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Context and scope of the review 

PIRSA is currently conducting a review of the Aquaculture Regulations 2005, the first complete 

review since their commencement in October 2005. 

The purpose of the review is to: 

(i)       Update the current set of regulations by utilising the accumulated technical 
information since gazettal in 2005 to underpin proposed changes  
 

(ii)       Rationalise the lease and licence conditions using a sector-based approach, based 
on contemporary industry practices, and  
 

(iii)       Identify ways to simplify the regulatory environment for the lease and licence 
holders whilst maintaining the integrity of the current system. 
 

The review will also complement regulatory changes resulting from the Aquaculture 

Amendment Bill 2012, which came into operation on 25 October 2012. 

The 3 key areas which were examined as part of the review are listed below. 

 Administrative changes (including navigational marking requirements) 

 Aquatic animal health 

 Environmental programs 
  

The proposed changes to Regulations, and lease and licence conditions, are discussed under 
these 3 key areas in the following document. A brief summary of the consultation process and 
overview of the proposed changes is given at the start of each of these sections. 
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PIRSA is seeking written submissions from interested parties to refine the proposed changes, 
and better understand issues that exist from the proposed changes.  

Please note that this document is for discussion purposes only and is designed to cover the 
issues surrounding the regulations and therefore does not represent any fixed views of PIRSA 
Fisheries and Aquaculture. The exact provision that proposed changes within the revised 
regulation will be located within and may vary depending on a review of the consultation 
period. Under section 91 of the Aquaculture Act 2001, regulations may be drafted with 
accompanying associated fines / expiation fees.  

Following this consultation, PIRSA Fisheries and Aquaculture will review and consider the 
written submissions in terms of further amendments to the proposed changes.  

Should you wish to provide any written comments please email them to Ben Tanti 
(benjamin.tanti@sa.gov.au) by 5pm on Monday 2 March 2015. 

Please note: A submission form is available at the following link 

http://www.pir.sa.gov.au/aquaculture/draftpolicies. It can be completed online or a hard copy 
form can be downloaded enabling written submissions to be made with the completed form 
mailed to: 

Mr Ben Tanti 
Primary Industries and Regions SA (PIRSA) 
GPO Box 1625, Adelaide SA 5001 

 

mailto:benjamin.tanti@sa.gov.au
http://www.pir.sa.gov.au/aquaculture/draftpolicies
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1. Administration 

1.1 Navigational Marking 

Intertidal Aquaculture  

Staff from PIRSA, Department for Planning, Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI), as well as 
oyster and tuna sector representatives, went to farm sites in 2013 to review existing 
navigational marking requirements.  

To focus the review of intertidal marking requirements, the oyster sector had expressed 
concern over the potential for visual confusion of marine vessel operators that results from 
the relatively high number of St Andrew’s Crosses (SAC’s) currently required by lease 
conditions to be installed on sites, particularly in areas of highly concentrated intertidal 
oyster farming. 

The following proposal seeks to reduce the potential for confusion by minimising the total 
number of SAC required for lease sites in relation to intertidal oysters, yet retaining the 
required markers for safe navigation (Figure 1). It is also proposed that the sites are clearly 
marked with their lease identification number on a corner of the site boundary, to ensure 
regular PIRSA site audits, or even general public reports, can be done efficiently through 
ready site identification marking. Furthermore, in some growing regions it is proposed that 
lighting is installed on the boundary of some sites to augment current navigational lighting 
of channels.  

  
 

Figure 1: Intertidal lease sites 

 
If the distance between two leases is 50 metres or less then (for navigational marking 
requirements only) the two leases will be deemed to be one combined shape and only the 
outer points of the combined shape of those leases will require St Andrews Crosses. The 
key points to note for the proposed changes to the marking of intertidal sites are listed 
below: 
 

(i) St Andrews Cross on the outer most corners of the combined leases shape. 
 

Flashing light on 

channel side 

St Andrew’s crosses on 

outer corners 

Street signs labelled 

with lease number 



Consultation document supporting the review of Aquaculture Regulations 2005 January 2015 

 
 

PIRSA Fisheries and Aquaculture:Review of Aquaculture Regulations 2005 Page 7 
 

(ii) If the distance between St Andrews Crosses on the outer points of a shape exceeds 
200 m, a St Andrews Cross located equally distant apart so that any distance 
between the St Andrew Crosses does exceed 200 m. 

 
(iii) The exact location of the opposing outer points of structure on a lease is marked 

with a ‘street sign’. 
 

(iv) If the lease holder wishes to ‘mark off’ the lease his or her individual lease to 
prevent trespassers then they may do that in accordance with the Act and lease 
conditions. 

 

Subtidal aquaculture 

The Australian Maritime and Safety Authority (AMSA) also made the site visit to the tuna 
sector, and provided advice on current best practices for subtidal navigational marking 
requirements. The latter was particularly useful as the shipping route through the tuna 
farming zone requires that there is the continuance of safe navigation for Capesize vessels 
in these waters.  

AMSA and DPTI have recommended that the tuna sector considers the electronic Aid to 
Navigation (AToN) systems used elsewhere in the world that send a signal to commercial 
ship’s radar systems from a signal on land and automatically projects the locations of all 
farming structures to the radar screen. DPTI considers that the use of this system would 
remove the need for radar reflectors on farming structures. A cost-benefit approach by 
industry is one way to make an informed decision on this matter.     

The key points to note for the suggested changes to the marking of subtidal sites are listed 
below: 

 The requirement to have intermediate markers be removed 

 A virtual AToN system to be installed or radar reflectors on sea-cages  

 A flashing yellow light to be placed on sea cages (Finfish and Tuna)  

 Corner markers with flashing lights will remain  
 

         Saint Andrews Cross           Yellow Flashing light                 Sea Cage 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: Subtidal lease sites 



 

   
 

Table 1: Details of the current and proposed changes to regulations relating to administrative changes. 

Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

1.   Navigational Marking Requirements  

 Currently, navigational marking requirements are stipulated in the 
lease conditions. 

 

Intertidal Navigational Marking Requirements  

(i)   Posts on the corners of the lease site extending 900 mm above 
mean high water. 

(ii)  Posts required in (i) above are to have a St Andrew’s Cross as 
a top mark, each cross arm 900 mm long and 75 mm wide. The 
ends of the arms of the St Andrew’s cross marked with 200 mm 
yellow retro-reflective tape or 75 mm yellow retro-reflective discs. 

(iii)   Posts and crosses required in (i) and (ii) above are to be 
coloured yellow. 

(iv) Where the total length of any individual or combined lease site 
boundary exceeds 500 m the lease site must have navigational 
marks at intervals not exceeding 500 m. 

Where the lease is not immediately joined by another lease, or 
where the lease is the end lease of two or more immediately joining 
leases, the outer boundary (i.e. that part of the lease boundary not 
immediately joined to another lease) must be marked with 
navigational marks in the following way: 

Subtidal Navigational Marking Requirements 

(i) At each corner of the lease site, yellow spar buoys. 

(ii) Yellow spar buoys marked with a yellow St Andrews Cross as a 
top mark attached to a post at least 900 mm above the buoy, 
each cross arm 900 mm long and 75 mm wide. 

(iii) Yellow spar buoys marked with lights being yellow in colour and 
flashing once every 4 seconds and visible over an arc of 360º 
for a distance of one nautical mile. 

It is proposed to create standard marking requirements and to minimize the 
number of Saint Andrew’s Crosses required where aquaculture lease sites share 
common boundaries.  

Intertidal aquaculture 

The specifications in relation to the composition of navigational infrastructure are 
to remain as previously required (e.g. St Andrews cross arm length). If the 
distance between lease A and lease B is 50 metres or less then (for navigational 
marking requirements only) the two leases will be deemed to be one combined 
shape and only the outer points of the combined shape of those leases will 
require St Andrews Crosses. 

The seaward (or channel facing) St Andrews Crosses are to have a yellow 
flashing light and; 

St Andrew Crosses on a non-seaward outer most corners of the combined leases 
shape. 

The distance between St Andrews Crosses shall not exceed 200m.  

The exact location of the opposing outer points of structure on a lease is marked 
with a ‘street sign’ style marker which has the associated licence number to which 
the structure belongs to.  

If the lease holder wishes to ‘mark off’ his or her individual lease to prevent 
trespassers then he or she may do that in accordance with the Act and lease 
conditions. 

Intertidal aquaculture – night-time navigation  

PIRSA, Department for Planning, Transport and Infrastructure, and South 
Australian Oyster Growers’ Association are undertaking further discussions in 
relation to the requirement to have marked lease sites for night-time safety 
navigation.  

Subtidal aquaculture 

The specifications in relation to the composition of navigational infrastructure are 
to remain as previously required (e.g. St Andrews cross arm length). The 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

(iv) The ends of the arms of the St Andrews cross marked with 
200 mm yellow retro-reflective tape or 75 mm yellow retro-
reflective discs. 

(v) Yellow spar-buoys marked with radar reflectors. 

(vi) Yellow spar-buoys marked with the licence number of the lease 
holder. 

(vii) Where the total length of any individual or combined lease 
boundary exceeds 500 m the lease must have navigational 
marks at intervals not exceeding 500 m.  

Where an intermediate spar-buoy navigation mark is required they 
are to be yellow in colour with a yellow light flashing once every 
2 seconds.  

 

Marking Off Requirements 

A Lease hold ‘may’ undertake the option of marking off his / her 
lease to claim exclusive occupation of the area. Currently the 
‘marking off’ requirements in relation to intertidal oysters require: 

A sign that complies with the following: 

(i) Affixed on each post to which a St Andrew’s cross is affixed; 

(ii) No larger than 700 mm by 400 mm; 

(iii) Contains the words “Marked Off” area, no trespass”. 

Navigational Marks must be installed if any structures are present 
on the lease site. 

requirement to have intermediate markers be removed in light of: 

 The existing requirement to have radar reflectors for sea-cages is linked 
to the possibility of the creation an installation of a Virtual AToN system. 
The creation of a Virtual AToN system to be installed that would indicate 
the real time location of infrastructure like sea cages on the water to 
commercial ships.  

