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Disclaimer  

The views and opinions expressed in this publication are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the Tasmanian 
Government or the Minister for Primary Industries. While reasonable efforts have been made to ensure that the contents of this 
publication are factually correct, the State of Tasmania does not accept responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of its 
contents. 
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Background 
The Tasmanian Government is developing aquaculture standards to support the sustainability of aquaculture 
industries in Tasmania. The proposed new standards are part of a continuous improvement process which 
builds on existing regulatory requirements for a sustainable aquaculture industry, and voluntary measures 
undertaken by the industry.  

Members of the public were invited to have their say on the development of three new draft standards, as 
shown in figure 1, to support sustainable aquaculture industries in Tasmania. 

 

Figure 1. Draft Aquaculture Standards released for public consultation. 

 

The draft standards released are designed to enhance finfish farming biosecurity management, improve 
consistency around environmental regulation, and to ensure state-wide consistency of marine farming 
management controls across all aquaculture sectors.  Compatibility across all proposed standards were 
considered during their development.   

The draft standards were published for public consultation 6 April 2022 for an initial period of six weeks. 
Responding to feedback from the community, the Department of Natural Resources Environment Tas (NRE 
Tas) extended the consultation timeframe for public consultation through to 20 June 2022 (approximately 
10 weeks). 

The Government has also committed to future development of a wildlife interactions standard and a 
freshwater finfish farming standard, which will complement the three currently proposed standards. The 
development of these standards will be considered through the Government’s Tasmanian Salmon Industry 
Plan 2023.  

Introduction 
The Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 (MFPA) sets up the process for planning, leasing and regulation of 
marine farming developments. The purpose of the MFPA is to achieve well-planned sustainable development 
of marine farming activities to:  

• integrate marine farming activities with other uses; and 
• minimise adverse impacts; and 
• set aside areas for activities other than for marine farming activities; and  
• take account of land uses; and 
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• take account of the community's right to have an interest in those activities.  

The MFPA shares its objectives with other State resource management legislation including the Living Marine 
Resources Management Act 1995 (LMRMA), where marine farming activity is regulated and managed through 
marine farming licences, and the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994 (EMPCA), which 
sets up environmental licences for the regulation of finfish farming and empowers the EPA to regulate the 
environmental impacts associated with finfish farming. The MFPA, LMRMA and EMPCA are components of 
Tasmania's Resource Management Planning System (RMPS), established in 1994 to achieve sustainable 
outcomes for the use and development of the State's natural and physical resources. 

Under the MFPA, marine farming areas are identified through marine farming development plans (plans). A 
plan identifies zones for marine farming, how much area may be leased within each zone and contains 
management controls to mitigate, minimise and manage any negative effect on the environment. There are 
14 existing marine farming development plans, including seven where salmonid marine farming leases operate. 
The complete list of marine farming development plans can be viewed at 
https://nre.tas.gov.au/aquaculture/aquaculture-regulation-and-planning/marine-farming-development-
plans/existing-marine-farming-development-plans-and-proposals. The plans work in conjunction with 
conditions in marine farming leases, as well as marine farming licences (issued under LMRMA) and 
environmental licences (issued under the EMPCA).  

The draft Standardised Marine Farming Management Controls (‘draft Standardised Controls’) are a set of 
consistent and contemporary management controls intended to replace, where relevant, the management 
controls in all 14 existing plans.  

A number of marine farming development plans contain plan area specific management controls.  These 
controls will remain in place as special management controls.  Examples may include but are not limited to 
controls under the headings of; ‘Environmental Controls Relating to Monitoring’, ‘Disease Controls’, ‘Other 
Controls’ and the existing ‘Special Management Controls’.   

The draft Standardised Controls primarily: 

• remove anomalies between the management controls in the various plans; and 
• update management controls in older plans with contemporary controls. 

The draft Standardised Controls are not intended, or anticipated to fundamentally change: 

• regulatory powers 
• planning arrangements 
• use of marine farming areas 
• leaseholder obligations such as monitoring and reporting requirements 
• the number or effect of controls that apply to any plans 

The Draft Standardised Marine Farming Management Controls – Background Paper provides further detail about 
why and how draft Standardised Controls are being introduced. 

https://nre.tas.gov.au/aquaculture/aquaculture-regulation-and-planning/marine-farming-development-plans/existing-marine-farming-development-plans-and-proposals
https://nre.tas.gov.au/aquaculture/aquaculture-regulation-and-planning/marine-farming-development-plans/existing-marine-farming-development-plans-and-proposals
https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/Standardised%20Marine%20Farming%20Management%20Controls%20-%20Background%20Paper.pdf
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Definitions and Acronyms 
Terms used both in this report and in the DRAFT Standardised Controls:  

• Authorised person means any person authorised as a 'fisheries officer' under the Living Marine 
Resources Management Act 1995, or authorised, in writing or otherwise, by the Secretary to conduct 
the activities required by the Secretary in relation to these management controls.  

• Biosecurity Program means the Biosecurity Program: Tasmanian Salmonid published by the 
Secretary, Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania (NRE Tas) under the 
Biosecurity Act 2019, or any Program that supersedes the Biosecurity Program, regardless of whether 
it has the same name.  

• Chief Veterinary Officer has the same meaning as in the Biosecurity Act 2019.  
• Director, EPA has the meaning given by section 3 of the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995.  
• EDO means the Environmental Defenders Office.  
• EMPCA means the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994. 
• Environmental licence means an environmental licence granted under Division 8 of Part 3 of the 

Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994.  
• Environmental Standard means the Standard relating to finfish.  
• EPA means the Environment Protection Authority established by section 12 of the Environmental 

Management and Pollution Control Act 1994.  
• Finfish farming has the same meaning as section 5C of the Environmental Management and Pollution 

Control Act 1994. 
• Lessee means any leaseholder of a marine farming lease, or, if a lease is sub-leased, any sublease 

holder of a marine farming lease as granted under Part 4, Division 1 of the Marine Farming Planning 
Act 1995.  

• Licenced in relation to finfish farming means authorised under a licence granted under Division 8 of 
Part 3 of the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994.  

• Marine and Safety Authority has the meaning given by section 3 of the Marine Farming Planning 
Act 1995.  

• Marine farming licence means a marine farming licence issued under Part 4 of the Living Marine 
Resources Management Act 1995.  

• MAST means the Marine and Safety Authority Tasmania. 
• MFPA means the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995. 
• NRE Tas means the Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania. 
• OT means Oysters Tasmania. 
• Plan means marine farming development plan. 
• TPDNO means Total Permissible Dissolved Nitrogen Output. 
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The Consultation Process 
NRE Tas prepared the draft Standardised Controls, along with a Background Paper to the Standardised 
Controls, and a Questions and Answers Information sheet. 

