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Submission 1 
Matthew Morgan 

 

I have been a Commercial Fisherman for in Xcess of 50 years , 2/3 rods of that time I fished Bass Strait . It 
is my belief that I have a good knowledge  

of Bass Strait ; her Tides ; her Prevailing Weather Conditions. And therefore I support the intended  

Placement of Salmon Pens in Bass Strait / But with 2 Overiding Conditions 

1 They must be No Closer to any Tasmanian Land than 12 miles. 

2 For each Lease ( even Experimental) that goes into the Commonwealth Waters of Bass Straight  

An Active Lease in Tasmanian State Waters is permanently Shut Down  

These 2 Conditions are Non Negotiable and without Compliance to them ; I will Vigourously  

Campaign against them going into  

Commonwealth Waters .  

Yours Sincerely  

Matthew Morgan  

Co Founder of Wild Fishers for Sustainable Salmon Farming in Tasmania’s Coastal Waters  

with 962 members 

Submission 2 
Ian Johnston 

  

I am in favour of a salmon industry that is of a size that does not cause significant environmental harm to 
our inshore waters (as they do now). 

We should have the industry producing product that is world class in terms of a healthy product that has 
flavour, texture and natural colour as close as possible to wild fish. At the moment we are far from 
achieving this aim. 

The tonnage of fish grown in shallow inshore waters needs to be greatly reduced to restore the 
environment. 

Submission 3 
Evee Dan 

 

Take your filthy feedlot business elsewhere please. 



 

 

Submission 4 
James Ayliffe 

 

1. Until land-based farming is introduced, State-owned waterways provided to industry for fish farming 
should have an asset value applied to them and depreciated to reflect the cost of remediation by the 
leaseholder. 

2. State-owned waterways leased to private industry should reflect a lease cost equal to an agreed 
percentage of assessed asset value. 

3. All future fish farms should be land-based to minimise degradation to Tasmanian waterways. The State 
should participate as equity holders to assist in defraying land acquisition costs. 

4. Cancel all waterway-based fresh farms leases before the expiry of 10 years. 

5. During the leasehold period of waterway-based fish farms. facilitate independent water testing to include 
dissolved oxygen in discrete test areas recommended by independent water testers. 

6. Restrict and / or cancel licence operations until water test results revert to documented accepted levels. 

Submission 5 
Des Clark 

 

The Tasmanian Government must be deaf , there is a roar of disproval from the general public in the way 
Salmon farms Have ruined our rivers ,estuaries and coastal areas with pollution of not only the waterways 
but our shorelines and beaches. 

I can’t understand why the Tasmanian Government continues to approve this trail of destruction. 

World wide the Salmon farms have been shown to be doing the wrong thing and it’s interesting that 
salmon farms are moving their locations to countries without strict guidelines to manage this industry in a 
sustainable way . 

It’s been pointed out by David Attenborough that there will be no wild fish in our oceans in the very near  

future ,probably less than 10 years , due to overfishing so we understand that farmed fish are going to be 
the future . 

The Industry needs to take onboard the concerns of the people of Tasmania and regulate the industry by 
moving the fish pens onshore preferably or at least get them well offshore . 

The Derwent andHuon rivers are badly polluted from the rubbish,effluent from their current onshore 
factories that produce young fish before they go into the pens . 

It’s disgusting that one of these facilities is upstream from Hobarts eastern shore drinking water 
catchment. 

In turn the users of this water are paying TAS Water to update and improve their water purification 
schemes. 

Why should Tasmanians have this expense and why should the Salmom producers pay little to use our 
waterways . 

I guess the real reason they don’t want to move on shore is the fact that like land farmers they would have 
to acquire land at their cost. 



 

 

We let big corporations in to destroy our waterways and are happy for the profits and tax avoidance to go 
overseas. 

Frankly I am disgusted that this continues our Government is only interested in big companies vested 
interests. 

Our children ,grandchildren are going to look back in time and will name and shame those politicians that 
don’t act to stop this destructions. 

We call ourselves the clean and green Tasmania ,but it’s not with every river in a Tasmania polluted from 
both land and fish farming. 

The Department looking after the state of the Derwent river should take a hard look at its self and the 
staff involved should ask themselves if it’s fair to collect their pay each week for doing nothing to save our 
river. 

In my short lifetime of 78 years I have seen beaches disappear and the river polluted. 

Look at the early photos and you will see that Sandybay beach ,is half the size now ,Cornrlian bay where I 
swam after school is jus a muddy beach , the bay near Cadburys that was a beach is now a reedy mud hole 
. Where the caravan park was at Berriedale , the waterway is a fetid disgusting smelly waterway. 

Have a look at Browns River at Kingston , and little Howrah beach , where I swam and caught fish as a lad . 

We can’t wait for a ten year plan we need urgent action to rectify these issues. 

Please o please act for the sake of my great grandchildren. 

Submission 6 
James Hanson 

 

I hate how salmon farms have occupied public space over the last decade. They’re ugly. They’re 
everywhere. Spreading pollution, spoiling views. Sites of cruelty. Run by a incompetents profiting from 
public lands and industrialising landscapes. It is really spoiling. Makes Tasmania a significantly worse place to 
live 

Submission 7 
Roland Browne 
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29 July 2022 
 
 
The Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources and Environment 
By email to: salmonengagement@nre.tas.gov.au  
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
RE: 10 YEAR SALMON PLAN 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the discussion paper as part of the process of 
the development of a draft ten year salmon plan.  

It is to be noted that the government is drafting this plan at the same time it is formulating 
a response to the fin fish enquiry. At the same time, the government is releasing plans to, 
it says, strengthening the EPA. Meanwhile the industry seeks to continue to expand. 

The salmon industry is not new in Tasmania. Measures to control pollution and the many 
other undesirable side effects of the salmon industry should have been formulated 
perhaps ten years ago and have been implemented in full perhaps, five years ago.  

Instead, the industry powers on with a virtually unregulated growth model where the 
community is told that what is good for the salmon industry is good for Tasmania. As a 
consequence, pollution of waterways in increasing with the government’s mantra being  
“monitoring and study”, as attempts are made to identify the damage that is being done.  

In my opinion, this ten year plan should be formulated by going forward to 2032 and asking 
what steps should have been taken ten years earlier to bring the industry under control. 
Your discussion paper is directed to identifying what steps are going to be taken to 
moderate the harmful effects of the industry and to further promote its growth and 
dominant position in the mind of the community. That approach will mean that in 2032, 
problems with pollution will not have been resolved, the salmon industry will still be a law 
unto itself and the community will be left to pay the cost of cleaning up damaged 
waterways.  

Salmon farming should have already been taken out of Tasmania’s waterways and moved 
on shore perhaps five years ago. Water temperatures are increasing and the suitability of 
Tasmania’s channels and estuaries is diminishing. As the waterways warm, pollution 
problems increase rapidly. Of course, this has all been common knowledge for at least a 
decade, but when the government adopts a model of letting the industry dictate its own 
terms with minimal regulation, there is no incentive to change. There may have been an 
incentive if the State of Tasmania had ascribed a value to Tasmania’s waterways and 
charged the salmon companies accordingly. But it seems it will be a long time before our 
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government evolves to recognise the value of our waterways to people who enjoy 
recreational fishing, communities who love their surrounds and all the marine animals that 
occupy the waterways.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Roland Browne 



 

 

 

Submission 8 
Philip Stigant 

 

I have read the Discussion Paper and also the Legislative Council Committee report on this matter and 
make the following comments 

1. The Legislative Council report shows a much better understanding of the issues than does the 
discussion paper. In particular it calls for better governance and removal of pens from some very sheltered 
waterways where they are doing the most damage due to poor natural flushing of the water. We could do 
a lot worse than adopting all of their recommendations. 

 

2. Insufficient weight is given in either report to the alienation of the commons that currently underlies 
finfish farming in Tasmania.  

 

3.One of the valuable community assets we have in Tasmania is extensive and diverse coastal waterways. A 
huge number of Tasmanians (and more than a few visitors) make use of these waterways for recreation. 
This includes fishing, yachting, kayaking, coastal walking, swimming, snorkelling, scuba diving and shellfish 
harvesting. I have experience in all of these activities with the exception of scuba diving. 

 

4. It needs to be acknowledged that the presence of fish farms in coastal waters has negative impacts on all 
of these activities. Even the best managed fish farm excludes other users and represents a curtailment of 
the freedom of navigation. Unfortunately many (perhaps all) fish farms are not well managed.  

 

5.We see extensive marine debris and adverse changes to the underwater environment in the vicinity of 
fish farms. In addition fish farms have light and noise emissions that interfere with the public's quiet 
enjoyment of the surrounding water and land areas. Many bays which once were quiet and idyllic 
anchorages have become untenable (excepting for emergency use) due to these emissions. Likewise 
shoreside campsites which once were quiet are now marred by light and noise from nearby (or sometimes 
not so near) fish farms. The noise is not limited to machinery. "Bangers" are often heard throughout the 
night- presumably beanbagging or frightening seals. 

 

6. I do not have experience living close to a fish farm but in view of (5), I expect these residents experience 
varying degrees of loss of quiet enjoyment of their homes. 

 

7. In view of (5) and (6), it is clear that the presence on fish farms in coastal waters comes at a high cost to 
the rest of the community. At first when the fish farms were few and small it was possible to adopt a live 
and let live approach and I think most of the community were supportive of the industry (as was I). Now, 
however, the magnitude of the industry is such that it is a severe impact and threat to our Tasmanian way 
of life.  

 



 

 

8. Clearly there must be a limit to the industry beyond which the cost to the community exceeds the 
benefits. I believe that limit has been exceeded. 

 

9. I may have missed it, but I haven't seen any analysis of these externalities. Monetary measures are of 
limited use in mitigating loss of lifestyle, but I know some economists have attempted to do this with other 
issues. At the very least a study should be commissioned to attempt to quantify the cost to the community. 

 

10. As things stand the cost of externalities is borne by the community (some more than others) whilst the 
benefits go to the fish farmers, their employees and contractors. I was shocked to discover from the 
discussion paper that as yet there is no attempt to recover the cost of externalities from the industry. 

 

11. Notwithstanding the cost that may be revealed by study advocated at (9), I doubt that any amount of 
monetary recompense would satisfy those most adversely affected. 

 

12. Likewise marine debris and environmental damage can not be remediated by compensation and so 
there need to be sufficient penalties for transgressions in these matters to drive real change in industry 
behaviour. As a guide penalties must be high enough to jeopardise the financial viability of transgressors. It 
is clear that is not currently the case. 

 

13. It has been suggested that moving offshore may be the future for the industry. Our experience thus far 
in Storm Bay does not give confidence. Despite that the current Storm Bay fish farms are in relatively 
sheltered locations there has been a lot of debris released from them. Only last week I saw a PVC pipe of 
the size and type used by fish farms, on the bottom of the shallow waters between Sloping Island and the 
Tasman Peninsula. It had sunk with the weight of growth. I can't help wondering how long it floated around 
as a hazard to navigation. If the future is to be offshore then it must be really offshore (not within sight and 
hearing of peoples homes and places of recreation) and must feature robust mooring systems and be 
designed to withstand storm conditions without bits falling off. MARPOL especially annex V must be fully 
enforced. 

 

14. Onshore closed cycle systems would seem to me to be the responsible way forward. It is pleasing to 
see there is some movement in this direction. 

 

15. Another issue that should be addressed is the fish feed. I am aware that less weight of wild fish is now 
required per kg of salmonid flesh produced than was the case a few years ago. Nevertheless if more than 
1kg of wild fish is required to produce 1kg of salmonid flesh it can hardly be promoted as "feeding the 
world" as was suggested in the beginning of the discussion paper. (I note that at present Tassal says they 
use 1.73kg of wild fish to produce 1kg of farmed fish. This is much better than it was, but still if we were 
trying to feed the starving masses we would be using the wild fish directly.) 

 

16. Also disappointingly included in the discussion paper was the suggestion that we could have 
"sustainable growth". There is a strong argument that the current industry is not sustainable, but even if it 
is and even if it is possible for the industry to be bigger and still sustainable, there is still a point beyond 
which it cannot grow. A good analogy for "sustainable growth" a cancer. In a malignant cancer growth 
continues until the organism is destroyed. I would hate to see that happen to the Tasmania we love. It is 
also a weakness of the discussion paper that growth is a starting point. It may be that a rigorous analysis 



 

 

would show that the industry should be shrunk at least in the short term until we are able to have it all on 
land and all closed cycle. 

 

17. I note that when the first maps were put out showing where this government wanted to be able to 
have salmon pens, one area was around the Furneaux Islands. This made me realise that there is a need to 
consult Palawa/Pakana peoples. They have legitimate claims over both land and water. Now that 
governments at both State and Federal levels are starting to engage with discussions about treaty and 
reconciliation, it is important that Palawa/Pakana are included in consultations. 

Submission 9 
Chris Wells 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Comment on the discussion paper  

Like the authors of this discussion paper I too would like to see a sustainable finfish aquaculture 

industry. Quoting irrelevant statistics from the United Nations platitude documents is not 

particularly useful in Tasmania. The United Nations tip toes around issues related to an 

overpopulated world and the Tasmanian Salmon industry has little or nothing to do with this. This 

discussion paper should instead focus on the recently released Australian State of the Environment 

report. This paper states quite directly that the blue economy needs effective management of the 

marine environment. This is something Tasmania has never had. The discussion paper claims 

Tasmania’s salmon industry has grown to become the single biggest primary industry sector in the 

state. Its modern evolution is the result of significant investment, innovation, dedication, and hard 

work from the many people who have contributed to make it what it is today. This statement is 

false. This is a significant rewrite of recent history. The industry has evolved to what it is today 

because State Government has encouraged its growth from its inception as a cottage industry to the  

corporate piracy that we see today by bypassing planning laws, allowing cheap ongoing leases to the 

companies involved and turning a blind eye to the environmental havoc the industry has caused in 

protected inshore bays through ongoing pollution of the marine environment.  Poor site selection 

and overstocking have characterised the growth of the industry and this has been done with the 

support of successive Tasmanian Governments.       

The Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan,  claims to outline the strategic policy drivers 

for the aquaculture sector, it claims to propose policy outcomes Government could seek to enable a 

sustainable, resilient and innovative salmon industry, and while it presents a range of focus areas for 

consideration it largely either by accident or design ignores the practical reality wrought by this 

industry over the past decades in destroying natural habitats in and around lease areas of 

Tasmania’s inshore waters. The discussion paper does not adequately address site selection issues 

for leases as granted over the past thirty years. The discussion paper details the tonnage of salmon 

produced each year but fails to describe the tonnage of raw faecal matter dumped into our waters 

each year. The paper fails to describe appropriate stocking densities in sea cage aquaculture. The 

paper does describe the convenient need for the industry to operate in sheltered sites but does not 

describe the shocking environmental consequences of government allowing this to occur year in 

year out. The discussion paper does not describe leases established to support a small cottage 

industry being increasingly corporatised with ever greater numbers of salmon being produced while 

regulators and politicians turn a blind eye to the changes.  

There is nothing remotely sustainable in the methods used the Tasmanian salmon industry. Any 

suggestion to the contrary can best be described as greenwash. Cage farming in shallow areas with 

minimal tides is a recipe for ecological disaster.  

The industry is resilient because Government have allowed this industry to flourish by hiding the 

facts about the sewage it produces and allowing it to operate in an unregulated fashion. The 

industry is resilient because politicians want the industry to operate. The reality is not more 

complicated than this. The decision to ban an area off the east coast to further aquaculture 

expansion had nothing to do with science it was a purely political decision. A decision to ban cage 

farming in waters under twenty metres deep (for example) could be achieved at the stroke of a pen. 

It just needs politicians with the courage to do it. The industry claims innovation in the same way it 

has been claiming to move offshore for so many years. It claimed to want to move offshore just to 

make investment in bigger sea cages. Of course, there is no real desire to farm in more difficult 

conditions. Who would want this? Far better to make profits in calm waters.                      



The discussion paper provides a range of focus areas for discussion. What is the purpose of this 

other than seeking to overcomplicate the issues? The Tasmanian bureaucracy has been and remains 

complicit in covering up the facts.  

The following are my comments as referenced by the prompt questions in the discussion paper.    

1. Considering the international and national context, what principles do you think should 

guide the future Salmon Plan in Tasmania?              

Take note of the environmental degradation caused by inshore finfish farming and consider whether 

Atlantic salmon and Rainbow trout are appropriate species for farming n Tasmania.  

Publish annually, tonnes of raw sewage produced as a by-product of salmon production 

If salmon and trout are to be farmed in sea cages put an annual cap on production per lease as 

related to sewage discharge  around this industry. A few suggestions: 

Ban sea cage farming in waters less than twenty metres deep 

Ensure depth beneath sea cage nets is greater than the depth of net 

Cap tonnes of production by way of quotas 

Future leases to focus on farming herbivores (Luderick) or omnivores (mulloway) 

Offshore farms to be developed in conjunction with other deep water site users ie windfarms   

Onshore farms to be boutique (in Tasmania) or larger in Melbourne or Sydney Water quality out 

should equal equal water quality in.        

2. What additional outcomes do you think could enable a sustainable, resilient and innovative 

salmon industry?  

A cap on production levels per lease 

No lease in under 20 metres of water  

Depth under cage to exceed cage depth 

Ban on corporate listed companies operating salmon farms  

Ban on overseas ownership of salmon farms  

Publish raw sewage outputs for all leases annually    

      

3. What do you think are the key actions required to deliver the proposed outcomes    

A change in the mindset of Tasmanian politicians 

Closure of inshore lease areas under 20 metres in depth 

Site selection for lease areas based on science not convenience 

Thirty year leases with options to resign every fifteen years makes sound commercial sense when 

dealing with reasonable people running reasonable businesses. Long leases make no sense when 

dealing with organisations that routinely overstock and make a mockery of poor regulations and no 



policing. Ten year leases should suffice given what has occurred and any breaches of environmental 

regulations should see the company banned from renewing leases.       

4.What further science research priorities could support the Tasmanian salmon industry in 

2033?   

Measure and publish raw sewage/ effluent data 

 

5. How could best practice land use planning support integrated land and water access 

arrangements  

The reason land use planning arrangements were deliberately bypassed by the Tasmanian 

Government in establishing salmon farming is one clue as to why planning is so sorely needed now. 

Thirty plus years of raw sewage from salmon farming in quiet coastal waters is the result. 

Flow through hatchery systems are another poor result for the Tasmanian environment Only 

recirculating systems should be allowed.  

Hatcheries should be owned and operated by the Inland Fisheries Service. A quota of smolt 

delivered to grow out operators would stop overstocking.  

Best practice planning would remove these problems. Land use planning schemes typically ask 

proponents to describe effluent removal efforts planned for the sites to be developed. This has 

never happened in the development of Tasmania’s salmon industry. If, for example, a large listed 

animal business wished to develop a site for an intensive piggery operation in Sandy Bay  would 

never be given a permit to operate despite their insistence the new piggery would be clean and 

green. Why have corporates been given the green light to operate shallow water aquaculture sites 

for finfish?      

6. What more could be done to continuously improve and apply best practice regulation?  

This could not possibly be a serious question around the evolution of the Tasmanian salmon 

industry. The practices currently in place are a model for worst practice which is why multinationals 

are desperately trying to buy into salmon farms in this State. The Governance is so poor in Tasmania 

that corporates want some of the action because governments elsewhere don’t allow it.    

7. What actions could assist the Tasmanian community, stakeholders and others in regard to the 

Tasmanian salmon industry 

Cap on production levels per lease 

No lease in under 20 metres of water  

Depth under cage to exceed cage depth 

Ban on corporate listed companies operating salmon farms  

Ban on overseas ownership of salmon farms  

Publish raw sewage outputs for all leases annually    



 8. Are there barriers to progressing circular economy, waste and emissions reduction, and 

resource recovery initiatives in the aquaculture sector, and what actions could be undertaken to 

help overcome these? 

The barriers are listed public companies making money from public waters at minimal cost with 

limited regulation and politicians cheering them on. Overseas buyers of aquaculture assets are only 

interested because regulation is lax 

11. What factors will need to be considered when determining an appropriate rate of return from 

industry? 

Clean up costs at cessation of operations on shallow water sites 

12. How might Government use fee settings to create incentives for industry? 

The deeper the lease the cheaper the lease 

Cost offsets for zero sewage production 

Cheaper leases for seaweed growing and nutrient stripping operations  

Cheaper leases for herbivore cultivation 

14.  Are there specific training needs to support contemporary regional workforces? 

Hands on environmental remediation courses for politicians cleaning shallow water leases and land 

based clean ups. 

Language training in definitions. Notions like sustainability, water, waste to be defined and put to 

use. 

    15. What research and innovation priorities will support the Tasmanian salmon industry over 

the next decade?     

A close examination of sewage resulting from fish farm operations 

Links with wind farm proponents moving offshore Build farms adjacent to (in the lee of) wind farms 

in deep water sites  

Research on large scale drifting cages with automated feeding and tug tow in for harvest.  

18. Looking ahead to the potential aquaculture sector of 2033, what initiatives could support the 

adoption of emerging technologies and practices   

The development of large - scale drifting cage systems with heave to capability offshore in deep 

waters.   

The salmon industry needs to stop producing a good that it has reduced to a commodity and start 

producing once again a good that is differentiated by a high price – that is an expensive fish product 

grown to a standard not a price. The standard must be real and not made up of greenwash.   

Finally, a comment on the IMAS spatial planning tool. It is completely wrongheaded to rule out any 

areas of 10 metres of depth or less in determining sites for finfish production in Tasmania. Given the 

corporate structures involved in salmon production and the predilection of government in 

supporting big business any area under 20 metres in depth should be ruled out. IMAS scientists are 



being overly naïve leaving any shallow water areas  between 10 and 20 metres for corporate scale 

finfish production.     

In closing I would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment and noting the request for plain 

English. I trust you think my English plain enough. I would like to ask the authors involved in the 

plan; how many more years will we wait before any action will be taken in banning finfish 

aquaculture in protected shallow bays? No other State in Australia has had to suffer this enduring 

problem. Why do we put up with it in Tasmania?     

Chris Wells July 2022 

 

    



 

 

Submission 10 
Wayne Mcdermott 

 

I have worked in aquaculture in Strahan for twenty years,  I have seen it grow and develop over that time. I 
feel more confident now then ever before that the industry is sustainable and I witness the constant 
environment monitoring both, independent and in-house. The industry is always looking for improvement 
Towards Environmental  and sustainability. No one want to protect it more than us as it’s our future.  

Submission 11 
Austin Lakey 

 

I think the salmon industry does provide plenty of opportunities job wise and health and well-being of the 
product to people all over the world. The quality of salmon still remains high and farming isn’t highly 
concentrated like other livestock industries.  

 

There are environmental impacts which could be improved. The EPA seems either not enforceable or not 
strict enough penalties. Marine debris remains a high issue in remote locations as well as discharge.  

 

Overall I’ve been in the industry for about 5 years and have seen both the good and the bad. There is 
room for improvement and expansions as long as it’s in maybe a slightly more controlled sense then it has 
been in the past. Government and businesses interacting can benefit both parties and provide confidence 
to the consumers. 

 

Submission 12 
John Miedecke 

 

I support the industry as I believe it is environmentally sustainable and important for Tasmania 

 

Submission 13 
Gavin Mcauliffe 

Submission 14 
Ty Becker 

 

Hi,  



 

 

 

I believe the salmon Industry is a very valuable part of making sure Tasmania has a successful plan in place 
for the future of this state.  

 

The amount all farms go to, to make sure we have the best practices in place for the future of the industry 
is great. They employ so many local people & contractors rely on all farms.  

Submission 15 
David Guy 

 

Salmon farming should be moved on shore as Tasmanians have seen the steady decline in the health of the 
water ways once the salmon farms are moved into these areas.  

The management of this industry by the State government departments has basically given the industry the 
right to dictate to government what they want so what will change?. 

Bass Strait has recovered back from heavy industry pollution to a waterway way that hosts many fish 
species not seen in the past. 

Submission 16 
Oliver Brewer 

 

1. The salmon industry and aquaculture industry are important to me for the jobs and economic boost 
they provide our state. The aquaculture industry as a whole is also important to me as it is the leading 
figure towards sustainable seafood, a problem that is close to home. 

2. In ten years time I believe the salmon industry in Tasmania will look very different. I would like to see 
flow through hatchery’s eradicated and replaced completely with RAS hatchery’s. I would expect that 
majority of operations would be moved offshore and/or potentially some form of multitrophic aquaculture 
such as the use of seaweed and bivalves to filter the water around salmon farms and produce a secondary 
product. 

3. I believe it is the government and governmental organisations responsibility to hold aquaculture farmers 
accountable and possibly prioritise environmental preservation over the rapid expansion of the industry 
before some advancements are made.  

4. I believe offshore farms are the future and to achieve this submarine pens should be the focus of the 
industry’s attention. 

5. I do certainly believe the Tasmanian salmon industry has made some leaps and bounds since its 
beginning. However when our industry is compared to the Norwegians it’s very easy to see that we are 
lagging. I would like to see more research and advancements made in Tasmania for Tasmanian farms 
compared to just been 10 years behind Norway. 

Submission 17 
Zack Wingfield 



 

 

 

Population is growing faster then land production can sustain, hence why aquaculture is so vital to the 
world. Aquaculture is highly regulated which forms a sustainable industry that creates healthy food for 
consumption.  

Tasmania government needs to support the industry just to meet expectations of consumption and listen 
to the 80% of people that support the industry. Time to move forward. 

Submission 18 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 19 
Peter Baker 

 

Our family are residents of the D’Entrecasteaux Channel area. Over time we have witnessed the slow 
degradation of this beautiful waterway due to the impact of Industrial Salmon farming. 

 

We believe that the proposed ten-year plan for the salmon industry must address all the 194 findings and 
68 recommendations in the recently tabled Legislative Council Fin Fish Enquiry Report. 

 

And strongly support recommendation 3 in the report:  

 

Develop a plan, in consultation with industry, scientific and community stakeholders, to reduce inshore fin 
fish farming sites, with priority given to ceasing operations in sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas. 

 

Kind regards 

Peter Baker 

Submission 20 
CONFIDENTIAL 

 

1. Why is the industry important to you? (you can have more than three words here!) 

I currently work in the salmon industry and I am very interested in its development. In my opinion I think it 
will be an important source of protein for the future and will also eventually become one of the most 
sustained food sources.   

 

2. What does the industry look like in 10 years? 

It will not just be salmon farming on its own. IMTA systems will be put in place and the seaweed industry 
will nudge with that of salmon. It will likely move offshore and be powered by renewable energy.  



 

 

 

3. What role do you think the government can/should play in developing a future for our industry? 

It should work with the industry to create a possitive public view of the industry and provide more funding 
for more projects and improvements around making the industry more sustainable.  

 

4. What are your thoughts on “offshore” and “land” farming in the future? 

Land farming will probably not be as efficient as offshore. Offshore will bring more opportunities for 
salmon cage farming.  

 

5. In your view, what makes the industry innovative, and do you think it is innovative enough? 

It’s a very new industry and has come so far already. It is definitely not innovative enough as there is so 
much science and improvement sitting in the sidelines struggling to push through. The industry needs to be 
more receptive to change or maybe more communicative and open about the things they are changing. 

Submission 21 
Susan Cowgill 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

I have witnessed the expansion of the Tasmanian Salmon Industry from the beginning. I was once 
supportive of this industry. Escaped salmon in Macquarie Harbour formed a substantial part of my diet for 
many years until a few years ago. Our nets became increasingly fouled by sludge.  In many boating trips 
down the D'Entrecasteaux Channel and Storm Bay I have seen the proliferation of cages obstructing more 
public waterways, and algal growth in sheltered bays near salmon farms. Community concerns appear to 
have been ignored. This new Salmon Plan has the opportunity to correct that.  

 

Question 1. Considering the international and national context, what principles do you think should guide 
the future Salmon Plan in Tasmania?  

The most important Principle is to place Social and Community value and use of areas, e.g. amenity, 
tourism, recreation, adjoining land and water use as the most important consideration. The lack of 
importance placed on this Principle has led to the current loss of Social Licence that government and 
industry have been directly responsible for. 

Lack of Social Licence could prove destructive for the industry. The failure to recognise Social Licence is a 
glaring omission and an insult to Tasmanian residents. There should not be a growth plan without 
recognising the people. The Plan should not be "fit for industry purpose" whilst being detrimental to the 
public.    

 

Question 2.  What additional outcomes do you think could enable a sustainable, resilient and 

innovative salmon industry? 

"Outcome 1" needs to be reworded. Again, this is an insult to community intelligence. We already 
"understand" that regulation, planning and compliance are in need of a complete overhaul and not fit for 
purpose, as described in the FinFish Inquiry. Outcome 1 appears be blaming the community for the 
problem! Perhaps Outcome 1 should be... 



 

 

"Improved Government and Industry recognition and understanding of community concerns re regulation, 
planning and compliance." 

Outcome 4 needs to substitute the word "continues " with "begins". 

 

Question 3. What do you think are the key actions required to deliver the proposed outcomes? 

 a. Social Use is considered first and foremost in the Principles. 

 b. Adopt the 68 recommendations from the FINFISH Inquiry.  

 c. An honest and transparent Government and Industry.  

 d. The Precautionary Principle is adhered to. 

 

Question 4. What further science research priorities could support the Tasmanian salmon industry in 
2033?  

   Prioritise better scientific assessment of suitable farming areas that will have minimal impact on the public 
and environment. The Government's Growth aspirations are not based on "Scientific Evidence" and should 
be ignored. There are significant problems with the First and Second Growth Plans. Why has the East 
Coast been deemed a No Grow Zone? 

What evidence was used to make this decision? The East Coast appears to be far more suitable than the 
North West  Coast in that it is likely to impact less people, being a far smaller population. It has greater 
current flow to minimise seafloor degradation and greater access to unused land - not high use residential. 
Bass Strait is not "Oceanic", and has predominantly onshore weather. Therefore, for industry to regain 
social licence and avoid conflict with current users, it will need to go further offshore than 3 nautical miles 
to  

prevent negative effects on the coastal environment. Why is the West Coast more suitable than the East 
Coast? 

Prioritise research into RAS, Water Quality Monitoring and Shark Mitigation Devices. 

 

Question 5. How could best practice land use planning support integrated land and water access 
arrangements? 

Land access should be far away from residential areas so that residents are not adversely affected by noise 
and light pollution. It should also obviously be away from areas of recreational value. 

 

Question 6. What more could be done to continuously improve and apply best practice regulation? 

DO NO HARM. Use the Precautionary Principle. Industry risk tolerance is too high.  

Take note of the accumulative effect. A 35 metre AZE is too lenient. There should be NO identifiable 
effect outside a lease area. Increase biomass very slowly. 

Need an independent, industry-funded MFD panel with power to reject plans and amendments. Panel 
needs to have community user  representation, and be guided by scientific evidence. 

 Minister needs to have powers decreased. All decisions and information to be transparent and 
accountable.  

All leases should be monitored at peak production, always. Remedial action should not be optional or 
discretionary. 



 

 

Need to take immediate action when breaches occur.  

Need to align requirements with other marine polluters under EMPC act. Need Statewide water quality 
laws. 

Baseline Environmental Surveys to be independent, not done by lessee, and be made public before plan 
approvals. Include biogeochemical models, seabed mapping. Onus on the company to prove there will be 
NO negative effects. Studies on fish stocks, threatened species. Not just reef species but sand and rubble 
dwelling species. 

Be ahead of World's Best Practice. 

 

Question 7. What actions could assist the Tasmanian community, stakeholders and markets to understand 
the regulatory regime that applies to aquaculture in Tasmania? 

Be honest and transparent with the community.  

Have a regulatory regime with defined terms, that actually makes sense, is fit for purpose, and recognises 
community. 

Enable the public to compare industry regulations with other marine polluter regulations. 

 

Question 8. Are there barriers to progressing circular economy, waste and emissions reduction, and 
resource recovery initiatives in the aquaculture sector, and what actions could be undertaken to help 
overcome these?  

Discerning consumers will avoid Tasmanian Salmon if environmental improvements aren't made. One 
barrier is lenient regulation. It provides little incentive to capture waste. 

 

Question 9. What actions would support, promote and encourage effective stakeholder communication, 
relationship building and connectedness? 

When community input is requested, it should be taken seriously. Many people's lives are impacted 
negatively by this industry. Allow adequate time for responses to be provided. Community should be 
informed at the start of the process, not near the end. 

Gain greater knowledge of who the actual stakeholders are. e.g. Surfers, surf clubs, sailing clubs, 
recreational fishers, divers, paddlers, beach users- the sea is their life! For example recreational fishing 
extends well into Commonwealth waters up to about 50 metres deep on the North West Coast. Fish 
farms shouldn't be closer to shore than this.  

Demonstrate that Government and Industry take notice of community concerns. 

Stop the propaganda, which unfortunately is still evident in this discussion paper. 

Tassal should be commended for seeking ASC compliance. But it is misleading to imply it covers all their 
farms, when it is only for eight. 

Define terms. Avoid misleading terms like "Zero Tolerance", "World's Best Practice", "Sustainable", 
"Community Consultation". 

The Salmon Industry has so far failed to demonstrate they deserve to monopolise more of our public 
waterways. There will be ongoing and increasing public dissent as the industry continues to expand at the 
expense of all others. 

Even more so now with increased  foreign ownership. Adoption of the 68 FinFish review 
recommendations would be an excellent place to begin gaining public acceptance. 



 

 

 

Question 10. How can Tasmanian Aboriginal people be provided with opportunities to contribute and 
benefit from the aquaculture sector?  

Keep salmon farms away from traditional hunting/fishing areas so Aboriginals can continue their natural 
activities. 

 

Question 11. What factors will need to be considered when determining an appropriate rate of return 
from industry? 

Consider the very serious potential risk of endangering human life with marine debris. 

Consider the amount of total effluent discharged. 

Consider the decrease in house/land value in fishfarm areas. 

Consider the decreased quality of life of persons living near fishfarm operations and those shut out of 
doing what they love in their recreational areas. 

Consider the loss of recreational and commercial fishing stocks. 

 

Question 12. How might Government use fee settings to create incentives for industry? 

Industry would be incentivised to be a better environmental steward if they were actually fined appropriate 
amounts for their pollution(including noise and light) and non compliances, marine debris, escapees, gear 
outside lease areas. Zero tolerance is a lie. 

Also could use the incentive of reduction in fees if able to prove a measurable reduction in environmental 
impact. 

 

Question 15. What research and innovation priorities will support the Tasmanian salmon industry over the 
next decade? 

The Priority to DO NO HARM to the environment.  

Blue Economy CRC needs more scientists focusing on water quality monitoring. 

Continue research to treat or capture effluent, prevent marine debris and escapees. 

Shark mitigation to keep sharks away from swimming beaches. 

More research on the effect on other fisheries. 

 

Question 16. What opportunities exist to improve public communication and engagement with research 
involving aquaculture? 

The public want a clean industry. Come to the areas. Engage with the users. Make all research public and 
easily accessed. 

 

Question 17. What further investment could be considered to support industry competitiveness and 
innovation to ensure it remains sustainable in Tasmania in the long term? 

The best thing to start industry being sustainable is to ensure NO negative environmental impact. 
Consumers will expect nothing less and will look elsewhere as other countries improve their practices.  

Invest in quality, not quantity! 



 

 

 

Question 18. Looking ahead to the potential aquaculture sector of 2033, what initiatives could support the 
adoption of emerging technologies and practices? 

Industry funded RAS or farming FAR, FAR offshore in DEEP OCEANIC waters. (Anyone who thinks 3 
nautical miles is "clearly offshore", to quote Peter Gutwein, "needs to get out more!") 

Submission 22 
Justin Crane 

 

1. Why is the industry important to you? (you can have more than three words here!) I have been apart of 
this industry for the last 26 years, it has supported me and my family with Jobs and opportunities. Without 
the Salmon Industry southern Tasmania would become a ghost town, as the industry supports so many 
family's and other businesses. 

  

2. What does the industry look like in 10 years? Better, more evolved, the Industry is always working on 
ways it can be better environmentally and sustainability. I see in the next 10 years world class farming and 
processing, creating more opportunities for employment.  

 

3. What role do you think the government can/should play in developing a future for our industry? Keep 
supporting it and held grow it and keep it going in the right direction so all future generations have a stable 
source of protein and jobs for life.  

 

4. What are your thoughts on “offshore” and “land” farming in the future?, If it can be done right and with 
the right science yes this could be an option, but as we sit now no one in the world has successfully 
integrated Salmon onshore. and as for Offshore we need to be smart about this as well, as pushing farming 
offshore buts our people at risk with the elements of the weather, and also risk of loosing the Salmon. 
these two options that keep getting pushed need to be discussed, and the people that keeps pushing need 
educating around the risk's that come with these options,  

 

5. In your view, what makes the industry innovative, and do you think it is innovative enough? The industry 
is always working on Innovation, to be the best and deliver, environmentally and sustainability clean 
product. and world class technology. 

Submission 23 
Jason Cummings 

 

Additional Outcomes: Attention is paid to the effects of aquaculture development on Tourism operations 
(particularly on water activities) as well as marine training operations (sailing and boat licensing schools) 
and recreational boating.  

 



 

 

Additional Action: Targeted consultation of groups representing marine tourism, marine training and 
marine recreation organisations (sailing clubs etc). 

 

Future Thinking: Examine current and future placement of on water facilities with due regard to 
recreational and on water business activities in the tourism and training industries. 

 

FINAL THOUGHT: I do not believe this document addresses any mitigation strategies to address the 
current and historical damage to the marine environment that is evident throughout the Channel and 
other areas where farms currently operate. I would like to see a program of clean-up and regeneration 
undertaken and an absolute commitment to halting any further degradation of this marine environment 
included in any plan for the future. 

Submission 24 
Elliot Lyons 

 

More emphasis on the environment. As this is out true future. 

Submission 25 
West Coast Council 
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16 August 2022 

 

Provided to 10-year Salmon Plan Submissions 

(via submission link)  

 

Dear NRE 

COMMENT ON THE TEN-YEAR SALMON PLAN DISCUSSION PAPER 

The aquaculture industry is an important part of the West Coast economy and 
community. It has provided an invaluable economic diversification for Strahan and 
added to the life of our community. There have been trials along the way, and we 
offer these comments in the hope of improving the integration of aquaculture into 
remote communities.  

The creation of the Strahan Aquaculture Forum following the environmental 
degradation in Macquarie Harbour, has been key to maintaining dialogue between 
industry and community. The forum, when coupled with the independent advice of 
IMAS has proven an excellent tool to ensure that community concerns are addressed, 
and the community has access to information. It provides a way for aquaculture 
companies to hear community voices and work together to address community 
concerns. We recommend reviewing this model as the 10-year plan is developed.  

Our primary interest in aquaculture is ensuring that the industry has minimal negative 
impact on local communities and provides the maximum benefit to those 
communities. The current systems provide some mechanisms for this, but they are 
inadequate and should be addressed in the 10-year plan. While in the current system 
many impacts on the environment are considered, impacts on community are not. In 
remote communities the impact of major industries can be diverse and are not 
primarily related to the environment. Aquaculture on the West Coast relies on non-
resident workers (approximately 50% of the workers do not have primary residences 
on the West Coast). This leads to impacts on; housing markets (rents are higher than 
expected, but house prices lower and there are higher than expected levels of rental 
occupancy), community infrastructure (health care, recreation facilities) and transport 
infrastructure (as workers travel at the end of shift periods). Importantly it also means 
the benefit to the local community from the industry is less than expected, as 50% 
of the workers primarily take the income earnt to other communities. To support non-
resident workers the industry relies on even-time rosters which reduce the ability for 
employees to participate in community life or volunteer. There is also some evidence 
that these rosters lead to higher needs for health and mental health services.  

These negative impacts, as well as the lower-than-expected local economic benefits 
must be addressed if the aquaculture industry is to retain its social licence. We 
recommend that the 10-year review consider the following options: 

mailto:ea@westcoast.tas.gov.au
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• Enhancing the planning scheme. Currently the planning scheme focuses primarily 
on environmental impacts and nuisance mitigation. This should be expanded to 
include broader community impacts. In this model aquaculture operations would 
need to complete a community impact assessment and adopt measures to 
mitigate any assessed community impacts. Examples could be construction of 
new dwellings to offset increases in housing stress or providing funding to support 
additional primary health care or recreational facility demand. The mitigation 
measures would be conditions on any permit and enforceable through the 
relevant planning legislation.  

 
• Ensuring return to local communities. Currently there is insufficient economic 

return to local communities to maintain a social licence in remote areas. This is 
because traditional models focused on the benefits to communities of 
employment income, however, in remote areas more and more of the workers are 
non-residential reducing this benefit. It is likely the employment benefit to remote 
areas will continue to decrease with increasing automation and remote operation 
of aquaculture facilities. Additionally, aquaculture infrastructure is largely exempt 
from local council rates as the majority of infrastructure is on-water. This means 
there is a lower-than-expected level of revenue to local councils for things such 
as footpaths and playgrounds. For these reasons the 10-year plan must address 
the creation of a mechanism to ensure a return to local communities. This could 
be legislative change to allow on-water infrastructure to be rated and thus provide 
income to local communities. It could include increased license fees or a new 
royalty type mechanism, however if this is the case, at least 50% of that fee 
should return to local communities to support local social license. This could be 
through local government, or it could be through mechanisms such as a 
community sustainability fund.  

For these measures to work they must be underpinned by transparency, not just on 
environmental outcomes but also community outcomes. This should include 
transparency on workforce including levels of non-residential workers and more 
accurate measures of economic return to local communities through wages. It should 
also include transparency about direct funding to government and community. The 
amount provided to: State Government, Local Government and to community grants 
should be provided so all can see the level of direct return and where it goes.  

 

Yours Sincerely 

 

Shane Pitt 

MAYOR 

C: CEO – LGAT 
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Submission 28 
Guy Roberts 

 

Hi there, I wish to submit that the salmon industry does great things for the people and economy of 
Tasmania. I submit that over the next 10 years we need to help this industry continue to go from stength 
to strength and galvanise this great state of Tasmania as world's best practice for salmon farming in terms 
of sustainbility, the impact to the environment and the net benefit to all those directly and indirectly 
positively effected by this successful industry. 

 

Apart from the documented positive health effects of eating farmed salmon, farmed salmon in Tasmania 
creates hundreds of jobs and contributes tens of millions of dollars directly through wages for regional and 
metro population centres around Tasmania. In addition, the farmed salmon and ocean trout industry in 
Tasmania has contributed millions to higher education through research grants and graduate programs 
along side numerous charitble works in many areas of Tasmanian society. Loss or damage to this industry 
is surely a loss or damage to this great state. 

 

Indirectly the industry contributes greater than 2 billion to the Tasmanian community and, as Ive witnessed 
first hand, at least 3 main regional centres would not nearly be as prosperous or even barely exist at all 
without the presence of either Petuna, Huon Acquaculture or TASSAL. 

 

 
 

 
 These harmful opinions are not in step with facts produced by 

regulatory authorities or independant research about the industry and completely miss the mark with 
regards to economic, environmental and population welfare here in Tasmania.  

To address a few 
of these: farmed salmon is very sustainable, the industry is thoroughly, almost overly, regulated and the 
result for Tasmania, its pristine environment, its economy and the welfare of the people directly and 
indirectly of benefit from the industry is beyond a net positive.  

 

Firstly, sustainability: imagine taking the eqivalent biomass of protein that is produced by the salmon 
industry from the environment each year, how damaging to the ecosystem and largely unsustainable would 
that be? If you examine all industrial farming practices across Australia, how sustainable is major leaf 
vegetables, root vegetables, cattle, dairy, cotton, wheat? What lasting effects are we suffering because of 
these practices and how much outrage are these industries suffering because of this? How sustainable are 



 

 

these industries compared to farmed salmon? In examining this, factor in how appropriately militant the 
EPA and gov regulators are here amongst these practices with regards to that of famed salmon? No other 
farming industry even comes close to the scrutiny the salmon industry recieves from environmental 
groups, gov departments and the general public. Additionally, because of the mammoth amount of 
investment by the industry into research grants and graduate work, the world's best minds are constantly 
refining and improving all aspects of the industry. 

 

Secondly, regulation: there is this fabrication floating around ever since the mockumentary 'Big Fish' by 
ABCs Four Corners back in 2016 and championed in the fictional novel ' Toxic' by author Richard Flanagan 
that the salmon industry in Tasmania is largely unregulated or is poorly regulated. This is severaly not the 
case, the salmon industry is not only subject to local and state regulations, but also federal environmental 
and ocean going regulations. If the industry wishes to change its operations, change the way it conducts 
those operations or even the machinery or substances it uses, it must inform numerous governmental 
bodies and produce inhouse and independant reviews unrivalved by any other industrial farming in this 
state. The industry complies, and in many many cases exceeds requirements to the tune of millions and 
millions of dollars because the people that make up these companies arent random faceless corporate 
drones from lands afar, they are your next door neighbours, your family members, your brothers, your 
sisters and the people you love. These people love this state. Many of them have families dating back to the 
first fleet and some of the very first settlers of this great state. Some members are proud first nations 
people. These people care about the environment and this great state, they care about the livelihoods of 
the people here and the future and sustainability of the industry. 

Farmed salmon is good for Tasmania, lets help them make it even better over the next 10 years. 

Submission 29 
Mark Payne 

 

1. Why is the industry important to you? (you can have more than three words here!) Tassal provides a 
safe area to work with good pay with equipment equipped to do the job successfully and is local.  

2. What does the industry look like in 10 years? Great . 

3. What role do you think the government can/should play in developing a future for our industry? 

4. What are your thoughts on “offshore” and “land” farming in the future? Landbaseim not sure. Off shore 
very dangerous we will need more bigger equipment and trained experts to achieve this . 

5. In your view, what makes the industry innovative, and do you think it is innovative enough? It is enough 

Submission 30 
Neill Duncan 

Salmon Farm fishing is not suitable to the Furneaux Islands in any shape or for.m 

Submission 31 
Clem Newton-Brown 

 



 

 

Tasmanian Islands Pty Ltd is in the process of developing new small remote island experiences for groups 
of tourists seeking wild experiences in nature. The model regenerative tourism activity developed on 
freehold Picnic Island, Coles Bay, is what will be built upon on Little Dog islands, off Flinders Island. 

 

As part of the proposal the weed and pest infestation will be dealt with and maintained and the venture is 
supported by the local Flinders Island Aboriginal Association Inc which will help in delivering the 
experience for tourists. There is huge potential for this idea to grow into Aboriginal tourism enterprises 
utilising their own islands off Flinders Island if this initial project is successful and the community want to 
pursue this. 

 

The development of aquatic based new tourism ventures on Flinders Island is dependent on the aquatic 
environment being maintained in its current state. The presence of fish farms around the islands is wholly 
incompatible with sustainable and regenerative tourism investment.  

 

The impact would be devastating on the environment and the "clean and green" image of remote island 
environments. Even if Government were convinced that no environmental harm would occur the visual 
pollution, noise and bright lights is incompatible with developing a tourism product. They could not co-
exist.  

 

Furthermore, the industrial fish farming amongst the outer islands would have a negative impact on the 
seabird rookeries. 

 

A decision to allow fish farming around the outer islands of the Furneaux Group would destroy any 
opportunity to develop a regenerative tourism experience which protects and enhances the seabird and 
marine environment. 

Submission 32 
Clem Newton-Brown 

 

We operate a beachfront family business offering accommodation to guests on Flinders Island on the West 
coast. 

 

Guests are attracted to the pristine coastal and aquatic environment both at Sawyers Bay and more 
broadly around Flinders Island. 

 

We host the award winning Roaring 40's kayaking tours at our property each year and they keep coming 
back because the aquatic environment of Flinders Island is so special. They take guests to all parts of the 
island to paddle the coast and leave no impact. 

 

Fish farms located off the coast of Flinders Island would be devastating.  To see fish farms along the coast  
would greatly detract from the reason why visitors come to Flinders Island. 



 

 

Submission 33 
Tyler Spencer 

 

I wholeheartedly support the salmon industry for Tasmania. It's a very efficient, sustainable way to produce 
highly nutritious protein. I do not support the idea of bringing it on land, as the land and power 
requirements to run such facilities would impact the industries ability to be sustainable. It's such a strong 
employer both directly and indirectly that we need to take care of the industry to ensure pathways for 
young people coming out of school or university to create a career. I am all for increasing surveillance and 
auditing to ensure the companies are doing the right thing, and increasing transparency so the general 
public can see the truth - that this industry is something Tasmania should be proud of and should support. 

Submission 34 
Jock Serong 

 

I am a part-time resident of Tasmania's Flinders Island. My family owns property near Allports Beach on 
Flinders' west coast. I have travelled to and from the islands for most of my adult life and they are very 
important to me. 

 

I note that there are proposed salmon farm allotments indicated for the north end and southeast corner of 
Marshall Bay, and south of there in Sawyers Bay and off Prime Seal Island. 

 

In addition to spending many years snorkelling, kayaking and diving each of these locations, I have 
extensively researched the early history of the Furneaux Islands for a trilogy of novels I wrote between 
2018 and 2022: Preservation, The Burning Island and The Settlement. I can say with some certainty that 
the historical and environmental values of the near-shore landforms, especially adjacent to the proposed 
site in the southeast corner of Marshall Bay, are extraordinarily delicate and significant.  

 

Major encounters in the history of the Australian frontier took place within metres of that proposed site. 
Historically significant figures such as Tongerlongeter, Mannalargenna, Truganini and George Augustus 
Robinson lived and some cases died in the area. There are several hundred palawa and pakana people 
buried in unmarked graves at Wybalenna, within 2km of the proposed southeast Marshalls Bay site. 

 

Similarly, there are verified archaeological sites dating to +/-18,000 years BCE on Prime Seal Island, where 
other allotments are proposed.  

 

To place any form of industry within reach of these sites would be an act of cultural vandalism. To do so 
would be to place private profit above public history, and to permanently compromise a small but vital 
tourism industry. 

 

Quite aside from those considerations, these marine and littoral environments are biodiverse and 
vulnerable to invasive species, water temperature change and increasing storm activity. Birds, aquatic 



 

 

mammals, fish, plant species and geological features in these areas are of national and international 
significance. 

 

The value of the Furneaux Islands to Tasmanians vastly outweighs any potential profit that they might 
deliver to private corporations. The environmental record of salmon farming on the Tasmanian mainland is 
already highly contentious: to subject these fragile, remote places to such activity would be the very worst 
kind of betrayal, and one that future generations of Tasmanians - of Australians more generally - will not 
readily forgive. 
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Catherine Hardman 

 

The Firneaux Islands are one of the last remaining pristine and untouched aqua environments in the world. 
We have an incredible aqua tourism ( very sympathetic to the environment) industry. We are visited 
repeatedly by people who use the water as their touring ground without leaving anything behind. 

With all the unfavourable data around the environmental costs of the salmon industry I’m absolutely 
appalled this is being considered for Bass Strait and 100% against it.  

I’ve seen firsthand the destruction of the natural environment in the south of the state, growing up in 
kayaking in areas that are now inaccessible to the community because of the farms. The companies that 
have caused this have no right to be spreading their toxic habits anywhere else in our state or country. 

Submission 37 
Jennifer Drake 

 

I strongly object to the present fish farming leases, let alone an expansion of the salmon industry into 
pristine waters around Flinders Island . 

 

Already an environmental disaster in southern Tasmania, this must be stopped before the toxic super 
nutrient fallout from this industry causes more imbalance in our waters. 

Submission 38 
Judith Jacques 

 

Fish Farming causes100% irretrievable damage to environment, to fish and to all sea creatures. Fish Farming 
practices kill the environment around them. The fish are detrimental to human health.  



The sea and land belong to the people, to the country, not to care-less foreign investors. I object, and also 
to 'No Go' zones, punishable by law, that will surround the areas.  

I will petition and fight against any potential fish farming in the pristine waters surrounding the Furneaux 
Islands. 

Submission 39 
Rachel Dallas 

No social license for this in waters around Furneaux group or anywhere in Bass Strait. Refer to book 
Toxic by Richard Flanagan. These fish farms should be banned and are not even owned by Australian 
companies 

Submission 40 
Peter McDonald 

I strongly oppose any salmon farming in the waters near Flinders Island. It would disrupt the pristine 
environment and destroy eco-tourism prospects. It also offends and disrespects the rights and views of 
local First Nations people. 

Submission 41 
Ange Harley 

I do not agree with Salmon farming in or around the waters off Flinders Island 

Submission 42 
Neil Epsteinq 

If all fish farms in Tas are now foreign owned. What is the cost: benefit to Tas for increasing the size of the 
industry? 

Read "Toxic" by Flannigan before evaluating cost benefit values. 

Submission 43 
Clem Newton-Brown 

I own the freehold to Picnic Island, an award winning small tourism accommodation in Coles Bay. 



Over the last 5 years we have built up a successful business offering small groups the opportunity to have a 
wild, isolated off grid experience on our island. 

I am appalled to see that there is a proposed lease just metres offshore which would destroy our business 
if it went ahead. It is totally at odds with what we have built up and we are regularly part of the Tourism 
Tasmania marketing for our unique experience, which does not include maritime industry on the doorstep 
of a sensitive seabird environment. 

I ask that you relocate this lease somewhere away from Coles Bay where it will be seen by 300 000 people 
who climb over the Hazards each year to get to Wineglass Bay. The impacts would be much broader than 
just on our business at this key tourism hub. 

Submission 44 
Neil Richardson 

Commercial salmon farming would not be welcome in the pristine wild waters surrounding Flinders island 
the Furneaux group of island. The island is dependent on tourism for its wild and untouched nature. 
Commercial salmon farming would jeopardise that reputation and therefore damage the income streams 
the island is dependent on.    

Submission 45 
Neil Wise 



Submission by Ronald Wise. 22.08.2022 
 
Finfish farming in cages, offshore anywhere, using latest technology, foods, and other 
“worlds best” practices is not, and never will be sustainable, resilient, or innovative, in any 
form. It takes too much away in the process of growing food to ever be considered good 
practice.  
 
The nature of Bass’ Strait and the various expanses of water which separate the islands 
makes it susceptible to negative impacts from any increase in farms which feed their fish. 
We all know that, so why we bother to keep flogging a dead horse is beyond me. 
 
Aquaculture is indeed the future of seafood to feed the hordes, but it can only be 
considered best practice if it is done onshore and the waste recycled in the case of finfish 
which need feeding. The waters of Bass Strait and particularly the Furneaux Islands are 
considered world class sites for aquaculture development, but filter feeders are the only 
species which might be considered sustainable, resilient, and innovative. 
 
The islands have other factors which would negatively affect the finfish industry; freight 
costs, continuity of supply (often due to inclement weather), inclement weather, lack of 
appropriate fresh water storage, lack of existing infrastructure, etc. 
 
A study by the Furneaux Enterprise Centre in around 2003 looked at the possible species 
and potential sites for aquaculture development and produced a costed business plan for 
hatchery facilities, preferred sites for various species to farm, and a processing facility for 
shellfish aquaculture.  
 
It is possible to have an aquaculture industry in the Furneaux Islands, but it must be 
shellfish, and preferably a locally owned industry. 



 

 

Submission 46 
Lois Ireland 

 

I am a passionate Flinders Islander who values and uses the clear waters surrounding our islands to walk, 
swim, snorkel, kayak and fish. 

I operate accommodation for 10 guests in Whitemark and all our visitors remark on the unspoilt 
environment that has given quality to their visit. 

I have Bowman's Store which for 101 years has served the people of the Furneaux Islands with the one 
family. 

I have been a 20+year member and office bearer of Flinders Is Tourism and Business 

The Furneaux Islands are wild, resource rich, clean much loved by locals, regular absentee land owners and 
our many national and international visitors. 

I am not  a scientist but I do have a degree in Applied Science (Speech Pathology) and am able to read 
reports, listen to debate and see with my own eyes. 

This community can not afford to risk ANY environmental deprivation. 

History has shown that fish farming is completely at odds with a clean environment and will see a decline in 
recreational fishing and general amenity. 

No fish farming in our waters! 

Submission 47 
Paul Lay 

 

With an island where most businesses rely on tourism, which is attracted to flinders island for pristine 
waters, a relaxed non industrial type of environment, based on natural beauty, clean waters, etc, there is 
little benefit to placing salmon farming here, logistically speaking there is little enough transport to cart 
more off the island there is already often considerable wait times moving livestock. If you destroy the 
tourism we have here, you will close and destroy most small businesses, as without tourism, it is not viable 
to be open otherwise. This would easily apply to the bakery, news agency, pub,butcher shop, supermarket 
etc. Effectively destroying everything in the township here 

Submission 48 
Murilla Measom 

 

Please don't put fish farms anywhere near the Furneaux waters.   

Submission 49 
George Vordohilas 

 



Fish farms let faeces and food waste fall directly into the ocean below. The build-up of this waste can 
destroy marine ecosystems on the sea floor below, before eventually flowing into the ocean. 

I do not agree with fish farms for Flinders Island or surrounding island group. 

Submission 50 
Mark Baldwin 

I oppose the granting of any new leases in coastal waters, especially around Flinders Island, known for it’s 
unspoiled beauty and fragile ecology. For example, proposed leases in or nearby to sea grass beds which 
are fragile and rapidly disappearing worldwide. Given our land planning restricts development which is 
visible from vessels on the water, there should likewise by restrictions on development/ leases visible from 
the shore. 

Submission 51 
CONFIDENTIAL

I believe our company follow a very tight plan towards the environment and staff. 

Submission 52 
Victoria Paine 

I disagree with allowing salmon farming in the area of the Furneaux Islands. 

The industry is unsafe and untrustworthy. 

Environmental damage caused by this industry is unacceptable. 

Negative impacts will affect both existing and planned tourism and associated activities on and about 
Flinders Island, Cape Barren Island and the Furneaux Islands more generally. 

The current branding of products from the islands as clean, green and environmentally responsible will 
be lost. 

Significant loss of amenity will occur for local inhabitants and visitors. 

Islands carry extraordinary environmental value for habitat, flora and fauna. 

I expect the government to defend these values. NO to salmon farming. 

Submission 53 
Michael Nichols 



 

 

I have serious concerns regarding the establishment of fish farms in the Furneaux Group or their continued 
expansion elsewhere in the Tasmanian marine environment. We have unique areas visited by divers and 
fishers and any encroachment by marine farming will surely affect this as it has done in the Dentrecasteaux 
Channel in Southern Tasmania where I often visited in the 1970’s. Also visual and noise pollution from the 
‘industrial’ operation of marine farming will seriously detract from the islands attraction upon which its 
tourism industry relies. It would appear that once started, government environmental or other department 
have little control over the operation of these farms in adhering to operational or pollution standards. 
Overseas ownership of these companies makes the benefit to local economies questionable. 

Submission 54 
Confidential 

 

Tasmania has long been know for its pristine waters, wildness and plentiful sea life. Tasmania is more 
successful in its tourism than ever before and I believe this is because it is a than has been well protected in 
the past.  Salmon farming has an environmental impact far too disastrous! The key to Tasmania’s long term 
prosperity is eliminate industries with such extensive environmental impacts. Get rid of salmon farming!!! 

Submission 55 
Brian Barnewall 

 

I disagree with allowing salmon farming in the area of the Furneaux Islands. 

The industry is unsafe and untrustworthy. 

Environmental damage caused by this industry is unacceptable. 

Negative impacts will affect both existing and planned tourism and associated activities on and about 
Flinders Island, Cape Barren Island and the Furneaux Islands more generally. 

The areas nominated for fish farming on the western side of Flinders Island are extremely important to 
recreational fishers in the Furneaux Group and should be retained for that purpose and not  be locked off 
and destroyed by fish farming. I would go further to say that these areas should also be protected from 
commercial fishers. 

The current branding of products from the islands as clean, green and environmentally responsible will be 
lost. 

Significant loss of amenity will occur for local inhabitants and visitors. 

Islands carry extraordinary environmental value for habitat, flora and fauna. 

I expect the government to defend these values. NO to salmon farming. 

Submission 56 
Claire Castle 

 

I am a 4th generation islander. That enjoys the outdoors but especially our stunning clear waters here on 
flinders.  



My husband and I moved home 4 years ago to bring up our children in a safe and clean environment. We 
want it to stay clean and protected from the salmon industry for generations to come.  

Our family businesses in retail and tourism rely on tourists that want to come to untouched environment. 

If this disgraceful project goes ahead it would kill the very environment in which they come for. Also it 
would have a negative flow on effect for local family owned business. 

Submission 57 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 58 
Judith Barnewall 

NO! I am against fish farming in Tasmania. The impact of waste and nutrient discharge from Salmon fish 
farms has been devastating to other areas in Tasmania. The water quality deterioration, the impact on 
marine life and marine scenery as well as the degradation of local fishing are consequences caused from fish 
farming. We live in one of the most pristine environments in the world and we need to protect and keep it 
that way. 

Submission 59 
CONFIDENTIAL

Submission 60 
Lee Upfill 

I do not want a salmon industry in our waters. I want a salmon industry on land where pollution can be 
controlled. I do not want an expansion of the industry until they have proved they can manage pollution, 
animal welfare and product safety at their current size. I want product labelling to indicate what chemicals, 
if any have been added to the product.  

Lee Upfill 

Submission 61 
Kate Posch 



To Whom It May Concern 

I am a local Flinders Island resident and keen recreational fisher. I hold grave concerns regarding fish 
farming in local waters due to the environmental impact they have shown to cause on surrounding water 
purity. I am also concerned about the impact on wild fisheries through the increased numbers of seal 
populations that they have shown to promote. This can only negatively impact the sustainability of local 
recreational fishers and local professional scale fishermen and decrease our ability to “fish for the future”. 
This negative impact on wild fish numbers has been well demonstrated in the Tamar river with recreational 
fishing hugely hindered by the disproportionate and unnatural number of seals attracted to the area, 
decimating local fish populations along with long established protected shark nurseries. There have been 
no noticeable safeguards put in place to protect the wild fisheries in that region making me and others 
distrustful of the push to open up our waters further. 

Submission 62 
Kieren Lee 

No leases should be entertained within visual distance of the Finders Island coastline. These pristine waters 
are home to significant populations of aquatic animals including mammals which would suffer from 
increased human activity such as would be created from the proposed activities.  

Submission 63 
Anthony Roberts 

In my opinion all Salmon farming should be either land based or deep water based within 10 years. Please 
stop mentioning best practise, at the moment it's worse practice. Bays,beaches and waterways that were 
once pristine environments are now pretty close to waste waterways. Rubbish...stench...noise..and virtually 
no marine life left.  

Talk about ...Strict independent regulation ?   Allowing Tassel and Huon to  be recently bought out by 
overseas  

companies which have terrible environmental records...and owners jail time....yeah right...I think pretty 
much most Tasmanians  know it's all about profit and what usually stuffs everything up the mighty$$$$$.  I 
love eating Salmon...used to that is...like many friends and people I come across...haven't eaten it in 
years...and won't be again. 

So ,,,,The Tasmanian Government has a few choices to make...unless some drastic changes are 
made...fisherman....beach lovers...boat users and pretty much anyone with half a brain won't be putting up 
with this garbage any more...remember the Pulp Mill....!  Remember what happened there...well that's 
exactly what will eventually happen to Salmon Farms,.....watch this space 

Submission 64 
Jacqualine Cooper 

I object to a fish farm being erected right outside my door. 



 

 

-  I provide respite to young people with disabilities and the lights and noise from a fish farm so close by 
would be invasive. 

- we swim, fish and kayak in the water where fish farm is proposed 

- we have an important ecosystem including Sea Eagles, various Rays, beautiful corals and sea vegetation 
that would suffer greatly from a fish farm 

- there is a huge risk to the viability of tourism on the island should fish farms pop up everywhere 

- I have a pet seal that would be keen to break into and eat the fish!! He is staying!! 

Submission 65 
Brigid Caiger-Watson 

 

My concern is that salmon farming in tasmania is all going to be sold out to overseas now How will this 
change the value of our water and land when we have no control anymore except weak governance The 
industry has not been able to control the waste from the fish so is bailing out leaving the mess behind Why 
are you only focusing on ten years Is that the end of this negligence by the government Have the first 
nations people been fully briefed in relation to this expansion of an unnatural polluting industry We have 
so much to preserve so much food already wasted and so little research time to fix government mistakes 
We dint need to expand rather contract this industry with an appalling environmental record 

Submission 66 
Lyn Taylor 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



SUBMISSION – TOWARDS A 10 YEAR SALMON PLAN                                                             23rd August, 2022 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the discussion paper. 
I believe that the current moratorium should be extended for a further 6 month period to allow for the 
integration of public feedback and consultative processes. 
 
Very serious consideration should be given to the climate change impacts, the warming of inshore 
coastal waters off the East coast of Tasmania is already amongst the highest in the world. 
 
Pollutants and environmental impact would be reduced to zero with on land, closed loop salmon 
farming systems. Provide incentives to those in the industry to establish closed loop land based 
operations. 
 
Automation of salmon farming has led to a loss of jobs (e. g. automated feeding systems), the upskilling 
of workers could be achieved through TAFE and, the AMC at UTAS provide education focused on 
maritime and the marine system needs. 
 
A move by industry to deep water offshore farms should be made within 3 years and to land based 
salmon farming within 5 years. No further inshore salmon farms be established from this time, inshore is 
not a sound basis for a sustainable industry. 
 
Accept the negative impacts on seals, many other marine native species and the inshore environment, 
as described by the science, researchers and regulators of this industry. Prioritise the reduction and then 
closure of inshore salmon farms by starting with those coastal areas most severely impacted on by the 
industry, such as the over stocking impact in Macquarie Harbour, Strahan and the minimal water 
movement/flushing in Long Bay, Tasman Peninsula. 
 
Vastly increase fees and charges, the industry is now being taken over by multi national interests and no 
longer locally based, most particularly for those using in and offshore Tasmanian waters. Perhaps also a 
tax or levy based on the volume of fish grown similar to a royalty payment made on minerals. 
 
Better control and regulation of industry produced pollutions including plastics, fuel spills, excess feed, 
fish excrement, beanbags and explosives. Best practice pen management until they are phased out of 
the ocean.  
 
Land based salmon farming in a closed loop system would enable the production of a fertilizer based on 
fish excrement and fish processing waste. The water resource within the system could be filtered and 
purified then recycled endlessly. 
 
Adequate funding to the EPA for the staff and resources they require to be effective. A robust regulatory 
regime. Heavy fines be instituted for breaches of the regulations, those fines be reinvested in the EPA. 
 
Ongoing scientific monitoring and surveillance of current, closed and recovering inshore farming lease 
areas and of offshore salmon farms and of land based systems when they are in place. 
 
Lyn Taylor. 

 
 



 

 

Submission 67 
Belinda Barnet 

 

This will be disastrous for the ecosystem: the science speaks for itself.  

 

The fact that the Tasmanian government is even considering selling access to the pristine waters around 
the Furneaux Group to a foreign company is shameful.  

 

Dr Belinda Barnet. 

Submission 68 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 69 
Carmen Ludeman 

 

Succinctly, for the sake of the people farming and residing on Flinders Island this proposed 10 Year Salmon 
Plan must not be authorised to go ahead. The people on Flinders Island will lose their lifestyle and this 
negatively impacting on their mental health and wellbeing. 

 

Salmon farming activity has anecdotally ruined southern Tasmania. Please act on knowledge of the past 
wrong doings and   have the foresight in making the right decision for a healthy future on Flinders Island. 

 

Thankyou! 

Submission 70 
Holly Barnewall 

 

I disagree with allowing salmon farming in the area of the Furneaux Islands.  

The industry is unsafe and untrustworthy. 

Environmental damage caused by this industry is unacceptable. 

Negative impacts will affect both existing and planned tourism and associated activities on and about 
Flinders Island, Cape Barren Island and the Furneaux Islands more generally. 

The current branding of products from the islands as clean, green and environmentally responsible will be 
lost. 

Significant loss of amenity will occur for local inhabitants and visitors. 



 

 

Islands carry extraordinary environmental value for habitat, flora and fauna. 

I expect the government to defend these values. NO to salmon farming. 

Submission 71 
Chase Wheatley 

 

I live in this pristine area of flinders island there is no way in hell we want Damon farming here polluting 
our water ways! 

Submission 72 
Amanda Duigan 

 

I do not support the introduction of salmon farming in the Furneaux group or on flinders island specifically 
due to the environmental impact of noise, waste and light and I believe the salmon industry in Tasmania 
needs to be independently scrutinised and likely reduced.  I am a resident of mainland Tasmania and 
flinders island. 

Submission 73 
Savannah Shaw 

 

This salmon farm will ruin the pristine water around flinders AND promote more people for tas and the 
mainland to come and take what they please from flinders just like what’s happened with the crayfish. This 
has been unsuccessful in other regions so why risk ruining these waters?! 

Submission 74 
Guy Ireland 

 

all I can say is: Has the government not been looking, hearing, reading the devastating outcomes of penned 
fishing in the south of the state? 

the financial return is most definitely not worth the obvious risk to our waters and lifestyle 

hands off the Furneaux Group! 

Submission 75 
Furneaux Islands Protection Network 

 



 

 

Furneaux Islands Protection Network (FIPNI) represents Furneaux Island residents desirous of protecting 
the Land and Ocean surrounding the Islands in the group and ensuring that the historical, cultural and 
environmental aspects of the Islanders lifestyles and history is protected. 

The potential use of our waters for salmon and other fin fish farming poses  a significant risk to the 
objectives being pursued by FIPNI. We strongly oppose any initiative to allow such activity to commence 
within the Island Group. 

Submission 76 
Jamie West 

 

I am opposed to the introduction of Salmon Farming around the Furneaux Islands.  

 

My understanding is such farms would reac havoc on our already delicate marine ecology. 

 

I'm confident community sentiment towards Salmon Farms will be extremely negative and this will become 
apparant and obvious to government and the Salmon Farming industry through the consultation process. 

 

Regards Jamie West 

Submission 77 
Joanna Klug 

 

Wednesday 24th August 2022 

 

Dear Whom This May Concern, 

 

I am a business owner and long-time resident of Flinders Island and the Furneaux Group.  

 

We pride ourselves on our clean, green environment and we cherish our beaches and surrounding seas. 
There are a number of local fishermen who make a living in our waters and recreational fishing is 
extremely important to our community, it is a weekly event for most families and with salmon farming 
planned for our shorelines, we are going to see devastating impacts on our community. We will see little 
to no benefit to our community when you consider the environment impact it will have on our water and 
shorelines. People live on Flinders Island for the land and water. We aren’t here to make a fortune; we are 
here to relish the lifestyle and environment the Furnueax Islands offer.  

 

I feel it is incredible disappointing for the Tasmanian Government to allow planning of fish farms 
throughout Tasmanian waters, knowing the impact it has on our marine environment. It is such a shame 
we live in a world that rates money over our environment and what long term affects an industry like this 
can have on a community. The sites the government are posing are popular areas for the island. 



Why can't the Government consider better fishing licenses for local Tasmanian fishermen to catch and sell 
instead of supporting these mass salmon farms? I am a farmer and I hate hearing about the waste and 
ongoing issues for fisherman. We would never treat our farmland and animals like the Tasmanian 
Government expects the fishermen to treat the ocean and their catch. It appears time after time that 
fisherman are not being listened to and Government bodies making up rules with no consideration of 
fisherman who live and breathe and work our waters and know them better than anyone. These proposed 
salmon farms are another example of this. 

The local community are strongly against this, and we would hope you listen and not consider the 
continuation of these fish farms in the Furneaux Islands or any shorelines of Tasmania.  

Bugger the money, look after our marine environment, and keep us clean and green and productive for 
future years to come.  

This is just another example of oversea companies’ rape and pillaging Australia, seriously wake up 
Tasmania! 

Regards, 

Jo 

Submission 78 
Sharon Moore 

The Ten-year salmon plan process needs to be scrapped - the discussion paper is clearly predicated on the 
idea that the current farmed salmon industry will continue and expand, indicating that the government is 
not taking seriously the level of disquiet in Tasmania about the environmental and social impacts of this 
industry. 

Rather than looking at ways to expand this industry, it is time to seriously consider removing finfish farms 
from nearshore environments, as recommended by the Legislative Council's finfish farming inquiry. Instead 
of opening up new areas such as in the north-west to finfish farms, thus introducing all the problems that 
the industry has caused in areas such as the Tasman Peninsula, the D'entrecasteaux Channel and Macquarie 
Harbour, it is time to consider moving them onto land.  

While governments continue to ignore the legitimate concerns of independent scientists and community 
members about the environmental impacts of fishfarming, such as build-up of nutrients and other pollutants 
and high freshwater usage, as well as social impacts such as visual and noise pollution, the alienation of 
large areas of public waterways, the inadequate financial return to the public, people will not feel enough 
trust in processes like this to participate. 

Submission 79 
RSPCA Australia and RSPCA Tasmania
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Tasmanian Government – Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-year 
salmon plan 

  

RSPCA Australia and RSPCA Tasmania submission  
 

Submitted online on 24/08/2022 through https://nre.tas.gov.au/aquaculture/salmon-
farming/new-10-year-salmon-plan/discussion-paper-towards-a-10-year-salmon-plan/have-your-
say.  
 
 
1. Considering the international and national context, what principles do you think should 

guide the future Salmon Plan in Tasmania? 
 

• Ensuring the welfare of farmed salmon.  

• Ensuring wildlife are not adversely impacted by salmon farming operations. 

• Ensuring salmon aquaculture is environmentally sustainable through transparent, robust 
and effective regulation of the planning process, effective monitoring of environmental 
impact and effective enforcement to ensure ongoing compliance with regulations. 

 
2. What additional outcomes do you think could enable a sustainable, resilient and 

innovative salmon industry?  
 

• Continuous improvement in fish farming practices.  

• Assessment and approval of marine farming development plans to consider fish welfare 
implications in the allocation of new leases for fish farming, i.e. environmental 
assessment and an animal welfare assessment. 

• Development of comprehensive fish welfare assessment protocol e.g. as per the Salmon 
Welfare Index Model to set a benchmark and allow for regular assessment of continuous 
improvement (see https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1753-
5131.2012.01083.x and 
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/contentone/ufaw/aw/2016/00000025/00000001/art
00014).  

• Development of Australian Animal Welfare Standards and Guidelines for farmed Atlantic 
salmon to underpin regulation of fish welfare in salmon aquaculture (see 
https://www.animalwelfarestandards.net.au/) with standards modelled on the RSPCA 
Approved Farming Scheme Standard for farmed Atlantic salmon (see 
https://rspcaapproved.org.au/become-certified/standards/) and covering the entire 
lifecycle from hatchery to slaughter.  

• Comprehensive and regular (including real-time) online publication of independently 
verified information relevant to environment and fish care, perhaps expanding 
https://salmonfarming.nre.tas.gov.au/ to include for e.g. water temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, antibiotic usage, seal deterrent usage, kilogram wild fish (in fish meal 
and fish oil) to kilogram farmed salmon body weight (FIFO) ratio. 

• Explore the benefits to industry stakeholders, trading partners and the community of 
developing of an aquaculture sustainability framework (see e.g. 
https://www.dairy.com.au/sustainability and 
https://www.sustainableaustralianbeef.com.au/). 

• Alignment of Tasmanian salmon farming practices with internationally recognised 
certification for responsible salmon farming (e.g. ASC, including their future fish 
welfare standards). See https://www.asc-aqua.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/ASC-
Salmon-Audit-Manual v1.3.pdf and https://www.asc-aqua.org/programme-
improvements/fish-welfare/.  

• Any alignment of Tasmania’s 10-year salmon plan with the National Aquaculture 
Strategy should not result in compromise to good environmental management practices 
in favour of reducing burden on business, as outlined in that Strategy (see 
https://www.awe.gov.au/agriculture-land/fisheries/aquaculture/national-aquaculture-
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strategy). Noting also that the National Aquaculture Strategy does not make any 
mention of fish welfare, presenting an opportunity for Tasmania’s 10-year salmon plan 
to lead on this material issue for the industry. 

 
3. What do you think are the key actions required to deliver the proposed outcomes? 
 

• Implementation of all the recommendations in the Parliament of Tasmania sub-
committee report on fin fish farming in Tasmania will be an important step in 
demonstrating continuous improvement. 

 
4. What further science research priorities could support the Tasmanian salmon industry 

in 2033? 
 
Fish welfare must be a key consideration in decision making around future production 
systems. There is a gap in the research, including: 
 

• Triploids – further understanding of the fish welfare implications of using triploids if 
these are to remain part of the industry in Tasmania. 

• Triploids - breeding techniques that address deformities and skeletal problems, i.e. 
improve the process, as well as selective breeding and husbandry strategies to remove 
the requirement for triploids. 

• Seals – alternatives to current deterrent devices. 

• Seals - impact of devices on seals and other marine life, including the salmon 
themselves, e.g. hearing and effects of particle motion. 

• Seals – feasibility of mandating pen design, especially predator netting design and 
management (e.g. ‘fortress’ pens and nets). 

• AGD – best practice management and further research, e.g. into breeding for 
resistance, vaccines. 

• RAS - fish welfare assessment of recirculating aquaculture systems. 

• Off-shore farming – fish welfare impact.  

• Community trust – benchmarking and regular surveys. 

• Environmental enrichment – exploration of suitable and effective environmental 
enrichment for freshwater and marine phases of production. 

• Lighting – understanding fish preference and impact of artificial lighting and the 
welfare implications of long periods of continuous lighting. 

• Stocking density – optimal stocking density in the Tasmanian context for both 
freshwater (RAS) and marine phases. 

• Impact on other fish – control/ management (reduce/remove) of non-salmonids in pens 
and killed during AGD bathing and other handling procedures. 

• Routine and active surveillance by regulator on emerging infectious disease. 

• Mandatory welfare-specific courses/training for all fish farm workers. 

• Pre-slaughter handling and effects on welfare (and meat quality) – especially during 
crowding and pumping. 

• Selective breeding for thermal tolerances, i.e. warming water. 

• Selective breeding for stress resistance. 
 
5. How could best practice land use planning support integrated land and water access 

arrangements? 
 
No comment. 
 

6. What more could be done to continuously improve and apply best practice regulation?  
 
See response to Q4. 
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7. What actions could assist the Tasmanian community, stakeholders and markets to 
understand the regulatory regime that applies to aquaculture in Tasmania? 
 
No comment. 
 

8. Are there barriers to progressing circular economy, waste and emissions reduction, and 
resource recovery initiatives in the aquaculture sector, and what actions could be 
undertaken to help overcome these? 
 
No comment. 
 

9. What actions would support, promote and encourage effective stakeholder 
communication, relationship building and connectedness?  

 

• Transparency in reporting on industry compliance. 

• Timely inclusion in review processes. 
 
10. How can Tasmanian Aboriginal people be provided with opportunities to contribute and 

benefit from the aquaculture sector? 
 
No comment. 
 

11. What factors will need to be considered when determining an appropriate rate of return 
from industry?  
 
No comment. 
 

12. How might Government use fee settings to create incentives for industry? 
 
No comment. 
 