 Further investigation of the possibility of having declared mandatory 
shipping routes within the Port Lincoln area. 

 A Flashing light to be placed on sea-cages (Finfish and Tuna) which 
provides a visual aid to recreational and other boats that do not have the 
capability to use the AToN system. 

 
The standard provision could be implemented via reference within a ‘Standardised 
Lease Conditions Policy’. The power to create such a policy exists under section 
11 (1) (f) of the Act. Section 16 and 48A of the Act provides the basis for a penalty 
to be applied for a breach of a mandatory provision. 

PIRSA, Department for Planning, Transport and Infrastructure, and Australian 
Southern Bluefin Tuna Industry Association are undertaking further discussions in 
relation to proposed changes.  

 

2.  Access to Lease by a  Vessels in Emergency Situation 

AQUACULTURE ACT 2001 

Section 45—Exclusive occupation of marked-off areas  

Subject to the provisions of the lease, the lessee under an 
aquaculture lease has a right of exclusive occupation of the 
marked-off area of the lease.  

Section 46—Control of marked-off areas  

A review of current marking requirements has brought to light the need to address 
the scenario of accessing / traversing a lease site in an emergency situation.  

It is proposed that the following be a standard lease condition across all relevant 
leases, consider: 

Marking Off - For the purposes of section 45 and 46  

The lessee may establish a marked-off area of the leased area in accordance with 
the Act. 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

(1)  This section applies subject to any provisions of the 
aquaculture lease concerned, or a corresponding licence that limit 
the powers of an authorised person in relation to a marked-off area. 

If the lessee wishes to establish a marked-off area of the leased area the lessee 
must mark off the leased area in the manner stipulated in the Schedule. 

In addition to any other lawful excuse the Lessee’s right of exclusive occupation of 
the marked-off area of the lease is subject to the right of a vessel to traverse the 
lease site in an emergency situation where and when it is safe to do so. 

* The schedule referred to in the proposed condition simply states the dimensions 
of the navigational marking devices. 

The standard provision could be implemented via reference within a 
‘Standardised Lease Conditions Policy’.  
 
The power to create such a policy exists under section 11 (1) (f) of the Act. 
Section 16 and 48A of the Act provides the basis for a penalty to be applied for a 
breach of a mandatory provision. 

3.  Legislative References Legislative References 

It is proposed that references to relevant pieces of legislation within the 
Regulations be updated e.g. changing references from Fisheries Act 1982 to 
Fisheries Management Act 2007 as well as any species name that require 
updating. 

4.  Penalty for failure to pay an Annual Fee 

Regulation 36—Annual fees for licences 

(4) For the purposes of section 53(2) of the Act, the penalty for 
failure to pay an annual fee is— 

(a) if the holder of the licence has entered into an arrangement with 
the Minister for the payment of an annual fee in instalments—10% 
of the aggregate of the unpaid instalments for each month (or part 
of a month) for which the default continues; or 

(b) in any other case—10% of the annual fee for each month (or 
part of a month) for which the default continues. 

 

 

Currently the regulation referring to penalties associated late fees differ between 
requirements under the Fisheries Act 2007 and the Aquaculture Act 2001.  

It is proposed to standardise the calculation of a late fee penalty across fisheries 
and aquaculture to reduce red tape and streamline processes.  

Regulation 36 states that the penalty fee for late payment is based on 10 percent 
of the annual fee for each month (or part of a month) while the penalty contained 
within Regulation 6 of the Fisheries Management (Fees) Regulations 2007 is 
based on an amount equal to 10 percent of the unpaid balance of the instalment 
(instalments are quarterly e.g.). 

The regulation could be amended to provide  

(a) in the case of a fee being paid in instalments (an instalment being a quarter 
not a single month)—an amount equal to 10 per cent of the unpaid balance of 
the instalment; or  
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

(b) in any other case—an amount equal to 10 per cent of the fee.  

5.  
 

Regulation 4—Procedures for making aquaculture policies 

For the purposes of section 12(4)(a) of the Act, the following 
bodies are prescribed: 

(a) Aboriginal Legal Rights Movement Incorporated; 

(b) Conservation Council of South Australia Incorporated; 

(c) Local Government Association of South Australia; 

(d) Seafood Council SA; 

(e) SA Fishing Industry Council Incorporated; 

(f) South Australian Aquaculture Council; 

(g) South Australian Recreational Fishing Advisory Council; 

(h)   if the policy is expressed to apply only in relation to 1 or more 
zones or areas— 

(i) any registered representatives of native title holders or claimants 
to native title in land comprising or forming part of a zone or area to 
which the policy applies; and 

(ii ) any person holding an aquaculture licence or aquaculture lease 
over an area comprising or forming part of a zone or area to which 
the policy applies; and 

(iii)  any regional NRM Board (within the meaning of the Natural 
Resources Management Act 2004) responsible for a region 
comprising or forming part of a zone or area to which the policy 
applies; 

(i)  if the policy is not expressed to apply only in relation to 1 or 
more zones or areas—all regional NRM Boards (within the meaning 
of the Natural Resources Management Act 2004). 

There may be future changes to the composition of this regulation as a result of 
the 2014 Reform of Boards and Committees.  

At this point in time it is proposed that regulation 4 be updated to refer for the 
following bodies: 

 

 Wild Catch Fisheries SA (which replaces SAFIC)  

 any regional and economic development board responsible for a region 
comprising or forming part of an area to which the policy applies. 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

6.  Proposed New Regulation  

Transfer of Production Lease 

Aquaculture Act 2001  

39— Transfer  of production leases  

(1) A production lease may be transferred by the lessee if—  

(a)  the Minister consents to the transfer; and  

(b)    in a case where the public register includes a notation that a 
specified person has an interest in the lease—the specified person 
consents to the  transfer   

(2)    An application for the consent of the Minister to 
the  transfer  of a production lease—  

(a)  must be made to the Minister in the manner and form required 
by the Minister; and  

(b)  if the public register includes a notation that a specified person 
has an interest in the lease—must be accompanied by evidence 
that the person consents to the  transfer ; and  

(c)   must be accompanied by a fee of the amount prescribed by 
regulation.  

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to reflect that any 
outstanding fees owed to the Minister associated with the relevant aquaculture 
authority at the time of the request to transfer are to be cleared prior to the 
consent of the Minister to the transfer. 

7.  Proposed Definition of Farming Infrastructure  

 

 

The creation of the standard definition of ‘Farming Infrastructure’ 

Currently the regulations use a number of terms to basically refer to farming 
infrastructure e.g.; 

 Farming structures 

 Farming equipment and  

 Equipment  

It is proposed that a new definition be created that refers to the single term of 
‘farming infrastructure’. 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

Provided is the proposed definition for the term ‘farming infrastructure’ 

‘means structures or equipment being used for aquaculture or aquaculture related 
activities’ 

8.  Installation Requirements for farming infrastructure  

Proposal for an additional component of the newly combined 

regulation 9 and 17 

 17—Farming structures 

(1) A licensee must ensure that— 

(a) sea cages used for aquaculture are clearly marked with the 

licence number; and 

(b) farming structures being used for aquaculture are— 

(i) except when being placed into position, moved or recovered— 

(A) securely fixed or moored in place so as to remain wholly within 

the licence area; and 

(B) anchored in a manner that minimises the impact on the benthos; 

and 

(ii) maintained in good working condition; and 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to consider: 

farming infrastructure must be installed in a manner that minimises the 
occurrence of adverse interactions with seabirds or large marine vertebrates 
or protected species  

This proposed addition means that all scenarios are covered in terms of taking 
steps to minimise potential adverse interaction.  

9.  Provision of Information to the Minister  

Proposal for an additional component of the newly combined 

regulation 9 and 17 

 17—Farming structures 

It is proposed to add a general provision which enables the Minister to request 
information from a licence holder which demonstrates how he or she has 
attempted to comply with these requirements as well as the power to order work to 
be carried out to rectify a situation. 

 

10.  Alternative Marking Option Regulation 17 specifies that certain aquaculture infrastructure must be marked 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

Potential use of a marked tag on sea-cages to provide flexibility to 
farmers. 

with the licence number. In some aquaculture sectors aquaculture infrastructure 
is shifted from one licensed site to another meaning permanent marking would 
have to be removed and replaced.  

It is proposed that sea-cages are allocated a registered number which is recorded 
against the relevant licensee, thus providing flexibility to the licensee who wishes 
to relocate the sea-cage to another site also owned by the same licensee. 

11.  Clarification of what types of infrastructure required to be 
moved annually. 
 

Existing Regulation 17 (1) (e) 

(e) stocked sea cages are not located in the same place that 
stocked sea cages have been located within the preceding 12 
months. 

It is proposed that the current regulation 9 be amended to address the following:  

Unless otherwise approved by the Minister, stocked sea-cages are not located in 
the same place that stocked sea-cages have been located within the preceding 
12 months. 

 

The proposed change would allow for aquaculture activities that can be carried 
out in a manner that do not require 12-month fallowing cycles. As anchoring 
systems can extend for more than 100m from the edge of a sea-cage, it is not 
considered that the location of the stocked sea-cage includes the area required 
for anchoring systems, only the footprint associated with the stocked sea-cage 
itself.  

 

12.  Current regulations are combined  

Existing Regulation 17 (2)  

A licensee must ensure that if a farming structure used for 
aquaculture, or any equipment used to secure, anchor or mark the 
position of the structure, is blown, washed or swept off the licence 
area, the structure or equipment is recovered as soon as 
practicable. 

Existing Regulation 9 (2) 

(2)  A licensee must ensure that if aquaculture waste is blown, 
washed or swept off the licence area it is recovered as soon as 
practicable. 

Maximum penalty: $5 000, Expiation fee: $315. 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to combine the content of 
regulation 17 (2) and Regulation 9 (2) into a single provision to simply highlight 
that the collection of both aquaculture Infrastructure and aquaculture waste that 
has been blown or swept off the licence area has the same legislative 
requirements. 

Marine debris should be recovered as soon as practicable but the provision should 
also have provision for the Minister to allow further time in certain circumstances. 

