Glenelg Shire Council
Planning
Re: Yumbah Aquaculture proposed development
I write on behalf of
advocates for the conservation of natural and cultural heritage and
members consider that they will be affected by this proposed development.
1. The site of the proposed development is located in the area of the Henty’s first
outstation which extended from the Portland Bay settlement (Portland City) to the Surrey
River. Development may have initially included shepherds huts, sheep washes and brush
fencing. After the survey and sale of Crown lands the Henty’s purchased their holdings
along the foreshore Lots 10 – 21 Section ? from Maretimo Estate to the west of the
Narrawong Township. It is believed that the Henty’s developed their holding on or near
the proposed site and further to the east at the site known as the Convincing Grounds.
At both places remnant structures believed to date from the mid 19 Century are extant.
Among the group of buildings in the centre of the proposed site is an early stone building
known locally as the “Meat House”.
19 Century farm buildings are now considered rare and an assessment of this structure
would certainly provide evidence (construction methods, materials, condition, former and
current use, etc.) for a statement of significance to be produced.
Photographic and historic evidence illustrate and describe the improvements which
existed on the proposed site in the 19 Century.
From a report “Excursions from Portland” ( Argus 22 Nov 1884) the Vagabond describes
the improvements made by the Henty’s when he drove down along the cliff road on to the
beach – “we drive along firm, sands…inland are paddocks fenced with post and rail and
wire. And such wire! It is half an inch thick. The Henty’s did everything in a solid,
substantial, English manner…”
The planning report submitted by the applicant gives no consideration to the potential of
the proposed site containing standing structures of heritage significance or the potential
of the site to reveal archaeological evidence of early farming activity and practice in the
first permanent European settlement in Victoria.
Although personal contact, following the public consultations, with the manager Tim
Rudge, gave an indication that an archaeological survey of the site including the extant
structures would be undertaken. However an archaeological survey does not generally
include the assessment of standing structures, such as the “Meat House”.
Members recommend that the Meat House and any other 19 Century structures on the
proposed site be assessed for their heritage significance as part of the planning permit
determination process.
2. The Dutton Way foreshore which extends, from the Maretimo cliff in the west, as far
as the eye can see the east, the low form of numerous sand dune running parallel, within
which marshes form and flow in the winter months, with a back drop of hills rising
steeply to the west create a cultural landscape admired and valued by many, including the
residents of Dutton Way, Portland and visitors. The Rural Residential Zone with its mix

of low density dwellings outside the ‘village’, and farming and agricultural use appears to
maintain the visual amenity and aesthetic values of this rural coastal landscape, providing
great appeal to many. The Dutton Way is considered by many locals and visitors alike to
be one of Portland’s prime attractions, particularly since the sand bypass process is again
replenishing Dutton Way’s beaches.
Members are of the opinion that the proposed site is inappropriate for such a large scale
industry and are of the view that the proposed development would have a detrimental
impact on the natural and visual values of the Dutton Way coastal landscape and the
activities and amenity of the many residents and visitors who use this area for residential
and visitor accommodation and various recreational activities.
For the above reasons members of the
that the proposed site is inappropriate for such a development.
Members thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Kind Regards

are of the view
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To:
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P18147
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I wish to offer my support to the proposed abalone farm at duton way. It will create jobs
and and a huge economic benift to the community. Appart from the jobs and
infrastructure it will benefit the community as a whole and stregthen the entire structure
of the business community of Portland. It will improve more lives and give the south
West a promminant outlook for the future.i feel personally it will improve more than it will
degenerate..

Mr Matt Berry
Planning Manager
Planning Department
Glenelg Shire Council
PO Box 152
PORTLAND VIC 3305
By email: planning@glenelg.vic.gov.au

Mr Richard Hook
Team Leader – Approvals
EPA Victoria
GPO Box 4395
MELBOURNE VIC 3001
By email:
works.approval@epa.vic.gov.au

30 November 2018
Our Ref: 180064

Dear Sirs
Port of Portland – Yumbah Aquaculture Proposed Abalone Farm, Portland
Objection to Planning Permit Application #P18147 and Works Approval Application #1003316
We act for the
We are writing to both the Council and the EPA to lodge a formal objection on
•
•

behalf to both:

Planning Application #P18147; and
Works Approval application #1003316.

These applications have been lodged by
in relation to the
proposed development of an aquaculture facility for an abalone farm and other facilities including a
hatchery, nursery, grow-out tanks and outlets for the discharge of treated water (‘Abalone Project’) at
315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra (‘Site’).
has both planning and technical concerns with the Abalone Project. Those objections are set out
in the attached letters from:

Both letters speak for themselves and set out clearly
grounds for objection. As such, we do
not need to repeat those objections in this letter. Suffice to say that
is not by any means ‘antidevelopment’ and at a high level the new aquaculture development is encouraged as part of positive
regional development for that region and Victoria in general.