13. What skills training and workforce development will be needed to support the 
aquaculture industry, including salmon across the supply chain, over the next 3 to 5 
years and towards 2033?  

 

• Persons responsible for the management and/or handling of fish must be appropriately 
trained and competent in their required tasks, including: handling of fish, observation 
of fish, maintaining fish environment, identification of normal and abnormal fish 
behaviour, fish care and treatment of injury, disease or distress, and euthanasia of fish. 

 
14. Are there specific training needs to support contemporary regional workforces? 

 
No comment. 

 

 

ENDS 



 

 

Submission 80 
CONFIDENTIAL 

 

Submission 81 
Pennicott Wilderness Journeys 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

24th August 2022 
 
FEEDBACK ON DISCUSSION PAPER: TOWARDS A 10-YEAR SALMON PLAN 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on the Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan. 
 
Pennicott Wilderness Journeys is a Tasmanian family-owned business that operates ecotourism experiences in the 
waterways surrounding Bruny Island, the Tasman Peninsula, Freycinet Peninsula and Hobart.  The company employs  
106 Tasmanians and each year we showcase Tasmania’s scenery, wildlife, heritage and produce to 120,000 guests.  
As a business based on our precious environment, it is obviously crucial for us to ensure its protection. We have 
been operating since 1999 and our journeys have been recognised with 14 Australian and 29 Tasmanian Tourism 
Awards, as well as international accolades for sustainable tourism.  We believe that all Tasmanians have an interest 
in balancing the needs of all stakeholders to achieve a balance that is harmonious and sustainable.    
 
1.  We must set higher environmental standards for our aquaculture industry 
It is pleasing to see that the Tasmanian Government is committed to the adoption of world’s best practice for 
Tasmania’s salmon industry.   However, in order to achieve this and have an industry that is truly sustainable, we 
must achieve better environmental practices than we have currently.   
 
When you look at the environment downstream and near the hatcheries, and in the vicinity of salmon farm leases in 
our waterways, you can see detrimental changes to the environment occurred over time.  I have been exploring the 
waterways of the D’Entrecasteaux Channel for over 50 years.  During this period I have seen major changes in the 
marine environment including a reduction in water quality, algal blooms, sediment and slime forming over the 
surface of what was previously sand.   Even though there could be other contributing factors, it is clear to me that 
salmon farming is a major cause.  If this was happening on a hillside on land, the impacts to the vegetation would be 
visible and we wouldn’t let this damage occur, but because it is happening under the surface of the water it doesn’t 
get the same level of attention.   
 
The Discussion Paper identifies Tasmania’s salmon industry generates $1.01 billion per year in economic output, with 
a target to become a $2 billion per year industry by 2030.  However, there are many other economically-significant 
industries that rely on Tasmania’s environment – the tourism industry for example generated $2.3 billion1 in visitor 
spending in the past 12 months and it is also on a growth trajectory.  This highlights the importance of protecting 
our natural resources for the benefit of all and ensuring the needs of all sectors are balanced.  
 
So whilst the salmon industry generates significant economic activity, we must not get carried away by the 
economic opportunities.  Our priority must be to manage our environment appropriately, and aquaculture 
companies must make greater investments in changing their practices to reduce environmental harm.  The 
Tasmanian Government must demand greater environmental improvement from aquaculture companies and our 
legislative framework must give regulators the ability to tighten regulations if necessary in response to changing 
circumstances within the environment.   This is especially important given the recent media reporting about the 
very poor environmental track record of some international companies who are major shareholders in our salmon 
farms.  It is the Tasmanian Government’s responsibility to ensure our waterways are protected and true 
sustainability is put before profits.  



2.  Establish “no grow zones” along coastlines of all National Parks and sensitive recreational areas 
The Discussion Paper talks about the principle of “no net increase in leased farming areas in Tasmanian waters”.   
Therefore, this means the industry’s growth must be going to come from a combination of increased stocking 
densities in existing leases and/or replacing existing salmon farm leases with new sites.  
 
Over the years, large areas that were previously treasured recreational and commercial zones for fishing, tourism, 
recreational boating and kayaking have become aquaculture leases.  Once this occurs, people lose access to these 
places due to the physical presence of the leases.  There are also visual, noise and light impacts in the surroundings.  
This changes the character of these places, and these changes are irreversible. 
 
From a tourism perspective, the untouched pristine nature of places is an important asset for Tasmania’s brand.  The 
operation, expansion or intensification of salmon farming in areas where tourism and recreation activities occur has 
a detrimental impact on these activities.  We believe it is important that these impacts are considered, and given 
greater weight, as part of the assessment process.   
 
Additionally we are very concerned at the prospect that salmon farm leases could be established along coastlines 
of National Parks.  We believe this is inappropriate given the potential for environmental impact, and also the 
impact on recreational users on the land and in the surrounding waterways.   We believe “no grow zones” should be 
declared to prevent the establishment of new salmon farm leases within 3 nautical miles of a National Park to 
ensure these areas are protected.  A similar approach should also be taken in other areas of Tasmania’s coast where 
there are sensitive places or strong tourism/recreational use by community.   
 
3.  Establish “no grow zones” along coastline of South Bruny Island (from Adventure Bay around to  
     Cloudy Bay), the Tasman Peninsula (from Eaglehawk Neck to Cape Raoul) and Freycinet Peninsula  
We have operated cruises along these coastlines for 23 years and shown literally hundreds of thousands of people 
the beauty of these rugged and remote environments.  Our journeys have been recognised with state, national and 
international awards including ‘Australia’s Best Tourist Attraction’ and being chosen by Travel + Leisure as one of the 
100 Greatest Trips of the World.   
 
The remoteness and isolation is a key part of the experience we provide, and this would be destroyed if salmon 
farm leases were established along these coastlines.  State and national research consistently shows that nature 
and wilderness experiences are a key reason why people come to Tasmania, and our tours have been part of our 
state developing this reputation.  And it’s not just us – others too use these coastlines and waterways for boating, 
sailing, fishing, kayaking, flying, rock climbing and bushwalking.    
 
The land along these coastlines is protected by their status as a National Park, and we believe the waterways 
deserve protection from industrial salmon farm leases on the water.  This is to protect these ecosystems from 
environmental impacts, but to also preserve the recreational values of the National Parks which is a large part of the 
reason they attained their reservation status in the first place.  
 
Additionally, these coastlines are also in very close proximity to haul-outs of hundreds of Australian fur seals and 
long-nosed fur seals.  The establishment of salmon farming leases closer to these haul-outs will encourage greater 
wildlife interactions, which is a threat to these seal populations.  
 
Therefore, we request “no grow zones” should be declared to prevent the establishment of any new finfish farming 
leases in the following areas: 



• Along the coastline of South Bruny Island from Adventure Bay to the Friars and around to Cloudy Bay, 
extending out to 3 nautical miles from the coast; and 

• Along the coastline of the Tasman Peninsula from Eaglehawk Neck to Cape Pillar and across to Cape Raoul, 
extending out to 3 nautical miles from the coast; and 

• Along the coastline of the Freycinet Peninsula, extending out to 3 nautical miles from the coast. 
 
4.  Minimising wildlife impacts 
When wildlife such as seals or birds come into salmon leases there is obviously a direct wildlife interaction.  But 
existing regulations have not adequately considered the broader ecosystem impacts, such as the potential for 
disruption to whale and dolphin migration patterns when new leases are established or salmon farming intensifies.  
Establishing salmon leases or intensifying salmon farming activity in the vicinity of seal haul-outs or whale migration 
areas is increasing the potential for increased impact, and this should be avoided.  These important environmental 
impacts should be actively considered and managed as part of the Plan.  
 
5.  Managing marine debris 
Marine debris remains an issue from an environmental impact perspective but also for maritime safety.   As a boat 
user in the vicinity of salmon leases both inshore and offshore, it is very common for us to come across large ropes 
and pipes that have come adrift from salmon farms, especially after bad weather.  On numerous occasions our 
propellers have suffered entanglements with ropes and we have had several impacts with pipes.  Pipes are often 
very lengthy (10-200m long) and they are made of hard plastic which drifts on the surface and is very hard to see.  
These pose a dangerous situation for all commercial and recreational vessels.  I believe there is a strong risk of 
marine debris increasing as more finfish farming moves into offshore environments due to the higher energy 
characteristics.  Strategies for prevention of marine debris is essential and there should be mandatory reporting and 
compliance action when marine debris occurs.   
 
6.  Penalties for breaches 
The $1 billion per year salmon industry is dominated by a few major companies, and their scale gives them sizeable 
resources.  We must avoid the temptation that paying fines instead of compliance is a cost of doing business.  
Penalties for breaches should be increased and non-compliance should not be tolerated.  Transparency is essential.   
 
7.  Offshore should be defined 
The Discussion Paper suggests that “future growth lies in land-based and offshore salmon farming” however the 
term “offshore” is not defined.  There should be a definition of what “offshore” means so there is a clear 
understanding amongst the industry and community.  
 
8.  Greater transparency and independent research 
Truly independent, credible science is crucial to underpin trust and confidence in Tasmania’s salmon industry.  We 
have to ensure that salmon farming operations are done without impacting the environment, and understanding 
the impacts requires frank and fearless research.  When salmon companies commission their own research it does 
not inspire confidence within the community as its independence is questionable.   
 
Instead, I believe it is the Government’s role to ensure independent research is carried out, with findings reported to 
Government and regulations imposed on salmon companies based on this information.   The cost of this research 
should be borne wholly by salmon companies, by Government setting licence fees to a level that covers the cost of 
undertaking the research program.  The industry must be managed according to the science and when science 
suggests increased regulations are necessary, the regulations should be flexible to enable this to occur.   



9.  Conclusion 
The salmon industry is a significant employer of Tasmanians however, large internationally-owned companies are 
profit-driven and must make an economic return for their shareholders, which are based overseas.  Tasmania’s 
waters are owned by the people of Tasmania, and they must benefit from an appropriate economic return and 
environmental standards that ensure its protection.  As a society we have a duty to ensure that Tasmania’s natural 
resources are protected and managed sustainably for the future.   
 
In closing, I want to emphasise that I am not against salmon farming.  We use salmon in our restaurant, it is served 
on our tours and the salmon farming companies are our customers.  However, I believe we owe it to all Tasmanians 
to ensure the industry’s environmental standards are improved to create confidence in the industry and community.  
The priority for all of us must be to ensure our environment is managed sustainably for future generations.  
 
Kind Regards, 
 
 
Robert Pennicott 
Managing Director 
 
 
 
References:  

 
1 Tasmanian Government Media Release by Hon Jeremy Rockliff MP: Tourism continues to shine in Tasmania, 18 August 2022,  
https://www.premier.tas.gov.au/site resources 2015/additional releases/tourism-continues-to-shine-in-tasmania  
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Submission 84 
Adrian Wheatley 

As a Commercail fisherman l’ve seen lots of rare species fish in all of the allocated areas where theses farm 
are being proposed. 

Submission 85 
CONFIDENTIAL 

The aquaculture industry is important to Tasmania, it provides a healthy food for the growing population, it 
provides local jobs and creates a super powered circular economy.   

The industry is sustainably growing and has pursued environmental excellence with advancements of new 
technologies.   

I am concerned that there is a minority of the population that will not allow themselves to take on factual 
views of the industry or its science and instead act in an unproductive and disruptive manner.   

The Government has a part to play with industry and to date I am bemused that industry seems ignored, 
and the minority are championed through governments reactions implementing disruptive and 
unsanctioned legislations.  the Government do not recognize the positives before applying new regulations. 

A 10 Year plan is very short sighted, a basic salmon cycle works 3 years in advance and the industry is 
working 15 years out.  from a 10 year plan view the industry has already past this and seems very late for 
the government to be thinking so short term. 

Submission 86 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Repeat of submission 85

Submission 87  
Billie Hicks 

I object without reservation in regards to fish farms being placed in the waters off the north west coast.  It 
doesn't matter how far out they promise to be - it will eventually have an impact our beautiful coast line, 
the extent is still unknown. We are already experiencing higher water levels which are affecting the 
forshore in Sulphur Creek, we don't need any more issues to deal with. 



Submission 88 
David Bailey 

I grew up on Flinders Island and my family continues to reside there. My family has a long history with the 
Furneaux Group over many generations. I visit there regularly as my second home. I am a member of the 
Flinders Island Aboriginal community.  

I am extremely lucky to have been born and raised in the pristine natural environment of the Furneaux 
Group. Our family spends significant time in the sea surrounding Flinders Island fishing, diving, mutton 
birding and general leisure boating. This is a major reason as to why my family continues to make Flinders 
Island their home. The love of the pristine ocean surrounding our island home runs deep in my family.  

I find it extremely concerning that the 10 year draft plan and general industry plans are even considering 
using the sea around Flinders Island for salmon infrastructure. It would be an absolute tragedy for the local 
community, local fishing people and the local tourism industry to have the landscape scarred by Salmon 
farming. This is especially in light of recent scientific reports about algal blooms contributed to by salmon 
farm infrastructure (although the salmon companies are quick to jump on other external factors which 
may contribute to these algal blooms). It does appear a tad odd that algal blooms seem to follow wherever 
salmon farms are established.  

The natural beauty of the sea around Flinders Island is unparalleled and the local tourism industry is 
centered around this clean, green and pristine image. Many businesses have been built upon this 
foundation. The construction of salmon farm infrastructure would severely damage this image which the 
community has spent significant time developing.  

I encourage the policy makers, government leaders and industry leaders to listen to the local community. 
You will soon hear the discontent amongst us about any planned infrastructure in and around the 
Furneaux Group. As far as I am aware, there has been little consultation with the community to date with 
the draft plan, with the timeframes being very short and the opportunity to make initial detailed 
submissions very difficult for those who this would impact the most. Written online submissions are not 
always suitable for the Flinders Island community, especially for the elderly and the Aboriginal community. 

Rushing through the plan without proper community consultation would be an abuse of process. I 
understand there are multiple stages to the consultation process but extensive community consultation 
should be embedded from the very beginning. Even in my discussions with many in the community who are 
concerned with the plan, it is evident there has been a lack of communication with the local community. 

It is easy enough for policy makers to circle a map and state that certain areas are suitable for salmon 
farming, but true decision making must be based on actual knowledge of the effects on the local 
community if those areas did proceed. This appears to me to be a rushed process without adequate 
consultation at the very initial stages. It is becoming increasingly clear that the impact on the natural 
environment should be given far more weight than it previously has in establishing salmon farms. This is 
not all about returning a profit for the big mostly international salmon farming companies.   



I for one will do everything in my power to ensure that no salmon farming is ever introduced to the 
Furneaux Group and I know the general community is also of this view. 

Kind regards 

David Bailey 

Submission 89 
David Heap 

I am representing the numerous companies involved in walking tourism on Flinders Island. The reason they 
are here is because it is one of the last places left which hasn’t been destroyed by inappropriate 
development on land and at sea. DO NOT allow any of this to happen. Toxic is the only word that comes 
to mind!!  

If you feel you must hand the sea to someone then give it back to the rightful owners- The Tasmanian 
Aboriginal people. 

Submission 90 
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Submission 91 
Katie Klug 

We pride ourselves on our beautiful pristine clean ocean  and abundance of healthy sea life. 

Our backyard is important to our community and we call our ocean our home too. It is an crucial part of 
the majority of our community members from recreational use & the scale fishing businesses and rock 
lobster fisherman.  

In addition our islands major income industry is tourism of which our family have 3 air bnbs. The island 
marketing focuses on our pristine clean ocean and beaches. This salmon farm could significantly impact this 
industry.  

The annual tourist numbers that visit provide our airline company Sharp the additional sales to ensure it 
remains a viable company to support the local community.  

Tourism also adds important income into our island food industries which in turn uses the shipping 
company & airlines to freight food supplies.... plus employs local people. 



PLEASE listen to our community and keep this salmon farm out of our waters... put the environment and 
local remote communities wishes FIRST. 

Submission 92 
David Gladwell 

The honest affect of this industry is disgusting and destroys the environment surrounding the pens. Please 
do not approve this as you as then assisting being in partnership with a company who actively destroy this 
very delicate eco system. 
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Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania 

 

RE: Towards a 10-year salmon plan  

 

Our role 

Skretting Australia is a manufacturer and marketer of fish feed products and prawn feed products in 

Australia and New Zealand with its headquarters in Cambridge Tasmania and is a wholly owned 

subsidiary of Nutreco N.V. (Nutreco). Skretting Australia’s aqua-feed manufacturing plants are in 

Cambridge and Westbury Tasmania.  We have a long and proud history of operating in the state, 

starting out in the Hobart CBD as a stock feed supplier in 1910.  We first commenced making 

aquafeeds in the early 1990s.  Currently Skretting Australia employ approximately 110 staff across two 

sites located in Cambridge and Westbury. Skretting Australia’s mission is feeding the future, a mission 

that can only be accomplished through increasingly efficient practices tailored to meet the needs of a 

growing population.  

 

As a long-term supporter of the Tasmanian salmon industry, Skretting Australia has witnessed the 

evolution of the industry and the businesses which underpin it. When considering the salmon industry, 

the focus is usually placed upon the various growers, however the incredible support network of 

Tasmanian expertise is often overlooked. The Tasmanian salmon industry extends far beyond the 

scope of the primary industry, with the industry being supported a network of Tasmanian experts in 

marine systems management, robotics, mechanical engineers, and of course feed producers. These 

businesses have not only been able to develop profitable businesses, but they have also been able to 

support the professional development of thousands of individuals across numerous of industries.  

Skretting Australia’s own internal structure covers a broad scope of disciplines, allowing for not only 

the delivery of not only high-quality aquaculture feeds, but ensuring a culture of innovation which 

strives for best practice.  Skretting Australia is driven by the vision of feeding the future; our position 

in a strong developing market that has granted us the fortune to invest in sustainability initiatives and 

employ world experts, in turn allowing us to drive the progression of the greater industry. Skretting 

Australia is immensely proud of the work we achieve daily, and it pains our team to see the name of 

Tasmanian salmon tarnished and undermine our 30 years of steady progression. Skretting Australia 

sees the future of the Tasmanian salmon industry as an innovative, sustainable, and prosperous 

industry. The following submission details how Skretting Australia aims to continue to deliver on this 

vison, and provides insight into how industry, government, and community can work together to 

deliver on an industry built on shared values.  
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Strategic Drivers  

Skretting Australia is a committed partner of the Tasmanian Salmon industry, providing the highest 

quality products and services to maximize efficiency, health and welfare of the salmon industry, as 

well as the wider aquaculture industries across Australia and New Zealand. The Tasmanian 

aquaculture feed manufacturing sector alone produces approximately 200kT per annum, with the 

potential to grow to 300- 400kT by 2030, approaching a billion-dollar turnover for this industry alone.  

Approximately 70% of the aquafeed manufactured in Tasmanian remains in state, providing continual 

downstream value to the Tasmanian salmonid farmers. At this time 70% of Skretting Australia’s raw 

materials are sourced from within Australia, however with the right partnerships, and industry 

development activities Skretting Australia believes up to 90% of ingredients could be sourced 

domestically. Tasmania is truly a center of excellence for technology applied to the Australian and 

New Zealand Aquaculture Industries. Skretting Australia requires the support from the government to 

not only support a resilient supply chain in Tasmania, but to also facilitate a resilient supply chain 

through to mainland Australia and New Zealand.  

 

The delivery of confidence should be a key strategic focus for the upcoming salmon plan. Confidence 

for not only industry members, but also for community and consumers in the direction the salmon 

industry is heading. As mentioned above, the Tasmanian salmon industry has developed tremendously 

over the course of its lifetime, with vast improvements being made across all aspects of the industry. 

These improvements were not the result of stricter regulation, but rather the result of a set healthy 

and competitive businesses seeking to improve their practices. For example, Skretting Australia 

publishes an annual report on the presence of any undesirables which may be found in our feed, such 

as pesticides, PCBs, and heavy metals. This report is published to Skretting Australia’s website, and is 

available to be viewed by the general public. Many of these undesirables have no regulatory limit set 

in Australia for feed, however, to provide confidence of no risk to fish or human health, Skretting 

Australia elects to test and report on these substances in relation to global feed standards. If 

Australian limits for feed were introduced for these substances, Skretting Australia is confident that 

our tested levels of these substances would be aligned with legislated requirements. The introduction 

of these limits would likely see no change in our practices; however, this limitation would provide a 

level of accountability to a certain standard. Are critics of the Tasmanian salmon industry lobbying for 

stricter regulation, or do they feel the industry needs to be held accountable for various actions? 

Consideration undoubtably needs to be given to the concerns felt by the Tasmanian public, but the 

validity of the concerns must also be questioned. The government should entertain the thought that 

the distrust felt towards the salmon industry may be expressed towards regulation and but may be 

caused by greater systematic distrust of industry in general, enhanced by the fact that regulatory 

mechanisms have been poorly communicated to community.  

 

Skretting Australia and the greater salmon industry continuous development is a product of the 

greater industry’s strong financial performance. Through the profitable capabilities across the supply 

chain the industry has been able to not only grow in scale but afford to invest in research and 
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development which have led to the greater outcomes for environmental and sustainability 

management. Despite the clear progressions the industry has made over time, the colloquialism big 

salmon paints the industry as solely profit driven, ignoring the clear up-sides to a profitable industry 

from a sustainability perspective. The salmon industry should be able to express empathy towards 

concerned individuals who fear for the degradation of the natural environment as this is a fear that is 

not without precedence; environmental degradation in the name of profit is not an emerging idea. 

However, the science-led salmon industry believes that these fears are unfounded, and the 

government should aim to bridge the knowledge gap between industry and community and aim to 

instill confidence in both the operating companies’ practices, and the quality of the final product.  

  

Circular economy, waste, and emissions reduction 

As feed producers, Skretting Australia will have a large role to play in the further development of the 

aquaculture circular economy. In 2021 rendered by-products made up approximately 30% of Skretting 

Australia’s raw ingredient portfolio. Skretting Australia is eager to support the further development of a 

circular economy, however the technologies which are currently emerging are both small in scale and 

expensive, making it difficult to break into these markets. We are particularly excited about the market 

development of insect meal and microbial proteins, products that can convert food waste or methane 

respectively into high quality protein for aquafeeds. The Tasmanian government should explore 

intersectoral relationships which would lead to the development of these novel ingredients locally. The 

salmon industry is on its own path of sustainability and will continue to explore these materials; the 

Tasmanian government should aim to supporting the local development of the novel ingredient 

industry to support this journey.  There is also a strong position for the Tasmanian government to 

support a well-integrated supply chain to support the alignment of primary production across 

Australia. Exploring emerging synergies between aquaculture and agriculture could provide 

heightened efficiencies between both industries could support a greater level of food security for 

Tasmanians and the wider population.  

 

The Tasmanian salmon industry is openly progressing towards decarbonisation. Skretting Australia 

recently completed a full life-cycle analysis (LCA) for our aquaculture feeds and have set science-

based targets for both our production and scope three emissions. One shortcoming of LCA is the lack 

of alignment between the different methodologies used to calculate the final CO2e value, devaluing 

LCA as a comparative tool. Skretting Australia believes that it would be of immense value to the 

greater industry if the Tasmanian government was to conduct a centralised LCA of all protein 

production in Tasmania. If an LCA was conducted within the next 18 months, the industry would have 

a documented collective footprint, and the industry would be able to collaborate to reduce the 

industry’s combined impact. Because the footprint of salmon encompasses the entire production 

cycle, from raw ingredient sourcing to product packaging, is it important for the emissions reduction 

strategy to be a collective effort, and not for one stage to be considered in total isolation. In 2021 the 

New Zealand MPI conducted an industry wide LCA for mussels and oysters and is currently 

completing a similar study in King salmon. This process would not only provide true insight into the 
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industry’s footprint, but also provide vision into how aquaculture can potentially support cross-sector 

environmental management through nutrient capture. For example, exploration into shellfish or 

seaweed production close to nutrient rich agriculture run off would be beneficial to both sectors. The 

Tasmanian government should explore the principles of biodiversity finance, as the use of green 

bonds could potentially be used to incentives projects which enable overall environmental benefits.  

 

Community engagement  

Skretting Australia has operated under an ethos of transparency and trust for many years. Since 2013 

Skretting Australia has published a publicly available sustainability report disclosing our marine 

ingredient species origin for all procured fish oil and fishmeal. Although this data could easily be 

decontextualized by someone from outside of the industry, Skretting Australia believes that 

transparency is a cornerstone to gaining community trust. This is a value shared by the greater 

industry, evidenced by Tassal’s sustainability report and Huon Aquaculture’s sustainability dashboard. 

Issues arise when reported figures from these dashboards and reports are misconstrued and taken 

out of reporting context. The Tasmanian government should aim to support industry in disclosing 

information relating to contentious topics such as marine ingredient origin, antibiotic use, and wildlife 

interactions. This could be achieved by providing a more holistic understanding of these topics, and 

the management practices in place to limit undesirable outcomes associated.  

 

From a feed perfective, Skretting Australia sees the role of transparency directly relating to 

traceability. The newly developed ASC feed mill certification which will be in action before 2025 will 

require raw material traceability back to region, improving on the current requirement of country of 

origin. Skretting Australia is currently developing the systems and processes to support this change, 

however we see this as an opportunity for the industry to provide world-class transparency of food 

production. With the emergence of block chain technology, it is entirely foreseeable that the 

consumer of tomorrow will expect life-cycle traceability across the agri-food sector.  The Tasmanian 

government should support and lead this transition, and support a highly transparent, yet 

contextualized salmon industry.  

 

The 10 year salmon plan should also aim to support the development of relationships between the 

salmon industry and the Tasmanian Aborignal community. Skretting Australia is in no position to speak 

from any authority on the topic of first nations engagement. We admire the progress that is being 

made by aquaculture industries elsewhere in the world, and deeply hope that the Tasmanian 

government is able to learn from and build upon these global practices, to support the development of 

an industry that all Tasmanians benefit from, and are proud of.  

 

Skills and training  

Regardless of the what the future of the Tasmanian aquaculture industry looks like, the industry will 

undoubtably benefit from a educated and well-trained workforce. Through our state’s college 

education certificate, the Tasmanian certificate of education, there are two subjects with learning 
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outcomes directly related to agriculture in Tasmania. Just as college students can learn about 

sustainable agriculture, a curriculum dedicated to teaching theories of sustainable aquaculture should 

be made available to Tasmanian students.  Developing a holistic curriculum would allow for a broader 

scope of awareness of issues facing aquaculture systems, allowing for more people to have a richer 

appreciation of the complexities of aquaculture. Aquaculture should also be introduced to children 

during primary school. Just as children learn that eggs come from chickens and milk from cows, 

children should be exposed to aquaculture as an important cornerstone of societies food production.   

There is a need for pathways into aquaculture careers to be made more accessible such as 

introducing a Tas TAFE certificate of aquaculture and developing aquaculture apprenticeships. There 

are fantastic career progression opportunities available across the Tasmanian aquaculture industry, 

particularly in regional Tasmania, yet aquaculture is scarcely promoted as a career pathway. Although 

it is promising to see the Institute of Marine and Antarctic Studies offering an associate degree in 

sustainable aquaculture, it would be far greater to see a full bachelor’s degree of aquaculture offered. 

Education is an incredibly powerful tool is creating passion for a given field. An industry driven by a 

field of passionate industry experts is a vision most people should be in support of. This is not a 

process of creating industry led propaganda; this is a process of creating pathways for the next 

generation to build on and improve upon the industry we have today.  

 

Research and development   

Locally, Skretting Australia is a partner on the Experimental Aquaculture Facility (EAF) at Taroona, and 

a ten-year partner of the Blue Economy CRC. Validation and research is aimed at production 

efficiency, health, and farm-based solutions, with considerable investment in conducting validation 

work at the EAF and farming operations. Our current research is directly aligned with the many of the 

concerns held by industry critics, including a reducing our impact on wild fish stocks through 

formulation, and increasing the resilience of fish to amoeba, higher temperatures, and higher energy 

environments. A resilient salmon industry will require an ongoing investment in health, genetic, and 

technology – which should form the R&D priorities for the government. To improve the public trust in 

the science led focus of the industry, both a Minister of Aquaculture, and a Chief Aquaculture Scientist 

should be appointed.  

 

As mentioned above, in part the public criticism of the Tasmanian salmon industry may be related to a 

lack of support for the final product. The rhetoric of salmon being toxic or at least unhealthy is 

dragging down the value of the industry. If the greater public was able to appreciate Atlantic salmon 

as a low carbon, healthy food product perhaps the publics perception of the industry would be more 

lenient.  There is a large amount of research readily available detailing the various health benefits of 

omega-3 fatty acids on brain function, the immune system, as well as various other bodily functions. 

Skretting Australia suggests that the Tasmanian government engages with an independent research 

body, such as the CSIRO to detail the health benefits of Tasmanian Atlantic salmon. An independent 

reputable source, confirming that Tasmanian salmon is not only non-toxic, but also generally healthy 

would be beneficial in securing community faith.  
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Kind regards,  
 
Rhys Hauler 
Marketing Manager 
Skretting Australia  



 

 

Submission 94 
NWTAS for Clean Oceans 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 
 

 

NWTAS for CLEAN OCEANS  

Email:  W: nwtasforcleanoceans.org.au 

 

RESPONSE TO 10 YEAR SALMON PLAN - NWTAS FOR CLEAN OCEANS 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the government’s Discussion Paper relating to 

their proposed 10 Year Salmon Plan. 

 

1. NWTAS FOR CLEAN OCEANS 

 

NWTAS is a community group formed in September 2021 to represent residents on the 

north-west coast opposed to industrial finfish farming in our coastal waters and Bass Strait.  
 

2. OUR POSITION 

 

Our response to the government’s 10 Year Salmon Plan is predicated upon: 

 

• Our opposition to industrial finfish farming in northwest coastal waters and Bass Strait; 

 

• Our opposition to industrial finfish farming in open pens; 

 

• Our belief that the Discussion Paper, and the questions posed are pre-determined by an 

assumption in the proposed Plan (not yet disclosed) that the industry will continue to 

grow and expand with little real change, in spite of growing community concerns and the 

threat posed by ocean warming; 

 

• Our belief that the government should implement a moratorium on any forward planning 

or expansion of the finfish industry until: 

 

➢ the findings and recommendations of the Legislative Council Report on Finfish 
Farming in Tasmania are considered, adopted and evaluated; 
 

➢ a review of the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 is completed – it is illogical to 
implement a planning process and review the relevant legislation after the event; 

 
➢ the Tasmanian government has prepared a State of the Environment Report; and 

 
➢ the outcomes of the Blue Economy CRC Aquaculture Project are published, 

considered and evaluated; 
 

• Our belief that any commercial industry located in Tasmania should benefit Tasmania 

and Tasmanians first and foremost, not multinational companies at Tasmania’s expense 

– the community benefit derived from a one billion dollar turnover should be substantial 

and revenue should be used to remedy health, education and other challenges in our 

state;  
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• Our belief that any decision to retain or expand the finfish industry should be based on 

objective business principles, “not good money after bad”; 

 

• Our belief that the industrial finfish industry is not good business for Tasmania; 

 

• Our belief that the government is beholden to the finfish industry and is, therefore, 

incapable of making objective business decisions for the benefit of Tasmanians, first and 

foremost; 

 

• Our belief that the government is seriously compromised because they appear to be 

participants in the salmon industry and they also expend significant taxpayer funds to 

shore up the industry with infrastructure and research. For example, who is funding the 

10 Year Plan? 

 

• Our belief that Tasmania should not be sacrificed to feed the world. We are 

geographically small with a correspondingly small population (526,000). We are 

surrounded by sensitive marine environments, thriving commercial fisheries and 

threatened marine species. Tasmania does not have a disproportionate responsibility to 

feed the world. Further, although it is often argued fish farming will solve world hunger, 

Tasmanian finfish sold overseas only feed the privileged in wealthy countries; and 

 

• Our assertion that the Tasmanian Government has a primary responsibility for and 

should give priority to:  

 

- feeding and employing our own population 

- anticipating and countering climate change in our region  

- protecting our own precious environment and threatened species. 

 

3. COMMENTS ON PLANNING PROCESS 

 

• We do not believe the time frame for formulating the Plan and commencing 

implementation, is realistic. We assert, therefore, the invitation to participate in this 

planning process is disingenuous; 

 

• We do not accept the logic or ethics of formulating a 10 Year Plan before the findings 

and recommendations from the Legislative Council Report on Finfish Farming in 

Tasmania have been adopted; 

 

• We do not believe any major plans which impact on our environment should be 

considered until the Tasmanian government has prepared a State of the Environment 

Report. We note Eloise Carr’s words (Director, Australia Institute, Tasmania), on 2 

August 2022: 

 

“The Tasmanian Government has chosen to stay wilfully blind to Tasmania’s 

environmental problems. No State of the Environment Report means no record of 

environmental problems. But this is no compensation to the Tasmanian industries 

which rely on Tasmania’s environment to remain healthy for our economy and our 

community. 
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Tasmanians know the environment is in trouble due to climate change and other 

pressures and biodiversity is declining. This Government needs to be able to have 

an informed conversation and plan about how we can respond, not just bury their 

heads in the sand.” 

• We advocate that the current Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 must be reviewed prior 

to commencement of any planning process - we do not have faith in the current planning 

and lease approval processes; 

• It is clear the government is determined to expand the ocean-based salmon industry 

irrespective of any current environmental issues (of which there are many identified in 

numerous objective reports); 

 

• There is no reference to land-based Reticulated Aquaculture Systems for growing finfish 

to maturity and no mention of the possibility that existing Tasmanian finfish farms will 

transition to land in the future; 

 

• There is no opportunity offered for comment on the development of alternative clean, 

green industries, alternatives to the finfish industry. It appears that, to the government, 

finfish farming is the-be and end-all. Tasmanian industries need to diversify, the 

government must not put all our eggs in one (very fraught) basket; 

 

• Priority must be given to cleaning up the modus operandi of the existing industry (before 

expansion can be considered) and the environmental damage must be remediated – we 

note there is no mention in the Discussion Paper of this critical issue; 

 

• We do not accept that an industry growth target of 2 billion dollars per annum should be 

the driving force for expansion of any industry – this is not a measure of what is good for 

Tasmania, this is a measure of what multi-national, foreign companies will extract in one 

year from exploiting Tasmania’s sensitive and precious environment – their profits will be 

taken off-shore; 

 

• We believe that the government and industry finfish/aquaculture employment statistics 

are exaggerated to gain community support for the industry.  

 

• There is no public confidence in Government statistics concerning the finfish industry 

which has no social license; 

 

• We believe the government should adopt a precautionary approach, rather than an 

adaptive management approach, to any invasive activity in Bass Strait or in coastal 

waters because of the many threatened species which thrive, feed, breed and rest in its 

pristine waters; and 

 

• Any plan which involves finfish farming must include effective strategies to prevent harm 

to sea mammals, birdlife and farmed finfish. 
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4. SUMMARY 
      

• The government must call a halt to any expansion of the finfish industry; 
 

• We support the findings and recommendations of the Legislative Council Report on 
Finfish Farming in Tasmania and do not support any finfish planning process which does 
not adopt the Report’s recommendations prior to commencement; 
 

• We call for the government to undertake, as a matter of urgency, the formulation of a 
State of the Environment Report which must inform any future activity which impacts 
further on our environment, including our coastlines and Bass Strait. We cannot support 
any planning process which ignores the current state of our environment.  

 

• We regard it as arrogant and irresponsible of the government to launch into a 10-year 
commitment for salmon farming without vital information about the current state of our 
environment. 
 

• The government must give high priority to cleaning up the existing salmon industry and 
remediating the environmental damage while it: 
 

➢ adopts and implements the recommendations from the Legislative Council 
Report on Finfish Farming in Tasmania; 
 

➢ reviews the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995; 
 

➢ prepares a State of the Environment Report; and 
 

➢ awaits the outcomes of the Blue Economy CRC Project. 
 

In essence, NWTAS for Clean Oceans does not support the notion, the vision or 
the timing of the 10 Year Salmon Plan. 
 
Please feel free to contact our group if you require clarification or assistance. 

 
 
Robyn Weare 
 
Secretary 
NWTAS for Clean Oceans 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
*    *    * 
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While "battery farming" may be a way to feed a rapidly increasing world population, the constraints on fish 
farming have not yet reached the level of land-based intensive farming. Thus there is little reason, legal or 
moral, for fish farming companies to respect or protect the natural environment in which they operate.   

If the species being farmed are not locally indigenous to the area, there is the very real risk of 
contamination or spread of feral animals/fish.  Australia has surely had enough introduced feral pests to 
have learnt the lesson to not allow Atlantic Salmon to be farmed in our clean waters. 
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I am a resident of Flinders Island. It’s a pure and beautiful place and I’ve been living, or 

spending a lot of time, here for nearly fifty years. This is a rare place, not least for the 

pristineness of our landscape and our waterscape. Visitors come here for pristineness. They 

come for the serenity that can be found on Flinders’ 120 beaches (plus many, many more 

amongst our fifty-two-island archipelago). And when they come, they encounter the 

cleanest of Australian air and water (even if it is a tad chilly at times). They come for the 

beauty of our rugged landscape; they come for our small and friendly community. 

They will not come for a fish farm.  

And if the fish farms come, as they degrade our natural assets, visitors might no longer 

come at all. Our visitors not only ‘Come Down for Air’, but they also come down for water.  

They – and we – do not want the noise emitted by fish farms (often 24/7). They – and we – 

do not want the degradation of our waters, our beaches, our children’s sandy and bushy 

playgrounds that comes with fish farming. They – and we – want, nay expect, to be able to 

fish for our families in our waters. Fish farming has been shown to upset – if not destroy – 

local fishing stocks.   

Our visitors – and many of our permanent residents – come here to experience what is for 

many a dream. Here that dream is a reality: beauty, cleanliness, safety, remoteness. We as 

residents, we as Australians, we as humans, need to keep it that way.  

Flinders residents and businesses have recently been making plans to grow our population. 

Fish farming is not a way to grow a permanent population. Most workers who would come 

here to attend the farms would be of the ‘fly-in/fly-out’ variety. And we, like many places in 

Tasmania, need workers, not jobs. It’s a different time from when the southern fish farms 

were starting.  

Successive governments have already sacrificed so much of Tasmania to fish farming and to 

forestry (in seeming contradiction to the marketing messages aimed at attracting visitors). 

Frankly, Flinders’ landscape has been changed enough by turning much of our wild bush into 

pasture but that has allowed us to contribute enough to the food needs of the country.  

It’s been more than two hundred years since the sealing industry decimated the Furneaux 

Group’s seal population. Seals are only just now beginning to appear again. Fish farming 

practices can and have ‘mutilated and killed [seals] as a result of the deterrents used against 

them by salmon farmers’ notes the Sydney Morning Herald.  

Frankly, Island-life is challenging enough without sacrificing the attractions of such and we, 

as humans, have a responsibility to minimise the detrimental impact we have on the earth. 

It is absurd that just when we are finally having some sensible conversations about climate 

change, it is proposed to destroy Bass Strait by introducing (or expanding) the fish farming 

industry into it.  
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Recently Brand Tasmania worked with the Flinders community to come up with this 

‘Flinders Story’ which you might find illuminating if you haven’t been here. You can see it – 

our way of life – is incompatible with the concept of fish farming.  

The Flinders Island Story 

THE ISLANDER WAY 

The first thing you will notice, on Flinders and the Furneaux group of islands, is the breathtaking 

scenery. In every direction, what you see is like nothing else in the world. 

 It’s deeper than quiet beaches and coastlines, mountains and mist. These islands have a rich and dark 

history, and an intensely passionate community that wants to reckon with its past and build the right 

future together. No-one is here because it is the easiest place to live. Everyone is here because it is 

different. When something works on these islands it tends to be small and special. As the rest of the 

world chases growth, we chase meaning. 

 The core of our culture is to be true to who we are, to try to live on what can we find or grow on our 

rich land and in our waters, to support each other. When a crisis strikes one of us, it strikes all of us. 

Many of our family businesses have been here for generations, evolving yet never abandoning the 

spirit of this place. Artists and artisans are here to create and connect. 

 We have a complex relationship with change because we understand what it can bring. It’s different 

here and we make different invitations to visitors: for an unforgettable time on Flinders Island, learn 

to be one of us for a few days, a week, or the rest of your life. Slow down, get lost, co-contribute, 

connect. 

 Don’t try to change this place. Let this place change you. 

 The Furneaux Festival celebrates our Aboriginal history, our ancient and modern cultural traditions, 

our art, even our complications. Our Council and Community launched it as a gently provocative and 

intensely alternative to Australia Day – the first in the country. 

 Quiet is a word you will hear often on Flinders Island. The Tasmanian story is the quiet pursuit of the 

extraordinary, and on Flinders it is aged and distilled: quieter, harder, yet more rewarding, more 

mysterious, more connected, more complicated, more extraordinary. 

The Furneaux islands are unique, so is Bass Strait. Please, let’s keep it pristine.  

Dr Fran Bryson, Lady Barron, Flinders Island 7255 
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27 August 2022 

The Manager 
Tasmanian 10 Year Salmon Plan Process 
DNRE Tasmania 
 
Please find below my response to the recently released Discussion paper on the future of this 
important industry.  
I trust that you find my feedback useful and constructive and look forward to further engagement 
opportunities 
 
Yours faithfully  
 
 
John Pitt 
E:   
 
 

1. Q1 Considering the international and national context, what principles do you think should 

guide the future Salmon Plan in Tasmania? 

 

Tasmania can and should make every effort to be a substantial supplier of farmed salmon products 

to national and international markets because of the competitive advantages which enable it to do 

so .. but it must recognise that there are environmental and social capacity limits which constrain 

industry growth beyond “sustainable levels” 

The reality is that such a balance has not been achieved to date, with the industry growing rapidly 

with government support, with a disproportionate loss of environmental and social capital. 

Government should recognise that Tasmania (because of its small size) cannot feasibly supply more 

than a very small percentage of global demand for farmed salmon products .. and therefore should 

aim to be a niche supplier commanding premium prices for its products. Such an approach provides 

the State with the best opportunity to extract maximum value add from the industry, whilst 

minimising the consumption of environmental and social capital. 

It should do this by setting policy which encourages the private sector to invest in production and 

marketing capacity which delivers this outcome, as opposed to policies which allow unconstrained 

production volume. 

The recent ownership changes at all three of the major salmon producers is fortuitous for a 

significantly improved policy approach via the 10 Year Salmon Plan. Each new owner has outlaid very 

substantial capital to purchase their investments. This capital is very much at risk. Whilst each 

company will be under intense shareholder pressure to maximise profitability and therefore capital 

returns, each company will also be very exposed to substantial balance sheet losses arising from 

reputational damage in a world which increasingly values ESG outcomes. 

Principled negotiation by the State should leverage this situation to significantly tighten salmon 

industry policy to achieve greater “sustainability”. Tasmania’s experience with its forestry and forest 

products industry over the last 20 years, provides a case study for what could well eventuate if it 

does not seize this policy correction opportunity. 
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Within this overarching contextual ambition, the following principles are suggested as appropriate 

a. Scientific evidence‐ based planning, development and operational practice 

b. Industry regulation by a politically independent EPA which is adequately resourced to 

engage with, assess, monitor, permit, enforce and publicly report on the industry 

c. EPA to have discretion to apply the Precautionary Principle to industry developments 

which involve unreasonable risk to the State’s economic, environmental and social 

capital 

d. Best Available Economically Feasible Technology should be required for new 

developments and retrofitted to existing facilities .. with an immediate priority to 

eliminate flow through freshwater hatcheries 

e. Much better public transparency and reporting on industry performance and the 

impacts of individual facilities on receiving environments 

f. River Health management to control individual and aggregated impacts of all agri/aqua 

business environmental impacts  

g. A Finfish Farming Act which controls marine, land and freshwater impacts 

h. Industry to be operating with net zero emissions (carbon neutral) by 2030 or earlier 

i. All non RAS systems eliminated by 2025 

j. The Salmon Plan should meet a rigorous public benefit test ‐  which properly accounts 

for changes in economic, environmental and social capital  

 

2. Q2 What additional outcomes do you think could enable a sustainable, resilient and 

innovative salmon industry? 

 

a. The Tasmanian community (and its intergenerational successor) should receive an 

appropriate return from industry activities via the following mechanisms 

i. Economically through direct and indirect job creation, supply chain integration 

and tax distributions 

ii. Full cost recovery for all related government expenditure 

iii. Independently assessed directly attributable losses in Tasmania’s environmental 

(natural) capital are preferably avoided but otherwise compensated for by the 

industry on an annual basis 

b. The industry achieves carbon neutral status (net zero emissions) by 2030 (or earlier), 

with any offsets directed at Tasmanian sequestration activities. 

 

3. Q3 What do you think are the key actions required to deliver the proposed outcomes? 

 

a. Principled negotiations between Government and salmon industry directed at achieving 

a more equitable arrangement for the Tasmanian community now and into the future 

b. A much greater commitment (backed by appropriate resources) to industry regulation 

(including monitoring and enforcement) and community engagement 

 

4. Protection 

a. Building Science Knowledge 

i. Q4 What further science research priorities could support the Tasmanian 

salmon industry in 2033? 
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1. Independent assessment of the deterioration in Tasmania’s 

environmental (natural) capital in all areas impacted by the salmon 

industry, and the extent to which this is directly attributable to salmon 

industry activity… and if not by which other activities  

2. Establishment and ongoing custodianship of the industry carbon 

footprint by an independent authority in consultation with individual 

companies… directed at monitoring industry progress towards carbon 

neutral (net zero emissions) status. 

3. Establishment and ongoing custodial management of river system 

health models for all catchments impacted by the salmon industry, 

including the setting of acceptable pollutant budgets for these 

catchments, and the relationships between those system budgets and 

individual environmental license conditions 

4. Monitoring of relationship between salmon industry food composition 

and salmon product composition .. from a “healthy food “ perspective .. 

ie ensuring “what we eat” actually delivers the health benefits 

promoted by industry marketing and current recommended healthy 

eating guidelines 

5. Independent assessment of likely industry competitiveness if industry 

moves to land based and/or offshore marine farm production .. ie how 

can Tasmanian producers remain competitive given that land based 

production should intuitively be based near mass markets (population 

centres) 

 

b. Governance and Regulation 

i. Q5 How could best practice land use planning support integrated land and 

water access arrangements? 

 

1. Encouraging the development of shared infrastructure hubs wherever 

possible might help 

 

ii. Q6 What more could be done to continuously improve and apply best 
practice regulation?  
 
1. Timely and transparent provision of monitoring information to the 

public will build community trust … which is good for business as well as 
the environment. To this end  

a. Include and enact the currently drafted Public Release of 
Monitoring Information provisions in the EMPCA Amendment 
Bill.  

b. Ensure that draft Annual Environmental Reports are made 
available for public feedback as soon as they are submitted to 
the EPA. My experience is that drafts are submitted to the EPA 
close to the publishing date listed in the environmental licence. 
Subsequent negotiations between the licence holder and the 
EPA have resulted in the final reports not being available for 
around 6 months after the due date. In reality another 12 
months will elapse before clarifications are issued. This detracts 
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from the level of transparency associated with these operations 
– even if the eventual report indicates substantive compliance. 

2. Ensure and adequately resource appropriate monitoring and 
enforcement of environmental licenses 

3. Adequate resourcing of EPA .. on a whatever it takes basis 
 

 
iii. Q7 What actions could assist the Tasmanian community, stakeholders and 

markets to understand the regulatory regime that applies to aquaculture in 

Tasmania? 

 

1. Greater engagement between salmon companies and the communities 

in which they operate .. including the establishment of consultative 

groups, and the conduct of regular plant opening days 

2. Greater engagement between government and communities, 

stakeholders and markets  

3. Much greater investment in the Industry Real Time Data Portal 

4. Significant cultural change by all stakeholders as evidenced by a 

willingness to entertain and investigate alternative ideas and proposals 

.. especially within the process for developing this 10 Year Salmon Plan 

5. Detailed evaluation of all recommendations contained within the Final 

Report of the Legislative Council GAC Enquiry into the industry 

 

c. Circular Economy, Waste and Emissions Reduction 

i. Q8 Are there barriers to progressing circular economy, waste and emission 

reduction, and resource recovery initiatives in the aquaculture sector, and 

what actions could be undertaken to help overcome these? 

 

1. I suggest that setting a mandatory 2030 (or earlier) carbon neutral (net 

zero emissions) target for the industry (and including this as a condition 

within individual environmental licences) would drive progress. 

Anaerobic digestion plants which process salmon production wastes to 

produce biogas and electricity have not been built to date because (I 

suspect) disposal to landfill or composting has been more cost effective. 

Setting net zero emission limits for the industry, and enforcing these 

through licenses, would drive change. Small local digesters producing 

behind the meter electricity and biogas for on‐site use will probably be 

more cost effective than larger centralised facilities. Small scale 

producers could negotiate waste supply arrangements with larger 

companies. 

2. Hybrid (diesel/electric) and plug in electric propulsion systems are now 

becoming common in short route ferry vessels .. indicating this is 

possible for salmon production support vessels. Government should 

provide appropriate shore based charging infrastructure to hasten 

technology change which underpins the net zero target 
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5. Participation 

a. Community Engagement 

i. Q9 What actions would support, promote and encourage effective stakeholder 

communication, relationship building and connectedness? 

 

1. First and foremost a much greater commitment by producers to regular 

open, transparent, timely, and factual public communication of industry 

environmental performance at individual facility level, and to the 

prompt rectification of problems, including technology and process 

upgrades as required. 

2. Community consultative groups should be encouraged to engage with 

producers 

3. Much greater investment by Government in the Industry Real Time Data 

Portal 

 

ii. Q10 How can Tasmanian Aboriginal people be provided with opportunities to 

contribute and benefit from the aquaculture sector? 

 

1. Perhaps by increasing the focus on implementing national policies which 

encourage or require indigenous business participation. 

 

b. Return to Tasmanian Community 

i. Q11 What factors will need to be considered when determining an appropriate 

rate of return from industry? 

 

1. Salmon companies benefit from access to the State’s land and water 

resources, and to its labour force (either direct employment or supply 

chain integration) as valuable factors of production in their businesses.  

2. The companies leverage these factors with their capital, IP and market 

access capability with the objective of operating profitably and providing 

shareholders with attractive returns. 

3. The industry is relatively mature in Tasmania having developed from 

start‐up scale over the last 50 years. Aggregate investment as measured 

by asset replacement costs would be in the billions of dollars. 

4. As such the State should be working to retain the industry, and 

sustainably growing it, by encouraging the development of its 

competitive advantage, whilst at the same time ensuring that the State 

extracts a reasonable return for the resources (natural and labour) it 

provides, and without imposing liabilities on future generations of 

Tasmanians.. 

5. This submission promotes a 3‐tiered approach to achieving this 

adequate return outcome 

a. Firstly, by relying on market forces to ensure Tasmanian jobs are 

created – either through direct employment by the companies, 

or through their contracts with local businesses for the supply of 

goods and services .. and the consumption, reinvestment, 

savings and tax distributions that flow from that. 
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b. Secondly, through full cost recovery of all related government 

expenditure. Typical cost centres include industry regulation, 

industry promotion and development, industry licensing and so 

on 

c. Thirdly, by ensuring that directly attributable losses in 

Tasmania’s environmental (natural) capital are either avoided or 

compensated for by the industry on an annual basis. This can be 

seen as an incentive to the industry in that the States natural 

resources are made available to it provided that any reduction 

in their capital value is compensated on an annual basis. This 

submission argues that natural resource consumption should be 

seen as similar to other inputs to the salmon industry … ie seen 

as a cost of doing business. 

d. It is recognised that the salmon industry is not the only 

contributor to environmental degradation (consumption of 

natural resources) within the State. Other point source 

industrial facilities and diffuse emission operations like 

agriculture and forestry also make impacts, as do urban centres, 

and natural occurrences like bushfires. Independent ecosystem 

modelling can be used to account for reductions in the natural 

resource inventory and to attribute responsibility – and would 

form the basis of this cost recovery tier. 

e. It should be noted that the objective here is not to generate 

revenue, but rather to incentivise the industry to avoid 

environmental degradation. Take for example the recent public 

reinvestment in the Bryn Estyn water treatment plant. If this 

upgrade became necessary as a consequence of the environmental 

degradation of the raw water resources it relies on, and if that 

degradation was attributable in part to a range of industrial 

operations, then substantial cost recovery would have been 

involved … perhaps large enough to incentivise industrial operators 

to avoid the environmental degradation in the first place… and if not 

then to fairly compensate taxpayers for the “free ride” provided to 

industry in terms of natural resource consumption. 

  

ii. Q12 How might Government use fee settings to create incentives for industry? 

 

1. Tasmania’s salmon industry has benefited from significant government 

support over the last 40 years in order to reach “critical mass”. Three 

large vertically integrated companies now exist. As such the industry has 

sufficient scale and diversity to be consistently profitable. Government 

support should not be provided to maintain this position .. rather it 

should expect to now recover the benefits of its support to date in terms 

of local jobs, supply chain integration and taxation revenue (both direct 

and redistributed) 

2. The potential for future industry growth is currently unproven. It seems 

that nearshore marine farming, and land base hatcheries have reached 

environmental capacity limits. Offshore expansion and land‐based 
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facilities do not appear commercially feasible at present .. but are 

candidates for government support if bankable propositions emerge. 

This submission argues that such developments should be considered as 

“a new industry” entering its initial investment phase and treated 

accordingly from an incentive perspective. Fees would not be a material 

consideration as much larger levels of support are likely to be required.  

 

c. Skills Training and Workforce Development 

i. Q13 What skills, training and workforce development will be needed to 

support the aquaculture industry, including salmon across the supply chain 

over the next 3‐5 years and towards 2033? 

 

1. No comment 

 

ii. Q14 Are there specific training needs to support contemporary regional 

workforces? 

 

1. No comment 

 

6. Progress 

a. Research and Innovation 

 

i. Q15 What research and innovation priorities will support the Tasmanian 

salmon industry over the next decade? 

 

1. See Q4 response 

 

ii. Q16 What opportunities exist to improve public communication and 

engagement with research involving aquaculture? 

 

1. Ensure all research programs have a public communication and 

engagement component as an important KPI 

 

b. Advanced Manufacturing, Investment and Market Development 

 

i. Q17 What further investment could be considered to support industry 

competitiveness and innovation to ensure it remains sustainable in Tasmania 

in the long term? 

 

1. In the long term it is difficult to see how land‐based farming will not 

come to dominate the sector, and why land‐based production systems 

would logically be developed in market remote areas like Tasmania. 

2. Fundamentally Tasmania should recognise that technology disruption is 

germane to all industries and avoid subsidies which ignore this reality. 

3. There may be some benefit in considering industry support initiatives 

which materially drive down the cost of production and prolong the 

inevitable .. but these should be generally resisted and left to the 

companies themselves 
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4. Of more interest is the product differentiation opportunity – leveraging 

fish genetics, food technology, lab‐based fish manufacturing, or some 

other IP protectable characteristic which attracts a price premium from 

a niche market. 

5. Offshore production may be competitive with land‐based farming. An 

early priority should be to determine whether this is likely, for how long, 

and under what conditions. This research should be used to identify 

priorities for any further investment in offshore production. 

 

ii. Q18 Looking ahead to the potential aquaculture of 2033 what initiatives could 

support the adoption of emerging technologies and practices? 

 

1. See Q17 response 

 

c. Future Production 

 

i. Q19 What further planning research could better support where and how 

salmon and other aquaculture products are produced sustainably in Tasmania, 

both now and in 2033? 

 

1. See previous responses 

 

 

 

End of Submission 



 

 

Submission 100 
Douglas Willis 

 

There is no way salmon cages should be put in any waters around the furneaux group of islands. 

Fish in salmon cages are detrimental to the environment they kill the ocean floor. And let alone the debris 
that would wash up on our beaches in adverse weather conditions! 

The cages would be disastrous to the muttonbirds when they are flying in as the birds would fly into them 
as they fly low just above water (No they won't  go around them ) 

It is really important to keep our pristine waters and islands a clean envenvironment. 

And 80% of fish farms are owned by foreign nationals! The money doesn't stay in Australia.  

What would happen to all the ones that die? Where would those carcasses go? There are not just a few 
there are tones that die! 

If you must have one put it on land so you can retain all the waste! 

Submission 101 
Dale Williams 

 

I strongly disagree with allowing salmon farms anywhere in the area of the Furneaux Islands. The extreme 
environmental damage caused by the salmon farming industry in other areas is frightening and 
unacceptable.   The Furneaux Islands and the waters around them include an extraordinary habitat for flora 
and fauna, which should be protected.   

The salmon industry offers no benefits to those living in the Furneaux Islands. It would have a huge 
negative impact on the region - affecting our marine environment, interfering with existing marine, tourism 
and other activities.  It would destroy the Island's current branding of being a clean, green environment - a 
positioning our local businesses have worked to promote. 

I expect the state government to defend our environment, values and future and say no to Salmon farming 
in the region of the Furneaux Islands. 

Submission 102 
Cape Herbert Pty Ltd 
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                                                                         Cape Herbert 
 
 
                                                                         

       Pty Ltd 
  
 OKEHAMPTON FARM 
 536 Okehampton Rd 
 Triabunna, Tas. 7190  
  
 17 August 2022 
  
 

10 Year Salmon Plan Review – Submission from Cape Herbert Pty Ltd 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Please consider our representation as the adjoining land holders (nearest land-based neighbours) to 
the Okehampton Bay TASSAL salmon farm. 
 

A) Please legislate the Cape Portland to Tasman Peninsula no finfish farming zone   
 

I was fortunate to speak with the former Minister for aquaculture, Hon Guy Barnett, on the 8-12-2020 
after publicly raising concerns in relation to the current Salmon Plan Review and implication for 
removal of the ‘No Grow’ areas mapped in the original 2017 ‘Sustainable industry growth plan for the 
Salmon Industry’ (2017 Salmon Plan). The 2017 Salmon Plan had been created to clearly identify the 
area of Tasmania’s coastal waters where salmon can & cannot be farmed.  Planning maps clearly 
articulated the Liberal Governments commitment, with Minister Rockcliffe describing a: 
 
“no-grow zone from the bottom of the Tasman Peninsula up the entire east coast of Tasmania and 
along the majority of the north coast”(Hansard house of assembly 14-12-2017) and stated:  
 
“There will be no further salmon farms on Tasmania's east coast.” (Hansard house of assembly 12-09-
2017).   
 
Guy Barnett has reassured Tasmanians publicly that there will be: 
  
“no further additional fin-fish farms on the east coast”,  
 
He reconfirmed this Government commitment in correspondence that I received from him on 11-12-
2020 stating that:  
 
“I can confirm that the Tasmanian Liberal Government will not allow additional finfish farms on the 
East Coast. This includes the area between Tasman Island and Cape Portland. You are already aware 
of our commitment not to convert existing East Coast shellfish and seaweed leases to finfish farming.” 
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The recently released plan; however, creates an ambiguity in relation to the east coast: 
 

1) What are the current governance arrangements that enable retention of the east coast of 
Tasmania (Cape Portland to Tasman Peninsula) ‘areas not under consideration for future fin 
fish development’? Please provide detail; 

2) Former north coast ‘no-grow’ areas declared in the 2017 Salmon Plan, are currently now 
being made assessable for salmon expansion through the salmon plan current review.  This 
Liberal Government backflip on the north coast ‘no-grow’ area, raises concerns for the 
Liberals commitment to the east coast ‘no-grow’ area. 

3) The Great Oyster Bay Marine Farming Development Plan area (MFDP), although currently 
covered by the east coast of Tasmania ‘areas not under consideration for future fin fish 
development’, has within the plan, mechanisms for enabling new fin fish lease creation. 

 
REQUESTED Action 
1) Explain what the current governance arrangements are for the east coast. 
2) To effectively remove any ambiguity from the 10 Year Salmon Plan, all the east coast of Tasmania, 
excluding the current Okehampton Bay fin fish lease, should be legislated as a no fin fish grow area.  
 

B) The current lack of legislated no fin fish farming areas creates ongoing sovereign risk 
to private landholders on the east coast 
 

The 2017 Salmon Plan was intended to provide confidence for the salmon sector and other 
stakeholders, including Tasmanian private coastal landholders, in the wake of environmental 
degradation of Macquarie Harbour, and rising conflict over salmon expansion into new areas such as 
Storm Bay.  The 2017 Salmon Plan and subsequent statements from the Liberal government (see 
Hansard above), were considered by Cape Herbert Pty Ltd when making the decision to purchase a  
3500 acre coastal property at Okehampton on the Tasmanian east coast for a multi-million dollar 
figure.  The value of the property was increased by at least two thirds, due to its spectacular and 
private coastal location.  The 2017 Salmon Plan identified the current finfish farm within Okehampton 
Bay, but provided reassurance for Cape Herbert Pty Ltd to invest in the purchase of the surrounding 
land, as there would be no additional sovereign risk exposure to the coastal properties value and 
future use from fin fish aquaculture, as this would not be allowed to expand around the remaining 
5km of this coastal property and out into the surrounding Great Oyster Bay.  The Legislative Council in 
the past debated the sovereign risk to aquaculture lease holders, when enabling fin fish farming to 
commence at Okehampton Bay, and discussed the potential of the Government (Tasmanian tax 
payers) paying compensation to the aquaculture lease holders if they were prevented from utilising 
their leases for a pre-approved fin fish farming use.  As a neighbour to the current TASSAL operation 
in Okehampton Bay, it is apparent that there is a high sovereign risk exposure to nearby private land 
holders and business entities such as ours, due to nuisance from noise and lighting, marine debris, 
visual impact, and potential environmental harm arising from fin fish farming.  These nuisances are 
reducing the potential uses of parts of the Cape Herbert Pty Ltd land for development, such as 
tourism accommodation.   
 
The IMAS spatial mapping project ‘buffer’ distance applied between fin fish farms and social and 
economic factors on private land are being used to advise the current Salmon Plan review. IMAS have 
applied a 1km distance ‘noise buffer’ between finfish farms and existing private residencies; however, 
this buffer distance is inadequate, based on no Government policy, and has poor scientific basis, and 
does not consider other aspects of importance to private property holders – such as the value placed 
on visual aesthetics.  Our experience at Okehampton is that the noise and light pollution extends 
some 4km from the Okehampton Bay fin fish farm into the private property.  The undeveloped nature 
of the coastal private property at Okehampton is our major agritourism business asset, but this value 
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is not considered in the buffering at all.  The current planning approach creates a huge sovereign risk 
due to uncertainty in the Salmon Plan relating to future fin fish leases around the coast of private 
properties.  This sovereign (freehold landholders) diminished land value, exposure to nuisance from 
fin fish farming activities, fettering private land for future use, and reduced economic return on 
private land assets due to the poor Government planning, positioning and approval of fin-fish farms 
perhaps warrants a legal investigation and class action for financial compensation awarded to 
affected private landholders.  
 
The IMAS planning map also compares different metric/values, but it is unclear if these have been 
given equal or other relative weighting on importance.  Whilst the method is scientific, the underlying 
mapping rules are not based on any existing Government Policy or public consultation. 
 
A deficiency in current Salmon farming policy is the lack of a clear definition of ‘off shore’, whilst there 
is constant promotion and support by the State Government for the industry to move ‘off shore’.  The 
IMAS mapping study gives the impression that off shore areas include all those locations outside 
coastal buffers that a then greater than 10m in water depth, as this appears to be the deeper metric 
applied and being consulted with community.  However, this still allows considerable noise and 
aesthetic impact within Tasmanian waters and a more appropriate definition of ‘off shore’; should be 
over the horizon and out of site.  Area east of the current east coast of Tasmania ‘areas not under 
consideration for future fin fish development’ would perhaps fit an appropriate ‘off shore definition.    
 
REQUESTED Action 
1) To eliminate increased sovereign risk to Cape Herbert Pty Ltd and other land holders on the east 
coast, all of the the east coast of Tasmania, excluding the current Okehampton Bay fin fish lease, 
should be legislated as a no fin fish grow area.  
 

C) Please apply precautionary management, rather than an adaptive management 
approach that allows marine farming licence non-compliances 

 
Non-compliance with licence conditions and lack of truly adaptive management are occurring at 
Okehampton Bay.  Is the relaxing of licence conditions we see at Okehampton, when monitoring not 
undertaken, or modelling not undertaken on time or as required, the only ‘adaptive management’ 
occurring here?  Some examples that indicate that non-compliance and relaxing of licence conditions 
is occurring include: 
 
1) The EPA marine licence for marine farming lease 236 (commencing 4 October 2017) had required 

TASSAL to undertake Schedule 3M Modelling Requirements.  The original EPA licence conditions 
(Figure A) were put in place to provide public confidence that adequate information would be 
available to assess the impacts of the farm as it builds towards full capacity. By November 2018 
the Okehampton TASSAL fish farm was at 79% capacity. Cape Herbert Pty Ltd is of the opinion that 
a major non-conformity has occurred in the marine farm licence regarding the requirement for 
modelling: 
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Figure A. Above is an extract from 2017 marine farming licence for Okehampton Bay relating to requirement for 
computer modelling of water quality. 
 

a. THE EPA marine farm licence for the Okehampton Bay marine farming lease 236 
(commencing 4 October 2017) had required TASSAL to undertake Schedule 3M Modelling 
Requirements, with licence requirement of the modelling provision deadline to late 2018. 
The modelling report was not finalised by CSIRO until July 2020. This is a documented 
non-compliance with the marine farming licence, as the report provided by TASSAL in 
response was produced after the licence requirement (~ 2 years overdue). There is no 
documentation provided that indicates that the TASSAL was exempt from the EPA’s 
Licence Condition. 

b. The fine 50-100m resolution for detailed near field modelling has not sufficiently 
occurred.  There is no documentation provided that indicates that the TASSAL was 
exempt from the EPA’s Licence Condition. Only a broad regional model has been 
produced (CSIRO report author, personal communication). 

c. The CSIRO modelling indicates high nutrient accumulation and high-water residence 
times in Okehampton Bay (near Okehampton Beach), but no corresponding improvement 
in monitoring or creation of total nutrient loads have been implemented by TASSAL or 
enforced by the EPA.  The lack of improvement to the ‘Broadscale Environmental 
Monitoring Program (BEMP) at Okehampton Bay, subsequent to release of the modelling 
findings that clearly show there is a risk of eutrophication in Okehampton Bay, is an 
example of that no adaptive management is occurring. Adaptive management requires 
close monitoring, and use of precautionary trigger values for nutrients that would allow a 
management response before environmental harm is caused; however, this is adaptive 
management approach is not occurring.  
 

2) The licence conditions have been modified a few times to enable increasing infrastructure and 
vessel use at Okehampton.  These increases in infrastructure are associated with increased noise, 
lighting, aesthetic impact, nuisance, and possible lethal marine mammal interactions.  

3) Cape Herbert Pty Ltd had seagrass mapping independently undertaken in October 2021 (Figure B).  
Potential changes in extent in seagrass from that shown within Figure C, TASSAL survey collected 
in 2016 as a baseline pre-salmon farm survey, indicate the importance of:  i) reliable baseline data 
collection of seagrass extent (is the baseline date of good quality?), ii) use of a systematic and 
repeatable methodology (can the method be repeated, what documentation is there regards the 
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is a significant time lag between when problems may be detected and when management 
responses (i.e. adaptive management) could be implemented.  In the case of Macquarie Harbour, 
when low dissolved oxygen levels were detected, the EPA allowed considerable lag in the rate of 
destocking of fin fish farms that may have continued to exacerbate the impacts here. 
 

Net washing and associated impacts at Okehampton are unmonitored by the EPA although appear to 
be causing a considerable turbid pollution release into the marine environment (see Figure D).  The 
EPA response is that this is a natural occurrence from mixing of fresh and saline waters; however, this 
is highly unlikely unless the freshwater source was turbid and flocculation occurring (possibly 
measurable as total suspended sediment (TSS)).  If this were the case, the pollution event should be 
investigated, as all other companies conducting land-based activities with potential impacts on the 
marine environment are required to implement sediment control measures and point source 
discharges that are regulated on total suspended solids (generally 20-25mg/L.   The bathing water 
looks visually to be in the 100’s but no sample is taken to even know, this. Why can salmon operators 
discharge extremely elevated TSS without samples, without this being considered an environmental 
issue?  I would assume the freshwater used at Okehampton comes from desalination aboard 
AquaSpa and as such should not contain colloidal materials that would flocculate in the marine 
environment; however, if the freshwater is being sourced from a land derived supply point the water 
quality appears low in relation to TSS.  The source of this turbidity warrants investigation, but is not 
being licenced or investigated by the EPA.  The pollution released extends beyond the lease boundary 
appears to be a clear breach of EMPCA and EPAs lack of response to this is not consistent with the 
EPA’s management and regulation of other Level 2 activities in Tasmania.  

 

 
Figure D. Highly turbid water released onsite at 11:30am on 12-8-22.  Turbid water is seen here around the 

salmon pens in the foreground, and has dispered west (to the right) and was spreading outside the lease area.  
This incident was reported to the EPA, but no follow-up monitoring occurred. 

6) The Legislative Council Government Administration Sub-Committee “A” Report on Finfish Farming 
in Tasmania recommendation number 3, is to reduce inshore fin fish farming with priority being 
given to sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas – like Okehampton Bay.  The State 
Governments response (16-8-22) provides ‘support in part’, but did not support reducing fin fish 
farm from current inshore sites.  The sustainability and impact arising from the current 
Okehampton Bay fin fish farm warrants further investigation given lack of EPA adaptive 
management and marine farm licence non-compliance, which is not best practice. 
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After such a stern warning, it would be thought that no further marine debris safety incidents would 
occur; however, these continue: 
 
In April 2019 a 40m long feed pipe was located near the Okehampton lease and likely to have come 
from this site. See article below: https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-04-16/salmon-industry-paying-
pittance-for-marine-debris-fines/11020926   
 
On 27 February 2020, Peter Hopkins (MAST) spoke live on the radio about an accident days earlier 
when a boat collided at 20 knots with a 40m length of poly pipe in Mercury Passage that had been 
lost from one of TASSAL’s sites (the closest one being Okehampton, the only fin fish farm on the east 
coast of Tasmania and the likely source of this fin fish farm debris). The boat went from travelling 50 
km per hour to zero: the people on the boat could have easily been killed. Fish farms are obliged to 
report missing equipment so that warnings can be issued, this loss of equipment was not report, and 
therefore no warning with this incident. Listened to ABC radio interview here: 
https://www.abc.net.au/radio/hobart/programs/mornings/mast-boss-warns-about-dangers-of-
marine-debris/12006424 
 
REQUESTED Action 
1) Increase penalties associated with individual marine debris reports 
 

E) Prevent death and the disturbance of EPBC protected marine mammals  

From Jan 1, 2018 to May 24, 2021, Tassal used 56,227 seal bombs, called seal crackers by the 
industry (underwater explosives that omit loud acoustic stressors). Seals, dolphins and other marine 
life are potentially affected. Seal bombs are explosive pyrotechnic devices that detonate 2-3 meters 
below the surface, typically producing a 30ms sound frequency impulse that is unpleasant to 
pinnipeds and cetaceans. They are regularly used by the Tasmanian salmon farming industry to deter 
‘problem’ seals from farm sites.  We have concerns for whales that in the past frequented the area, 
may now be actively avoiding the inshore bay area due to the use of seal crackers in Okehampton 
Bay.  In from late 2020 through 2021 there were at least three seal deaths reported by TASSAL 
arising from their operations in Okehampton Bay.  We see a number of other dead seals ashore at 
Okehampton Bay, and are concerned that the true number of deaths caused by Tassal may be under 
reported, especially if animals are injured due to use of ‘seal crackers’. 

 
Figure. Another dead seal on Okehampton Beach, most recently as of yesterday, image taken 
1:30pm 16-8-22.  Tassal lease in the background. 
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REQUESTED Action 
1) Prevent use of ‘seal crackers’ and other deterrents that may be causing death and disturbance of 
EPBC protected marine mammals at Okehampton Bay and elsewhere. 
 

F) Establish a limit on total allowable nutrient loads and thresholds of concentration of 
non-exceedance for nutrients 
 

The maximum allowable fish density stocking rate at Okehampton is 25 kg/m3, while most other 
regions in Tasmania have a more stringent stocking limit of 15 kg/m3. There are no biomass or feed 
limits in the Environmental License for Okehampton, and the EPA has not set any nutrient load limits. 
The Mercury Passage Default Guideline Values (DGVs) provide a level of refinement over the interim 
Default guideline values for Coastal and Marine waters based on the IMCRA bioregion.  It is 
noteworthy that the DVGs are set at 80th and 20th percentiles across the larger Mercury Passage 
region, as these percentile values are applied to ‘slightly to moderately disturbed marine systems’ 
see: https://www.waterquality.gov.au/anz-guidelines/guideline-values/default 
Cape Herbert Pty Ltd queries the EPAs definition of the Mercury Passage and Okehampton as a 
‘slightly to moderately disturbed marine systems’ as the area was largely pristine prior to TASSAL 
commencing operation here.  This region contains Tasmanians largest Marine Protected Area (MPA) 
at Maria Island, and a number of sites like Okehampton Bay contain very sensitive and regionally 
important habitats types like rocky reefs and calerpa-seagrass communities.  Such sensitive sites 
should have DGVs consistent with their high ecological value.  For example, the calerpa-seagrass 
communities are the main spawning substrates used for squid, which is an important commercial 
fishery in Tasmanian waters.  These habitats make up <5% of the Mercury Passage region and their 
importance is paramount to commercial fisheries here and more broadly on the east coast. More 
stringent site DGVs should apply in close proximity to these ecologically important areas in line with 
ANZECC guidelines for setting DGVs as detailed below. 

“High conservation/ecological value systems should have no change from ambient conditions, unless it 
can be demonstrated that such change will not compromise the maintenance of biological diversity in 
the system. Where comprehensive biological-effects data are not available, a monitoring program is 
required to show that values of PC (physical and chemical) stressors are not changing, using 
statistically conservative decision criteria as the basis for evaluation.”  

[Cited10-Oct-2021  https://www.waterquality.gov.au/anz-guidelines/guideline-values/default] 

The Report from the Tasmanian EPA (Sept 2021) Water Quality Monitoring Results for Mercury 
Passage Area by EPA Tasmania August 2017 to July 2021 found that chemical stressors, such as Total 
Ammonia Nitrogen (TAN) levels attributed to the Okehampton TASSAL fin-fish lease, are at times 
above the less stringent DGVs that current apply to surface waters in Mercury Passage.  TAN above 
the DGV was often detectable >1km from the fish farm. At one site EPA (BEMP)-MP3, 3.4 km from the 
fin-fish farm, the TAN fish farm nitrogen was above the DGV and accounted for 42.9% of the Total 
Nitrogen detected at this site in January 2020.   

The Tasmanian EPA (Sept 2021) Water Quality Monitoring Results for Mercury Passage Area by EPA 
Tasmania August 2017 to July 2021, showing the location of monitoring sites (Figure E) and the 
bottom water TAN (Figure F) and bottom water dissolved oxygen (Figure G).  Whilst seasonal 
variations, as noted by the Auditors comments are visible, the report shows an anomaly during 
November 2020 near the Okehampton Salmon farm, consistent with likely nutrient source and 
dissolved oxygen decline impacts associated with Salmon farming. The fin-fish farming operation at 
Okehampton typically operates on a seasonal cycle, with fish relocated here from the Long Bay lease 
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on the Tasman Peninsula (typically in late Feb / March). Fish are then grown to harvest at 
Okehampton, which leads to elevated nutrient loading in the bay during spring and summer, with 
September to November being the peak biomass period, before harvesting commences from  ~ late 
November and continues through summer. This is also the time of maximum nutrient loading into 
Okehampton Bay (see TAN in Figures F).  

 
(Figure E. Mercury Passage Monitoring Locations as copied from the Tasmanian EPA (Sept 2021) Water Quality 
Monitoring Results for Mercury Passage Area by EPA Tasmania August 2017 to July 2021). 

 

Figure F. Mercury Passage bottom water TAN levels as ‘Figure 10’ in the Tasmanian EPA (Sept 2021) Water 
Quality Monitoring Results for Mercury Passage Area by EPA Tasmania August 2017 to July 2021).  Note the 
elevated bottom water TAN at Site MP2 Nov 2021, during the time of peak fish biomass at the Okehampton 
Salmon Farm. 
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 Figure G. Mercury Passage bottom water dissolved oxygen levels as copied from ‘Figure 4’ in the Tasmanian EPA 
(Sept 2021) Water Quality Monitoring Results for Mercury Passage Area by EPA Tasmania August 2017 to July 
2021).  Note the decrease in Bottom water oxygen at Site MP2 Nov 2020, during the time of peak fish biomass at 
the Okehampton Salmon Farm. 
 
It is note worthy that at Site MP2, which is 500m away from the Okehampton salmon farm lease, the 
impacts from salmon farming were detectable due to increased TAN and decreased oxygen levels at a 
time when the farm biomass was likely at peak capacity in November 2020.  The regional observations 
at this time do not support TASSAL’s or the Auditors interpretation of what was occurring at the farm 
at this time, as DO levels were higher and TAN levels lower at other monitoring sites. 
 
There has been non compliance with Default Guideline Values (DGVs) for water nutrients. 
 
The Report from the Tasmanian EPA (Sept 2021) Water Quality Monitoring Results for Mercury 
Passage Area by EPA Tasmania August 2017 to July 2021 found that at many times that Okehampton 
fin-fish farm can be linked to nutrient levels above DGVs. The fin-fish farming operation at 
Okehampton typically operates on a seasonal cycle, when in September small fish are relocated here 
from the Long Bay lease on the Tasman Peninsula.  Fish are then grown to harvest at Okehampton, 
which leads to elevated nutrient loading in the bay during spring and summer.  The farmed salmon 
growth and the net biomass and waster production is in part market driven, as feeding can influence 
growth rate, with possible peak in production and salmon biomass occurring at times around 
November. During an elevated TAN event above DGV in November 2020, detected at the EPA 
(BEMP)-MP2 site 500m from the lease, there was also a corresponding drop in bottom dissolved 
oxygen level here below the DGV (i.e., failed the DGV for dissolved oxygen even though the site was 
relatively shallow at ~17m).    Furthermore, the CSIRO modelling (July 2020) Okehampton Bay 
modelling hydrodynamics and connectivity implies the nutrient elevation may have even been higher 
closer to shore where monitoring does not occur (see figure 5-9 from the CSIRO report, below as 
Figure H). 
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Figure H. Surface tracer illustrating surface nutrient concentration modelled released from northern edge of the 
Okehampton Bay  fish farm. 
 
Please see Cape Herbert Pty Ltd provision of evidence of impacts detectable at Site MP2 during 
November 2020, when TASSAL salmon biomass was at high levels.  TASSAL fish stocking information 
was obtained through correspondence with the Tasmania EPA, who stated via e-mail that the peak 
salmon biomass time at Okehampton at this time was is in November 2020.  