Proposed new Regulation to consider: 

(i) A licensee must ensure that if farming infrastructure or aquaculture waste is 
blown, washed or swept off the licence area it is recovered as soon as 
practicable or in any event within seven days or as directed by the Minister. 

(ii) If the licence holder is unable to complete the recovery of farming 
infrastructure or aquaculture waste due to adverse weather conditions 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

additional inspections must be undertaken within 24 hours of the adverse 
weather conditions abating. 

13.  Remove regulations specific to navigable vessels 
 
18—Health certificates for abalone   farmed on navigable vessel 
 

25—Environmental monitoring and reporting—navigable vessels 

It is proposed that this regulation be amended as a means of moving away from 
addressing a specific scenario to one that enables the Minister to address all 
scenarios including monitoring of a proposed activity. 

The current regulation was established to deal with a specific proposed farming 
practice on a vessel. 

14.  Proposed Clarification within the Regulations  

Relevant to all current and future regulations that have associated 
Reporting Requirements 

A list of regulations which require are associated with a reporting 
requirements 

21 Notification of escape of stock or damage that may lead to 
escape of stock 

22 Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of molluscs 
in subtidal area 

23 Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of molluscs 
in intertidal area 

24 Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of finfish 

25 Environmental monitoring and reporting—navigable vessels 

26 Application of Division 

27 Environmental monitoring and reporting—general 

28 Environmental monitoring and reporting—live organisms 
reared during transport 

Propose to clarify that the due date for the report may be re-set if the original time 
frames are not met and the licence holder could be issued with an expiation 
notice.   

Allows the Minister to issue further expiations if a new date is set. 

The wording also needs to ensure that payment of an expiation fee should not 
remove the duty to provide the required report. 

15.  Farmed Abalone Forms  Currently these forms are being completed and submitted by some licence 
holders.  

It is proposed that the completion and submission of these forms is no longer a 
requirement so it is therefore proposed that the requirement to complete and 
submit these forms is to be removed as a red-tape reduction measure. 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

16.  Fee introduced for registration of third party 

80—Public register  

(2a)   The Minister must, on application by the holder of an 
aquaculture lease or licence and payment of the fee fixed by 
regulation, make a notation on the register that a specified person 
nominated by the holder has an interest in the lease or licence.  

Fisheries Management Act 2007 - Sect 116  

116— Registers   

 (5)  The Minister must, on application by the holder of a fishery 
licence and payment of the fee fixed by regulation, make a notation 
on the register of authorities that a specified person nominated by 
the holder of the licence has an interest in the licence.  

Fisheries Management (Fee) Regulations 2007 

Schedule 1, Division 3 38 (b) $177. 

From the Amendment Bill 2012, the specified persons (third party) registration 
provisions were introduced. Currently we have a situation where the removal of a 
third party (specified person) on a fisheries authority (outside of a transfer 
application) attracts a fee. The same scenario in relation to an aquaculture lease 
does not attract an application fee even though the same work is required to effect 
the removal. 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to allow for a proposed new 

fee in regulations regarding the removal (not including a removal as part of a lease 

transfer) of a specified person who had an interest in a lease or licence. 

 

17.  Standard Lease and Licence Conditions  It is proposed that standard lease and licence conditions are to be relocated into 
the proposed Standard Lease and Licence condition Policy.  

 

 

 



 

   
 

2. Aquatic animal health 

 

2.1 Definition of Unusually High and Unexplained Mortality  

 
PIRSA recognises that the current definition is complex and appears difficult for industry to 
understand, which could potentially result in under reporting. It is crucial for industry to 
report sudden or unusually high mortalities of stock to enable PIRSA to provide a more 
rapid response to a potential disease threat; particularly in open-water systems such as 
sea-cages that are directly connected to natural populations of marine life.   

Furthermore, industry has indicated to PIRSA that the single definition does not apply well 
to all sectors, and that consideration should be given to the differences in disease 
responses that are observed among species and farming methods. PIRSA, including input 
from aquatic and terrestrial specialists of the Department, together with professional aquatic 
animal health veterinarians contributed to the review process.  

The proposed change to this regulation could enable the establishment of a workable 
definition and a potentially nationally consistent trigger point for unusually high and 
unexplained mortality. The need for some flexibility across the different sectors is also 
recognised through the proposed option the creation of specific code/strategy endorsed by 
the Minister which could and provide clarification as to what is deemed unusually high 
mortality. It is of course necessary to justify any changes through proper government 
processes that are underpinned by consultation and robust technical information. 

2.2 Stock Registers 

The legislative requirement that a licence holder must keep a stock register was reviewed 
with a focus on the reason why the information kept in a licence holder’s stock register is 
important to the regulators. As for the reporting requirements of unusually high mortality 
events, PIRSA’s aquatic and terrestrial animal health specialists, together with aquatic 
animal health veterinarians, contributed to the review of this regulation.  

Given the context above, the review process focused on the needs for regulators to be able 
to trace stock movement onto a site from another location, be recognizable whilst on the 
Licensed site, and then once moved off the licensed site to another destination; including 
any mortality events occurring during the farming process. With this information available, 
regulators can trace the movement of stock to investigate various issues if required; 
including the spread of a disease, or the introduction and subsequent sale of illegally 
caught wild-stock.  

The proposed regulation reduces the amount and type of information that will be required 
for licence holders to keep on record. However, the reduction in record keeping for licence 
holders will not compromise the essential role that this regulation creates.   

2.3 Off-label Chemical Use 

The current regulation was reviewed as part of a Change @ South Australia 90-day project, 
which is a cross-Agency project-based initiative of the Premier of South Australia. As part of 
this project, PIRSA, along with Environment Protection Authority and the tuna sector 
(represented primarily by the Australian Southern Bluefin Tuna Industry Association) 
examined the approval process for off-label chemical use established by this regulation.  

It is anticipated that the proposed changes will streamline the approval processes 
associated with a licence holder requesting to use chemicals for the treatment of their sick 
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animals under veterinary prescription. The proposed changes, although developed with the 
tuna sector’s specific requirements, are applicable to all aquaculture sectors. The proposed 
changes do not compromise environmental requirements and also recognise national 
requirements of the Australian Pesticide and Veterinarians Medicine Authority. The time 
required for the proposed process will benefit from more efficient inter-departmental 
communications, and recognises previous compliant use by the applicants.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

   
 

Table 2: Details of the current and proposed changes to regulations relating to aquatic animal health. 

Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

18.  Proposed Regulation 10 Chemical Use Amendments 

Regulation 10—Use of Chemicals 

 
(1)  A licensee must ensure that a substance is not used for 
therapeutic or prophylactic purposes or as an antifoulant in the 
course of aquaculture carried on under the licence unless— 
 
(a) it is a registered veterinary chemical product, within the meaning 
of the Agricultural and Veterinary Products (Control of Use) Act 2002, 
and is used in accordance with— 

(i) the instructions on the approved label for the product within the 
meaning of that Act; or 

(ii) a permit within the meaning of that Act; or 

 

(b) the licensee has obtained the written approval of the Minister to 
use the substance in that way. 

(2) A licensee must ensure that a substance is not used as a 
disinfectant in the course of aquaculture carried on under the licence 
unless— 

(a) it is one of the following: 
 

 Citric acid 

 Hydrogen peroxide 

 Iodophore 

 Sodium carbonate 

 Sodium hydroxide 

 Sodium hypochlorite 

 Virkon (registered trademark); or 

The provisions of this regulation form part of the 90 day project in relation to chemical 
use by an aquaculture authority holders. 

It is proposed that regulation 10 of the Aquaculture Regulations 2005 will be 
amended to reflect the final MOU (Memorandum of Understanding) statements 
contained within the 90 day project in relation to approvals given under the regulation.  

The exact nature of the required amendments to the exiting regulation will depend on 
the extent to which streamlined process can be applied to sectors other than the tuna 
sector.  

The final Memorandum of Understanding states: 

To further streamline approval of chemical use, it was agreed that: 

1. The revised version of the Environment Protection (Water Quality) Policy 
(dated 2012 when released for public consultation) will be submitted by the 
EPA for State approval in a form that recognises the use of chemicals used in 
accordance with the Aquaculture Regulations 2005, therefore eliminating the 
requirement for approvals pursuant to the ‘Water Quality Policy’; 

2. Any further procedural revisions identified can be reflected in an updated 
version of the PIRSA document, Ref: A891252, “Internal Response 
Procedure – Request to treat stock”. 

3. Any remaining requirements for referrals to the EPA will be reflected in 
consequential amendments to regulation 10 of the Aquaculture Regulations 
2005.  

4. EPA will provide timely and effective support to industry with respect to the 
APVMA application process when required.  

 

PIRSA internal guidelines (Objective Reference A891252) for assessing chemical 
use has been amended to state: 

EPA referral is required if the product (a) has no precedent for use in aquatic 
systems, or (b) has not been approved by PIRSA and/or EPA previously or (c) does 
not fall within ‘use’ boundaries agreed to by PIRSA & EPA during previous 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

(b) the licensee has obtained the written approval of the Minister to 
use the substance in that way. 

assessments. 

EPA referral is not required if: 

(a) emergency stock loss is likely to occur (to be determined by veterinarian) or  

(b) if the chemical has previously been assessed and approved and current request 
is within agreed use parameters.  

 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to consider: 

(1)  A licensee must ensure that a substance is not used for therapeutic or 
prophylactic purposes or as an antifoulant in the course of aquaculture carried on 
under the licence unless— 
 
(a) it is a registered veterinary chemical product, within the meaning of the 
Agricultural and Veterinary Products (Control of Use) Act 2002, and is used in 
accordance with— 

(i)    the instructions on the approved label for the product within the meaning of that 
Act; or 

(ii) a permit within the meaning of that Act; or 

 

(b) the licensee has obtained the written approval of the Minister to use the 
substance in that way. 

 

The regulation could be amended to state: 

An EPA referral is not required in the following circumstances. 

