
 

 

 

 

 
 

PO Box 843 

BROOME  WA  6725 

 

Environmental Protection Authority 

Locked Bag 33 

Cloisters Square 

PERTH  WA  6850 

 

Attention: Amy Sgherza 

 

RE: CONE BAY 1000 TONNE BARRAMUNDI PRODUCTION PROPOSAL – PROPONENTS RESPONSE TO 

SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED REGARDING PER DOCUMENT – AMENDED 11TH SEPTEMBER 2008 

 

Submission 

Number 

Stakeholder Response/Outcome 

1 Unidentified person/persons See corresponding issues and responses below. 

2 Unidentified person/persons See corresponding issues and responses below. 

3 Department of Fisheries (DoF) Comment is provided on the potential impact of the proposal 

and recommendations are provided for the environmental 

management of the site below: 

 The PER covers the environmental issues adequately 

and includes discussion of expected impacts on water 

quality, benthic quality, and marine habitats. All 

relevant risks are identified with appropriate 

management strategies. The proponents’ commitments 

in this regard are strengthened by the statutory 

arrangements implemented by the DoF which will be 

achieved via licence conditions. 

 The DoF supports the proposal to develop in 

consultation with the DoF and DEC a more 

comprehensive EMMP to incorporate the proponents’ 

commitments, Fisheries Resource Management 

Regulations 1995 requirements and annual reporting 

commitment to the DoF for assessment and reporting 

back to the DEC. 

 The environmental assessment of this proposal is 

occurring at the same time that the DoF is progressing 

PEARLING CO PTY LTD 

ACN 009 251 441 / ABN 70 009 251 441 



to formalise arrangements for environmental 

management of aquaculture in WA, which includes an 

“Environmentally Sustainable Development” (ESD) 

Risk Assessment process for the finfish aquaculture 

sectors in consultation with the DEC. An outcome of 

this process will be that emissions will be managed in 

accordance with Codes of Practice and to develop a 

Memorandum of Understanding between the DoF and 

DEC. These are currently being draft. The DoF will also 

be developing aquaculture licence conditions and 

Environmental Monitoring Plans. 

 The DoF believes that the proponent has operated 

(pearl and Barramundi farm operations) within Cone 

Bay appropriately and that the carrying capacity of the 

bay will not be exceeded. 

 The DoF is currently developing a project to monitor 

finfish aquaculture across the state to develop and test 

a Decision Support Tool for Aquaculture. The Cone 

Bay proposal will form part of that project and allow 

both the DoF and DEC to consider these types of 

proposals in a much more informed manner in the 

future. 

4 Department for Planning and 

Infrastructure (DPI), Coastal 

Engineering 

No comment to make on this proposal with the understanding 

that no dredging will occur to accommodate the new 

aquaculture licence, that the sea cage structures will be 

relocatable should damage from coastal processes be imminent 

and that no new infrastructure will be needed for the land based 

operations. 

5 Daryl Moncrieff (Kimberley Regional 

Manager, Department of Environment 

and Conservation (DEC)) 

See corresponding issues and responses below. 

6 Keiran McNamara (Director General, 

Department of Environment and 

Conservation (DEC)) 

See corresponding issues and responses below. 

 

 

Issue 1 (refer to submissions 1 and 2):  Will the expansion of the sea cage system and infrastructure impact on 

Turtle Island. 

 

Maxima Pearling Company (MPC) has operated in Cone Bay since 1989 and as a result Turtle Island has a number of 

work operation and housing facilities already in existence. The facilities are substantial and as stated in the PER 

document no additional infrastructure is required on Turtle Island (Section 2.3.3). Currently MPC has 12 cages in 

operation within Cone Bay aquaculture licence site 1465 and only 8 more will be required to produce 1,000 tonne of 

Barramundi per annum. As a result additional infrastructure requirements are minimal to obtain the proposed production 

goal. 



Issue 2 (refer to submissions 1 and 2): Can this development be postponed until the completion of the 

Kimberley Broad Regional Assessment to avoid piecemeal development of the area. 

 

The completion of the Kimberley Broad Regional Assessment is not expected until July 2010 and the response states 

“No new development should be permitted in the meantime” (as stated in submission 1).  Waiting until this time for the 

approval for this proposal is an unreasonable constraint on MPCs business and would result in significant financial loss 

to the company. In addition as this proposal is an extension of an already existing operation and the culture of 

Barramundi in a sea cage system is undertaken within licence 1465 site, MPC does not consider this a new 

development, instead MPC is seeking a variation to current licence conditions. 

