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Disclaimer	

This Options Paper was prepared by Fish Beatty Consultancy and Honey & Fox Pty Ltd for SafeFish for consultation 
purposes. It draws on publicly available sources and documents supplied to the project, and on initial, targeted stakeholder 
input, as of September 2025. The content reflects our interpretation of those sources. While reasonable care has been 
taken, we do not guarantee the accuracy, currency, or completeness of the information, and it may be updated, 
superseded, or rendered redundant by changes to programs, policies, standards, or market requirements. Readers should 
verify details with the relevant authorities (e.g., DAFF/NRS and importing-country regulators) before relying on them. This 
paper does not constitute legal, regulatory, or certification advice, does not assess the performance of any agency or 
program, and should not be used as a substitute for official guidance. We invite stakeholders to provide corrections, 
additions, and further evidence to improve the fidelity of the final outputs. 
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1. Executive Summary
This Options Paper is the third step in SafeFish’s review of contamination monitoring for exported 
Australian seafood. It summarises the issues discovered in the earlier steps and presents practical 
options for how the system could operate in the future   

The review began with a desktop assessment of chemicals, methods, and international practices, 
followed by an Issues Paper and consultation through interviews, a survey, and a stakeholder 
workshop.  

The desktop review confirmed that residue monitoring is crucial for maintaining and expanding 
market access and certification. It also found that programs overseas vary significantly in how they 
are funded, which analytes they include and how often they sample; and it pointed to areas that 
could be strengthened in Australia’s seafood program.  

The stakeholder consultation process reinforced a shared commitment to protecting market access 
and Australia’s seafood reputation, while highlighting differing views on the extent of additional 
testing required and who should bear the costs, as well as a desire for clearer communication tools. 
Stakeholders also noted tightening global expectations, with importing countries (and sometimes 
individual importers) seeking: 

• lower reporting limits and broader analyte lists
• stronger evidence of representative sampling
• greater transparency in methods and change control
• faster response to alerts and incidents.

Within that backdrop, the Australian system is generally strong and compliant, yet this process has 
raised concerns regarding the vulnerabilities for exported seafood: 

• thin coverage for some species and markets
• limited readiness for sudden or unusual market demands
• funding certainty. uneven participation, leading to gaps in representation
• high sensitivity to costs, especially for small or seasonal exporters.

The representativeness of the National Residue Survey (NRS) sampling, adaptability, and funding 
certainty are key considerations going forward (the Seafood NRS program is situated within DAFF’s 
Fish & Eggs export cost-recovery arrangement).   

It was noted that the program is currently under-recovered and temporarily supplemented by 
Commonwealth appropriations while a sustainable model is developed. There was also pragmatism, 
with a recognition that no dataset can prevent every disruption, so the system should remain 
predictable, proportionate, and able to pivot quickly when triggered (for example, an importing 
country’s requirements change, a credible alert, or high-impact science). 

For clarity on regulatory settings, compliance for exported seafood is delivered through the Export 
Control (Fish and Fish Products) Rules, exporter Approved Arrangements, and food-safety laws (the 
FSANZ Code and state/territory regulation). MICoR (the Manual of Importing Country Requirements) 
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sits within that framework as an advisory reference for market-specific conditions rather than a 
compliance mechanism.  

Unlike some other commodities, seafood does not have a dedicated Australian Standard 
incorporated into export rules; assurance is achieved through the combination of the regulatory 
levers, with NRS-aligned monitoring supporting evidence needs. References in this paper to 
participation, coverage or representativeness are made in the context of improving clarity and 
preparedness—particularly for markets with tougher or changing expectations—rather than implying 
non-compliance. 

Within this context, five structural options for a future chemical contaminants monitoring system are 
presented in this document for feedback; these options are not mutually exclusive and can be 
implemented individually or collectively (see Table 1 below for a one-page summary). 

• Option 1 (status quo): maintain current NRS seafood settings and operating rhythm. Lowest
disruption; does not deepen preparedness for tighter or novel questions.

