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Introduction 
 
This online publication results from the June 2013 ACIUCN Symposium True Blue: Progress, 
Challenges and Opportunities for Australia’s marine environment where 100 multi-disciplinary 
marine experts from universities, research institutions, government agencies and non-
government organisations gathered to discuss key steps required to address current and 
emerging challenges facing the conservation and sustainable use of Australia’s marine 
environment. 
 
The major output of the Symposium is Conserving Austra l ia’s Marine Environment: Key 
Direct ions Statement which can be found on ACIUCN’s website www.aciucn.org.au. 
 
However, the richness of the Symposium itself has led to the production of this additional online 
publication, which presents summaries of the majority of speaker presentations from the 
Symposium. All Symposium presenters were offered the opportunity to provide summaries of 
their presentations or offer their original PowerPoint presentations. We also offered the states 
and Northern Territory an opportunity to outline their progress in marine conservation, which 
most accepted.  
 
The result is an important resource to all those interested in an intelligent science based and 
cooperative approach to marine conservation in Australia. We need to have in the forefront of 
our thinking that, despite many advances, we are not immune from the challenges to marine 
health. A 2008 Report to the Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council, A National 
Approach to Addressing Marine Biodiversity Decline found that:  
 

“Australia’s marine biodiversity and ecosystems are in a state of continuing decline. 
The effects of a number of threatening processes are resulting in declines in 
habitats, changes in ecosystems and loss of species.”1 

 
As a nation we should not accept an ever downward trajectory. It is poor science, poor 
economics and poor ethics towards future generations and other living species. Instead, we 
should work vigorously to reduce threats, rebuild habitat, increase protection and achieve 
healthy, thriving seas for all the many values of the marine environment.  
 
The Editors 
 

Katherine Zischka 
Dr. Andrea Leverington  
Penelope Figgis AO 
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SYMPOSIUM OPENING ADDRESS 
 

Marine conservation in Australia - 
the key challenges 
 
Trevor J Ward 
Greenward Consulting, Perth / University of Technology Sydney 
 
 
 
The History  
 

The story of marine conservation in Australia is the history 
of our responses to the human pressures on marine 
species, assemblages, habitats, ecosystems and their 
functions - mainly, resource exploitation and 
management in post-European settlement period (the last 
200 years). Matters as diverse as sand/reef mining, water 
pollution, wetland reclamation, trawling, whaling, sewage 
disposal, oil and gas exploration, dredge spoils, and 
port/harbour development all have a significant place in 
this history.  
 
This can be summarised into five recognisable 
periods/epochs (after Kelleher and Kenchington, 1991; 
Grech et al, forthcoming): 
 
1. 1788~1930 unregulated expansion, resource 

depletion, limited responses; 
 
2. 1930~1970 recognition of need for more 

significant intervention/responses: first marine 
parks, first fisheries control/management, first 
coastal impact reduction measures; 

 
3. 1970~1995 first responses: broad commencement 

of responses such as the United Nations Convention 
on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), Resources Assessment 
Commission (RAC), Offshore Constitutional Settlement 
arrangements (OCS), Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC), Australian 
National Parks and Wildlife Service (ANPWS); non-
government organisations (NGO) addressing marine 
conservation (such as the Australian Committee for IUCN 
(ACIUCN), Queensland Littoral Society (QLS), New South 
Wales Littoral Society (NSWLS), Australian Littoral Society 
(ALS), Australian Marine Conservation Society (AMCS)); 
and marine parks; 

 
4. 1995~2013 major responses: accompanying 

coastal developments in the tropics and heightened 
recognition of decay in the temperate areas: first 
substantive national policy initiatives, such as the 
State of the Marine Environment Report for Australia 
(SOMER), Oceans Policy, state/commonwealth 
marine parks, EPBC implementation, fishery 
reforms, Australian Fisheries Management Authority 

(AFMA) harvest and bycatch policies; 

5. 2013 ~~ review and consolidation phase: review 
and analysis of the achievements of marine parks, 
rebuilding of fisheries, better planning/management 
of coastal developments in the context of climate 
changes, establishment of more integrated national 
response to consolidate gains, and new policy to 
improve the effectiveness of existing practices. 

 
From this history, and the evidence of recent overviews of 
the condition and trends of the marine environment 
(Zann, 1996; DSEWPAC, 2011) and our awareness of 
new pressures, we can confidently assert that the marine 
ecosystems within Australia’s jurisdiction are in 
progressive decline. However, on the other side of the 
ledger, there are many achievements that are evident and 
have no doubt tempered this decline. Recognising these, 
what has and hasn't worked with their strengths and 
weaknesses, will assist in better planning for the future.   
 
Achievements  
 

The peaks of these achievements across the past 50 
years can be summarised as: 
 
1. Building of a constituency: the issues of marine 

conservation are now widespread and well 
acknowledged in the Australian community. 

 

2. National regulation: the EPBC Act has been an 
effective piece of legislation for directly addressing 
many (but not all) marine issues, and it is now clear 
that better national regulatory systems are needed. 

 

3. State regulation: the various sets of state 
environment impact/management legislation (and 
ancillary national policies such as water quality 
criteria/guidelines) have greatly reduced coastal 
impacts, such as pollution of coastal waterways and 
reclamation of wetlands, and provided for significant 
restoration of habitat. However the growth of coastal 
development in the tropics and sub-tropics appears 
to be a rapidly emerging threat. 

 

4. Protected areas: the protected area network has 
expanded, although there are important issues 



surrounding the effectiveness of such networks, 
such as residuality. 

 
5. Fishing pressure has been reduced: while this is 

confounded with a major reduction in stock sizes 
created by fishing itself, there have also been major 
parallel advances in reducing bycatch, harvest 
reference points, better reporting systems, etc but 
much remains to be improved before the fished 
populations can be considered to be ecologically 

healthy. 
 
 
6. Environment reporting systems have emerged: 

while as yet embryonic, performance reporting 
systems are slowly improving, in respect of marine 
conservation issues (species, assemblages, 
functions, habitats, ecosystems), and to inform 
assessments of the effectiveness of past 
investments. 

Shortheaded seahorse © Department of Environment, Water and Natural 

Resources, Government of South Australia 



Challenges 
 

In the current era of review and consolidation, there are 
five central challenges in the strategic fundamentals that 
we should directly address and attempt to overcome. 
None are new, so there is a track record to build from 
(hopefully more successfully than our earlier attempts). 
Addressing these matters here is to promote discussion 
about efficient ways to respond to existing and new 
pressures (at the ocean basin, national, and local scales), 
to deal with incremental, cumulative and cross-scale 
impacts, and to simultaneously achieve strong 
conservation outcomes while maintaining wealth-
generation for a growing human population (getting the 
trade-offs right). 
 
Challenge 1: Effective and efficient governance 
system 
 

The development of an Oceans Policy was an attempt to 
develop and promulgate the basis for a set of policies 
and practices for integrated ecosystem-based 
management. The original vision was one of integration 
(not only coordination), of national scope (not just 
Commonwealth), and of standards for process delivery 
and biodiversity outcomes that would provide for 
conservation as well as wealth generation. Our challenge 
now is, building on the earlier efforts (including others 
such as the Resource Assessment Commission), to 
reinvigorate those aspirations and develop a hierarchical 
(with subsidiarity) system of policies and practices that 
give effect to the original vision of integration that was to 
be embedded into a national Oceans Policy. 
 
Challenge 2: Marine ecology knowledge base 
 

The existing knowledge base is heavily biased towards 
the needs of the resource exploitation sectors. There is a 
critical need to fund an ongoing program of fundamental 
ecological research that explicitly targets improvement of 
the knowledge base for the purposes of assessing 
condition and trends (particularly in biodiversity structure 
and function). The priorities for such pure marine ecology 
knowledge development should be set through a 
prioritisation process independent from government or 
industry requirements and advocacy (which are already 
funded through other mechanisms).  
 
Challenge 3: Fishing 
 

The conflicts between commercial/recreational fishing 
and marine conservation are obvious, but are mostly 
inaccurately portrayed because of institutional issues.  
There is no inherent reason why catch in many current 
fisheries cannot be increased in parallel with programs to 
rebuild stocks upwards from today’s ubiquitous 
depressed levels. Adherence to outdated models of 
single-species (and non-ecosystem oriented) models of 
fishery management, which also are accompanied by 
high levels of (costly) research and management 
requirements, has prevented this almost everywhere.  
However, in addition to management that is based on 

ecosystem measures, there also has to be a single and 
common approach to design and implementation that 
achieves both fishing and conservation outcomes for 
fished species, which currently seems unachievable (for 
institutional reasons). Reducing or eliminating this conflict 
is the single most critical need for simultaneously 
achieving better marine conservation outcomes, a better 
network of MPAs and improved fishing. 
 