• Standardised Marine Farming Management Controls - Background Paper; 
• Draft Standardised Marine Farming Management Controls; and 
• Questions and Answers Information Sheet on Standardised Marine Farming Management Controls. 

The purpose of this Consultation Summary Report (Report) is to summarise and respond to feedback 
received during the public submission period. Nine submissions were received, representing individuals, 
scientists, the finfish farming industry, an environmental group, an independent community-based charity, 
community groups and the shellfish farming industry.  

Submissions were sought specifically in relation to the draft Standardised Controls publicly released. Matters 
outside this scope have been noted and may be considered by other means, such as through the Tasmanian 
Salmon Industry Plan 2023.  

NRE Tas has prepared this report containing: 

• a response from NRE Tas in relation to any major issue/s raised in each submission; and 
• NRE Tas’ statement of its opinion as to the relevance and appropriateness of each submission and 

the impact on the draft Standardised Controls as a whole. 

The Government will now incorporate these by progressing amendments to all existing 14 Plans. These 
amendments would follow the processes set out in the MFPA.  

Publication of Submissions 
Submissions may be published in accordance with the Tasmanian Government’s Public Submissions Policy, 
which states: 

“The Tasmanian Government is committed to ensuring that public consultation processes are 
open and transparent and that departments apply a consistent approach to the publication 
of submissions. This commitment reflects community expectations for having access to 
information that informs Government decision-making on major policy matters.  
From 1 January 2018, the Tasmanian Government requires that all Government departments 
routinely publish on websites all written submissions made in response to broad public 
consultation on major policy matters.” 

 

Whilst the default position is the publication of all submissions, exceptions do exist: 

https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/Standardised%20Marine%20Farming%20Management%20Controls%20-%20Background%20Paper.pdf
https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/DRAFT%20Standardised%20Marine%20Farming%20Management%20Controls.pdf
https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/Questions%20and%20Answers%20Information%20Sheet%20for%20Standardised%20Marine%20Farming%20Management%20Controls.pdf
https://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/divisions/People_Performance_and_Governance/government_services/public_submissions_policy
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1. When it is not in the public interest to release the information: e.g. to protect personal and other 
sensitive information (including that of a commercial nature). 

2. Where the submitter has requested that the submission be treated as confidential. 
 

Public Comment Review Process 
Submissions Received 
Nine submissions addressing the draft Standardised Controls were received as follows:  

No. Organisation Date 
Received Note 

1 Oysters Tasmania  13/5/2022  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2 Royal Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) 

13/5/2022 

3 Confidential 17/6/2022 

4 Tasmanian Independent Science Council 
(TISC)  

20/6/2022 

5 Neighbours of Fish Farming  20/6/2022 

6 Huon Aquaculture 20/6/2022 

7 Tasmanian Alliance for Marine Protection  20/6/2022 

8 Surfing Tasmania 20/6/2022 

9 Environmental Defenders Office 20/6/2022 

 Tasmanian Salmon Growers Association 
(TSGA) 

20/6/2022 While TSGA (now Salmon 
Tasmania) initiated a 
submission it did not 
complete the process.  

Submissions are available at https://agencyweb.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Submissions%20-
%20Standardised%20Marine%20Farming%20Management%20Controls.pdf.  

Review process 
From an analysis of nine submissions, 85 distinct comments were identified, addressing 45 different controls. 
Eleven comments were considered general in nature, not associated with any numbered control. 

The Management Control which received the greatest response was 1.9.1 (visual controls), with seven 
comments. 

https://agencyweb.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Submissions%20-%20Standardised%20Marine%20Farming%20Management%20Controls.pdf
https://agencyweb.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Submissions%20-%20Standardised%20Marine%20Farming%20Management%20Controls.pdf
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NRE Tas has carefully considered all matters raised in all submissions. In most instances the feedback does 
not warrant revision of individual management controls, nor have material effect on the draft Standardised 
Controls as a whole. Regardless, NRE Tas has treated all submissions with respect and care during its 
assessment.  

A substantial portion of comments relate to environmental controls. Discussions were held with 
representatives from the EPA to coordinate responses to comments addressing environmental management 
relating to finfish farming. NRE Tas has subsequently clarified regulatory arrangements with the EPA. 

Discussions were also held with representatives from Biosecurity Tasmania to coordinate a response to the 
comments addressing biosecurity related Management Controls (1.8.2. and 1.8.3.).  

NRE Tas’ draft responses were then collated into this Report. 

Themes 
The overarching themes of the public submissions included the finfish industry, environmental standards and 
management, marine debris, the responsibilities of the EPA, and a desire to adopt recommendations made 
by the Legislative Council in its report into the Tasmanian finfish industry.  

 

Public Submissions 
This section summarises the feedback received in the public submissions. General comments are considered 
first, then specific comments as they relate to individual management controls. The latter analysis is presented 
consistent with the order of the draft Standard Control it relates to, and how NRE Tas has responded to 
each submission. 

General Comments 
• Huon Aquaculture noted that throughout all standards, the word ‘contemporary’ is used and requested 

a definition of ‘contemporary.’ 

NRE Tas response:  

The word 'contemporary' is used as an explanatory term only. Once the draft Standardised Controls are finalised, 
then they will be referred to as the ‘standard management controls’ or similar.  

 

• TISC notes there appears to be considerable overlap between the authority and directives of the NRE 
Tas Secretary and the EPA Director. Greater clarity in discriminating between their respective roles and 
responsibilities may be needed, particularly now the EPA is an independent entity. 

NRE Tas response:  

The NRE Tas Secretary and Director, EPA share responsibilities for regulation of marine farming activities in Tasmania. 
Primary decision making regarding the areas and parameters for planning and development (of marine farming) rest 
with the NRE Tas Secretary (as the delegate for the Minister for Primary Industries) while primary decision making 
regarding ongoing environmental regulation of finfish farming rest with the Director, EPA (as the delegate for the 
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Minister for Environment and Climate Change). The NRE Tas Secretary retains responsibility for ongoing regulation 
of non-finfish species.   

Notes: 

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard (or other Aquaculture 
Standard) cater for requirements specified by Standardised Controls, a decision may be made to remove or change 
controls in plans, by an appropriate planning process or processes. 

 

• TISC suggests unused farming zones should be removed and re-added only after careful consideration 
and community consultation. 

NRE Tas response:  

This matter is not within the scope of the Standardised Controls.  

 

• Surfing Tasmania submitted general comments around the effect of fish farm leases on swell patterns 
around Storm Bay; suggesting increased finfish farming has caused increased shark encounters; and 
concerns around marine debris and a request that penalties be increased. 

NRE Tas response:  

Swell patterns and shark encounters are not within the scope of the Standardised Controls. Matters pertaining to 
marine debris are considered at various controls including 1.9.1., 1.13.4., 1.13.9., 1.13.11.  