• Option 2 (status quo with targeted enhancements): Maintain the current model and
enhance usability through targeted improvements.   Improvements could include a single
Exporter Pack, one-page change notifications (detailing what changes, why they were made,
and when), clear lab QA/proficiency statements, a communication map, tightly governed
industry access to de-identified data, and strategic transparency regarding sampling
rationale, reviewed by the SECC.

• Option 3 (targeted sector programs administered by NRS): Establish time-boxed, industry-
funded modules for agreed-upon species/markets/analytes, with methods, target reporting
limits, and reporting formats agreed upon upfront, and information-sharing terms settled to
produce citable evidence where exposure is greatest.

• Option 4 (industry-coordinated supplementary monitoring): enable industry to coordinate
additional testing to NRS-recognised standards, with raw data retained by businesses and de-
identified sector evidence packs prepared for government use—preserving confidentiality
while moving quickly, with credibility supported by method and QA alignment.

• Option 5 (minimum national baseline referenced in Approved Arrangements): publish a
simple, risk-based Baseline Test Matrix (species/products × analyte classes × target reporting
limits × minimum frequency) and reference it in Approved Arrangements so everyone meets
a common floor; strengthen routine evidence and auditability, with a managed transition and
practical pathways for small or intermittent exporters (e.g. pooled or seasonal bundles).

It is important to note that this paper does not make any recommendations regarding the relative 
merits of any of the options.  The options are presented to inform ongoing discussions with 
stakeholders and to inform the final review recommendations, which will be provided to SafeFish, 
the Seafood Export Consultative Committee and DAFF for consideration. 

Stakeholders are invited to provide feedback to the review team about the options paper and in 
particular, to indicate: 

1. which option(s) they prefer;
2. why they are workable for their products and markets, and
3. what practical conditions would support participation (for example, pooled or seasonal

arrangements, confidentiality settings).
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Please return comments by the close of business 31 October 2025. 

Please return feedback via email to: 
Tricia Beatty 
Managing Director – Fish Beatty Consultancy 
E: fishbeatty@outlook.com | M: 0461 474 185 
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Table 1: Five potential options for a future seafood chemical contaminants monitoring system 

Option Description Risks Benefits Implementation 
readiness 

1. Status quo (no
change) 

Keep the system as it is. No lift in coverage or 
readiness for tougher 
questions; existing confusion 
may remain. 

Maintains current acceptance (no 
stronger assurance). 

Highest (already 
running). 

2. Status quo +
targeted 
enhancements 

Small tune-ups: plain-English 
pack, clear lab QA, small risk-
based increases where 
needed with clear change 
notes. 

Improvements are small and 
local; they won’t build deeper 
evidence on their own; they 
need upkeep to stay current. 

Stronger clarity and usability; 
stronger day-to-day consistency in 
targeted areas. 

High (can start now; 
mostly 
comms/process). 

3. Targeted sector
programs (NRS-run) 

Short, focused modules for 
higher-risk species/markets 
with agreed methods and 
reporting. 

Takes setup time; sectors 
accept basic info-sharing 
rules; only benefits those who 
join. 

Stronger sector-specific evidence 
aligned to recognised standards; 
stronger ability to answer market 
queries in participating sectors. 

Medium (design + 
scheduling with NRS). 

4. Industry-
coordinated 
supplementary 
monitoring 

Industry runs extra testing to 
recognised standards; keeps 
raw data; shares de-identified 
sector summaries. 

Quality and market 
acceptance rely on 
method/LOQ and QA 
discipline; keep governance 
simple; only benefits those 
that join. 

Strongest control over data 
(industry holds raw data); strongest 
flexibility to pivot and combine 
business/state sampling; stronger 
sector evidence without ceding 
control. 

Medium (set up 
governance + simple 
data templates). 

5. Minimum national
baseline in 
Approved 
Arrangements 

Publish a simple baseline test 
matrix and reference it in AAs 
so everyone meets a common 
floor. 

Needs a planned transition; 
may add some cost; DAFF 
must check the legal basis 
before doing this. 

