a valid question. Considering the 2017 issues created by overstocking, lack 

of monitoring and scientific expertise. 

 

 

Glossing over incompetence with PR spin and excuses simply undermines community 

confidence in the ability of profit focused corporate fish farms to actually manage public resources 

responsibly. 

 

 

Every year sea temperature and sea level rise continue to be unprecedented annually, this won’t 

be changing in the next 50 years or so. 

 

 

Maybe it’s time to consider a different species of fish, or move the proposal to somewhere further 

south and offshore that has suitable ocean temperatures in the long term. 

 

 

**What is technically offshore and inshore? 



 

 

We’ve all seen the recent fish farming PR advertisements on TV from a different brand, 

proclaiming the benefits and responsibility of offshore fish farms. This current expansion proposal 

is not offshore and quite clearly inshore. 

 

 

If this proposal was not going to directly affect (visually, noise, pollution both from fish waste and 

fish farming debris) iconic beaches and very accessible and popular coastal areas, then it’s not 

offshore. 

 

 

It may be offshore for taxation purposes? 

 

 

It was mentioned that the marine farm boundaries were moved 400m closer to shore to 

accommodate concerns over the Sydney Hobart yacht race which happens once a year over a 

few days and has no direct contribution to the Tasman region except sailing past iconic, wild and 

largely pristine coastline. 

 

 

**It’s all about Jobs, or is it? 

 

 

The jobs and growth mantra is old now and largely irrelevant today, cherry picked numbers, 

sweeping assertions and generalizations tend to fall apart when constructively unpacked. Being 

used more as PR spin to create a distraction from other important issues. 

 

 

Most employees probably won’t live on the Tasman, it’s a commute form bigger centers with 

more conveniences. Some jobs may be created elsewhere, marketing the product with clever PR 

strategies as clean and green with some cash for environmental accreditation. 

 

 

Moving forward, advances in technology and automation of processing and fish feeding will mean 

fewer day to day jobs as the operation will be able to be run with less people. 

 

 

Shareholders will demand greater profits through increases in efficiency and productivity, 

eliminating real people through automation of work helps achieve these outcomes. 

 

 



I have attempted to highlight several issues that are apparent and concerning.  This is by no 

means an expansive list as there are many more issues that should also be included. 

 

 

Social, environmental and economic assessments must be done independently and in a manner 

free from perceived industry bias and supported by real science.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 187

Given Name: Sarah

Family Name: Radcliffe

Submission Type: Individual
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Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No
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Submission No: 188

Given Name: Oliver

Family Name: Cunningham

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Commercial fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Submission No: 189

Given Name: Mark

Family Name: Nikolai

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: TARFish

Which category best describes your interest: Recreational fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



 
   

17th January 2018 

 

DPIPWE Marine Farming Branch 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART 7001 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
RE: Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine 
Farming Development Plan November 2005. 
 

TARFish is the government recognised, independant peak body for the recreational 
marine fishing sector in Tasmania and was established in 2004 to look after the 
interests of recreational marine fishers. 

TARFish has been actively engaged with Tassal over their plans for the West of 
Wedge proposal and our activities are detailed in the proposals Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Due to the broader industry expansion plans currently underway by all three-major 
salmonid marine farmers TARFish has created a policy position against which we 
review and provide relevant commentary to marine farmers and the systems that they 
operate within. A copy of the TARFish Salmonid Marine Farming Policy is available 
for download from our website, Policy page. 

We have provided the following feedback to Tassal in our discussions in relation to 
their West of Wedge proposal and now want to ensure that the same consistent 
commentary is placed before the review process for the proposal. 

According to the TARFish Policy the key recreational fishing issue associated with 
the West of Wedge proposal relates to a loss of access to marine waters which leads to 
a loss of public amenity & access. Tassal accept and have noted (p232) “Tassal is 
mindful that fishing grounds and waterways are a public resource for recreational 
users and access will be unavoidably reduced due to the proposed West of Wedge 
development.” 

Therefore, TARFish expects the industry to compensate any displaced recreational 
fishing community through loss of access associated with zones, leases and farms. 
Compensation will be ongoing for as long as the loss of access is in place. 
Compensation will take the form of a community “offset” program which will be put 
in place to provide alternative community benefits to those that have been lost through 
area exclusion caused by salmonid marine farms. 



 

GPO Box 2198, Hobart, 7001  Ph: 1300 665 225  Mob: 0403 868 004 
Office: 179 Blessington Street, South Arm, 7022. Email: info@tarfish.org ABN: 92 079 457 285 

TARFish have held discussions with Tassal re a community offset program however 
they have, to date, been reticent to proceed with such a proposal given it is currently 
not a mandatory/licence requirement. 

Should the West of Wedge proposal be approved TARFish would like to see a licence 
condition be included on Tassal for the provision of a community offset program to be 
established for the loss of public amenity and access.  

TARFish have made the same request to Huon Aquaculture and Petuna with their 
expansion plans around the state. 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to table our feedback on the Draft 
Amendment and should you have any questions or require clarification please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 
 
 

Regards 

 
 

Mark Nikolai 
Chief Executive Officer 
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TSIC Response to the Public Comment Period for 

Storm Bay salmon farm expansion proposals 
 

Introduction 
TSIC is aware that Storm Bay is identified in the Government's Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the 
Salmonid Industry as a priority area for the possible expansion of salmonid marine farming. This TSIC 
response takes into account two proposals currently out for public consultation:  

 

 Draft amendment no. 3 to the Storm Bay off Trumpeter Bay North Bruny Island Marine Farming 
Development Plan  

 Draft amendment no. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development 
Plan (west of Wedge) 

 

The Tasmanian Seafood Industry and the role of TSIC 

The Tasmanian seafood industry is the most valuable seafood industry in Australia, with a current total 
value in excess of $900 million. The commercial seafood industry incorporates wild catch, marine farm and 
seafood processing sectors. The most valuable industries are salmonid aquaculture ($730)1, wild catch rock 
lobster ($89 million), wild catch abalone ($78 million), and farmed pacific oysters ($23 million)2. 

The farming of salmonids (Atlantic salmon and ocean trout) is by far the most valuable sector of the 
Tasmanian seafood industry. This sector is also a significant employer in Tasmania, with over 2,000 people 
being directly employed by the three salmon companies3 and over 5,200 people are employed on a full 
time basis within the salmon industry, largely in regional areas4. 

The Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council is the peak body for the wild catch, marine farm and seafood 
processing sectors of the Tasmanian seafood industry. The primary role of TSIC is to promote and 
represent the best interests of the industry as a whole. This can often place TSIC in a difficult position, as 
different sector associations and individuals within the seafood industry can have polarized views. This is 
definitely the case with respect to the environmental performance and proposed growth of the Tasmanian 
salmonid aquaculture industry, with some TSIC members supportive, some members actively opposed and 
other members just ‘sitting on the fence’. This situation is further confounded by the fact the three key 
salmon companies are also TSIC members.  

TSIC understands that the two proponents of the proposed Storm Bay expansions have spent considerable 
time and effort consulting with a diverse range of stakeholders prior to the official submission of plans to 
the Government and this current public consultation process.  

This submission provides some key expectations that TSIC want the Government and the salmon 
companies to address. These expectations affect both the Storm Bay expansion proposals as well as all 
                                                           
1 Sustainable industry growth plan for the salmon industry 
2 ABARES Australian fisheries and aquaculture statistics 2015 
3 Tasmanian seafood industry workforce profile 2017 (TSIC) 
4 Sustainable industry growth plan for the salmon industry 



 

future salmon expansion proposals. These expectations relate to key recommendations provided by TSIC 
to the Government as part of the recent Salmon Growth Plan consultation.  

It must be noted that several of these expectations are already a component of the current management 
of the salmon industry and / or being addressed by the Government and salmon companies. 

Key TSIC expectations in relation to salmon farm expansion and operations 
Robust, evidence based decision making 

The regulatory framework needed to manage Tasmania’s marine resources must be robust, transparent 
and adaptive. This requires a holistic, ecosystem based approach to management, which looks at the 
marine ecosystem as a whole. Fundamental to any regulatory process is the need for defensible science to 
both direct the decision making process and to continually monitor the status of our marine resources and 
the broader environment in which these resources are found.  

When defensible scientific monitoring provides evidence that salmon farming is having unacceptable 
environmental impacts or unacceptable impacts on other commercial operators, mitigating action must be 
implemented. This decision making process needs to take into account broader employment, economic 
and market value considerations.  

This process is analogous to the TAC setting process for wild catch fisheries, with low CPUE / stock 
estimates triggering a reduction in TAC.  

Maintenance of statutory access rights 

Granting salmon companies exclusive access to new water ultimately means the potential loss of access for 
other commercial seafood operators. This situation is problematic when commercial operators (wild catch 
fishers in particular) lose access to traditional fishing grounds. It is TSICs role to protect the access rights of 
all members. It is the firm view of TSIC that:  

1) When determining areas for potential further exploration for salmon farming, every attempt should 
be made to prevent the direct loss of access of other commercial seafood operators.  

2) Should an approved salmon farm development result in the loss of catch (access right) of another 
commercial operator, suitable compensation must be considered. (NB – TSIC is aware of one 
commercial operator who will lose direct access to fishing grounds as a consequence of the 
proposed Storm Bay salmon expansion). 

Access rights extend to protection of productive reef habitat that supports our high value wild catch 
fisheries. In support of agreed policies of two key wild catch sector associations (Tasmanian Abalone 
Council and Tasmanian Rock Lobster Fishermen’s Association), TSIC supports a 1.5nM buffer between any 
rocky reef habitat and salmon farm locations. TSIC acknowledges that the consultation around the current 
Storm Bay proposals have progressed under a 1 km buffer distance and does not expect the new 1.5nM 
buffer to apply to these situations, however, it would show considerable good will if this distance could be 
achieved.  

Fundamental to understanding the location of hard reef habitat is up to date habitat mapping of our 
marine environment.  

Recommendation 1: No farming activity to overlap current wild catch / other marine farming activities in order to 
maintain current wild catch / marine farm access rights.  

 

Recommendation 2: If a new salmon farm development impacts current Wildcatch fishery catches / farming 
operations, compensation must be considered.  

 

Recommendation 3: A 1.5nM buffer between any new salmon farm development and hard reef habitat must be 
formalised within Government policy.  



 
 

Recommendation 4: The Government must commit to funding IMAS to conduct a side scan ‘swath’ mapping 
project to update or create habitat maps within each of the potential salmon farming ‘green zones’ identified in 
the Salmon Growth Plan.  

 

Potential unexpected negative environmental impacts 

Recent benthic environmental issues in Macquarie Harbour highlight the complexity of our marine 
environment, and the potential for salmon farming to contribute to environmental damage. The 
Macquarie Harbour scenario also highlighted the capacity for the marine environment to recover rapidly 
once mitigating action is implemented, and more favorable environmental conditions prevail.  

TSIC expect extensive third party environmental monitoring around all new and current salmon farm 
operations. When this monitoring shows unacceptable levels of environmental impact, mitigating action 
must be implemented.  

Onwater safety for all marine users 

The marine environment is a shared resource. On-water safety is paramount in any future salmon farm 
proposals and ongoing operations. Farm locations must not impact other marine users ability to transfer 
between locations; farm locations must be well marked for both day and night time operations and 
farming equipment must be secured within farm locations to prevent loss of equipment and potential 
safety issues related to marine debris. Furthermore, the salmon farm companies must continue to commit 
to marine debris cleanup events, and the expansion of the 1300 hotline for marine debris to all growing 
regions.  

Recommendation 5: The expansion of the 1300 marine debris hotline to all growing regions in Tasmania.  

Seals 

All future salmon farm operations must install ‘seal proof pens’. Seal relocations are no longer acceptable 
practice, as highlighted during recent discussions around the practice and the firm TSIC policy to stop the 
relocations, which has now been achieved. 

Understanding salmon regulation and science 

TSIC understands that the salmon planning approval process, salmon regulation and science that drives 
decision making is complex and difficult to understand. Furthermore, there is the widespread 
dissemination of ‘misinformation’ throughout social media, which creates a high level of uncertainty and 
potential misunderstanding of what actually is happening in the salmon industry. TSIC request that the 
Government and industry create a forum for TSIC members to better understand current salmon 
operations and future proposed farming locations.  

Recommendation 6: Establishment of a formal TSIC member forum to better explain salmon farm operations and 
future expansion plans.  

 

  



 

1) Summary of Recommendations 
(in addition to those recommendations provided in the TSIC response to the Industry Growth Plan).  
 
Recommendation 1: No farming activity to overlap current wild catch / other marine farming activities in order to 
maintain current wild catch / marine farm access rights.  

 

Recommendation 2: If a new salmon farm development impacts current Wildcatch fishery catches / farming 
operations, compensation must be considered.  

 

Recommendation 3: A 1.5nM buffer between any new salmon farm development and hard reef habitat must be 
formalised within Government policy.  

 

Recommendation 4: The Government must commit to funding IMAS to conduct a side scan ‘swath’ mapping 
project to update or create habitat maps within each of the potential salmon farming ‘green zones’ identified in 
the Salmon Growth Plan.  

 
Recommendation 5: The expansion of the 1300 marine debris hotline to all growing regions in Tasmania.  

 
Recommendation 6: Establishment of a formal TSIC member forum to better explain salmon farm operations and 
future expansion plans.  
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Stefan Froelich

Dear Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, 

I am very concerned about Tassal’s 'West of Wedge' proposal. I came traveling to 
Tasmania first in 1999, and loved it for its beauty, wildness, cleanness, quality surf, etc. 
No where in Europe I experienced the same. I came back every year for about 3 month 
enjoying nature, surfing the beautiful beaches and reefs until I stumbled upon a piece 
of land overlooking a pristine surf beach and bush. Anywhere else in the world it is 
pretty impossible to find that with the surf only a 5 minute stroll from your property. The 
property is not build out by multi million dollar mansions, with a coastal reserve right 
out the front. So I purchased the property and put all efforts into getting my permanent 
residency, and moving to this piece of paradise. In 2013 I finally scored the permanent 
residency and moved to Roaring Beach. I paid a lot of blood, sweat and tears to live in 
this unspoiled paradise. Everyday I enjoy the views and the vibes this place has to 
offer. I love surfing on the beach, snorkeling in the next bay over, sitting on the rocks or 
sand dunes, watching sunrises, sunsets, the odd yacht, fishing boat or cruise ship 
coming past, the wild days, or at night the stars and the southern aurora over the 
horizon. I know I am very lucky to be able to overlook the beach, Wedge Island and all 
Storm Bay virtually out of bed, so for me personally, a fish farm right in my view would 
have a fundamental impact on the enjoyment of my land, the value of my property and 
my developed lifestyle. 

The sly fish farm extension at Creases Mistake about four years ago brought the 
corners of that lease into my view, it didn't impact on me that much though, as it's in 
front of the last houses of White Beach, the view over the bay wasn't compromised too 
much and I can still watch the southern aurora over a undisturbed bay without the 
lights, boats, noises, of a oversized industrial development. Does Tassal/the 
Government plan to reimburse the people that bought/moved in, only due to the values 
it would loose?? Buying next to a conservation area, coastal reserve, with Wedge 
Island (managed by national parks) out the front was the insurance that it can't be 
spoilt, no one could ever expect those plans…??     

On the less egoistic side, I am questioning if a large industrial site like the proposed 
lease 'West of Wedge' will be beneficial even for the economics in the long run anyway, 
as the tourism sector is a big job-provider, and it has lots more undeveloped, and more 
sustainable options. For example, in December a film crew of 15 (director, main acts, 
biologists, divers, cameramen…) were staying at the Lufra Hotel in Eaglehawk neck to 
film part of a German cinema movie ('Checker Tobi', a successful German science kids 
TV series is putting out the first cinema movie, estimated release date is September 
2018).  They came to film the unique unspoiled nature and landscape on the peninsula, 
lots of underwater shots (Leafy Sea Dragons, Seals, caves etc, near Cape Huoy) and 
lots of other wildlife and scenery (a key scene was filmed while driving along Nubeena 
Back Road with beautiful views of Storm Bay, some at Roaring Beach and some up on 
my property). Places like Tasmania, particularly the peninsula are chosen for its 
unspoiled cleanness and wildness - with developments of that scale, in that position - it 
wouldn’t be chosen again (definitely not my block.. can I expect any payout of the loss 
of value??). It's lots of local businesses benefitting of those events as well, in this case 
immediately: Lufra Hotel (15 people accommodation & dinners ) Eaglehawk dive 
centre, whole place & boat booked for several days + another eagle hawk charter boat, 
lots of daily snacks at Doolishious, Nubeena bakery, Mussel Boys etc, depending on 



where they were filming, entrance fees at Unzoo, Port Arthur and in town. 
In the long term - the bigger impact - the pictures go out into the world (in this case 
Germany) and promote this clean, wild country, and will attract more people that want 
to find and experience exactly that.

I understand that many locals that were born and raised here, haven't seen enough of 
the world to value the extraordinary untouched beauty of this spot,- they might just 
think, that the new lease gives us 70 new jobs - hooray, but the existing image of 
Tasmania & specially the peninsula is damaged, and a lot of local businesses, other 
jobs, potential jobs and more sustainable developments will suffer, cause the area 
wouldn't be chosen for that scenic shot, drive, video, movie etc. again…. 

Why can it be considered to put an industrial site of that size right into a renowned bay 
of wild beauty surrounded by national parks, conservation areas, coastal reserves and 
tourist attractions? A bay that is photographed and visible from the most iconic 
outlooks?? Why not taking it either miles out to sea (like the offshore wind farms in the 
Baltic sea) or somewhere surrounded by either developed farmland, or near industrial 
areas, where the visual impact, noise and pollution isn't that misplaced??

Another unmentioned issue is, - unquestionable- fish farms attract seals, and with them 
- large predators. A development that scale will undoubtedly attract more of them, 
which will impact on the recreational surfing beach at Roaring. It is one of Tasmania’s 
most consistent surf beaches, and attracts lots of Tasmanian’s, traveler’s, competitions, 
even the Australian junior titles. Can anyone accept the threat of this renowned 
recreational beach due to regular shark sightings, warnings and attacks? Will Tassal be 
responsible for people getting attacked? Will we be able to sue them for the first eaten 
surfer/diver out there?? 

Another concern is the amount of marine debris. Although Tassal is aware of the 
problem and is doing regular clean ups, we, and a lot of community members are 
constantly picking up marine debris that is swept ashore from the existing leases 
(every walk around Apex point or out to Kelpies, I drag along bits of rope, pipe, plastic, 
etc. ) and these leases are in calm waters compared to what's planned, so how will 
Tassal be able to hold on to their stuff in the wild seas west of Wedge if they can't 
succeed in the ‘calm’??
How much of that debris is undetected under water if we find that much swept up on 
the coast??

Tassal’s Sustainability Report 2016 states ‘A rigorous stakeholder engagement process is 
undertaken to ensure our social licence to operate’. So far I never heard of any stakeholder 
engagement. The first meetings where very poorly advertised, and then one collided with 2 
other community Christmas functions?? Let the local ratepayers vote and see the 
result of the ‘social license’ for the expansion.

Does Tassal have a legal agreement to cover the financial costs in case things go 
wrong & environment is damaged?? For example: 
- Biological (a disease caused by the hyper overbreed  species catches wild fish & 
wipes other species out, etc…)
- Environmental: a pen rips to bits & thousands of non native fish escape, damage the 
native balance and create a environmental disaster
- Social; due to the extreme conditions out there, workers get injured or die, or due to 
the increased shark presence, some beachgoers (surfers, divers, swimmers) get 
attacked or die..? 
Or will the government (ratepayers) have to pay for it?



As a local resident of Roaring Beach and as a recreational user of the waterways I 
strongly object to the West of Wedge expansion. I am absolutely sure that the damage 
out ways the short sighted financial benefit. I am passionate about my pristine paradise 
and would like it remain predator free, safe from environmental pollutants, free from 
visual disturbances, free from industrial noise and enjoyable for future generations.

Regards,
Stefan Froelich   
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Dear Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment,  

 

 

I am very concerned about Tassal’s 'West of Wedge' proposal. I came traveling to Tasmania first 

in 1999, and loved it for its beauty, wildness, cleanness, quality surf, etc. No where in Europe I 

experienced the same. I came back every year for about 3 month enjoying nature, surfing the 

beautiful beaches and reefs until I stumbled upon a piece of land overlooking a pristine surf 

beach and bush. Anywhere else in the world it is pretty impossible to find that with the surf only a 

5 minute stroll from your property. The property is not build out by multi million dollar mansions, 

with a coastal reserve right out the front. So I purchased the property and put all efforts into 

getting my permanent residency, and moving to this piece of paradise. In 2013 I finally scored the 

permanent residency and moved to Roaring Beach. I paid a lot of blood, sweat and tears to live in 

this unspoiled paradise. Everyday I enjoy the views and the vibes this place has to offer. I love 

surfing on the beach, snorkeling in the next bay over, sitting on the rocks or sand dunes, 

watching sunrises, sunsets, the odd yacht, fishing boat or cruise ship coming past, the wild days, 

or at night the stars and the southern aurora over the horizon. I know I am very lucky to be able to 

overlook the beach, Wedge Island and all Storm Bay virtually out of bed, so for me personally, a 

fish farm right in my view would have a fundamental impact on the enjoyment of my land, the 

value of my property and my developed lifestyle. 

