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resolve outstanding issues to support the Minister, however due to the dysfunction of the
Panel this was not possible (refer points raised under 6).

Storm Bay North plan was never going to be appropriate because there were clear
biosecurity drivers for rejection. Prof Nowak provided significant and compelling evidence
and published references to support this. It was agreed to reject this Plan and refer it back to
the Planning Authority (refer 1.1). We resigned soon after and at that point felt relieved that
at least one source of risk to Storm Bay and the industry would be removed. The Plan was
then modified by the Planning Authority and subsequently approved in November 2018
(refer 1.2). The MFPRP final report Nov 2018 (page 30) notes that:

“

ion distan ween companies
The Panel raised a number of related concerns that hindered its support of the initial Draft Plan:

o The finalisation and implementation of an approved Biosecurity Plan, particularly as it relates to
minimum separation distance between companies;

e A more complete understanding of circulation patters in Storm Bay which will result from the FRDC
Project 2017-215 which is developing a full biogeochemical model for Storm Bay; and

e The results from the FRDC Project (2017-182) on POMV.”

These items remain outstanding still today and it is therefore illogical to see how the Panel
could approve it. We requested our names be removed from that report (refer 1.2). In
hindsight we should have done the same for Amendment 5 (west of Wedge Island) where
our dissenting views were not reflected in the report (refer 3 for discussion).

We would like to further note that our views are that the Act is flawed in giving sole power to a
Minister rather than an independent Board as with the EPA. The Act was changed in 2011 after the
Panel rejected the Soldiers Point development. This change has contributed to an erosion of trust in
the transparency and independence of the process.

Evidence for 1

1.1

Minutes of the MFRP Meeting 16 August 2018 showing rejection of the Storm Bay North
draft Plan, refer Item 6.1.

1.2

MEPRP final report Nov 2018







initially thought that was a joke, but then responded by explaining basic sediment chemistry.
The DEP submission remains largely ignored and did not result in any modification of the
draft amendments.

e We consistently advocated waiting until the model was completed before expanding further
(approx. 18 months). This would also have allowed for completion not only of the modelling,
but also the salmon regulatory standard and the biosecurity plan, two other significant gaps.
So as not to be a total barrier to development Ms. Cherrie proposed actions that could be
taken in the interim so industry were ready (e.g. an operator who had previously not farmed
in a high energy site could deploy empty cages to test design and additional stakeholder
consultation). To do otherwise would be to ‘rubber stamp’ the expansions (refer emails
under evidence 3.4).

The FRDC project is still not complete and therefore it is reasonable to conclude that the ability to
expand responsibly is hindered by a lack of knowledge as to the assimilative properties of Storm Bay.
How many fish are too many? We simply don’t know.

Evidence for 2

expansion in Tasmania (refer https://www.frdc.com.au/project/2017-215)

2.1 | Storm Bay Biogeochemical Modelling & Information System: Supporting sustainable aquaculture

providing best practice advice

Louise <louise@cherrieconsulting.com.au> Tue, Jul 31, 2018, 9:11 AM

to David, Craig, Colin, Pheroze, me, Heather, Jock_campbell@bigpond.com, Pamela, John, Gabrielle
Hi

Minor correction at 7.1 ‘zero tolerance’ not ‘zero approach’.

we can only control what we advise. If we don’t advise best practice then why are we here?

missing.

Regards
Louise

2.2 | Email inter alia outlining concerns about the approving the request for amendment and our role in

6.2 Agree with Barbara that the minutes reflect a softening of Best Practice for operational considerations.

Whilst we must be pragmatic (hence the adaptive management approach) this does not mean that our advice
to the Minister should reflect a lower standard. In the absence of a bio security plan, biogeochemical model to
inform the carrying capacity, and the environmental standard the applications don’t seem logical in the first
place. Did the Panel challenge them at that stage? Given that they were endorsed to proceed the process is
driving compromises. Obviously the Minister has told them they can expand and we have little say over that,
and the intensified focus on bio security has changed things since the applications for amendment. However,

This speaks heavily to the difficulty | have in coming into a process late and having to determine a reasonable
path without readily available information in my areas of concern and with this niggling issue with why three
operators have been permitted to spend money on EIS’s etc when the critical base elements for growth are

2.3 | Derwent Estuary Program submission (refer Marine Branch).