Stronger national baseline and 
auditability; stronger routine 
assurance across exporters. 

Medium (6–12 
months to roll in and 
update audits). 
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2. Background
Australia’s seafood exports depend on reliable evidence that products meet importing-country 
requirements for residues (such as pesticides and veterinary medicines) and contaminants (such as 
metals, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), dioxins and per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS)). These 
requirements are set through: 

• The Export Control Act 2020 and the Export Control (Fish and Fish Products) Rules 2021.
• The Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code, which underpins domestic food safety.

Unlike red meat, poultry, eggs and dairy, seafood has no single Australian Standard referenced in export 
rules. Instead, assurance is delivered through a mix of: 

• Exporter Approved Arrangements (AAs).
• Monitoring under the NRS.
• State-based biosecurity and residue testing.
• Industry quality assurance codes and voluntary programs.
• Market-driven commercial testing.

This mixed approach has created uneven coverage across species and sectors. Stakeholders agree that 
the current program establishes a minimum national baseline that importing countries accept; however, 
they also note limitations, including low sample numbers, incomplete analyte coverage, and slow 
responses to new market questions. 

2.1. Purpose of this Paper 
This paper is one stage in a broader consultation. It: 

• Synthesises findings from a desktop review, Issues Paper, and initial stakeholder engagement.
• Identifies key challenges and system vulnerabilities.
• Presents practical options for strengthening the monitoring system.
• Invites stakeholder feedback on feasibility, costs, benefits, and risks.

The goal is to shape a proportionate, durable system that provides credible evidence for importing 
countries, keeps costs fair, protects confidentiality, and gives Australia the flexibility to respond quickly 
to changing risks and requirements. 

2.2. The National Residue System (NRS) Program 
The National Residue Survey (NRS) program, managed by the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and 
Forestry (DAFF), forms a large component of the contaminants monitoring system for Australian seafood 
exports. Playing such a pivotal role, it is important to understand the strengths and weaknesses of the 
program.  It is also important to understand the roles, responsibilities, and funding arrangements, as 
these will guide the consideration of any potential changes to our overall monitoring system. 

Consultation with DAFF personnel reiterated that: 

• The focus of the NRS program aligns with government certification responsibilities.
• Any changes to the NRS system must work within current laws and policy frameworks.
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• NRS funding arrangements have not changed significantly for a decade or more.
• NRS is not designed to meet every business-to-business (B2B) requirement or private

specification.
• The focus is on heavy metals and veterinary chemicals.

NRS Program Operations 

The Department designs the program, sets recognised methods and QA standards, and generates data 
to underpin export certification. The Seafood Export Consultative Committee (SECC) and technical 
advisers identify and prioritise contaminant risks based on the requirements of importing countries and 
any negotiated government-to-government agreement.  These risks are reviewed every second year by 
the National Technical Advisory Group, and DAFF develops an annual seafood monitoring plan.  The plan 
specifies: 

• Which species and products are sampled.
• Which analyte classes are tested.
• How many samples are collected.
• Which methods and QA requirements must be used.

The aim is to maintain a stable national baseline program that importing countries accept. Sampling 
plans can be adjusted when importing country rules change or when there is a credible alert, but 
changes take time and are designed to preserve auditability and comparability. 

Testing is performed by accredited laboratories that take part in regular proficiency testing. Capacity is 
sized to the baseline program. Extra surge work, such as adding new analytes or responding to incidents, 
is possible, but it requires scheduling and clear QA processes. 

NRS Data ownership and reporting 

NRS data supports export certification, incident management, and communication with trading 
partners: 

• Raw business or state testing data usually stays with the owner.
• For market access purposes, non-NRS data must meet methodological and quality assurance

(QA) requirements and be presented in an aggregated, de-identified form at the sector level.
• Public reporting is limited to national or sector summaries; detailed datasets are not routinely

published.

When a non-compliance or credible alert occurs, NRS coordinates confirmatory sampling and method 
checks, establishes structured communication with trading partners and, when considered necessary, 
manages follow-up changes to future planning or guidance. 