 

 

The sly fish farm extension at Creases Mistake about four years ago brought the corners of that 

lease into my view, it didn't impact on me that much though, as it's in front of the last houses of 

White Beach, the view over the bay wasn't compromised too much and I can still watch the 

southern aurora over a undisturbed bay without the lights, boats, noises, of a oversized industrial 

development. Does Tassal/the Government plan to reimburse the people that bought/moved in, 

only due to the values it would loose?? Buying next to a conservation area, coastal reserve, with 

Wedge Island (managed by national parks) out the front was the insurance that it can't be spoilt, 



no one could ever expect those plans…??      

 

 

On the less egoistic side, I am questioning if a large industrial site like the proposed lease 'West 

of Wedge' will be beneficial even for the economics in the long run anyway, as the tourism sector 

is a big job-provider, and it has lots more undeveloped, and more sustainable options. For 

example, in December a film crew of 15 (director, main acts, biologists, divers, cameramen…) 

were staying at the Lufra Hotel in Eaglehawk neck to film part of a German cinema movie 

('Checker Tobi', a successful German science kids TV series is putting out the first cinema movie, 

estimated release date is September 2018).  They came to film the unique unspoiled nature and 

landscape on the peninsula, lots of underwater shots (Leafy Sea Dragons, Seals, caves etc, near 

Cape Huoy) and lots of other wildlife and scenery (a key scene was filmed while driving along 

Nubeena Back Road with beautiful views of Storm Bay, some at Roaring Beach and some up on 

my property). Places like Tasmania, particularly the peninsula are chosen for its unspoiled 

cleanness and wildness - with developments of that scale, in that position - it wouldn’t be chosen 

again (definitely not my block.. can I expect any payout of the loss of value??). It's lots of local 

businesses benefitting of those events as well, in this case immediately: Lufra Hotel (15 people 

accommodation & dinners ) Eaglehawk dive centre, whole place & boat booked for several days 

+ another eagle hawk charter boat, lots of daily snacks at Doolishious, Nubeena bakery, Mussel 

Boys etc, depending on where they were filming, entrance fees at Unzoo, Port Arthur and in 

town.  

In the long term - the bigger impact - the pictures go out into the world (in this case Germany) and 

promote this clean, wild country, and will attract more people that want to find and experience 

exactly that. 

 

 

I understand that many locals that were born and raised here, haven't seen enough of the world 

to value the extraordinary untouched beauty of this spot,- they might just think, that the new lease 

gives us 70 new jobs - hooray, but the existing image of Tasmania & specially the peninsula is 

damaged, and a lot of local businesses, other jobs, potential jobs and more sustainable 

developments will suffer, cause the area wouldn't be chosen for that scenic shot, drive, video, 

movie etc. again….  

 

 

Why can it be considered to put an industrial site of that size right into a renowned bay of wild 

beauty surrounded by national parks, conservation areas, coastal reserves and tourist 

attractions? A bay that is photographed and visible from the most iconic outlooks?? Why not 

taking it either miles out to sea (like the offshore wind farms in the Baltic sea) or somewhere 

surrounded by either developed farmland, or near industrial areas, where the visual impact, noise 

and pollution isn't that misplaced?? 

 

 



Another unmentioned issue is, - unquestionable- fish farms attract seals, and with them - large 

predators. A development that scale will undoubtedly attract more of them, which will impact on 

the recreational surfing beach at Roaring. It is one of Tasmania’s most consistent surf beaches, 

and attracts lots of Tasmanian’s, traveler’s, competitions, even the Australian junior titles. Can 

anyone accept the threat of this renowned recreational beach due to regular shark sightings, 

warnings and attacks? Will Tassal be responsible for people getting attacked? Will we be able to 

sue them for the first eaten surfer/diver out there??  

 

 

Another concern is the amount of marine debris. Although Tassal is aware of the problem and is 

doing regular clean ups, we, and a lot of community members are constantly picking up marine 

debris that is swept ashore from the existing leases (every walk around Apex point or out to 

Kelpies, I drag along bits of rope, pipe, plastic, etc. ) and these leases are in calm waters 

compared to what's planned, so how will Tassal be able to hold on to their stuff in the wild seas 

west of Wedge if they can't succeed in the ‘calm’?? 

How much of that debris is undetected under water if we find that much swept up on the coast?? 

 

 

Tassal’s Sustainability Report 2016 states ‘A rigorous stakeholder engagement process is 

undertaken to ensure our social licence to operate’. So far I never heard of any stakeholder 

engagement. The first meetings where very poorly advertised, and then one collided with 2 other 

community Christmas functions?? Let the local ratepayers vote and see the result of the ‘social 

license’ for the expansion. 

 

 

Does Tassal have a legal agreement to cover the financial costs in case things go wrong & 

environment is damaged?? For example:  

- Biological (a disease caused by the hyper overbreed  species catches wild fish & wipes other 

species out, etc…) 

- Environmental: a pen rips to bits & thousands of non native fish escape, damage the native 

balance and create a environmental disaster 

- Social; due to the extreme conditions out there, workers get injured or die, or due to the 

increased shark presence, some beachgoers (surfers, divers, swimmers) get attacked or die..?  

Or will the government (ratepayers) have to pay for it? 

 

 

As a local resident of Roaring Beach and as a recreational user of the waterways I strongly object 

to the West of Wedge expansion. I am absolutely sure that the damage out ways the short 

sighted financial benefit. I am passionate about my pristine paradise and would like it remain 

predator free, safe from environmental pollutants, free from visual disturbances, free from 

industrial noise and enjoyable for future generations. 

 



 

Regards, 

Stefan Froelich 
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Stefan Froelich

Dear Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, 

I am very concerned about Tassal’s 'West of Wedge' proposal. I came traveling to 
Tasmania first in 1999, and loved it for its beauty, wildness, cleanness, quality surf, etc. 
No where in Europe I experienced the same. I came back every year for about 3 month 
enjoying nature, surfing the beautiful beaches and reefs until I stumbled upon a piece 
of land overlooking a pristine surf beach and bush. Anywhere else in the world it is 
pretty impossible to find that with the surf only a 5 minute stroll from your property. The 
property is not build out by multi million dollar mansions, with a coastal reserve right 
out the front. So I purchased the property and put all efforts into getting my permanent 
residency, and moving to this piece of paradise. In 2013 I finally scored the permanent 
residency and moved to Roaring Beach. I paid a lot of blood, sweat and tears to live in 
this unspoiled paradise. Everyday I enjoy the views and the vibes this place has to 
offer. I love surfing on the beach, snorkeling in the next bay over, sitting on the rocks or 
sand dunes, watching sunrises, sunsets, the odd yacht, fishing boat or cruise ship 
coming past, the wild days, or at night the stars and the southern aurora over the 
horizon. I know I am very lucky to be able to overlook the beach, Wedge Island and all 
Storm Bay virtually out of bed, so for me personally, a fish farm right in my view would 
have a fundamental impact on the enjoyment of my land, the value of my property and 
my developed lifestyle. 

The sly fish farm extension at Creases Mistake about four years ago brought the 
corners of that lease into my view, it didn't impact on me that much though, as it's in 
front of the last houses of White Beach, the view over the bay wasn't compromised too 
much and I can still watch the southern aurora over a undisturbed bay without the 
lights, boats, noises, of a oversized industrial development. Does Tassal/the 
Government plan to reimburse the people that bought/moved in, only due to the values 
it would loose?? Buying next to a conservation area, coastal reserve, with Wedge 
Island (managed by national parks) out the front was the insurance that it can't be 
spoilt, no one could ever expect those plans…??     

On the less egoistic side, I am questioning if a large industrial site like the proposed 
lease 'West of Wedge' will be beneficial even for the economics in the long run anyway, 
as the tourism sector is a big job-provider, and it has lots more undeveloped, and more 
sustainable options. For example, in December a film crew of 15 (director, main acts, 
biologists, divers, cameramen…) were staying at the Lufra Hotel in Eaglehawk neck to 
film part of a German cinema movie ('Checker Tobi', a successful German science kids 
TV series is putting out the first cinema movie, estimated release date is September 
2018).  They came to film the unique unspoiled nature and landscape on the peninsula, 
lots of underwater shots (Leafy Sea Dragons, Seals, caves etc, near Cape Huoy) and 
lots of other wildlife and scenery (a key scene was filmed while driving along Nubeena 
Back Road with beautiful views of Storm Bay, some at Roaring Beach and some up on 
my property). Places like Tasmania, particularly the peninsula are chosen for its 
unspoiled cleanness and wildness - with developments of that scale, in that position - it 
wouldn’t be chosen again (definitely not my block.. can I expect any payout of the loss 
of value??). It's lots of local businesses benefitting of those events as well, in this case 
immediately: Lufra Hotel (15 people accommodation & dinners ) Eaglehawk dive 
centre, whole place & boat booked for several days + another eagle hawk charter boat, 
lots of daily snacks at Doolishious, Nubeena bakery, Mussel Boys etc, depending on 



where they were filming, entrance fees at Unzoo, Port Arthur and in town. 
In the long term - the bigger impact - the pictures go out into the world (in this case 
Germany) and promote this clean, wild country, and will attract more people that want 
to find and experience exactly that.

I understand that many locals that were born and raised here, haven't seen enough of 
the world to value the extraordinary untouched beauty of this spot,- they might just 
think, that the new lease gives us 70 new jobs - hooray, but the existing image of 
Tasmania & specially the peninsula is damaged, and a lot of local businesses, other 
jobs, potential jobs and more sustainable developments will suffer, cause the area 
wouldn't be chosen for that scenic shot, drive, video, movie etc. again…. 

Why can it be considered to put an industrial site of that size right into a renowned bay 
of wild beauty surrounded by national parks, conservation areas, coastal reserves and 
tourist attractions? A bay that is photographed and visible from the most iconic 
outlooks?? Why not taking it either miles out to sea (like the offshore wind farms in the 
Baltic sea) or somewhere surrounded by either developed farmland, or near industrial 
areas, where the visual impact, noise and pollution isn't that misplaced??

Another unmentioned issue is, - unquestionable- fish farms attract seals, and with them 
- large predators. A development that scale will undoubtedly attract more of them, 
which will impact on the recreational surfing beach at Roaring. It is one of Tasmania’s 
most consistent surf beaches, and attracts lots of Tasmanian’s, traveler’s, competitions, 
even the Australian junior titles. Can anyone accept the threat of this renowned 
recreational beach due to regular shark sightings, warnings and attacks? Will Tassal be 
responsible for people getting attacked? Will we be able to sue them for the first eaten 
surfer/diver out there?? 

Another concern is the amount of marine debris. Although Tassal is aware of the 
problem and is doing regular clean ups, we, and a lot of community members are 
constantly picking up marine debris that is swept ashore from the existing leases 
(every walk around Apex point or out to Kelpies, I drag along bits of rope, pipe, plastic, 
etc. ) and these leases are in calm waters compared to what's planned, so how will 
Tassal be able to hold on to their stuff in the wild seas west of Wedge if they can't 
succeed in the ‘calm’??
How much of that debris is undetected under water if we find that much swept up on 
the coast??

Tassal’s Sustainability Report 2016 states ‘A rigorous stakeholder engagement process is 
undertaken to ensure our social licence to operate’. So far I never heard of any stakeholder 
engagement. The first meetings where very poorly advertised, and then one collided with 2 
other community Christmas functions?? Let the local ratepayers vote and see the 
result of the ‘social license’ for the expansion.

Does Tassal have a legal agreement to cover the financial costs in case things go 
wrong & environment is damaged?? For example: 
- Biological (a disease caused by the hyper overbreed  species catches wild fish & 
wipes other species out, etc…)
- Environmental: a pen rips to bits & thousands of non native fish escape, damage the 
native balance and create a environmental disaster
- Social; due to the extreme conditions out there, workers get injured or die, or due to 
the increased shark presence, some beachgoers (surfers, divers, swimmers) get 
attacked or die..? 
Or will the government (ratepayers) have to pay for it?



As a local resident of Roaring Beach and as a recreational user of the waterways I 
strongly object to the West of Wedge expansion. I am absolutely sure that the damage 
out ways the short sighted financial benefit. I am passionate about my pristine paradise 
and would like it remain predator free, safe from environmental pollutants, free from 
visual disturbances, free from industrial noise and enjoyable for future generations.

Regards,
Stefan Froelich   
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May 8, 2018 
 
Planning Authority 
C/- Marine Farming Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, 
GPO Box 44 
Hobart  7001 

 

Re. Representation on the Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming 
Development Plan November 2005 and an Environmental Impact Statement to accompany the Draft 
Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development Plan November 
2005 

 

Dear Planning Authority, 

 

Please find attached Huon Aquaculture Company’s written representation to the above Draft Amendment No. 5 and 
accompanying Environmental Impact Statement 

 

Regards 

Peter Bender 

Managing Director and CEO 
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Huon Aquaculture Company Pty Ltd  

Representation to the Planning Authority (c/- Marine Farming Branch, 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment) 

(17th January 2018) 

1. Introduction 

This representation made by Huon Aquaculture Company Pty Ltd (Huon) relates to the following two 
documents released by DPIPWE for public comment: 

• Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development 
Plan November 2005 

• The Environmental Impact Statement prepared by Tassal to accompany the Draft Amendment No. 
5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development Plan November 2005 

Please note that Huon would like to follow up this written representation by presenting information in 
person to the Marine Farming Review Panel at the appropriate stage in the process. 

2. Background   

Huon’s comments are largely concerned about biosecurity issues relating to the proposed Amendment 
and Tassal’s Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), particularly in respect of Pilchard Orthomyxovirus 
(POMV) 

Since the initial large scale outbreak of POMV at Tassal’s Killala lease on the Huon River in May 2012, this 
disease has emerged as a serious threat to the future viability of the Tasmanian salmon farming industry.  

Prior to the outbreak in 2012, POMV had only ever been diagnosed as an incidental finding in two morts 
submitted by Van Diemen Aquaculture from their Tamar River lease in late 2005/early 2006 to the Fish 
Health Unit in Launceston. 

Since 2012, POMV has caused serious clinical infection and mortality at all three companies throughout 
the south east region from Dover to Tasman Peninsula, in the north of Tasmania on the Tamar River and 
broadly across MH. 



    
 

Initially POMV was usually associated with infection in recently transferred smolt in the period 25–70 days 
post-transfer from the hatchery during the period from Autumn to Spring. Once fish had been through a 
clinical outbreak they seemed to be resistant to any subsequent clinical infection and mortality. 

However, POMV is now diagnosed as the cause of clinical infection and mortality in salmon year round, 
in larger fish (up to 3 kg), as well as smolt and second waves of clinical infection and mortality are now 
occurring in previously infected populations. 

Recently an outbreak of POMV has occurred in Macquarie Harbour (MH) following the introduction of 17 
YC smolt to a lease holding 16 YC fish that had previously suffered an outbreak of POMV. POMV infection 
and mortality has now spread to all companies and all leases holding 17 YC smolt in MH. POMV is now 
likely to have been established in MH and likely to require significant measures to mitigate the future 
impact of the disease, including possible major reconfiguration of leases and/or complete fallowing of the 
harbour to break the infection cycle. 

The Tasmanian industry is now faced with significant decisions across all regions to mitigate the future 
impact of POMV. Huon strongly believes that all current and future salmon farming expansion proposals 
in Tasmania must include serious consideration of biosecurity matters to control the spread and 
emergence of increased pathogenicity of POMV. These same biosecurity matters will also be critical in 
minimising the risk of new infectious diseases emerging and/or spreading in the industry. Biosecurity 
issues have not been a high priority consideration in historical salmon farming proposals.  

The importance of rigorous biosecurity measures was reinforced at the recent Blue Future Salmon 
Symposium hosted by IMAS in Hobart in December 2017. International experts from Norway, Scotland, 
Ireland, Faroes Islands and Canada presented a consistent message that appropriate biosecurity 
regulation and practices is critical to the sustainability of salmon farming in their regions. This message 
was largely based on the lessons learnt from the collapse of salmon farming in their respective countries 
and the change in biosecurity protocols and procedures necessary to restore production. 

In July 2017, Huon released a White Paper titled “Tasmanian Salmonid Industry Sustainability Assurance 
Framework”. This document presents Huon’s vision for ensuring a safe, sustainable Tasmanian salmon 
industry long into the future, a future where Tasmania is always at the forefront of world’s best practice 
and where the hard lessons from catastrophic industry collapses elsewhere are embraced to ensure that 
such collapses never happen here. This document provides further background to the specific comments 
made in this representation. 

3. General comments on expansion of salmon farming in Storm Bay 

Storm Bay is predominantly a new region for salmon farming in Tasmania.  

Tassal has been farming at sites near Nubeena. However, Huon is the only company that has been farming 
at exposed high energy locations within Storm Bay. After three years of successful production, Huon has 
learnt some important lessons that should be used to guide decision making for future expansion in Storm 
Bay.  

Given the emergence of POMV in the Tasmanian industry which should act as a lesson of the importance 
of biosecurity when considering new lease developments, it is critical that no new leases are developed 
in the Tasmanian industry without due consideration to biosecurity matters. Storm Bay is such a region. 
As is currently being faced by the Tasmanian industry, it is much harder to retrospectively make changes 
to growing regions to address biosecurity issues. 



    
 

POMV is known to be transmitted by wild pilchards, however once POMV outbreaks occur within a region, 
farmed fish as well as associated equipment and infrastructure will then likely become the main source 
of disease transmission. This is evidenced by fact that many POMV infections occur in the absence of 
pilchards being known to be present at the time. 

4. Specific comments on the Draft Amendment No. 5 and the Tassal EIS 

There are a number of concerns within the Draft Amendment proposal and Tassal EIS with regard to 
biosecurity.  

4.1 Proposed Zone   

The proposed zone at West of Wedge (WOW) is 2.4 km by 3.6 km (approx. 863 Ha) with a maximum 
leasable area of 360 Hectares of which surface located marine farming equipment will be restricted to 
180 Ha (four leases of approx. 90 Ha of which surface located marine farming equipment will be restricted 
to 45 Ha). 

Figure 1 

 

 

The above Figure 1 shows approx. distances between leases rather than zones but gives some perspective. 
Note that leases can be moved within zones so distances could be less than indicated in the map. 

The closest existing finfish lease is Tassal’s Marine Farm 190 (Creeses Mistake) which Tassal notes in the 
EIS to be approx. 3.3 km to the northeast of the proposed WOW Zone. The proposed Tassal WOW Zone 
will also be  approx. 4 km from the Marine Farming Zone  south of Betsy Island proposed by Petuna.  

4.2 Tassal’s Proposed Production Strategy 

The Tassal EIS proposes the following production strategies for the WOW Zone. 

“For the purpose of this EIS, Tassal considers that the proposed West of Wedge development could 
potentially stock 1.8 million fish per year.” 



    
 

“The feed input to the proposed West of Wedge development, at a maximum capacity of 1.8 million smolt 
input per year, is expected to be 11,700 t/yr” 

Annual emissions have been calculated to include the overlap of production cycles when two separate 
year classes are being accommodated within the proposed West of Wedge development zone. Figure 6.8 
shows the monthly feed input where two colours represent the feed input to each of the year classes. 
Both year classes will only be held simultaneously within the zone for six months in any 12 month period.” 
(A series of charts are presented on pages 118, 119, 137, 138 and 139 indicating the mixing of year classes 
on the proposed WOW Zone) 

“The proposed West of Wedge development will be used as a production site where smolt will be 
introduced to the leases and grown out to harvest size.” (p. 144) 

4.3 Advice from Chief Veterinary Officer 

Contained within the Tassal EIS is advice provided by the Chief Veterinary Officer (CVO) in regard to 
disease and biosecurity. 

Key points from the CVO’s advice relevant to Huon’s representation include: 

• The CVO notes that “Storm Bay is a single area from a disease management perspective, including 
being contiguous with existing salmon farms in the norther section of the D’Entrecasteux 
Channel.” This means any farm lease within this region has the potential to impact other farm 
leases in the region. It is particularly important to note that disease can be transmitted across the 
region from lease to lease whether they be within a single farm zone or located in separate farm 
zones. 
 

• The CVO notes that the risk of spread in the water column is dependent on a number of variables, 
including water temperature, salinity, pathogen survival and hydrodynamics.  
 

o The CVO notes “water flows in Storm Bay drive quite variable movements of any particle 
based on point of release and season, with possible movements of infective material in the 
order of 10-30 km over 24 hrs. 

o Research at the DPIPWE Fish Health Unit in Launceston has shown that the POMV virus is 
stable in seawater at 12oC, 15 oC and 22 oC  for > 9 days and at salinities ranging from 
freshwater to full strength seawater (Morrison et at., 2013, “Assessment of 
orthomyxovirus like virus pathogenicity in Atlantic salmon. FRDC Project Report No. 
2012/053) 
 

• The CVO notes that “there is no separation distance that can be applied in Storm Bay to reduce 
the disease transmission risk to zero. A separation distance of 5 km would provide some protection 
but would not be a complete barrier. Reduced distances would be considered appropriate where 
agreement exists between affected companies”……….. “Separation of companies within Storm Bay 
needs to be based on the acceptable level of risk.” 
 

o  An acceptable level of risk needs to be agreed across all potentially impacted companies 
because the consequences of disease outbreaks and mitigation can be very significant.  