Challenge 4: MPAs 
 

The current network of marine protected areas (MPAs) 
(State and Commonwealth) is substantially ‘residual’, 
leaving open the question of the actual type and extent of 
their contribution to cross-scale biodiversity outcomes. 
The main challenge now is to review the type and extent 
of MPA contributions to biodiversity outcome objectives, 
reconcile what they do deliver versus what they 
could/should deliver, and rationalise boundaries and 
management zoning to improve their effectiveness. 
 
Challenge 5: Audit  
 

A central driving force for environmental improvements is 
the rigor of transparent independent auditing and 
reporting, made contestable by full disclosure in the 
public domain. The provision of independent audit 
findings, generated by a decision model with low bias, is 
the engine room for incremental improvement of the 
condition of Australia’s marine biodiversity. Our current 
challenge is to ensure that there are cross-scale audit 
and reporting systems in place, that continue to be 
improved and that will provide transparent and low-bias 
assessments of the condition of marine biodiversity using 
well-founded ecological metrics. 
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THEME 1: AUSTRALIA’S PROGRESS IN MARINE CONSERVATION 
 

The Federal Government 
Perspective 
 
Donna Petrachenko 
First Assistant Secretary, Chief Advisor International Biodiversity and Sustainability, 
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Populations and Communities 
 
 
 
In 2012 the Rio+20 conference raised the profile of 
healthy oceans and sustainable management of marine 
resources. An area previously not top of mind in the UN 
system is now recognised by the Secretary General as 
one of the shared challenges for the global community.  
Numerous actors are now entering the space, ie: The UN 
Secretary General’s Oceans Compact and the World 
Bank’s Global Oceans Partnership. Multilateral fora are 
devoting attention to oceans and marine issues. They 
include the Convention on Biodiversity (CBD), The East 
Asian Summit (EAS), Convention on International Trade 
and Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 
(CITIES) and United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP).  
 
Australia has been instrumental in championing oceans 
issues and emphasising the importance of marine 

conservation and effective marine management to 
countries in our region, particularly small island 
developing states (SIDS).  
 
Regional initiatives such as the Coral Triangle Initiative, 
the Pacific Oceanscape and the Arafura East Timor seas 
initiative on which Australia is a key partner, illustrate the 
importance of working regionally to achieve 
transboundary benefits.  
 
Future directions in marine conservation from the federal 
perspective will be discussed with an emphasis on over 
the horizon issues in which Australia, as the country with 
the world’s third largest marine estate, will need to play a 
key role and lead by example through our domestic 
efforts

 

Wedgetailed shearwater off Lord Howe Island © Courtesy Lord Howe Island Board 

  



THEME 1: AUSTRALIA’S PROGRESS IN MARINE CONSERVATION 
 
 

The State/Territory Perspective  
 
Introduction!!

!
Continued progress in marine conservation needs to occur at the 
national, state and local level. At the Marine Symposium a case study 
of recent marine management progress in South Australia was 
presented. The states and the Northern Territory have particular 
importance as they manage the inshore waters where good 
management can avoid or ameliorate many of the impacts that 
potentially damage marine health.  
  
All other states and the Northern Territory were invited to provide 
summary statements on their progress in marine conservation for this 
publication. To date summaries have been provided from 
Queensland, Tasmania, Victoria and Western Australia. 

Stromatolites at Hamelin Pool, Western Australia © John Cleary, DSEWPaC 



THEME 1: A STATE / TERRITORY PERSPECTIVE 

 

A South Australian perspective 
Towards a comprehensive, adequate and representative 
(CAR) marine parks system 
 
Chris Thomas 
Manager, Marine Parks Project, South Australia 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
In November 2012, South Australia finalised management 
plans for a network of nineteen multiple-use marine 
parks. The network extends across eight bioregions, 
6,000 kilometres of coastline and covers around 44 
percent of South Australia’s waters, including about six 
percent in highly protected (“no-take”) zones.  
 
This is one of South Australia’s greatest ever 

conservation achievements and is the result of more than 
10 years’ work by Government and community 
members. When this work began, only around 1% of 
state waters were protected.  
 
The marine parks were created in waters used 
extensively by communities to support economic and 
social activities. The new marine parks would require 
changes to some of these activities, meaning conflict and 
misinformation would be inevitable. An extensive and 

Sealions © South Australian Tourism Commission 



genuine community engagement program, informed by 
robust and state of the art science, would be required. 
 
The final management plans were informed by careful 
consideration of scientific principles (comprehensiveness, 
adequacy and representativeness), but also community 
needs. Both elements were essential to establish an 
enduring marine parks system that South Australian’s 
could be proud of for years to come. 
 
Setting the scene 
 
Starting in 2001, the South Australian Government began 
talking with the community about how to establish a 
marine parks system. This work evolved into several 
guiding policies and also included a pilot zoning plan for a 
proposed marine park at Victor Harbor (a popular holiday 
spot only an hour’s drive from Adelaide). 
 
Through the pilot process, it was recognised that new 
legislation was necessary and consultation on the draft 
Marine Parks Bill began in 2006.  
 
The Marine Parks Act 2007 was later ratified by the South 
Australian Parliament in late 2007, setting the scene for 
work to begin on designing a network of multiple-use 
marine parks. The legislative process to establish marine 
parks mandates significant community input. 
 
The primary object of the Marine Parks Act 2007 is to 
protect and conserve marine biological diversity and 
marine habitats by providing for a “comprehensive, 
adequate and representative system of marine parks”. 
 
The secondary object of the Act is to assist in: 
 

• the maintenance of ecological processes; 
• the adaptation to impacts of climate change; 
• protecting features of natural or cultural heritage; 
• allowing ecologically sustainable development and 

use; and 
• providing opportunities for public appreciation, 

education and enjoyment of marine 
environments. 

 
While CAR principles must underpin the system, factors 
relating to development and community use would also 
need to be part of South Australia’s marine parks. 
 
The Act defines four types of zones that must be 
established by marine park management plans. These 
are: General Managed Use (allowing ecologically 
sustainable development and use); Habitat Protect ion 
(protecting habitats and biodiversity while allowing use); 
Sanctuary (prohibiting removal or harm of plants and 
animals); and Restr icted Access (limiting access). 
 
Marine parks are a management overlay, requiring direct 
support from all Government agencies with management 
responsibilities in South Australian waters. In recognition 
of this, twelve South Australian Acts were amended to 
require Ministers and agencies to, amongst other 
matters, support the achievement of the objects of the 

Marine Parks Act. 
 
Getting to work 
 
The process of developing the outer boundaries was 
rigorous and is documented in a detailed Technical 
Report. This Report includes information about the tools 
and processes used to establish outer boundaries to 
ensure South Australia’s marine parks network fulfils the 
scientific principles.  
 
A key element of this work was the fourteen design 
principles, developed through collaboration between 
Government, a scientific working group and a community 
reference group. There are seven ecological principles 
and seven socio-economic principles, which collectively 
seek to deliver on the objects of the Marine Parks Act.  
 
The finalisation of the outer boundaries in mid-2009 
opened the door for the community and government to 
begin work on zoning the 44% of state waters within 
marine parks.  
 
To facilitate direct input from the community, fourteen 
local advisory groups were established across South 
Australia. Their task was to develop zoning proposals for 
the marine parks in their local areas. It was important that 
all local communities had the opportunity to provide 
input. 
 
The advisory groups each held five meetings and were 
provided extensive information and support, including the 
Design Principles, the Technical Report and detailed 
mapping layers of ecological, social and economic 
information. 
 
The conservation software Marxan was used to provide 
‘preliminary zoning scenarios’ as a starting point for 
advisory groups (Ball et al, 2009). These scenarios met 
CAR with targets that included 20-25% of each park’s 
features. 
 
A range of environmental data sets were considered 
including: bathymetry; winter and summer sea surface 
temperature; benthic habitats (reef, bare sand and 
seagrass); shoreline habitats (cliff, sand and saltmarsh); 
Australian Sea lion breeding colony and foraging 
locations. 
 
Activity and use data sets, such as the locations of ports 
and harbors, aquaculture licences, jetties, and high-cost 
fishing blocks, were also provided. 
 
The data were displayed via live GIS mapping support 
during meetings to help capture on-the-spot zoning 
alternatives that took into account the diverse range of 
zoning possibilities available to meet the design 
principles.  
 
As proposals were developed, the local groups were 
given information about how the proposals fulfilled CAR 
principles to ensure improvements could be considered 
before proposals were finalised. This information was 



provided on a network scale recognising that an attribute 
not provided for in one park, could be addressed in 
another.  
 