NRS Program Funding Arrangements 

Seafood monitoring undertaken by the Seafood NRS is funded through DAFF’s fish and egg exports cost 
recovery arrangement (as part of DAFF’s export certification activities). There is no separate seafood-
only levy for NRS testing. 
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The arrangement covers: 

• Standing costs to keep the system running (administration, assurance, and incident
management).

• Services for individual businesses, such as audits, inspections, assessments, and issuing export
certificates.

• NRS methods and QA work that support export assurance.

Exporters and related establishments (processors, storage facilities, and vessels) pay under the cost-
recovery framework. The Commonwealth Government collects charges and fees from the industry 
through: 

• Annual sector-wide charges: establishment and vessel charges that fund system management,
assurance, and incident response.

• Per-document charges: for electronic export permits and health certificates.
• Fee-for-service charges: time-based billing for audits, inspections, and other interventions for

specific businesses.

DAFF consults with industry (through SECC and other forums) on charge settings and service design. 
Prices and service levels are reviewed through the Cost Recovery Implementation Statement (CRIS) 
process. 

The seafood program budget is small compared to other sectors. Even so, at 2025–26 prices, the fish 
and egg exports cost recovery arrangement is under-recovering (costs exceed revenue). The gap is 
currently covered by temporary Commonwealth appropriations while a sustainable funding model is 
developed. 

Funds are allocated to the NRS program to support a minimum importing country accepted baseline. 
Any increase above that baseline, for example, to increase sample numbers, broaden analyte coverage 
or tighten reporting limits would require additional funding.  A proposal to do this must identify the 
scope, provide strong justification and clearly identify who will pay and how.  

International Benchmarking  

International comparisons stress the importance of: 

• Transparent change control — record and communicate what changed, why it changed, when it
takes effect, and how performance will be checked (e.g., a short, version-controlled change
note), without revealing operational sampling details.

• Method performance and QA.
• Readiness to respond to changing importing country requirements, sometimes at short notice.

3. Key Issues and Themes
An Issues Paper was released for consultation with industry, government, and other stakeholders in 
August 2025. The purpose was to test the findings of the literature review, validate whether they 
aligned with stakeholder experiences, and gather additional insights before considering any options. 
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Consultation Process 

The consultation process included: 

• An online survey circulated widely across the different seafood sectors.
• Targeted one-on-one interviews with key stakeholders.
• A stakeholder workshop (held virtually).
• Written submissions from industry bodies, processors, exporters, and state governments.

System Vulnerabilities Identified 

The Issues Paper and consultations identified a set of vulnerabilities in the current seafood contaminant 
monitoring system: 

• Coverage & representativeness. Participation is uneven, leading to thin sampling for some
species/products/markets; seasonal and regional variation is not consistently captured.

• Method scope & emerging hazards. PFAS, microplastics, PCBs and dioxins are on some importers’
radars but are not routinely covered by the NRS; method development/validation would be required
for routine inclusion.

• Market expectations trend. Importing countries (and some individual importers) are seeking lower
reporting limits and broader analyte panels (LOR/LOQ as applicable); Australia needs to
demonstrate comparable capability to maintain confidence.

• Agility & surge readiness. Current change processes prioritise auditability over speed; surge
capacity exists but is limited, so that a major incident could strain laboratory and program resources.

• Laboratory capacity & method readiness. Accredited labs handle baseline work efficiently, but
expanding scope or volumes requires scheduling, QA/proficiency testing, and investment in
methods and capacity.

• Funding certainty. NRS seafood is cost-recovered within DAFF’s Fish & Eggs Program; however, that
program is currently overspent (as are other programs), which limits headroom for method
expansion, lower reporting limits or higher sample numbers and heightens affordability concerns for
small or seasonal exporters.