(a) The product has been approved by PIRSA and/or EPA previously and 

(b) Falls within ‘use’ boundaries agreed to by PIRSA & EPA during previous 
assessments or; 

(c) If emergency stock loss is likely to occur (to be determined by veterinarian)  

It is proposed that subsection (2) of the current regulation is to be deleted. 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

23.  Change in the Definition of what is Considered ‘Unusually High’ 
Mortality 

Regulation 11 

Notification of unusually high mortality rate and duty to isolate 
unaffected organisms 

If an unusually high number of aquatic organisms farmed under a 
licence die within a period of 24 hours (see regulation 3(2)) and the 
cause is not immediately apparent, the licensee must ensure that— 

(a) the Minister is immediately notified by means of a telephone call 
to the number provided to the licensee for the purpose; and 

(b) the Minister is, as soon as practicable after having been notified, 
given a written and signed notice containing the following: 

(i) the licence number; 

(ii) the name of the species affected; 

(iii) the number or biomass (or an estimate of the number or 
biomass) of aquatic organisms that have died; 

(iv) details of any clinical signs observable in the organisms prior to 
death; 

(v) the number or biomass (or an estimate of the number or biomass) 
of aquatic organisms that show similar clinical signs but have not 
died; 

(vi)details of circumstances that may be contributing factors such as 
extreme weather, power failures, poor water quality or water 
temperature; and 

all reasonable steps are taken to isolate aquatic organisms 
apparently affected from aquatic organisms not apparently affected. 

Regulation 3 (2) 

Without limiting when the number of aquatic organisms farmed under 
a licence that die within a period of 24 hours will be taken to be 

The legislative requirement that a licence holder report ‘Unusually High’ Mortality is 
an important one in relation to monitoring potential outbreaks of either notifiable 
diseases or any diseases that has caused an unusually high and unexplained 
mortality rate.  

There appears to be no consistency nationally regarding a definition of unusually high 
mortality and this proposal could be seen as a model that could be adopted 
nationally.  

It is proposed that the focus be on ‘unusually high and unexplained mortality’ 
suspected to be disease”.  

(1)  all industry sectors have high mortalities from time to time for many reasons 
(husbandry, environmental etc.),  

(2)  it acknowledges that a farmer would know what an unusually high mortality is for 
their particular farm  since they deal with their animals on a daily/weekly basis 
(mortality estimates can vary largely between farmers), and  

This proposed option seeks to ensure: 

 The reporting of suspicion or knowledge of any notifiable diseases and  

 The reporting of suspicion or knowledge of any diseases that has caused an 
unusually high and unexplained mortality rate. 

 

 As a component of the proposed regulatory amendment PIRSA may seek a definition 
of what constitutes an ‘unusually high and unexplained mortality rate’ that is sector 
based in which it would seek the respective industries contributions. 

 

Proposed Amendment: 

(1) The holder of the licence must immediately notify the Minister of becoming aware, 
or suspecting, that any aquatic stock at the place where aquaculture is carried on 
under the licence; — 

(i)  is or may be affected by a disease that is notifiable as defined within the Livestock 
Act 1997 or 

(ii)  is or may be affected by a disease or condition that has resulted in an unusually 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

unusually high, the number will be taken to be unusually high if it is 
20% (or more) greater than the average number of aquatic organisms 
farmed under the licence that have died each day over the preceding 
3 months. 

high and unexplained mortality rate as consistently prescribed  

A- by the Minister in the gazette, or 

B- approved by the Minister in a code of practice. 

The definition of what constitutes ‘Unusually High’ Mortality differs across the sectors. 
A code of practice could be developed by industry sectors to pragmatically define this 
regulatory provision.  

Discussions with industry on unusually high mortality rates have occurred, and 
examples of  potential sector-based definitions are given below: 

Pacific Oysters: This could be defined on a ‘Bay by Bay’ basis in consultation with 
industry. 

Southern Bluefin Tuna: >1% per day, over 3 days.  

Yellowtail Kingfish: >1% per day over 1 week. 

24.  Stock Register regulations to be simplified  

Regulation 13 2 (a) 

Aquatic organisms supplied to the licensee: 

(i) the date on which the aquatic organisms were received by 

the licensee; 

(ii) the name and address of the person who supplied the 

aquatic organisms; 

(iii) the species of aquatic organisms; 

(iv) the number or biomass of aquatic organisms received; 

(v) the age or developmental stage of the aquatic organisms 

when received; 

(vi) details identifying the place at which the aquatic organisms 

were last reared before supply or the place at which the 

aquatic organisms were collected; 

(vii) a copy of any health certification that accompanied the 

aquatic organisms; and 

It is believed the current level of information required under this provision could be 

considered overly prescriptive and a duplication of requirements that exist under 

other pieces of legislation (e.g. requirements in relation to translocation protocols, 

which sit under the Livestock Notice 2014.). 

 

It is proposed that the following requirements within regulation 13 (2) (a) be deleted. 

 

(vii) a copy of any health certification that accompanied the aquatic organisms; 

and 

 

25.  Stock Register regulations to be simplified  It is believed the current level of information required under this provision could be 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

Regulation 13 2 (b) 

Aquatic organisms collected by the licensee: 

(i) details identifying the authority under the Fisheries Act 1982 

under which the aquatic organisms were collected; 

(ii) the date the aquatic organisms were collected; 

(iii) details identifying the place at which the aquatic organisms 

were collected; 

(iv) the species of aquatic organisms; 

(v) the number or biomass of aquatic organisms collected; 

(vi) the age or developmental stage of the aquatic organisms 

when collected; and 

considered overly prescriptive and could be reduced.  

 

It is proposed that the following requirements within regulation 13 (2) (b) be deleted. 

 

(v) the number or biomass of aquatic organisms collected; 

(vi) the age or developmental stage of the aquatic organisms when collected; and 

 

26.  Stock Register regulations to be simplified  

Regulation 13 2 (c) 

Aquatic organisms bred by the licensee: 

(i) the date (or an estimate of the date) the aquatic organisms 

were bred; 

(ii) the species of aquatic organisms; 

(iii) details identifying the broodstock used to breed the aquatic 

organisms; 

(iv) the number or biomass (or an estimate of the number or 

biomass) of aquatic organisms bred; and 

It is proposed that regulation 13 2 (c) be deleted. 

 (i) the date (or an estimate of the date) the aquatic organisms were bred; 

(ii) the species of aquatic organisms; 

(iii) details identifying the broodstock used to breed the aquatic organisms; 

(iv) the number or biomass (or an estimate of the number or biomass) of aquatic 

organisms bred; and 

27.  Stock Register regulations to be simplified  

Regulation 13 2 (d) 

Aquatic organisms supplied by the licensee to another person: 

(i) the date on which the aquatic organisms were supplied; 

(ii) the name and address of the person to whom the aquatic 

organisms were supplied; 

(iii) the species of aquatic organisms; 

(iv) the number or biomass of aquatic organisms supplied; 

It is proposed that the following requirements within regulation 13 2 (d) be deleted. 

(v) the age or developmental stage of the aquatic organisms when supplied; 

(vi) a copy of any health certification provided by the licensee to accompany the 

aquatic organisms; and 

The current relevant provision within (d) only refers to the licence holder supplying 

organisms to ‘another person’ it does not address the scenario that an organism can 

be shifted to another site, potentially a great distance from their previous location, but 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

(v) the age or developmental stage of the aquatic organisms 

when supplied; 

(vi) a copy of any health certification provided by the licensee to 

accompany the aquatic organisms; 

the new site is owned by the same person. It is proposed to amend the regulation to 

address this.  

 

To provide accurate information that is relevant in relation to a potential or actual 
disease outbreak the addition of this provision should be considered.  

As well as focusing of reducing red tape this proposal seeks to close the information 
gap referred to above.  

28.  Proposed changes to requirements in relation to the keeping of 
a ‘Stock Register’  

Regulation 13—Stock register 

(1) A licensee must maintain a stock register in accordance with this 
regulation. 

Maximum penalty: $5 000. 

Expiation fee: $315. 

 

Provision of an accurate stock register is important in assisting the Minister in 
assessing and dealing with biosecurity events (e.g. mortality, disease etc.).  

Current existing stock registers are often comprised of large filing cabinets of 
documents. Stock registers in this form make it hard to assess potential mortality 
levels as well as other health and environmental issues. 

If an industry sector has the responsibility for licence holders operating under the 

same company name (and other legal-binding criteria where appropriate) under 

another piece of state or national legislation to maintain a stock register that 

addresses the requirements specified in the Regulations, PIRSA can seek provision 

from the Minister to assess and approve its adequacy.  

 
It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to require that: 

A licensee must maintain a stock register in a manner and form that ensures it is 
capable of being electronically or physically deliverable to the Minister accordance 
with this regulation.  

29.  Regulation 13—Stock register 

(2) The stock register must contain (in a readily understandable and 
legible form)— 

(a) the following information in respect of aquatic organisms supplied 
to the licensee: 

(i) the date on which the aquatic organisms were received by the 
licensee; 

(ii) the name and address of the person who supplied the aquatic 

The proposed level of information would assist in potentially being able to isolate an 
area of a licensed site by distinguishing between affected and non-affected 
organisms. Practices associated with the farming of certain species, such as some 
bivalve molluscs, mean that it may be unrealistic to accurately record the proposed 
level of information. 

As part of the information required to be recorded it is proposed that  

Where it is practical to do so record: 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

organisms; 

(iii) the species of aquatic organisms; 

(iv) the number or biomass of aquatic organisms received; 

(v) the age or developmental stage of the aquatic organisms when 
received; 

(vi) details identifying the place at which the aquatic organisms were 
last reared before supply or the place at which the aquatic organisms 
were collected; 

(vii) a copy of any health certification that accompanied the aquatic 
organisms 

(viii) batch number 

(ix)  culture unit (i.e. dam, cage, cage or tank) 

The requirement would benefit industry in circumstances of a disease outbreak to 
potentially avoid having an entire site being quarantined.  