From: Louise [mailto:louise@cherrieconsulting.com.au]

Sent: Thursday, 9 August 2018 7:37 PM

To: Yates, Gabrielle (DPIPWE)

Cc: Pheroze Jungalwalla; Craig Midgley; Colin Buxton; Barbara Nowak; Heather
Chong; Jock campbeli@bigrond.com; Scott, Pamela (Dol); Jarvis, David (DPIPWE)
Subject: Re: Panel reports SBTB, TasPen, SBN

Hi

After receiving the agenda last night and only reading after finishing work today { am concerned
about a final draft on documents | haven’t had full inputinto. Whilst | have accepted the basic
monitoring program is more rigorous to allow better adaptive management, | have concerns about
the lack of information on the carrying capacity of the system. Being generally ok with one proposal
should not be taken as a green light from me on either of the other two. | am struggling with feeling
that | have not been allowed adequate space to air my concerns under the guise of “itis too late to
raise issues” and yet seeing industry being given the opportunity to present new information on a
continual basis. The focus has been squarely in HAC. That took a long time to get to. Now we have
two meetings that | have not been able to attend and get final drafts? I will need to discuss my
options with Craig.

Cheers!
Louise

From: louise cherrie <louise@cherrieconsulting.com.au>
Subject: Re: Panel reports SBTB, TasPen, SBN

Date: 10 August 2018 12:01:14 PM AEST

To: Craig Midgley <ncmidg@bigpond.net.au>

Thank you for your response. | am certainly aware of the statutory timeframe, however, when | do
raise issues the discussions are shutdown and | have not been able to explore the aspects | remain
concerned about. Meetings have, from my perspective, been dysfunctional. | don't make statements
that | can't verify and yet | have been challenged and indeed dismissed on nearly every point. For
example, | even raised a minor issue around the intensification of activities in the D'Entrecastaux to be
told that | was not correct. Thankfully this was confirmed by Graeme Woods as being correct. It is
frustrating for me to have to fight so hard for a hearing. | was not provided with the information |
needed on environmental monitoring until 20 July, but this was never my only concern. | have said
time and time again that we need the biogeochemical model. Barbara and | met with you to try to get
support for raising our concerns however things have not improved. Anyway, | hope you can
understand my frustration at coming into a process that is seemingly too far gone to make any change
to, and not being provided readily with the information | need or the space to discuss my concerns.

So, with regards to the current reports, my issues with both proposals are:

¢ the unknown carrying capacity of the system given the absence of the biogeochemical
model...one expansion is vastly different than three given the absence of the biogeochemical
model. The absence of this has been a long standing issue and it seems illogical to me that the
panel raised the issues and Minister has responded with a "yes it's coming". Problem is
obviously that the industry has been told they can. Leaves us in a difficult position of having to
provide advice without the Panels concerns being actually addressed (the model doesn't exist
so the concerns raised remain valid).

e |feel that representations have not adequately been attended to and, whilst this may be
outside our remit somewhat, we held hearings that feel somewhat pointless. | would
challenge the effectiveness of consultation undertaken by Tassal and Petuna. With HAC | could
at least see a long trail of communications directly to residents stating their intentions. | tried
to raise this and again it dismissed out of hand.

e the constant changing of information we are receiving from the company. It seems that the
propensity has been to alter views and advice based on what is operationally beneficial. While
| am supporting of a strong salmon industry | feel that we do not service the industry or the













Dear all,
| thought I'll just send a few general comments before sending the detailed comments on the
drafts.

While it is good to see the Biosecurity Plan and the industry moving in the right direction, | don't
think it means that we should just automatically recommend approvals, even if we think that the
Minister will approve the amendments and application anyway. As you know from my previous
emails, my presentation and statements at the meetings | have been against Storm Bay North
from the beginning and this was not due to the submission from another company, so that
company changing their mind does not affect my views. North of Trumpeter Bay amendment
makes sense from the point of view of biosecurity/sustainable salmon farming and we improved it
further using management controls and recommendations.. Amendment to Tasman Peninsula
and Norfolk Bay is more questionable, but Storm Bay North is the worst proposition out of the
three of them as it puts another farming area in close proximity to the amendment for Tasman
Peninsula and increases biosecurity risks in Storm Bay.

| have been told a number of times that the proposed development and sites in Storm Bay were
decided when POMV wasn't a problem in the South and biosecurity was not an issue. Well, now
itis. Instead of carrying on as nothing has happened we should take the information about
POMV which is available now into account and apply caution while additional information is
collected to ensure that the salmon farming development in Storm Bay is sustainable in a long
term. It is much easier to be cautious now than unscramble the situation later as it will have to be
done in almost all other salmon farming areas. If we're for adaptive management for
environmental impact why not use the same approach for biosecurity - as we have new
information available - POMV is in Storm Bay we should reconsider what development should
take place in the near future. We should make recommendations based on facts available now
and not when salmon farming in Storm Bay was considered for the first time, we also have more
understanding of potential risks and risk factors based on international and Tasmanian

situation. We will know more when the FRDC project on POMV (in which Larry Hammell is
involved) is completed (2017-182 due to be completed by the end of August 2019), this should
inform the extent of salmon industry development. We may also have more information about
the vaccine by then. All presenters from Blue Futures conference and Tasmanian salmon
industry at the time were advising caution and following best world standards for biosecurity - I'm
not sure why we are now ignoring this advice.