Before zoning proposals were finalised, the then Minister 
for Sustainability, Environment and Conservation and the 
Minister for Agriculture, Food and Fisheries convened a 
stakeholder forum with representatives of commercial 
and recreational fishers, conservation groups and 
scientists to consider the local group proposals and 
provide advice reflecting the interests of these key 
stakeholders. The outcomes of this forum later became 
the proposed zones in the draft management plans. 
 
In August 2012, nineteen draft management plans with 
zoning proposals were released for an eight week public 
comment period. More than 6000 submissions were 
received and these were carefully considered in finalising 
the management plans in late November 2012. 
 
The results 
 
The marine parks network includes eighty-four sanctuary 
zones, seventy per cent of which were put forward by 
local advisory groups. 
 
The marine parks network includes the key elements 
necessary for a CAR system, across all eight bioregions 
and bioregion transition boundaries. At six per cent of 
state waters, the Government acknowledges that the final 
sanctuary zoning may not yet deliver a full CAR outcome, 
rather a strong foundation only. This view is supported by 
the Marine Parks Council of South Australia (Marine Parks 
Council, 2012). 
 
The extensive community engagement program identified 
that, at this time, local communities were unlikely to able 
to support a full CAR system. The scope of change 
required was too great.  
 
The marine parks network provides a significant step 
forward in marine conservation. It conserves areas of 
importance to the long term conservation of iconic 
species and habitats and locations of high biodiversity 
and public value.  
 
Into the future 
 
Since management plans were finalised in late 2012, 
media attention has subsided and a sense of community 
acceptance and support has begun to emerge. A recent 
outreach program in metropolitan shopping centres has 
found that over eighty per cent of people spoken to 
support the new marine parks. This is consistent with the 
Government’s own market research. 

The community appears to have acknowledged that 
South Australia’s marine environment will be better off 
with the marine parks network in place and that their 
existing activities won’t be adversely affected. 
 
As the implementation of the nineteen management plans 
proceeds, it will be important to ensure that a robust 
monitoring, evaluation and reporting program is 
established. The outcomes of this program will ultimately 
be critical to demonstrate the public value of marine 
parks over time.  
 
Through extensive and genuine community engagement, 
informed by robust and state of the art science, South 
Australia has established a marine parks network that 
provides a solid base for marine conservation into the 
future. 
 
References 
 
All scientific documents referenced are available on the 
South Australian Marine Parks website. Available at: 
http://www.environment.sa.gov.au/marineparks/Learn/M
arine_park_science 
 
Ball IR, Possingham HP and Watts M (2009). Marxan and 
relatives: Software for spatial conservation prioritisation. 
Chapter 14: Pages 185-195 in Spatial conservation 
prioritisation: Quantitative methods and computational 
tools. Eds Moilanen A, Wilson KA and Possingham HP 
Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK. Available at: 
http://www.uq.edu.au/marxan/index.html?p=1.1.1 
[Accessed June 2013]. 
 
Marine Parks Council (2012). Draft Zoning Consultation. 
Available at: 
http://www.environment.sa.gov.au/marineparks/Learn/hi
story/Draft_zoning_consultation_2012. [Accessed May 
2013]. 
 
Links 
 
Further information about South Australia’s marine parks 
program is available at: www.marineparks.sa.gov.au.   
 
An economic valuation of the proposed management 
plans for South Australia’s marine parks by Caroline 
Hoisington of the Centre for Policy Development is at: 
http://cpd.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/Zoning-
SAs-Marine-Parks-OP22-Oct-2012.3.pdf  
 
RecFish SA perspective on South Australia’s marine 
parks is at: http://recfishsa.com.au/marine-parks/  
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THEME 1: A STATE / TERRITORY PERSPECTIVE 

 

Queensland 
 
 
 
The Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service (QPWS), 
Department of National Parks, Recreation, Sport and 
Racing (NPRSR) is responsible for the management of 
declared Fish Habitat Areas and State Marine Parks 
throughout Queensland. The following summary lists 
some key achievements and future challenges in these 
marine protected areas. 
 
Declared Fish Habitat Areas (IUCN protected area 
category VI) 
 
• Responsibility for declared Fish Habitat Areas (FHAs) 

was transferred from the Queensland Department of 
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) to NPRSR 
on 25 May 2012. This administrative change will 
enhance opportunities for coordinated planning and 
joint management with marine parks and adjacent 
national parks. 
 

• Queensland's declared FHA Network protects the 
fish habitats essential to sustaining fisheries from the 
physical disturbance associated with coastal 
development. Day-to-day access (for fishing, boating, 
tourism, etc.) is not affected by a FHA declaration 
under Queensland's Fisheries Act 1994. 
 

• The declared FHA Network focuses on protection of 
inshore and estuarine fish habitats, which are key to 
sustaining local and regional fisheries in Queensland. 
All habitats (mangroves, seagrass, rocky shores, 
sand bars, river banks, etc) within a declared FHA are 
equally protected. All coastal bioregions in 
Queensland are represented in the declared FHA 
Network. 

 
• The first FHAs were declared in the Moreton 

Bay/Gold Coast region in 1969. There are now 70 
declared FHAs forming the Network that 

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park © Government of Australia, Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority 
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encompasses over 1.1 million hectares of key fish 
habitats along Queensland's east coast and Gulf of 
Carpentaria (see habitat areas link below).  

 
• The Declared Fish Habitat Area Network Assessment 

Report 2012 is an initiative of the Declared Fish 
Habitat Area Network Strategy 2009-14. The Report 
assigns a 'traffic light' rating to each declared FHA, 
corresponding to a priority for action. The Network 
was assessed to be in good condition (no red lights), 
with most declared FHAs having good fish habitat 
diversity and associated fisheries activity (green 
lights). Issues for action included increased 
communication activities, more partnerships with 
stakeholders and better integration of the Network 
into planning processes. The effectiveness of 
responses to recommended management actions 
will be reviewed annually, with the next assessment 
report due in 2015 (see habitat assessment link 
below).  

 
• Offsets for development impacts in and adjacent to 

declared FHAs are currently determined according to 
the DAFF Marine Fish Habitat Offset Policy, a 
specific-issue policy under the Queensland 
Government Environmental Offsets Policy (QGEOP). 
A single State offsets policy is being developed to 
replace the QGEOP and its specific-issue policies, 
with implementation in late 2013. 

 
• QPWS has recently begun the Central Queensland 

declared FHA Investigation Program. The 3-year 
program will assess possible new declared FHAs in 
the Calliope River (Gladstone) and Leekes Creek 
(Great Keppel Island), along with possible expansion 
of the existing Fitzroy River and Cawarral Creek 
declared FHAs near Rockhampton. The program is 
funded by offsets from the Gladstone Port 
Corporation offsets program and the Commonwealth 
Biodiversity Offset Strategy for Gladstone Port 
developments. 

 
• The Pine River Bay FHA was declared in November 

2011 and is the only marine protected area in the 
West Cape York bioregion.  Declaration of the FHA 
was supported by the Thanakwith Anguthimiri and 
Thanakwith Thayngath people, who will jointly 
develop an agreement for cooperative management 
of the area with the State (see area summaries link 
below). 

 
• The Instream Structure Inventory Program has 

focussed on documenting structures in declared 
FHAs within the Great Sandy Marine Park, Great 
Barrier Reef catchments and Ramsar site wetlands. 
Response Action Plans with recommended 
management actions have been developed for key 
structures that are affecting fish habitat integrity. This 
program is funded by the Commonwealth 
Government Department of Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities 
through the Queensland Wetlands Program (see 

instream program link below).  
 
Marine Parks (IUCN protected area categories Ia, II 
and IV, depending on zone)   
 
Queensland marine parks are multiple use areas 
providing for a range of tourism, commercial and 
recreational pursuits, while also supporting the 
management of a range of marine species and habitats. 
http://www.nprsr.qld.gov.au/marine-parks/index.html  
 
Queensland has 3 State Marine Parks: 
 
Moreton Bay Marine Park: 
 
• A revised zoning plan for Moreton Bay Marine Park 

was implemented in 2009. This included a suite of 
conservation measures aimed at protecting marine 
habitats and species. A significant change involved 
the expansion of no-take marine national park zones 
(IUCN protected area category II) from 0.5% to 16% 
of the Marine Park.  The five year monitoring program 
to assess the effectiveness of the zoning from 
biological and socio-economic perspectives is 
coming to an end with final reports being submitted 
and synthesised. These will guide future 
management of the Marine Park. 
 

• To conserve reef habitat, the revised zoning plan 
included three no anchoring areas.  Public moorings 
have been installed at Flinders Reef (11) and Flat 
Rock (4) to facilitate improved access for the SCUBA 
diving community. Severe weather along the 
Queensland coast over the last few years has 
delayed deployment of these moorings, highlighting 
the significant challenges weather can impose on 
implementing management of the marine 
environment. 