 

 

Issue 3 (refer to submissions 1, 2 and 6): Consideration of the Buccaneer Archipelago (including Cone Bay) to 

be reserved as a multiple-use marine park. 

 

The reserves selection working group paper states that if Buccaneer Archipelago was to be reserved as a multiple-use 

marine park.  Aquaculture would not be excluded and as such aquaculture ventures such as this one could be conducted 

within the region. Also, licence site 1465 is an aquaculture licence that allows the production of a number of species 

including Barramundi, which is already being cultured in a sea cage system at the site. 

 

In addition, the reserves selection working group paper with the recommendation to consider the Buccaneer Archipelago 

as a multiple use marine park was released in 1994 by CALM and yet the process is yet to start and as such a 

completion date for the process has not been stated. Taking into consideration that the recommendation was made 14 

years ago, there is no guarantee that the process will be completed by July 2010. As such, waiting until the process for 

Marine Parks and Reserves Selection to be completed (as recommended by submission 2) is an unreasonable 

constraint on MPCs business in particular as licence 1465 is already in existence and is being utilised for the culture of 

Barramundi. 

 

 

Issue 4 (refer to submission 1 and 2): There is concern that approval of this proposal will lead to development of 

a large number of similar developments along the Kimberley coast. 

 

The concern that the approval of this proposal may encourage others to follow suit is not relevant nor any business of 

MPC. Current regulations ensure that each proposal submitted is judged on its own merits and approval is granted with a 

set of licence conditions (as per government policy) that must be adhered to. In addition, the DoF is currently developing 

a project to monitor finfish aquaculture across the state to develop and test a Decision Support Tool for Aquaculture. The 

Cone Bay proposal will form part of that project and allow both the DoF and DEC to consider these types of proposals in 

a much more informed manner in the future. 

 

 

Issue 5 (refer to submission 1): A great deal more rigour should be applied to the health testing proposed for 

fingerlings. 

 

Health testing and all fish movement is conducted in adherence with the Department of Fisheries WA “The Translocation 

of Barramundi (Lates calcarifer) for Aquaculture and Recreational Fishery Enhancement in Western Australia”, Fisheries 

Management Paper No. 159 and therefore comply with current regulations that address this issue. All known diseases 



that affect Barramundi are endemic to wild stock within the Timor Sea Drainage Basin which encompasses Cone Bay. 

These include diseases of concern such as Nodavirus and Streptococcus iniae for which fingerlings being transported 

from accredited hatcheries to Cone Bay are tested. It is therefore a greater risk that disease will be contracted by the 

cultured fish from the wild stock population instead of in the reverse. This is because farmed fish are cultured at a greater 

density than they would occur naturally (per com. Dr Brian Jones, Senior Pathologist, WA Fisheries). 

 

 

Issue 6 (refer to submission 1, 2 and 5): What is the expected increase in nutrient output from the land based 

tanks situated on Turtle Island with the increase in sea cage production and how will the waste water be treated 

or dealt with to prevent release of pathogens or treatment chemicals into the surrounding waters. 

 

The land based tank system has been operating at full capacity for approximately 2 years and as a result the treatment 

of wastewater has been addressed to the satisfaction of WA Fisheries and the DEC and licence conditions (all outgoing 

water must be filtered to 200 microns before release to the environment) have been determined to ensure MPC fulfil their 

obligations. The proposed production increase to 1,000 tonne of Barramundi per annum does not require any further 

increases in size or water flow to the land based tank system which is currently operating at full capacity. 

 

 

Issue 7 (refer to submission 1 and 2): Hydrological models should be verified and water movement should be 

monitored to include seasonal variation. 