The MFPA enables action to be taken against a leaseholder for marine farming equipment outside a marine farming 
lease area.  

Management of marine farming infrastructure and potential hazards to navigation and wildlife are matters relevant 
to the Marine Farming Zero Tolerance Debris Compliance Policy. The Implementation Program of the Tasmanian 
Salmon Industry Plan 2023 includes an action to review and update the Marine Farming Debris Zero Tolerance 
Compliance Policy including communications and notifications processes related to marine farming debris. Another 
action is for NRE Tas to review the penalties and compliance frameworks under the EMPCA, MFPA and LMRMA. 

General Management Controls 
The management controls in this section apply to all types of marine farming. 

 

Control 1.0.1. Lessees must comply with any written notice or request given by the Secretary 
and must not undertake or cause or permit another person to undertake an activity contrary 
to the Secretary’s written notice or request. 

• Oysters Tasmania (OT) observed this control may impose new obligations on shellfish farmers.  

NRE Tas response:  

Within a plan, management controls, when implemented, serve to mitigate and manage negative effects of activities 
conducted within a plan area. Management controls, together with conditions specified in marine farming leases, 
licences and environmental licences, are part of the Secretary’s (or other, equivalent authority, such as the Director, 
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EPA) regulatory ‘tool kit’ for managing the interactions between marine farming with the marine environment.  Existing 
plans contain similar controls to 1.0.1, for example: 

Lessees must comply with all lawful written requirements of the Minister. 

Control 1.0.1 aims to standardise the authority of the Secretary across all plans. It does not expand or extend the 
existing regulatory reach or scope of the management controls. Further, it is not anticipated to cause unreasonable 
impost on those involved in marine farming (including shellfish) activities authorised under plans.  

 

Control 1.0.2. Lessees must comply with any written notice or request given by the Director, 
Environment Protection Authority (EPA), and must not undertake or cause or permit another 
person to undertake an activity contrary to the Director’s written notice or request. 

• OT stated this control imposes new obligations on shellfish farmers. 

NRE Tas response:  

This control does not impose new obligations on shellfish farmers. It relates to finfish farming. 

 

• Huon Aquaculture asked under what legislation the Director, EPA can enforce this control.  

NRE Tas response:  

The Director, EPA has authority to enforce management controls as they relate to finfish farming under provisions of 
the MFPA, as amended by the Finfish Farming Environmental Regulation Act 2017. 

 

General Controls for all Marine Farming Zones 
In this section, controls 1.1.1. and 1.1.2. apply to finfish only. 

Control 1.1.1. There must be no significant visual, physiochemical or biological impacts at or 
extending 35 metres from the boundary of the lease area, unless otherwise specified by the 
Director, EPA. 

• The EDO queried why any of these impacts would be permitted at all. EDO recommends amending this 
control to: 

 “There must be no visual, physiochemical or biological impacts from finfish farming at or extending 35 
metres from the boundary of the lease area, unless otherwise specified by the Director, EPA.”  

The EDO stated that if the phrase “unless otherwise specified by the Director, EPA” is to be retained, 
text should be provided in the Control to explain under what circumstances it would be appropriate for 
the Director, EPA to authorise ‘significant’ impacts. 

Control 1.1.2. Lessees must conduct monitoring of environmental parameters: (a) in the 
lease area;  
(b) 35 metres outside the boundary of the lease area; and 
(c) at any control site(s) 
in accordance with the requirements specified in the relevant marine farming licence or in 
the relevant environmental licence. 
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• The EDO reiterated its query outlined at control 1.1.1. The EDO noted the Cawthron Institute 
questioned the appropriateness of the 35-metre compliance point in the case of Macquarie Harbour, 
given that effects of finfish farming were evident beyond this boundary. The EDO further indicated the 
sites at which lessees should conduct monitoring of environmental parameters should be determined 
according to the best available science. 

NRE Tas response:  

The comment is noted. The standardised management controls process is intended to standardise existing controls 
across all plan areas. Revising environmental effects parameters in the Standardised Controls is beyond the intent and 
scope of this Standard. However, given the nature of these controls (i.e. their focus on monitoring and reporting), their 
content or requirements may be amenable to, and fall within scope of a future Environmental Standard.   

Notes: 

Environmental licences duplicate the requirements of control 1.1.1 (a description of what constitutes ‘significant’ is 
also provided in environmental licences). At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an 
Environmental Standard caters for requirements specified by controls 1.1.1 and 1.1.2, a decision may be made to 
remove or change these controls in plans by an appropriate planning process.  

Controls Relating to Nitrogen Outputs from Finfish Farming 
Control 1.2.1. The Director, EPA, may, from time to time, determine the total permissible 
dissolved nitrogen output (TPDNO), within specified periods, attributable to licensed finfish 
for a specified area. 

• The EDO queried why there was no explicit limit stated in Plans for TPDNO; “...it is unacceptable to 
leave a decision about the total permissible dissolved nitrogen output in the hands of the EPA Director.” 
The EDO requested caps on maximum finfish biomass, stocking density, particulate wastes and dissolved 
nutrients permitted to be released into the marine environment be set for each Plan based on the best 
available science and modelling, for the purpose of avoiding, minimising, or mitigating adverse 
environmental impacts. 

Control 1.2.3. For the purpose of assessing quantities of dissolved nitrogen output attributable 
to licensed finfish farming, the Director, EPA may use any method that the Director, EPA is 
satisfied delivers a proper measure of total dissolved nitrogen output from finfish farming. 

• The EDO stated “leaving the methodology for assessing quantities of dissolved nitrogen to the EPA 
Director means there is no transparency, accountability or consistency in how the TPDNO is 
determined.” The EDO indicated a preference for TPDNO to be clearly stated in Plans, based on the 
best available science and modelling. 

NRE Tas response:  

The intention of this control is to provide a means of limiting broadscale environmental effects; the specific application 
in each situation needs to be determined, hence it is appropriate to provide the ability (power) for this to be determined 
through plans. This includes in response to changes in other environmental factors over time as well as in response to 
ongoing monitoring. Controls relating to nitrogen outputs allow the Director, EPA the ability to respond in a timely way 
to changes in nitrogen levels or its effects. 
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While not a statutory requirement, whenever the Director, EPA makes a determination, the assessment methodology, 
a statement of reasons and the actual determination are published on the EPA website. This approach supports the 
principles of transparency, accountability and consistency.  

Notes: 

EPA has signalled its intent to regulate nitrogen more explicitly in environmental licences and via 1.2.1 and 1.2.3, 
informed by the best available evidence. In addition, a future Environmental Standard may also provide a mechanism 
limiting broadscale effects by setting TPDNO. 

Environmental Controls Relating to Carrying Capacity 
Control 1.3.1. The maximum permissible stocking density of salmonid fish is [X] kg/m3 of 
caged volume unless otherwise specified in the marine farming licence. 

