
Submission Date: 15/12/2017 9:41:42 PM

Submission No: 1

Given Name: Michael

Family Name: Brennan

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Commonminds

Which category best describes your interest: Ocean Enviroment and Culture

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 11:57:58 PM

Submission No: 2

Given Name: Jacob 

Family Name: walsh 

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: 17/12/2017 9:56:26 AM

Submission No: 3

Given Name: Eddie

Family Name: Hogarth

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: To think that this is part of the fish farming 

industry’s attempts to move to more sustainable practices offshore is ridiculous. Storm Bay is not 

offshore – it’s a bay. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 17/12/2017 9:59:25 AM

Submission No: 4

Given Name: Eddie

Family Name: Hogarth

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Aquaculture industry

Comments in relation to draft amendment: To think that this is part of the fish farming 

industry’s attempts to move to more sustainable practices offshore is ridiculous. Storm Bay is not 

offshore – it’s a bay. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 26/12/2017 1:28:22 AM

Submission No: 5

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 Draft Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan – From Petuna 

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 will the EPA set as unacceptable what are the penalties.

2. Noise and Lights:  As a resident of Tinderbox I am concerned with any Noise that may

emanate from the marine farming equipment (including vessels), also the visual impact of lights

during the night. Vessel noise mitigation strategies have not been outlined in the EIS, there will

be around 11 Petuna boat movements per day (and >9 Huon Aquaculture boat movements) past

Tinderbox and Dennes Point, it is essential for their quality of living that these vessels are quiet

and do not creates significant wash. It is also important that the impact of farm lights on Storm

Bay be mitigated.

3. Fish Faeces Discharged:  The North Storm Bay EIS forecasts >1700 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.  1700 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.



4. 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 the ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Draft Storm Bay North 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: 26/12/2017 10:35:43 PM

Submission No: 6

Given Name: dan

Family Name: Hoar

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The 'No grow zone' must be extended to the 

southern tip of Betsy Island to protect the visual and recreational amenity of all South Arm 

Beaches - No further exploration or fin-fish development to be permitted north of this point 

The Proposed Grow and no Grow areas - Figure 1 on page four of Draft Storm Bay North Marine 

Farming Development Plan November 2017 Environmental Impact Statement to accompany the 

Draft Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan November 2017 -  lacks detail (map 

attached). but appears to provide a small buffer of 'No Grow Area' around Clifton Beach, the 

scale of which appears in-adequate, while Hope Beach and Calverts Beach are afforded no 

protection what so ever 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No





Submission Date: 1/01/2018 2:17:46 AM

Submission No: 7

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 Fisherman and a 

citizen of Tasmania

Comments in relation to draft amendment: The Propasal to Allow the THEFT of More Public 

Waters For the SeaCaged Salmon and Finfish Industry Is Madness 

Under ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT that has Already Been Proven beyond Doubt that it Doesnt 

Work 

We must Have a Moratorium on any Farther Expansion of this Industry Until they can Prove they 

Can Sustainably Manage what territory they already Have Any New Areas Must Face Proper 

Environmental and Ecological Impact Studies 

And the Fact the Consultation Period Coincides with the Christmas and Family Holidays of Many 

Is Political Malfeasance a Crime against the Public the Government is meant to be Serving

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 3/01/2018 10:26:40 PM

Submission No: 8

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: 8/01/2018 11:04:34 PM

Submission No: 9

Given Name: Cherylle

Family Name: Stone

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I wish to object to the proposals by three 

aquaculture companies to massively expand their operations in Storm Bay. I am a regular visitor 

to Tasmania, cruising my boat in those waters and am already very familiar with aquaculture 

operations in the area. These proposals will cause a major increase in pollution of the water and 

seabed, obstruct marine traffic and forever destroy the pristine marine environment that I and 

many other visitors come to Tasmania to enjoy. If ABC TV reports are to be believed, and I do 

accept the evidence presented, this is an unsavoury industry which is better not there at all let 

alone being encouraged to expand. I request that all three proposals be rejected. 

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 11/01/2018 11:03:36 PM

Submission No: 10

Given Name: Alex

Family Name: Wylie

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Community and conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Can you please include the public in this instead of 

doing it behind closed doors. I would appreciate it if you emailed me some information or where I 

can keep up to date with where the proposal is. 

Thanks, 

Alex

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 14/01/2018 11:28:22 PM

Submission No: 11

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 Storm Bay North 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.  

3.10 Access Controls 

Add three additional clauses: 

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

submit details of the lease 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 lease 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.

3.13 Other Controls 

Add two new clauses after 3.13.6: 

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

from the lease 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 lease 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  

sgalloway
Highlight



Submission Date: 15/01/2018 5:02:06 AM

Submission No: 12

Given Name: S 

Family Name: Neill

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Saul

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 7:43:47 AM

Submission No: 13

Given Name: S

Family Name: Neill

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Sailor

Comments in relation to draft amendment: 

Attachments: Yes

Request for Hearing: Yes

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): Yes



Submission Date: 17/01/2018 5:50:35 AM

Submission No: 14

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 Petuna lease 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: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 23/01/2018 8:06:28 PM

Submission No: 15

Given Name: Pieter

Family Name: van der Woude

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Commercial fishing

Comments in relation to draft amendment: Fin fish farming has had a huge effect to our 

abalone beds in the southern part of the Channel and to install more in Storm Bay the result will 

be the same.  These farms should be onshore or offshore (20+nm) certainly not in our coastal 

bays, and Storm BAY is coastal inshore. 

I also run a nautical tourism business and these farms are significant visual pollution not to 

mention the rubbish that washed ashore.  The Channel is testament to that.  Storm BAY and the 

East Coast of Tasmania are a huge part of my winter tourism business and it will be effected 

once these farms are established.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 24/01/2018 10:08:00 PM

Submission No: 16

Given Name: Anna Williams

Family Name: Williams

Submission Type: Individual

Organisation: 

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am deeply concerned about the impact of the 

massive expansion of this industry, will have on the marine environment.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 24/01/2018 10:09:59 PM

Submission No: 17

Given Name: Anna Williams

Family Name: Williams

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Killora Coast Care

Which category best describes your interest: Conservation

Comments in relation to draft amendment: I am deeply concerned about the impact of the 

massive expansion of this industry, will have on the marine environment.

Attachments: No

Request for Hearing: No

Confidential box checked: No

Comments Commercial in Confidence (yes/no): No



Submission Date: 5/02/2018 10:16:56 AM

Submission No: 18

Given Name: Siobhan

Family Name: Gaskell 

Submission Type: Organisation

Organisation: Friends of North Bruny, Bruny Island Community Association, Bruny Island 

Environment Network

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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Submission 

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 

Draft Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan 

17 January 2018 

http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-site/Pages/Storm-Bay-off-Trumpeter-Bay.aspx
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-site/Pages/Storm-Bay-off-Trumpeter-Bay.aspx
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-site/Pages/Tasman%20Peninsula%20and%20Norfolk%20Bay.aspx
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-site/Pages/Tasman%20Peninsula%20and%20Norfolk%20Bay.aspx
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/sea-fishing-site/Pages/Storm-Bay-North.aspx


2 | P a g e

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 Independence and Industry Driven 

• The foreword of the plan states that the plan was Prepared by Petuna Pty Ltd, yet the plan
is labelled Water and Marine Resources Division Department of Primary Industries, Parks,
Water and Environment and the Tasmanian Government. This is extremely confusing,
dangerous, and misleading. It clearly implies that a plan written by a private company has
already been endorsed by the State Government.

• This suggests a complete lack of independence and capture of Government and
governance.

• The process of preparing the plan and placing it out for public consultation, conflicts with
the statement within the Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry of:
A competitive tender process for access to any new farming areas (the “Potential for further
release” areas), with criteria for success to be determined by government.1

• The independence of the panel, the Marine Farming Planning Review Panel is also
questioned, particularly as the majority of its members are former employees of the marine
farming industry or have professional links with the marine farming industry.

1 Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry; Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water, and 
Environment; undated p15 
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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)

https://www.google.com.au/search?client=firefox-b-ab&dcr=0&q=D'entrecasteaux+channel&spell=1&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjnz6iFmN3YAhUCa7wKHeQMBTUQkeECCCUoAA
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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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Tourism impacts 

• Tourism is now the largest employer on the island and the proposed massive industrial
marine farming expansion places the sustainability of the industry at serious risk.

• A number of leading tourism operators including Pennicott Wilderness Journeys and
John and Susan Wardle, have raised concerns that their businesses will be negatively
impacted by the proposed marine farm expansion.

• Prominently positioned industrial marine farming operations and vast number of pens
within proximity of the coast will have a serious impact on views, vistas, and amenity –
the very experiences which tourists come to enjoy.

• No consideration is given in the plans of the potential impacts of industrial finfish farm
expansion on the Bruny Island brand and the tourism experience.

• Tourism Tasmania describes Bruny Island as “some of Tasmania’s most beautifully
preserved natural environments, with abundant wildlife and stunning clifftop views.”
Bruny Island is one of Tasmania’s premier tourism attractions and it is indisputable that
the pristine marine environment is what attracts visitors. The Bruny Island tourism
brand is not compatible with industrial aquaculture expansion.

• Sustainable, local produce is also a key selling point for the island, from cheeses to
oysters to premium wines. There has been no analysis from government about the
impact of industrial salmon expansion on our island’s reputation for clean, green food.

• The government’s approach to planning and licence allocation fails to provide equal
importance to environmental, social, and economic considerations. This flaw has not
been rectified in the proposed new legislation, the Draft Sustainable Growth Plan for the
Salmon Industry. Without an equal balance, a long-term, sustainable industry will not be
achieved. Without a social license there is every likelihood that the industry will become
the subject of a ‘forestry wars’ scenario.
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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.



13 | P a g e

• 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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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: Storm Bay Petuna Betsy Island 

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

1980. 

Although this expansion will not affect me as much as the West of Wedge expansion, 

As I have expressed in my other submissions I  am still concerned as to how little we understand 

the ecological effect of large quantities of salmon feed and fish waste being placed in the 

relatively pristine waters of Storm Bay. 

Will these wild fish eat the fish pellets which aren't consumed by the farmed fish and what effect 

will it have on them? 

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 when it is possible 

that their activities could cause long lasting environmental damage. 

This area similar to West of wedge in the summer months is a popular location for shearwaters 

how are they going to be affected? 

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

Storm Bay there is little tidal movement particularly this site. 

The current in this area flows to the north on a flooding tide then sets to the south 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. 

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 

and the further expansion down the Bruny shore Storm Bay will never be the same. 

It appears to me the  traditional small wild caught fisheries like mine are in dander of being 

squeezed out by these large industrial fish farm companies . 

Tasmania needs to protect its wild fisheries and its  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.
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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.

• In addition to direct impacts on Storm Bay, the EISs’ should consider impacts associated with the

inputs necessary for fish production – specifically:

- Freshwater: how much water will be required, where will this be sourced from and what are the

potential impacts on the freshwater resource and other users?

- Impacts associated with hatcheries and smolt production. Where will the smolt needed to stock

these farms come from, and how are the environmental impacts of their production being

managed. In particular, there are at least five facilities located within the Derwent catchment that

may be associated with these proposals.

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.
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7th February 2018 

Marine Farming Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Water and the Environment 
Submitted Online  

Following is the Tasmanian Greens’ submission for the Storm Bay North Marine 
Farming Development Plan.  

The consultation process has now closed for people’s comments about Tassal 
and Huon Aquaculture’s proposed changes 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 our submission is lodged for Petuna’s proposal, it makes comments with 
respect to all the three aforementioned Development Plans. These need to be 
looked at in their entirety, given the three proposals will entail significant 
cumulative impacts for the waterway of Storm Bay. The three proposals comprise: 

 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.

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 
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Island, and down the eastern side of North Bruny. They equate to a sea grab of 
over 19 million square metres of public waters. 

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.  
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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. 

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. 
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DPIPWE report the salmon industry produced about 50,000 tonnes of fish across 
Tasmania in 2016/17.1  

 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.  

1 Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry, DPIPWE, ‘Tasmanian salmon industry direct 
employment and production graph’, p. 7. 
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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 



11 

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 



15 

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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Industrial Salmon Farming - Marine Traffic impacting residents of Dennes
Point and North West Bay

Dennes Point sits at the northern most point of North Bruny Island, opposite Tinderbox on the 
Tasmanian mainland.  The waterway between Dennes Point and Tinderbox is 1.5 km narrow and is 
an area of intense quiet especially at night and early mornings.

The Storm Bay expansion will be serviced from facilities in North West Bay.  The service vessel 
traffic passes through the opening between Tinderbox and Dennes Point to reach Storm Bay.

Huon Aquaculture is already servicing an existing lease in Trumpeter Bay.  The noise from Huon 
boats begins from  6am onwards and is impacting residents of Dennes Point and surrounds.  
Occasional noise from passing vessels is to be expected but there is a dramatic difference in the 
noise impact from the occasional noisy vessel to the daily passage of the same boat(s) making 
excessive noise.  This is already happening to residents every day of the year – Monday to Sunday 
fish farming never sleeps

Huon have been contacted and have acknowledged there is an issue with noise and other impacts 
from regular passage of larger industrial vessels.  But to date no solution has been forthcoming.

Proposals by Huon Aquaculture and Petuna to expand into Storm Bay will bring greatly increased 
movements by ever larger industrial vessels through the narrow waterway into Storm Bay.

This is an issue for all users of industrial marine vessels, in this case primarily the on-water salmon 
farming industry.

The Petuna proposal does include an assessment of environmental noise from vessels passing 
Dennes Point and other NW Bay locations (Appendix 3 South-east operations environmental noise 
assessment.pdf).  It should be noted in Figure 1 Page 7 the proposed vessel route swings by very 
close to Dennes Point as this is the shortest route to the existing and proposed leases (of both Huon 
and Petuna).

From my understanding no similar assessment was submitted as part of the recently closed Huon 
proposal for a much larger lease in Storm Bay.  Was this an oversight or lack of care regarding 
environmental impacts caused by traffic travelling to and from the lease areas.

There should be an overall assessment of the environment impact of vessels  servicing fish farms in 
Storm Bay from North West Bay and further south in the Channel.

 Who is responsible to undertake this overall  analysis – EPA , Marine Farming Review Panel, the 
Planning Authority or ?

The existing Trumpeter Bay lease is 200ha MLA.  Combining both the Huon (613ha) and Petuna 
(273ha ) proposals gives a new MLA of 886ha.  A 400+% increase in MLA over the existing lease.

The comensurate increase in service vessel traffic past Dennes Point will have a significant and 
material impact on the lives and quiet enjoyment of residents in and around North West Bay, 
Tinderbox and Dennes Point.

I urge the Planning Authority and the Review Panel to implement strict measures to minimise the 
environment impact of this massive increase in production (and service vehicle traffic).



Consideration be given to controls on hours of operation of vessels travelling to the proposed leases 
and ongoing monitoring vessel noise as this is a daily negative impact already felt by residents.

Regards
Ian Locke

sgalloway
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131 Macquarie Street 
Hobart TAS 7000 

9 February 2018 

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 Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan 

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 9 December 2017, the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment (DPIPWE) invited submissions addressing Petuna’s Draft Storm Bay North Marine 
Farming Development Plan (the Draft MFDP). The Draft MFDP was advertised together with 
Tassal’s Draft amendment no. 5 to the Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay Marine Farming 
Development Plan; and Huon Aquaculture’s Draft amendment no. 3 to the Storm Bay off 
Trumpeter Bay North Bruny Island 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 also 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.  

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 

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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other areas in Storm Bay that the 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 MFDP and associated environmental impact statement (the EIS).  

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.3 

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. 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 MFDP 
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 it would be 
inappropriate to approve the Draft MFDP without a TPDNO cap to reflect this limit.  

While it may be the usual practice to impose TPDNO limits as conditions of marine farming 
licences under the Living Marine Resource Management Act 1995 (the LMRM Act), we 
consider that it is more logical for the cap to be imposed in the Draft 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: 

n the “separate assessment process”4 that will apply to the industry expansion beyond
40,000 tonnes up to 80,000 tonnes total production; and

n the level of public consultation that will be required to be undertaken in relation to the
expansion;5 and

n how all the related planning issues will be taken into account by the relevant decision-
maker.

2	  DPIPWE (2017) Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry at pp.12-13.	  
3 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.	  
4 Ibid. 
5 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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Stocking density 

The EIS states that final harvest stocking density in the pens in the MFDP zones will be 
12kg/m3.6 However, Management Control 3.3.1 in Draft MFDP allows for a maximum 
permissible stocking density of 25kg/m3.7 If all the EIS data and modelling has been based 
upon a much lower stocking density, we submit that the Panel should recommend that 
Management Control 3.3.1 better reflect what is being proposed by Petuna. 

Reverse osmosis water treatment 

The Petuna EIS proposes that freshwater for the treatment of salmon for amoebic gill 
disease will likely be sourced from reverse osmosis based either at its shore base (at the yet-
to-be-finalised location in Electrona), or on a barge at the MFDP area.8  

The EIS does not detail the likely the impacts of reverse osmosis concentrate disposal on the 
marine environment or the methods of mitigating these impacts. Furthermore, it does not 
detail what, if any, other permits or approvals would be required to operate the plant, and 
if it is to be based on shore, what opportunities there will be for members of the affected 
community to voice any concerns they may have as to potential noise or other impacts.  

The estimation of greenhouse gas emissions associated with its salmon production in 
section 5.1.15 of the EIS also does not appear to take into account the impacts of 
operating a reverse osmosis plant which can be highly energy intensive. 

Before making any recommendation on the Draft MFDP to the Minister, we submit that the 
Panel should seriously consider requiring Petuna to provide further information as to these 
issues so as to ensure all environmental and planning issues have been taken into account. 

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 section 5.1.4.4), Petuna has committed to a range of measures it says will 
ensure that marine debris from the farming will be mitigated, such as through the 
implementation of a Marine Operations Waste Management Plan to eliminate waste 
entering the environment, designate chain of responsibility and establish waste monitoring 
procedures. 

In order to implement the aspirations in the Growth Plan and Petuna’s commitments in its 
EIS, we submit that the Panel should impose specific Management Controls in Draft MFDP 
that require the Petuna to: 

n Use rope that can be clearly identified as originating from leases within the MFDP zone;

n Ensure that its name has been stamped or otherwise marked on equipment used within
the zones;

n Install GPS trackers on substantial pieces of equipment that have the potential to break
free from the lease.

6 Section 2.5.1 of EIS 
7 In contrast to maximum permissible stocking density of 15kg/m3 in Tassal’s Tasman Peninsula and Norfolk Bay 
Marine Farming Development Plan. 
8 Section 2.4.4.4 of EIS	  



EDO Tasmania submission: Draft Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan 4

Noise 

In its EIS (section 5.2.6), Petuna has considered the impacts of noise it generates on onshore 
residents in the vicinity of its proposed transport routes. We note the inherent limitations of 
the noise assessment given the uncertainty as to the location of the onshore base. 

We 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. If no noise limits are to be imposed on the 
environmental licence, the Panel should then it to reflect the limits that were modelled by 
Petuna 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). 
This is recognised at section 5.1.4.4 of the EIS.  

Given the intensity of marine farming activities proposed at the MFDP area, and the fact 
that it is located within the 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 these marine fauna from significant impacts 
from salmon farming activities 

Wildlife interactions 

We note that Petuna has a plan for the minimisation of seal and bird interactions with its 
salmon farming operations in Storm Bay. 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:  

n no seal relocations from MFDP areas are permitted;

n 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 for example, 
necessitating the increased use of fresh water for bathing, therapeutants and/or antibiotics 
to combat the increased incidence of disease.12  

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 Petuna in its EIS at section 5.1.14.	  
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. 



EDO Tasmania submission: Draft Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan 5

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 greater Storm Bay.  

In deciding whether to approve the Draft MFDP, 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 Petuna to engage a suitably qualified expert to undertake 
this modelling before the commencement of salmon farming in the MFDP area.  

General comments 

n 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 being undertaken to inform the
proposed Storm Bay 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 Control that requires 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. This is particularly important for this Draft MFDP, as it
appears that much for the baseline data has been extrapolated from monitoring
locations outside of the MFDP area.

n We recommend that the Panel investigate the fish welfare and environmental
implications of the failure of pens proposed to be used by Petuna in light of the recent
failure of Huon Aquaculture’s “fortress pens” in Port Stephens.13

n 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.14 We encourage the Panel to consider whether there are any
amendments that should be made to the Management Controls the Draft MFDP in
order to facilitate the provision of environmental monitoring data to IMAS.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. 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 Sydney Morning Herald “15,000 'ravenous' kingfish still on the loose after Port Stephens fish farm failure” 
accessed on 7 February 2018, at: 
 http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/15000-ravenous-kingfish-still-on-the-loose-after-port-stephens-fish-farm-failure-
20180207-h0vm38.html	  	  
14	  DPIPWE (2017) Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry at p.21.	  
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TACL	Submission	in	response	to	the	Draft	Storm	Bay	North	Marine	Farming	
Development	Plan	November	2017	

Planning	Authority	
C/-	Marine	Farming	Branch,	DPIPWE	
GPO	Box	44,	HOBART,	
TAS	7001		

February	5th,	2018	

Submission	from	the	Tasmanian	Abalone	Council	Ltd	(TACL)	regarding	the	Draft	Storm	Bay	North	Marine	
Farming	Development	Plan	November	2017 

This	submission	is	lodged	by:	

Dean	Lisson,	Chief	Executive	of	the	Tasmanian	Abalone	Council	Ltd	

	,	7000	 

The	Tasmanian	Abalone	Council	notes	the	following:	

• Petuna	Pty	Ltd	(Petuna)	has	received	approval	to	prepare	a	draft	Marine	Farming	Development	Plan	(MFDP)
for	an	area	of	Storm	Bay.	The	draft	Storm	Bay	North	MFDP	November	2017	and	accompanying
environmental	impact	statement	(EIS)	is	being	exhibited	for	two	months	from	9	December	2017	to	9
February	2018.

The	draft	MFDP	proposes	to:	

• Establish	a	MFDP	area	located	approximately	5	kms	south	of	Betsey	Island.
• Provide	a	marine	farming	zone	of	approximately	430	ha	with	a	maximum	leasable	area	of	273	ha.
• Implement	management	controls	that	are	coordinated	with	adjacent	MFDP	areas.
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This	short	submission	from	the	TACL	raises	the	following	key	concern	in	relation	to	environmental	
monitoring	of	the	proposed	new	Petuna	salmon	lease	in	North	Storm	Bay: 

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	
molluscs	(such	as	abalone)	serve	as	the	“canary	in	the	coal	mine”	when	it	comes	to	sensitivity	to	
environmental	changes	within	oceanic	reef	communities.	
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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.	

************************************************************************	

The	TACL	notes	the	following	statement	on	page	133	and	134	of	the	Petuna	Environmental	Impact	
Statement	for	the	Draft	Storm	Bay	North	Marine	Farming	Development	Plan.	

“Petuna commits to undertaking detailed environmental monitoring at the proposed lease in accordance with 
industry best-practice and regulatory requirements. This commitment is evidenced by the ongoing monthly water 
quality sampling within the proposed lease area which commenced in October 2016 (refer section 2.6.3). These 
data will further strengthen the substantial understanding of baseline water quality conditions in Storm Bay from 
Swadling et al. (2016). In addition, Petuna supports the development of the broad scale environmental monitoring 
program (BEMP). A BEMP for all proposed MFDP areas in Storm Bay has been developed by the EPA in consultation 
with IMAS and CSIRO, with the objective of providing an understanding of interaction effects between associated 
environmental impacts of salmonid farming and the receiving environment. An overview of the BEMP and proposal-
specific near-field environmental monitoring is provided in the Indicative Storm Bay Environmental Monitoring 
Program attached as Appendix 9. 

The BEMP will employ an ecosystem based approach, monitoring water and sediment quality, and changes in reef 
and infauna communities. The power of this monitoring approach lies in its ability to capture cumulative nutrient 
emissions from all marine farming developments in Storm Bay. 59 risk based monitoring locations have been 
identified to form the basis of the BEMP. The location of these monitoring stations is based on the outputs of the 
CONNIE3 nutrient dispersion modelling which highlights predicted areas of ecological interaction.  

Building on outputs from CONNIE3 and the BEMP, a comprehensive assessment of potential environmental impact 
can be undertaken using a quantitative measure of environmental impact which accounts for the nutrient discharge 
from fish farming activity and the resultant nutrient and phytoplankton flux in Storm Bay. This would require a 
calibrated and validated operational 3D biogeochemical model, which is considered an essential component of 
sustainable salmon farming development in Storm Bay. Petuna will contribute to the development and 
implementation of this model and will use outputs from the model to guide management practises. 

This proposed development will be required to meet management controls included in the draft Marine Farming 
Development Plan and prescribed by the regulator in accordance with section 24 of the Marine Farming Planning 
Act 1995. These management controls will contain measures deemed necessary to manage and mitigate negative 
effects which marine farming operations may have within Storm Bay. 

Finfish farming in Storm Bay will be regulated using a TPDNO. The suite of monitoring and modelling tools described 
above (CONNIE3, BEMP and the biogeochemical model) will be used to inform continual adaptive management 
within the region. Adaptive management via ongoing adjustment of the TPDNO informed by tools such as the BEMP 
is a proven mechanism to ensure that the farming activities do not adversely affect ecosystem function and 
productivity, and do not lead to the deterioration of rare or sensitive habitats. The ongoing adaptive management of 
salmonid farming in the D’Entrecasteaux Channel and Huon Estuary via a TPDNO informed through a BEMP and 
biogeochemical model provides an exemplar of the proposed adaptive management framework for Storm Bay.  
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Petuna’s management response to adverse changes in water quality, sediment/infaunal communities or 
reef/macroalgal communities identified through the BEMP would be to reduce stocking density at the lease until such 
time that ongoing monitoring confirms recovery of the ecosystem.”  

The	TACL	acknowledges	the	above	statement	of	intent	by	Petuna	and	submits	the	below	recommendation	
to	DPIPWE	and	the	Tasmanian	Environment	Protection	Authority	(EPA)	for	consideration:		

RECOMMENDATION:	The	TACL	recommends	that	a	comprehensive	baseline	environmental	assessment	is	
conducted	on	rocky	reef	systems	that	lie	adjacent	or	proximate	to	the	proposed	Petuna	“Storm	Bay	
North”	finfish	lease	prior	to	any	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	is	also	seeking	two	additional	rocky	reef	
monitoring	sites	-	one	at	the	southern	end	of	Betsey	Island	and	the	other	at	Outer	North	Head	on	the	
Tasman	Peninsula.	These	two	locations	are	the	closest	rocky	reef	(to	the	proposed	Petuna	lease)	that	
currently	support	the	commercial	harvest	of	abalone.	The	TACL	also	seeks	direct	input	into	the	design	
and	implementation	of	the	environmental	monitoring	system	developed	by	the	Tasmanian	Environment	
Protection	Authority	(EPA)	for	the	Petuna	Storm	Bay	lease.	

Dean	Lisson:	TACL	Chief	Executive	 February	2018	
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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) 

(8th February 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 Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan 2017;
• The Environmental Impact Statement prepared by Petuna to accompany the Draft Storm Bay

North Marine Farming Development Plan November 2017

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. 

Huon Aquaculture contact: General Manager Fish Performance, Steve Percival 

2. Background

Huon’s concerns centre on biosecurity issues relating to the proposed Development Plan and Petuna’s 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), particularly in relation to Pilchard Orthomyxovirus (POMV). 

Since the initial largescale 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. 

mailto:spercival@huonaqua.com.au
djarvis
Highlight



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 Macquarie Harbour (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 MH following the introduction of 17 year class (YC) smolt 
to a lease holding 16YC fish that had previously suffered an outbreak of POMV. POMV infection and 
mortality has now spread to all companies and all leases holding 17YC smolt in MH. It is Huon’s view that 
POMV is now likely to have become 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 enough priority consideration historically in 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 Discussion 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 while maintaining the Tasmanian industry at the forefront of world’s 
best practice and where the hard lessons from catastrophic industry collapses elsewhere are learned to 
ensure that such collapses are avoided in Tasmania. 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. 

Huon has been farming at exposed high-energy locations on the western side of Storm Bay since 2014. 
Tassal currently farm relatively inshore-sheltered sites near Nubeena on the eastern side of Storm Bay. 



 After three years of successful production at Huon’s Storm Bay sites, the Company 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, it is critical that no new leases are developed 
in the Tasmanian industry without specific consideration to biosecurity matters. Storm Bay is an emerging 
growing region with high potential to grow substantial salmon volumes successfully and to ensure that 
this potential can be achieved, sufficient regard to best practice biosecurity is needed. As is currently being 
faced by the Tasmanian industry in other growing regions, it is much harder to retrospectively make 
changes to growing regions to address biosecurity issues as evidenced by the experiences in MH and as 
acknowledged in the Tasmanian Government’s “Sustainable industry Growth Plan for the Salmon 
Industry” (the Plan) which states;  

“Industry and government acknowledge that currently farmed inshore waters are at capacity and the zone 
locations are not optimised for biosecurity, in particular. For instance, the current distribution of leases 
does not facilitate the separation of companies and year classes that are now accepted good practice. As 
new offshore farming sites are established there is an opportunity for industry and government to work 
together to analyse existing inshore finfish leases, to improve management of biosecurity and possibly 
operational efficiency. 