 

Flushing rates within Cone Bay were determined by two independent, well respected companies Brown and Root 

Services Asia Pacific Pty Ltd in the year 2000 and Asia-Pacific Applied Science Associates (APASA) in 2006. Results 

obtained by Brown and Root demonstrate that the site is 95% flushed within 2 hours during the modelling period (based 

on tidal data for 23 -28 March 2000 (spring tide)). Flushing rates are somewhat lower during neap tide, although 95% 

flushing still takes place within a few hours (see Appendix B, Section 2.3.1.4). The APASA model results suggested that 

for the existing morphology, the Cone Bay licence area was completely flushed within 2 days during both December (wet 

season) strong spring currents and June (dry season) weak neap currents. Flushing times were not greatly affected by 

introduction of the sea cages during a spring tide but flushing took approximately one day longer (3 days) during the 

neap tide (see Appendix B, Section 3.5). Drogue studies were undertaken by Brown and Root in Cone Bay between the 

21st and 23rd January 2000 and observed current velocities and direction verified   predictions provided by the 

hydrodynamic modelling exercise. The drogue studies also demonstrate that wind velocity and direction had very little 

influence on water currents (drogues were deployed simultaneously at 2 depths (at 0 metres and 5 metres)) and as such 

tidal variation is a greater influence on water movement that season.   

 

 

Issue 8 (refer to submission 1 and 2): What are the risks and consequences of elevated nutrient levels during 

the dry season on the surrounding environment? Comparing nutrient outputs from the sea cages to peak 

natural outputs during the wet season is inappropriate. 

 

Elevated nutrient levels during the dry season can impact water and sediment quality by reducing DO levels, decreasing 

light penetration to BPPHs, inducing algal blooms and causing changes to abundance and diversity of benthic infauna. 

As such to ensure elevated nutrient outputs from the sea cages are detected these outputs have not been nor will they 

be compared to naturally occurring outputs during the wet season. As stated in the PER, Section 6.6.2, seasonal 

variation is difficult to define and use as background data and as such, nutrient levels resulting from the sea cage 



operation are compared to nutrient levels at the reference sites for each given sampling date to reduce bias that may 

occur due to seasonal and/or tidal variations. This is because during the wet season, elevated nutrient levels occur within 

the region because of the large amounts of run-off that occur after heavy rainfall and tidal variation influences flushing 

rates of nutrients and TSS within the bay. 

 

 

Issue 9 (refer to submission 1 and 2): With the intensification of production there is concern over the increased 

likelihood of disease occurrence within cultured stock and transmission to wild population. 

 

As stated in the response to issue 5, it is a greater risk that disease will be contracted by the cultured fish from the wild 

stock population instead of in the reverse. This is because all known disease that affects Barramundi are endemic to the 

local wild population and as farmed fish are cultured at a greater density than they would occur naturally (per com. Dr 

Brian Jones, Senior Pathologist, WA Fisheries) there is a greater risk of transmission from the wild population to the farm 

stock. Farmed fish may be at risk from the wild population, but there are no documented instances of cultured fish 

causing disease epidemics among wild fish. Evidence that diseases from farmed stocks do affect wild stocks is 

circumstantial (Fisheries WA, 1999). 

 

 

Issue 10 (refer to submission 1 and 2): The risk of escapes cannot be ignored and a contingency plan should be 

developed. 

 

MPCs business is fish farming and considerable expense is incurred in maintaining fish in a secure environment. As a 

result “tested” mooring systems and best quality nets are utilised that have proven to be able to withstand adverse 

weather conditions and predators, and routine inspection and replacement of all components of the  sea cage system is 

conducted (PER, Section 4.2.4). MPC is aware of fish escapes that have occurred in the Northern Territory but believes 

the risk is much lower in Cone Bay as licence site 1465 is more suitable for fish farming procedures and the mooring 

system has been designed specifically for the local conditions. It is assumed that escaped fish would breed with the local 

population but it is probable to have minimal if not negligible impact on the genetic makeup of local barramundi stocks. 

“Scientifically recognised authorities believe there is no direct evidence that mixing gene pools will have detrimental 

effects on local endemic barramundi populations and have argued that, among barramundi stocks, genetic differences 

have been demonstrated only for populations, not for individual fish, and that it is the proportion of genes present that 

differs between different river systems, not the actual genes”, Fisheries Management Paper No. 127 (Fisheries, 1999). 

 

Although the company believes the risk is low, a netting program, or other mitigation strategies, would be considered if 

WA Fisheries thinks it appropriate. 

 

 

Issue 11 (refer to submission 1: The perception that mud sediment is not considered important. 

 

“Species diversity and overall abundance of macrozoobenthic species in King Sound are very low, thus indicating a very 

hostile environment especially for sessile animals”, is a direct quote from a paper written by Pearson and colleagues in 

1998 who conducted a sediment survey of the King Sound. MPC is not dismissing mud sediment as unimportant and as 

demonstrated by regular monitoring and analysis of sediment chemistry and benthic Infauna which is a very considerable 

part of the EMMP. 