 

30.  Completion of the Stock Register in relation to aquatic 
organisms that have died  

Regulation 13—Stock register 

(e) the following information in respect of aquatic organisms that 

have died during aquaculture: 

 (i) the species of aquatic organisms; 

 (ii) the date (or an estimate of the date) the aquatic organisms died; 

 (iii) the number or biomass (or an estimate of the number or 
biomass) of aquatic organisms that have died; 

 (iv) the age or developmental stage of the aquatic organisms at 
death; 

 (v) a description of how and where the aquatic organisms were 
disposed of;  

The proposed change is an attempt to increase the integrity of the information 
potentially contained in a stock register that may be collected and reviewed during a 
disease outbreak.  

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to consider: 

(vi) the date in which the dead aquatic organisms were previously checked during a 
site visit. 

 

31.  Completion of the Stock Register in relation to aquatic 
organisms that have died  

Regulation 13—Stock register 

(c) the following information in respect of aquatic organisms supplied 
by the licensee to another person: 

 
(d) the following information in respect of aquatic organisms that 

In relation to a potential disease outbreak the provision of timely information in 
relation to mortalities is important.  

It is proposed that in relation to parts (d), (e) and (f) information is to be recorded in 

the stock register within 24 hours of the licence holder being made aware of the event 

to which it relates.  

In relation to all remaining components of this regulation a record required to be 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

have died during aquaculture: 
(e)  details of treatment administered for therapeutic or prophylactic 

purposes to aquatic organisms kept under the licence including— 

entered in the stock register must be entered within 7 days after the event to which it 

relates. 

32.  Proposed New Regulation  

Regulation 13 (2) 

This standard provision has been proposed in relation to amendments to the current 
pieces of fisheries legislations. It creates a standard provision which ensures that all 
documentation including a stock register is legible, accessible and can be produced 
on request. 

The reference to a ‘delegate of the Minister’ is referring to individuals within the 
‘Aquaculture Environment Group’ that have delegation to act on behalf of the Minister 
in certain circumstances. 

It is proposed that a new regulation be created that considers: 

Provision relating to keeping of documents  

A licence holder required by these regulations to keep a document for a period of 
time must ensure that the document—  

(a) is maintained in a good condition and is legible; and  

(b) is kept in a readily accessible place; and  

(c) is produced for inspection by a Fisheries Officer or a delegate of the Minister 
on  request. 

33.  21—Notification of escape of stock or damage that may lead to 
escape of stock 

A licensee must— 
(a)   within 12 hours after becoming aware of the escape of hatchery 
reared aquaculture stock or damage to a farming structure, or to 
other equipment, that may lead to the escape of hatchery reared 
aquaculture stock, notify the Minister (by means of a telephone call or 
fax to the number provided to the licensee for the purpose) of the 
escape or damage, including the following details: 

The proposed reduction in time is to ensure the Minister is notified of the escape of 
hatchery reared aquaculture stock or damage to a farming structure, or to other 
equipment, that may lead to the escape of hatchery reared aquaculture stock as soon 
as possible.  

The exact nature and composition of the reporting of an escape may differ across the 
sectors, such as a broken basket of oysters on the seafloor, or a hole in a sea-cage 
net noticed by SCUBA divers during daily site routines on a finfish site. A sector 
specific code/strategy could be developed such that it provides farm site or 
operational-level clarification as to what is pragmatic for each sector. PIRSA has 
received industry feedback suggesting such an approach, and PIRSA will further 
discuss the applicability of this process as a part of the review. 

 



Consultation document supporting the review of Aquaculture Regulations 2005 January 2015 

 
 

PIRSA Fisheries and Aquaculture:Review of Aquaculture Regulations 2005 Page 27 
 

Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to state: 

The report is required to be submitted within 4 hours. 

 

34.  21—Notification of escape of stock or damage that may lead to 
escape of stock 

 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to reflect the proposed new 
term of farming infrastructure, from damage to a farming structure to ‘Damaged 
Farming Infrastructure’. 

35.  21—Notification of escape of stock or damage that may lead to 
escape of stock 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to consider: 

(1) (b) as soon as practicable take action to prevent the occurrence or further escape 
of hatchery reared stock where practicable and; 

36.  21—Notification of escape of stock or damage that may lead to 
escape of stock 

 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to consider: 

(1) (c) A license holder must ensure that any repair to or replacement of damaged 
farming infrastructure that may lead to the escape of stock is undertaken as soon as 
practicable. 

37.  21—Notification of escape of stock or damage that may lead to 
escape of stock 

A licensee must— 

(b) within 7 days after becoming aware of the escape or damage 
notify the Minister in writing of the action taken to deal with it. 

It is proposed that the current regulation reflect the proposed amendment to the 
existing part (b) by replacing “within 7 days” with “within 2 days” and add ‘and 
outcomes’ at the end of the regulation. 

This proposed change would standardise the notification requirements in relation to 
timelines between the reporting of the entanglement of protected species and the 
escape of hatchery reared aquaculture stock or damage that may lead to an escape 

It is proposed that part (b) be reworded to state that the existing forms need to be 
completed within the new time period not just the action that was taken to rectify the 
escape. 

(b) within 2 days after becoming aware of the escape or damage that may lead to an 
escape notify the Minister in writing of the action taken to address the issue and the 
outcomes of those actions. 
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3. Environmental 
 

3.1 Environmental Monitoring Program  

To formally underpin the review of the environmental monitoring program in South Australia, 

an independent review was sought by PIRSA from Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial 

Research Organisation (CSIRO) Marine Research. The Innovative Solutions for Aquaculture 

Management Program, which is a joint initiative of FRDC and PIRSA, funded this review.  

The key outcome from this comprehensive review process was the production of a series of 

specific recommendations aimed at improving the efficacy of the current environmental 

program implemented by PIRSA Fisheries and Aquaculture. SARDI Aquatic Sciences assisted 

PIRSA in the preparation of a response document that considered the recommendations from 

the independent review, and proposed changes to the environmental programs. PIRSA also 

consulted the Environment Protection Authority.  

PIRSA proposes to accept most of the recommendations from these reviews that focus upon 

increased engagement with stakeholders such as improved feedback and reporting of industry 

performance, efficiencies in information collection processes, and consideration of regional 

consequences from farming activities. 

It is noteworthy that some requirements of the proposed Environmental Monitoring Program 

are required from industry, and others, such as site audits and sector reporting are conducted 

by PIRSA. Requirements for industry are included in the proposed Regulations, however 

PIRSA components are not. 
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Table 3: Details of the current and proposed changes to regulations relating to environmental programs. 

Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

38.  Monitoring of Emergency /Research /Innovative Licenses 

14—Periodic returns 

A licensee must, on a date or dates determined by the Minister in each 
year, provide the Minister with a periodic return containing such 
information as the Minister requires in the manner and form 
determined by the Minister. 

Maximum penalty: $5 000. 

Expiation fee: $315. 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to ensure that it allows for the 
requirement of a potential EMP in event that a subsequent emergency leases has been 
established.  

For activities/ species not already included in an EMP, the aim is to include within the 
provision the Ministers ability to set up standard minimum requirements. 

Currently the regulations appear silent on the monitoring of emergency leases, which 
could be for periods of several months in the event of an emergency. 

 

39.  Written Strategies  

Regulation 19 Strategies 

(1)  A licensee must— 

(a) have a written strategy approved by the Minister— 

(i) for minimising the risk of the escape of aquaculture stock into the 
wild; and 

(ii) for minimising adverse interactions with seabirds and large marine 
vertebrates resulting from aquaculture carried on under the licence; 
and 

(b) ensure that activities under the licence conform with the approved 
strategy. 

Maximum penalty: $5 000. 

(2) If, at any time, the Minister is not satisfied as to the adequacy of an 
approved strategy, the Minister may require the strategy to be 
resubmitted for approval within a specified period in a modified form 
(which may be specified by the Minister). 

(3) If a licensee fails to resubmit a strategy as required, the licensee is 
guilty of an offence. 

Maximum penalty: $5 000. 

Expiation fee: $315. 

A code of practice/strategy could be designed to assist industry to meet regulatory 
provisions or benchmarks under the Act. For those sectors that do not have an agreed 
code of practice/strategy individual licence holders will need to develop their own 
strategy to satisfy the amended regulation.  

A sector specific code/strategy could be developed such that it provides farm site or 
operational-level clarification as to what is pragmatic for each sector. PIRSA has 
received industry feedback suggesting such an approach, and PIRSA will further 
discuss the applicability of this process as a part of the review.  

Examples of content that may be included within a code of practice/strategy could be 
(amongst others): 

 The potential for a direction to licence holders close to marine debris to clean 
up aquaculture infrastructure and the potential expiable offence for not 
undertaking this direction within the timeframe given by the Minister and the 
potential inclusion is a direction to fix infrastructure on the site that in the 
opinion of the Minister poses a risk to the environment. 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to identify key areas that a 
strategy needs to address: 

(i) Maintenance of farming infrastructure / farm procedures that are adopted to 
minimise escapes  

(ii) Response plan in the event of an escape 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

(4) Before requiring a strategy to be resubmitted, the Minister must 
give the licensee written notice of the proposed action, inviting the 
licensee to make written submissions in relation to the proposed action 
within a period specified in the notice (being not less than 14 days from 
the day on which the notice is given to the licensee). 

(5) Subregulation (1) does not apply to a licensee who held a licence 
immediately before the commencement of this regulation until 6 
months after that commencement. 

(6) A licensee who held a licence immediately before the 
commencement of this regulation must submit a written strategy (as 
referred to in subregulation (1) for approval within 3 months after the 
commencement of this regulation. 

Maximum penalty: $5 000. 

Expiation fee: $315. 

 

(iii) Procedures for minimising adverse interactions with seabirds or large marine 
vertebrates or protected species 

(iv) Details the frequency of site visitation 

(v) Removal and disposal of dead farmed aquatic resources from the farming 
infrastructure used to contain licensed aquaculture stock. 

It was also proposed that the provision include a reference to the Ministers ability to 
request information that assists the Minister in determining compliance with the 
requirements of the strategy. For example, where expertise is required to objectively 
inform the Minister on technical details.  

40.  Define interaction and adverse interaction 

19—Requirement for the creation of strategies  

 

20—Notification of adverse interactions with protected animals 

 

The term ‘adverse interaction’ has not been defined in the regulations in relation to 
‘interactions’ with seabirds and large marine vertebrates. 