Huon notes that there is currently no information available regarding the process, regulatory or legislative 
framework to facilitate such changes nor a timeline to achieve them. Therefore, it is Huon’s view that an 
emerging region such as Storm Bay must be established, from the outset, using the highest level of 
biosecurity particularly in light of POMV. 

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 a key source of 
disease transmission. This is evidenced by the fact that many POMV infections occur in the absence of 
pilchards being known to be present at the time. 

4. Background comments on industry access to new farming areas to enable
expansion of production

Three key messages on biosecurity from the Blue Future Salmon Symposium were: 

• Separation of year classes
• Fallowing of sites between stocking (at least two months)
• Single companies in each growing area

Huon, Tassal and Petuna all have aspirations to expand production. This is not unexpected and reasonable. 
However, it is critical that this expansion takes place in a manner that properly considers community, 
environmental and biosecurity matters that are critical to the long-term future of individual companies 
and the industry more generally.  

Currently each company farms in the following growing areas. Each of these areas could be considered as 
potentially separate on a biosecurity basis, albeit that there is more than one company currently in certain 
areas: 

• Tassal (6 existing areas + 1 proposed area + 1 exploratory area)
o Huon River/Lower D’Entrecasteaux Channel



o Upper D’Entrecasteaux Channel
o Nubeena
o Port Arthur
o Okehampton Bay
o Macquarie Harbour
o Storm Bay – West of Wedge Island (Current Planning Application)
o King Island (Exploratory Leases)

• Petuna (2 existing areas + 1 proposed area + 1 exploratory area)
o Macquarie Harbour
o Tamar River
o Storm Bay – East of Betsy Island (Current Planning Application)
o North West Tasmania (Exploratory Leases)

• Huon (3 existing areas + 1 exploratory area)
o Huon River/Lower D’Entrecasteaux Channel
o Storm Bay (North East Bruny Island) – this would include the proposed Yellow Bluff lease
o Macquarie Harbour
o Cape Connella – South East Bruny (Exploratory Leases)

Huon has stated that the Company has no intention of farming in the North West (including King Island), 
the North East, West Coast and East Coast. Huon would reasonably expect that Tassal or Petuna would 
object to any such proposal on a biosecurity basis. Therefore, Huon is very reliant on the integrity of 
biosecurity in the current three growing areas of Storm Bay, Huon/Lower D’Entrecasteaux Channel and 
MH. 

Huon has made a representation to the Planning Authority in regard to Tassal’s proposed expansion at 
West of Wedge Island. As outlined in that submission, Huon believes there are important biosecurity 
improvements that can be made to the proposal, but given that Tassal is already farming in the region, 
Huon is not opposed to the proposal per se and would endeavour to work with Tassal in optimising 
biosecurity in the region where possible. 

However, Huon is totally opposed to the Petuna proposal in Storm Bay (East of Betsy Island) on a number 
of grounds: 

• Individual growing areas should be limited to one (or two) companies as is best practice overseas
• Petuna already has un-utilised lease space in the Tamar River with potential for expansion and is

currently investigating a growing area in north west Tasmania identified as a “Go Zone” by the
State government and encompassing an area identified as potentially suitable by Petuna of 27,000
Ha1. These two areas potentially provide Petuna with significant possibilities for expansion in areas
where there are no other companies farming salmon.

• Petuna has no historical presence in the Storm Bay area and based on the information in this
representation the introduction of Petuna into Storm Bay industry has the potential to impact the
biosecurity risks of all three companies negatively.

• Huon is highly reliant on the integrity of farming in the south east, including Storm Bay. Huon is
not investigating potential new areas for farming in north west Tasmania and King Island.

1 Testing out the Waters, Circular Head Chronicle, published 11 January 2018, accessed 11 January 2018 



5. Background comments on Petuna’s consultation in regard to the Storm Bay
North Marine Farming Development Plan 2017

Page 175 of Petuna’s EIS states that “Petuna consulted with the other salmonid growing companies 
operating in southeast Tasmania during early project planning in order to identify potential biosecurity 
risks and ensure proposed marine farm locations provided adequate separation distance between marine 
farming zones. The minimum distance between Petuna’s proposed lease site and any other company’s 
existing or proposed lease site is 4 km (to Tassal’s proposed lease to the east of Petuna’s proposed lease). 
Petuna and Tassal agreed that this distance was adequate to mitigate the risk of pathogen transfer 
between leases to an acceptable level.” 

This statement gives the impression that Huon has been consulted on Petuna’s proposal and agrees with 
Petuna’s proposal.  

Huon would like it noted that at no stage has Petuna consulted with Huon on these matters and Huon is 
opposed to Petuna’s proposal in Storm Bay (as outlined in this representation). 

In addition, Huon notes that information and concern regarding biosecurity in Storm Bay and the 
proposed Petuna lease has been provided over an extended period. Summarised below is a list of 
occasions in the previous six months on which Huon advised their specific concerns related to biological 
separation distances and year class stocking in recent months (this is not an exhaustive list but a 
representative one). 

6 December 2017: Blue Futures Salmon Symposium – biosecurity was a core theme of the conference 

4 December 2017: Meeting with Minister Rockliff, CEO Bakkafrost, CEO Huon Aquaculture and staff 
regarding biosecurity. A copy of the presentation provided at the meeting provided 
in Appendix 1. 

29 November 2017: Meeting with Premier, Deputy Premier and Deputy Premier’s Chief of Staff. 
Presentation slides showing concerns for Storm Bay expansion provided in 
Appendix 2. 

29 September 2017:  Huon Aquaculture response to Tasmanian Government ‘s DRAFT A sustainable 
industry growth plan for the salmon industry. Appendix 3. 

11 September 2017: Meeting with Minister Rockliff’s Chief of Staff and DPIPWE Secretary expressing 
concern regarding Storm Bay expansion 

11 July 2017: Letter and copy of Huon Aquaculture “Sustainability Assurance Framework” 
discussion paper provided to Deputy Premier Rockliff. Appendix 4.  

6. Specific comments on the Petuna Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

There are a number of concerns within the Draft Amendment proposal and Petuna EIS, particularly with 
regard to biosecurity.  



6.1 Proposed Marine Farming Development Plan  

The proposed Marine Farming Development Plan consists of a single zone of 430 hectares with a 
maximum leasable area of 273.1 hectares.  The following two figures are taken from the Petuna EIS 

Figure 1. Proposed lease location and existing finfish leases in Storm Bay (page 10) 
Figure 3. Proposed Zone and Lease Dimensions (page 13) 



The above Figure 1 shows distances between the proposed Petuna zone and Tassal and Huon zones. 
Distances are 4.0 km, 8.2 km, 9.7 km and 9.5 km from Tassal’s proposed West of Wedge Zone, Huon’s 
proposed Yellow Bluff Zone, Tassal’s Creese’s Mistake Lease and Huon’s Storm Bay 1 Zone respectively. 

Note: All distances are less than 10 km which Petuna states on page 34 they believe would be ineffectual 
as a biosecurity buffer zone. See further discussion of the inadequacy of distance between companies 
below. 

Figure 3 in the EIS shows that Petuna are proposing to hold two different year classes on lease located 1 
km from each other. 

6.2 Petuna’s Proposed Production Strategy 

The Petuna EIS states that “the lease area will contain a maximum 32 pens (200 m circumference per pen) 
arranged in two grids (16 pens per grid). Grids will be spaced approx. 1 km apart for optimal year-class 
biosecurity separation and sequentially stocked with Atlantic salmon smolt grown to harvest size (4.5 kg 
live weight) at a maximum stocking density of 12 kg/m3” (p. 2) 

“The proposed lease will be used as a production site whereby smolt are initially stocked and grown out 
over an 18-month period to optimal size for harvest.” (p. 145) 

Note: The Chief Veterinary Officer’s advice on page 176 states that “a separation distance of approx. 5 km 
would provide some protection but would not be a complete barrier.” See further discussion of the 
inadequacy of year class separation on the proposed Petuna Zone below. 



6.3 Advice from Chief Veterinary Officer (CVO) 

The Petuna EIS includes advice provided by the 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’Entrecasteaux
Channel.”

o This means any farm lease within this area has the potential to impact other farm leases in
the region. Disease can be transmitted across the region from lease to lease if the
separation distance is inadequate, whether they be within a single farm zone or located in
separate farm zones. Therefore, leases even a significant distance away are still at risk
through a chain of spread from lease to lease.

o Despite the EIS stating on page 2 of the Executive Summary that a distance of 1 km between
grids will provide optimal year class biosecurity separation (which is patently incorrect) the
EIS also states on page 33 in Table 10 of Stakeholder Consultation that “the outputs of
CONNIE 3 dispersion modelling “indicate that Storm Bay is a highly connected system, and
that a 10 km buffer zone would be ineffectual.” The EIS goes on to state that “Petuna
believes that the best biosecurity relies on a strengthened diligence around equipment and
vessel management”.

o Biosecurity measures around equipment and vessel movement are very important.
However, these measures will largely be nullified in a situation where sites are located in
an inter-connected system with inadequate year class and company separation which
enables spread of pathogens through water movement.

o Recent events in Macquarie Harbour with POMV clearly highlight the limited capacity of
other biosecurity measures to control the spread of disease where year classes and
companies have inadequate separation.

• 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” and that “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)

o The EIS states on page 34 that “a 10 km buffer zone will be ineffectual”
o Clearly 4 km separation from the adjacent Tassal West of Wedge proposed Zone and only

1 km separation between year classes on the proposed Petuna Zone in these circumstances
is not going to control spread of a disease like POMV. There are well recognised salmon
pathogens overseas that have significantly greater potential to spread eg. IPN virus,
Pancreas disease. Biosecurity considerations in Tasmania need to also consider potential
future disease issues.



• 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 discussed and agreed across all potentially
impacted companies. The consequences of disease outbreaks and mitigation can be very
significant.

o The EIS states that Tassal has agreed that a 4 km separation distance between Petuna’s
and Tassal’s proposed zones is “adequate to mitigate the risk of pathogen transfer between
leases to an acceptable level.”

o Huon strongly disputes that this distance is adequate and has not been approached by
Petuna in regard to this matter nor agreed that separation of 4 km between proposed
Tassal and Petuna zones or separation of 1 km between year classes on the proposed
Petuna zone is acceptable.

o Once again, recent events with POMV in MH provide a very clear example where, despite
strong lobbying by Huon not to do so, Tassal and Petuna agreed that it was acceptable for
Tassal to transfer new 17 YC smolt onto a lease holding 16 YC stock that had previously
undergone an outbreak of POMV. Over the last several months mortality due to POMV
which was first reported on the Tassal lease in question has now spread to all three
companies and all leases in MH holding 17 YC. Mortality as a result of this outbreak has
been 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.”

• 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 Huon asserts the proposed distance between companies is inadequate from a biosecurity
perspective and this is exacerbated by the proposed holding of year classes with only 1 km
separation distance within the proposed Petuna Zone.

6.4 Petuna EIS Section 6.1.10 Disease 

6.4.1 POMV 

There is virtually no discussion in the EIS about POMV which has been a serious and emerging disease 
issue over the last five years.  

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 EIS states that “multiple vaccines are under development” for POMV. This may suggest that effective 
commercial vaccination against POMV will be available. Research into the development of a POMV 



vaccine is underway, however there is no evidence of vaccine effectiveness to date other than a possible 
effect of the adjuvant in the vaccine. It is important to note that even if an effective POMV vaccine is 
ultimately developed, it is unlikely to be a silver bullet for controlling POMV outbreaks based on overseas 
experience with ISA and other viral vaccines. Therefore, it is critical to instigate appropriate biosecurity 
measures regardless. This is particularly the case given that there is also the ongoing potential for new 
disease issues to emerge. It is far better to minimise the possibility of new diseases emerging and if they 
occur, to 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. 

6.4.2 Amoebic Gill Disease (AGD) 

The EIS identifies amoebic gill disease (AGD) as a fish health issue in Storm Bay indicating Petuna will 
manage this disease “via freshwater bathing using their fish transport/bathing vessel. This will allow the 
water to be re-used, while also increasing the efficacy of the treatment and avoid the requirement for 
liners to be towed from shore based fresh water sources to pens.” (p. 27) 

Thirty years of experience has clearly demonstrated the seriousness of AGD as a disease issue in south 
east Tasmania. Huon’s experience is that AGD presents a number of challenges when farming in high 
energy exposed sites such as Storm Bay. Contrary to expectation, AGD has come on more quickly and 
heavily in Storm Bay than in Huon/D’Entrecasteaux Channel leases. This is exacerbated by more frequent 
and more severe adverse weather conditions in Storm Bay which impede the ability to freshwater bathe 
fish. 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 infectious diseases such as POMV. 

Little detail is provided in the EIS regarding how Petuna will effectively manage AGD, including any detail 
in regard to their proposed fish transport/bathing vessel. There is no indication as to where freshwater 
will be sourced and Petuna as yet have not secured a shore base. 

6.4.3 Disease Mitigation Measures proposed in the Petuna EIS 

The EIS discusses Petuna’s Biosecurity and Fish Health Management Plan (BFHMP) and that it incorporates 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) that ensure best practice biosecurity and health management, as 
well as a feedback mechanism to promote continuous improvement. 

However, one of the key biosecurity measures identified consistently by international experts at the 
recent Blue Future Symposium was not to mix year classes of stock. Currently Petuna mix year classes at 
both their MH and Tamar River farming areas. This current EIS also proposes inadequate separation of 
year classes. 

It is important to note that the Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC) standard mentioned on page 2 of 
the EIS states under Criterion 5.4 Biosecurity Management that the company must provide “Evidence that 
all salmon on the site are a single year class”. The Petuna proposal is inconsistent with this criterion. 

The recent experience in MH where Tassal introduced new 17YC smolt onto a lease holding 16YC fish that 
had previously suffered an outbreak of POMV should be reason under the Petuna BFHMP to modify what 
is being proposed in Storm Bay. This POMV outbreak has now spread throughout all companies and leases 
in MH holding 17YC and is a 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. 

The EIS also refers to the TSGA Biosecurity Program. 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. 

There is no mention in the EIS as to what stock types would be introduced on to the Petuna lease in Storm 
Bay. Even within the one year class it is important that smolt are transferred as groups over as short a 
period as possible. Normally this occurs as stock types eg. Out of Season Smolt, Marine Pre-Smolt, Spring 
Smolt. Each group then becomes a similar cohort in terms of exposure and potential infection with POMV. 
If smolt are transferred to a lease over an extended period the latest fish transferred are particularly 
susceptible and will be exposed to fish that may have already contracted POMV. This results in the disease 
being spread though the one year class and then into the next year class. 

7. Summary of Biosecurity Matters not appropriately addressed in the Petuna
EIS

The Petuna EIS fails to adequately address two key biosecurity issues associated with the proposed zone 
contained within the Draft Storm Bay North Marine Farming Development Plan: 

• As a new company proposing salmon farming in the Storm Bay region, the Petuna Zone is too close
to Tassal’s existing lease at Creese’s Mistake and Tassal’s proposed West of Wedge Zone. Overseas
information indicates 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 Petuna Zone at any
given time and there should be at least 2 months fallow period between vacating the Zone and
restocking. Different year classes farmed by the same company should be separated by at least 5
km. The overall dimensions of the proposed Petuna Zone are not large enough to enable leases
within the Zone to have adequate separation between year classes.

• The overall dimensions of suitable farming areas in Storm Bay do not support the addition of a
third company to the region in a way that allows “best practice” biosecurity. In effect, the
proposed Petuna lease would create a “bridge” between all three companies leases that would
significantly and unacceptably increase biosecurity risk to all operators.

• Petuna already has potential for expanding production in the Tamar River where they operate
existing leases, one of which hasn’t been farmed to date. Further leases in this area could be
explored. Petuna also has an exploratory permit from the government to explore potential sites
for expansion in north west Tasmania. Petuna have indicated there is 27,000 Ha2. of area in this

2 Testing out the Waters, Circular Head Chronicle, published 11 January 2018, accessed 11 January 2018 



region which they consider potentially suitable for salmon farming. This seems to offer Petuna 
plenty of potential for sites. In both these areas Petuna would have autonomy to expand 
production as appropriate with government approval, without other companies impacting on the 
environmental conditions and biosecurity. 

• Huon has been farming in the south east region for over 30 years and is totally reliant on the
biosecurity of this region and in MH. Huon does not intend to seek additional farming area in any
of the north west of Tasmania, King Island, east or west coast or Port Arthur which are either
existing growing areas or have been identified by Petuna and Tassal as potential growing areas.

• It will be critical that the two existing companies in the south east (i.e. Tassal and Huon) can reach
agreement on appropriate measures to unravel some of the historical decisions that compromise
good biosecurity. To add a third company to the south east region without imposing strict “best
practice” biosecurity will threaten the sustainability of all three companies. This is particularly the
case given that both Petuna and Tassal have exploratory permits for large areas elsewhere in
Tasmania that should be investigated first.



LESSONS FROM THE FAROE ISLANDS
REGIN JACOBSEN, CEO

TASMANIAN SALMON SYMPOSIUM

Hobart, 6th December 2017
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FAROE ISLANDS

 18 islands – 1,387 km2

 50,250 inhabitants (July 2017)

 Home rule – within the Kingdom of Denmark

 Part of the Danish monetary union, Danish krone (DKK)

Key sectors (% of wage earners, 2016)

 Service/public admin.: ~34%

 Private service: ~31%

 Construction: ~13%

 Fishing : ~21%

 Unemployment rate (June 2017): 2.2%

 Total working force (July 2017): 26,029

 GDP: DKK ~18bn (2016)

 GDP/capita: DKK 360,000 (2016) (Norway: DKK 455,000) (2016)

Total export of fish products (2016) 15% increased

 DKK 7,680 million

 whereof farmed fish accounts for 48%

TAXES

 Total percent of GDP: 42.4% (2013)

 Corporate tax: 18%

 Farming revenue tax : 4.5% of revenues from 1 January 2016

more details see page 44 in Bakkafrost CMD presentation from June 2016

 Restriction on single foreign ownership of 20% in farming companies

 One company may max. control 50% of licences in the Faroe Islands Source: Hagstova Føroya
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FAROE ISLANDS 

– EXCELLENT CONDITIONS FOR FARMING HIGH QUALITY SALMON
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 Remote location

 Pristine clear waters

 Cool steady sea temperatures

 Strong currents

FAROE ISLANDS 

– EXCELLENT CONDITIONS FOR FARMING HIGH QUALITY SALMON
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FAROE ISLANDS 

– EXCELLENT CONDITIONS FOR FARMING HIGH QUALITY SALMON
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Source: Company material, Havforskningsinstituttet

GEOGRAPHY

WATER

LOCATION

BIOMASS

 Natural growth area for wild salmon

 Faroese fjords provide separation between locations

 Improves biological control and area management

 Biological sustainability setting the biomass target per

license

 Stable seawater temperatures throughout the year

between 6-12 degrees Celsius

 Excellent water quality and circulation conditions

 Efficient distribution to European, US and Far Eastern

markets
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LACK OF FARMING STRUCTURE 1979-1993

 63 companies

 63 farming sites

 No area segregation

 No segregation between generation of

fish

 Cross contamination

 Spreading of lice, virus and bacteria

 The “tragedy of the commons” is

challenging to avoid in a fragmented

industry
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THE FARMING INDUSTRY IN THE FAROE ISLANDS 1980 - 2017
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BIOLOGICAL CONTROL – CRITERIA 1

A GOOD REGULATORY FARMING ENVIRONMENT

During the period 2001-2004 the Faroe Islands were 

severely struck by ISA outbreaks

New legislation and regulation was introduced in 2003 

known as ”The Faroese Veterinary Model”:

 One generation based farming model

 Fallowing periods between each generation

 Immunisation and vaccination programs

 Restricting movement of equipment and fish

 Density limits introduced

 Brood stock facilities allowed on land only

 Fish for harvest not allowed in open waiting cages at

harvest station

 Minimum distances between farms and hatcheries

 Strict rules to fight and control sea-lice introduced

The Model has resulted in one of the most predictable fish 

production environments in the world with good KPI for 

salmon farming, such as FCR, Mortality and Growth rate

The mortality rate with the Faroese Veterinary Model has been between 

5 and 10% compared to 20 to 25% before – despite the annual 

production has never been higher than now

Source: Bakkafrost, Kontali
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Vestmanna

VOLUNTARY ACTION

SWITCH OF FARMING LICENSES VESTMANNA – GØTUVÍK

Gøtuvík

Agreement between Bakkafrost and Luna

 The agreement between Bakkafrost and Luna in

2013

Benefits from the switch (*)

 Improved fallowing system

 Reduced biological risk

 Improved industrial structure

Luna

BakkaMHG

Faroe Farming
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THE FARMING STRUCTURE IN 2017

 3 farming companies

Bakkafrost

Marine Harvest

Luna

 Good regulatory regime

 Segregation of farming sites and

operations
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BIOLOGICAL CONTROL – CRITERIA 2

FEW PLAYERS IN EACH PRODUCTION REGION
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Source: Kontali

 A tight regulatory regime is not enough

 A large number of decisions will always be left to the

operators

 As opposed to most other industries, operators are

directly exposed to each others behaviour

 Efficient production requires a high degree of

cooperation in the waters, e.g.

 Coordinated fallowing periods

 Coordinated lice treatment in direction of current

 Hard to get «all the ducks in a row» as coordination will

always carry a cost to some operator, e.g.

 Requirement to await next generation to join new

fallowing regime

 Self reporting of disease in order to protect

surrounding farms

The “tragedy of the commons” is challenging to avoid in a fragmented industry

Highly fragmented industry, except Faroes
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BIOLOGICAL CONTROL – CRITERIA 3

MINIMISE EXPOSURE TO OTHER COMPANIES IN EACH PRODUCTION AREA

 Strong regulatory framework

 Few players to agree on coordination of unregulated

matters – avoids “tragedy of the commons”

 Limited overlap of players within production zones

 Swaps have enforced each players “independence”

 Existing licenses are operated on a 12-year rolling

lifespan system

 Automatic renewal unless

 Failure to fulfill the veterinary conditions

 Conflict with governmental or municipalities’

planning areas

 Conflict with animal welfare

 Conflict with environmental protection

 License give right to utilise given area of fjords for

farming fish

 No MAB, but strict regulative measures on farming

activity maintaining environmentally sustainability
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Average size on Harvested salmon increased 20%

 Average harvest weight per salmon in Faroese fish

farms increased 20% in 2004-2010 (New veterinary

model), compared to the period 1993-1998 before ISA

breakout in the Faroe Islands from 4.95 to 5.92 kg wfe

4,4 

4,6 

4,8 

5,0 

5,2 

5,4 

5,6 

5,8 

6,0 

1993-1998 2004-2010

Average weight harvested salmon [kg wfe]

HARVEST WEIGHT 

STRONG RESULTS FORM FAROESE VETERINARY MODEL
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Feed Conversion Rate (FCR) decreased 3%

 Average Feed Conversion Rate in Faroese fish farms

decreased 3% in 2004-2010 (New veterinary model),

compared to the period 1993-1998 before ISA

breakout in the Faroe Islands from 1.22 to 1.14 kg wfe

 Normally FCR would increase with larger fish, but

despite 20% increased average weight – FCR

decreased 3%

1,10 

1,12 
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1,18 

1,20 

1,22 
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FCR  

FCR

STRONG RESULTS FROM FAROESE VETERINARY MODEL
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Growth rate increased 10%

 The average Growth Rate in Faroese fish farms

increased 10% in 2004-2010 (New veterinary model),

compared to the period 1993-1998 before ISA

breakout in the Faroe Islands from 2.75 to 3.01
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GROWTH RATE

STRONG RESULTS FROM FAROESE VETERINARY MODEL
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Productivity increase of 41%

 The average Productivity per released smolt

in Faroese fish farms increased 41% in 2004-

2010 (New veterinary model), compared to

the period 1993-1998 before ISA breakout in

the Faroe Islands from 3.83 kg to 5.42 kg

-

1,0 
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1993-1998 2004-2010

Productivity per released smolt  [kg wfe]  

PRODUCTIVITY

STRONG RESULTS FROM FAROESE VETERINARY MODEL
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Source: Kontali
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 Yield per smolt a key KPI

 Function of average harvest weight and mortality

 Faroe Island performs on both parameters

 No use of antibiotics last 15 years

Yield per smolt (HOG) Average harvest weight (HOG) 

Average mortality (%) 

COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE 

CREATED FROM FAROESE VETERINARY MODEL
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Farming margin as EBIT per kg is one KPI 

on value

 BAKKA had a margin of 18 NOK/kg in

average in 2013-2015

- compared with 7,50 for the pier group

 BAKKA had a margin of 34 NOK/kg in

average in 2016

- compared with 18,17 for the pier group

 BAKKA had a margin of 34 NOK/kg in

average in YTD2017

- compared with 22,05 for the pier group

A GOOD VETERINARY REGIME LEADS TO HIGHER VALUES

EBIT per kg farming [NOK] – listet companies on Oslo Stock Exchange

BAKKA Salm NRS LSG MHG GSF SSC

avg13-15 18 12 10 8 8 4 3

2016 34 28 28 16 14 18 5

YTD2017 34 31 22 24 22 18 18

avg 28,67 23,67 20,00 16,00 14,67 13,33 8,67
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Source: Carnegie Investment Bank



Monitoring biosecurity
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ROUTINE SURVEILLANCE

Regular inspection and testing by third party

 Different frequency of two weeks, monthly and quarterly

 Inspection check, lice and gill test, veterinary inspection and sampling, authority inspection and

sampling

Three farming companies operate in the Faroes

 Easier to coordinate biological improvement

 Knowledge sharing

 Good cooperation with authorities

Authorities

• Inspections, certifications, monitoring, dashboard – restricted and public

Bakkafrost’s fish health team 

 A strong team with proved track record, certified veterinarians, biologists, and assistants
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SALMON – WILD VS. FARMED
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 As for wild catch in general, wild salmon

catch revolves around a stable average

 Wild salmon’s impact on farmed salmon

prices has gradually diminished

Output farmed and wild salmon (1,000 tonnes HOG)
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GROWTH REQUIRES NEW FARMING METHODS AND FOCUS ON SUSTAINABILITY

How to expnad Salmon farms from sheltered to new areasExample on important areas

 Fish health and welfare

 Product quality and safety

 Local pollution

 Healthy and nutritious food

 Biosecurity

 Government regulation and

compliance

 Sustainable fish feed

 Collaboration and

certification

 Water

 Innovation

Avoid the “tragedy of the commons” in the industry
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Importance:

Jane Gallichan

Huon Aquaculture response to draft Sustainable industry growth plan for the salmon industry

Appendix 1 - Sustainability Assurance Framework - Gap Analysis 20170919 as sent.docx
Huon Aquaculture Salmonid Industry Discussion Paper August 2017.pdf
High

Dear Minister Rockliff,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Draft Sustainable industry

growth plan for the salmon industry (the Draft Plan). Huon Aquaculture (Huon)

welcomes the development of such a plan and on behalf of the Company, I provide the

following response. Please note that the Company has provided no additional

comments on the aspects of the plan that it supports and has limited comments to areas

it would like to see strengthened. Should further clarification regarding our response be

needed, please contact me anytime.

Huon has actively consulted with a range of stakeholders to inform the preparation of

this response, including;

1. Commercial and recreational fishing sector:

a. Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council (TSIC)

b. Tasmanian Rock Lobster Fishing Association (TRLFA)

c. Tasmanian Abalone Council (TAC)

d. RecFish Tasmania

2. Tourism and Brand Tasmania:

a. Brand Tasmania

b. Rob Pennicott, Pennicott Wilderness Journeys

3. Environmental non-government organisations:

a. NRM South

b. Huon and D’Entrecasteaux Collaboration

c. Environmental Defenders Office (EDO)

d. Environment Tasmania (ET)

e. Australia Institute

In addition, Huon prepared a comprehensive discussion paper (publicly released in

August 2017), and the Company has considered the Draft Plan in the context of this

document and a gap analysis between the two documents is provided in Appendix 1.

Huon prefaces the response below with its view that, given the time in the electoral

cycle, the Draft Plan is not rushed into final form without fully considering the responses

received. The final plan will live on longer than the short-term imperatives of an

upcoming election and should chart a course toward a long-term sustainable future for

mailto:jgallichan@huonaqua.com.au
mailto:jeremy.rockliff@dpac.tas.gov.au
mailto:Leanne.McLean@dpac.tas.gov.au
mailto:John.Whittington@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
mailto:Tim.Baker@dpac.tas.gov.au
mailto:Tim.Baker@dpac.tas.gov.au
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Appendix 1 - Sustainability Assurance Framework - Gap Analysis 20170919



Purpose

This document presents a gap analysis of the Government’s Draft Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry (August 2017) against HUON’s Tasmanian Salmonid Industry Sustainability Assurance Framework (July 2017).