• The EDO suggested the wording of this control may allow caps specified in Plans for maximum 
permissible stocking density of finfish to be exceeded. It suggested the stocking density dictated in Plans 
should be the maximum determined to be sustainable based on the best available science and modelling. 

• The RSPCA suggested a maximum stocking density of 15kg/m3 apply regardless of location of lease. The 
RSPCA also indicated the magnitude of this parameter should be routinely reviewed.    

NRE Tas response:  

The intent of control 1.3.1 is to ensure the wording around stocking density is consistent across all plans, not to set a 
specific limit (cap) on stocking density. Limits as currently specified will continue to apply. It is worth noting stocking 
density limits specified in plans are generally conservative figures and provide a buffer from what is considered the 
maximum sustainable stocking density limit, which in some circumstances may be a higher number. 

 

Control 1.3.3. Lessees must ensure that farmed areas are fallowed as soon as practicable if 
bubbles of hydrogen sulphide and/or methane gasses form in the sediment and rise to the 
surface without physical disturbance of the seabed. 

• The EDO stated, “with appropriate management, outgassing would not occur as it represents the 
terminal decline in seabed conditions.” Additionally, the EDO suggested revision of the statement “as 
soon as practicable” as commercial considerations should be irrelevant. 

• TISC stated further clarity is needed about what steps may be required to initiate fallowing of farming 
areas in a timely manner. 

NRE Tas response:  

The intent of this control is to use a clear, well-recognised and accepted indicator of nutrient enrichment from finfish 
farming to instigate a management response that will ameliorate and address the impact. Macleod, C et al (2004) 
defined nine ‘impact stages’ for organic enrichment of sediments under sea pens/cages. Impact stages included 
degradation and recovery phases. While the authors assigned ‘severe effects’ (of organic enrichment) to the 
observation of outgassing, they noted this was not a terminal decline provided measures to promote recovery were 
implemented (e.g. fallowing, reducing feed inputs and reducing stocking intensity). Macleod, C et al (2004) found 
video assessment a practicable, reliable method for gauging sediment health. Video assessments of sediments are 
required at least annually or in accordance with the stocking and fallowing regime at leases where finfish are farmed.  

https://www.imas.utas.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/743301/Guide-to-the-assessment-of-sediment-condition-at-marine-finfish-farms-in-Tasmania.pdf
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Factors that inform how a farmed area may be practicably fallowed include stage in the production cycle, weather 
conditions, access to vessels and other equipment and biosecurity considerations. Production planning (including 
modelling exercises) and monitoring programs are generally designed and implemented to minimise the possibility of 
organic enrichment of sediments (characterised by outgassing) and therefore a degraded state. 

Notes: 

Environmental licences include a condition defining the release of bubbles from sediments as ‘significant’ and requiring 
a management response. At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard 
caters for requirements specified by control 1.3.3, a decision may be made to remove or change these controls in 
plans, by an appropriate planning process.  

 

Control 1.3.4. Finfish cage nets must be at least one metre clear of the seabed at low tide 
under normal growing conditions unless otherwise specified in the relevant marine farming 
licence. 

• Both the EDO and TISC commented that minimum clearance of one metre above the seabed is 
inconsistent with international best practice and would not allow adequate water circulation and dispersal 
of particulate waste.  

NRE Tas response:  

A minimum clearance of one metre above the seabed is consistent across all marine farming development plan. The 
standardisation process does not intend to change existing planning arrangements. The purpose of this control may 
fall within the scope of a future Environmental Standard.  
 

Control 1.3.5. The Director, EPA may, from time to time, using whatever information the 
Director, EPA considers appropriate, determine the maximum permissible biomass of finfish 
that may be stocked within the area covered by this Plan or any other specified area within 
the Plan area. NOTE: Maximum permissible biomass may relate to an area however described 
by the Director, EPA, including without limitation, tonnes per hectare or total tonnes for the 
Plan area. 

• Huon Aquaculture suggested this control needs greater clarity; either a TPDNO limit or a biomass limit 
will be imposed, but not both. 
 

• The EDO reiterated its view that maximum biomass, stocking density and pollution caps be imposed 
through Plans. EDO expressed disappointment the controls do not propose to set biomass, stocking 
density and pollution limits and, instead, continue to give the EPA Director complete discretion to set 
limits with no guidance on how such discretion ought to be informed or exercised. 

NRE Tas response:  

Historically, only one type of limit has been imposed for any area at a particular time. The Director, EPA may determine 
from time to time that one limit type, or a combination of limit types is most appropriate to regulate environmental 
effects in a particular area. 

Refer to response provided at control 1.2.3 for more detail.  
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Environmental Controls Relating to Monitoring  

Controls for Finfish only  
Control 1.4.1. Lessees must provide a baseline environmental survey to the satisfaction of the 
Director, EPA. Such a baseline environmental survey must be undertaken prior to the 
commencement of marine farming operations on those areas;  

a) where a new lease area is being established; or 
b) when required as a condition of varying or expanding a lease area; or  
c) where a marine farming licence is varied to allow the farming of another species not 

addressed by the existing baseline survey for the lease.  
 

• The EDO supported the requirement for baseline surveys to be conducted for all variations or 
expansions to all lease areas.  

• TISC suggested baseline surveys be repeated at regular intervals (e.g. 5-yearly), as should carrying capacity 
modelling, and the location/s and allowable uses of lease areas should be revised as needed.  

 

NRE Tas response:  

Environmental licence conditions presently stipulate annual benthic surveys, which are in addition to baseline surveys. 
Given the nature of this control (i.e. its focus on environmental surveys), its content or requirements may be amenable 
to, and fall within scope of a future Environmental Standard.  

Notes: 

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard caters for requirements 
specified by control 1.4.1, a decision may be made to remove or change this control in plans, by an appropriate 
planning process.  

 

Control 1.4.2. Lessees must comply with any environmental monitoring, data analysis, 
interpretation, audit and review requirements determined by the Director, EPA or Secretary 
and notice of which is given in writing, as amended by the Director, EPA or Secretary from 
time to time, at the lessee’s expense, using such parties as are approved or nominated by the 
Director, EPA or Secretary. 

• The EDO suggested this control should refer to the Environmental Standard. 

NRE Tas response:  

Control 1.4.2 aims to standardise the authority of the Director, EPA or Secretary to set and enforce environmental 
surveys and monitoring requirements across all plans. Given the nature of this control (i.e. its focus on environmental 
monitoring and review), its content or requirements may be amenable to, and fall within scope of a future 
Environmental Standard. In the interim, it is considered important this control also allows the Secretary, NRE Tas to 
maintain authority to request further monitoring or submission of data. 

Notes: 
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At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard caters for requirements 
specified by control 1.4.2, a decision may be made to remove or change this control in plans, by an appropriate 
planning process. 