What stakeholders agree on 

Market access is the primary driver: All stakeholders agree that residue monitoring is essential for 
maintaining trust and keeping markets open. Importing countries already recognise the NRS seafood 
baseline. Some markets, however, require lower limits of reporting or broader lists of analytes (i.e., 
methods that can reliably measure or report at much smaller concentrations than our routine settings, 
so that a ‘non-detect’ is meaningful at that finer level). Any changes must continue to meet international 
acceptance. 

Confidence and reputation: Overall confidence in the NRS seafood program is high, but stakeholders 
agree improvements are needed to ensure credibility in the future. Exporters are protective of their raw 
business data. Any system must protect confidentiality while still allowing defensible national or sector-
level reporting. 
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Governance and communication: There is support for practical, low-cost improvements, such as plain-
English guidance for exporters, change notes explaining updates, greater transparency, and involvement 
in sampling planning, as well as visible signals of laboratory quality. 

What some stakeholders support (but not universally agreed) 

Baseline vs. supplementary needs: Some stakeholders questioned whether the program is truly 
representative of export volumes and risk profiles. Some stakeholders suggested supplementary testing 
may be needed in some sectors, but views differ on how it should be funded.  

Cost and fairness: There is no agreement on who should pay for the NRS program improvements. Small 
exporters are sensitive to additional costs, while larger sectors argue that proportional contributions are 
needed. 

Emerging risks: Stakeholders are divided on whether the NRS program should expand its scope to 
include a wider range of analytes (e.g. dioxins, PFAS, emerging contaminants) or whether these should 
be managed through separate projects. 

Transparency and data access: National and sector summaries are published at a very high level, but 
some stakeholders want more visibility — clear sight of what applies to me (current rules, any recent 
change notes, high-level program results and QA stance), without revealing operational sampling details 
or establishment-level data. At the same time, businesses are concerned about the confidentiality of 
their own test results. 

Program flexibility: Varied opinions were expressed on the need for the program to adapt quickly to 
new risks or market expectations. Stakeholders want clear triggers for change and pilot projects before 
system-wide rollout. 

4. Options
The review process has identified five (5) practical options to consider in relation to the future 
contaminant monitoring system for Australia’s seafood exports. Each option is designed to keep 
importer acceptance, day-to-day workability, proportionality, transparency, confidentiality, and sound 
governance at the forefront of mind. 

The options are not mutually exclusive. They can be implemented alone or combined in stages. Each 
option below sets out scope, design features, governance, funding, implementation pathway, strengths 
and risks. 

Guardrails  

Guardrails are the must-haves—set by law, policy and assurance needs. Every option here meets them. 
Use the guardrails to compare options and keep the discussion focused on practical trade-offs.  In 
developing these options, the following guardrails were used: 

• Legal and policy: Export Control Act and Fish & Fish Products Rules, FSANZ Code, and DAFF policy
settings continue to apply.
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• Importing country acceptance: methods, QA and reporting must remain defensible in
government-to-government discussions.

• Laboratory readiness: accredited labs, validated methods, proficiency testing, and fit-for-purpose
limits of reporting (LOQs) are required.

• Confidentiality: establishment-level results are protected; public reporting remains aggregated
unless otherwise agreed.

• Cost recovery: changes must align with the Cost Recovery Implementation Statement (CRIS) and
clearly state who pays.

• SECC role: SECC reviews risk, priorities, and endorses rationale for sampling targets where relevant.

4.1. Option 1 — Status Quo
Scope and design 

• Seafood component of the NRS continues unchanged.
• Sampling: same species, product mix and sample numbers.
• Analytes: heavy metals and veterinary drug residues only.
• Methods and QA: existing accredited labs, current reporting limits, standard proficiency testing.
• Reporting: aggregated national or sector summaries only, as currently presented.

Governance

• DAFF/NRS designs the plan, contracts laboratories and publishes results.
• Industry meets obligations under Approved Arrangements (AAs).
• State programs continue separately.

Funding

No new charges. The program continues within the current budget and CRIS settings.

Strengths

• Lowest cost option.
• Importing country-accepted and predictable for government and industry.