 



Issue 12 (refer to submission 1 and 6): Management units need to be clearly defined and established in 

accordance with Guidance Statement 29 Benthic Primary Producer Habitat Prediction for Western Australia’s 

Marine Environment (EPA, 2004) and the use of phrases such as ‘unacceptable impacts’ and ‘minimal’ should be 

avoided and performance standards with clearly stated targets that have to be met should be established. 

 

The management unit for this proposal is described as licence site 1465 which is 699.41 hectares (or 7 km2). Further 

detail is provided in the PER, Section 3.1. 

 

Three levels of protection have been assigned to the proposal area and surrounding waters as follows: 

 Maximum level of protection outside the licence area; 

 High level of protection within the proposal site; and 

 Moderate level of protection to the areas directly beneath the sea cages. 

 

In relation to the maintenance of ecosystem integrity the environmental quality guidelines (EQG) for each level of 

protection are as follows: 

 Maximum level of protection – The median sample site value of all water and sediment quality parameters does 

not fall outside the 30th or 70th percentile of the natural distribution for each parameter at the reference sites for 

that sampling date; 

 High level of protection – The median sample site value of all water and sediment quality parameters does not 

fall outside the 20th or 80th percentile of the natural distribution for each parameter at the reference sites for that 

sampling date; and 

 Moderate level of protection – The median sample site value of all water and sediment quality parameters does 

not fall outside the 20th or 80th percentile of the natural distribution for each parameter at the reference sites for 

that sampling date. 

 

Environmental quality standards (EQS) are not able to be ascertained from baseline data or ongoing data collected to 

date due to seasonal and tidal variations. However, with ongoing monitoring and analysis, seasonal and tidal patterns 

may be established after a number of years that may then be utilised to establish EQS. Until this time it was determined 

after discussion with the EPA that the environmental quality criteria (EQC) would be most effective as a percentile-based 

calculation using the percentile values presented above. This is further described in the revised EMMP in addition to 

monitoring sites and parameters. It should be noted that there is an impact/confirmation site (station 3) located on the 

western boundary of licence site 1465. This has been added to the monitoring program to ensure that there is no 

significant impact outside of the licence boundaries ie: that the high level of protection is maintained and that the median 

sample site value of all water and sediment quality parameters does not fall outside the 20 th or 80th percentile of the 

natural distribution for each parameter at the reference sites for that sampling date. 

 

 

Issue 13 (refer to submission 1, 2, 5 and 6): Effectiveness of Environmental Monitoring and Management Plan 

(EMMP)  

 

The development of Environmental Quality Criteria (EQC)/ Application of EQC and Environmental Quality 

Standards (EQS): 

 

MPC does not feel that a BACI design is suitable for this proposal as there is insufficient historical data available to 

ascertain seasonal and tidal influence. As a result it was determined after discussion with the EPA that the environmental 



quality criteria (EQC) would be most effective as a percentile-based calculation and cage sites would be compared to 

reference sites on each sampling date utilising the levels of protection and EQG stated in issue 12. The justification for 

comparing results and determining EQCs on any given sampling date (not using historical data) is because the influence 

of seasonal and tidal variations on this site can not be determined and as such it is not known if results are because of 

the sea cage operation or other environmental factors. As a result the 20th and 80th percentiles of the reference site data 

have not yet been determined. Further more, it should be noted that the EMMP is performance based, whereby if water 

and sediment quality parameters fall outside the percentile values MPA/MPC is to take either corrective actions, increase 

monitoring or both measures to remediate the situation.  

 

This issue has been further addressed in the Cone Bay EMMP – Revised July 2008 on advice from the DEC and in 

consultation with the DoF.  

 

Appropriate environmental monitoring sites: 

 

To ensure appropriate site selection, Cameron Sims (EPA Marine Services Branch) assisted with site selection of the 

reference sites now utilised after visiting the Cone Bay site and surrounding waters. The reference sites chosen are 

representative of the cage sites in relation to depth, tidal flow and the proximity to potential land run off but at a distance 

and direction that would not be influenced by the sea cage operation. In addition an impact/confirmation site (station 3) 

located on the western boundary of licence site 1465 has been included. This has been added to the monitoring program 

to ensure that there is no significant impact outside of the licence boundaries ie: that the high level of protection is 

maintained and that the median sample site value of all water and sediment quality parameters does not fall outside the 

20th or 80th percentile of the natural distribution for each parameter at the reference sites for that sampling date. For 

further detail please refer to the Cone Bay EMMP – Revised July 2008. 

