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Since the last NACRA meeting further floating baskets have been installed on both leases off the 

residential area, OL86/140 and OL86/138. We also realised that OL86/140 was about to be renewed 

for a further 15 years. The renewal was granted last week. 

In late May, as a NACRA representative, the Department of Primary Industries sent me a general 

update on the status of the two leases and made a response to a number of concerns that had been 

raised by individual residents. I received this response the day before the last NACRA meeting. This 

response had some minor errors and it was placed on the North Arm Cove website once the errors 

were corrected by DPI. I sent a reply a few weeks later. 

 In mid-June five concerned residents organised a petition about both leases which was sent to 

various government authorities with 60 signatures. This was not a NACRA initiative although the 

number of people who were involved suggests that the petition covered the opinions of a large 

proportion of the community. As a NACRA representative, I did not sign the petition. The response 

to the petition has been placed on the North Arm Cove website. 

In addition, a number of residents have corresponded by email and phone to various government 

authorities and politicians. Some have gone out on boats and spoken with the oyster farmers. 

My husband Bob has written to the Minister, Kate Washington and spoken with Ian Lyall about the 

renewal of OL86/140. He had a response back from The Acting Deputy Director of Aquaculture last 

week and a meeting has been organised for Friday 16 August with the Acting Deputy Director. The 

Acting Deputy Director has changed 3 times in the last 2 months. The thrust of Bob’s letters was that 

OL86/140 should not be renewed before meeting with the residents and that there could be some 

alternative lease areas for OL86/140. Now that the lease has been renewed, we need to rethink 

what can be gained by this meeting next week and who should attend. 

Throughout this process, we had been speaking with the Environmental Defenders Office. They still 

had our file from the last time OL86/140 had been renewed. This is a free service for the initial 

consultation by a community group. I contacted the NACRA executive who agreed to apply under a 

NACRA letterhead. The EDO advised that we should apply for details of both leases via GIPA 

(Government Information Public Access Act 2009). I submitted the GIPA forms in mid-July including 

requests for information about both leases. A long response from the NSW Department of Planning 

Industry and Environment was sent saying that the application would be considered. The due date 

was 13 August. We received the answer to the application on 5 August. 

The EDO also said that they would use a volunteer to check the legal requirements of the lease 

renewal. The advice we received was that DPI can renew the lease but the Minister has the 

discretion to cancel the lease if the lessee has failed to meet the lease conditions. The EDO offered 

to help us to modify the GIPA application if we did not adequately define the information that we 

required.  

The GIPA application did not give us all the information that we requested. DPI keeps telling us that 

OL86/140 has been used in the last 15 years for oyster production. We look at this lease every day 

and we have not seen any activity since the pearl trials were abandoned. We wanted to know 

exactly when the lease had been used but this information was not released. We also did not get any 

information about the proposed farm management plans although Fisheries had given us some of 

this information earlier. The most useful information we did obtain was the inspection reports from 



2006 for both leases and some of these inspection reports mentioned that OL86/140 was not being 

used. 

The GIPA legislation allows for labour costs for the release of information. Except for the $30 

application fee, photocopying and postage costs (all paid by myself), there were no other costs. 

After all this effort, what has been achieved? 

 On OL86/138, the height of future posts will be reduced. The lessee is considering replacing 

the new 100mm posts with smaller less visually intrusive posts. 

 A large access channel was installed in OL86/138 and a smaller access channel was moved 

and replaced in OL86/140. 

 The lessee of OL86/140 used concrete buoys instead of posts to anchor the inside ends of 

the floating cultivation. These are visually less intrusive than posts. 

What do we hope to achieve in our meeting next week? 

 We need to be assured that the access channels in both leases are safe on all tides and that 

there are no old oyster posts that could hole a boat. 

 If there is excessive bowing of the infrastructure in summer, widening of the access channels 

should be considered. 

 Any areas of the leases that do not have cultivation should be clear of old posts. 

 We would like a check to ensure that the infrastructure on both leases is entirely within the 

lease boundaries. 

 The crooked white boundary posts and navigation posts should be regularly straightened as 

part of being a good neighbour. 

 Some of the concrete anchor points on OL86/140 are exposed on a medium low tide. We 

would like to see these anchor points moved into deeper water. This would be better 

visually and allow kayak and small boat water access on the shore side of the lease at low 

tide. 

 There should be a regular clean-up program for oyster infrastructure waste washed up along 

the northern shores of the Cove. 

 In 2005* we were promised an annual inspection of both leases. Our GIPA application 

showed only 4 inspections in 15 years and 2 of these inspections were within 6 months of 

each other. There was a six year gap between some of the other inspections. We would like 

to ask DPI to do the annual inspections that were promised. We would to see regular 

consultation with the residents, the lessees and DPI about what is happening to oyster 

leases in the Cove. 

 We would like a fallowing agreement with DPI. If infrastructure has not been utilised for 5 

years, it should be removed. We previously had posts on OL86/140 that were not utilised for 

over 20 years before they were removed. They were eventually removed because they were 

not required. In contrast, the inactive posts on OL86/138 were removed over 15 years ago 

although the lease was still active. 

 Removal of old posts in the mud outside the lease areas.  

 Information on the future of all leases within the Cove. There are over 50ha, most are 

unused but rumoured to be resurrected. 

 An explanation of the current farming techniques. For example, what will happen to the 

infrastructure when the leases are fallow? Why are the baskets flipped? Is North Arm Cove 

just a wintering area? What type of oysters are being grown? 



 We have heard about more automated farming techniques. Are these likely to happen in the 

next few years? If so, what investigations will be done on their impact? 

 We should be given contact details for a fast response if the infrastructure starts to fail in 

bad weather. 

 Access to any research carried out on sedimentation caused by oyster infrastructure in the 

Cove and access to any general research on sedimentation and environmental impacts of 

oyster infrastructure.  

 New research into sedimentation in the Cove. The infrastructure on the leases has just been 

installed and it is an ideal time to get some basic data before the summer north-easterly 

winds start. 

 

Overall, many of us would like to see the regulator separated from the policeman and the job of 

lease inspections and compliance moved to a different department such as Waterways. 

 

 

* Letter from Nick Rayns, Director, Fisheries Management, DPI, 4 February 2005 

“DPI will undertake more than one inspection of OL86/140 per year” 

“DPI will hold an annual meeting with the North Arm Cove residents to discuss OL86/140 as 

well as other leases in the Cove” 

 

 

 