I've attached a couple of recent papers and I'm happy to provide more scientific literature if
anyone is interested. | agree that it is hard to put a number on a minimum separation but | would
suggest > 5 km and preferably closer to 10 km and the further the better and the distance
between companies should be more than within companies. While other members of the Panel
disagreed at the last meeting, lowering biomass (particularly when the separation cannot be
achieved) and closed transport have both been shown to reduce risk for viral disease outbreaks
in salmon farming and should be recommended, this is even acknowledged by the industry in
their Biosecurity Plan.

Looking forward to hearing from you
Best regards
Barbara

Wed, Aug 15, 2018,
9:18 PM

to Colin, Pheroze, Craig, Gabrielle, Louise, Heather, David, Jock_campbell@bigpond.com

Barbara Nowak <bfnowak@gmail.com>

Hello,
just to explain the highlighted paragraph (sorry, | was sure | wrote a comment there)

The Panel accepted that two tidal cycles in Storm Bay, a distance of 5-10km, would reduce the risk of
pathogen transfer and disease outbreak. However, in the case of POMV infection, which has been
onc of the most significant diseases to impact on the Tasmanian salmon industry, the Panel noted that

the risk could not be eliminated because of the highly dispersive envirenment of Storm Bay, its physical
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connection to other farming regions such as D'Entrecasteaux Channel and the fact that wild fish can
be a cause of pathogen transfer[Pl] .

[PI]Unclear why this para is highlighted.

The second sentence is incorrect as in the first sentence we are talking about reducing risk
and not elimination of the risk (I thought we agreed that we were not talking about zero risk),
so the sentence should not say that the risk could not be eliminated only that "In the case of
POMV infection (...), the Panel noted the lack of information on the epidemiology of the
disease and highly dispersive environment of Storm Bay (...).

Larger distance would reduce the risk. This is true no matter if there is highly dispersive
environment or potential involvement of wild fish as carriers. Possibly the risk would be
reduced more for some diseases than others but it is true even for POMV and POMV is not
the only potential disease in farmed salmon so we shouldn't focus only on POMV but on
biosecurity in general.

The comment about wild salmonids (change in the text questioned by Pheroze) should really
be wild trout. Farmed salmon can be carriers of a range of pathogens (RLO, V.anguillarum)
which trout can be more sensitive to than salmon. According to Jeremy Lyle farmed Atlantic
salmon are moving up the rivers and | believe it can create risks of infections to wild
populations of trout. I'm not saying that it is a high risk, only stated that it "may infect wild
populations" which is true.

Best regards
Barbara

From: Barbara Nowak [mailto:bfnowak@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, 22 August 2018 7:17 AM

To: Colin Buxton

Cc: Craig Midgley; Pheroze Jungalwalla; Scott, Pamela (DoJ); Louise; Heather

Chong; Jock campbell@bigpond.com; David.jarvis@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
Subject: Re: Draft letters

Dear all,

I would like to raise my (hopefully shared by the Panel) concerns that while we are using adaptive
management for environmental purposes we are unable to use new knowledge to improve marine
farming planning with regard to biosecurity. Since the new developments in Storm Bay were planned
when biosecurity and specifically POMV were not an issue, now that we know there is a problem the
plan should be adapted to take the new situation into account. Apparently we can't do this. I would
like to raise this concern in the letters or in another document whichever is most appropriate. I would
appreciate an advice how we can best approach this, if in the letters than I would like to add it or if we
need to write a separate document or a letter.

Otherwise I'm Ok with the letter as edited by Colin and replied to some comments in the text.

Best regards

Barbara

From: Barbara Nowak [mailto:bfnowak@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, 27 August 2018 05:33

To: Colin Buxton <colin.buxton@utas.edu.au>

Cc: Craig Midgley <ncmidg@bigpond.net.au>; Pheroze Jungalwalla <pherozej@gmail.com>; Scott,
Pamela (DoJ) <Pamela.Scott@planning.tas.gov.au>; Louise <louise@cherrieconsulting.com.au>;
Heather Chong <heather.qew@gmail.com>; Jock campbell@bigpond.com; Jarvis, David (DPIPWE)

<David.jarvis@dpipwe.tas.gov.au>
Subject: Re: Draft letters

Sorry for the late reply. What I meant was that since there is a new information on biosecurity risks
now which was not available when Storm Bay developments were planned we should apply this
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Appendix 1 — Conflicts of Interest disclosures

Discussion of Conflicts reflected in MFPRP Report:
Draft Amendment No.5 MFPRP Report, August 2018, Page 83

“At the public hearing, a representor queried whether Professor Barbara Nowak had a conflict of interest
arising from research funding received from Tassal Operations Pty Ltd listed on Professor Nowak’s University
of Tasmania research profile. Professor Nowak has declared that she supervises a Phd student who receives a
scholarship of $8,000 per year over three years (a total of $24,000). The scholarship is funded by Tassal
Operations Pty Ltd and is used by the student in their research into gill health in hatcheries. The Panel did not
consider this to be a conflict of interest.”