The peak Salmon biomass time would also correlate to peak waste product loading in Okehampton 
Bay, notably TAN (See Figure D, above of very high TAN at MP2 in November 2020, the closest 
location to the salmon farm).  The rapid spike in TAN at this site is indicative of a nearby source (the 
salmon farm).  This can be further verified by looking at surface and bottom water temperatures and 
salinities (Figures I & J) across all sites at this time, this is a standard oceanographic method for 
tracking discrete water body movements, detecting surface water runoff and also looking for mixing 
between water bodies.  Data from the Tasmanian EPA (Sept 2021) Water Quality Monitoring Results 
for Mercury Passage Area by EPA Tasmania August 2017 to July 2021, can be used to illustrate that in 
Nov 2020 that bottom water at Site MP2 was similar in salinity and temperature to bottom water 
monitored elsewhere in Mercery passage at this time. If nutrients at Okehampton Bay were 
transported here through regional circulation the TAN and DO levels would have been similar in 
bottom waters at these other Mercury Passage sites, but this is not the case, which again is 
supporting evidence for a source of TAN close the MP2 Site at Okehampton Bay – which is clearly 
coming from the salmon farm. 



 13 

 
Figure I. Mercury Passage bottom water temperature monitoring as copied from ‘Figure 2’ in the Tasmanian 
EPA (Sept 2021) Water Quality Monitoring Results for Mercury Passage Area by EPA Tasmania August 2017 to 
July 2021.   
 

 
Figure J. Mercury Passage bottom water salinity monitoring as copied from ‘Figure 8’ in the Tasmanian EPA 
(Sept 2021) Water Quality Monitoring Results for Mercury Passage Area by EPA Tasmania August 2017 to July 
2021.   
 
The CSIRO modelling findings indicate that the marine area off Okehampton Beach, adjoining the 
Cape Herbert Pty Ltd property, is likely experiencing elevated nutrient concentrations from the fish 
farm and: 95% of the time this is x4.5 times higher than the ambient concentration; 50% of the time 
this x20 higher than the ambient concentration; and at 5% of the time this may be greater than x120 
times higher than the ambient concentration.  It is important to note there are NO WATER 
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representatives on Marine Farm Planning Development Area assessments, when responding to public 
concerns.  The lack of monitoring inshore of MP2 for aesthetic water quality and other impacts is 
enabling this industry to avoid their social responsibilities and push the onus of cost of monitoring on 
to impacted stakeholders.  For example, the seagrass extent monitoring paid for by Cape Herbert Pty 
Ltd was undertaken at considerable cost.  The long-term reef monitoring sites, by Edgar and Barrett 
(work occurred here before salmon farming) are the red dots placed on Figure L (left above).  Water 
clarity logging is not a parameter collected from these older monitoring sites, and as such TASSAL 
does not have the baseline monitoring to disprove our qualitative observation of aesthetic water 
quality decline due to reduced water clarity at Okehampton beach and on the immediate fringing 
reefs (200m from the beach).  The TASSAL response fails to consider the area of greatest nutrient 
concentration and impact, close in shore at Okehampton Bay.  This area directly adjoins Cape Herbert 
Pty Ltd’s private land at the highwater mark of Okehampton Beach. Since 2016, before the fin fish 
farm was operating, we have noted a significant decline in recreational aesthetic water quality due to 
declining water clarity on Okehampton Beach. There is capacity for TASSAL and the EPA to add 
additional monitoring here based on the knowledge that impacts may be occurring closer to the 
shoreline; however, there is not the industry or regulator interest in monitor this high nutrient 
concentration area.  The reef monitoring areas that TASSAL describe (occurring post 2017) as 
experiencing no change in water clarity, have four of five of these located within areas that do not 
experience the elevated nutrients predicted in the CSIRO modelling at and near Okehampton Beach.  
The distance of these reef sites monitoring sites provide no realistic comparison to the Okehampton 
Beach and fringing reef water clarity.  

The Legislative Council Government Administration Sub-Committee “A” Report on Finfish Farming in 
Tasmania recommendation number 19, is to require Marine Farming Development Plans to specify 
biomass and nitrogen limits – as should occur at Okehampton Bay.  The State Governments response 
(16-8-22) was ‘not support’ this recommendation, but instead offered to place biomass and nitrogen 
levels on licence conditioning.  This will be a good outcome provided such limits are precautionary 
and strictly applied.  Please note the examples I have provided of regulatory capture and continued 
amending of environmental marine farming licence conditions after non-compliances have occurred 
(e.g. biogeochemical modelling not provided on time and seagrass extant mapping not undertaken in 
Sept 2017). 

REQUESTED Action 
1) Recognise the Okehampton Bay seagrass community at a ‘High conservation/ecological value 
systems’ and apply stricter Default Guideline Values for water quality, consistent with the State Water 
Quality Policy. 
2) Place a load limit on nutrient and other pollutants released from all marine farm leases through 
licence conditions and strictly enforce these. 
3) Create and apply no exceedance maximum concentration thresholds  
4) Regulate and monitor other pollutant causing activities, such as net washing and fish bathing 
 

G)  Improve monitoring of potential increases in Harmful Algal Blooms (HABs) arising 
from fin fish farms 

 
The Great Oyster Bay Marine Farm Plan recognises the potential for increased Harmful algal blooms 
(HABs) due to nutrients released from fin fish farming.  The initial assessment of potential HABs within 
Okehampton Bay was restricted to sentinel mussel sampling further a field within Mercury Passage 
(undertaken by former Spring Bay Seafoods) and some sporadic sampling of lobsters for academic 
research purposes by SARDI.  Algal water sampling for the shellfish sector has in the past been 
insufficient to detect the accumulation of HABs in Mercury Passage and elsewhere, which lead to a 
transition to frequent testing of sentinel shellfish meat samples for toxins. The mussel farm has since 
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ceased operation at Okehampton Bay and Mercury Passage, as has sentinel shellfish meat HAB 
monitoring near Okehampton Bay.  I understand that no routine monitoring is undertaken for 
recreational and cultural fishers; however, the high nutrient concentrations in shore at Okehampton 
Bay (see CSIRO Figure 5-9; Figure H & L above), as a result of fish farm derived nutrients has the 
potential to create highly localised toxic algal blooms as a direct consequence of the salmon farm that 
are currently being unmonitored. This unmonitored risk is leading to impact on recreational and 
cultural shellfishing and lobster resource access at Okehampton Bay and possibly creating human 
health risks here and further afield. TASSALs current continued reliance upon water samples to detect 
this HAB risk reflects the industries poor understanding of human health risks from harmful algae and 
the sampling protocol required to properly access this risk at Okehampton Bay arising from their 
operations.  One of the most dangerous harmful algal species is Alexandium tamarense, which i) 
occurs on the east coast, with regular blooms occurring in Mercury Passage (and most likely 
Okehampton Bay), ii) causes paralytic shellfish poisoning, iii) has in the past caused hospitalisation of 
people eating contaminated east coast seafood, and iv) can be present at levels causing toxicity in 
seafood, whilst cells remain undetectable in water column algal samples.  TASSAL should be 
monitoring for HABs i) using appropriate shellfish sentinel samples, ii) appropriate analysis techniques 
available at Analytical Services Tasmania, iii) at a weekly frequency as required by other seafood 
sectors in Tasmania (shellfish farmers), and be reporting this data weekly to the Department of 
Human Health Services.   TASSAL is currently not monitoring the increased HAB risk that may be 
arising due to nutrients released from their Okehampton Bay site.  This may also be the case for other 
fin fish leases in Tasmania where HAB risks are known to occur.    
 
REQUESTED Action 
1) Recognise the increase risk TASSAL nutrient releases creates for increasing harmful algal blooms in 
Okehampton Bay and make it licence condition that they undertake weekly sentinel shellfish (mussels 
growing on site) monitoring, analysis and reporting so this risk is publicly known. 
 

H) Non-compliance with noise complaints 
 

For ~2 years the noise from a motor on a barge on the TASSAL lease was audible from inside the farm 
residence (when windows and doors are closed) and is most noticeable during windless, westerly and 
southerly wind conditions. The motor on the barge is typically running continuously 24 hours/day and 
causes nuisance noise in the Okehampton farm residence 1.8km away.  Noise levels increase during 
boat operations on the lease.  There are currently no noise limits placed on the Marine Farm licence 
at Okehampton; however, the industry should at least be operating within Level 2 Activity noise levels 
which are generally not below 35dB(A) at night, 40 dB(A) in the evening and 45 dB(A) in the day time. 
The noise from the motor on the barge is audible in the house at night, and is equivalent to a 
refrigerator or louder (this is >50db), and the audible noise is worse outside or at any location on the 
property close to the marine farm (notably the heritage site used for educational and tourism 
purposes that is only 700m from the fin fish lease).  During the day the motor on the barge is audible 
at least 3km into our property (on the north side of Cottage Hill) over 4km from the lease. Our 
farming tenants have often commented on the noise from the TASSAL lease.  I raised the noise issue 
with TASSAL in July 2020 and had two TASSAL staff visit our site, this included the  

.  The response I received from her on site at the house whilst we 
listened to the  motor noise from their lease was: 
 
"It is a back ground noise.  My husband snores, and it becomes a background noise, and I find it 
comforting' 
  
As way of quantifying this noise comparison by the TASSAL employee, the mean maximum decibel 
level used to classify snoring as mild is 40-50 db, moderate is 50-60 db, or severe (> 60 db) [see: 
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Maimon & Hanly (2010) Journal of Clinical Sleep Medicine, vol, 6,(5) pages 475-478.]  I received no 
follow-up from TASSAL regarding my noise complaint after their July 2020 visit and I have since raised 
the issue with them again in August 2021 and with the EPA.  TASSAL offered to meet and would invite 
their noise consultant so as to show me that their noise modelling indicated they would be consistent 
with the Level 2 Activity noise limits, although I and all visitor to the property knew this was not 
possible. I meet with TASSAL on 3 September 2021, but didn’t see their noise modelling or have an 
opportunity to meet their noise consultant.  They offered to subsequently send me relevant parts of 
their ‘good neighbour policy’, but this has not occurred.  TASSAL however, have made some minor 
repairs to the motor, but the noise is still audible inside the residencies of a night during calm weather 
if the windows are left open.  The noise level onsite increases during the presence of the Aqua Spa 
vessel, which overnights in Okehampton Bay. The EPA have subsequently inspected the property to 
investigate the noise, and on one of these occasions (7 October 2021), several fencing contractors 
working on our property close by at the time noted that the motors on the TASSAL barge turned off 
during the duration of the EPA visit. I notified the EPA (via e-mail on 9 October 2021) about the 
observation made by the contractors during their inspection. 
 
REQUESTED Action 
1) Place licence conditions for noise limits on all fin fish leases. 
 

I) Comment on other areas in Tasmania – notably  Recherche Bay.  
 
The current 10 year plan does not include the ability to consider the appropriateness of areas within 
current Marine Farm Development Plan Areas. Recherche Bay that is currently included within the 
‘D’Entrecasteaux Channel and Huon River MFDP October 2019’.  In the past for very brief period 
salmon farms were located in the Pigsties Bay area of Recherche Bay, but now is a shellfish lease, a fin 
fish farming not appropriate at this location. 
 
Interesting the IMAS (2020) Pilot Marine Spatial Assessment Tool, was a pilot study that included the 
Recherche Bay area.  The IMAS mapping over Recherche Bay would indicate that this is not an 
appropriate area for Salmon Farming, based on social values and other commercial fisheries.  Whilst 
the current 10 year Salmon Plan has not enabled these areas to be reviewed, but has instead focused 
upon opening up new areas and areas previously deemed in the 2017 Salmon as ‘no fin fish farming 
areas’, such as large parts of the north coast. The risk for ongoing conflict between the broader 
Tasmanian community and the Government over aquaculture remains a reality, whilst such issues 
remain unresolved.   
 
REQUESTED Action 
1) Recherche Bay should be legislated as no fin fish farm area 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Salmon Plan. 
 
Sincerely 
Dr Jason Whitehead 
Marine Scientist and Co-Director of Cape Herbert Pty Ltd  
Submission made on behalf of Cape Herbert Pty Ltd (landholder 536 Okehampton Road) 



 

 

Submission 103 
Carita Bathman 

 

I object to any salmon farming in the waters in and around Flinders island. 

Submission 104 
David Williams 

 

I disagree with salmon farming in the waters around the Furneaux Group of islands. The environmental 
damage that will be caused through introducing this industry to our pristine waters is totally unacceptable. 
Our islands carry extraordinary environmental value for habitat, flora and fauna as well as a great variety of 
fish in our waters. The purity of our waters is critical to the huge numbers of short tailed shearwaters that 
call these islands home. 

It is clear that the unsatisfactory issues regarding the Tasmanian salmon industry as a whole needs to be 
regulated better. 

Submission 105 
James Rigby 

 

I don't beleive there is another industry in the state that is as highly regulated and monitored as the salmon 
industry, people need protein and enjoy eating fish. And as a recreational fisherman and diver, I have first 
hand seen the damage that other industries cause including the commercial fishing industry, land based 
agriculture, zinc and mining industries and so on.  

 

The amount of pollution and environmental harm caused by farming salmon is so minuscule compared to 
harm done from other industries, it would be stupid to not continue this industry while researching and 
constantly improving. Also for the amount of food we produce, if the same amount had been wild caught 
native fish..it would have been devastating to our ecosystems. 

 

With the right approach knowledge and skills this industry has the ability to exist along side our thriving 
coast lines...As it already is.  All while keeping a watchful eye on the environmental and keeping our 
shorelines clean. 

 

Never have I seen a commercial fisherman do a shoreline clean up. And the amount of public waste we 
collect is astonishing, but it goes unseen toast people. From what I've seen with my own eyes, there is 
more harm done by the things people use every single day, including the people that make so many 
negative claims about the industry without truly knowing or seeing it in the real world 



 

 

Submission 106 
Anna Bateman 

 

1. Implement Recommendation 3 Develop a plan, in consultation with industry, scientific 

and community stakeholders, to reduce inshore fin fish farming sites, with priority given 

to ceasing operations in sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas. 

 

 

All operations operating in sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas should closed and moved out of the 
areas as soon as possible. 

The government’s refusal to consider Recommendation 3 

will result in loss of species and habitats in the marine environment. I would like the State Government to 
provide clarity and a timeline to remove all exisiting operations out of 

shallow waters. Recommendations 3 of the LegCo inquiry must be adopted by government 

and acted upon by industry. Any plan needs to have a social license mechanism so that there is real 
community consultation is achieved.  

 

 

2. RECIRCULATING AQUACULTURE SYSTEMS (RAS) ON LAND. 

 

I support the transition of industrial fish farms to closed loop Recirculating Aquaculture Systems but those 
farms need to be in line with Tasmania’s global food brand – so they would need to be low stocking 
density farms. Farms like “Superior Fresh” are a good model for Tasmania and would provide local jobs 
producing a product for the premium end of the market.  

 

I would like to see the government incentivise the industry to establish closed loop RAS systems with low 
stocking densities. I would support the large companies moving to polyculture systems in our coastal 
waterways providing they were seaweed and shellfish that would clean the water and have a low carbon 
footprint. 

 

3. GREENWASHING 

 

The State government’s history of checks and balances on this industry are woeful. The often-repeated 
claims that the Tasmanian salmon industry is operating at ‘world’s best practice’ is nonsense. The rest of 
the world is either banning or moving out of industrial fish farming in coastal waters. The industry’s 
‘adaptive management’ approach has failed to mitigate the harms and a precautionary principle needs to be 
applied. 

The Government needs to actively distance itself from the industry and become  

transparent in its regulation of this industry.  

 



 

 

4. TRANSPARENCY OF REGULATION AND GOVERNMENT ACTIONS 

 

The Government doesn’t appropriately regulate this industry rather they are the cheerleaders for this 
industry.  We need an independent regulator and the Tasmanian State government needs to distance itself 
from the salmon industry. Further, the EPA needs to review its internal processes to ensure it can operate 
at arms-length from industry. A clear separation of government from the salmon industry must occur.  

 

For example; the unreleased draft report of the IMAS study Rapid Visual Assessment of Rocky Reef 
Assemblages in Port Arthur was given to TASSAL by the EPA prior to it’s release. 

This is just one example of the failure of government to recognise a conflict of interest and potentially be 
compromised. 

 

The Government needs to conduct independent, trusted scientific research on legitimate concerns raised 
by community and Industry needs to be willing to fund such research and be uninvolved in interpretation 
of the results.  

 

5. INDEPENDENT REGULATION 

 

Can we have some please? At present industry sees many community concerns as 

a burden imposed rather than an area to improve on. The Marine Farming Review panel is not independent 
as was demonstrated by the resignation in 2018 of the two scientists who recommended against an 
expansion of salmon farming in Storm Bay.  

 

 

6. MARINE WATER QUALITY MONITORING 

 

To my knowledge there isn’t clear and transparent monitoring of water quality. The Tasmanian public are 
told there is no evidence of degradation beneath the salmon pens yet they won’t let the Tasmanian public 
see what is happening under the pens. 

I would like to see underwater cameras on all farms so we can see the health of the waterways around 
these farms. 

 

The Government has agreed to no further new leases in Tasmanian waters and instead say they will allow 
for an increase in biomass production.  This will increase the nutrient load and further degrade the health 
of the Storm Bay System.  

 

Once again there seems to be a push to increase biomass without the baseline science to 

back it up, this is what happened when these farms were established – there was no base line data taken so 
the impacts cannot be properly measured. 

 

 7. MARINE SPATIAL PLANNING 



 

 

 

I am glad that the Government has moved to the acceptance of the concept of Marine Spatial Planning 
(MSP) and has run the first IMAS pilot exercise in the southern D’Entrecasteau Channel. Any MSP for 
Tasmania must include marine protected areas and involve the Tasmanian Aboriginal Community and 
community. 

 

 The MSP Framework, now accepted in over 66 countries, provides an 

overarching structure to guide planning, management and decision making by marine 

sectors. It has three key purposes: 

o To support integrated and coordinated planning and management across marine 

sectors, the land-sea interface, and jurisdictions 

o To support Traditional Owners, marine sectors, marine users and the community to 

participate in marine planning and management. 

o To provide a process for determining where and when MSP is needed, and for 

initiating, approving and undertaking MSP. 

 

It does not replace, remove, or duplicate the requirements of existing legislation. “Involving 

key stakeholders in the development of marine spatial planning (MSP) is essential for a 

number of reasons. Of these, the most important is because MSP aims to achieve multiple 

objectives (social, economic and ecological) and should therefore reflect as many 

expectations, opportunities or conflicts occurring in the MSP area.  

 

9. FRESH WATER 

 

The Salmon hatcheries are located on our rivers do not have a closed loops system, the nutrient output 
from these farms are already impacting our inland waters.  

Christine Coughanowr from the Independent Science Team refers in 

particular to the Florentine, Derwent and Tyenna Rivers., the scientist who headed up the Derwent 
Estuary programme for 20 years says that “Citizen Science monitoring (or independent monitoring) of 
these rivers revealed that high 

nutrient levels were discharged from TASSAL’s hatcheries on the Florentine, Derwent, 

(Wayatinah), Tyenna (Russell Falls and Karanja) and even higher levels of nutrients 

plus taste and odour compounds were discharged from Huon’s hatchery on the Derwent.” 

 

These five flow-through hatcheries return water to our rivers that pollutes  

the rivers downstream. Combined, these fish farms discharge the equivalent nutrient 

pollution of several sewage treatment plants, along with unknown quantities of antibiotics, 



 

 

hormones, disinfectants, taste and odour compounds and other contaminants. This poses an unacceptable 
risk to the health of the River Derwent and estuary, to water supplies for 

humans, stock and irrigators, as well as to anglers, rowers and other recreational users. 

 

Despite our reputation for rain, parts of Tasmania are regularly in drought. Clean fresh drinking water is 
essential and providing it, is the responsibility of our State Government. Yet the Govt allows for millions of 
litres of water to be taken and used by the fish farms for ‘bathing’ the fish.  

 

 The sourcing of fresh water and competing access is adding to tension in many 

communities. The Glamorgan Spring Bay community is left in debt for many years and in 

summer is on water restrictions. On the Tasman Peninsula water shortages are also common. 

We need a robust freshwater plan with long term planning mitigation of risks identified by science research 
and community needs. This will be particularly important as climate change risk and associated excessive 
water demands from competing industries and communities grow.  

 

10.COMMONWEALTH WATERS 

 

There is currently no definition of ‘offshore’ aquaculture either form the State Government or from the 
Blue Economy CRC.   There is no publicly available baseline data and no suitable pen designs, even as 
community concerns grow. The ‘research’ project of the NW Coast is planned for Bass Strait. Bass Strait 
is not a deep ocean area. Hydrologists will tell you that it is relatively shallow and the waste and nutrient 
load from industrial fish farms will slosh back and forth, potentially impacting on our native fisheries. The 
rock lobster hatcheries study done by UTAS identified that Lobster’s in their larval stage need 98% water 
purity. Further to that Abalone when at smolt stage have difficulty attaching to rocks if there are large 
loads of nutrients in the water. 

 

TASSAL, a major partner with the BE CRC, is yet to fully occupy Storm Bay because of 

issues with the lease design and stability in the sea conditions in Storm Bay. Huon 

Aquaculture on Yellow Bluff lease suffer the same issues whenever there is a strong SE 

pattern, which has been more frequent of late because of the weather cycle we are in. This 

area is, as is Bass Strait, used by multiple community and commercial shipping groups. 

What mitigation is there for debris and loss? The BE CRC, government and 

industry need to factor this into their planning. For example, the use of 

trackable markers such as used in the oil industry, may be warranted. 

Submission 107 
Annemarie Carnell 

 

I have been coming to Flinders Island since 1965 and lived here for the last fifteen years and it has always 
been an amazing pristine environment  



 

 

I will be absolutely devastated if the Tasmanian salmon sea pens are brought here to Flinders island to 
destroy that and destroy our tourism industry 

 

There is an alternative to have land based salmon aquaculture which is not as bad for the environment and 
could be based on mainland Tasmania 

Submission 108 
Tasmanian Alliance for Marine Protection 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Tasmanian Alliance for Marine Protection  
Submission 
ROUND 2  

10 Year Growth Plan 
Introduction 
The Tasmanian Alliance for Marine Protection (TAMP) is a statewide group consisting of 
allied community groups, professional groups and individuals from around Tasmania. Our 
one common link is a care for and a passion to protect our waterways that we see as 
important to our ways of life. As such, we are a diverse group of Tasmanians working 
together. 
Our primary focus is to raise issues of community concern regarding marine-related issues 
with Government in a constructive manner. Many of our actions are initiated by members 
within our community groups. We are able to obtain different perspectives from the 
different groups that make up the alliance so that we speak with a strong voice 
Our aim is to provide evidence, opinions, feedback and community attitudes with respect to 
issues of concern, particularly in relation to policy, to the relevant minister, as a fundamental 
and integral element of the democratic process. 

Feedback from TAMP  
1. Implement Recommendation 3 Develop a plan, in consultation with industry, scientific 

and community stakeholders, to reduce inshore fin fish farming sites, with priority given 
to ceasing operations in sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas. 

TAMP supports the transition of fish farming activities out of inshore, sensitive and 
biodiverse areas, as recommended by the Legislative Council report on finfish farming in 
Tasmania (LegCo inquiry). Reasons for this have been clearly outlined in the LegCo 
inquiry. TAMP requires a shift in thinking from both industry and government, so our 
shallow waterways are saved. Many low flush areas in the D’Entrecasteaux Channel and 
around the Tasman Peninsula are reported to be showing signs of high stress. Yet despite 
independent scientists raising and backing these observations, a recommendation from the 
LegCo inquiry and a recent IMAS report into the Port Arthur Lease, the government 
continues to ignore the evidence. The government’s refusal to consider Recommendation 3 
will result in loss of species and habitats in the marine environment. We call on the 
government to provide clarity and a timeline  to remove all exisiting operations out of 
shallow waters.  Recommendations 3 of the LegCo inquiry must be adopted by government 
and acted upon by industry.  
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2. Recirculating aquaculture systems (RAS) on land  
TAMP’s position is that the salmon industry should transition out of public waterways and 
onto land, utilising RAS. To not have a transition plan is to risk the eventual collapse of the 
industry due to serious adverse impacts from: 

o Diseases 

o Marine pests 

o Severe storms 

o Warming water resulting from climate change 

o Fuel costs 

o Competition from advanced RAS production facilities elsewhere and closer to 
markets 

o Community backlash 

Recent Norwegian aquaculture analysis from Ernst & Young1 shows that more than two 
million tonnes of land-based salmon capacity globally are planned. In the past year alone, 
projects have been launched with a capacity to produce over a million tonnes of salmon.14 

Tasmania is ideally placed for the development of RAS because: 
o The industry already uses RAS for smolt production, so the technology is 

understood 

o Electricity supply is reliable and relatively cheap compared to other areas 

o Electricity can be produced by solar power and wind generation near 
production facilities, with reliable hydro generation and battery backup 
possible. 

o Fresh water is still comparatively accessible. 

o Seawater is available and accessible 

o Proposed green hydrogen production by electrolysis would provide cheap 
oxygen as a byproduct, obviating the need for oxygen generators 

The main impediment to RAS appears to be the high infrastructure cost and the risk of total 
biomass loss from system malfunction/failure. These risks are known. As the technology 
matures, these impediments will decrease, while the risk of open-net farming in shallow 
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waters will increase. By comparison, the risks of open net aquaculture in offshore 
environments have been identified in theory but not yet tested in practice. It could be 
considered imprudent, if not foolish, to put all the future aquaculture growth eggs in the 
offshore basket. 

Growth in the salmon industry has slowed from 8% to around 3% per annum. The 
background for this trend is that the industry has reached a production level where 
biological boundaries are being pushed to their limit with the current licencing regime and 
challenges with social licence to operate.14 This is why RAS is ultimately the way forward 
for industry growth. 

From our alliance connections around the world, we hear of what can be done and should be 
done for the sake of community amenity and the health of our waterways.5 Industry openly 
admits that they are cost and margin driven and the RAS capital investment requirement is 
too high. However, Mark Ryan (TASSAL CEO) in a recent ABC interview2 said that 
ultimately a shift to RAS will happen. He admitted there was as yet no incentive for them. 
This is not surprising given that government provides leases at well under the rate charged 
in Norway, the world’s largest and most successful producer of farmed Atlantic salmon. 
Norway is also leading the world in RAS for salmon. TAMP believe that Tasmania is suited 
for closed loop RAS low stocking farms that would produce a high quality low volume 
product in line with Tasmania's global food brand.  
The Government has a choice: start planning now for RAS or ignore these initiatives and  
imperil the industry. Our waterways cannot afford to pay the ultimate price for poor 
planning and regulatory neglect. 

3. Stop Greenwashing the public  
TAMP does not believe the government’s checks and balances on this industry are worlds’ 
best practice. The industry relies on out-of-date adaptive responses rather than precautionary 
principles to guide them. TAMP believes there needs to be genuine desire and effort from 
government to instill a process of continuous improvement in respect to regulation and 
management of this industry. This requires openness and a willingness to change direction. 
The New York Times recently reported a shift in community responses and increased 
anxiety to greenwashing.3 The report quoted a study conducted by Nudge Unit, a behavioral 
insights team. Their study was conducted over multiple countries and involved thousands of 
participants, including in Australia4.  

o What are the checks and balances from government to certify claims the 
industry is making?  

o Who is checking the foot print of this industry including factoring in ares such 
as infrastructure costs, kilometres of transport, fuel costs? 

o There should be cap on annual biomass production -  or decrease in biomass 
production -  to bring the industry to a sustainable level. 
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The interdependence of industry, the checkers and government and lack of scrutiny lead to 
mistrust and unsubstantiated claims. Community is tired of the industry ‘greenwashing’ 
claims. Community demands clarity and impartiality from government.  
Government needs to actively distance itself and become much more transparent in its 
regulations which at present leave it as seen to be protecting the industry at the expense of 
community interests.5  

4. Transparency of regulation and government actions 
The Tasmanian government needs to distance itself from the salmon industry and become 
the regulator that we, the community, expect. Further, the EPA needs to review its internal 
processes to ensure it can operate at arms-length from industry. A clear separation of 
government from the salmon industry must occur. TAMP believes the government must 
start acting on behalf of community and regulating in such a way that all necessary action to 
protect our waterways is taken.  Influenced by industry, government is caught in a blame 
cycle rather than working with the communities that TAMP represents. The industry liaison 
officers do little to improve confidence and continue to alienate us. They herald themselves 
in industry conferences yet, at the same time, contradict themselves by refusing to openly 
meet and work with representatives. We believe that if government continues to favour 
industry and fails to effectively engage with community then this will result in excessive 
long-term costs to the people of Tasmania and ultimately their removal from office. The 
recent incident regarding the study Rapid Visual Assessment of Rocky Reef Assemblages in 
Port Arthur by IMAS left the local community outraged when they were told that an 
unreleased draft report was provided to the offending company (TASSAL) by the EPA. 
Whilst there may not have been any influence in the final report it creates unnecessary 
tension, damage and mistrust in the community they represent. It is just one example of the 
failure of government to recognise a conflict of interest and potentially be compromised. 
This has led to anger, frustration and loss of faith in the government process in the 
community. This has driven some groups, unaligned with TAMP, such as the Bob Brown 
Foundation, to take direct action to demonstrate community concerns. 

5. Science is being ignored when convenient  
TAMP endorses evidence-based science in constructive dialogue and planning with 
government around our public waterways. Corrie et al. in their investigation into social 
tensions stated in their conclusion: “…the successful engagement of science will be critical, 
not only in moderating and re-framing the debate, but also in promoting collective learning 
with regard to coastal environments and accurate assessment of the impacts of salmon 
farming.”5 

Accountability and independent due process must be upheld if community confidence it to 
grow. Yet time and time again, reported issues, backed with science, are ignored. Evidence 
from the social licence paper cited: "Managing agencies and scientists have the potential to 
play a key role in restoring legitimacy and credibility to the debate. Survey results indicate 
that the attitudes of these two groups are moderate and well-aligned, which is an 
appropriate position from which to establish legitimacy and start building community trust. 
This would involve more open and proactive engagement aimed at overcoming perceptual 
bias by filling information gaps and creating a more discerning public through increased 
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marine literacy levels. However, to achieve this, managing agencies will need to clearly 
differentiate themselves from industry advocacy by political leaders; while interested 
scientists will need a clearer mandate and adequate resources, training and incentives to 
engage in the debate.”5 
An introductory paper to the United Nations marine oceans conference stated: “The science 
is clear, the ocean is facing unprecedented threats as a result of human activities. Its health 
and ability to sustain life will only get worse as the world population grows and human 
activities increase. If we want to address some of the most defining issues of our time such 
as climate change, food insecurity, diseases and pandemics, diminishing biodiversity, 
economic inequality and even conflicts and strife, we must act now to protect the state of 
our ocean.”6 

When community raises issues with government, government representatives are often 
unwilling to engage or back their decisions with available research. Government needs to 
conduct independent, trusted scientific research on legitimate concerns raised by 
community. Industry needs to be willing to fund such research and be uninvolved in 
interpretation of the results. Evidence from the social licence paper cited:  Managing 
agencies and scientists have the potential to play a key role in restoring legitimacy and 
credibility to the debate. Survey results indicate that the attitudes of these two groups are 
moderate and well-aligned, which is an appropriate position from which to establish 
legitimacy and start building community trust. This would involve more open and proactive 
engagement aimed at overcoming perceptual bias by filling information gaps and creating a 
more discerning public through increased marine literacy levels. However, to achieve this, 
managing agencies will need to clearly differentiate themselves from industry advocacy by 
political leaders; while interested scientists will need a clearer mandate and adequate 
resources, training and incentives to engage in the debate.”5 

6. Independent regulation 
The environmental research mandated by government needs to be expanded as knowledge 
relating to salmon farming impacts increases. Industry needs to accept they are part of a 
process of continuous improvement. At present industry sees many community concerns as 
a burden imposed rather than an area to improve on.  

For example:  
o Surfing Tasmania Inc. has reported to the minister (Jo Palmer) observations from 

members regarding increased shark sightings that may be related to seal behavior 
around fish farms 

o Microplastics have been recognised internationally as a potential contaminant of 
salmon and marine food chains 

o Macro-algae, such as Chaetomorpha spp., should be monitored in addition to pelagic 
microalgae as indicators of nutrient overload impacts 
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o The effect of ethoxyquin on marine lifeforms has been recognized in Europe as a 
potential problem, resulting in the banning of its use 

o Antibiotic resistance in salmon has been identified as a potential serious issue 

Plastic is recognised as one of the main pollutants in marine systems. The impacts of plastic 
debris and use of plastic in leases should be reviewed as a matter of priority. There needs to 
be both environmental and chemical investigations into the impact of microplastic 
infiltrating the nearby water and native fish stock. Abrasive feed pipes can lose significant 
internal structure under pressure, resulting in plastic particles being released into the water 
column, contaminating the salmon and having unknown impacts on other marine organisms. 
Government need to legislate for better feeding pipes which do not shed micro plastics7

 

  

7. Marine Water quality monitoring  
Total Permissible Dissolved Nitrogen,TPDNO,  allowance limits the biomass of salmonoid 
production. 
TPDNO,  limits for the D’Entrecasteaux MFP and similarly for Storm Bay must be upheld. 
The EPA is informed of any environmental declines by set trigger points established from 
the data collection within the Broadscale Environment Management Program, BEMP. The 
Channel BEMP has been in force for almost two decades and questions of its spatial and 
temporal suitability, both benthic and pelagic, have been there since its inception. 
For Storm Bay, the EPA director informed a TAMP community delegation that he had set 
the TPDNO for a biomass of 30 000 t production on the basis of a comparative view of the 
Channel and without the benefit of a robust BEMP. 
The Government has agreed to no further new leases in Tasmanian waters8,9 and 
consequently, increases of biomass production in Storm Bay will be achieved by increased 
fish density per pen and the complete occupation of all leases and research leases.  

o What will the new biomass limits be? 


o Why isn’t community informed? 


o Where is the baseline data to show how Storm Bay and the Channel will cope 
with any increase in biomass to meet the growth industry wants?


7. BEMP Broadscale Environment Management Program and SAMS10 report  
SAMS Applied Marine Science Enterprise Ltd. (SAMS Enterprise), was commissioned by 
the Tasmanian Environment Protection Authority (EPA) to conduct a review of the BEMP 
undertaken in the Huon Estuary and D’Entrecasteaux Channel (HEDC) Marine Farming 
Development Plan (MFDP) area.  
The aim of the HEDC BEMP is the detection of salmonid-farming related effects within 
HEDC ecosystems considered on the broad scale of the MFDP area rather than in the 
immediate vicinity of fish farms.  
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SAMS objective question: “Is the BEMP likely to be effective in detecting salmonid 
farming related broad-scale ecosystem effects within the MFDP area?” 
SAMS recommendation (in Part): “We recommend that more attention is paid to the State of 
the main pelagic and benthic habitats” and “we think that the current monitoring of 
epiphytes in seagrass and hard-bottom benthic habitats/communities, should become part of 
the BEMP”   

o With the deficits clearly pointed out to government will they act ? 


o Given the deficits noted by the SAMS review of BEMP for the HEDC MFP, 
how confident can community or government be in the data adequacy of this 
source, as it supports the IMAS MSP trial in the lower D’Entrecasteaux? 


o Will government call for an enhanced model, the Generalised Additive Model 
(GAM) of the spatial and temporal components of variability in main 
indicators in the HEDC system as recommended by the SAMS review?


o Why hasn’t the date for completion and publication of the Storm Bay 
biogeochemical model study which can then underpin a robust Storm Bay 
BEMP been published to the public? 


Once again there seems to be a push to increase biomass without the baseline science to 
back it up, and then when convenient the lack of baseline data is used to continue practices 
as is! 

8. Marine Spatial Planning  
In terms of addressing the industry’s spatial growth and disposition demands, the 
Government has moved to the acceptance of the concept of Marine Spatial Planning -- MSP 
and has run the first IMAS pilot exercise in the southern D’Entrecasteaux11  
Interestingly, Marine Spatial Planning Framework (MSP Framework) provides guidance 
and a process for achieving integrated and coordinated planning and management of the 
marine environment12. MSP Framework, now accepted in over 66 countries, provides an 
overarching structure to guide planning, management and decision making by marine 
sectors. It has three key purposes: 

o To support integrated and coordinated planning and management across marine 
sectors, the land-sea interface, and jurisdictions 

o To support Traditional Owners, marine sectors, marine users and the community to 
participate in marine planning and management. 

o To provide a process for determining where and when MSP is needed, and for 
initiating, approving and undertaking MSP.  
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It does not replace, remove, or duplicate the requirements of existing legislation. “Involving 
key stakeholders in the development of marine spatial planning (MSP) is essential for a 
number of reasons. Of these, the most important is because MSP aims to achieve multiple 
objectives (social, economic and ecological) and should therefore reflect as many 
expectations, opportunities or conflicts occurring in the MSP area. Box 16 lists some other 
reasons why involving stakeholders in your MSP initiative is important. Guy Barnett stated, 
in a media release of 21 Jan 2022, that “The Government has also funded a project by the 
Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies (IMAS) to undertake a state-wide Finfish 
Aquaculture Spatial Planning Exercise.”  

o So why wasn’t the community seen as key stakeholders in this? 


o Why are we gathered together and told rather than be part of the process as 
described by MSP goals? 


At the Bruny Island level, the lower Channel has been surveyed by a pilot scoping study 
using MSP and Marxan13. The project identified a method for developing a decision support 
tool that could be replicated in other regions. In doing so, the project has collated relevant 
spatial information on marine users for the pilot study region and used this in conjunction 
with GIS and Marxan to produce map outputs which highlight areas which may be more 
likely to experience marine user conflicts together with areas which may be more suitable 
for potential developments. In carrying out this process, assessment of data suitability was 
undertaken and, where relevant, methods of using surrogate data were developed.  

o Has the IMAS trial of a spatial assessment decision support tool that identifies 
potentially competing resource uses, provided certainty for the Actaeon Reef system 
to remain as Tasmania’s major abalone catchment arena?  

o How many potential new lease areas, south and west of southern Bruny Is, have been 
identified by this exercise?  

o Why is community not kept informed of these areas being identified?  

o Why is this not considered under good MSP procedures? 

9. Fresh water issues must be addressed 
Poor emission limits on the inland rivers where the Salmon hatcheries are located need 
immediate addressing.  from the Independent Science Team refers in 
particular to the Florentine, Derwent and Tyenna  Rivers. 
“Citizen Science monitoring (or independent monitoring) of these rivers revealed that high 
nutrient levels were discharged from TASSAL’s hatcheries on the Florentine, Derwent, 
(Wayatinah), Tyenna (Russell Falls and Karanja) and even higher levels of nutrients 
plus taste and odour compounds were discharged from Huon’s hatchery on the Derwent.  
These five flow-through hatcheries produce millions of smolt (juvenile salmon) that stock 
the pens around Tasmania’s coast and use vast amounts of freshwater at the bargain rate of 
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$401 per year per facility. This water receives limited treatment and is returned polluted to 
the rivers downstream. Combined, these fish farms discharge the equivalent nutrient 
pollution of several sewage treatment plants, along with unknown quantities of antibiotics, 
hormones, disinfectants, taste and odour compounds and other contaminants. This poses an 
unacceptable risk to the health of the River Derwent and estuary, to water supplies for 
humans, stock and irrigators, as well as to anglers, rowers and other recreational users. 
TAMP calls on government to: 

o  Immediately reduce the current high stocking levels in flow-through 
hatcheries as a precautionary measure.  

o Set a clear policy stating that flow-through hatcheries are no longer acceptable 
on Tasmania’s waterways.  

o Install a sunset clause to either convert flow-through hatcheries to 
Recirculating Aquaculture Systems (RAS) or to close them down. A clear 
timeline must be included in this 

o  Develop specific guidelines on what RAS technologies are deemed to be 
acceptable in Tasmania. 

o Review and increase water allocation fees in accordance with the level of 
pollution generated. A non-consumptive fee should only apply to non-
polluting activities. If hatcheries paid the same fees as Tas Irrigation 
customers, their current allocations would cost tens of millions of dollars per 
year, suddenly making RAS a much more attractive option. 

o Implement a robust and precautionary risk assessment and monitoring 
program to better document nutrient levels and to prevent algal blooms from 
becoming established in the Derwent system. 

Water usage is often neglected in planning and expansion. Smolt and salmon require regular 
bathing. The sourcing of fresh water and competing access is adding to tension in many 
communities. The Glamorgan Spring Bay community is left in debt for many years and in 
summer is on water restrictions. Poor planning from the regulators, biosecurity risks, 
contamination of water supplies and dumping of bathing water into the marine environment 
require more action from the regulators.  
At present there is no transparency around water usage by the companies on: 

o where they access their fresh water 

o how much is produced through reverse osmosis plants (RO)( either on the 
Well Boats or land based RO plants)  

o the quantity of fresh water required at each location for bathing fish against 
Amoebic Gill Disease.    
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As an example - a very conservative estimate of fresh water usage Tassals bases on the 
Tasman Peninsula  combined with the Tassal Nubeena and Long Bay Port Arthur  bases -  
total dam storage is 378ML but a absolute  minimum of 520 ML/year is required for bathing 
fish.    

Ultimately community have a right to know: 
o Where the fresh water is sourced,  

o What companies mitigations plan is when dam storage is low due to poor 
rainfall or in drought cycles 

o If there are any biosecurity risks associated with transport of water from one 
site to another to compensate for low output  

o If appropriate environmental impact assessment has been made on new and 
existing dams to ensure other uses  are not impacted  

TAMP calls on the government to put in place a robust fresh water plan with long term 
planning mitigation of risks identified by science research and community needs. This will 
be particularly important as climate change risk and associated excessive water demands 
from competing industries and communities grow.  

10. Commonwealth Waters 
When will a clear definition for offshore be provided? At present BE CRC  definition is 
different to the Commonwealth and State definitions and much closer to land.  
 There seems to be the same old pattern of behaviour from government to push into now 
commonwealth waters. There is no publicly available baseline data and no suitable pen 
designs, even as community concerns grow. In recent discussions with the minister, Jo 
Palmer, she indicated there was as yet no planning for issues relating to noise, light, 
nutrient, water, marine animal deaths and food chain and debris issues. Once again 
community concerns are not being factored into the growth plan.  
The current Premier recently affirmed the state waters off the East Coast are not being 
considered in the expansion plans. Yet we know that this industry would find any 
commonwealth waters close to land-based infrastructure and fresh water to be attractive.   

o When will we know the full plan and what areas are being investigated for 
offshore farming in Commonwealth waters?


o  Are community groups that use the waterways fully informed or consulted? 


TAMP calls for a moratorium on expansion, until both the science is completed and 
communities affected are fully informed and in agreement. 
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o The Blue Economy (BE) CRC states that the expected maintenance and repair 
costs will be substantially higher for any future energetic offshore sites, while 
current types of delivery systems may be practically unsustainable. 


The present systems using kilometres of feed pipes fail on a regular basis and are not robust 
enough to withstand the waters of Storm Bay or the Channel. Yet there is no plan in place 
for the loss of these pipes in storms, or the release of plastic particles from abrasion due to 
high pressure feed delivery in offshore sites.  

o What mitigation will there be for the potentially destructive marine nature of 
Bass Strait: high winds, steep seas of high amplitude and short-wave period?


TASSAL, a major partner with the BE CRC, is yet to fully occupy Storm Bay because of 
issues with the lease design and stability in the sea conditions in Storm Bay. Huon 
Aquaculture on Yellow Bluff lease suffer the same issues whenever there is a strong SE 
pattern, which has been more frequent of late because of the weather cycle we are in. This 
area is, as is Bass Strait, used by multiple community and commercial shipping groups.  

o What mitigation is there for debris and loss? The BE CRC, government and 
industry need to factor this into their planning. For example, the use of 
trackable markers such as used in the oil industry, may be warranted.


11.  Government Revenue from this industry needs to be reviewed  
TAMP continue to argue for a fair return for the use of our public waterways. 
At present the revenue derived from leases is low compared to world wide aquaculture 
standards. This is not worlds best practice and is far from it. To date the Government fails to 
address this.  
There is also too much capital investment being used to support his industry and tax payers 
funding the research in areas CSIRO, BE CRC, IMAS. This should be self funding as part 
of the lease conditions.  
There are so many questions  associated with the management of this industry as it is now  

o Are bonds placed on leases to ensure adequate clean up on expiring ? 

o What cost value comparisons have been to done? 

o What are the costs associated with the required fresh water flushing usage? 
The government cannot continue to claim best practice in this area without actually using 
world best economic models as guidelines.  
TAMP call for complete economic review of the industry as it move into a new phase 
owned by multinational companies and no longer can claim to be truly Tasmanian.  

Finally;   
We believe this is the future suitable to all stakeholders ; 
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o TAMP expect the government to reconsider its implementation plans from the LegCo 
inquiry and install all 65 recommendations as a matter of priority.   

o A clear timeline must be provided for all finish production to move onto land. 

o A clear economic analysis of the industry to establish current vs projected revenues 
and cost befit based on worlds best models must be done immediately.  
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10 year Salmon Plan Submission 

 

Malcolm Ryan 

6th Generation Tasmanian 

Owner of Rhuby Delights 

 

 

 

 

I wish to put the below points into the “Towards a 10 Year Salmon Plan” and stress that my position 

is not negotiable as there is ample evidence to support my arguments. 

 

1. The Tasmanian Legislative Council commissioned an independent report into the Tasmanian 

Fin Fish Industry and after 2 years of submissions, hearings and research handed down 68 

Recommendations. All recommendations should and must be implemented at a very 

minimum. 

2. The Tasmanian Salmon Industry must move onto land as a matter of urgency. The current 

Salmon Industry is trashing the Tasmanian marine environment with both Liberal and Labor 

support and an Industry/Government friendly regulator. 

3. A totally independent, community supported, and appropriately resourced environmental 

regulator must be implemented. The current regulator, the EPA, is clearly compromised, by 

being too close to the Industry and the Government. This has recently been evidenced by 

the IMAS research which confirmed Salmon Farming is having a detrimental effect on the 

marine environment. There has been no mitigating   

4. The Tasmanian Salmon Industry is in breach of SPPA 1993, LUPAA 1993, EMPCA 1994 in 

relation to Schedule 1 - Objectives of the Resource Management and Planning System of 

Tasmania. 2. in clause 1(a) Sustainable Development. This notice of advice will be used as a 

legal precedent in any future legal cases against the Government and or the EPA and or the 

Industry. 

5. Bass Strait must be a no-go zone for Salmon Farming. Recent Marinus Link research site 

office smashed onto rocks off its pontoon proves Bass Strait is not appropriate for Salmon 



Farming given they cannot keep their operations intact in relative safe marine environments 

around Southern Tasmania. 

6. The Salmon Industry is operating against the TASMANIAN Brand and as a result are 

damaging all Tasmanian businesses that operate under the TASMANIAN brand such as my 

business Rhuby Delights. 

 

The main Salmon Industry players in JBS and Cooke should not have been permitted into 

Australia via the FIRB due to their deplorable operations history in other parts of the world let 

alone able to exploit our marine environment for their profits. These companies are only 

interested in exploiting our marine resources for their profits, which will be taken offshore. 

Therefore, my first points are more relevant than ever. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Malcolm Ryan 



Submission 110 
Esther Nunn 

As a resident of Flinders Island who used to live near fish farms in southern Tasmania, I wholly object to 
this industry invading the natural beauty of these Bass Strait islands. There is ample scientific evidence that 
this industry is toxic and completely goes against the science on sustainability. We have also seen what has 
happened in McQuarie harbour already. The industry was warned this would happen and they did it 
anyway. Shame on this industry! We do not want it here. This community will mobalize to ensure it does 
not happen here. Don’t waste your time and money. 

Submission 111 
Lauren Rhodes 

Every member of the Flinders Island community is against any form of fish farm in Tasmania water 
especially near our island. The ten year plan should not go ahead with such strong community out cry 
against it. 

Submission 112 
Vanessa Grace 

Whilst I am interested in investigating potential industries for the islands I do not believe salmon farming is 
appropriate for such a pristine area. One only has to look towards Bruny island and surrounds. I feel that 
industries such as Red Seaweed ( Asparagipsis) currently being grown by Sea Forest in Triabunna Tasmania 
could be a possible - both land and sea based industry worth investigating for the islands. If it does not 
destroy the sea floor and surrounds it may be a suitable industry? 

Submission 113 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 114 
Kathleen Ives-Heap 

As a walking guide and resident of Loccota, Flinders island, I am strongly opposed to an industry  which will 
have a detrimental effect on our pristine waters and marine life! I swim daily in the clear, non polluted sea 
at Trousers Point, always overwhelmed by the sheer unspoilt, incorruptible beauty. To consider a fin fish 
farm in any of the waters surrounding Flinders Island is inconceivable! I have seen the devastation caused 
by salmon farming on Bruny Island; this needs to be addressed before any consideration to further 
mutilation of our pristine waters and marine life. Science based, political or emotive, there is proof that a 
10 year Salmon plan is null and void. Period. End of. 



 

 

Submission 115 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 116 
CONFIDENTIAL 

we do not want salmon farming in the ferunex group of islands we do not want our 

 environment spoiled   

Submission 117 
CONFIDENTIAL 

I do not want to see our islaned spoiled with salmon farming 

Submission 118 
CONFIDENTIAL 

I do not want to see our islaned spoiled with salmon farming 

Submission 119 
Emily Brown-Brophy 

 

I do not want the Salmon Plan to proceed in the waters surrounding Flinders Island lr the Furneaux Group. 

Submission 120 
Vivienne Newton-Brown 

 

With reference to the proposal to establish fish farming in the waters off Flinders Island. 

 

Flinders Island is one of only a few locations in Tasmania that has not been impacted by large scale 
commercial exploitation.  As an individual with fifty plus years of association through land ownership and 
family ties to this unique island I strongly oppose the plan to allow the toxic salmon industry or any other 
form of fish farming to pollute its waters. Surely there is enough evidence of the destruction of our 
waterways in Tasmania through this industry for the government to put a stop to any further 
encroachment and perhaps to consider closing down salmon farming completely? Not only is continuance 
of this industry bad for the environment but there is some evidence that it may also be detrimental to the 
health of the consumers of this product. 



 

 

Submission 121 
Sharon Blyth 

 

I strongly oppose any form of fish farming in the Furneaux Group. Along with many other reasons I am 
concerned of the welfare of our muttonbird and the effects any type of fish farm would have on there 
future. 

Submission 122 
Matthew Wheatley  

 

I am apposed to salmon farming in the Furneaux group this is a pristine environment which would be 
totally ruined by salmon farming I know first hand how sensitive this particular environment is,to place 
these nets around the Furneaux group poses serious risk to the many species that thrive in this area 

Submission 123 
Jennifer Cooper 

 

Furneaux Islands/ Flinders Island is a beautiful and pristine area of Tasmania, it would be an unexceptable  
act  for any Government to licence an overseas  or Australian owned company to defile an area such as 
this. The evidence of the the degradation created by  FinFish farming in Tasmanian waterways is very well 
documented. These Companies have no vested interest in protecting our seas  flora and flora and there is 
no legislation in place to make them. 

Besides farming, tourism is of great importance to the economy of Flinders and Fin Fishing's  

pollution of our sea and the noise pollution  of there vessels  would be a cruel blow to what the natural 
world has given us and in which we have chosen to live. This is one of those times when place and people 
are greater than the holy dollar.  

Submission 124 
Monique Belfer 

  

Concerned that the Tasmanian salmon industry is now under foreign ownership.  While these companies 
may claim to be all for sustainability, will it still be possible to monitor their practices and keep them 
accountable? Self-regulation is not reliable and it's not enough to impose a nominal fine after damage to the 
environment has occurred. Transferring salmon farming from sensitive waterways to on land reduces the 
risk of environmental impact, although still need to manage the waste appropriately. Would not have to kill 
seals to protect the fish. Also need to look at whether the salmon offered for consumption is truly a 
natural and healthy product - need regulation of things like feed and pest/disease control. Thank you for 
the opportunity to express these concerns. 



 

 

Submission 125 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 126 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 127 
Heather and Bryan Ridgeway 

 

We think fin fish farming is completely inappropriate in the pristine waters of the Furneaux Islands. 

The despoiled waters of Macquarie Harbour, contaminated and depleted by the salmon farming industry, 
attest to the damage caused to a waterway and marine environment.  

The Tasmanian government must not bow to the pressure of this environmentally harmful industry. 

Submission 128 
Michael Barrett 

 

I believe fish farming which is proposed for Furneaux Group region will alter and over time decimate 
Mutton Bird population and the industry. Over the passed oyster farming and other fish farming have 
failed, thank god. This is a pristine  part of Australia and it shouldn't end up like south east Tas. and 
Macquarie Harbour and more so with fish farm owners are not even Australian. I am totally against fin fish 
farming totally. 

Submission 129 
Maureen Corbett 

 

Submission Re Proposed 10 Year Salmon Plan 

 

The proposed ‘Fish Farm Plan’ should be halted or at least postponed. Tasmania has a situation where the 
fish farming industry does not have ‘social license’.  

 

The reason this situation has arisen is because over the last 20+ years the government has supported and 
encouraged the FF industry over the concerns of the public. Culminating with patronising, half-hearted 
response from the government to the recent Legislative Council enquiry and the resulting 68 
recommendations. The Tasmanian people will not accept more delays before they see action on polluted 
waters, slime on the beaches, cruel treatment of salmon and seals, and the long list of other problems 
directly attributed to Fish Farms! If the government acted on the 68 Upper House recommendations it 
would show goodwill and there would be room to negotiate with the Tasmanian people.  



 

 

Independent research shows that presently only 1% of those employed in Tasmania work in the FF 
industry (despite the exaggerated claims of the government). No matter how many times the government 
says the industry is ‘sustainable’ or ‘providing jobs’ they will not be believed, as tourist industries and 
fishing businesses face loosing their livelihoods.  

 

If the government’s plan to spend millions to expand this one industry in Tasmania is to go ahead (ignoring 
years of repeated and vigorous opposition) there should be equal expenditure on other primary industries. 
Tasmanians want (and will need) a diversity of food industries supported; Industries that will feed the 
people of Tasmania (first and foremost) with just the surplus going to world markets. Salmon is a food for 
the rich of the world and in no way can it be claimed that it will feed the hungry of the world. 

 

None of the FF companies are Tasmanian, why should the Tasmanian taxpayer pay for infrastructure, 
roads, ports, supplying cheap water & electricity, etc. for the profit of food companies from Canada, Brazil, 
NZ and Japan?  

 

Financially Tasmanians are being robbed. Fish farm leases are so cheap they merely provide the equivalent 
of a cup of coffee per head of the population. Where are the returns to the people? All we see is 
inaccessible hospitals and long waiting cues for medical treatment and housing. We are still waiting for 
election promises to be honoured, but instead the government plans to spend millions on a ‘10 Year Plan’ 
and the Blue Economy (CNC) to support the expanded invasion of overseas food giants, into Bass Strait 
and our inshore waters. 

 

The details of this ‘Plan’ need to be published, not just the weasel words in the ‘discussion paper’. How 
much is the government planning to spend on this paper shifting exercise? How exactly does the 
government receive any financial returns? Is it share dividends? When will there be any action on the 
overdue issues already sitting on the table? These questions have been being asked for many, many years. It 
is insulting to the intelligence of the Tasmanian population that all we are presented with is generalized 
promotional spin and the questions remain ignored. 

 

As long no real information is offered to the public, the government and the FF industry will continue to 
have no social license to proceed with a ‘10 Year Plan’.  

 

I speak for hundreds of Tasmanians who I know agree with me. We cannot comment on a ‘10 Year Plan’ 
before answers are forthcoming, except to say that, at this stage, there should be no ’10 Year Plan’.  

 

Maureen Corbett 

Submission 130 
Lewis Rands 

 

Why is the industry important to you? (you can have more than three words here!) 



 

 

The aquaculture industry gives me an opportunity as a tertiary graduate an opportunity to stay in Tasmania 
and find rewarding employment. 

 

What does the industry look like in 10 years? 

I think the industry should look similar to how it looks now, I don't think land farming is a suitable 
alternative due to the space and power requirements and the problems associated with salt water waste. I 
don't believe the EPA needs to tighten restrictions - current rules around the limited environmental impact 
within and outside lease areas are sufficient in my view.  

 

What role do you think the government can/should play in developing a future for our industry? 

I think the government should continue to have oversight, particularly in the form of the EPA. The 
government should be supportive of growth. 

 

What are your thoughts on “offshore” and “land” farming in the future? 

Off-shore farming makes sense if we can develop the infrastructure to withstand offshore conditions. 
Salmon escaping, seal entry, or pen breakdowns would be clear challenges. According to my research and 
discussions with international contacts, land farming is not a realistic option if we want to produce at scale 
and generate a profit. If land farming was mandated, the salmon companies would surely move out of 
Tasmania and to areas closer to distribution hubs. 

 

 

In your view, what makes the industry innovative, and do you think it is innovative enough? 

The industry runs a world-leading Selective Breeding Program, which won the CSIRO Chairmans Medal in 
2019 for the best research team in Australia. The Tasmanian salmon industry uses cutting-edge technology, 
on par with wagyu beef, race horses or any plant or animal breeding program in the world including 
custom DNA testing and super-computer calculations to identify superior fish. 

 

The industry is highly innovative because there is a strong commercial driver to constantly improve. 

Submission 131 
Geoffrey Goode 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 

29 August 2022 
 

Submission by Geoffrey Goode on NRE Tasmania Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-year salmon plan 
 
Summary: As an owner of freehold coastal lots in the Furneaux Group since the 1970s, I am responding to 
the above Discussion Paper. A map, at https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/CurrentFurneaux.pdf, of inshore 
Furneaux Group areas records a proposal in 1999 for inshore farming of Pacific Oysters, which was an ill- 
considered proposal that fortunately - after strong municipal and local opposition - was not proceeded with. 
Nevertheless, some items of abandoned experimental infrastructure were cast up on the Crown foreshore 
reserve adjoining part of my land. Maps for the current salmon proposal were not where I expected they 
would be shown, but a 2017 page led to an undated map showing the Furneaux Group. 

 
The proposal for farming salmon in the sea appears to emphasize Atlantic Salmon, which are also non- 
native exotic species, whose interaction and competition with - and displacement of - indigenous species 
cannot be entirely benign. The above paper canvasses the possibilities of three broadly different categories of 
site, which are inshore, offshore and on-land sites. 

 
Inshore sites: Extensive servicing and floating infrastructure close to the scenic, largely unmodified coasts 
of the Furneaux Group threatens to degrade the natural ambience of those pre-industrial landscapes and 
seascapes in a way that is pernicious to the interests of landowners and to those visiting those areas as 
tourists, and those boating or fishing. Natural seascapes become industrial areas. 

 
The very strong wind and wave action characteristic of the Furneaux Group and Bass Strait for most of the 
year can damage that infrastructure, and result in large additions to the accumulation of flotsam that is 
increasingly despoiling the Group’s sandy beaches and rocky coasts. 

 
Offshore sites: The paper’s view of the relative environmental advantages of salmonid farms in deeper 
water, much further from the shallow coastal inshore sites, correctly points to the much-diminished effect on 
highly-valued coastal areas that distance gives to ugly expanses of fish-farming infrastructure. 

 
Such sites can still however cause problems when parts of the infrastructure break up and produce 
substantial masses of flotsam. Such sites also exert the same intrusive development pressures on public 
foreshore areas with their need for secure depots, and for movements between land-based and sea-based 
transport. 

 
On-land sites: The paper fortunately acknowledges the benefits of the more manageable and more easily- 
inspected and supervised on-land sites. That should facilitate more reliable and thorough government 
supervision of improper practices, such as unlawful and environmentally-harmful disposal of waste 
materials. The sites obviate the admitted problem of marine infrastructure’s harm to wildlife. 

 
These sites are much simpler to access, and do not suffer from the powerfully unruly actions of the 
notoriously rough seas in Furneaux Group waters, which can disperse biological and other material in ways 
that are much harder to foresee or control than at on-land sites. Such sites should not involve alienation of 
public open space, but should utilize freehold land, with appropriate buffer areas on that land. 

 
 

* * * * * * * 



 

 

Submission 132 
Geoffrey Goode 

Repeat of submission 131 

Submission 133 
Marguerite and Alastair McNeill 

 

We cannot believe that Government is even considering the establishment of fish farms in the pristine 
waters surrounding the Furneaux Islands. Such a venture would be disastrous the future of the area and 
fishermen would lose access to local fishing grounds. Every fish farm impacts on the environment by 
destroying the habitat of native fish and marine life. The proposed venture has no merit to make it 
appealing -islanders and visitors to the island would gain nothing but a series of visual eyesores. 

Submission 134 
Tessa Atto 

 

As an Aboriginal person living on truwana/Cape Barren Island I am concerned about the impact this would 
have on all country and waterways in and around tayaritja (Bass Strait Islands) 

Submission 135 
Thomas Galbally 

 

I am opposed to all forms of fin fish farming in the waters surrounding the Furneaux Islands where I am a 
permanent resident. 

Submission 136 
Sonja Steer-Danby 

 

It is very clear it will ruin our coast even if it isn't here Burnie is not that far away. STOP RUINING 
TASMANIA, we do not need money from salmon our beautiful place makes us enough money and jobs 

Submission 137 
Clare Galbally 

 

Due to the negative environmental impact, the cruelty to the fish and the toxic nature of this operation to 
people, I strongly oppose the '10-Year Salmon Plan'.   



 

 

Submission 138 
Michael Walsh 

 

Don't want anything fin fish farming around Flinders island because I love my recreational fishing and I don't 
want it damaged 

Submission 139 
Jill Maynard 

 

NO to fish farms in the waters around the Furneaux islands. 

Submission 140 
Andrew Cole 

 

Fin fish farming shouldn’t be allowed to occur in the Furneaux Islands, or anywhere in Bass Strait.  

 

We should work to remove aquaculture fin fish zoning for Bass Strait.  

Submission 141 
Gerasimos Koukouvas 

 
Totally opposed. 

Submission 142 
Liz Frankham 

 

It is totally unnecessary to create unviable and unwanted industries in pristine waters and environments, 
especially around the Furneaux Islands. The custodians of these environments are the passionate 
protectors and primary managers of these isolated environments and essential to their existence. These 
local people need to be listened to and supported as government relies heavily on the volunteerism of 
isolated areas. 

 

Fish farming severely impacts the local eco systems and creates unwanted and dangerous byproducts that 
irrevocably change the pristine biodiversity- it’s not necessary, not wanted and a dangerous precedent. 
There are many scientifically proven reports to support this and the recent evidence at Tasman Peninsula 
is case in point. 



Submission 143 
Louise Tyler 

In response to the meeting  held on Flinders Island on 29 August 2022 regarding Fin Fish Farming in 
Tasmanian waters (specifically around the Furneaux Islands: 

The Department’s purview in preparing a renewed plan/map in regard to Fin Fish Farming asks a narrow 
question, Can it be carried out?  which opens  up possibilities for monocultural industrial scale salmon 
farming. 

However final decisions in regard to  actual leases for Fin Fish Farming in Furneaux Island waters need to 
be made on an ethical question, Should it be carried out?  which would take into account broad issues such 
as the Macquarie Harbour and Storm Bay environmental damage, negative cultural influences on island 
residents, and the pristine surroundings that are becoming rare spaces in a fragile world. 

No to Fin Fish Farming in Furneaux Island waters. 

Submission 144 
CONFIDENTIAL

Submission 145 
Darnielle Fenn 

I have seen first hand the damage salmon aquaculture has done whilst living in Hobart. 

NO TO SALMON FARMING IN THE PRISTINE WATERS OF THE FURNEAUX GROUP. 

Submission 146 
Rhianna Barnewall 

I find it deplorable that fish farming has even been proposed in the pristine waters and plentiful ecosystems 
around Flinders Island. This proposal has been marked out without local council and community being 
consulted with. Thankfully a local member raised the issue for our community to now stand up and fight 
this. NO FISH FARMS. This would be en environmental disaster to our region that takes enough hits 
already from commercial fishing. Don’t destroy our home and way of life.   



 

 

Submission 147 
Michael Sherriff 

 

No salmon farms around the Furneaux Group! 

Indrustrial feedlotting of fish is not how I think we should use our pristine near shore marine environment. 

Submission 148 
Ben Morrisby 

 

1. Why is the industry important to you? (you can have more than three words here!) 

After finishing a Masters degree in Marine science, I moved into the aquaculture sector where I have now 
been for 7 years. Worldwide the aquaculture industry has evolve and improved significantly each and every 
year and this is no different in Tasmania. To be able to produce a healthy protein with minimal 
environmental impact is the goal and aquaculture produced protein is the best candidate for that. 
Producing a high quality protein that is affordable and accessible to all people should be the goal moving 
forward. 

2. What does the industry look like in 10 years? 

Hopefully a untied industry that is thriving. Being able to have better cost of production, higher 
survivability, lower environmental impacts. Transitioning away from sheltered and shallow inshore leases 
and moving into higher energy sites. Continuing to improve infra structure and practices year on year.  

3. What role do you think the government can/should play in developing a future for our 
industry? 

They need to throw their support behind the industry but also needs to hold them accountable. 
Particularly with multinational companies owning all the 3 big salmon companies now. The regulations and 
practices are already in place and just need a bit of fine tuning but making sure they are adhered too is 
another question, this is where the government needs to stand up and ensure 3rd party regulators are 
doing there job properly. If the salmon companies are given an inch they will take a mile, but if they are 
held accountable, they will abide.  

4. What are your thoughts on “offshore” and “land” farming in the future? 

Currently offshore farming is the most viable option. Still a little while off knowing what the best offshore 
model is in Tasmania but hopefully with blue economy CRC’s trial facility in the NW coast we can take a 
lot of learnings out of this.  

 

Currently “full” onshore farming is not viable. It has been demonstrated by big companies all over the 
world it is not an easy thing to do. With no RAS farm producing anymore than 1000T of salmon.  

Maybe the model is like what is already being done in Tasmania. Growing fish onshore to around 1kg and 
then growing them out at sea. Reducing the in-sea life cycle from 18 months to 9 months. Which 
dramatically reducing the marine environmental impact and gives leases more time to fallow and recover.   

5. In your view, what makes the industry innovative, and do you think it is innovative 
enough? 



Yes, the changes I have personally seen in the last 7 years are very encouraging for the future. There are 
more and more highly qualified people moving into the aquaculture industry which is really driving these 
innovative changes. The way the world is the moment it is required to continue to improve and innovation 
is the keystone behind this. But support from governments and funding are key pillars that need to help 
drive this innovation. 

Submission 149 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 150 
NWTAS for Clean Oceans 
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NWTAS for CLEAN OCEANS  

Email:  Website: nwtasforcleanoceans.org.au 

Phone:  

 

 

30 August 2022 

                                      

SUPPLEMENTARY SUBMISSION TO THE 10 YEAR SALMON PLAN 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Our group was formed in September 2021 when we learned that the Atlantic salmon 

industry, until then confined to Tasmania’s south, west and east, was predicted to 

double and it appeared that the government had set its sights on the pristine coastal 

waters of our north-west coast, and later, Bass Strait.  

Our group opposes finfish farming on the northwest coast and is working to protect 

our valuable tourism industry. 

For all the reasons outlined below, Bass Strait is unsuited to finfish farming from an 

industrial point of view. 

CURRENT NRE “GROW, NO GROW” MAP  

The current NRE 2017 "grow, no grow" map identifies most of our northwest coast 
as a “no grow” zone. However, since this plan has been developed the government 
has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the Commonwealth and 
approved the Blue Economy CRC project. This venture includes a significant area for 
industrial finfish farming, just 3 nautical miles off Burnie, right in the middle of an area 
still recovering from long term industrial damage.  

We recommend that the government exclude northwest coastal waters and Bass 

Strait from finfish farming, by formally approving these waters as Finfish Marine 

Farming Exclusion Zones under the Finfish Farming Environmental Act 2017. 



2 
 

(This is the same method adopted by the government to protect the Mercury 

Passage). 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

• Any future finfish planning process should advocate for northwest 

coastal waters and Bass Strait from to be declared as Finfish Marine 

Farming Exclusion Zones under the Finfish Farming 

Environmental Act 2017 (same method as for protection of the Mercury 

Passage. 

 

Extract from the government’s Sustainable Industry Growth Plan 2017: 

What the red “no grow zone” shading means: 

The mechanism to establish “no grow zones” is now set in legislation, through 

amendments introduced by the Finfish Farming Environmental Regulation Act 

2017. At this time, only the Mercury Passage no grow zone has been 

legislated. Salmon farming is banned in these zones. Only Parliament can 

make new ones or change existing ones. This process cannot be exercised by 

the Government alone. The map indicates that the proposed no grow zones 

include two types of water: 
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 • Areas covered by existing MFDPs that do not include any zones permitting 

finfish farming; these are generally MFDPs devoted to shellfish culture (Pitt 

Water, Pipeclay Lagoon, Blackman Bay, most of Great Oyster Bay and 

Mercury Passage, Georges Bay, Port Sorell and the existing MFDP for some 

inshore areas of the far North West); 

 • Areas not previously subject to any marine farming planning processes. The 

majority consists of two continuous strips covering (a) the Southwest and 

West Coast, and (b) most of the East Coast and the North Coast. The eastern 

side of the Furneaux Group and the west coast of King Island have now been 

added (they were “potential for further release” in the Draft Plan). There are 

also three areas deliberately highlighted for exclusion from neighbouring blue 

zones – Adventure Bay on Bruny Island, and two areas protecting reefs in the 

blue zone south and west of Bruny Island. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 

• Any finfish farm planning process must confirm that northwest coastal 
waters defined in the “Proposed Grow and No Grow” NRE 2017 map, will 
continue to be defined as “no grow zones”. 

 
BLUE ECONOMY CRC PROJECT (BECRC) 

Many people in our region are convinced the BECRC project is not just for research 
– there is a perception that it is just the beginning of a mass invasion of our coastal 
waters and Bass Strait by finfish farming.  

In April 2022, the government invited people to have their say on the BECRC – 1350 
replies were received from researchers, academics, environmentalists, community 
aqua-culturists, fishers and recreational users. The government has not responded 
to their concerns, nor have they published the comments and submissions.  

To demonstrate the community strength of feeling, 400 concerned Tasmanians 
turned up in freezing conditions at our Burnie Rally to say no to any finfish farming in 
Bass Strait, including the BECRC project. There is no social license for the venture. 

Several other public forums have been attended to overflow. Public meetings will 
continue until every citizen is aware of your government’s intentions for the north-
west coast. 
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Blue Economy CRC Project 

 

 

 

PETUNA LEASES 

Another area of concern for our region is that four leases have been awarded to 

Petuna to commence research to the west of Stanley. These leases will, ultimately 

install open salmon feedlots. According to the Petuna website, these salmon pens 

will be visible from the iconic Stanley Nut (a significant tourist attraction and the 

lifeblood of Stanley). Again, no social license and totally unacceptable to our 

community to violate one of our most precious tourist assets. 

 
WHY NORTHWEST COAST & BASS STRAIT ARE UNSUITABLE FOR FFF  

 

NO SOCIAL LICENSE 

As previously stated, there is no social license for the expansion of finfish farming 

into north-west coastal waters or into Bass Strait. Even the BECRC and IMAS have 

recognised the importance of community consultation and dialogue: 

 

The BECRC has said - We’ve always said transparency needed to be one of 

our key principles, and that our research into issues like regulation and social 

licence is just as important as our research into technology and engineering. 

 

The ongoing IMAS Project states - In order to secure the future of Australian 

aquaculture, it is increasingly clear that, alongside effective and responsible 

production, building and maintaining community support is vital. The 

Tasmanian salmon industry is acutely aware of the need to garner and 

maintain societal support. A number of factors contribute towards the 

achievement of community acceptability (or social license to operate). These 

include: the perception that a company offers benefits; that it contributes to 

the well-being of the region, respects the local way of life and acts fairly; that it 
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listens, responds and exhibits reciprocity; and that relations are based on an 

enduring regard for each other’s interests. Many of these factors are based on 

understanding, and contributing towards the achievement of, that which is 

valued by local and regional communities. This project aims to understand the 

regional development and well-being futures envisaged by residents of NW 

Tasmania and how salmonid farming can contribute to meeting these shared 

values. 

TOURISM  

Tourism is vital to the economies of the northwest region and Tasmania. 

Statistics 

▪ Tourism directly and indirectly contributes around $2.25 billion or 6 per 
cent to Tasmania’s Gross State Product (GSP). By comparison, industry 
figures put salmon aquaculture’s contribution to Gross State Product at 
somewhere between 0.6% and 2.3% of total Gross State Product; 
 

▪ Tourism directly and indirectly supports around 33,600 jobs in Tasmania 
(compared to 1500 in the salmon industry) or about 13.0 per cent of total 
Tasmanian employment - higher than the national average and the 
highest in the country; 
 

▪ A total of 744,200 people visited Tasmania on scheduled air and sea 
services during the year ending March 2022, not including cruise ships; 
 

▪ These visitors spent a total of 8.06 million nights in Tasmania; 
 

▪ Visitors spent a total of $2.18 billion on accommodation, attractions, 
tours, transport and other goods and services during this period; and 
 

▪ As at Jun 2022, 42% of all tourists had visited the north-west area.  

Please refer to Tourism Facts attached.. 

Northwest Coast Brand 

Northwest Tasmania is promoted as a pristine natural environment. This is what 
brings tourists to our region. Tourism is a very significant employer for the region. 
Tourism Tasmania describes the northwest as follows: 

▪ Get wild. Explore rugged coastlines, ancient rainforests, tranquil rivers and 
mysterious caves. Stand on a clifftop and feel the force of the Roaring Forties. 
Breathe deep. This is the cleanest air in the world. 
 

▪ Meander between seaside villages. Refresh on a windswept coast or 
rejuvenate on a mountain hike. Or simply pause and enjoy the stillness of the 
forests of takayna / Tarkine. You choose. 
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▪ Bustling port cities, a giant penguin, the town of murals and quirky seaside 
villages – take the alternative routes between towns and take in the scenery. 
Drive the winding road to pretty Boat Harbour. Step back in time in the historic 
seaside village of Stanley at the base of The Nut, an ancient volcanic plug. 

Please note that Tourism Tasmania does not mention finfish farming in our tourism 

material nor are finfish even mentioned in their material relating to Tasmanian 

aquaculture. We support this approach to our tourism branding and believe that any 

mention of finfish farming or salmon, in particular, would irretrievably damage our 

successful brand. 

By introducing finfish farming to the north-west or to Bass Strait, some of our most 

valuable tourist attractions and experiences will be severely compromised or even 

destroyed. Whale watching, for example, is a valuable tourist industry which will be 

threatened by finfish farming.  

EMPLOYMENT 

The northwest coast between Stanley and Port Sorell has a population of 

116,180. In March 2022, we had an unemployment rate of 5.8% which is only 

slightly above the state and national averages.  

The Australia Institute in Making Mountains out of Minnows reported:  

The economic benefit of the salmon industry to Tasmania is weighted strongly 

against its environmental and social impacts. Yet it accounts for just 1% of jobs in 

the state. Over 5 years $3.8 billion worth of fish were sold, but just $64 million tax 

paid, while $9.3 million in subsidies were received in 2 years. Changing generous 

leasing arrangements to the Norwegian model could raise $2 billion for community 

development. 

… economic data does not support the claims of the industry’s importance. 

Employment: The salmon industry is the 40th largest sector by employment in 

Tasmania, employing fewer than car repairs or child-care. It employs about 1,500 

people, or 0.6% of total employment in the state. Employment in Tasmania, 

selected industries Source: ABS (2016) Census and salmon industry calculations 

above. Gross state product: Industry figures put salmon aquaculture’s contribution 

to Gross State Product at somewhere between 0.6% and 2.3% of total Gross 

State Product. Tasmania, like other Australian states, is largely a services 

economy. 

 

Extract: Making Mountains of Minnows, Australia Institute: 

 

Employment: The salmon industry is the 40th largest sector by employment in 

Tasmania, employing fewer than car repairs or childcare. It employs about 1,500 

people, or 0.6% of total employment in the state. 
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We have a small number of people currently employed indirectly in the salmon 

industry: 

1. BioMar (fully owned Danish company), a new fish farming feed factory 

at Wesley Vale  

2. Huon Aquaculture factory* (fully owned by JBS), at Parramatta Creek  

3. Petuna Processing Facility (fully owned by Sealord), Devonport  

Note: All three salmon producers have stated that they have a significant number of 

employees on the mainland employed in value adding and other activities. 

The nature of the fin-fish industry is rapidly changing in ways that will reduce, rather 

than increase, the availability of jobs. The government should take into account: 

● the finfish industry is focussed on automating their industry wherever 

possible; 

 

● jobs in the finfish industry will, increasingly, require highly specialised 

technical and computer skills. These skills are not in abundant supply in the 

northwest region with many existing industries already seeking similar skills; 

and 

  

● therefore, it is likely many technical positions will need to be filled from 

imported labour. 

If we offset the relatively small number of jobs in the fin-fish industry against the 

potential harm of the same industry to tourism (with associated job losses) it is 

obvious that the fin-fish industry does not stack up as a job solution for our region.  

Our north-west coast does not need the salmon industry to boost employment at the 

expense of our environment and our lifestyle.  

We are not seduced by the offer of JOBS, JOBS, JOBS! We need infrastructure not 

jobs! We need housing, improved medical services, tourism infrastructure, etc. 

 

COMPETITION IN BASS STRAIT  

Bass Strait is a very busy waterway with many industries competing for space – oil 

and gas tankers and platforms, large ferries, cargo ships, tourist boats, fishing boats, 

recreational fishers and scallop dredges. Bass Strait waters are rich with wildlife, 

including threatened species. Migrating whales, seals, fish species (600), fish 

nurseries, scallop beds and seaweed meadows call Bass Strait home..  

Co-locating finfish farms in the same waters as oil rigs presents a particular danger 

to finfish - there is always the chance that offshore oil spills will occur. As one 

example, the explosion of BP’s Deepwater Horizon unit in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010 

which led to a massive oil spill, affected marine mammals through direct contact, 



9 
 

inhalation and ingestion of toxic oil. The impacts of this industry around the world are 

well documented. The impact on the finfish industry would be catastrophic.  

Because the water temperature in Bass Strait is rising much faster rate average, new 

and valuable commercial fish species are being attracted to Bass Strait, including 

snapper and King George Whiting.  

Installing finfish pens in Bass Strait will add to the existing complexity of shipping 

hazards and entanglements with protected wildlife. Net entanglement, noise and light 

pollution are highly likely to confuse, discourage and damage migratory animals. As 

we have heard: A DEAF WHALE IS A DEAD WHALE! 

Bombing of seals will not only threaten our recovering seal population but impact 

hugely on mammal, particularly whales.  

Seagrass beds 

Most of Tasmania’s northwest coastline hosts important seagrass beds.  

Ecology 

Seagrass communities play an important role in the ecology of marine and estuarine 

coastal waters. Much is still unknown of the complexities of the interrelationships 

between the flora and fauna. 