 
• The revised zoning plan recognised the impacts that 

private buoy moorings can have on sensitive marine 
habitats such as seagrass, and incorporated 
designated mooring areas throughout the Marine 
Park where environmentally friendly moorings (EFMs) 
must be installed.  In collaboration with SEQ 
Catchments, a recent program funded through 
Caring for Country grants and Fisheries offset 
funding, saw the successful replacement of 100 
traditional block and tackle moorings with EFMs (see 
moorings link below). 

 
• $2 million has been spent enhancing and establishing 

six artificial reefs in the marine park.  These reefs 
provide additional fishing opportunities for 
recreational anglers following the expansion of no-
take zones.  Following the 2012 state election, a 
further $2 million has been allocated to the artificial 
reef program with potential reef sites being 
investigated in Moreton Bay and Great Sandy Marine 
Parks. http://www.nprsr.qld.gov.au/parks/moreton-
bay/zoning/trial_artificial_reef_program.html  
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• In 2011 the Quandamooka People of North 

Stradbroke Island were recognised as native title 
holders of approximately 29 500ha of sea country 
within the Marine Park.  A Memorandum of 
Understanding is being prepared to address and 
facilitate joint management arrangements. 

 
• QPWS provides in-kind support for the citizen 

science programs, Seagrass Watch and Mangrove 
Watch, in Moreton Bay and Great Sandy Marine 
Parks. 

 
Great Sandy Marine Park: 
 
• The Great Sandy Marine Park Strategic Directions 

(2009-15) has been developed along with supporting 
strategies (for key values, e.g. shorebirds, coral and 
grey nurse shark) to assist with the management of 
the Marine Park. 
 

• QPWS worked in conjunction with the Port Curtis 
Coral Coast Traditional Owners to develop a 
Traditional Use of Marine Resources Agreement 
which will assist in effective management and 
protection of marine resources of cultural 
significance. 

 
• To enable improved accuracy and better useability, 

updated mapping for the Great Sandy Marine Park is 
being developed. 

 
• QPWS continues to build collaborative relationships 

with research organisations and regional bodies (e.g. 
Burnett Mary Regional Group) to assist with 
identifying and filling knowledge gaps ahead of the 
2016 review of the GSMP zoning plan.  Identifying 
key aggregation sites for gestating female grey nurse 
sharks is an example. 

 
Great Barrier Reef Coast Marine Park: 
 
• In response to a high number of dugong mortalities in 

the Bowling Green Bay area south of Townsville, and 
subsequent community and fishing industry concern, 
the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority 
amended legislation to restrict the use of certain net 
types.  Queensland has commenced the process to 
amend the Marine Parks (Great Barrier Reef Coast) 
Zoning Plan 2006 to meet complementary legislative 
requirements with those of the adjoining Great Barrier 
Reef Marine Park, to maintain enforcement capability 
and enhance dugong protection. 
 

• QPWS plays a significant role in natural resource 
management programs throughout the Great Barrier 
Reef World Heritage Area as part of the Field 
Management Program: 

 
o Coastal bird monitoring on islands throughout 

the area for inclusion in the Coastal Bird Atlas 
and incorporation into agency decision 
support tools (Wildnet and Wetland 

Information Capture); 
 

o Reef Health and Impact Surveys (RHIS) aim to 
provide early alerts to emerging management 
issues (e.g. coral bleaching, disease, crown of 
thorn infestations and coral damage) and to 
assess the effectiveness of management 
measures (e.g. no anchoring areas).  The 
Program also incorporates data collection on 
coral reef health within Moreton Bay and Great 
Sandy Marine Parks. 

 
o Controlling foxes and pigs on mainland and 

island beaches to reduce marine turtle egg 
loss from predation.  Cyclonic weather has 
also required the active relocation of eggs at 
risk from flooding and shoreline erosion.  

 
o Several traditional owner groups in Far North 

Queensland (Girringun Aboriginal Corporation, 
Mandingalbay Yidinji people and the 
Jalunjiwarra people) have established 
Indigenous Protected Areas (IPA) which, 
through Memorandums of Understanding, 
enable a cooperative approach with QPWS to 
manage their sea country. The traditional 
owners of the Wellesley Islands in the Gulf of 
Carpentaria are shortly to declare an IPA. 
Note:- the sea country around these islands is 
not included in a marine park or declared FHA.  

 
Ramsar sites 

 
• A large proportion of each area associated with 

internationally recognised Ramsar site wetlands 
occurs on marine or terrestrial lands managed by 
QPWS. 
 

• The Commonwealth and Queensland Governments 
have funded a project that aims to enhance 
management of Queensland’s Ramsar sites that are 
associated with QPWS managed areas by: 

 
o Developing State-wide principles and 

guidelines for wetland planning and 
management; 
 

o Developing Ramsar Management Summaries 
for the five Ramsar sites in Queensland 
(Currawinya Lakes, Shoalwater and Corio 
Bays, Bowling Green Bay, Great Sandy Strait, 
and Moreton Bay). These incorporate relevant 
wetland and Ramsar-related information from 
the Ecological Character Description for each 
site, for use by park staff responsible for park 
planning and management; and 
 

o Making minor adjustments/corrections to 
Ramsar site boundary mapping for the Great 
Sandy Strait and Moreton Bay areas. 
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Challenges 

 
• Need for reliable and high resolution habitat mapping 

and classification to identify areas of high ecological 
significance or at greatest risk from threatening 
processes. 
 

• Provide a framework to facilitate effective integration 
of science, policy and management. 
 

• Ensure public awareness of the existence and 
benefits of marine protected areas (MPAs), including 
countering claims that there is no scientific evidence 
supporting the effectiveness of marine protected 
areas or the need for no-take zones. The Moreton 
Bay area sees approximately 10 000 new boat 
registrations each year.  Despite significant efforts to 
promote public awareness there are still a large 
number of users, unaware that they are in a Marine 
Park. 
 

• Develop cost effective mechanisms to monitor 
effectiveness of MPAs. 

 
• Ensure the integrity of the MPA Networks with 

increasing development pressure resulting from rapid 
population growth and expansion of mining and 
resource sectors. 

 
• Ensure catchment management practices minimise 

pollutant loads to the receiving marine environment.  
Extreme rainfall events in Queensland over the last 
few years highlighted the need for continued and 
improved work to better manage this impact. 

 
• Quantify and demonstrate the values of the marine 

environment to Queensland and the nation’s 

economy, especially in terms of the products and 
services this generates.   An asset of that value 
deserves a significant investment strategy to maintain 
its functions and continue its socio-economic 
benefits.    

 
• Ensure MPA legislation has sufficient flexibility to 

respond to impacts from significant weather events, 
including both emergency and recovery actions. 

 
• Manage MPAs to ensure sustainable activities 

continue, e.g. tourism and recreational and 
commercial fishing opportunities. 

 
Links!
!
Assessment report - 
http://www.nprsr.qld.gov.au/managing/habitat-
areas/assessment-report.html 
 
Habitat areas - 
http://www.nprsr.qld.gov.au/managing/habitat-
areas/index.html 
 
Area summaries - 
http://www.nprsr.qld.gov.au/managing/area-
summaries/pineriver.html 
 
Instream program - 
http://www.nprsr.qld.gov.au/managing/habitat-
areas/instream-program.html 
 
Moorings - http://www.seqcatchments.com.au/case-
studies/mooring-trial-to-end-crop-circles-in-moreton-
bay?A=SearchResult&SearchID=23126702&ObjectID=17
18844&ObjectType=35
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THEME 1: A STATE / TERRITORY PERSPECTIVE 

 

Tasmania 
 

 
 
Tasmanian marine protected areas – an update as 
at June 2013 
 
Tasmania has 21 marine protected areas (MPA) within 
state coastal waters, which includes waters surrounding 
subantarctic Macquarie Island (Figure 1 and 2). The first 
MPAs were declared in 1991: Governor Island Marine 
Nature Reserve, Ninepin Point Marine Nature Reserve, 
Tinderbox Marine Nature Reserve, and a marine 
extension to Maria Island National Park. In 2000 a marine 
extension to the Macquarie Island Nature Reserve 
created Tasmania’s largest MPA. In 2004 marine 
extensions to the Kent Group National Park in Bass Strait 
and Southwest National Park were declared. The marine 
extension to the Southwest National Park covered the 
Port Davey-Bathurst Channel area.  In 2009 fourteen 
Marine Conservation Areas were declared in the Bruny 
bioregion (Figure 2). Conservation Areas provide for the 
sustainable use of natural resources. 
 