Planning Department – Glenelg Shire Council

30 November 2018

However, there are genuine concerns that the potential interaction between the Abalone Project and the
current sand by-passing operations and Channel works (and future Channel works or dredging for a
new Berth 7) have not been considered by the Applicant in the documentation that was on exhibition.
Subsequent discussions with the Applicant have indicated that the work has not been undertaken in any
detail nor that documentation is available. Certainly, these risks are not identified in the risk matrix for
the Project.
As such the potential for issues to arise in the future exists.

Furthermore, any pressure in future by
sand bypassing operations may have
impacts on the environment at Dutton Way and its good citizens. The Department may recall that it
was concerns about the degradation of the beach and coastline in that area which led to the sand
bypassing operations. We all owe it to the environment and the residents in that area to ensure that
those sand bypassing operations can continue unfettered by the Proposed Project.
We have already been engaging with
in relation to our concerns and have agreed to provide
information they need to respond to some of those concerns with the preparation of a hydrodynamic
model.
If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me by email at first instance on

30 November 2018
Our reference: 2018.732

Statutory Planning
Glenelg Shire Council
PO Box 152
Portland 3305
Via Email: planning@glenelg.vic.gov.au
Dear Sir/Madam,
Re:

Objection to Planning Application No. P18147 | 315 Dutton Way Bolwarra (Yumbah Aquaculture)

to undertake a
planning assessment of the proposed use and development of the land for an aquaculture facility. Whilst the proposal
would generate a number of economic benefits to the area, it raises a number of planning related issues and
concerns.
The following sets out an overview of the planning context of the site and surrounds, the proposal as it has been
advertised, our objection to the proposed use and development and the reasons why we are of the opinion that it
should not be supported.
The planning context
The Planning Scheme sets out a range of policies at State and local level, controls and requirements, which together,
seek to ensure economic, social and environmental considerations are balanced and planning decisions are made in
the interest of net community benefit and sustainable development.
There are a number of policies which are relevant to the consideration of the merits of this proposal, including those
regarding the protection of environmental and landscape values (Clause 12), in particular Coastal Areas at Clause
12.02 which seeks, amongst other things to:
 To conserve, enhance and protect coastal areas and ensure sustainable use of natural coastal resources;
 Provide clear direction for the future sustainable use of the coast, including tourism, conservation, commerce in
appropriate areas;
 Protect and maintain areas of environmental significance;
 Ensure development on the coast is sensitively designed and sited and respectful of the character of coastal
settlements; and
 Achieves development on coastal crown land which provides an economic, social and environmental balance.
Further, Clause 13.01-2S of the Glenelg Planning Scheme sets out State level policy to plan for the potential coastal
impacts of climate change, including planning for sea level rise of not less than 0.8 metres by 2100 and avoiding
development in identified coastal hazard areas susceptible to coastal inundation. Clause 13.07-1S (Land use
compatibility) seeks to ensure the compatibility of a use or development as appropriate to the land use functions and
character of the area.
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Other policies at State level include the protection of productive agricultural land, economic development, tourism,
coastal and maritime tourism and recreation and supporting the
as a national and
international gateway for exports.
These policies are reinforced and implemented through local planning policies and the land use zoning regime and
overlay controls.
The Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS) reinforces the importance of agriculture to the area, as well as protecting
coastal landscapes, improving the presentation of the Shire and entry into townships etc, particularly its coastal and
rural landscape assets, which are important for the promotion and marketing of lifestyles for residents and the tourism
industry.
The MSS recognises the importance of protecting coastal areas as a significant environmental resource but also
protecting the landscape setting and character from inappropriate coastal development which prejudices its long term
environmental and landscape significance.
We note the subject site is in the Rural Living Zone, and works are also proposed to be undertaken (pipeline