Risks and limitations

• Sampling remains thin in some sectors.
• No routine coverage of emerging contaminants (e.g. PFAS, microplastics, PCBs).
• Limited flexibility to respond to new importing country requests or changes to international

standards
• Confidence may erode over time as overseas programs expand scope and lower reporting limits.

4.2. Option 2 — Status Quo Plus (Enhancements)
Scope and design 

Baseline program remains, with low-cost enhancements to clarity, transparency and confidence. 

Possible Enhancements  
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• Exporter Pack (plain-English guide): obligations, how sampling works, lab roles, how results support
certification; FAQs and scenarios (e.g., handling non-compliance).

• Change notes (one-page summaries) for any change — what changed, why, and when it applies.
• Laboratory QA communications: transparent explanation of accreditation and proficiency testing

processes.
• Communication map: clear routine and incident contacts for exporters, DAFF and NRS.
• Micro-pilot trials: small, time-limited pilots (e.g., seasonal uplift for one species) to test feasibility

before scaling.
• Industry access to data under confidentiality: approved industry bodies can interrogate

de-identified, industry-sourced data under strict confidentiality agreements.
• Strategic transparency in sampling design: publish the rationale for the annual sampling plan and

targets at a strategic level; SECC reviews and endorses the rationale with industry input.

Governance 

• NRS leads the delivery of enhancements.
• SECC reviews sampling rationale and endorses transparency measures.

Funding

Low cost; manageable within current budgets or minor CRIS adjustments.

Strengths

• Quick to implement and highly visible.
• Improves exporter confidence and industry trust.
• Provides strategic-level transparency on how sampling priorities are set.
• Strengthens communication with importers by showing clear governance.

Risks and limitations

• No expansion of analyte scope or sample numbers.
• Technical capacity for new risks remains unchanged.

4.3. Option 3 — Targeted Sector Programs via NRS
Scope and design 

• Sectors (e.g., prawns, oysters, abalone) commission additional monitoring through NRS.
• Modules use NRS-recognised methods, QA and data management; sampling integrated with

chain-of-custody.
• Results reported at the sector level; establishment-level data remains confidential.

Governance

• Sector body co-designs with NRS.
• NRS manages labs, QA and reporting.
• SECC reviews the risk case and endorses the sampling rationale.

Funding

Paid by sector participants (levies, pooled fees or grants); NRS recovers costs under agreed terms.
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Implementation 

• Scoping: objectives, analytes, sample frame and acceptance criteria.
• Lab readiness: confirm method capacity and QA.
• Pilot: one season, then evaluate.
• Scale-up: continue if value proven.

Strengths

• Strong, defensible sector-specific data; importer-ready through NRS.
• Flexible and scalable by sector demand.

Risks and limitations

• Time and resources to establish.
• Uneven participation across sectors (only the sectors that pay will be covered).
• Requires strong governance for comparability and credibility.

4.4. Option 4 — Industry-Coordinated Supplementary Monitoring
Scope and design 

• Industry bodies lead supplementary monitoring outside NRS.
• Neutral data holder (association, RDC, or independent trust) manages raw data under strict controls.
• Testing aligns to NRS methods and QA for credibility; sector-level summaries shared; raw results

stay confidential.

Governance 

• Industry coordinator designs the program, contracts labs, and manages data.
• Independent technical oversight verifies QA alignment.
• DAFF/NRS maintains responsibility for the national baseline and certification.

Funding

Funded by participating businesses or sectors (levies, pooled fees or projects).

Implementation

• Establish a shared schema for data and method alignment.
• Pilot in one or two sectors or regions.
• Scale with wider participation if results prove credible.

Strengths

• Greater industry control and flexibility.
• Protects the confidentiality of raw data.
• Can be tailored to specific market demands.

Risks and limitations

• High governance burden; need for consistent QA.
• Importer acceptance variable unless closely aligned with NRS.
• Risk of fragmented approaches across sectors.
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4.5. Option 5 — National Baseline Embedded in Approved Arrangements 
Scope and design 

• Baseline test matrix becomes mandatory through AAs (species × analytes × minimum frequency
× reporting) - DAFF/NRS sets the matrix and QA, engages accredited labs, and pays them
through existing levy/cost-recovery funding; exporters don’t set up or pay for individual baseline
tests.