In Tasmania, MPAs are declared under both national 
parks legislation (Nature Conservation Act 2002) and 
fisheries legislation (Living Marine Resources 
Management Act 1995 (LMRMA). The Nature 
Conservation Act 2002 makes provision for the 
establishment and management of reserves (both marine 
and terrestrial) while the LMRMA is used to protect a 
‘fish’ resource and control fishing activities. For the 
purposes of the LMRMA ‘fish’ include any marine 
organism of any species including plants, except for 
marine mammals (whales, dolphins and seals) or birds 
(which are protected under the Whales Protection Act 
1988, and the Nature Conservation Act 2002 and its 
associated Regulations). 
 
Currently there are two types of zones under the LMRMA 
– no-take zones and restricted-take zones. 
 
No-take zones – provide the highest level of protection 
for marine life and habitats as well as areas of cultural 

Temperate rocky reef, Bunurong Marine National Park © Mark Norman, Museum Victoria  / Parks Victoria 
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significance. Only activities which do not compromise the 
reserves ecological or cultural values may be permitted in 
these areas. Extractive activities, including fishing, are not 
permitted.  
 
Restricted-take zones – areas managed primarily for 
the maintenance of habitats.  Lower impact fishing 
techniques such as diving for abalone and rock lobster, 
using a rock lobster pot or ring, line fishing with no more 
than 5 hooks per line, and trolling are permitted. 
However, the higher impact forms of fishing such as 
netting, set-lining and dredging are prohibited, as are the 
taking of marine plants and cast seaweed. Activities that 
do not compromise the maintenance of habitat values 
may be permitted. 
 
The northern section of the Maria Island marine reserve 
and all the Marine Conservation Areas remain unzoned 
under the LMRMA. Fishing is permitted in these areas 

subject to broader fisheries regulations such as size, bag 
and possession limits and local gear restrictions. These 
are consistent with IUCN category VI.  
 
Collectively, MPAs cover approximately 5.7% (135,287 
ha) of our coastal waters (Table 1). No-take zones cover 
4.2% (100,092 ha) with 25,377 ha (1.1%) being in 
immediate coastal waters and the majority (i.e. 74,715 ha 
or 3.1%) being concentrated around subantarctic 
Macquarie Island. Restricted-take zones cover 1% 
(22,858 ha) and unzoned areas cover 0.5% (12,352 ha) 
of our coastal waters.   
 
MPAs occur in five of Tasmania’s nine bioregions (Figure 
1). There are no MPAs on the State’s north or west 
coasts, or surrounding Flinders Island or King Island 
(Boags, Franklin, Flinders and Otway bioregions, 
respectively). 

 
 
 

!
Figure 1: Tasmanian Marine Nature Reserves and 
marine extensions to National Parks. 

Figure 2: Tasmanian Marine Conservation Areas. 
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Table 1: Marine Protected Areas in Tasmania as at June 2013 

Marine Protected Area NCA 
proclamation1 

LMRMA 
proclamation2 

IUCN 
category3 

Area    
(ha) 4 

No-take 
area 
(ha) 

Restricted 
take area 

(ha) 

Unzoned 
area (ha) 

5 
Governor Island Marine Nature 
Reserve 

1991 1991 II 60 60 0 0 

Maria Island National Park  1991 1991 II/VI 1,249 661 0 588 
Ninepin Point Marine Nature 
Reserve 

1991 1991 II 731.8 731.8 0 0 

Tinderbox Marine Nature 
Reserve 

1991 1991 II 144.1 144.1 0 0 

Macquarie Island Nature 
Reserve  

2000 2000 Ia 74,715 74,715 0 0 

Kent Group National Park  2004 2005 II/IV 28,870 13,837 15,048 0 
Port Davey (South West 
National Park)  

1976 2005 II/IV 17,753 9,943 7,810 0 

Blackman Rivulet Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 263.1 0 0 263.1 

Central Channel Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 3,443 0 0 3,443 

Cloudy Bay Lagoon Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 480.1 0 0 480.1 

Hippolyte Rocks Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 534.9 0 0 534.9 

Huon Estuary Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 694.2 0 0 694.2 

Monk Bay Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 399.2 0 0 399.2 

Opossum Bay Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 555.5 0 0 555.5 

Port Cygnet Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 103.1 0 0 103.1 

River Derwent Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 1,636 0 0 1,636 

Roberts Point Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 138.6 0 0 138.6 

Simpsons Point Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 573.9 0 0 573.9 

Sloping Island Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 940.3 0 0 940.3 

South Arm Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 772.4 0 0 772.4 

Waterfall-Fortescue Marine 
Conservation Area 

2009 No VI 1,230 0 0 1,230 

TOTAL RESERVE AREA     135,287 100,092 22,858 12,352 

TOTAL RESERVE AREA (EXCLUDING MACQUARIE ISLAND) 60,572 25,377 22,858 12,352 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
"!!Date of declaration under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 (NCA) or the previous National Parks and Wildlife Act 1970. Provides for the 

establishment and management of reserves.!
#!!Date of declaration via fisheries rules under the Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 (LMRMA) or prior to 1995 regulations under 

the Fisheries Act 1959. Provides for the protection of fish and controlling fishing activities. For the purposes of the LMRMA ‘fish’ include any 
marine organism of any species including plants, except for marine mammals or birds.!

$!!Categories specified here may differ from previous documents but the categories assigned reflect the way the reserves are currently managed. 
For example, the Marine Nature Reserves are deemed to be IUCN category II, even though they are not reserve class National Park nor cover 
large areas, because their primary objective is to protect natural biodiversity and ecosystem processes while also providing opportunities for 
compatible scientific, educational and recreational opportunities.!

%!!As proclaimed.!
&!!Unzoned areas are areas within the boundaries of MPAs which are either not proclaimed as no-take or restricted-take zones under the 

LMRMA or not proclaimed under the LMRMA.!
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THEME 1: A STATE / TERRITORY PERSPECTIVE 
 

Victoria 
 
Mark Rodrigue 
Program Leader, Marine and Coasts, Parks Victoria 
 
 
 
1. Victoria’s marine values: The southern coast of 
Australia is one of the most significant south-facing 
sections of coast in the southern hemisphere and 
contributes to the unique status of Victoria’s coastal and 
marine flora and fauna. Ninety to ninety-five percent of 
species in most taxonomic groups occurring in southern 
waters occur nowhere else on earth.  
 
Victoria’s marine waters cover more than 10,000 square 
kilometres, extending three nautical miles (approximately 
5.5 kilometres) from the coastline. They include bays, 
inlets and estuaries, as well as the exposed waters of 
Bass Strait and the open ocean. Most waters are 
shallow, but some areas reach depths of more than 100 
metres. 
 
The range of climatic, geological and oceanographic 
regimes and the interaction of terrestrial, estuarine and 
marine ecosystems combine to ensure that this relatively 
compact and accessible environment is amongst the 
richest and most diverse in Australia.  
 
Victoria’s marine environment is reflective of its east west 
aligned coastline and stretches over 2000 kilometres 
from the New South Wales border in the east to the 
South Australian border in the west.  The marine 
environment of Victoria has been divided into five distinct 
bioregions based on biogeography and the associated 
biophysical parameters. Eastern Victoria’s Twofold Shelf 
Bioregion dominated by warmer water resulting from the 
influence of the East Australian Current in a relatively low 
energy wave environment; the Central Victorian bioregion 
largely influenced by relatively shallow marine areas in 
Bass Strait; the Otway bioregion  influenced by the high 
energy wave environment and cool waters of the 
Southern Ocean; the Flindersian bioregion characterised 
by granite dominated  substrates typical of Wilsons 
Promontory;  while the sheltered water of two bays and 
an major inlet  contribute to the Victorian Embayments 
bioregion. 
 
A wide range of marine ecosystems is found across 
marine areas. These include Intertidal and Subtidal Rocky 
Reefs, Kelp Forests, colourful Sponge Gardens, Soft 
Sediments, Mangroves and Saltmarshes, Seagrass 
Meadows, and of course large areas of Open Water.  
These habitats in turn support a wide range of species 

many of which being endemic to the region.  
 

 
 
Figure 1: Victoria’s Marine Bioregions. 
!
Great economic value is associated with the State’s 
coastal and marine environment. It contributes to 
Victoria’s economy through natural resource industries 
such as fishing, oil and gas extraction, and through 
activities that prosper from operating in a specifically 
coastal environment, such as tourism, ports and trade 
activity. Some of the increasing stresses on the coast are 
due to these industrial and population pressures. Other 
stressors are due to exogenous factors such as nutrient 
inputs from catchments, the introduction of marine pests 
and, significantly, predicted and current climate change in 
a marine region likely to experience feel some of the 
greatest impacts globally. 
 
2. Victoria’s marine ecological integrity - key 
challenges and opportunities (Adapted from Victoria’s 
State of the Environment Report (2008)) 
 
Knowledge: Despite these values and the significance 
of the processes impacting upon it, our knowledge and 
understanding, especially in regard to marine 
environments, is less developed than for terrestrial areas. 
The effects of pressures such as urbanisation on coastal 
biodiversity are clear.   
 