construction) on Crown land in the Public Park and Recreation Zone (foreshore). The foreshore area in the PPRZ is also
affected by Schedule 1 to the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO1: Coastal Areas). The purpose and objectives
of these provisions are explored below.
The proposal
It is our understanding that a planning permit is being sought to use and development the subject site for an
aquaculture facility under the Rural Living Zone and the Public Park and Recreation Zone (PPRZ). In addition, approval is
sought to:
 Construct a building within 100 metres from a waterway under the Rural Living Zone (RLZ);
 Buildings and works associated with the installation of the pipeline easements within the Environmental
Significance Overlay (ESO1);
 Provision of car parking under Clause 52.06 of the Planning Scheme;
 Removal of native vegetation under Clause 52.17 (Native Vegetation); and
 Alteration of access to a Road Zone Category 1.
Our objection
On behalf of our client, we object to the granting of the permit on the following key grounds:
 The proposed use and development is not compatible with the purpose of the Rural Living Zone and does not
accord with the Decision Guidelines of Clause 35.03 of the Glenelg Planning Scheme;
 The proposed works within the Public Park and Recreation Zone (PPRZ) do not adequately address the
environmental sensitivity of the coastal environment and thus does not accord with the purpose of the zone nor
the environmental objectives of ESO1 (Coastal Areas);
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 The proposed use and development will adversely affect the amenity of the area, including the potential impact on
the quality of the Dutton Way foreshore.
These objections are further detailed as follows.
1. The Rural Living Zone
DELWP’s Planning Practice Note: Applying the Rural Zones (June 2015) sets out the purpose and features of each rural
zone and how they should be implemented. The suite of rural zones recognise (amongst other things) the importance
of farming as an industry and the protection of productive agricultural land, discourages ad hoc and incompatible use
and development and recognises that rural areas are places where people live and work.
There are a number of zones in the rural zone suite which apply to rural land in Glenelg, namely the Farming Zone,
Rural Activity, Rural Conservation and Rural Living Zones.
As noted in the Planning Practice Note, the Farming zone is “a zone that is strongly focussed on protecting and
promoting farming and agriculture” whilst the Rural Activity Zone is a mixed rural zone that caters for farming as well
as other compatible land uses. The Rural Conservation Zone caters for rural areas which have particular environmental
values.
The underlying purpose of the Rural Living Zone differs to the other rural land use zones (in the full suite of rural zones)
in that it is the only one which caters for residential use in a rural setting, noting (amongst other purposes) it seeks:
“To provide for residential use in a rural environment
To provide for agricultural land uses which do not adversely affect the amenity of surrounding land uses.”
The Planning Practice Note goes on to state that:
“All of the zones provide for the use of land for agriculture; however while it is implicit in the purpose of the Farming
Zone, Rural Activity Zone, Green Wedge Zone and Green Wedge A Zone that farming will be a primary land use
activity, in the Rural Conservation Zone and Rural Living Zone, farming is subordinate to other land uses or the
environmental values of the land.” (writer’s emphasis)
The emphasis on residential land use in the Rural Living Zone is not only reflected in the name of the zone itself, but
also in the minimum lot size of 4 hectares for new subdivision. This smaller lot size requirement implies that the area is
not valued for its agricultural productivity. Rather, its rural environment and landscape, providing a lifestyle choice to
residents. This compares to the minimum lot size of 40 hectares in the Farming Zone, clearly intended to protect and
provide for productive agricultural uses.
The Practice Note offers a useful explanation of the Rural Living Zone, in that it caters for lots in a rural setting that are
large enough to accommodate a dwelling and a farming use. The dwelling does not have to be associated with a
farming use on the land but it is likely that a farming use is undertaken, although for reasons other than to provide a
primary or significant source of household income. It is anticipated that residents in the Rural Living Zone will have a
reasonable expectation that their amenity will be protected and a wider range of commercial and tourism uses may be
considered.
According to the Practice Note, the Rural Living Zone is designed to be applied to areas where:
 “The rural land has a mainly residential function;
 Farming may take place on the land but this is subordinate to the residential use;