 

 

Issue 14 (refer to submission 1 and 2): It is of concern that the proponent does not consider The Precautionary 

Principle to be relevant in this case. 

 

The precautionary principle was not applied to this proposal as MPC does not feel that the proposal will cause serious or 

irreversible damage to the region. The greatest impact is expected to occur to the benthic environment beneath the 

cages but studies by SARDI have shown that although significant changes have been detected in the sediment quality 

and the benthic organisms since the inception of tuna farming, no permanent effects have been detected and recovery 

(described as a return to normal function) of the benthic environment occurs within 3-6 months (Cheshire et al, 2005). 

Even so an environmental impact and risk assessment was conducted (PER, Section 4) and the Cone Bay EMMP -  

Revised July 2008 addresses potential impacts, a comprehensive monitoring program and management strategies that 

will apply to this proposal to minimise any negative impact this proposal may cause. In addition MPC has given careful 

consideration to avoiding serious or irreversible damage to the environment during initial planning stages and in 

production at the site to date. 

 

 

Issue 15 (refer to submission 1 and 2): The lack of an aquaculture bond and surety scheme. 

 

MPC is currently in discussions with the Department of Fisheries, WA regarding this topic of bonds and surety schemes. 

However, the EMMP has demonstrated to date that the impacts of sea cage culture are localised and all research 

documentation has shown that any impact that may occur is reversible in sites suitable to finfish culture. In addition 



ongoing monitoring, analysis and reporting to the DEC will ensure that operation conditions are abided by and 

environmental obligations are met. 

 

 

Issue 16 (refer to submission 5 and 6): What are the impacts and risks to water and sediment quality if 

overfeeding was to occur, and why there is a variation in Feed Conversion Ratio (FCR) modelling data between 

1.2 and 1.5. 

 

If overfeeding was to occur water and sediment quality could potentially be impacted. There is potential accumulation of 

excess nutrients in the water column which could in turn lead to a depletion of dissolved oxygen (DO), and an increase in 

phytoplankton, in addition to an increase in Total Suspended Solids (TSS) in the water column which could reduce light 

penetration to the BPPHs. There is the potential for uneaten food to deposit and accumulate on the sediment which 

would lead to excess nutrients and a decrease in DO within the sediments which could further impact on BPPHs and 

benthic Infauna. Further detail regarding the impacts and risks to water and sediment quality associated to overfeeding 

can be located in the PER, Sections 4.8, 4.9, 4.10 and 4.13. 

 

The revised EMMP describes how water and sediment quality will be monitored and managed should there be a 

significant change. The EMMP is performance based and will determine if any changes in water and sediment quality 

has occurred and investigate whether these impacts (if any) are related to food consumption. The EMMP includes a 

number of management responses that will be triggered if EQC are exceeded. 

 

MPC calculated the nutrient waste outputs utilising a FCR of 1.2 and 1.5 to represent the expected output (FCR of 1.2) 

and the worst-case scenario (FCR 0f 1.5) in the PER. The worst-case scenario was presented to inform all relevant 

stakeholders and interested parties of the maximum waste output that could occur in the production of 1,000 tonne of 

Barramundi.  Because a FCR of 1.2 or lower has been achieved to date, MPC believes that this can be maintained as 

production levels increase. It is important to note that the addition of food is an operational response and as such MPC 

does not wish to place a limit on food consumption as suggested in submission 6 (wanted to limit food to 1,200 tonnes of 

food per annum) as FCRs could change and may increase to 1.5 if fish were on-grown for a longer period of time 

resulting in larger fish than have been grown in the past or if changes in feed quality (decrease in marine proteins or 

oils/increase in vegetable proteins or oils) occur that may affect feed efficiency. Feeding fish is the largest expense in an 

operation such as this, and as such it is in MPCs best interest to minimise feed to reduce costs. 

 

 

Issue 17 (refer to submission 5): Do the current procedures used for transferring diesel from the barge to the 

island comply with the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection (DOCEP) methods for best 

practice. 