Proposed definition for Adverse Interaction 

Adverse Interaction: Confinement or entanglement of either seabirds or large marine 
vertebrates or protected species within farming structures or equipment. 

41.  Change entanglement to adverse 

20—Notification of entanglement of certain animals  

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to replace the current 
Regulation heading, from 20—Notification of entanglement of certain animals to 
consider ‘Notification of and response to adverse interactions with protected species’ 

42.  Change certain animals to protected animals 

20—Notification of entanglement of certain animals 

The previous heading of ‘certain animals’ the regulation itself refers solely to protected 
species therefore this was also updated to accurately describe the species that the 
provision applies to. 

Propose to replace ‘certain animals’ with the term ‘protected animals’. 

43.  Specify the details that need reporting The information being reported was not adequate to understand the full extent of the 
entanglement in question. A lack of detail in the requirements of the current regulations 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

20—Notification of entanglement of certain animals 

 

was thought to be the cause of the lack of information provided.   

This proposed change provides a clear and succinct source of reference to what is to 
be included in the report. The provision of this information will allow staff of PIRSA and 
other agencies such as DEWNR to take immediate action in freeing the animal.   

It is proposed that the current regulation (in relation to part a) be amended to reflect: 

(i) the species of protected species affected; 

(ii) the expected period of entanglement or confinement; 

(iii) details of the circumstances in which the entanglement took place; and condition 
of protected species; 

(iv) condition of the protected species 

44.  Report actions that were taken to release the entangled animal  

20—Notification of entanglement of certain animals 

 

The provision of this information will allow PIRSA to determine the most appropriate 
action for each entanglement scenario faced by each sector. 

It is proposed that the current regulation be amended to reflect that: 

within 2 days after becoming aware of the situation notify the Minister in writing of the 
action taken to remedy or attempt to remedy the situation, including the outcomes 
achieved. 

 

45.  Stocking rates on licensed sites for consideration into - 
Standardised lease and licence condition policy  

If the current carrying capacity restrictions for certain areas in relation to the farming of 
Pacific oysters are reviewed subsequent changes could be implemented via the use of 
a Standardised Lease and Licence Condition Policy. 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

46.  Proposed new regulation ‘EMP Exemption’ 

 

Under the current regulations, there is no clause to allow the Minister to exempt a 
licensee from submitting an EMP.  Scenarios such as ‘no development (or stocking) on 
the site’ may be considered with such a regulation.  

It is proposed that the current regulation definitions be amended to consider: 

(1) Upon application the Minister can exempt part or all of the EMP requirements under 

the following circumstances: 

(i) no development on the site for marine  

(ii) no stock on-site for land-based 

(iii) transfer of site 

47.  Proposed new regulation ‘Other EMP’s’ 

 

There may be other circumstances where the activity undertaken on a site does not 
correspond with any of the prescribed EMP regulations.  
 
Examples include leases for research, emergency and new species. 

It is proposed that the current regulation definitions be amended to consider: 

(1) A licensee as determined by the Minister, must provide an EMP unless other 

arrangements have been made in writing by the Minister: 

(i) for activities other than normal leasing activities, or activities not contemplated.  

These may include: 

(A) research activities 

(B) emergency situations 

(C) new species 

(D) integrated multi-trophic aquaculture 

(E) tourism activities; and 

(F) navigable vessels 

(G) live transport vessel 

(H) ancillary activities 

(I) the provision of any other information the Minister requires 

(ii) on a date or dates determined by the Minister in each year. 

(iii) in the manner and form determined by the Minister. 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

48.  
Combine with intertidal under non-supplementary-fed monitoring 
/ auditing 

Create opportunity for PIRSA to undertake on-site video 
requirement 

22—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of 
molluscs in subtidal area 

 

It is proposed that the current regulation definitions be amended to reflect the proposal 
that references to EMP’s for intertidal mollusc and subtidal mollusc be combined 
farming of marine species that do not require regular feeding. 

 

PIRSA’s proposed program based on independent recommendations are included in 

Appendix 1 Table 6. If considered appropriate, then the draft Regulations will reflect 

PIRSA’s proposed program outlined in Appendix 1 Table 6, with the required changes 

made to existing regulations. 

 

Depending on the proposal, the Minister will determine whether each licensee will be 

required to conduct an EMP report as per “ non-supplementary fed” requirements. 

49.  
23—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of 
molluscs in intertidal area 

 

As above 

50.  
Change to supplementary-fed monitoring / auditing 

Create opportunity for PIRSA to undertake on-site video 
requirement 

24—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of finfish 

It is proposed that the current regulation definitions be amended to reflect the proposal 
that EMP’s for the farming of marine species that require regular feeding. 

 

PIRSA’s proposed program based on independent recommendations are included in 

Appendix 1 Table 5. If considered appropriate, then the draft Regulations will reflect 

PIRSA’s proposed program outlined in Appendix 1 Table 5, with the required changes 

made to existing regulations. 

 

The Minister may, request a finfish licensee or a nominated party a report which may 

include information pertaining to the following scale of interest: 

 

1) Site scale reporting 
- Farm / Operational activity (AEMP) 
- Site audit by PIRSA  

 
2) Zone scale reporting 
- Infaunal information 
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Amend 

No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

- Prepare a zone-scale annual report on activity 
 

3) Regional scale reporting 
- Hydrographic and biogeochemical information 
- Benthic footage/image information 

 

The details, requirements and methodology of the report may be requested by the 

Minister to be included in a formalised agreement between the Minister and the 

licensee and or nominated party. 

 

Depending on the proposal, the Minister will determine whether each licensee will be 

required to conduct an EMP report as per “supplementary fed” requirements.  

51.  
Delete regulation 

25—Environmental monitoring and reporting—navigable vessels 

 

Removal of this regulation is recommended as there are no licences operating in this 
category and this has not been the case for some time. 

It is proposed that the current regulation be deleted. 

52.  
Land-based review process will inform regulation amendments 

27—Environmental monitoring and reporting—general 

 

It is proposed that the current regulation definitions be amended to reflect the 

outcomes of the land-based category review process, when finalised.  

 

The Minister may, request a land-based licensee or a nominated party a report which 

may include information pertaining to the following: 

 

Site scale reporting 

- Operational activity (AEMP) 
 

The details, requirements and methodology of the report may be requested by the 

Minister to be included in a formalised agreement between the Minister and the 

licensee and or nominated party. Refer to Appendix 1 Table 7. 

53.  Add flexibility to reporting options 

Regulation 22 

(iii) such of the following details as are known about interaction that 

To formalise the EMP template as there is currently no regulatory requirement in place 
for licensees to complete the proforma. The recommendation to add this provides 
flexibility for the Minister to approve and an alternative proposed form and set of 
questions. 
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No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

has occurred between large marine vertebrates and farming 
structures or equipment, personnel or aquaculture stock: 

 (A) the date of the interaction; 

 (B) the species of marine vertebrate involved; 

 (C) the location of the interaction; 

 (D) a description of the nature of the interaction; 

 (iv) if the author of the report is not the licensee—the author's 
name and address; and 

  

23—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of 

molluscs in intertidal area 

24—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of finfish 

25—Environmental monitoring and reporting—navigable vessels 

27—Environmental monitoring and reporting—general 

 

The proposal is to consider the amendment of Regulation 22 (2) to include:  

 “in the manner and form determined by the Minister” 

 

54.  Remove references to Escapes and Interactions in EMP reports as 

already recorded by PIRSA 

 

22—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of 

molluscs in subtidal area 

As a red tape reduction measure the requirement to include in the annual EMP report 
references to interactions and escapes that the licence holder is already separately 
required to report to the minister  were required to be reported 

The proposal is to delete references with regulations 22, 23, 24, 25, 26 and 27 that 
refer to the licence holder’s requirement to include in his or her annual EMP report any 
interactions with large mammal vertebrates as that information would have already 
been reported to Minister under regulation 20. 

It is also proposed that references licence holder requirements to record instances of 
escaped aquaculture reared stock currently contained in the set of questions required 
as part of the completion of an EMP report be removed as that information would have 
already been reported to Minister under regulation 21. 

55.  Flexibility to benthic assessment video requirements 

22—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of 
molluscs in subtidal area 

The regulations should be drafted in a manner that (within reason) doesn’t restrict in 

what form recordings are submitted to the Minister. 

It is proposed that the reference to ‘videotape’ in regulation 22 (1) be changed to 
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No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

 (1) If a licence authorises the farming of molluscs in a subtidal area, 
the licensee must cause a benthic assessment recording to be made 
as follows: 

 (a) a colour videotape of the sea floor must be made at least once 
each reporting year at approximately the same time in each year 

‘visual recording’  

56.  
Remove requirement to submit co-ordinates 

22—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of 
molluscs in subtidal area 

(2) If a licence authorises the farming of molluscs in a subtidal area, 
the licensee must, on or before the reporting day in each year, provide 
to the Minister a report for the preceding reporting year— 

(a) containing the following: 

(i) a map showing— 

(A) the boundary of the licence area; and 

(B) the location (using WGS84 or GDA94 datum) of the corners of the 
licence area; and 

(C) the location (using WGS84 or GDA94 datum) of farming structures 
and the number, dimensions and spacing of the structures; and 

(D) the location (using WGS84 or GDA94 datum) of the underwater 
path videotaped for the benthic assessment recording; 

The requirement to submit co-ordinates for every farming line seems onerous.  

The proposal is the reduce red tape by removing Parts A, B and C of regulation 22 (2).  

Parts A, B and C of regulation 22 (2) are examples of checks that are proactively made 
by PIRSA staff therefore suggested these be removed.  

It is proposed that references to map in (2) (a) (i) be changed with a reference to 
coordinates  

 

 

57.  Add flexibility to reporting options 

Remove requirement for a map 

23—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of 
molluscs in intertidal area 

If a licence authorises the farming of molluscs in an intertidal area, the 
licensee must, on or before the reporting day in each year, provide to 
the Minister a report for the preceding reporting year containing the 
following: 

The recommendation to add this provides flexibility for the Minister to approve and an 
alternative proposed form and set of questions. 