 Residents require certainty about the residential amenity of the area and are protected from potentially incompatible
land uses;
 Farming is of a nature or scale that will not conflict with housing; and
 Residents will have access to most of the normal services and infrastructure provided in urban areas.”
The basis and purpose of the Rural Living Zone, and it’s distinction from other rural zones is reinforced in the Shire of
Glenelg’s Rural Land Use Strategy (Draft March 2018). The Strategy, which sets out the Council’s strategic vision and
objectives for farming and rural land use excludes land in the Rural Living Zone. The Strategy focusses on land in the
Farming and Rural Conservations Zones, thus acknowledging that it does not consider the Rural Living Zone to be a
true farming zone or one where agricultural activities should be protected and encouraged.
The Strategy considers rural living and notes there is no support for any further rezoning of Farming and Rural
Conservation Zone land to the Rural Living Zone, particularly in the Portland area, because there is between 23 and 27
years of supply of rural living land, mostly in the Portland region (pg7). We note the Strategy seeks to support
commercial agriculture, forestry and aquaculture and associated rural industries but as noted, this does not relate to
the Rural Living Zone.
The proposed use of the land for aquaculture and the significant scale of development (occupies 63 hectares of land)
raises a fundamental issue regarding the compatibility of the proposed use and the significant scale of development,
with the purpose of the Rural Living Zone. The massive scale of the proposed development and use is clearly at odds
with the primary purpose of the Rural Living Zone and the decision guidelines at Clause 35.03-5 for many reasons,
including:
 At the proposed scale of development and occupying 63 hectares of land (compared to adjoining and nearby
smaller rural residential lots and the minimum lot size of 4 hectares for subdivision) it cannot be considered as
subordinate to the residential use of land in the area;
 The proposal seeks to introduce a significant agricultural industry on land anticipated to be used for rural living and
thus does not accord with the purpose of the zone or the expectations of residents in the area;
 The sheer scale of development and infrastructure required will significantly alter the appearance and character of
an area which has been set aside primarily for residential living in a rural like environment and thus inconsistent
with the design and siting issues raised in the Decision Guidelines;
 Approval of such a significant agricultural land use and development has the potential to undermine the future of
the Rural Living Zone in the Portland area, and permanently remove a large portion of the supply of lots in the Rural
Living Zone (a maximum 15 lots over 63 hectares) for residential purposes;
 Approval of the proposed use and development on a significant area of Rural Living zoned land has the potential to
undermine the strategic planning directions and policies for protecting agricultural land in the Draft Rural Land Use
Strategy as it significantly reduces the supply of rural living land, thus potentially increasing pressure for rezoning
land in key areas of agricultural productivity; and
 The significant scale of development is not compatible with the rural residential amenity of the area.
In summary, the proposed use and development, whilst providing a significant economic benefit to the region, is not
compatible with the purpose of the Rural Living Zone and will undermine the strategic planning imperatives for the
area. In short, the planning context for the site indicates it is the wrong location for the proposed development and
use.
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2. Public Park and Recreation Zone (PPRZ) and Environmental Significant Overlay (ESO1)
We note the proposed development includes works on public land (the foreshore), specifically the drilling or trenching
of pipelines to and from the ocean and the site. However, it is unclear from the documentation whether or not it is
feasible or not to drill underground. Further, it is unclear whether or not the proposal has adequately considered the
impact of drilling activity on the stability of the foreshore environment, natural coastal processes and existing
vegetation in the area. If drilling is not feasible, the application indicates trenching will occur.
The Planning Policy Framework (including the local level policies) noted above clearly seek to ensure the environmental
values of coastal areas is protected and intrusive development avoided. The purpose of the PPRZ is to both recognise
areas for public recreation and open space, and to also protect and conserve areas of significance where appropriate.
Commercial uses may be considered where appropriate.
The public land in the PPRZ is also affected by an Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO). The purpose of the ESO is
to identify areas where development may be affected by environmental constraints and to ensure new development is
responsive and sensitive to identified environmental values.
The Statement of Significance for Schedule 1 to the ESO (ESO1: Coastal Areas) notes:
“The Shire’s coastline is a significant environmental resource and long term public asset which should not be
compromised by inappropriate development. Coastal environments must be protected especially features of
ecological, geological, geomorphological, cultural and historic significance.”
The proposed buildings and works to install pipelines connecting the proposed aquaculture facility and the ocean has
not sought to address the environmental significance of the area nor identify the range of potential impacts and how
they will be minimised. In particular, the documentation lacks clarity as to the feasibility of underground drilling, noting
that trenching would be used if underground drilling is not viable. It makes no notable reference to the extent of works
required for trenching nor identify the impacts on the foreshore environment, particularly the loss of vegetation and
potential destabilisation of the sandy soils.
Given the policy imperatives to protect the environmental values of our coastal areas and the requirements and
objectives of ESO1, in our opinion the assessment of the impact of underground drilling and in particular, trenching
works, on the foreshore and the potential loss of vegetation is grossly inadequate and unacceptable. The potential
impact of trenching on the stability of the coastal area and the loss of vegetation could be disastrous to the long term
health of the foreshore environment.
In addition, the proposed use and development has not raised or considered the potential impact of coastal inundation
from climate change on the long term operation of the facility. Any new development in low lying coastal areas must,
in accordance with strategic planning policy, plan for sea level rise. It is unclear how this proposal has considered and
addressed this issue.
Accordingly, in our opinion, the proposed works within the PPRZ do not adequately address its impacts on the
environmental sensitivity of the coastal environment and thus does not accord with the purpose of the zone nor the
environmental objectives of ESO1 (Coastal Areas).
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4. Amenity impacts
The enormous scale, siting and design of the proposed aquaculture facility, and its ongoing operation has the potential
to impact on the amenity of the area and its residents in a number of ways. In summary, these amenity impacts
include:
 The significant change in the rural character and appearance of the area from rural living to more intensive farming
activities, which does not align with the expectation that the area will be primarily developed for rural residential
living with potentially small scale farming activities as provided for in the Rural Living Zone;
 A significant change to the ‘liveability’ of the area given the appearance of the proposed development which is
more akin to a significantly large scale industrial use and development, and well beyond the reasonable
expectations of residents in the area;
 The potential impact on the quality of the Dutton Way foreshore from the proposed works and potential loss of
vegetation;
 In the long term, potential ceasing or modification to sand bypassing activities and consequent loss to the quality
of the Dutton Way foreshore;
 Noise from the operations of the aquaculture facility, including night time noise where background noise levels are
very low;
 Odour from the proposed use; and
 And light spill if night time lighting is required for security purposes.
It is on these grounds raised above that we believe the application in its current form, should be refused.
If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at
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Planning Department
Glenelg Shire Council
PO Box 152
PORTLAND VIC 3305
By email: planning@glenelg.vic.gov.au