Overarching summary comments are provided in section 2.

An analysis of the Plan against the critical priorities of the Framework is provided in section 3.

Issue-by-issue mappings from the Plan to the Framework and from the Framework to the Plan are provided in section 4

Overarching comments

The Plan is a positive step forward but it does not carry an appropriate sense of urgency on the biosecurity risks currently facing the industry.  

The Plan contemplates a review of the Biosecurity Program but is silent on what the critical priorities for that review are and it does not address the legislative changes to the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 and the Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 that will be needed to achieve essential biosecurity measures, particularly the physical separation of companies and year classes.  

HUON calls on the Government to expand its statutory amendments to an integrated environmental and biosecurity regulatory regime, including a more comprehensive suite of changes that will allow the current physical configuration of leases to be restructured to separate companies and year classes.

With the already heavy responsibilities on the EPA Director, the Director’s attention to the marine farming industry can only be part time at best, and the absence of biosecurity powers in the proposed environmental licence will preclude biosecurity considerations from the Director’s decision making.

HUON reiterates our call for the Government to introduce a dedicated Aquaculture Industry Regulator, with consolidated environmental and biosecurity expertise and powers.













Key to comparisons: 

		

		Achieved

		

		Partially achieved

		

		Not achieved
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Comparison of the Plan against the Framework’s critical priorities	

		CRITICAL PRIORITIES - REGULATORY REGIME

		

		COMMENTS



		The Marine Farm Planning Review Panel membership should be expanded to include current and active expertise (not just experience) in fish farming, fish health and fish biosecurity (if local expertise is not available, it should be sourced internationally). [Frame 3]

		

		This is not addressed by the Plan.  The Plan contemplates no change or enhancement of the Panel.  In particular, the Plan does not propose the provision of any specialist fish farming expertise, fish health or fish biosecurity to the deliberations of the Panel (nor does it contemplate any such specialist support for the EPA Director).



		The transfer of environmental regulatory responsibility for the salmonid industry to the EPA Director could be further enhanced by the creation of a specific position of Aquaculture Industry Regulator, dedicated to ensuring the long-term sustainability of the industry. [Frame 19]







		

		This is not addressed by the Plan.  Although the Plan proposes the formation of a Finfish Farming (Compliance and Monitoring) Unit within the EPA, the role of this unit is explicitly to ensure compliance with industry commitments and environmental conditions.  The Unit will have no role in statutory decision making in the first instance.  Statutory regulation will be the responsibility of the EPA Director, who already has a heavy load of regulatory responsibility outside the marine farming industry.  The EPA Director’s attention and dedication to marine farming can only ever be part time at best.



		The Aquaculture Industry Regulator should be given regulatory powers for all regulatory aspects of the salmonid industry, including environmental, biosecurity, hatcheries and land based smolt grow-out, either explicitly or by statutory delegation under relevant Acts. [Frame 20]

		

		There is no proposal in the Plan to bring all relevant regulatory powers under one umbrella decision maker, whether that decision maker be a new Aquaculture Industry Regulator or the EPA Director.



		The marine farming decision making process for plans, leases and licences should explicitly and comprehensively incorporate fish health and biosecurity advice and review by a body independent of the decision maker. [Frame 24]





		

		There is no proposal in the Plan for establishing an expert review body or process.  The Finfish Farming Environmental Regulation Bill 2017 will introduce an Environmental Licence (EL), and appeals will be heard by the Resource Management and Planning Appeals Tribunal.  The EL does not include biosecurity matters and the Tribunal has no specialist fish farming or biosecurity expertise.  While in principle the Tribunal could source members with such expertise, the Bill by omission excludes biosecurity from the EL and therefore from any Appeals.



		The Board of Advice and Reference should be reinstated and directed by the Minister to provide an independent advisory and review role for marine farm planning, leasing and licensing decisions. [Frame 25]

		

		The Plan proposes a “Broad-based reference group” but this has no statutory recognition or formal role in decision making.  The purpose of the group is to advise only on the Plan’s implementation, not regulatory decision making.



		New leases should only be approved if they meet mandatory requirements of: separation distances between companies and between year classes and subclasses; access to a shore base and hospital site; access to fresh water and ability to practicably treat amoebic gill disease; maximum water temperature limit; strong flushing regime; and use of a double net seal barrier. [Frame 27]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity Program and through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas.  However, there is no proposal to provide the necessary legislative changes that would allow company and year class separations to be achieved in the first instance and then subsequently enforced.



		The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel and the Board of Advice and Reference should regularly review the mandatory prerequisites for new leases to ensure the highest levels of biosecurity protection for the industry. [Frame 28]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity Program and through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas.



		Adaptive management by industry must be accompanied by adaptive regulation by government, with regulators responding early and precautionarily to environmental monitoring data. [Frame 14]

		

		This is addressed in principle through the new Finfish Farming (Compliance and Monitoring) Unit in the EPA, and by the EPA taking over environmental regulation, provided that those powers are executed appropriately.



		Industry and regulators must be prepared to take severe precautionary action to head off potential catastrophic failures. [Frame 15]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity Program and through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas.



		The Macquarie Harbour experience highlights the critical importance of adaptive management being implemented in deed not just name, with unequivocal indicators of progressive environmental decline (dissolved oxygen and benthic condition) there not being matched by appropriate industry or regulator responses. [Frame 16]

		

		This is addressed in principle through the commitment to develop a new and strengthened Area Management Agreement for Macquarie Harbour but it falls short of committing to rigorous independent action.  The new Finfish Farming (Compliance and Monitoring) Unit in the EPA, and the EPA taking over environmental regulation, should ensure that monitoring data is adequate and industry commitments are being adhered to but this must be supported by early and strong regulatory action when environmental indicators are being compromised.



		

		

		








		CRITICAL PRIORITIES - BIOSECURITY MODEL

		

		COMMENTS



		The future biosecurity of the industry should be based on a Tasmanian Veterinary Model (TVM), with intents and principles similar to the Faroe Islands Veterinary Model. [Frame 35]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity Program and through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas.



		The TVM should function to separate year classes and separate diseased and non-diseased fish in space and time, which will require close coordination and cooperation by industry, reinforced by strong government regulation. [Frame 36]

		

		The desirability of such separations is explicitly recognised and could be addressed through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas (Plan item D).  However, there is no proposal to provide the necessary legislative changes that would allow these separations to be achieved in the first instance and then subsequently enforced.



		The TVM should include designated hospital leases, designated tow routes and progressive phasing out of towing, greater use of (closed-valve) well-boats, a transition to offshore farming, tidal excursion lease separation, sanitary harvest systems and rigorous fallowing regimes. [Frame 37]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity Program and through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas.



		All controls and measures of the TSGA Biosecurity Program must be implemented, and supplemented with the additional measures identified in this paper and subjected to regular review. [Frame 30]

		

		The Plan provides recognition of the importance of biosecurity to the industry’s future but it fails to carry the necessary sense of urgency.



		New leases should only be approved if they meet mandatory requirements of: separation distances between companies and between year classes and subclasses; access to a shore base and hospital site; access to fresh water and ability to practicably treat amoebic gill disease; maximum water temperature limit; strong flushing regime; and use of a double net seal barrier. [Frame 27]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity Program and through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas.  However, there is no proposal to provide the necessary legislative changes that would allow company and year class separations to be achieved in the first instance and then subsequently enforced.



		

		

		










		CRITICAL PRIORITIES - BIOSECURITY IMPERATIVES

		

		COMMENTS



		A physical separation of companies and fish classes is of the utmost importance to the future biosecurity of the Tasmanian salmonid industry. [Frame 31]

		

		The desirability of such separations is explicitly recognised by the Plan.  



		The south-eastern region should be reconfigured to achieve either an operational or a geographical separation of year classes and subclasses, respectively either by companies coordinating their management of neighbouring leases or by lease ownership being reallocated to create geographically separate company zones.  [Frame 33]

		

		The importance of separation is noted in the Plan and could be addressed through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas.  However, there is no proposal to provide the necessary legislative changes that would allow these separations to be achieved in the first instance and then subsequently enforced.



		Macquarie Harbour salmon farming should be restricted to only one, common year class being held in the harbour at any time, with compulsory whole-of-harbour annual fallowing. [Frame 34]

		

		Although there is a commitment to develop a new and strengthened Area Management Agreement for Macquarie Harbour there is no consideration of potentially restricting farming to a single common year class.



		To reflect the underlying ecological and environmental integrity of the natural system, the Huon and Channel areas should be managed under a consolidated single Marine Farm Development Plan, with a single TPNDO for the entire area. [Frame 26]

		

		This could be addressed through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas.  However, there is no proposal to provide the necessary legislative changes that would allow these two areas to be consolidated.



		

		

		







		CRITICAL PRIORITIES - ON-FARM IMPERATIVES

		

		COMMENTS



		To minimise biosecurity risks and environmental impacts, fallowing strategies should aim for at least 1 month whole-lease fallowing each year for disease control, and up to 18 months pen-bay fallowing every 2 to 3 years to return the benthos to base conditions. [Frame 6]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity Program.



		Pen towing for fish relocation should be phased out through the use of closed-valve well-boats for live fish transport. [Frame 40]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity Program.



		Pens should be provided with double-net seal barriers, unless operators can demonstrate that their single-net system will be equally as effective at preventing seal attacks. [Frame 9]

		

		This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan although it is implicitly recognised through the continued encouragement of new technologies.



		

		

		







Comparison of the Framework against the Plan



		

		ISSUE

		

		COMMENTS



		

		MAINTAINING PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN THE SALMON INDUSTRY

		

		



		

		

		

		



		A

		Grow and no-grow zones

		

		



		

		Where finfish farming is already permitted and occurs, it will continue.  There are also two categories of priority areas where expansion will potentially be considered: “Currently under exploration” and “Potential for further release”. The first covers areas where salmon farmers are actively considering the potential for new sites. The second refers to areas where potential has been identified by the Government and where the Government may, in due course, test the market

		

		The Currently Under Exploration and Potential for Further Release areas in the southeast are consistent with Frame 41.



		

		

		

		



		B

		Committing to future industry expansion being largely oceanic, rather than estuarine

		

		



		

		Despite the challenges, research indicates that oceanic sites have strong potential to produce healthy fish and a smaller environmental impact.

		

		This is consistent with Frame 41.



		

		

		

		



		C

		A competitive tender process for access to any new farming areas (the “Potential for further release” areas), with criteria for success to be determined by government

		

		



		

		The Government will establish a new process for testing the suitability of salmon farming within the identified areas, through an open competitive tender process.  Advice on the tenders for particular areas of water will be provided by a legislated Tender Advisory Committee.

		

		The tender criteria only make passing reference to biosecurity, and therefore fall well short of Frames 2, 3, 17, 20, 24, 25, 28, 31, 32, 33, 36 and 37.



		

		

		

		



		D

		Analysis of existing marine farming development plan areas used for salmon farming, with a view to strengthening biosecurity

		

		



		

		Currently farmed inshore waters are at capacity and the zone locations are not optimised for biosecurity. The current distribution of leases does not facilitate the separation of companies and year classes that would be good practice.  Government will consider proposals from industry to improve biosecurity by adjusting lease locations within zones or exchanging leases between companies.

		

		This is consistent with Frames 27, 31, 32, 33 and 36.  However, there is no proposal to provide the necessary legislative changes that would allow these separations to be achieved in the first instance and then subsequently enforced.



		

		

		

		



		E

		A formal agreement, jointly developed by all current finfish licence holders and the Government, for farming sustainably in Macquarie Harbour

		

		



		

		With the move to the EPA as an independent environmental regulator and improved international knowledge about how best to manage biosecurity risks, it is timely to develop a new and strengthened Agreement.

		

		Implicitly recognises the principle of Frame 16 but leaves open how the process will be managed if there is continuing disagreement between operators.



Silent on Frames 4 and 34.



		

		

		

		



		F

		Adoption of a new “zero tolerance” approach to marine debris and related boating safety issues

		

		



		

		DPIPWE will consider best practice tracking technologies and simple ways to identify the source of debris, to support the increase in compliance officers.

		

		Consistent with Frames 59, 60 and 61.



		

		

		

		



		G

		Development of a “Tasmanian Salmon Industry Scorecard” that will benchmark the industry against international good practice

		

		



		

		Government will undertake international research and consultation with stakeholders to identify key benchmarks, and use them to create a scorecard that summarises the Tasmanian industry’s comparative performance and can be regularly released.

		

		Consistent with Frames 1, 2, 12 and 51.



		

		

		

		



		

		IMPROVING THE EFFICIENY, EFFECTIVENESS AND TRANSPARENCY OF THE INDUSTRY’S ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION, AND THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ITS BIOSECURITY SYSTEMS

		

		



		

		

		

		



		H

		Finfish Farming (Compliance and Monitoring) Unit

		

		



		

		A Finfish Farming (Compliance and Monitoring) Unit in the EPA will undertake observation and audits of environmental monitoring practices to ensure that farmers perform to the standards they have committed to.

		

		Broadly consistent with Frames 14, 15, 16 and 18 but falls short of the concept of an independent, integrated regulator proposed in Frame 19 and 20.



		

		

		

		



		I

		Increased range and improved transparency of environmental information

		

		



		

		An independent web portal will be hosted by the Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies to provide access to all environmental data and to as much production information as possible, subject only to not revealing genuine “commercial in confidence” information.

		

		Consistent with Frames 48 and 51.



		

		

		

		



		J

		Encouraging relevant research and development, and the subsequent adoption of new technologies that reduce environmental  impacts

		

		



		

		The Government will cooperate with the industry to develop outcome based performance measures that encourage the use of emerging technology, and continuous improvement, in areas such as reducing waste through improved feeding techniques, waste capture systems, net cleaning and wildlife interactions.

		

		Consistent with industry initiatives addressed by Frames 8, 9, 10, 42, 45, 46 and 47.



		

		

		

		



		K

		Development of an industry-wide Biosecurity Program

		

		



		

		Government will work with the industry to review the Biosecurity Program and develop a new version that ensures the industry works to the highest biosecurity standards.

		

		Potentially consistent with Frames 29 to 37 but the specific proposals of those Frames are not explicitly addressed and it remains to be seen whether the review of the Program will address them.



		

		

		

		



		L

		Maintenance of key fish health and biosecurity assets

		

		



		

		The Government will resource, and upgrade as necessary, the State’s key fish health and biosecurity assets that are operated by DPIPWE, by extending the model of co-funding developed for the new Aquatic Animal Health and Vaccines Centre of Excellence.

		

		Not addressed by Framework.



		

		

		

		



		M

		Commitment to Sustainable Growth

		

		



		

		The Government will look beyond the current marine farming areas, to new water and new ways of farming and also commission new economic research to quantify better the full impact of the industry on the State’s economy.

		

		Not addressed by Framework.



		

		

		

		



		N

		Research, development and innovation

		

		



		

		The Government will continue to work with the salmon industry to support research, development and innovation, including for innovations that are marketed and sold globally.

		

		Not addressed by Framework.



		

		



		

		



		O

		Market and export development support linked to Tasmanian brand development

		

		



		

		Salmon is also an important part of the broader Tasmanian brand and the Government commits to maintaining that linkage and also to using its capacity to support and develop export markets in order to reinforce the industry’s growth opportunities, including in the rapidly expanding ancillary sector.

		

		Not addressed by Framework.



		

		

		

		



		P

		Skills and career development

		

		



		

		The Government commits to remaining a strong partner through public training providers and institutions, and in the implementation and review of the industry’s workforce development plan.

		

		Not addressed by Framework.



		

		

		

		



		Q

		Representative industry body

		

		



		

		The Government will facilitate the establishment of the new, broad-based reference group for the implementation of this Plan as an early priority.

		

		Falls well short of Frames 3, 17, 19, 20, 24, 25 and 28.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


warrants. Perhaps more than in any other primary industry, 
environmental and biosecurity matters are inextricably intertwined in 
salmonid farming and this should be reflected by an amalgamation 
of regulatory powers under this  
single person.


However, that person should report to an independent panel of 
experts, which could be formed by the reconstitution and 
enhancement of the Board of Advice and Reference (the Board). 
The Board could also be an industry appeal body  to review 
decisions made by the Regulator.


The Board and Regulator should be staffed with industry, fish health 
and biosecurity expertise necessary to oversee the introduction of a 
Tasmanian Veterinary Model for regulating finfish farming, based on 
the following key principles:


• Strong regulation
• Separation of year classes and subclasses
• Dedicated hospital leases
• Restricted pen towing routes and ultimately phasing out of 


towing
• Greater use of well-boats
• Greater use of offshore leases
• Separation by tidal excursions
• Conservative fish stocking densities
• Sanitary harvest systems
• Rigorous fallowing regimes.


Biosecurity principles should also be applied when new leases are 
applied for. New leases should meet mandatory requirements 
before they can be granted, including: 


• Minimum separation distances between companies (2 
tidal excursions)


• Minimum separation distances also between
year classes and subclasses


• Access to a shore base
• Access to a hospital site
• Access to fresh water and an ability to effectively treat 


amoebic gill disease
• Maximum water temperature limit
• Strong flushing regime
• Use of double netted seal barriers. 


This document presents Huon Aquaculture Company Limited’s (Huon Aquaculture’s) vision for ensuring a 
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. 


Tasmania has a once in a generation opportunity to establish a strong framework that will guide the safe, 
sustainable growth of a world-class salmonid industry.  Huon supports policy, regulation and planning that is 
informed by the best of international experts across all aspects of salmonid farming. Ground-truthing what we do 
and what we plan to do, means we can be truly global-leading. To do that, Huon supports bringing international 
experts to Tasmania to meet with legislators, government, regulators, stakeholders and the wider community to 
share experience and build trust in a transparent and informed way.


This document presents Huon Aquaculture Company Limited’s (Huon 
Aquaculture’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.


It covers all aspects of the salmon farming industry. While it has been 
prepared by Huon Aquaculture, its vision is industry-wide and it is 
hoped that it can support collective changes and initiatives for the 
benefit of all. Huon Aquaculture welcomes industry discussion and 
input on all aspects of this document and hopes to develop shared 
views on the future sustainability framework that will guide the 
industry safely into the future. This is an aspirational document and 
Huon Aquaculture does not currently comply with all aspects of the 
framework. Huon Aquaculture also notes that the industry will need 
time to transition from where it is to today to where we aspire to be. It 
is important that the framework identify and set out best practice in 
the long term interest of a sustainable industry.


Further, it is critical that Tasmania does not repeat the experiences of 
other countries, where poor biosecurity practices and rapid industry 
growth combined to cause catastrophic industry collapse, primarily 
due to the uncontrolled spread of fish diseases.


In addition the significant decline in water quality in Macquarie 
Harbour, where dissolved oxygen levels in midwaters have been 
measured at or close to zero for sustained periods, highlight the 
need for more effective regulation and management.


There are powerful lessons to be learned from recent local 
experience and the collapses that have occurred overseas, 
including the changes to practices that were necessary  
to allow industry to subsequently recover and prosper  once again. 


The salmonid farming industry is a considerable contribution to the 
Tasmanian economy and community, and warrants a dedicated 
regulatory officer who has industry regulation as their full-time role, 
rather than it being the responsibility of an EPA Director who has 
broad responsibilities across a range of sectors.  


The creation of a specific position within the EPA, nominally 
to be called the Finfish Aquaculture Regulator, would provide 
the necessary focus and attention that the industry
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In Tasmania, biosecurity is at serious risk due to the intermingling of 
leases held by different companies. Biosecurity must be protected by 
reconfiguring marine farming to achieve geographical and/or 
operational zoning. 


Under geographical zoning, they would be physically separated by 
designated minimum distances. Under operational zoning, 
companies would coordinate their farming practices so that on 
neighbouring leases all year classes and subclasses are put to sea 
and harvested at the same time.


In southeast Tasmania, the coastal geography provides opportunities 
for reconfiguring the arrangement of existing leases to facilitate a 
significant degree of geographical zoning. In locations where 
geographical zoning is not possible, operational zoning should be 
implemented through companies coordinating their activities, either 
cooperatively or, if necessary, by government mandate.


In Macquarie Harbour, operational zoning could be achieved by 
reconfiguring the arrangement of leases so all companies farmed 
different year classes at different ends of the Harbour, with each year 
class having to be harvested and all leases fallowed for three months 
prior to the next year class being stocked. Operational zoning could 
also be achieved by mandating to companies that only one common 
year class can be held in the Harbour at any time, with compulsory 
whole-of-harbour annual fallowing. This is likely to require first year 
smolt to be grown in land-based facilities before being put to sea. 
Macquarie Harbour operators should be required to investigate the 
feasibility of doing this. 


These critical measures form part of a comprehensive framework 
presented to ensure the sustainability of Tasmania’s salmonid farming 
industry. The framework comprises approximately 60 individual 
elements. Part A of the document describes the high priority elements 
while Part B describes general elements. A full listing is provided in Part 
C. 


CRITICAL PRIORITIES - REGULATORY REGIME FRAME


The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel membership should be expanded to include current and 
active expertise (not just experience) in fish farming, fish health and fish biosecurity (if local expertise 
is not available, it should be sourced internationally). 


Frame 3


New leases should only be approved if they meet mandatory requirements of: separation distances 
between companies and between year classes and subclasses; access to a shore base and hospital 
site; access to fresh water and ability to effectively treat amoebic gill disease; maximum water 
temperature limit; strong flushing regime; and use of effective seal barriers. 


Frame 27


The transfer of environmental regulatory responsibility for the salmonid industry to the EPA Director 
could be further enhanced by the creation of a specific position of Finfish Aquaculture Regulator, 
dedicated to ensuring the long-term sustainability of the industry. 


Frame 19


The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel and the Board of Advice and Reference should regularly 
review the mandatory prerequisites for new leases to ensure the highest levels of biosecurity 
protection for the industry.


Frame 28


The Aquaculture Industry Regulator should be given regulatory powers for all regulatory aspects of 
the salmonid industry, including environmental, biosecurity, hatcheries and land-based smolt grow-
out, either explicitly or by statutory delegation under relevant Acts.


Frame 20


Adaptive management by industry must be accompanied by adaptive regulation by government, with 
regulators responding early and precautionarily to environmental monitoring data. 


Frame 14


The marine farming decision-making process for plans, leases and licences should explicitly and 
comprehensively incorporate fish health and biosecurity advice and review by a body independent of 
the decision-maker.


Frame 24


Industry and regulators must be prepared to take severe precautionary action to reduce potential 
catastrophic failures.  


Frame 15


The Board of Advice and Reference should be reinstated and directed by the Minister to provide an 
independent advisory and review role for marine farm planning, leasing and licensing decisions. 


Frame 25


The Macquarie Harbour experience highlights the critical importance of adaptive management being 
implemented in deed not just in name, with unequivocal indicators of progressive environmental 
decline there (dissolved oxygen and benthic condition) not being matched by appropriate industry or 
regulator responses.


Frame 16
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CRITICAL PRIORITIES - BIOSECURITY MODEL FRAME


The future biosecurity of the industry should be based on a Tasmanian Veterinary Model (TVM), with 
intents and principles similar to the Faroe Islands Veterinary Model. As well as entire lease fallowing 
that should occur annually, individual moorings within leases should be fallowed for longer periods 
to allow the seabed to return to baseline conditions. This will mean more mooring positions within 
a lease than is used in any one year so pens can be moved between moorings as required. This will 
have different requirements between inshore/intermediate leases and offshore leases, with offshore 
leases not requiring to do this as often. 


Frame 35


All controls and measures of the TSGA Biosecurity Program must be implemented, and 
supplemented with the additional measures identified in this paper and subjected to regular review. 


Frame 30


The TVM should function to separate year classes and separate diseased and non-diseased fish in 
space and time, which will require close coordination and cooperation by industry, reinforced by 
strong government regulation.


Frame 36


New leases should only be approved if they meet mandatory requirements of: separation distances 
between companies and between year classes and subclasses; access to a shore base and hospital 
site; access to fresh water and ability to effectively treat amoebic gill disease; maximum water 
temperature limit; strong flushing regime; and use of a double-net seal barrier. 


Frame 27


The TVM should include designated hospital leases, designated tow routes and progressive phasing 
out of towing, greater use of (closed-valve) well-boats, a transition to offshore farming, tidal 
excursion lease separation, sanitary harvest systems and rigorous fallowing regimes. 


Frame 37


CRITICAL PRIORITIES - BIOSECURITY IMPERATIVES FRAME


A physical separation of companies and fish classes is of the utmost importance to the future 
biosecurity of the Tasmanian salmonid industry. 


Frame 31


Macquarie Harbour salmon farming should be restricted to year classes being separated 
geographically or only one, common year class being held in the Harbour at any time, with 
compulsory whole-of-harbour annual fallowing. 


Frame 34


The south-eastern region should be reconfigured to achieve either an operational or a geographical 
separation of year classes and subclasses, either by companies coordinating their management 
of neighbouring leases or by lease ownership being reallocated to create geographically separate 
company zones. 


Frame 33


To reflect the underlying ecological and environmental integrity of the natural system, the Huon and 
Channel areas should be managed under a consolidated single Marine Farm Development Plan, 
with a single TPDNO for the entire area. 


Frame 26


CRITICAL PRIORITIES - ON-FARM IMPERATIVES


To minimise biosecurity risks and environmental impacts, fallowing strategies should aim for at 
least 1 month whole-lease fallowing each year for disease control, and up to 18 months pen-bay 
fallowing every 2 to 3 years to return the benthos to base conditions. 


Frame 6


Pens should be provided with double-net seal barriers, unless operators can demonstrate that 
a single-net or other system will be equally as effective at preventing seal attacks. 


Frame 9


Pen towing for fish relocation should be phased out through the use of closed-valve well-boats for 
live fish transport. 


Frame 40
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PART A: CRITICAL REGULATORY AND 
BIOSECURITY MATTERS







This document presents Huon Aquaculture'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 covers all aspects of the salmon farming industry.  
While it has been prepared by Huon Aquaculture, its vision is industry-wide 
and it is hoped that it can support collective changes and initiatives for  
the benefit of all.


1 PURPOSE


2 SCOPE


FRAME 1: 
An industry-wide Sustainability Assurance Framework will provide 
industry, government and the community with confidence in the  
long-term safety and sustainability of salmon farming in Tasmania.
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A 2015 analysis by KPMG found that the industry generates 
the following results per annum1:


• average annual turnover or gross output of $1.12 billion
(the total value of industry production)


• annual value added or net additions to Gross State
Product (GSP) of $625.9 million


• annual gain to factor income of $366.8 million (income
paid to individuals and firms), and


• support for approximately 2,786 FTE jobs (full time
positions employed in, or supported by the industry).


In 2016 the industry produced 49,158 tonnes of salmonids 
with a farm-gate value of $694 million. It is now a standout 
Tasmanian brand icon, promoting the image of the State not 
just in Australia but across the Asia-Pacific region as well.


The industry continues to experience strong sales momentum 
with demand for salmon worldwide beginning to place 
pressure on all the major salmon growing regions (Scotland, 
Norway, Chile and the Faroe Islands) to grow at the same 
rate.


Population growth worldwide, particularly in the 
neighbouring Asian region, is driving increased protein 
consumption and as a result the Tasmanian market must 
not only grow to meet domestic demand but also to meet 
demand within Asia.


Tasmania’s burgeoning aquaculture industry is part of a 
world-wide trend, with aquaculture being the fastest growing 
food producing sector, accounting for approximately 50% of 
the world’s food fish2.


Aquaculture provides much greater opportunities for the 
sustainable use of marine resources than is possible from the 
exploitation of wild fisheries. Through appropriate species 
selection and siting, aquaculture also offers greater levels of 
protection from the impacts of climate change, which can 
affect the distribution and resilience of wild fish populations. 


Marine aquaculture, particularly deep water farming, is also 
inherently more buffered from climate change than land-
based agriculture can be, and the worldwide reliance on 
aquaculture is likely to accelerate. The Tasmanian salmonid 
industry has enormous opportunities to capitalise on our 
natural environmental assets, particularly our cool, clean 
oceanic waters, and on our high level of technical knowledge 
and expertise built up over the last three decades.


The current objective of the Tasmanian salmonid industry is 
to grow farm gate sales to $1 billion by 2030, a target that 
is well within its sights and would see it become one of the 
largest industries in the Tasmanian economy. 


To address the growth currently being experienced 
domestically and internationally, the Tasmanian industry must 
expand its marine farming operations, reconfigure existing 
lease space and change the way it farms. This expansion 
must be approached with six principles in mind;


1. Increasing production responsibly and safely
2. Improving the health and welfare of our fish
3. Improving safety for our workers
4. Reducing our environmental footprint
5. Continuing to positively participate in the community
6. Producing world-class salmonid products in Tasmania3


It is critical that Tasmania does not repeat the experiences  
of other countries, where poor biosecurity practices and 
rapid industry growth combined to cause catastrophic 
industry collapse, primarily due to the uncontrolled spread 
of fish diseases.