Pecuniary interests were disclosed at the commencement of our appointments. These were sent
separately and collated by Marine Branch staff. At this time we have no access to the collated
version. Our separate returns are provided below:

Conflict of Interest Register completed by Ms. Cherrie
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Marine Farming Planning Review Panel V-
1 Frandn Waal, Honad. 7003, Tazmania, Austaia

~

¥
Camrespovience 1 be addreszed o twe Eacculive OMcer, GPC Bow 44 Bakar, Tasmania 7004
Table 1: Declaration of MFPRF members’ pecuniary interests Im e
Member Interest deciared Declared Updated/On

My Craig Midgley 17 July 2014

Ms pamela Scolt

Ms Louise Cherrie

Mg Heather Chong

Mr Phavoze lspaabsals

19 judy 2

FProf Colin Buxton

Mr Jock Campbell Oct 201

ProfBarbara Nowak
Partner is employed by ¥CT

Marine Farming Plonning Act 1995 - SCHEDULE 2 - Membership of Panel

6. Disclosure of interests

{1} If 3 member has or acquires an interest that would confiict with the proper performance of the member's
duties in relation to & matter being considered or about ta be considerad by the Panel, the member must
disclose the naturs of that interest 3t a meeting of the Panal.

{2} A disdosure under subclausz (1) is to be recorded in the minutes of the meeting of the Pane! and the
mzmber, unless the Panel otherwise determinzs, must not —

{3} be present during any deliberation of the Panel with respect te that matter; or

{b) take parst in any deciston of the Panzl with respect to that matter.

{3} For the purpose of making a determination by the Panel under subclause (2] , 3 member who has a dirsct or
indirect pecuniary interast in the matter 10 which the disclosure relates must not take part in making the
determination.
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Conflict of Interest Register completed by Prof Nowak

Marine Farming Planning Review Panel ‘ﬁ‘ /
N 7

1 Franklin Wharf, Hobart, 7000, Tasmania, Austrafia >

Corraspondence 1o be addressad to the Executive Officer. GPO Box 44. Hebart, Tasmania, 7601 Tasmania

Table 1: Declaration of MFPRP members’ pecuniary interests

Member interest declared Declared
Updated/On
Mr Craig Midgley 19 July 2018
Ms Pamela Scout 3 0ct 2017
Ms Louise Cherrie 19 July 2018

Ms Heather Chong

Mr Pheroze Jungalwalla 19 July 2018

g
z
E
3

Prof Colin Buxton 19 July 2018
Mr Jock Campbell 3 0ct 2017
23 Jan 2018

] + Partner is employed by TCT

Prof Barbara Nowak Collaborative projectwith CSTRO on gl St
salmon receives $8000/year for 3 years towards PhD
student scholarship

Marine Farming Planning Act 1995 - SCHEDULE 2 - Membership of Panel

6. Disclosure of interests

(1) If a member has or acquires an interest that would conflict with the proper performance of the
member’'s duties in relation to a matter being considered or about to be considered by the Panel, the
member must disclose the nature of that interest at a meeting of the Panel.

(2) A disclosure under subclause (1) is to be recorded in the minutes of the meeting of the Panel and the
member, unless the Panel otherwise determines, must not -

(a) be present during any deliberation of the Panel with respect to that matter; or

(b} take partin any decision of the Panel with respect to that matter.

(3) For the purpose of making a determination by the Panel under subgiause (2}, 3 memberwho hasa
direct or indirect pecuniary interest in the matter to which the disclosure relates must not take partin
making the determination.

Continued over

Update to pecuniary interest register by Prof Nowak

From: Barbara Nowak [mailto:bfnowak@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, 8 August 2018 8:40 AM

To: Jarvis, David (DPIPWE) <David.Jarvis@dpipwe.tas.gov.au>
Subject: pecuniary interest
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Dave,
i would like to update my pecuniary interests, please see below
Best regards

Barbara

D) S NI BTN @ 2IB), currently we are collaborating on [Bi{eA @y @b VN IS SPYN@IRPY nd catch
up for coffee or a drink when we are both in Hobart.

From: Jarvis, David (DPIPWE) <David.Jarvis@dpipwe.tas.gov.au>
Date: Wed, Aug 8, 2018 at 9:15 AM

Subject: RE: pecuniary interest
To: Barbara Nowak <bfnowak@gmail.com>

Thanks Barbara, | have recorded in the Register as below.

Professional working relationship with NENGISSNSBENSIRES; for over 15 years

NPV aepYN@ i 2B] - we have known each other for over 15 years and worked together on jdeAjSegy
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