EPA Victoria
30 November 2018
GPO Box 4395
MELBOURNE VIC 3001
By email:
works.approval@epa.vic.gov.au

Dear Sir/Madam
– Yumbah Aquaculture Proposed Abalone Farm, Portland
Objection to Planning Permit Application #P18147 and Works Approval Application
#1003316
We are writing in relation to Planning Application #P18147 and Works Approval application
#1003316 lodged by Yumbah Aquaculture Limited (‘Yumbah’) in relation to a proposal to
develop an aquaculture facility for an abalone farm and other facilities including a hatchery,
nursery, grow-out tanks and outlets for the discharge of treated water (‘Proposed
Development’) at 315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra (‘Site’).
has been engaged by
to provide advice on
whether the potential exists for the Abalone Project to be adversely impacted by the turbidity
and other related issues created by the operations of the
Those operations include:
•
•

the current sand bypassing works which
undertakes under Agreement with the
State; and
possible future dredging works or works in the Portland Harbour that require movement of
sand and sediment. I am advised that this could include a new Berth 7 or general works
the Port is required to under their Channel Operating Agreement.

The bottom line is that these activities, particularly shifting sand (which is an existing activity)
have the potential to create plumes of suspended sediment which could impact on the abalone
operations and these impacts have not been considered in the documents presented by the
Applicant.
and have considerable experience in
environmental monitoring and impact assessments. My concerns in particular are as follows:

30 November 2018

1.

Yumbah considered high turbidity levels, potentially arising from a Port dredging project
in Smith Bay in South Australia, to be a significant risk to their abalone farm. See attached
report by Dr Paul McShane.

2.

The Executive Summary of that Smith Bay report states that:
"The greatest known detrimental impact on the marine environment of Smith Bay and
Yumbah Aquaculture’s operation comes from the acute and chronic sediment loads in
Smith Bay as a consequence of dredging to locate and maintain the wharf."

3.

However, the Planning Permit application and Works Approval application makes no
mention of the sand pumping conducted in the area by
(or through their future
operations and dredging) as being potential risks that have been assessed and
considered by the Applicant. The risk register at Appendix K of the Application also
makes no mention of the issue.

4.

Records provided by
show that their commitment is to pump 50,000 m3 of sand
per annum, but at times they have pumped larger quantities, up to 250,000 m3 over 12
months. Documents cited by Dr McShane support this view that abalone are susceptible
to some level suspended sediment. Irrespective of this level, the Australian and New
Zealand Environment and Conservation Council (‘ANZECC’) & Agriculture and Resource
Management Council of Australia and New Zealand (‘ARMCANZ’) 2000 water quality
guidelines provide a threshold for the protection of aquaculture from suspended
sediments of 10 mg/L.

5.

The water quality data provided as Appendix G of the Works Approval application
suggests that this threshold is already exceeded some of the time. The extent to which
the pumped sediment (or other sediment resulting from
maintenance operations)
would increase the frequency of exceedance of this threshold has not been assessed in
the Works Approval application.

6.

has engaged with
and raised these concerns. At this
preliminary stage of enquiry, Yumbah has provided assurance that
sand
bypassing obligations will not have any effect on the proposed intake pipelines to the
Abalone Project. However, their advice is qualitative in nature and they have produced
no modelling to support those conclusions.

7.

Yumbah needs to undertake at a minimum a hydrodynamic modelling assessment that
considers all of the potential port operations (sand bypassing, dredging, new Berth 7,
works required by the State under the Channel Operating Agreement etc).

Without these data being provided by the Applicant in relation to the Proposed Project we
remain concerned about the potential for impacts on both
operations and the
Proposed Project.

30 November 2018

If you have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

IMPACTS OF A PROPOSED WHARF
DEVELOPMENT ON THE MARINE
ENVIRONMENT AND AN EXISTING
ABALONE AQUACULTURE FACILITY
Smith Bay, Kangaroo Island, South Australia

DR PAUL MCSHANE
Global Marine Resource Management Pty Ltd.
APRIL 2017
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Disclaimer

The author does not accept any form of liability, be it contractual, tortious, or otherwise,
for the contents of this document or for any consequences arising from its use or any
reliance placed upon it. The information, opinions and advice contained in this document
may not relate, or be relevant, to a reader’s particular circumstances.

Dr Paul McShane
© Global Marine Resource Management Pty Ltd
All rights reserved
Impacts of proposed wharf development on the marine environment and an existing
abalone aquaculture facility Smith Bay, Kangaroo Island, South Australia, April 2017.

www.globalmarineresourcemanagement.com.au
Photo credit: Peter Corbett, Powerhouse Productions
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposed construction and
operation of a wharf/port facility by
Kangaroo Island Plantation Timbers
(ASX:KPT) at Smith Bay on the north
coast of Kangaroo Island is:
•

incompatible with the South Australian
Government’s development guidelines
applicable to a designated Coastal
Conservation Zone

•

an overwhelming threat to an existing
and long-established abalone aquaculture
operation owned by Yumbah Aquaculture
in close proximity to the proposed wharf