• Compliance checked through AA audits; results feed into NRS for national summaries.
• Methods and QA: NRS-recognised labs and proficiency-tested methods.

Governance 

• DAFF sets the baseline and audits compliance.
• exporter QA systems are adjusted to reflect sampling and analysis practices
• NRS collates and reviews outputs.

Funding 

Exporter-funded; pooling or seasonal sampling may ease costs for small/low-volume exporters. 

Implementation 

• Co-design: DAFF, SECC and industry agree on a proportionate matrix.
• Exporters integrate matrix tests into QA systems
• Transition: phased over one audit cycle with guidance and training.
• Go-live: audit verification and early adjustments.
• Review: annual refinement of analytes and frequency.

Strengths 

• Uniform, consistent coverage across exporters.
• Improves representativeness and importer confidence.
• Builds resilience against future market demands.

Risks and limitations 

• Most costly and disruptive during transition.
• Burden on small/seasonal exporters unless pooling is enabled.
• Risk of over-testing if matrix is not proportionate.
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5. Comparative Assessment
Section 5 compares the five options side by side. We use clear evaluation criteria (below) and apply 
simple decision principles as a lens. Scores are relative to today’s baseline, and the results are 
summarised in Table 2. 

Evaluation criteria 

The 5 options were compared and evaluated using the following criteria (results reported in Table 2): 

Evidence strength and credibility 

• Will the data be accepted by importing countries?
• Can DAFF use it with confidence in government-to-government discussions?

Coverage and representativeness

• Does sampling reflect exported species, products, seasons, regions and markets?
• Are higher-risk segments covered well enough to be persuasive?

Confidentiality and data control

• Is establishment-level information protected?
• Can sector or national summaries be used without exposing commercial data?

Cost and affordability

• What is the total cost and how is it shared?
• What is the impact on small or seasonal exporters, and are pooling/seasonal options

available?

Implementation complexity and timing 

• What policy, contracting, audit, IT or change-management steps are needed?
• How quickly and reliably can the option be stood up?

Flexibility and readiness to pivot

• Can the system respond to new importer questions or incidents without a full redesign?
• Are pilots and simple change notes available to manage adjustments cleanly?

Alignment with roles and governance

• Does the option fit cleanly within the Export Control framework, Approved Arrangements
(AAs), and the NRS?

• Is the role of SECC (Seafood Export Consultative Committee) in risk review and prioritisation
clear?

Design principles   

In applying this evaluation criterion, we used the following design principles to serve as our common-
sense checks. They help us collectively to compare options and explain choices. They’re the lens we use 
to weigh things like value for money, risk reduction, practicality, speed, data quality and confidence.  

• Representativeness across species, products, seasons, regions and market exposure.
• Analytical capability and realistic LOQs for Australian labs.



Chemical Contaminants Review: Options Paper 17 

• Quality assurance via accreditation, proficiency testing and documented change control.
• Timeliness and agility without undermining auditability.
• Transparency so stakeholders understand what is tested, why, and how changes are made.
• Fairness in cost, allowing pooling/seasonal arrangements where appropriate.
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Table 2: Five potential options for a future seafood chemical contaminants monitoring system 

Option Evidence 
strength & 
credibility 

Coverage Confidentiality 
& data control 

Cost Implementation 
complexity 

Flexibility & 
pivot-readiness 

Alignment 
with current 
roles & 
governance 

1. Status quo Moderate 
for routine 
needs 

Baseline only High (no 
change) 

Low (no new 
costs) 

None (already 
operating) 

Low High 

2. Status quo +
targeted 
enhancements 

Moderate 
for routine 
needs; 
limited uplift 
for emerging 
issues 

Low–Moderate 
(only where 
targeted) 

High (no 
change to data 
flows) 

Low (lowest 
incremental 
cost) 