Seagrass beds are complex and productive ecosystems in the inshore coastal 

environment, and that they provide many different niches for the development of a 

wide variety of flora and fauna. Fish in seagrass beds are more diverse and 

abundant than over adjacent unvegetated areas. In Tasmania, for example, Last 

(1983) found a greater diversity of species in seagrass fish assemblages than in 

those on unvegetated sediments. 

Seagrass beds are important nurseries for the larvae of many fish species which 

settle directly from the plankton. Fish rarely spawn in seagrasses. The larvae obtain 

food and shelter in their early vulnerable growing phases and then move on to other 

coastal habitats. 

Seagrasses provide the principal shelter for juvenile fish without which the numbers 

of fish surviving juvenile stages would be greatly diminished (Bell et al. 1987). The 

location of a seagrass bed in Bass Strait or estuary may affect the abundance of fish 

present.  

Fish populations in estuaries have been shown to decrease with the loss of 

seagrasses  

Carbon storage 

Seagrasses are a vital part of the solution to climate change and, per unit area, 

seagrass meadows can store up to twice as much carbon as the world's temperate 

and tropical forests. 
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Coastal seagrass beds store up to 83,000 metric tons of carbon per square 

kilometre, mostly in the soils beneath them. As a comparison, a typical terrestrial 

forest stores about 30,000 metric tons per square kilometre, most of which is in the 

form of wood. Although seagrass meadows occupy less than 0.2 percent of the 

world's oceans, they are responsible for more than 10 percent of all carbon buried 

annually in the sea. 

Seagrasses have the unique ability to continue to store carbon in their roots and soil 

in coastal seas. places have been found where seagrass beds have been storing 

carbon for thousands of years. 

If finfish farming is established on the northwest coast there is a high risk that 

important sea grass meadows will be adversely impacted by pollution from the farms 

in the form of faeces and uneaten fish food, with raised nitrogen levels or depleted 

oxygen levels. 

Seismic blasting 

ABC News - International oilfield services company Schlumberger and energy data 
provider TGS have proposed conducting seismic blasting with high-powered 
airguns over a 7.7-million-hectare area in Bass Strait.  

As part of the testing, seismic blasts of up to 250 decibels, louder than the Hiroshima 
bomb, will go off every 10 seconds for months at a time. 

The blasts can deafen whales and dolphins and kill smaller species such as krill as 
well as deafening aquatic mammals. There are also concerns about the effect the 
blast will have on the region's fishing industry.  

The salmon industry should also be worried because of the potential damage to their 
finfish. 
 
Ship Traffic Density Map of BASS STRAIT 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 

Tasmania has one of the most diverse marine environments in the world, with over 

80% of all marine plants and animals found nowhere else on Earth. 

Islands and reserves 

In Bass Strait the Kent Group Marine Reserve which surrounds the Kent Group of 

Islands has the highest fish diversity of any location in Tasmania, as well as great 

diversity in marine plants and invertebrates. 

North of Three Hummock Island lies the Commonwealth Marine Reserve, Boags 

Marine Park - 537 square kilometres recognised for its marine life including 

crustaceans, molluscs and bristle worms. 

The Hunter Island Group Important Bird Area is on the migration route for the 

critically endangered, orange-bellied parrot and a breeding ground for many seabirds 

which rely on Bass Strait as a food source. 

Indigenous culture 

Bass Strait and its many Islands are significant areas for Indigenous culture including 

the annual mutton bird (yula in palaw kani) harvest. 

Birds and mammals 

Under Tasmania’s Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 there are listed as 

vulnerable or endangered, 8 Marine mammals, 36 Birds, 2 Amphibians, 7 Reptiles 

and 18 Fish species. 

Six of the eight listed Marine mammals are known to either live in or migrate through 

Bass Strait. Of the thirty-six birds listed, six are Albatross. The Shy Albatross 

(Thalassarche cauta) Australia’s only endemic albatross, nests exclusively on 3 

Tasmanian Islands. Albatross Island in Bass Strait is one of them. (Pedra Banca and 

Mewstone Island in the South). Albatross are considered to be one of 

the most threatened groups of seabirds in the world. This species is fighting its way 

back from near extinction assisted by the dedicated work of Tasmanian Marine 

Conservation Team Leader Rachel Alderman. This amazing bird continues to be 

endangered by interactions with fisheries, marine pollution and climate change. 

There are 17 other sea birds listed and 18 fish species many, we could assume live, 

feed and breed in Bass Strait. 

The coastline of Bass Strait is dotted with Short Tailed Shearwater rookeries and 

Little Penguin colonies. 

For Bass Strait to continue to sustain such diversity of life It must be healthy. It must 

be protected. But the ocean is more than the creatures who live in and on it. Bass 

Strait is more than that to us. It is the reason we live on the NW coast. It’s where we 

swim, kayak, yacht, fish, snorkel, boat, dive, 
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As Tanya Plibersek said in her State of the Environment address, “Our oceans are 

struggling”. 

Microplastics and filametus debris 

A growing issue in our waterways is microplastics and filametus debris from the 
salmon industry. Out of sight and out of touch it slowly makes it way to the shore and 
seabeds.  

IMAS report fledgling mutton bird are dying from plastic ingestion. Microplastics have 
passed the human blood brain barrier and they have been found in the flesh tissue of 
salmon in feed pens in other countries. This will not only contaminate salmon stock 
but consumer confidence will be severely damaged. The marine environment will 
also be irreversibly damaged for centuries.  

As advised to you recently by Sheenah Neill (TAMP), salmon pipes used for feeding 
salmon are put under pressure and feed pellets pumped through them. In Iceland 
they did a simple weight for weight study on new and used pipes and found the 
pellets were eroding the inside of the pipe. They found the used pipe weighed 100 
grams less per metre. If we equate that, as they did, to the salmon industry leases in 
Tasmania that’s 2-5 km of pipes per lease. This equates to 200 kg - 500 kg (I/2 a 
tonne) of plastic per lease being lost 

We have 48 licensed salmon farms of say of 3.5 km length, some more, some less. 
That is the equivalent of 16.8 tonnes of micro plastic into our waterways during the 
lifetime of a pipe. One 500ml water bottle weighs 9.9 grams. 

That is the equivalent of 1.7 million plastic drinking bottles being dumped into our 
waterways. 

Our northwest communities will never accept this scenario. 

 

BASS STRAIT CHARACTERISTICS 

Depth 

Science shows us that Bass Strait is a shallow waterway (average depth 50 metres) 

with limited flushing capacity. The water temperature is increasing at a faster rate 

than average attracting new important commercial and recreational fishing species. 

The water temperature can reach 23 in January each year. Survival temperature for 

salmon is around 20 degrees. 

Bass Strait is famous for huge swells and storms. 

Huon Aquaculture have designed a Fortress Pen System developed in Tasmania in 
response to a need to keep seals out, provide a safe platform for their staff to work 
on and to allow them to farm further offshore. They underwent a 2-year, new pen 
development project with funding support from the Australian Government’s 
Fisheries Research and Development Corporation. 
 
Q. Who owns the intellectual property? 
Q. Does Australia benefit commercially? 
Q. Will the funding support be paid back? 
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The average depth of Bass Strait is 50m. Huon Fortress pens are 26 metres deep 
and a total of 32 meters deep including the predator cage which gives only 18 
metres between the frame and the Bass Strait floor. Combine this with limited 
flushing capacity for half the year and we have a time bomb. 
 
For comparison the tallest tree* in Tasmania is over 100m. 
 
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&rct=j&url=https://www.huonaqua.com
.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Huon-Fortress-Brochure.pdf&ved=2ahUKEwjT0-
Dd9d35AhXVRmwGHaWJBpsQFnoECA0QAQ&usg=AOvVaw2st lGNWrj6Ul6HogtJ
CpI 
 
* Rising near the Tahune Airwalk in southern Tasmania, the tallest tree in Tasmania 
is a mountain ash named Centurion. In 2018 it was measured by Yoav Daniel Bar-
Ness, of Giant Tree Expeditions, at 100.5m in height. 
 
 

 

Huon Fortress Pen 

 

Water temperature 

Tasmania’s waters are warming far faster than anywhere else in Australia and the 

entire industry is already struggling with temperatures rising to towards levels in 

which salmon cannot survive. 

Over the last 10 years: 

● Bass Strait January water temperature range was between 15.81% and 23.14 
%.  

● February water temperature was between 16.7% and 21.12%. 
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An IMAS Study has revealed some of the ways that Atlantic salmon physiology may 
be detrimentally affected by rising ocean temperatures, an increasing challenge for 
the aquaculture industry as the climate changes. 

Atlantic salmon in Tasmania are farmed in water temperatures near to the upper limit 
of their thermal tolerance, with average temperatures above 19 degrees Celsius in 
summer having an impact on the fish’s growth performance. 
 
Tamar River experience 
2021 - an ‘elevated mortality’ event at a Petuna salmon farm in the Tamar River was 
blamed on higher water temperatures. It is not known how many fish died, but 
Environment Protection Authority director Wes Ford said the number was in the 
thousands. 
 
The Blue Economy CRC website: 

.. the climate in which we’ve traditionally done much of our aquaculture is changing. 

Our waters are getting warmer, and higher, and holding less oxygen, and becoming 

more acidic. So, while aquaculture must be part of the solution to the food challenge, 

the areas in which it’s traditionally been done – on land and in the water – are 

changing, sometimes quite dramatically 

Flushing 

Science* shows us that Bass Strait has compromised flushing capacity. Results 
show that the central area of the strait is a stagnation-area of weak currents and long 
flushing times (>160 days). The findings have serious implications for marine 
ecosystems. We believe (and we are not alone) the inability of Bass Strait to 
effectively flush for a major part the year is a major concern – how will the 
accumulated feed and effluent from finfish farming be flushed out of the Strait? It 
won’t. 
 
 

*Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science Volume 63, 2 April 2005  
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The combined risk factors of shallow waters and compromised flushing capacity for 
half the year will severely limit the effective flushing of feed and excrement from 
finfish pens.  

 (independent scientist):  

Open pen salmon farming is the only industry in Tasmania permitted to 
discharge their wastes untreated to the marine environment. They rely on 
flushing to wash away their sins. Globally countries are moving to ban open pen 
farming as has been seen in Tierra Del Fuego, Falkland Islands. They have 
determined the risk to be outweighed by the harm done to tourism and wild 
fisheries. The EPA has not been able to effectively regulate the industry and the 
result has been material environmental harm as seen acutely in Macquarie 
Harbour and chronically in the D’Entrecasteaux and Tasman areas. Industry 
committed to pulling out of shallow water areas in Long Bay on the Tasman, but 
this has not happened and now IMAS confirm that significant harm has been 
done to the bay. 

FRESH WATER NEEDS  

Finfish farming under the current model in Tasmania requires vast amounts of fresh 
water for the fish “bathing” process. Our region is experiencing dryer than average 
seasons and there is high competition for fresh water – irrigation is a major user. 

Q. How will this fresh water be supplied to the BECRC project and any future fin-fish 
industry?  

Q. How will the cost be determined?  

Q. Will the cost be subsidised by taxpayers? 

Q. What plans are there to build or redevelop ports and upgrade roads to serve the 
industry?  

Q. What other resources will be needed? 
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FOREIGN OWNERSHIP  

For too long we have had Tasmanian Liberal and Labour beholden to the salmon 

industry unwilling or unable to stop the expansion of an industry completely owned 

by international companies with poor records for corruption and environmental 

breaches.  

These companies are attracted to Tasmania because of miniscule lease and other 

fees, an ineffective regulatory framework and substantial taxpayer subsidies.  

Foreign ownership of domestic assets inevitably results in negative income streams 

– that is the whole purpose of overseas ownership. It results in loss of influence over 

industry policy, decision making and behaviour and in the case of the salmon 

industry results in the scandalous situation we are now facing. 

The South American multi-national company, JBS, notorious for bribing hundreds of 

politicians, the new owner of Huon Aquaculture, and Cooke, the new owners of 

Tassal, have put on notice they intend “to feed the world” with Atlantic salmon.  

Our north-west region is not prepared to sacrifice our environment and our way of life 

to feed the world 

RAS LAND-BASED FINFISH FARMING 

We note that the 10 Year Salmon Plan Discussion Paper only mentions land-based 
farming in connection with growing smolt, not for full term salmon production. 

RAS land-based farming is becoming a serious alternative farming methodology 
overseas with many examples of such ventures getting off the ground.  

https://salmonbusiness.com/americas-first-commercial-ras-farm-to-expand-into-two-
other-
states/?utm_source=SalmonBusiness+Subscribers&utm_campaign=ffa4a411d1-
RSS_EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_SalmonB&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_dddf4df39a-
ffa4a411d1-101502757 

We recognise it is early days but believe this is the only sustainably responsible way 
to go in the future. 

We believe it is time for the government to incorporate into any planning processes 
that no new water-based farms will be approved and all existing farms should 
transition onto land within, say,10 years. 

Federal and state governments should offer incentives for this to be achieved. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

• Any FF planning processes must advocate for, and provide incentives 

for full transition, within a 10-year period, of all finfish farming in 

Tasmania to land-based RAS systems and incorporate into any 

planning processes that no new water-based farms will be approved, 

and all existing farms will transition onto land within 10 years. 

 

• Any FF planning processes must state that no new water-based farms 
will be approved and all existing farms will transition onto land within 10 
years. 

 
 

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL REPORT ON FINFISH FARMING IN TASMANIA  

Prior to signing the MoU, the State government commissioned an enquiry into fin fish 

farming which has exposed the many failings relating to the administration and 

operation of the industry. The Report which was released on 24 May 2022 contains 

194 findings and 68 recommendations to government to clean up the industry.  

https://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/ctee/Council/Reports/inq.finfish.rep.20220519.FIN

ALREPORT.jm.001.pdf 

Although the State government has responded to the Report it is unclear to the 

public which recommendations will be supported and whether any will be 

incorporated into the 10 Year Salmon Plan. We support the recommendations 

And recommend they be incorporated into the planning process. 

 

10 YEAR SALMON PLAN  

NWTAS for Clean oceans has already lodged a preliminary submission rejecting the 

10 Year Salmon Plan and the planning process. 

In our view, the 10 Year Plan should be halted until the government considers and 

implements the recommendations from the Legislative Council’s Fin Fish Farming 

Report and, as a priority, reviews the Marine Farming Planning Act, 1995. These 

steps are critical to ensure that future aquaculture planning is based on current and 

appropriate legislation. It is illogical to adopt a 10 Year Plan and then review the 

relative legislation. This will decimate any trust in the community.  

 (Independent scientist): 

 IMAS have done a Marine Spatial Planning Tool pilot that should in theory assist 

with better decisions and balanced decisions. However, there are no actual social 

or cultural inputs into the pilot and no information about how these values will be 

canvassed. Do they intend asking us how we use the shared waterways?  
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SUMMARY 

Bass Strait is unsuitable for fin-fish farming. It is too warm. It is too shallow. It is a 
healthy waterway with diverse and thriving marine eco-systems. It is a haven for 
protected marine life including migratory whales and birds and seals. It is already 
under huge environmental pressure from numerous other conflicting industries. FFF 
would constitute a hazard to wildlife, marine eco-systems, shipping, commercial 
fishers and recreational users 
. 
Based on known jobs data, the relatively small number of jobs which would be 
offered would be insufficient to compensate for our lifestyle and environment loss 
and the irreparable damage to our tourism industry. 

Our north-west region is not prepared to sacrifice our environment and our way of life 

to feed the world. 

The north-west communities have not and never will give a social license for finfish 

farming in northwest coastal waters or in Bass Strait 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the 10 Year Salmon Plan should: 

1. Advocate for, and provide incentives for full transition, within a 10-year 

period, of all finfish farming in Tasmania to land-based RAS systems and 

incorporate into any planning processes that no new water-based farms will 

be approved, and all existing farms will transition onto land within 10 years. 

 

2. Require that in any FF planning processes, no new water-based farms will be 
approved and all existing farms will transition onto land within 10 years; 

 
3. Confirm that northwest coastal waters defined in the “Proposed Grow and No 

Grow” NRE 2017 map, will continue to be defined as “no grow zones”: and 

 

4. Exclude northwest coastal waters and Bass Strait from fin-fish farming and 

formally approve them as Finfish Marine Farming Exclusion Zones under 

the Finfish Farming Environmental Act 2017 (same method as for protection 

of the Mercury Passage. 
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SALUATORY MESSAGE FROM DAVD ATTENBOROUGH 

 

The Ocean and Us 

 

▪ Our ocean defines our planet. It sustains us and is home for more than half of 

all life on earth today.  

▪ The presence of the ocean touches every living thing. No matter where it lives.  

▪ The air we breathe and the water we consume are ultimately linked to the seas. 

▪ The ocean drives our weather and stabilises our climate.  

▪ Nowhere is more powerful and unforgiving, yet more beautiful and endlessly 

fascinating. 

▪ Yet for too long we have taken our oceans for granted. Our actions have 

pushed species to the brink and had an impact on every ocean habitat, no 

matter how remote, or how deep.  

▪ We haven’t understood what the ocean does for us. 

▪ The effects of climate change have been softened by the ocean but now we are 

facing the consequences.  

▪ The seas are warming, rising and becoming more acidic.  

▪ It’s a sobering thought that coral reefs may be lost to the world in the next 

century. 

▪ We all must change our ways. Together, with the right management, we can 

repopulate the seas. 

▪ We can reduce marine pollution and minimise the effects of acidification. 

▪ The ocean’s power of regeneration is remarkable if we just offer it the chance. It 

is not too late. We are in need of a whole new relationship with the ocean. A 

wiser, more sustainable relationship. 

▪ The choice is ours. 

 

Transcript: David Attenborough Video Presentation 

United Nations World Oceans Conference, Lisbon June 2022 

https://www.bbcearth.com/news/attenboroughs-message-for-world-oceans-day 

 

Robyn Weare 

 

Secretary 

NWTAS for Clean Oceans 



 

 

 

Submission 151 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 152 
Michael Shrapnel 

 

I believe that no plan for the expansion of the fin fish industry should be considered until all 
recommendations of recent inquiries have been enacted in full. The industry has an appauling record of 
environmental degradation and the regulatory framework around the industry has proved to be 
inadequate. 

While here in Tasmania we're making way for this industry to expand into oceans and waterways, in other 
parts of the world they have already moved on. Land based fin fish farming is proving to be a far better 
alternative than farming in natural waters, with less environmental impact, less waste and a much reduced 
carbon footprint. 

The argument for an expansion of the current industry practise in Tasmania is selling us all short. As more 
companies are passing into foreign ownership there is less and less interest in the long term protection of 
our natural values that are our greatest asset. 

I strongly urge that the moratorium on the granting of new fin fish farming licenses in Tasmanian waters be 
extended indefinately and that greater resources and efforts be channelled into research towards creating 
a truly sustainable and environmentally sound fin fish industry in Tasmania. 

Submission 153 
Agnes Nienhaus 

 

Circular Economy, Waste and Emissions Reduction 

As a concerned Tasmanian and part time resident on Flinders Island I have very strong objections to the 
new development of the proposed off-shore Fin Fish farms.  

I do not support the new off shore proposals on the basis that it would be wasting tax payers funds to 
invest in an outdated industry that causes high Co2 emissions, has farming practices that lack a social 
license, causes long term environmental disaster in Tasmanian and Commonwealth waters, is vulnerable to 
water temperature change with climate change, causes pollution ( sludge, fin fish farm waste, microplastics,) 
and contributes to the decline of marine species and protected sea grass beds ( high levels of Nitrate, 
shooting of seals, floating netting, pipes and debris, industrial scale noise levels that impact marine species). 

  

The suggestion in the “Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan” report that the expected 10 Billion People on 
earth in the future should be able to eat salmon is unsustainable and misleading, when approximately 5kg of 
wild food grade fish is required to produce 1 kg of salmon.  

  



 

 

I do support land based fin fish farming developments as the more progressive and positive alternative 
when done to Worlds Best Practice standards as demonstrated overseas. 

I see a future for building fin fish farms close to the major population centres to minimise transport, CO2 
emissions, supply chain issues, harnessing all waste and nutrient rich effluent to turn it into valuable Biogas 
and to ensure scientist have close access to develop the industry further to produce in the future a more 
sustainable food source. 

  

Community Engagement 

I request that all the recommendations of the Fin Fish Farming enquiry in 2019 are implemented as a first 
step to restore confidence and trust in the public that the industry has made the necessary improvements 
to the current farming practices before proposing any new developments in Commonwealth waters and/or 
Tasmanian waters. (Also the trials for research) 

If the Government seeks community engagement it must be serious about demanding change from a heavy 
polluting industry and implement the recommendations of previous enquiries into the industry in order to 
achieve change and regain trust of the community. Currently I do not see how the State and Federal 
Government can push for an expansion in Commonwealth waters without a social license. 

  

Governance and Regulation 

I have no confidence that when developing off shore farms the Fin Fish farming industry will consider 
Tasmania's natural assets as the number one priority instead of profits.  

The fin fish companies have demonstrated to date World’s Worst practices in Tasmanian waters, 
encouraged by weak leadership and governance from the Tasmanian government with non-existent 
environmental laws and regulations. 

Based on the past years I have lost all confidence in the government to regulate the industry properly to 
protect Tasmania’s most valued asset - its natural environment - and to do so into the future.  

The proposed “World-best practice through continuous improvement” slogan sounds non-committal and 
the current issues remain unresolved. I would prefer strong leadership on the issues with a clear set of 
legislation and aquaculture regulatory framework to protect our environment and to minimize Co2 
emissions.  

  

World-best practice should be the starting point of any new development and the off shore farm proposal 
is already an outdated model and does not meet World Best practice standards and will be a dead asset in 
the very near future. 

  

Return to Tasmanian Community 

I do support the land based fish farms as the more sustainable and innovative solution to grow this industry 
and to transition into new technologies and farming practices. 

I can see more skilled job opportunities for Tasmanians in new technologies that will contribute positively 
to the food demand and protect our environment for future generations.   

 

I hope there is an opportunity for a progressive Tasmania to preserve its most precious assets, our natural 
values rather than continuing to sell our future short by persisting with outdated and destructive industrial 
practices. 



 

 

Submission 154 
Audrey Holloway 

 

I, Audrey Holloway am opposing any fin fish farming in the Furneaux Region. 

 

Submission 155 
CONFIDENTIAL 

 

we do not want salmon farming anywhere near the furneaux island group it has left other 

areas in tasmania puritried 

Submission 156 
CONFIDENTIAL 

 

please do not ruin the furneaux islands with salmon farming it is disgusting 

Submission 157 
Healing Dreams Retreat 

 

Healing Dreams Retreat - https://www.healingdreamsart-wildernessretreat.com - 

Is located at Trousers Point, SW Flinders Island, in the area known as Loccota, near to the beaches of 
Trousers Point which earned centre-fold of Australian Geographic Magazine a few years ago. 

 

The attraction of Flinders Island is its beauty—pristine beauty—clear air and water. 

A group of accommodations has joined for years through https://visitflindersisland.com.au  

Take a look! Healing Dreams is among them. 

 

Click on any of the photos of our site (click on internet links in the letter attached) to behold the beauty 
of this place. 

 

(We also feature on Airbnb as “Guesthouse in Loccota” and “Healing Dreams Retreat”.)  

 

Salmon fish-farms will ruin that. Ample evidence exists in public media—newspapers, television 
broadcasts—for how it ruins things. The 10-year plan does not evaluate the evidence for what has 



happened in the past, and does not account for ruining some of the best pure-nature in the world! Nor 
does it pay for the decades of clean-up necessary to bring the environment back to normal. 

Signed, 

David & Lila Tresemer 

Submission 158 
Janice Lees 

Please do not put any fish farms in the waters of the Furneaux Group of Islands. I believe the negative 
environmental impacts will outweigh any possible benefits. 

Submission 159 
Sandro Donati 

I'd like to register my opposition to any Fin Fish Farming or any aquaculture that relies on visible 
infrastructure floating in the waters around the Furneaux Group of Islands. These islands and waters are 
extremely precious as they are, UNSPOILT by any visible industry infrastructure. Floating fish pens, 
pontoons or anything else visible on the water would diminish the value and experience of this beautiful 
place.  

There is also the issue of the environmental degradation and pollution as experienced in Macquarie 
Harbour and elsewhere. 

Submission 160 
Lynne Davies 

I have concerns about the environmental impact of fish farming and that lessons have not been learnt from 
previous sites. More research needs to be done as to how fish farming can be done in an environmentally 
sustainable way prior to approving leases. THere needs to be open honest reporting of the impacts of 
present farms and moves to remedy the damage. 

The regulation of the industry is poor and the legislation around monitoring impacts seems weak. It 
appears that the ïndependant panel, is not that independant but driven by politics and industry interests. I 
would like more open transparency re these processes. 

The marketing around farmed salmon is false. People should be aware that this is an intensive industry with 
no consideration for fish welfare. 

Water areas close to National parks, conservation areas and areas with rare and endangered species 
should not be available for lease. 

Water areas around Aboriginal Land should be under the control of the Aboriginal people. 



 

 

I would like to see further lease approvals put on hold until the above is sorted 

Submission 161 
Tony Griggs 

 

This is from the indigenous senior representative on Flinders Island. I quote… 

 

“Tony Griggs I can assure you that I as a First Nation person and  
 are totally opposed to this and will be lodging our response stating so”. 

 

There has been consultation by stealth. Government mandarins, minions, bureaucrats & minders seem to 
have a nasty habit of pretending to consult when in reality, the decision has been already made. 

 

After having read “ Toxic: The Rotting Underbelly of the Tasmanian Salmon Industry”, I have no faith in the 
Tasmanian government oversighting and competently managing a clean commercial fishing industry. It’s 
clear the industry lacks transparency, is driven by powerful commercial self interest, is profit driven and 
does not transparently ensure the harm this product creates on the environment is either eliminated, 
compensated ( environmentally) nor open to the public for forensic critical audit. Shooting predators is but 
one example. 

 

That being the case, I am totally against fin fishing particularly around the Furneaux group until such time as 
the government sets up a truly independent oversight, with all encompassing powers to surveil, audit, 
control, direct and punish these who do not comply with strict environmental laws the local community 
are satisfied with. 

 

Thank you  

 

Tony Griggs  

Palana Flinders Island 

Submission 162 
Tasmanian Independent Science Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 



30 August 2022 

To Whom it May Concern 

The Tasmanian Independent Science Council thanks you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the 

Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-year Salmon Plan (July 2022). We note that the Discussion Paper is 

largely a collection of ideas, issues and questions loosely organised under the themes of ‘Protection’, 

‘Participation’ and ‘Progress’. Given the anticipated short time-frame for completion of the Plan (January 

2023), it is disappointing that there is no indication provided of the likely structure of the Plan, overall 

objectives or strategies. Who will write it and ultimately approve it?  

It is unclear how a detailed response to the specified 19 questions will better inform the draft 10-year 

plan, so we have opted to take a more generalised approach.  

The Paper continues to adhere to the Government’s original principles that we believe are seriously 

flawed and have never been supported by the wider community. We strongly recommend that these be 

revised, taking into account the feedback provided to date.  

In particular, the first principle ‘There will be no net increase in leased farming areas in Tasmanian waters’ 

does not provide clear limits on production, pollution or other damage to coastal systems as there are no 

consistent lease-, region- or state-wide limits on biomass and/or nutrient loading. Many existing leases 

can (and are) still being expanded further through the addition of more and/or larger cages; unused 

leases are still available for production; and areas currently under exploration are apparently still 

included. Furthermore, the inclusion of the word ‘net’ implies that leases with poor performance could be 

transferred elsewhere. In summary, major increases in production are still entirely possible (and have 

been occurring throughout the so-called moratorium) without increasing the net lease area. We strongly 

recommend that a genuine moratorium on actual production be implemented until the necessary 

controls are in place to protect the environment, manage biosecurity risks and ensure social license. 

Serious consideration of land-based, fully-recirculation production systems needs to be included in the 

10-year plan, along with incentives to drive this. The discussion paper appears to dismiss this, other than 

for the production of larger-sized smolt to stock continued nearshore and potential offshore production. 

Large-scale, land-based RAS is happening globally and is likely to replace sea pen production in many parts 

of the world in the not-to-distant future. Tasmania can either use our natural advantages to complete in 

this space (e.g. renewable energy, established systems and workforce, land and freshwater resources), or 

miss the opportunity. At a minimum, a genuine, unbiased investigation of RAS opportunities must be 

included as part of the 10-year plan. 

The Discussion Paper notes the need for full cost recovery, and even hints at the possibility of additional 

financial contributions to the Tasmanian economy in the form of ‘rents’. While there is some discussion of 

the various types of support currently provided to the industry (research, regulation, training, 

infrastructure, trade, etc) and the income/benefits received (fees, employment, etc), this requires a much 

more detailed economic analysis. For example, the paper notes that in 2020, there was only partial cost-

recovery, but no details are provided. We strongly support a full cost-recovery model, as well as fair and 

substantial rents for the use of Tasmania’s natural resources and infrastructure. 

Finally, we are concerned that the very short timelines allowed for the development of the 10-year plan 

will not allow for full consideration and integration of the numerous reviews, standards and legislative 

instruments that have only recently been released or are currently in progress.  Until and unless this is 

done, we have serious concerns that this will turn into another ‘box-ticking’ consultation process. Having 

provided ‘early response’ input on the 10 Year Plan in May of this year – both in person and in writing – it 

would be extremely disappointing if our recommendations – as well as those of many thoughtful 

organisations and individuals across the state – are not incorporated into the final plan. 



Please find attached a summary of the TISC’s concerns and recommended actions for inclusion in the 

draft 10-year Plan. We would be happy to discuss these points in greater detail if this would be helpful. 

Sincerely 

 

Christine Coughanowr, on behalf of the Tasmanian Independent Science Council 

Enclosures:  

• TISC Recommendations: Part A 

• TISC Recommendations: Part B (socio-economic focus) 

  



10 YEAR SALMON PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS: PART A 
The Tasmanian Independent Science Council (TISC) offers the following general response to the  

Tasmanian Government’s Discussion Paper: Towards a 10 Year Salmon Plan (30 Aug 2022) 

 

As a basis for meaningful and informed consultation, the TISC seeks answers to the following questions: 

• The Government’s vision and guiding principles are seriously flawed, and we see no reason to use 
these as a basis to frame our input. Many aspects are open to interpretation (e.g. ‘no net increase’ 
and ‘moratorium’), enabling industry to carry on with both business-as-usual and planned expansion.  
Will these principles be modified, taking into account the feedback received through the 
consultation process? We have drafted some initial wording around alternative vision and principles 
below that could be a useful starting point. 

• There have been multiple external reviews conducted over the past 2-3 years that must inform this 
debate, which have only been recently (or not yet) released to the public. These include the final 
report from the Legislative Council Inquiry, the Cawthorn Institute review of international salmon 
legislation and the Scottish Association for Marine Science BEMP reviews for three marine farming 
regions. Other important guidelines and legislation is also missing in action (e.g. Environmental, 
Biosecurity and Operational Guidelines, Environment Legislation - Miscellaneous Amendments Bill 
2019, Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995). How can the findings of these reviews and 
changes to legislation be incorporated into the 10-year Plan at such short notice? 

• The timelines are far too short for any meaningful consultation if the intent is still to implement the 
new plan from 1 Jan 2023. Is this still the plan? If this is a genuine effort to engage with and respond 
to community concerns, we strongly recommend the timelines be extended – along with a genuine 
moratorium on any further production on biomass. This moratorium must apply to additional biomass 
as well as to new lease areas (not ‘net lease area’). 

• How will the feedback received be compiled and responded to? It is essential that all written input be 
compiled and published as a public document, not a generic ‘high-level summary’. 

• Who will actually determine what goes into the new 10-year plan? Is there a formal working group 
tasked with this, and if so, who is on it? 

 

An Alternative Vision (needs further work) 

Healthy marine and freshwater environments underpin everything else and must not be degraded by 

salmon aquaculture operations. 

 

Alternative Guiding Principles (also need further work/consolidation) 

1. Precautionary principle – current and future production must not exceed carrying capacity, put 

protected species at risk, or otherwise damage the environment 

2. Robust scientific understanding must underpin decision-making and include comprehensive baseline 
surveys, modelling, monitoring and timely/transparent reporting. This work must be undertaken by 
unbiased and independent scientists with no direct ties to the industry. 

3. Strong & independent regulation is essential 

4. Community consultation and support, including provision of regular, timely and transparent 

information 

5. Provides substantial, fair and equitable economic benefits to the state and to affected communities 

6. The Plan should Include all aspects of production, including freshwater, well boats and desalination 

plants. 

 

Key issues 

Salmon aquaculture in Tasmania has expanded too far and too fast over the past decade and has 
overtaken the science and regulatory systems needed to underpin sustainable production. Many are 
concerned about the visible degradation of coastal ecosystems, impacts on recreational fishing and 
protected species, noise, lights and visual amenity, marine debris, etc. 
 



Further expansion onshore or offshore requires further planning and investigation (environment, socio-
economic), along with clear policy and operational guidelines. This must start with genuine marine spatial 
planning that incorporates all sectors. Any onshore or offshore expansion should be accompanied by a 
reduction in coastal operations, starting with those areas most poorly suited to intensive aquaculture. 
 
Other major issues include 

• Poor communication and transparency 

• Poor community consultation and engagement leading to a lack of trust 

• Regulatory standards and systems have not been finalised; regulators are slow/reluctant to act 

• Science is largely industry and state government funded (real or perceived bias) and has not caught 

up with expansion 

• Rivers are polluted by flow-through hatcheries and freshwater is extensively used for bathing fish at 

sea 

• Climate change is reducing the viability of salmon farming and there is no clear strategy to address 

this. Will salmon be replaced by another species (e.g. yellow-tailed kingfish), and what is the 

implication of this? 

 

Actions needed 

1. A genuine moratorium on biomass (not net area) is needed until existing operations have been 

reviewed and adjusted to ensure sustainable production that does not damage our environment, 

supports long-term employment and revenues to the state, limits biosecurity risks, etc. We suggest 

that a period of 3 to 5 years may be needed for this. 

2. Destock/reduce biomass levels in nearshore operations, particularly those with limited flushing 

and/or high ecological values (e.g. Long Bay, areas of Macquarie Harbour, Channel/Huon and 

Okehampton) 

3. Undertake a detailed and unbiased review of both land-based and off-shore production options. If 

offshore/land-based production is approved, this should be progressed alongside a parallel reduction 

of nearshore operations 

4. Establish an independent funding mechanism to support the science that is needed to underpin 

genuine sustainable production 

5. Scientific investigations are needed to address the following key gaps. This research should be funded 

by industry: 

• Multi-sector marine spatial planning, including both proposed and existing lease areas, as a basis 

for future operations 

• Comprehensive baseline surveys as a pre-requisite for new leases and renewals, to be repeated 

every 5 years. 

• Carrying capacity modelling and setting of precautionary nutrient limits at both lease and regional 

scales 

• Improved BEMP designs, as per recent independent reviews and other feedback 

• Research, monitoring and management of protected species, including percussive impacts of seal 

bombs on sensitive, non-target species such as cetaceans, seabirds, handfish and other species. 

• Research, monitoring and management of discharges from freshwater hatcheries, including 

potential health risks associated with cyanobacterial toxins on drinking water supplies and 

recreational activities. 

• Predicted impacts of climate change and how this can be managed 

6. Obligation to pay for research on impacts — The TISC strongly recommends that the 10-year Salmon 

plan contain a clause requiring the industry to fund independent research on any new and emerging 

health and safety impacts on humans or native species, to short-cut the delays inherent in normal 

funding streams 

7. Undertake genuine community consultation, including the provision of regular, timely and 

transparent information. Annual environmental reports should be prepared for all regions and 



presented to the public at an annual workshop. These should include monitoring results, operational 

context and future plans. The Salmon dashboard tool requires major improvements – ‘compliant’ is 

not a meaningful indicator, nor is ‘Y/N’ for seal deaths. 

8. A fully independent EPA is needed to set standards and to monitor and enforce them. It is unclear 

how the newly independent EPA is significantly different from the previous version, as it has the same 

Board, same Director, same staff and appears to be operating under many of the same systems. 

9. Regulatory standards must be finalised, and include input provided through this consultation process. 

Standards should include lease-specific limits on production and more comprehensive monitoring and 

management criteria (including nuisance algae). Discharges from well-boats and desalination plants 

should also be regulated by the EPA 

10. Unbiased economic assessment of costs and benefits of salmon aquaculture, and how this can be 

optimised for the benefit of the state and affected local communities. This should include improved 

financial transparency, an analysis of jobs, implications of continued automation (particularly with 

offshore production), adequate fees to ensure full cost recovery of management and science, possible 

auction of production quota/leases, payment of royalties or Gross Product Value fees, payment of 

Council rates, rehabilitation bonds, etc.  

11. Clarity is needed about current and future water requirements for producing and bathing fish, and 

how these can be provided without adverse impacts on community supplies or the environment 

12. All freshwater operations whether for smolt production of full-scale production should be 

Recirculating Aquaculture Systems (RAS), and clear design criteria must be established to define this. 

13. Large-scale flow-through hatcheries should no longer be permitted in Tasmania. A policy and sunset 

clause are needed to convert current flow-through operations to RAS within no more than 3 years. 

Flow-though hatcheries that discharge polluted water should no longer benefit from trivial non-

consumptive water allocations fees (approximately $400/year, regardless of the volume used). 

  



10 YEAR SALMON PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS: PART B 
The Tasmanian Independent Science Council (TISC) requests that the new 10-year Salmon Plan consider 

the following socio-economic matters, as part of the TISC submission of 30 August 2022. 

 

A number of issues require urgent attention: 

• Transparency regarding the very large taxpayer subsidies used to support the marine farming 

industry must be improved. Their continuation should be more clearly justified. 

• The quantum and design of fees imposed on salmon farmers must be changed. 

• Methods for assessing the economic and social impact of the industry require a complete 

overhaul. 

1. Transparency.  

A recent Mercury (13/7/2021) article indicated that ‘The Fisheries Research and Development 

Corporation alone has directly invested about $46m worth of research into salmonid aquaculture’. 

Allowing for ongoing contributions from CSIRO and UTAS – including the recent establishment of the Blue 

Economy – the current estimate of taxpayer subsidy to research and monitoring of the industry would be 

considerably larger than this. And that doesn’t count the high regulatory costs of borne by elements of 

the State bureaucracy.  

Much of this subsidy is camouflaged under the rubric of ‘public interest research’ when its beneficiary is 

the profitability of the marine three salmon farmers. If it is public interest research, the source of funding 

should be completely transparent to the taxpaying public. Subsidies of this order need to be justified. 

That needs to change.   

2. Efficient cost recovery.  

The Productivity Commission has recommended that ‘State and Northern Territory Governments should 

implement best practice cost recovery arrangements for the commercial fisheries sector. Cost recovery 

charges should be linked as closely as possible to the efficiently-incurred costs of essential regulatory 

services. All governments should transparently disclose the services or regulatory activities for which 

costs are recovered, and the amount and extent of costs recovered’. 

Important salmon farming fees fall well short of this requirement.  

To take one example, an applicant for a Marine Farm Application incurs a fee of $1212.75, together with 

the requirement to submit an environmental impact statement. A thorough analysis of the EIS incurs 

costs to the regulator which are a very large multiple of the application fee. Together with other minor 

fees the total of ‘Marine Farms Fees and Recoveries’ in the 2021-22 budget, which includes annual lease 

fees, is $1.274m. The massive difference between the direct regulatory cost on one hand (which includes 

public administrative processes as well scientific support by IMAS, UTAS and the CSIRO), and the small 

fees on the other, is a direct subsidy to the industry and should be disclosed as such. The fee bears no 

relation to the direct regulatory cost. It is not consistent with the Productivity Commission 

recommendation.  

Fees are poorly designed. 

Aside for the quantum of the fee, its design is fundamentally flawed. Marine Farm lease fees are based on 

acreage. Acreage bears little relation to the environmental load on waterways. Acreage takes no account 

of the volume of fish, or its proximity to other farms. Economic efficiency requires a fee structure 

addressing these deficiencies. Alignment with the GPV mechanism adopted in other States, together with 

a substantial increase in fee revenue, could go some way to correcting this problem. A move to a 

tendering/auction system should also be considered. 

3. Economic and Social impact. 



Clearly, economic and social impact depends on many factors, including some reflected in the so-called 

‘market economy’, and others captured by ‘non-market’ values.  

At present there is no coherent structure for a broad-based evaluation of the salmon industry which 

takes all these elements into consideration.  

On the ‘market economy’ side, the industry continually exaggerates the number of jobs ‘created’. These 

claims do not stand scrutiny, even on their own terms. But the underlying method is also flawed. Reliance 

on an input output (I-O) approach to assess the economy-wide ‘benefit’ of the industry should be 

discontinued. It focusses on measures such as jobs or contribution to Gross State Product and takes no 

account of social costs or other non-market effects such as environmental degradation. 

 The underlying I-O assumption, that resources attracted to the industry have no alternative uses, is 

clearly wrong. An electrician employed by a salmon grower can’t build new homes, for example. Another 

example is Tassal’s refusal to give up its leases at Dover to facilitate a woodchip export terminal. As a 

result, trucks rumbling through Hobart impose emission and congestion costs.   

Recent research by the FRDC (FRDC Project No 2018-068) advocates much more emphasis on non-

market valuation to supplement the standard market-based approaches. This recommendation should be 

followed.  

 



Submission 163 
Jana Monnone 

I do not support fin fish farming within the waters of the Furneaux islands or, for that matter, the Bass 
Strait. 

Submission 164 
Mark Wilson 

We believe the environmental impact is severe including waste dropping to the sea bed, algal growth, it de-
oxygenates the water and kills other sea life. 

It impacts on recreational and commercial fishing and pollutes the water. 

that thousands of tonnes of wild caught fish is caught to feed the farmed fish. 

Synthetic dyes to colour the fish an unnatural colour.  

Any economical benefit will only be for foreign owned companies, rather than local communities. 

Our island branding is a wild and untamed island, which doesn't fit with mass-produced, heavily farmed, 
environment destroying salmon farming. 

Submission 165 
CONFIDENTIAL

Submission 166 
John Wheatley 

I am against salmon farms in the Furneaux Group. It will ruin the islands and the fishing industry, both 
commercial and recreational. 

We do not want the algal bloom that is found around the salmon farms. 

Submission 167 
Naomi Creek 

Please do not build salmon farms or any aquatic farms around Flinders Island. The developers with these 
grandiose ideas need to respect the biodiverse and rare shorelines that still exist on Flinders Island. If 
anything, most of the island's shores should be protected. They are sacred to many. We are not an isolated 
island that no one cares about. We are a community of people who care and are connected to the ocean. 
It's why we live here. It's what we look at every day. We do not want to see farms and have commercial 
activities such as this on our shores. It is a heartbreaking and terrible thought. 



Come and visit and talk with the locals, who call this their home because of how special and untouched it 
is. These proposed developments are not only inhumane, but they are also an eyesore and will have a 
negative impact on the people of Flinders Island, emotionally and financially, if their views from their 
homes/accommodation are spoiled by the pens and their related activities.  

The only positives that come out of this preposterous idea are the dollars that line the corporate's 
pockets. Please find somewhere else if you must build these toxic farms.  

Please take a moment to watch this 1-minute video on the underwater life that is on our doorstep. I shot 
this a few weeks ago. This is what is threatened by ventures like salmon farming here. 
https://youtu.be/UvnYyvXLGNw 

Submission 168 
Naomi Creek 

Repeat of submission 167

Submission 169 

David Dixon 

Fin fish farming on Flinders Island is definitely against our environmental best interest. I’ve been advised by 
top aquaculture marine biologists that Flinders island is too warm for such. Also in my experience here (34 
year coastal land owner and recreational fisher) in my time I have witnessed an incredible change in marine 
life due to these rising temperatures. Flinders island is tourism based and these farms are detrimental to 
our recreation sport and environmental well being. 

Vote no to fin fish aquaculture farming. 



Submission 170 
Rosada Wheatley 

I am a fourth generation islander. We were professional crayfishermen. There were a lot at the time.  
 wanted to have Flinders Island zoned, to stop interstate fishermen from 

coming in taking all the fish, crays and abalone and causing trouble. That never went ahead.  

That and the quota system has destroyed the local fishing industry - big or small. 

We need both Bass strait islands zoned appropriately so that the only fishing industries are those driven 
by locals. That will keep our pristine environment intact for now and the future. 

Submission 171 
Heather Wagner 

The current evidence of the destruction of the marine life and aqua systems due to salmon farms is well 
documented and known.  

A pristine environment such as Flinders Island and Tasmania with its native species and unique ecosystems 
should not be destroyed for commercial interests.  

I completely oppose any form of commercial salmon fishing . 

Submission 172 
Catherine Garth 

Considering salmon fish farms around Flinders Island, would go against keeping the waters around the 
'Furneaux Group' as "pristine waters", as any intensive farming creates waste. 

Fish farming within the waters around Flinders Island, will upset the current eco system, as you are 
keeping a large shoal of fish continually in one location, creating continual waste products, in that location. 



Submission 173 
Tasman Peninsula Marine Protection 

TASMAN PENINSULA MARINE PROTECTION 

SUBMISSION 

on the Discussion Paper “Towards a 10 Year Salmon Plan” (July 2022) 

Introduction 

The Tasman Peninsula Marine Protection (TPMP) Inc was certified on 5 March 2020, under the 
Associations of Incorporation Act 1964. TPMP is a community based group formed in 2020 to represent 
residents of the Tasman Peninsula. 

Response 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the subject Paper. 

We note that this has been one of a number of responses we have provided via various forums regarding 
the current state of the industry and the Tasmanian Government’s ’10 year Plan’. 

As such we acknowledge that many of the comments contained here-in may appear repetitive, particularly 
principles we put should be adopted as an appropriate ‘way forward’, with additional comment in response 
to new information / questions provided. 

25 August 2022 

Why develop a Plan? 

(para 2) The term “public perception” is a falsehood while issues raised about how the industry is 
regulated, decision making transparency, management of environmental and biosecurity concerns, and 
unacceptable consultation are reality.  The statement “some sectors are raising concern around social 
license of existing operations and future growth” is completely understated. 

(para 3) What is meant by “..industry(‘s)..growth target”? 

The (4th para) refers to the Legislative Council Review into Fish Farming and its 68 recommendations that 
was released in May.  How and when will these recommendations be incorporated into the plan? 

(Para 6) refers to the “no net increase principle” . How is it possible to maintain this principle with the 
‘vision’ of a 2 billion dollar industry set as a ‘target’ by government? Our members in fact put that there 
should be a net decrease in area of production in order to achieve its claims of sustainability, given the 
issues we have highlighted within this, and other consultation processes.  And a realistic community 
contribution in fees by industry must be implemented. 

The final paragraph refers to opportunities for the community to engage in the 10 year plan. This is 
obviously a reflection of previous criticism regarding lack of consultation but it is now bordering on a 
tokenistic procedure given our feedback and asks have already been clearly stated. 

“Strategic drivers” 



Global sustainability context 

While noting (para 1) the UN FAO that “the fisheries and aquaculture sectors are key” ‘to ensure a secure 
future for all and also integral to sustainable development as outlined by the UN Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs)’, importantly SDG 14 also notes :  

The blue economy, or a sustainable ocean-based economy, has come to signify international interest in the 
growth of ocean-based economic development in a manner that is both environmentally sustainable and 
socially equitable. However, the meaning of those terms, and the manner in which they are applied, are still 
open to interpretation. There is concern that without the elaboration of specific principles or guidance, 
national blue economies, or sustainable ocean economies, are likely to focus on the pursuance of economic 
growth, with little attention paid to environmental sustainability and social equity 

(UN  Promotion and Strengthening of Sustainable Ocean –based Economies 2021 pg. V) 

Nonetheless important should be considerations of promoting plant-based diets and food production 
systems: “Switching to plant-based dietary patterns would reduce social costs of GHG emissions by 41-74 
percent by 2030” 

(FAO et al. The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World 2020.) 

while simultaneously improving dietary, affordability, animal welfare and other environmental outcomes. 

Ecologically Sustainable Development (National) 

The assertion (pg8) “Management judgements must be based on the available scientific evidence of risk and 
the levels of short and long term impacts that are acceptable in the socio-economic as well as ecological 
context” should necessarily consider the importance of the “precautionary principle”. Current 
management of the industry would appear to rely all too heavily upon the concept of so-called “adaptive 
management”. 

National Aquaculture / fisheries context 

The National Fisheries Plan 2022 – 2030 correctly identifies that “sustainable growth in these sectors must 
be accompanied by improvements in social and environmental performance, (our emphasis) to ensure they 
all thrive in the long term”. 

National Aquaculture Strategy 2017 – 2027 “sets out how Australia will achieve the goal…”  The paper 
interpretation states that “Achieving a growth target of this magnitude requires strong collaboration 
between aquaculture industry participants and …governments” What about community? 

Further, the NAS “details the actions government and industry need to meet this target”, again is ‘silent’ 
on community concerns, backed by the “priorities” which merely acknowledge “public perception” and 
“environmental performance” (based upon) identifying opportunities to adopt cost effective strategies”. 
Such an approach is woefully deficient in addressing community and ecological concerns. 

Again, the prevailing assertion is to “support() the Tasmanian Governments’ objective to maximise the 
potential opportunity” while being ‘silent’ on community and environmental concerns. 

Aquaplan – the summary here understates animal welfare issues inherent with such intensive animal 
production systems such as salmon feedlots – both to stock and species in surrounding ecosystems 
including (but not limited to) seals and other threatened species. 

Discussion question: 

1. Considering the international and national context, what principles do you think should guide the
future Salmon Plan in Tasmania?



 

 

THE ‘FACTS’ would appear to be ‘cherry picked’ to support the government/industry position. 

The global statistics as presented are nice, yet hardly relevant in the context of salmonid production in 
Australia and the topic of this discussion paper. 

Merely highlight population, production, economic and employment statistics. 

ADDITIONAL FACTS should be considered in this context – again, the growing importance of plant-based 
diets to help alleviate world production limits and a strategy to address global warming 

The Australian FACTS (without labouring on the points) may choose to include figures showing impacts of 
industry upon water quality and the growth of ‘nuisance’ algae; the use and impacts of seal ‘deterrents’; 
impacts upon threatened species and other wildlife; number and type of complaints from 
industry/community interaction; measurable compliance rates within the industry 

 

State Policy 

The Sustainable Industry Growth Plan is focussed upon an economic target “of becoming a $2 billion a year 
industry by 2030”. It provides a pretext for “..Government and industry participants to achieve continuous 
improvement..” (sometimes described as “adaptive management”). It remains that (the economic 
prerogative aside) Government and industry participants would not have been drawn to such a plan had 
not there been so many negative community and environmental short-falls and impacts under the previous 
“plan” and current operations. Industry and government oversight has, and continues, to fail us.  

The Legislative Council Fin Fish Inquiry and its findings are further evidence of this. We respectfully seek 
(inter-alia), without further delay, that the Tasmanian government: 

• Implement all of the Recommendations of the Report, 

• Finalise an evidence-based, sustainable and consultative Salmon Industry Growth Plan, and 

• Require the cessation of all salmon farming operations, as a matter of priority, within Long Bay 
(Port Arthur) and remediate the area 

NOTE: Since the release of this discussion paper we note that the government’s response to the LC 
Report has been released (16/8/22). We are obviously disappointed that all of the Recommendations have 
not been supported in full and in particular, the enabler of the third dot-point (above) ”…to reduce 
inshore finfish farming sites, with priority given to ceasing operations in sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse 
areas”.  

 

FACTS – TASMANIA 

Employment : Minshull and Browne (Making Mountains out of Minnows - 2019) pointed out that “The 
economic benefit of the salmon industry to Tasmania is weighted strongly against its environmental and 
social impacts”, accounted for less than 1% of the jobs in the state (or the 40th largest sector by 
employment) 

GSP: Estimates of the industry’s contribution to the state’s Gross State Product (“GSP”) for 2018 “vary 
significantly…between 0.6% and 2.3%” 

A further fact we have recently learned includes: that the “3 vertically integrated companies (that) operate 
in Tasmania”: Huon (JBS), Petuna (Sealord), and Tassal (Cooke) are now 100% owned by foreign 
corporations. 

 

Informing a Ten Year Plan 



 

 

Minshull and Browne 2019 conclude that “Political leaders have overstated the importance of the salmon 
industry for the state’s economy” and that the (recent) “…growth has not lead to a commensurate growth 
in returns to the state government, or the communities that bear the environmental costs of the industry.” 

The Government’s ‘four principles’ are noted. 

1. There will be no net increase in leased farming areas in Tasmanian waters (will existing leases not 
used for salmonid aquaculture or those where no currently license exist be activated to meet production 
goals?) 

2. Innovation - future growth lies in land-based and offshore farming (this principle has already been 
stymied by the Government’s response to Recommendation 3 of the Legislative Council Committee 
Inquiry) 

3. World-best practice through continuous improvement (true ‘adaptive management’ processes must 
also observe the precautionary principle) 

4. Strict independent regulation (obviously the term ‘independent’ applies to the EPA. Will this extend 
to the other relevant regulatory authorities across NRE?) 

 

Discussion questions: 

2. What additional outcomes do you think could enable a sustainable, resilient and innovative salmon 
industry? 

The outcomes outlined in the discussion paper are noted. The government should (as against “could”) 
adopt these, with the following additions (bold): 

1. The community’s understanding and acceptance of the aquaculture regulatory framework and 
confidence in planning, operational and environmental compliance decisions is achieved. 

2. Intergenerational economic, social, and environmental opportunities are enhanced 

3. Healthy ecosystems are maintained through sound environmental and biosecurity frameworks 

4. Independent and robust scientific evidence (…) determines planning and operational decisions 

5. Research and innovation assist climate change resilience and continuous improvement practices 
enabling industry to achieve a net zero carbon footprint emissions target from ‘farm to plate’ 

6. Well considered, planned, and progressive production opportunities are adopted within the 
established limit of production 

7. Resilient businesses across the supply chain, benefiting from sector opportunities 

3. What do you think are the key actions required to deliver the proposed outcomes? 

Better governance (!)  

Putting community and environment first (instead of profits).  

Genuine community consultation, including First Nations people. Establish true social license 

Identify limits of production 

Ensure zero pollution (including nutrient input leading to eutrophication, macro and micro plastics, and net 
zero GHG emissions) 

Implement as a priority full RAS systems across onshore systems 

Implementing a regulatory regime that: maximises voluntary compliance, incorporates adequate deterrence 
to illegal offending, and targets high-risk offences. To compliment this enable a capacity of compliance 
services to perform regulatory tasks and report against measurable outcomes 



 

 

Implementing all of the recommendations of the Legislative Council Review 

Review and implement Seal (and other wildlife interaction) legislation and policy that eliminates harm  

Review and implement legislation and policy to ensure animal welfare (of farmed fish) is a priority 

Ensuring the industry is lead by the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD), including the 
precautionary principle 

Achieve the principles of a circular economy throughout farming practices 

Returning a dividend to the community that is commensurate with company profits, cost of research, 
management and compliance 

 

Preliminary Engagement 

Feedback from stakeholder groups is noted. A list of key issues is listed above (but not limited to) in 
response to Q. 1 

Similarly, the “snapshot of feedback on principles, and early actions” are noted. Q. 2 (a) and (b) and Q.3 (a) 
and (b) 

 

Focus Areas for 10 year Salmon Plan 

Focus Theme: Protection 

1. Building Science Knowledge 

The problem with the ‘adaptive management approach: 

“there is a tendency to loosely interpret adaptive management as a “trial and error” management process 

Adaptive management, and when and how it should be applied, is often misunderstood. Effective adaptive 
management is far more than a process of monitoring activities and changing management direction, or a 
means of learning that is based on trial and error, or code for “we’ll make it up as we go” 

Adaptive management has been recognised as an application of the precautionary principle. 

(See below: Northern Territory EPA – Guidance on Adaptive Management 2018) 

Document Type 

Discussion question: 

4.What further science research priorities could support the Tasmanian salmon industry in 2033?  

Immediate priorities (ie; not 2033 - this is a ludicrous question), should include, but are not limited to: 

• Developing full RAS systems for all hatcheries and grow outs in Tasmania that do not adversely 
impact upon other water users or the environment in terms of water extraction or disposal 

• Development and implementation  of farming practices that have zero impact upon threatened and 
protected species, and other wildlife 

• Development and implementation of sound animal welfare practices 

• Regarding animal welfare on farmed fish and other species if the government and industry think the 
following practices are somehow ‘acceptable’ that are sadly mistaken (nb: and these are the statistics that 
we know of) 

Tasmanian salmon industry used more than 2,400 anti-seal explosives in three months | Tasmania | The 
Guardian 

• Improving feed conversion ratios to reduce impacts upon wild fish stocks 



 

 

• Achieving net zero input of nutrients to into our waterways and hence zero  eutrophication, 
‘nuisance’ algae growth and other negative bio-indicators 

• Achieving fully ‘circular economy’ waste management processes 

• Achieving net zero carbon footprint from ‘farm to plate’ 

• Improving the health of products for human consumption 

 

2. Governance and Regulation 

Noted. Comment relating to governance and regulation is also included elsewhere in this submission. 

Discussion question: 

5. How could best practice land use planning support integrated land and water access arrangements? 

Leases and bases established for farm construction, servicing, repair, and storage are co-dependant. It is 
critical that leases are not approved without the other in-place, therefore the responsible authorities 
(including local government) need to communicate (and relevant legislation so-require) during any 
application and assessment process. There are many environmental and social issues that appear to have 
resulted from past poor planning practices including, light, noise, odour, aesthetic, traffic/navigation 
impacts, water usage. Apart from direct environmental impacts such factors also impact the social license 
that the industry must achieve in order to continue their operation.  

Discussion questions 

6. What more could be done to continuously improve and apply best practice regulation? 

• Refer response to application of ‘true’ adaptive / precautionary management responses (see Q.1), 
incorporating regular monitoring and review 

• Engendering an industry that adopts and achieves principles of true social license (refer to attached 
document of August 2022) and an acknowledgement that this may require a reduction upon the emphasis 
of profit  

• Implement regular, genuine, transparent community consultation processes 

• Enabling adequate, effective, industry compliance 

7. What actions could assist the Tasmanian community, stakeholders and markets to understand the 
regulatory regime that applies to aquaculture in Tasmania? 

• The industry currently operates under multiple statutes. Consider incorporating relevant parts 
under the one regulatory instrument for aquaculture (eg; relevant parts of the LMRMA into the MFPA – 
upon review). Suggest aquaculture should be authorised by Permit to a holder with a requisite lease to 
conduct aquaculture within a specified area. 

• Establishment of effective offence-reporting mechanisms, and publishing of compliance outputs and 
outcomes 

• Interpretation may be assisted by publishing readily available User Guides (for industry and 
community), written in lay-terms. 

 

3. Circular Economy, Waste and Emissions Reduction   

 8. Are there barriers to progressing circular economy, waste and emissions reduction, and resource 
recovery initiatives in the aquaculture sector, and what actions could be undertaken to help overcome 
these? 



 

 

• Please see the following link as an leading example from Port Lincoln of industry plastic waste 
recycling:  

https://apple.news/An5qEX4h9TAywFt37rUNvHQ 

Industry must take the initiative, backed by regulation, with a standard of zero targets for all forms of 
pollution (including GHG). 

 

Focus Theme: Participation 

4. Community Engagement 

5. Return to Tasmanian Community 

6. Skills Training and Workforce Development 

Discussion questions: 

9. What actions would support, promote and encourage effective stakeholder communication, relationship 
building and connectedness? 

• Refer again to the attached document regarding ‘true’ social license 

• It appears industry and government is failing at establishing social license as a consequence of fact, 
not perceptions. Not unlike other resource management industries within the State conflict and mistrust 
arises from failure to incorporate genuine sustainability, driven by corporate profit at the servitude of 
sympathetic government, with a healthy dose of ‘greenwash’ on top. Put community and the environment 
that sustains us and other life first, then we all realise connectedness. 

• trust in Government as a steward of our environment is significantly compromised when (for 
example) the last State of Environment (SOE) Report was released by government in 2009, and two 
statutory timeframes to complete the reports have been missed. (Woodruff. R, Parliament Report 1618 
August 2022) 

10. How can Tasmanian Aboriginal people be provided with opportunities to contribute and benefit from 
the aquaculture sector? 

• We trust that Tasmanian Aboriginal communities have and will continue to be consulted as part of 
this process. As a matter of principle we acknowledge and respect the connection, rights and aspirations of 
traditional custodians on country, including sea country. 

11. What factors will need to be considered when determining an appropriate rate of return from 
industry? 

• Return a dividend to the community, commensurate with revenue generated, and cost of use to the 
community (a ‘community contribution’). Full cost recovery for management with no subsidies provided is 
supported.  Bonds should be considered as insurance against rehabilitation/clean-up costs if these are 
incurred by the Crown. 

 

12. How might Government use fee settings to create incentives for industry? 

• An effective compliance regime and appropriate penalties should be the basis for industry incentive. 
Consideration could be given to reducing the cost of compliance (eg; per inspection, or number of 
inspections) upon demonstrating ‘good’ compliance. 

13. What training skills and workforce development will be needed to support the aquaculture industry, 
including salmon across the supply chain, over the next 3-5 years and towards 2033? 

• Appropriately trained, well resourced, authorised Fisheries Officers commensurate with the scale 
of the industry. Such officers should necessarily be trained/authorised under fisheries and EPA legislation 



 

 

14. Are there specific training needs to support contemporary regional workforces?   

• It is somewhat worrisome this question perhaps suggests that a portion of the contemporary 
workplace may be inadequately trained? Industry should have an established training package backed by the 
support and knowledge of the Seafood and Maritime Training and other relevant RTOs. 

Focus Theme: Progress 

7. Research and Innovation 

8. Advanced Manufacturing, Investment and Market Development 

9. Future Production 

Discussion questions: 

15. What research and innovation priorities will support the Tasmanian salmon industry over the next 
decade? 

• It is presumed there is an appropriate risk management strategy currently in-place for the 
industry?? This should be published. Obviously those issues identified as highest risk should receive 
priority. We have already identified many of the current environmental, community, and animal welfare 
issues that are of concern throughout this process. Knowledge gaps and emerging risks should also be 
prioritised. 

16. What opportunities exist to improve public communication and engagement with research involving 
aquaculture? 

• If the community is able to extend social license to the industry it may well become further engaged 
with aquaculture research.  

17. What further investment could be considered to support industry competitiveness and innovation to 
ensure it remains sustainable in Tasmania in the longer term? 

• The discussion paper refers-to “…a premium differentiated product that trades off the Tasmanian 
brand”. We put that the ‘Tasmanian brand’ has already been significantly tarnished to the detriment of 
other businesses and community standards as a result of the presence and operational shortcomings of this 
industry. 

Soon, it will be an industry that is 100% foreign-owned which in itself conflicts with that brand. 

18. Looking ahead to the potential aquaculture sector of 2033, what initiatives could support the adoption 
of emerging technologies and practices? 

• With respect, and without repeating ourselves over and over, we summarise by suggesting the 
Salmon industry of today needs to address the outstanding environmental, social, and animal welfare issues 
it presently faces before it should consider ‘gazing’ to 2033. 

 

19. What further planning research could better support where and how salmon, and other aquaculture 
products, are produced sustainably in Tasmania, both now and in 2033?   

• This paper has concerned itself with a “10-year salmon plan”. We have  no comment to offer about 
other aquaculture ‘products’ at this time other than - do not follow the same path and mistakes of this 
rapacious industry(!) 

 

Thankyou 

Tasman Peninsula Marine Protection  

 



Social Licence to Operate: Proposed requirement for the Fin Fish Industry 

Introduction 

The last four years have seen the growth of the industrially farmed salmon industry against any 

opportunities for local communities to have a say, to be heard and for their concerns to be 

addressed. 

The notion of a social licence has been recently mooted in relation to ‘fracking’ and ‘nuclear energy’. 

This results from the known negative impact on the environment and the related community 

distress that these operations cause. 

Considering now what is known about farming Atlantic salmon in pens in our waterways in Tasmania 

it is time for this industry to require a social licence to operate. 

What is a Social Licence to Operate? 

I refer you to the specifically developed web site SociaLicense.com 

This site contains a wealth of knowledge informing not only what it is but also how to approach it. 

It defines Social Licence as: 

“existing when a project has ongoing approval within the local community and other stakeholders, 

ongoing approval or broad social acceptance and, most frequently, as ongoing acceptance.” 

 This means that a Social Licence to Operate has to be earned and also maintained. 

At a public meeting in Nubeena on the 16th January 2018, when we proposed that they did not have 

a social licence, Tassal responded that they do have one as they have been operating for over 30 

years. 

This meeting, labelled by them as a consultation, was no more than a forum to tell us what they 

were doing and in no way satisfies the criteria required to gain a Social Licence to operate. 

 of ACCSR stated that “social licence is key to Australian Business survival” and that 

“the term will soon be much more common, as it will be enshrined in the next ASX Corporate 

Council’s corporate governance and recommendations” 

This is not something that will go away! 

A social Licence can be granted for one site of operation while not necessarily being granted to 

others operated by the same organisation.  

It is important that the work be undertaken now to gauge community acceptance or otherwise. 

Opposition to the fin fish industry is growing and, at some stage in the not- too- distant future, this 

opposition will be reflected in votes, signalling the next Pulp Mill in Tasmania. 

TPMP 

17 August 2022 



 

 

Submission 174 
Elizabeth van Herwaarden 

 

To whom it may concern, 

I have been coming to Flinders Island since 1965. My parents retired to Flinders Island in the 1980’s. My 
sister still lives there.  

I love the Island with all its rugged beauty and pristine environment. It’s the one place in the world where I 
feel at home.  

I am very alarmed at the thought of salmon fish farms around Flinders island. All the evidence points to a 
total destruction of the natural environment both in the sea and on the coastal areas adjacent to these 
farms around Tasmania.  

It would be devastating to the inhabitants of Flinders island   as so much of the island economy is 
dependant on tourism. The fish farms would destroy the very thing that attracts tourists to the area - the 
pristine environment. 
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President: Peter George  

ABN 473 096 904 52 

 
 

 

Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan 
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Principles 
 

1. It must do no harm  
2. It must be safe for consumers, wildlife and fish stocks, neighbouring 

communities, and fish farm staff 
3. It must be carbon neutral 
4. There must be complete transparency 
5. There must be a fair return to the community (Federal, State and 

Local Government) for use of Federal and State waterways, and the 
use of fresh water and other assets 

6. It must acknowledge and respect the connection, rights and 
aspirations of traditional custodians on country, including sea country 
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1. Introduction 

This submission is in response to the Discussion Paper on the proposed 10-Year Plan for the 
salmon industry1, modified in the light of the more recent release of the State Government’s 
response to the Legislative Council’s Finfish Enquiry2. 

NOFF is a volunteer community group in southern Tasmania, with members in the 
D’Entrecasteaux Channel, the Huon Valley, and the far south coast. Our members live with 
the salmon industry’s negative impacts on our waterways and environment. We are united 
by our belief that our waterways and communities must not be exploited or harmed. Our 
origins, growing membership and activities are a direct response to the salmon industry’s 
unnecessary harm. We are working to achieve long-term change.  

Our submission is influenced by the following considerations: 

• Most of the Discussion Paper’s questions can best be answered by reference to the 
report of the Legislative Council Fin Fish Enquiry 3, which NOFF strongly supports and 
to which we made a detailed submission. The answers are in the Report. We see 
little value in repeating its detail here.  

• Overall, the Discussion Paper is predicated on the assumption of business as usual. 
Its scope is specifically about salmon farming, not about the wider scope of 
aquaculture. It presupposes ongoing industry expansion without requiring 
significant, genuinely-innovative operational change.  

To that extent, it is begging the question, with scope and wording designed to elicit 
pre-conceived answers. 

• This is exacerbated by the Government’s unsatisfactory and inadequate response to 
the Enquiry report. There are too many instances in the response where the 
Government claims to have already begun or completed a change, or where the 
wording says to investigate or plan, rather than to actually do anything. Tasmanians 
have had thirty years of a patronising industry and Government obfuscation, 
doublespeak and unfulfilled promises, and there is, justifiably, little community trust 
in this latest example. 

Our recommendations are clearly highlighted throughout this submission. We will be 
pleased to answer any queries that arise: please contact Glenn Sanders, NOFF Secretary, at 
secretary@neighboursoffishfarming.org.au or by phone on  

 

  

 

1 Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania: Discussion paper: Towards a 10-year salmon plan, July 2022 

2 Tasmanian Government: Response to the Legislative Council Government Administration Sub-Committee ‘A’ Report on finfish 
farming in Tasmania  16 August 2022 

3 Legislative Council. Government Administration Committee ‘A’: Report on finfish farming in Tasmania, 2022 no.15. 
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2. Risk 

A simple SWOT 4 analysis of the current situation identifies the three significant threats to 
the Plan, and to the industry, set out below. These are not adequately addressed by the 
Discussion Paper, or, presumably, by the 10-Year Plan. 

a. Global warming and concomitant ocean warming 

The oceans around Tasmania are warming faster than elsewhere in Australia because of 
global warming and the confluence of ocean currents 5 6. Marine flora and fauna types are 
demonstrably changing in all localities7.   

• It seems probable that Atlantic salmon will not remain a viable local product, as can 
be seen in the increasing frequency and number of salmon mortalities8 from 
increased water temperatures and pest infestations.  

• The discussion paper assumes that the industry will manage the risks and continue 

to expand, and it refers to Government training initiatives. Yet prudent governance 

and risk management requires contingency planning should things go wrong. This 

would affect employment, which is already being reduced by automation. When the 

automotive industry collapsed, Federal and State governments, industry and unions, 

all combined to re-skill and re-deploy workers.  

• Tasmania needs a similar plan, funded in advance by the industry, ready to be acti-

vated in whole or in part should the need arise. The apparent lack of a contingency 

component in the Plan might be seen as an oversight, a lack of transparency, or an 

indication that employment numbers are predicted to be so low as to not require a 

contingency plan. If the last is the case, then it confirms the industry’s frequent 

claims of significant Tasmanian employment are seriously exaggerated. 

 

NOFF Recommendation 1 

In answer to Questions 13 and 14, NOFF therefore recommends that the Plan include 

risk management, especially re-deployment and re-skilling contingencies for situations 

where growth does not go as planned, and for that or other reasons employment is 

threatened. 

 

4 Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/SWOT_analysis  August 2022. 

5 Tasman Sea a “hotspot” for ocean warming. Australian Geographic, 1 February 2012, viewed online at 
https://www.australiangeographic.com.au/news/2012/02/tasman-sea-a-hotspot-for-ocean-warming/, August 2022. 

6 On land, Australia’s rising heat is ‘apocalyptic.’ In the ocean, it’s worse. Washington Post, 27 Dec 2019, viewed online at 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2019/world/climate-environment/climate-change-tasmania/, August 2022. 

7 Fish species opting for a sea change are making Tasmanian fishers happy ABC Rural 13 August 2022. Viewed online at 
https://www.abc.net.au/news/rural/2022-08-13/fish-species-move-tasmania-snapper-kingfish/ August 2022. 

8 Tasmanian salmon companies report 68 instances of elevated fish deaths in 15 months. ABC News, 7 July 2021, viewed online 
at https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-07-07/tasmanian-salmon-companies-instances-of-elevated-fish-death/100272186  
August 2022. 
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b. Competition from much larger overseas organisations 

NOFF’s submission to the Finfish Enquiry 9 pointed to the threat from much larger overseas 
corporations. This situation has not altered by recent takeovers: 

• Atlantic salmon are farmed in many countries, and marketed increasingly at the low-
price end of the market. Apart from ‘Brand Tasmania’, our product is not unique. 

• At present our industry markets these exotic salmon primarily to mainland Australia, 
as a high-value, high-cost product.  

• Should a large corporation decide to move into the Australian market, or should an 
existing overseas owner decide to source product for the Australian market 
elsewhere, this could cause serious damage to Tasmania. 

 

c. The operations of the Tasmanian salmon industry 

The extensive number of submissions to the Finfish Enquiry is more than sufficient evidence 
of the range of issues caused by the way the industry operates at present. Whether it is:  

• pollution of waterways and shorelines 

• industrial noise and light adjacent to residential areas 

• animal welfare 

• product safety and consumer health 

• marine debris putting recreational waterway users at risk and adding to microplastic 
pollution of our oceans 

These significant factors prove that the industry has a long way to go to achieve community 
acceptance and genuine world best practice.  

These are serious problems for management and regulators: 
The industry is its own worst threat. 

 

NOFF Recommendation 2 

In answer to most if not all Questions, and to manage these risks, NOFF recommends 
immediate implementation of all recommendations of the Finfish Enquiry, with the 
addition of quantifiable objectives and target dates where these are not already 
specified. 

 

 

  

 

9 https://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/ctee/Council/GovAdminA_Fin.html submission 41. 



 

Neighbours of Fish Farming Page 6 of 12 

 

3. Principles 

The four principles the Government has established for the 10-Year Plan are flawed: 

1. There will be no net increase in leased farming areas in Tasmanian waters 

• The Government Response document states ‘total leasable area’ [our 
emphasis], which is not the same as ‘leased farming areas’. It is significantly 
more extensive. Government maps previously made available to NOFF10 
indicate that ‘leasable areas’ includes many sections of the Tasmanian 
coastline not currently leased 11.  

• Does this mean that salmon biomass will increase even if leased areas do 
not? 

We are deeply suspicious of this loophole. 

2. Innovation – future growth lies in land-based and offshore salmon farming 

• For sound and effective management of any business, ‘innovation’ needs to 
be defined as ‘significant change’. Continuous improvement or adaptive 
management is not innovation.  

• Does the word ‘future’ mean that existing inshore leases will remain as is, 
with only future expansion land-based or offshore?  

• ‘Offshore’ is not defined.  

• Is the industry merely selling salmon, or developing and managing other 
forms of aquaculture?  What about product and market diversification?  

We discuss innovation further in section 40. 

3. World-best practice through continuous improvement 

• What is ‘world-best practice’, and who defines it? The phrase is too often 
loosely used by industry and Government to defend operations that 
regularly exhibit flaws and breaches, even of industry-defined and self-
audited standards. A recent comprehensive, rigorous investigation12 showed 
that Australian companies advertised compliance with international ASC 
standards, although only some of their leases were covered, and some of 
those had been audited as non-compliant, with no apparent remediation. 
This is called ‘cherry-picking’. We have no confidence in an over-used phrase 
unsupported by independent evidence or observed experience. 

• If this principle is aspirational rather than descriptive of current operations, 
does it then confirm that present operations are indeed not good enough? 

4. Strict independent regulation 

• This is vital, but needs clear definition. The Government’s response to the 
Finfish Enquiry report does not go nearly far enough. Yes, the EPA is now a 
statutory corporation, but its resources, even with recent additions, are 
totally inadequate. Its performance is untested, and based on its history, is 
not promising. What happens if the industry doubles in size, especially 
geographically and into Federal waters?  

 

10 https://neighboursoffishfarming.org.au/ - scroll down, or search the page for ‘Existence of secret maps confirmed’. 

11 TAMP press release, 23 April 2021 

12 Global Review of the Aquaculture Stewardship Council’s Salmon Standard. Seachoice, 2018. Viewed online at 
https://www.seachoice.org/asc-global-review/  August 2022. 
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• Past performance by industry and regulators is widely seen as totally 
unsatisfactory, even given the present inadequate standards. Independent 
regulation requires independent standards-setting and auditing, and proper 
enforcement, with no cherry-picking of the leases to be covered or audited. 
 

NOFF Recommendation 3 

In answer to Questions 1-3, NOFF recommends that the 10-Year Plan be based on the 
following principles, which can be applied to all aquaculture, present and future, land-
based or at sea, regardless of product: 
 

1. It must do no harm  
2. It must be safe for consumers, wildlife and fish stocks, neighbouring 

communities, and fish farm staff 
3. It must be carbon neutral 
4. There must be complete transparency 
5. There must be a fair return to the community (Federal, State and Local 

Government) for use of Federal and State waterways, and the use of fresh 
water and other assets 

6. It must acknowledge and respect the connection, rights and aspirations of 
traditional custodians on country, including sea country 
 

 

It would then be the responsibility of those managing operations and proposing change to 
decide how best to satisfy these principles. If any proposal or operation fails to meet any 
one of these principles, it should cease or not proceed. It would not be up to Government, 
for example, to decide if a solution should be land-based or deep sea. 

This approach is clear, simple and effective: 

• It solves problems at their source, rather than attempting to fix individual issues as 
they arise.  

• It encourages the industry to diversify its operations and product range.  

• It facilitates integrated management where adaptive management has clearly failed. 

• It encourages and enables implementation of the FAO’s Strategic Development 
Goals. 
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4. Specific Issues 

a. Impact on local communities 

NOFF’s membership is drawn from the region in Tasmania with the largest concentration of 
aquaculture—specifically salmon farming. Most of our members live in communities that 
existed long before the intrusion of salmon farms. The issues most frequently raised with us 
include: 

• Industrial noise and lights, operating 24/7, and the damage to community health 

• Visible pollution in the form of algae and slime, and the impact of this on 
recreational fishing and boating 

• Animal welfare, specifically seals, dolphins, birds, and the salmon fish stocks. 

• The adverse impact on the tourism and hospitality industries, which are far more 
important to Tasmania than salmon farming 13 

• Marine debris, onshore and afloat. 

The Government’s response to recommendation 3 of the Finfish Enquiry is unacceptable, 
especially given that the recommendation specifies no urgency or target dates, and only 
recommends planning, not action. The lack of definition of ‘sensitive, sheltered and 
biodiverse areas’ is not acceptable. 

 

NOFF Recommendation 4 

In answer to Questions 2 - 3, 5, 8 - 9, and 17 - 18, NOFF recommends that the 10-year 
plan include a requirement for the industry to urgently move out of all inshore waters, 
including Storm Bay and Bass Strait, within five years. And that any leases within five 
km of seagrass and kelp beds be immediately fallowed pending removal or re-
purposing. NOFF considers land-based closed-loop systems are the only prudent and 
acceptable solution. 

 

b. Innovation 

In section 3, we mentioned innovation as a principle for planning. Here we discuss the na-

ture of innovation itself. 

Thirty years ago, the local industry began with smolt produced in land-based facilities, then 

matured for sale in floating open feed-lot pens. Nothing has changed. 

While there has been steady incremental change in processes and equipment, expected in 

any business, incremental change is not innovation. Nor is continuous improvement, or 

adaptive management. 

 

13 Making mountains out of minnows - Salmon in the Tasmanian economy. The Australia Institute, 2019. Viewed online at 
https://australiainstitute.org.au/report/making-mountains-out-of-minnows-salmon-in-the-tasmanian-economy/  August 2022. 
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The industry is, by any reasonable measure, far from innovative, and on past performance is 

reluctant to pursue anything except short-term profit. This is only likely to increase now that 

it is about to be completely overseas-owned by corporations with poor track records and no 

real commitment to local community14 15. 