There are many hazards arising from this
proposal. While our focus in this report is
providing evidence-based advice to Yumbah
Aquaculture on the ramifications of this
proposal on its Smith Bay aquaculture
operation, inevitably we give some
consideration to the wider ecosystem threats
the KPT wharf presents.
The greatest known detrimental impact on the
marine environment of Smith Bay and Yumbah
Aquaculture’s operation comes from the acute
and chronic sediment loads in Smith Bay as
a consequence of dredging to locate and
maintain the wharf.
The shallow coastal bathymetry of Smith Bay
will necessitate the massive excavation of
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coastal substrate with concomitant sediment
loads in the nearshore coastal environment.
Should the development proceed, the
management of large bulk carriers (initially
reported by KPT at 30,000 dwt) in a shallow
coastal embayment will cause unacceptably
high sediment loads and risk the introduction
of exotic and/or harmful organisms to the
Smith Bay ecosystem.
The proximity of the proposed wharf facility
and the seawater intake of the Yumbah
Aquaculture facility presents an unacceptable
risk to the viable operation of the abalone farm
that cannot be effectively mitigated either
during construction or continuing operation.
High sediment loads are lethal to abalone
(Haliotis spp.). The increased concentration
of suspended solids in nearshore waters
will attenuate light (particularly blue light)
important in the maintenance of beneficial
flora (particularly diatoms).
This will have a substantial adverse impact
on the commercial viability of Yumbah
Aquaculture’s abalone farm, its substantial
workforce, and the capability embedded in
its expert operation, part of a wider network
of aquaculture interests in South Australia,
Victoria and Tasmania.
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INTRODUCTION

At the request of Yumbah Aquaculture
the Smith Bay site was inspected in early
April 2017.
We also viewed other coastal sites at Kangaroo
Island that may be part of the consideration set
for a wharf of this scale.
This included Ballast Head, further to the
east of Smith Bay, which has long been
considered the most viable wharf site on
the island but has fallen out of consideration
by the Smith Bay proponent.
Yumbah Aquaculture made available all
requested documentation applicable to the
operation of its aquaculture facility, and all
currently available public information about
the proposed construction and development
at Smith Bay.
Kangaroo Island Plantation Timbers (ASX:
KPT) proposes to develop a log or chip export
facility, including a deepwater wharf at Smith
Bay capable of accommodating large bulk
carriers (www.kipt.com.au).
The proposed wharf is less than 500 metres
from Yumbah Aquaculture1 and is within
a designated Coastal Conservation Zone
(Department of Planning, Transport and
Infrastructure 2015).
The limited documentation available from KPT
includes Figure 1, which clearly illustrates the
scale of its proposal, with 30,000 tonne bulk
carriers mooring and manoeuvring about 300
metres from seawater intake pipes used by
Yumbah Aquaculture as outlined in Figure 2.

These seawater intake pipes are located within
180–225 metres of the shoreline in about eight
metres of water.
The South Australian Government has a spatial
planning process applicable to development
of marine and coastal resources (including
land-based operations which impinge on
coastal ecosystems).
Planning for development is managed through
the Department of Planning, Transport
and Infrastructure and the Department of
Environment, Water, and Natural Resources.
Aquaculture is also managed through Primary
Industry and Resources South Australia.
The South Australian Government’s position
on marine resources remains:
The establishment of coastal zones is the best
way to ensure that:

•

Sensitive coastal features are protected
from the adverse impacts of development;

•

Development is not placed in areas at risk
of coastal hazards; and

•

Relevant development applications are
referred to the Coast Protection Board and
unnecessary referrals are avoided.2

There are obvious engineering challenges
associated with the construction and operation
of a wharf facility accommodating large bulk
carriers in a shallow coastal embayment such
as Smith Bay, with depths within the proposed
development of about eight metres, dependent
on tide which is nearly two metres.

Distance calculated from scale drawing (site plan 16/03/2016) published by Kangaroo Island Plantation Timbers November 2016.

1

Coastal Planning Information Package. A guide to coastal development assessment and planning policy 2013. Department of
Environment, Water and Natural Resources, Government of South Australia.

2
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Figure 1. Proposed Floating Wharf – General Arrangement Smith Bay Kangaroo Island

The proposed development appears incompatible with the
South Australian Government’s own planning process:

those capitalising on the Island’s ‘clean and green’ food and
wine image and that enrich visitor experiences.3

The forestry industry on Kangaroo Island consists of blue gum
and pine plantations and there is potential for the industry
to continue to contribute to the Island’s economy. However,
further expansion of forestry plantations on the Island is not
encouraged so as to ensure land is available on a continuous
basis for a full range of other primary industries, particularly

Coastal Conservation Zone: includes undeveloped and
natural parts of the coast that include sensitive coastal
features and land subject to coastal processes. The role of
this zone is to safeguard areas of environmental significance
on the coast and to protect development from coastal
hazards, such as flooding, erosion and acid sulphate soils.4

Kangaroo Island Council Development Plan (2013). SA Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure. http://www.dpti.
sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/249975/Kangaroo_Island_Council_Development_Plan.pdf

3

Coastal Planning Information Package. A guide to coastal development assessment and planning policy 2013. Department of
Environment, Water and Natural Resources, Government of South Australia.