  

Control 1.4.6. For leases that have an associated marine farming licence authorising the 
farming of finfish, lessees must provide to the Secretary on an annual basis, unless exempted 
in writing by the Secretary, a production planning report for three years in advance, by lease. 

• The EDO queried the circumstances whereby the Secretary would ever need to exempt a lessee from 
providing, on an annual basis, a production planning report for three years ahead. If ever there were 
reasons to exempt a lessee from this requirement, these should be published and limited to 
circumstances where there is no intent to farm any fish in the three-year advance period. 

NRE Tas response:  

Production planning for the medium (three year) term is an important consideration for finfish farming. The Secretary 
may use production planning reports for a variety of purposes, including checking the suitability of existing 
management controls to mitigate and manage farming effects that may be associated with production forecasts. 
While exemptions from the requirement to provide the Secretary with a production planning report every year are 
considered rare, there may be circumstances where an exemption is merited (e.g. where an emergency lease has 
been granted for a short period of time). Hence it is appropriate the Secretary retain the discretion to waive this 
reporting requirement.  

Notes: 

Production planning reporting is a condition of environmental licence. 

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard caters for requirements 
specified by control 1.4.6, a decision may be made to remove or change this control in plans, by an appropriate 
planning process. 

 
Control 1.4.8. Lessees must provide to the Manager, Aquaculture Branch, the records detailed 
at 1.4.8. at the request of the Secretary. 
 
• EDO noted the reference to Control 1.4.8. is an error and should refer to 1.4.7. 

NRE Tas response:  

This typographical error will be corrected. 

 

Controls for Shellfish only  
Control 1.4.11. Lessees must provide a baseline environmental survey as specified by the 
Secretary. A baseline environmental survey must be undertaken prior to the commencement 
of marine farming operations on those areas;  

a) where a new lease area is being established; or  
b) when required as a condition of varying or expanding a lease area; or 
c) where a marine farming licence is varied to allow the farming of another species not 

addressed by the existing baseline survey for the lease.  
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• OT commented that:  
o management controls should not imply regulation will always be achieved by way of marine farming 

licence conditions.   
o a new baseline survey should not be required in the instance of a lease variation as the Minister does 

not have the power to impose this condition.  
o farming of another species of shellfish is not a relevant juncture for requiring a new baseline 

environmental survey.  

NRE Tas response:  

Marine farming licences are an important component of the regulatory framework for marine farming activities in 
Tasmania. The standardisation process does not propose to change this framework. The flexibility in this control caters 
for a range of plausible operating scenarios. 

Where the Secretary, as the Minister’s delegate, determines as a condition of varying a lease that a baseline 
environmental survey is required, then the lessee must provide such a survey.  

Notes: 

Older plans include a similar control with respect to a survey trigger: 

For all new lease areas being established, and for all expansions greater than 10 per cent to existing marine 
farming leases, a baseline survey is required before marine farming operations commence. Assessment of this 
information will be used to determine future management and monitoring requirements of the area. 

 

Control 1.4.12. Lessees must comply with the environmental monitoring requirements for 
collection, analysis and reporting as specified in the relevant marine farming licence. Note: 
The Secretary will use the information from the environmental monitoring surveys when 
determining marine farming licence conditions. 

• OT expressed concern that regulation of marine farms need be achieved by way of licences under the 
Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 rather than by way of leases under the Marine Farming 
Planning Act 1995. Management controls should not imply that regulation will always be achieved by way 
of marine farming licence conditions. 

NRE Tas response:  

Marine farming licences are an important component of the regulatory framework for marine farming activities in 
Tasmania. The standardisation process does not propose to change this framework. Within a plan, management 
controls, when implemented, serve to mitigate and manage negative effects of activities conducted within the plan 
area. Management controls, together with conditions specified in marine farming leases, licences and environmental 
licences, are part of the Secretary’s (or other, equivalent authority, such as the Director, EPA) regulatory ‘tool kit’ for 
managing the interactions between marine farming with the marine environment.  In spatial terms, management 
controls in plans are formulated for activities, events or effects likely to need a similar approach to management 
across a plan area, while conditions in marine farming licences and environmental licences apply at a smaller (e.g. 
lease) scale where more tailored regulation may be appropriate. Together, the application of management controls 
in plans and conditions in licences allow flexibility in regulation over space (and time).   
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Control 1.4.14 Lessees must measure the growth of samples of shellfish and report to the 
Secretary in relation thereto, as required by the Secretary, in areas where the growth rates of 
shellfish have declined and the Secretary is concerned that the carrying capacity of the area is 
being exceeded. 

• OT expressed concern this requirement to report is new for most Plan areas. It suggested Government 
should take this opportunity to offer to change a Plan’s capacity limits if all lessees subject to the Plan 
agree. This would be appropriate in OT’s view, as the primary purpose of shellfish capacity limits is to 
prevent unfairness between lessees, rather than achieve any broader environmental purpose. 

NRE Tas response:  

This control is expressed within existing plans. The control is consistent with, and falls within the proposed scope of, 
the Standardised Controls.  

Controls on Waste 
Control 1.7.1. Lessees must dispose of wastes from: (a) harvesting; (b) processing of produce; 
(c) removal of fouling organisms; and (d) production in accordance with relevant Acts or 
regulations and in a manner that the Secretary is satisfied will not cause an unacceptable effect 
on the ecology of the marine environment or nearby shorelines. 

• Huon Aquaculture noted the existing in-situ net cleaning process does not capture organic waste and 
requested clarity on the scope of application of this control. Does it apply to all marine based operations 
as well as land-based activities? 
 

• OT commented this control is new for shellfish farming and that growth/production of shellfish involves 
negligible waste. It requested the shellfish industry be excluded from this control as detecting and 
disposing of wastes from production is not feasible for shellfish. 

 

NRE Tas response: 

Control 1.7.1 has equivalent controls across existing plans and applies to all forms of marine farming. This control 
does not expand or extend the existing regulatory reach or scope of the management controls. 

Notes: 

Requirements for disposal of waste are conditioned in environmental licences. 

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard caters for requirements 
specified by control 1.7.1, a decision may be made to remove or change this control in plans, by an appropriate 
planning process. 

 

Control 1.7.2. All mortalities arising in connection with marine farming operations must be 
disposed of at a site that has the necessary approvals to receive this material. 

• OT raised concern the management control has potential regulatory overlap or duplication with 
requirements under marine farming licences and under the Biosecurity Act 2019. 
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• TISC commented all lessees should be required to have an approved disposal management plan for 
mortality events as part of their standard operating conditions.  

NRE Tas response:  

The purpose of this control is to ensure mortalities are not disposed of in an ad hoc manner. Dead fish from fish 
farms are classified as a Controlled Waste under the Environmental Management and Pollution Control (Waste 
Management) Regulations 2020 and as such the primary regulatory responsibility falls under the EMPCA. 
Further, mortality reporting and disposal may fall within scope of future Biosecurity regulations. 