 

MPC contacted the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection (DOCEP), Resource Safety unit in regards to 

the procedures used to transfer diesel from the barge to the island. It was deemed satisfactory as the following 

equipment and methodology are utilised: 

 High pressure fuel grade hoses; 

 High pressure fittings at entry and exit points; 

 One length of pipe between the barge and tank with no connection fittings; 

 Valve for emergency shut off; 

 Pump has one-way valve to prevent back flow; 



 Regular assessment of all equipment and replacement as required; 

 Spill mitigation procedures and equipment on site; and 

 Qualified personnel (Master 4/5 on boat and Marine Engineer at tank) operating/conducting transfer. 

 

 

Issue 18 (refer to submission 5): Have the Environmental Protection (Unauthorised Discharges) Regulations 

2004 in relation to waste management, particularly, the burning of waste been met as the incineration of 

biodegradable paper and card products is of concern. 

 

Presently all paper and card products are incinerated as there is very little suitable space for composting of these 

materials as a large percentage of Turtle Island is rock. MPA/MPC does compost all food scraps but feels that paper and 

card would not break down fast enough to enable the area to be reused within a suitable time frame. If deemed 

necessary, MPA/MPC is willing to transfer paper and card products to the Derby Waste Facility when all other rubbish is 

transported. 

 

 

Issue 19 (refer to submission 5): The Department of Environment and Conservation’s (DEC) Kimberley Region 

Office has received no annual monitoring reports to date. 

 

MPC (Jason Garwood) has made contact with the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) in relation to the 

annual monitoring reports. MPC was advised that it would be appropriate to combine results from April 2006 to April 

2008 into one report (email correspondence from Elizabeth Whisson (DEC, Kimberley Region) dated 11th February 

2008). Currently MPC is waiting for analysis of samples collected in April 2008 from the independent laboratory before 

submitting this report. MPC has been in regular contact with the laboratory regarding this matter and it is expected that 

analysis will be finalised in the very near future and the report will proceed within a week after results are received. The 

2005/2006 report was sent to the DEC in February 2006.   

 

 

Issue 20 (refer to submission 6): Inappropriate definition of management units and lack of benthic primary 

producer habitat impact predictions. 

 

The management unit was defined as the boundaries of the aquaculture licence area based on a number of modelling 

predictions provided in Appendix B (Cone Bay PER) which assisted in determining the zone of influence generated from 

the sea cage system. The first was the predicted deposition rates for fish waste and food waste which was determined 

for December 2005 and June 2006. Results obtained were virtually identical demonstrating the dominance of settling 

velocities and tidal processes over variations in wind between the wet and dry seasons. Another common result for all 

simulations is the tendency for material to settle close to the release sites and along the general east-west tidal axis 

(accumulation occurs to the east during the flood and west during the ebb). For the minimum threshold concentration of 

0.01g/m2/day, settlement distance for fish waste was estimated as up to 250m from a given discharge source along the 

main tidal axis. For the fish pellets, this distance was reduced to approximately 130-140m. These distances provide a 

guide to the distance that cages should be away from the licence boundaries to minimise escape of fish waste and fish 

food from the aquaculture site (Appendix B, Section 3.6). 

 

The second important factor was the estimated accumulation of outputs from two adjacent medium production fish farms 

(Appendix B, Section 3.7) in which the BFMASS model was utilised. As part of the study BFMASS was used as a 



conservative tracer (no reaction or decay) and neutrally buoyant constituting a “worst case” scenario.  The same 

horizontal (10 m2/s) and vertical (0.001 m2/s) diffusion coefficients were used as in modelling the dispersion and 

settlement of waste products.  Equal amounts of dissolved waste were released from 4 points in Cone and Crawford Bay 

aquaculture licences (see Appendix B, Figure B40,). The releases were simulated for two 30 day continuous release 

periods using currents for December 2005 and June 2006.  Please note, based on baseline studies, the background 

Total Nitrogen and Total Phosphorus were estimated at approximately 130 µg/L (~ 0.130 g/m3), however as part of this 

modelling study the background concentrations values were set at 10 µg/L (~ 0. 010 g/m3), to assess if any 

accumulation or interaction takes place between the two adjacent medium production farms, since this would be a worst 

case situation. 

 

The model results indicated that the dissolved nutrient concentrations were strongly affected by tidal cycles within the 

bays. The concentrations increased within the licence area during the periods of slack tidal currents and decreased when 

the currents became stronger during either the flood or ebb events. The time series graphs show that the predicted 

concentrations at the western sector were 50% less than that of the dissolved concentrations at the Cone Bay sea cage 

release site (Appendix B, Figure B41). 