4 

9

There are many hazards associated with the
construction and operation of such a wharf
in this setting. These include noise, dust,
vibration, and harm to listed species (under
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act) (Australian Government
2016). Of note is the risk to syngnathids
(pipefish and seahorses) common in Smith Bay.
Notwithstanding these identified hazards,
substantially increased sediment load in
Smith Bay arising from the construction and
operation of the proposed wharf will make the
continuing commercial operation of Yumbah
Aquaculture unviable.

10

From an objective risk management
perspective that factors the high likelihood
(of increased sediment loads) with the severe
consequence (mortality and/or retarded
growth of abalone), the proponent presents an
unacceptable risk to commercial-scale abalone
aquaculture, and indeed any commercial
venture or recreational value that relies on the
consistency of water quality that Smith Bay
currently offers.

SEDIMENT IMPACTS

Extensive excavation of the seabed to
provide for shipping access will create
extraordinarily high sediment loads in
Smith Bay.
The prevailing nearshore currents in Smith Bay
flow from west to east (Kinloch 2005). Thus,
suspended sediment from excavation and
ongoing required maintenance dredging will
flow towards the Yumbah Aquaculture facility
and its business-critical seawater intake.
Sediment is typically separated into sand and
silt fractions (Blott and Pye 2012). Depending
on grain size, sand rapidly settles in coastal
habitat with decreased water velocity (Thomas
and Ridd 2004, Blott and Pye 2012). Finer
particles including silt (< 63 µm grain size)
and, particularly, clay particles (< 2 µm) remain
suspended in coastal waters with chronic
disturbance such as ship manoeuvring and
maintenance dredging.
Clay particles bind with minerals, metals and
organic substances, including toxicants and
other pollutants (Gibbs 1977). Suspended
solids in coastal waters attenuate or diminish
light. Clay particles are particularly effective in
absorbing blue light (400–500 nm wavelength)
which is important in photosynthesis
and in primary productivity (Prieur and
Sathyendranath 1981).
Accordingly, high concentrations of suspended
solids in coastal waters demonstrably affect
plant growth (Bray 2008).

(Moore 1977, Zweig et al. 1999), and decrease
primary productivity in coastal ecosystems
(e.g. Hickman et al. 1984).
Suspended solids include suspended organic
and humic acids, and suspended silt and clay
particles.
Abalone, notably the greenlip abalone (Haliotis
laevigata) farmed at Yumbah Aquaculture,
inhabit clean free-flowing coastal waters
(Shepherd 1973) and are not adapted to high
sediment loads.
High concentrations of suspended solids
are lethal to abalone (e.g. Sainsbury 1982).
Suspended solid levels less than 10 mg/l
are prescribed under the national guidelines
for the protection of aquaculture species
(Australian and New Zealand Environment and
Conservation Council 2000).
The early life stages of abalone are particularly
vulnerable to sediment deposition (Sainsbury
1982, McShane 1992, Phillips and Shima 2006)
as are other marine animals (Moore 1977,
Pechenik 1987).
Extraordinary mass mortality of abalone at
Yumbah Aquaculture has been associated with
storm-induced high sediment load in Smith Bay
in 20165. Accordingly, the acute and chronic
impacts of wharf construction and operation
would have serious consequences for farmed
abalone.

Similarly, high sediment loads in nearshore
waters cause mortality in marine animals

5

Post mortem report to KIAB, Case 20170104 Abalone Mucus Study Dr Richmond Loh 21 March 2017
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Figure 2. Proposed port development relative to Yumbah Aquaculture seawater intake. Yumbah Aquaculture’s onshore facility is black, at lower right.

YUMBAH AQUACULTURE OPERATIONAL ISSUES

Yumbah Aquaculture produces about 160 tonnes
of abalone (Haliotis laevigata) onshore at Smith
Bay each year.

Under the current production model, seawater is
pumped at about 2000 l/sec from a depth of seven to
eight metres via 15 intake pipes situated between 180
and 225 metres offshore.

Given barely tapped global demand for abalone, and
a breeding program that virtually guarantees Yumbah
quality and quantity to local and global markets, until
KPT’s proposal became public, the company had the
confidence to invest in substantial expansion and
increased production at Smith Bay.

The aquaculture facility is located about eight metres
above sea level, some 50 metres from the shoreline
at Smith Bay. Abalone are farmed from Yumbah
Aquaculture broodstock, selected for favourable
aquaculture traits.
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Following induced spawning and fertilisation,
non-feeding larvae of abalone are reared and
then settled on pre-conditioned plastic plates.
Abalone larvae are reared in filtered (< 1 µm),
UV-sterilised seawater.
Post-settlement individuals are reared on
plastic plates in 50 µm filtered seawater.
Filtration is applied to protect vulnerable
early life stages from bacterial contamination
(larvae) and to maintain a flora of beneficial
microalgae (particularly diatoms) to feed postsettlement abalone.
When the juvenile abalone reach a size of
about 15 mm shell length, they are transferred
to grow-out tanks.
Grow-out tanks provide for large-scale rearing
of abalone (to commercial size) and consume
most of the seawater collected from Smith
Bay. They feature high water flow of unfiltered