For example, Figure 1 shows the dramatic collapse that 
occurred in the Faroe Islands due to ISA disease4. Within 
just 3 years, annual production fell from 40,000 tonnes to 
10,000 tonnes. The collapse led to just three companies 
surviving out of an original 27. The ensuing recovery was 
only possible by a consolidation of companies, a complete 
physical reconfiguration of growing areas and a new  
rigorous regulatory regime. 


3 CONTEXT


The Tasmanian salmonid (Atlantic salmon and rainbow trout) industry provides significant 
economic benefits to Tasmania and has contributed to the State’s reputation as a quality 
producer of fine foods. Within 30 years of the first commercial harvests, farmed salmonid 
have become the leading farming activity in Tasmania by dollar value, ahead of dairy, 
vegetables, poppies, pyrethrum, beef, fine wool, wine and the once iconic apple industry.


1 http://www.tsga.com.au/  
2 FAO http://www.fao.org/fishery/aquaculture/en 
3 https://www.huonaqua.com.au/about/farm/ 
4 Infectious salmon anaemia
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A similar collapse occurred in Chile in 2007, also caused 
by an ISA outbreak. Production levels have only recently 
returned to those prior to the collapse.


There are powerful lessons to be learned from those 
collapses and also from the changes to practices that were 
necessary to allow industry to subsequently recover and 
prosper once again. The Faroe Islands recovery actions  
stand out as an exemplar of best practice and Tasmania  
must pre-emptively embrace similar practices to avoid 
collapses here.


Key learnings from those collapses include:


• One generation farming
• Fallowing periods between each generation
• Immunisation and vaccination programs
• Movement restrictions on fish and equipment
• Imposition of density limits
• Brood stock to be held only on land
• Fish not to be held in open waiting pens at harvest stations
• Minimum distances between hatcheries
• Minimum distances between farms
• Rules to fight and control sea lice


FRAME 2: 
The Tasmanian salmonid industry must learn from 
the mistakes and experiences of other countries to 
avoid the calamitous collapses that have occurred 
elsewhere due to biosecurity and environmental 
mismanagement.


1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016E
0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70


80


0


2


4


6


8


10


12


Harvest
(thousand tonnes HOG)


Number of ISA cases


Harvest (thousand tonnes HOG)Number of ISA cases


Figure 1: Production trends in the Faroe Islands.
Source: Bakkafrost Presentation November 2016


Salmonid Industry Discussion Paper  | 7







4.1 Primary legislation


The marine farming industry is currently regulated under the 
Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 and the Living Marine 
Resources Management Act 1995. 


Under the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995, marine 
farming development plans are prepared, designating areas 
in state waters where marine farming may occur. 


All marine farming operations must be licensed under the 
Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995. Licences 
include environmental conditions to ensure that marine 
farming operations are sustainable and do not have an 
unacceptable impact on the marine environment. 


These two Acts are administered by the Department 
of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
(DPIPWE). Regulatory powers have also recently been 
extended by delegation to the Director of the Environment 
Protection Authority (EPA) and ultimately these powers will 
be permanently transferred through legislation. The term 
DPIPWE-EPA is therefore used here to reflect this transition.


The farmed salmonid species—Atlantic salmon and rainbow 
trout—are hatched in freshwater hatcheries. These are 
regulated under the Inland Fisheries Act 1995 for which the 
Inland Fisheries Service has responsibility6.


4.2 Marine farming development plans


Marine farm development plans designate where marine 
farming may occur and the controls under which they must 
operate.


Management controls cover a range of issues including, 
but not limited to: 
• levels of unacceptable effect
• nitrogen outputs
• carrying capacity
• monitoring requirements
• chemical usage and reporting
• waste
• disease
• visual effects
• access and marking
• odour


• noise
• marine farming equipment
• predator control


In establishing a marine farming development plan, or 
progressing an amendment to a zone or zones within an 
existing marine farming development plan area, targeted 
zone assessments are undertaken by the Institute for Marine 
and Antarctic Studies (IMAS) and/or independent marine 
consultants or contractors. This environmental survey 
assesses substrate type, habitat distribution, bathymetry and 
benthic flora and fauna. Where relevant, specific surveys to 
target threatened species listed under the Threatened Species 
Protection Act 1995 or the Commonwealth Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 are also 
undertaken.


The Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 requires 
marine farming leaseholders to hold a marine farming 
licence to farm fish. A baseline environmental survey must be 
undertaken prior to the commencement of marine farming 
operations.


The licensing of a lease area for finfish is contingent on 
assessment and approval by DPIPWE-EPA of the baseline 
environmental survey report. 


Marine farming licences contain specific provisions in 
relation to environmental monitoring and management of 
marine farming operations. In many cases, licence conditions 
contain specific conditions that expand on the provisions of 
management controls, defining environmental standards and 
outlining reporting and monitoring requirements. 


Environmental standards prescribe relevant indicators and 
trigger levels for ongoing environmental management. 
Should there be a need to modify licence conditions 
following consideration of monitoring, research or 
compliance outcomes, prescribed controls can be varied at 
any time in accordance with provisions of the Living Marine 
Resources Management Act 1995. 


Following the licensing of a marine farming lease area, 
ongoing operations are subject to a structured environmental 
monitoring and compliance assessment process which 
involves continuous review of monitoring and compliance 
reporting information against management controls, 
prescribed indicators and trigger levels. 


4 REGULATORY REGIME


The current regulatory regime has been summarised in the Tasmanian Government’s submission to the 
recent Senate Inquiry5, and is described below. Critical improvements that Huon Aquaculture considers 
essential for a sustainable industry are identified and described where appropriate. 


5 Tasmanian Government (June 2015) Submission to the Senate Environment and Communications 
References Committee Inquiry into regulation of the finfish aquaculture industry in Tasmania 
6 The Water Management Act 1999 is also applicable, for water allocations to hatcheries
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Decision-making through this process is informed not only 
by the outcomes of this statutory monitoring and compliance 
assessment, but also through reference to other relevant 
information. This may include data collected by industry, 
through research (e.g. the Institute for Marine and Antarctic 
Studies) or collected through other DPIPWE or EPA programs. 


4.3 Marine Farming Planning Review Panel


The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel is established 
under the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995. The functions 
and powers of the Panel are to: 


• Consider draft plans, draft amendments to marine farming
development plans and draft modifications to marine
farming development plans.


• Consider environmental impact statements.
• Consider comments made on draft plans, draft


modifications and draft amendments.
• Make recommendations to the Minister in respect of draft


plans, draft modifications and draft amendments.
• Perform any other function imposed on it under legislation


or determined by the Minister.


The Panel may: 


• Conduct hearings to assist it in the performance
of its functions.


• Do anything necessary or convenient to perform
its functions.


Huon Aquaculture notes that the Panel’s structure goes back 
to the original legislation’s concept of it being, as its name 
indicates, a planning body akin to land-based planning 
bodies such as the (now) Tasmanian Planning Commission. 
The key requirement for the Panel was to allocate leases, and 
its membership reflects this.


With the rapid growth and maturation of the industry, the 
Panel’s planning decisions now need to be much more 
cognisant of the operational threats that the industry faces—in 
particular, the biosecurity risks that have caused catastrophic 
industry collapses overseas. The Panel’s membership 
therefore needs to be expanded to include expertise in fish 
farming, fish health and fish biosecurity7.


4.4 Reviews of decisions


Under the current Marine Farming Planning Act 1995, the 
Marine Farm Development Panel advises the Minister on 
marine farm development plans and the Minister then makes 
a final determination on the plans. Marine farm development 
plans specify marine farming zones within which leases may 
be granted.


A proposed marine farm development plan goes through 
a public notification and hearing process but there are no 
appeal provisions against the Minister’s final approval of  
a plan.


Appeals to the Resource Management and Planning Appeals 
Tribunal (RMPAT) are possible under section 95 against 
amendments to plans, including those that could reduce the 
viability of existing marine farms or reduce water quality in 
other lease areas.


When allocating leases within a marine farming zone, under 
section 52 of the Act the Minister may, in the case of a 
privately initiated plan, or must, in the case of a government 
initiated plan, seek the advice of the Board of Advice and 
Reference established under section 49 of the Act.


The Board’s advice may relate to:


• the experience and knowledge of the applicant
• employment opportunities
• the applicant’s contribution to industry or site-specific


research
• the applicant’s capacity to address social and


environmental matters
• any other matter the Board considers appropriate.


The Board’s advisory role is not limited to lease allocations, 
however. Section 50 of the Act allows the Minister to seek 
advice from the Board on any matter and to direct the Board 
to perform any function.


In recent years, the Board has come to be considered 
redundant because of the maturation of the marine farming 
industry and the evolution of marine farm planning, to the 
extent that the Board was abolished by the Minister in July 
2015 under the existing provisions of the Act8.


There are provisions under section 75 of the Act for appeals 
to RMPAT against lease refusals and lease conditions but not 
against the granting of a lease. 


Marine farm licences are issued to marine farm lease holders 
under section 64 of the Living Marine Resources Act 1995. 
Section 281 of that Act provides for a right of review of a 
licence decision to the Minister (or Secretary) and section 
283 provides an ultimate right of appeal to RMPAT against 
the decision.


FRAME 3: 
The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel membership 
should be expanded to include current and active 
expertise (not just experience) in fish farming, fish 
health and fish biosecurity (if local expertise is not 
available, it should be sourced internationally).


7 From time to time, this expertise may lie either in a single person or in multiple people 
8 Office of the Coordinator General Red Tape Audit 2016
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The appeal provisions of the two Acts have rarely been 
used by the marine farming industry. The RMPAT decision 
database9 appears to contain only three appeals against 
marine farm decisions—one against a refusal to renew 
a marine farm lease, one against a refusal to renew a 
marine farm licence and one10 relating to the making of an 
emergency plan; these were all between 1998 and 2001.


4.5 Management methodologies


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. 


This approach is most well developed in the Huon-Channel 
region, where the CSIRO has developed a sophisticated 
three-dimensional biogeochemical model. A detailed 
comparison of monitoring results against the biogeochemical 
model’s original predictions has shown general consistency11. 


Studies by IMAS found that annual nitrogen fluxes through 
the Huon Estuary were dominated by natural oceanic inputs 
of nitrate during winter. Because of low light intensities 
and low temperature, this nitrate was mostly unutilised by 
phytoplankton but during summer and autumn intense 
phytoplankton blooms can occur. In these seasons, marine 
nitrate inputs are naturally low and fish farm nutrients can 
make a significant contribution to overall system production12.


The study also concluded that the Huon Estuary and the 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel were tightly coupled and that 
these two components needed to be studied and modelled 
as a single system. The IMAS biogeochemical model was 
developed on this basis.


The model has subsequently been used to predict water 
quality behaviour under a variety of scenarios to examine 
the potential impacts of fish farming on water quality.


Nitrogen is the most important parameter for evaluating 
and managing the potential impact of salmonid farming 
on the environment. Nitrogen enters the water column and 
sediments through waste food and fish excreta. Nitrogen 
inputs from salmonid farming add to inputs from other 
sources (rivers, wastewater treatment plants, industrial plants 
and the ocean) and the management of salmonid farming 
is aimed at ensuring that its nitrogen contributions do not 
compromise the health of the estuary or channel.


The regulatory mechanism to achieve this is for government 
to prescribe a Total Permissible Dissolved Nitrogen Output 
(TPDNO) for a marine farm development plan area. This 
overall limit is spread amongst the operating companies 
in that area. The use of a nutrient input cap rather than 
a biomass stocking limit is a more direct reflection of the 


environmental variables of concern (nutrients) while also 
providing flexibility and incentives to industry to improve their 
production efficiencies, for example, by developing more 
efficient feed formulations that enable increased production 
biomass with less feed.


In addition, use of smolt entries as a management method 
is not sufficiently certain for farms due to differences in 
farming and harvest strategies. Therefore, on balance, 
Huon Aquaculture views TPDNO to be the most rigorous 
continuous improvement management method which also 
provides certainty for planning. Certainty for planning is 
a high priority due to the 3.5 year production cycle for 
salmonid farming.


4.6 Seabed fallowing


Since 1997, marine farmers have been required to undertake 
underwater video surveys to assess sediment health under 
pens, either 12-monthly or in accordance with their stocking 
and fallowing regimes (in consultation with DPIPWE-EPA). 


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 boundaries13 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


Fallowing requirements for leases is typically determined 
through the use of remote operated vehicle (ROV) visual 
surveys of the sea floor. 


FRAME 4: 
The Total Permissible Dissolved Nitrogen Output 
(TPDNO) is a robust, scientific approach to setting 
global stocking limits for growing areas and should 
be rigorously enforced and used in all growing areas 
including Macquarie Harbour.


9 http://www.austlii.edu.au/form/search1.html?mask=au/cases/tas/TASRMPAT&title=1  
10 Actually, 4 related appeals 
11 Ross, D. J. & Macleod, C. K. (2013). Evaluation of Broadscale Environmental Monitoring Program (BEMP) data from 2009-2012. IMAS Technical Report 140pp 
12 Wild-Allen, K., Parslow, J., Herzfeld, M., Sakov, P., Andrewartha, J. & Rosebrock, U. (July 2005) Biogeochemical Modelling of the D’Entrecasteaux 
Channel and Huon Estuary. Aquafin CRC Project 4.2 (FRDC Project No. 2001/097) 
13 35 m is based on experience at inshore sites and this distanced may require reconsideration for offshore sites
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Detectable impacts at 35 m compliance points would 
indicate that a lease is overstocked and/or pens are moored 
too close to the lease boundary. Impacts within the lease 
area are usually the cumulative impact of overfeeding and/or 
holding a pen in a given anchor bay for an extended period 
of time, which leads to excessive feed and faecal deposition, 
deterioration of sediment health and eventual spontaneous 
gas bubbling from sediments.


Visual monitoring alone may not always be sufficient to 
provide an indication of unacceptable environmental impacts 
and visual monitoring may need to be supplemented with 
other methods.


In cases where a breach of licence conditions is detected as 
a result of these surveys, immediate action should be taken to 
determine the level and extent of the breach and the cause of 
the specific problem. 


Changes to the management of the lease can then be 
implemented and, where relevant, the frequency and intensity 
of monitoring increased to assess the rate of recovery of an 
impacted site. 


This program approach follows adaptive management 
principles (section 4.9), enabling performance-based 
monitoring for individual lease areas, with the frequency and 
intensity of monitoring surveys being adjusted according to 
the level of compliance and monitoring history of individual 
farm sites.


Fallowing requirements vary from lease to lease and the 
adaptive management strategy must respond not only to 
changes in the physical characteristics of the lease area but 
also to changes in pen size, anchoring arrangements and fish 
stocking densities. 


An excessive build-up of waste beneath pens is as much a 
biosecurity risk to the fish as it is an environmental impact.


Farmers should manage their lease areas on the basis of 
always having excess fallowing area. Usually, this requires 
planning across multiple lease sites, aiming for at least one-
month whole-lease fallowing each year for disease control, 
and up to 18-months pen-bay fallowing every 2 to 3 years  
to return the benthos to base conditions.


4.7 Wildlife interactions


Seals and birds
Seal and bird attacks on penned Atlantic salmon have 
been a common and costly problem for marine farming in 
Tasmania since the industry’s inception. The attacks can kill 
or injure fish, and birds and seals can also spread disease. 
The intense aggregations can also pose an injury threat to 
the animals themselves.


The Wildlife Management Branch of DPIPWE worked with 
industry to develop a set of protocols for the handling of 
seal14. These protocols will continue to be followed if and 
where seal interactions are unavoidable. However, the 
intention of industry is to avoid interactions through the use 
of passive deterrents, principally barrier technology.


In Huon Aquaculture's view, an effective barrier system needs 
a double-net, comprising a light-weight inner net to contain 
the fish and a heavy15, taut outer net to keep seals at least  
2 m away from the inner net.


This system requires a redesign of pens and a reconfiguration 
of mooring systems and cannot be retrofitted to older, 
unsuitable pens, but it can be rolled out with new pen 
deployments. Double netting should be the norm unless 
operators can demonstrate that a single-net system will be 
just as effective.


Effective seal barrier netting will do away with the 
requirement for seals to be caught and relocated. Barrier 
netting is also able to exclude other potential predators,  
such as sharks and whales.


FRAME 5: 
Marine farm sites should be regularly fallowed to 
prevent the excessive build-up of fish faeces and food 
waste within lease areas and under individual pen 
locations.


FRAME 6: 
To minimise biosecurity risks and environmental 
impacts, fallowing strategies should aim for at least 
1 month whole-lease fallowing each year for disease 
control, and up to 18 months pen-bay fallowing every 
2 to 3 years to return the benthos to base conditions.


FRAME 7: 
Fallowing requirements and recovery success  
should be determined and monitored by regular 
visual inspections of the seabed, supplemented as 
necessary by other methods on a case-by-case basis.


14  DPIPWE (2012) Combined protocols for the mitigation of seal interactions with aquaculture staff and infrastructure. 
15  e.g. 125 mm double-knotted mesh with a break load of 1200 kg
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Ineffective seal netting on a pen not only risks attacks on 
that pen but also encourages seals and other predators 
to frequent farming areas generally, creating otherwise 
avoidable risks and stress at other pens. 


Birds have also been a significant problem on marine 
farms. They are attracted to pens by the fish food pellets 
and in some cases (e.g. cormorants) by the fish themselves, 
particularly smolt. As well as causing problems for farming, 
birds can become entangled in nets and ropes and be 
harmed or killed.


As with seals, appropriate pen and net design can prevent 
these problems. A light-weight net covering the pen and set 
on flexible poles to allow the net to distort as the pen flexes 
has been found to be effective.


In addition to controls implemented at the farm level, there 
would be great benefit if DPIPWE could work with industry 
to undertake a more comprehensive review of the issues 
associated with wildlife interactions.


4.8 Monitoring obligations


Environmental monitoring associated with salmonid marine 
farm leases principally involves the assessment of benthic 
condition and water quality in marine farming development 
plan areas. These monitoring programs are subject to a 
consistent management framework applying to operational 
marine farming lease areas. However, industry also 
participates in much wider monitoring, including baseline 
studies, broadscale programs, wildlife interactions, marine 
debris, noise and threatened species surveys. 


Monitoring is consistent with the world’s best practice 
EU Framework Directive for Marine and Coast16.


Benthos
Stressors to benthic health associated with particulate 
organic waste material are managed using an adaptive 
monitoring and data reporting framework. 


This framework provides for the assessment and 
management of potential effects of particulate organic waste 
material on benthic health in and around marine farming 
lease areas. 


Waste material associated with salmonid marine farming 
activities can be in the form of fish faeces, waste fish feed 
and in situ net cleaning washings. Management objectives 
and indicators specific to benthic condition are defined 
in management controls and marine farming licence 
conditions and prescribe ongoing monitoring and reporting 
requirements. 


FRAME 8: 
To avoid physical interactions between farming and 
wildlife, seals and birds are being kept away from 
farmed fish by specifically designed underwater and 
over-pen netting.


FRAME 9: 
Pens should be provided with double-net seal 
barriers, unless operators can demonstrate that  
their single-net system will be equally as effective 
at preventing seal attacks.


FRAME 10: 
With the introduction of effective barrier technology 
for seal exclusion, seal capture and relocation  
should be phased out.


FRAME 11: 
The Wildlife Management Branch of DPIPWE should 
work with the marine farming industry to undertake 
a comprehensive review of wildlife interactions 
and associated issues, with a view to developing a 
comprehensive set of protocols and research priorities.


FRAME 12: 
Environmental monitoring by the Tasmanian salmonid 
industry must be consistent with world’s best practice.


16 EU Commission Decision (September 2010) Criteria and methodological standards on good environmental status of 
marine waters. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32010D0477(01)&from=EN
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The primary monitoring tool for benthic condition is video 
surveillance. Operators must:


• Show evidence of surface footage showing pen bays and
compass bearings on stocked pen sites


• Supply a time and date stamped differential GPS file
(DGPS) showing logged positions for ROV spot dives


• Supply video footage with clear time and date stamp
• Supply a DGPS file showing the logged positions of a


Standard Permanent Mark (SPM) as a quality control
measure.


clearly attribute, the management framework provides the 
capacity to identify and progress research priorities. This 
may involve collaboration between the regulator, industry 
and researchers. The outcomes of monitoring, compliance 
reporting and research can then be used to inform the 
refinement of the program.


Water column
Whole benthic monitoring provides local indicators of 
environmental health within and around leases; water column 
monitoring provides broader scale indicators.


Stressors that may affect water quality include nutrient 
loading and dissolved oxygen depletion associated with 
fish metabolic processes, respiration and biogeochemical 
processes within organically enriched sediments. 


Management objectives and indicators specific to water 
quality are defined in relevant management controls and 
marine farming licence conditions and prescribe ongoing 
monitoring and reporting requirements. As with benthic 
monitoring surveys, water quality monitoring surveys may  
be subject to audit by DPIPWE-EPA. 


Geo-referencing and reporting protocols ensure that data 
is collected from prescribed locations. Original laboratory 
reports must be supplied to the regulator and must satisfy 
specified quality assurance/quality control requirements.  
In conjunction with the monitoring, relevant information on 
feed inputs (used to derive nitrogen emission figures) and 
biomass must be reported and this information is assessed 
by DPIPWE-EPA against specified criteria, aligned with 
management objectives. 


The outcomes of these assessments are then communicated 
to relevant stakeholders. Should monitoring identify effects 
that are unexpected or difficult to clearly attribute to marine 
farming activities, the management framework provides for  
a variety of responses. 


These could range from the implementation of controls on 
nitrogen emissions (for example, the limits that have been 
imposed for the D’Entrecasteaux Channel and Huon and  
Port Esperance Marine Farming Development Plan areas) 
to more focused monitoring and research. This often  
involves collaboration between the regulator, industry 
and researchers.


The submitted report, DGPS file and video footage are then 
reviewed and validated by DPIPWE-EPA staff.


While video monitoring is the primary routine monitoring 
tool, supplementary targeted monitoring includes sediment 
infauna, sediment physicochemistry and seabed flora and 
fauna. 


Pen specific feed input and net cleaning information is 
reported to the regulator pursuant to marine farming 
licence conditions and used by DPIPWE-EPA to determine 
monitoring survey specifications and focus monitoring effort in 
appropriate locations within and outside the operational lease. 


Monitoring surveys may be subject to audit by DPIPWE-
EPA. Geo-referencing and reporting protocols are in effect 
to ensure that data is collected from prescribed locations. 
Monitoring reports and underwater video footage must be 
reported by the lease holder pursuant to licence conditions 
and these are assessed by DPIPWE-EPA against specified 
criteria, aligned with relevant management objectives. 


The outcomes of these assessments are then communicated 
to relevant stakeholders. Dependent on the outcomes of 
the monitoring, the ongoing monitoring cycle may continue 
unchanged, or, if necessary, further information on benthic 
condition can be collected through an immediate and 
targeted triggered survey to verify attribution. 


In the event that significant benthic impact is evident and 
attributable to marine farming operations, the regulator 
directs the lease holder to undertake a range of management 
responses consistent with management controls to mitigate 
these effects. 


The spatial extent and frequency of monitoring can also be 
increased, thereby providing the capacity to accurately gauge 
the effectiveness of the chosen management response and in 
turn inform future management approaches. In cases where 
monitoring identifies effects that are unknown or difficult to 
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4.9 Adaptive management


Adaptive management is a structured, iterative process 
of optimal decision-making that uses the best science 
available to further improve our knowledge of the system 
over time using comprehensive monitoring. In this way, 
decision-making simultaneously maximises one or more 
resource objectives and, either passively or actively, accrues 
information (e.g. by monitoring and modelling through 
fluctuating system conditions) needed to improve future 
management. Through adaptive management, rigorous 
control can be applied that assures sustainable operation 
and development.


Figure 217 shows an example of the adaptive management 
cycle. 


Adaptive management is a tool which should be used not 
only to change a system but also to learn about the system. 
Because adaptive management is based on a learning 
process, it improves long-run management outcomes. The 
challenge with using adaptive management lies in finding 
the correct balance between gaining knowledge to improve 
management in the future and achieving the best short-term 
outcome based on current knowledge.


Figure 2: The adaptive management cycle.


The achievement of adaptive management objectives 
requires an open management process which seeks to 
include past, present and future stakeholders. Adaptive 
management needs to at least maintain a culture of 


openness but often needs to actually create it in the first 
instance. Adaptive management must therefore be both 
a scientific and social process.


At the core of the adaptive management process is a detailed 
and targeted environmental monitoring program and a 
whole-of-environment predictive model. An industry-driven 
environmental monitoring strategy aimed at incorporating 
both company-specific and statutory monitoring requirements 
will optimise future production management and 
sustainability assessment of farming activities.


These processes focus on addressing the main risks to the 
wider aquatic environment and farmed fish (fish health). 
The ultimate aim of the adaptive management program is 
to monitor production over time and increase knowledge in 
relation to the sustainability and feasibility of our operations. 
Monitoring any potentially adverse environmental effects 
will be associated with the application of relevant mitigation 
measures based on the severity of the observed impacts. 


Adaptive management by its nature provides for flexibility, 
 for example: 


• Sampling frequency can be targeted to high risk periods
• Some parameters may be replaced by others, and/or new


ones added
• Some parameters may be removed if they no longer reflect


an element of risk
• The relevance of survey sites may also change with time


and some may need to be created, replaced or moved.


As a general rule, monitoring is carried out not simply to 
accumulate a wealth of data but rather to identify and tackle 
specific risks and uncertainties. 


The prioritised risks are identified through consultation with 
the regulators, relevant experts and community stakeholders. 
The risks are managed by the adaptive management process 
with continued long-term stakeholder involvement. 


FRAME 13: 
Adaptive management is the most appropriate 
management regime for the industry and it is both 
a scientific and social process.


17 http://www.cmar.csiro.au/research/mse/images/adaptive_cycle.gif
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Fish farm management must address several key risks.


Industry level risks that:


• Farming operations might have a significant effect outside
their lease areas. Examples include, but are not restricted
to, eutrophication and the particular requirements of areas
such as Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Areas and
of endangered/threatened species


• Industry’s social acceptance might be jeopardised by poor
water quality and ecological outcomes, and by negatively
impacting upon the local community and on other marine
industries in the region.


Farm level risks that: 


• Eutrophication will adversely affect water quality
on the farms


• Changes to environmental conditions might precipitate
a fish health event


• Changes to water quality or fish health on one lease
might transfer to neighbouring leases.


These risks drive both the strategies (modelling/limits) and 
implementation plans (environmental monitoring program) 
of the adaptive management process.


The critical importance of robust and genuine adaptive 
management can be seen in the Macquarie Harbour 
experience. Figure 318 graphs the trend in dissolved oxygen 
concentrations over more than 20 years.


Figure 3: Dissolved oxygen trend in Macquarie Harbour.


Figure 3 shows how seasonal dissolved oxygen levels 
commenced a significant downward trend in 2010 that 
continued through the next 5 years. Daily dissolved oxygen 
levels were worse at depth, approaching and often reaching 
zero, for extended periods across much of the Harbour. 
Ultimately, in 2016 and 2017 this led to regulatory action 
and a decrease in stocking levels. However it is Huon 
Aquaculture’s view that action should have been taken much 
earlier, arguably in 2013 at the latest.


The graph highlights two things. First, the value of monitoring 
in showing when things are going wrong, and, second, the 
potential for catastrophic failure if remedial action is not 
taken soon enough. 


Macquarie Harbour naturally has very high organic inputs 
from rivers, which in turn lead to unusually high sediment 
organic matter levels and consequently high biological 
oxygen demand20. The causes of the oxygen decline in the 
water column are complex and require more research to 
understand well but there is no doubt that the declining 
oxygen levels could be catastrophic for the salmon farms, 
and urgent adaptive management action in response to 
those environmental changes was called for.


There have been two significant mortality events in the last two 
years due to low oxygen levels. In each case, it was fortuitous 
that the entire Harbour-wide stock was not affected by oxygen 
starvation causing mass mortality across the Harbour. Failure 
to take a precautionary approach soon enough could easily 
lead to catastrophic failures of the industry, as has occurred 
overseas.


FRAME 14: 
Adaptive management by industry must be 
accompanied by adaptive regulation by government, 
with regulators responding early and precautionarily 
to environmental monitoring data.


18 Ross, J. & MacLeod, C. (May 2017) Environmental research in Macquarie Harbour — Interim synopsis of benthic and water column conditions.  IMAS 
report prepared for the EPA and DPIPWE. http://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/IMAS-Progress%20Report%20on%20Macquarie%20Harbour%20FRDC%20 
2016%20067%20May%202017.pdf  
19 RSPCA Australia (March 2017) Farmed Atlantic salmon RSPCA Approved Farming Scheme standards. https://www.rspca.org.au/sites/default/files/
website/what-we-do/approved-farming-scheme/2017-03_SALMON_Standards.pdf 
20 Knight, B., Forrest, B. & Johnston, C. (August 2015) Macquarie Harbour environmental and fish health monitoring review.  Report prepared for DPIPWE.
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Sometimes the appropriate regulatory action may be to pre-
emptively and precautionarily reduce regulated limits below 
what industry may want. In the case of Macquarie Harbour, 
for example, by October 2016 an IMAS study estimated that 
both fauna and oxygen levels under some salmonid pens had 
reached virtually zero but the regulated stocking limit for the 
Harbour was only reduced to 12,000 tonnes (from 20,000 
then 14,000 tonnes) even though the standing biomass of 
10,000 tonnes was already less than that limit.