 



    
 

• The CVO notes that “the risk of spread can also be impacted by things such as the size of farms – 
the larger the farm the more likely it is to become infected if exposed to a risk due to greater 
number of fish being exposed.” 
 

o The number of fish proposed to be stocked by Tassal on the WOW Zone is high, potentially 
of an order > 3 million fish at peak numbers given the proposed stocking strategy in the EIS 
(ie. 1.8 million smolt per year and 6 month overlap between year classes). Also noting that 
Tassal have indicated in the EIS that even higher numbers may be possible in the future. 

 
• The CVO notes that “to make the most of separation distances, especially of leases under 

management of different companies, companies need to adhere to best practice disease and 
biosecurity management practice to address the risks.”   
 

o This must include basic good practice measures such as NOT mixing year classes. 

4.4 Tassal “Zero Harm to Fish Program” 

There are several references in the Tassal EIS to the following programs, protocols and plans, including: 

• Tassal Zero Harm to Fish Program 
• Tassal Farm Disease Management and Biosecurity Protocol 
• Tassal South East Tasmanian Fish Health Management Plan 

Virtually all the information provided is high level with very little detailed information on biosecurity 
considerations, protocols and procedures which is important in understanding whether these documents 
adequately cover biosecurity issues relevant to the proposed WOW Zone that may impact on other 
companies. 

Tassal Zero Harm to Fish Program 

The EIS states “Zero Harm to Fish is an internal Tassal program that has been implemented since 2014. 
The Zero Harm to Fish program audits the functioning of the health management plan as well as other 
husbandry factors that can cause disease. The Zero Harm scorecard drives a culture of continual 
improvement that aims for a target of 91% survival. The program is a comprehensive roadmap to better 
fish health and welfare built around best-practice health and welfare principles. It is also an important 
platform to drive standardisation of operations and the sharing of best practice husbandry and systems. 
Feeding into this internal auditing tool is the ASC Salmon standard; OIE Aquatic Animal Health Code; 
National Aquatic Animal Health Schemes; RSPCA UK and RSPCA AUS guidelines.” 

It is important to note that the ASC standard states under Criterion 5.4 Biosecurity Management that the 
company must provide “Evidence that all salmon on the site are a single year class” 

Tassal Farm Disease Management and Biosecurity Protocol 

The EIS states “Tassal’s Farm Disease Management and Biosecurity Protocol is designed to limit the 
incursion and transmission of existing or exotic pathogens between or within control regions as well as 
develop a proactive “biosecurity culture”. The protocol is based on a two-tiered system of alert depending 
on the disease status of individual pens, leases or regions, with changing actions and monitoring processes 
throughout the steps.” 



    
 

“The protocol introduces two biosecurity statuses: normal and red. Red is full damage control in response 
to a major fish loss due to infectious disease. A red status results in all resources being utilised to produce 
a coordinated response to minimise fish fatality and control associated problems of disease spread to 
naïve stocks or regions. This is characterised by timely mitigation and mortality disposal and encompasses 
legislative requirements to notify government agencies as defined in the Australian Aquatic Veterinary 
Emergency Plan (AQUAVETPLAN).” 

The Tassal Alert system only has two tiers. It would seem more appropriate to have an additional interim 
tier(s) such that it is not an all or nothing response. Additional measures should be instigated in response 
to emerging event and before the issue becomes an emergency response. 

Tassal South East Tasmania Fish Health Management Plan  

The EIS states “Tassal has also implemented a South East Tasmania Fish Health Management Plan (FHMP) 
which is a combination of compliance, best practice, and regulation through management controls and 
Marine Farming license conditions. The FHMP addresses detailed, standard operating procedures to 
prevent disease from entering the region, to prevent the spread and impact of disease in farming regions 
and to respond to emergency situations. The FHMP is scheduled to be reviewed annually; however this 
will occur more frequently if required. This sits as a backbone to Zero Harm to Fish Program.” 

4.5 Tassal EIS Section 6.1.10 Disease 

4.5.1 POMV 

The Tassal EIS outlines historical incidents of POMV in salmon at their Creeses Mistake  and Badger Cove 
leases near Nubeena on the Tasman Peninsula and that the disease has caused high mortality (p. 191). 

Huon’s experience over the last three years farming in Storm Bay is that POMV is consistently present as 
a threat and can cause high mortality in certain circumstances (potentially > 90% within a single pen). 

The Tassal EIS states that “development of a vaccine is underway and will be available in 2017.” This is 
not accurate. Research into the development of a POMV vaccine is underway, however there is no 
evidence of vaccine effectiveness other a possible effect of the adjuvant in the vaccine. It is important to 
note that even if an effective POMV vaccine is ultimately developed (no evidence to date) it is unlikely to 
be a silver bullet for controlling POMV outbreaks based on overseas experience with ISA vaccines. 
Therefore, it is critical to instigate appropriate biosecurity measures regardless. This is particularly the 
case given the ongoing potential for new disease issues to emerge. It is far better to minimise the 
possibility of new diseases occurring and if they occur minimise their spread rather than have to deal with 
a new disease once established. This can only be achieved through strict biosecurity measures. 

Given the known presence of POMV across the Storm Bay region and that it can cause high levels of 
mortality, it is critical that any new developments consider biosecurity issues as a top priority. 

4.5.2 Amoebic Gill Disease (AGD) 

The Tassal EIS identifies “Amoebic gill disease (AGD) as the main fish health issue in the Eastern Farming 
Zone” indicating AGD  is well managed by Tassal through their AGD management plan. (p. 190) 

Huon’s experience is that AGD presents a number of challenges when farming in high energy exposed 
sites. Firstly contrary to expectation, AGD has come on more quickly and heavily in Storm Bay than in 
Huon/D’Entrecasteux Channel leases. This can be exacerbated by the inability to bath fish in freshwater 
in Storm Bay due to more frequent and more severe bad weather conditions. In addition to the direct 



    
 

impacts of AGD on fish, the stressors associated with AGD infection and handling at bath have the 
potential to increase the risks associated with POMV infection. 

4.5.3 Disease Mitigation Measures proposed in the Tassal EIS 

The Tassal EIS states (2.5 Conclusions) that “Under this proposal there will be the added benefits of year 
class segregation, rotation of fallowing and stocking regimes and improved biosecurity across the entire 
Tasman Peninsula farming region.” (p. 4/5) 

• The Tassal WOW proposal does not adequately address basic biosecurity considerations such as 
adequate separation between leases and not mixing year classes. These issues could be 
significantly addressed by a revised proposal as outlined in this representation in Section 4.6. 

“Tassal marine operations prioritise the segregation of year classes in farming leases in order to further 
reduce the chance of disease proliferation.” (p. 193) 

• This is patently not evident in the information presented in the Tassal EIS 

“Tassal has a Zero Harm to Fish Program which offers a framework for health and welfare of stock. Any 
fish incidents, hazards or mortality events are escalated and mitigation/changes made throughout 
operations and followed up to reduce the risk of future disease outbreaks.” 

• The recent experience in Macquarie Harbour (MH) where Tassal introduced new 17 YC smolt onto 
a lease holding 16 YC fish that had previously suffered an outbreak of POMV should be escalated 
under the Tassal “Zero Harm to Fish Program” to mitigate/change what is being proposed for the 
WOW Zone. The POMV outbreak that subsequently started on this Tassal MH lease has now 
spread throughout all companies and leases in MH holding 17 YC smolt. This event is a very good 
example of how hard it is to control an outbreak of POMV once it is initiated and certainly shows 
that the distances of only 1 km between leases in MH are not an effective separation to stop POMV 
transmission. 

“Risk assessment for potential biosecurity threats, particularly those originating from nearby salmonid 
growing companies, would follow the TSGA Biosecurity Program. These management measures which 
address specific threats and spreading of diseases, are in place to reduce risk to acceptable levels as a 
joint agreement between all salmonid companies in Tasmania.” 

• It should be noted that the TSGA Biosecurity Program is currently being reviewed based on recent 
experience with POMV in the Tasmanian industry and the lessons learnt from international experts 
present at the recent Blue Future Symposium held in Dec 2017. The Program has not been 
reviewed since it was first drafted in September 2014 so does not reflect current thinking in regard 
to biosecurity matters for the Tasmanian industry and cannot therefore be considered as an 
agreed industry position on biosecurity matters until the current review is completed. 

“Bloodwater is treated at Tassal’s Dover waste water treatment plant (WWTP)” (p. 26) 

• Blood water is high risk material, therefore it is critical that treatment and disposal procedures at 
the Dover WWTP are adequate to provide appropriate biosecurity, particularly given it is Huon’s 
understanding that treated blood water is piped out into the lower D’Entrecasteux Channel. 
Disposal of blood water on land would provide added biosecurity. 



    
 

5. Summary of Biosecurity Matters not appropriately addressed in the Tassal EIS 

The Tassal EIS fails to adequately address two key biosecurity issues associated with the proposed WOW 
Zone. 

• The proposed Tassal WOW Zone is too close to Tassal’s existing lease at Creeses Mistake and 
should be relocated at least 5 km away from the Creeses Mistake lease “to provide some 
protection” from disease spread as indicated by the advice from the CVO and in line with overseas 
regulatory practice. Overseas “Best Practice” would suggest a distance of two tidal excursions 
between leases is required for “best practice” biosecurity. Based on CSIRO hydrodynamic data this 
would mean a distance between leases in the order of 10 km, but as indicated by the CVO, 
regardless of distance the Storm Bay region would be considered as one area from a biosecurity 
perspective. 
 

• Only one year class of fish should be allowed to be stocked on the proposed WOW Zone at any 
given time and there should be at least 2 months fallow period between vacating the Zone and 
restocking. Huon is not aware of anywhere else in the world where mixing of year classes would 
be allowed as this is fundamental good biosecurity practice. The overall dimensions of the 
proposed WOW Zone are only 2.4 km x 3.6 km so it is impossible to position leases within the Zone 
to create adequate separation between year classes. 
 

• To enable Tassal to grow two year classes within Storm Bay one option would be to divide the 
proposed WOW Zone into two Zones half the size. One of the Zones could be located 5 km from 
the Creeses Mistake Lease and the other a further 5 km south/south east into Storm Bay.  
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Windgrove and Wedge Island


Wedge Island floats upon the stormy waters off of Roaring Beach on the Tasman Peninsula not 
unlike a huge, benign visiting whale of mythical proportions.


 

For local people on the beach, surfers sitting out back waiting for the next wave to come upon 
them, or, the many thousands of people who have visited my property Windgrove, looking at 
Wedge Island’s unique shape creates an indelible memory of beautiful steadfastness in a 
tumultuous world.




Wedge Island and surrounding waters are deserving of protection. Its iconic status must be 
preserved. Otherwise, Wedge Island will not ever again be viewed in solo grandeur, but be 
eternally marred by the sight of industrial scale caged fish farming.




 


I live at Roaring Beach at a place called Windgrove. For twenty six years I have worked endless 
hours to create a landscape and sanctuary for flora, fauna and humans. Over nine thousand trees 
have been planted. The site specific Peace Garden was created after the Port Arthur massacre. A 
two kilometre Peace Walk was created along which two Sculpture-by-the-Sea events were held in 
1998 and 2001 when over 18,000 people walked and observed — not only the sculptures of 40 
artists — but the magnificent view of Wedge Island just three and a half kilometres off The Point. 




Besides these events, Windgrove has hosted numerous school trips, visits by tourists both 
interstate and international, as well as providing weekly or monthly artist-in-residencies for 
painters, writers, musicians and sculptors. Windgrove and my sculpture is currently featured in 
Tourism Tasmania’s “Behind the Scene” national advertising campaign.




Windgrove is known as a Refuge-for-Learning where people come for workshops and residencies 
and experience an increasingly rare opportunity to be close to nature and the elemental forces of 
this earth. Wedge island’s iconic shape is held as almost magical by these visitors. 






 




In the aerial photo below, my 100 acre property Windgrove can be partially viewed where the tree 
circle is located. The area to the right of this is called The Point. Over the years, the salmon cages 
viewed from The Point have increased in numbers. The newly proposed extension of the Tassal 
leases to include a three kilometre by two kilometre area off Wedge Island is a madness. 
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17th January 2018 
 
Marine Farming Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Water and the Environment 
Submitted Online  
 
 
Following is the Tasmanian Greens’ submission for: 

 Draft Amendment No. 3 to the Storm Bay off Trumpeter Bay North 
Bruny Island Marine Farming Development Plan July 1998 

 Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay 
Marine Farming Development Plan November 2005;  

 The Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan. 
 

 
Tassal and Huon Aquaculture (HAC) have released for public consultation changes 
they want to make to the ‘Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay’ and the ‘Storm Bay 
off Trumpeter Bay North Bruny Island’ Marine Farming Development Plans. Petuna 
has also released for consultation its own Marine Farming Development Plan for a 
new area in Storm Bay, off Betsey Island.  
 
While this submission is lodged separately for each proposal, it addresses all 
three. They need to be looked at in their entirety, given the significant cumulative 
impact of the three proposals for the waterway of Storm Bay.  
 
1. Summary 

 
The rapid industrialisation of Tasmania’s public waterways is out of control. The 
three proposals this submission addresses will effectively establish a plastic 
curtain of fish farm pens around Storm Bay, from Nubeena across to Betsey 
Island, and down the eastern side of North Bruny. They equate to a sea grab of 
over 19 million square metres of public waters. 
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The scale and intensity of salmon farming has caused dead zones on the seabed 
below pens, and plummeting oxygen levels in Macquarie Harbour. This has 
damaged world heritage area values, overseen mass fish kills and threatened 
endangered species. Despite this evidence of degradation in current salmon 
farming marine areas, the industry has been invited to write its own development 
expansion plans. It is being handed the job of consulting with the community.  
 
Other users of Storm Bay’s public waterways are excluded from having a real say. 
The Liberal Government has rebadged the finfish farming regulatory system to 
ensure third parties do not get the opportunity to object or appeal to any decision. 
The tokenistic consultation process is a charade that enables the Minister for 
Primary Industries to rubber stamp each company’s expansion plans – whether it 
is a Liberal or Labor minister after the state election. 
 
We need a moratorium on fish farm expansion. We need rules that protect, rather 
than degrade, the marine environment and our enjoyment of the public waters we 
collectively share. An expansion moratorium would allow the state to set 
regulations that put the environment first, and ensures the industry can exist for 
the long-term.  
 
 
2. Fish farm expansion into public waterways is in private control 
 
Storm Bay is an area of outstanding natural beauty with spectacular coastline,  
stunning bays, channels and harbours. These waterways have diverse and unique 
sea life. They are home to fish that ‘walk’ on the sea floor, weedy sea dragons 
camouflaged in kelp, fur seals, little penguins, and gigantic whales. These public 
waterways are used by many Tasmanians for swimming, fishing, boating, diving. 
They support sustainable fishing and tourism businesses that create long-term 
local employment – without polluting the water or excluding coastal communities. 
 
The leases proposed for Storm Bay, if approved, will transform these treasured and 
wild waterways into an industrial seascape. They will enable a plastic curtain of 
fish farm pens to enclose Storm Bay, from Nubeena in the east, across to Betsey 
Island and down the east of North Bruny. Across that arc would be restricted 
channels to enter the River Derwent and D’Entrecasteaux Channel.  
 
The proposed expansion plans represent a continuation of the encirclement of 
Bruny Island. Huon Aquaculture is already exploring to farm along the South Bruny 
coastline.  
 
This is an astronomical southern expansion of the business of three private 
companies. They are planning to take over 19 million square metres of publicly-
owned waters. 
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The industrialisation of Tasmania’s public waterways is now being handed to 
private companies to control.  
 
Salmon farming companies have so far caused dead zones on the seabed below 
pens in most areas they’ve operated in. Plummeting oxygen levels in Macquarie 
Harbour have damaged world heritage area values, overseen mass fish kills and 
threatened endangered species. These actions have threatened to damage the 
clean green Tasmanian brand that is the source of profit for many other industries.  
 
Despite this degradation, the salmon industry has been allowed to continue to 
write its own expansion plans and the rules that govern them. Other users of 
Tasmania’s public waterways are excluded from having a real say, and have no 
right to appeal the decisions.  
 
In addition to Storm Bay, salmon farm expansion plans continue to progress – at 
the industry’s pleasure, and despite fierce community opposition – at Okehampton 
Bay, South Bruny, Port Arthur, Flinders Island, King Island and Circular Head. 

 
 

3. The Storm Bay expansion is massive 
 
Tassal and Huon Aquaculture are proposing large expansions of their existing 
activities in Storm Bay. Petuna is proposing to enter the Bay. The proposed total 
marine farming area in Storm Bay is over 19 million square metres of public 
waterways.  
 
The three companies have aspirations for a total production from Storm Bay of 
80,000 tonnes of fish per year. Despite this intention, the companies propose only 
to undertake an Environmental Impact Statement for half that volume (40,000 
tonnes). 40,000 tonnes equates to the total production from the Huon River, Port 
Esperance and D'Entrecasteaux Channel combined. This is where the majority of 
salmon are now farmed in Tasmania.  
 
The companies plan to first grow 30,000 tonnes of fish initially, and then increase 
up to 40,000 tonnes. The companies’ cover letters acknowledge there is currently 
no scientific evidence available to predict the impact of 30,000 tonnes of fish on 
the Storm Bay environment. 

 
DPIPWE report the salmon industry produced about 50,000 tonnes of fish across 
Tasmania in 2016/17.1  
 

                                                 
1 Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry, DPIPWE, ‘Tasmanian salmon industry direct 
employment and production graph’, p. 7. 
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 The initial proposal to grow 40,000 tonnes of salmon per year in Storm Bay, 
one water body, is almost as much as is now grown state-wide.  

 The intended production of 80,000 tonnes in Storm Bay alone would be 
almost double the current state-wide production.  

 
This will concentrate all the adverse consequences of fish farming that occur on 
the local marine environment within Storm Bay. Those most affected will be the 
users of public waterways and residents living along the impacted coastline.  
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3.1   Tassal 
 

Tassal already operates pens off Nubeena (lease No. 190) under the Tasman 
Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development Plan. Draft amendment five 
proposes to amend the Plan to: 
 

 Establish a new marine farming zone 1.8km west of Wedge Island, 
approximately 863 hectares in size (8,630,000 square metres) 
 

 The proposed marine farming zone would contain four leases with 
maximum leasable areas of approximately 90ha each (total = 360ha) 
 

 Within each 90ha lease, surface-located marine farming equipment would 
be restricted to 45ha. Any equipment outside this 45ha would be at least 5 
metres below the surface, as is required at the lease boundary. 
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3.2      Huon Aquaculture 
 

Huon already operates five leases that run along north Bruny under the Storm Bay 
off Trumpeter Bay North Bruny Island Marine Farming Development Plan July 1998. 
They are proposing to amend the Plan to: 
 

 Establish a new marine farming zone approximately 1.5km east of Yellow 
Bluff (Zone 5). The proposed marine farming zone would be approximately 
313ha containing one marine farming lease with a maximum leasable area 
of 230ha. 
 

 Modify the four existing Trumpeter Bay zones (1 to 4) through increasing 
the fish lease area of each zone from 50 to 75ha. 
 

 Rotating the four existing Trumpeter Bay marine farming zones. 
 

 
 

3.3    Petuna 
 

Petuna do not currently farm in Storm Bay. They are establishing a new Marine 
Farm Development Plan ‘Draft Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan’. 
It’s located approximately 5kms south of Betsey Island, and will allow for a marine 
farming zone of approximately 430ha (4.3 million square metres), and a fish lease 
area of 273ha. 
 
The Draft Plan (p3) says it has been “prepared by Petuna Pty Ltd” and that 
“Persons considering marine farming within the zone contained within this Plan 
are solely responsible for establishing the suitability or otherwise of the zone for 
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that purpose”. This indicates the company’s interests are being well catered for. 
The public’s interests are not.  
 

 
 
 

4. Tasmanians are locked out of the conversation 
 
The system of rules underpinning the expansion plans do not allow other 
stakeholders into decision-making, other than in a tokenistic fashion. 

 
These laws and regulations were written in collaboration with the three salmon 
companies, and the industry’s financial interests are paramount.  
 
The following aspects are flawed: 
 

 Ministerial powers: The power to approve fish farm expansion in Storm Bay 
remains entirely in the hands of the Minister for Primary Industries. There is 
no independent oversight or legal process that runs through the Tasmanian 
Planning Commission or local councils.  
 

 Public involvement: The companies that stand to benefit are allowed to run 
their own public meetings, over the summer holiday period, with the 
approvals rubberstamped by government. There is no formal process to 
guide collating or assessing submissions made, to provide feedback. No 
right to appeal the decisions exists. The Storm Bay consultation process is 
a sham. 
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 Locking Tasmanians out of waterways: the huge salmon leases, in what 
have to date been publicly-owned waters, will now be fenced off to people 
who want to fish, sail, dive etc.  

 
 Damage to other businesses: Despite the importance of other commercial 

fishing businesses, the tourism sector, and the value of our clean, green 
brand to the strength and diversity of the Tasmanian economy – the impact 
on them of this expansion into Storm Bay is effectively ignored. 

 
 Noise and light pollution: Industrial-level salmon farming will dramatically 

escalate marine traffic, heavy truck movements, noise, light and visual 
pollution around the Bay. Despite the likely major impact, coastal 
communities are excluded from a real say, beyond a tokenistic consultation 
process.  

 
 Marine debris: Fish farm debris poses a risk to sailing and motor boats. It 

pollutes shorelines, and there has been no effective enforcement of the 
marine safety and littering laws to date. 