seawater in shallow tanks to minimise harmful
temperature variation, maintain adequate
oxygen concentration, and optimise growth
and food conversion.
During grow out, generally about two years,
abalone feed on dried food in pellet form
and an established natural flora of benthic
diatoms (e.g. Navicula spp.) and other benthic
phytoplankton (e.g. Ulvella spp).
The maintenance of a beneficial phytoplankton
community in the grow-out tanks is promoted
through access to the natural diatom community
of Smith Bay, under two layers of shade cloth
to prevent undesirable algal growth and water
flow to maintain optimal temperature, waste
disposal, and a high oxygen concentration.
Seawater is returned to Smith Bay via a
settlement tank 6.

EPA tests reveal that seawater effluent from the Yumbah Aquaculture facility has equivalent or superior water quality (nutrients,
suspended solids, bacteria) to coastal waters.

6
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SPECIFIC IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED
WHARF ON YUMBAH AQUACULTURE

CONSTRUCTION
Based on evidence and observation, our
opinion is that the shallow bathymetry of
Smith Bay renders the site unsuitable for
a port capable of safely accommodating
bulk carriers which typically require
operating depths of at least 13 metres.
This means massive extraction of sediment
equivalent to at least three metres depth over
large areas of Smith Bay, estimated by the
proponent as possibly requiring the dredging
of more than 57 000 cubic metres from the
sea floor.
Sediment extraction will introduce heavy
sediment loads including silt/clay fractions
which will remain in suspension for days
(Thomas and Ridd 2004, Blott and Pye 2012).
Negatively-charged clay particles will bind
any toxicants including any Persistent Organic
Pollutants (POPs) present in extracted
sediments (e.g. Haynes et al. 2000).
In any case, high concentrations of suspended
solids will enter the Yumbah Aquaculture
facility via its adjacent intake pipes. Suspended
clay particles will not be excluded by the
available filters, detrimentally affecting rearing
and settlement of larval abalone.
The suspension of sediment particles
in the nearshore environment will cause
significant light attenuation, particularly
the blue light (400–500 nm wavelength)
important in photosynthesis.
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Unlike some other microalgae, diatoms lack
accessory pigments that can effectively
harvest other spectra of photosynthetically
active radiation (PAR) (e.g. green light).
Thus, diatoms cannot grow or survive in the
absence of blue light (Vesk and Jeffrey 1977,
Humphrey 1983).
The maintenance of beneficial microflora
necessary to support grow out of abalone will
thus be detrimentally affected.

OPERATION
Maintenance dredging will be
required to ensure continuing safe
access by bulk carriers.
Reduced water velocities in access channels
will accumulate fine sediments (silt clay).
These fine sediments will be resuspended
through vessel manoeuvring and through
occasional storms.
Environmental impacts of dredging are well
documented (Essink 1999, Bolam and Rees
2003, Bray 2008). In addition to the direct
impacts of sedimentation summarised above,
ship traffic presents other hazards, including
the introduction of harmful exotic species from
biofouling of ship hulls or from ballast water.
Such impacts are well documented (e.g.
Baldwin 1992, Hallagraeff 1998, Bax et al.
2003, Endresen et al. 2004) and specified
for the Kangaroo Island coastal and marine
ecosystems (Kinloch 2005).

15
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CONCLUSION

From our informed and evidentiary
perspective it is clear the proposed
deepwater wharf facility at Smith Bay is
incompatible with both South Australia
Government development guidelines
and the existing, long-established
aquaculture business at Smith Bay.
Should the wharf proceed, it will have the
contradictory impact of removing a beneficial
use (a sustainable aquaculture business)

from Smith Bay with a far less beneficial use
(a limited use deepwater wharf) that can be
located elsewhere on the island to serve the
perceived commercial needs of the proponent.
Based on an objective risk management
perspective the proponent presents an
unacceptable risk to commercial-scale abalone
aquaculture, and indeed any commercial
venture or recreational value that relies on the
consistency of water quality that Smith Bay
currently offers.
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29 November 2018
Glenelg Shire Council
planning@glenelg.vic.gov.au

RE: Submission for permit #P18147 for Use & Development of Land for an Aquaculture Facility
Lots 1 & 8, 315 Dutton Way Bolwarra VIC 3305

To whom it may concern
I wish to offer my support for the proposed abalone farm at Dutton Way.
I believe this project and the location of the abalone farm will benefit the Glenelg Shire and the local
community in many ways. There will be substantial economic advantages for the Glenelg Shire and local
business. The project will create jobs and provide work for the local community in a convenient location
on an on-going basis in many areas of employment.
This is an opportunity for Portland that will encourage and entice more people to reside and work in the
area, along with attracting many overseas visitors and tourists.
Many significant environmental factors have also been considered in the planning, location and
development of this abalone farm to ensure minimal impact to the local community and surrounding
environment.

Yours sincerely