Recently, the limits have been raised up to 16,000  
tonnes on the presumption that a novel waste collection 
and removal system being deployed on some leases  
will be successful.


4.10 Regulatory changes intended 
by government


The government is proposing to make changes to the current 
regulatory regime as follows21.


In June 2016, the Minister for Primary Industries and Water 
announced the government’s intention to transfer the day-
to-day environmental regulation of salmonid aquaculture 
from the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water 
and Environment (DPIPWE) to the Environment Protection 
Authority (EPA). The decision covers environmental 
regulatory functions for both marine and freshwater salmonid 
aquaculture activities, including hatcheries. 


As an interim measure pending these permanent legislative 
changes, since 1 July 2016 the EPA Director has been 
regulating the environmental aspects of salmonid 
aquaculture activities by delegation under the Living Marine 
Resources Management Act 1995 and the Marine Farming 
Planning Act 1995. 


Transferring environmental responsibility to the EPA will: 


• Separate the statutory responsibilities for planning and
development functions from the day-to-day environmental
regulation of the industry


• Enhance and streamline existing regulatory processes
• Strengthen environmental regulations to ensure they keep


pace with industry growth and support community and
market confidence and expectations.


The process involves changes to a number of pieces of 
legislation including: 


• Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act
1994 (EMPCA)


• Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 (MFPA)
• Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 (LMRMA),


and Inland Fisheries Act 1995 (IFA).


FRAME 15: 
Industry and regulators must be prepared to take 
severe precautionary action to head off potential 
catastrophic failures.


FRAME 16: 
The Macquarie Harbour experience highlights  
the critical importance of adaptive management 
being implemented in deed not just in name,  
with unequivocal indicators of progressive 
environmental decline there (dissolved oxygen  
and benthic condition) not being matched by 
appropriate industry or regulator responses.


FRAME 17: 
Transferring regulatory authority for salmonid farming 
to the EPA will strengthen the industry and increase 
community confidence in its long-term sustainability, 
but the EPA Director must be supported by industry, and 
by fish health and biosecurity expertise and advice.


21 Position Paper Salmonid Aquaculture Environmental Regulatory Changes, available at http://dpipwe.
tas.gov.au/Documents/Salmonid%20Environmental%20Regulation%20Position%20Paper.pdf
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Environmental Management and Pollution  
Control Act 1994 (EMPCA)
The establishment of an Environmental licence for salmonid 
aquaculture as a new regulatory instrument under the 
EMPCA is a key component of the legislative changes. It will 
apply to both freshwater and marine salmonid aquaculture 
and hatcheries. 


The government sees the benefits of having an Environmental 
licence to include: 


• Certainty and transparency for both industry and the
community through independent regulation by the EPA


• Streamlined and efficient environmental regulation by one
authority and


• Flexibility in establishing and varying environmental
conditions as required.


As part of this process: 


• All salmonid aquaculture operations will be included
in Schedule 2 of the EMPCA as Level 2 activities and
regulated through an Environmental licence issued by
the EPA Director


• In addition to existing licence requirements under other
legislation, both marine and inland salmonid farm
operators, including hatcheries, will also require an
Environmental licence to operate


• As part of the legislative amendments, transitional
provisions will ensure that the environmental requirements
in existing Marine Farming and Inland Fish Farm licences
will remain in force until an Environmental licence is
issued. Where relevant, this will also apply to Environment
Protection Notices issued under EMPCA and permits
issued under the Land Use Planning and Approvals
Act 1993


• Provisions to avoid inconsistency and unnecessary
duplication across associated pieces of legislation will
also be included.


Other amendments to the EMPCA will: 


• Specify penalties for failing to hold an Environmental
licence where required, or for failing to comply with the
conditions of a licence, and enable Infringement Notices to
be issued for non-compliance


• Where possible, maintain the existing processes currently
used for applications and assessments to minimise any
unnecessary regulatory burden on industry


• Allow for the variation, transfer, surrender, suspension
or cancellation of Environmental licences by adopting
provisions similar to those in the LMRMA and IFA


• Include appeal provisions equivalent to those already
in the EMPCA


• Include provisions to enable the EPA Director to refer
applications for an Environmental licence for a marine
farm to the EPA Board for assessment. Following this,
existing Board assessment processes would be employed.


In addition to amendments to the EMPCA, the government 
also intends to make companion changes to other pieces  
of legislation that are relevant to the overall management  
of the salmonid industry, as follows.


Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 (MFPA) 
Amendments to the MFPA will enable the EPA Director to 
ensure that environmental issues are considered and taken 
into account in relation to the development of Environmental 
Impact Statements, draft Management Controls and marine 
farming planning and development processes. 


Provisions will be included to ensure that the EPA Director is 
kept informed of any Emergency Orders or Plans, as well as 
relevant matters relating to marine farming leases, subleases, 
subdivisions and expansions to areas that are issued under 
the MFPA. 


Living Marine Resources Management  
Act 1995 (LMRA)
Amendments to the LMRMA will ensure that the EPA Director 
is kept informed of applications for the grant, renewal, 
variation, transfer, cancellation or surrender of Marine 
Farming licences. 


Inland Fisheries Act 1995 (IFA) 
Amendments to the IFA will ensure that the EPA Director 
is kept informed of applications for the grant, renewal, 
variation, transfer, cancellation and surrender of Fish  
Farm licences. 


Timing and next steps 
It is proposed that a Bill to enable the amendments to the 
current environmental regulatory system will be introduced 
into Parliament with a view to a structured implementation of 
the new regulatory framework over a twelve-month period.
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5 ADDITIONAL REGULATORY 
CHANGES REQUIRED


Industry welcomes the transfer of environmental regulation from DPIPWE to the EPA Director but this must be 
supported by an appropriate allocation of funding and staff. The EPA already has a high workload and the 
addition of new responsibilities without commensurate additional resources and expertise will simply compound 
existing problems.


5.1 Industry specific regulator


The salmonid farming industry is a considerable contribution 
to the Tasmanian economy and community and warrants a 
dedicated regulatory officer who has industry regulation as 
their full-time role, rather than it being the responsibility of an 
EPA Director who has broad responsibilities across a range 
of sectors. 


The creation of a specific position within the EPA, nominally 
to be called the Finfish Aquaculture Regulator, would 
provide the necessary focus and attention that the industry 
warrants. Perhaps more than any other primary industry, 
salmonid farming environmental and biosecurity matters are 
inextricably intertwined and this should be reflected by an 
amalgamation of regulatory powers under this single person.


The current proposals for regulatory change focus on 
environmental regulation. No companion changes 
are contemplated for biosecurity regulation, which is 
administered by the Chief Veterinary Officer under the 
Animal Health Act 199522. 


While the EPA Director (or preferably the proposed Finfish 
Aquaculture Regulator) and the Chief Veterinary Officer 
can work in concert, the salmonid industry’s separation of 
environmental and biosecurity management between two 
regulators is a historic artefact of legislation. Perhaps more 
than in any other primary industry,  environmental, fish health 
and biosecurity matters in salmonid farming are inextricably 
intertwined and this should be reflected by an amalgamation 
of regulatory powers under a single person. 


Again, this person could either be given explicit statutory 
powers through legislative changes to environmental, fish 
health and biosecurity legislation or, more simply, could be 
administratively delegated powers by the EPA Director and by 
the Chief Veterinary Officer under their respective Acts.


The separation of regulatory control of salmonid hatcheries 
and marine farms is a similarly artificial division. Biosecurity 
management, in particular, is a continuum from (land-based) 
hatching to (marine) harvest, but the same applies to other 
aspects of the farming cycle. 


Examples include selective breeding, brood stock 
management, land-to-sea transfer scheduling, inter-company 
stock mingling and recent moves to on-grow smolt to larger 
sizes in land-based farms before transfer to the sea.


These inter-related aspects should be regulated under a 
single authority, which would require the Finfish Aquaculture 
Regulator to also be given powers under the Inland Fisheries 
Act 1995.


FRAME 18: 
The transfer of regulatory responsibility for the 
salmonid industry to the EPA must be accompanied 
by a commensurate allocation of additional  
resources and expertise.


FRAME 19: 
The transfer of environmental regulatory responsibility 
for the salmonid industry to the EPA Director could be 
further enhanced by the creation of a specific position 
of Finfish Aquaculture Regulator, dedicated to 
ensuring the long-term sustainability of the industry.


FRAME 20: 
The Aquaculture Industry Regulator should be 
given regulatory powers for all regulatory aspects 
of the salmonid industry, including environmental, 
biosecurity, hatcheries and land-based smolt  
grow-out, either explicitly or by statutory delegation 
under relevant Acts.


22 In addition to controls at the national level under the Quarantine Act 1908
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5.2 Dealing with empty leases


As the industry has evolved and knowledge about optimum 
growing conditions and maximum stocking limits has 
improved, some early leases, notably in the Huon–Channel 
region, have been vacated. The Minister can cancel unused 
leases under section 68 of the Marine Farming Planning Act 
1995 but this power has rarely been used.


Although vacated, empty leases nevertheless retain an 
intrinsic value to the holding company because of the 
difficulty and complexity of obtaining new leases. Lease 
holders are therefore loathe to relinquish unused leases 
without a commensurate granting of a new lease in better 
waters. 


The current statutory regime does not provide a mechanism 
to reduce the maximum leasable area in a marine farming 
zone. Lease holders therefore fear that relinquishing a     
lease—which would result in a zone’s leased area falling 
below the leasable cap—could see another operator being 
granted a lease within that zone, thereby undermining the 
purpose of relinquishment.


These risks and concerns could be mitigated by legislative 
change, to allow the regulator to:


• reduce the maximum leasable area of a marine farming
zone after a lease relinquishment to permanently remove
the relinquished area from being available again


• approve new leases through a simpler mechanism than
is currently available when that new lease will be linked
to the relinquishment of another.


It will not always be appropriate for unused leases to be 
relinquished, even if there is an associated granting of a 
new lease elsewhere. Unused leases retain value as back-up 
holding areas in the event of a disease outbreak that requires 
diseased fish to be temporarily relocated. These leases would 
effectively become ‘hospital leases’, and lease holders should 
be allowed to hold those leases empty indefinitely, provided 


that they are indeed suitable for disease management 
purposes—for example, an unused lease located close to 
active leases could not be considered to be a suitable lease 
for this purpose.


5.3 Review of decisions


The existing decision review provisions of the governing 
legislation have been described in section 4.4. 


In summary, the current situation is:


• Industry inputs to the Marine Farming Planning Review
Panel processes are possible but there are no appeal
provisions against the Minister’s final approval of a new
marine farm development plan


• Industry can appeal to the Resource Management and
Planning Appeals Tribunal against ministerial decisions on
amendments to plans, including where existing farms could
be adversely impacted


• The Minister can take advice from the Board of Advice and
Reference (if it is extant) on the allocation of leases within
marine farming zones, but the Board has been abolished


• There are no third-party appeals against the granting of
leases; the applicant may only appeal against refusals or
conditions (appeals go to the Tribunal)


• There are no third-party appeals against the granting
of licences; only the applicant may appeal (appeals go
to the Tribunal)


• The Minister can take advice from the Board of Advice
and Reference (if it is extant) on any other matter but this
additional power has never been exercised and the Board
has been abolished.


FRAME 21: 
The statutory regime should be amended to allow 
unused leases to be relinquished in exchange for 
simplified approvals for new leases elsewhere, and 
for lease relinquishment to trigger a commensurate 
reduction in the maximum leasable area of the 
original zone to permanently remove the relinquished 
area from being available again.


FRAME 22: 
The statutory regime should be amended to allow 
holders to designate suitably located leases to be 
hospital leases, and maintain them in an empty state 
indefinitely to be ready for the temporary relocation 
of diseased fish.


FRAME 23: 
The statutory regime should be amended to allow 
new lease applications specifically for hospital leases.
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These provisions go back to the original legislation and 
were not framed with biosecurity in mind. They therefore do 
not adequately provide for inputs, reviews or appeals by a 
company against decisions made in relation to another that 
may have biosecurity implications.


Because of the critical significance of biosecurity risks to 
industry, described in section 6.2, changes are necessary.


The following suggestions seek to achieve those changes with 
minimal legislative amendment, as far as possible making 
use of existing provisions.


There are two key components to the proposed changes. 


The first, already discussed in section 4.3, is to bring fish 
farming and biosecurity expertise onto the Marine Farming 
Development Review Panel, so that marine farm development 
plans incorporate appropriate fish health and biosecurity 
considerations from the outset.


The second is to reinstate the Board of Advice and Reference, 
ensure that the fish farming expertise member has biosecurity 
expertise23, and expand its role to the provision of advice and 
review on all aspects of marine farm decision-making, from 
plan development through lease allocation to licence issue. 


The proposed roles for the Board are shown in Figure 4.


Appeals are currently available to applicants in certain 
situations but there is no explicit opportunity for the interests 
of other marine farmers to be protected at every stage.


Under the proposals, the Board of Advice and Reference 
would ensure that the interests of other marine farmers are 
fully and properly considered when new plans are being 
developed, when new leases are being considered and when 
licences are being issued.


Figure 4: Proposed advisory and review roles of the 
Board of Advice and Reference.


At the planning stage, existing marine farmers can currently 
each provide inputs to the Panel on new plans but only 
through the public consultation process and they cannot 
appeal against new plans. Under the proposals, the Board 
could provide a review role for new plans on behalf of the 
wider industry.


At the lease issue stage, appeals are currently possible by 
applicants against lease conditions but not against the issue 
of a new lease. The Board could provide a review role for 
new lease decisions to protect other lease holders.


At the licensing stage, applicants can currently appeal 
against conditions but other marine farmers cannot. The 
Board could provide a review role for licence decisions to 
protect other licence holders24.


The proposed changes can be implemented under existing 
legislation, simply by the Minister reinstating the Board of 
Advice and Reference and directing it under section 50 of the 
Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 to provide the advisory 
and review roles shown in Figure 4. 


FRAME 24: 
The marine farming decision-making process 
for plans, leases and licences should explicitly 
and comprehensively incorporate fish health and 
biosecurity advice and review by a body independent 
of the decision-maker.


Existing Proposed
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PlansExisting 
plans


New 
plans


LeasesLease 
conditions


New 
leases


LicencesApplicant Other 
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and Planning 
Appeals Tribunal 


Resource 
Management 
and Planning 
Appeals Tribunal 


Resource 
Management 
and Planning 
Appeals Tribunal 


Marine Farming
Review Panel
and Minister 


Minister or
delegate


EPA Director
or proposed
Aquaculture
Industry Regulator 


Board of Advice
and Reference 


Board of Advice
and Reference 


Board of Advice
and Reference 


23 Under section 49(2)(b) of the Act that member must have “experience and knowledge in marine farming and the seafood 
industry”, which is sufficiently broad to allow the Minister to require that experience and knowledge to include biosecurity 
24 The EPA Director operates under the aegis of the EPA Board under the Environmental Management and Pollution Control 
Act 1994 but the EPA Board does not have the necessary industry expertise or focus for the marine farming industry
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The Minister could simultaneously direct the Marine Farming 
Planning Review Panel under section 9 to refer plans to the 
Board and the Minister (or delegate) could administratively25 
refer lease applications to the Board also.


As described in section 4.10, the government intends to 
transfer marine farm licensing to the EPA Director26 under the 
Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994 
(EMPCA), which will introduce RMPAT appeal provisions to 
marine farm licence decisions. However, the EMPCA is not 
a biosecurity statute and RMPAT will not have the necessary 
biosecurity expertise or mandate to take an industry-wide 
biosecurity perspective. The EPA Director (or proposed Finfish 
Aquaculture Regulator) could therefore administratively refer 
draft marine farm licence applications to the Board of Advice 
and Reference prior to making a decision.


5.4 Consolidation of Huon and Channel 
areas into one


The Huon and Channel areas are currently managed through 
separate marine farm development plans. This is a legacy of 
when the original plan areas were designated—areas were 
designated for geographic convenience rather than based on 
ecological processes and systems.


From an ecological and environmental perspective, the 
separation is entirely artificial. For example, the TPDNO 
(see section 4.5) for the Huon-Channel region is set on the 
basis of a biogeochemical model that models the entire 
area as a single system. This global TPDNO must then be 
administratively split between the Huon and Channel areas, 
even though there is no ecological or environmental split.


This will require the Minister to redesignate the areas under 
section 19 of the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 and 
for the plans to be merged. Rather than going through 
the normal plan development process, which would be a 
protracted and unnecessarily complicated process, this would 
be best achieved by special legislation.


5.5 Mandatory requirements for new leases


To avoid further exacerbating already high biosecurity risks, 
new leases should only be granted where strict prerequisites 
are met. Mandatory prerequisites should include:


• Separation distances between companies and between
year classes and subclasses


• Access to a shore base
• Access to a hospital site
• Access to fresh water and ability to effectively treat


amoebic gill disease
• Maximum water temperature limit
• Strong current flushing regime
• Use of an effective seal barrier.


FRAME 25: 
The Board of Advice and Reference should be 
reinstated and directed by the Minister to provide an 
independent advisory and review role for marine farm 
planning, leasing and licensing decisions.


FRAME 26: 
To reflect the underlying ecological and 
environmental integrity of the natural system, the 
Huon and Channel areas should be managed under 
a consolidated single Marine Farm Development 
Plan, with a single TPDNO for the entire area.


FRAME 27: 
New leases should only be approved if they meet 
mandatory requirements of: separation distances 
between companies and between year classes and 
subclasses; access to a shore base and hospital site; 
access to fresh water and ability to effectively treat 
amoebic gill disease; maximum water temperature 
limit; strong flushing regime; and use of an effective 
seal barrier.


25 Or, if relevant, use the powers of section 52 
26 Or, as proposed in section 5, the Salmonid Industry Regulator
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The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel and the Board of 
Advice and Reference, enhanced with appropriate expertise 
as described above, should be directed to regularly review 
these mandatory prerequisites and amend or supplement 
them as may be necessary to ensure the highest levels of 
biosecurity protection for the industry.


The application of minimum prerequisites will have 
ramifications for the future pattern of development of  
the industry. In south-eastern Tasmania, for example,  
the mandatory requirements could only be achieved in 
offshore areas (7 and 8), shown in Figure 5.


Figure 5: Areas (7 and 8) in south-eastern Tasmania to which  
new leases would be restricted by the mandatory requirements.


FRAME 28: 
The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel and the 
Board of Advice and Reference should regularly 
review the mandatory prerequisites for new leases to 
ensure the highest levels of biosecurity protection for 
the industry.
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6.1 Current biosecurity


Biosecurity is critical to the future of the industry. 


Industry’s concerns and requirements have been summarised 
in the TSGA’s submission to the Commonwealth government 
on its Biosecurity (Prohibited and Conditionally Non-
prohibited Goods) Determination 201627.


The number one priority for the industry is the maintenance 
of freedom from disease and pest status in Tasmania. 


Many of the serious diseases and pests of concern are exotic 
to Australia and will potentially have major implications 
for aquaculture and fisheries across Australia. However, 
wherever the Commonwealth cannot justify quarantine 
measures on a national basis it is critical that formal 
recognition of Tasmania as a region of differentiation in 
relation to biosecurity and quarantine matters is enforced 
due to its special circumstances and geographic isolation. 


In 2013, the salmonid industry engaged in discussions with 
DPIPWE to consider an integrated biosecurity program 
for the Tasmanian industry. The purpose of the integrated 
approach was to formalise biosecurity activities that are 
common to all industry operators, and to address the entire 
production life cycle and commercial activities of salmonid 
aquaculture. 


Biosecurity Program
The initiative led to the publication of the Tasmanian 
Salmonid Growers Association (TSGA) Biosecurity Program28.


The aims of the Program are: 


• Prevent the introduction and establishment of aquatic
diseases in Tasmania


• Limit the spread of existing diseases that pose a threat to
primary producers


• Inform industry and government representatives of
potential threats early enough to take precautionary
actions


• Manage existing diseases, and where possible reduce their
impact through coordinated mitigation strategies


• Respond rapidly and effectively to new incursions of
disease.


The objectives of the Program are:


• Establish a common understanding of industry compliance
and regulatory obligations for finfish license conditions and
plan area management controls, as per Tasmanian and
federal legislation


• Gain industry and government agreement on the minimum
biosecurity practices undertaken within the Tasmanian
salmonid industry


• Document the biosecurity practices in a manner which
clearly outlines responsibilities of all parties participating in
the Tasmanian salmonid industry


• Identify biosecurity strategies that have been implemented
to provide domestic and overseas markets with confidence
in the high aquatic animal health standards of Tasmanian
salmonids


• Establish a statewide biosecurity program that is effective
in managing the threats of disease to the industry and


• Demonstrate transparent and consistent biosecurity
decision-making and management practices consistent
with state and national obligations.


FRAME 29: 
Tasmania’s island status has provided a unique 
regional pest and disease status which must be 
recognised and maintained to ensure the ongoing 
viability of the industry.


6 BIOSECURITY


27 http://www.tsga.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Exposure-Draft-Biosecurity-Prohibited-and-Conditionally-Non-
prohibited-Goods-Determination-2016-TSGA-Submission-150617.pdf  
28 TSGA (September 2014) Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association Biosecurity Program. http://www.tsga.com.au/
wp-content/uploads/2014/11/TSGA-Biosecurity-Program-Issue-1-0.pdf 
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Development of the Program was guided by the Biosecurity 
Strategy for Tasmania—Salmonid Industry Working Group, 
with input from industry companies and DPIPWE. 


Guiding principles for the Program are: 


• Aim to be a world-class leader in salmonid aquaculture
biosecurity by developing and implementing best practice
biosecurity measures, with the goal to work toward best
practice in all aspects of enterprise operations


• Agree on the minimum industry-wide requirements
for biosecurity, with clear expectations for operational
requirements


• Develop biosecurity zonation and establish controls for
movement of stock and equipment between zones 


• Select locations for new facilities which are adequately
separated from existing aquaculture operations, as well as
other facilities which pose a biosecurity threat to salmonid
aquaculture


• Select new vessels, equipment and transport systems which
are designed and operated to prevent translocation of
disease agents


• Determine protocols for identifying and communicating
evidence of disease to industry companies and government
authorities in a timely manner.


The Program addresses the aims of prevention, detection, 
control and response to disease through: 


• Identification of regions and zones as a management tool
for appropriate biosecurity requirements


• Management measures for pathways that may introduce
or spread disease to any part of the salmonid lifecycle,
including contracted services (personnel, road vehicles
and vessels)


• Management measures for processors, waste and
mortalities


• Detection of disease with surveillance and diagnostic
capabilities


• Reporting and communication of disease incidents
• Emergency response arrangements; and
• Monitoring of compliance.


The TSGA also determined the need for: 


• Identifying roles and responsibilities of key personnel
involved in biosecurity decision-making;


• Implementation of the Program in enterprise biosecurity
plans


• Identifying corrective action to continuously improve
the Program


• Establishing review processes for the Program and
managing change.


Biosecurity regions and zones
Three marine biosecurity zones and one terrestrial zone 
for salmonid aquaculture have been designated in the 
Tasmanian state region, in consultation with DPIPWE: 


• Macquarie Harbour Marine Biosecurity Zone
• South East Marine Biosecurity Zone
• Tamar Marine Biosecurity Zone
• A single terrestrial zone for: hatcheries; fish processors;


waste management facilities; and research and
laboratory facilities.


Each of these zones is referenced for specific biosecurity 
management requirements in the Program. 


The marine biosecurity zones encompass geographical areas 
within the Tasmanian region, and are not to be confused with 
Marine Farm Plan Areas prescribed by DPIPWE-EPA.


Disease pathways
Pathways that may enable the introduction of exotic diseases 
to salmonid farming activities, or cause the spread of 
endemic diseases between industry production sites include: 


• Live fish movements, including the water in which they are
transported. Live fish includes all life stages of salmonids
(eggs, fry, smolt, broodstock and grow-out stocks)


• Infected fish products, post-harvest
• Contaminated feed
• Contaminated materials (eg. farm equipment including


harvest and mortality bins, transport trucks, marine vessels)
• Staff, contractors and visitors (eg. vehicles, equipment,


protective clothing)
• Wild aquatic organisms (eg. fish, crustaceans,


zooplankton, algae), which may also be carrying diseases
not previously introduced to farmed stock


• Wildlife interactions (eg. seals, birds)
• Biofouling of vessels and marine equipment, and ballast


water discharges from vessels
• Recreational anglers and wild fishers (eg. contaminated


tackle, vehicles, vessels, bait).


Specific internal pathway risks include:


• Movement of stock between hatcheries
• Movement of smolt from hatcheries to marine zones
• Movement of fish within marine zones
• Movement of harvest fish to processors
• Movement of broodstock, gametes or ova from production


sites to hatcheries
• Removal and handling of mortalities


Salmonid Industry Discussion Paper  | 24







• Entry of contaminated feed
• Personnel access to facilities
• Plant and equipment movement between biosecurity zones.


Detailed biosecurity controls are described in the Tasmanian 
Salmonids Growers Association’s Biosecurity Program.


6.2 Critical biosecurity risks


Despite the very comprehensive biosecurity program 
described above, the Tasmanian salmonid industry remains 
at critical risk of biosecurity failures.


Some diseases are known to cause very high mortality. For 
example, infectious hematopoietic necrosis (IHN) can cause 
>70% mortality in small fish and >50% mortality in large
fish; infectious pancreatic necrosis (IPN) can cause 100%
mortality in hatcheries; and infectious salmon anaemia
(ISA) can result in >90% cumulative mortality.


If any one of these diseases29 became established in 
Tasmania it could close the industry down. There could 
be huge job losses and financial losses, a crash from 


which industry may struggle to recover. This is not a 
theoretical scenario—there are many examples overseas of 
the devastating impact of disease on companies and 
communities.


The experience in the Faroe Islands has been mentioned 
earlier (section 3). Chile is another example. Figure 630 shows 
Chilean production trends over the last 20 years.


The introduction of ISA in Chile in 2007 resulted in Marine 
Harvest (just one company) having to close 27 production 
sites and two processing factories and make 1866 employees 
redundant. The devastating losses are reflected in Chile’s 
annual production figures. Like in the Faroes, the recovery 
from the crash occurred only after the introduction of strict 
new biosecurity controls, including safe minimum distances 
between companies and classes of fish31.


In addition to the above overseas diseases, which have 
yet to become established in Tasmania, there are existing 
established diseases that can cause serious problems for 
industry.


Examples include gill amoeba, reovirus, salmonid rickettsial 
septicaemia (RLO), yersinia, tenacibaculum and (since May 
2012) pilchard orthomyxovirus (POMV). There are also 
diseases specific to Macquarie Harbour, such as atypical 
Aeromonas salmonicida.


The progression of POMV in Tasmania illustrates the risks 
facing the Tasmanian industry, notwithstanding the industry’s 
biosecurity program.


FRAME 30: 
All controls and measures of the TSGA Biosecurity 
Program must be implemented, and supplemented 
with the additional measures identified in this paper 
and subjected to regular review.
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Figure 6: Production trends in Chile


29 There are also other diseases of great concern, including furunculosis, bacterial kidney diseases, cold water vibriosis, pancreas disease and viral 
haemorrhagic septicemia  
30 Source Bakkafrost 
31 Alvial et al (2012) The Recovery of the Chilean Salmon Industry — The ISA crisis and its consequences and lessons https://www.aquaculturealliance.org/
wp-content/uploads/2015/02/GAA_ISA-Report.pdf
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POMV in Tasmania
POMV was an incidental finding in two fish in the Tamar River 
in 2005/2006 and then was not seen again until 2012.


In May 2012, the first serious POMV infection occurred at 
a lease in the Huon Estuary, where it caused a cumulative 
mortality of more than 500,000 fish. Infection and mortality 
also occurred at another lease (> 20,000 fish). Later that 
year, a second serious infection occurred in smolt delivered 
to Dover, with more than 100,000 smolt dying.


In early May 2013, another serious infection started at a 
Tasman lease in newly transferred 13YC32 smolt. All 13YC 
pens at the site were affected. Mortality was up to 50% in an 
individual pen (ie. in order of 60–70,000 morts in a single 
pen).


POMV is now an established and very serious disease. In 
2016, Huon Aquaculture and Tassal each lost 300,000 
fish due to POMV. It has the potential to severely impact 
the viability of our industry if it starts to cause infection 
consistently in newly transferred smolt. 


The current biosecurity program did not and cannot prevent 
these types of outbreaks, and the Tasmanian industry remains 
vulnerable to the catastrophic crashes that have occurred in 
other countries.


6.3 Future biosecurity


Further substantial biosecurity measures are urgently 
required. The recovery of the Faroe Islands industry from 
the devastating outbreak of ISA in 2003 stands out as an 
exemplar of best practice.