Low 
(comms/process 
tweaks; clarity docs) 

Low–Medium 
(process tweaks 
only) 

High (fits 
current 
mandates) 

3. Targeted
sector 
programs 
administered 
by NRS 

High within 
participating 
sectors 
(NRS-
recognised) 

Moderate, 
focused on 
priority 
species/markets 

Medium–High 
(sector-level 
aggregation 
with agreed 
terms) 

Medium 
(participants 
pay; limited 
spillover) 

Low-Medium (pilot 
design, contracts, 
QA arrangements) 

High (modular, 
time-boxed 
pilots for 
participants) 

High (keeps 
certification 
coherent) 

4. Industry-
coordinated 
supplementary 
monitoring 

Medium–
High if 
methods/QA 
aligned; 
credible 
sector 
evidence 
packs 

Moderate 
where sectors 
participate; can 
leverage 
business/state 
sampling 

High for 
participants 
(industry holds 
raw data; 
sector-level 
outputs) 

Medium-High 
(shared/pooled 
designs feasible) 

Medium -High: 
requires sector 
governance, data 
standards, QA 
alignment, and 
MOUs for data 
sharing (no time 
estimate) 

High (industry 
can adjust 
scope quickly) 

High 
(complements, 
does not 
replace, NRS) 

5. Minimum
national 
baseline 
embedded in 
AAs 

High for 
routine 
importer 
needs; 
consistent, 
documented 

High and 
nationally 
consistent once 
implemented 

Medium 
(structured 
submissions; 
auditable) 

Medium 
(manageable 
with 
pooled/seasonal 
bundles) 

High: update AAs, 
uplift audits, refresh 
baseline test matrix 
and lab QA (no time 
estimate) 

Low -Medium 
(changes via 
controlled 
matrix updates) 

High (uses 
existing AA 
levers) 
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6. Next Steps
Strengthening chemical contaminant monitoring is central to sustaining market access and trust in 
Australian seafood. The options presented in this paper are designed to be practical, risk-based and 
transparent, with clear routes to phase-in and to assess value. Evidence-based feedback—grounded 
in operational realities and market signals—will directly shape the final recommendations submitted 
to SafeFish, SECC and DAFF.   

This paper outlines the context and constraints, the factors to consider, and a suite of practical 
options to enhance Australia’s exported seafood contaminant assurance without compromising 
routine trade.  

We now seek your considered feedback to shape a workable path forward. In your response, please 
indicate (briefly, in prose is fine): 

• Which option(s) —1(status quo), 2 (status quo with enhancements), 3 (targeted sector
programs administered by NRS), 4 (industry-coordinated supplementary monitoring), 5
(minimum national baseline in AAs) - you prefer, and whether you prefer as a standalone or
sequentially.

• Why your preferred approach best fits your species/markets, with reference to the decision
factors outlined earlier (cost and incentives, sampling robustness/evidence readiness,
regulatory fit, operational feasibility, and communication/integrity).

• Any conditions that would make your preferred approach feasible.

In addition, please let us know if you are willing to participate in (or co-fund) targeted work where 
you identify risk or market exposure, as well as any immediate priorities for micro-pilots (analyte, 
matrix, market). 

We are also interested in any practical implementation suggestions, i.e. what people would need to 
get started (training, information guides, baseline audits, etc) that you may have to support adoption 
of any of the options. 

Please provide responses in writing to the project team. If you prefer, you can attach sector-level 
perspectives jointly with your association.   

The project team will review all submissions, refine the options, and return with a final review report 
that is proportionate, deliverable, and aligned with market-access needs. Thank you for your 
engagement and for the practical insights you have contributed so far—your feedback is now critical 
to shaping a solution that works in the real world. 

Submission details 
Send submissions to: 

Tricia Beatty 
Managing Director Fish Beatty Consultancy 
E: fishbeatty@outlook.com | M: 0461 474 185 

Submission deadline: 31 October 2025.   
If you require an alternative format (an interview or presentation), please get in touch with the 
project team via the same address. 
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