Public awareness of marine values: Victoria's marine 
biodiversity is not widely understood and appreciated 
across our community, given that it is often out of sight 
under the sea surface, small and well-hidden. While most 
Victorians indicate they care about a healthy marine 
environment most acknowledge knowing very little about 
it.  
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Human induced change: Marine uses depend on the 
sustained ecological integrity of our marine ecosystems, 
but can also place it at risk. The threats vary across the 
bays and open coast, but include exotic species, 
unsustainable harvesting of particular species, physical 
changes to habitats, seismic impacts, over-use, and 
input or resuspending of nutrients, toxins and sediment. 
These threats to marine biodiversity are also not well 
understood and can go unnoticed. In addition, the 
interactions among threats can be complex and difficult 
to predict. There has been much progress in both 
scientific understanding of, and management approaches 
to, Victoria's marine environments. 
 
Water quality:  Water quality is inversely related to land 
use intensity in the adjacent catchment. As a result, water 
quality in Port Phillip Bay, Western Port and the 
Gippsland Lakes is likely to be poorer than in the open 
ocean, which is characterised by high levels of mixing 
and flushing, and is further removed from high intensity 
land use. Reduced water quality has a negative impact 
on both human use of the marine environment, and 
marine biodiversity.  
 
Unsustainable resource use: Human use of marine 
species can change marine ecology. Certain species of 
fin fish have been historically overharvested, and this has 
had repercussions on the structure of marine 
ecosystems. An example of this is the removal of top 
predators, leading to the formation of urchin barrens, a 
degraded form of marine habitat. 
 
Marine pests: Introduced species are a constant threat 
to Victorian marine systems. There are now 161 
introduced species in Port Phillip Bay, considered to be 
one of the most invaded marine ecosystems in the 
southern hemisphere, and these are changing its 
ecosystems. In the vast majority of cases, preventing the 
incursion of marine pests is cheaper than attempting to 
remove them once established. Marine pests have high 
potential for impact on native plant and animal 
communities and have in recent years spread to locations 
well outside of Port Phillip, and represent potential 
stepping stones for further invasions of coastal areas.  
 
Climate change: As part of an interconnected global 
system, climate change applies ongoing pressure to 
Victoria’s coastal and marine environments. Victoria’s 
marine and coastal biodiversity, already threatened by a 
range of development and industry pressures, faces 
significant challenges as a result of climate change. 
Effects have already been observed and include altered 
distribution of marine life including commercially 
important species, and some with potential to alter 
community structures (e.g. Centrostephanus rogersii) 
 
 
3. Victoria’s progress in marine conservation:!!
!
(i) Marine protected areas (MPAs): In discussing 
MPAs it is worth noting at the outset that public support 
for Victoria’s Marine National Parks and Marine 

Sanctuaries remains high at 93% of respondents to the 
2012 Victorian Coastal Councils market research. 
Victorians do care about the health of the marine 
environment and want to see marine and coastal areas 
well managed for the future.  
 
Victoria’s existing marine protected areas date from 1979 
when the Harold Holt Marine Reserves in Port Phillip Bay 
were established following a proposal from the Scuba 
Divers Federation of Victoria in the early 1970s. Several 
more marine protected areas were established between 
1981 and 1991, mainly in South Gippsland. In 1991 the 
then Land Conservation Council began a State-wide 
investigation which culminated in the establishment of a 
representative system of no-take marine national parks 
and marine sanctuaries in 2002 covering 5.3 percent of 
Victorian state waters. In total, the existing marine 
protected areas in Victoria now covers approximately 
11.7 percent of Victorian waters. 
 
Following the 2002 declaration of the system of no-take 
marine national parks and marine sanctuaries based on 
CAR principles, Parks Victoria prepared an overarching 
strategy for management of these areas: Management 
Strategy 2003-2010 and detailed management plans for 
each Marine National Park or Marine Sanctuary.  
Management focuses on the protection of recognised 
natural and cultural values largely through the 
identification and mitigation of threats to their agreed 
values or establishment purposes.  
 
It is worth noting that in its recommendations to establish 
Marine National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries the 
Environment Conservation Council made a number of 
recommendations for the establishment of a number of 
marine Special Management Areas at locations with high 
local marine values. These have not been implemented.   
 
A recent conservation review of Victoria’s MPA system 
commissioned by the Victorian National Parks 
Association by Australian Marine Ecology identified 
potential gaps in the Comprehensiveness, Adequacy, 
and Representativeness of Victoria’s existing MPAs and 
recommended that further areas be considered for 
inclusion within the MPA system. At this point these 
recommendations have been not be accepted by the 
Victorian Government.   
 
The Victorian Government is at present through the 
Victorian Environment Assessment Council (VEAC) 
undertaking a Marine Investigation to examine the 
effectiveness of these areas in meeting the purposes for 
which they were established. VEAC are due to submit 
their report in 2014.  
 
It is worthy noting that support for Victoria’s Marine 
National Parks and Marine Sanctuaries remains high at 
93% of respondents to the 2012 Victorian Coastal 
Councils market research.  
  
(ii) Protected marine species: A number of marine 
species and communities are included within Victoria’s 
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threatened species legislation.  While knowledge of 
marine values remains poor in comparison with terrestrial 
systems there is recognition of the highly endemic nature 
of many Victorian marine species and new species are 
still being discovered.  Recently two species of Blue 
Groper (Eastern and Western) that are found in Victorian 
waters were added to a short list of other protected fish 
species in the state.  
 
A challenge to having marine species adequately 
protected though legislation is the relative paucity of data 
relating to the status of marine species or communities at 
risk. A number of state organisations including Museum 
Victoria, Parks Victoria, the Department of Environment 
and Primary Industry, working together with increasing 
numbers of active community groups, continue to grow 
knowledge of Victoria’s marine biota.  This however 
continues to be a significant knowledge gap.  
  
(iii) Marine pollution: Victoria has stringent controls on 
the discharge of pollutants into marine and coastal 
waters. Largely managed by the Environment Protection 
Authority the State Environment Protection Policies 
(Waters of Victoria) set uses and values of water 
environments that communities want to protect 
(beneficial uses), establish ‘goalposts’ so we know when 
they are protected (environmental quality objectives) and 
provide clear guidance on what we need to do to protect 
them (attainment program).   
 
A number of regional water quality improvement plans 
have been developed with the protection of the marine 
environment and its biota and uses clearly recognised as 
a goal. These have been developed for Port Philip and 
Western Port, the Gippsland Lakes, and Corner Inlet.  
Locally community based projects with a water quality 
improvement focus have been established  in a number 
of catchments that are likely to directly impact MPAs 
including projects in Warrnambool for the Merri Marine 
Sanctuary and in Western Port’s Watson Creek.   
 
Regional Catchment Strategies are the primary Natural 
Resource Management guidelines through which water 
quality outcomes for the marine environment are sought, 
although it is worth also noting the significant efforts 
applied to the specific challenges posed by Melbourne’s 
growing population on the receiving waters of Port Phillip 
and Western Port through plans such as the Yarra River 
Action Plan. Many of these plans now have specific 
initiatives to address threats to marine systems, including 
sediment and nutrients, as well as identifying approaches 
for community engagement in NRM issues including 
marine.   
 
While together these plans have led to some 
improvements in water quality from surrounding 
catchments and engagement of communities in water 
issues there are still significant challenges to overcome in 
restoring healthy rivers, wetlands, and estuaries in 
restoring their ecological functioning in protecting the 
quality of receiving waters.   
 

(iv) Integrated marine management: Through the 
1990s there was a major shift in Victoria in recognising 
the complexity of overlapping legislation and 
management of Victoria’s marine and coastal areas. The 
proclamation of the ground breaking Coastal 
Management Act 1995 and establishment of the Victorian 
Coastal Council, Regional Coastal Boards, and a state-
wide Victorian Coastal Strategy (VCS), provided a 
significant and working mechanism for integration of 
efforts in coastal and marine management.  
 
While these tools have provided improved mechanisms 
for dealing with many current and emerging coastal 
issues, there has remained a lack of a clear 
complimentary strategy for the marine environment either 
integrated with the VCS, or as a standalone. There 
remains much work to do in this space and an urgent 
need for a clear state focussed Marine Plan to outline 
priorities for marine management across all sectors.   
 
(v) Marine pests: Since recognising the significant 
potential impacts of marine pests in Victoria there have 
been a number of national and state policy initiatives that 
have led to the decreased likelihood of new species 
arriving in Victorian from other locations. In spite of this 
new species have continued to become established in 
many of Victoria’s larger ports.  
 