While the Discussion Paper rightly invites comment on genuinely innovative change includ-

ing land-based facilities and those further offshore, the industry in Tasmania has been reluc-

tant to seriously investigate these or any other possibilities. There are many options, includ-

ing but certainly not limited to: 

• Increasing product differentiation by changing from an exotic species (Atlantic salm-

on) to unique Australian products 16. 

• Significantly changing the production model to totally self-contained onshore RAS 

facilities. 

• Diversifying product and maintaining employment, by repurposing (or reverting) 

leases to shellfish production, or repurposing leases to polyculture 17 18 (vertical 

farming) producing a variety of local fish, shellfish and seaweed products. Polycul-

ture is not the only option, but it warrants serious attention, as it is cheap to imple-

ment and operate, flexible in size, location and product, preserves and increases 

employment with its supply chain model and lease assets. Not least of all, it aligns 

with the principles we recommend in section 3.  

Polyculture and repurposing would also minimise or avoid any lease buyout impo-

sition on Government. 

NOFF Recommendation 5 

In answer to Questions 4, and 15 - 19, NOFF recommends that:  

• Government support for innovation and research encourage only activities re-

quiring quantifiable operational improvement of at least 30%. 

• Government support and research be directed to diversifying product and pro-

duction models which satisfy the principles recommended in section 3. 

• Government support and research be directed to activities supporting diversi-

fied product, diversified employment, and protecting ‘Brand Tasmania’. 

 

  

 

14 From bribes to your barbecue: How Australia's biggest meat company was built on corruption. ABC News, 25 Aprol 2022, 
viewed online at https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-04-25/jbs-meat-company-australia-four-corners-
investigation/100997044, August 2022. 

15 Dossier on Cooke Aquaculture by Pulitzer-Prizewinning Journalists. Tasmanian Times, August 20, 2022. Viewed online at 
https://tasmaniantimes.com/2022/08/dossier-on-cooke-aquaculture-by-pulitzer-prizewinning-journalists/, August 2022.  

16 Demand for Murray Cod inspires irrigators to diversify into aquaculture. ABC Rural, 7 Aug 2014, viewed online at 
https://www.abc.net.au/news/rural/2014-08-07/farming-murray-cod-0708/5654694 August 2022. 

17 For example, see https://www.greenwave.org/, viewed August 2022. 

18 For example, see https://bioneers.org/bren-smiths-open-sourced-3d-ocean-farm-model-can-feed-hungry-planet-ztvz1709/ 
viewed online August 2022. 
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c. First Nations involvement 

It is disturbing that this question is even included in the Discussion Paper. It is disingenuous 
at best. While there are First Nations people and communities in our region, NOFF claims no 
licence whatsoever to speak on their behalf on this issue. The answer is to ask them. 

What we can say on advice from our contacts with First Nations peoples affected by 
aquaculture in Canada and Latin America, is that attempts to exploit differences between 
and within First Nations groups— as is too often done in Australia by mining companies—are 
disrespectful, divisive and, long-term, do not work. Similarly, attempts to buy support by 
offers of short-term employment will also fail. Based on their direct experiences, our 
overseas contacts advise that engagement with First Nations peoples should include all 
groups in Tasmania, not just some of those in any specific area. 

 

NOFF Recommendation 6 

In answer to Question 10, NOFF recommends that Government engage directly with all 
First Nations communities and groups across Tasmania, in ways that avoid any suspicion 
of cherry-picking or bribery with offers of local employment. Ask them, not us. 

 

d. Transparency and foreign ownership 

Since the days of “the Hydro,”19 Tasmania has a long history of deception, and state capture. 

A recent analysis quotes the World Bank definition of ‘state capture’ as the exercise of power 

by private actors to ... shape policies or implementation in service of their narrow interests. 

The report says: State capture occurs when powerful or wealthy interests interfere with deci-

sion-making, or have access to decision-makers beyond that of ordinary citizens, and assume 

a degree of control over the rule-making process itself 20. 

State capture has been particularly evident in our forestry and related industries21, gaming 
22, and now in salmon farming23.  

This is exacerbated by the introduction of total foreign ownership. At least companies on the 

Australian Stock Exchange are required to reveal basic financial information, and to have 

proper risk management in place. Once ASX membership is gone from the entire industry 

when Tassal takeover is finalised, there will be no transparency at all. 

 

19 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydro_Tasmania viewed online August 2022. 

20 Australian Democracy Network: Confronting state capture, February 2022, page 10. Downloaded from 
https://australiandemocracy.org.au/statecapture  August 2022. 

21 Bureaucrats pushed for Swift parrot recovery plan to be changed to play down threat. The Guardian, 25 August 2022, viewed 
online at https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/aug/25/swift-parrot-recovery-plan-changes-downplay-logging-
threat-experts-say, August 2022. 

22 Cashing in: the gambling industry writes the rules and sways Tasmania’s elections. The Guardian, 9 Nov 2021, viewed online 
at https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/nov/09/cashing-in-the-gambling-industry-writes-the-rules-and-sways-
tasmanias-elections, august 2022. 

23 For example, Flanagan's anti-salmon push growing, as EPA emails to Tassal revealed. ABC News 29 April 2021, viewed online 
at https://amp.abc.net.au/article/100103164?__twitter_impression=true, August 2022. 
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Clearly, local community acceptance and world-wide market acceptance would be improved 

by demonstrable, strong and independent standards, significantly increased Government 

and industry transparency, strong, independent and well-resourced regulation, and en-

forcement that actually passes the pub test 24. 

NOFF Recommendation 7 

In answer to Questions 6 and 7, NOFF recommends: 

• Full implementation of all Finfish Enquiry recommendations relating to the re-

cording and availability of information about the industry, its operations, and 

impacts, and the development and implementation of Government policy and 

regulations.  

• Full implementation of all recommendations about standards, regulation and 

enforcement, including adequate resourcing.  

To this we add that the need for demonstrable independence applies to all aspects, in-

cluding developing and setting standards, scheduling and hosting auditing, and inspec-

tions. All this should be funded by industry levies, and the industry should play no role 

other than that. 

e. Employment 

We have covered employment affected by the risks identified in section 2, and as it relates 

to innovation in section 40.  

Although direct industry employment at State level is less than 1% of total State employ-

ment 25, it is a matter of concern to our communities in remote coastal areas where salmon 

industry employment is indeed a major contributor. 

As mentioned earlier, we support the Plan’s inclusion of skills training, but this will be of lit-

tle use if it is limited to salmon farming alone, especially if growth falters. This can be miti-

gated by broadening the scope of the Plan, to include a diversified range of products—as 

mentioned with vertical aquaculture and land-based systems— and hence employment op-

portunities and skills. This in turn will increase employment and resilience.  

We refer you to NOFF’s recommendations in sections 2 and 40. 

 

24 Huon Aquaculture gets a (very minor) slap on the wrist for breaking environmental protection Rules. NOFF Press release, 
viewed online at https://neighboursoffishfarming.org.au/resources/ August 2022. This does not include information on EPA 
inactivity on many other incidents. 

25 ABS statistics, quoted in Making mountains out of minnows - Salmon in the Tasmanian economy. The Australia Institute, 2019. 
Viewed online at https://australiainstitute.org.au/report/making-mountains-out-of-minnows-salmon-in-the-tasmanian-
economy/, August 2022. 
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f. Financial returns 

Overall, the Discussion Paper summarises the financial returns situation adequately, alt-

hough the first paragraph under the heading ‘Cost Recovery’ fails to point out that the Gov-

ernment is significantly subsidising the industry: 

Over 5 years, $3.8 billion worth of fish were sold, but just $64 million tax paid, while $9.3 

million in subsidies were received in two years. Changing generous leasing arrangements 

to the Norwegian model could raise $2 billion for community development.26 

This well-documented report from the Australia Institute further states: 

The salmon industry does not pay council rates on its marine leases, putting it at an ad-

vantage compared to land-based industries. When councils considered charging rates 

on marine leases, the Tasmanian parliament legislated to remove that power from them 

. . . Annual lease and licence fees are paid to the State Government, of approximately 

$923,000 for the entire industry. This represents 0.1% (one-thousandth) of the total 

farmgate production of the salmon industry in Tasmania, and 0.02% of total state reve-

nue. Changing the current licensing regime to one similar to the Norwegian system 

could return between $707 million and $2 billion at government auction. 

It would be easy for the Government to research the costs applied to salmon industries in 

comparable countries (Scotland, Canada, New Zealand) and to implement a model much 

fairer and profitable to Tasmanians. Now that all industry profits will be going overseas, 

there is even less reason to continue to subsidise and undercharge the industry’s operations 

in our local waterways— including charges for leases, and for the gross exploitation of our 

freshwater resources. 

We also point out that implementation of Recommendation 3 would prevent the degrada-

tion of property values and hence local council rates income, and protect Government re-

turns from the tourism and hospitality sectors (see section 4a). 

NOFF Recommendation 8 

NOFF therefore recommends the immediate implementation of Finfish Enquiry 
recommendations 40 and 41, including charges for leases and the exploitation of our 
freshwater resources. 

g. Other issues 

As stated in our introduction, we see no purpose in analysing these and other issues and 
aspects in detail, when the Finfish Enquiry has done so comprehensively and effectively. The 
answers to all the questions set out in the Discussion Paper are in the Enquiry Report, 
explicitly or implicitly, and are also covered by the Principles we propose in section 3. 

 Apply the principles and the next steps required will be obvious. 

***** 

 

26 Making mountains out of minnows - Salmon in the Tasmanian economy. The Australia Institute, 2019. Viewed online at 
https://australiainstitute.org.au/report/making-mountains-out-of-minnows-salmon-in-the-tasmanian-economy/  August 2022. 
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Submission 179 
Robert Rogers 

 

I am wholeheartedly opposed to any plans to establish fish farms in the waters of the Furneaux Islands. The 
damage that these farms would do to the waters in this region would not be able to be undone for a very 
long time. The impact that the farms would have on the local economy would be significant and long 
lasting. A lot more independent research into the ecological impact of fish farms needs to be undertaken. I 
do not consider that the evaluations and reviews undertaken to date have been truly independent. The 
supposed benefits of fish farms in the Furneaux Island region are outweighed significantly by the 
disadvantages and this has been reflected by the growing anger expressed by the Flinders and Cape Barren 
Island communities. 

Submission 180 
Melissa Telfer 

 

I do not support fin fish farming in the Furneaux Group, in Bass Strait, or any of the currently proposed 
locations within Tasmania. The current model of marine salmon feedlots seem to be exempt from any 
environmental or social control measures. 

 

1. Waste management. 

According to the Environmental Management and Pollution Control (Waste Management) Regulations 
2020: 

"Controlled waste is the most hazardous category of waste and requires special management. It includes 
chemicals, poisons, fish waste and sewage." 

(https://epa.tas.gov.au/about-the-epa/policy-legislation-cooperative-arrangements/acts-
regulations/empca/waste-management-regulations accessed 30 Aug 2022) 

 

Salmon farms in Tasmania have continually shown a disregard for these regulations, allowing salmon faeces 
to accumulate in the environment with no obligation to clean up. A cattle feedlot on land would not be 
allowed this environmental impact. 

 

2. Noise and visual pollution. 

Tasmania is marketed to tourists and potential new residents as clean and green, with pristine waters and 
wild landscapes. This concept is completely dismantled by placing salmon farms near residential areas and 
World Heritage areas. The lights and noise from ship movement are invasive in either context, but there 
seem to be no consequences for the salmon farming companies. 



 

 

 

3. Areas suitable for marine farming, with no conflicting usages. 

Firstly, it's not just humans who are affected by salmon farms. Natural ecosystems are in delicate balance, 
and adding an introduced monoculture will easily destroy them. 

 

Secondly, the proposed areas in the Furneaux Group surround many short-tailed shearwater island 
rookeries. The adults hunt for fish in the surrounding waters. Without reliable food sources these 
populations will drastically reduce, as they need large energy reserves to complete their long migration. 

 

Thirdly, all of the proposed Furneaux Group locations are on the west coast of Flinders Island and in 
Franklin Sound. These are all semi-sheltered waters suitable for family boating and fishing, and connect to 
the safe family beaches on the west and south of Flinders Island and the north of Cape Barren Island. 

 

4. Cultural impacts. 

There has been a reduction in pink tipped maireener shells around Bruny Island (reference: maikutena 
Vicki Matson, local elder) in the years since salmon farming began in the area. These shells are important 
culturally to the palawa people. 

 

Harvesting of mutton bird is also a strong cultural tradition in the islands, and many family members come 
home for the month of birding to renew connections to family and country. If shearwater populations 
decline this cultural practice is at risk. Tasmanian First Nations people have nearly lost their culture 
already, through the misguided practices of Europeans. The palawa people are slowly rebuilding their 
culture and country, and it would be cultural genocide to negatively impact this. 

 

5. Private business run in public areas. 

Salmon farms by nature are exempt from any rates, royalties, or other benefits to the residents and 
councils of the areas being impacted and exploited. Public waters should be kept for public use, and not 
used for personal / corporate gain by excluding the public. 

 

6. Community consultation. 

The NRE Discussion Paper: Towards A 10 Year Salmon Plan highlights community engagement as part of 
the process. 

 

The Furneaux region was identified as a potential Marine Farming Zone in 1999. I know of no one who was 
consulted about the suitability for fin fish farming in the region. The current review process was also not 
communicated to Furneaux residents until last week, even though it potentially affects us. It is only thanks 
to a couple of sharp-eyed locals and the support of our local Council that most of us were aware of this 
feedback opportunity. 

 

Overall, I believe all Tasmanian salmon farming in its current format should be halted until these marine 
feedlots can improve their environmental, social and cultural impacts. They need to be regulated (and the 
regulations enforced) like other businesses with these impacts. Until then, I say NO to salmon farming. 
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Mitchell Plastic Welding (MPW) – 10-Year Salmon Plan  

  

Background/who we are: 
Mitchell Plastic Welding Pty Ltd (MPW) is a family-owned plastic fabrication company originally established by 
Michael Mitchell in 1988. From humble beginnings we have grown to the point that we now employ 65 permanent 
employees in the Huon Valley and in Brighton.  

The team at MPW is currently led by  who is the Managing Director of the company.  is 
supported by a management team who oversee finance, sales, administration and general operations. This 
management team is then supported by a network of highly experienced personnel, many of whom have enjoyed 
long careers at MPW. 

Our growth strategy is centred on the concept of Sustainability in Design and has the following key objectives: 

• Partner with local aquaculture industry in the development of specialised salmon farming equipment. In the 
last 5 years we have evolved into a valued collaborator within the industry, resolving numerous 
infrastructure challenges with innovation in the design and manufacture of custom products, attracting 
national and now international interest.  

• Our team has a core focus on producing not only innovative products, but products which exceed the 
expectations of our clients in terms of quality and sustainability. We have a dedicated R&D department 
tasked with ensuring that all new product developments have undergone a rigorous QA process before they 
are sent to market. Beyond this, our QA team is always revising and revisiting our existing product catalogue 
based on client feedback, and technological developments. 

• As a Tasmanian family business, we are committed to continuing to support the communities of the Huon 
Valley, and now Brighton, as well as the Tasmanian economy in general through expanded opportunities for 
employment, professional development and third-party business alliances delivered through sustainable 
growth.  

Our team specialises in the manufacture, fabrication, and repair of fish containment pens, predominantly for the large 
Tasmanian and New Zealand salmon producers, but also include Australian barramundi, tuna and kingfish producers. 
These products (which are made up of a multitude of different components) are largely made from HDPE (High 
Density Polyethylene) plastic.  

Beyond aquaculture our team has also been responsible for some of Tasmania’s most ambitious irrigation projects. Of 
note is the work we completed with Hazell Bros on the Midlands irrigation scheme, whereby 96 kilometres of HDPE 
PE100 pipe was welded, with pipes ranging in size from 1000mm to 110mm diameter. This project involved 
completing over 4900 butt welds, which was completed by MPW with 0 weld failures.  

As the aquaculture has grown very rapidly over the past 30 years in Australia and accumulated substantial amounts of 
surplus plastic resources from end-of-life fish pens, the focus has now shifted towards life-cycle assessments and 
planning safer, more sustainable future developments which includes reprocessing the HDPE holding pens and 
associated components into recyclable products.  

MPW understands the challenges facing the aquaculture industry and is committed to support and help transition the 
industry into a more sustainable and transparent future operation. 
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Strategic Drivers: 
1. Q: Considering international and nation contexts, what principles should guide the future Salmon Plan in 

Tasmania? 
A: The key element in ensuring the future of the industry is setting strategic long-term plans for sustainable 
development. These include: 
 
• Policy frameworks need to encourage circular economy principles to minimise waste and maximise recycling 

opportunities. 
• Well developed sustainability metrics to support product evolution and innovation. 
• Reduce the environmental impact of its own and its customers operations, and potentially Tasmania as a 

whole, through the introduction of a range of recycled plastic waste materials into manufacturing processes. 
• Continue to support the community and the Tasmanian economy in general, through expanded 

opportunities for employment, professional development and third-party business alliances delivered 
through sustainable growth. 

 

2. Q: What additional outcomes could enable a sustainable, resilient and innovative salmon industry? 
 
A: Product innovation and engagement of specialists have provided the industry with know-how to adapt to the 
changing market. 
 
• Advances in the industry have set the need for new training and upskilling requirements. MPW has been pro-

active and developing new specialty courses with RTOs (i.e. TAFE) to certify trainees with new skill sets 
particular to the evolving job requirements. 

• MPW is well placed to assist the industry in transitioning to lower impact farming methods such as off-shore 
fish pens. Four of these have already been constructed and are being trialled in suitable locations. 

• Investment in R&D has been growing substantially to pro-actively target and develop solutions for the new 
challenges facing the industry. This includes new pen structures and componentry to cater for more 
challenging environmental conditions in off-shore farming locations. 

 
 

3. Q: What are the key actions required to deliver the proposed outcomes? 
 

A: Incentives for progressive developments can be generated through financial structures and setting of fair 
targets across the board: 

• By substantially increasing fees and charges for the industry, short term financial benefits to the community 
may be realised but pose the risk that the industry will move to off-shore, tax-free environments that have 
minimal benefits to the local economy. 

• Financial drivers with longer term benefits can be leveraged through increased waste levies, encouraging 
alternative, sustainable and innovative developments towards a circular economy, creating specialised, high 
skilled R&D employment opportunities. 

• The industry already engages in sustainability reporting. By setting fair and reasonable targets and metrics 
across all industries, participation is enhanced and discrepancies between standards and reticent behaviours 
reduced. 
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Participation and Community engagement: 
MPW uses a “No secrets – No Surprises” approach when engaging with the community.  

Where applicable, MPW’s intent is to be open and transparent with the community in relation to: 

• Alignment between MPW’s objectives and generally accepted/published community aspirations 
• The expanded operational footprint and proposed processing/manufacturing facilities 
• Safeguards in respect of environmental impact and community amenity that have been incorporated into 

project planning and proposed operational protocols 
• Setting realistic expectations with respect to environmental, employment and community benefits 
• Demonstrating MPW preparedness to actively listen and accommodate community concerns/issues 

 

MPWs ongoing approach to community engagement will include harvesting of common themes/issues that must be 
addressed in some way going forward. These can be shared with the Department to help target the issues of most 
concern over the 10-year consultation planning. 

 
 A transparent and engaging industry must also be supported by policy frameworks that limit the spread of 

misinformation and unsubstantiated opinions, highlighting unjustified impacts for the sole purpose of creating 
media attention. This should be equally applied to individuals and organisations unfairly targeting industry 
activities that are already facing high levels of scrutiny. 

 

Protection and Progress: 
MPW has experienced substantial growth with the support of the aquaculture industry and is now well placed to 
support the transition towards lower impact, off-shore farming practices. 

Barriers still exist in the form of uniform waste processing requirements, ease of landfilling and lack of economic 
drivers to re-use and recover where possible. Sorting and grading technology to utilise the various plastic types is 
becoming more affordable but still imposes large financial investment to recycling operations. 

The industry is now at a scale to become fully circular in operation, allowing progressive innovation to develop a 
plastic recycling industry that can cater for the majority of plastic pen components to be re-manufactured into new 
pens and provide new-life cycles for 2nd grade materials that can be re-processed into other recyclable plastic goods 
including packaging crates and pallets. 

 

Summary: 
MPW supports the consultation process and transitioning of the industry into a more sustainable and 
circular resource recovery economy.  

MPW would not exist or be in the current position to support local fish pen manufacture and drive a local 
recycling industry if it were not for the engagement by the aquaculture industry more than 30 years ago. 

The industry is well placed to increase investment and sustainable growth in areas of minimal impact and 
maximum re-use in line with circular economy principles. 

 



Submission 182 
Katrina Sherman 

I do not support fish farming in our oceans or rivers. The damage to our delicate ecosystems does not and 
never will be worth any money made from such ventures. They are an eyesore and will potentially have a 
negative effect on tourism. 

Submission 183 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 184 
Jessica Storm 

Flinders Island is one of the most remote and untouched parts of Tasmania. This is one of the reasons it 
has been so popular for tourism. Allowing this type of industry into the island will take away the reasons 
why it is so beautiful. We know what salmon farming does to the waterways, why it continues on mainland 
tasmania is beyond me. It would be criminal to allow the industry to grow while it continues to destroy the 
environment. Please do not allow this to go ahead. 

Submission 185 
Laura (Lila) Cannon-Tresemer 

From a global perspective, Flinders Island is one of the last remaining unspoiled environments. For decades 
to come, it can reflect the balance of elements and the beauty of land, sky, water and sunlight in a manner 
that is quickly disappearing.  Why would actions be taken to destroy that perfection and harmony?  What 
could possibly be more important than taking a stand for the natural world, and the values that come from 
sharing that with people all over the world? Please do everything in your power to protect this island! 

Submission 186 
Olivia Eldershaw 

I do not support the proposed salmon farms at flinders island. 

Submission 187 
Friends of North Bruny and Bruny Island Environment Network 



DEVELOPMENT OF 10-YEAR SALMON PLAN 

JOINT SUBMISSION FROM FRIENDS OF NORTH BRUNY INC. and 
BRUNY ISLAND ENVIRONMENT NETWORK  

On 15 July 2022 the Government released a Discussion Paper as part of the 
process of developing a 10-year Salmon Plan to guide the management and 
development of the salmonid industry in Tasmania.  The paper seeks submissions 
from interested parties on what the plan should contain. 

This submission is made jointly by two of the main community organisations on 
Bruny Island, Friends of North Bruny Inc (FONB) and the Bruny Island Environment 
Network (BIEN) 
 
The objectives of FONB include acting as ‘stewards for the protection and 
preservation of the unique environment and lifestyle of North Bruny for current and 
future generations’. 
 
The objectives of BIEN include – 
 
• promoting the biodiversity, cultural heritage and scenic values of Bruny Island 

and generating resources and support for their protection; and 
	
• supporting economic activity on Bruny that is ecologically sustainable, generates 

sustainable livelihoods on the island and enhances its values 
 
Our fundamental submission is that the starting point in the Plan should be the 
principles contained in the Dennes Point Declaration. 
 
We explain and elaborate on this below. 
 
 
Bruny community has long experience with salmon industry  

Residents, landholders and community organisations on Bruny Island have had a 
long interaction with salmon farming in the D’Entrecasteaux Channel, and more 
recently in Storm Bay.  Some members of the Bruny Island community benefit from 
working in the salmonid industry, but all of the members of the community are in 
some way affected by aspects of the industry which impair the amenity of life on the 
island – for instance, the intrusion of pens into viewscapes; the rise in boat traffic; the 
degradation of bays, shorelines and beaches by increased algal growth and by 
plastics and other waste which originate from the farms; and the noise and light 
pollution which the farms create.  The operations of the industry around the 
periphery of the island severely detract from its exceptional beauty and are 
inconsistent with its standing as a world-renowned tourist destination and a place of 
significant biodiversity. 

 



The environment of the D’Entrecasteaux Channel has of course been subject to 
significant degradation from many sources over the last 200 years, but the 
aquaculture industry represents the greatest challenge of all to its environmental and 
social values.  

The Bruny Island community thus has experience which is important to the 
development of the 10-Year Plan, and a close interest in what the next 10 years of 
the operation of the salmonid industry will bring.  The community has previously 
made detailed submissions to the Legislative Council Review into Finfish Farming in 
Tasmania, and in relation to the proposal to expand salmonid farming into Storm 
Bay.  

 

Dennes Point Declaration provides framework for industry plan 

The community’s involvement in the Legislative Council Review led to the Dennes 
Point Declaration in October 2020, which was presented to the members of the 
inquiry. and which has since formed the basis of our discussions around the 
aquaculture industry.  The Declaration called for – 

• a moratorium on any new industrial fish farms in Tasmania’s coastal, estuarine 
and river waters 

• a Government-led transition out of the sea and into land-based farms; and 
• an independent, empowered, and properly resourced regulator guided by 

independent science and community values.  

Our submission is that these principles should be central to the 10-Year Plan.   

 

Use Dennes Point Declaration principles to underpin industry plan 

Applying this framework has implications for immediate action, and for the long-term 
sustainable use of our water resources (marine and freshwater) in Tasmania. 

(1)  Provisions of immediate and specific relevance to Bruny Island 

Elaborating on the principles in the Declaration, we submit that the Plan should 
contain the following specific provisions - 

1. The Plan should create a timetable for the transition from the sea into land-based 
farms, and in that context should require the progressive removal of all pens from 
the D’Entrecasteaux Channel, with no pens to remain in the Channel after 31 
December 2029. 

2. The progressive removal of pens from the Channel should start with the removal 
of all pens which are so close to land as to impair the amenity of residents in the 
immediate vicinity – for example, those opposite Killora at the northern end of the 
Channel, or the pens immediately opposite Port Huon. In the first of these 



examples, the pens are approximately 1.5 kilometres from the nearest dwelling, 
across open water.  In the second, the pens are less than 100 metres from the 
nearest dwelling. 

3. The pens in Great Taylors Bay, just north of the Labillardière Peninsula should 
also be amongst the first to go.  These are inconsistent with the values of the 
immediately adjacent National Park, with their noise, visual impact, release of 
nutrients, and pollution of the neighbouring coastline with marine plastics and 
other wastes.  The environmental values of this beautiful area, and its quiet 
enjoyment by members of the public, both on land and water, have hitherto been 
sacrificed to the demands of the industry. 

4. There should also be no pens at all in the vicinity of Great Bay, because the 
benthic fauna in Great Bay and adjacent Simpsons Bay is still intact and diverse, 
and amongst the best benthic communities in Australia.  Pollution from 
aquaculture in this area threatens an environment which is critical for wading 
birds, shorebirds and fish breeding. 

5. We also recommend the early removal of all pens which are within important 
viewscapes, such as the pens off Yellow Bluff on the NE corner of Bruny Island.  
These impair the extraordinary, and formerly wild, view of Storm Bay from this 
part of the island, and particularly from Bruny Island Main Road just above 
Dennes Point. 

6. All leases which are vacated in this process should be rehabilitated at the 
expense of the industry, with public consultation deciding their future use - e.g., 
the creation of a network of marine parks. 

(2)   Fundamental criteria which industry must meet into the future 

More generally, as is implicit in the Dennes Point Declaration, the industry must be 
environmentally, socially and economically sustainable if it is to have a “social 
licence”.  To this end, the Plan must provide for specific, critical and measurable 
criteria which the industry must meet. 

The “aspirations” set out in the Discussion Paper are not critical, specific or easily 
measurable. 

Accordingly, we also call on the Plan to provide for the imposition of the following 
minimum, critical requirements on the industry - 

I. That the monies paid by the industry to the State for its exploitation of the 
State’s public waters be increased, to completely cover the costs incurred 
by the State in regulating the industry, and to provide an appropriate return 
to the State from the revenue generated.  Models for this can be found in 
various Scandinavian countries1.  We should be looking far beyond cost recovery 
by government, to a proper return to the Tasmanian community for the 
exploitation of their resources including full rehabilitation of all sites.  This has 
become essential now that all of the three major salmon farming companies have 
been taken over by multinational interests.  The State should not subsidise the 
profits of these companies in any way. 

																																																								
1	https://australiainstitute.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/P733-Mountains-out-
of-minnows-Web_1.pdf	



II. That the industry should do no harm to native fish and animals in the course of 
its operations and should also adhere to the Five Freedoms in animal welfare.2 

III. That the industry’s operations should have a net zero effect upon, or 
reduce, eutrophication, such as has been required in developments in the 
North Sea.3 

IV. That all flow-through aquaculture operations on the State’s rivers should 
cease by an early, specified date. 

V. That the industry should be carbon neutral or negative, in line with the 
agreed COP value chain carbon accounting measures currently being taken up 
by major retailers or other such standards.4 

VI. That the industry should be governed by an Independent Regulator using 
absolutely transparent KPIs, agreed with the community, with the industry’s 
performance against those KPIs being independently regulated, assessed and 
reported upon openly in real time.  

The formulation of the 10-Year Plan presents a significant opportunity to change the 
course of the industry, to enable it to create wealth and opportunities for Tasmanians 
without continually degrading their environment in the ways that it currently does.  If 
the provisions that we have proposed are included in the Plan, there is at least some 
prospect of the industry recovering the social licence that it has long since lost. 

Your sincerely, 

 

 

	
Simon Allston 
Chair, Friends of North Bruny Inc. 
	
 
 
 
 
Bob Graham 
Co-Convenor, Bruny Island Environment Network (BIEN) 
 

																																																								
2	https://kb.rspca.org.au/knowledge-base/what-are-the-five-freedoms-of-animal-
welfare/	
3	Presentation	at	Blue	CRC	forum	by	Belgian	delegate	-	
https://blueeconomycrc.com.au/event/2022-tasmanian-salmon-symposium/	
4	COP	26	report	https://www.un.org/en/climatechange/cop26,	Gartner	
https://www.gartner.com/en/articles/after-cop26-why-supply-chain-leaders-must-
step-up-to-reduce-emissions	



 

 

Submission 188 
Sharon 

 

I’m Tasmanian, currently living in Arctic Norway so I have both experience and grave concern over the 
proposal to allow the Tasmanian salmon industry to make the same appalling and dangerous mistakes that 
the government here has allowed. I know many who work in these farms and they themselves would never 
consider eating the fish as they know what they are producing is toxic. I have also seen first hand the 
damage to fjords, shoreline and the aesthetics are so disappointing, marring pristine scenes which is 
terribly frustrating as a photographer and film maker. I want to be able to return my beloved birth place in 
coming years and will be truly devastated if the wild places are destroyed and the peace ruined by such a 
damaging and ugly, well documented  environmentally unsound practice as sea ring farms. PLEASE DON’T 
PURSUE THIS ANY FUTHER. Thank you 

Submission 189 
Nicole Schubert 

 

To whom it may concerns, 

 

I oppose fin fish farming in shallow waters but particularly around the Furneaux islands in the Bass straight. 
It’s prestige waters are already having a toll on overfishing as we learn from local fishermen. It’s not as 
prosperous as it used to be.  

 

We need to look after our environment as we are all relying on each other for a healthy life. If we 
continue to abuse our natural resources the future for the next generations looks very grim.  

 

The following is proposed on the governments website and I strongly in courage this! 

 

‘ Innovation - future growth lies in land based 

and off-shore salmon farming 

We will develop new research and innovation 

programs to support salmon farming further off 

shore in deep waters, including Commonwealth 

waters, and to increase salmon farming on shore 

in land based systems.’ 

 

Regards 

Nicole Schubert 



 

 

Submission 190 
Jane Macqueen 

 

Fish farming should be eradicated in all Tasmanian waters 

Submission 191 
Ben Rea 

 

I am a land owner on the west coast of Flinders Island and a long time adventure visitor and advocate for 
the Bass Strait islands. I am also a resident of the Dentrecasteaux Channel and Spring Bay where industrial 
fish farming has had a dramatic and negative impact on the marine ecosystem and waterways culture. 

 

The 10 year plan for expansion into wild marine ecosystems is extremely concerning.  

 

For reasons listed  below. 

 

Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

 

Marine pests and diseases. 

 

Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

 

Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as  
regenerative tourism. 

 

Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in areas of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Tasmania and Flinders island. 

 

Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

 

Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area iat a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

 

Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

 



 

 

Community conflict and marginalisation. 

 

Please give your response to the above concerns and advise on who I can take these matters up with. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Ben Rea 

Submission 192 
John Pattison 

 

Our family have been holidaying at Killiecrankie in Flinders Island each year for the past 50 years. 

We enjoy its pristine beauty !! 

If fish farms are established in those quiet bays there will inevitably be pollution and the main industry of 
tourism will suffer. 

We do not want Flinders Island to become like Bruny Island. 

Submission 193 
Peter Rhodes  

 

WHAT ABOUT THE MUTTON BIRDS? 

 

Mutton birds + artificial light + netted structures = death by the thousands or tens of thousands from 
September to May, every year. 

 

Who pays for such wilful slaughter destruction of our precious fauna?  

 

The politicians? The planners? The 'fish-farmers'? or is it the people and the environment? 

 

Why is there not one mention of the mutton bird? Were they ever considered? If so, why were they 
dismissed without mention? 

 

I seek permission to appear at any future forum on this matter and respectfully ask for answers to the 
questions I raised above. 



 

 

Submission 194 
Bronwyn Stubbs 

 

Faeces and food waste from fish farms falls onto the sea bed below. The build-up up of this waste destroys 
the marine ecosystems on the sea floor below. Increased currents will merely spread the expanse of this 
area of devastation. The fact that fish farming companies are looking to use areas with stronger currents is 
an acknowledgement that the companies are aware of this problem. 

 

Tuna and salmon are carnivores. Therefore they eat local small fish. This has an impact on the stocks 
which the local fish chain rely. Tuna and salmon eats more food than they produce. Therefore producers 
needs to catch huge quantities of small fish to pro ided for the penned fish. 

 

Australia’s largest salmon farmer, Tassal, uses 2 kg of wild caught fish in feed to produce just 1 kg of 
farmed salmon. 

 

Where fish meal is provided, this is imported from Sth America introducing biosecurity issues, as well as 
polluting the ocean with many non-marine products. Also using the non-marine products in the fish meal 
means that fish farmers introduce artificial dyes into the feed to produce the pink coloured flesh. 

 

The price point of salmon means that it is not accessible to low income families. Salmon farming is about 
high end food consumption not about feeding the planet. 

 

Fish farms attract species such as seals.  Fish farmers readily use missiles to 'scare off' these species, 
regularly injuring these other animals. 

High density cages increase the likelihood of fish disease which can easily be transferred to local fish, 
potentially devastating local populations and the broader ecosystem. 

 

Fish regularly escape from fish farms. There have also been significant escape events from Tasmanian fish 
farms. As carnivores, escaping salmon and tuna have the potential to severely degrade local small fish 
therefore having a significant impact on the marine ecosystem. There have also been suggestions that these 
escaped fish do not survive for long outside the pens as they have been genetically altered for growth and 
do not have the survival skills of the wild species. This general escape rate some suggest is up to 2-3% and 
does not include the larger escapes of 50,000. If these fish are dying this will lead to increases in scavenger 
species, changing the balance in the marine ecosystem. 

 

Fish farmer must be undertaken out of the marine environment. Closed contaiment fish farms provide 
carbon neutral solutions and offer the least impacts on any environment. 

Submission 195 
Ian James 

 



Fish farming in the waters around Flinders Island is an industry that is incompatible with the tourism 
industry on the Island. Visitors to the Island value the clean pristine waters and visual amenity of the 
coastline. Fish farming is unlikely to be of economic benefit to the Island and poses an unacceptable risk 
from pollution and accidents. 

Submission 196 
Kevin Perkins 

This is a pristine area. 

There is already a vibrant fishing industry ( fin & lobster). 

Flinders Island  is becoming increasingly popular as a tourist destination, who come for the unspoilt & 
natural beauty. 

It is time for fish farming to move on-shore, in a closed operation, & not degrade the waters around 
Flinders Island. 

Submission 197 
Micah Landon-Lane 

Any plan regarding the salmon farming industry in Tasmania, as with any other industry, must address the 
climate crisis. The amounts of fossil fuels used in the running of these farms is significant, and any plan 
should outline how these emissions will be offset and eventually eliminated.  

Similarly, it is well known that Tasmania harbours a wide diversity of endemic marine species, some of 
which are known to inhabit very restricted areas. With large biodiversity losses and ongoing species 
extinctions occurring around the world, salmon farms should not be permitted to be in inshore areas, 
where farm effluent significantly alters the surrounding habitat, without first knowing whether that local 
area is at risk of losing endangered species. 

Submission 198 
Garry Dukes 

The expansion of Salmon Farming in sheltered coastal waters needs to be halted due to its disastrous toxic 
effects on the marine ecosystems. We need to start putting our local environment ahead of profits for 
giant overseas owned  corporation who only car about profit$! 

Submission 199 
Bob Brown Foundation 

Submission from Bob Brown Foundation. 



 

 

 

We would like to submit that fin-fish aquaculture be removed from Tasmania's waterways. This includes 
rivers, bays, near-shore and offshore waters. 

 

In other parts of the world, fin-fish aquaculture has either been banned or is being phased out due to its 
massive environmental impact. We believe Tasmania must do the same. 

 

As with the catastrophe at Macquarie Harbour, Tasmania is set to poison and kill our oceans, bays and 
rivers all around the state. 

 

There should absolutely be no expansion of fin-fish farms in the state, including the Bass Strait. There 
should be no move into offshore waters.  

 

The industry should be removed from our waters. 

 

There is a near endless list of reasons for this but below are some main points: 

 

 

The impact to marine health and ecosystems, nutrient overloading and oxygen depletion and major impacts 
to the benthic layer. 

 

Marine pests and diseases. 

 

Massive algal blooms and the damage to marine ecosystems. 

 

Injury and death caused to protected species such as seals. 

 

Acoustic distress caused to marine mammals. 

 

Impact on endangered species such as the Red Hand fish. 

 

The massive use of freshwater. 

 

The poisoning and effluent discharge into drinking water supplies. 

 

Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

 

The inability of government regulate or control the industry effectively. 



 

 

 

The hydrology of both Storm bay and the Bass Strait. 

 

Humane impacts on the fish and injury and pain inflicted to the fish, 

 

Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as 
regenerative tourism. 

 

Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Tasmania 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

 

Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

 

Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area at a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

 

Corporate regulation and governance of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

 

Community conflict and marginalisation. 

 

Alistair Allan 

Bob Brown Foundation 

Submission 200 
Deborah Taylor 

 

Flinders Island is treasured for its pristine remote natural environment. 

Tourists are attracted by the empty beaches, excellent rock-climbing, walking, fishing & abundant wildlife. 

The ocean views are unspoilt by industrial development. 

The current method of salmon farming in Tasmania has been shown to seriously degrade the surrounding 
marine environment. 

Future salmon farming should be on-shore, in a closed system. 



 

 

Submission 201 
Braye Sutherland 

 

I have been a boater in and around Tasmanian coastal waters for over 35 years. I have travelled the globe 
extensively over many years and worked in many of the worlds out of the way places. Tasmanias marine 
environment was, and to a large degree remains one of the most beautiful and unspoilt places on earth. 
These places are indeed rare, the value of them staying underdeveloped should never be underestimated.  

The unquestionable environmental damage caused by the Tasmanian salmon industry is simply immoral. 
This industry should expand no further and withdraw its in water activities steadily over the next few 
years.  

I find the lack of transparency and probity with fish farm regulation and approvals disturbing. I strongly 
oppose fin fish farming and industrial aquaculture in Tasmania in any form. I will not support any 
government that supports salmon farming in any way in Tasmania. 

 

Submission 202 
Simon Roberts 

 

I am opposed to this plan, it will ruin the natural environment 

Submission 203 
Jarrah Lynch 

 

Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

 

Marine pests and diseases. 

 

Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

 

Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as  
regenerative tourism. 

 

Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

 

Impact on marine navigation and safety. 



 

 

 

Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area iat a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

 

Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

 

Community conflict and marginalisation. 

Submission 204 
Steve Collinson 

 

Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

 

Marine pests and diseases. 

 

Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

 

Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as  
regenerative tourism. 

 

Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

 

Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

 

Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area iat a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

 

Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

 

Community conflict and marginalisation. 

Submission 205 
Mick Waters 

 



 

 

My name is Mick Waters and I'm writing to express my opposition for proposed 

Fish Farms on Flinders Island. 

 

I was first made aware of this by Resident and good friend  

 

I have been to Flinders and can't imagine the damage it would have on this 

pristine environment. 

I'm a resident of Bruny Island and have seen the adverse effect it has had on 

the D'Entrecasteaux Channel first hand. Plus, the results on the Salmon and 

their appearance when they have escaped the pens which is a regular occurrence. 

 

Anyway, pleas submit my Petition to oppose all Fish Farms on Flinders Island now 

and forever. 

 

Thanks, 

Mick Waters 

Submission 206 
Mabel Sutherland 

 

No more fish farms in Tasmania. They are ruining Tasmania's native environment and wildlife. 

Submission 207 
Maria Tsangaris 

 

The 10 year plan for Salmon farm expansion into wild marine ecosystems is extremely concerning.  

 

For reasons listed  below. 

 

Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

 

Marine pests and diseases. 

 

Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

 



 

 

Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as  
regenerative tourism. 

 

Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

 

Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

 

Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area iat a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

 

Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

 

Community conflict and marginalisation. 

Submission 208 
Maria Tsangaris  

Repeat of submission 207 

Submission 209 
Robert Keal 

 

Hello: 

 

I’m writing to you from halfway across the world in support of my friends in Tasmania who are standing up 
against the expansion of salmon farming on their coastlines. It is said that a rising tide lifts all boats, and it is 
my hope that the response to the planned expansion will be swift and decisive in favor of the opposition. A 
healthy Tasmanian coastline means coastlines everywhere may be safer and healthier for everyone. Please 
do the right thing and say no to expanded salmon farms. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Bob Keal 



 

 

Submission 210 
Hayley Davis 

 

The 10 year plan for Salmon farm expansion into wild marine ecosystems is extremely concerning, for the 
reasons listed below:  

 

- Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

- Marine pests and diseases. 

- Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

- Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as 
regenerative tourism. 

- Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme 
weather. 

- Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

- Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

- Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area at a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

- Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

- Community conflict and marginalisation. 

Submission 211 
Sergey Ponomarenko 

 

Fish farming is extremely detrimental to the environment and marine life. There has to be a more 
sustainable solution. 

Submission 212 
Megan Perkins 

 

I am very concerned about the possibility of future Salmon farming on Flinders Island. Not only is this part 
of the world my favourite place it's sheer natural beauty, stunning diverse underwater reef systems are 
particularly special, and an incredible asset to Tasmania. The natural beauty and access to pristine reef 
systems was the primary reason my family bought land and make this our chosen holiday destination, 
which we every month or two from mainland Tasmania. Change to the environment in this area would 
have major negative implications for Tourism, as visitors are attracted to the unspoilt environment, empty 
beaches, impeccable vistas, abundant wildlife and accessible recreational fishing opportunities. Additionally 
damage to reef systems and biodiversity in and around the island would also have major negative 
implications for many local producers who rely on these natural resources for their livelihood. I have no 
confidence that environmental procedures and safeguards will be met in any new developments based on 
the track record of the salmon industry. Current offshore methods of salmon farming have shown to 



 

 

seriously degrade surrounding marine ecosystems worldwide. Future proofing this industry in Tasmania, 
and Tasmania's precious natural resources, would involve looking into onshore solutions and closed 
systems. Instead of investing in outdated technology here, I would instead like to see the government adapt 
and innovate to be industry leaders for an environmentally responsible salmon industry, to ensure the 
longevity of jobs, and the protection of Tasmanian natural resources - which are a shared asset. 

Submission 213 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 214 
Aaron Morrissey 

 

The 10 year plan for Salmon farm expansion into wild marine ecosystems is extremely concerning.  

 

For reasons listed  below. 

 

Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

 

Marine pests and diseases. 

 

Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

 

Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as  
regenerative tourism. 

 

Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

 

Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

 

Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area iat a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

 

Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

 

Community conflict and marginalisation. 



 

 

Submission 215 
Luke Short 

 

I am strongly supposed to fish farms in our oceans, especially Salmon farms are so environmentally 
damaging, the scientific evidence is there with existing farms and what negative impact they have on the 
natural environment and ecosystems. 

Economically we have to look at the long game and keep Tasmania as a natural wonder to attract tourists 
from around the world. 

Submission 216 
David MacArthur 

 

Our family live, own property and have frequently visit the island for over 40 years. This should absolutely 
never happen. It jeopardises much of what makes the Island unique and what makes people want to visit. 
Environmentally this would be a disaster and irreversibly damaging. It is extremely short sighted and 
damaging to tourism, the potential of future projects, property values and all the local businesses that align 
with the natural aspect of the island - which is not only a major area of growth but also a cultural mindset 
of the local community. This decision has the potential of ripping the soul out of a small town. I would 
consider myself in the younger/mid generation and this decision has potential for me and others like me to 
take our current and possible future investments elsewhere. Please stop selling our public coastline to 
private industry. 

Submission 217 
Ilana Kelly 

 

Salmon Farming Industry is not currently a sustainable practice and should not be continue nor expanded 
within Australian or national waters.  

 

Unfortunately the Tasmanian salmon industry has been plagued by controversy in recent 

years, with evidence of environmental damage and animal welfare breaches resulting from 

rapid expansion of salmon production to meet increasing consumer demand in Australia and 

internationally. Licence conditions allow one-hundred percent of marine life to be killed under salmon pens 
and industrial stocking to be maintained in damaged areas like Macquarie Harbour, where intensive farming 
has resulted in marine dead zones, threats to endangered species and the spread of bacteria mats into the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area.  

 

There are also serious failures of transparency within the industry, with no requirements for companies to 
release information on key environmental and animal welfare impacts, despite these impacts taking place in 
publicly owned waterways. 



 

 

Submission 218 
Caitlin Perkins 

 

I do not support salmon farming in any form off the western coast of Flinders Island having regard to the 
area being pristine natural environment and this bring a primary attraction for an increasing number of 
tourists to visit the pristine & empty beaches, excellent rock-climbing in around the western and northern 
coastlines, walking, fishing, & abundant wildlife in the area which would be impacted by salmon farming 
industry both onshore and off shore in this area.  

 

The area is already an established fin & lobster fishing industry.  

 

Currently we enjoy our block of land with unspoilt ocean views and free from noise pollution, and enjoy 
the pristine waterways for both recreational fishing and water sports.  

 

The current method of salmon farming in other areas in Tasmania has been shown to seriously degrade 
the surrounding marine environment, impact the marine wildlife, cause noise pollution to surrounding 
areas amongst other negative impacts.  

 

Any future salmon farming should be on-shore in a closed system. 

Submission 219 
Justin Quah 

 

The 10 year plan for Salmon farm expansion into wild marine ecosystems is extremely concerning.  

 

For reasons listed below. 

 

- Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

- Marine pests and diseases. 

- Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

- Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as  
regenerative tourism. 

- Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

- Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

- Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

- Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area iat a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 



 

 

- Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

- Community conflict and marginalisation. 

Submission 220 
Ben Loaring 

 

Opposition of the salmon farm as they are dangerous to local native waterways and not wanted by the 
community 

Submission 221 
Diana Droog 
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Response Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan – Diana Droog 2022-08. 

The following changes should be incorporated in the Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan 

No fish farm operations should be allowed in the Furneaux Group of Islands. If that cannot be agreed upon, 

then where any development of fish farming industry is to be allowed in the Furneaux Group of Islands the 

following requirements need to be in place: 

• The approval via referendum of all the residents, landowners and businesses in The Furneaux Group.  

• A 5-year base level scientific understanding of the flora and fauna in the area where any farm is to be 

located 

• The continual independent scientific monitoring of the environment and the annual reporting to the 

public of that monitoring, and that any monitoring should not solely rely on the public to report 

matters to Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania. 

• A shut down or closure plan for any fish farming operation, if it found to be detrimental to either the 

environment or local community. 

• The requirement that fish farms only use local sustainably produced fish feed and 

• The fish farm industry fund the recycling on the Island of any waste it creates. 

The following topics cover the basis for these requirements. 

Economic Loss to Community 

The present salmon fishing industry is presently controlled and managed by 3 large overseas companies. The 

Furneaux Group of islands’ past history has shown that when significant local assets have been sold off 

Island., the local industries are in the long run disadvantaged with little benefit to either the environment or 

the local economy. This has been starkly shown in the present fishing licence regime put in place over 20 

years ago by Government. Flinders Island no longer has a robust fishing industry, and to many on the Flinders 

Island, it lost economically from this change. 

One of the main industries on the Island is tourism. Tourists come to the Island because of its unspoilt, 

underdeveloped natural environment. Having fish farms in the areas around the Islands will be detrimental 

to many Island businesses (accommodation, eating, shops, tour companies) which relying on tourism. 

Tourists will no longer see this area as unique and unspoilt. 

The Salmon Industry has identified areas into which it wants to expand, in particular the coast of the Furneaux 

Group, and between Penguin and Three Hummock Island. There is no indication in this present plan that this 

will aid the Furneaux Group economically. 

The State Policy declares a Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry. Unfortunately, the 

words sustainability and growth are mutually exclusive. For growth to occur something else must decrease 

or be removed to maintain sustainability. Sustainability is basically the managing of an equilibrium of some 

sort. What is the loss that these areas and the Government are prepared to make, to incorporate the growth 

of this industry? A good example is where large developments in cities resulted in the loss of important green 

space, which Governments are/were prepared to lose. Also, this Industry relies on the import of large 

quantities of fish food, which presently is not sustainable. 

Disruption of Social Cohesion 

The previous Marine Farming Development Plan 1999 (Furneaux Islands), pointed out the growth of marine 

farms has not followed any specific planning process; individual applications having been processed and 

developed in an ad hoc fashion. The resulting levels of conflict with other users of the coastal zone have led 

to the need for a zoning scheme plan to develop marine farming in the State.  

Previous reports have highlighted the need to accommodate expectations of other users of the area and the 

need to minimise conflict with the existing land use activities including tourism, private land use activities, 
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rural and residential living areas. Having an additional marine farming industry will only exacerbate the 

housing and employment problems that the Furneaux Group of Islands already have. This may also bring with 

it, a fly in fly out work force, which is not beneficial to the local community. 

The Island has just been through a government funded consultation process (Regenerative Tourism - Islander 

Away Program) with residents and businesses on what it sees as important to them in the future of the 

Furneaux Group of Islands. The fish farming industry in Australia 1) relies heavily on the import of large 

quantities of artificially made food pellets for the fish and 2). is now 100% owned, controlled, and managed 

by overseas interests, both of which do not fit into the circular sustainable industry ethos that the Island 

community is attempting to achieve. 

Environmental Degradation and Pollution 

There has been inadequate investigation or consultation to determine what areas in the State should be 

excluded on an environmental basis from this 10-year plan set up for the fish farm Industry. It is best practice 

to protect areas of significance from development then destroy them by death through 1,000 cuts, a problem 

the CSIRO has highlighted. 

Fish farming has a large effect on its surrounding environment as demonstrated in previous government and 

university reports. The Furneaux Group is one of the last easily accessible nearly pristine and fragile marine 

environments in Tasmania that has not been developed for large scale industry. 

The Marine Farming Development Plan 1999 (Furneaux Islands) highlighted the importance of the Furneaux 

Group of Islands for protection. This area’s scientific significance is that it represents a boundary for some 

species - being the southernmost location for some species yet being the northernmost for others. It is 

important to maintain and protect this area for both research and the protection of unique species. Many of 

the small islands that have been reserved for nature have been done so to protect known mutton-bird 

rookeries, bird habitat, nesting sites for Cape Barren Geese and other sea bird species, seal colonies and areas 

for scientific research. 

Monitoring at some salmon farming sites have shown that dolphins and fur seals have been killed by salmon 

farming operations, through trapping in nets and as well as suffering the terrible death of drowning through 

becoming entangled in fish farm nets. Legislation and the Seal Management Framework 2018 has been set 

up to in an attempt to manage these natural predators. 

The 5 years of data collected on Macquarie Harbour indicates that over 80% of marine debris is attributed to 

fish farming. What is of concern, is that this level is increasing over time. Having fish farms will only increase 

the marine debris on the Furneaux Islands pristine beaches. This will also harm the marine birds and animals 

that either get entangled in or consume the debris. 

Having large quantities of non-native fish in an area will affect the prey and predator relationships of both 

birds, mammals and fish in the region. There appears to have been no studies done on the effect of these 

farms on prey species. 

Most of the Furneaux seal population was decimated during the late 18th, 19th and early 20th centuries, but 

remnants remain on the outer islands. If any fish farming is planned, then a thorough survey of present seal 

colonies and marine birds need to be done beforehand to determine if and what effects any fish farm may 

have in the area.  

The Salmons Interactions Team, University of Tasmania has stated that it is well known that marine salmon 

farming practices result in the release of both dissolved nutrients and particulate organic material in the form 

of urea, fish faeces and uneaten feed. The release of these materials has the potential to interact with rocky 

reef environments, with the likelihood and level of response depending on several factors. These include the 

farm’s location in relation to rocky reefs, the intensity of farming, the local hydrodynamics, and the sensitivity 

of the rocky reef ecosystem. 
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An early indication of nutrient enrichment includes the increased abundance and rapid growth of 

opportunistic algal species. By nature, opportunistic species are fast growing, can more efficiently make use 

of increased nutrient levels, and may out-compete other species. 

The impacts and possible detrimental effects of finfish farms on the environment have been shown in the 

past. Solid wastes may accumulate on the seabed, especially in areas of poor current flow, causing a change 

in the benthic community structure, while soluble nutrients released to the water column can increase the risk 

of toxic algal blooms. 

At present finfish farming has a greater impact on the environment than shellfish farming because of the 

addition of organic material. We still do not know the ultimate effect of this material in the environment. 

There have been 68 reported mass fish deaths since 2019. A single mass-60,000 fish-mortality event from 

warming waters in Northern Tasmania in February 2022, only highlights the danger of this type of operation 

in the Furneaux Group of Islands, where the temperatures are warmer. 

It appears the present Regulatory process in place is only interested in the effect on specific threatened 

species. Eg Threatened species are explicitly addressed in the environmental impact statement …..This 

ensures that survey requirements for threatened species are appropriate, and that specific advice is obtained 

on suitable mitigation measures to ensure that threatened and protected species impacts are reduced as far 

as possible. The eco system, as a whole, is not valued or protected in this regulatory process. 

Strict Independent Regulation and Monitoring of the Environment 

Although there is regular monitoring of the operations of present fish farms, with the summary the results 

shown on a dedicated website, there appears to be deficiencies in the monitoring and reporting of the actual 

environment eg water, flora and fauna.  

The recent EPA latest Broadscale Environmental Monitoring Program report on the Huon Estuary and 

D'Entrecasteaux Channels highlighted this with the need for  

1. rationalising monitoring sites and reviewing the location of sites to ensure detection of subtle 
impacts, while increasing the frequency of some monitoring 

2. expanding existing monitoring methods to include surveys of reef and seagrass habitats 
3. increasing statistical analysis to better understand the source of variation of the data collected and 

to improve the presentation of data in monitoring reports to show relationships between key 
parameters 

4. implementing further research to modernise key aspects of environmental monitoring, including the 
potential use of cutting-edge technologies for DNA analysis 

5. developing a report card to summarise monitoring data and to increase accessibility for the public 

Most of the past work has been on water quality and not the interaction of marine and bird species. 

Unless there is continual independent scientific monitoring of all sites and the public reporting of these 

results and outcomes, strict legislation and regulation are useless and bound to fail in protecting our 

environment. This has already been shown after the Marine Farming Development Plan 1999, which 

highlighted the problems in this industry, and 22 years later are unfortunately still a problem.  

Finally, before any fish farm site anywhere in the State is allowed to be put in, a thorough 5-year monitoring 

of that environment needs to be done. Without good base data scientists cannot determine the effect of a 

fish farm’s operations or whether the site is unsuitable for fish farming. 

Diana Droog The Perch Flinders Island 2022-08-31. 
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PO Box 878 SANDY BAY TAS 7006 

P: 03 6224 2332 
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12 September 2022 

 

Please find attached a Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council (TSIC) response to the 

Governments Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan.  

TSIC has already provided input to this consultation process during a meeting between the 

TSIC CEO and the Secretary of NRE Tas and other Government representatives.  

This written submission reiterates the key input provided by TSIC in that forum.  

This submission has been endorsed by the TSIC Board.  

 

Yours Sincerely,  

 

Julian Harrington 

Chief Executive 
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TSIC Overview 

The Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council (TSIC) is the peak body representing the interests 

of wild catch fishers, marine farming businesses and seafood processing businesses in 

Tasmania.  

TSIC Policy aims to support the interests and access rights of our fishers, marine farmers and 

seafood processors. Central to TSIC policy is support for four key seafood industry 

outcomes, which have a focus on environmental, social and economic outcomes from 

seafood. 

1. Long-term sustainability of the marine environment. 

2. Opportunity for long term, full-time employment.  

3. Direct economic return to Tasmania, particularly in regional communities. 

4. Provision of quality sustainable Tasmanian seafood to Tasmanian’s and the world. 

When considering the TSIC response, it is important to note that TSICs role is to represent 

the interests of the salmon industry, as well as the interests of marine farming sectors, wild 

catch fishers and seafood processors. Many within the broader seafood community support 

the salmon aquaculture industry; many are indifferent to the salmon industry, and others 

oppose the salmon aquaculture industry.  

These contrasting perceptions of salmon aquaculture within the commercial seafood sector 

and broader commercial seafood community makes it challenging for TSIC.  

Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan Discussion Paper 

TSIC notes that many of the topics and discussion questions within the Towards a 10-Year 

Salmon Plan Discussion Paper are very technical and would require specific knowledge and 

expertise to fully understand and comprehend.  

TSIC is not able to adequately address many of the questions or theme areas, so instead we 

have provided high level policy statements to highlight expectations.   
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TSIC SUBMISSION 

Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan 

Discussion Paper 

July 2022 

 

STRATEGIC DRIVERS FOR THE AQUACULTURE SECTOR 

Guiding Management Principles  

General Management Principles 

TSIC supports the existing high-level principles used to manage Tasmania’s marine 

resources, including salmon aquaculture. These include but are not limited to:  

• Continuous improvement 

• Adaptive management 

• Robust monitoring at appropriate scales 

• Scientific evidence-based decision making 

• Transition to clear decision rules and processes (i.e. harvest strategies)  

• Stakeholder involvement 

TSIC further supports the broader concept of Ecologically Sustainable Development. It is 

important to understand short and long-term environmental impacts of salmon 

aquaculture, and define acceptable levels of impact, noting this must be a balance between 

impact and social and economic benefits derived from salmon aquaculture. 

The TSIC Board’s accepted balance between socio-economic benefits and marine ecosystem 

impacts of salmon aquaculture differ to many opponents of salmon aquaculture. It is 

important to highlight that the small but very vocal opponents to salmon aquaculture 

appear to have a zero-impact tolerance, and instead appear to be fighting for the removal of 

salmon aquaculture from Tasmanian waters.  

No human activities have zero impact, and the reality of all natural resource extraction or 

farming industries is there is some level of impact on the environment.  

Different stakeholders will have varied tolerances to impact, with some more towards the 

zero tolerance, and others accepting a level of impact.  

TSIC will not accept extreme or irreversible impacts to Tasmania’s marine environment.  

TSIC will have a balanced approach between environmental impact and social and economic 

benefits of any industry.  
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Maintaining a healthy marine ecosystem 

TSIC fully supports the maintenance of a healthy Tasmanian marine ecosystem. Without a 

healthy, diverse, and productive marine environment both now and into the future, 

Tasmania cannot maximise its economic prosperity from its marine resources. Nor can 

Tasmanians enjoy the many other amenities provided by our coastal waters.  

It is important to acknowledge that salmon aquaculture has the potential to impact the 

marine environment through the introduction of nutrients. That is why there are rigorous 

monitoring programs in place to monitor the impact of salmon farming in Tasmania.  

TSIC supports the ongoing monitoring of the ecosystem in and around salmon farms to 

ensure any observed impacts are minimal and acceptable – relative to the social and 

economic benefits of salmon aquaculture. Where impacts are outside what is accepted 

within the environmental rules, then TSIC expects action is taken to return the environment 

to a natural state before farming could be considered in that region again. 

It is important to understand that the coastal environment that the salmon aquaculture 

industry operates in is impacted by a diverse range of influences, many of which have far 

greater impact on the marine ecosystem compared to salmon aquaculture. For example, 

freshwater runoff and wastewater; terrestrial sourced pollutants; sewage spills, natural 

nutrient loading through coastal upwelling; and influence of warming waters due to climate 

change amongst many more.  

It is important that the government consider a whole of catchment / ecosystem connectivity 

approach to identify and mitigate negative impacts and manage our near coastal marine 

environment.  

A sustainable, resilient, and innovative salmon industry 

Marine Spatial Planning as a tool to understanding the needs of other marine users 

Tasmania’s wild catch fishers and non-salmonid marine farmers have access rights to the 

Tasmanian marine environment. These rights must be considered during any process to 

open new water to salmon aquaculture, noting that some Tasmanian fishery jurisdictions 

extend to 200nM from the Tasmanian coast.  

The government should further explore marine spatial planning as a defined process for 

understanding how different users value the marine environment and how different users 

may be impacted by marine development.  

When considering any new salmon farming locations, the impact on existing commercial 

seafood operations must be understood and impacts minimised.  

TSIC does not support salmon expansion proposals that impact the livelihoods of other 

commercial seafood users.  

Immediate Clarification of Future Salmon Aquaculture Policy 

To provide clarity and certainty to both the salmon aquaculture and wild catch fishers / 

other marine farmers, the Government must clarify their policy around the future direction 

of salmon aquaculture, with specific reference to future extent of any near-shore, offshore 

and on-land operations or expansions.  
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FOCUS THEME: PROTECTION 

Building science knowledge  

Science underpins all commercial seafood operations in Tasmania. The Tasmanian salmon 

aquaculture industry is by far the most researched seafood sector in Tasmania, with 

scientific understanding underpinning regulation and innovation and ensuring the marine 

environment is protected from unacceptable impacts. TSIC acknowledges that independent 

scientific advice must continue to inform government, industry, interested stakeholders and 

the broader community.  

It is known internationally that Tasmania is a global centre of excellence for marine science 

research, with Tasmania home to many world leading researchers, including the field of 

salmon aquaculture. Their work is independent, peer reviewed and defensible.  

Defensible independent science, in balance with socio-economic outcomes, must be the 

foundation of future of decision making in all seafood sectors.  

To ensure consistency and certainty, the process of decision making must be clearly defined 

within policy, rules and overarching acts.  

To support future development and innovation, future research priorities must be carefully 

considered, and in unison with monitoring environmental credentials, the research must 

also address the needs of industry and industry development, not just environmental 

impact. 

An important part of any research outcome is to ensure a clear and defensible narrative is 

available to drive not only decision making but also public debate. 

This will require industry, government and research adequately investing in relevant and 

accessible communication of their work to the broader public.  

Governance and Regulations 

The Tasmanian salmon aquaculture industry is heavily regulated by the Tasmanian 

government, with the three salmon companies also complying with various third-party 

accreditation schemes. TSIC is comfortable with the current regulatory structure for salmon 

aquaculture, and supports the ongoing review and continual improvement of the rules and 

regulations as required.  

TSIC also supports a planning scheme that takes into account land based and marine based 

needs to ensure appropriate infrastructure and other needs for successful farming now and 

into the future. 

Circular Economy, Waste and Emissions Reduction 
The Tasmanian salmon aquaculture industry has excellent achievement against circular 

economy and waste reduction. Examples include 100% re-purpose of organic waste from 

freshwater operations and refining of waste products for fish oil production.  

TSIC supports all areas of the Tasmanian seafood industry maximising opportunity for 100% 

usage of all fish produced, and for the environmentally responsible production of seafood. 

This includes the phasing out of plastics and poly-boxes for other technologies, as well as 

the transition towards zero carbon emissions.  
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FOCUS THEME: PARTICIPATION 

Community Engagement 
The Government (NRE and EPA), science and industry all have a role to play in community 

engagement.  

Communication must be delivered in a timely manner, be clear and address end user needs. 

This may require different communication outputs for different demographics.  

Return to Tasmanian Community 

All Tasmanian seafood sectors provide a return to the Tasmanian community through direct 

economic return, employment and provision of seafood to Tasmanian’s. 

Seafood also plays an important role in the Tasmanian Brand, with tourists seeking out 

fresh, sustainable Tasmanian seafood when visiting Tasmania.  

Salmon aquaculture makes significant contribution to Tasmania. An IMAS report shows that 

in 2018/19, salmon aquaculture contributed $649.6 million Gross Value Added, $361.7 

million as household income and employed over 5,000 people1. While the 2019-20 

Tasmanian Agricultural Score Card puts the Gross Value of Salmonid production at $888 

million2.  

Each salmon company provides significant support and sponsorship within the communities 

they operate in.  

These benefits of salmon aquaculture must be considered in the cost recovery debate.  

Skills Training and Workforce Development 
Core skills and training needs of the Tasmanian seafood industry  

Salmon aquaculture provides significant diversity of well-paid employment and career 

pathway opportunity. Fundamental to many aquaculture and seafood jobs is the need to 

complete training. The core training needs of salmon aquaculture and the broader seafood 

and maritime sector is met by the not-for-profit RTO, Seafood and Maritime Training (SMT).  

The Tasmanian salmon aquaculture and broader seafood industry does not receive ANY 

training delivery or benefits from the government funded training provider TasTAFE. 

SMT deliver over 200 courses per annum, have up to 2,000 enrolments each year, and 

currently have more than 250 active trainees. They are an integral part of the Tasmanian 

seafood and maritime industry and also support a diverse range of seafood community 

stakeholders.  

After several years of funding certainty through the Seafood Pledge, today, the Tasmanian 

seafood industry has no certainty of government funding to support training needs. Instead, 

 
1 Economic ContributionTasmanian Key Sectors (2018-2019) REPORT (Aug 2021) - (PDF File 642.8 KB) 

2 https://nre.tas.gov.au/Documents/Tasmanian%20Agri-Food%20ScoreCard%202019-20.pdf 
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Tasmanian seafood has been forced to compete in the Skills Fund competitive tender 

process in direct competition with other industries and employers.  

In other words, the Tasmanian Government has no guaranteed commitment to support 

skills and training in the seafood industry.  

This is in contrast to the vast majority of other Tasmanian industries, who can access skills 

and training through the Tasmanian Government’s public provider – TasTAFE, which 

receives a direct financial allocation from the State Government  and also benefits from 

access to Government infrastructure and equipment. Furthermore, TasTAFE can also 

compete in the Skills Fund tender process in direct competition with the seafood industry.  

The Tasmanian salmon and broader seafood industry is therefore significantly 

disadvantaged compared to other Tasmanian industries that can access skills and training 

through TasTAFE.  

Workforce Development  

The Tasmanian Seafood Industry Council has developed and delivered three Seafood 

Industry Workforce Development Plans in the interest of the Tasmanian industry. As the 

largest employer in seafood, salmon aquaculture has been a core focus of these plans.  

Key outcome and outputs have been:  

• Seafood Industry Workforce Profile 2017 

• 5-10 Year Strategic Workforce Profile 2017 

• The seafood jobs Tasmania portal - https://seafoodjobs.org/ 

• Career Pathway Maps 

• Training Profile 2021 

• Next Generation of Workers Report 2021 

• Changing the Guard Report 2021 

The future salmon and broader seafood workforce would benefit from the development 

and delivery of another, post-covid workforce plan.  

VET in schools  

In recent months, TSIC has been working with SMT in a bid to revitalise delivery of VET 

courses in regional Trade Training Centres at HVTTC. This has been met with a lack of 

enthusiasm and significant time delays for any decision from within the hierarchy of the 

Department of Education.  

Conclusions 

TSIC strongly recommends that the Government:  

• Provide confidence to the seafood industry through a budgeted funding allocation to 

meet the needs of seafood and maritime training demand;  

• Support SMT and the seafood industry to rejuvenate the delivery of VET training 

within key regional Trade Training Centres, most notably the Huon Valley Trade 

Training Centre.  
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• Support the development and delivery of a post-covid seafood workforce 

development plan to support the planning and training of the future seafood 

industry. This would have a significant focus on the salmon aquaculture needs for 

offshore farming.  

 

FOCUS THEME: Progress 

Research and innovation 
Research and innovation are integral to the future of the Tasmanian salmon industry.  

TSIC encourages Government, research and industry to continue to build on our knowledge 

and understanding of the impacts of salmon farming on the marine environment; to 

continue to explore innovations that reduce these impacts; and to develop new 

technologies that support the future economic prosperity of industry, in the interests of 

those employed in the industry and the communities they operate in.  

It is important to note that an important part of research is the communication and 

extension of proposed and current research, and the outcomes / deliverables of completed 

research.  

Industry, government and science need to better understand how to communicate research 

in a timely manner.  

Advanced Manufacturing, Investment and Market Development 
Salmon aquaculture is leading the Australian seafood industry with respect to advanced 

manufacturing, investment and market development.  

TSIC strongly encourages industry, with the support of government and research to 

continue this investment.  

Future Production 
In the interests of salmon, other marine users and the Tasmanian community, the 

Tasmanian government need to clearly define their future plans for salmon production, with 

specific reference to the future of inshore vs offshore vs on land opportunities and policy.  
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I am a resident of Flinders’s Island with a child growing up here and I am very worried about the fact that 
we have already seen evidence of the damage to local fishing industries and marine environments that fish 
farming has been directly linked to down in Tasmania. The Furneaux Islands are known for there marine 
industry, crayfish abalone fishing and scallops, this should be allowed to be put at risk for off shore 
polluting big industry. Tourists come here enjoying gazing out on the vast bass strait waters and Islands and 
not the cages and service boats of industry that would burst this idyllic scenery. We don’t want a toxic 
industry disturbing this wild place we live and damaging this marine environment, compromising local 
fishing and tourism  industry and our childrens place. 

Submission 225 
Mike Pickford 

 

The 10 year plan is not placing nearly enough value on the environmental consequences of open water fish 
pens. Only if the growing is done onshore where the inputs and outputs can be accurately measured and 
monitored will you be able to satisfy justified public concern about the negative impact of water based fin 
fish pens.  

As for even considering doing it in a remote location so far from markets and where an unspoiled natural 
environment is key to the development of a sustainable tourism industry - only someone without a 
concern for the future of the planet would consider it. 
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Jason Evans 

 

I believe that no  further expansion of the salmon industry should be allowed. 

enough area has been granted and the farmers should have to manage those areas sustainably on a 
rotational basis, with an emphasis on removing sites from the bay and estuaries of the Tasmanian Coast 
line. 

Any expansion plans in Bass strait and Flinders island regions should be abandoned. 

 

It must be realised that the global food consortiums now operating the 3 major production companies are 
here for a reason, that being the healthy state of the environment. 

 

The environment is the key to all future food production, and unfortunately the Environment is under 
extreme change. 

 

Please give the Tasmanian Environment the Global edge by not pushing it to the limit. 

 



Your science and evidence should take a global perspective. 

Finally fish prices are soaring around the globe as wild stocks decline and population increases demand, 
keep the farms manageable, sustainable and clean, and the price for the product will  

go up, reaping a larger return form the same sized area, not expanding and producing more at a lower 
yield. 

Thankyou for reading my basic input 

Jason Evans 

Submission 227 
Flinders Council

As a result of intense community interest within the Municipality, Flinders Council was approached by a 
community member requesting a public meeting to prepare a submission Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-
Year Salmon Plan. 

At the 16 August 2022 Flinders Council meeting, a motion was put in relation to the community request 
and motion no. 146.08.2022 "That Council calls a public meeting under s60f (of the Local Government Act 
1993) to discuss the proposal to allow Fin Fish Farm leases in the Furneaux group." was passed 
unanimously. 

On Monday evening, 29 August 2022, a public meeting was held at the Flinders Arts Entertainment Centre 
with approximately 110 members of the community in attendance which is 12%, an outstanding 
representation, of the total population of 920, as per the 2021 census. 

The meeting was addressed by  independent environmentalist, and 
 from the Department of Natural Resource Environment. After hearing from all speakers, questions 

from attendees were addressed and the following motion from the floor was carried: "That the Furneaux 
group of islands does not support Fin Fish Farming in our island waters, ever." 

Submission 228 
Adam James 

Please please for the sake of the future of beautiful flinders and greater Tasmania. Do not let this happen. 
Enough of our waterways are already spoilt. Think of the future. 



Submission 229 
Casey Schweikert

Individual 

Flinders Island is an unspoilt, natural gem that will not be benefitted from corporations entering and 
pilfering from its untouched waters. I strongly disagree to allowing salmon farming in order to preserve the 
natural beauty and maintain the health of our oceans. 

Submission 230 
Australia Institute 
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Tasmanian salmon companies have gone through a rapid period of growth that has 

outpaced regulation and science. Company profits have not led to commensurate 

growth in returns to the State Government or the community. Meanwhile 

communities bear the costs of the industry. The fast tracking of the salmon industry 

needs to end.  

Modern marine management considers all activities and sectors using coastal waters 

concurrently and includes them in integrated planning and management. This is the 

top recommendation arising from the Parliamentary Inquiry into Fin Fish Farming. 

Short-term thinking and vested interests are wrecking our coastal waters, and all 

Tasmanians are paying the price. 
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Summary  

The Australia Institute Tasmania welcomes the opportunity to make a submission to the 

Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania’s (DNRET) Discussion Paper: 

Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan (the Salmon Plan). The Tasmanian Government’s 

commitment to improving the next Salmon Plan and the strategic policy settings for the 

industry is to be commended.  

This submission builds on previous research on marine resource management and 

governance in providing the Institute’s response. The Institute also draws on the wealth of 

information contained in the Parliamentary Inquiry Fin Fish Farming in Tasmania report, and 

the Government’s response.  

Tasmania hosts some of the highest marine diversity and endemism on Earth, world’s best 

practice expertise in marine science and governance, and punches above its weight in 

economic contributions, thanks to our ocean.  

It has been 13 years since the last integrated assessment of ecosystem health by resource 

managers. This is despite a statutory requirement to produce a State of the Environment 

Report every 5 years. 

Australia Institute research shows a vast majority of Tasmanians are concerned that the 

health of Tasmania’s coastal waters is declining. More than one in two agree the Tasmanian 

Government is not doing enough to protect the health of our ocean. Tasmanians want 

action in this space. 

Current regulation of the salmon industry has not achieved its objectives and obligations 

with concerns including eutrophication of inshore waters, ecosystem flow-on effects, 

interactions with native species, habitat protection, community returns, and lack of 

community input into planning and management decisions. This, alongside increasing 

pressure from climate change, other uses of the marine environment, and land-based 

pollution all call for a fundamentally improved management framework for our coastal 

waters. 

The UN Decade of Ocean Science for Sustainable Development and Australia’s commitment 

to transformation through the High Level Panel for a Sustainable Ocean Economy, is building 

momentum for a more sustainable ocean economy. Sustainable production and protection 

of habitats and biodiversity are core elements of a sustainable ocean economy. 

To thrive, Tasmania must now turn its attention to implementing research and 

developments in best practice contemporary resource management locally. Integrated 
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ecosystem-based management is widely recognised as the best practice management 

framework for oceans.  

The Australia Institute Tasmania recommends: 

1. Implement the top recommendation of the Parliamentary Inquiry into Fin Fish Farming 

by aligning the development of the Salmon Plan with the review of the Living Marine 

Resource Management Act 1995, and establish an overarching Marine Plan for 

Tasmania. This should be developed through a process that considers all uses and users, 

is evidence based and includes environmental, social and recreational values 

assessments (Integrated Ecosystem Based Management).  

2. The Salmon Plan should be developed through a science based and consultative, multi-

sector marine spatial planning regulatory process to implement integrated ecosystem 

based management.  

3. Remove fin fish farms from sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas.  

4. The Salmon Plan should ensure robust and transparent reporting for all users of public 

resources.  

5. State of the Environment Reporting should urgently recommence to provide multi-

disciplinary ecosystem condition data and assessments, and recommendations for 

management actions. 

6. The Salmon Plan should adopt a precautionary approach to management.  

7. Appropriate recognition of the Traditional Owners of lutruwita/Tasmania and co-

management of resources with First Nations Tasmanians, in collaboration with 

scientists and the community, should be articulated in the Salmon Plan.  

8. The aquaculture sector should pay for the cost of management. Cost recovery ensures 

appropriate economic signals are being provided and funding is available for necessary 

scientific assessments and management arrangements. This should not be augmented 

with funding from consolidated revenue. 

9. An economic return should be paid to the community for the private use of public 

resources and should be negotiated in advance of any new policy settings. This could be 

achieved through royalty payments, auctions of leases or other mechanisms. 

10. Resource sharing arrangements need to be clearly spelt out and where one sector is 

favoured at the expense of another, compensation should be payable to the sector 

which loses resource access. 
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Introduction  

Tasmania is an island state; the ocean and coasts are embedded in our psyche. This 

connection to the sea is ancient – First Nations Tasmanians have cared for sea country for 

over 40,000 years. Tasmania has some of the highest levels of marine diversity and 

endemism in the world.1 This is globally significant. Habitats supporting the rich variety of 

marine life include kelp forests, rocky reefs, seagrass beds, sponge gardens and open water, 

each with their own communities of fish, seabirds, marine mammals and invertebrates.  

The multiple uses of Tasmania’s marine environment vary from commercial uses such as 

fishing, aquaculture, ports and shipping, and emerging offshore industries, to a diverse 

range of cultural, tourism and recreational activities.  

Tasmania’s fishing and aquaculture industries make important contributions to state and 

national economies and employment in Tasmania. In 2017/18, Tasmania’s fishing, 

aquaculture and associated processing industries produced products with a gross value of 

$1.2 billion, representing $534 million in value added terms. Combined, these sectors are 

estimated to employ 3,410 people on a full-time equivalent basis.2 

Tasmania’s coastal waters are under pressure, with east coast waters warming four times 

faster than the global average.3 Tasmania has depleted fish stocks, ignored flow-on effects 

from this, eutrophication of inshore waters, threatened species and paltry habitat 

protection. Land-based activities, along with changes to freshwater and sediment flows, are 

also impacting the health of our marine environment. This all calls for fundamental 

improvement to our overall ocean management. 

This submission addresses the Discussion Paper’s objective to inform the development of a 

new draft 10 Year Salmon Plan. The Institute has long contributed to marine policy 

discussion and development through research and engagement, including:  

• Time for a state-wide marine plan 

• Tidal Wave of Alarm for Tassie Oceans Amid Landmark Marine Law Review: Research 

• Submission to Inquiry into the Australian aquaculture sector 

 
1 Edyvane, K. S. (2000) Tasmanian Marine Protected Areas Strategy Background Report Department of Primary 

Industries, Water and Environment.  
2 Fisheries Research and Development Corporation (2019) Tasmanian Fisheries and Aquaculture Industry 

2017/18: Economic Contributions Summary, 

https://www.frdc.com.au/sites/default/files/products/Economic%20Contributions_TAS%20Summary_NOV2

019.pdf 
3 Bennett, S. et al. (2016) The “Great Southern Reef”: Social, ecological and economic value of Australia’s 

neglected kelp forests. Marine and Freshwater Research 67, 47–56 



Submission: Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan. 4 

• Polling: Majority of Tasmanians Want Pause of Tasmanian Salmon Farm Expansion 

• Towards a sustainable marine management regime: An update on Tasmanian 

progress 

• Tasmanians still missing out on revenue from fish farms 

• Making mountains out of minnows: Salmon in the Tasmanian economy 

• Submission: Fin Fish Farming in Tasmania Inquiry 

• Other research is available here. 