Mortalities there are now in the order of 5 to 10% compared 
with 20 to 25% prior to its introduction—the Tasmanian 
industry by comparison currently has a mortality in the order 
of 20%, up from around 7% 15 years ago.


A Faroe Islands type of approach must form the basis for 
future biosecurity in the Tasmanian salmonid industry.


The Faroe Islands’ recovery success is based on three key 
principles: strong regulation; a few companies only in each 
growing region; and physical separation of companies  
within growing regions.


Regulation
A regulatory regime known as the Faroese Veterinary Model 
(FVM) emerged from the 2003 crash and has allowed the 
industry to recover and prosper once again. 


The FVM comprises:


• One generation farming
• Fallowing periods between each generation
• Immunisation and vaccination programs
• Movement restrictions on fish and equipment
• Imposition of density limits
• Brood stock to be held only on land
• Fish not to be held in open waiting pens at harvest stations
• Minimum distances between hatcheries
• Minimum distances between farms
• Rules to fight and control sea lice.


Companies per growing region
Prior to the 2003 crash, the Faroe Islands salmon industry 
comprised 27 companies, which were forced by the 
circumstances to consolidate down to only three following 
the crash. Clearly this situation does not apply in Tasmania, 
where there are currently only three (Huon Aquaculture, 
Tassal and Petuna) and it is unlikely that many more will 
emerge (although there were 18 companies at one stage).


This is a fortunate situation for future biosecurity in Tasmania.


Intercompany separation
The separation between companies in the Faroes Islands 
is shown in Figure 733. Apart from some minor overlaps, 
essentially each company now has a fjord area to itself. In 
the overlap areas strict farming, fish health and fallowing 
regimes are mandated.


This separation was implemented after the 2003 crash. Prior 
to the crash, the 27 companies were intermingled throughout 
the various fjord areas.


The very marked contrast between the new Faroe Islands 
regime and the current Tasmanian situation is shown by 
comparing Figure 7 with Figure 8 and Figure 9, which show 
the distribution of established leases in the south-east  
(Huon-Channel-Storm Bay) and Macquarie Harbour areas. 
Figure 8 also shows how Huon Aquaculture uses its leases.


32 Year class 13 
33  Bakkafrost presentation 2016
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Figure 7: Salmon company growing areas in the Faroe Islands


Figure 8 and Figure 9 highlight the close intermingling 
of leases in different ownership that characterises the 
Tasmanian industry.


This intermingling is exacerbated by each company using 
its leases within a different locality for different purposes. 
For example, one company’s smolt lease might be close to 
another company’s grow-out lease. Similarly, one company’s 
hospital lease might be close to another company’s 
production lease.


It is not just the proximity of leases that is of concern and risk. 
The intermingling also means that one company will need to 
tow fish pens past another company’s lease.


Figure 8: Established leases in south-east Tasmania


The intermingling of leases and transport routes is a high 
risk to the industry. It is fortunate that a catastrophic disease 
outbreak has not already spread through the industry. A 
physical separation of companies and fish classes is of the 
utmost importance to future biosecurity. If this cannot be 
achieved in existing areas, then sites should be managed as 
if they belong to one company, e.g. with same fish types next 
to each other. New areas should have adequate separation 
between companies and year classes.


Bakkafrost
Marine Harvest
Luna
Faroe Farming
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Figure 9: Established leases in Macquarie Harbour 


The existing situation of lease distribution and ownership 
has emerged over three decades and cannot easily be 
unravelled. In the Faroe Islands and Chile, it took a disaster 
to force change, and it was made somewhat easier there 
because of the natural physical separation of waters provided 
by the fjords.


In Tasmania, we must pre-empt disaster and make changes, 
recognising the geographical constraints and opportunities 
that we have. In the absence of fjords, separation can 
nevertheless be achieved through a combination of 
geography and good management and coordination.


For the Huon-Channel-Storm Bay region, a rezoning of areas 
according to grow-out staging should be undertaken. Under 
this concept, the Huon Estuary and Port Esperance would 
become dedicated to smolt, the mid-channel would become 
dedicated to out of season smolt growout and more southern 
offshore areas could be dedicated to spring smolt growout. 
Storm Bay would be an entirely separate zone dedicated to 
pre-smolt transfer and growout.


There are two fundamental ways of achieving this, either:


• Operational rezoning: The existing arrangement of
leases would largely be retained but companies would
coordinate their farming practices so that on neighbouring
leases all year classes and subclasses are put to sea and
harvested at the same time. This would have the effect of
the area being farmed as if it was by one company.


• Geographical rezoning: The existing arrangement of
leases would be reconfigured to create a geographical
separation between companies, so that within any given
zone all leases are held by one company.


The actual reconfiguration mechanism would need to be 
worked out by the industry and government but the principle 
to achieve is critical—a physical separation of year classes 
and subclasses, whether that is by coordinating companies  
or separating companies.


FRAME 31: 
A physical separation of companies and fish classes is 
of the utmost importance to the future biosecurity of 
the Tasmanian salmonid industry.


FRAME 32: 
Tasmania’s geography presents constraints to 
rigorous geographical intercompany separation 
but also opportunities for managed separation.


FRAME 33: 
The south-eastern region should be reconfigured 
to achieve either an operational or a geographical 
separation of year classes and subclasses, 
respectively either by companies coordinating their 
management of neighbouring leases or by lease 
ownership being reallocated to create geographically 
separate company zones.


Salmonid Industry Discussion Paper  | 28







In Macquarie Harbour, geographical zoning would be 
problematic. However, operational zoning could be achieved 
by reconfiguring the arrangement of leases so all companies 
farmed different year classes at different ends of the Harbour, 
with each year class having to be harvested and all leases 
fallowed for three months prior to the next year class being 
stocked. Another option would be mandating to companies 
that only one, common year class can be held in the Harbour 
at any time, with compulsory whole-of-harbour annual 
fallowing. This would require the Harbour growout period 
to be restricted to 9 months to allow a three-month fallow 
period to occur.  


The latter option would require significant changes to 
management practices, and would likely require companies 
to investigate the feasibility of growing first-year smolt 
in land-based facilities, something that is already under 
investigation in the south-east (see section 10).


Biosecurity management measures should be consolidated 
under a Tasmanian Veterinary Model (TVM) based on the 
following key principles:


1. Strong regulation
While the TVM should as a matter of prudence and good
husbandry be adopted voluntarily by industry, it should
be reinforced by a strong and active regulatory effort by
government.


2. Separation of year classes and subclasses
Companies should coordinate their use of their leases so
that nearby leases hold the same year class.
This would lead to a consolidation of use of areas within
growing regions. For example, inshore areas of the
Huon–Channel region would best become dedicated


to smolt leases for all companies, while offshore leases 
would be dedicated to grow-out for all companies.
A further refinement of this would be for companies to 
coordinate their stocking and destocking of leases, so 
that the same year classes go in and come out together 
where leases are close together.
Another important consideration, particularly in 
Macquarie Harbour, is the mixing of species (Atlantic 
Salmon and Ocean Trout) on a single lease. Whilst the 
potential for disease transfer is there, it is an order of 
magnitude lower in risk compared to risks associated 
with mixing of year classes. However, the industry and 
government need to determine if the residual risk is 
acceptable.


3. Dedicated hospital leases
When fish get diseases, companies need to move them
away from their own stock to another lease, to avoid the
disease spreading throughout a lease. However, without
coordination between companies, one company may
move its diseased fish to a location that, while remote
from its own stock, is close to another company’s stock.
To avoid this situation, companies should dedicate an
appropriately located lease in each geographical area to
become a hospital lease, where they will take that area’s
diseased fish until they recover. These leases should be
identified in advance and should be remote from any
lease held by another company.
If the current availability and distribution of leases does
not allow the dedication of appropriately located hospital
leases, then the creation of new leases for that purpose
must be a priority. This will require coordination by the
industry with the support and facilitation of government.


4. Restricted pen towing routes
Just as the close proximity of diseased fish on leases
poses a great risk to uninfected fish on nearby leases,
whether in the same or different ownership, the towing
of fish past leases can cause disease to spread.
Dedicated towing routes for diseased fish must be
identified and agreed to by all companies, in advance
of them being required. Towing should be progressively
phased out.


FRAME 34: 
Macquarie Harbour salmon farming should be 
restricted to year classes being separated or only  
one, common year class being held in the Harbour 
at any time, with compulsory whole-of-harbour 
annual fallowing.
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5. Greater use of well-boats
Towing of pens, even if along dedicated routes, increases
the potential for disease transfer. Over the next 3 to 5
years industry must move to a greater use of (closed-
valve) well-boats, by which fish can be transferred safely
inside the holds of the boats (with valve closed during
transport).


6. Greater use of offshore leases
The current distribution of leases in the south-east
means that many are intermediate between inshore and
offshore. For example, inshore leases are those in the
Huon Estuary, Port Esperance and close to Bruny Island;
offshore leases are in Storm Bay; intermediate leases are
in the centre of the Channel.
As well as providing better growing conditions, and
thereby being better leases in their own right, offshore
leases have the great advantage of being further away
from other, inshore, leases. If they are also managed as
entirely separate zones, they will be less susceptible to
disease transfer, whether that is from other leases to them
or from them to other leases.
Offshore leases provide better growing conditions for
fish but were problematic to farm until advances in
knowledge and technology made it practicable.
The pattern that evolved during the early years of the
industry was for inshore leases to be used for smolt and
intermediate leases to be used for growout. The recent
developments in offshore farming is allowing this to
change.


7. Separation by tidal excursions
Evidence34 suggests that the minimum separation
between companies should ideally be two tidal
excursions, which is the longitudinal distance that water
moves over two tidal cycles (10 km in Storm Bay, for
example). The principle is that free-floating disease


organisms cannot survive to be able to infect other fish 
over that separation distance and time.
Following the same principle, companies should try to 
coordinate their stocking and harvesting of their leases 
to achieve a similar separation between fish year classes 
and smolt subclasses35. 
The current arrangement of leases in both the south-
east and Macquarie Harbour does not currently meet 
this minimum separation distance. However, it should 
become a determining factor for year class separation 
on current leases and for the approval of new leases by 
government.


8. Conservative fish stocking densities
Conservative limits should be set for fish stocking
densities for pens and leases. These should be based
on the safe carrying capacity of the particular growing
waters, and will vary from region to region. For example,
the safe stocking densities in Macquarie Harbour are
much lower than they are in Storm Bay. The densities
must be based on viable net volume, rather than simple
physical net volume, to recognise that in sites like
Macquarie Harbour the low oxygen levels at depth mean
the deeper sections of nets can be unusable by fish.
Conservative stocking densities that reflect the safe
carrying capacity of the growing region should be
implemented based on viable net volume.


9. Sanitary harvest systems
Ideally, fish would be harvested at their lease to minimise
the risk of disease transfer. Transporting fish to a
harvest station creates a potential disease transfer risk,
particularly if the fish are held in open pens pending
harvest. The regular and repeated concentration of fish
being held in open pens at a harvest station creates
disease risk hot-spots.


34 Scottish Salmon Producers Organisation (2006-2017) Code of Good Practice. http://thecodeofgoodpractice.co.uk/chapters/ 
35 Examples of smolt subclasses within the same smolt year class include spring smolt and out-of-season smolt
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However, harvesting at exposed sites can be difficult due 
to sea conditions. Provided fish are healthy, they might be 
able to be moved to a dedicated lease or shore station 
for harvesting. 
If a shore-based harvesting system is used and fish that 
are showing signs of disease need harvesting, then these 
fish can be brought back in a closed valve well-boat and 
pumped directly into the harvest system with all the water 
returning to the wells of the vessel and then flushed at a 
site a sufficient distance away from any farming activities.
Another option being investigated in Norway is to bring 
fish back to closed pens or onshore tanks for harvesting. 
The feasibility of this should also be investigated by the 
Tasmanian industry.


10. Rigorous fallowing regimes
Fallowing must be undertaken for both disease control
and environmental reasons.
After fish have been removed for harvesting or
relocation, the seabed underneath pen-bays should
routinely be left fallow for long enough to deplete any
disease organisms that may be in the sediments. This
minimises the risk of disease transfer to the restocked
fish. Generally, this disease control fallowing will happen
on an annual basis, in coordination with the annual
harvesting cycle.
As well as entire lease fallowing that should occur
annually, individual moorings within leases should be
fallowed for longer periods to allow the seabed to return
to baseline conditions. This will require more mooring
positions within a lease than is used in any one year so
pens can be moved between moorings as required. This
will mean different requirements between inshore leases
and offshore leases with offshore leases not requiring to
do this as often as inshore leases.


FRAME 35: 
The future biosecurity of the industry should be based 
on a Tasmanian Veterinary Model (TVM), with intents 
and principles similar to the Faroe Islands Veterinary 
Model.


FRAME 36: 
The TVM should function to separate year classes 
and separate diseased and non-diseased fish in 
space and time, which will require close coordination 
and cooperation by industry, reinforced by strong 
government regulation.


FRAME 37: 
The TVM should include designated hospital leases, 
designated tow routes and progressive phasing out  
of towing, greater use of (closed-valve) well-boats,  
a transition to offshore farming, tidal excursion lease 
separation, sanitary harvest systems and rigorous 
fallowing regimes.
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PART B: GENERAL MATTERS







Traditional hatcheries use a flow-through design, where 
water is taken from the river, passed through the fish holding 
tanks and then discharged back into the river. Contemporary 
designs still take water from the river but recirculate almost  
all of it, with the small residual discharge usually being 
directed to land rather than back into the river.


Historically, flow-through hatchery discharges put nutrient-
rich water back into the river, and this can have localised 
eutrophication impacts immediately downstream, typically 
in the form of increased benthic algae. The hatcheries are 
not the sole cause of this eutrophication because all rivers 
with hatcheries have significant nutrient inputs from other 
activities, but the hatcheries are contributing factors.


Facilities have evolved various nutrient and waste mitigation 
measures to deal with this. For example, the Lonnavale 
hatchery on the Russell River uses drum filters and settlement 
ponds on the outflow before it goes back into the river, and 
this is very effective. There is no evidence of any associated 
stress or detrimental impact on macroinvertebrates or fish 
at that hatchery36. Nevertheless, to minimise water use and 
impacts on rivers, industry is building new hatcheries to be 
recirculating rather than flow-through systems.


Recent state-of-the-art hatcheries built at Lonnavale and 
Judbury, for example, recirculate 95-99% of water, with the 
residual water being directed to land application, typically 
irrigation.


The greater control provided by recirculation hatcheries leads 
to more rapid fish growth and shorter growing periods. Smolt 
weights at transfer to sea have increased from around 130 g 
to around 200 g. The new developments of further on-land 
grow-out (see section 10) can further increase the transfer 
weight to around 600 g, which will allow full grow-out to 
harvest in under 12 months.


In the meantime, older flow-through systems will continue to 
play a vital role in supplying industry with smolt, trout and 
brood stock. Most flow-through systems have been upgraded 
in recent years to incorporate some form of nutrient capture 
and water reuse using basic recirculation technology 
components. Nutrient capture techniques include settlement 
ponds, reed beds, microstrainers, biodigesters and irrigation 
before the outflow enters the river system again.


FRAME 38: 
When constructing new hatcheries, industry is 
preferentially evolving from older flow-through 
hatchery designs to contemporary recirculation 
designs, which use much less water and which have a 
lower environmental impact, while allowing faster fish 
growth and reduced growing periods.


7 HATCHERIES


There are currently 16 inland fish farms operating in Tasmania, producing salmonids (salmon and trout). Most 
are hatcheries producing smolt (immature salmon) for marine fish farms. 


36 Freshwater Systems (June 2015) Update on nutrients, benthic algal levels and 
aquatic fauna in the Russell River and their relationship to discharges from the 
Huon Aquaculture Company (HAC) farm facility.
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8 MARINE FARMING


8.1 Inshore versus offshore


For simplicity and convenience, lease locations can be 
described as inshore, offshore or intermediate between 
the two. For example, leases in the Huon Estuary might 
be considered to be inshore, leases in Storm Bay offshore 
and leases in the middle of the D’Entrecasteaux Channel 
intermediate. 


These terms are not driven by proximity to shore, however. 
Huon Aquaculture’s Storm Bay leases are only about as 
far from land as our mid-Channel leases are. The driver is 
exposure to wind and sea conditions, and the consequential 
pen and anchoring designs that are needed and the size of 
vessels needed to service them.


Our ‘offshore’ Storm Bay leases are much more exposed 
than our ‘inshore’ Huon Estuary leases are. The mooring 
systems and equipment used on the Storm Bay leases must 
be much more substantial than they need to be on the Huon 
Aquaculture leases. 


Macquarie Harbour leases can be subjected to rough sea 
conditions. However, the Harbour is considered to be an 
inshore region because much of it is relatively sheltered and 
because the bulk of its water volume has very low exchange 
rates, which is why dissolved oxygen levels and benthic health 
have become concerning for salmon farming.


Offshore sites tend to be deeper, with high wave-energy 
and stronger currents. They require substantial pen and 
anchoring systems and service vessels suited to these 
conditions. Due to the more exposed conditions, they are 
usually further from land and residential settlements and 
often remote. The environmental benefits of offshore leases 
are also considerable including greater oxygen availability 
and quicker flushing reducing any impacts on the sediment 
and water column.


Inshore sites tend to be in shallower, enclosed waters, away 
from high-energy waves. They may have strong currents, but 
often not. Pens can be smaller and anchoring systems can be 
less robust. Usually, these sites are more visible and closer to 
residential settlements.


Evolution of the industry
When the Tasmanian salmon industry was getting started in 
the 1980s, the ideal farming site was a relatively sheltered, 
semi-enclosed bay. As for inshore sites, early pen designs 
were much smaller and with shallow nets to accommodate 
the shallow water depth, with shelter the primary determining 
factor as long as there was adequate current movement for 
the fish37.


The present distribution of marine leases largely reflects 
those early decisions. Under Tasmanian legislation, it is 
very difficult to relocate leases, so the original location and 
distribution of the early leases have become entrenched  
and subsequent leases have developed around that 
original arrangement.


The result is a configuration of leases that is far from ideal, 
and which would not be repeated if lease locations were 
being allocated today with the current technology that is 
available. Unfortunately, this has created a situation that 
presents a number of issues, including compromised fish 
health, increased environmental degradation and severe 
biosecurity risks, a subject addressed in section 6.


The recent industry response to these risks has been to start 
to develop offshore leases, well away from the original 
inshore leases.


8.2 Underwater lighting


Underwater lighting is used to prevent sexual maturation 
of fish in their first year at sea. This usually involves night-
time subsurface lighting during winter and spring. The 
industry typically used to use a number of 400 to 1000 watt 
sub-surface metal halide lights in each pen. This lighting 
produced a distinct diffuse underwater glow that could be 
visible from above. The development and adoption of LED 
lighting that directs the light downwards in the pen has 
greatly reduced above water visibility and enhanced light 
efficacy.


8.3 Fish bathing


The most significant fish health issue for Tasmanian Atlantic 
salmon farms in the SE is the gill amoeba parasite. This is 
a naturally occurring parasite that can smother fish gills, 
causing mortality.


Fortunately, treatment of gill amoeba is very simple—it can 
be killed by bathing the fish in fresh water for 2 to 3 hours. 
This is due to the amoeba being unable to survive the change 
in salinity, whereas the salmon can.


Freshwater bathing was initially conducted by towing pens to 
a shore base that had a fresh water supply. This evolved to 
the use of a large liner slung inside an empty pen and filled 
with fresh water from another liner that was towed out to the 
lease. The fish would then be pumped across into the new 
pen containing the liner and after a 2-3 hour bath the liner 
would be removed. At this point, the fresh water would flush 
from the area and the fish would be in their new pen that 


37 The criterion was >2 cm/sec, which is very low by contemporary expectations
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would then be moored back within the lease. More recently, 
underwater pipelines have been used to bring water out to 
some leases from the shore, reducing the number of liners 
being towed out to the leases. 


Even more recently, the use of purpose-designed vessels, 
such as Huon Aquaculture’s Ronja Huon well-boat greatly 
reduces the need for liner towing and pen movements, as fish 
can be siphoned up into the hold of the vessel where they 
are bathed in fresh water, after which they can be released 
back into their source pen. New, larger vessels capable of 
producing their own fresh water on board will remove the 
need for towing liners altogether. 


8.4 Fish transport


Fish have previously been transported from hatcheries to sea 
by boat in tankers and from smolt leases to grow-out leases 
by towing the pens, and from the grow-out leases back to the 
shore for harvest by towing pens.


The need for these transfers can be removed through the 
use of purpose-designed vessels such as Huon Aquaculture’s 
Ronja Huon, which can take multiple truckloads of smolt in 
one load and siphon up fish from a sea pen and transport 
them live to a new pen (usually in conjunction with a 
freshwater bath) or back to a shore base for harvesting.


8.5 Warming waters


The preferred temperature range for Atlantic salmon is  
12–15°C. Post-smolt fish show signs of thermal stress at  
17°C, and above that growth and development is impaired. 


As the temperature of water increases, its oxygen content 
decreases and lowered oxygen availability can exacerbate 
the temperature stress. At fish temperatures above their 
optimal, immunosuppression can also occur, increasing fish 
susceptibility to infectious diseases (such as amoebic gill 
disease, reovirus, Rickettsia-like organism, Tenacibaculum 
and yersiniosis).


Temperature increases could also have indirect impacts on 
farmed fish, for example through increased density and new 
species of jellyfish blooms, which can cause toxic impacts 
and reduce oxygen availability, and through phytoplankton 
blooms, which can also diminish oxygen availability.


The Tasmanian Industry Selective Breeding Program selects 
for good performance at higher temperatures, as well as 
other factors including growth, but this alone may not be 
enough to keep up with the increased rate of change.


The warming waters already evident around Tasmania, 
together with future further warming due to climate change, 
create an imperative for industry to progressively move the 
focus of its operations from inshore to offshore sites where 
there is increased water flow and oxygen (but recognising 
that the southwards extension of the East Australia Current 
creates additional temperature constraints to salmon farming 
on the east coast, even offshore).


FRAME 39: 
Pen towing for fish bathing is being progressively 
reduced by the use of bathing barges and (closed-
valve) well-boats for bathing.


FRAME 40: 
Pen towing for fish relocation should be phased 
out through the use of closed-valve well-boats  
for live fish transport.


FRAME 41: 
Climate change and associated warming waters will 
progressively reduce the suitability of shallow inshore 
leases and increase the need to move to more 
exposed offshore leases.
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8.6 Stocking densities


Low stocking densities are essential for the health and well-
being of fish and for reducing the environmental impact of 
intensive fish farming.


In the early days of the industry, stocking densities around 20 
kg/m3 were common, but rates are now 10–12 kg/m3 
and Huon typically stocks at densities of around 8 kg/m3 
(approximately half the 15 kg/m3 maximum recommended 
by the RSPCA38). These low densities are most efficiently and 
practically achieved in large, offshore pens, which further 
points to this being the future direction of the industry.


These densities should be calculated by reference to viable 
net volume, which recognises that dissolved oxygen can be 
lower at depth, particularly in the highly stratified conditions 
in Macquarie Harbour where dissolved oxygen can be so low 
10 m down that salmon could not survive there. Including the 
volume of net below this depth in density calculations would 
be wrong.


8.7 Fish feeding


The Tasmanian industry currently uses fish feed manufactured 
by three suppliers: Ridley Aquafeeds (based in Narangba, 
Queensland), Biomar (based in Grangemouth, Scotland) 
and Skretting (Cambridge, Tasmania). Feeds are specifically 
formulated for Atlantic salmon farmed in Tasmanian 
conditions.


A typical biological feed conversion ratio (FCR) for the full 
grow-out cycle is 1.35, which means that 1.35 tonnes of 
feed is used to produce 1 tonne of fish. Feed manufacturers 
are continually working to reduce the amount of wild caught 
fish required in salmon feed. As noted by the Australian 
Marine Conservation Society’s Sustainable Food Guide, “It 
is likely that the companies producing salmon in Tasmania 
will achieve the goal of being net [fish] protein producers in 
coming years, meaning they should produce more weight of 
farmed fish than is contained in the fish feed39.” 


Industry feeds to appetite, following the principle of giving 
every fish every opportunity to eat when it wants to while 
minimising feed wastage to the seabed. Wasted food causes 
greater impacts on the seabed underneath pens and is also  
a direct financial loss for farmers.


Feeding typically uses video camera systems that assess the 
appetite and ingestion rate of the fish to feed to satiation 
without waste. This minimises food wastage and also pellets 
reaching the sea floor.


Additional monitoring of the sea floor is undertaken in 
accordance with licence requirements. This is usually by 
video cameras deployed on ROVs.


FRAME 42: 
The move away from inshore leases also addresses 
community concerns and is becoming progressively 
more viable with steady advances in technology, 
leading to improvements in fish husbandry and  
fish performance and environmental performance.


FRAME 43: 
For the welfare of fish, and to minimise seabed 
impacts and maximise the quality of product, industry 
should move towards stocking densities of less than 
12 kg/m3 of viable net volume, best achieved in 
offshore leases.


FRAME 44: 
Fish are fed to appetite, on the principle of allowing 
them to eat as much as they want to while minimising 
the loss of food to the seabed underneath the pens.


38 RSPCA Australia (March 2017) Farmed Atlantic salmon RSPCA Approved Farming Scheme standards.https://www.rspca.org. 
au/sites/default/files/website/what-we-do/approved-farming-scheme/2017-03_SALMON_Standards.pdf 
39 http://www.sustainableseafood.org.au/fish.php/1/6/atlantic-salmon
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Fish feeding is becoming more automated, with pellet-
recognition video software able to detect pellets falling to 
the bottom sections of pens. While these pellets are still 
eaten by fish, they indicate that the rate of consumption is 
slowing and feeding can then cease.


Feeding is also becoming increasingly centralised, with feed 
located within a central, moored feed barge that supplies 
feed to multiple pens through a network of floating pipes. 
Initially, this has been controlled by operators on the barges 
but with the move to offshore sites, and associated safety 
considerations, this local operation is being phased out and 
replaced with remote operation from land-based offices.


8.8 Mortality collection


The collection of dead fish from pens was a task that used 
to be undertaken by divers, but like fish-feeding is being 
automated through a network of pipes that collect dead 
fish from where they fall to the base of each pen and send 
them back to a central barge for ensiling. Again, this will 
progressively come to be remotely operated. Rapid and 
automated recovery of dead fish reduces disease risk and 
removes a potential attractant to predators.


8.9 Net cleaning


Like anything in the sea, nets can be subject to biofouling by 
organisms such as algae, mussels and sea squirts. Biofouling 
blocks the flow of water through the net and can act as a 
disease organism reservoir.


Clean nets allow for better water flow through the pen, which 
means more oxygen reaches the fish, making them more 
comfortable and healthier. 


In the early industry, biofouling was minimised by using 
copper-based anti-fouling paint on the nets. By design, these 
materials are toxic to marine organisms. Unfortunately, the 
anti-foulants can break-off from the nets and fall to the sea 
floor, and when nets are brought to shore for cleaning the 
removed waste is also contaminated.


The use of anti-fouling on nets is no longer considered 
appropriate and has been phased out with in situ net 
cleaners being used instead. 


In peak fouling times during summer and in parts of spring, 
nets may need to be cleaned as often as once a week. This 
reduces to every two to three weeks in winter.


A further benefit of in situ net cleaning is that it removes the 
need to take nets back to a shore base for cleaning.


In situ net washing leads to washed-off material and 
organisms falling to the sea floor. However, regular washing 
prevents organisms taking hold and growing on the net, 
greatly reducing the accumulated biomass. 


A two-year industry study40 supported by a Caring for 
our Country grant described the nature of this fallout and 
demonstrated that the levels of solids derived from net 
cleaning was less than 3% of either organic carbon, organic 
nitrogen or the total solids of any overall emission of the fish 
themselves. The study also found that of those net cleaning 
solids, 90% would be deposited within 100 m of the pen in 
low flow conditions and 200 m of the pen under high flow 
conditions. 


FRAME 45: 
Feeding is increasingly becoming centralised, with 
feed sent from centralised feed barges through a 
network of pipes to individual pens using a remotely 
operated system.


FRAME 46:
Dead fish collection is increasingly becoming 
centralised, with these fish pumped from the base 
of individual pens to centralised barges through a 
network of pipes using a remotely operated system.


FRAME 47: 
The use of anti-fouling has been phased out and 
replaced by in situ net cleaners.


40 CfC Grant No: GMX-OC11-01113. Improving water quality in cage 
finfish aquaculture: managing net biofouling. B. Yaxley. 101pp.
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8.10 Use of antibiotics


The following table summarises endemic diseases and their treatment methods41. The table shows that antibiotics are rarely 
used and that the main treatments for diseases are freshwater bathing and vaccination.


Disease Distribution (zones) Potential impacts Treatment


Ameobic Gill Disease 
(AGD).


Tamar and South East Marine 
Zones, but causative agent 
found in all zones.


Localised gill inflammation 
and hyperplasia.