In more recent times there has also been an alarming 
spread of pests from primary ports to secondary ports 
increasing the likelihood of secondary spread using these 
locations as stepping stones for further invasion. An 
increasingly frequent threat posed to Victorian water is 
the release of high-risk ballast water obtained in other 
Australian ports. The number of incidents where this has 
occurred in recent years points to a potentially significant 
and growing threat.     
 
Current lack of controls on vector transport of marine 
pests from one Victorian port to another via recreational 
or small commercial vessels should also represent 
concerns for maintaining marine ecological integrity. New 
biosecurity legislation and reforms are providing 
mechanisms for resolving some of these challenges but 
have some way to go to be truly effective in environments 
where most of the public are unaware of the problem.  
 
(vi) Community engagement: Victorian residents and 
visitors clearly value the State’s marine environment.  
 
In recent surveys undertaken by the Victorian Coastal 
Council (2012) the following observations were reported:  
 
• The natural features of the Victorian coastal and 

marine environment were extremely important to 
Victorians.  
 

• There is a clear sense of pride in the local coastal 
and marine environment.  

 
• Although a few participants were concerned that the 

Victorian coast was currently under threat, the 



!
general consensus was that it was healthy.  

 
While this is pleasing to see, many of the human induced 
issues impacting the marine environment point to a lack 
of overall lack of awareness of marine values and threats.  
 
Marine education and engagement in both schools and 
community organisations such as Friends groups, has 
grown in its extent in the past decades with a number of 
government and non-government programs making 
significant contributions to raising awareness of the 
values of the Victorian marine environment, the 
challenges it faces, and the many opportunities to help 
protect the marine environment.  Victoria however 
continues to lack a cohesive marine education and 
community engagement strategy in spite of this being 
recognised as urgently needed in successive Victorian 
Coastal Strategies.  
 
(vii) Marine science capacity: Victoria has been 
fortunate in that there have been a number of research 
and educational institutions that have had acquisition of 
marine knowledge and sharing of this information as a 
primary focus. The work undertaken at both various 
government agencies including those focussed on 
biodiversity conservation, fisheries management, NRM, 
and water management, as well as extensive research 
undertaken in the university sector, have contributed to a 
considerable volume of literature on the Victorian marine 
environment, albeit limited in its extent across the entire 
coast.  
 
In more recent times however there has been a marked 
reduction in the number of government research roles 
focussed on marine environmental sustainability and 
there is currently considerable concern, particularly and 
not surprisingly from the research community, about the 
capacity of Victoria’s marine managers and decision 
makers to be informed by solid information.  
  
4.  References and information sources:  
 
• Victorian Environment Assessment Council – Marine 

Investigation Discussion Paper (Nov 2012). Available 
at: 
http://www.veac.vic.gov.au/documents/Marine%20In
%20PDF.pdf     
 

• Victorian National Parks Association – Protecting Our 

Seas and Shores, Priorities for Marine Conservation 
in Victoria (2010). Available at: 
http://vnpa.org.au/admin/library/attachments/PDFs/R
eports/VNPANCRSummary-web3.pdf   

 
• Australian Marine Ecology - VNPA Nature 

Conservation Review: Marine Conservation Issues 
and Priorities for Victoria (April 2010). Available at: 
http://vnpa.org.au/admin/library/attachments/PDFs/R
eports/VNPA%20NCR%20Marine%20Conservation-
small.pdf    

 
• Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability 

Victoria – State of the Environment Report (2008). 
Available at: 
http://www.ces.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/00
19/124462/4.4_CoastEstuariesSeaWholeSection.pdf 

 
• Ipsos for Victorian Coastal Council (2012). Coastal 

and Marine Environment Community Attitudes & 
Behaviour (Wave Four). Available at: 
http://www.vcc.vic.gov.au/assets/media/ckfinder_file
s/files/Coastal%20and%20Marine%20Environment%
20COmmunity%20Attitudes(3).pdf      

 
Some useful Victorian websites:   
 
Department of Environment and Primary Industries: 
http://www.depi.vic.gov.au/coasts-and-marine/marine  
 
Parks Victoria:  http://parkweb.vic.gov.au/   
 
Museum Victoria:  http://museumvictoria.com.au/marine-
life/   
 
Victorian Coastal Council:  http://vcc.vic.gov.au/  
 
Environment Protection Authority:  http://vcc.vic.gov.au/  
 
Victorian National Parks Association: http://vnpa.org.au   
 
Underwater Victoria: 
http://www.exploreunderwatervictoria.org.au/  
 
Contact 
 
Email: mark.rodrigue@parks.vic.gov.au 
Phone: 0429 350 971 
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Above: Anemones in Wilsons Promontory Marine National Park © Mark Norman, Museum Victoria  / Parks 
Victoria. Below: Offshore reef with Butterfly Perch (Caesioperca lepidoptera) above sea whips and 
colourful sponge communities in Beware Reef Marine Sanctuary © Mark Norman, Museum Victoria. 

 



!
THEME 1: A STATE / TERRITORY PERSPECTIVE 
 

Western Australia 
 
 
 
Under the Western Australian Conservation and Land 
Management Act 1984 (CALM Act), there are three types 
of marine conservation reserves: 

 
• Marine nature reserve (section 13A) - created for 

biodiversity conservation and scientific research. 
 

• Marine park (section 13B) - created for 
biodiversity conservation, and protection of natural 
features and processes. They provide for recreational 
and commercial use and enjoyment in appropriate 
zones and at a level consistent with conservation 
objectives. 

o There are four types of management zones 
in marine parks; sanctuary, special purpose, 
recreation, and general use. 

 
• Marine management area (section 13C) - 

created for conservation and intensive multiple-use. 
 
All existing marine reserves in WA are established as 
Class ‘A’ reserves which provide the highest level of 
security of tenure and purpose.  
 
Key facts 
 
• WA has 16 CALM Act marine conservation reserves 

which include 13 marine parks, one marine nature 
reserve and two marine management areas. 
 

• The total area of CALM Act marine conservation 
reserves is approximately 2.4 million hectares. 

 
• The total percentage of ‘no-take’ in CALM Act 

marine conservation reserves that have been fully 
established is approximately 20% (approximately 300 
000 hectares). There are three marine parks that 
have been recently proclaimed (outer boundaries 
only) but are yet to have internal management zoning 
proclaimed. 

 
• Ten out of a total nineteen Integrated Marine and 

Coastal Regionalisation of Australia (IMCRA) 
bioregions in WA waters have one or more marine 
reserves (as defined under IMCRA, 2008) 
(DSEWPaC, 2013). 

 
• The number of bioregions without one or more 

marine parks or reserve is thus 9 out of 19 
bioregions. 

 

Proposed marine conservation reserves  
 
Western Australia is currently progressing six marine 
conservation reserve proposals which include Roebuck 
Bay Marine Park; Horizontal Falls Marine Park North 
Kimberley Marine Park, a new reserve extension from the 
proposed North Kimberley Marine Park to the Western 
Australian-Northern Territory border (East Kimberley); 
Dampier Archipelago Marine Park, and Regnard Marine 
Management Area. This will increase comprehensiveness 
from 10 bioregions to 13 out of 19 bioregions. 
 
Key achievements 
 
• During 2012/13 two of the first new Kimberley region 

marine parks at Camden Sound and Eighty Mile 
Beach were gazetted. These will form part of the 
Great Kimberley Marine Park which will also include 
the proposed Horizontal Falls Marine Park, proposed 
North Kimberley Marine Park and a new marine park 
to extend to the border of the Northern Territory.  
 

• In 2012, amendments to the CALM Act introduced 
new provisions to manage land and sea jointly with 
Aboriginal people to protect and conserve the value 
of the land/sea to the culture and heritage of 
Aboriginal persons. This includes a provision to have 
joint management agreements attached to marine 
reserve plans, where joint arrangements are made. 
The West Australian Department of Environment and 
Conservation (DEC) is working with traditional owners 
to establish Indigenous Land Use Agreements and 
Joint Management Agreements for relevant reserves.  

 
Key challenges 
 
• Achieving stakeholder and broader public 

understanding and support for marine conservation 
reserves, biodiversity conservation and national 
representative system of marine protected areas. 
 

• Additional amendments to the CALM Act also made 
provision for Aboriginal people to practice customary 
activities on DEC managed land/waters, except 
where flora and fauna needs to be protected. 
 