The Australia Institute Tasmania recently participated in:  

• 2022 Tasmanian Salmon Symposium hosted by the Blue Economy Cooperative 

Research Centre and  

• Salmon Forum hosted by the Blue Economy Cooperative Research Centre. 

The Institute’s response is focused on the information contained in the Parliamentary 

Inquiry Fin Fish Farming in Tasmania report, and the Government’s response, in addition to 

the Discussion Paper itself. It touches on a few of the key recommendations where the 

Institute’s research differs from the Government’s response to the Inquiry. Further, while 

the Discussion Paper questions helped guide this submission, it does not attempt to address 

all the questions in the Discussion Paper. The Institute has opted to take a more generalised 

approach.  

Tasmanians support action for healthy oceans  

Australia Institute research in 2021-22 found widespread community concern about the 

decline in health of Tasmania’s coastal waters as well as a strong appetite for more 

Government action on the health of our oceans: 4 

• A strong majority of Tasmanians (64%) are concerned that the health of Tasmania’s 

coastal waters is declining.  

• More than one in two (56%) agreed the Tasmanian Government is not doing enough 

to protect the health of our ocean. 

• More than six in ten (63%) Tasmanians agreed that the expansion of salmon farms in 

Tasmania should be paused until industry standards are developed and current 

government inquiries and reviews into the industry have been completed. 

 
4 The Australia Institute (2021) Polling: Majority of Tasmanians Want Pause of Tasmanian Salmon Farm 

Expansion https://australiainstitute.org.au/post/polling-majority-of-tasmanians-want-pause-of-tasmanian-

salmon-farm-expansion/ 
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• More than three in four Braddon voters (76%) are concerned that Tasmania’s ocean 

is under pressure from climate change, pollution, and fishing and support the 

government taking action to make sure it stays healthy for future generations.5 

 

 
5 The Australia Institute (2022) Polling: Braddon voter during the 2022 Federal Election: 

https://australiainstitute.org.au/report/braddon-polling-march-2022/ 
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Integrated Ecosystem Based 

Management  

The long-awaited Legislative Council Fin Fish Farming in Tasmania Inquiry Report (the 

Parliamentary Inquiry), tabled in Parliament in May, highlighted the many problems faced 

by the salmon industry. The Parliamentary Inquiry made 194 findings and 68 

recommendations. It amounts to a scathing critique of the current Sustainable Industry 

Growth Plan. The recommendations provide a sensible and pragmatic approach to 

addressing the salmon industry’s problems. The Parliamentary Inquiry’s top 

recommendation is for a revised Salmon Industry Plan to be developed as one aspect of an 

overarching Marine Plan for Tasmania.  

However, despite supporting, or supporting in principle, a majority of its recommendations, 

the Government is delaying a move towards a more integrated approach to marine 

management, while proceeding with the separate development of the Salmon Plan. This is a 

missed opportunity to align both processes and fundamentally improve overall planning and 

management of Tasmania’s marine environment. The current path provides special 

treatment to the salmon industry at the expense of other users of the marine environment. 

With the first review of Tasmania’s main marine law also currently underway, the Living 

Marine Resource Management Act 1995, now is the ideal time to implement comprehensive 

marine planning. 

A Marine Plan for Tasmania should be developed through a process that considers all uses 

and users, is based on the best available science, and includes environmental, social and 

recreational values assessments. This is Integrated Ecosystem Based Management (or 

Integrated Management). 

Integrated Management is practiced in many parts of the world, such as Canada, New 

Zealand and Europe. Closer to home, the Australian Government uses it offshore (from 3-

200nm) and to co-manage the Great Barrier Reef. Other jurisdictions use it to varying 

degrees, with Victoria leading the way and NSW also well advanced in its implementation. 

Victoria has reformed its marine and coastal management over recent years, with the aim of 

improving coordination and integration across all sectors. The state has brought together 

existing laws and management plans into a cohesive and coordinated framework. There is a 

lot we can learn from our nearest neighbours. 
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Recommendation 1: 

Implement the top recommendation arising from the Parliamentary Inquiry into Fin Fish 

Farming by aligning the development of the Salmon Plan with the review of the Living 

Marine Resource Management Act 1995, and establish an overarching Marine Plan for 

Tasmania. This should be developed through a process that considers all uses and users, is 

evidence based and includes environmental, social and recreational values assessments 

(Integrated Ecosystem Based Management).  
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Marine Spatial Planning 

The second recommendation of the Parliamentary Inquiry is to ensure a revised Salmon Plan 

specifies potential fin fish farming areas identified through a process of marine spatial 

planning, and sets an industry production target for these areas which is transparently 

developed, sustainable and evidence-based.  

To date, planning for aquaculture in Tasmania has not used comprehensive marine spatial 

planning. As IMAS has stated, their planning is designed to meet the needs of only one 

industry: fin fish farming. According to IMAS, there is no reason its planning could not be 

integrated into a more comprehensive planning process. 

Marine spatial planning is a well-recognised methodology to incorporate best available 

science into decision-making. It is also an effective way to incorporate social, cultural and 

economic information. Many scientists agree that spatial management is a core component 

of good marine resource management.6  It is a key tool used to implement integrated 

ecosystem based management. It is also effective at resolving conflict because everyone 

participating can see how resources are being shared. 

Single sector spatial planning, which only includes information relevant to one individual 

industry or sector, is not marine spatial planning by its usual and well recognised definition. 

Marine spatial planning normally includes all sectors and values. Done well, it is an excellent 

tool to plan for the various uses of our ocean’s resources as they continue to expand and 

compete with one another in the future.  

Marine spatial planning is similar to electronic mapping, or Geographic Information Systems 

(GIS). It uses spatial information, represented visually in multiple layers, to show scientific, 

social, cultural and economic information in a spatial format.  

These layers overlap to show a heat map-type image, highlighting different planning 

scenarios, depending on what questions are being asked.  

Marine spatial planning can be used to identify areas for marine conservation, such as in the 

Great Barrier Reef, or to simply improve the way all the different activities are managed in 

our ocean, such as in Victoria and elsewhere. 

 
6 Little LR, Day J, Haddon M, et al. Comments on the evidence for the recent claim on the state of Australian fish 

stocks. Aquatic Conserv: Mar Freshw Ecosyst.2019;29:329-330. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.2992330COMMENTARY AND CORRESPONDENCE ARTICLE 
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Victoria’s Marine and Coastal Act 2018 requires scientific evidence and data, along with the 

views of rights-holders and stakeholders as input to their state-wide Marine Spatial Planning 

(MSP) Framework. The Victorian MSP Framework has three primary functions:7  

1.  To support integration and coordination of planning and management across marine 

sectors, the land-sea interface and jurisdictional boundaries,  

2.  To support Traditional Owners, marine sectors, marine users and the community 

participate in marine planning and management, and  

3.  To provide a process for initiating, approving and undertaking marine spatial planning.  

New Zealand also provides a model for consideration, where Maori values are incorporated 

into economic systems and customary management of marine areas. New Zealand 

undertook its first marine spatial planning process from 2013–2016. A review of this work 

found that marine spatial planning can support ecosystem‐based management, 

collaborative processes can be powerful in achieving shared outcomes for the community 

and Indigenous knowledge can strengthen planning processes by providing more holistic 

knowledge.8  

The Australian Panel of Experts on Environmental Law (APEEL) remind us of past policy 

commitments to address the fragmented approach to marine and coastal governance. They 

recommend the use of marine spatial planning to achieve this. They recommend recognition 

of First Nations peoples’ rights to sea-county as an essential part of these processes, 

including legal and non-legal mechanisms for sea country governance.9 

Marine spatial planning, when done well, is a participatory process which includes all 

stakeholders in the planning exercise. It includes interactive electronic mapping of all values 

and potential activities and is inclusive, open and evidence based. 

Recommendation 2: 

The Salmon Plan should be developed through a science based and consultative, multi-

sector marine spatial planning regulatory process to implement integrated ecosystem based 

management.  

 
7 State of Victoria. (2020) Marine and Coastal Policy. https://www.marineandcoasts.vic.gov.au/coastal-

management/marine-and-coastal-policy. 
8 Peart, R. (2019) Sea Change Tai Timu Tai Pari: addressing catchment and marine issues in an integrated 

marine spatial planning process. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems 29, 1561–1573  
9 Australian Panel of Experts on Environmental Law (2017) Marine and Coastal Issues (Technical Paper 4). 
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Sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse 

coastal waters 

The Parliamentary Inquiry received 224 written submissions.10 Many submissions 

highlighted a wide range of concerns regarding ecosystem impacts associated with the scale 

and pace of development. These included higher nutrient loads affecting macroalgal 

assemblages on reefs some distances from farms, impacts arising from jellyfish and algal 

blooms, seal relocations, biosecurity risks, impacts on rare, threatened, and endangered 

species, and marine debris.  

Jellyfish blooms are an emerging phenomenon in Tasmania and elsewhere. They arise from 

a feedback mechanism resulting from warmer waters and increased nutrient loads arising 

from rapid expansion of fish farms in Tasmania. They affect everything in the ecosystem as 

well as aquaculture species by directly feeding on fish well as on eggs and larvae of all 

marine species.11  

The environmental disaster in Macquarie Harbour in 2017-18 saw significantly reduced 

dissolved oxygen levels, an abundance of Dorvilleid worms (reliable indicators of anoxia in 

the benthos), outbreaks of fish diseases, and mass mortality events.12 This was driven by 

overstocking and a reverse precautionary approach in the management of salmon farms. It 

not only affected salmon farms (in May 2015 Petuna lost 85,000 fish because of low levels 

of dissolved oxygen) and the immediate marine environment but also a section of the 

Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area. The health of the harbour, and its threatened 

and endangered species, were also severely impacted.13  

National inquiries into aquaculture have also seen the environmental impacts of salmon 

farming raised as key concerns. These include the 2015 Senate Inquiry into the Fin-fish 

Aquaculture Industry in Tasmania and the 2021 House of Representatives Australian 

Aquaculture Sector Inquiry. 

The Parliamentary Inquiry recommended reducing inshore fin fish farming sites, with 

priority given to ceasing operations in sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas 

(Recommendation #3). Best available science continues to find concerning impacts of 

 
10 Legislative Council Sessional Committee Government Administration A Sub-Committee Fin Fish Farming in 

Tasmania Inquiry https://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/ctee/Council/GovAdminA_Fin.html 
11 Gershwin, L. (2019) Submission GAA/FIN 40 to the Legislative Council Sessional Committee Government 

Administration A Sub-Committee Fin Fish Farming in Tasmania Inquiry.  
12 Kirkpatrick et al, ‘The reverse precautionary principle: science, the environment and the salmon aquaculture 

industry in Macquarie Harbour, Tasmania, Australia’, Pacific Conservation Biology 25(1).  
13 Ibid. 
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salmon farming in these waters. Unfortunately, the Government has not committed to 

removing finfish farming from these areas. 

Recommendation 3: 

Remove fin fish farms from sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas.  
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Reporting  

The Parliamentary Inquiry highlights the importance of data in marine management. There 

should be no reduction in reporting requirements as a result of changes to the Salmon Plan. 

Rather, better use should be made of all available data, for example through urgently 

recommencing State of the Environment Reporting.  

Recommendation 4: 

The Salmon Plan should ensure robust and transparent reporting for all users of public 

resources.  

Recommendation 5: 

State of the Environment Reporting should urgently recommence to provide multi-

disciplinary ecosystem condition data and assessments, and recommendations for 

management actions. 
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Climate change 

Climate change is adding to, and in some cases exacerbating, previously existing stressors. 

Meanwhile, the various uses of Tasmania’s ocean will continue to expand and compete with 

one another. Commercial and recreational fishing pressures will continue, as will the 

impacts of aquaculture. Land-based activities including the expansion and intensification of 

agriculture, pollution from runoff from industry, along with changes to freshwater and 

sediment flows, will continue impacting the health of our marine environment in the future.  

The Australian Academy of Science estimates that over the past decade, more than 40% of 

Australia’s marine habitats have been severely impacted by extreme climate events.14  This 

has impacted coastal protections and is reshaping local ecosystems.  

The east coast of Tasmania is a recognised hotspot for changes occurring as a result of 

climate change. Scientists estimate these waters are warming almost four times faster than 

the global average and this is projected to continue.15  

Considerable uncertainty still exists especially where rapid change is underway and it is 

likely to be some time before these uncertainties are adequately resolved. A practical 

response to this is to take a precautionary approach, improve risk or vulnerability 

assessments, and implement effective integrated ecosystem based management. 

The Australian Marine Sciences Association recently published recommendations to this 

effect on ocean management under climate change:16  

“The increasing threat posed by anthropogenic climate change reinforces the need 

and importance of effective and equitable management of marine systems and 

threatened species, including improved vulnerability assessments, fisheries 

management, marine protected areas and integrated coastal zone planning, all of 

which take cognisance of anticipated future climate change. Such management 

actions will not necessarily eliminate impacts of climate, but reduce pressure on 

marine species to maximise their potential for adaption to changing conditions.”  

There is increasing movement towards evidence-based management for marine resources 

internationally. However, the requirement for evidence of impacts to enable decision 

making can appear to be at odds with a precautionary approach to management. The 

 
14 Future Earth Australia (2021). Sustainable oceans and coasts national strategy 2021-2030. Australian 

Academy of Science, Canberra, Australiahttps://www.futureearth.org.au/publications/sustainable-oceans-

and-coasts-strategy 
15 Bennett, S. et al. (2016) The “Great Southern Reef”: Social, ecological and economic value of Australia’s 

neglected kelp forests. Marine and Freshwater Research 67, 47–56 
16 AMSA (2022) AMSA Position Statement: Climate Change 
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Precautionary Principle calls for preventive actions in the face of uncertain information 

about serious environmental risks. 

Recommendation 6: 

The Salmon Plan should adopt a precautionary approach to management.  
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First Nations rights 

First Nations Tasmanians value healthy marine ecosystems as part of a range of associated 

values, including integrated land and sea country access rights, spiritual and cultural 

practices and economic values.17  

First Nations Tasmanians have successfully established their right to fish but expect to also 

gain an economic benefit from the exploitation of their traditional resources. A 

comprehensive and modern approach to marine resource management should 

acknowledge and provide for this. Further, the practices of First Nations Tasmanians provide 

relevant management strategies which have not been adequately considered or 

incorporated.18  

Tasmanian Aboriginal communities are best placed to respond to improvements to the 

Salmon Plan to strengthen recognition of their rights. The Institute strongly encourages 

meaningful engagement with First Nations representatives and commends the recent 

appointment of an Aboriginal Fisheries Officer to the Department.  

Recommendation 7: 

Appropriate recognition of the Traditional Owners of lutruwita/Tasmania and co-

management of resources with First Nations Tasmanians, in collaboration with scientists 

and the community, should be articulated in the Salmon Plan.  

 
17 Ogier, E. & Macleod, C. K. (2013) Your Marine Values: Public Report. IMAS Technical Report 
18 Ogier, E. & Macleod, C. K. (2013) Your Marine Values: Public Report. IMAS Technical Report 
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Marine resources and Tasmania’s 

economy 

Tasmania’s fishing and aquaculture industries make important contributions to state and 

national economies and employment in Tasmania. In 2017/18 fisheries, aquaculture and 

associated processing produced products with a gross value of $1.2 billion, representing 

$534 million in value added terms, along with an estimated 3,410 FTE jobs.19 

Australia Institute research has previously explained some of the pitfalls of simplistic 

employment figure statistics,20, 21 however, these figures recognise the importance of these 

industries to the state’s economy.  

A major shortcoming of current policy is that the Tasmanian community does not receive an 

economic return from the commercial use of its marine resources, with the sole exception 

of abalone royalties. Private sales or export revenue does not accrue to the public, despite 

public resources being exploited. Fees and licencing are important parts of regulating 

Tasmanian fisheries, but this revenue is aimed simply at recovering management costs, not 

providing a return to the community.  

This is poor policy from an economic and equity perspective and questions have long been 

asked as to whether Australia’s policy settings are providing appropriate community 

returns.22 With all three salmon companies now in foreign hands, there is an urgent need to 

strengthen returns to the Tasmanian community for the use of their public resources. 

Previous Australia Institute research has highlighted potential mechanisms for improving 

community returns demonstrated by Norwegian aquaculture policy.23 The public benefit to 

Norwegians from the salmon industry includes auctioning biomass licenses, as well as other 

taxes and fees. This research also noted the potential case for royalties on aquaculture 

operations, if the public resource was conceived of as a community’s waterways, rather 

than fish.  

 
19 Tasmanian Fisheries and Aquaculture Industry (2019) 2017/18: Economic Contributions Summary FRDC 

project 2017-210  
20 Minshull, L. and Browne, B. (2019) Making mountains out of minnows: Salmon in the Tasmanian economy. 

The Australia Institute  
21 Browne, B. (2018) Fishing for compliments: Fishing in the Tasmanian economy. The Australia Institute  
22 Rodgers, T. and Webster, S. (2007) Resource rent mechanisms in Australian primary industries: some 

observations and issues. Paper presented at the 51st Annual Conference of the Australian 

Agricultural and Resource Economics Society Conference 
23 Minshull, L. and Browne, B. (2019) Making mountains out of minnows: Salmon in the Tasmanian economy. 

The Australia Institute  
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Recommendation 8: 

The aquaculture sector should pay for the cost of management.  Cost recovery ensures 

appropriate economic signals are being provided and funding is available for necessary 

scientific assessments and management arrangements.  This should not be augmented with 

funding from consolidated revenue. 

Recommendation 9: 

An economic return should be paid to the community for the private use of public 

resources. This should be negotiated in advance of any new policy decision. This could be 

achieved through royalty payments, auctions of leases or other mechanisms. 



Submission: Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan. 18 

Resource sharing and allocation 

The current management approach does not provide a framework for resource sharing, 

being the allocation between sectors. There are multiple marine sectors in the Tasmanian 

community: researchers, non-extractive users (including divers, tourism operators), First 

Nations Tasmanian communities, recreational fishers, commercial fishers, and marine 

farming operators. 

The management framework should provide for resource sharing and allocation among 

sectors. Marine spatial planning is an effective tool to incorporate ecological, social, cultural 

and economic information and can be used to implement resource sharing and allocation.  

Recommendation 10: 

Resource sharing arrangements need to be clearly spelt out and where one sector is 

favoured at the expense of another, compensation should be payable to the sector which 

loses resource access. 
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Conclusion  

Marine resources are a public asset. They are owned and managed by the state on behalf of, 

and for the benefit of, all Tasmanians.  

Recent years have seen a deterioration of the condition of Tasmania’s coastal waters.   

Australia Institute research finds that the legislative and regulatory frameworks that manage 

marine resource use operate in isolation and need to be modernised and integrated.  

Marine spatial planning, by definition, includes all sectors and values. This tool, used 

correctly, provides a powerful tool to plan for the various uses of Tasmania’s ocean 

resources as they continue to expand and compete with one another in the future. It is a 

core element of Integrated Ecosystem Based Management. 

The salmon industry continues to receive special treatment, prioritised above all the other 

users of Tasmania’s coastal waters, including the needs of ecosystems to remain healthy. 

Our coastal waters are under threat from a range of pressures including salmon farming, 

fishing, climate change, introduced species and pollution. The best way to address this 

would be to concurrently look at all activities and sectors that use our coastal waters and 

include them in planning and management considerations, this is the top recommendation 

arising from the Parliamentary Inquiry. 

The salmon industry supports a move to more integrated and coordinated management of 

ecosystems, so that all activities or sectors that potentially have an impact are included in 

management considerations. We look forward to working together with the Government 

and industry to achieve this. 

Without consideration for all of our oceans’ values and activities, Tasmania’s globally 

significant marine life will continue to suffer. 

 

For more information, visit:  

australiainstitute.org.au/about/branch/the-australia-institute-tasmania 
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Adrian Jones 

 

Being a resident of Bunbeeton Point/West End for the past 8 years, I have experienced first hand the 
diversity of wildlife habitat that we have there from Whales and pods of dolphins, feeding, playing and 
breeching around the point, Sea Eagles leaving the nest. We have such large tides in the corner where they 
propose fish farms, which can sometimes only be a few metres deep. It is also a squid habitat, and we also 
have a fingerling nursery which encompasses flathead, sea mullet, Australian salmon and wrasse and white 
bait and pilchards, and baby shrimp not to mention goose barnacles, lupins and shellfish. 

 

The other concern is that it an area where recreation happens, it is one of the surfing breaks and common 
for snorkling. 

 

There are also many sea going birds that breed and hunt in the area - sea eagles and wedgetails, terns, 
seagulls, pelicans, grey storks, pied oyster catchers, cormorants, Cape Barren geese, wild ducks, shy 
albatross and black swans. 

 

AND ALSO SHEER WATERS THEY COME ROUND THE PT IN MASSIVE NUMBERS AS THEY USE 
BUNBEETON PT AS PART OF THERE IMGRATION ROUTES THEY FLY STRAIGHT THROUGH THE 
FISH FARM SITES AS THEY ARE ANOTHER SPEICIES IN DECLINE 

 

I am also concerned about the overuse of antibiotics in the waters. The tidal movements will require extra 
dosing of antibiotics in the fish feed. Any monocultral farming requires chemical or antibiotic inputs. 

 

and all the different sea grasses n sea weeds. i have witnessed ship wreaks on the pt as it is a shalow area 
and when the weather comes from the south or west it is not a place to b it is no place for a fish farm 
anywhere in bass straight OUR MARINE FISHERY IN TAS IS COLLALAPZING AS OCEAN TEMPS ARE 
RISING AND OVER FISHING AND THEN THE GOVERMENT ALLOWS THIS ICING ON THE CAKE 
NO RESECPT FOR COUNTRY OR PEOPLE LIFES MISSION TO STOP FISH FARMS IN BASS STRAIGHT 
UP!!!! 

 

 

 
 

 



Submission 232 
Kreszent Prowse 

Tas gov - please get the Salmon industry out of your pockets and out of our waters. 

It is mind numbing to comprehend the audacity that a private enterprise could lay claim to a shared 
resource like this. One that is central to Tasmania’s brand and image.  

The salmon industry has already and continues to pillage waters around the state and needs to be moved 
onshore where it can be periphery regulated.  

Please do not allow these greasy bastards into Flinders Island waters. One of the last wild places, 
untouched by the slippery salmon barron's. 

Submission 233 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Please - HELL NO to the 10 year salmon plan on Flinders. I don’t wish to see the salmon industry expand 
on the same trajectory that it’s been running at this far. 

WHY would you continue to sully Tasmania’s precious waters? The community does not want this. 

I hope the innate value of preserving nature as it is can be regarded. 

Warm thanks for reading. 

Submission 234 
Maikutena Green 

It is with great apprehension that I have recently become informed about the salmon farming already 
taking place within Tasmanian waters controlled by foreign money and / or foreign money mongers.  The 
destruction these conglomerations of greedy people create, and who don't care about anything except 
money: 

> not the salmon locked up and fed rubbish, and to have their flesh dyed in order to be accepted as a
quality food item by non-informed people,



> not the sea environment such as the large swathes of all kelps which are dying because of the slime
created from the filth which comes from the fish farms, and the destruction of it's environment

>the various fish, shellfish and other ocean species etc which lived within what were pristine waters - now
filthy, and have recently become non-existant or, at a minimum, travelling down that rotten road to
extinction

> the money that is taken overseas rather than left within our Country

> the destruction of what were pristine shores are now filthy shorelines

> the stress & the illness of our residents who live within the abominable noise from the fish farms

> the immense de-valuation of the properties which are close to the oceans where these horrid, filthy fish
farms are situated and,

> a myriad of other issues which I don't have the time to list at this stage to enlighten you.

I AM ABSOLUTELY AGAINST ANY SALMON FARMS AND OTHER FISH FARMS (INCLUDING THOSE 
ALREADY OPERATIONAL WHICH SHOULD BE IMMEDIATELY CLOSED DOWN!!!) 

Most importantly, there are other matters relating to the destructiveness of the salmon farms which 
impact upon my capacity to access a diversity of resources for my ancient art and culture!!    

I am an Aboriginal womin who has been priviledged to have practiced our ancient arts & Womin's 
Knowledge passed on from our Grandmothers - generation after generation for at least 60,000 years.  
Two years ago I, as an Elder, took 3 of my familial womin on a journey around the sea-shores of Tasmania. 
Within that cultural teaching/learning journey we specifically travelled to Bruny Island to collect a rare 
specific species of maireener shells - not available anywhere else within the shores of Tasmania.  With a 
considerable excitement we began hunting for these incredibly beautiful and rare shells, which had been 
used by our Ancestral mothers & grandmothers for eons of time, were no longer there.  We went to the 
two areas where we usually collected these live-fish shells but to our dismay there was not one of those 
precious sacred shells on either of the areas of the shores / seas on Bruny Island where they had 
previously been abundant, forever.  We then travelled around Bruny shorelines and couldn't find one of 
those precious shells and the only change to their environment was the pollution from the salmon farms.  
Those shells live on various kelps, when those kelps become covered with slim the shells die - that is 
impacting on our ancient culture. Don't be the Government that accommodates the further destruction of 
ancient Aboriginal culture!!!   

Greed for money & power in this situation will destroy the oceans and the creatures which have lived 
there for millenia.  Nothing is worth that!! 

Indeed, the Minister should have had the courage - if he believe that these fish farms are worthwhile - to 
have come to Flinders and yarned with his constituents rather than hide behind the walls of Parliament - 
purportedly the House of the People - and ignore those who happen to have a different perspective.  We 
are all equal before our Parliament - or am I walking around with eyes closed!! 

My final word - close down all current salmon farms and don't allow the establishment of any into the 
future 

Submission 235 
Zeb Walsh 



 

 

Submission 236 
Monique Kreis 

 

I don’t support salmon farms near Flinders Island 

Submission 237 
CONFIDENTIAL 

Submission 238 
Jacob Bresnehan 

 

I do not support salmon farming in any form off the western coast of Flinders Island having regard to the 
area being pristine natural environment and this bring a primary attraction for an increasing number of 
tourists to visit the pristine & empty beaches, excellent rock-climbing in around the western and northern 
coastlines, walking, fishing, & abundant wildlife in the area which would be impacted by salmon farming 
industry both onshore and off shore in this area.  

 

The area is already an established fin & lobster fishing industry.  

 

Currently we enjoy our block of land with unspoilt ocean views and free from noise pollution, and enjoy 
the pristine waterways for both recreational fishing and water sports.  

 

The current method of salmon farming in other areas in Tasmania has been shown to seriously degrade 
the surrounding marine environment, impact the marine wildlife, cause noise pollution to surrounding 
areas amongst other negative impacts.  

 

Any future salmon farming should be on-shore in a closed system. 

Submission 239 
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The fact that salmon farming was brought into First Nations’ territories without our consent or              
consultation is just one of many examples of systematic racial discrimination and forced assimilation that 
Indigenous people have had to contend with since Europeans arrived in this country.  

 

We as an organisation have grave concerns regarding the proposed fin fish farming in and around the   
Furneaux group, the negative impact on the local marine environment, Environmental degradation and 
everything else negative that goes with this industry   

 

For generations, Indigenous people have used the sea in and around the Furneaux Group for fishing, 
mutton birding and cultural practices such as shell stringing and kelp products and it is an important      
reason why we continue to live here. 

 

The Furneaux group of Islands are unique and unspoiled with some of the most pristine waters in the 
world, offering significant local recreational activities and immense tourism potential. The area hosts a 
massive range of marine flora and fauna, of which some species are under pressure due to the rapidly 
warming ocean environment. salmon farming will, through the addition of high volumes of nitrogen and 
phosphates from fish excreta, excess feed etc add further burden to the ecosystem. 

 

The salmon industry threatens the very thing that makes the Furneaux Group distinctive from many other 
areas in Tasmania and that is central to its brand: its natural beauty and clean green environment. 

 

The Aboriginal Right to fish and utilize the ocean is vital to all Indigenous people and fish farms threaten 
to destroy that right. Salmon fish farms threaten to destroy the wild fishery, we have a responsibility to 
protect and guard this precious natural resource. We will not let this happen. we will continue to oppose, 
and we will continue to protect our way of life here as long as it takes." 

 

We all have a shared responsibility to work together in order to preserve and protect the environment 
and wild fishery resource. 

 

Maxine Roughley 

 

 

Chief Executive Officer 

31st August 2022 



 

 

Submission 240 
Derek Wills 

 

It is with great angst and anger that I have recently become informed about the salmon farming already 
taking place within Tasmanian waters controlled by foreign money and / or foreign money mongers.  The 
destruction these conglomerations of greedy people create, and who don't care about anything except 
money: 

> not the ocean environment such as the large forests of kelps throughout Tasmania which are dying 
because of the slime created from the muck which comes from the fish farms, and the destruction of it's 
environment 

>the various fish, shellfish and other ocean species etc which lived within what were pristine waters - now 
filthy, and have recently become non-existant or, at a minimum, travelling down that rotten road to 
extinction 

> the money that is taken overseas rather than left within our Country 

> the destruction of what were pristine shores are now filthy shorelines 

> the stress & the illness of our residents who live within the abominable noise from the fish farms 

> the immense de-valuation of the properties which are close to the oceans where these horrid, filthy fish 
farms are situated and, 

> not the salmon locked up and fed rubbish, and to have their flesh dyed in order to be accepted as a 
quality food item by non-informed people,  

> no srestriction of access to bays let alone contend with salmon farms  

> there should be restrictions on fish farming within Tasmanian waters 

I AM AGAINST ANY SALMON FARMS INCLUDING THOSE ALREADY OPERATIONAL -WHICH 
SHOULD BE IMMEDIATELY CLOSED DOWN 

Submission 241 
Anne Rae 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Fin Fish Farming must not proceed anywhere near the Furneaux Islands because: 
The pursuit of profit will spoil the pristine islands. The islands are known for their untouched 
beauty and it is imperative for their future, ecologically, economically and socially that they 
remain that way. 
 
In particular, food waste and faeces from fish farms falls onto the sea bed below. The build-
up up of this waste destroys the marine ecosystems on the sea floor below. Increased 
currents will merely spread the expanse of this area of devastation. The fact that fish 
farming companies are looking to use areas with stronger currents is an acknowledgement 
that the companies are aware of this problem.  
 
Tuna and salmon are carnivores. Therefore they eat local small fish. This has an impact on 
the stocks which the local fish chain rely. Tuna and salmon eats more food than they 
produce. Therefore producers needs to catch huge quantities of small fish to feed the 
penned fish.  
 
Australia’s largest salmon farmer, Tassal, uses 2 kg of wild caught fish in feed to produce just 
1 kg of farmed salmon.  
 
Where fish meal is provided, this is imported from other countries introducing biosecurity 
issues, as well as polluting the ocean with non-marine organic matter. Also using the non-
marine products in the fish meal means that fish farmers introduce artificial dyes into the 
feed to produce the pink coloured flesh.  
 
The price point of salmon means that it is not accessible to low income families. Salmon 
farming is about high end food consumption not about feeding the planet.  
 
Fish farms attract species such as seals.  Fish farmers readily use missiles to 'scare off' these 
species, regularly injuring these other animals. 
High density cages increase the likelihood of fish disease which can easily be transferred to 
local fish, potentially devastating local populations and the broader ecosystem.  
 
Fish regularly escape from fish farms. There have also been escape events from Tasmanian 
fish farms. As carnivores, escaping salmon and tuna have the potential to severely degrade 
local small fish therefore having a significant impact on the marine ecosystem. There have  
been suggestions that these escaped fish do not survive for long outside the pens as they 
have been genetically altered for growth and do not have the survival skills of the wild 
species. This general escape rate some suggest is up to 2-3% and does not include the larger 
escapes of 50,000. If these fish are dying this will lead to increases in scavenger species, 
changing the balance in the marine ecosystem.  
 
Fish farming must be undertaken out of the marine environment. Closed containment fish 
farms provide carbon neutral solutions and offer the least impacts on any environment. 
 
Anne Rae 



Submission 242 
Morgana Robb 

Please don’t approve a 10 year salmon farm, this type of fishery is terrible for the local marine ecology and 
uses so much energy - more energy than it produces!  

It’s also inhumane to the salmon, these types of fish farms are described as “battery farms of the sea” 

Similar farms have already wrecked pristine coastal areas in Tasmania like Macquarie Harbour. 

Thanks for reading my submission! 

Submission 243 
Oysters Tasmania 
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Oysters Tasmania Submission on the  

Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a written submission regarding the Discussion Paper: 

Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan. 

Oysters Tasmania is the peak body representing oyster growers in Tasmania. 

Tasmania’s oyster farming industry produces more than $30 million worth of oysters each year, 

employs around 300 Tasmanians, and pays more than $1 million in industry-specific fees and levies 

to the State Government, while having minimal environmental impact.  The industry has significant 

growth prospects provided the right regulatory arrangements.   

Oysters Tasmania has five requests in response to the Discussion Paper.  These requests are outlined 

below.   

Oysters Tasmania appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Discussion Paper, and is keen to be 

consulted and to remain engaged as this matter progresses.  

1. 

When referring to salmon or finfish farming, please refer to salmon or finfish farming, rather than 

aquaculture or marine farming.   

• The Discussion Paper contains numerous errors where matters that relate specifically to the 

salmon or finfish farming industry, but do not relate to the oyster or shellfish farming 

industry, are referred to as aquaculture or marine farming matters.  Salmon and oysters are 

different, with oysters being filter feeders that feed from plankton provided by nature.  

Salmon and finfish farming is distinct from oyster and shellfish farming in multiple and 

crucial respects.  For instance, each of the light, noise, odour, chemical, blood, mortality, 

waste, benthic, escape, and wildlife-interaction impacts of salmon and fin fish farming are 

distinct from the impacts of oyster and shellfish farming. 
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2. 

Following on from this, the regulation of, and policy for, salmon and finfish farming should be 

separate from the regulation of, and policy for, oyster and shellfish farming.   

• Areas of common regulation are more a result of historical quirk and bureaucratic 

convenience than best-practice design.  The wellbeing of the Tasmanian community would 

be best served if different industries were regulated differently, based on deliberate 

consideration of the characteristics of each industry. 

3. 

As an exception to the above, it is accepted that the regulation of, and policy for, leases over Crown 

waters will continue to jointly affect salmon/finfish farming and oyster/shellfish farming.  It is also 

accepted that leases over Crown waters should provide a return to the broad Tasmanian citizenry.   

Leases over Crown waters already provide a return to the broad Tasmanian citizenry by way of the 

significant lease fees charged.  There is no case to increase lease fees. 

• When an industry imposes costs on government or the community, these costs should be 

addressed directly, either through bans to prevent the costs arising, or through specific 

charges that are tailored to offset or compensate for the costs.  These costs would not be 

adequately addressed if the government sought to address them through an arbitrary 

increase in lease fees on all holders of leases over Crown waters. 

4. 

Regular, detailed State of the Environment reporting, and the research that underpins it, should be 

progressed as a public good of immense value to the Tasmanian citizenry now and in the future.  

Such reporting would likely indicate that the biggest polluter of our waterways is the Tasmanian 

public sector. 
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5. 

Oysters Tasmania supports the Government’s proposal to review the Marine Farming Planning Act. 

• Oysters Tasmania has provided a submission for the review of the Living Marine Resources 

Management Act (LMRMA).  In the submission we argued that the LMRMA is primarily a 

statute focused on wild fishing rather than marine farming, and that oyster farming could 

more appropriately be regulated through the Marine Farming Planning Act and/or Primary 

Produce Safety Act.  We therefore recommended that oyster growers be removed from 

licensing requirements under the LMRMA.  This recommendation could now be pursued in 

the knowledge that the forthcoming review of the Marine Farming Planning Act can ensure 

appropriate, comprehensive, and up-to-date regulatory arrangements for oyster growers. 

• The Legislative Council Government Administration Sub-Committee “A” Report on Finfish 

Farming in Tasmania recommended that the review of the Marine Farming Planning Act 

cover Ministerial discretion in decision-making.  Oysters Tasmania supports this, noting the 

role that such discretion plays in making leases over waters less secure than leases over 

land. 



 

 

Submission 244 
Mikael Morgan 

 

Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

 

Marine pests and diseases. 

 

Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

 

Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as  
regenerative tourism. 

 

Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

 

Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

 

Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area iat a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

 

Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

 

Community conflict and marginalisation. 

Submission 245 
Jackson Stevenson 

  

The 10 year plan for Salmon farm expansion into wild marine ecosystems is extremely concerning.  

 

For reasons listed  below. 

 

Impact to marine health, nutrient loads and benthic impacts. 

 

Marine pests and diseases. 



 

 

 

Cultural impacts to Aboriginal traditional owners and users of the area. 

 

Scenic impacts to the environment and potential for future sustainable economic practice such as  
regenerative tourism. 

 

Marine pollution of plastics and other industrial waste particularly in an area of high intensity extreme  
weather. 

 

Impact to brand and reputation of Flinders island. 

 

Impact on marine navigation and safety. 

 

Fuel use and carbon impacts of industrial operations in this remote area iat a time of heightened climate 
change responsibility. 

 

Corporate regulation and governance  of an industry owned by non Tasmanian interests. 

 

Community conflict and marginalisation. 

Submission 246 
East Coast Catchments Steering Committee 
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EAST COAST CATCHMENTS STEERING COMMITTEE 
 

Towards a 10 Year Salmon Plan 

Response on Behalf of East Coast Catchment Steering Committee 

 

Introduction 

The East Coast Catchment Steering Committee (ECCSC) has been established by the Landscape 

Recovery Foundation with support from Glamorgan Spring Bay Council to provide community 

leadership, local expertise, advice and strategic direction for natural resource management in 

Glamorgan Spring Bay. 

The group is made up of local community members who were previously part of GSBC’s now 

disbanded Section 24 NRM committee. Committee members have a depth of experience and 

knowledge of NRM and represent a range of community interests. 

The Landscape Recovery Foundation is a not-for-profit organisation set up with the aim of 

protecting and restoring Tasmanian biodiversity and ecological processes on a landscape 

scale. The Foundation has been established by a group of experienced and passionate 

environmental practitioners with a wealth of experience in ecological systems, threatened 

species management and community engagement. 

This submission brings together the shared interest and concerns of the ECCSC with regards to 

the 10 Year Salmon plan. They are provided as overarching comments about the lack of clear 

targets and definitions in the document, as well as responses to specific points in the discussion 

and reflect our concerns about ecological sustainability. 

We look forward to receiving a response with some detail about how our concerns have been 

considered and to what extent they will be reflected in the 10-year Salmon Plan. 

 

Overarching comments 

We are concerned that the document lacks clear definitions and that the objectives of the 

Salmon Industry are not clearly articulated. The consultation paper’s four stated principles are 

presented without an overarching vision other than the broad statement of intent: “The 

Government is looking to 2033 and for Tasmania to be a leader in sustainable aquaculture – both 

nationally and at a global scale.” 

That intent statement is not backed by an explanation of what leadership in sustainable 

agriculture entails. As a result, the ability to design or seek input into principle 2 (innovation) 

and 3 (continuous improvement) is particularly limited. There is also little connection with the as 

yet un-described accompanying policy framework, i.e. “To enable the industry to achieve this, 

Government will establish a long-term policy framework.”  

Elsewhere the paper mentions 2033 aspirations for a “… vibrant salmon industry – one that 

continues to strive to be sustainable, resilient and innovative.” but again, resilient and innovative 

are meaningless terms unless they are for a particular purpose.  
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The missing element in this respect is an overarching direction statement that defines what the 

state’s policy framework seeks to achieve i.e. a sustainable salmon farming industry that uses 

world best practice to deliver ongoing economic, social and ecological benefits to Tasmania 

 

Responses to Specific Points within the Discussion Paper 

1. Sustainability. 
The Government is looking for Tasmania to be a leader in sustainable aquaculture both 

nationally and at a global level. A noble ambition but nowhere is the definition of 

sustainable given. Is it sustainability against financial outcomes, production output, 

production efficiency, energetic criteria, ecological impact or something else? 

2. Global sustainability context. 
The global challenge of matching food supply with population growth is 

acknowledged. It is not apparent how expansion of the Tasmanian salmon Industry is 

likely to be a major factor in addressing the problem. Currently, salmon cutlets retail 

for $A20 per kg in Hobart. To supply salmon to those in need would add significant 

transport cost and then it is questionable that those in need could afford such a 

product. 

 

3. Ecologically Sustainable Development 
Three core objectives are listed under his heading. It then states “No objective or 

principle should predominate over the others. Management judgments must be based on 

the available scientific evidence of risk, and the levels of short and long-term impacts that 

are acceptable in the socio-economic as well as ecological context.” It is unclear who 

decide what is acceptable and how the balance between these three objectives will be 

determined? 

 

4. Considering the international and national context, what principles do 
you think should guide the future Salmon Plan in Tasmania?  
The preamble to this “discussion” question begins with a heavy emphasis on a strategy 
directly referring to a target for the economic expansion of the industry. Considerations 
of social and environmental impacts are then posed as potential influences that require 
management in the pathway to achieving the desired outcome. The real question is not 
about principles so much as priorities and politically motivated preferences. 

 
5. Government Aspirations for 2033. 

To enable the Government’s aspiration for a vibrant Salmon industry, seven outcomes 
are listed. Curiously, it then poses the question, “What do you think are the key actions 
required to deliver the proposed outcomes?” It is puzzling that the plan does not include 
intended actions towards proposed outcomes. Usually, a plan describes not just what we 
hope to achieve, but also how we propose to get there. 
 

6. Land Based Production 
A staged move to land-based production has the advantage of permitting better 

control over the environmental impact of salmon farming. It would allow for more 

accurate measurement of energy and nutrient inputs. Consequently, it would provide 

for better assessment of the efficiency of production, better control of the production 

environment, [e.g. temperature, water quality, oxygen levels] with a consequent 

improvement in stock performance. Wastes, water and unutilised feed are more 
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readily recovered, treated and potentially reused. Such systems would allow for closer 

monitoring of livestock health and performance. With properly designed and 

constructed enclosures, losses to predators and disease should be lessened. The impact 

of any failures within the production system can be readily contained on site minimising 

any environmental damage. Working conditions for employees would be improved 

and less dependent on weather conditions. Hence, as a priority, steps are essential to 

sponsor the necessary research to design land-based systems and provide incentives 

for the transition. An additional benefit is that processing facilities could share the same 

site as the production units with a consequent saving on transport and fuel costs. 

 

7. Water Use 
Water is not an unlimited resource. Whether salmon farms are on land or sea, in the 

same fashion as irrigators and other industries pay for their water supply, aquaculture 

should not be treated differently. It would assist the debate if the current physical and 

financial arrangements for the industry’s water use were stated. Responsibility for the 

supply of water to this industry should be managed by the two Government Business 

Units set up to manage water supplies in this state (TasWater and Tas Irrigation). Local 

Government should not be involved in the management of water supply for the Salmon 

Industry.  

 

8. Animal Welfare 
All forms of animal production are increasingly being challenged by the desire of an 

exceptionally vocal section of society to adapt farming systems in the cause of animal 

welfare. Television commercials defending the rights of battery hens and intensively 

reared pigs, now include salmon. The matter of animal welfare extends beyond the 

problem of opportunistic seals. The industry and the regulatory bodies should prepare 

for campaigns defending the rights and welfare of fish. 

 

9. Climate Change 
It is essential that the salmon industry fully adopts practices to reduce its impact by 

entering the circular economy. The increasing impact of climate change must also be 

considered in the design and location of farm sites. 

 

10. Community Consultation and Transparency 
The document outlines structures and procedures for community consultation and states 

“It is in the interests of Government, local communities and industry that stakeholders are 

given the opportunity to actively and effectively engage in matters relating to salmon 

farming.” There is no objection to this intent. However, the experience of many suggests 

that often the results of consultation are ignored and things happen according to 

decisions previously made. According to IAP2 (International Association for Public 

Participation) best practice, it is important to inform people/organisations who have 

provided feedback, just how their input has influenced the decision making process. 

Tangible evidence of how community feedback has been taken into account in the 

Salmon Plan is essential if public confidence in the industry and Government’s 

management of the industry is to be restored.  

 

11. Return to the Tasmanian Community 
In this context, the use of the term “return” is wholly financial. It addresses the questions 

of levies, fees for services and permits, and the potential for cost recovery by 
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Government. There is suggestion that currently some form of industry support exists. 

Nowhere is there any quantification of the funds involved at the moment. Equally there 

is no projection of what future revenue, costs and fees could be anticipated, or what 

would influence relevant decisions. 

12. Aquaculture Ownership  
The implications of foreign ownership becoming the norm in the salmon industry, makes 

it essential that there is a clear Government policy position to ensure transparency, 

accountability and an assurance that the cost of any failures either financially or 

environmentally, are not borne by the Tasmanian community. 

 

David Tucker 

Chair 

East Coast Catchments Steering Committee 

 



 

 

Submission 247 
Bev Watson 

 

I wish to register my opposition to any fin fish farming in the waters surrounding  Flinders Island due to 
environmental concerns. 

Submission 248 
Julia NacArthur 

 

I am very concerned about the planned off shore salmon farms in the pristine waters of Flinders Island, one 
of the most beautiful, natural areas we have. The track record for these eyesores is not good causing the 
destruction of ecosystems around the world. The reefs off Flinders Island need to be protected from the 
pollution as does the beautiful unspoiled scenery from these ugly enclosures. 

Submission 249 
Barbara Baker 

 

I wish to oppose to the fin fispartih farming in the Furneaux Islands.  Particularly the Salmon farming 

Submission 250 
John and Jill Hammond 

 

We are totally against any fin fish farming in the Furneaux Group.  We have witnessed what fin fish farming 
has done to the environment, coastline in Macquarie Harbour, Triabunna, Tamar River and Bruny Island 
and do not want to see any destruction of the pristine waters around the Furneaux Group of Islands.  We 
have had men work for us who have been employed to dive under the cages, who are absolutely sickened 
by what they have to deal with. 

The salmon farms are not locally owned by Tasmanians but overseas investors who it appears do not care 
about what damage they are doing to the Tasmanian coastlines.  These companies appear to be only 
satisfying the investor. 

We do not support any expansion of fin fish farming around the Tasmanian coastlines, enough is enough.   

Submission 251 
Harrison Vermont 

 

I have grappled with the questions of how to improve our marine environment and climate for many years 
now, studying meteorology and a masters degree in marine kelp, working on fish farms and for offshore 
infrastructure projects under the BECRC. I have come to realise that my notion that technology and 



 

 

infrastructure can offer solutions is flawed because the problems are created by technology and 
infrastructure. Long term solutions to food security and environmental degradation can not be found in 
further infrastructuralising nature. Please consider that the direction of this industry is highly destructive to 
life and hence, ourselves. 

Submission 252 
CONFIDENTIAL  

Submission 253 
Megan Gledden 

 

I wish to express in the strongest possible terms my objection to the proposed fish farming in the waters 
surrounding Flinders island  .There is strong evidence that there would be significant negative damage to 
these unique pristine waters and the environment !  

My property on Little Dog island directly overlooks the proposed Salmon Pens which will be an eyesore in 
a scenically sensitive area it also appears to hinder our boat access to our property. 

The proposed development is a clear violation of everything that Flinders Island stands for and all the 
principles of the planning scheme !!! 

Submission 254 
Petuna 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Petuna Aquaculture submission to the Tasmanian Government’s 
Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan 
 
Petuna thanks the Tasmanian Government for the opportunity to submit our priorities for the 
sustainable future of the aquaculture industry in the state.  
 
Having reviewed the Government’s Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan, Petuna believes 
in order to achieve its anticipated outcomes, the Plan must:  
 

1. Present a long-term vision that provides certainty for the industry to invest. Ten years is not a 

long time in aquaculture, nor is it sufficient to develop and measure ambitious emissions 

reduction and climate adaptation initiatives and targets.  

 

2. Capture and convey the opportunity that exists for the industry to provide a solution to the 

global challenge of feeding a growing population sustainably, and the domestic challenge of 

food security. 

 
3. Frame the Tasmanian industry within a global context. This is an industry punching well above 

its weight for its relative size and production, through world-leading environmental 

monitoring systems, vaccine development, selective breeding programs, feed innovation, and 

infrastructure solutions that minimise wildlife interactions and maximise environmental 

outcomes.  

 
4. Be developed with an understanding of the genuine perceptions, expectations and concerns of 

the Tasmanian community, informed by extensive research, rather than relying solely on 

consultation with interested parties. 

Importantly, the Plan can only provide an achievable vision for the sustainable future of the industry, if 
it accepts and acknowledges the reality of where the industry is today, as opposed to where it has 
been in the past, as the starting point. 
 
The Tasmanian salmon industry today:  
 

• Is one of the most innovative aquaculture industries in the world, leading the way globally in 

critical areas, including the environmental monitoring programs that inform our decision 

making.  

 

• Has a lower carbon footprint and some of the lowest environmental impacts (including 

freshwater use, land use and greenhouse gas emissions) than other major food producers, 

both protein and plant based. 

 

• Produces a high quality, highly nutritious sustainable protein without putting pressure on 

depleting wild fish stocks or natural resources.  

 

• Is a dynamic and collaborative industry, united in its pursuit of excellence in fish health and 

welfare and environmental conservation.   

 



 

• Is the single largest primary industry in the state and one of the largest employers across 

regional Tasmania. 

 

• Has a far-reaching Tasmanian supply chain that encompasses feed companies, pen and net 

manufacturers, transport and logistics providers and environmental monitoring contractors.  

 

• Invests $500 million back into the state every year. 

 

• Is one of the most highly regulated industries in the world, going above and beyond our 

regulatory requirements to meet the rigorous criteria required to attain our global 

certification schemes.  

Petuna supports the seven suggested outcomes of the Plan and is enthusiastic about the opportunities 
they have the potential to unlock, including:  
 

• A leadership role for the Government to proudly promote the industry, reinforcing the 

independent world-leading science that underpins its regulation, conducted at arm’s length 

from the Government. This will set the necessary foundation for the industry, its supply chain 

and the science community to tell its good story. 

An example of a potential communication initiative is the Government’s Salmon 

Environmental Scorecard, which could be transformed into a State of Salmon Report every 

three years. 

• Certainty for the industry to invest, through the provision of a clear policy framework backed 

by science, that clarifies the Government’s definitions of key terms, such as ‘offshore’, ‘full 

cost recovery’, ‘best practice’ and ‘social license’.  

 

• A workforce development strategy, incorporating aquaculture VET courses, to futureproof the 

industry and provide new career pathways for young Tasmanians, especially in regional areas.  

 

• The establishment of a Tasmanian Chief Scientist to provide an independent voice for the 

respected marine scientists and institutions that inform the Government and industry.  

 

• Investment in essential regional infrastructure and services where the industry and its supply 

chain operates.  

 

• Incentives for industry investment in R&D and community initiatives that provide broader 

economic, social or environmental benefits, such as carbon sequestration and circular 

economy projects or Aboriginal youth employment programs.  

 

• Tourism experiences that promote the industry to both Tasmanians and visitors to the state, 

through partnerships with local tourism operators, restaurants and chefs.  

Petuna looks forward to the Plan providing the certainty needed to ensure our industry can continue 
to grow sustainably in Tasmania for generations to come, beyond 2033.   
 
Kind regards 
 
Ruben Alvarez 
CEO 



 

 

Submission 255 
Alec Balcombe 

 

Our natural resources are worth so much more long term than these ultra high output fish farms.  

 

Flinders island is one of the most significant untouched yet accessible pieces of wilderness in Australia and 
the world - and it is an unforgivable failure to the local and global community contribute to its demise in 
the name of the bottom line.  

 

These businesses will survive without extra pens, and their shareholders will still see dividends, but these 
ecosystems will not survive with it.  

 

It’s unfathomable that something like this could even be considered as an option with the evidence based 
reports coming to light about existing Tasmanian waters. 

Submission 256 
David Whyte 

 

Firstly, I question the need for and practicality of a 10 year salmon plan. Assigning a set number of years, 
especially as short a time as ten years, provides no certainty to community and industry when salmon 
growth cycles are 2-3 years and payback on invested capital is up to 20 years Ten years will provide, at 
best, confidence for three cycles. This is not enough for the community, farmers or wider supply chain. 

It would be more appropriate and desirable for government to provide a robust, science based framework 
for industry that addresses the whole of community needs from the fish farming industry. The framework 
must be based on sound risk assessment techniques that ensure that the best science is applied to 
precisely define issues raised as concerns, develop best practice monitoring where appropriate and provide 
transparent reporting.  

The framework must provide robust “fact-checking” of claims from industry and/or Environmental Non-
Governmental Organisations to ensure that best practice remains independent. 

Atlantic salmon have been farmed at scale in Tasmania since the 1980s and the industry has evolved 
consistently and significantly through the decades.  

Two trends are evident through this period,  

1) The proportion of juvenile fish being reared onshore in Recirculating Aquaculture Systems has 
increased as the industry has grown. Tasmania has been a leader in RAS implementation since the 1990s. 

2) The industry has moved to more exposed sea water sites for grow-out of larger salmon. 

Throughout the development of farming in Tasmania the local and system wide impacts have been studied 
by peer reviewed experts, knowledge gained has been applied through adaptive management systems. A 
huge amount of data is collected, either mandated by legislation/regulation, required by third-party 
certification or simply as part of professional farming. This data is audited and reported on on-line 
dashboards, in sustainability reports and in government reports and scientific publications. The impact of 
fish farming in the seas around Tasmania is completely understood, entirely predictable, can be managed 



 

 

easily, and is entirely reversible. This has all been proven scientifically in the last thirty years. We should 
not be fearful of this system of food production or be concerned that it is new or unregulated. 

A commitment to Science and Risk Management principles will offer the best basis of any Framework for 
Tasmania. It is important to continue to demonstrate that Tasmania farmed fish are responsibly and 
sustainably farmed within a values-based, scientifically verified, farming method that poses minimal assessed 
risk to the environment and allows natural remediation of impacts. 

Certainty over farming capacity, confidence that the regulatory environment is robust and based on the 
management of real risk. Resilience is about our people, their families, and our communities. A clear 
Framework provides a stable future and helps us attract and retain talented and motivated staff. The 
industry is driven by the talented and committed people who work along the supply chain. Innovation 
comes from the partnerships between businesses to identify needs and opportunities coupled with the 
ingenuity of our people. 

There is a need for a Chief Scientist as a prerequisite to further independence of the EPA. This would 
ensure that best practice science is used to inform regulation. The office of Chief Scientist would provide 
all Tasmanians with confidence that risk assessment processes were transparent, issues and concerns 
raised were subject to scientific scrutiny and “fact-checked”. This would ensure that debate and discussion 
is based on sound facts rather than alarmist rhetoric and provide a mechanism for formal engagement 
between government, industry, researchers and others.  

Future research priorities could be made more inclusive by opening a community requested research 
portal run by the office of the Chief Scientist where new concerns or issues could be raised, reviewed by 
relevant experts, resolved or be provided a pathway to research. 

Specific topics for ongoing research include Social and Economic impacts on whole of state/nation; 
Meteorological forecasting (water temperatures); Blue Economy CRC offshore farming; Sustainability 
metric development; Circular projects to identify waste streams and potential new materials/products.  

There is a clear need to close the knowledge gap by demonstrating the value of current regulation to the 
community – a shared role for government and industry. For example the existing farming environmental 
monitoring programs (Broadscale Environmental Monitoring Program) are routinely subject to third party 
(fit for purpose) review and this should be clearly communicated to the community.  

Thereafter ensuring that regulation is developed where there is a risk to be controlled and ensuring that it 
fully controls that risk. For example, if there are concerns about ecosystem wide nutrient levels, an 
integrated management response would ensure all inputs into that system would be monitored and 
regulated on a pro rata basis.  

Thought should be given to providing an access point via the EPA or other regulators where specific 
questions can be answered. 

As an Island state we need a balanced economy with a range of sustainable industries that can only be 
based here and not lost to mainland or overseas locations. The continued development of our world class 
industry will rely on future generations of Tasmanians. To do this effectively will require investment in our 
communities, skills and knowledge.  The education gap must be closed with inclusion of local aquaculture 
content in the marine science syllabus at primary and high school to make that next generation of 
Tasmanians aware of how science, engineering, innovation and commerce come together to generate 
sustainable jobs in our marine estate. Similarly, we must maintain a local high quality water skill training 
capability as well as invest in TAFE/Apprenticeship opportunities/incentives for broad range of direct and 
indirect jobs in the industry that are not waterborne. 

Salmonid farming in Tasmania started in flow-through facilities in Bridport in 1964 and at every stage in the 
last 58 years the industry and supply chain has innovated, adapted and evolved to grow fish Tasmania can 
be proud of. Proud because the fish provide us with safe, healthy food. Proud because 12,000 Tasmanians 
in rural locations across the state contribute to an industry of state significance. One that can only be 



 

 

Tasmanian, one that can continue to reduce Australia’s reliance on imported seafood. One that has 
achieved distinction as the largest seafood sector in Australia.  

This happened without a ten year plan, it happened because the companies and their people accepted the 
challenge of satisfying the market, scientists and engineers invested their knowledge and skills to answer 
questions and develop technology and governments of the day provided a solid framework of laws, 
regulations, and crucial support at key points. 

Submission 257 
Libby McMahon 

 

As a Tasmanian resident I would call for the government to make the fin fish industry transparent in its 
applications,  procedures and to listen and act on the wishes of affected communities.  

I would also call for a halt to fin fish farm expansion until the industry is held responsible to produce a 
sustainable management plan and not an adaptable management plan.  

Please do not be the government that will be known as the one to allow the destruction of Tasmanian 
wilderness. 

Submission 258 
Huon Aquaculture 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan – Discussion Paper 
Huon Aquaculture’s Submission to the Tasmanian Government 

 

Huon Aquaculture (Huon) is looking for certainty from the Tasmanian Government to provide us with 
confidence to invest further in our Tasmanian operations.    

We want to continue to deliver increased tangible benefits to Tasmania through sustainable growth – 
delivering more, better-skilled jobs and economic growth (especially in the regions), and drive productivity 
and innovation across the State’s economy.  

We want to continue to be a key component of the most environmentally sustainable salmon industry in the 
world by continuing to improve environmental performance through industry driven innovation and 
appropriate evidence-based environmental monitoring and regulation.  

We will achieve this by remaining world-leading in terms of environmental management, fish-health practices 
(Huon is the only seafood producer/farmer to hold RSPCA Approved Farming certification), biosecurity, and 
sustainability (including future-proofing against the impact of climate change), to ensure our stakeholders - 
our 850 staff (Australia wide) and their families, our suppliers, customers and communities - can continue to 
be proud of what we’ve achieved.  

We will achieve this by focusing on safe and sustainable production growth within our existing approved 
lease areas. Huon has invested heavily in its on-land and offshore farming operations with a focus on Storm 
Bay. While Huon supports the development of the Tasmanian Government 10 Year Plan for the industry, our 
planning horizons extend longer term.  

The outcome Huon seeks from the 10 Year Plan is certainty around the investment environment in Tasmania, 
especially relating to Government regulation and policy decisions, which must be based on science and also 
promote the competitiveness of the industry.  

The Tasmanian Government has an important role to play in setting contemporary, transparent, efficient 
policy, regulation and planning, which is informed and backed by science. It also has a role in creating an 
economic framework that enables industry growth while also protecting Tasmania’s unique environment.   

The Tasmanian salmon industry is a nationally significant industry and requires the State Government to take 
immediate action and commit to developing a clear, unambiguous industry plan which supports growth, 
competitiveness, investment and sustainability. Huon has outlined a set of key opportunities the Tasmanian 
Government could undertake to provide clarity, and confidence, to the entire industry and its supply chain 
(commencing page 4). These opportunities are further discussed commencing page 11.   

Finally, an important part of any 10 Year Plan is to ensure that from the Tasmanian Government there is 
clarity around its support of the Legislative Council’s Finfish Inquiry report including the introduction of 
six new initiatives into the 10-Year Salmon Plan.  This Plan is yet to be determined but the Tasmanian 
Government has already stated it will contain at least six initiatives based on the findings of the Legislative 
Council Finfish Inquiry and without any consultation with the Tasmanian salmon industry.   

There is a disconnect between the Tasmanian Government’s statement that it wants to engage with industry 
and genuinely seek industry input into the future growth of the industry versus its decision, with no 
consultation, regarding the introduction of these six initiatives.    
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Our key concern from the acceptance of the Finfish Report recommendations by the Government 
relates to the decision to ignore an evidence-based approach in relation to the operation and 
environmental performance of flow-through freshwater hatcheries. Year after year, the water 
quality downstream of our flow-through hatcheries is independently tested (AusRivAS); and year 
after year the results show no negative impact; in some instances the river health is better 
downstream from our hatcheries, than upstream. 
Additionally, we note that last year, the Australian Government reaffirmed a Council of Australian 
Governments (COAG) principle adopted many years ago in relation to best-practice regulation; 
effectively, the importance of establishing a case for action before addressing a problem. The Office 
of Best Practice Regulation published a Regulatory Impact Analysis Guide which includes its 
primary principle “Policy makers should clearly demonstrate a public policy problem necessitating 
government intervention, and should examine a range of genuine and viable options including non-
regulatory options, to address the problem”. 
The Tasmanian Government’s decision to unilaterally close down flow-through freshwater 
hatcheries has not met these best-practice principles and should be re-examined in line with the 
Regulatory Impact Analysis Guide’s primary principle. 
In the 30 months it took for the three-person Legislative Council Committee to finalise its report, no 
Huon site was visited nor was any Huon farming operation (neither freshwater nor marine) viewed. 
Both the Chair and Deputy Chair represent urban electorates and none of the Committee members 
represent areas where Huon’s marine farming leases are based; yet the Tasmanian Government has 
accepted 95% of their views and in doing so has effectively signaled to the tens of thousands of 
Tasmanians employed by the industry and its supply chain that their efforts are deficit and require 
significantly more regulation. 

We all must collaborate on opportunities that harness the blue economy itself. Although 70% of the 
Earth’s surface is ocean, fish account for only 7% of all protein sourced for human consumption. The 
reality is the world and Australia will have to utilise the ocean more as we prepare for growing 
populations while reducing greenhouse emissions. 
Like any Australian industry looking to maintain its viability and market reputation, Huon and the 
Tasmanian salmon industry need the confidence to invest in the State and its operations. Every day 
we pursue operational and environmental excellence by constantly looking for opportunities for new 
and advanced technologies, to upskill our people, provide additional education and training, and 
make good on our mission to be a world-leading aquaculture company. 
In closing, we hope the plan developed by the Tasmanian Government for its biggest primary 
industry provides clarity on the status of future marine farming leases to ensure the Tasmanian 
salmon industry remains strong, resilient and internationally competitive. 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
   

 
 
31 August 2022 
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Key Opportunities  
The Tasmanian Government has an important role to play in setting contemporary, transparent, efficient 
policy, regulation and planning informed by science. It also has a role in creating an economic framework that 
enables sustainable industry growth and security while protecting Tasmania’s environmental objectives.  

For Huon to continue its significant investment in this essential industry and help drive positive 
outcomes for the State, we have identified new opportunities where additional focus could be directed.  

Realisation of these opportunities will provide Huon, and our supply chain partners, with confidence to 
further invest and innovate, while continuing to protect Tasmania’s unique environment. 

1. Government to enforce its existing aquaculture regulatory framework covering planning, 
operational and environmental compliance. 

The Tasmanian salmon industry is one of the most heavily regulated industries in the State. The industry 
intersects with hundreds of pieces of local, State and Federal legislation; a reality that Huon has always 
expressed its strong support and commitment to.  

The Tasmanian Government must have in place a regulatory and policy framework, which supports a 
sustainable and internationally competitive Tasmanian Salmon Industry. The role of the Tasmanian 
Government is as follows: 
i. Publicly support the industry’s existing regulatory framework by reinforcing: 

• that regulation of the industry is already undertaken on an evidence-based approach and 
is underpinned by leading marine and environmental science institutions; 

• that existing information already exists to demonstrate individual Salmon company 
performance and compliance against environmental regulations. 

ii. Providing a commitment for the EPA to ensure monitoring requirements (EL conditions) are 
relevant, contemporary and targeted to the farming activity being monitored. For example, the 
suite of Storm Bay monitoring conditions has generated useful information on a range of 
indicators regarding that body of water, which have a broader benefit, yet the costs are borne 
by the salmon industry. 

iii. Working with industry to negotiate additional public disclosure of data and monitoring outcomes 
(across both marine and freshwater farming and environmental licences) including a review of 
the Salmon Portal and shift hosting to IMAS. 

iv   Deliver the agreed outcomes for the 10 Year Salmon Plan with Industry and relevant stakeholders. 
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2. Intergenerational economic, social and environmental opportunities are enhanced. 

The positive intergenerational economic, social and environmental opportunities already delivered by 
the salmon industry are significant in terms of jobs and direct economic contribution to local and 
regional communities. Huon has long held the view that these benefits to our communities, our 
stakeholders, our staff and our supply chain could be strengthened if the Tasmanian Government:   

i. Initiated a workforce development strategy for the broader aquaculture/blue economy sector, 
commencing with the salmon industry. 

ii. Worked with industry and Seafood Maritime Training (SMT) to revitalise aquaculture VET 
courses in key regional Trade Training Centres.  

iii. Funded the current training needs of the industry via SMT – reflecting the annual budget 
allocation provided to TAFE Tasmania. 

iv. Acknowledged the importance of contemporary regional infrastructure and services to the 
growth of the entire salmon farming supply chain (such as medical services, schools and general 
infrastructure) and reflect this understanding as increased investment in future State budgets.   

v. Co-invested in an industry public education campaign which highlights the national significance 
of this State based industry including the nutritional and health benefits of sustainable Tasmanian 
salmon and its low carbon footprint.  

Enhancing economic, social and environmental opportunities also requires a strengthening of 
sustainability measures, investment and activities. Huon has committed to and demonstrated its 
capacity through technology and innovation to further reduce our environmental impacts and to 
continuously improve environmental performance. Huon’s goal is to be net zero by 2040. The 
Tasmanian Government could play a role in this process by:  

i. Including Huon as a stakeholder in the development of the Emission Reduction and Resilience 
Plan to support our current sustainability goals.  

ii. Providing support for circular economy projects, particularly those focused on organic waste and 
also encourage consistency across local government authorities. Examples of potential projects 
include production of insect meal for animal feeds, recycling of marine farming equipment, 
expansion of organic waste rendering and land-spreading activities.   

iii. Supporting local agricultural farmers to produce vegetable/plant raw materials for inclusion in 
animal feeds, and providing expertise to enable our agricultural sector to complete and gain 
necessary food safety certifications.  

iv. Taking urgent action to finalise the State’s Waste Plan and include the salmon industry and 
supply chain as key stakeholders.  

3. Healthy ecosystems are maintained through robust environmental and biosecurity frameworks. 

Huon undertakes continuous and rigorous monitoring of its operations additional to that of 
Government monitoring and reporting. The Tasmanian Government has the responsibility to ensure 
healthy ecosystems are maintained through robust environmental and biosecurity frameworks through 
the following: 

i. Working with the Tasmanian salmon industry to implement an industry Biosecurity Plan. 

ii. Finalising the standardisation of the Marine Farming Management Controls.  

iii. Continuing to support the industry Broadscale Environmental Management Program (BEMP) as 
the primary broadscale reference source while also evaluating and refining the program in 
conjunction with industry and researchers.    

iv. Clarifying its decision to ignore established evidence-based data in relation to the operation of 
non-consumptive flow-through freshwater hatcheries (Government response to Legislative 
Council Finfish Inquiry report – August 2022). This includes:    
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o Firstly, funding an independent Regulatory Impact Analysis process into its decision to phase-out 
flow-through freshwater salmon farms.  

o Establishing a whole of catchment monitoring process for every waterway that intersects with 
any flow-through freshwater hatchery.  

o Outlining how it intends to manage the future operations of the SALTAS facility (as a part-
owner) given the facility’s importance to the selective breeding program.  

v. Urgently clarifying the scope of the proposed new Wildlife Interactions Standard and what 
obligations it imposes on industry.  

vi. Recognise and support the significant investment made, across the industry, into projects which 
use seaweed and kelp as nutrient extractors around marine farming sites to better balance nutrient 
inputs.  
 

4. Independent and robust scientific evidence continues to inform planning and operational 
decisions  

Huon’s commitment to remaining ahead of the global salmon industry is steadfast. An issue that 
needs addressing is how all stakeholders (including industry, Government and academic stakeholders) 
can use the data around the performance of the Tasmanian salmon industry to make informed policy 
and regulatory decisions.  

There is also a need to re-focus existing science and academic institutions into undertaking industry 
relevant research.  

Huon believes the Tasmanian Government can deliver more informed planning and operational 
decisions by implementing the following:  

i. Establishing the Office of the Tasmanian Chief Scientist (noting Tasmania is the only State not 
to have such a role). This independent expert would be an important support for the State 
Government and complement the existing work of respected marine scientists and institutions. 

ii. Undertaking a review and reassessment of the future focus of Sustainable Marine Research 
Collaboration Agreement (SMRCA) including membership composition and consultation on 
research projects. This would ensure the Agreement provides industry and its supply chain with 
relevant, beneficial outcomes, while also transparently communicating research outcomes to the 
public.  

5. Research and innovation must assist climate change resilience and continuous improvement of 
practices.  

Over 35 years, the salmon industry has evolved largely via its own skills, capital investment and 
expertise. Tasmania has an invaluable asset in the globally recognised marine science institutions and 
scientists and Huon believes their research into the industry has not always been properly 
acknowledged and this must be reversed. 

The Tasmanian Government should implement the following:   

i. Commit to additional funding for the Blue Economy CRC and lobby the Australian Government 
to do the same. 

ii. Clearly articulate the future role, scope and investment it intends to make in regard to R&D for 
the Tasmanian salmon industry – particularly in relation to two key principles; the commercial 
reality of whether 100% salmon farming is possible on-land and the future of offshore and high 
impact energy salmon farming and commercial viability. This could include:  

o investing in industry based research that de-risks investment in future marine farming in both 
State and Commonwealth waters; and  

o establishing a Tasmanian Salmon Industry (or Aquaculture) Innovation Fund enabling 
participation from the wider supply chain partners.  
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iii. Advocate for and lobby the Australian Government for the establishment of an Aquaculture 
Research and Development Corporation (RDC).  

iv. Develop a contemporary climate change policy – the “current” policy Tasmania's Climate 
Change Action Plan 2017–2021 has expired and does not reflect the significant innovation 
taking place across the State’s largest primary industry.  

v. Support the industry and broader supply chain to transition away from carbon-based fuel models 
and support innovative renewable energy projects. 

6. Well-considered, planned and progressive production opportunities are adopted.  

In order to demonstrate its support for a viable, sustainable and competitive Tasmanian salmon 
industry the Tasmanian Government could: 

i. Publicly support the industry’s growth agenda by immediately removing the “12 month 
moratorium”; 

ii. Clarify future marine farming zones in Tasmanian waters (as identified in the Aquaculture 
Spatial Planning project) including the status of existing research areas, as well as reaffirm 
support for existing marine industrial zones such as Electrona.  

iii. Undertake a “land-based” spatial planning assessment to review options for expansion including 
land-based farming, shore-based facilities, harvest and processing factories (refer to Principle 2).  

iv. Investigate a mechanism to apply a future Total Permissible Dissolved Nitrogen Output 
(TPDNO) penalty for non-compliant pen-bays.  

v. Incentivise the return of un-used marine farming leases. 

vi. Provide long-term commitment to the memorandum of understanding with the Australian 
Government in relation to marine farming in Commonwealth waters. 

vii. Provide a clear definition of ‘off-shore’ farming, with a preference for the term “high-energy” or 
“open water” to be used.  

viii. Create a separate Aquaculture ministerial portfolio and review the strategic focus of existing 
Tasmanian Government agency support including the establishment of a dedicated, across-
government team, who better understand each company’s performance data in order to support 
the implementation of individual salmon company growth plans, and those of the wider supply 
chain. 

ix. Support the industry’s information, communication and technology (ICT) and digital needs 
including: 

o active lobbying of the Federal Government to expand the roll-out of fibre optic 
communication to more regional areas, with delivery of NBN wireless as a minimum; 

o include the Tasmanian salmon industry in future discussions regarding the development of the 
State’s digital economy strategy,  

o ensure State Government regulation is responsive to the ICT advances across the industry and 
does not delay the implementation of measures which improve the industry’s sustainability 
(i.e. expansion of 4G and 5G networks across Storm Bay and the lower Channel).  

7. Any additional fees and charges set by the State Government accurately reflect the cost of 
providing the good or service. 

The Tasmanian Government has outlined its intention to apply full cost recovery (for 
government services) to the salmon industry. On this matter, transparency and consistency is 
critical. 
i. Cost recovery should have the objective of enabling departments and agencies to 

improve the efficiency of their regulatory, administrative and information services 
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Strategic Drivers  
The principle of balance must underpin the ongoing growth of Tasmania’s sustainable salmon industry. We 
must find a way to feed the growing population of Australia and the world, in a sustainable and responsible 
way.  

JBS Australia is a leading protein and food company with a strong ongoing commitment to Huon 
Aquaculture, its people, the Tasmanian community and local economies. Being part of the JBS Australia 
food groups and the broader global JBS enterprises will provide Huon Aquaculture with access to global 
protein producing experience to build on Huon’s salmon growing capabilities and sustainable practices 
through investment in skills development, technological innovation and improved capability to meet the 
highest operational and environmental standards.  

Despite being the largest protein company in the world, JBS is locally focused and run all their businesses 
with this approach in mind. The JBS Australia food groups employ more than 14,000 people across all 
Australian States and New Zealand with most of these employees in regional and rural areas, where JBS is the 
major employer and economic contributor to the town and region. It pays ~$900 million in wages and 
supports $3.2 billion in livestock purchases and over ~$850 million in local procurement, which benefits local 
communities and jobs.   

JBS Australia is strengthening Huon by leveraging its global contacts to open up new export markets, 
utilising its domestic and global customer base, market intelligence, processing capabilities and global sales 
and marketing efforts, and combining the local Huon expertise with the vast investment capability and 
experience of the JBS group.  

Worldwide we are seeing unprecedented demand for edible proteins. The UN estimates the global 
population will increase by 2 billion persons in the next 30 years, from 7.7 billion currently to 9.7 billion in 
2050.1 Australia’s population is estimated to reach 35.9 million by 20502. The Food and Agriculture 
Organisation (FAO), estimates that by 2050 we will need to produce 60 per cent more food to feed the 
world’s population3. 

Global arable land has declined by around a third in the past 40 years due to erosion, climate change, 
pollution and urban growth4. Currently, just over 10% of the world is arable land but over 71% is ocean. 
However, with wild-catch fish production beginning to plateau and decline, the only way we can sustainably 
feed our growing population is through aquaculture.  

With leadership and vision, Tasmania can be at the forefront of a significant industry that plays a critical role 
in national and global food security. The salmon industry is already the leading Tasmanian primary 
industry, a generator of employment, technology, services and suppliers, creating a strong economic and jobs 
multiplier effect integral for Tasmania’s future and current industry prosperity. 

While Tasmania is already recognised nationally and internationally as a leader in aquaculture that does 
not mean that Tasmania will ever be a commodity volume industry in world salmon terms.  Rather, it will 
continue to be a leader in innovation and quality premium aquaculture products and supporting technologies, 
continuing to sell the Tasmanian brand internationally. The industry has been at the forefront of that brand 
support over the past 35 years.   
 
Further production growth will be limited by the real biological, environmental, technological and spatial 
boundaries of the species, climate change and technological advances. It should not be limited by either 
anecdotal evidence, public perception or the lack of utilisation of science-based regulation. 

 

 
1 https://www.un.org/en/global-issues/population  
2https://www.aph.gov.au/About Parliament/Parliamentary Departments/Parliamentary Library/pubs/BriefingBook43p/f
uturepopulation  
3 https://www.un.org/en/chronicle/article/feeding-world-sustainably  
4 https://www.fao.org/sustainability/news/detail/en/c/1274219/ 
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Huon strongly believes that contemporary, relevant global and national aquaculture policy platforms already 
exist to inform and guide the future growth of the Tasmanian salmon industry. Indeed the Discussion Paper 
outlines the documents that currently exist and could be used to develop Tasmania as the aquaculture food-
bowl of the nation. In 2021, aquaculture officially became the largest sector of the Australian domestic 
seafood industry, with the growth largely attributable to the Tasmanian salmon industry which is now worth 
35% of national fisheries and aquaculture GVP (Source: Seafood Industry Australia).  

The salmon industry and Huon offer unique supply strengths for consumers including consistent fresh supply 
and quality, indefinite sustainability, no seasonality, workforce stability and well-established supply chains.   

Importantly, aquaculture production continued to grow throughout the COVID-19 pandemic, whereas 
wild capture production fell.  

We also recognise that with growth comes an understandable focus on how we manage the balance between 
demand and sustainability. 

This is where salmon can play a big role in feeding the world as farmed salmon has one of the lowest 
carbon footprints of all animal protein sources5 requiring low levels of water, land and energy usage and 
minimal environmental output. Farmed salmon is an excellent source of essential nutrients and is regarded as 
a ‘superfood’ – a nutrient-rich food that is beneficial for health and wellbeing. The superfood status is a result 
of salmon containing large amounts of omega-3 fatty acids (commonly called omega-3 DHA) and being high 
in protein and low in saturated fat and calories.  Omega-3 cannot be produced naturally by the human body 
and must be obtained by food. 

Leading energy and waste solutions have already significantly minimised the impact of land-based freshwater 
operations and will continue to be developed for off-shore operations. This, together with the ongoing 
replacement of wild-catch aquaculture feed ingredients with algae and insect material has enormous future 
potential to further transform the entire industry. In just 30 years, Huon’s main feed supplier, BioMar, has 
reduced fish meal and fish oil in its feed to less than 20%, a reduction from 80% thirty years ago.   

Going back to the principle of balance – we pride ourselves at Huon on being stewards of the waterways we 
farm so they can be enjoyed and farmed for generations to come. We are no different to any Australian 
farmer. We care for our stock (we are the only RSPCA accredited seafood producer), the environment, our 
workforce and the communities we work in. It really is that simple. 

We understand there will always be a small sector of the community inherently against marine farming, 
eating animal proteins, or both.  We acknowledge these voices deserve to be heard, but with the caveat that 
their viewpoint should be given the appropriate weight and balance when determining the future of a $1 
billion industry that is highly regulated and employs (directly and indirectly) tens of thousands of people and 
produces more than 400 million meals every year.6   

Independent polling conducted in May 2022 confirmed, for the third year in a row, that Tasmania’s salmon 
industry is supported by the majority of Tasmanians. The poll indicated that total support for the industry had 
increased from 54% to 57% since the previous year. 80% of respondents did not oppose the salmon industry 
and only 8% of respondents believed the industry was not important.   