Freshwater bathing.


Pilchard 
orthomyxovirus 
(POMV)


All zones. Serious morbidity and 
mortality.


No effective treatment. 
Vaccine being developed 
with the FHU Laboratory.


Yersiniosis (Yersinia 
ruckeri – serotype 
O1b).


Freshwater Zone hatcheries 
and associated with smolt 
transfer to marine zones.


Septicaemia. Yersinivac-B vaccine, or 
antibiotics in infected 
populations (rarely used).


Marine Aeromonas 
salmonicida biovar 
Acheron).


Macquarie Harbour Marine 
Zone.


High mortality rate without 
significant external lesions.


AnguiMonas vaccine.


Vibriosis (Vibrio 
anguillarum serotype 
O1).


Macquarie Harbour Marine 
Zone, but causative agent 
found in all zones.


Systemic bacterial infection 
with high mortality rate.


AnguiMonas vaccine.


Skin infections 
(Tenacibaculum 
maritimum and marine 
Flavobacterium spp.)


All zones. Skin lesions/ulcers 
associated with primary 
trauma (predation, net 
damage).


Antibiotics in infected 
populations (occasionally 
used).


Tasmania 
Aquareovirus


South East Marine Zone and 
Freshwater Zone.


Not associated with clinical 
disease, but often detected 
in association with disease 
caused by other agents.


Preventive measures to 
promote fish health.
Vaccine is under 
development with the 
FHU Laboratory.


Tasmanian Rickettsia-
Like Organism (RLO) 
– three serotypes
recognised in each
of the three marine
zones.


South East Marine Zone, 
where the South-East serotype 
is associated with clinical 
disease. 
The other serotypes have not 
been observed to be a cause 
of disease.


Low level mortality. Antibiotics in infected 
population (rarely used).
Corrovac vaccine for the 
South-East serotype in 
field trial.


Tasmanian 
Aquabirnavirus


Macquarie Harbour Marine 
Zone.


Systemic viraemia in post-
transfer smolt, with low 
level mortality.


Vaccine is under 
development with the 
FHU Laboratory.


Antibiotics are only ever be used to treat bacterial infections because they are 
ineffective against viruses. When they are used, it is always under veterinarian 
supervision and there is always a withdrawal period before harvesting.


41 Table 6.1 of TSGA (September 2014) Tasmanian Salmonid Growers 
Association Biosecurity Program.
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8.11 Monitoring and modelling


The Tasmanian salmonid farming industry collects a very 
wide range of data relating to waterway health. 


For example, the Broadscale Environmental Monitoring 
Program (BEMP) has collected over 75,000 individual data 
points from more than 120 full days of sampling over the 
past 8 years in the Huon-Channel region, and the current 
Macquarie Harbour Environmental Monitoring Program 
(MHEMP) involves monthly sampling from 17 sites and 60 
depths covering 30 parameters. 


The data collected by these programs goes well beyond 
meeting basic compliance needs and provides a transparent 
environment from which regulators, scientists, environmental 
groups and the general public can assess the industry’s 
actions. These datasets are robust, independently sourced, 
longitudinal, peer reviewed and audited, and interpreted 
summaries are often publicly available. 


The TPDNO (section 4.5), BEMP, MHEMP and future Storm 
Bay program are supported by broadscale and local impact 
modelling.


Broadscale modelling
In the Huon-Channel region, a sophisticated three-
dimensional biogeochemical model has been established 
by CSIRO and IMAS. The model was initially validated 
against 2002 water quality observations and reproduced 
concentrations of key parameters well.


The model has subsequently been used to predict water 
quality behaviour under a variety of scenarios to examine the 
potential impacts of fish farming on water quality.


Previous studies found that annual nitrogen fluxes through 
the Huon Estuary were dominated by oceanic inputs of 
nitrate during winter. Because of low light intensities and 
low temperature, this nitrate was mostly unutilised by 
phytoplankton, but during summer and autumn intense 
phytoplankton blooms occur. In these seasons, marine nitrate 
inputs are naturally low and fish farm nutrients can make a 
significant contribution to overall system production42.


The study also concluded that the Huon Estuary and the 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel were tightly coupled and that these 
two components needed to be studied and modelled as a 
single system. The biogeochemical model was developed  
on this basis.


In Macquarie Harbour, the Aquafin CRC has developed 
a harbour-wide numerical hydronamic model based on  
a similar approach and ultimately it too will include full  
three-dimensional hydrodynamic and biogeochemical 
components.


Local scale modelling
At the individual farm level, models such as DEPOMOD43 
are routinely used. DEPOMOD predicts the solids deposition 
on the seabed arising from fish farm operations. It has a 
structure made up of several core processing components 
including grid generation, particle tracking, re-suspension 
and benthic response modules (Figure 10). 


Figure 10: DEPOMOD components


42 Wild-Allen, K., Parslow, J., Herzfeld, M., Sakov, P., Andrewartha, J. & Rosebrock, U. (July 2005) Biogeochemical 
Modelling of the D’Entrecasteaux Channel and Huon Estuary. Aquafin CRC Project 4.2 (FRDC Project No. 2001/097) 
43 Scottish Environment Protection Agency
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The grid generation module converts field derived data into 
a grid containing information on depth, pen and sampling 
station positions for the area of interest. The particle tracking 
module takes information on wastage rates of fish food 
and faeces and hydrodynamics of the area and calculates 
the initial deposition of particles on the seabed. The re-
suspension module then redistributes particles according 
to near-bed current flow fields to predict the net solids 
accumulated on the seabed within the grid area.


Data availability
The region-wide BEMP and MHEMP initiatives, together with 
lease monitoring undertaken by individual companies, have 
built a comprehensive dataset of benthic and water quality in 
marine farming regions. There are also numerous detailed 
reports from IMAS, UTAS, CSIRO and Aquenal that are 
publicly available.


The data is provided to DPIPWE-EPA and expert scientific 
organisations such as IMAS for analysis and interpretation, 
and key reports are publicly available.


While there have been expressions of interest from 
community groups for the public release of the raw data 
itself, this is not considered to be appropriate because of the 
difficulties of correctly interpreting data without appropriate 
context or expertise. This view was supported by the recent 
Senate inquiry44. The Senate Committee did, however, 
recommend that annual reports for each aquaculture zone 
should be published and that there should be some online 
reporting of interpreted data.


These initiatives are supported.


8.12 Navigation


Tasmania has the highest level of recreational boat 
ownership in Australia, with one boat for every 17 
Tasmanians.


The Huon-Channel area is frequently used by recreational 
boaters (both yachting and motor boats) originating from the 
Huon area and visiting from other regions.


Macquarie Harbour is also a regular boating waterway.


The presence of marine farms can affect shipping lanes, 
transit lines, anchorages and safe navigation at night 
(lighting/marking issues). 


Marine farmers mark their farms to minimise interference 
with and risks to boating.


Concerns from the boating community about marine farms 
include:


• The need for clear navigational channels with good sight
lines, even in adverse weather


• The perceived lack of clarity for recreational boaters
of navigation marking, particularly with the large number
of leases in the Huon-Channel region.


Yacht clubs have suggested the use of coloured lights or 
possibly lasers to clearly delineate lease areas. 


Marine and Safety Tasmania (MAST) is the responsible 
authority in Tasmania for navigation and boating safety, and 
also for approving navigational markings on marine farms.


FRAME 48: 
Industry supports the online publishing of interpreted 
datasets from the BEMP and MHEMP initiatives.


FRAME 49: 
Industry will cooperate with Marine and Safety 
Tasmania, other authorities and the boating public 
to implement whatever navigational markers are 
appropriate, including innovative systems suggested 
by boating organisations.


44 Senate Environment and Communications References Committee (August 2015) 
Report on the regulation of the finfish aquaculture industry in Tasmania
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9 SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT


9.1 Community support and concerns


The salmonid industry is now a major employer in rural 
Tasmania, and has brought optimism and vigour to local 
communities that would otherwise be struggling.


It is not enough, however, to passively assume that support 
for the industry will automatically follow unabated. Each 
company should have its own community engagement plan, 
and industry as a whole should have an overarching strategy.


Industry must continually engage openly and transparently 
with its stakeholders.


Stakeholders include:


• Local and wider communities, including the Aboriginal
community


• Local and State government, and in Macquarie Harbour
the Commonwealth Government


• Non-governmental fishing, boating and environmental
organisations


• Tourism operators.


Independent surveys commissioned by the salmonid industry 
highlight the broad support there is for the industry but also 
identify the concerns that some people have.


In a 2013 survey, for example, Huon Aquaculture found that:


• 89% of respondents viewed the salmonid industry as
important to Tasmania with almost two-thirds (65%)
classifying it as “very important”


• Of that 89%, 27% said that they believe the industry gives
Tasmania a good reputation and promotes the state; 24%
viewed the industry as important because it produces
premium, high quality products; and 23% mentioned
the benefits of jobs and employment derived from the
salmonid industry in Tasmania


• Almost two-thirds (63%) of all respondents surveyed
viewed the salmonid industry as important to their local
region and community, with the predominant factor being
the creation and availability of jobs and employment
opportunities


• Community concerns about industry were reflected in
findings that:
– 6% were concerned about damage to seabed and rivers
– 3% were concerned about treatment of marine animals.


While these concerns are held by a relatively low percentage 
of people, they are real and important, and industry must 
work hard to address the underlying causes.


The recent Senate inquiry into the industry identified more 
specific community concerns, including45:


• Night-time disturbances from bright lights used on leases
• Noise from the operation of special purpose vessels and


equipment associated with fish farms, such as barges,
service boats, feed supply and support vessels, and trucks
entering and leaving shore-based facilities


• Noise from venturation, a process of raising dissolved
oxygen (DO) levels in the water for fish health
management purposes during the warmer summer months,
potentially 24 hours per day


• Noise from air lift, the process of recovering dead fish from
the pens using compressed air lift systems,


• Noise from fish feeding, where pellets from the feed barge
are blown by a compressor along high density polyethylene
(HDPE) pipes that run to individual pens


• Lights from pen lighting powered by generators on the
farm barge located within the lease, which may be
required to operate 24 hours per day depending on
environmental conditions


• Shore facilities and marine traffic associated with leases.


Industry must actively work to minimise these problems to all 
practical extents, recognising, however, that marine farming 
is a machinery-intensive primary industry just as land-based 
farming is.


FRAME 50: 
Like any farming industry, marine farming has the 
potential to impact adversely on the amenity of 
nearby residents, and the industry must take all 
reasonable and practical steps to minimise those 
impacts, for example by locating new leases offshore 
and by using well-boats to reduce vessel movements.


45 Senate Environment and Communications References Committee (August 2015) Report on 
the regulation of the finfish aquaculture industry in Tasmania 
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9.2 Communication 


A wide variety of community communication methods are 
used by the industry:


• Email and telephone contact – making and maintaining
personal contact with key stakeholders through the
engagement process


• One-on-one meetings – having meetings with key
stakeholders through the engagement process to resolve
important issues


• Targeted briefings and presentations – providing
presentations to key stakeholders


• Open days to inform people about the activities of
companies and describe the planned changes


• Websites – information on planned changes
• Sustainability Dashboards – an online information


resource to provide current information on environmental
performance and compliance as well as other indicators


• Flyers – distributed to stakeholders via direct mail,
meetings, briefings and open days


• Direct mail – letters, community information brochures
and flyers direct mailed to residents and businesses


• Posters – standalone information posters, for display
at open days and other events


• Media and editorials – use of local and state media
to communicate changes.


Sustainability dashboards
Sustainability dashboards capitalise on the interest that the 
community has for real-time information and the ability of the 
industry to make that information available through online 
websites.


Dashboards (eg. Figure 11) can provide interactive, real-time 
sustainability reporting, including environmental monitoring 
data.


Figure 11: Huon’s online dashboard


Frame 51: 
Online industry dashboards provide the 
best opportunity and greatest capability for 
communicating performance data to the  
community in real time.
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9.3 Third-party accreditation


In addition to compliance requirements, the industry invests 
significant resources annually in third-party sustainability 
certifications. The aim of these standards is to:


‘credibly offer measurable, performance-based requirements 
that minimize or eliminate the key negative environmental 
and social impacts of salmonid farming, while permitting the 
industry to remain economically viable’46.


Producers seeking relevant certification are required to 
comply with numerous standards that cover environmental 
impacts, fish health and disease management, sustainability 
of feed ingredients, wildlife management, employee safety 
and working conditions, transgenic animals, escapes, 
energy efficiency and biosecurity, as well as the mandatory 
regulations required by the government. 


These voluntary standards often have higher requirements 
than legislated regulations, but the extra compliance costs 
involved may be offset by increased production through the 
reduction of mortality from disease and stress, and increased 
growth under better environmental conditions47. 


Certified products also have greater market access and can 
obtain a higher market price.


The industry has been involved in the evolution of 
aquaculture accreditation programs since their genesis and 
continues to support their development provided that the 
certification criteria are rigorous and transparent. 


Voluntary third-party certification is not a substitute for strong 
regulation, however. Simply meeting certification criteria does 
not necessarily mean that all environmental and fish health 
requirements are met. For example, Macquarie Harbour’s 
unique dissolved oxygen characteristics and problems are not 
addressed by certification schemes.


Criteria must consider environmental outcomes, not just 
processes—simply having an environmental management 


plan will not be sufficient to satisfy the requirements. Industry 
participants must demonstrate that the plan has been 
successfully implemented, is responsive, and is achieving 
sustainability outcomes.


Tasmanian salmonid industry participation
Tasmanian industry currently participates in several voluntary 
accreditation schemes48:


• Best Aquaculture Practices (BAP)49 (Tassal and Petuna) 
Best Aquaculture Practices (BAP) is an international, third-
party certification system that verifies the environmentally 
and socially responsible processes under which finfish are
produced. BAP certification standards contain
the key elements of responsible aquaculture, such as 
environmental responsibility, social responsibility, food 
safety, animal health and welfare, and traceability.


• Global G.A.P.50 (Huon Aquaculture)
The Global G.A.P. Integrated Farm Assurance Standard—
Aquaculture Version 4—is a pre-farm gate standard that
covers the whole production process of the certified product
from the hatchery until the point of harvest and packing.


• Global Salmonid Initiative (GSI)51 (Huon Aquaculture) 
The Global Salmonid Initiative (GSI) is a global leadership 
initiative founded and led by salmonid producers dedicated
to determining the best measures by which our sector can
grow sustainably. Salmonid aquaculture is the world’s
fastest growing food production system.


• Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC)52


(Huon Aquaculture, Tassal and Petuna)
The ASC program promotes industry best practice
to minimise the environmental and social footprint of 
commercial aquaculture. Through its consumer label, the 
ASC promotes certified responsibly farmed products in the
marketplace.


• Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)53 (Tassal)
GRI promotes the use of sustainability reporting as a
way for organisations to become more sustainable and 
contribute to sustainable development. GRI’s Sustainability 
Reporting Framework is a reporting system that enables all 
companies and organisations to measure, understand and 
communicate this information. GRI’s mission is to make 
sustainability reporting standard practice, one which helps 
to promote and manage change towards a sustainable 
global economy.


FRAME 52: 
Third-party accreditation schemes provide industry 
with community and market recognition and with 
confidence benefits, but they cannot substitute for 
strong environmental, fish health and biosecurity 
regulation by government.


46 Aquaculture Stewardship Council Salmon Standard. Ver. 1.0. Aquaculture Stewardship Council, The Netherlands. http://www.asc-aqua.org/upload/
ASC%20Salmon%20Standard_v1.0.pdf  
47 Sim-Smith, C. & Forsythe, A., (2013). Comparison of the international regulations and best management practices for marine finfish farming. MPI 
Technical Paper No: 2013/47. National Institute of Water & Atmospheric Research Ltd   
48 Tasmanian Salmonid Growers Association (June 2015) Submission to the Senate Standing Committee on Environment and Communications with 
respect to the regulation of the finfish aquaculture industry in Tasmania. 
49 http://bap.gaalliance.org/  
50 http://www.globalgap.org/  
51 http://www.globalsalmoninitiative.org/  
52 http://www.asc-aqua.org/  
53 https://www.globalreporting.org/ 







Onshore farming of Atlantic salmon in a recirculating 
aquaculture system (RAS) has superficial attractions. It offers:


• Close control of the rearing environment
• The potential for largely disease-free production


(ability to sterilise incoming water)
• The potential to be located close to markets
• The potential to reduce environmental impacts.


Tasmania has not ignored the potential for land-based 
farming — a facility was contemplated near Safety Cove on 
the Tasman Peninsula as early as the late 1980s, right at the 
beginning of our salmonid industry.


However, even with recirculation, land-based farming for 
full growout needs to be located close to the sea and close 
to sea level to minimise pumping energy and costs, and 
finding a suitable site that also does not conflict with other 
community interests is problematic. The very large-scale 
facility that would be required for a full grow-out operation is 
likely be of great concern to the community, particularly in a 
coastal location.


Internationally, there have been a number of pilot and 
commercial plants constructed in recent years. While these 
have shown that it is technically feasible to grow Atlantic 
salmon through to market size in land tanks, there are still 
significant problems to overcome, including54:


• Precocious or early maturing males. Females are mostly
grown in RAS systems, particularly in Tasmania, but when
males are grown, up to 30% of them mature early, when
the fish are around 1.5 to 2 kg. They then stop growing
(despite being fed), lose their silvery colour and their flesh
quality becomes inferior, making them unmarketable.
This is most likely due to the accumulation of female sex
pheromones in the recirculated water. In a RAS, there will
be little flushing or dilution. There is as yet no means of
eradicating or removing the accumulation.


• Biofilter clogging. RAS relies on filters to remove solid
materials from the recirculated water. The build-up
of organic material against the filters leads to anoxic
conditions forming, which in turn leads to the production of
sulphides by bacteria. While this also occurs under marine
pens, any sulphides released there are diluted and much
more quickly reoxygenated. In a RAS system, the sulphides
are in more immediate proximity to fish, which can cause
health effects, growth inhibition and, potentially, mortalities.


• Off flavours. An identified risk for salmon grown to
market size in RAS systems has been the occurrence of


“off flavours” in the final product. This requires the fish to 
be depurated in a separate clean system where they are 
not fed pre-harvest for 1–2 weeks. 


• Stocking densities. The high stocking densities necessary
to make operations cost-effective could introduce fish
welfare concerns.


• Waste disposal. The technology exists to remove nutrients
and dewater the waste solids produced. However, this
has high running costs. Also, the waste stream generated
from a saltwater recirculation facility poses disposal
issues. Whereas the treated wastewater and solids from
a freshwater facility can be irrigated and spread onto
land, this can damage crops and soil if the waste stream
contains salt. If salmon are grown in fresh water only, they
must be held through a smoltification and desmoltification
period that can be very stressful to the fish, even causing
mortalities.


• Capital costs. The capital costs of RAS systems remain
high, at approximately 2.5 times that of marine pens (and
other studies suggest 3 times55 or even 5 times56).


• Operating costs. RAS systems are very energy intensive,
due to the need to pump recirculating water. While marine
pens have no pumping costs, studies have shown that a
RAS system requires in the order of 23,000 kWh per tonne
of fish produced57. If a nominal commercial charge of 15c/
kWh is assumed58, this equates to about $3,500 per tonne
of fish, a production cost increase in the order of 30%.


These problems mean that the superficial attractions of 
RAS need to be reality-checked against its significant 
disadvantages:


• Infrastructure and operating costs greatly increase the cost
of production, beyond what is financially viable.


• While tanks and disinfection of incoming water allow
separation of fish stocks, which can minimise disease
transfer between stocks, if a pathogen does become
established in a tank, the high stocking rates mean that
the pathogen transmits through the population very quickly
and the only way to eradicate it is through the complete
removal of the stock from the tanks to allow disinfection
of tanks and filters.


• Precocious maturation and sulphide production mean that
growth is inhibited and product quality is diminished by
off flavours.


• For financial viability, stocking densities in land tanks must
be much higher, raising animal welfare concerns and


10  ONSHORE FARMING


54 Warrer-Hansen, I. (June 2016) Closed containment: recent developments - costs and benefits.  North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization 
CNL(16)(52) http://0104.nccdn.net/1_5/2d8/16c/071/CNL-16-52_TBSS_WarrerHansen.pdf  
55 SINTEF (2011) Salmon and trout farming in a closed containment pilot project.  Summarised in International salmon Farmers Association (2015) The 
evolution of land based Atlantic salmon farms.  https://bcsalmonfarmers.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/ISFA_LandFarmingreport_web.pdf  
56 Dekhtyarev, V. (2014) Comparison of Atlantic salmon net pen and recirculating aquaculture systems: economical, technological and environmental 
issues.  Master Thesis, Artic University of Norway. http://munin.uit.no/bitstream/handle/10037/7106/thesis.pdf;sequence=2  
57 Nathan W. Ayer, Peter H. Tyedmers (2008) Assessing alternative aquaculture technologies: life cycle assessment of salmonid culture systems in 
Canada. J Clean Prod (2008). http://bcsalmonfarmers.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/lifecycle_aquaculture_systems.pdf  
58 Aurora Energy Electricity rates & charges July 2015. https://www.auroraenergy.com.au/Aurora/media/pdf/
Small_Business_Rates_Charges_2015.pdf 
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introducing health risks. Conventional pen farming stocks 
at around 10-12 kg/m3, whereas tank farming must stock 
at 50 to 80 kg/m3 or higher (even up to 100 kg/m3) to be 
profitable.


• Site location requirements (close to the sea and close to
sea level to reduce energy costs) mean that a commercial
full grow-out (therefore needing sea water) land-based
farm is likely to be highly intrusive, in areas where the
potential for conflict with other community interests and
values is high. An example is the 1980s consideration of
a site near Safety Cove on the Tasman Peninsula, which
was identified after a comprehensive search based on site
imperatives. It is unlikely that a large tank farm in such a
location would receive community support.


Huon Aquaculture will continue to monitor the feasibility of 
land-based farming but at present does not consider it to be 
a viable alternative for full grow-out.


Despite these problems and shortcomings, Huon Aquaculture 
does consider land-based farming feasible for a salmon 
nursery, to provide partial grow-out. Indeed, Huon is 
establishing a land-based facility for this purpose, at Whale 
Point, Port Huon. Smolt will be grown to approximately 500-
600 g in the nursery before they are transferred into sea 
pens. Currently, smolt are transferred to sea at 200 g.


With smolt transfer to sea at around 500 g rather than  
200 g, it is possible to grow fish out to harvest size in under 
12 months, compared with 18 months for the smaller smolt. 
This could enable up to a 30% increase in production from 
marine leases. The potential shortening of the grow-out cycle 
is shown in Figure 1259.


The time fish spend in sea water will be reduced by 6 months, 
meaning they will spend more time on land than in the sea. 
The shorter cycle will enable production to be increased 
by up to 30%, with reduced mortality and disease risk and 
opportunities for longer fallowing of marine leases.


FRAME 53: 
Onshore farming in Recirculated Aquaculture Systems 
(RAS) is currently not economic for full grow-out of 
fish and is unlikely to be in the foreseeable future, 
but initiatives have already begun for partial grow-
out of smolt in onshore nurseries, and the success or 
otherwise of these will be a guide to the potential for 
more extended grow-out in the future.


FRAME 54:
Irrespective of the potential for full grow-out in 
onshore facilities, the use of onshore facilities to 
grow smolt to around 500 g will allow grow-out to 
harvest size in under 12 months, allowing an increase 
in production of about 30% and providing greater 
opportunities for longer fallowing of marine leases.


Figure 12: Shortening of grow-out cycle achievable by land-based smolt on-growing


59 Bakkafrost presentation 2016


Salmonid Industry Discussion Paper  | 45







Unless they have appropriately designed salinity 
management systems, salt-ice slurry and bloodwater 
transport to processing facilities should be phased out. 
Huon Aquaculture is investigating the replacement of salt-ice 
slurry with a freshwater ice slurry followed by rapid chilling 
at the factory prior to processing. Huon Aquaculture is also 
investigating refrigerated truck transport, but that would 
require a major refit by transport contractors.


FRAME 55: 
Salt-ice slurry transport of harvested fish to 
processing facilities should not be used unless those 
facilities have wastewater management systems that 
can adequately deal with saline water.


FRAME 56: 
Blood water should not be transported to processing 
facilities unless those facilities have wastewater 
management systems that can adequately deal  
with high organic loadings.


11 HARVESTED FISH TRANSPORT


Tasmanian salmonid producers have processing facilities at various distances from their marine farming areas. 
In some cases, such as some in the Huon-Channel region, processing facilities are relatively close to local 
farms. Others are located in more centralised locations  to service all growing regions and may be several 
hours away from any particular farm.


For remote processing facilities, low temperature transport is 
required. Transport is undertaken by contractors who service 
multiple producers, so the transport systems are similar 
across the industry.


Typically, after harvesting at a farm, fish are transferred into 
purpose-built 30 kL road tankers directly from the harvest 
line. The tankers contain approximately 10 kL of salt-ice 
slurry water to keep the fish below the required 5˚C during 
transport to the processing facility. The slurry is manufactured 
on site. The tankers have an automatic control system in 
place that maintains the water temperature below 5˚C during 
transport, which may be a period of 4 to 6 hours. 


Salt-ice slurry transport has proven successful for transporting 
fish in optimum condition for processing, but there are 
environmental consequences that must be managed. In 
particular, the slurry results in high salinity water being 
discharged to the processing facilities’ wastewater systems, 
which can then carry through to discharges. This can be 
problematic for effluent reuse schemes, which irrigate treated 
waste water onto pasture or crops. The high salinity can 
cause pasture or crop die-off and soil decline.


Fish are bled at harvest and if bloodwater is also carried with 
the ice slurry, this can add high organic loading (and further 
salinity) to the wastewater stream, which creates additional 
treatment and discharge impacts.
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12 FISH-FEED PRODUCTION


Feed must meet fish needs for development, metabolism and growth if we are to produce healthy fish, farm 
sustainably and deliver a high quality product.


While fish meal and fish oil remain important ingredients 
for salmonid feed, over the last 20 years a huge amount 
of research has delivered safe, sustainable, alternative 
ingredients that reduce the reliance on marine-derived 
ingredients. For example, omega-3 oil can now be produced 
by marine algae cultures.


As noted earlier (section 8.6), the Australian Marine 
Conservation Society’s Sustainable Food Guide considers 
that Tasmania is on track to being net [fish] protein producers 
in the coming years, meaning we should produce more 
weight of farmed fish than is contained in the fish feed60.


FRAME 57: 
Fish farming companies will continue to progressively 
reduce reliance on wild fish in fish feed to the extent 
feasible without diminishing fish health, production 
efficiency or product quality.


60 http://www.sustainableseafood.org.au/fish.php/1/6/atlantic-salmon


Salmonid Industry Discussion Paper  | 47







13 FISH WELFARE


Fish welfare is a primary requisite for delivering a quality product to market. A failure to maximise the welfare of 
the fish harms not only the fish but also the efficiency and profitability of the companies that grow them. 


Farmed salmonids are not a cheap commodity but rather  
a fish targeted at the premium end of the market. The look, 
texture, taste and presentation of salmon are paramount to 
market success, and diminishing any one of these through 
poor welfare management diminishes the industry.


Fish farmers should not need to be told to look after their 
fish—they should do it as a matter of course. 


For example, in collaboration with a local supplier, Huon 
Aquaculture researched and developed a stun-and-bleed 
harvest system that is now exported around the world and 
recognised as the gold standard. It received an award from 
the RSPCA UK for welfare and humane harvesting.


Tasmania’s salmonid producers continually seek to improve 
their harvesting performance and product quality, and they 
conduct trials and experiments to refine methods and  
systems to delay rigor onset. 


Delaying rigor allows gutting, filleting and smoking to be 
undertaken pre-rigor, which improves fish quality by reducing 
gaping, texture loss and blood spotting.


Although maintaining and enhancing fish welfare is an 
inherent focus of the Tasmanian industry, there is value in 
also having strong, independent fish welfare guidelines to 
reference.


The RSPCA UK has issued welfare standards for farmed 
Atlantic salmon, covering both land-based and sea-based 
farming61. The standards recognise that scientific evidence 
confirms that it is highly likely that fish feel pain and stress, 
similar to mammals. The standards are based on the Five 
Freedoms defined by the Farm Animal Welfare Committee:


1. Freedom from thirst, hunger and malnutrition – by access
to an appropriate high quality diet and an environment in
which fluid and electrolyte balance can be maintained.


2. Freedom from discomfort – by maintaining water and
environment at an appropriate temperature, flow rate
and chemical composition and providing well designed
enclosures and tanks, with shading if necessary.


3. Freedom from pain, injury or disease – by avoiding
situations which are likely to cause pain, injury or disease,


by rapid diagnosis and treatment of disease and humane 
transport and harvesting.


4. Freedom to express normal behaviour – by providing the
appropriate space and environment for the species.


5. Freedom from fear and distress – by minimising stressful
situations such as poor handling or predator attack as far
as possible, by making gradual changes to husbandry and
water quality, and by humane transport and slaughter.