 
 Lack of integration: Marine fish farming and its social impacts are exempt 

from the Tasmanian Planning Scheme. The salmon farming industry has 
been removed from the laws that govern other farming expansions. 

 
 Contribution to community: Marine fish farms will not need to pay council 

rates, paid by all land-based businesses (including on land fish farms).  
 
While these remain, there is likely to be community conflict and further erosion of 
the social support this industry needs.  
 
4.1 The Storm Bay Grow Zone wasn’t determined by the community 
 
The cover letters to each expansion proposal notes that Storm Bay has been 
identified as a priority area for the possible expansion of salmon marine farming 
within the government’s ‘Sustainable’ Industry Growth Plan. Storm Bay is shown in 
this Plan as a ‘Grow Zone’.  
 
The proposed ‘Grow’ zones were not developed with the Tasmanian people, as the 
owners of the waterways, through a public consultation process.  Instead, they 
were decided by a closed internal government process. They reflect the salmon 
companies’ choice of their preferred sites for operating around the coastline.  
 
The Industry Growth Plan states the government determined its selection of Grow 
and No Grow zones by: 
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 First, obtaining and incorporating advice across government and industry about 
the areas where marine farming would be suitable or not suitable; and 

 Second, talking to industry about its plans, and waterways where it considers it 
needs to go.  

 
The department says it has listened to the concerns of the community about 
places where marine farming is not appropriate. However, there was no open or 
formal process for this listening. The Greens have not heard of any community 
groups that have expressed concerns about fish farming being consulted. Given a 
‘No Grow’ zone is proposed along the whole of the East Coast, except for the 
controversial Tassal lease in Okehampton Bay, it was obviously an insincere process 
designed to deliver a pre-determined outcome.  
 
The public backlash from people living around Circular Head and King Island after 
the government’s announcement that salmon farming exploration would 
commence in their waters also makes a lie there was ever any real “listening to the 
community”.  

 
As with any development proposal, the community should have a right to make a 
representation about the expansion in Storm Bay, and to appeal a decision they 
believe is not lawful. This right has not been upheld. Given fish farm leases are 
being granted over public waterways and exclude all other users from the area, the 
minimum requirements should be increased not reduced.  

 
4.2   The planning process is flawed 
 
The growth of the salmon farming industry has been at the expense of the 
environment, other users of the marine environment and people living in coastal 
communities close to fish farm operations. People’s concerns have increased after 
the damage from the increased volumes and intensity of salmon farming in 
Macquarie Harbour, and around the heavily populated areas of southeast 
Tasmania.   
 
The current planning and environmental protection frameworks do not give the 
community a strong role in fish farm planning decisions, or in shaping the future of 
their costal waterways. The responsibility for regulating the expansion of the 
industry and promoting its financial interests rests with a single minister and a 
single department.  
 
The Industry Growth Plan shows the government intends to continue regulating and 
promoting the interests of salmon farming companies. The public interest has no 
voice or vote in this process.  
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The only way to address these conflicts of interest is to separate the regulatory 
and industry development functions. If the government was serious about 
promoting the sustainable growth of the aquaculture industry in Storm Bay, it 
would have an open and independent planning process, and engage with 
stakeholders about the fish farm expansion.  
 
Letters between Minister Rockliff and the three fish farming companies shows the 
government never intended to go down this path. 
 
In January 2015, Minister Rockliff wrote to Huon, Tassal and Petuna and invited 
them to outline:  

 their preferred locations for expansion around Tasmania  
 a timeline for growth 
 the number and size of leases they wanted at each location.  

The Minister stated his department would work with each company to amend their 
existing marine farming development plans or prepare new marine farm 
development plans – as requested by each company.  
 
Minister Rockliff also noted it would be up to each company to consult with the 
community and prepare environmental impact statements. He assured the 
companies if they did this they would have “certainty in the allocation of [their] 
marine farming leases”.  
 
This letter shows how the Liberals have been prepared to do anything to facilitate 
the industry’s expansion, without concern to balance the interests of the marine 
environment and the community. The letter provided an effective blanket approval 
of any new fish farm lease requested by each company, without need for a proper 
and independent planning process. It makes a mockery of the current consultation 
process being undertaken by the three fish farming companies about Storm Bay.  
 
4.3   Marine Farming Development Plans 
 
It is disturbing there is not even the pretence at an independent process to guide 
decision-making around the Storm Bay expansion. 
 
There are currently fourteen Marine Farming Development Plans in Tasmanian 
State Waters. These Plans provide the only zoning and planning laws to guide the 
expansion of the salmon industry. Some of these Marine Farm Plans were written 
20 years ago by the industry. For example, the Storm Bay off Trumpeter Bay North 
Bruny Island Marine Farming Development Plan was written in 1998 by Nortas, a 
salmon farming company acquired by Tassal in 2003. Despite being on DPIPWE 
letterhead, the new Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan that will 
enable Petuna’s expansion of Betsy Island says (p3) the Plan is “prepared by 
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Petuna Pty Ltd”. This same plan will be rubber stamped by the Minister for Primary 
Industries, giving it the force of law. 

 
The Marine Farming Development Planning process is even less independent, 
consultative and rigorous now than it was 20 years ago. The marine operating 
environment in Storm Bay has undergone significant changes: 
 

 there are many additional climatic and environmental pressures that 
regulators ought now consider in an approval process 

 demands for the use of waterways have changed enormously 
 more people now live near the proposed Storm Bay lease sites that will be 

affected by noise and light pollution from salmon farming operations 

 new recreational fishers, boaters and communities use Storm Bay 

 there is an increase in businesses detrimentally affected by industrial fish 
farm operations in Storm Bay, including new tourism operators, shellfish 
growers and other commercial fishers.  

 
None of these new users have had an opportunity to contribute to the original 
Marine Farm Development Plans that Huon Aquaculture and Tassal’s Storm Bay 
expansion are occurring under. Their views do not legally need to be considered 
under the current tokenistic consultation process.  
 
4.4   Marine Farm Planning Review Process 
 
There is also no independent review or oversight of the industry expansion in 
Storm Bay. The Storm Bay expansion will continue to be reviewed by the Marine 
Farm Planning Review Panel, with approvals granted by the Minister for Primary 
Industries.  

 
The Liberal and Labor parties regularly refer to the role of the Marine Farm 
Planning Review Panel as evidence of independent oversight of the salmon 
industry. However, the Panel was stripped of its prior independent decision-making 
powers in May 2011. This occurred after the Panel refused Tassal’s request to 
expand its fish farm lease west of Soldiers Point on Bruny Island, due to significant 
environmental concerns (March 2011). The scientist on the Panel who was integral 
to the decision was also subsequently removed.  
 
The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel is restricted to making 
recommendations to the Minister about new fish farms. The Minister holds final 
decision-making power. Public consultation is not guaranteed. The Minister 
appoints seven of the eight positions on the Panel. Publicly-voiced concerns about 
significant conflicts of interest with the salmon industry of certain members of the 
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Panel have been suppressed and remain unaddressed.  The department has 
refused to release full minutes of the Panel to the public (even under RTI request).  
 
The Greens do not consider this an independent, accountable or transparent 
process that is able to ensure community confidence in the Storm Bay expansion 
process. 

 
4.5   Rights of Appeal 
 
The lack of a right to appeal for other users of Storm Bay, and for coastal 
communities, for negative effects of the proposed fish farm expansion is immoral. 
Tassal, Huon Aquaculture and Petuna have a right to appeal a decision that 
adversely affects their individual proposals for Storm Bay, but the public does not.  
 
Compare this with any land-based farming operation (including fish farms). These 
are required to be assessed under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 
(LUPAA). Under that, all development applications must be publicly advertised. Any 
person can make a representation objecting to the proposed development. The 
making of a representation is enough to give rise to a right to appeal the decision 
of the local council to the Resource Management and Planning Appeal Tribunal 
(RMPAT).  

 
 

5. Environmental concerns have not been addressed 
 

Storm Bay has never experienced the impacts of large scale industrial fish farming 
before. With the companies intending to produce 80,000 tonnes of salmon a year 
in Storm Bay, this represents a 160% increase in the total amount of salmon 
currently farmed around Tasmania (50,000 tonnes last year) just in this single bay.  
 
This rapid expansion locks Tasmania into the same trajectory that caused 
significant environmental damage to Macquarie Harbour. The ramifications for 
Tasmania’s clean green brand and the long-term damage to the salmon industry’s 
reputation are not yet known. Understanding what went wrong in Macquarie 
Harbour should inform the future environmental regulation of the industry. Instead, 
the Storm Bay expansion is happening within the same regulatory void that have 
failed to protect the fragile ecosystems of Macquarie Harbour, Huon River, 
D'Entrecasteaux Channel and Tasman Peninsula. 
 
5.1 Environmental Licences will not protect Storm Bay 
 
The new environmental licence regime that recently became law will not protect 
Storm Bay’s biodiversity and fragile ecosystems. The Greens put up eight major 
amendments to the Bill in Parliament when it was debated to give the new 
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Environmental Licence regime real teeth and consultative processes. Labor and 
the Liberals voted against each of these amendments.  
 
The new law provides for the issuing of an environmental licence to a fish farming 
company nearly as of right. In practice, fish farming activities include all 
circumstances where the proponent holds an existing authorisation to farm 
finfish.  ‘Existing authorisation’ includes a marine farming licence, which 
companies have if they already have a lease in state waters under the relevant 
marine farming development plan area.  
 
This captures all of Tasmania’s three large salmon farming companies’ existing 
fish farming operations. It would also appear to capture the majority of their future 
expansion plans. This is because the companies already possess leases, and likely 
the necessary marine farming licence, in areas they are intending to expand into. 
In Storm Bay, these are Tassal’s expansion plans west of Wedge Island, and Huon 
Aquaculture’s expansion plans off North Bruny Island.  
 
These expansion activities will be automatically granted an Environmental 
Licence. They would have substantially similar environmental conditions as 
applied to the existing marine farming licence.  
 
Where a marine farming licence already exists, the law does not require the 
Director of the Environment Protection Authority to undertake an environmental 
impact assessment for existing fish farming activities or for the future expansion.  
As such, Tassal and Huon Aquaculture’s expansion plans for Storm Bay will not be 
referred to the independent EPA Board for an assessment in accordance with the 
Environmental Impact Principles. The application will not be publicly advertised 
and people will not be invited or able to make a representation. No one will be able 
to appeal the EPA Director’s decision to grant an Environmental Licence, despite 
the fact the initial marine farming licence may have been granted without 
sufficient public consultation and been issued under a marine farming 
development plan that was developed by the industry over 20 years ago.  

 
For both Tassal and Huon Aquaculture’s respective expansions in Storm Bay, it 
would appear that, in practice, the existing ‘marine farming licence’ has been 
rebranded as an ‘environmental licence’ for political and company expedience. The 
environmental licence that will be issued to each company to control their 
operations will not address community concerns about impact on the environment 
of Storm Bay.   
 
Labor and the Liberals voted down the Greens’ amendments to the law that would 
have required fish farm licences to be issued by the independent EPA Board, 
instead of at the Director’s discretion. They also voted against an amendment to 
ensure public consultation and appeal rights.  
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We understand Tassal and Huon Aquaculture will automatically be granted an 
Environmental Licence for their Storm Bay leases. These will have substantially 
similar environmental conditions as the existing marine farming licences have, and 
for an indefinite period.  
 
The licence regime that has comprehensively failed to protect Macquarie Harbour, 
the Huon River and D'Entrecasteaux Channel waters will continue, largely 
unchanged in Storm Bay.  
 
5.2 Special penalties won’t necessarily hold companies to account in Storm Bay 
 
The current penalty regime encourages fish farming companies to breach their 
licence conditions, with the profits flowing from those breaches dramatically 
exceeding the maximum penalty that can be imposed on them for the breach.  
 
The creation of special penalties has only paid lip service to this issue, with the 
penalties restricted to applying to circumstances where a company exceeds a 
designated nitrogen cap. Unfortunately, nitrogen caps do not apply to all fish farm 
leases, including in Macquarie Harbour, which only has a biomass cap.  The 
maximum fine for a breach of a licence condition in Macqaurie Harbour is still 
$31,400. It isn’t clear that an enforceable nitrogen cap will be in place in Storm 
Bay. 
 
5.3 Finfish Farming (Compliance and Monitoring) Unit 
 
The Environment Protection Authority Division is a state government division 
within the DPIPWE. All of its employees are public servants, including the Director. 
With the exception of decisions made by the EPA Board, the EPA is answerable to 
the Minister and its directions are in part set by the government’s policy agenda. It 
is no different to other divisions within DPIPWE and other government 
departments.  
 
This contrasts with the role of the independent Board of the EPA. The Board 
reviews and approves, where accepted, development applications by industries. Its 
role is governed under legislation but it has considerable powers to approve or 
reject development applications. It is not influenced or permitted to be subject to 
political interference.  
 
The government’s transfer of regulatory roles of the Marine Farming Branch in 
DPIPWE to a new branch in the EPA does not address concerns around the 
independent regulation of the industry.  
 
We have absolute confidence that officers working within the EPA division are 
dedicated to their role, and aim to achieve correct and appropriate environmental 
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outcomes, including ensuring compliance with the Environmental Management and 
Pollution Control Act.   
 
We have little confidence in regulations to monitor and enforce the performance of 
fish farm companies under environmental licences if they are not determined by 
the independent EPA Board.  
 
The transfer of responsibility from the Marine Farming Branch in DPIPWE into a 
new branch within the EPA will not be enough to ensure good monitoring and 
enforcement of Storm Bay fish farming impacts.  
 
5.4  The Storm Bay ‘Grow Zone’  is not based on science 
 
The proposed Grow Zone for Storm Bay in the Industry Growth Plan is not based on 
current scientific evidence about the most suitable sites for best practice salmon 
farm siting and operation. It didn’t come about through an independent 
governance process.  
 
The Storm Bay Grow Zone is not accompanied by the standards used to assess 
the suitability of sites for individual leases: criteria such as maximum waste 
emission standards, maximum water temperatures, minimum water depth and 
minimum flushing capacity.   
 
Rather it just represents those locations where industry have decided they want to 
expand into. The fact Storm Bay has been labelled a ‘Grow Zone’ by the Liberal and 
Labor parties in no way reflects the suitability of the marine environment for mass 
finfish farming. 

 
 

5.5   Adaptive Management 
 

The science is not available to predict the impacts of 30,000 tonnes of salmon 
production in Storm Bay (let alone 80,000 tonnes).  
 
There are impoverished baseline data and assessments to ascertain the 
significant and likely risk from industrial fish farming on the marine environment 
and species that live in the Bay.  
 
‘Adaptive management’ is the industry’s preferred monitoring mechanism, and will 
be used by the three fish farm companies to oversee the expansion of their Storm 
Bay operations. Adaptive management is also the mechanism that has been used 
to regulate the dramatic growth in fish farming activities in Macquarie Harbour 
(despite all the forewarnings of extreme risk from scientists and conservationists). 
We now know the outcome for the Harbour’s ecosystemand the critically 
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endangered Maugean Skate to have been disastrous. It hasn’t worked to protect 
the environment. It has worked well, however, to protect some companies’ 
interests. 
 
Adaptive management should never be used to compensate for a lack of baseline 
data. It is only effective where:  

 there is monitoring of key environmental indicators against good baseline evidence 
 explicit thresholds for management responses are set, and  
 when thresholds are triggered, appropriate actions are taken to enforce 

management responses.  
 
The continuing crisis in Macquarie Harbour demonstrates existing adaptive 
management is not working, and there has been no enforcement action despite 
companies flagrantly breaching regulatory conditions. We do not have confidence 
an improved approach will occur in Strom Bay. 
 
 
6. A moratorium on fish farm expansion  
 
The current rules governing fish farming operations and their areas of activity were 
written by the industry for the industry. This is particularly so in Storm Bay.  
 
It is no surprise Tasmania is seeing an increase in conflict between big fish farm 
companies and other users of our shared waterways – such as commercial and 
recreational fishers, boaters, tourism operators, and local communities. Fish farm 
debris poses a risk to boaters and pollutes shorelines. Noise and light pollution 
disturbs coastal communities, and they are a visual blight on many pristine and 
wild views. The aggressive expansion of fish farming into all shallow rocky reef 
areas and sheltered inshore waterways has substantially harmed these unique 
marine environments.  
 
It is disturbing, but hardly surprising, that the negative reputation of the salmon 
industry’s impacts on the marine environment and coastal communities are 
leaking interstate. There is clearly a risk of an impact on consumer purchasing, 
and hence on the resilience of the salmon industry – and potentially to the state’s 
clean, green brand. This would be a severe blow and to be avoided at all costs. 
 
We need to have a moratorium on fish farm expansion now.  
 
We need laws that protect the marine environment, rather than oversee an 
inevitable degradation of them. We need people to have time and a formal process 
to discuss the impact of this industry on how we all use the coast – and whether 
the benefits for one industry are enough to balance the negative effects for many 
sectors.  
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Our state’s laws, and the processes they enshrine, need to inform, inspire, involve 
and be trusted by the community.  
 
Before the proposed Storm Bay expansion is formalised, we should halt to 
consider how the laws governing the expansion must:  
 

1. Protect and care for the marine environment, so that healthy waterways can 
be enjoyed by children in hundreds of years. 
 

2. Involve real community consultation in respectful user-friendly ways, with 
meaningful opportunities to have a say about the future use of local waters. 

 
3. Provide appeal rights for individuals concerned about the decisions being 

made in fish farm development. 
 

4. Limit the power of government ministers over fish farm expansion and vest 
these powers in the independent EPA board (environmental matters) and 
the Tasmanian Planning Commission, Councils (planning matters).  
 

5. Manage risks through an evidence-based, proactive, strategic and 
precautionary approach to addressing and managing potential 
consequences.  
 

6. Protect our coastal lifestyle from the impacts of fish farming on our use and 
enjoyment of the beautiful coastlines.  

 
The proposals for an expansion of fish farming into Storm Bay must not proceed 
until these environmental and planning laws are put in place. All Tasmanians, now 
and into the future, must share the wealth of this great natural wonder, not just 
three private companies.  

 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Dr Rosalie Woodruff MP 
Greens Environment Spokesperson 
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Submission	from	the	Tasmanian	Abalone	Council	Ltd	(TACL)	regarding	draft	Amendment	#5	to	
the	Tasman	Peninsula	and	Norfolk	Bay	Marine	Farming	Development	Plan	November	2005		

This	submission	is	lodged	by:	

Dean	Lisson,	Chief	Executive	of	the	Tasmanian	Abalone	Council	Ltd	

262	Argyle	Street,	Hobart,	Tasmania,	7000	

	

The	Tasmanian	Abalone	Council	notes	the	following:	

• Tassal Operations Pty Ltd (Tassal) has applied for an amendment to the Tasman Peninsula and 
Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development Plan November 2005 (the Plan).  

The	draft	amendment	proposes	to:	

• Establish a new marine farming zone west of Wedge Island of approximately 863 hectares 
• Provide a maximum leasable area for this zone of 360 hectares, with surface-located marine farming 

equipment restricted to a maximum of 180 hectares 
• Amend the management controls to ensure that they are coordinated with the adjacent Storm Bay 

off Trumpeter Bay North Bruny Island MFDP July 1998 
• Expand the area of the Plan to incorporate the proposed new zone which lies 1.8 kilometres west of 

Wedge Island 
	

This	short	submission	from	the	TACL	raises	the	following	key	concerns	in	relation	to	the	proposed	new	
marine	farming	zone	west	of	Wedge	Island:	
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1.	 Proximity	of	proposed	salmon	farm	site	to	productive	abalone	reef	systems	

The	Tasmanian	Abalone	Council	Ltd	lodged	a	detailed	submission	regarding	the	Tasmanian	Government’s	

Draft	Sustainable	Industry	Growth	Plan	for	the	Salmon	Industry	in	September	2017.	

This	submission	can	be	viewed	at:		

http://tasabalone.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/20171010-Tasmanian-abalone-industry-
submission-to-the-Sustainable-Salmon-Growth-Plan-September-2017.pdf		

Amongst	other	things,	the	submission	made	a	series	of	recommendations	including	the	adoption	of	a	
minimum	proximity	threshold	or	“environmental”	buffer	zone	that	serves	to	separate	in-water	salmon	

farms	from	inshore	reef	systems	which	are	home	to	a	multitude	of	marine	flora	and	fauna	including	
abalone.	Recommendation	1(ii)	on	page	7	of	the	submission	reads	as	follows:	

	

“For	all	other	parts	of	Tasmania’s	coastline,	a	buffer	zone	between	the	“outer”	edge	of	rocky	reef	habitat	
and	any	proposed	finfish	farm	lease	should	be	mandated.	This	buffer	zone	should	be	no	less	than	1.5	
nautical	miles	wide	at	its	narrowest	point	and	should	exclude	all	finfish	aquaculture	activities.	A	buffer	zone	

of	this	magnitude	is	necessary	to	ensure	that	the	potentially	deleterious	effects	of	finfish	farm	derived	
pollutants	are	rendered	benign	by	“separation	distance”,	in-water	currents	and	associated	dilution	and	
dispersal.	It	does	not	make	sense	on	any	level	to	expand	industrial	finfish	farming	that	in	any	way	reduces	

the	health	and	vitality	of	the	inshore	reef	systems	existing	along	Tasmania’s	5000	kilometres	of	coastline	–	
these	reef	systems	have	immense	cultural,	recreational	and	commercial	value	to	the	citizens	of	Tasmania	
and	the	world.	Additionally,	it	makes	sense	from	a	“safe”	navigation	and	operational	perspective	to	

maintain	a	minimum	“proximity	threshold”	between	the	commercial	abalone	and	salmon	sectors.”	
	