Notes: 

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that Biosecurity regulations cater for requirements specified 
by control 1.7.2, a decision may be made to remove or change this control in plans, by an appropriate planning 
process. 

 

Control 1.7.3. Licence holders must ensure that blood resulting from the harvesting of fish is 
fully contained and not allowed to enter the marine environment unless authorised in writing 
by the Chief Veterinary Officer and the Director, EPA.  

• OT highlighted while oysters have blood, discernible bleeding is not a result of harvesting, so the 
imposition of this provision on oyster farmers is unwarranted. 

NRE Tas response:  

This control can be reworded to specify ‘blood resulting from the harvesting of finfish.’  

Notes: 

Requirements to manage blood from the harvesting of fish are a conditioned in environmental licences. 

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard and/or Biosecurity 
regulations cater for requirements specified by control 1.7.3, a decision may be made to remove or change this control 
in plans, by an appropriate planning process. 

 

Control 1.7.4. Lessees must fallow or comply with limits upon the use of a lease area if 
unacceptable benthic impacts specified in the relevant marine farming licence or 
environmental licence are identified through routine monitoring.  

• OT commented that shellfish farming does not pose a benthic risk to warrant fallowing. 

NRE Tas response:  

This control aims to standardise the management of environmental effects on the benthos from all forms of 
aquaculture, including present and potential future species.  

Crawford (2001) conducted a qualitative assessment of the risks of ecological impact from shellfish farming activities 
in Tasmania and concluded the risk of ecological impact due to organic enrichment (of sediments) was low.  

 

https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/33310999.pdf
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Control 1.7.5. Lessees must ensure that Black and Grey Water resulting from the servicing of 
marine farming operations is not released into the marine environment unless otherwise 
authorised. 

• OT claimed shellfish farming does not generate black and grey water in sufficient quantities to warrant 
regulation.  
 

• Huon Aquaculture noted the intent of existing environmental licences differs from this draft control. 

NRE Tas response:  

This control is being included as a standard control for management of environmental effects of potential black and 
grey water discharge from servicing of all forms of aquaculture, including present and potential future species. NRE 
Tas acknowledges that black and grey water is unlikely to be generated on barges or other equipment presently 
positioned on marine farming leases relating to shellfish farming. 

Existing environmental licences include a condition each for management of black and grey water. The intent of this 
control, and its counterparts in environmental licences is to avoid releasing black and grey water to the marine 
environment in the absence of appropriate treatment. The conditions in environmental licences specify the precise 
circumstances under which black and grey water may be released into the marine environment; this is effectively the 
‘authorisation’ referred to in control 1.7.5. 

Notes: 

Requirements to manage black and grey water from finfish activities are conditioned in environmental licences.  

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard caters for requirements 
specified by control 1.7.5, a decision may be made to remove or change this control in plans, by an appropriate 
planning process. 

Biosecurity Controls 
Control 1.8.2. Lessees must remove dead fish from cages and report mortalities in accordance 
with any direction from the Secretary or Director, EPA. 

• OT noted that any requirement to remove dead oysters in a particular way and within a particular 
timeframe does not recognise deceased oysters pose no risk.  

NRE Tas response:  

NRE Tas considers that all dead fish, including oysters, may pose a biosecurity risk to some extent. It is possible that 
a shellfish grower may be directed to remove dead shellfish in specific circumstances.  

Notes: 

Requirements to manage and report about fish mortalities are conditioned in environmental licences. 

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard and/ or Biosecurity 
regulations cater for requirements specified by control 1.8.2, a decision may be made to remove or change this control 
in plans, by an appropriate planning process. 

 



 

Page 21 of 28 
Public Consultation Summary Report – Standardised Marine Farming Management Controls  

Control 1.8.3. Lessees must participate in any fish health management plan or fish biosecurity 
program as directed in writing by the Chief Veterinary Officer or Secretary. 

• OT noted that biosecurity regulation is achieved through the Animal Health Act 1995 and the Biosecurity 
Act 2019. It is duplicative to also make breaches of biosecurity regulation a breach of the conditions of a 
marine farming lease. OT also expressed concern about a new control being imposed on the shellfish 
industry. 

NRE Tas response:  

All forms of marine farming are obliged to participate in health surveillance programs and health controls measures 
under existing plans. This control does not expand or extend the existing regulatory reach or scope of the management 
controls. 

Notes: 

While the requirements of this control are expected to be sufficiently dealt with for salmonids under the Biosecurity 
Program: Tasmanian Salmonid Industry MOS 12 (Fish health monitoring), it is considered to apply to all forms of 
marine farming and therefore appropriate to retain in all plans.  

Visual Controls 
Control 1.9.1. All marine farming structures and equipment within marine farming lease areas 
must conform to the following controls:  

a) All fish cages, buoys, netting and other floating marine farming structures and equipment on State 
waters, other than that specified for navigational requirements, must be grey to black in colour, or 
be any other colour that is specified in the relevant marine farming licence. 

b) Marine farming structures and equipment must be low in profile and be of a uniform size and shape 
to the satisfaction of the Secretary. The Secretary will determine what constitutes a low profile and 
uniform size and shape. 

c) Posts on each section of racking on intertidal lease areas are to be of uniform height above sea level.  
d) Row markers on intertidal lease areas are to be of uniform height above sea level. 
e) The lease area must be kept neat and tidy to a standard acceptable to the Secretary. 
f) Lessees are to ensure, to the satisfaction of the Director, EPA, that light generated from marine 

farming operations does not create a nuisance. 
• Submission 4 commented: 

 All infrastructure should be stamped for easy identification, possibly in more than one place;  
 Automatic Identification System (AIS) trackers should be imprinted on large pieces;  
 A cultural shift is required in the industry to ensure compliance;  
 Audits should be conducted on leases to ensure a zero-loss management system is implemented; 
 A debris database should be established and independently audited; 
 Appropriate penalties should be imposed when debris is found. 

 
• OT observed the requirement for grey to black cage colour appeared to be associated with finfish, as 

opposed to shellfish farming. 
• OT objected to clause 1.19.1(f) being applied to the shellfish industry, noting EMPCA can impose 

obligations relating to light only if light emissions are specified as environmental nuisances in an 
environment protection policy. 
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NRE Tas response:  

• Requirements for marking of equipment are currently stipulated in finfish marine farming licences. Equipment 
inventories vary considerably between all forms of marine farming in terms of equipment types, manufacturing 
materials and quantities. The marking (and monitoring) demand can therefore vary considerably across leases 
and be quite lease specific. In this circumstance, more tailored regulation by licence rather than by 
management control (or controls) under a plan is more appropriate (e.g. in terms of efficiency and 
responsiveness). 