The standards present husbandry practices for:


• Slaughter
• Medicinal products
• Handling
• Stocking densities
• Grading
• Well-boats
• Pen towing
• Predator protection
• Genetic selection/modification
• Food content
• Feeding
• Transport


The standards also cover equipment, environmental quality 
and environmental impact (including fallowing).


RSPCA Australia has also released guidance notes for farmed 
Atlantic salmon under its Approved Farming Scheme series62. 
The Approved Farming Scheme works to establish welfare 
standards that go beyond mere regulatory compliance, assist 
market differentiation for producers, and offer consumers a 
higher welfare choice. These standards also adopt the Five 
Freedoms as their founding principles. 


FRAME 58: 
Fish welfare is of the utmost importance to a successful 
industry and the RSPCA guidelines reflect, consolidate 
and, in some cases, extend industry best practice.


61 RSPCA UK (September 2015) Welfare standards for farmed Atlantic salmon.https://view.pagetiger.com 
RSPCAWelfareStandardsforFarmedAtlanticSalmon  
62 RSPCA Australia (March 2017) Farmed Atlantic salmon RSPCA Approved Farming Scheme standards. https://www.rspca.org.au/sites/default/files/
website/what-we-do/approved-farming-scheme/2017-03_SALMON_Standards.pdf 
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Marine farming is not the only marine industry responsible 
for debris, which also comes from recreational and 
commercial fishing and boating, for example.


The seafood industry undertakes regular clean-ups, and 
community groups also have clean-up days. 


The Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council has formalised  
its clean-up efforts through the Adopt-a-Shoreline Initiative. 
Huon Aquaculture and Tassal are both active participants  
in this (see Figure 13).


Prevention is better than clean-up, however, and industry 
must increase its efforts to minimise the loss or equipment. 
Huon Aquaculture’s fortress pens have dramatically reduced 
marine debris due to the more substantial rigging methods 
used for tensioning the nets.


Additional incentives for improved performance and more 
rapid recovery of large items could include:


• Companies using uniquely coloured rope and other
equipment to allow ready identification of the source
of rope debris


• Companies deploying GPS transmitters on large items
that could potentially break free in storms


• A cooperative debris response team, funded jointly
by operators in a given region


• Minimum response times for the retrieval of significant
reported debris


• Industry support funding to community groups
for clean-up days


• Coordination of clean-up activities with other sectors
of the marine industry, such as commercial fishers.


14 MARINE DEBRIS


Debris from fish farms that is in the water and/or washing up on foreshores is unsightly and a danger to 
wildlife, particularly birds, through ingestion and entanglement.


Figure 13: The Adopt-a-Shoreline Initiative63 


The Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council, 
in collaboration with marine farmers  
and local community groups has been 
running a project to develop systematic, 
long-term management practices to 
address the issue of marine debris build up 
on predominantly NW-facing coastal sites 
in the waters of the Channel and Huon.


Marine debris surveys were conducted 
along Channel and Huon coastal waters 
and marine debris hot spots were 
identified. To address these hot spots an 
‘Adopt a Shoreline’ initiative has been 
developed with local marine farmers 
nominating shorelines for which they 
will have the primary responsibility for 
monitoring and removing marine debris.


These adopted shores are highlighted 
on this map and are colour coded to 
show if they have been adopted by Huon 
Aquaculture Company (HAC) , Tassal or the 
Bruny Island Shellfish Growers Association. 


These three organisations will conduct 
regular marine debris clean ups and offer 
assistance for clean-up activities initiated 
by community groups.


In addition to regular clean ups and 
disposal of marine debris, HAC, Tassal 
and the Bruny Island Shellfish Growers 
Association are committed to annual 
monitoring of shorelines and encourage 
the public to contact them if marine  
debris becomes an issue.


This project demonstrates what great  
work can be accomplished when the 
seafood sector collaborates with the  
local community and the commitment  
of marine farmers to take stewardship of 
the environment they work in.


This project is supported by the  
Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council 
through funding from the Australian 
Government’s Caring for our Country.


Channel and Huon  
Coastal Waters Clean-Up:  
A Seafood Industry Initiative


Bruny Island Shellfish  
Growers Association
Joe Bennett 
M 0428 606 250 
E joe@getshucked.com.au 


Jeff Whayman 
M 0428 874 495 
E whayman@netspace.net.au 


Huon Aquaculture 
Group Pty Ltd
Dom O’Brien
T 03 6295 8111
F 03 6228 3496
E dobrien@huonaqua.com.au


Tassal Group  
Limited
Tim Hunt
T 03 6244 9011    
F 03 6244 9002
E tim.hunt@tassal.com.au


FRAME 59: 
The industry will continue to conduct regular  
marine debris clean-ups and to support community 
clean-up days.


FRAME 60: 
The industry should adopt uniquely colour-coded 
rope and other equipment to allow rapid identification 
of the source of marine debris.


FRAME 61: 
Industry should install GPS transmitters on large 
pieces of equipment to alert operators to loss and 
allow rapid retrieval.


63 http://www.ourwaterway.com.au/wp-content/
uploads/2014/09/101160+Coastline+Responsibility+Map.compressed.pdf 
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PART C: SUMMARY OF 
FRAMEWORK
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Wildlife interactions
Frame 8: To avoid physical interactions between farming 
and wildlife, seals and birds are being kept away from 
farmed fish by specifically designed underwater and  
over-pen netting.


Frame 9: Pens should be provided with double-net seal 
barriers, unless operators can demonstrate that their single-
net system will be equally as effective at preventing seal 
attacks.


Frame 10: With the introduction of mandatory double 
netting for seal exclusion, seal capture and relocation should 
be phased out.


Frame 11: The Wildlife Management Branch of DPIPWE 
should work with the marine farming industry to undertake a 
comprehensive review of wildlife interactions and associated 
issues, with a view to developing a comprehensive set of 
protocols and research priorities.


Monitoring
Frame 12: Environmental monitoring by the Tasmanian 
salmonid industry must be consistent with world’s best 
practice.


Adaptive management
Frame 13: Adaptive management is the most appropriate 
management regime for the industry and it is both a scientific 
and social process.


Frame 14: Adaptive management by industry must be 
accompanied by adaptive regulation by government, 
with regulators responding early and precautionarily to 
environmental monitoring data.


Frame 15: Industry and regulators must be prepared to 
take severe precautionary action to head off potential 
catastrophic failures.


Frame 16: The Macquarie Harbour experience highlights 
the critical importance of adaptive management being 
implemented in deed not just in name, with unequivocal 
indicators of progressive environmental decline there 
(dissolved oxygen and benthic condition) not being  
matched by appropriate industry or regulator responses.


Purpose and context


Security and sustainability
Frame 1: An industry-wide Sustainability Assurance 
Framework will provide industry, government and the 
community with confidence in the long-term security and 
sustainability of salmon farming in Tasmania.


Learn from overseas mistakes
Frame 2: The Tasmanian salmonid industry must learn from 
the mistakes and experiences of other countries to avoid the 
calamitous collapses that have occurred elsewhere due to 
biosecurity and environmental mismanagement.


Regulation


Current regulatory regime
Frame 3: The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel 
membership should be expanded to include current and 
active expertise (not just experience) in fish farming, fish 
health and fish biosecurity (if local expertise is not  
available, it should be sourced internationally).


TPDNO
Frame 4: The Total Permissible Dissolved Nitrogen Output 
(TPDNO) is a robust, scientific approach to setting global 
stocking limits for growing areas and should be rigorously 
enforced and used in all growing areas including Macquarie 
Harbour.


Fallowing
Frame 5: Marine farm sites should be regularly fallowed to 
prevent the excessive build-up of fish faeces and food waste 
within lease areas and under individual pen locations.


Frame 6: To minimise biosecurity risks and environmental 
impacts, fallowing strategies should aim for at least 1 month 
whole-lease fallowing each year for disease control, and up 
to 18 months pen-bay fallowing every 2 to 3 years to return 
the benthos to base conditions.


Frame 7: Fallowing requirements and recovery success 
should be determined and monitored by regular visual 
inspections of the seabed, supplemented as necessary  
by other methods on a case-by-case basis.
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Frame 25: The Board of Advice and Reference should 
be reinstated and directed by the Minister to provide an 
independent advisory and review role for marine farm 
planning, leasing and licensing decisions.


Frame 26: To reflect the underlying ecological and 
environmental integrity of the natural system, the Huon and 
Channel areas should be managed under a consolidated 
single Marine Farm Development Plan, with a single TPDNO 
for the entire area.


Frame 27: New leases should only be approved if they meet 
mandatory requirements of: separation distances between 
companies and between year classes and subclasses; access 
to a shore base and hospital site; access to fresh water and 
ability to effectively treat amoebic gill disease; maximum 
water temperature limit; strong flushing regime; and use  
of a double-net seal barrier.


Frame 28: The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel and 
the Board of Advice and Reference should regularly review 
the mandatory prerequisites for new leases to ensure the 
highest levels of biosecurity protection for the industry.


Biosecurity


Island status
Frame 29: Tasmania’s island status has provided a  
unique regional pest and disease status which must be 
recognised and maintained to ensure the ongoing  
viability of the industry.


Existing controls
Frame 30: All controls and measures of the TSGA 
Biosecurity Program must be implemented, and 
supplemented with the additional measures identified 
in this paper and subjected to regular review.


Future controls required
Frame 31: A physical separation of companies and fish 
classes is of the utmost importance to the future biosecurity 
of the Tasmanian salmonid industry.


Frame 32: Tasmania’s geography presents constraints 
to rigorous geographical intercompany separation but  
also opportunities for managed separation.


Proposed regulatory changes by government
Frame 17: Transferring regulatory authority for salmonid 
farming to the EPA will strengthen the industry and increase 
community confidence in its long-term sustainability, but  
the EPA Director must be supported by industry, and by  
fish health and biosecurity expertise and advice.


Additional regulatory changes sought
Frame 18: The transfer of regulatory responsibility for  
the salmonid industry to the EPA must be accompanied 
by a commensurate allocation of additional resources  
and expertise.


Frame 19: The transfer of environmental regulatory 
responsibility for the salmonid industry to the EPA Director 
could be further enhanced by the creation of a specific 
position of Aquaculture Industry Regulator, dedicated to 
ensuring the long-term sustainability of the industry.


Frame 20: The Aquaculture Industry Regulator should be 
given regulatory powers for all regulatory aspects of the 
salmonid industry, including environmental, biosecurity, 
hatcheries and land-based smolt grow-out, either explicitly 
or by statutory delegation under relevant Acts.


Frame 21: The statutory regime should be amended to 
allow unused leases to be relinquished in exchange for 
simplified approvals for new leases elsewhere, and for lease 
relinquishment to trigger a commensurate reduction in the 
maximum leasable area of the original zone to permanently 
remove the relinquished area from being available again.


Hospital leases
Frame 22: The statutory regime should be amended to allow 
holders to designate suitably located leases to be hospital 
leases, and maintain them in an empty state indefinitely to  
be ready for the temporary relocation of diseased fish.


Frame 23: The statutory regime should be amended to  
allow new lease applications specifically for hospital leases. 


Review of decisions
Frame 24: The marine farming decision-making  
process for plans, leases and licences should explicitly 
and comprehensively incorporate fish health and  
biosecurity advice and review by a body independent  
of the decision-maker.
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Fish transport at sea
Frame 40: Pen towing for fish relocation should be  
phased out through the use of closed-valve well-boats 
for live fish transport.


Warming waters
Frame 41: Climate change and associated warming waters 
will progressively reduce the suitability of shallow inshore 
leases and increase the need to move to more exposed 
offshore leases.


Frame 42: The move away from inshore leases also 
addresses community concerns and is becoming 
progressively more viable with steady advances in 
technology, leading to improvements in fish husbandry 
and fish performance.


Frame 43: For the welfare of fish, and to minimise seabed 
impacts and maximise the quality of product, industry should 
move towards stocking densities of less than 12 kg/m3 of 
viable net volume, best achieved in offshore leases.


Fish feeding
Frame 44: Fish are fed to appetite, on the principle 
of allowing them to eat as much as they want to while 
minimising the loss of food to the seabed underneath the 
pens.


Frame 45: Feeding is increasingly becoming centralised, 
with feed sent from centralised feed barges through a 
network of pipes to individual pens using a remotely 
operated system.


Dead fish collection
Frame 46: Dead fish collection is increasingly becoming 
centralised, with these fish pumped from the base of 
individual pens to centralised barges through a network of 
pipes using a remotely operated system.


Net cleaning
Frame 47: The use of anti-fouling has been phased out and 
replaced by in situ net cleaners.


Monitoring


Data availability
Frame 48: Industry supports the online publishing 
of interpreted datasets from the BEMP and  
MHEMP initiatives.


Frame 33: The south-eastern region should be reconfigured 
to achieve either an operational or a geographical 
separation of year classes and subclasses, respectively 
either by companies coordinating their management of 
neighbouring leases or by lease ownership being reallocated 
to create geographically separate company zones.


Frame 34: Macquarie Harbour salmon farming should 
be restricted to year classes being separated or only one, 
common year class being held in the Harbour at any time, 
with compulsory whole-of-harbour annual fallowing.


As well as entire lease fallowing that should occur annually 
individual moorings within leases should be fallowed for 
longer periods to allow the seabed to return to baseline 
conditions. This will need more mooring positions within a 
lease than is used in any one year so pens can be moved 
between moorings as required. This will have different 
requirements between in shore leases and off shore leases 
with off shore leases not requiring to do this as often as in 
shore leases.


Frame 35: The future biosecurity of the industry should be 
based on a Tasmanian Veterinary Model (TVM), with intents 
and principles similar to the Faroe Islands Veterinary Model.


Frame 36: The TVM should function to separate year classes 
and separate diseased and non-diseased fish in space and 
time, which will require close coordination and cooperation 
by industry, reinforced by strong government regulation.


Frame 37: The TVM should include designated hospital 
leases, designated tow routes and progressive phasing  
out of towing, greater use of (closed-valve) well-boats, 
a transition to offshore farming, tidal excursion lease 
separation, sanitary harvest systems and rigorous  
fallowing regimes.


Hatcheries


Flow through hatcheries
Frame 38: When constructing new hatcheries, industry is 
preferentially evolving from older flow-through hatchery 
designs to contemporary recirculation designs, which use 
much less water and which have a lower environmental 
impact, while allowing faster fish growth and reduced 
growing periods.


Marine farms


Fish bathing
Frame 39: Pen towing for fish bathing is being progressively 
reduced by the use of bathing barges and (closed-valve)  
well-boats for bathing.
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Transport to processing


Harvested fish transport
Frame 55: Salt-ice slurry transport of harvested fish to 
processing facilities should not be used unless those facilities 
have wastewater management systems that can adequately 
deal with saline water.


Frame 56: Blood water should not be transported to 
processing facilities unless those facilities have wastewater 
management systems that can adequately deal with high 
organic loadings.


Fish feed


Fish feed production
Frame 57: Fish farming companies will continue to 
progressively reduce reliance on wild fish in fish feed to the 
extent feasible without diminishing fish health, production 
efficiency or product quality.


Fish welfare


RSPCA standards
Frame 58: Fish welfare is of the utmost importance  
to a successful industry and the RSPCA guidelines  
reflect, consolidate and, in some cases, extend industry 
best practice.


Marine debris


Marine debris prevention and clean-up
Frame 59: The industry will continue to conduct regular 
marine debris clean-ups and to support community  
clean-up days.


Frame 60: The industry should adopt uniquely colour-coded 
rope and other equipment to allow rapid identification of the 
source of marine debris.


Frame 61: The industry should install GPS transmitters 
on large pieces of equipment to alert operators to loss  
and allow rapid retrieval.


Navigation


Navigational marking
Frame 49: Industry will cooperate with Marine and Safety 
Tasmania, other authorities and the boating public to 
implement whatever navigational markers are appropriate, 
including innovative systems suggested by boating 
organisations.


Social engagement


Amenity values
Frame 50: Like any farming industry, marine farming has 
the potential to impact adversely on the amenity of nearby 
residents, and the industry must take all reasonable and 
practical steps to minimise those impacts, for example by 
locating new leases offshore and by using well-boats to 
reduce vessel movements.


Real-time communication
Frame 51: Online industry dashboards provide the best 
opportunity and greatest capability for communicating 
performance data to the community in real time.


Third-party accreditation
Frame 52: Third-party accreditation schemes provide 
industry with community and market recognition and with 
confidence benefits but they cannot substitute for strong 
environmental, fish health and biosecurity regulation by 
government.


Onshore farming


Recirculated aquaculture systems
Frame 53: Onshore farming in Recirculated Aquaculture 
Systems (RAS) is currently not economic for full grow-out 
of fish and is unlikely to be in the foreseeable future, but 
initiatives have already commenced for partial grow-out  
of smolt in onshore nurseries, and the success or otherwise 
of these will be a guide to the potential for more extended 
grow-out in the future.


Smolt ongrowing
Frame 54: Irrespective of the potential for full grow-out in 
onshore facilities, the use of onshore facilities to grow smolt 
to around 500 g will allow grow-out to harvest size in under 
12 months, allowing an increase in production of about 30% 
and providing greater opportunities for longer fallowing of 
marine leases.
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our industry. 

Huon perceives significant risk to its business, the reputation of the wider industry and

therefore, the broad social acceptance we have enjoyed to date, should the final plan be

unacceptable to stakeholders and communities. Certainty is crucial to business

confidence and determines the level of investment made. Huon is poised to make

significant multi-million-dollar capital investments in Tasmania in the immediate term

however, this is placed at risk by a lack of effective regulation and engagement and

acceptance by stakeholders and the wider community. 

Huon has proactively and positively engaged with the Government and stakeholders

and hopes that the views expressed in this submission are treated seriously and given

strong consideration in the Plan’s final form.

In summary, Huon’s key recommendations for amendments to the Draft Plan are;

1. Development of an Environmental Protection Policy (EPP)

2. Regulation and licences to consider environment, fish health and biosecurity

including moving to a Tasmanian Veterinary Model and single licence for all

aspects of regulation rather than a stand-alone “environmental licence”

3. Creation of a Finfish Aquaculture Regulator role

4. Reinstatement of the Board of Advice and References

5. Broadening the Plan’s implementation reference group and developing a regional

reference group model

6. Defer the creation of the “grow/no-grow” zones and consider development in a

wider consultative and scientific manner

7. Defining “inshore, “intermediate” and “offshore” for marine farming

Huon’s Discussion Document (Appendix 2) and Gap Analysis (Appendix 1) form part

of this submission and provides additional proposed changes not detailed here.

1             PLAN DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

1.1         Industry reference group

(a) It is Huon’s view that for the plan to be robust and well supported by fellow

waterway users, stakeholders and the community, it must be developed

collaboratively with the industry’s key stakeholders.

(b) The Draft Plan proposes the “establishment of a broad-based industry

body as a reference group throughout the Plan’s implementation.”

(c) Membership of the reference group should be sufficiently broad to include

other industry sectors (commercial and recreational fishing), tourism and



environmental non-government organisations.

(d) Huon requests that the plan not be finalised in the short-term and a better

process to bring stakeholders together to develop a shared vision is

needed to ensure the plans successful adoption and implementation.

Without genuine engagement at this time, the industry remains vulnerable

to fear-based anti-salmon campaigning and political decision making.

1.2         Regional reference groups

(a) Salmonid farming takes place in a public resource and shared waterways

utilised for a range of commercial and recreational activities and valued by

waterside communities.

(b) It is Huon’s view that establishing “regional reference groups” for each

marine farming area (e.g. Huon and Channel, Macquarie Harbour and

Storm Bay) would allow: local stakeholders and the industry to engage

proactively and develop a shared vision; opportunity for meaningful

engagement with the Government; shared approach to scientific research;

and a fine-scale understanding of the development of salmonid farming in

regional areas.

(c)  Huon believes this approach could be piloted in the Storm Bay region.

2             COMMENTS ON BIOSECURITY AND ENVIRONMENT

2.1         Development of an Environmental Protection Policy (EPP)

(a) The Draft Finfish Farming Environmental Regulation Bill 2017 transfers

considerable discretionary decision-making power to the Director of the

EPA. In the absence of an EPP or Regulations it very difficult to ascertain

the factors relevant to the discretion.

(b) An EPP would be an appropriate vehicle to guide decision making of the

EPA Director.

(c) The development of an EPP would provide business certainty particularly

in terms of the growth and development of the industry.

(d) The development of an EPP should be guided by best available science

and could be informed by the outputs of the impending Salmon

Symposium in December 2017 and again in mid-2018.

2.2         Environmental Licence

(a) There is no need for a separate environmental licence. The addition of yet



a further authority / licence is likely to increase inconsistency and

duplication. A single regulatory instrument in the form of a permit with

environmental, marine farming, biosecurity conditions and related matters

would be a preferable.

(b) It is understood that environmental licences will automatically be granted

for all existing authorised operations with substantially similar conditions,

but the EPA may impose additional environmental conditions. The

environmental conditions proposed to be included in the environmental

licence should be rolled into in a single permit / authority regulating the

operations. As with the current level 2 assessments, this would be

achieved by including environmental conditions as part of the other

applicable authorities such as a planning permit, marine licence and/or an

EPN as is appropriate. The EPA would still retain the ability to enforce the

conditions in the respective permits.

2.3         Biosecurity Program

(a) The Draft Plan contemplates a review of the Biosecurity Program but is

silent on what the critical priorities for that review are, and it does not

address the legislative changes to the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995

and the Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 that will be

needed to achieve essential biosecurity measures, particularly the

physical separation of companies and year classes.

(b) Huon calls on the Government to expand its statutory amendments to an

integrated environmental and biosecurity regulatory regime, including a

more comprehensive suite of changes that will allow the current physical

configuration of leases to be restructured to separate companies and year

classes.

(c) With the already heavy responsibilities on the  EPA Director, the Director’s

attention to the marine farming industry can only be part time at best, and

the absence of biosecurity powers in the proposed environmental licence

will preclude biosecurity considerations from the Director’s decision

making.

(d) The marine farming decision making process for plans, leases and

licences should explicitly and comprehensively incorporate fish health and

biosecurity advice and review by a body independent of the decision

maker.

2.4         Move industry to a Tasmanian Veterinary Model (TVM)

(a) The future biosecurity of the industry should be based on a Tasmanian

Veterinary Model (TVM), with intents and principles similar to the Faroe



Islands Veterinary Model.

(b) This is not explicitly addressed by the Plan but it is possible and hoped that

these matters could be addressed through the proposed new Biosecurity

Program and through the proposed analysis of existing marine farming

development plan areas.

(c) The Plan provides recognition of the importance of biosecurity to the

industry’s future but it fails to carry the necessary sense of urgency.

(d) Huon requests the Government give close and serious consideration to the

biosecurity measures recommended in its Discussion Paper (Appendix 2)

and restated in the Gap Analysis (Appendix 1).

3             COMMENTS ON REGULATORY ASPECTS

3.1         Creation of a Finfish Aquaculture Regulator position

(a) The transfer of environmental responsibility for the salmonid industry to the

EPA Director could be further enhanced by the creation of a specific

position of Finfish Aquaculture Regulator, dedicated to ensuring the long-

term sustainability of the industry.

(b) The Draft Plan proposes the formation of a Finfish Farming (Compliance

and Monitoring) Unit within the EPA. The role of this Unit is to ensure

compliance with industry commitments and environmental conditions. The

unit will have no role in statutory decision making in the first instance.

Statutory regulation will be the responsibility of the EPA Director, who

already has a heavy load of regulatory responsibility outside the marine

farming industry.  The EPA Director’s attention and dedication to marine

farming can only ever be part time at best.

(c) The salmonid farming industry is a considerable contribution to the

Tasmanian economy and community and warrants a dedicated regulatory

officer who has industry regulation as their full-time role, rather than it

being the responsibility of an EPA Director who has broad responsibilities

across a range of sectors.

(d) The creation of a specific position within the EPA, nominally to be called

the Finfish Aquaculture Regulator, would provide the necessary focus and

attention that the industry warrants. Perhaps more than any other primary

industry, salmonid farming environmental and biosecurity matters are

inextricably intertwined and this should be reflected by an amalgamation

of regulatory powers under this single person.



(e) Given the Industry’s expressed intent to continue to grow coupled with the

complexity of the finfish farming activity, rapid improvements in

technology and scientific understanding of impacts, and use of a public

resource to undertake the activity, it is Huon’s view that a dedicated

Finfish Aquaculture Regulator is needed. This is further discussed in the

points below.

3.2         Bring all relevant regulatory powers under a Finfish Aquaculture Regulator

position

(a) There is no proposal in the Plan to bring all relevant regulatory powers

under one umbrella decision maker, whether that decision maker be a

new Aquaculture Industry Regulator or the EPA Director.

(b) The Aquaculture Industry Regulator should be given regulatory powers for

all regulatory aspects of the salmonid industry, including environmental,

biosecurity, fish health, hatcheries and land-based smolt grow-out, either

explicitly or by statutory delegation under relevant Acts.

(c) The current proposals for regulatory change focus on environmental

regulation. No companion changes are contemplated for biosecurity

regulation, which is administered by the Chief Veterinary Officer under the

Animal Health Act 199522.

(d) While the EPA Director (or preferably the proposed Finfish Aquaculture

Regulator) and the Chief Veterinary Officer can work in concert, the

salmonid industry’s separation of environmental and biosecurity

management between two regulators is a historic artefact of legislation.

Perhaps more than in any other primary industry, environmental, fish

health and biosecurity matters in salmonid farming are inextricably

intertwined and this should be reflected by an amalgamation of regulatory

powers under a single person.

(e) Again, this person could either be given explicit statutory powers through

legislative changes to environmental, fish health and biosecurity

legislation or, more simply, could be administratively delegated powers by

the EPA Director and by the Chief Veterinary Officer under their

respective Acts.

(f) The separation of regulatory control of salmonid hatcheries and marine

farms is a similarly artificial division. Biosecurity management, in

particular, is a continuum from (land-based) hatching to (marine) harvest,

but the same applies to other aspects of the farming cycle.

(g) Examples include selective breeding, brood stock management, land-to-

sea transfer scheduling, inter-company stock mingling and recent moves



to on-grow smolt to larger sizes in land-based farms before transfer to the

sea.

(h) These inter-related aspects should be regulated under a single authority,

which would require the Finfish Aquaculture Regulator to also be given

powers under the Inland Fisheries Act 1995.

(i) Ideally, the Finfish Aquaculture Regulator and the Finfish Farming Unit

would be responsible for:

· providing advice to government on Finfish farming issues at a

state level;

· coordinating the development and implementation of finfish

standards and policies;

· commissioning internationally recognised science to inform the

development of policies, laws and standards;

· harmonising the various state and local government regulatory

frameworks into a single process / system; and

· monitoring and enforcing the applicable laws and regulatory tools.

3.3         Reinstate the Board of Advice and References

(a) The Board of Advice and Reference should be reinstated and directed by

the Minister to provide an independent advisory and review role for

marine farm planning, leasing and licensing decisions.

(b) The Marine Farming Planning Review Panel and the Board of Advice and

Reference should regularly review the mandatory prerequisites for new

leases to ensure the highest levels of biosecurity protection for the

industry.

(c) A Board of Advice and References could also; consider and/or develop

policy, provide advice and guidance to: the Minister, the EPA Director,

Marine Farm Planning Review Panel, Marine Farming Branch and the

proposed EPA Finfish Farming (Compliance and Monitoring) Unit.

(d) The Plan proposes a “Broad-based reference group” but this has no

statutory recognition or formal role in decision making.  The purpose of

the group is to advise only on the Plan’s implementation, not regulatory

decision making.

4             COMMENTS ON PLANNING ASPECTS



4.1         Creation of “grow” and “no grow” zones

(a) Huon understands the Government’s desire to provide certainty to

communities and stakeholders regarding the future growth of the industry

however the current proposal to move to a “grow/no-grow” mapping

model (the Map) that has been developed exclusive of scientific,

stakeholder and other planning considerations does not support the

industry’s growth agenda.

(b) Huon recommends that the Map be reconsidered and should not form part

of the final plan. It is Huon’s view that by developing a comprehensive

planning model that is evidence based and developed in consultation with

other waterway users will yield a comprehensive and well considered map

output.

(c) If the Government intends to pursue the map and development of

“grow/no-grow zones” quickly without further application of scientific

modelling and consultation, Huon requests further input into the zoning

before it is made final and based on the briefing provided to your office

and departmental staff on 14 September.

4.2         Development of definitions for “inshore”, “intermediate” and “offshore”

(a) Functional definitions of marine farming types/sites would assist the

development of the industry and could also feed into the mapping

process.

(b) One option for the development of such definitions could be to have it as a

work-stream for the upcoming Salmon Symposium. Given the calibre of

the international scientists, regulators and industry representatives, this

group would be well placed to consider definitions in the context of current

international literature, science and best practice.

Thank you for your consideration of Huon’s views in relation to the Draft Plan.

Warm regards,
Jane

Jane Gallichan | Corporate Affairs Manager  
Huon Aquaculture Group Limited 
Level 13, 188 Collins Street, Hobart | TAS 7000 
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