The	nearest	rocky	reef	habitat	to	the	proposed	“West	of	Wedge”	salmonid	lease	is	the	western	shoreline	of	
Wedge	Island	itself.	Inshore	reefs	surrounding	Wedge	Island	have	been	harvested	commercially	for	abalone	

for	over	50	years.		As	currently	proposed,	the	eastern	edge	of	the	Tassal	lease	will	be	only	1.8	kilometres	
from	the	western	edge	of	Wedge	Island.	This	is	one	full	kilometre	closer	than	the	minimum	proximity	
threshold	recommended	in	the	TACL	submission	(1.5	nautical	miles	equates	to	2.8	kilometres).		

	

RECOMMENDATION	1:	The	TACL	recommends	that	the	proposed	West	of	Wedge	lease	is	relocated	(at	
least)	1km	further	away	(than	currently	proposed)	from	Wedge	Island	–	it	should	be	moved	in	a	north-

westerly	direction	to	avoid	shipping	lanes.	Relocating	the	lease	1km	further	to	the	NW	will	increase	the	
environmental	buffer	zone	from	1.8km	to	2.8kms.	Increasing	the	distance	by	an	additional	kilometre	will	
significantly	reduce	the	risk	of	adverse	environmental	impact	on	healthy	rocky	reef	systems	surrounding	

Wedge	Island	that	currently	support	abalone	(and	rock	lobster)	amongst	other	marine	flora	and	fauna.		
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2.	 Environmental	Monitoring	of	nearby	rock	reef	systems	

	
The	 main	 concern	 that	 wild	 fishers	 have	 in	 relation	 to	 bourgeoning	 aquaculture	 development	 is	 the	
potential	 for	 marine	 farming	 inputs	 to	 alter	 the	 ambient	 physico-chemical	 characteristics	 of	 the	 water	
column	 and	 the	 benthos.	 Physico-chemical	 changes	 wrought	 by	 industrial	 salmon	 farming	 have	 the	
potential	to	adversely	impact	on	water	quality	and	the	benthos	–	there	are	a	plethora	of	scholarly	articles	
that	acknowledge	this	well	established	fact.		
	
The	 Tasmanian	 abalone	 fishery	 depends	 on	 complex	 environmental	 factors	 to	 replenish	 and	 maintain	
healthy	 stock	 levels.	Many	 of	 these	 environmental	 factors	 are	 not	well	 understood	 and	 are	 beyond	 the	
control	of	managers,	fishers	and	researchers.			

The	primary	risk	to	sections	of	the	Tasmanian	wild	abalone	fishery	that	are	adjacent	to	open-cage	salmonid	
farming	 systems	 relates	 to	 the	medium	 to	 long-term	environmental	degradation	of	 inshore	abalone	 reef	
habitat	caused	by	sustained	salmon	based	nutrient	and	sediment	inputs.		
	
Abalone	are	grazing	animals,	eating	marine	algae	using	a	serrated	“tongue”	as	they	move	across	the	ocean	
floor.	To	support	a	healthy	comprehensive	age	range	of	animals	a	complex	assortment	of	feed	is	required.	
Large	 brown	 algae	 such	 as	 cray-weed,	 giant	 kelp	 and	 bull	 kelp	 along	 with	 some	 species	 of	 red	 algae	
including	the	encrusting	corallines	are	necessary.	Juvenile	abalone	graze	on	rock	encrusting	coralline	algae,	
diatoms	and	bacterial	films.	As	they	grow	they	increasingly	rely	on	red	and	brown	macro-algae.		
	
Sustained	nutrient	loads	(organic	enrichment)	from	salmon	farms	or	other	sources	may	alter	the	types	and	
proportions	of	algae	that	grow	within	pristine	and	healthy	marine	ecosystems	(Kraufvelin	et	al.	2010)	–	the	
type	where	wild	abalone	thrive.	Sustained	nutrient	loads	change	the	balance	of	macro	algal	species	in	the	
environment	in	turn	changing	reef	community	structure	and	biodiversity.	Species	of	algae	that	thrive	under	
regular	 and	 increased	 nutrient	 loads	may	 not	 support	 an	 ecosystem	 with	 healthy	 populations	 of	 wild	
abalone,	lobster	and	other	species	of	marine	fauna.		
	
Abalone	are	localised	spawners	and	are	at	their	most	vulnerable	during	the	early	stages	of	their	life	cycle	–	
localized	anoxic	 conditions	due	 to	physico-chemical	 changes	 in	 the	 sediment	and/or	nutrient	overload	 in	
the	water	 column	 (whether	 sustained	or	periodic)	may	have	a	deleterious	effect	on	 larval	 growth,	 larval	
settlement	and	 the	early	grow-out	 stages	of	 the	 lifecycle	 (James	and	Barr	2012)	 leaving	abalone	 stunted	
and	unfit	for	harvest.		
	
Abalones	 have	 been	 shown	 to	 be	 particularly	 sensitive	 to	 sedimentation	 even	 at	 low	 levels,	 potentially	
affecting	all	life	stages.	Larval	abalones	have	shown	significant	reductions	in	settlement	in	response	to	low	
level	 sedimentation	 (Onitsuka	 et	 al.	 2008).	 Sediment	 has	 also	 been	 shown	 to	 indirectly	 increase	 the	
mortality	of	juvenile	abalone	through	displacement	from	their	cryptic	refuges	by	sediment	accumulation	to	
seek	 out	 sediment-free	 exposed	 areas	 which	 leaves	 them	more	 exposed	 to	 predation	 -	 vulnerability	 to	
predation	is	then	increased	further	as	sedimentation	also	results	in	a	decreased	ability	for	juvenile	abalone	
to	“hold	fast”	to	surfaces	and	impedes	abalone’s	righting	response	resulting	in	higher	abalone	mortality	in	
areas	where	sediment	is	present	(Chew	et	al.	2013).		
	
In	short,	any	input	that	causes	degradation	to	the	health	of	the	inshore	benthic	community	which	wild	
abalone	and	other	marine	fauna	inhabit	must	be	regarded	as	a	risk.	It	is	commonly	accepted	that	benthic	
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molluscs	(such	as	abalone)	serve	as	the	“canary	in	the	coal	mine”	when	it	comes	to	sensitivity	to	
environmental	changes	within	oceanic	reef	communities.	
	
It	is	critically	important	for	the	future	health	of	the	marine	ecosystem	that	baseline	and	ongoing	monitoring	
be	implemented	prior	to	the	establishment	of	any	new	salmonid	leases	within	Storm	Bay.	Robust	and	
comprehensive	monitoring	of	the	marine	environment	within	Storm	Bay	will	provide	early	warning	of	any	
adverse	impacts.		A	timely	and	appropriate	management	response	may	then	be	initiated	by	the	regulator	
and	the	aquaculture	industry.	
	
The	key	to	a	successful	environmental	monitoring	program	is	to	design	it	in	such	a	way	that	it	is	sensitive	to	
early	stage	“ecosystem	changes”	such	as	those	wrought	by	excess	organic	enrichment	(nutrient	loading)	
and/or	sedimentation	above	“normal”	baseline	levels.		
	
RECOMMENDATION	2:	The	TACL	recommends	that	comprehensive	baseline	environmental	assessment	is	
conducted	on	rocky	reef	systems	that	lie	adjacent	or	proximate	to	the	proposed	West	of	Wedge	finfish	

lease	PRIOR	to	any	finfish	lease	being	granted.	In	the	event	that	a	lease	is	then	granted,	comprehensive	
ongoing	environmental	monitoring	should	occur	with	the	results	being	publically	available	via	an	
independently	managed	web	portal.		

	

The	TACL	notes	the	below	statements	made	within	the	Tassal	“West	of	Wedge”	Environmental	Impact	
Statement:	

	
(PAGE 128) - A targeted near and far-field water quality monitoring program would quantify changes in nutrient 
concentration or microalgal community composition relative to the known baseline conditions in Storm Bay.  
 
(Page 128) - A broadscale monitoring program (including sampling of pelagic, sediment and macroalgal communities) 
will be developed (based on the modelled outputs and particular areas of interest) to monitor the extent and scale of 
impacts across a range of potential impact zones (i.e. near-field and far-field).  
 
(PAGE 128) - Overall, with the implementation of an appropriate monitoring and management framework to mitigate 
against the known potential environmental effects of finfish aquaculture, it is considered that the proposed 
development would not result in any significant environmental impacts to the waters of Storm Bay within the 
immediate vicinity of Tassal’s proposed zone and surrounding waters.  
 
(PAGE 130) - Since July 2013, Tassal has undertaken a range of ecological surveys at established monitoring sites to 
investigate potential impacts on biological assemblages from fish farming activities. These surveys include:  

• •		subtidal surveys for EPBC listed species (i.e. Giant Kelp and handfish) (2013 and 2015)  
• •		intertidal surveys of rocky shores (2013)  
• •		understanding broadscale impacts of salmonid farming on rocky reef communities (2015)  
• •		monthly water quality monitoring program (February 2014-ongoing)  

 
 
(PAGE 149/150) - As the proposed West of Wedge development represents the establishment of a new marine 
farming zone, emissions are likely to impact upon the marine environment in the immediate vicinity of the new zone. 
However, as the nearest macroalgal assemblages adjacent to the West of Wedge development are located 
approximately 1.6 km from the lease boundaries, the potential for adverse environmental effects from the proposed 
development is considered to be low based on modelled outputs which suggest that the receiving environment is 
highly dispersive in nature. The results of the environmental monitoring program during the initial staged entry 
approach, including assessment of macroalgal assemblages along rocky reefs, will be used to assess the level of 
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potential impact prior to any consideration of future increased stocking levels. Overall, it is considered that there is a 
low risk that the proposed development will result in any significant environmental effects on marine vegetation 
communities within the Storm Bay/West of Wedge Island area, particularly macroalgal communities along the fringing 
reefs to the east of the proposed West of Wedge development.  
 
The	TACL	notes	the	bold	statement	by	Tassal	(made	several	times	within	the	EIS)	that	it	considers	there	is	a	
“low	risk”	that	the	proposed	West	of	Wedge	development	will	result	in	any	significant	environmental	
effects	–	this	is	an	opinion	that	Tassal	claims	is	supported	by	research	conducted	by	themselves	and	others.		
	
The	TACL	remains	unconvinced	that	this	is	the	case	but	does	draw	some	“limited	degree	of	comfort”	in	the	
above	highlighted	statements	from	the	Tassal	EIS	referencing	the	proposed	environmental	monitoring	
systems	that	either	already	exist	or	will	be	implemented	in	the	event	that	the	draft	Amendment	to	the	
MFDP	is	approved.		
	
The	TACL	formally	requests	to	be	further	consulted	by	the	Tasmanian	EPA	during	the	design	of	the	baseline	
and	ongoing	environmental	monitoring	systems	referred	to	within	the	EIS.	
	
	

	
Dean	Lisson:	TACL	Chief	Executive		 	 	 	 	 	 	 January	2018	
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A Coming Together and a Moratorium 

Bruny Island has three recognised community organisations covering both North and South 
Bruny – the Bruny Island Environment Network, Bruny Island Community Association, and 
Friends of North Bruny. All groups are apolitical and provide a voice for all residents and 
businesses of Bruny Island on all aspects of Bruny Island life from safety, public access, 
amenities, resourcing, conservation of natural resources, tourism, economic development, and 
community engagement.  

Although having differing objectives, visions, and geographical extent, the three divergent 
groups support sustainable marine farming and do not want it to stop. All groups however 
share the same concerns regarding the proposed massive expansion of Marine Farming in the 
waters around Bruny Island and in Storm Bay and are demanding: 

a moratorium on expansion of marine farming off Bruny Island and in Storm Bay covering the 
area identified in the Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry 2018 – if and 
until an independent sustainable marine farm development plan be developed for the Bruny 
Island and Storm Bay Bioregion in consultation with and approved by all relevant 
stakeholders including the community. This plan must form part of a broader plan for the use 
development and management of resources across the Bruny Bioregion. 
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Lack of Meaningful Consultation and Timing 

• Releasing three uncoordinated Marine Farm Development Plans containing 50 appendices, 
thousands of pages of documents, studies and reports over the Christmas New Year Period 
does not constitute any meaningful attempt at consultation.  

• The proposed massive expansion of industrial fish farming on the doorstep of the most 
populated and visited area of Tasmania deserves a significantly greater amount of 
consultation and social feedback. 

• Without meaningful consultation, social division which has been created by the proposed 
expansion will only intensify and fester, resulting in a devaluation of the Tasmanian and 
Bruny Island Brands.  

• Social division is not only disruptive but also economically and socially damaging to families 
and communities. The full environmental, social, and economic impacts of these 
developments have not been considered.  

• Regulatory failure means the Tasmanian Government is box ticking applications regardless.  
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A Single Consolidated Plan for the Bruny Island Storm Bay Bioregion 

• The proposed expansion is piecemeal at best being composed of three separate marine 
farming development plans prepared by three separate and competing companies.  

• For the community to have any confidence in the process there must be one consolidated 
plan which considers all the potential environmental, social, and economic benefits and 
costs which might result. 

• The development plan must be part of a wider plan that considers all present and futures 
use, development and management of resources as required by the Tasmanian Resource 
Management and Planning System. 

• Community confidence in regulation of the industry is at an all-time low following the 
environmental damage which has been done to Macquarie Harbour and the 
D'Entrecasteaux Channel 

• A single consolidated plan would significantly improve monitoring and management as all 
marine farmers would operate under the same set of rules, management procedures and 
monitoring protocols. 

• The plan would be Government as opposed to industry driven. 

• There is nothing within the existing legislative provisions which would prevent the 
establishment of a single plan for the entire Bruny Island Storm Bay Bioregion.  

• We are seeking a single marine farming development plan which covers the bioregion and 
addresses as a minimum the following matters: 

o Bioregional impacts. 
o Boating traffic - Feed and service vessel traffic in concert with recreational boats, 

kayaks, jetskis and others.  
o Biosecurity regulation  
o Impact on other existing fisheries  - (a) Recreational and (b) Commercial (rock 

lobster, pelagic/fin fish, oyster, mussel, abalone)  
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o Ecosystem impacts -including on whale migration, marine and bird life 
o Visual impacts 
o Noise – farming facilities and servicing boats, day and night 

 
 

o Waste disposal 
o Water and sediment quality  
o Marine debris and boating safety  
o Water access 
o Light spill 
o Tourism – both land and sea based 
o Economic impacts-including on local communities 
o Biological - including biodiversity impacts  
o Odour and Air quality 
o Traffic, access, and parking of land based facilities  
o Cultural impacts 
o Governance and Legislation 
o Predator control  
o Monitoring including developing a baseline dataset 

No limits on expansion 

• Nothing in the plans prevent further expansion and development of marine farming across 
other areas of Storm Bay and Bruny Island waters. 

• This provides no certainty to the community that other areas will not be impacted. 

• The current process provides for unlimited expansion particularly as the Sustainable 
Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry identifies all of Storm Bay and an area south 
of Fluted Cape to Boreel Head as being available for marine farming. 

• The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) states that the three companies have indicated 
aspirations for a total production from Storm Bay of 80,000 tonnes per annum, yet the EIS 
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contradicts this and states The Government's intention is that the proposed developments 
would be managed under an adaptive management framework underpinned by:  
 
 
 
A staged development approach, with an initial limit on feed input that would provide for 
approximately 30,000 tonnes of production. 

• This provides no certainty for the community and leaves the door open for an almost 
further tripling of the number of fish in Storm Bay and the resulting impacts. 

• None of these further impacts would be subject to any further community input or 
consultation as the Marine Farm Planning Act 1995 only provides for areas and not 
production.  

The plans do not provide for ‘oceanic’ marine farming and are not offshore  

• These leases are not ‘offshore’, as stated by industry and the Tasmanian Government they 
are within Storm Bay which is in effect the mouth of the Derwent River. 

• This is misleading and obfuscatory and significantly diminishes and underestimates the 
potential impacts of the proposed expansion as the pens would be visible from the shore, 
negatively impacting upon views and vistas. 

• The proposed expansion is contrary to the commitment expressly stated within the 
Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry, which is A commitment to future 
expansion moving into oceanic (deeper and high-energy) waters, rather than estuarine 
waters. 
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No overall environmental impact assessment 

• We are deeply concerned that the expansion of industrial finfish farms across Tasmania 
and within Storm Bay and Bruny Island waters is not properly regulated and all 
stakeholders are not being included in decision making and serious environmental, 
social and governance issues are not being addressed.  

• This has the potential to cause environmental damage and impact on the island’s 
tourism industry and enjoyment of our home.  

• The Environmental Impact Statements do not consider the combined impact of all 
three-individual marine farm development plans. 

• A Nutrient Dispersion Modelling for Proposed Marine Finfish Farming Zones in Storm Bay 
has been undertaken, however, it does not consider the potential impacts that these 
nutrients may have upon the overall ecosystem and the species within it. 

• The proposed adaptive environmental management program has been shown to be 
flawed in Macquarie Harbour and the community groups have no confidence that 
introducing a similar program for Bruny Island and Storm Bay will be effective in 
managing environmental impacts and risks.  

• The Marine Farming Planning website states: In addition, the monitoring program will 
provide for the development and validation of a biogeochemical model for Storm Bay. 
The model will estimate natural assimilation of salmonid derived nutrients at varying 
spatial and temporal scales relative to specific biomass output. This will inform adaptive 
management by forecasting the potential environmental impacts of salmonid farming in 
Storm Bay. The model will be developed in collaboration with CSIRO and the University of 
Tasmania's Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies (IMAS). Development of the model 
is expected to commence in conjunction with monitoring. 

• This process is in our view completely back to front. 
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• A biogeochemical model for Storm Bay must be developed first, only then would it be 
possible to accurately quantify the potential environmental impacts. 

• Serious environmental effects are already being reported on beaches within the 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel area and are being raised at so called ‘Community 
Consultation’ meetings, where the rules are set by the industry and the data supplied by 
industry.  

• The impacts of these ecosystem effects on recreational and commercial shellfish, 
crayfish and abalone fisheries are unknown.  

• Lighting is proposed within the pens. This will result in significant impacts upon flora and 
fauna (including migratory birdlife) within the areas surrounding the pens, yet these 
impacts are given cursory consideration in the proposal.  

• The rapid expansion of industrial marine traffic in the D’Entrecasteaux Channel and 
around Dennes Point is now a significant problem particularly the noise, light, and 
marine debris that these vessels and farms are causing. The Storm Bay expansion will 
worsen light and noise pollution and marine debris.  

 

Recreational fishing and boating 

• Recreational fishing within the Channel has been severely negatively impacted by the 
existing fish farms the same is likely to result from the proposed expansion. 

• Complaints by residents and yachting clubs are increasing with the CYCT recently 
expressing their list of Marine Safety concerns to the Government.  

• Navigating around Bruny Island and Storm Bay would become considerably more 
difficult. 
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Wild oceans, rare species  

• The Bruny Island Bioregion has the highest localised level of marine endemism in 
Tasmania, and probably Australia. It is a hotspot for endemic handfishes, seastars, 
molluscs and algae. It is home to towering sea cliffs and complex sea caves and has a 
huge diversity of habitats and spectacular coastal scenery.  

• By introducing up to 80,000 tonnes of fish into the bioregion, without detailed 
modelling of the potential impact this could have upon it, puts at the risk the entire 
ecosystem.  

• While we appreciate the potential economic benefits, the risks to the ecosystem have 
only been considered at an individual proposed marine farm level as opposed to at a 
bioregional level.  

Governance failure  

• There is currently no ‘Storm Bay Area Development Plan’ in place even though the 

industry has requested it and it is essential for industry certification schemes.  

• The Tasmanian Government has no sound biosecurity plan. Tasmania is ripe for the kind of 

major biosecurity crises that have plagued other producing nations like the Faroe Islands. 

We note that Huon Aquaculture is calling for a new Biosecurity Act. No further industry 

expansion should occur before this has happened.  

• Government continues to fail to require the same planning process for the ocean as it does 

for land. As with any urban development on a green field site a full plan is required before 

any area development occurs. This must apply in the water equally. This has not been 

done for Storm Bay and Bruny Island waters.  

•  
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• Government claims that it will listen “to the concerns of the community about where they 

felt that marine farming was not appropriate, for reasons of amenity and alternative 

uses.” This claim is repeated in the Draft Sustainable Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry. 

Yet no clear structure or budget allocation has been provided for community consultation. 

In Storm Bay, the community has been provided with no useful information beyond 

company brochures and has been forced to find all details via our own research. We have 

been presented the development as a fait accompli, with no consultation nor modelling of 

amenity impacts.  

 

The solution – a moratorium  

• We are calling on the Tasmanian Government to halt expansion in Storm Bay and in the 

waters around Bruny Island until governance failures have been addressed. A moratorium 

will allow all stakeholders to be heard and all impacts of expansion, as part of a broader 

consideration of all potential uses and their impacts and interactions with the physical and 

social environment to be investigated in detail, through an independent process and 

deliver recommendations for an industry based on a sustainable, considered, and agreed 

future.  

 

This process must:  

• Involve all Storm Bay and Bruny Island communities and stakeholders.  