The proposal is to add to the text of Regulation 23  

 “in the manner and form determined by the Minister” 

The requirement to have a licence holder produce maps appears to onerous. 

It is proposed that the reference to map’s within part (a) be deleted. 
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No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

 

58.   Remove requirement for a map 
 

24—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of finfish 
  
 (5) If a licence authorises the farming of finfish, the licensee must, on or 

before the reporting day in each year, provide to the Minister a 
report for the preceding reporting year— 

 (a) containing the following: 
 (i) a map showing— 
 (A)  the boundary of the licence area; and 
 (B)  the location (using WGS84 or GDA94 datum) of the corners of the 

licence area; and 
 (C)  the location (using WGS84 or GDA94 datum) of farming structures 

and the number, dimensions and spacing of the structures; and 
 (D)  the location (using WGS84 or GDA94 datum) of fallowed areas 

and the period for which the areas were fallow; and 
 (E)  if the licensee is required to make a benthic assessment 

recording—the location (using WGS84 or GDA94 datum) of each of 
the underwater paths videotaped for the benthic assessment 
recording; 

 

This proposed change potentially reduces the amount of work required (e.g. removing 
the requirement to create a map) by the licence holder in order to meet the Ministers 
requirements. 

The proposal is to change 5(a)(i) from ‘a map showing’ to ‘GPS coordinates of’ and 
delete (A, B, D) retain (C) Reword (C) to get a written record of the cage locations in 
GPS co-ordinates, but not require a map.   

PIRSA Staff are in a position to plot cage locations as a result of reviewing the GPS 
information provided. 

59.  24—  Add flexibility to reporting options 
 

24 - Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of finfish 

The recommendation to add this provides flexibility for the Minister to approve and an 
alternative proposed form and set of questions. 

The proposal is to add to the text of Regulation 24 

 “in the manner and form determined by the Minister” 

60.  
Remove reference to notice for assessment to be done on benthic 
health 

24—Environmental monitoring and reporting—farming of finfish 

 

In relation to the farming of Southern Bluefin Tuna it is proposed to remove of the 
current time requirement for the notice to be given before the reporting year. 

 

61.  27—Environmental monitoring and reporting—general Water sampling requirements will be considered as part of the land-based category 
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No. 
Current Regulation Proposed change to the current regulation and justification 

review process. 

Potential changes may include regulation 27 (1) (a) and (b) Potential water samples for 

those sites discharging water off site.  

Potential changes may include regulation 27 (2) (a) (i) (E) Add GPS position of the 

water samples 



 

   
 

APPENDIX 1 – CURRENT, REVIEWED AND PROPOSED EMP PROGRAM 

Independent Review 

To formally underpin the review of the environmental monitoring program in South Australia, 

an independent review was sought by PIRSA from CSIRO Marine Research (Dr Peter 

Thompson). The Innovative Solutions for Aquaculture Management Program, which is a joint 

initiative of FRDC and PIRSA, funded this review.  

The key outcome from this comprehensive review process was the production of a series of 

specific recommendations aimed at improving the efficacy of the current environmental 

program implemented by PIRSA Fisheries and Aquaculture (Table 4).  

South Australian considerations 

SARDI (Steven Clarke) assisted PIRSA in the preparation of a response document that 

considered the recommendations from the independent review, and proposed changes to the 

environmental programs.  

Research  

The outcomes from research were used to scientifically underpin the changes proposed to the 

current environmental programs specified in the Aquaculture Regulations 2005. The scope of 

research undertaken by state, national and international research institutions has included 

comprehensive reviews of the current monitoring programs, from the point of view of the public, 

PIRSA, the scientific community, as well as the farmer’s perspectives for various sectors of the 

South Australian industry.  

Importantly, PIRSA and FRDC have funded research projects under the Innovative Solutions 

for Aquaculture Management Program, as well as Co-operative Research Centre initiatives 

(Seafood CRC and Aquafin CRC) that total over $8M in direct cost. Some of the defining 

results from this research that have suggested or underpinned changes to the current 

programs are included in the justification section of Tables 5 and 6 (diagram of proposed 

tuna/finfish program is given in Figure 3) that detail the proposed environmental monitoring 

programs.  

Recognition of industry and regulators contributions 

Industry practices have become more environmentally sensitive and sustainable, and 

recognition by regulators should be reflected in the type of legislative controls that are 

implemented in the monitoring programs.  

The information collected by PIRSA from licensee’s responding to their requirements under 

the current environmental monitoring programs have also contributed to the proposed changes. 

The time and effort of PIRSA staff to implement these programs, as well as the final 

documents that are made available to the public to demonstrate the ecological performance of 

the aquaculture industry in South Australia, were also considered. 

Environmental Monitoring Program Design 

It is noteworthy that the overall proposed Environmental Monitoring Programs (EMP) for each 

sector will be formed through a combination of industry requirements (i.e. those listed in the 

draft Regulations) and a series of audits and reporting conducted by PIRSA. To enable a clear 

depiction of the overall program, all requirements of the EMP are included for each sector in 

tables 5, 6 and 7 below. 
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Table 4: General recommendations for environmental monitoring of aquaculture in SA  

(Thompson 2013).  

1. Determine the important environmental values 
2. Assess the risks 
3. Marry the values with the highest risks 
4. Select the  implied indicators 
5. Assess the indicators against ANZECC guideline, select a management set of high 

value indicators 
6. Collect baseline data on indicators and use a power analysis to help define the ongoing 

monitoring strategy and set the thresholds/trigger values and agree on management 
responses. Thresholds should be set to reflect risk.    

7. Design a monitoring program that addresses the relevant values across the three spatial 
scales (site, local, regional) 

8. Monitor, test the monitoring system, adapt, monitor, test, adapt….repeat. 
 



 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Overview diagram for proposed supplementary fed (tuna/finfish) environmental program. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Summary of proposed environmental program (tuna/finfish) 

Regional scale: Hydrodynamic model (every 5 years) 

Determining regional interactions of the 

aquaculture industry with marine ecosystems – 

towards mitigation strategies (every 2 or 3 

years) 

  Aerial photography (every 2 or 3 years) 

 

Zone scale:         Infauna (every 2 or 3 years; historical analysis 

of data to inform sampling)  

Report on zone activity (annual) 

 

Site scale: PIRSA Site Audit (annual) 

Licensee’s report on farm management data 

(annual) 
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Table 5: Justification of the elements in the proposed supplementary fed (tuna/finfish/abalone) environmental program 

Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

AEMP 

proforma 

(all) 

Area, development, stock, species, 

biomass, feed, FCR, loss of equipment, 

cage location and chemical use (use of 

non-Ministerial approved chemicals)  

 Licence Once annually 1 replicate Fill out and submit proforma Industry  

Justification 

Legislative  

 Regulation 24 of Aquaculture Regulations 2005 

 Compliance to licence conditions (biomass, development, species, location, fallowing) 

Environmental/Social 

 Assessment of impacts to benthic habitat (feed, loss of equipment, FCR) 

Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Annual 

report 

(all) 

Zone performance report - interactions, 

chemical, disease, escape, zone/industry 

development, debris, health of sediment  

etc. 

Lease   

Zone  

Region 

Once annually 1 replicate Report written and uploaded to web PIRSA 

Justification 

Environmental/Social 

 CSIRO report recommended greater transparency  

 Data collected under the various environmental programs (interactions with marine wild-life, escaped fish, beach litter collection) have not been compiled into a single, easily 
understood and accessible document for stakeholders (Evidence: Thompson 2013 – CSIRO review) 

 Provides a summary report that allows the performance of industry and the region to be evaluated 

 Public good – informing the public, industry and management on the performance of the industry and the environment 
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Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Seafloor 

(Tuna 

and 

Finfish) 

Infauna 

 

Zone  

Region 

Once  every 2 -3 

years at designated 

control points 

Alternate with  

determining regional 

interactions   

TBD 

 

HAPS sediment corer used and 

infauna abundance and diversity 

compared between years  

(DNA v manual) 

(health over time) 

Industry or qualified 

consultant 

Justification 

Legislative  

 Part 4, Aquaculture Act 2001 

 Regulation 24 of Aquaculture Regulations 2005 

Environmental/Social 

 Demonstration of minimal harm  

 ~15% excess nutrients go to seafloor – 100% EMP effort spent in this area to date (Evidence: Aquafin CRC - Waste Mitigation project FRDC 2001/103). 

 To date lease scale TEMP monitoring has not demonstrated impacts when visually there has been site impacts.  Infauna measurements are less sensitive to the presence of 
deteriorating seafloor conditions under sea-cages, than remote operated vehicle footage of the seafloor under sea-cages (Evidence: Infauna program results and PIRSA’s site audit 
results) 

 Infauna measurements taken at control sites may be affected by farming activities more than 1km away, through the presence of increased fine particulates that disperse throughout 
the farming zone in the water column (Evidence: Aquafin CRC - Waste Mitigation project FRDC 2001/103) 

 Changes to infauna communities over time have not been considered in the current program (Evidence: PIRSA and SARDI) - Need to do a temporal review of existing infauna data – 
what are the trends among and between controls and compliance points? If a change in health over time is detected develop a zone-based program using controls only. 

 The results of the review will inform the temporal and spatial requirements for monitoring of control points at a zone and regional scale. 