In considering Huon’s future beyond 2033, it is important to review what we’ve already achieved.  

Huon is a key component of Australia’s food security and food economy. Huon alone employs 850 people 
permanently (as at August 2022 of which 785 are based in Tasmania) many in regional and rural areas, with a 
wages bill is $63 million annually, a local spend on suppliers and contractors in excess of $200 million 
annually plus a significant multiplier impact through the supply chain. You would be hard pressed to find a 
Tasmanian that doesn’t have a friend or family member working in the broader salmon farming industry. 

In just 35 years, Huon has evolved into a world-class business, showcasing the best of Tasmania. We are 
proud of how we farm, the innovation and technology used, the quality of our product, the talent of our people 
and the significant contribution we make to the Tasmanian economy.   

 
5 GSI 2020 
6 TSGA 
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Importantly, JBS will invest further in Huon based off a strong business and production platform which 
includes:  

 Leading the industry in land-based farming through our Whale Point salmon nursery, and in doing so 
reducing the. average time Huon Salmon spend at sea; 

 Leading the industry in off-shore farming by farming the majority of fish in our high-energy Storm 
Bay leases (after closing down sheltered leases in the Huon River); 

 Our award-winning feed system which utilises software including artificial intelligence to minimise 
feed wastage and environmental impacts while maximising fish growth opportunities; 

 Being Australia’s only RSPCA Approved seafood producer; 

 Leading the industry globally as the first salmon farmer to use wellboats to bathe fish;  

 100% reuse of freshwater and 100% reuse of organic waste across our recirculating aquaculture 
systems (RAS) hatcheries;  

 Our marine Fortress Pens are designed to withstand wave heights of 12+ metres – ideal for off-shore 
farming and have some of the lowest average stocking densities across the global salmon industry; 
1% fish to 99% water; and 

 Voluntarily implementing a Freshwater Improvement Programme (FIP) at our freshwater hatcheries 
to measure the level of range of inputs on a monthly basis, resulting in uniformity of operational 
requirements and a cap on discharge limits and site biomass capacities; 

 

Huon has a vision for Tasmania to be recognised for its high-quality, sustainable salmon production, 
processing, value adding and marketing – which delivers a strong, resilient economy for all Tasmanians.  

Further observations, including Huon’s achievements in respect of the Discussion Paper’s three focus themes, 
are as follows.  
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Focus Theme: Protection 
Building Science Knowledge 
Overview – Huon’s Achievements 
Huon is a strong supporter of an evidence-based approach. Science underpins our extensive regulation, 
drives our innovation, and ensures we understand and protect the environments in which we operate. Just 
recently, we welcomed an independent review of our long-term broad scale monitoring programs by 
international experts. 

We take our industry leadership seriously and advocate based on strong and independent scientific data to 
inform government, industry, interest groups and the community.  

Our industry, including Huon, has been a significant contributor to Tasmania’s establishment as a global 
centre for marine science excellence. Huon provides ongoing support to scientists on a diverse range of 
research, by collaborating on projects, providing information and data, facilitating access to sites and 
providing financial and material support to multiple projects including:  

• Collaboration with IMAS, the Climate Foundation and the National Environmental Science Program 
Marine Diversity Hub on a highly successful project to plant laboratory-grown giant kelp. 

• Providing sighting reports and footage of handfish in and around Huon leases to the National 
Handfish Recovery Team and the EPA. These reports have provided valuable new data about 
handfish distribution. 

• A highly successful project to hatch and release giant freshwater crayfish in Tasmanian rivers, with a 
future project in the planning stage. 

• Annual participation in Birdlife Tasmania’s Annual Gull Count to monitor the populations and 
habitat of Tasmania’s gull species. 

• Funding an IMAS study into the vulnerability of the Maugean Skate. 

Huon is a partner of the Blue Economy CRC and participates in the following current projects: 

• Advanced monitoring to maximise fish welfare in off-shore aquaculture; 

• Enabling autonomous technologies for aquaculture in challenging environments; 

• Novel off-shore fish pen design, phase 1; 

• Marine spatial planning for a blue economy; 

• MoorpowerTM scaled demonstrator (assessing use of wave energy to power marine based vessels); 

• Seeding marine innovation in WA with a wave energy deployment in Albany; 

Huon has also been involved in numerous past Blue Economy CRC projects assessing a range of activities 
including operational modelling for off-shore aquaculture including energy demand analysis, biofouling 
challenges and possible solutions, risks and opportunities for the blue economy and use of image recognition 
technology to mitigate impacts of marine wildlife on aquaculture. 

Huon is a founding one-third partner in the Experimental Aquaculture Facility located at the IMAS Taroona 
aquaculture centre. We have always been strong supporters and funding contributors to the Centre of 
Excellence for Aquatic Animal Health and Vaccines located in Launceston. This facility is critical in 
providing research and development of vaccines and diagnostic tests for the industry.   
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Observations for the Tasmanian Government 
Stronger support for the work of the Blue Economy CRC (of which Huon is a proud partner) would be 
beneficial while also developing a whole of State marine and coastal policy which includes aquaculture and 
blue economy opportunities.  This could include genuine commitment from State Government to invest, in 
a reasonable timeframe, into exploring two key principles this Discussion Paper is based on; the 
commercial reality of whether 100% salmon farming is feasibly possible on-land in Tasmania and whether 
salmon farming is possible further into off-shore waters.  

The Discussion Paper succinctly outlines the significant scope of scientific research undertaken on all aspects 
of the salmon industry.  The issue is not what additional research priorities should be supported but rather 
how can all stakeholders work together to better communicate the scope of available data and scientific 
advice – through the Office of the Chief Scientist as Huon has recommended. 

There is also a need to re-focus existing science and academic institutions to ensure it is commercially 
relevant to the Tasmanian salmon industry.  

The Sustainable Marine Research Collaboration Agreement (SMRCA) is referenced in the Discussion Paper; 
the structure, composition and operation of this Agreement requires review. The SMRCA could be the 
primary decision maker regarding any marine/aquaculture/fisheries R&D yet in reality, little is known or 
understood about the Agreement, nor how the Advisory Committee operates, or how funding is allocated. 
Additionally, as the state’s most valuable primary industry, the salmon industry is disproportionally 
represented in terms of Advisory Committee composition. If Government is committed to “building science 
knowledge” about the salmon industry a review of the interaction of the SMRCA with salmon farmers is 
critical.  

The Discussion Paper references the FRDC and State Government’s ongoing commitment to its activities. 
Likewise, Huon has been an active partner with FRDC and achieved significant improvements in a range of 
farming operations through this collaboration.   

It's also important to recognise that every salmon farmer will have their own R&D priorities, depending on 
strategic direction, and will seek partnerships with academic institutions based on their own commercial 
requirements, which will be outside of the scope of any level of government.  

 

Governance and Regulation 
Overview and Observations for the Tasmanian Government 
The Tasmanian salmon industry is one of the most heavily regulated industries in the State. The industry 
intersects with hundreds of pieces of local, State and Federal legislation. The industry is a considerable 
contributor to the Tasmanian economy and community and requires policy, regulation and planning that is 
informed by evidence-based science.   

The Discussion Paper also highlights the Tasmanian Government’s intention to review the Environmental 
Management and Pollution Control Act – this should be facilitated as soon as possible to provide certainty for 
the industry in terms of its business planning.  

The Tasmanian Government through policy and planning must provide certainty for investment by industry.  

The Discussion Paper includes a comparison between non-consumptive flow-through freshwater hatcheries 
and recirculating aquaculture systems (RAS). Provided both types of facilities are well managed, using 
evidence-based outcomes to ensure no environmental impact on the local water source, there should be a 
place for the continued operation of both types.   

The allocation of freshwater to the industry is highlighted in the Discussion Paper, while also acknowledging 
the volume of consumptive freshwater allocated to the industry is just 3 per cent of the total statewide 
consumptive volume allocated to all licensed users. We agree with the statement in the Discussion Paper that 
“the issue of fair allocation of water resources…” is important, however we are not clear on the outcome the 
Tasmanian Government is seeking to achieve.  
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Wildlife interactions are also highlighted in the Discussion Paper under Governance and Regulation, referring 
to the need for a contemporary monitoring and environmental management framework to manage “nuisance 
and harm to wildlife”. Like any farming operations Huon works hard to ensure our livestock and staff 
are kept safe, while also minimising interaction with wildlife and we would encourage the Tasmanian 
Government to outline its intentions including its view of the “environmentally sustainable finfish farming 
practices” required when managing wildlife interactions.   

Alongside robust, contemporary governance and regulation sits biosecurity, and Huon encourages the 
Tasmanian Government to invest in finalising a reasonable, commercially viable biosecurity program. All 
good farmers take a proactive and holistic approach to safeguarding the health and welfare of their stock and 
we are no different. At Huon, this involves feeding quality diets, good site management, fish husbandry, 
biosecurity measures and of course, vaccinating our stock. 

 

Huon’s Achievements 
Huon has always recognised that we share the waterways with other uses, evidenced by a number of factors 
including our closing down of certain leases in the Huon and Channel and our focus on off-shore farming to 
more localised activities such as the deactivation of our Gunpowder shore-base. We support discussion 
around land versus marine based salmon production.  

In relation to our flow-through hatcheries, healthy rivers are a critical component of their success, which is 
why we routinely participate in Australian Rivers Assessment System (AusRivAS) surveys. This 
environmental monitoring program was established in 1994 by the Federal Government to quickly identify 
impact on the in-stream biota. Ongoing, independent testing results show we are having no negative impact, 
and in some instances, the river health is better downstream from our hatcheries.  In addition to AusRivAS 
assessments, all of Huon’s freshwater sites are subject to extensive regulation and monitoring, including both 
daily field and monthly laboratory testing of the nutrients, oxygen levels, pH and the conductivity of 
wastewater leaving the sites. The AusRivAS testing regime is more rigorous than required of the mining 
industry however, the Discussion Paper (and the Government’s response to the Legislative Council Finfish 
Inquiry) outlines the Tasmanian Government’s view (wrongly) that flow-through sites result in an inferior 
environmental performance and should be closed down.   

Flow-through hatcheries work on non-consumptive water use. The water they take in is returned to riverways 
after undergoing filtration and cleaning via a variety of treatments such as UV and ozone treatment, 
settlement ponds and wetlands.   

We are conscious of reducing our impact on Tasmania’s freshwater supply for this use, which is why we 
reuse water from both our Forest Home hatchery (irrigation) and our Whale Point nursery (wellboat bathing). 
Huon also sources water from private land dams which is not fit for human consumption but is available as a 
resource for fire-fighting.   

Our Whale Point salmon nursery includes a state-of-the art internal water treatment system which enables the 
facility to reuse 98 per cent of its water every single day; the remaining 2 per cent is reused for wellboat 
bathing, thereby achieving 100 per cent water reuse. Waste-water produced at our processing facility at 
Parramatta Creek in the North West is used to irrigate grazing land for local farmers.  

And finally, in relation to managing interactions with wildlife, we work hard, like most farmers, to ensure our 
livestock and staff are kept safe, while also minimising interaction with wildlife. We have invested $150 
million on wildlife interaction mitigation over the past decade including the rollout of our double-netted 
Fortress Pens, the establishment of a dedicated Wildlife team who actively work to minimise animal 
interactions on our farms and installation of pen and barge cameras above and below the waterline.   
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Circular Economy, Waste and Emissions Reduction 
Overview – Huon’s Achievements 
The Tasmanian Government recognition of the importance of providing strategic leadership to this important 
sustainability issue is welcomed. No other primary industry, terrestrial farmer or indeed water and sewerage 
utility is paying as much attention to waste management as Huon.   

Huon has been an industry leader in by-product innovation and circular economy activities for many 
years – for example, 100% of organic waste from our freshwater operations is re-purposed; used to create pet 
treats, compost, fertiliser replacement, rendering or irrigation. Huon has also supported numerous community 
groups including schools, sporting groups and animal welfare shelters with donations of farming equipment 
such as old ropes, pipes and nets. Much of our by-product innovation has also resulted in other sustainability 
outcomes including reduction of truck movements and less packaging.  

Our Forest Home hatchery by-product - irrigation water and fish manure – are excellent examples of 
contemporary waste management, and collaboration among farmers. The farmland on which the 
hatchery is located holds organic certification from the National Association for Sustainable Agriculture 
Australia (October 2019).  Huon leases the land to Bruny Island Cheese Company (BICC) for harvesting 
grass as silage and hay as well as grazing calves and dry cows, and as a result of the organic status, BICC can 
label all outputs (i.e. cheese, milk) as organic. In addition to re-using the Forest Home wastewater, all of the 
solids that the fish produced at this site are collected, concentrated and used in compost for local farmers, 
resulting in Forest Home being a fully closed-loop system.   

The same waste-capture technology and subsequent reuse of organic waste is also in place at Huon’s 
Whale Point nursery. Our Whale Point salmon nursery includes a state-of-the-art internal water treatment 
system which enables the facility to reuse 98 per cent of its water every single day; the remaining 2 per cent is 
reused within off-shore for bathing, thereby achieving 100 per cent water reuse. In the Spring of 2020, we 
announced our partnership with Cherries Tasmania whereby fish manure is added to its house-made compost, 
and then spread over the base of cherry trees. Adding the organic waste to the compost has meant an almost 
exponential improvement in biological diversity. The waste enriches the compost by providing calcium, 
phosphorus and nitrogen while also improving the soil’s microbial diversity. Lower ammonia, sodium and 
chloride levels in the finished compost are also some of the benefits of using salmon manure over other 
animal-based manures. A better microbial diversity in the soil is the greater benefit.  

Huon has committed to reducing our environmental impacts and to continuously improve environmental 
performance - Huon’s goal is to be net zero by 2040.  We’ve recently invested significant resources to 
develop a company Sustainability Strategy which aligns with the UN Sustainable Development Goals. We 
recognise continued sustainable business practices are essential for the longevity of our industry and we also 
recognise the importance of continuing to improve our sustainability footprint to meet the changing 
expectations and needs of our consumers, the community and the environment in which we farm.  

 

Observations for the Tasmanian Government 
Huon has experienced challenges in developing waste repurposing projects through the State Government 
approval process. For example, Huon encountered months of delays for trials around our land spreading of 
fish manure. 

In our view, the Tasmanian Government can provide clarity to the industry in respect of implementing 
consistent whole-of-State sustainability measures. Just this month, the Tasmanian Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Report 2022 was released but the salmon industry (the State’s largest primary industry) was combined in an 
overall statement about agriculture emissions. Unfortunately, there was no mention of the innovative 
outcomes already achieved by the industry, nor the significant research and investment underway by the 
salmon industry to further reduce emissions into the future.   

We would also encourage the Tasmanian Government to finalise the State’s Waste Plan and include the 
salmon industry and supply chain as key stakeholders.  
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Focus Theme: Participation 
Community Engagement 
Overview 
Huon notes the Discussion Paper’s statement that “effective stakeholder engagement, transparency and 
community relations are key issues for aquaculture, and the salmon industry in particular”.  We agree, which 
is why we have dedicated community engagement and sustainability teams who lead the company’s 
collaboration across the salmon industry, government, community and research partners.  The long-term 
sustainable success of the industry (and the employment of thousands of Tasmanians) relies on respectful 
collaboration across all these parties.  

At Huon, we believe that being part of the community brings with it a responsibility to do things that will help 
keep it safe, keep it strong, keep it vibrant and keep us all connected to one another. We know we can (and 
do) offer much more that an economic contribution to our local communities; we support rural communities 
to generate sustainable and ethical food production, to deliver meaningful employment opportunities, giving 
our bright young minds the chance to stay in Tasmania – which can only be good for the future of our state. 

Huon’s Achievements 
The Discussion Paper highlights the Marine Farming Review Panel and the Salmon Portal as the primary 
mechanisms to undertake effective stakeholder engagement.  

We believe it is so much more, which is why our Community Relations and Sustainability teams work with a 
range of stakeholders – individual residents, through to local municipal councils - with every component of 
the communities where we have an operational footprint, and every age group.  We work with all levels of 
the education sector to ensure we have an ongoing pool of talented young people to join the company as our 
next generation of employees.   

We want to ensure that the community is armed with the facts about the Tasmanian salmon 
industry.  We provide presentations on technology, sustainability and food production, we donate fish for 
food and science, we welcome groups to our facilities for tours – both freshwater and marine operations - 
presenting the science around the aquaculture industry, how we and the sector as a whole has grown and 
adapted over the last 35 years and the strident regulations governing present operations and future growth in 
an effort to counteract the falsehoods and emotive rhetoric that is relentlessly published in the media on an 
almost daily basis.  Visitors can see for themselves exactly what goes on at our farm – you can’t get more 
transparent than that. 

Annually we donate tens of thousands of dollars in community grant schemes and sponsorships, most of 
which goes directly to small regional community groups that work so hard to build capacity and resilience in 
regional communities. We also work with local charities to improve health outcomes and provide food 
security to disadvantaged Tasmanians, and donate thousands of dollars in product to schools, community 
organisations and fundraising events.  We provide our expertise to community organisations pro-bono, from 
HR advice to governance, both formally and informally, and our resources are made available to the 
community in the event of accidents and disasters. We have assisted in multiple marine rescues, provided 
transport for the TFS during a boat fire, towed boats that have been separated from their moorings during 
weather events and our fleet and port were made available should they have been needed during the Riveaux 
Road bushfire emergency in the Huon Valley in 2019. 

Regional communities are the backbone of our farming operations; 75 per cent of our workforce have a non-
urban postcode and coupled with the hundreds of contractors, suppliers and businesses we use across the 
Huon Valley, the Derwent Valley, the North East, the Latrobe municipality and the West Coast, we know the 
importance of regional Tasmania.   

We invest heavily in regional suppliers (most of which are Tasmanian owned); from transport companies to 
clothing manufacturers, to local trades businesses. Annually Huon spends in excess of $200 million 
purchasing goods and services from Tasmanian based businesses; local plumbers and marine fabrication 
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companies, fuel and freight providers, excavators and software companies, right through to the bed and 
breakfast and the pub in numerous small regional towns.  

Huon has also taken the lead on whole of industry collaboration, releasing its White Paper Tasmanian 
Salmonid Industry Sustainability Framework in 2017. Huon encouraged the bringing together of 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 – through the Blue Future Salmon 
Conference in December 2017.  

Observations for the Tasmanian Government 
The Discussion Paper highlights the community engagement opportunities provided by the Marine Farming 
Planning Review Panel but the reality is that across Huon, stakeholder engagement is embed in every aspect 
of our operations; we don’t wait for others to provide opportunities to engage with our stakeholders.  

We encourage the Tasmanian Government to access the best advice and expertise from all over the world to 
ensure the industry remains viable and sustainable.   

 

Return to the Tasmanian Community  
Overview 
The Discussion Paper rightly notes the contribution the salmon industry makes to the community through 
direct and indirect employment and economic development (particularly in regional areas), and the 
discretionary contributions made to communities. This industry provides tremendous opportunities to create a 
critical mass of highly skilled, employed families that can keep regional communities alive and thriving (and 
growing) – something that should never be under-estimated. 

The Tasmanian Government has outlined its intention to apply full cost recovery (for government services) to 
the salmon industry.  On this matter, transparency and consistency is critical.  

Huon’s Achievements 
Huon currently permanently employs 785 Tasmanians (Q2 2022) who earned more than $63 million in 
the past 12 months (excludes labour hire). This includes highly skilled scientists, veterinarians, biologists, 
engineers, computer programmers and tradespeople who would otherwise be attracted to other jurisdictions if 
the industry didn’t provide ample career growth opportunities in Tasmania. Huon is supporting a knowledge-
based economy in Tasmania. 

These highly qualified, talented Tasmanians are passionate about this State and their communities; which is 
why they chose to develop their careers here, raise and educate their families and participate in 
community activities in rural and regional towns across the State. They spend their salaries here, paying 
personal income tax which is returned to Tasmania in the millions, as well as support the local fire brigade, 
the Lions Club and the next generation of athletes (like so many other people in regional communities).  

As a company, Huon actively participates in our communities, as evidenced by our continuing capital 
investment and subsequent employment in regional areas, our engagement with the education sector to 
encourage rural-based youth to take up a career in aquaculture, our community sponsorship and donations 
grants, ongoing support for grass-roots community events and programs and our $200 million+ annual 
investment in regional suppliers and contractors from transport companies to clothing manufacturers, to local 
trades businesses.  

Under current legislation, Huon pays to the Tasmanian Government, across multiple agencies, fees, charges 
and taxes of nearly $5 million each year, of which marine farming leases and licenses account for $1.46 
million.  

This does not include the cost of local government rates and other charges and Huon’s own internal 
environmental monitoring and reporting obligations which includes regular benthic monitoring and water 
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quality sampling in marine and inland waters, the results of which are provided to NRE Tasmania and the 
EPA.   

In the last decade, Huon has spent $265 million on R&D resulting in world-class technologies like pellet 
detection and on-land farming facilities that have substantially improved water management and waste 
management outcomes. 

Observations for the Tasmanian Government 
As noted in the Discussion Paper, the State Government states that it refers to the Guidelines for Costing Fees 
and Charges to ensure fees and charges are “set at a level which ensures that the full cost of providing a good 
or service can be accounted for explicitly” and that further “fees and charges should initially be costed on a 
full cost recovery basis”.  

This implies that fees and charges currently set by the State Government are already set at a level 
which accurately reflects the cost of providing the good or service. A brief scan of State Government fees 
and charges reveals a significant lack of clarity on the basis to which fees are structured or reviewed. For 
instance, the Tasmanian Parks & Wildlife Service website indicates that the National Parks Pass is reviewed 
annually with CPI the sole factor to influence the price – not the actual cost of providing the service.   

Finally, we note that many principles from the Productivity Commission’s Review of Cost Recovery by 
Commonwealth Agencies (2002) remain of relevance to this proposal. For example: 

• Cost recovery should be implemented for economic efficiency reasons, not merely to raise revenue.[1] 

• Revenue from cost recovery should be transparently identified in budget documentation and agency 
reporting.[2] 

• Cost recovery should not be implemented where it would unduly stifle competition and industry 
innovation  

• Our view is that a full cost recovery plan will have far-reaching consequences for those along our 
supply chain, and beyond our industry (i.e. regional communities). The original Marine Farming Act 
prudently considered matters of resource security and sovereign risk to those investing in marine 
farming. This was not limited to salmon farming but included other species such as oysters, shellfish, 
seaweed and other finfish species. 

If such a calculation was to be applied only to the salmon industry it would be appropriate for the Tasmanian 
Government to undertake an audit of the existing services provided to the industry to ensure government 
adherence with the principles of fee for service.  This would include identifying what resources are 
genuinely required in order for government to undertake its role as well as the benefits, not just to the 
industry, but also the broader community. The methodology should also reflect that the management of 
salmon industry is one user of Tasmanian marine resources and that any cost allocation should reflect this.  
Transparency should extend to how any surplus revenue would be spent and allocated if full cost-
recovery is employed in addition to annual auditing and reporting of the costs. Similarly, such cost recovery 
plans do not appear to be applied to sectors such as recreational fishing or boating.   

Likewise, if such a calculation was to be applied, Huon would seek Service Level Agreements with 
Tasmanian Government agencies to ensure all parties meet their obligations within commercially 
appropriate timeframes and the salmon industry is appropriately recompensed for support provided to the 
community outside of farming operations.  

 

 
[1] https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/cost-recovery/report/costrecovery1.pdf  
[2]https://webarchive.nla.gov.au/awa/20050622212810/http://www.treasurer.gov.au/tsr/content/pressreleases/2002/009
.asp  
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Skills Training and Workforce Development  
Overview 
Compared with land-based farming, the salmon farming industry is relatively new in Tasmania, yet it has 
been at the forefront of creating highly skilled, well-paid career pathways particularly in regional areas. 
In addition, each company has supported multiple education and training pathways, nurturing partnerships 
with local education and training institutions, leading to many young Tasmanians gaining employment across 
the industry.  

The industry has been an active supporter and investor in skills training and workforce development 
Compared with land-based farming, the salmon farming industry is relatively new in Tasmania, yet it has 
been at the forefront of creating highly skilled, well-paid career pathways particularly in regional areas. 
In addition, each company has supported multiple education and training pathways, nurturing partnerships 
with local education and training institutions, leading to many young Tasmanians gaining employment across 
the industry.  

The industry has been an active supporter and investor in skills training and workforce development programs 
for its workers; largely without government support, which is why Seafood and Maritime Training (SMT) 
was established in 1986.  The salmon farming companies realised that the public training provider wasn’t 
going to be able to match the industry’s pace of innovation and change, so SMT was established (originally 
known as the Fishing Industry Training Board) as a not-for-profit RTO to support Tasmania’s seafood, 
aquaculture and maritime industries.   

SMT’s course delivery has expanded to 2,000 nationally-recognised qualifications or skill sets and more than 
1,000 participants annually (predominantly from the salmon industry) – the largest training provider to the 
State’s largest primary industry and the most frequent user of the Seafood Industry Training Package 
nationally. In addition to the training SMT provides the industry annually, it has also managed to invest in 
current and future training needs of our industry through the purchase off training vessels and equipment 
contemporary with those used by our industry. 

The government funded training provider, TAFE Tasmania, does not offer aquaculture courses, so does not 
provide any direct support of the State’s largest primary industry, yet continues to receive 80% of Skills 
Tasmania funding, plus additional infrastructure support via its government owned buildings and equipment.   

Huon’s Achievements 
One of the many benefits of operating in regional areas is the strong connections that can be forged with the 
entire education sector. Huon works closely with the University of Tasmania (UTAS) to provide guidance and 
support to their students completing degrees in Marine and Antarctic Science, majoring in Aquaculture or 
Fisheries Management as well as provide veterinary workplace training opportunities for tertiary students 
studying at national universities. We also host medical students as part of Rural Communities Week (who 
learn about dive emergencies, workplace rehabilitation and supporting emergency responses to the 
community), support the peak body’s Working on Water program, to encourage secondary students to 
consider a career in fisheries or aquaculture industries and also work closely with the Beacon Foundation as 
part of their statewide mentoring program.  

Huon has long held the view that our people are our most important asset; which is why we invest a 
significant amount of resources, time and money into supporting our employees, making their workplace the 
safest it can be and providing additional training and workforce development programs. At Huon, currently 
more than 100 staff are engaged in vocational training (Cert 3 and above) with Seafood Maritime 
Training. Plus, employees are enrolled with other RTOs undertaking a range of training including multiple 
trade qualifications plus business, supply chain and WHS studies.   

Huon was a founding supporter of the Huon Valley Trade Training Centre (HVTTC) and a member of staff 
was appointed to the initial board to help implement and consolidate its position within the community. Huon 
used to engage with students through classroom discussions, presentations, site visits and work placements. 
As at last year, 25+ past students had gained employment with Huon following their training at the 
HVTTC however, that pathway has been discontinued. We recommend the Department of Education 
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works with key secondary schools and Trade Training Centres to reinstate the Certificate I in 
Aquaculture.  

Observations for the Tasmanian Government 
While the future holds many uncertainties for young people, one issue is not uncertain; aquaculture will 
continue to expand and the Tasmanian salmon industry will continue to provide a platform for young 
people to grow successful, fulfilling careers in Tasmania regardless of their level of education, 
background or career goals. The question for the Tasmanian Government is what practical value it can add 
to this process – we believe a first step would be to:   

• Make a commitment to fund the current training needs of the industry via SMT, like it does in its 
budget allocation to TAFE Tasmania. 

• In conjunction with industry, develop a workforce strategy for the broader aquaculture/blue economy 
sector, commencing with the salmon industry, that can be used to identify emerging training needs.  

• Work with industry and SMT to revitalise aquaculture VET courses in key regional Trade Training 
Centre. 

  



21 

 
 

Focus Theme: Progress 
Research and Innovation 
Overview 
Commercially based research and development is integral to the success of our business. 

Given how this company has evolved in just 35 years - from hand-feeding individual pens of fish, farmed in 
shallow in-shore leases to remote feeding millions of fish using artificial intelligence and pen infrastructure 
suitable for farming in some of the roughest waters in the world – Huon’s commitment to remaining ahead 
of the global salmon industry is steadfast.  

Huon’s Achievements 
Research is, and will remain, an important intellectual partnership between Huon and external research 
providers. Since 2012, Huon has invested $265M in R&D projects (includes internal costs, salaries, 
equipment and supplies as well as project fees to tertiary/research institutions) across a wide range of 
academic, research and industry partners (including IMAS, CSIRO, FRDC) and across the spectrum of blue 
economy opportunities. Huon also has a long-standing reputation of international collaboration and 
partnerships with leading salmon institutes globally. 

Huon also undertakes a large number of internal R&D projects providing results that underpin science-
based decision-making in commercial operations enabling Huon to remain at the leading edge of salmon 
farming expertise and technology. We also uniquely operate a number of marine and freshwater trial units 
that enable extensive ongoing testing of research topics including health, diet and fish performance.  

Observations for the Tasmanian Government 
Huon has recommended the creation of the position of Tasmanian Chief Scientist. This position would 
support government decision-makers to make better informed decisions in relation to the industry.  

Huon believes there is opportunity to better facilitate public communication and engagement with 
aquaculture-related research, particularly in relation to public understanding of the role of the SMRCA and 
how this could be better promoted. 

We also believe that the new positions of FRDC extension officers and the TSGA Technical Director could 
be utilised as additional channels of communication.  

  

Advanced Manufacturing, Investment and Market Development 
Overview and Huon’s Achievements 
Tasmania leads the country with its aquacultural practices and these extensive knowledge and skills 
could equally be applied to other high-value oceanic species and enable Tasmania to become the heart of 
aquaculture in Australia and in doing so become the aquaculture food-bowl, not just for this country, but 
across our Asia/Pacific region.   

In terms of advanced manufacturing, Huon has been a global industry leader for decades; with the 
development of innovative farming practices such as autonomous feeding, well-boat bathing, growing larger 
smolt in land-based facilities and the first to move into off-shore farming by investing $110 million in 
Fortress Pens. 

Observations for the Tasmanian Government 
In order to build on this legacy, and that of the entire Tasmanian salmon industry, the Tasmanian Government 
is encouraged to recognise the industry as a leading example of what could be achieved in relation to 
Advanced Manufacturing Action Plan 2024. Water filtration, automation, artificial intelligence (AI), fish 
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monitoring, commercial tank construction sectors all could benefit from increased support from 
government. 

Equally, our supply chain industries, with the right support and regulatory framework, could also become 
world leaders – in fact many already are.  

The role of the Tasmanian Government is through its policies to promote investment in the Tasmanian salmon 
industry.  

 

Future Production 
The section of the Discussion Paper reiterates the State Government’s belief that future growth for the salmon 
industry lies in land-based farming in Tasmania.  100% land-based salmon farming is not successfully 
happening (in commercial volumes) in any country in the world nor is there a likelihood of 100% land-based 
salmon farming in Tasmania for a range of reasons (refer to Critical Considerations over the page).   

At Huon we know that a balance of growing our salmon on land and at sea will allow us to continue to 
farm sustainably and employ more local people – which is exactly where significant investment has been 
made. Huon’s $44M Whale Point nursery, which commenced operations more than three years ago, is 
Australia’s first land-based salmon farming nursery and enables fish to be grown larger on land before they 
are transferred to sea. This facility improves the efficiency of our production cycle by reducing the time the 
salmon can spend at sea (from 14 months, to between 9-10 months). Benefits include improved fish welfare 
following transfer to marine leases and marine lease sites can be fallowed for longer.  

Secondly, this section of the Discussion Paper refers to “off-shore farming” with no specific definition, while 
at the same time suggesting that Commonwealth waters are off-shore.  Off-shore must not be based on 
distance from the nearest shoreline but should be based on factors such as water flow, wave action (high 
energy) and coarse sand sediment on the seafloor.   

Huon pioneered off-shore farming in Tasmania and has been successfully farming in Storm Bay since 
2014. A significant amount of research, undertaken over many years, has informed our operations in Storm 
Bay; one of the roughest aquaculture farming areas in the world.  Some of the benefits of farming in high 
energy areas are more oxygen availability, faster flushing of carbon dioxide and ammonia, reduced impact on 
the sediment and water column and better food conversion. Coarser, more mobile sediment under the pens is 
better oxygenated which means that any nutrient load (organic matter) is broken down more quickly.  

When salmon farms are properly sited in deep, fast moving waters, the massive ocean space quickly 
assimilates organic fish waste – as confirmed by the most recent Storm Bay Broadscale Environmental 
Monitoring Program7 which assessed the off-shore growth areas where both Huon and Tassal have been 
farming for some years, and determined zero system-wide impact from farming.   

Industry investment, based on an average 20-year life of a pen, requires 25 years of certainty in order to 
proceed to invest in off-shore assets. To support the adoption of emerging technologies and practices by the 
industry, it is vital the Tasmanian Government clarify its definition of off-shore operations.  

The Discussion Paper didn’t highlight the numerous steps taken by the industry to mitigate the risks of 
interacting with a changing climate.  Given where we farm, Huon understands that warming waters, ocean 
acidification and shifts in frequency and extreme adverse weather events could potentially pose an ongoing 
challenge. Our proactive steps include:  

• investment in pen infrastructure ($110M) to enable off-shore farming in sites where dissolved oxygen 
(DO) and water temperature are better for the fish; 

• extending the grow-out period in land-based facilities;  
• routine monitoring of sea temperature, salinity and dissolved oxygen;  
• upgrading pen infrastructure to withstand extreme weather events; 

 
7 https://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/MF279%20and%20MF281%20BEMP%20Annual%20Report%202020-2021.pdf 
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• selectively breeding thermotolerant and disease resistant fish;  
• undertaking trials with global feed companies to develop seasonal diets;  
• participation in third-party monitoring programs to detect larger scale ocean impacts on the 

aquaculture industry; and 

• investing in renewable energy sources (Blue Economy CRC projects) and participation in relevant 
R&D projects (ie FRDC Storm Bay series of research projects) to ensure our farming practices 
continue to adapt.  

In addition, for many people, concerns about climate change are influencing dietary choices. We believe 
increased consumption of fish can reduce global emissions and improve human health. Salmon farming is one 
of the most efficient ways of using natural resources to produce a healthy protein: it has a low carbon 
footprint, high energy and protein retention efficiency and low freshwater footprint.  

 

Critical Considerations 
Land-based farming limitations  
Salmon have evolved to migrate from freshwater to seawater and as a result Huon has recreated this 
environment in our farming operations. As a result, maintaining salmon in land-based facilities for their entire 
lifecycle would not be in accordance with RSPCA fundamental welfare requirements (ie this limitation could 
be compared with not allowing nesting boxes for chickens).  In addition, for land-based salmon farming to be 
commercially viable, the salmon would need to be held at high stocking densities. This would be up to 4-5 
times higher than our current maximum sea pen stocking levels (which is an average maximum 99% 
water to 1% fish) and would have implications for their health and wellbeing leading directly to welfare and 
possibly disease issues – which has been the case overseas.   Due to higher stocking densities, salmon would 
be unable to exhibit natural behaviours which is contrary to the philosophy that guides our farming. A pillar 
of the RSPCA Approved Farming Scheme (Huon is the only seafood producer in Australia to meet the 
rigorous standards) is to provide conditions where animals can be free to move and express their natural 
behaviours. 

The natural resources (land, electricity and water) required to house enough facilities to hypothetically cease 
sea-based operations is not feasible nor is it financially viable. If Huon were to farm the equivalent volume 
of fish on land as we currently have at sea, we would require at least 40 additional Whale Point 
facilities at a cost of $44M each (based on 2021 production tonnage from WP vs final harvest 
production).   

In 2018-19 Tasmanian was a net exporter of 505GWh of energy. It is estimated that 640GWh would be 
required to produce on land the same volume currently produced by the industry; this figure does not factor in 
the fact that marine based farming stock densities are between 4-5 times lower than land-based farming 
densities would need to be.  

Tasmanian legislation does not allow the discharge of saltwater waste onto land OR the ocean and as salmon 
need to spend part of their lifecycle in saltwater, current legislation rules out fully farming on-land. Further, 
the discharge of the volume of salt water necessary for the successful management of a fully recirculated 
facility comes with significant costs associated with wastewater treatment and desalination.  All other salmon 
farming countries that are investigating or considering the possibility of “on-land production” permit salt 
water to be discharged back into the same environment without removing the salt.   

And finally, IF all of the above barriers were solved (and some are impossible to solve) for land-based 
salmon farming to become commercially viable it would make sense to establish these facilities closer to 
market areas on the mainland; the industry could then close down in Tasmania, rendering thousands and 
thousands of Tasmanians unemployed.   

Actual Global Land-Based Production 
Even using aggressive growth estimates, industry analysts estimate that total global production from land 
based salmon farming is estimated at between 20,000-30,000 tonnes; in 2021; less than 1% of the total global 
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production of 3 million tonnes. Plus the majority of fish currently grown-out in recirculating aquaculture 
systems (RAS) are small sized (less than 3kgs) whereas most markets, particularly international customers, 
require fish of 5kgs or larger.  

Canadian based company, Cape D’Or Salmon, has indicated it will provide RAS raised salmon to the US 
market towards the end of 2022. However, it is currently only producing 250 tonnes and is not expected to 
reach 500 tonnes until 2023.  

Even Norway, the world’s biggest producer of salmon, is only just taking small, tentative steps into the world 
of land-based farming. In FY20-21, Nordic Aquafarms’ pilot plant in Fredrikstad (the first land-based facility 
in Norway) produced 620 tonnes and employed 15 people. The maximum output of the facility was 1,500 
tonnes. (In comparison, in 2020, the country produced 1.369 million tonnes of salmon). In August 2022, 
Fredrikstad Seafoods announced that it would shut down land-based salmon production after making a 
loss of 6.2 million euros in the last year.8 

In the USA, Atlantic Sapphire harvested its first 166 metric tonnes HOG from its Miami facility in 2020 
(compared with Huon’s 25,566 tonnes). In March 2021, Atlantic Sapphire lost 500 tonnes of fish (at the Miami 
site) and then four months later reported a further 400 tonnes loss from its Danish site. In August 2021 the 
company announced it had suffered a net loss of USD 51.5 million in the first six months of 2021, with the 
company valued at $1 billion less than it had been 6 months earlier. A month later, a fire broke out at the Danish 
facility and all fish stock were lost.   

Additionally, from a retail/sales perspective, consumers haven’t embraced land-based farmed salmon due to 
the taste (land-based facilities can face muddy or earthy flavour issues known as ‘off-flavour’ caused by 
metabolites released by microbes that grow within the land-based systems).  

  

 
8 https://salmonbusiness.com/salmon-on-land-fredrikstad-seafoods-lost-e6-2-million-last-
year/#:~:text=Theoretical%20capacity%20at%20the%20plant,the%20tropical%20fish%20species%20yellowtail. 
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Conclusion 
Huon is focused on safe and sustainable production growth, further increasing tangible benefits to the 
Tasmanian community.  

We ask the Tasmanian Government to urgently develop and implement reasonable, contemporary, relevant 
government policy, legislation and regulation in consultation with stakeholders which allows the broader 
salmon supply chain to continue to do what it does best; work together to farm the most sustainable protein in 
the world, by caring for our fish, our environments and our staff, while also creating significant economic and 
community benefits.  

 We are part of the State’s largest primary industry, we are a generator of employment, technology, 
suppliers and service providers, creating a strong economic and employment multiplier effect that is 
integral for Tasmania’s future and current industry prosperity. 

 We are continuously striving to be world-leading in terms of environmental management, fish-health 
practices, biosecurity, and sustainability to ensure our stakeholders; our staff and their families, our 
suppliers, customers and our communities can continue to be proud of what we’ve achieved.  

 We have a growing world population and a decline in wild fish stocks, and an enormous amount of 
ocean. Aquaculture is one of the few ways we can sustainably feed a growing population via an 
indefinitely renewable source of protein. 

 We are stewards of the waterways we farm so they can be enjoyed and farmed for generations to 
come.  

 We have already been proactive in the form of self-monitoring and reporting, participating in 
government monitoring and reporting programs and promoting and enabling scientific research.  

 We have invested significantly in practices to reduce our impact on the environment, including 
building ground-breaking RAS systems to reduce the time our fish spend at sea, innovative feed and 
waste solutions to reduce impacts in Tasmanian waterways, and moving more of our production off-
shore.  

 We have been early-adopters and promoters of circular economy practices and are keen to work with 
the Government and research institutions to develop more new initiatives.  

We must collaborate on opportunities that harness the blue economy itself. Although 70% of the Earth’s 
surface is ocean, fish account for only 7% of all protein sourced for human consumption. The reality is the 
world and Australia will have to utilise the water more as we prepare for growing populations while reducing 
greenhouse emissions. Tasmania has a unique opportunity to sustainably harness our waters, backed by 
science, for the benefit of our people and planet.  

Like any Australian industry looking to maintain its viability and market reputation, Huon and the Tasmanian 
salmon industry need the confidence to invest in the State and its operations. Every day we pursue operational 
and environmental excellence by constantly looking for opportunities for new and advanced technologies, to 
upskill our people, provide additional education and training, and make good on our mission to be a world-
leading aquaculture company.   

Salmon farming in Tasmania will always be niche on the global scale, with small, premium production, 
but will remain world’s best in terms of pursuit of innovation, strong environmental stewardship, 
excellent fish welfare and support for our clever workforce. The simple fact is that if we don’t do all 
this, we cannot continue to farm.  

Salmon farming in Tasmania is world’s best in terms of pursuit of innovation, strong environmental 
stewardship, excellent fish welfare and support for our clever workforce. 



 

 

Submission 259 
James Bresnehan 

 

Just no need for it. How about land based fish farming.  

It’s on the nose.  

No one credible actually eats the stuff,  it’s only a matter of time for this to become more widely accepted. 

Scale back, don’t expand, let’s not see a re-run of the infamous Forestry storyline. 

Cheers 

Submission 260 
Lincoln Gillam 

 

Flinders Island is a unique, pristine, untouched, generally unknown part of Australia's unique geology. It 
remains unpoluted and already had high value natural, "wild" aquatic industries of abalone, crayfish, mutton 
bird and fish. To risk disease, ocean pollution and increased marine environmental pollution would be a 
travesty. The remaining indigenous people have suffered enough. We need to stop punishing their native 
rights through our greed. Expand existing aquaculture in areas where the industry already exists. It is not 
wise to sully an environmental gem, that is, the Furneaux group. Politicians and bureaucrats should think 
very carefully about risking such a gem of Australia's environment. 

Submission 261 
David Dunn 

 

As evidenced by salmon farming in South East Tasmania and Macquarie Harbour, fish farming in sheltered 
waters has a diabolical effect on the sea bed and surrounding waters.  The industry uses "lot feeding" or 
"battery farming" methods which would be strictly controlled if they were land based, e.g. cattle or 
chickens. 

Associated issues (in addition to degradation of the marine environment) that are out of control are 
floating (break away) debris, hazard to navigation, noise pollution, failure to provide meaningful 
employment opportunities, community conflict and violence and others. 

The pristine waters around the Furneaux Islands would be totally unsuitable for fish farming and any 
attempt to take it on in these waters would be certain to fail. 

Submission 262 
Kerrie Dunn 

 

It appears that there is very little regulation of the fish farming industry, unlike land-based farming. 
Controls and checks are set in place for visible land-based farming, whereby government, neighbours and 
consumers can keep an eye on production methods and outcomes for the general protection of health of 



 

 

people and the environment.  Although onerous at times, these controls are worth it to ensure the 
farming operation is and remains sustainable. 

Until similar controls and checking can be put in place for marine farming, the industry should not be 
allowed to expand at all, and perhaps even reduce from current levels.  The fact that foreign companies 
own all the salmon farms in Tasmania, with any profit going overseas, should be reason enough to limit 
expansion.  The few jobs available to Australians are the menial tasks that a colonized country always ends 
up with. 

No fish farming in the Bass Strait or around the Furneaux Group. 

Submission 263 
Murray Ralph 

 

I am against further expansion of the farmed salmon industry. The environmental impacts are not well 
understood and the areas marked for expansion include pristine marine habitats. 

 

Explosive devices are deployed to scare marine animals from eating the salmon, the waste products create 
marine deserts, the salmon food includes protein produces unethically, often in developing nations.  

 

We can do better.   

Submission 264 
Tasmanian Salmon Growers Association 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





1. Key Areas within the Discussion Paper 
The issues of priority identified by industry within individual member submissions to this 
Discussion Paper consultation, demonstrate the need to develop an appropriate process for 
addressing them as the first stage of the 10 Year Plan. This framework should include 
adequate expertise and information to inform an independent assessment and evidence- 
based decision making. It could also include a comparison with the experience of other 
industries, where relevant. 

 
These issues require further investigation as part of the 10 Year Salmon Plan and include: 

• Flow through hatcheries, 

• Cost recovery and fee increases 

• Skills training and workforce development 

• Clear definition and understanding of terms such as offshore, best practice, full 
cost recovery, social licence 

 
It is noted that the Huon Aquaculture submission has provided a detailed response to the 
Discussion Paper and much of its content is relevant to the rest of the industry. 

 
2. The Voice of Industry 
While the 10 Year Plan consultation initiatives have targeted key stakeholders, including 
interest groups, retailers and industry, and the Discussion Paper is technically open for 
public comment, there has been no focus on broader community sentiment to date. 

 
While member companies and the TSGA represent the Tasmanian salmon industry, the 
individual voices of our people and their families are not often heard in these formal 
submission processes, especially with the requirement to absorb and respond to long 
documents. 

 
The TSGA developed mechanisms for family, friends, and staff as well as our suppliers and 
providers to participate in this consultation process. This included a short online survey 
asking the big questions that get lost in the complexity of consultation processes: 
1. What does the industry mean to you? and 

2. How do you see the future of salmon in Tasmania? 
 

Our people consistently ranked the protection of the environment and the future sustainable 
growth as equally important for the future of the industry. Industry suppliers and providers 
nominated the importance of industry to their business and the need for government to 
inform the community of the contribution of industry, as important for the future. 

 
The resulting report “Voice of Industry” is at Attachment 1. 

 
 

We look forward to the development of an integrated future plan for aquaculture in Tasmania 
delivering a high level visionary plan, with a framework for Government, the salmon industry 
and others to work in partnership to support its implementation. 

 
Kind regards, 

 

 
Sue Grau, CEO TSGA 

Att Voice of the industry report. 
 
 
 
 

 

Page 2 









The salmon industry has been one of the great Tasmanian
success stories of the past 35 years. We are linked to the
prosperity of Tasmania and as the Premier stressed recently,
our industry contributes to maintaining community services like
hospitals and schools. We are important to the economic and
social fabric of the state. and support regional and remote
towns. 

We develop first in class expertise, both in our direct
employees and in our wider salmon “family”. There are many
innovations from obscure engineering parts to robotics, that
have been developed in Tasmania and are now being exported
to the world. 

Our people are valued and deserve to be proud of where they
work. 

Like many Tasmanian success stories, it started with a wild
idea  in this case to grow Atlantic salmon in Tasmania. The
idea only became an industry with early hard work and
dedication. Companies followed the Government initiative, and
the industry evolved with continual research and innovation
producing achievements over the years. 

Our past indicates the patterns that have been established
within our industry and inform improvements for the future. 

We take our obligations seriously. This means more than
anyone we understand we need to protect the environment in
which we operate. Our future depends on it. 

This is an obligation that is shared with government. Clear and
strong regulatory, planning and policy settings build clarity and
confidence for investment in our industry, including by our long
supply chain. It’s also an essential base for building trust and
transparency as our salmon family strive to share information
on their journey. 

We are part of the wider seafood sector that put Tasmania on
the map for food lovers. We are now the leader for driving a
future blue food bowl right here in Tasmania: Grown in Tassie,
feeding the world. 

Uniquely Tasmanian, proudly Australian. 

Tasmanian Salmon Growers Association tsga.com.au

Introduction
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Tasmanian Salmon Growers Association 

Part 3. Practical and
pragmatic guidance for a
successful plan

Consideration of end products 
While the role of Government is not to plan the future of an
industry, but rather to provide the boundaries within which an
industry can develop and evolve. There is also a role for
government and industry and other stakeholders to develop a
longer term vision, exploring the opportunities for the industry
and the state.  

This suggests that the Salmon Plan need not be limited by a ten
year time frame, and could be broadened to be an aquaculture
plan. 

In addition to a vision document the TSGA believes that a
planning process should include a formal framework for
industry planning and partnerships, noting it does not need to
"solve" issues in isolation from scientists, industry and other
stakeholders, or within the timeframe dictated for its
completion. 

This suggests that the Salmon Plan needs to be more than a
document. 

A formal partnership 
The industry timeline identified a lead lag challenge, and it is
acknowledged that the fast pace of the ever evolving salmon
industry presents challenges to managers. The TSGA sees a
formal partnership approach to provide improved and
transparent communication. 

There is currently no forum for the industry to engage formally
with the Tasmanian government. This is important for
knowledge exchange including real time information relating to
industry operations, innovations and achievements. 

This partnership forms an important part of a formal
framework for industry development in the salmon industry. 
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The industry acknowledges
that the use of marine farm
lease sites across Tasmania
is constantly changing due
to industry's adaptive
management approach.

Operations are complex and
many factors are not well
understood which means
that static maps can be
misleading. Adaptive
management means
industry is constantly
responding to factors such
as environmental conditions,
fallowing, pen movement, or
opening and closing of a site

It is recommended that any
future maps are interactive,
flexible, transparent and
indicate site variations and
licensing (visible on the
Salmon Portal website).

The industry remains
supportive of mapping more
broadly as an instrument for
managing the Marine Estate. 
 

Planning and mapping









 

 

Submission 265 
Tasmanian Salmon Growers Association 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



















Submission 266 
Robyn Gay 

To Department of Natural Resources and Environment 

I make the following submission in relation to the Tasmanian government's 10 year Salmon Plan. 

I have a great concern over the cruel treatment of animals, including the salmon, as a result of current 
salmon farming practices in Tasmania waters, as reported in Richard Flanagan’s book “Toxic: the rotting 
underbelly of the Tasmanian Salmon Industry” and by speakers at rallies held by NW Tas for Clean Oceans 
and Tasmanian Greens. 

It is unthinkable that cruel and environmentally destructive practices should occur in the first place, let 
alone continue.  While a healthy economy is crucial to the social wellbeing of our communities, so is the 
health and sustainability of our oceans and environment. 

I submit that the 68 Recommendations from the Legislative Council be enacted before any Plan is 
progressed. 

https://tasmaniantimes.com/2022/05/parliamentary-fin-fish-inquiry-report-released/ 

I believe as Australian citizens we have a moral duty to protect the natural world to ensure it thrives and 
prospers into the future for the benefit of ourselves and future generations.  I believe that it is within our 
power (given the science and technology available) to do so by ensuring our practices are respectful and 
sustainable. 

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission. 

Robyn Gay 

Submission 267 
Maria Riedl 

Thank you for giving us/me the opportunity of responding to the 10-year salmon plan discussion paper. I 
have used many sources for my submission and I thank them all for the information they provided!! 
(Apologies for repetition and spelling and grammatical errors) 

(May I please have a receipt for this submission. Thank you kindly. Maria) 



 

 

First of all, as I understand it only 21 of the 68 recommendations in the fin fish inquiry are supported by 
the present government. This demonstrates that government is colluding with 3 large corporate, now 
foreign owned farms and unable to understand our concerns regarding the still weak legislation of this 
rampant industry that seems to get what it wants under a veil of secrecy with little or no robust 
consultation with the very communities that it impacts. Commercial-in-confidence is used as a means of 
avoiding scrutiny and responsibility for any environmental and human impacts that are avoidable and create 
long lasting environmental degradation.  

 

Government refusal to implement ALL 68 recommendations, ALL of which will ensure a good reputable 
industry, is reprehensible and short sighted.  

 

 

There goes Tasmania’s so called ‘clean green image’ and this at a time when all three salmon companies are 
owned by foreign mega companies with shockingly terrible reputations!  

 

 

The damage they do to the environment and their disregard of communities and failure to attain a social 
licence is evidence that unless the 68 recommendations are implement by the Tasmanian government, the 
avoidable damage to our environment is guaranteed. These companies have shockingly bad reputations in 
their own countries and the rest of the world, and the government is utterly failing to take this into 
account. This industry, which can damage our lands and waters must be regulated by legislation and NOT 
by themselves. Surely you politicians understand this? Surely it is not about growing bigger at any cost? 
Surely!  

 

 

The following are my points: 

 

-it is imperative to review ALL environmental licences and conditions for all exisiting fin fish farms in and 
around Tasmania 

-there must be NO further expansion of fin fish farming operations until all 68 recommendations are in law 

-there must be a serious reduction in in-shore fin fish farming sites  

-cease operation in all sensitive, sheltered and biodiversity areas 

-environmental licenses must include defined limits of biomass, dissolved nitrogen and other key nutrients 

-there MUST be an independent review of fees and levees, as returns to government and community are 
pathetically insufficient 

-apply sufficient environmental bonds ensuring remedial work is paid for by user of our lands and waters 
please 

-environmental regulation breaches MUST be upgraded to reflect actual damage  

-there MUST be improved, transparent, public reporting of compliance and action tables on non-
compliance 

- clear online data portal must be improved to provide improved public reporting of environmental 
management of industry activities 



 

 

-MUST IMMEDIATELY adopt ALL recommendations regarding reforms to fees, all environmental licenses 
and industry compliance 

-political decisions MUST NOT be made without evidence or consultation  

-why is there NO requirement for the so called now independent EPA to set biomass or nitrogen limits on 
leases and therefore an enforceable cap on nitrogen 

-2 reputable experts quit the Marine Farming Planning Panel Review (  
) in 2018. They were charged (with others) with investigating the Tasmanian salmon industry’s 

expansion and they gave a scathing assessment of the acquaculture developmental approval process stating 
that the parliamentary inquiry was not independent (and we know it was not) and felt that they must 
resign as they totally disagreed with the process! 

- because the Panel could recommend amendments to the marine farming plans due to legislation they 
would have to move to approve them even after the disaster at Macquarie Harbour- this Panel was 
ineffective-also eg Storm Bay and now eg Long Bay 

-industry MUST be controlled as there is NO scientific evidence presented to support the Storm Bay 
expansion - the natural values of the site were not identified nor the proposed use the area mapped 

-the science was NOT there and still is not 

-adaptive management to regulate aquaculture is in appropriate eg land-based development is NOT 
approved on adaptive management 

-the EPA is still not independent (same head) and there is still no transparency in relation to Water Quality 
Objectives 

-10 year review of the Marine Farming Development Plan is simply too long a time frame as due to the 
impacts of climate change it must be at least a maximum of 5 years!  

-Climate change is real and the impacts will be huge and unavoidable so it must be incorporated in every 
plan and legislation to do with fin farming 

-leases MUST NOT be proponent led and MUST have a transparent tender process 

- the lack of acceptable community engagement and involvement when granting Environmental Licences 
and the lack of transparent criteria for decision-making MUST be addresses 

-I agree that environmental licence 

conditions for all existing fin fish farms MUST be received and include defined of total biomass, dissolved 
nitrogen and other key nutrients 

-new environmental licences MUST include the same 

-environmental harm and including amenity, noise, light, marine debris, ecosystem and habitat modification, 
impacts on wildlife, nutrient loading water quality and cumulative impact concern MUST be addressed 

-MUST be an increase in penalties and scope of liability in regulation to reflect potential serious 
environmental consequences to deter laziness of industry  

- the EPA is supposedly developing Environmental Standards more consistent, rigorous and comprehensive 
to environment management of industry and until these are licensed and implemented and dealt with 
retrospectively 

- until then NO EXPANSION! 

-adaptive management framework must be updated to include a requirement for validated models, 
performance monitoring, with clear triggers for  management, regular review and transparent reporting 

- industry purchasing social license through local contributions MUST be monitored 



 

 

-what are the local and statewide economic benefits? 

- there MUST be ZERO tolerance for marine debris and action on this must be comprehensively 
developed and implemented, NOT just ‘voluntary’! 

-it MUST also be monitored, enforced and reported publicly 

-penalties associated with marine industry debris MUST be reviewed and debris MUST not be tolerated 

-review Seal Management Framework including efficacy and safety of ALL seal management devices and 
MUST be transparent, with public reporting of seal deterrent usage and special (relocation) permits  

-noise and light and constant movement is causing significant distress and has negative impact of health and 
well-being 

-MUST be negotiated, controlled, enforced, and an independent central complaint point established to 
respond 

- decibel levels must be regulated, as well as tone, frequency, regularity and times codified in Environmental 
Standards- WITH responding deterrent penalties for infringement 

-EPA must monitor industry generating noise and MUST enforce limits 

-antibiotic use, heavy metal contamination, fish escapes, jellyfish blooms all impacts on our environment 
and diminishes Tasmania’s so-called questionable ‘clean green’ image, tourism brand, native fish, kelp, birds 
and the fishing and abalone industry  

-because all salmon farms are now owned by foreign entities who have nasty reputations the 68 
recommendations must be implemented immediately by January 2023 

-this industry MUST obtain a social license to operate and that means that they can’t dodge accountability 
and laws citing ‘commercial-in-confidence’ as their excuse to be opaque and non transparent!! 

 

Storm Bay, Long Bay and Tasman Peninsula are not getting a fair or reasonable deal for leasing public 
waterways and land to salmon farms 

-fish farms cause loss of water clarity, smothers beaches, reefs and seagrass beds with algae, low oxygen 
levels and smell 

- one large pen can release the equivalent nitrogen pollution of sewage discharged by 10,000 people 

-analysis of land use and sewage inputs at Nubeena and Long Bay, Port Arthur show fish farms account for 
OVER 90% of the nitrogen pollution 

- increased industrial noise, light pollution, visual pollution is affecting public health and well-being 

-risks to recreational and commercial fishers 

-increased algal blooms, degrading popular recreational areas such as White Beach and Long Bay 

- increased plastic/ micro-plastics debris 

-increased use of scarce freshwater to bathe farmed fish against disease 

- salmon farming is ranked 7th place as an employer on Tasman peninsula, well outdone by tourism and the 
arts-ongoing expansion does not create more substantial jobs 

-automation and efficiencies in operation does not lead to more jobs at all 

-lease and licences  fees paid to state Government amount to less than $350,000/year for ALL Tasmanian 
area leases 

-This represents under 0.5% of the value of harvested fish vs the abalone industry which pays a royalty of 
7% on the value of their harvest 



 

 

-a licencing system like Norway could return $1 billion 

- no council rates are levied on marine operations and most land-based operations are on crown land eg 
Tassal which are not contributing for road maintenance and other services 

-the Tasman peninsula is a popular tourist destination valued for its outstanding beauty and wildlife with 
iconic national parks and reserves, UNESCO World Heritage listed Historic Sites at Port Arthur and the 
Coal Mines, the iconic Three Capes Walking track, marine Ecotourism, whale-watching, diving, kayaking, 
fishing and surfing, as well as ecological values! 

-the lease at Creeses Mistake (Nubeena) is increasing from 18 pens to 26 pens, plus a huge expansion of 
Wedge Island of up to 64 pens - unacceptable  

 

Reiterate:  

-only 21 of the 68 recommendations in fin fish inquiry supported; this undermines public confidence in the 
foreign owned unregulated salmon industry, and this fails to improve efficiency, effectiveness and 
transparency of the industry’s environmental regulation, and the effectiveness of its biosecurity systems 
and puts paid to the community supporting industry growth 

-the EPA has failed abysmally to implement even the weakest of regulations even whilst there are reports 
of decline of native marine species and water quality 

- the precautionary principle and ‘no harm’ being applied to every aspect of governance is being ignored 

-the balance is NOT right guys 

-an example of shockingly bad behaviour by Cooke who has purchased Tassal: in April 26, 2013 pleaded 
guilty to 2 counts of banned neurotoxins to combat sea lice at 15 of its open-net pen salmon farms in Bay 
of Fundy (pesticide, cypermethrin was smuggled in)! 

-August 19, 2017 Cooke open-pen salmon farm in Puget Sound collapsed due to lack of maintenance with 
pens fouled by impenetrable muscles, kelp and other marine growth. 250,000 alien Atlantic salmon were 
released into waters containing the endangered Pacific salmon. They were fined yet again and leases 
cancelled!!!! 

-October 2019 video was released recording brutal treatment of young salmon: video found: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8tpd3Y1X7pQ 

-the present government attitude of “enabling a vibrant salmon industry” is only achievable if it adopts ALL 
68 recommendations otherwise there is NO SOCIAL LICENCE to operate anywhere in Tasmania 

- there is NO confidence in the planning, operational and environmental compliance decisions unless the 
68 recommendations are adopted into law 

-there is NO a improvement of intergenerational economic, social and environmental opportunities at all 
unless the 68 recommendations are adopted in full 

- healthy ecosystems WILL NOT BE MAINTAINED  because unless the 68 recommendations are 
implements there will be NO robust environmental and biosecurity framework 

- there is evidence that unless the 68 recommendations are implemented that independent and robust 
scientific evidence is used to inform planning and operational decisions! 

- unless the 68 recommendations are implemented research and innovation that assist climate change 
resilience and continuous improvement of practices will amount to ZILCH 

-unless 68 recommendations are adopted your assertion of resilient businesses across the supply chain do 
not benefit from sector opportunities 

 



 

 

So to close: 

 

-all 68 recommended actions MUST BE IMPLEMENTED otherwise you do go far enough to resolve 
concerns 

- recommendation 3 MUST be implemented immediately to transition out of sheltered, sensitive, 
biodiverse  areas 

-full State of the Environment report MUST be done immediately, as it is obscenely/shamefully overdue, 
and this BEFORE any expansion! 

- a halt to all untreated affluent containing antibiotics currently flowing into drinking water immediately 

- Moratorium on ANY new or planned industrial fish farm expansions in Tasmania’s coastal, estuary and 
river waters  

-immediate government led transition out of the sea and into controllable land based farms 

-since the EPA is failing in its’ duty of care there MUST be established immediately, an independent and 
empowered and resources regulator guided by independent science and community values!!! 

-big salmons claims of benefits do not stand up and public assessment of real economic benefits and 
impacts with a review of effect on and relationship with Tasmanian tourism industry 

-no basis for doubling size of salmon industry so NO further expansion without transparent, open, 
sustainable and science based evidence with public consultation and all evidence informed by 
‘environmental, social and recreational values’ 

-industrial salmon is toxic to coastal shallow waterways and rivers so it is time to reduce inshore fish 
farming sites with intention to stop it all together asap 

- since noise and light cause significant stress there must be comprehensive monitoring, assessment and 
enforcement of noise and light complaints and increased funding to EPA to deal with it 

-there is a lack of data and penalties on marine debris and therefore there must be a new marine debris 
policy in consultation with communities, and must be monitored effectively, enforced and publicly reported 

-there is no environmental standard regarding planning, regulation, management and expansion of fin fish 
farms which is shocking, surely it is time for environmental, social and economic criteria which must be 
applied in marine farming lease processes 

- payment to state and community is minuscule as there is no detail on the purpose, benefits and intended 
outcome in setting fees and levies. The solution is an independent review of fees and levies, including public 
consultation and rates paid to local government  

-the solution to leaving without paying for damage to the environment and marine life is to apply 
substantial environmental bonds to ensure sufficient funds for any remedial work 

-since there are illogically tiny fees for breaching environmental regulations, penalties MUST increase and 
liability MUST reflect the serious environmental consequences that arise from breaching regulations- the 
impacts are cumulative and wide spread  

-EPA struggles to enforce environmental regulations. There aren’t even caps on nitrogen! Solution is the 
EPA MUST develop and publish an enforcement policy including stipulations which set scientifically based 
requirements and penalties  

-MOST IMPORTANT: since it is impossible for an individual or civic organisation to press legal action 
against salmon companies when government and regulator fail to act, the law must be amended to enable 
third parties to take legal action for environmental harm caused by breach of licence conditions! 



 

 

-salmon hatcheries use huge amounts of freshwater (almost 40% of all water is allocated for industry!) 
some flush raw or filtered effluent into Tasmanian rivers, including Hobart’s drinking water catchment so 
there must be a full audit of freshwater use and an independent review of hatcheries’ impact on rivers and 
drinking water supplies and an introduction of full recycling technology and public release of data 

-URGENT ACTION REQUIRED: since the Minister can reject advice without explanation from the 
advisory board on salmon farms locations the Marine Farming Planning Review is not independent and has 
no community representative and the minister’s decision cannot be appealed, this must change with more 
transparency and mandatory ministerial reports to parliament on planning decisions. An independent 
review of membership of the advisory panel, also more transparency and a public right of appeal 

- decisions on new salmon leases don’t have to take account of economic, social or environmental impacts 
and the EIS may be made confidential and this is wrong, as there must be a full publication of the EIS’, 
including all evidence presented, including consideration and weighting of economic, social and 
environmental factors in assessment and approval of marine farming. 

 

So: implement all 68 recommendations and you can go forward with closer chance of a social license to 
operate! 
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Submission to the new Ten-year salmon plan for Tasmania 

 

In-put to the new Ten-year salmon plan for Tasmania 

The TCT attended the Blue Environment CRC workshop on the 17 August 2022 

‘Sustainable aquaculture and the blue economy’. The TCT’s position on the future 

of the salmon industry in Tasmania was expressed at that workshop. I note that the 

BECRC gave a commitment at the workshop that the report from the workshop 

would be provided to the state government as input to the development of a new 

Ten-year salmon plan for Tasmania and that comments made would not be 

attributed to specific persons or organisations. 

 

For reasons that will become clear below, the TCT will make no additional 

comment in this submission regarding the salmon industry, the content of the 

proposed new salmon plan or the discussion paper released in July 2022. Instead, 

we refer the state government to the BECRC report. 

 

Response to the four guiding principles and other policy matters  

We dedicate the remainder of this submission to a critique of aspects of the 

process that the state government has undertaken since announcing that a new 

10-year salmon plan would be developed and the policy framework for that plan 

i.e. the four principles. 

 

On 16 September 2021 the then state minister for Primary Industries and Water, Guy 

Barnett, issued a media release (attached) that announced the development of a 

new ten-year salmon growth plan. This was a critical statement as it included the 

first public release of the four principles and probably the most extensive 

expression of them.  

 

During October and November 2021, the TCT attempted to obtain information 

about the four principles from the then Minister for Primary Industries and Water. 

The reason for focusing on the four principles is that the minister stated in the 16 

September 2022 media release that “we will develop a new 10-year Salmon Plan 

beginning on 1 January 2023, underpinned by the following principles”.  The four 

principles were established by the minister as the guiding policy framework for the 

new plan. The NRE webpage “New 10-year Salmon Plan” still refers to the four 

principles as “guiding” development of the new plan. The principles purport to 



address numerous critical issues of concern to the community. The TCT believed it 

was critical to find out the background, justification and meaning of the four 

principles. 

 

The TCT wrote two letters to the Minister asking numerous questions about the four 

principles but received no response at all. To this day, to our knowledge, there is no 

publicly available explanation of where the four principles came from, no 

justification of them and the meaning has not been properly explained. The four 

principles have not been made available in a draft form for the community to 

comment on. 

 

In terms of input to the ten-year plan, the community has been entirely omitted 

from any input to the critical policies that frame and guide the new ten-year plan.   

This renders the consultation process fundamentally flawed.  

 

For these reasons the TCT will in effect boycott the submission process for the 

development of the new salmon plan. 

 

Specific comments on the four principles 

 

1. There will be no net increase in leased farming areas in Tasmanian water 

This principle does not relate to what the community are asking for and therefore 

the principle does not address the consistent complaints raised. This was the key 

reason for requesting information from the minister about where the principles 

came from. We wanted to know whether the government somehow determined 

that the principle related to community concerns. Alas we received no response. 

 

It is not clear how this principle translates into any significant improvement when 

the area already leased is enormous, a massive expansion of farms or biomass 

within the leased areas is possible and the promise could allow for swapping of 

areas, with worse or neutral outcomes. There was no information provided by the 

minister to show that the proposed commitment would be enforceable meaning 

that it could easily be ignored. 

 

The principle includes a 12-month moratorium, but it’s not clear what it relates to: 

new leases, new licences, increased biomass, or other matters. In the absence of 

such information, it is assumed that there was a private deal between the industry 

and minister that was not divulged to the community. We presume that the 

industry will simply delay all planned expansion until after 15 September 2022. 

 

The meaning of the moratorium is probably immaterial as it has nearly expired. The 

minister’s 16 September 2021 media release announced that the moratorium 

commences ‘immediately’, so it will expire on 15 September 2022. This will enable 

further expansion prior to the plan being finalised, contrary to the original 

commitment by the minister. 

 

2. Innovation – future growth lies in land based and off-shore salmon farming 

The minister only commits to ‘new research and innovation programs to support 

salmon farming further offshore in deep waters, including Commonwealth waters, 

and to increase salmon farming on shore in land based systems’. There is no 

commitment to replacing existing inshore farms (which are of great concern to the 

community) with new farms on land or further from shore. There is an additional 

concern that ‘offshore‘ is not defined. 



  

The second annual report on the existing salmon plan details work done to date to 

assess areas for salmon farms outside of the traditional estuarine environments but 

there is no suggestion that these are instead of existing areas. The report only refers 

to three locations that are being assessed, off South Bruny Island, east of Three 

Hummock Island and the eastern side of King Island. These locations are not far 

offshore and have been the centre of community opposition over recent years, 

hardly places that will be broadly acceptable.  

 

The report also makes reference to the ‘Government working through the 

jurisdictional processes and regulatory framework needed to potentially provide 

for finfish farming, and other forms of aquaculture, to operate in Commonwealth 

waters’. There is no information provided by the minister to show that this principle 

was developed on the basis that the salmon farming companies see farms in 

Commonwealth waters as feasible and attractive. 

 

There is no information provided about whether any specific areas of 

Commonwealth waters are being assessed for salmon farms, there is only a 

process underway for an area north of Burnie that is understood to be a research 

site only.  

 

3. World-best practice through continuous improvement 

In this principle the minister commits to broad notions of ‘continuous improvement 

in regulation and transparency’ but makes no specific reference to legislative 

changes and omits reference to previously developed legislation that relates to 

fish farming (contained in Environment Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 

2019).  

 

4. Strict independent regulation   

The minister says that ‘Separation of the EPA from DPIPWE will further enhance its 

role as the independent environmental regulator’. Why is independence the only 

issue being looked at – what about the strength of the legislation the EPA regulates 

and what about transparency, in particular in regard to salmon farm monitoring 

data? And what has caused the government to want to make the EPA more 

independent? 

 

Correspondence to the minister about the four principles and other key policy 

matters 

As stated, on two occasions during October and November 2021 the TCT wrote to 

the Minister asking a range of questions including the matters raised above. The 

TCT has been provided with no answers of any substance. Although the minister 

made the four principles the foundation of the new plan, he will not discuss them 

at all, let alone respond to critical comments and questions. The minister does not 

say where the four principles came from, doesn’t refer to any public consultation 

on them, doesn’t attempt to justify them, won’t say what they aim to achieve and, 

where we point out ambiguities, won’t explain what the principles mean. 

 

There is no answer regarding the proposal to make the EPA more independent. I 

asked for any documentation relating to the decision to make the EPA more 

independent – but we received no answer. I asked did the government believe 

there was a lack of independence – and again no answer. 

 



We asked the Minister to advise us on how previous government legislative 

commitments relate to the to the 10-year plan, including specifically asking about 

the Environment Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 2019 which included 

numerous amendments related to regulation of fish farming.  

 

The proposed Environment Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 2019 is not 

deemed worthy of any mention by the minister.  

 

The bill included at least 70 amendments to environmental legislation related to 

fish farming, fixing many flaws that the EPA had acknowledged. The draft bill had 

been subject to a consultation process three years ago and the government has 

just sat on it without explanation. 

 

The importance of these questions is that we don’t know if the government has 

abandoned the proposed legislative amendments or intends to introduce them in 

some form. Knowing the government’s intention is vital for anyone making an 

informed submission to the new salmon plan. 

 

The minister acknowledged that the development of an environmental standard is 

still a commitment of the government but did not explain how it would relate to 

the salmon plan – see below for further comments.  

 

The minister refused to answer my question about the objective of the salmon 

plan, claiming that to do so would ‘pre-empt what the objectives will be for the 

Plan’. But surely the government knows what its objective is in having a new plan 

is? The context of my question clearly related to what the government intended to 

achieve from having a plan and not the detailed objectives that would be in the 

final plan. So, it would seem the minister is admitting that the government is 

agnostic on the plan’s objective. Does this mean the creation of a plan, any plan, 

is the objective?  

 

We asked the Minister if the existing “Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the 

Salmon Industry in Tasmania” was to be considered in any way in the development 

of the new 10-year salmon plan? In effect was it being reviewed or a new plan 

prepared without any reference to the old one. We asked if there has been any 

review or criticism done of the old plan and, if so, can we be provided with a 

copy?  There is no response regarding the existing growth plan. The minister 

referred to the annual reports on the existing growth plan, but my question related 

to a review of the existing growth plan not annual reports of its implementation, 

two entirely different things. 

 

The salmon environmental standard 

Since the September 2021 announcement about the new ten-year salmon plan 

the government has progressed the development of an environmental standard 

for the salmon industry. 

 

At the beginning of May 2022, the following documents related to "Marine Farming 

Standards" were released for comment with submissions due, inconveniently, on 20 

May 2022, the day before the federal election: 

- Introducing an Environmental Standard for Marine Finfish Farming: Position 

Paper (16 pages) 



- Standardised Marine Farming Management Controls: draft for Public 

Consultation (15 pages) 

- DRAFT Standardised Marine Farming Management Controls: Background 

Paper (5 pages) 

- Biosecurity Program: Tasmanian Salmonid Industry: draft for Public 

Consultation (54 pages) 

- Biosecurity (Salmonid Biosecurity Zones) Regulations 2022 (13 pages) 

 

The consultation on these was advertised by email to chosen stakeholders and by 

a notice on the department website. Consultation was extended until 20 June 

2022 but notice of that was via the same limited means and issued just 2 days 

before the election. 

 

Also open for comment (submissions due 3 June 2022) was the Environment 

Management and Pollution Control Amendment Bill 2022 (36 pages) and an 

Explanatory Paper for Consultation Draft (19 pages). This legislation would enable 

greater independence of the EPA, create powers related to the fin-fish farming 

standards and deal with other matters. Understanding these amendments are 

critical for understanding the five standards documents listed above. 

 

This approach to consultation is guaranteed to confuse and deter people. Perhaps 

this is consultation designed to avoid consultation? 

 

At the time these seven separate documents were open for comment the TCT was 

very busy and we decided that given our limited time and personnel we could not 

comment on such technical documents in sufficient detail. In fact, we have not 

been able to fully digest the content of them to enable us to know how to 

consider them in a response on the ten-year salmon plan.  

  

Yours sincerely 

 
Peter McGlone 

Chief Executive Officer 

Tasmanian Conservation Trust 

 

 



16 September 2021 
 
Guy Barnett, Minister for Primary Industries and Water 

10-year Plan to support our sustainable salmon industry 

  

The Tasmanian Government is taking action to support our sustainable salmon industry to 
remain world leading. 

We will build on our strong foundations and achieve this through improved regulation and 
transparency, new research and innovation programs, and a new industry fee structure to 
re-invest into compliance and monitoring, and to ensure full cost recovery and an 
appropriate return to the Tasmanian community. 

Tasmanians are proud of the salmon industry and we want them to be so into the future as 
well. 

The Plan will be centred on innovation, continuous improvement and world leading 
practices. 

To support this we will develop a new 10-year Salmon Plan beginning on 1 January 2023, 
underpinned by the following principles: 

5. There will be no net increase in leased farming areas in Tasmanian waters. 

This is an important principle, noting an immediate 12 month moratorium will be put 
in place to enable existing exploration permits to be considered in the context of the 
10-Year Salmon Plan. 

2. Innovation – future growth lies in land based and off-shore salmon farming 

We will develop new research and innovation programs to support salmon farming 
further off shore in deep waters, including Commonwealth waters, and to increase 
salmon farming on shore in land based systems. 

3. World-best practice through continuous improvement 

We will ensure world’s best practices through continuous improvement in regulation 
and transparency, and review fees and charges to ensure full cost recovery and an 
appropriate return to the Tasmanian community. 

4. Strict independent regulation Separation of the EPA from DPIPWE will further 
enhance its role as the independent environmental regulator.  Immediate additional 
positions will be created to support compliance, including a new Director of Fin Fish 
Compliance. 

Over the next 12 months, the Plan will be developed and will allow industry and the 
community to identify new long term actions that support our vision for a sustainable 
industry, which continues to support Tasmanian jobs and businesses across the supply 
chain. 

We will continue to utilise science from internationally respected institutions, including 
IMAS, CSIRO and the Blue Economy CRC to inform sustainability through appropriate 
planning and regulation. 

Changes to configurations in existing lease areas will be considered through the statutory 
planning process to provide for improved biosecurity or community amenity. 

More Media Releases from Guy Barnett 

More Media Releases from the Minister for Primary Industries and Water 
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Please please please consider the environment and the fact that state land belongs to everyone - not just 
for-profit companies. I’m appalled to see the corruption in the salmon industry in Tasmania and hope you’ll 
reconsider this possibly disasterous plan in this untouched gem - flinders island. It is not popular. The sea 
belongs to all of us and future generations are depending on you to make the right decision. Enough is 
enough. 
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About EDO  

 

EDO is a community legal centre specialising in public interest environmental law. We help people who want 

to protect the environment through law. Our reputation is built on: 

 

Successful environmental outcomes using the law. With over 30 years’ experience in environmental law, 

EDO has a proven track record in achieving positive environmental outcomes for the community. 

Broad environmental expertise. EDO is the acknowledged expert when it comes to the law and how it 

applies to the environment. We help the community to solve environmental issues by providing legal and 

scientific advice, community legal education and proposals for better laws. 

Independent and accessible services. As a non-government and not-for-profit legal centre, our services are 

provided without fear or favour. Anyone can contact us to get free initial legal advice about an 

environmental problem, with many of our services targeted at rural and regional communities. 

Environmental Defenders Office is a legal centre dedicated to protecting the environment 

 

www.edo.org.au 

 

Submitted to: 

 
Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania 

Submitted by email to salmonengagement@nre.tas.gov.au  

 

For further information, please contact: 

 

 

Environmental Defenders Office Ltd  

   

 

EDO gratefully acknowledges the assistance of  in the preparation of this submission. 

 

A Note on Language 

EDO acknowledges that there is a legacy of writing about First Nations peoples without seeking guidance 

about terminology. In this submission, we have chosen to use the term “First Nations” to refer to Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander peoples across Australia. We also acknowledge that where possible, specificity is 

more respectful. When referring to Tasmanian Aboriginal / palawa / pakana people in this submission we 

have used the term “Tasmanian Aboriginal”. We acknowledge that not all Aboriginal people may identify 

with these terms and that they may instead identify using other terms.  