• Management of marine farming infrastructure and potential hazards to navigation are matters relevant to 
the Marine Farming Zero Tolerance Debris Compliance Policy. The draft workplan attached to the draft 
Salmon Industry Plan states this policy will be reviewed and updated, including communications and 
notifications processes related to marine farming debris. In addition, the draft workplan commits Government 
to a review of penalties and compliance frameworks under acts including the MFPA.  

• All aquaculture operations are required to comply with this management control unless otherwise authorised. 
• Light emissions may be associated with all forms of aquaculture operations. Light emissions may also be 

considered as a ‘pollutant’ under EMPCA. Responsibility to enforce 1.9.1(f) is shared with the EPA.  

Access Controls 
Control 1.10.1. Lessees must mark the external boundaries of the lease area in whatever 
manner is required by the Secretary and by the Marine and Safety Authority.  

• Submission 4 suggested open water lease markers should all be bright yellow with a length appropriate 
for the largest rogue wave, not standard size.  

NRE Tas response:  

Decision making regarding the type and size of lease markers is the responsibility of Marine and Safety Tasmania 
and is outside the scope of the Standardised Controls. However, planning arrangements to ensure safety in marine 
farming (e.g. control 1.10.1) recognise and acknowledge the decision making of authorities such as the Marine and 
Safety Authority.  

 

Control 1.10.3. Anchors and mooring lines that extend outside the lease area must be at least 
five metres below the surface at the boundary of the lease area and must not extend outside 
a marine farming zone. 

• OT stated the requirement to not extend outside the marine farming zone is new for several Plans, 
noting the five-metre-below requirement makes sense for navigation. OT commented that if gear is five 
metres below then the separate requirement for lines not to extend outside a marine farming zone 
seems unwarranted and has asked that shellfish farming be excluded from this control.  

NRE Tas response:  

It is a requirement under s94(1) of the MFPA that rope, cable or other device used to secure marine farming 
equipment must not be located outside a zone or a lease area, unless otherwise authorised. Control 1.10.3 is included 
to provide clarity to s94(1), specifically to denote the circumstances under which devices to secure marine farming 
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equipment may be located outside a lease area, while being strictly confined to a zone. That is, control 1.10.3 provides 
the conditions of authorisation that allow anchors and mooring lines to extend outside a lease area.  

This control does not expand or extend the existing regulatory reach or scope of the management controls.  

Odour Controls 
Control 1.11.1. Lessees must ensure, to the satisfaction of the Director, EPA, that odour 
generated from marine farming operations does not create an odour nuisance. 

OT requested the shellfish industry be excluded from this control due to the related compliance and 
administration costs of odour regulation. 

NRE Tas response:  

The control reflects the planning expectation that marine farming operations, of any species, do not create an odour 
nuisance. 

This control does not expand or extend the existing regulatory reach or scope of existing management controls. 

Fish Escapes 
Control 1.12.1. Lessees must not intentionally release into State waters fish of the species 
authorised in the relevant marine farming licence unless authorised to do so by that licence.  

• The EDO asked the Department to consider including regulation of reckless behaviour that may lead to 
the release of fish from finfish farms. 

NRE Tas response:  

Defining, identifying, and prosecuting ‘reckless behaviour’ is not within the scope of the Standardised Controls. The 
review of the MFPA and of the LMRMA are more appropriate avenues to consider such matters.  

 
Control 1.12.2. Lessees must report to the Secretary any significant incident of fish escapes 
within 24 hours of becoming aware of the escape. A significant escape is defined as any loss of 
licensed species to the marine environment in excess of 500 individuals at any one time. 

Control 1.12.3. Lessees must recover escaped fish when and in a manner as directed by the 
Secretary. 

• The EDO asked for clarification of the term ‘at any one time’ (control 1.12.2) and OT asked that shellfish 
farming be excluded from controls 1.12.2 and 1.12.3. 

NRE Tas response:  

As drafted, it is reasonable controls 1.12.2 and 1.12.3 be applied to finfish only.  

NRE Tas has amended the words ‘at any one time’ to ‘in a single event.’  

In a plan, controls 1.12.2 and 1.12.3 could be grouped with others that apply more explicitly to finfish farming, under 
a finfish farming heading. In the interim, control 1.12.3 will be revised to refer to ‘escaped finfish.’ 
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Other Controls 
Control 1.13.1. Lessees must comply with guidelines on noise emissions issued by the EPA for 
marine farming operations.  

• The EDO requested clarity on: 
 Whether there are existing guidelines about noise emissions  
 Whether this clause should also refer to the proposed ambient noise limits that may be included in 

the Draft Environmental Standard 
 Does the definition of “marine farming operations” includes the travel of barges and other vessels to 

and from the lease?  

NRE Tas response:  

Noise monitoring and assessment related to marine farming is proposed for inclusion in a future Environmental 
Standard. It is proposed that through the Environmental Standard noise emission limits will be implemented within 
environmental licences where appropriate. The Environmental Standard and associated Technical Standard will 
provide clear direction on how to monitor, assess and report on noise emissions using best practice.  

Marine farming operations include vessels operating within marine farming zones. Any vessels travelling to/from 
marine farming zones may be subject to regulation under EMPCA and/or the Environmental Management and 
Pollution Control (Noise) Regulations 2016.  

Notes: 

At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard cater for requirements 
specified by control 1.13.1, a decision may be made to remove or change this control in plans, by an appropriate 
planning process. 

 

Control 1.13.3. Lessees must remove fouling organisms from marine farming equipment as 
directed by the Secretary or Director, EPA, in a manner that the Secretary or Director, EPA 
is satisfied will not cause an unacceptable effect on the ecology of the marine environment or 
nearby shorelines.  

• The EDO noted it is not clear what is meant by ‘unacceptable effect’ in the context of this draft control. 
 

• OT stated this control appears to remove a farmer’s discretion concerning frequency and method of 
removing biofouling.  

 

NRE Tas response:  

The application of ‘unacceptable effect’ is at the discretion of the Director, EPA (and/or Secretary), determined with 
a scientific basis and informed wherever possible by measurement/monitoring data. 

All types of marine farming are associated with biofouling. This control does not remove an operator’s discretion to 
remove biofouling; rather it provides capacity for changes to be made to the cleaning approach in cases where the 
approach is found to be deficient. The effect of this control is to set a minimum standard of biofouling removal.  

Notes: 

Requirements to manage biofouling are conditioned in environmental licences. 
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At a future date, to eliminate duplication and/or recognise that an Environmental Standard cater for requirements 
specified by control 1.13.3, a decision may be made to remove or change this control in plans, by an appropriate 
planning process. 

 

Control 1.13.4. Lessees must remove redundant, dilapidated or loose marine farming 
structures and equipment from State waters as directed by the Secretary. 