 Environmental values 

o Responsible utilisation of marine resources 

o Low site impact (e.g. to benthic communities) 

o Healthy seabed, marine communities and marine species 
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Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Site Audit 

(all) 

Waste feed (sediment colour, coverage) 

Entanglement potential 

Biofouling 

Infrastructure condition 

Distance of sea-cage from  seafloor 

Lease/licence Annual or when 

issues are perceived 

Min. 1 replicate 

per site  

(dependent on 

size) 

Video transect  PIRSA 

Justification 

Legislative/Guidelines 

 Part 4, Aquaculture Act 2001 

 Environmental Protection  Act 1993 (EP Act 1993) 

 Anti-fouling and in-water cleaning guidelines  

 Compliance to licence conditions and Regulations 

o Distance between sea-cage and seafloor – Reg.17 

o Entanglements – Reg. 19 

o Maintenance of infrastructure – Reg. 17 

o Disposal of waste (aquaculture and putrescible) – Reg. 10 and EP Act 1993 

Environmental/Social 

 Assessment of impacts to benthic habitat under and immediately adjacent sea-cage 

 If impacts detected, prevention of further environmental harm through appropriate management action – improved farming practices (FCR, husbandry) followed by further video  

 Video recordings of the seafloor adjacent to and within 150m of finfish sites do not capture the presence of waste feed under sea-cages (Evidence: PIRSA review of video data 
collected using towed sleds compared to ROVs) 

 Seafloor characteristics do change as a result of wastes overloading the feeding capacity of animals that inhabit the sediments (Evidence: Aquafin CRC – Waste Mitigation FRDC 
2001-103)     

 Some of the waste feed is consumed by mobile pelagic species (e.g. stingrays, leather jackets) (Evidence: Aquafin CRC -  Waste Mitigation FRDC 2001-103)  

 Removal of biofouling is a necessary farm husbandry practice, and removal of primary biofouling communities can cause less stress to the receiving ecology than tertiary biofouling 
communities (Evidence: National anti-fouling and in-water cleaning guidelines) 

 Environmental values (=anything a community agrees should be protected) 

o Responsible utilisation of marine resources 

o Clean beaches 

o Low regional impact (e.g. to valued seagrass communities) 

o Healthy waters, marine communities and marine species 
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Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Regional 

Areas of 

Interest  

(tuna and 

finfish) 

Seagrass/Reef Zone and 

Regional 

Every 2-3 years  

At regional area of 

interest identified 

through modelling  

Alternate with 

infaunal monitoring 

TBD Video, aerial surveys, research 

project (isotopes?) 

Industry or qualified 

consultant 

Legislative  

 Part 4, Aquaculture Act 2001 

 EP Act 1993 

Environmental/Social 

 At a lease scale – video is not cost effective, has limited ability to detect a change over a short time frame and tuna/finfish licensing/zone policies typically minimises the presence of 
seagrass or reef. 

 Monitor at a zone and regional scale based on identification of regional area of interest from the model 

 Dissolved nutrients derived from fish farming are dispersed through oceanographic conditions, beyond the site’s and zone boundaries (Evidence: FRDC 2009/046 Hydrodynamic 
modelling; CRC 2005-059 Risk and Response) 

 Regional areas  indicated by models suggest areas of changed natural ecological conditions that are a result of farming activity (Evidence: PIRSA; EPA AECR) 

 Targeted investigation to verify model outputs and actual ecological consequences (Evidence: FRDC 2009/046 Hydrodynamic modelling; CRC 2005-059 Risk and Response) 

 Development of targeted responses or controls, to mitigate the risks of ecological consequences from the farming activity (Evidence: FRDC 2009/046 Hydrodynamic modelling) (e.g. 
trial farming oysters in path of excessive nutrients) 

 Compliment monitoring of regional area of interest with current EPA monitoring methods 

 Consider the consequences of any impacts/changes observed in regional area of interest and compare to activities at leases and other users (shipping, Tod River runoff etc.)  

 Tuna 90-day commitment to regional monitoring 

 Environmental values 

o Low regional impact (e.g. to valued seagrass communities) 

o Healthy waters, marine communities and marine species 
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Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Codes of 

Practice 

Or 

Standard 

Policy 

(all) 

DO, phytoplankton,  

Video, infrastructure, maintenance, feed 

management and 

biofouling 

Lease As required 1 replicate Industry codes of practice  Industry 

Justification 

Environmental/Social 

 Industry practices have become more environmentally sensitive and sustainable, and recognition by regulators should be reflected in the legislative controls (AUDIT, not monitor) 
(Evidence: Industry) 

 Removal of biofouling is a necessary farm husbandry practice, and removal of primary biofouling communities can cause less stress to the receiving ecology than tertiary biofouling 
communities (Evidence: National Anti-fouling and in-water cleaning guidelines) 

 Farm husbandry practices influence the potential and nature of wild-life interactions (e.g. removal of mortalities, net meshes over ponds etc.) (Evidence: Innovative Solutions – Seals 
– FRDC 2004-201) 

 Data used to determine the condition of the environment (best interest of industry to have highest quality of environmental conditions) 

 Determine seasonal patterns in parameters to allow predictability of events (e.g. low oxygen, harmful algae) and a proactive approach in preventing catastrophic events (rather than 
reactive)  

 Data to inform SASQAP program  

Add regulation to have one – but not what they include 
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Table 6: Justification of the elements in the proposed non-supplementary fed (shellfish) environmental program 

Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Site Audit   % cover of shell deposits  

Infrastructure condition 

Presence of debris 

Shading of seagrass 

 

Lease Once annually or as 

required for follow-up 

1 replicate for all 

subtidal and as 

required for 

intertidal 

Benthic Video (for subtidal) 

Photopoint  (for intertidal) 

1 video parallel to mussel lines 

(mussels and abalone) 150m – 

consider declumpling 

1 photo at each impact location 

PIRSA 

Justification 

Legislative/Guidelines 

 Part 4, Aquaculture Act 2001 

 EP Act 1993 

 Anti-fouling and in-water cleaning guidelines  

 Compliance to licence conditions and Regulations 

o Distance between floating infrastructure and seafloor – Reg.17 

o Entanglements – Reg. 19 

o Maintenance of infrastructure – Reg. 17 

o Disposal of waste (aquaculture and putrescible) – Reg. 10 and EP Act 1993 

Environmental/Social 

 Assessment of impacts to benthic habitat under and immediately adjacent infrastructure 

 If impacts detected, prevention of further environmental harm through appropriate management action – improved farming practices (FCR, husbandry) followed by further video  

 Video recordings of the seafloor adjacent to and or within sites do not capture the presence of mussel bio-deposition and infrastructure.  

 Seafloor characteristics do change as a result of accumulation of mussel bio-deposition. 

 Environmental values (=anything a community agrees should be protected) 

o Responsible utilisation of marine resources 

o Clean beaches 

o Healthy waters, marine communities and marine species 
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Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

AEMP 

proforma 

(all) 

Area, development, stock, species, 

biomass, loss of equipment 

 Licence Once annually 1 replicate Fill out and submit proforma Industry  

Justification 

Legislative  

 Regulation 22 and 23 of Aquaculture Regulations 2005 

 Compliance to licence conditions (biomass, development, species, location) 

Environmental/Social 

 Assessment of impacts to benthic habitat (debris,  loss of equipment) 

Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Annual 

report 

(all) 

Zone performance report - interactions,  

escape, chemical, disease,  debris, 

zone/industry development plus other 

agency data  

Lease   

Zone  

Region 

Once annually 1 replicate Report written and uploaded to web PIRSA 

Justification 

Environmental/Social 

 CSIRO report recommended greater transparency  

 Data collected under the various environmental programs (interactions with marine wild-life, escaped fish, beach litter collection) have not been compiled into a single, easily 
understood and accessible document for stakeholders (Evidence: Thompson 2013 – CSIRO review) 

 Provides a summary report that allows the performance of industry and the region to be evaluated 

 Public good – informing the public, industry and management on the performance of the industry and the environment 

 

Note: Current research (FRDC 2014-027) looking at oyster, mussel and cockle feeding will inform management strategy and carrying capacity that may be 
included in future reviews. 
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Table 7: Justification of the elements in the proposed land-based environmental program 

Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Site Audit   Discharge points  – presence of algae 

and escapes, condition of receiving 

waters and benthic habitat  

Water treatment processes – filtration 

Biosecurity – stock register, quarantine, 

diseased stock 

Water quality samples (if required) 

 

Licence 

Off-site (for 

sites 

discharging) 

Dependent on 

activity at licensed 

site. 

If discharging off-site 

– annual 

If not discharging off-

site - every 2-4 years 

 

1 replicate  Visual inspection of discharge points 
and receiving water for sites 
discharging water off site.  

A number of fixed photo points for 
area around discharge point. 

Water quality samples may be 
required. 

Visual inspection of site and records. 

Disease sampling if required. 

PIRSA 

Justification 

Legislative/Guidelines 

 Part 1 (4), Aquaculture Act 2001 

 EP Act 1993 and Environment Protection (Water Quality) Guidelines 2003 

 Livestock Act 1997 (sections 33 and 87) 

 Compliance to licence conditions and Regulations 

o Chemical use – Reg. 10  

o Stock Register – Reg. 13 

o Disposal of waste (aquaculture and putrescible) – Reg. 10 and EP Act 1993 

Environmental/Social 

 Assessment of impacts to benthic habitat near discharge points 

 If impacts detected, prevention of further environmental harm through appropriate management action – improved farming practices (FCR, husbandry) followed by further photo and/or 
water quality  requirements 

 Environmental values (=anything a community agrees should be protected) 

o Responsible utilisation of land and marine resources 

o Low regional impact (e.g. to valued seagrass communities or to land-based water resources) 

o Healthy waters (land-based and marine), marine and land-based communities and species 
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Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

AEMP 

proforma  

Area, development, species, water 

source/discharge, farming system, loss of 

equipment 

 Licence Once annually 1 replicate Fill out and submit proforma Industry  

Justification 

Legislative  

 Regulation 27 of Aquaculture Regulations 2005 

 Compliance to licence conditions (water discharge, species) 

Environmental/Social 

 Assessment of impacts to habitat (at discharge points) 

Category Component (indicator) Scale Frequency 
Estimated # 
Replicates   

Proposed Method Responsible Party 

Annual 

report  

Sector performance report - interactions,  

escape, chemical, disease,  industry 

development plus other agency data  

Sector Once annually 1 replicate Report written and uploaded to web PIRSA 

Justification 

Environmental/Social 

 CSIRO report recommended greater transparency  

 Data collected under the various environmental programs (interactions with marine wild-life, escaped fish, beach litter collection) have not been compiled into a single, easily 
understood and accessible document for stakeholders (Evidence: Thompson 2013 – CSIRO review) 

 Provides a summary report that allows the performance of industry to be evaluated 

 Public good – informing the public, industry and management on the performance of the industry and the environment 

 