Acknowledgement of Country 

The EDO recognises First Nations peoples as the Custodians of the land, seas, and rivers of Australia. We pay 

our respects to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Elders past, present, and emerging, and aspire to learn 

from traditional knowledges and customs so that, together, we can protect our environment and cultural 

heritage through both Western and First Laws.  

In providing this submission, we pay our respects to First Nations across Australia and recognise that their 

Countries were never ceded and express our remorse for the deep suffering that has been endured by the 

First Nations of this country since colonisation. 
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Executive Summary 

Environmental Defenders Office (EDO) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Department 

of Nature Resources and Environment Tasmania’s Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon 

Plan (Discussion Paper).  

The Discussion Paper notes the Government’s aspiration for the salmon farming industry to 

continue “to strive to be sustainable, resilient and innovative”. It lists several outcomes 

“Government policy” could seek to achieve to enable the realisation of this aspiration, including: 

1. The community’s understanding of the aquaculture regulatory framework and confidence in 

planning, operational and environmental compliance decisions is improved.  

2. Intergenerational economic, social, and environmental opportunities are enhanced.  

3. Healthy ecosystems are maintained through robust environmental and biosecurity frameworks.  

There can be little doubt after the Legislative Council Government Administration Sub-Committee 

“A” Report on Finfish Farming in Tasmania dated May 2022 (Inquiry Report) 1 that community 

perceptions of the sustainability of the salmon farming industry are deteriorating. As the Chair of 

the Inquiry, the Hon Meg Webb MLC, notes in her forward to the Inquiry Report, “[w]hile 

Government progresses plans for expansion of fin fish farming, it is apparent community 

confidence in the regulation of the industry is reducing.”2 The Inquiry Chair further noted that 

“[e]vidence indicates the community would appreciate knowing comprehensive consideration has 

been given to social, cultural, recreational and natural values and is at the heart of planning, 

regulation, promotion and growth of the Industry in this state.” To address these problems, the 

Sub Committee made a suite of 68 recommendations in the Inquiry Report to improve the 

transparency and accountability of the regulation of the industry.   

EDO supports the Inquiry Report’s recommendations and considers that their full implementation 

could go a significant way towards realising the Government’s aspirations for the industry by 

improving community confidence in planning, operation and environmental compliance decisions 

relating to salmon farming.  

During the public comment period on the Discussion Paper, the Tasmanian Government released 

its response to the Inquiry Report. 3 While EDO is encouraged that the Government supports (either 

in full or in-principle) the majority of the Inquiry Report recommendations, it is clear that much 

more work needs to be done before any expansion of the industry can reasonably be 

contemplated. 

EDO participated in a “pre-formal early engagement” consultation forum on the 10 Year Salmon 

Plan on 28 April 2022. The following submission is in addition to the comments provided by EDO in 

response to the Discussion Paper in that forum. We further note that EDO made detailed 

submissions outlining how lutruwita/Tasmania’s marine environment could be managed more 

sustainably and holistically and in a way that better accounts for both Tasmanian Aboriginal 

 
1 Accessible here: https://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/ctee/Council/GovAdminA_Fin.html  
2 Chair’s Forward, Inquiry Report at p 2. 
3 See Tasmanian Government, Response to the Legislative Council Government Administration Sub-

Committee “A” Report on Finfish Farming in Tasmania, 16 August 2022, accessible at: 

https://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/ctee/Council/GovAdminA Fin.html 
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cultural heritage values, and other social and natural values.  For example, EDO made the 

following submissions in recent years: 

• Legislative Council Sub Committee Inquiry into Finfish Farming in Tasmania 

• Review of the Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 Discussion Paper 

• Draft Aquaculture Standards for Tasmania 

• Draft Environmental Management and Pollution Control Amendment Bill 2022 

Rather than repeating the contents of these recent detailed submissions concerning aquaculture 

and the better regulation of the marine environment, this brief submission addresses the 

Discussion Paper's focus areas of Governance and Regulation, and Community Engagement. EDO 

outlines 2 key steps that must be taken by the Tasmanian Government to ensure the regulation of 

the industry shifts to achieve more ecologically and socially sustainable practices:  

• Continue with a moratorium on the expansion of the industry until key recommendations of 

the Inquiry Report are fully implemented; and 

• Fix the regulation of the salmon farming industry & ensure the industry is incorporated into an 

integrated and ecosystems-based management framework 

A summary of our recommendations can be found below. 

1. Continue with a moratorium on the expansion of the industry until key recommendations 

of the Inquiry Report are fully implemented 

The Inquiry Report included findings concerning the implementation of the current Salmon 

Industry Growth Plan, including: 

• Community and non-industry stakeholders felt there was an inadequate opportunity for their 

involvement and input in the development of the Salmon Industry Growth Plan; 

• The Government’s $2 billion growth target for the industry was set without consulting 

scientific experts within the EPA, CSIRO or IMAS; and, 

• A comprehensive marine spatial planning process was not undertaken to identify areas 

suitable for sustainable industry growth. 

The Inquiry Report made 68 recommendations to improve the regulation of this growing industry. 

Recommendation 1: Fully implement all the recommendations of the Inquiry Report. 

Recommendation 2: Continue the moratorium on the issuing of new salmon farming 

leases and increases of stocking limits until an overarching Marine Plan and marine 

spatial planning exercise (as contemplated by the Inquiry Report) are completed. 

Recommendation 3: The 10 Year Salmon Plan should include clear and time-bound 

commitments for the review and reform of lutruwita/Tasmania’s coastal and marine 

laws, and an extension of the moratorium on the issuing of new salmon farming leases 

and increases of stocking limits until that reform is completed 
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The first recommendation of the Inquiry Report was for: 

A revised Salmon Industry Growth Plan be developed as one aspect of an overarching Marine Plan for 

Tasmania, through a process that: 

• includes comprehensive stakeholder consultation; 

• is informed by assessment of environmental, social and recreational values; and 

• has a transparent evidence base. 

According to the Inquiry Report, the Salmon Industry Growth Plan was to be informed “through a 

process of marine spatial planning and [set] an industry growth target for these areas which is 

transparently developed, sustainable and evidence-based” (recommendation 2). The Plan was to 

aim to “reduce inshore finfish farming sites, with priority given to ceasing operations in sensitive, 

sheltered and biodiverse areas” (recommendation 3). The Inquiry Report also recommended that 

“there be no further expansion of the finfish farming industry in the form of new farming areas or 

increased stocking limits until the revised Salmon Industry Growth Plan is finalised” 

(recommendation 4).  

On 16 August 2022, the Tasmanian Government indicated either full or in-principal support for 

most of the Inquiry Report’s 68 recommendations.  While the Government appears to have 

accepted the Inquiry’s recommendations regarding the development of a Marine Plan, marine 

spatial planning and a moratorium on the expansion of salmon farming, its detailed responses to 

the recommendations fall well short of what the Legislative Council Sub Committee called for and 

what is needed to create a modern and sustainable industry into the future.  

One significant shortcoming of the Government’s response to the Inquiry Report is that it appears 

to be is pressing ahead with the development of the 10 Year Salmon Plan in the absence of any 

overarching Marine Plan, and most crucially, without the marine spatial planning that was 

contemplated by the Inquiry. 

The Government response to the Inquiry Report refers to IMAS’s Statewide Finfish Aquaculture 

Spatial Planning Exercise: Investigating growth opportunities for finfish aquaculture in Tasmanian 

coastal waters,4 in response to the recommendation that a marine spatial planning exercise be the 

basis for any salmon industry plan. However, that planning exercise was limited in scope. It was a 

“sector-based” planning exercise to provide for “growth opportunities for finfish aquaculture in 

Tasmania using existing information” rather than for a holistic spatial planning process to assist in 

the assessment of the environmental, social and recreational values of lutruwita/Tasmania’s 

marine areas and the development of sustainable and evidence-based growth targets as called for 

in the Inquiry Report.5 Furthermore, that spatial planning exercise: 6 

• Did not involve fulsome public consultation; 

 
4 Lacharité, M., Ross, J., Adams, V., Bush, F., Byers, R., 2021.Statewide Finfish Aquaculture Spatial Planning 

Exercise: Investigating growth opportunities for finfish aquaculture in Tasmanian coastal waters. IMAS 

Technical Report. IMAS, 

Hobart, Tasmania, accessible at: 

https://www.imas.utas.edu.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0009/1558341/REPORT-Statewide-Finfish-Planning-

Exercise-Dec2021-updated-Mar2022.pdf  
5 Ibid at p 1. 
6 Ibid from p 61. 
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• Failed to account for “environmental change” such as climate change; 

• Failed to consider Aboriginal cultural heritage values in the seascape and resources;  

• Relied on limited and out-of-date data on foreshore uses; 

• Relied on limited data on the intensity and distribution of recreational uses and for the 

environmental conditions at the sites considered; 

• Did not provide a detailed review of threatened species in the areas identified as suitable 

for salmon farming; and, 

• Did not consider any deep-sea floor mapping (which is surprising given the proposal to 

move offshore). 

Given these limitations of the IMAS spatial planning exercise, EDO considers that it would be short-

sighted and unreasonable to use it as the basis for any expansion of the salmon farming industry. 

Indeed, even Mark Ryan, CEO of Tassal has expressed dissatisfaction with the conduct of marine 

spatial planning in Tasmania and encouraged far more proactive engagement with the community 

on this front.7 

It is unclear from the Government’s Response to the Inquiry Report whether it is intended that the 

12-month moratorium on new salmon farming leases will expire in September 2022.8  Irrespective 

of whether the 10 Year Salmon Plan is in place at the time the moratorium expires, EDO is very 

concerned that the expansion of the industry will continue uninformed by a broader Marine Plan 

or comprehensive marine spatial planning process. 

As part of the 10 Year Salmon Plan, EDO strongly urges the Government to implement all the 

Inquiry’s recommendations concerning the salmon farming industry and continue its moratorium 

on new salmon farming leases or increased stocking limits until it has properly prepared a Marine 

Plan, informed by an integrated marine spatial planning exercise. 

Recommendation 1: Fully implement all the recommendations of the Inquiry Report. 

Recommendation 2: Continue the moratorium on the issuing of new salmon farming leases and 

increases of stocking limits until an overarching Marine Plan and marine spatial planning exercise 

(as contemplated by the Inquiry Report) are completed. 

2. Fix the regulation of the salmon farming industry & ensure the industry is incorporated 

into an integrated and ecosystems-based management framework  

To achieve ecologically sustainable and culturally appropriate management of 

lutruwita/Tasmania’s coastal and marine areas, EDO recommends that the many overlapping 

coastal marine laws and policies be pulled into an integrated, effective and sustainable legislative 

framework.9 This framework needs to fundamentally recognise Tasmanian Aboriginal 

custodianship over Sea Country and cultural and fishing rights, and provide a legislative basis for a 

 
7 See Inquiry report from p 66. 
8 See Tasmanian Government, Response to the Legislative Council Government Administration Sub-

Committee “A” Report on Finfish Farming in Tasmania, 16 August 2022, at p accessible at: 

https://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/ctee/Council/GovAdminA Fin.html  
9 For more on this framework, refer to EDO’s Submission in response to the Review of the Living Marine 

Resource Management Act 1995 (Tas) Discussion Paper, accessible here: 

https://www.edo.org.au/publication/submission-in-response-to-the-review-of-the-living-marine-resources-

management-act-1995-discussion-paper/   
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comprehensive marine spatial planning process informed by the best available science and public 

consultation and engagement. Such a framework would aim to achieve integrated and 

ecosystems-based management across the entire coastal and marine environment (in contrast to 

the current piecemeal, sector-based approach that does not allow for proper consideration of all 

the benefits and risks of different uses and management approaches). EDO’s recommendation for 

the review and reform of coastal and marine laws is supported in the Inquiry Report, which 

included numerous recommendations to strengthen and improve lutruwita/Tasmania’s salmon 

farming legislative framework to ensure it was properly regulating the environmental and social 

impacts and provided proper marine spatial planning.  

One of the key recommendations of the Inquiry Report was for the Government to undertake a 

comprehensive review of the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 (Tas) (recommendation 11). The 

Inquiry Report also made many recommendations relating to issues that should be addressed as 

part of or in conjunction with that review, including (but not limited to): reform of the composition 

and functioning of the Marine Farming Planning Review Panel, development of clear criteria for 

approval decisions and transparent Water Quality Objectives (WQOs), imposition of limits on 

stocking density and pollution from salmon farms, and the strengthening of merits appeal rights 

and compliance and enforcement.  

While EDO is encouraged by the Government’s in-principle support for many of these 

recommendations,10  we are disappointed that the recommended review of the Marine Farming 

Planning Act 1995 (Tas) will only occur upon the conclusion of the review of the Living Marine 

Resource Management Act 1995 (Tas).11 In the meantime, it appears the Government is intent on 

pressing ahead with the 10 Year Salmon Plan and its support for the growth of the industry. Such 

an approach means that laws the community, and in some cases the industry, consider to be 

inadequate, and which have been found wanting by the Legislative Sub Committee on Finfish 

Farming, will continue to be used as the basis for Government approvals and regulation at a 

critical phase of the expansion of this industry. 

In EDO’s view, the industry should not be permitted to continue to grow until the regulation of the 

salmon farming industry is significantly improved and is incorporated into an integrated and 

ecosystems-based management framework for our marine and coastal areas. The 10 Year Salmon 

Plan should therefore include clear and time-bound commitments for the review and reform of 

lutruwita/Tasmania’s coastal and marine laws, and an extension of the moratorium on the 

expansion of the industry until that reform is completed. 

Recommendation 3: The 10 Year Salmon Plan should include clear and time-bound commitments 

for the review and reform of lutruwita/Tasmania’s coastal and marine laws, and an extension of 

the moratorium on the issuing of new salmon farming leases and increases of stocking limits until 

that reform is completed. 

 
10 Albeit the Government does not support the imposition of clear limits on stocking and pollution, or the 

publication of WQOs – elements that EDO considers are crucial to providing better transparency and 

accountability in the regulation of this industry.  
11 This review expressly excluded consideration of most elements of marine farming. See NRE, Modernising 

Tasmania’s Fisheries Legislation, A Review of the Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995: Discussion 

Paper at p 9.  
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1. This submission 

This submission is made in the knowledge that as recently as 1803, all land and sea in 

lutruwita/Tasmania was Aboriginal Land. This ownership is beyond dispute. 

No land was ever ceded. This fact underpins both claims of sovereignty, land and sea rights, 

and ownership of all Aboriginal heritage in Tasmania, irrespective of where it is located. 

2. About the Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania 

The Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania (ALCT) is the statutory body, established under 

Tasmania’s Aboriginal Lands Act (1995), to own and manage returned land on behalf of 

Tasmania’s Aboriginal community. 

The majority of ALCT’s landholding, in hectare terms, is in tayaritja/Furneaux Islands, and 

includes the larger islands of truwana/Cape Barren and lungtalanana/Clarke Islands. 

Sadly, ALCT is yet to achieve the return of Sea Country in tayaritja and land title extends to 

the high water mark only. This is even the case in the Armstrong Channel, a narrow stretch 

of water between the above two large, Aboriginal-owned islands. 

Through ALCT, the Aboriginal Community aspires to achieve more land returns across 

lutruwita and has active claims over some areas and latent claims over others. This 

aspiration includes freehold land and Sea Country. 

  

 

 

Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania 

182 Charles Street 

Launceston Tas 7250 



3. Aquaculture in Tasmania 

ALCT holds serious concerns about the planning, development, operation and impacts of 

finfish farming in Tasmania and has observed it to have a net negative impact across the 

Cultural, environmental and social landscape of Tasmania. 

While history shows the rapid growth of the industry, lax regulation and unwavering 

Government support has delivered poor outcomes for Tasmania, ALCT views the recent sale 

of the two dominant salmon farming companies to overseas interests as extremely 

worrying. 

Both purchasers are massive international players with serious probity, accountability, 

environmental and social issues associated with them. Each has allegations or findings of 

apathy towards indigenous rights and  interests. 

The entry of these players into the Tasmanian industry is of genuine concern and without 

major reform of the planning and regulation of aquaculture in the state we foreshadow 

ongoing expansion, exploitation and degradation at the expense of the collective interest of 

Tasmanians, including Aboriginal people. 

4. Planning 

The fact that aquaculture planning, assessment and approval sits outside of the normal 

planning system and bypasses any credible form of Aboriginal input and assessment is 

unacceptable and leads to poor decisions and negative impacts on natural, cultural and 

social values. 

Recent history has shown a blatant disregard for credible scientific and community input, 

with aquaculture expansion and corporate growth prioritised over all other values. 

Any 10-year plan for the salmon industry should look at the planning and approval process 

and restore science-based decision making, genuine community consultation and merit-

based appeal rights for civil society and third parties. 

Until this is done, ALCT will have no confidence in the planning and establishment of fin fish 

farming. This includes the current process of review of the 10-year growth plan. Sadly, we 

write this submission with little expectation of being heard. 

5. Tayaritja/Furneaux Islands 

As a landowner in tayaritja, ALCT has serious concerns regarding the expansion of fish 

farming, whether salmon or kingfish, into the waters of the Furneaux Group.  

Significant Aboriginal cultural resources are 100% dependent upon a healthy marine 

environment, and we are unaware of any scientific research that seeks to understand the 

impact intensive fish farming could have on feeding and breeding of bird species such as 

mutton birds, shells used for stringing, kelp and other cultural products. 

We emphatically reject any view that aquaculture can be safely expanded into tayaritja. 

While Sea Country in the region has already been carved up into zones, planned for 



expansion and in some cases already leased, none of this has been carried out with the free, 

prior and informed consent of the Aboriginal Community. 

 We note a recent meeting on Flinders Island, convened by the Flinders Council, 

unanimously rejected the expansion of fin fish farming in the waters of the Furneaux Group. 

We support this position and echo a call for expansion zones to be abandoned and ‘no grow 

zones’ to be establishes in both the state and Commonwealth waters surrounding tayaritja.  

As landowners of both truwana/Cape Barren and lungtalanana/Clarke Islands, we find it 

remarkable that a location such as the Armstrong Channel (the narrow waters separating 

the two islands) could be designated a finfish farming area without our consent. 

Similarly, waters between Cape Barren and Vansittart Islands (Vansittart being historically 

significant for Aboriginal people) appear to already have marine leases allocated (number 

138). While these are currently inactive, we recall no involvement in the establishment or 

allocation of these leases. 

One of these leases appear to be within 126m from Pelican Island (managed in part by 

ALCT’s truwana Rangers) and another less than 300 m from a historic wreck.  

In the south of Cape Barren Island, two ‘Marine Farming Zones’ have been established in 

Kent Bay. Kent Bay is remote, pristine and one of the most significant historic sites on Cape 

Barren Island, being the first colonial establishment outside of Sydney Cove and the site of 

imprisonment of Aboriginal women at the hands of European sealers. 

6. Fleurieu Group 

ALCT is a landowner in western Bass Strait, holding title of titma/Trefoil Island and Steep 

Head. Both these islands are significant mutton bird colonies.  

The ‘currently under exploration’ zone is less than 700m from titima and extends around 

significant areas of the Fleurieu Group. Most of the remaining area is zoned ‘potential for 

further release’.  

ALCT rejects the need or sustainability of finfish farming around these islands and calls for 

the no grow zone to be extended to all state waters and commonwealth waters around 

these islands. 

7. Regulation 

Aquaculture, particularly the caged salmon farming sector, epitomises the term ‘regulatory 

capture’ and ALCT has no faith in the regulatory system and its ability to protect natural, 

cultural and social values from the harmful effects of salmon farming. 

Sadly, this fact is borne out in case study after case study – from Maquarie Harbour to the 

D’Entrecasteaux Channel. 

Until the regulator is empowered with genuine mechanisms to protect important values, 

and staffed with people willing to enforce those mechanisms, ALCT will continue to have no 

confidence in the management of existing, let alone expanded, fish farming operations. 



ALCT is unsure what effect the reform of the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) will 

have. Separation of the EPA from the government’s primary industries department can only 

be positive, however its powers need to be strengthened, independence enshrined and 

culture changed to ensure there exists a genuine ability and willingness to robustly regulate 

this industry. 

8. Greenwashing  

The salmon industry and associated communications are characterized by spin. Phrases, 

including in the discussion paper for a 10 year plan, like ‘sustainable’, ‘world’s best practice’, 

‘continuous improvement’ are meaningless and have been so overused in the Tasmanian 

context as to only engender suspicion and skepticism as opposed to confidence. 

Government cheerleading of industry-at-all-costs leaves little confidence in any government 

process, including this consultation. Such is the experience of the community, especially the 

Aboriginal Community, we have zero faith that much, if anything from this community 

consultation process will be genuinely considered, let alone influence a more positive 

outcome. 

9. Waste  

Waste generated by the fin fish industry is extensive and ubiquitous in the areas it operates. 

While the organic wastes of fish faeces, surplus fish feed and dead salmon is a concern for 

the health and function of ecosystems and the cultural resources that rely on this, we share 

concerns about debris. 

Plastic, rope and other debris is well documented as being a significant issue for the 

aquaculture industry. While we support calls for broader monitoring and regulation of this 

issues, we note the specific issues of this waste washing up on shore. 

Some of the Aboriginal Community’s most significant heritage sites are coastal, many on or 

around the high tied line. Fish farm debris polluting midden and other sites of Aboriginal 

cultural significance is a travesty that attracts little attention.  

The seemingly uncontrollable loss of materials from fish cages, service boats and other 

associated infrastructure is a significant on out sites and of serious concern. 

10. Legislative Council Inquiry 

ALCT notes the recent inquiry into the salmon sector by the Legislative Council and supports 

many of its recommendations. 

In particular, ALCT supports recommendation three to, ‘Develop a plan, in consultation with 

industry, scientific and community stakeholders, to reduce inshore fin fish farming sites, with 

priority given to ceasing operations in sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas.” 

ALCT does not accept that the 10-year growth plan represents the delivery of this 

recommendation.  

  



11. Conclusion 

ALCT calls for a serious and wholescale review of the finfish industry with the view of 

addressing the planning, assessment, approval, regulation and operational failures of the 

industry. Any review should contemplate a contraction of the industry and transition to 

land-based activity. 

ALCT does not accept that this 10-year plan or the process to establish it is such a review.  

Sadly, we see this exercise as lip-service to consultation and have little confidence it will 

lead to a resolution of the plethora of issues associated with this industry.  

International corporate takeover of Tasmanian caged salmon producers represents a 

dangerous development that adds an additional layer of concern. 

ALCT fears for the impacts a 10-year expansion will have on cultural and natural resources 

and cohesion within the community as it is our view that they will predominantly be 

negative. 

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 

Rebecca Digney 

Manager 

Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania 
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and to commercial, recreational, and indigenous seafood sectors.  

IMAS, through the SMRCA, provides science and scientific analysis to the NRE in the 
management of the salmonid aquaculture industry. Hence as research needs to evolve 
with the 10-year plan, IMAS will continue to provide scientific research as part of any 
10-year plan for salmonid aquaculture industry as described in the NRE Discussion Paper 
(page 20 of 46).  

The separation of IMAS from government and industry is important for independence of 
our research.  Some of IMAS’s funding is provided by industry for some production 
related research, but this is small in magnitude and not part of our core operating 
resources.  Government funds into the SMRCA are secure, long term, and managed by 
UTAS.  Our research outputs are peer reviewed and fearlessly independent.   

The submission  

The submission supports the principle that the Tasmanian salmonid aquaculture 
industry should be managed and governed in a transparent, accessible, and inclusive 
way for the benefit of the Tasmanian community.  

This submission provides comment on the information and communication elements 
that we regard as essential in setting a 10-year plan for the salmonid aquaculture 
industry in Tasmania 

These are:  

• Information related to the environmental performance of the salmonid industry 
from monitoring programs should be transparent, accessible, and regularly 
communicated to the Tasmanian community.  

• Science communication, particularly ocean literacy targeted to non-specialists, is 
required to support the sharing of information more effectively.  

• Clear and accessible language should be used in policy statements and 
communiqués. For example: 

o clear definitions of production environments are required to remove 
confusion e.g. inshore, offshore, sheltered, exposed/high energy, 
sensitive/biodiverse.   

• Performance of the salmonid industry should be based and reported against agreed-
upon performance indicators and metrics that are measurable and embedded in an 
evidence-based management framework and include:   
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o reference points that clearly define what are acceptable / unacceptable limits 
of acceptable change/impact 

o targets, thresholds, and limits that are directly linked to management actions 
and decision rules  

o public reporting against these reference points and associated actions 

o clear linkages to monitoring and assessment.  

• Information on the Tasmanian marine estate collected as part of monitoring 
programs should be publicly owned and independently collected and reported:  

o Information that is not directly related to the operations of the salmon 
aquaculture industry and is collected in the general areas in which leases are 
located, should be made available and readily accessible to the Tasmanian 
public.  

o This publicly available information should not only underpin the 
management of all marine activities, inclusion in decision-making and utility 
to other applications, but will also directly address Australian initiatives to 
make information Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, and Reusable (FAIR).  

  

Kind regards 

  

  
Jeff Ross, Camille White, Myriam Lacharite, Elisabeth Strain, Scott Hadley, Maree Fudge 
Environmental Interactions Program 
Fisheries and Aquaculture Centre 
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2 September 2022
The Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania
PO Box 46, Kings Meadows, Tasmania 7249
Submitted via email: salmonengagement@nre.tas.au

Woolworths Group Submission - Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan

Woolworths Group (Woolworths) is pleased to have the opportunity to contribute to the Tasmanian
Government’s Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-Year Salmon Plan.

We opened our first store in 1924 and have since grown to serve Australian communities from over 1,300
locations across our Supermarkets, Big W, warehouses and support offices, employing over 180,000 people.

In Tasmania, we operate 31 Supermarkets and three BIG W stores, employing over 4,000 team members.

Woolworths’ interest in Tasmanian salmon

While we do not own or operate any salmon farms, we do have a stake in the future of the industry as a national
retailer bringing the product to consumers across Australia.

Tasmanian salmon has become a popular product with Australian households since it was first introduced to
the market in the 1980s. It is an important part of our seafood offer, which is highly valued by hundreds of
thousands of customers across Australia. In 2021, Woolworths customers purchased more than 7,000 tonnes of
fresh Tasmanian salmon and the consumer demand for the product remains strong.

Importantly, the industry also provides a major economic contribution to Tasmania – employing hundreds of
workers and supporting a wide range of small businesses in the state.

Ultimately, we are keen to see the industry meet strong ongoing demand for locally-grown finfish protein while
continuing to deliver economic benefits to Tasmania – and to do both in a responsible and sustainable way.

Consumer and community perceptions of Tasmanian salmon

In February 2022, we surveyed 1,965 consumers from every state and territory to better understand how
Australians feel about salmon as a product and their perceptions of the industry.

Of those who had bought salmon, the leading attribute they looked for was ‘Tasmanian grown’ – indicating
Tasmanian producers have developed a strong sense of provenance with Australian consumers. This affinity
provides the industry with a solid foundation to continue building support in the market for Tasmanian salmon in
the decade ahead.

There is, however, evidence of a level of consumer concern about the environmental impacts associated with
the Tasmanian salmon industry. This follows the events in Macquarie Harbour in 2018 and subsequent public
debate regarding the industry. In our research, approximately three in 10 respondents said they were either
somewhat or extremely concerned about the environmental impacts of salmon farming in Tasmania.

We have also engaged with a range of Tasmanian community groups that have expressed concern about
environmental (biodiversity, marine debris), animal welfare (seal interactions, fish mortalities, use of antibiotics)
and social (light, noise) impacts stemming from salmon farming operations.

In light of this, the development of the 10-Year Salmon Plan - and its commitment to world’s best practice and
strict regulation - is a welcome and necessary step to help sustain customer and community trust and
confidence in the industry – both of which are essential to its long-term social licence to operate and grow.

Woolworths Group Limited ABN 88 000 014 675  |  1 Woolworths Way, Bella Vista NSW 2153 |  E: governmentrelations@woolworths.com.au



Independent, science-based and transparent regulation is key to long-term growth

Woolworths notes there is already an extensive regulatory framework covering the Tasmanian salmon industry.
There are over 40 laws in place to regulate the industry across a range of departments and agencies, including
world-leading components such as the Broadscale Environmental Monitoring Program (BEMP), regular spot
diving and surveying for compliance and monitoring.

The development of the 10-Year Salmon Plan offers the Tasmanian Government an opportunity to review the
efficacy of this regulatory framework and consider ways to strengthen it.

Australian consumers and the Tasmanian community need to have confidence the industry is well regulated and
that environmental, social and economic equities are all being appropriately balanced.

Based on our engagement with suppliers, community groups and aquaculture experts, we consider that an
appropriately funded and fully independent EPA is vital to ensuring the right environmental outcomes and the
long-term economic success of the industry.

The structural separation of the EPA from the Department of Natural Resources and Environment was a positive
first step.    The draft Environmental Management and Pollution Control Amendment Bill 2022 (proposing changes
to Tasmania’s Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994)  offers a further sign of progress.

Specifically, we welcome the proposed legal separation of the EPA from the Department of Natural Resources
and Environment Tasmania.

We also note the EPA will have new powers to develop clear, robust and science-based Environmental Standards
to manage environmentally significant activities, including finfish farming. The EPA’s commission of
international expert review of the BEMPs operating in the Huon Estuary and D’Entrecasteaux Channel,
Macquarie Harbour and Storm Bay should also help ensure environmental monitoring remains fit for purpose
and any potential far-field cumulative effects on biodiversity can be identified early and appropriately managed.

These reforms will be well complemented by open and transparent public reporting on environmental and
animal welfare outcomes to the community. To this end, we encourage the Tasmanian Government to work with
industry participants to improve the quality, quantity and accessibility of information on the Salmon portal.
Ideally, this should include reporting on significant environmental events, and detailed (rather than averaged or
aggregated) information on seal and wildlife interactions, fish mortalities and disease.

Animal welfare

In our community consultations, we have heard a number of groups outline their concerns about animal welfare
issues, including impacts on other wildlife.

Salmon operators have stated seal crackers and bean bag bullets are essential for worker safety. While we
accept the safety of workers is paramount, we would like to see more research done on the efficacy of these
deterrents and greater investment in research and development on alternative approaches.

We have an Ocean Pool Fund, which provides funding for sustainable seafood initiatives. We have invited our
Tasmanian salmon suppliers to consider applying for investment funding to trial new approaches. There may
also be a role for the Tasmanian Government in supporting research efforts with partner organisations such as
the Fisheries Research and Development Corporation or Blue Economy Cooperative Research Centre.

Woolworths encourages the Tasmanian Government to look at these issues carefully with industry participants
to see if there are practical opportunities to improve animal welfare outcomes.

Woolworths Group Limited ABN 88 000 014 675  |  1 Woolworths Way, Bella Vista NSW 2153 |  E: governmentrelations@woolworths.com.au



Alternative production methods and future growth

Woolworths notes the social, economic and environmental challenges associated with the expansion of salmon
production exist in many different parts of the world.

This provides a strong incentive for producers across the world to find new ways of farming high-quality and
sustainable salmon to feed a growing global population.

Indeed, there are already significant investments being made around the world in alternative forms of salmon
production, whether it be in land-based or offshore systems.

Key salmon-producing countries such as Norway, Scotland, Canada and Chile are already quite advanced in
investigating, trialling and, indeed, operating offshore systems. China, which is not a major producer on the
global stage, is also working to develop an offshore industry. In 2021, Rabobank predicted around 10% of current
global production could be produced from offshore sites by 20301.

Similarly, there are a growing number of companies in the likes of Norway and Canada, which are trialling
land-based Recirculating Aquaculture Systems (RAS) to boost production.

Given the high level of capital required to develop full grow out RAS facilities, business cases may support the
development of these facilities closer to more densely populated areas of Australia than Tasmania. There have
also been concerns with the quality, animal welfare and taste of salmon grown purely in land-based RAS, due to
challenges with adequate control of microbial conditions and water chemistry.

We know a number of our Tasmanian suppliers have invested in land-based RAS to help at the hatchery and
smolt stage, before moving stock to sea pens. The consensus view among our supply base is that a
combination of land-based systems for early growth and offshore sites to finish product - along with
technology-driven improvements in existing sites - will be key to growing volumes in Tasmania over time.

It is important, however, for the Tasmanian Government and industry participants to keep a close eye on
emerging technology over the course of the 10-Year Salmon Plan and adapt as appropriate. We welcome the
Tasmanian Government’s ongoing support for research and development programs to help salmon growers
explore new and sustainable ways to meet current and future demands.

Conclusion

Woolworths commends the Tasmanian Government for commencing this timely and important work and for the
broad-based consultation it is undertaking to inform its development.

Our customer research tells us that community expectations around the sustainability of our food production
systems and supply chains will only continue to grow.

The development of the 10-Year Salmon Plan provides a good platform for the Tasmanian Government to
ensure its policy and regulatory settings are fit for purpose and aligned with evolving community expectations.
We look forward to the opportunity for further engagement upon its release later in the year.

1 https://thefishsite.com/articles/the-prospects-for-offshore-aquaculture-a-rabobank-perspective-gorjan-nikolik
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1. Background 

WWF is the world's largest science-based conservation organization. WWFs mission is to stop the degradation of the 

planets natural environment and to build a future in which people live in harmony with nature by: conserving the world’s 

biological diversity, ensuring that the use of renewable natural resources is sustainable and promoting the reduction of 

pollution and wasteful consumption. One of the biggest threats to biodiversity and ecosystems is where and how we 

produce food. As the global population and economy continue to grow, resulting in more demand for food, we need to 

develop a more sustainable food system or face increased insecurity of food supply and greater conflict between different 

users of irreplaceable natural resources 

These threats are reflected in WWFs overarching global goals, which include “Halving the footprint of consumption and 

production” through responsible production of wild-caught and farmed fish, reduced food loss and waste, stopping 

pollution and halving the greenhouse gas emissions and the footprint of our diets. 

These overarching goals guide our nature positive focus on food production systems and direct our emphasis to placing 

biodiversity conservation and protection of environments at the apex of our work. 

2. Salmon Industry Developments 

Tasmania’s salmon industry has grown significantly since its beginnings in the early 1980s, to where it is now Tasmania’s 

single largest primary industry sector producing more than 83,000 tonnes of salmon annually valued in excess of $1 billion 

and supporting thousands of direct and indirect jobs. The continued expansion of the salmon industry in Tasmania has 

given rise to increasing environmental and social impacts, many which have the potential to offset the economic value 

this industry brings to the state through negatively impacting ‘national’ market acceptance of the product and damage to 

“Brand Tasmania” both nationally and internationally. 

In response to the growing concerns from stakeholders and community around these environmental and social impacts 

and in recognition of the need to better manage the growth of the industry against this community backdrop, the 

Tasmanian Government, and within that the Legislative Council, has undertaken outreach and published a number of 

relevant publications, including but not limited to: 

• A Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry (2017)1, built around a vision of delivering benefits to 

Tasmanians, through trust, transparency and environmental sustainability 

• The Legislative Council Inquiry into Finfish Farming initiated in September 2019, calling for written submissions 

and providing for public hearings. WWF made a detailed submission to the inquiry. 

o The final report of this inquiry into finfish farming outlining 68 recommendations, was released on 24 

May 20222, with the Legislative Council’s response report released on 16 August 2022 3 

• A Discussion Paper: Towards a 10-year Salmon Plan (2022)4, intended to build on previous efforts of the Government 

and industry in relation to regulatory reform and establish vision for the Tasmanian salmon farming industry  

WWF-Australia ('WWF-A’) has relied on these key publications along with numerous other relevant publications, WWFs 

global expertise and geographic insights from our work on salmon aquaculture in framing our submission to this 10-year 

Salmon plan. 

3. Overview of Industry Priorities, Principles and Themes 

WWF-A acknowledges the Government’s 2017 report on a sustainable growth plan for the salmon industry (2017-2022) 

which, as stated, was built three priorities to support an industry vision for: 

i) maintaining public confidence in the salmon industry 

ii) improving efficiency, effectiveness and transparency of environmental regulation and biosecurity systems in 

the salmon industry, and  

iii) supporting industry growth 

 
1 Tasmanian Government A Sustainable Industry Growth Plan for the Salmon Industry 2017  
2 Tasmanian Government Legislative Council Government Administration Committee "A", Report on Finfish Farming in Tasmania May 2022  
3 Tasmanian Government: Response to the Legislative Council Government Administration Sub-Committee ‘A’ Report on finfish farming in 
Tasmania, August 2022 
4 Department of  Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania: Discussion paper: Towards a 10-year salmon plan, July 2022 



   
 

 

WWF also acknowledges the Government’s 10-year Salmon Plan Discussion Paper establishes four principles guiding 

the development of a Plan to be enacted in 2023: 

i) No net increase in leased farming areas in Tasmanian waters (for the duration of drafting the 10-year Plan) 

ii) Innovation – future growth lies in land-based and offshore salmon farming 

iii) World-best practice through continuous improvement 

iv) Strict independent regulation 

WWF-A encourages a framework for future planning that places environmental sustainability at the centre.  This would 

include consideration of such issues as minimising impact and waste, preventing pollution, supporting animal and human 

welfare, and adopting a precautionary management approach.  These issues must remain the bedrock around which an 

economically sustainable and socially acceptable salmon industry can operate. 

WWF-A is hopeful that this consultation process will deliver genuine regulatory reform that truly safeguards natural 

ecosystems and does so in a transparent and inclusive way. This will require continued constructive engagement with all 

stakeholders that is supported by science. Moreover, the opportunity exists for government to establish Tasmania’s 

salmon farming industry as modern, innovative, and environmentally responsible and deserved of community and 

consumer trust. The take-up of this opportunity will be critical to the ongoing viability and reputation of the salmon sector. 

In framing our responses to this Discussion Paper, we draw the Government’s attention to issues previously addressed 

in our detailed submission to the Legislative Council Inquiry into Fin Fish Farming5 Building upon this earlier process, 

WWF has sought to structure our current submission around the three (3) focus themes of Protection, Participation and 

Progress and the questions posed under these themes.  

4. Consideration on Guiding Principles  

WWF-A questions whether the four (4) principles of the 10-year plan, adequately reflect what should be the aspirations 

of an inclusive, responsible and responsive salmon industry. WWF-A outlines below our concerns with existing stated 

principles and proposes additional principles for consideration for inclusion.  

4.1 Increase in leased farming area  

The Discussion Paper states the first of these, “no net increase in leased farming areas in Tasmanian waters” exists only 

for the duration of the drafting of the 10-year salmon plan. As currently proposed, this would not encompass a considered, 

long-term and adaptive approach to industry development. We think an important lesson from the 2017 ‘sustainable 

growth plan’, was the observation from many organisations that the publication of a map showing proposed “grow” and 

“no-grow” zones for finfish farming in Tasmania, lacked an inclusive process through which to inform this marine spatial 

planning exercise.  Ensuring that this current process addresses those concerns will be critical in future planning decisions 

and community acceptance.  

The government responses to inquiry recommendation in relation to ‘total leasable area’, (Recommendation 1) and ‘use 

it or lose it’ provisions on unused leases that may or may not be acted upon (Recommendation 35), suggest an emphasis 

on retaining options for zonal expansion and increasing areas under lease, including those not currently leased within 

leasable areas. Our concern is this could lead to approval of industry growth without adequate due diligence in terms of 

establishing metrics for monitoring long-term ecological impact. Related to this is the governments apparent lack of 

support for calls to reduce inshore finfish farming sites in sensitive, sheltered and biodiverse areas (Recommendation 3), 

on the grounds that provisions are already in place to regulate and manage the environmental performance of existing 

operational finfish lease areas through the newly independent EPA. WWF-A views this as a missed opportunity to frame 

a long-term sustainable approach to industry development that can deliver certainty to all stakeholders. 

In the Government response to the Inquiry recommendations, they note the EPA has previously taken action to reduce 

the scale of finfish farming in sensitive inshore areas (i.e., Macquarie Harbour), but this was a response to significant 

negative impacts and animal welfare concerns and community objections. The Government’s track record establishing 

acceptable carrying capacity and biomass levels for leased areas is not extensive. The Macquarie Harbour example serves 

only to emphasise the need for a precautionary approach informed by science and ongoing monitoring and transparent 

reporting when considering expanding farms in existing and/or new lease areas. 

 
5 WWF Australia  Submission and Recommendations to Tasmanian Upper House Inquiry on Fin Fish Farming  2019 



   
 

 

4.2 Innovation; future growth in off-shore and land-based salmon farming 

WWF-A does not dispute that innovation and technology will underpin the offshore and land-based expansion of the 

Tasmanian salmon industry (Recommendation 1). To restrict innovation to this narrow interpretation of technology-

driven production growth however, is short-sighted. Innovation can also drive mitigation and avoidance of environmental 

impacts, reduction in footprint, resource use and waste, achievement of emissions targets, improvements in science-based 

data collection, animal welfare and community interactions, and efficiencies in supply chain and markets. Furthermore, 

these can be used to benchmark a continuous improvement model. 

WWF-A recommends that this principle should reflect that an innovative industry is not just one that embraces 

innovation and technology as a means of “future” growth and expansion, but one that employs technology to mitigate 

its environmental and social impact, enhance its economic value and deliver on its vision of continuous improvement in 

environmental performance. This particularly considering the Governments apparent unwillingness to reduce inshore 

finfish farming by way of offset.  

4.3 World-best practice through continuous improvement  

As a stand-alone, the phrase ‘world’s best practice’ in this context is unclear. Achieving ‘world’s best’ is not a static 

concept, nor can that status be verified. The term ‘continuous improvement’ however, generally implies a benchmark 

exists against which improvement can be measured. Historically, benchmarking and measuring continuous improvement 

relies on the use standards. Several standards exist for measuring the performance of aquaculture farms, the most well-

known being the Aquaculture Stewardship Council (ASC) and Best Aquaculture Practices (BAP). Certification under 

these standards is typically portrayed as the first step in a continuous improvement journey. The reality is very different, 

with most farms ‘settling’ for certification as a sufficient entry point for market access A recent review of the ASC’s 

Salmon Standard6 confirm that many salmon companies, including in Australia, are being certified without conforming 

fully to the ASC Standard, on the understanding these ‘non-conformities’ will be addressed. Poor quality assurance 

processes mean many farms retain their certification without closing non-conformities – a contrast to the ideals of 

continuous improvement and one that has the potential to impact on market access and ‘Brand’ Tasmania. 

In December 2019, WWF-A commissioned a report into the ecological impacts of salmon farming in Macquarie Harbour, 

in particular, in relation to addressing cumulative impacts of multiple farming operations in enclosed waterways. While 

the report confirmed there are ways that aquaculture certification can and should be improved to account for challenges 

such as cumulative impacts, it also found some impacts are beyond the scope of certification and need to be addressed 

through regulatory reform. WWF-A notes that the Department of Natural Resources and Environment (DNRE) has 

prepared a position paper on developing a local Environmental Standard for Marine Finfish Farming7. While it may not 

be that this Standard will afford the same market access as existing eco-labels such as ASC and BAP, this standard must 

establish strong science-based and metrics-based performance indicators that could drive the governments own 

expectations around continuous improvement and build community trust.  

The Tasmanian Government should focus on continuous improvement and ensure that the strongest possible regulatory 

mechanisms are in place to incentivise and reward those that achieve improvement but also to penalise those that don’t. 

WWF-A believes effective continuous improvement will benefit from cost recovery through industry fees and charges 

and investment of revenues into regulation, monitoring and enforcement and technological innovation.  

4.4 Strict independent regulation 

WWF supports in-principle the Government’s establishment of the EPA as a State Authority and separate legal entity 

and acknowledges further efforts to strengthen its independence and effectiveness. The Government’s response to the 

Inquiry calls for increased resourcing (Recommendation 29) is marked as implemented.  The EPAs regulatory roles and 

responsibilities will likely escalate under the salmon industry’s growth plans. Given the EPA’s performance is untested, 

WWF-A is unclear how the performance of this newly independent EPA will be measured in terms of its independence and 

capacity. Transparency around EPA performance measures will be essential to building and maintaining community trust.  

4.5 Other considerations 

WWF feels that these four principles do not adequately consider the range of ecological and social considerations in 

developing a salmon industry in a way that the products could be consistently responsibly sourced.   The 10-year Salmon 

Plan would be strengthened and improved through the inclusion of additional principles including: 

 
6 Global Review of  the Aquaculture Stewardship Council’s Salmon Standard  Seachoice, 2018  Viewed online at https://www.seachoice.org/asc-global-review/, 

August 2022  
7 DNRE  Position Paper: Introducing an Environmental Standard for Marine Finfish Farming 2022  



   
 

 

i) A precautionary “do no harm” principle that protects and upholds environmental sovereignty and places 

maintenance of the health and functioning of marine and freshwater ecosystems at the heart of all science-based 

decision-making   

ii) Inclusiveness and transparency around decision-making and information access and sharing to rebuild the 

community’s trust with industry and regulatory authorities and demonstrate genuine consideration of all 

stakeholder inputs  

iii) In addition to full cost recovery model and revised industry fee structure, a fair return to the Tasmanian 

community in the form of resource rents for the use of marine, freshwater and land assets 

iv) Dedication to reduced industry emissions and/or footprint targets acknowledging the impact of food production 

systems on climate change outcomes 

5. Protection  

5.1 Building Science and Knowledge 

An extensive body of scientific research has been undertaken over the past decades which has improved our 

understanding of interactions between salmon-farming and the environment and provided a decent baseline of 

information to support management decisions and monitoring protocols and regulation. That said, a significant deficiency 

in the management of the existing and future salmon farming in Tasmania continues to be environmental carrying capacity 

and cumulative impacts that affect ecosystem function. Cumulative impacts occur in space and time. In light of industry 

growth plans and regardless of future growth opportunities (i.e., land-based and offshore farming), the Government 

should prioritise research into carrying capacity and cumulative impacts to improve management of leased areas licensed 

to support multiple farms.  

Climate change is affecting ocean temperatures globally and waters around Tasmania are warming faster than many other 

places in Australia8. Atlantic salmon in Tasmania are already being farmed in water temperatures near to the upper limit 

of their thermal tolerance and increases in the frequency and number of mortalities due to rising ocean temperatures are 

being reported9. The risk to the Tasmanian salmon industry from rising ocean temperatures is significant. Investment in 

breeding programs and new technologies, including through industry fees and levies, should be prioritized and outcomes 

factored into industry growth plans.10 

5.2 Governance and Regulation 

WWF Australia’s submission to the Finfish Inquiry11 provided extensive input into the need for holistic management 

approach to marine farming activities that impact on land use. Marine farms require access to land-based infrastructure 

and impacts of marine farming (e.g., noise, light, odour) are not restricted to waterways and yet local councils are unable 

to be involved in assessment processes for marine farms. Our submission highlighted how the separation of marine farm 

management, under the Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 and the Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995, from the 

regulation of land-based activities and industries under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 creates sub-optimal 

outcomes and hinders effective planning at municipal and regional level. Integration of these planning and management 

vehicles could redress the imbalance associated with marine farming and address a range of social impacts; ultimately 

helping restore some community trust toward the salmon farming industry.  

The 10-year Salmon Plan identifies 22 land-based fish farms (hatcheries) operating in Tasmania, 16 of which support the 

salmon industry directly. Of these only five (5) operate as Recirculatory Aquaculture System (RAS) only systems. The 

Government has flagged its intention to phase out flow through systems “for all freshwater salmonid fish farms over a 

certain size”. WWF-A supports this initiative with the caveat that this should include ALL farms NOT just those over a 

certain size. Further, WWF-A encourages government and industry to explore options for fast-tracking timelines to 

transition out of flow-through systems. Options could include subsidies, low-interest government loans and impact 

investors. The phase out of flow through to RAS systems is aligned with Government and industries innovation ambitions 

and the continuous improvement model and would represent a key plank in effort to rebuild community trust.  

 
8 Tasman Sea a “hotspot” for ocean warming  Australian Geographic, 1 February 2012, viewed online at 

https://www.australiangeographic.com.au/news/2012/02/tasman-sea-a-hotspot-for-ocean-warming/  August 2022  
9 Tasmanian salmon companies report 68 instances of  elevated fish deaths in 15 months  ABC News, 7 July 2021, viewed online at 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-07-07/tasmanian-salmon-companies-instances-of-elevated-fish-death/100272186  August 2022  
10 The Aquaculture Industry Needs a Heat-Loving Salmon https://hakaimagazine.com/news/the-aquaculture-industry-needs-a-heat-loving-
salmon  
11 WWF Australia Submission and Recommendations to Tasmanian Upper House Inquiry on Fin Fish Farming  2019  



   
 

 

The 10-year Salmon Plan Discussion Paper inadequately addresses the issue of wildlife interactions. This is despite one 

of six new proposed initiatives being to develop a “new Wildlife Interactions Standard to replace and modernise the 

current seal management framework”. The Discussion Paper addresses the issue of wildlife interaction through an 

administrative as opposed to innovative lens, highlighting the importance of transparent regulatory mechanism to ensure 

interactions are “appropriately reported, assessed and addressed” and flagging new regulations permitting the use of seal 

deterrent devices. Over a three-month period in 2022, the Tasmanian industry is reported to have used 2,400 anti-seal 

explosive devices12  and yet nowhere in the Discussion Paper is there any encouragement for industry to explore 

innovative, more benign seal deterrent methods and solutions.  

5.3 Circular Economy, Waste and Emissions 

Significant gains have been made in recent decades to reduce waste, resource-use and emissions across the 

aquaculture sector. Innovation and technology have played and will continue to play a key role in that. The salmon 

plan goal of moving production offshore and on-land presents both challenges and opportunities for setting time 

bound, measurable and enforceable targets for waste and emission reductions. Achieving these targets will require 

a combination of regulatory and market-based incentives. WWF-A has not commented further in this submission 

but flags its ongoing commitment to supporting innovation driven improvements in reducing aquaculture footprints   

6. Participation  

6.1 Community Engagement 

The community13 has lost significant trust in both the government’s management of the salmon farming industry and 

industry’s seeming disregard for human well-being all of which is perceived to have resulted in persistent and sometimes 

significant negative environmental impacts. Issues of concern range from i) a perceived imbalance between salmonid 

farming and priorities of communities, ii) a lack of community engagement in marine spatial planning processes linked to 

industry expansion, including offshore and on land, iii) a lack of transparency around scientific and monitoring data being 

made available to the public14 

The challenge for both industry and government will be regaining that trust. Trust cannot be regained simply through 

public inquiries, growth plans and discussion papers or legislative reform or piecemeal stakeholder engagement. Trust 

will need to be regained slowly and deliberately through clear and transparent evidence of i) the benefits of legislative 

reform, ii) government and industry investment in impact mitigation, iii) demonstrating decision-making is being 

genuinely informed by community consultation and acted on by industry and government. WWF-A recommends the 

Government allocate additional resources to delivering a coordinated approach to communication and puts in place 

processes to ensure that the perspectives of communities are continually informing industry reform.  

WWF disagrees with the Government’s inquiry response to only ‘support in principle’ the need for “all 10-year Marine 

Farming Development Plan reviews to be comprehensive and include input from the public and scientific community” 

(Recommendations 11, 30). Given the current low level of community trust, WWF calls again on the Government to 

fully support these recommendations as part of a trust rebuilding process. Until the Government is actively seen to be 

not only engaging with, but listening to and acting on community concerns, the Discussion Papers observation that 

“discussions have become impervious to rebuttals or alternative ideas, and so continue without significant progress 

towards a resolution” will persist. 

WWF-A applauds the Tasmanian Governments development of the Tasmanian Salmon Farming Data Portal15 and its 

commitment to further improvements of the portal to improve accessibility and transparency. WWF-A encourages the 

Government to implement formal processes to ensure content and format of the portal is updated in consultation with 

the community and key stakeholders outside of industry (including the conservation sector) to ensure that information is 

delivered in a manner that is readily understood and digestible.  A data portal that is accessible, transparent and relevant 

will help rebuild community trust and strengthen the industry’s Social License to Operate. 

6.2 Return to Tasmanian Community / Fees and Charges 

Overall, the Discussion Paper summarises the cost recovery and financial returns review process adequately. WWF-A 

supports the position to no longer provide industry subsidies and move to a full cost recovery model, noting that 

 
12 Tasmanian salmon industry used more than 2,400 anti-seal explosives in three months https://www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2022/aug/22/tasmanian-salmon-industry-used-more-than-2400-anti-seal-explosives-in-three-months 
13 The community in this instance refers also to the scientific community and researchers with expertise who engage on salmon issues 
14 Whish-Wilson slams Bass Strait aquaculture trial 'secrecy' https://www.theadvocate.com.au/story/7622554/salmon-farming-trial-mooted-for-
north-of-tasmanian-city/  
15 https://salmonfarming.nre.tas.gov.au/  



   
 

 

historically the Government has generously subsidised the salmon industry16. WWF-A is unclear as to whether the 

Government position on ‘cost recovery’ fees and subsidies is restricted to those payments to Government identified in 

the Discussion Paper. WWF-A would not discourage the use of industry subsidies for investment in continuous 

improvement related to environmental performance (e.g., technology/innovation). WWF also notes that the cost recovery 

categories addressed in the Discussion Paper generally pertain to cost incurred in the further development of the industry, 

although it acknowledges the Governments reference to expected increases in costs to industry related to more onerous 

environmental and biosecurity standards. WWF-A urges the Government to explicitly recognise the use of cost recovery 

mechanisms to avoid, manage and mitigate environmental impacts. It is accepted practice to use cost recovery to protect 

public aquatic resources being used for private commercial purposes17. WWF-A strongly encourages the Government to 

appoint an independent external party to undertake a review of its cost recovery policy in relation to alignment with 

principles and outcomes of the Governments salmon industry plans and for consistency with the Australian Government 

Cost Recovery Guidelines [e.g., Department of Primary Industries South Australia (PIRSA)]18 

The Discussion Paper identifies that “It may also be appropriate for Government to collect a financial return for the Tasmanian 

community, over and above cost recovery and payroll tax for the industry’s access to and use of natural resources”. WWFs position is that 

it is entirely incumbent on the Government to collect a return for the Tasmanian community from industry. This would 

be consistent with other salmon producing countries, notably Norway, where revenues from licencing dwarf those being 

collected in Tasmania as evidenced from an Australia Institute report that states: 

The salmon industry does not pay council rates on its marine leases, putting it at an advantage compared to land-based industries. When 

councils considered charging rates on marine leases, the Tasmanian parliament legislated to remove that power from them . . . Annual 

lease and licence fees of approximately $923,000 for the entire industry are paid to the State Government,. This represents 0.1% of the 

total farmgate production of the salmon industry in Tasmania, and 0.02% of total state revenue. Changing the current licensing regime to 

one similar to the Norwegian system could return between $707 million and $2 billion at government auction.19 

The salmon industry’s current contribution to community through direct and indirect employment, or through 

discretionary contributions is entirely separate and should in no way diminish the responsibility the Tasmanian 

Government has to extract resource rents for the industry use of public natural assets. The government should 

commission research to investigate the costs (i.e., benefit cost analysis) applied to salmon industries in comparable 

countries to help determine an appropriate rate of return from industry based on costs and benefits to government and 

local communities. This research should also explore options for implementing a model that is fairer and more profitable 

to Tasmanians (see Recommendation 1). 

Further to WWFs 2019 submission to the Upper House Inquiry in relation to integrated land-use and marine planning, 

WWF-A encourages the Government to extend cost recovery considerations to local government authorities and to give 

local government a ‘seat at the table’ in decisions on reinvesting returns from industry into redressing salmon farming 

impacts on local communities, as further sign of inclusive management of Tasmania’s salmon industry 

WWF-A recommends for detailed research into the nature of contribution of regional workforce to the community – 

potential implications for moving off-shore to these communities and increased use of artificial intelligence technologies. 

Also related to risks associated with i) climate change impacts on industry productivity and hence workforce and any 

potential employment impacts associated with recent buyouts by foreign companies  

7. Progress  

7.1 Research and Innovation 

The term “innovation”, as used in the 10-Year Salmon Plan adopts a very narrow remit, that being to further expand 

salmon farming into offshore, deeper waters and on-shore in land-based systems. WWF-A considers this to be a 

profoundly shorts-sighted view that is selling industry stakeholders and the Tasmanian community short. The Tasmanian 

salmon industry has, rightly or wrongly, been characterised as being far from innovative and where it has that innovation 

is more likely to be driven by profit then a desire for improved environmental performance20. As stated above, WWF 

believes that innovation can also drive mitigation and avoidance of environmental impacts, reduction in footprint, 

 
16 Making mountains out of  minnows - Salmon in the Tasmanian economy. The Australia Institute, 2019  Viewed online at 

https://australiainstitute.org.au/report/making-mountains-out-of-minnows-salmon-in-the-tasmanian-economy/  August 2022  
17 Productivity Commission Inquiry Report into Marine Fisheries and Aquaculture No 81, 
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/fisheries-aquaculture/report/fisheries-aquaculture.pdf 2016 
18 PIRSA (2016) Fisheries and aquaculture cost recovery policy review Fisheries and aquaculture cost recovery policy review  
19 Making mountains out of  minnows - Salmon in the Tasmanian economy. The Australia Institute, 2019  Viewed online at 

https://australiainstitute.org.au/report/making-mountains-out-of-minnows-salmon-in-the-tasmanian-economy/  August 2022  
20 Neighbours of  Fish Farming, pers comm 



   
 

 

resource use and waste, achievement of emissions targets, improvements in science-based data collection, animal welfare 

and community interactions, and efficiencies in supply chain and markets.  

In its response to Recommendation 3 of the Inquiry, the Government does not support calls for a reduction in inshore 

finfish farming sites, referring specifically to “existing sustainably (our emphasis) operated finfish sites that are subject to 

best-practice environmental management and regulation (our emphasis) by the independent EPA”. And yet negative environmental 

and community impacts from salmon farming have been greatest in current inshore farming areas21. With no reduction 

in inshore farming likely in the near-term, WWF believes the Tasmanian Government should be actively promoting 

research into new technologies and innovation to address some of the industry’s most immediate and acute challenges22 
23 24. Moreover, such an innovation and technology agenda are entirely consistent with the 10-year Salmon Plan focus on 

achieving world’s best practice management and could be underwritten by an updated fees and charges system, part of 

which could be allocated to industry research into new technologies.  

7.2 Future Production 

In terms of Future Production, the Discussion Paper rightly identifies the need for planning research to support the 

sustainable production of salmon in Tasmania into the future. As with much of this Discussion Paper however, the 

content and questions are predicated on an aspiration for substantially increasing salmon production over the next decade, 

achieved either through offshore or on-land expansion production activities.  

With no expectation of a reduction in coastal inshore farming of salmon – indeed the discussion paper, rather than 

accepting that mitigating environmental and social impacts could be achieved through reducing the number of farms in 

leased areas, proposes that reconfiguration of leases in major growing areas with no net change in leased area could reduce 

impacts on inshore ecosystems and coastal communities. WWF does not support this contention and strongly urges the 

Government to reconsider its position on inshore salmon farming and publicly commit to  

• Setting performance-based targets to mitigate the environmental and social impacts of existing inshore farms 

through stricter regulation and enforcement; and  

• reducing and/or phasing out inshore farms as the industry moves to either offshore or on-land production systems 

While the Discussion Paper also rightly acknowledges climate change as a critical issue facing all Tasmanian marine 

industries including Salmon, WWF laments that the paper falls well short in terms of laying out a more comprehensive 

roadmap for how the salmon industry should manage for climate risk. The risk to the $1 Billion dollar Tasmanian salmon 

industry from rising ocean temperatures is significant. Simply acknowledging the threat and the need to invest in 

mitigating these risks is totally inadequate for a Discussion Paper intended to lay out a 10-year plan for the industry. In a 

holistic sense, climate change has the potential to undermine key elements within the 10-year plan including returns to 

the Tasmanian community, employment, investment in science and research, biosecurity planning, water-use strategies, 

investment in innovation and the orderly transition of salmon farming out of inshore areas to offshore and land-based 

production sites. WWF urges the Tasmanian Government to intrinsically account for climate risk across all relevant issues 

raised as part of the 2019 Inquiry. 

Addressing the issue of future production and industry returns to local community needs to consider the impacts of 

recent takeovers of the two largest salmon companies by overseas buyers 25  26  27 . WWF-A urges the Tasmanian 

Government to undertake extensive due diligence regarding labour and environmental considerations and to put in place 

robust regulatory frameworks to ensure practices are transparent and based on the best available scientific information 

and that the salmon companies are being held accountable to the Tasmanian community.  

 
21 Salmon move not enough. https://edition.pagesuite.com/popovers/dynamic_article_popover.aspx?artguid=028c3bbd-0d3d-4a69-bd61-

40cd31b15452. 2022 
22 Call for removal of  Tassal salmon farm intensifies after study links it to algal blooms https://salmonbusiness.com/call-for-removal-of-

tassal-salmon-farm-intensifies-after-study-links-it-to-algal-blooms/  
23 Tasmanian salmon industry used more than 2,400 anti-seal explosives in three months https://www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2022/aug/22/tasmanian-salmon-industry-used-more-than-2400-anti-seal-explosives-in-three-months 
24 Huon Aquaculture in the hot seat over seal deaths https://thefishsite.com/tasmanias-huon-aquaculture-in-the-hot-seat-over-seal-deaths 
25 From bribes to your barbecue: How Australia's biggest meat company was built on corruption. ABC News, 25 Aprol 2022, viewed online at 
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-04-25/jbs-meat-company-australia-four-corners-investigation/100997044, August 2022. 
26 Dossier on Cooke Aquaculture by Pulitzer-Prizewinning Journalists. Tasmanian Times, August 20, 2022. Viewed online at 

https://tasmaniantimes.com/2022/08/dossier-on-cooke-aquaculture-by-pulitzer-prizewinning-journalists/, August 2022.  
27 Tassal recommends shareholders accept $1.1 billion takeover bid from Canadian seafood giant Cooke 
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-08-16/canadian-seafood-giant-cooke-set-to-take-over-tasmania-tassal/  







   
 

 

 

9. Conclusion  

While the Tasmanian Government is to be acknowledged for its efforts to develop its 10-year Salmon Plan, and while we 

recognize the inherent unpredictability associated with the aquaculture sector, WWF-A questions whether a 10-year plan 

can deliver stakeholders sustainability or certainty. It is not clear from the discussion paper that the Government has a 

process for revising and updating industry plans beyond the current 10-year horizon. 

The persistent expansion of the salmon industry in Tasmania has been matched by growing concerns around the 

environmental and social impact associated with this growth. WWF-A considers it incumbent on the Tasmanian 

government to ensure responsible growth of the industry and to ensure that community expectations of science-based, 

transparent, and precautionary decision-making, including improved access to information, are being met. 

In light of recent overseas acquisitions of Huon Aquaculture and Tassal, the positioning of Tasmanian salmon industry 

in a global context has become even more relevant and highlights the need for the government to lead from the front in 

holding industry to the highest possible account in terms of meeting expectations around ecosystem health and 

community well-being (i.e., their social license to operate). 

In lieu of this, WWF Australia reiterates the need for regular reviews of plans and performance involving ALL 

stakeholders in robust and genuine independent consultation processes. This has not formed part of the Government 

response to the Inquiry and WWF-A encourages the EPA to develop a framework for executing such a review process.  

Transparency and accuracy of reporting is critical, and an “Industry Scorecard” approach may help summarise industry 

performance over time. While third-party certification schemes can be useful in benchmarking performance, WWF-A 

advocates a more holistic approach that measures continuous improvement across a range of metrics and indicators is 

recommended. These could include regulatory reform alternative feeds, waste, emissions, community engagement etc. 

Such a benchmarking exercise will need to be conducted independent of government and industry influence.  

Climate change targets will become increasingly important as a measure for industry performance. As part of its 

aspirations to “meet world’s best practice”, WWF-A encourages the Tasmanian Government to require companies to 

outline their Science-based Targets around Scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions28 within a certain timeframe (e.g., 5 years). This is 

consistent with the Governments newly legislated Tasmanian Renewable Energy Target29 

Lastly, WWF is generally supportive of efforts to evolve the salmon farming industry in Tasmania toward land-based 

production. We recognize there are numerous challenges to address including but not limited to energy costs, water and 

land use, animal welfare and product quality but also opportunities such as through accessing renewable energy and 

significantly reducing industry emissions. 

Roughly 90% of salmon production in Australia is consumed domestically, with >95%) of production coming from 

Tasmania 30. The majority of domestic sales are generated by the major retail brands (i.e., Woolworths, Coles, Aldi), most 

of whom have made public commitments to sourcing responsibility from farms carrying third-party certification scheme 

accreditation (e.g., ASC, BAP) or equivalent. In recent times market acceptance of the “responsibility” credentials of 

farmed Tasmanian salmon has been questioned. WWF-A sees efforts to repair the ‘damaged’ Tasmanian salmon Brand 

as contingent on the industry being able to demonstrate its commitment to a science-based management approach and 

the Government in providing effective, transparent regulation that is delivering improved industry performance. 

 

 
28 https://www.nationalgrid.com/stories/energy-explained/what-are-scope-1-2-3-carbon-emissions  
29 https://www.stategrowth.tas.gov.au/recfit/renewables/tasmanian renewable energy target  
30 Australia Institute Salmon stakes - Risks for the Tasmanian salmon Discussion Paper  2017 
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Dr Emma Lee 

Verbal submission 
 
Salmon Plan 

• The Salmon Plan should be flexible to refusal or participation but overall, it should recognise deep 
and long histories of Tasmanian Aboriginal people and sea country. This might be under the 
constitutional recognition preamble statement which acknowledges that Tasmanian Aboriginal 
people are First Peoples and traditional owners and continuing custodians of lands and waters. 

• A framework of recognition allows for us to be understanding about communities’ perspectives and 
whether they want to engage or not engage with the issue of salmon farming, but it will open up 
opportunities for the infrastructure and caring for sea country around salmon farming as well. This 
will help to build trust - at the moment we do not have trust between the Tasmanian Government, 
industry players and multiple and diverse Aboriginal Tasmanian communities around what these 
plans are, do and look like for engagement.   

• The salmon plan must make reference to the Anti Money Laundering Legislation. 
• Autonomous Sanctions Amendment prevents corporations using Australia to cover from money 

laundering, human rights abuses, corruption, and other illegal activities. Salmon plans as they stand 
under the licencing are ripe for corrupt activity. This Salmon Plan should be scaffolded by this piece 
of legislation to prevent money laundering and corrupt behaviours associated with Tasmanian sea 
country, its resources, its population, and its brand.   

• Setting up potential aquaculture zones: the Salmon Plan may not be about salmon but maybe about 
developing native species, help repair sea country to perhaps respond to Aboriginal Tasmanian food 
poverty which is at a greater level than other Tasmanians.  
 

Aquaculture 
• Aquaculture is an opportunity for Tasmanian Aboriginal people to use that technology in other 

ways to ensure that we have continuing rights to our cultural heritage and sea country. To use our 
traditional knowledges to build out technological advantages and to have ownership for intellectual 
property that benefits our communities for generations.   

• Resource sharing - we already have globally joint management is an often-used successful 
framework for things like lease conditions but again create those extensions for Tasmanian 
Aboriginal people to engage in the industry whether it’s from a position or refusal or outright 
business development.   

• We know internationally, in Canada and New Zealand, indigenous peoples are increasingly coming 
a major owner and beneficiary of aquaculture interests. Many Canadian First Nations people see 
aquaculture as the absolute engagement around building up community and generational wealth that 
has previously excluded indigenous peoples, those international examples where salmon 
aquaculture, place of advantage, closing the gap and regional development, leadership, and 
opportunities.   

• At the moment there is an immense difference in wild fisheries and aquaculture, quota holders and 
licence holders under wild fisheries only have access their licences rights to extract public good and 
there are royalties and fees, but they do not own the fish. Aquaculture and salmon are quite 
different, because the Crown allows each of those corporations and entities to own the product. 
This creates disadvantage to Tasmanian Aboriginal people, and it excludes us as rights holders 
alongside of the Crown, to own assets and resources within sea country. There is quite a theme 
under cultural protocols, traditions, knowledges, connections to country that some humans can 
own animals. You cannot. Animals represent much of our cosmology, our ancestral beings and 
whether they are introduced species or not cultural protocol does not blame them for being here, 
we must develop up a relationship with them that is beyond the human ownership of animals, this is 



 

 

a very much a western framework. It is not right that corporations own the animal as opposed to 
owning the rights to harvest. And because Government only invested in the licencing as the 
ownership right from the Crown, and were missing out on royalty payments, on dollar per fish 
values, and instead those profits are inevitably being put offshore. That the role of economic gain to 
government from the current set up is absolutely minimal, and what happens inevitably is that 
corporations can build a political power base out of economic development that leaves government 
at a disadvantage. This is where it is really important to circle back around to Tasmanian Aboriginal 
people being arbiters of character tests of who can and who cannot hold a licence in aquaculture. If 
we look at the current situation that there was little due diligence over the recent JBS purchase 
where this is a company that internationally has been found time and time again to be guilty of 
bribery.   

• Tasmanian Aboriginal people have a deep and exceptional relationship with seals. Seals are our 
creative being, they are our ancestors, they are our partners in caring for sea country, they have 
had of thousands of years history of us, nurturing, conserving, and cherishing the sacred nature. We 
must shift the relationship and build again towards a social licence of salmon farming and 
aquaculture to operate by shifting the turns of engagement around how we deal with seals. These 
are not pests, and to actually have Tasmanian Aboriginal people help managing seal interactions or 
also build new vibrant and vital economies, regional development and underpin the commitment to 
Tasmanian Aboriginal people as First Peoples, traditional owners and continuing custodians of sea 
country.   

• We need to have a capacity to understand what the cultural values are of sea country so that we 
can then engage around managing engagement and benefit to Tasmanian Aboriginal communities, 
whether that’s through overt, business development in salmon, or whether that’s refusal and a 
propositioned to care for sea country which still may be considered part of the infrastructure 
around the salmon industry.   

• From those rights holders’ perspective we find that nuance of responsibility and obligation to sea 
country so that many of us and many community people will see statements that may be about 
refusal, salmon should not harm culture but in that is the space to begin to understand what 
cultural values are and look like engaging around salmon farm and industry.   

• At the present time we haven’t set limits or targets for Tasmanian Aboriginal ownership of rights to 
aquaculture. I would like to see a plan that says 20 per cent of all licences and infrastructure and 
extension opportunities are given over first and foremost, or quarantined, or ringfenced, for 
Tasmanian Aboriginal benefit, this could match things like aquaculture zones, could match other 
areas of interest. 

• Interviewer: why does Emma suggest 20 per cent? Answer: 1. To catch up on the 
discrimination and exclusion from these industries already being subject to. 2. That it gives 
Tasmanian Aboriginal people the right to define the cultural, moral, and ethical care of sea 
country. 20 per cent benefit can lead on to things like that we have a stake at every 
governance table because if we just did it at two per cent it’s a lessen state to have a quality 
of a lessen voice.  

• Interviewer: Clarification that interviewer was aiming at an answer as to why 20 per 
cent rather than say 50 per cent. Answer: FRDC want to set targets and see 30 per cent 
for commercial fisheries belonging to Indigenous Australians but we know the quota is 
exceptionally hard to get into. Setting it a bit lower than what is potentially coming out of 
national framework policy, projections of targets and set a target for engagement that might 
be paired then with things like setting up fees, levies, royalties and payments into a fund out 
of aquaculture and having that financial compensation made to Tasmanian Aboriginal people 
in the form of seed funding for businesses. For example, maybe that’s to develop up sea 
country rangers, or for cultural heritage in the arts. Salmon has a complex history of social 
licence to operate, part of this is around character test on who can hold a licence. 
Tasmanian Aboriginal people because of our cultural protocols of leaving sea country in a 
better place than when we found it for the next generation, of having belief of sacredness 



 

 

and gratitude of sea country, of wanting to set widespread transparent and accountable 
benefit, should be and could be seen as the arbiters of licences and who is fit and proper, 
whether individual or corporation to actually hold a licence in Tasmania that can contribute 
to an increase social licence to operate. That could be monetary benefit back to Tasmanian 
Aboriginal people, it could build on things like marine certification if communities do not 
want to engage in salmon farming in particular, this is the infrastructure on where refusal 
can still have benefits where salmon then sets the best practice for other forms of fisheries 
and aquaculture in Tasmania.   

Marine Resources 
• Previous consultations with elders from our communities have stated a dissatisfaction of 
salmon farms not taking into account the damage to cultural heritage, in particular kelp, 
seaweed and shells for our shell necklaces traditions.   

NRE Tas   
• Joint management can also and is currently under Reset the Relationship as the whole of 
Government strategy for 2016. While that was at its time referring to protected area 
management such as Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, there is ample scope and 
opportunity to use that priority for sea country. The framework for benefit through joint 
management and linking back to the NRE strategic plan 2022-2026 which has one of the 
outward-facing key indicators, engagement, better engagement and understanding of Tasmanian 
Aboriginal people, valuing of our cultural heritage protocols, peoples, and communities.   

Government 
• Tasmanian Aboriginal people should have a seat on all Government committees, advisory 
bodies and groups and it should be promoted within these private organisations. Tasmanian 
Aboriginal people are not just consulted with but are included within the business entities and 
their arrangements under corporate social responsibilities. To seek advice from Tasmanian 
Aboriginal people in relation to sea country, our position as rights holders and the benefits that 
we may wish to have out of engaging with salmon and other aquaculture producers.  
• Under management, any harms that come through from fines or payments to Government 
should be split to set up a fund to Tasmanian Aboriginal peoples. Particularly under ecosystem 
services that Tasmanian Aboriginal people create businesses, while controversially they may be 
able to repair the damage done to sea country. That task should first and foremost be owned, 
managed, led by Tasmanian Aboriginal people and the money to support that should come out 
of fees, levies, quotas, investments, special category fees and fines, and penalties.   
• We have a history where regulation, legislation and policy has purposely excluded 
Tasmanian Aboriginal people or been a blunt instrument for compliance generally of a negative 
side leading to justice interventions.  
 

General comments 
• One of my themes is always turning compliance into engagement, we want to know, and we 
want to build those relationships, whether that is around refusal or engagement.   
• Refusal is not about saying no. It’s the spaces in between for Tasmanian Aboriginal people to 
demonstrate their rights; and so the baseline is around sea country and from previous 
consultations that I have undertaken, Tasmanian Aboriginal peoples and communities see 
themselves as rights holders not stakeholders - rights holders to sea country.   
• From an indigenous perspective and a cultural protocol generally these plans and policy 
statements are from the position of take. We take the resources. We take from sea country. 
We take profit. We take licences and legitimacy to operate. And a Plan like this is an 
opportunity to flip that narrative into giving, giving back to sea country by better behaviours, 
giving back to sea country and our ancestral beings such as seals and whales and other 
creatures, by caring for their environment through technology. We can give back to Tasmanian 
Aboriginal people through recognition of the long standing 40,000-year-old history of caring for 
sea country to benefit Tasmanian Aboriginal peoples.   



 

 

• This may look like recognising that Tasmanian Aboriginal people have always managed and 
benefited from sea country, so for example we could say and set a baseline saying that any new 
salmon licences are first and foremost offered to diverse and multiple aboriginal communities to 
benefit. We may even want to set up particular zones of Tasmanian Aboriginal aquaculture 
benefit so that Tasmanian Aboriginal people are given a time to seek funding, partners, research, 
employment, strands to help heal the exclusion and the discrimination that comes from things 
such as access to not only our natural resources but wealth building facilities.  
• So that in answers the economic benefit is less value than the social, cultural, and 
environmental or sea country benefit. When in fact the monitory benefit out of focusing in on 
social, cultural, and environmental benefit that comes from Tasmanian Aboriginal people having 
less health problems, more opportunities for jobs that are more culturally appropriate, research 
and training, opportunity to benefit from Indigenous intellectual property in sea country, cutting 
edge technologies, vastly outweighs traditional mode of farming for strict profit.   
• Tasmanian wild fisheries quotas prevent Tasmanian Aboriginal engagement in owning those 
assets and resources. I would like to think that salmon does not replicate structures, colonial 
Eurasia, Aboriginal rights and instead will recognise salmon as a potential place to heal 
relationships while also developing and delivering multiple other assets and benefits such as 
social licence to operate.   
• I would like resource sharing. Joint management is a framework on which resource sharing 
should be seen as a first port of call for getting evolution management in governance of assets 
back to Tasmanian Aboriginal people.   

Submission 277 
Derek Dovey 

Verbal submission 

 

• Purchased a dwelling six years ago at White Beach to retire to. His house is approximately 2 km 
from water. He also spends his time in Cairns.  

• Derek expressed his concern that the salmon farming company occupying the bay are not being 
responsible neighbours and he had an expectation that rules, and regulations would be able to 
address his concerns.   

• The key concerns he raised were light and noise levels. 
• He expressed that the consistent low frequency noise levels have made his dwelling unliveable and is 

affecting his health. This noise can be compared to what you hear consistently from wind farms.   
• He was also concerned for his neighbour’s health as there are a lot of elderly, frail people in the area 

who have retired to their shacks.  
• He has made contact with the salmon farming company about the noise. They sent out a sound 

engineer to place monitoring equipment on his property.  The equipment was there for 
approximately three months and then it was removed with no notification or outcome of 
assessment provided to him.  

• Derek was concerned that the website (NRE Tas) and the Discussion Paper are leading people to 
believe that salmon farming operators are responsible neighbours, and that this has not been his 
experience to date. 

• He stated that even the local council have recognised the issue.   
• He expressed that low frequency noise should be stopped at the source and as such he has 

contacted the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) to undertake noise monitoring.  He 
expressed that he felt that his compliant to the EPA had not been progressed to his satisfaction.  



 

 

EPA have contacted him to install the noise monitors on his property. On the day, he was not 
present and that the EPA advised him that they would need to place the monitoring equipment in 
his home. He hasn’t got back to his property to progress this.      

• Derek believes that the low frequency and light is coming from a large boating vessel.  It drags pens 
into Nubeena Bay to wash the fish.  It parks for one month in the middle of the bay.  The low 
frequency noise is occurring 24/7 approx. 800 m from houses and he is not even the closest 
resident.  

• Derek has observed that salmon farming operator in the bay has expanded the number of pens 
which has meant more noise is emanating. 

• Derek is concerned also that the scallop beds have disappeared and that has not been considered in 
an Environment Impact Assessment.   

• He says his concerns have not been adequately dealt with by the salmon farming company in there 
area. 

• The local community is concerned with the operating company and it’s a very divisive issue.  He 
suggested that there should be someone at the local council that concerned community members 
can speak to without fear of reprisal.  

• Salmon farming should be moved further offshore.  He suggested that there could be an EIS 
undertaken in both locations and whichever turned out to be the best the farms should be moved 
there. If a farm is 2 km away from residents, then the noise should cease being heard at 1.5 km.   

• Derek has also spoken to MAST regarding navigation issues and water being sucked out of the bay.  
He has not had a response yet.   

• NRE Tas staff asked Derek to continue to follow up with the EPA on the noise monitoring and that 
they would also pass on his feedback.  
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