• Submission 4 commented that all lease operations should be on a zero-loss basis and that fines do not 
currently reflect the large amounts of debris being lost. 
 

• The EDO states this control does not provide a clear onus on finfish farming operators to remove 
dangerous or redundant equipment, and rather encourages them to wait until they receive a direction 
to do so. Given operators have the best understanding of the age and state of their equipment, they 
should have a positive onus to appropriately manage it. 

NRE Tas response:  

The magnitude of fines is determined by legislation (s94 MFPA, and the Marine Farming Planning Regulations 2016 
Schedule 2). While fines/penalties are not within the scope of the Standardised Controls, the Implementation Program 
of the Tasmanian Salmon Industry Plan 2023 includes an action to review the penalties and compliance frameworks 
under the EMPCA, MFPA and LMRMA. 

Notes: 

It is a condition of a marine farming lease that lessees keep the lease area in a clean and tidy and safe state, including 
all necessary steps to recover any lessee items that have become separated from the lease area.  

 

Control 1.13.5. If any part or parts of marine farming structures or equipment break away 
from the lease area, lessees must take action as soon as is reasonably possible to recover those 
structures and equipment and return them to the lease area or otherwise dispose of them in 
an appropriate manner.  

• Submission 4 commented there must be a clear directive and specific expectations outlined as a minimum 
for recovery of marine farming structures and equipment; that appropriate fines must be imposed, and 
nothing lost; and a clear demerit system with ultimate loss of lease/ licence should apply after a certain 
number of losses as it is not acceptable to keep allowing tonnes of plastic into water ways. 

NRE Tas response: 

The intent of this control is to obligate lease holders to deal with any equipment that does leave the lease area. While 
enforcement and compliance matters are not within the scope of the Standardised Controls, these matters may be 
considered in the review of the MFPA and review of penalties and compliance frameworks under acts including the 
MFPA, an action in the under the Tasmanian Salmon Industry Plan 2023. 

 

Control 1.13.6. Lessees must permit authorised persons as directed by the Secretary or 
Director, EPA to enter into and inspect the lease area at all reasonable times.  
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• Submission 4 wished to note full support of this control, and recommended audits be conducted more 
than once a year, unannounced, with inspections after big weather events. 

NRE Tas response:  

NRE Tas implements the frequency of lease inspections according to its compliance policy by considering factors 
including relevant weather events, production cycles, public complaints or reports and the need to verify any remedial 
actions (identified through previous inspections).  

 

Control 1.13.7. Lessees must not undertake or cause or permit another person to deliberately 
interact with wildlife except in accordance with the Nature Conservation Act 2002. 

• OT commented anyone who undertakes unauthorised interactions with wildlife faces penalties under 
the Nature Conservation Act 2002, and such activities are not presently regulated in lease conditions for 
shellfish farmers. OT is concerned about imposing a new condition and potentially increasing the penalty 
for unauthorised interaction with wildlife. Imposing a higher penalty on shellfish farmers than others is 
not warranted. 

NRE Tas response:  

Control 1.13.7 is intended to update or replace similar existing controls that apply to all forms of marine farming. 
This standardised control does not expand or extend the existing regulatory reach or scope of the management 
controls (and is therefore not anticipated to cause inequity in scaling of penalties).  

Notes: 

The Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 specifies penalties for various transactions or activities 
concerning how a person may interact with wildlife, including buying and selling of wildlife and wildlife products, taking 
or possessing wildlife and displaying or removing wildlife. These regulations do not contain an equivalent provision to 
this control. 

  

Control 1.13.8. Lessees must comply with any operational requirements notified by the 
Secretary in relation to managing, mitigating or avoiding interactions with wildlife as defined 
by the Nature Conservation Act 2002.  

• The EDO noted the Government’s policy that seal relocations from finfish farms are not permitted, and 
requested the control reflect this. EDO also requested the control be re-written to include a general 
statement that lessees will seek to achieve best practice wildlife management, using the hierarchy of 
avoid, minimise and mitigate. 

NRE Tas response:  

Improved management of wildlife interactions is a priority action under the Tasmanian Salmon Industry Plan 2023. 
This includes updating the Seal Management Framework and Minimum Requirements; and developing new Wildlife 
Interaction Standards that address potential interactions that occur with a range of marine wildlife species (including 
seals) with measures to minimise risk to the health and safety of animals and farmworkers. 

 

Control 1.13.9. The Secretary may, from time to time, determine requirements for the 
marking and monitoring of marine farming equipment.  
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• The EDO noted the ‘zero-tolerance policy’ on marine farm waste and stated the control should actively 
prescribe requirements for the marking and monitoring of marine farming equipment to allow for proper 
regulation and enforcement of this policy. 
 

• OT noted “these proposed controls are vague and represent a blank cheque when no case has been 
made to mark and monitor marine farming equipment.” 

Control 1.13.10. Upon making a determination under 1.13.9, the Secretary is to notify any 
lessees of the determination.  

Control 1.13.10 is included for context only as it is mentioned in Control 1.13.11 following.  

Control 1.13.11. A lessee notified in accordance with 1.13.10 must comply with that notice.  

• OT stated these proposed controls are vague, and no case has been made to mark and monitor marine 
farming equipment. 
 

• Submission 4 requests appropriate fines be imposed and demerit points issued. 

NRE Tas response:  

NRE Tas considers that it is appropriate for the Secretary to retain flexibility to determine marking and monitoring 
requirements as both farming technology and monitoring technology change and in response to practical experience. 
This allows for efficient, effective regulation. 

Refer to the response provided at 1.13.5 for how Government intends to deal with enforcement and compliance 
matters, including the magnitude of fines/penalties imposed under various acts (e.g. MFPA).  

Notes: 

The marking and monitoring of farming equipment has significantly improved over recent years, illustrated by the 
amount of marine equipment being recovered, industry efforts to limit loss and the requirement to report missing 
marine farming equipment. 

Control 1.13.13. A lessee who becomes aware of a potential hazard to navigation must, as soon 
as practicable after becoming aware of the hazard, notify the Marine and Safety Authority and 
take any other action directed by the Marine and Safety Authority and/or considered necessary 
by the lessee. 

• Submission 4 requests auditing of the industry after a self-report should occur in a timely fashion. 
Respondent concerned the community does not have confidence in the self-reporting approach.  
 

• OT expressed concern that it considers the control goes beyond the standard provision requiring the 
lessee to recover or dispose of structures or equipment lost from the lease area and that it would extend 
the navigation management responsibilities of shellfish farmers beyond the management of their own 
equipment and structures.  

NRE Tas response:  

All users of marine waterways have a duty to report navigation hazards, regardless of their relationship to/association 
with the hazard. This control is intended to apply to all marine farming lease holders.  

Also refer to response provided at control 1.13.9.  
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