• Set clear actions, targets, objectives, and outcomes to drive and guide the short, medium, 

and long-term management of the industry.  
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• Produce an agreement that is then enshrined in a formal Bruny Island-Storm Bay Area 

Development Plan.  

   

The final Storm Bay Development Plan must be agreed by all stakeholders and include:  

• Bioregional- including biodiversity-impacts 

• Limits on boating traffic  

• Biosecurity regulation  

• Limits on expansion that will negatively impact recreational, and commercial rock lobster 

and abalone, scale fish, oyster and mussel fisheries  

• Standards for visual and amenity impacts  

• Requirements for economic impact modelling, including impacts on other businesses such 

as tourism  

• Requirements for modelling of cultural impacts  

• Limits for noise, light, and odour impacts  

• Limits on waste and requirements for waste disposal  

• Water and sediment quality triggers  

• Limits on benthic faunal impacts  

• Impacts on marine and terrestrial fauna and flora, including rare and endangered species. 

• Triggers to prevent the risk of toxic algal blooms  

• Requirements to publicly release baseline data and the results of monitoring in line with 

baseline data.  

• Limits on marine debris  

• Requirements for predator control  

• Limits on fresh water use in drought conditions  

• The waters around Bruny Island, including Storm Bay 
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15 | P a g e  

Who Are We 

 

Bruny Island Community Association (BICA) 

The basic objects of the Association are: - 

• To maintain and develop the quality of life on Bruny Island. 
• To preserve the important elements of the special character of Bruny Island. 
• To ensure that any development of or alteration to the attributes and qualities of the Island 

contribute in a positive way to the enhancement of its character.  

Bruny Island Environment Network (BIEN) 

The Bruny Island Environment Network Inc. was established in January 2009. We are a network of 
individuals and groups with an interest in the conservation of the natural resources and 
biodiversity of Bruny Island, Tasmania, Australia. The aims and purpose of the network are to: 
1.    Promote the biodiversity, cultural heritage and scenic values of Bruny Island and generate 
resources and support for their protection. 
2.    Support economic activity on Bruny that is ecologically sustainable, generates sustainable 
livelihoods on the island and enhances its values. 
3.    Provide information and support for landholders, the wider Bruny community, and visitors 
about environmental and conservation issues. 
4.    Work with private and public landholders to improve environmental outcomes: 

Friends of North Bruny (FONB) 

The overarching objectives of FONB are:  

• to promote low impact (environmental, social, cultural) and high-quality projects that 
benefit both the environment and people of North Bruny. 

• to act as stewards for the protection and preservation of the unique North Bruny 
environment and it's lifestyle for current and future generations. 
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Comments in relation to draft amendment: Firstly I am disappointed that the submission 

period has coincided with the summer holidays. The timing of submissions to open in mid 

November and close in mid Jan appears as if to purposefully discourage a large community 

response. 

 

 

Furthermore, as part of Tassal’s purportedly “extensive community engagement program” there 

have been three public meetings in Nubeena, one cold evening in the depths of winter, a Friday 

night a week before Christmas and the third on 11 January. This question and answer session 

was well attended by local community (who were now aware of the proposal) and voiced 

numerous objections. The last two meetings were held at the Nubeena RSL, hardly a good 

choice of venue given the sale of alcohol! 

 

 

Tassal appears to be going through the motions of community consultation; appearing to do the 

right thing while undertaking an ineffectual community consultation process. 

 

 

Locals have every right to express their concerns about: 

•	 Increased quantities of marine debris entering public waters and littering coastlines 

•	 The scale of proposed development 

•	 The effects of salmon farming on the health of the marine environment 

•	 The impact on local tourism 

•	 Visual and noise pollution 

 

 

From my perspective Tassal does not have a “social licence”  to operate in Storm Bay. Storm Bay 

is public land owned by all Tasmanian’s and should not be handed over to a private company for 

commercial purposes. It is my opinion that industrial salmon farming on this scale will result in 

more harms than benefits to the Tasman Peninsula community by damaging the health of our 

local marine environment now and into the future. 

 

 

I strongly oppose this development and I demand a complete moratorium on all marine farm 



expansion in Storm Bay. 

I live at White Beach and am aware of the effect of the Creese’s Lease Salmon Farm on the local 

marine environment. Despite Tassals ‘best practice’ quantities of marine rope, plastic pipe and 

marine farm rubbish already washes up on Parson’s Bay coastlines. I often collect marine debris 

during beach walks, including plastic shavings from the large poly pipes, lengths of poly pipe and 

huge quantities of marine rope, especially after winter storms. 

Whilst here are some benefits locally such as employment there are also considerable negative 

impacts such as; the view from White Beach is disrupted by salmon pens, noise from boat 

operations and the feeding barge. From where I live I used to see the breakers rolling into 

Roaring Beach across the bay, and now there are salmon pens between me and this view. That 

little bit of magic is lost from the world. 

 

 

I am concerned about increasing nitrogen and decreasing oxygen in local waters. Fish meal and 

fish faeces are pollutants in the marine environment. White Beach and Parsons Bay are already 

under pressure from increased nitrogen levels with evidence of: 

 

 

o	 brown slimy seaweed on the rocky shore 

o	 fluoro-green vermicelli seaweed washing up in quantities at White Beach boat ramp 

o	  increased incidents of red tides and algae blooms 

o	 the loss of iconic areas for snorkelling in clear waters such as Apex Point 

 

 

Finfish farming has a greater impact on the environment than shellfish farming because of the 

addition of organic material and fish feed, which results in nutrients in the form of surplus food 

and excretory products being released to the sediments and waters (DPIWE Updated Great 

Oyster Bay and Mercury Passage Marine Farming Development Plan, 2010). 

 

 

Our local environment is already under pressure from Salmon farming, locally we have given 

enough already! 

In regards the West of Wedge development I am concerned about increasing quantities of plastic 

entering the ocean and plastic rope and debris being pounded into smaller, unsalvageable 

particles along the rocky coastline east of Wedge Island. 

 

 

Roaring Beach is relatively clean of marine debris, but this iconic beach is in danger of becoming 

as littered as other local beaches, (despite Tassal’s efforts to clean the coastline). 

 

 

I am concerned that prevailing winds and currents will bring nitrogen rich sludge and sediment 



from West of Wedge into Parsons Bay, further depleting water quality. 

 

 

I am concerned about the scale of the proposed development, with approximately 860 hectares 

of public waterway designated a no go zone to boats and 180 hectares of surface located marine 

farm equipment visible from the surrounding elevated sites 

 

 

Tourism relies upon our image as pristine, wild and clean. These attributes will be degraded 

should this development go ahead. The Tasman Peninsula supports major tourist attractions 

such as Three Capes National Park, Port Arthur Historic Site and Pennicott Wilderness Journeys. 

Local tourism relies upon the Tasman Peninsula’s stunning environment. Going off shore is not 

going out of sight. More than 260,000 cruise ship passengers travel through Storm Bay annually. 

Currently the view from any cruise ship entering Storm Bay is of open seas and pristine 

coastlines. Tourists do not want to see hectares of industrial marine farms at the entrance into 

Hobart. Filling the coastline with marine farms will seriously impact upon the historical and 

anecdotal reputation of Storm Bay as vast, unpredictable and essential wild.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No
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Dear Sir/Madam

I am writing to express my objection to the proposed Draft Amendment No. 5 to the
Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming Development Plan November 2005,
specifically as it relates to the proposed ‘West of Wedge’ salmon farm.

I have grave concerns about the environmental impact of this proposal, and about Tassal’s
poor record in backing up their claims of sustainability and stakeholder consultation.

In the Draft Amendment, it is stated that ‘the companies have aspirations for a total
production from Storm Bay of 80,000 tonnes per annum”, and further that ‘robust scientific
information is not currently available to predict the environmental effects of this level of
production.’ While this may be true, it is clear that existing salmon farm production in
Tasmania is already causing environmental issues beyond those allowed within the existing
permits, as detailed below.

The draft amendment proposes to measure waste emissions by tracking levels of dissolved
nitrogen entering the marine environment. I argue that the waste emissions entering the
environment from off shore fish farming go way beyond just dissolved nitrogen. Also, the
science of tracking nutrient loads in water is complex, as the Australian Government’s
Online Coastal Information website, quoting the Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for
Fresh and Marine Water Quality, admits: “Nutrient loads alone cannot dictate whether a
waterway will have a nuisance plant problem”.

What is being proposed for Storm Bay is capable of having far more drastic environmental
impacts than simply a ‘nuisance plant problem’, and is highly likely to impact local fisheries.
A recent review of research into salmon farming in Northern Europe found that ‘sea lice
from commercial salmon farms are killing tens of thousands of wild fish, and that ‘the
largest ever study of Irish salmon runs found that lice infections were reducing numbers by
as much 50 per cent’ (The Times, 15 January 2018). There is little point creating jobs in fish
farming if those few jobs are going to destroy the existing wild fishing industry.

The principal driver of Tasmania’s economy, as it has been for many many years, is tourism:

Tourism in Tasmania directly and indirectly contributes around $2.79 billion or 10.7 per cent
to Gross State Product (GSP)
Tourism directly contributes $1.33 billion or about 5.1 per cent to Tasmania's Gross Product.
Tourism directly and indirectly supports around 37 400 jobs in Tasmania or about 15.6 per
cent of total Tasmanian employment higher than the national average and the highest in
the country.
(Source: Tourism Tasmania – Fast Facts at December 2017)

That tourism is heavily driven by Tasmania’s reputation as an unspoilt wilderness and
wildlife haven. The proposed expansion into a colossal 863 hectare farming site in Storm Ba,
would create noise, light and visual pollution that is hopelessly counter to that image.



Tassal has shown itself to be a poor corporate citizen, its efforts at ‘Stakeholder
Consultation’ as described in their EIS for this proposal involved ‘informing the public’ rather
than any genuine process of consultation. According to the Community Surveys conducted
by Marine Solutions Tasmania on Tassal’s behalf, local residents and landowners were
strongly against the proposal, with a massive 46% of responders having ‘extremely negative’
attitudes to the proposed development, giving extensive details of their concerns around
the impact on the local environment and recreational activities. Tassal does not appear to
have taken this community concern into consideration in any way, making their claims to
consultation quite laughable.

The Environmental Impact Statement provided by Tassal in support of this development
refers proudly to ‘Tassal’s record of environmental best practice, certification and global
best practice for fish health management.’ However, recent massive fish kills have shown
the inability of fish farmers to deal with a volatile climate that is increasingly becoming the
new normal. In fact, the Tasmanian Government has expressed concerns at Tassal’s
environmental practices, the Environment Minister stating she was ‘not comfortable’ with
Tassal’s plans to dump waste into Macquarie Harbour. Environment Tasmania has ‘called
on the EPA to take immediate action to reduce salmon numbers in Macquarie
Harbour, following [the] release of the latest research by IMAS showing that marine dead
zones and bacteria mats persist at three leases within the Harbour and there has been no
recovery of marine life at dead zones in deeper waters of the Tasmanian Wilderness World
Heritage Area.’ Meanwhile, Tassal’s relationship with the WWF has come under increasing
scrutiny as their claims as an environmentally friendly business fail to stack up.

Finally, In the draft amendment, an addition to Section 3.3.6 indicates that there is no
concern for proper environmental management of fish stocking, allowing for the maximum
permissible biomass to be determined according to ‘whatever information the Secretary
considers appropriate’. While I can understand the need for the law to be flexible, the
absence of any clear scientific oversight on this area causes me grave concern.

Yours sincerely

Phil Bywater
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DERWENT ESTUARY PROGRAM LTD SUBMISSION ON STORM BAY MARINE 
FARMING DEVELOPMENT PLANS/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS: 

Environmental Impact Statement to accompany Draft Amendment No 3 to the 
Storm Bay off Trumpeter Bay North Bruny Island, Marine Farming Development 

Plan, July 1998 (Huon Aquaculture) 

Environmental Impact Statement to accompany Draft Amendment No 5 to the 
Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay, Marine Farming Development Plan, 

November 2008 (Tassal) 

Environmental Impact Statement for draft Storm Bay North Marine Farming 
Development Plan (Petuna) 

 

17 January 2018 

 

The Derwent Estuary Program (DEP) considers Storm Bay to be a single system, and thus addresses the 
potential cumulative impacts of all three proposals (HAC, Tassal and Petuna) in this combined submission, 
with a particular focus on the Derwent estuary.  

The DPIPWE overview notes an aspirational target for salmon production in Storm Bay of 80,000 tpa, but 
that given the lack of robust scientific information, a combined limit of 40,000 tpa will apply to the three 
proposals currently under assessment. Furthermore, a staged 30,000 tpa limit will apply while monitoring 
and modelling systems are being established.  

In addition to the comments provided below, the DEP requests a hearing to discuss these in more detail 
with the Marine Farming Planning Review Panel. 

ABOUT THE DEP AND THE DERWENT ESTUARY 

The DEP is a partnership between government, business, scientists and the community to restore and 
protect our waterway. Established in 1999, the partnership has been nationally recognised for excellence 
in reducing water pollution, protecting nature, monitoring river health and promoting greater use and 
enjoyment of the Derwent. In 2010, the DEP was awarded Australia’s most valuable prize – the National 
RiverPrize. 

Our major sponsors include: Brighton, Clarence, Derwent Valley, Glenorchy, Hobart and Kingborough 
councils, the Tasmanian Government, Nyrstar Hobart, Norske Skog Boyer, TasWater, TasPorts and Hydro 
Tasmania. Since March 2017, the DEP has been operating as a registered company, with an independent 
board. 

The Derwent estuary lies at the heart of the Hobart metropolitan area and is home to 40% of Tasmania’s 
population, as well as a major centre for commercial, industrial and tourism activities. The estuary has a 
long-standing history of heavy metal pollution – with some of the highest reported levels of zinc, mercury 
and lead in the world. In recent years, there has been significant investment to reduce metal inputs by 
both the zinc smelter and the state government, with considerable success. However, the legacy pollution 
in the estuary sediments will require careful management for many years to come.  



More recently, the estuary has shown increasing signs of nutrient stress, including nuisance algal blooms, 
seagrass loss and persistent low oxygen levels in some areas. Previous research has shown a strong link 
between nutrient loading, low oxygen and release of heavy metals from sediments. Therefore, a key 
element of our long-term management strategy for the estuary is to manage and reduce nutrient loads, 
particularly during summer months, when the risks are highest. The marine waters of Storm Bay and the 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel drive the overall circulation of the estuary, and set the background nutrient 
levels for the system as a whole. Therefore, a significant change in nutrient inputs from Storm Bay could 
have far-reaching impacts on the Derwent estuary. 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
1. Need for a combined assessment 

Given the size and scale of the proposed expansion, and the connectivity of Storm Bay, it is essential 
that these three proposals be planned, assessed and managed together, as a cumulative impact 
assessment. Development of an ‘Area Management Agreement’ is also recommended by the 
Aquaculture Stewardship Council as an important aspect for certification. 
 
It is very difficult to understand the scale and timing of the three proposed developments when they 
are presented as separate proposals. Without this information, it is difficult to evaluate potential 
impacts. Therefore, the DEP has attempted to extract information on proposed biomass and nutrient 
loads from the three documents, as presented in the table below. Feedback on the accuracy of this 
combined table would be welcome, as comparative information was difficult to find. 
 
Other information that should be compiled and assessed as part of a combined regional assessment 
includes a system-wide map showing the location of sensitive or threatened communities/species 
such as seagrass meadows, giant kelp, spotted and red handfish, and other relevant communities and 
species. If there are potential risks to EPBC-listed species or communities, these should be assessed 
accordingly. 
 

2. Large scale, rapid development and the precautionary principle 
The proposals indicate that an initial combined maximum biomass of 40,000 tpa is being considered 
for Storm Bay, with a staged approach (starting with 30,000 t as a first stage). However, information is 
not presented in a consistent manner between the proposals. In particular, the HAC proposal 
presents a case for the 40,000 tpa scenario, while the Tassal and Petuna proposals provide 
information for the 30,000 tpa scenario. 

 
In either case, this is a very large biomass in comparison with current salmon production across 
Tasmania as a whole (50,000 tpa), and as compared to production in individual systems (e.g. 12,000 
to 14,000 tpa in Macquarie Harbour, >24,000 tpa in the Channel/Huon (based on 2010 figures; 
current data was not available); or by individual producers (HAC: 20,000 tpa; Tassal 25,000 tpa; 
Petuna: not available).  
 
Estimated nutrient loads associated with these production levels are very large, as set out in the table 
figure below.  An estimate of nutrient loads associated with the longer-term aspiration of 80,000 tpa 
is also presented. 
 

  



Current and proposed production and Dissolved Nitrogen Outputs (DNO) to Storm Bay under different production 
scenarios (in tonnes/year): 

Source Current production  Interim production  
30,000t 
1722t TPDNO  

Proposed production  
40,000t 
2296t TPDNO 

Aspirational production 
80,000 tpa 
4592t TPDNO 

Storm Bay off 
Trumpeter lease 
(HAC)(1) 

6000t  
300 – 400 t 
 (based on Fig 4) 

15,000 t biomass 
861 t DNO 
by ??? 

20,000 t biomass 
1148 t DNO 
by May 2019 

 

West of Wedge 
lease (Tassal) 

??(2) 9000 t biomass 
514 t DNO 
(Staged over 3 years) 
• Yr 1: 150 
• Yr 2: 300 
• Yr 3: 400 

12,000 t biomass 
689 t DNO 

 

Storm Bay North 
lease (Petuna) 
35-39 m 

0 6000t (@75%) 
344t DNO (@75%) 
No info on staged 
approach 

8000 t biomass 
459 t DNO 

 

(1) HAC EIS proposes 20,000 t biomass, and notes the 30,000 t interim limit for Storm Bay as a whole, but does not provide 
DNO values at this level in the EIS. Values in italics are pro rata estimates based on 75% production. Of concern is the 
plan to stock the Yellow Bluff site with smolts by April 2018, as this would lead to a very rapid increase in biomass and 
nutrient loads before monitoring & modelling systems are fully operational. See Fig 4, p17. 

(2) Could not find Tassal current production at Nubeena in EIS 

To provide some context, the DNO from all sewage discharged to the Derwent estuary is estimated at 
327 tpa, and the sewage-derived DNO for the entire state would be under 1000 tpa (pro rata, 
assuming similar treatment levels). By comparison, the estimated DNO as set out in the three 
proposals at 40,000 t production is 2296 tpa (ie over seven times the Derwent sewage load and 
double the state-wide load), and would be more than 14 times the Derwent sewage load (four times 
the state-wide load)at the 80,000 tpa production level.  
 

 
 

The proposed rate of development is also very rapid, particularly for the Trumpeter Bay lease, which 
proposes to reach a DNO of 1147t by mid 2019 (Figure 4a, p 17). 
 
‘Offshore’ is a relative term, and while the Storm Bay environment is relatively exposed, it is still 
considered to be a bay with variable degrees of exposure to prevailing winds and storms. Given the 
scale and pace of the proposed expansion, and the proximity of several potentially sensitive receptors 
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to nutrient loading – specifically the Derwent estuary and Frederick Henry Bay – it is recommended 
that a staged, precautionary approach be taken, based on good science, monitoring and reporting. 
 

3. Need for good system understanding, including monitoring, modelling and process studies 
Storm Bay is a unique system, with processes and patterns that are unlike other areas of Tasmania. 
This is an area of high variability, both within and between years, and has been identified as a climate 
change hotspot. Previous studies of Storm Bay have shown that nutrient processes and algal blooms 
are strongly influenced by wind and storm events (Harris et al, 1991). Assumptions based on steady 
state conditions are therefore risky, as are comparisons with other systems, and monitoring and 
modelling designs need to take this into account. 
 
The nutrient assimilation capacity of Storm Bay is unknown, but is likely to vary seasonally, and from 
year to year. Furthermore, major southerly storm events could stir up nutrient-enriched bottom 
water and sediments with unanticipated consequences. Finally, the benthic system may not respond 
as anticipated as this system may not be adapted to high levels of nutrient and organic loading, in 
comparison to more sheltered waters. 
 
While there has been some baseline monitoring done for Storm Bay and some early stage modelling, 
these results are indicative and should be interpreted with caution. Furthermore, while there are a 
number of scientific investigations currently underway (e.g. FRDC), these have not yet been 
completed.  
 
The intention to develop and implement a regional BEMP monitoring program, together with 
development of a BGC model (and associated process studies), would provide a good scientific basis 
for science-based management of aquaculture in Storm Bay. However, it is anticipated that this work 
will take a minimum of 2 to 3 years. We believe this work should be fully funded and well underway, 
before significant expansion, and that future stages should be linked to completion of specific 
milestones. 

 
4. Regular public reporting and access to data 
Publications of annual environmental reports on the state of Storm Bay should be an integral part of 
this plan to ensure timely and transparent reporting on conditions and trends. It is essential that this 
include robust interpretation, and that funds be allocated to complete this (non-trivial) task. 
Monitoring data should also be made available via an on-line portal, as well as on request. 

 
DETAILED COMMENTS 
 
Issues of particular concern for the Derwent estuary 
The Derwent has shown increasing signs of nutrient stress, including nuisance algal blooms, seagrass loss 
and persistent low oxygen levels in some areas. Previous research has shown a strong link between 
nutrient loading, low oxygen and release of heavy metals from sediments. Therefore, a key element of 
our long-term management strategy for the estuary is to manage and reduce nutrient loads, particularly 
during summer months, when the risks are highest. The marine waters of Storm Bay and the 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel drive the overall circulation of the estuary, and set the background nutrient 
levels for the system as a whole. Therefore, a significant change in nutrient inputs from Storm Bay could 
have far-reaching impacts on the Derwent estuary. 
 