 

Appendix B, Figures B42 – B44 showing the predicted concentration of dissolved nutrient concentrations during 3 

distinctive observed stages: (a) initially noticeable accumulation reaching and exceeding the level of 0.01 g/m3 (10 µg/L) 

after 7 days in December 2005 and after 3 days in June 2006 (Appendix B, Figure B42); (b) the maximum accumulation 

of up to 0.02 g/m3 (20 µg/L) occurring during neap tides (Appendix B, Figure B43) with a consequent significant dilution 

during spring tides (Appendix B, Figure B44). From the obtained results there was no observed overlap of dissolved 

nutrient footprints from these two adjacent medium production fish farms even during the two 30 day simulations. 

 

The zones of impact assigned for this proposal as stated in the Cone Bay PER (page 61) are as follows: 

 Maximum level of protection outside the licence boundaries; 

 High level of protection within the proposal site (except for the area directly beneath the sea cages); and 

 Moderate level of protection for the areas beneath the sea cages.   

 

The zones of impact are represented in figures 6.6 and 6.7 of the Cone Bay PER (pages 63 and 64). 

 

MPC has on advice from the DEC revised the Cone Bay EMMP in consultation with the DoF and have as such included 

a sampling station on the western boundary of the licence area due to the direction of the currents and the expected 

zone of influence. This station is designed to confirm that the impact does not extend beyond the licence area and will 

also serve as an early warning indicator of possible effects (Cone Bay EMMP – Revised July 2008, Page 83). 

 

 

Issue 21 (refer to submission 6): Lack of benthic primary producer habitat impact predictions. 

 

Substantial underwater video imagery was provided in the Cone Bay PER which validates the absence of sensitive 

communities. Video data was collected from 11 transects to ensure all aspects of the licence area were investigated and 

this data confirmed that licence site 1465 is primarily a mud based substrate. In the near future DoF will be detailing a 

bathymetric map of Cone Bay which is being used as a study site for a FRDC funded project. 

 

 



Issue 22 (refer to submission 6): The risks to conservation significant fauna have not been adequately explored 

and acknowledged in the PER. 

 

MPC has been operating in Cone Bay since 1988 and during this time, there has been no evidence of entanglement or 

negative interaction with significant fauna such as turtles or whales. MPC does acknowledge that significant fauna may 

utilise the surrounding habitat of Cone Bay and as such have included a “Wildlife Interaction Avoidance Strategy” in the 

revised Cone Bay EMMP to prevent the proposal negatively impacted on these animals. 

 

 

Issue 23 (refer to submission 6): It is unclear how the proponent has come to the conclusion that the risk to 

fauna as a result of changes in feeding patterns and distribution is low to moderate according to the risk 

assessment presented in the PER, there is a lack of detail with regard to fauna management issues and 

contingencies. 

 

Sections 4.3, 4.4 and 4.5 of the Cone Bay PER discuss the provision of additional food source from waste feed, 

entanglement of marine life in nets and the provision of artificial habitat to marine fauna in greater detail and provide 

tables demonstrating the risk matrix (table 4.1), risk ranking (table 4.2), species level consequence categories (table 4.3) 

and likelihood assessment guidelines (table 4.6) relating to the changes in feeding patterns and distribution. These 

assessments were made with the use of biota log data collected since the inception of the first sea cage trial in early 

2004 and from 20 years of general observations of MPC personnel. A low to moderate risk rating was obtained as very 

few fauna are observed during feeding time and it is unusual for the same species of fauna to be observed on a daily 

basis. As a result MPC does not feel that long-term recruitment/dynamics are adversely impacted and the impact is 

localised. Even so MPC have developed a “Wildlife Interaction Avoidance Strategy” which is included in the Cone Bay 

Sea Cage Aquaculture Environmental Monitoring and Management Plan – Revised July 2008 which addresses fauna 

management issues and contingencies. 

 

Issue 24 (refer to submission 6): The proponent has not referred the project to the Department of Environment, 

Water, Heritage and the Arts (DEWHA) for consideration of assessment under the EPBC Act. 

 

The proposal was referred to the Department of Environment and Heritage and a letter dated 31st March 2006 was 

received stating that a referral under the EPBC Act would not appear to be warranted. 
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