Of particular concern is the potential for increased nutrient levels in bottom water, which drives the 
overall circulation of the Derwent estuary and subsequent ecological response. This is not fully 
represented in the model, nor is the potential for large-scale resuspension following storm events. 



Ecological responses to eutrophication could present as changes in phytoplankton production (algal 
blooms and/or changes in community structure) and/or increased macroalgae production (attached or 
drift). Sensitive receptors could include:  
• Ralphs Bay (shallow, poorly flushed, may be susceptible to drift algae growth and accumulation) 
• Spotted handfish in lower Derwent/Ralphs Bay (spawning substrate susceptible to algal fouling) 
• Derwent temperate reef communities (including EPBC-listed giant kelp communities), particularly 

those along the Kingborough shoreline 
• Seagrass and macrophyte communities (susceptible to algal overgrowth, shading and loss) 
• Heavy metal contaminated sediments – low oxygen levels can remobilize toxic metals (including 

mercury) with potential impacts on humans, fish, birds and other biota. 
 
Comments on Nutrient Dispersion Modelling (Hadley et al, 2017) and proposed biogeochemical model 
This report provides an interesting representation of predicted nutrient dispersion from the proposed 
developments at a combined biomass of 40,000 tpa, however, as stated on page 14 ‘this is early stage 
modelling is only indicative of the system conditions, and as such the results should be interpreted with 
the relevant degree of caution.’ The DEP has a number of questions about the model, and would be 
concerned if it was used as a basis for decision-making without further validation, and indeed without the 
development of the full biogeochemical model. In particular: 
• What hydrodynamic model underpins the dispersion model? If Herzfeld 2008, this is a relatively early-

stage model (Stage 1 –INFORMD), and requires further development, particularly with respect to 
boundary conditions. 

• The assumptions used in the model require further testing and validation, particularly the 4-day decay 
rate.  

• Decay is not the same as removal – both ammonium and nitrate will stimulate phytoplankton and 
other algal growth, and the nutrients removed will return to the system when the algae breaks down 
(along with oxygen depletion). This is what we are really interested in understanding, and a full 
biogeochemical model is needed to evaluate nutrient impacts more broadly. 

• The assumptions used for dispersion at depth are hard to follow, and the dispersion model does not 
seem to include nitrogen release from sediments (e.g. breakdown of faecal matter and feed) 

• It is unclear what period of data were used to generate the background percentiles – was this a single 
year or multiple years? 

• The model seems to reflect steady-state conditions, but how would the system respond to a major 
storm event? 

 
The biogeochemical model is an important tool to assess ecological responses to nutrient loading. The 
model should identify sensitive receptors and the conditions/times when these are most likely to be 
impacted – e.g. during summer months, following major storm events, during EAC dominated periods. 
Scenarios to be tested should include ‘worst case scenarios’. Growth and accumulation of drift algae may 
be an important symptom of eutrophication in shallow bays such as Ralphs Bay and Frederick Henry Bay, 
and should be also be included in model development. Given the time required to develop and test the 
model – including process studies – the BGC model should be fully funded and well underway before 
significant expansion 
 
Comments on Indicative Storm Bay Environmental Monitoring Program (DPIPWE, 2017) 
This report provides an overview of an indicative BEMP monitoring program for Storm Bay, to be 
implemented as part of an adaptive management regime. The Storm Bay BEMP would include a range of 
water quality, benthic habitat and reef monitoring sites. The DEP is very supportive of broadscale 
monitoring and reporting, and would strongly encourage coordinated and integrated monitoring between 
the Derwent and Storm Bay systems. Our recommendations include the following: 



• Deployment of sensors at key sites to better inform model development, and to assess storm-related 
effects (it will not be practical or safe to collect water samples during major southerlies!). 

• Include resources needed for the preparation/publication of annual reports. While the Huon/Channel 
BEMP is cited as a model for Storm Bay, lack of timely and regular public reporting has been a real 
concern. To date, only one BEMP report has been publicly released (for the period from 2009 to 
2013), and it is therefore not possible to assess the merits of this monitoring program, or the current 
state of the Huon/Channel system. 

 
Other comments 
• Frederick Henry Bay, Norfolk Bay and the multitude of smaller embayments fringing Storm Bay: these 

are shallow, clear and biodiverse systems, which are highly valued by the recreational fishing 
community. These bays are poorly flushed, and could be seriously impacted if nutrients were to be 
entrained. Some areas also provide critical habitat for the endangered red handfish (sensitive to 
biofouling), and there may also be important seagrass meadows and giant kelp communities. Thus, 
this area should be assessed with particular care, including potential impacts of storm events. 

• Implications for Harmful Algal Blooms (HABs) – the increasing prevalence of the EAC suggests that this 
development may essentially be adding nutrients to a warm water, nutrient poor system that has 
seen severe increase in HABs over the past few years, with severe consequences for the shellfish 
industry and recreational fishers. Could further addition of nutrients exacerbate this? 

• Marine pests: excessive nutrient supply encourages the proliferation of marine pests (Van 
Tussenbroek et al 2016) and marine fish farm pens have been found to assist the proliferation and 
spread of marine pests into previously uncolonised areas. Has this ecosystem threat been considered 
and assessed, particularly given the forecast extensive nutrient and organic enrichment of previously 
coarse, sandy sediments  and given the presence of 70 known invasive marine species in the Derwent 
estuary? One such species is the invasive Japanese seaweed Undaria pinnitafolia in the region, which 
grows more prolifically in nutrient enriched conditions. 

• Handfish – where are current handfish populations (spotted and red), and could nutrient 
enrichment/biofouling pose a risk to their breeding success? 

• Seagrass: as noted, seagrass is adversely impacted by nutrient enrichment. Existing seagrass beds 
should be mapped, baseline surveys carried out (condition & extent), and regular monitoring be 
implemented as part of this development. 

• The estimated nutrient loads to Storm Bay are based on Food Conversion Ratios and associated 
nutrient yields that were derived from studies that are now over 15 years old; these also assumed 
zero loss of feed (Wild-Allen, 2005). Given recent advances in feeds, feeding technologies and new 
cage designs, a review of these conversion rates is recommended to ensure the TPDNOs and models 
are based on correct load estimates. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. Science-based management 

Storm Bay should be managed as a single system, including integrated assessment and management 
of salmon production. It is important that potential impacts on adjacent nutrient-sensitive systems 
(e.g. Derwent estuary, Frederick Henry Bay, sheltered embayments near proposed expansion sites 
such as Crooked Billet Bay near Nubeena) also be fully assessed, with sufficient baseline data prior to 
commencement, and included in modelling and monitoring programs. 
 

2. Staged and precautionary growth 
Given the scale of the proposed expansion, a staged and precautionary approach is recommended 
based on good system understanding. This should include determination of the Bay’s carrying 



capacity under a range of conditions, as well as an understanding of how the system responds to 
major storms.  
 
A series of milestones and deliverables should be established that are clearly linked to each stage, and 
stocking levels should allow for the completion of each stage before the next production level is 
approved. It is particularly important that environmental triggers be established early on, and that 
there is clarity about the required management response, should the monitoring program 
demonstrate that these have been exceeded. A possible staged growth scenario could progress as 
follow: 
 
Pre-expansion  
• Commence BEMP and BGC model development; map the location of and conduct baseline 

surveys of sensitive receptors (e.g. seagrass meadows, giant kelp, handfish populations). Baseline 
data must be sufficient to allow separation of the impacts of fish farming and interannual 
variability 

Stage 1 (e.g. 10,000 tpa)  
• Complete first BEMP report and stage 1 modelling 
Stage 2 (e.g. 20,000 tpa) 
• Complete second BEMP report and BGC modelling, including scenario-testing under worst case 

conditions 
Stage 3 (e.g. 30,000 tpa) 
• Consider further expansion based on successful completion/assessment of above. 

 
3. Regular public reporting and access to data 

Publications of annual environmental reports on the state of Storm Bay is requested to ensure timely 
and transparent reporting on conditions and trends. Monitoring data should also be made available 
both via an on-line portal, as well as on request.  
 

4. DEP actively engaged  
Given the potential sensitivity of the Derwent estuary to eutrophication (including the added risks of 
heavy metal remobilisation), the size of the regional population, and the importance of the Derwent 
to tourism, we request that the DEP be actively engaged in the development and coordination of 
Storm Bay monitoring, modelling and process studies. We have over 20 years of water quality and 
other environmental data that could inform and value-add to these activities, and are widely 
respected by the regional and scientific community for our scientific understanding and expertise. 
 
In particular, the DEP requests regular meetings and workshops with colleagues at EPA, DPIPWE, 
IMAS, CSIRO  and the marine farming companies to facilitate exchange of information, coordination of 
scientific investigations and constructive review and feedback on reports. 

 



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 10:58:26 AM

Submission No: 206

Given Name: Nils

Family Name: Bush

Submission Type: 

Organisation: Ambush Workboats 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Ambush Workboats believe that the proposed 

amendment to marine farming development plan 2005 will provide an important contribution to 

the Tasmanian Aquaculture industry, the Tasmanian economy and local communities and that all 

farming practices will, as always be conducted to the highest standard. 

Ambush Workboats is in full support of the amendment.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 11:00:38 AM

Submission No: 207

Given Name: Nils 

Family Name: Bush 

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Yes, Continue expansion of this great industry! 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 11:19:37 AM

Submission No: 208

Given Name: Joanne

Family Name: Martin

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Three times larger, three times as much waste. 

Unnecessary and unwanted. Let's look after our beautiful parent instead of raping it's resources.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 11:21:50 AM

Submission No: 209

Given Name: Rhonda

Family Name: Tomlinson

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



I strongly object to the proposed development and so do 46.9% of people surveyed by Tassal Ltd (EIS 

4.2.2.2.1).  This is 2.3 times higher that the number of respondents who strongly support the proposed 

development. Overall 59.5% of the Community survey responses are negative in relation to the proposal.  

I object to the impacts this proposed development will have: 

1. Impacts on wildlife 

Numerous threatened and endangered species are identified as being affected by the development, 

yet the proponent states that these are “likely to be low” without providing any evidence for such 

statements. 

Entanglements with infrastructure and collision with vessels will occur.   

 

2. Noise nuisance 

The increased noise will adversely impact areas where there is currently very little human noise both 

day time and night time.  This is one of the reasons people choose to live and holiday here.  When 

fishing and other vessels operate at night in Storm Bay I can clearly hear them from inside my house 

now.  This noise would be continuous if the proposed development is approved. 

 

The conclusions stated in the Noise Impact Statement are flawed.  The report assumes no pen 

lighting being used.  The EIS at 6.2.6.1.3 states that pen lighting is used at the smolt stage of salmon 

production using nine 1000 w lights per pen.  The proposed development contains 64 pens, and so 

potentially will produce up to 576kW of lights with the energy being provided by diesel generators. 

The EIS states “Before any such lighting is deployed at the proposed West of Wedge development, 

the generator will be evaluated for noise output.”   

The noise output of generators is already known and assumed for other activities on the proposed 

development in the Noise Impact Report.  It appears reasonable to assume that the inclusion of pen 

lighting would cause the allowable night time noise limits to be exceeded, and hence they have been 

excluded to distort the result.  

If the leases are granted, they should have a condition that there is no pen lighting. 

Similarly, EIS the states that venturation is not expected to be used, but it will be installed.  The 

Noise Impact Report assumes no venturation.  Since it is being installed, it seems fair to assume that 

Tassal intends to use it or why bear the cost of installation? Again, this is a distortion of the impact of 

the proposed development.  If the leases are granted, there should be a condition that there is no 

venturation. 

3. Light pollution 

Please refer to the above comments in relation to 576kW of light in an otherwise dark area.  There 

will also be lights on the security vessel which will operate all night every night.  I live within 1km of 

Roaring Beach and the light from such vessels will have an impact at my home.  I have been 

awakened from sleep when fishing vessels operating in Storm Bay use lights. 

 

4. Visual impact 

The author of the Visual Impact Report (who also wrote the Noise Impact Report) has stated there 

will be no visual impact at Roaring Beach based on an image from the internet.  The EIS at 6.2.1.1.2 

correctly states that there is a direct line of site from the Roaring Beach Conservation area.   There 

would be a visual impact from above sea level from the residences in the area.  The work of this 

author cannot be relied upon. 



 

5. Use of scarce resources 

Fish are washed in fresh water at least eight times per year.  The production of salmon uses large 

amounts of fish, land agriculture products and large amounts of energy – a lot of it from diesel 

generators and diesel engines on vessels.  Feed, fish and waste products have large transport 

kilometres added using energy and adding heavy vehicle loads on road networks.  This is not a “clean 

green” industry. 

 

6. Financial impacts on the local community 

The EIS states that Tasman Council supports the proposal, but the Council has no statutory 

responsibility or jurisdiction in relation to any part of the proposal and its view is irrelevant.  It is 

responsible for roads and rubbish, not the marine environment.  Its planning responsibilities are 

confined to land. 

The land-based operations of Tassal Ltd will not change and so rates income will not increase.  The 

increased cost of road network maintenance due to additional heavy traffic movements from 

increased and feed and fuel deliveries, as well as additional light vehicle movements from 

commuting staff will be borne by the rest of the ratepayers in a municipality with one of the smallest 

rate bases in Tasmania.   

Only 65% of Tassal’s current Tasman workforce live locally.  Only 7% of local employment is provided 

by Tassal, and its business is inconsistent with the majority employment in the tourism industry.  

7. Adverse impact on public & private brand investment 

The salmon industry is inconsistent with the “clean, green” image of Brand Tasmania.  When 

consumers outside the State know what really happens in the “pristine” waters of Tasmania, the 

brand will be valueless.   

 

This proposal is to hand over a large parcel of the commons to the exclusive use of a company for the sole 

benefit of its shareholders and to the detriment of residents and visitors using the area.  It wishes to do so to 

improve the health of its fish.  If Tassal could manage fish and environmental health effectively, it could do 

so on its existing leases.  This is doing the same thing and expecting a different result.  Tassal writes about 

doing a lot of monitoring and reporting, but nothing about developing technology or methods which solve 

environmental problems.  They just want to move them to another area. 

If the board and management of Tassal were smart and innovative, they might consider spending $30 million 

to find other solutions to their production problems.  They might also consider diversifying from a vertically-

integrated “one card trick”.   
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The position of Tasman Council is that it supports the aquaculture industry and in particular, that 

of salmon farming.  Tassal have been a long established commercial employer and operator in 

our region and provide vitally important roles in the community and local and regional economies. 

 

 

The matters Council wishes to raise with respect to the 'West of Wedge' expansion are: 

 

 

a) any necessary land based modifications can be accommodated and assessed on their merits 

against the Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 2015 and associated statutes; 

 

 

b) there will be positive and measurable local and regional economic multiplier effects; 

 

 

c) there will be growth in critical mass required for social infrastructure sustainability with the 

Tasman District School, Trade Training Centre(s), community and sports clubs and Council 

recreational infrastructure; 

 

 

d) capacity and condition impacts on Council transport infrastructure need to be fully assessed 

and accommodated for; 

 

 

e) it is submitted that stakeholder consultation conducted by Tassal has been significant in the 

Tasman region and over a number of years, 

 

 

f) visual impact of the proposed sea based infrastructure is an important consideration in the 



context of the growing tourism and visitor industry and existing viewsheds; 

 

 

g) it is submitted that the concept and notion of a 'social licence' with respect to the proponent 

can be strongly determined in the positive with their presence and operations over a long period 

of time in the Tasman region.  It is further submitted that a balanced shared view of the 

community (including Council) can be summarised as a genuine need and desire for the 

proponent to remain and be successful in the region, however, the capital investment associated 

with the expansion proposal and its physical scale is such that it absolutely must be successful 

and sustainable environmentally, economically and operationally over a long period of time.
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Chairperson, Marine Farming Planning Review Panel 
Marine Farming Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 44  
Hobart  TAS  7001 
 
Uploaded online 
 

Dear Mr Midgley,  

Submission on Draft Amendment No.5 to Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine 
Farming Development Plan 2005 
The Environmental Defenders Office (Tasmania) Inc (EDO Tasmania) is a non-profit, 
community-based legal service specialising in environmental and planning law. We have a 
long-standing interest in best practice assessment and regulation of aquaculture.  

On Saturday 18 November 2017, the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment (DPIPWE) invited submissions addressing of Tassal’s Draft Amendment no. 5 
(the Draft Amendment) to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming 
Development Plan (the MFDP). The Draft Amendment was advertised together with Huon 
Aquaculture’s Draft amendment no. 3 to the Storm Bay off Trumpeter Bay North Bruny 
Island Marine Farming Development Plan; and Petuna’s Draft Storm Bay North Marine 
Farming Development Plan.  All three plans comprise the industry’s proposed expansion 
into oceanic waters of Storm Bay (the Storm Bay expansion).  

In response to the Government’s Draft Sustainable Industry Growth Plan, EDO Tasmania 
expressed general support for moving Tasmanian salmon farms from estuarine into oceanic 
environments. However, that support is predicated on there being adequate regulatory 
controls in place to protect the environment, as well as sufficient environmental baseline 
studies and modelling to demonstrate that the oceanic marine farming activities will not 
have significant or irreversible environmental consequences. 

EDO Tasmania considers that any expansion of marine farming to oceanic areas should be 
balanced by the appropriate protection of important marine areas.  

We note that between 2006 and 2008 the then-Resource Planning and Development 
Commission undertook a comprehensive review of the proposed Bruny Bioregion and 
made a series of recommendations about marine protected areas (MPA).1  The 
Government is yet to implement all of the Commission’s MPA recommendations.  

 

 

                                                           
1 Resource Planning and Development Commission (2008) Inquiry into the establishment of marine protected 
areas within the Bruny Bioregion: Final Recommendations Report 
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We understand that the creation of MPA is not within the jurisdiction of the Marine Farming 
Planning Review Panel (the Panel).  However, we urge the Panel to note the outstanding 
MPA recommendations in its report on the Draft Amendment, particularly in light of the 
other areas in Storm Bay that Government has earmarked for potential salmon farming 
expansion.2 

In the context of these general remarks, we make the following detailed comments on the 
Draft Amendment and associated environmental impact statement (the EIS).  

Impacts on Giant Kelp forests 
The EIS notes that there are stands of  Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999 (EPBC Act) listed Giant Kelp Marine Forests of South East Australia (Giant Kelp 
forests) that may potentially be impacted by the new zone proposed in the Draft 
Amendment.   

Tassal notes (at p.147 of the EIS) that “studies undertaken locally suggest that the complex 
nature of the structure and function of macroalgal assemblages makes it difficult to discern 
any direct influence of aquaculture”, and that additional research is currently being 
undertaken to “determine the specific environmental conditions that might adversely 
impact macroalgal reef systems, including potential broadscale effects from soluble 
nutrient emissions on the structure and function of natural marine macroalgal 
assemblages.” 

Tassal states that there will be mandatory biannual monitoring of Giant Kelp forests in the 
vicinity of its proposed new zone. It submits that this monitoring program, combined with 
three-year a staged approach to stocking the lease, will be sufficient to ensure there is a 
low risk of adverse impacts on the endangered community. However, the EIS does not 
indicate what, if any, are acceptable levels of nutrient enrichment before acute and/or 
chronic impacts are likely to be experienced by the Giant Kelp forests.  

In light of the uncertain state of the science, and the fact that Giant Kelp forests are 
already under threat by climate change,3 we recommend that the Panel take a 
precautionary approach to the approval of the proposed new zone. We suggest the Panel 
do this by amending the MFDP to impose specific Management Controls that: 

 require Tassal to develop and implement a monitoring program for the Giant Kelp 
forests in the vicinity of its proposed new zone; 

 limit TPDNO (to less than the proposed maximum) for a period of at least three years or 
until an evaluation of the monitoring of the Giant Kelp forests has been undertaken by a 
suitably qualified person and that person considers there to be no evidence of salmon 
farming-related adverse impacts on the monitored locations;  

 clearly prescribe any adaptive management measures that should be implemented if 
adverse impacts from salmon farming are observed at any of the Giant Kelp forest 
monitoring locations. 

 

                                                           
2 DPIPWE (2017) Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry at pp.12-13. 
3 Climate change is noted in the EIS (p.170) as having the potential to change the availability of nutrients to 
Giant Kelp forests. 
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TPDNO cap and staged approach to expansion 
In providing an overview of the proposed Storm Bay Developments, the Department of 
Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) states: 

The companies have aspirations for a total production from Storm Bay of 80,000 tonnes per 
annum. In recognition that robust scientific information is not currently available to predict 
the environmental effects of this level of production, the potential environmental effects of a 
combined level of production of approximately 40,000 tonnes per annum are being 
considered in the environmental impact statements that support these planning processes.4 

In the absence of sufficient scientific information to support the full extent of the industry’s 
proposed expansion of marine farming into Storm Bay, EDO Tasmania is supportive of the 
proposed staged approach to expansion (see our further comments below regarding 
staging). The imposition of a Total Permissible Dissolved Nitrogen Output (TPDNO) cap on all 
finfish marine farming in Storm Bay is a sensible mechanism to limit the environmental 
effects and rates of expansion.  

As the Draft Amendment and associated EIS addresses the proposed expansion of marine 
farming in Storm Bay up to a total biomass production of 40,000 tonnes per year, we submit 
that a TPDNO cap to reflect this limit should, at the very least, be included as a specific 
amendment to the Management Controls found in Section 3.2 of Amendment no.4 to the 
MFDP. Otherwise, we consider it inappropriate for the Panel to approve the Draft 
Amendment as the underlying MFDP currently sets no limits on total biomass and/or 
TPDNO.5  

While it may be the usual practice to impose TPDNO limits as conditions of marine farming 
licences under the Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995, we consider that it is 
more logical for the cap to be imposed in the MFDP. This is because many planning issues 
arise from the intensification of marine farming which will not necessarily be addressed 
statutory decision-makers through separate legislative assessment processes. 

If the Panel considers that no TPDNO cap should be imposed in the MFDP, then we seek 
clarification as to: 
 the “separate assessment process”6 that will apply to the industry expansion beyond 

40,000 tonnes up to 80,000 tonnes total production; and  
 the level of public consultation that will be required to be undertaken in relation to the 

expansion;7 and  
 how all the related planning issues will be taken into account by the relevant decision-

maker.  

 

                                                           
4 Accessed on the DPIPWE website at http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-aquaculture/marine-farming-
aquaculture/marine-farming-development-plans/marine-farm-planning-proposals on 16 January 2018. 
5 Albeit previously the MFDP did have a biomass cap for zones 14A, 14B and 14C – see Special Management 
Control 13.14.9 of Amendment no.2 to the MFDP. 
6 Ibid. 
7 We note that there is no requirement that applications for or amendments to marine farming licences under 
the LMRM Act be publically notified, and that it is presently unclear in what circumstances amendments to 
environmental licences issued for finfish farms under the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 
1994 (EMPCA) will be required to be publically notified. 
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Marine debris 
The Government has committed to enforcing a “zero tolerance” approach to marine 
debris arising from salmon farms in its Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon 
Industry (the Growth Plan). The Growth Plan indicates that this zero tolerance approach will 
be facilitated through the establishment of deadlines for adoption of best practice tracking 
technologies and other “simple identification” techniques. 

In the EIS (at p.196), Tassal says that it will have a Marine Operations Waste Management 
Plan and Waste Management Policy in place to “target zero waste entering the marine 
environment.” The EIS identified ropes and feed pipes as “primary concerns”, however 
other than the installation of sealed bins on vessels and marine debris clean-ups, Tassal 
proposes no specific measures to implement the “zero tolerance” strategy. 

In order to implement the aspirations in the Growth Plan and Tassal’s commitment to zero 
waste in its EIS, we submit that the Panel should impose specific Management Controls in 
section 3.7 of the MFDP requiring Tassal to: 

 Use rope that can be clearly identified as originating from leases within the MFDP zones; 

 Ensure that its name has been stamped or otherwise marked on equipment used within 
the zones; 

 Install GPS trackers on substantial pieces of equipment that have the potential to break 
free from the lease, such as feed pipes. 

Noise 
In its EIS (from p.220), Tassal has considered the impacts of noise it generates on onshore 
residents in the vicinity of its proposed zones and transport routes, and states that it must 
comply with regulatory limits imposed by the EPA. We note that in the absence of noise 
limits imposed as specific conditions on the proponent’s environmental licence, there are 
no legally enforceable limits or guidelines on noise emitted by marine farming operations .8 
This has the potential to render Management Control 3.13.2 of the MFPD meaningless. 

We therefore urge the Panel to confirm that the EPA intends to impose noise limits on the 
environmental licence for this MFDP area and that those limits will extend to vessels 
travelling to and from the MFDP area. The Panel should then either delete Management 
Control 3.13.2 or, if no noise limits are to be imposed on the environmental licence,  amend 
it to reflect the EPA recommended limits that were modelled by Tassal in the EIS. 

We note that industrial marine noise can also significantly impact on a variety of marine 
fauna (particularly marine mammals that rely on echolocation for migration and feeding).  
Given the intensity of marine farming activities proposed at the MFDP area, and the fact 
that it is located within known migratory routes of a number of threatened marine 
mammals, we recommend that the Panel consider imposing a requirement that an 
environmental baseline be established for aquatic noise at locations within the MFDP area, 
and at suitable compliance locations. These studies may then be used to inform the 
development of appropriate mitigation measures to protect marine fauna from significant 
impacts from salmon farming activities. 

                                                           
8 The Environmental and Pollution Control (Miscellaneous Noise) Regulations 2016 set no limits for marine farming 
noise. 
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Wildlife interactions 
We commend Tassal for committing to the minimisation of seal interactions through the use 
of its K-grid pens in the proposed new zone, and for making available information on 
wildlife interactions and deaths on its Annual Sustainability Reports and ASC dashboard on 
its website.  

Consistent with the Government’s commitment that operators should halt all long-distance 
seal relocations from salmon farms,9 we recommend that the Panel consider imposing the 
following Management Controls on all the Storm Bay MFDPs:  

 no seal relocations from MFDP areas are permitted; 

 Lessees must implement best practice environmental management techniques to 
ensure that wildlife interactions with marine farming equipment and operations are 
minimised. 

Climate Change 
Experts agree that the waters of south-eastern Australia, and particularly eastern Tasmania, 
are experiencing warmer temperatures induced by climate change.10  These warmer 
waters may have a variety of impacts on marine farming operations,11 f for example, 
necessitating the increased use of fresh water for bathing, therapeutants and/or antibiotics 
to combat the increased incidence of disease.12 Climate change is also likely to affect 
some of the variables (such as the current, temperature and biological productivity of 
waters) in the hydrodynamic and DEPOMOD modelling used to forecast the environmental 
impacts of marine farming within the MFDP area and the greater Storm Bay.  

In deciding whether to approve the Draft Amendment, we ask the Panel to consider 
whether the modelling referred to in the EIS demonstrates that marine farming in the MFDP 
area is sustainable in forecast climate change scenarios. If the modelling referred to in the 
EIS does not address likely climate change scenarios, then we suggest that the Panel 
impose a Management Control requiring Tassal to engage a suitably qualified expert to 
undertake this modelling before the commencement of salmon farming in the MFDP area.  

General comments 
 EDO Tasmania is supportive of the establishment of a Broadscale Environmental 

Monitoring Program (BEMP) in Storm Bay to ensure that the cumulative effects of the 
expansion of marine farming in the Bay are monitored, and to validate the 
biogeochemical and hydrodynamic modelling undertaken to support the expansion. 
We note that the IMAS evaluation of BEMP data for the Huon Estuary and 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel was hampered by a lack of baseline data for key parameters 
in certain locations. We therefore recommend that the Panel impose a Management 

                                                           
9 DPIPWE (2017) Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry at p.2. 
10 Hobday, A. J., Hartog, J, Middleton, J. F., Teixeira, C. E. Luick, J. Matear, R., Condie, S. (2011). Understanding 
the biophysical implications of climate change in the southeast: Modelling of physical drivers and future 
changes. FRDC report 2009/056; and Fisheries Research and Development Corporation. El Nemo South East 
Australia Fact Sheet: Climate Change. Impact on SE Australian Atlantic Salmon Aquaculture. (2012). Accessed 
at:  http://www.frdc.com.au/knowledge/Factsheets/FisheriesVic.Salmon4.pdf on 15 September 2016.  
11 Some of these climate change impacts have been addressed by Tassal in its EIS (from p.200). 
12 Stephen Battaglene, Pheroze Jungalwalla, Barbara Nowak, Zoe Doubleday (2011). “Atlantic Salmon, 
individual species assessment”, In: Pecl GT, Doubleday Z, Ward T, Clarke S, Day J, Dixon C, Frusher S, Gibbs P, 
Hobday A, Hutchinson N, Jennings S, Jones K, Li X, Spooner D, and Stoklosa R. Risk Assessment of Impacts of 
Climate Change for Key Marine Species in South Eastern Australia. Fisheries Research and Development 
Corporation, Project 2009/070. 
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Control which required that salmon farming not commence until environmental 
baseline data for all the key parameters identified by EPA/IMAS/CSIRO for the BEMP has 
been obtained. 

 In the EIS there is no mention of the quantity of the freshwater required to treat the fish in 
the MFDP area for amoebic gill disease. Given the scale of the marine farming activities 
that the Tassal aspires to for the MFDP area, we consider that the omission of this 
information from the EIS is a noteworthy oversight. 

 EDO Tasmania is supportive of the proposed amendments to the Section 3 of the MFDP 
to bring the management controls into line with controls in Huon Aquaculture’s Storm 
Bay off Trumpeter Bay North Bruny Island Marine Farming Development Plan. 

 The Government has committed to the establishment of an independent web portal, 
hosted by IMAS, to provide access to relevant salmon farming environmental and 
production data.13 We encourage the Panel to consider whether there are any 
amendments that should be made to the Management Controls in Section 3.4 of 
Amendment no.1 to the MFDP in order to facilitate the provision of environmental 
monitoring data to IMAS.  

 Finally, to allow for ease of reference for the community, operators, and regulators, we 
request that the Panel direct the planning authority compile all the relevant the 
management controls for this MFDP into a single document.   

 

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission. We would welcome the opportunity 
to respond to any questions the Panel may have in relation to the issues raised in this 
submission. 

Yours sincerely,  
Environmental Defenders Office        
Per: 
 

 
Claire Bookless 
Lawyer 

 

                                                           
13 DPIPWE (2017) Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry at p.21. 
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Submission to Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming
Development Plan November 2005 

Dear Sir or Madam,

I have only recently become aware of Tassal's West of Wedge proposal and I wish to express my 
dismay that the 60 day consultation period has coincided with the summer holidays with the 
deadline of 17 January coming only a week after the holiday period. 

The timing of submissions to open in mid November and close in mid Jan appears as if to 
purposefully discourage a large community response. 

I have lived on the Tasman Peninsula for 3 years. As part of Tassal’s purportedly “extensive 
community engagement program” there have been a few poorly advertised meetings where we 
have been informed about the 'imminent' expansion of this West of Wedge salmon farm.

Tassal’s Sustainability Report 2016 states ‘A rigorous stakeholder engagement process is 
undertaken to ensure our social licence to operate’1, however, as a local resident I do not agree 
that Tassal has a “social licence”2 to operate in Storm Bay. Storm Bay is crown land owned by all 
Tasmanians and should not be handed over to a private company for commercial purposes. 
Industrial farming on this scale will result in more harms than benefits to the Tasman Peninsula 
community and I strongly oppose this development.

I strongly object to Tassals plans to expand salmon farming into Storm Bay and I demand a 
complete moratorium on all marine farm expansion in Storm Bay. We need to apply the 
precautionary principle, which means to proceed with caution only when we are satisfied that 
there will be no harmful effects on the surrounding environment and community when doing so.

My concerns include: 

Increased quantities of marine debris 
·Despite Tassals ‘best practice’ quantities of marine rope, plastic pipe and marine farm 
rubbish already washes up on Parson’s Bay coastlines such as White Beach.
·Marine debris is particularly evident after winter storms, which suggests the debris is 
suspended in the water (breaking down)  and only reaches shore with large storm surges.
·West of Wedge will increase the quantity of marine debris entering the local marine 
environment.
·Marine debris will wash ashore at Duckhole Bay, directly opposite the proposed marine 
farm. Duckhole Bay is a significant rocky reef habitat supporting a diversity of marine life, 
the Storm Bay facing shoreline typically has huge swells and vigorous wave action that will 
quickly break down marine rope into smaller components that cannot be cleaned up, 
creating instead problematic environmental pollutants.
·Marine debris will flow into Wedge Bay and further into Parsons Bay, with negative 
impacts upon the health of these waters and coastlines.
·Previously “clean beaches” such as Roaring Beach as well as rugged, inaccessible 

1
 http://www.tassal.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Tassal-Sustainability-Report-2016.pdf

2
 http://socialicense.com/definition.html



coastlines to the north and south will be affected by marine debris.

Scale of proposed development
·860 hectares of public waterway will become a no go zone.
·180 hectares of surface located marine farm equipment, such as nets will be visible from 
the surrounding coastline and elevated sites.

·Tassal already operates in our local environment (Creeses Mistake in Wedge Bay and Badgers in 
Parsons Bay), and although there are some benefits locally such as some employment, we already 
endure considerable negative impacts such as the view from White Beach disrupted by salmon 
pens, noise day and night from boat operations and the feeding barge, increased nitrogen and 
decreased oxygen in the bay and salmon farm debris piling up on White Beach).

·Our local environment is already under pressure from Salmon farming, locally we have 
given enough already!
·The scale of West of Wedge will visually cut Wedge and Parsons Bay off from Storm Bay.
·Prevailing winds and currents will  bring nitrogen rich sludge and sediment from West of 
Wedge into Parsons Bay.
·Too much growth - Tassal has recently increased its area of commercial marine farming by 
taking over the Okehampton lease on the east coast, should West of Wedge go ahead, 
Tassal will have increased its coverage by 50%..

Effects of salmon farming on the health of the marine environment
·Fish meal and fish faeces and pollutants in the marine environment, White Beach and 
Parsons Bay are already under pressure from increased nitrogen levels with evidence of:

·brown slimy seaweed on the rocky shore
·fluoro-green vermicelli seaweed washing up in quantities at White Beach boat ramp
· increased incidents of red tides and algae blooms
·the loss of iconic areas for snorkelling, abalone diving etc e.g. Apex Point 

·“It is a widely acknowledged fact that salmon farming (as previously and currently 
practised in Tasmania) has a detrimental effect on water quality and substrate 
characteristics in close proximity to farming operations” (‘Risks to the Tasmanian Abalone 
and Rock Lobster Fisheries from the Oceanic Expansion of the Salmonoid Industry’, 
September 2014).

·“Finfish farming has a greater impact on the environment than shellfish farming because 
of the addition of organic material and fish feed, which results in nutrients in the form of 
surplus food and excretory products being released to the sediments and waters.” (DPIPWE
Updated Great Oyster Bay and Mercury Passage Marine Farming Development Plan, 2010)
·The local community does not have confidence in Tassal's ‘best practice’ and fears for the 
health of the local marine environment.
·Offshore farms will result in more interaction between marine mammals such as fur seals, 
dolphins, sharks and whales and the marine farms.
·Marine mammal health will be effected by pollutants, debris and noise.
·Sea birds entanglement in fishing rope and netting.
·Wedge Island is a significant breeding ground for mutton birds so what effect will the West
of Wedge development have on this site?

Impact on local tourism 
·Tourism in Tasmania relies upon our image as pristine, wild and clean. These attributes will
be degraded should this development go ahead.



·The Tasman Peninsula supports major tourist attractions such as Three Capes National 
Park, Port Arthur Historic Site and Pennicott Wilderness Journeys. Local tourism relies upon
the Tasman Peninsula’s stunning environment.
·Going off shore is not going out of sight. More than 260,000 cruise ship passengers travel 
through Storm Bay annually. Currently the view from any cruise ship entering Storm Bay is 
of open seas and pristine coastlines. Tourists do not want to see hectares of industrial 
marine farms at the entrance into Hobart.
·Tourism spreads economic benefits over a wide area, employing people in a diverse range 
of employment whereas salmon farming is a private industry that primarily benefits 
shareholders who live elsewhere.
·The Peninula's economic future looks far more securely lodged in tourism than in a 
handful of jobs at Tassal that looks set to be lost to mechanisation in the future.
·Filling the coastline with marine farms will seriously impact upon the historical and 
anecdotal reputation of Storm Bay as vast, unpredictable and essential wild.
·Hobart’s most recent hotel, MACq 01 prides itself as a ‘story’ hotel. What stories will we 
have to tell of Storm Bay in the future? Except I remember when you could catch 
flathead ... I remember when you could sail unencumbered ... I remember when the 
coastline was clean of marine debris.
·How will this development impact upon Storm Bay’s reputation as the famous last hurdle 
in the Sydney to Hobart yacht race?

Visual and noise ‘pollution’
·West of Wedge is so extensive that it will be visible from any westerly vantage point on 
the Tasman Peninsula such as hillside properties in Roaring Beach, White Beach, Nubeena 
and Koonya Back Rd.  These properties will lose unimpeded sight lines with negative 
impacts on real estate prices.
·White Beach residents will be effected by the noise of increased numbers of diesel fuelled 
boats travelling from Tassals depot on Roaring Beach Rd across Parsons and Wedge Bays 
out to West of Wedge.

Despite Tassals assurances of best practice, I am not convinced. When I consider the potential risks
to the local marine environment, I cannot but decide that the likelihood of long term harm to 
marine ecosystems out ways any potential economic benefits. 

This community has a lot at stake and as a resident, a mum and a member of staff at the local 
Neighbourhood House, I have grave concerns that these risks have not been taken fully into 
consideration. 4 poorly advertised meetings during the last 8 months of a lengthy 6 year process 
does not constitute satisfactory community consultation.

I will to be called in to speak at the hearing.
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I have several concerns over this Tassal proposal to create a 360 hectare  salmon feed lot, west of 
Wedge Island . 
 
Firstly, the scale. This is industrial farming in an area that is presently in its wild state. That is a 
massive change.  
 
It would be visible from the Roaring Beach Conservation Area, a plastic cage fence about four 
times the area of Wedge island across the ocean view to the horizon. Probably with the hum of 
diesel engines drifting into the beach when the  wind drops. 
This has been made more probable by moving the proposed site 400 metres closer to the beach to 
accommodate the yachting lobby. 
 
Tassal likes to promote this proposal with images of white water and splashing waves because it 
conjures up feelings of freshness, wildness and oxygen filled water, things you get for real by 
visiting Roaring Beach. 
 
Growing fish in deeper, rougher water is an improvement on growing fish inshore, and the Tassal 
company and Huon aquaculture  like to say “we are moving our fish offshore”. 
The reality is they are expanding not moving. 
The inshore feedlots will still be there and more fish than ever will be fed inshore. 
 
Tassal plans to Quadruple its fish numbers from 770,000 to 3,000,000 fish. All the salmon spend 
about 6 months out of 18 months in cages inshore. 
 
Tassal grows their young fish in Nubeena in the Parsons Bay lease 193, off Badgers Cove. 
 
On a calm day, from the hills in Nubeena, you can see the oil slicks from the fish feed moving with 
the tides well beyond the lease area. 
 
The environment in Parsons Bay and Badger Cove has deteriorated in the time Tassal has been 
operating in the bay. 
 
In the same time period, there has been no housing boom in Nubeena and there has been a major 
upgrade of the sewerage treatment plant and no changes in the grazing farms in the catchment. 
 
Yet Badgers Cove’s beautiful yellow white sandy beach from twenty to thirty-five years ago, is now 
a permanent dirty grey. 
Tassals Badger Creek dam is a disgrace, a muddy soup, discharged to the bay in salmon bathing 
or dam overflows into the cove. 
 
Now Stinking Creek has been dammed for Tassal with a massive dam for the creek flow, capturing 
50% to 70% of the catchment, it has not overflowed after two winters of rainfall. 
The sand has built up to almost fill the space under Stinking Creek bridge, and the creek bed is 
stagnant pools and growing weeds. 
After 100mm rainfall event recently, the creek only flowed at 1/4 of its previous capacity for a few 
days only. 
 
The Parsons Bay north west sandstone shoreline is coated in green algae and a profusion of 
lettuce type seaweed that was not there before Tassals operations in the bay began.  
  
A fisherman of Parsons Bay for sixty years stated that, in the last five years only, his nets get 
covered in a brown slime . 
 
There has been a failure of the regulatory process governing Tassals salmon feedlots in Nubeena. 
And if Tassal can point to some environmental reports showing they have not harmed the local 
environment, then the guidelines governing where and what to look for are wrong. Because you 



would have to be blind, or looking the other way, not to see the changes in Parsons Bay and 
Badger Cove. 
 
Sincerely, Stephen Watson. 
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Comments in relation to draft amendment: Thank you for the opportunity to make a 

submission on Draft Amendment No. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine 

Farming Development Plan November 2005. I am concerned that there is inadequate information 

available for the authority to effectively set baseline conditions regarding the benthic habitat and 

rocky reef communitys, such that industry and regulators can confidently state that any nutrient 

enrichment resulting from finfish industry expansion has had no impact on these communities. 

Key communities are seagrass, invertebrate and rocky reef communities. Nutrient enrichment 

has been identified as one of five key threats to global biodiversity (Norse EA, 1993) and is a key 

factor that has lead to the broadscale global decline in seagrass meadows (Duarte 2002, Waycott 

et al 2009, Dennison et al. 1993), a habitat that underpins the productivity of many nearshore 

coastal ecosystems. The environmental impact assessment does not adequately assess the 

expected response of seagrasses and associated algae following the proposed expansion, such 

studies would ideally identify tolerance thresholds for the algae and seagrasses to nutrient 

enrichment. These tolerance thresholds should then be used by the authority in setting biomass 

limits for industry. Without this knowledge of environmental tolerance thresholds, any biomass 

cap is speculative. The limitations stated in "Appendix 6 - Rocky Reef Report" are significant, 

particularly the one stating that the timing of the pre-expansion surveys were not optimal for 

characterising the baseline conditions for the rocky reef community. It would be appropriate for 

the department to ensure that any expansion does not commence until independent specialists 

are confident that the most sensitive receptors, in this case, the nearshore coastal and marine 

habitats in sheltered receiving waters, have been effectively characterised to enable detection of 

potential impacts. 
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