• Ensuring consistent management and communal 
reporting arrangements for marine reserves in State 
waters with Commonwealth marine reserves where 
they abut. 
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Table 2: Existing WA marine reserves 
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Links 
 
http://www.dec.wa.gov.au/management-and-
protection/marine-environment.html  
 
http://www.marineparks.wa.gov.au/  
http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/pages/Statemen
tDetails.aspx?listName=StatementsBarnett&StatId=7171  
 
http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/Pages/Statemen
tDetails.aspx?StatId=5716&listName=StatementsBarnett  
 

http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/Pages/Statemen
tDetails.aspx?StatId=6014&listName=StatementsBarnett 
 
http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/Pages/Statemen
tDetails.aspx?StatId=7176&listName=StatementsBarnett  
 
Reference 
 
DSEWPaC (2013) Integrated Marine and Coastal 
Regionalisation of Australia. Available at: 
http://www.environment.gov.au/coasts/mbp/imcra/. 
[Accessed June 2013] 
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THEME 1: AUSTRALIA’S PROGRESS IN MARINE CONSERVATION 
 

The Indigenous Perspective: Sea 
Country Indigenous Protected 
Areas (IPA) 
Traditional Owner led frameworks for collaborative 
management of coastal land and sea 
 
Phil Rist 
Executive Officer, Girringun Aboriginal Corporation 
Dermot Smyth 
Smyth and Bahrdt Consultants 
 
 
 
Indigenous Protected Areas (IPAs) are areas of land 
and/or sea established as protected areas by Aboriginal 
people or Torres Strait Islanders traditionally associated 
with those areas.  IPAs are planned, dedicated and 
managed consistent with IUCN protected area guidelines 
and recognised by Australian, State and Territory 
governments as part of Australia’s National Reserve 
System (NRS). 
 
IPAs are established and managed by Indigenous people 
independently of government legislation, consistent with 
the IUCN protected area definition which refers to 
protected area management by “legal or other effective 
means”.  IPAs are not government protected areas, but 
they are supported by the Australian Government’s IPA 
Program (DSEWPAC, 2013) and most IPAs are also 
supported through partnerships with state and territory 
agencies, NRM bodies, business enterprises and 
research institutions. 
 
Until recently, all IPAs were established on land legally 
owned by Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander people – 
e.g. as a result of successful land claims under land rights 
legislation, recognition of native title, or purchase of 
freehold or pastoral land.  This approach has worked well 
for Indigenous groups who have been successful in re-
establishing formal ownership of their traditional country, 
but it has excluded Indigenous groups who have little or 
no formal ownership of their country, even though they 
may be engaged in managing their traditional land and 
sea areas. 
 
In recent years, the IPA concept has moved beyond a 
tenure-based approach and now includes IPAs based on 
“country” – i.e. areas of land and sea traditionally 
associated with particular Indigenous groups, irrespective 

of current formal tenure arrangements.  Examples of this 
country-based approach include Dhimurru IPA and 
Girringun Regional IPAs. 
 
Dhimurru IPA 
 
The 101,000 ha Dhimurru IPA on the northeast coast of 
Arnhem Land was declared in 2000, including 9,000 ha 
of sea country that had been registered as marine sacred 
site under the Northern Territory Sacred Sites Act – which 
provided legal recognition for inclusion in the IPA under 
the “tenure-based” approach.  However, this approach 
excluded a large area of sea country for which there is 
currently no legal recognition.  Dhimurru Aboriginal 
Corporation released a strategic Sea Country Plan in 
2006 which outlines their vision for integrated land and 
sea management in partnership with government 
agencies, research institutions and others.  Following a 
collaborative planning process over several years, Yolngu 
Traditional Owners dedicated an additional 400,000 ha of 
sea country as part of the Dhimurru IPA in April 2013.  
The inclusion of this additional sea country was formally 
recognised by the Australian and Northern Territory 
governments at a ceremony during the World Indigenous 
Network Conference in Darwin in May 2013.   
 
The expanded Dhimurru IPA includes a Terrestrial Zone 
(Aboriginal Land) and a Sea Country Zone (collaborative 
management) in recognition that management of the land 
is the sole responsibility of Traditional Owners, while 
management of the sea country is undertaken in 
collaboration with government agencies and resource 
users.  Integration of land and sea management across 
the IPA is coordinated through the Dhimurru IPA Advisory 
Committee chaired by Dhimurru and including 



representatives of all IPA collaborative agencies.  Further 
details of the IPA governance and management 
arrangements are provided in the Dhimurru IPA Sea 
Country Management Plan (Dhimurru Aboriginal 
Corporation, 2013). 
 
Girringun Regional IPAs 
 
Girringun Regional IPAs are a network of IPAs over 
multiple tenures in coastal north Queensland between 
Ingham and Innisfail, incorporating parts of two World 
Heritage areas - the Wet Tropics and the Great Barrier 
Reef.  The IPA area includes the traditional land and sea 
country of nine Traditional Owner groups that form the 
Girringun Aboriginal Corporation.  Tenures within the 
Girringun Regional IPAs include Conservation Parks, 
National Parks, State Marine Parks, Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park, Fish Habitat Areas, privately-owned 
Aboriginal owned land and privately owned non-
Indigenous land.  The marine park component of the 
Girringun Regional IPAs includes and complements the 
existing Girringun Traditional Use of Marine Resource 
Agreement (TUMRA) area in which Traditional Owners 
manage the use of dugong, turtle and other marine 
resources under the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act. 
 
The inclusion of existing land and sea protected areas 
within the IPA framework achieves greater recognition for 
the outstanding cultural values of the landscapes and 
seascapes of the region and integrates the management 
of land and sea where no such integration previously 
existed.  The establishment of Girringun Regional IPAs is 
the first occasion in which privately owned non-
Indigenous land has been incorporated within an IPA 
framework. 
 
Governance of Girringun Regional IPAs is achieved 
through a Steering Committee chaired by Girringun 
Aboriginal Corporation with membership from all partner 
government agencies, NRM bodies, private land owners 
and an NGO conservation organisation. 

Conclusion 
 
A country-based approach to maritime IPA planning and 
management (Smyth, 2011) presents a new opportunity 
for expanding the marine and coastal protected area 
estate in Australia, particularly at a time when proposals 
to establish conventional marine protected areas 
(legislated, declared and managed by government 
agencies) are often subjected to strong opposition from 
resource user groups and their political allies.  Sea 
Country IPAs can be more readily acceptable because 
they provide a non-legislated collaborative framework in 
which all parties share their values, resources and 
expertise to achieve locally, nationally and globally 
recognised protected areas consistent with IUCN 
guidelines.  
 
Multi-tenure, land/sea IPAs also represent the re-
emergence of “country” as the cultural and geographic 
scale at which Australia’s coastal and marine 
environments have been managed for millennia. 
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The Wunambal Gaambera people of the northern Kimberley have declared stage one of the 
Uunguu Indigenous Protected Area over 343,515 hectares of one of the most remote and 
spectacular coastlines in the world. © Commonwealth of Australia (DSEWPaC) 
 



THEME 1: AUSTRALIA’S PROGRESS IN MARINE CONSERVATION 
 

The Science Perspective: how 
much progress have we made on 
marine reserves from a scientific 
point of view - and what next? 
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When asked how much progress has been made on 
marine conservation with respect to the establishment of 
marine reserves in Australia, the clear answer is that great 
strides have been made. Specific accomplishments 
include the zoning of the world’s third largest exclusive 
economic zone (EEZ) in a system of Commonwealth 
Marine Reserves (CMRs) and implementing the first 
example of a multiple use zoning initiative over an entire 
EEZ. This program has resulted in CMRs established over 
30% of Australia’s EEZ, has confirmed Australia’s 
commitment to protected areas as part of a suite of 
initiatives to promote healthy oceans, and has 
contributed significantly to the global coverage of marine 
protected areas. 
 
However, the devil is in the details. Only 12% of 
Australia’s EEZ is subject to the highest level of 
protection (no-take marine reserves) where extractive 
activities are prohibited, somewhat short of international 
recommendations for highly protected areas. Moreover, 
many of these areas of high level protection are in remote 
areas, well off the continental shelf (Figure 1) and are 
classic examples of implementing residual protection 
(Barr and Possingham, 2013) where current levels of 
human activity, and thus social constraints, are low. This 
is also the case in the northwest of Australia where 
extensive activities in the oil and gas sector mean 
opportunities for marine conservation were highly 
constrained. As such, Australia’s CMR network is not 
representative and key ecosystems still require inclusion 
within the network. 
  
The next steps in developing a truly representative CMR 
network that provides appropriate protection for the 
range of Australian marine ecosystems includes (1) 
making the network representative, (2) improving our 
knowledge base, (3) avoiding regression, and (4) busting 
myths.  

 
Steps to making the network representative include 
ensuring that adequate areas on the continental shelf are 
protected and providing representative protection in 
areas such as the Christmas and Cocos (Keeling) Islands. 
It also means filling in key habitats that are generally 
under-represented such as near shore waters, frequently 
excluded from networks to mitigate any impacts on, for 
example, recreational fishers. The Ngari Capes Marine 
Park in Western Australia being a prime example of this 
where sanctuary zones typically commence beyond the 
extent of a line cast from shore (DEC 2013).  
 
With respect to improving our knowledge base, it is 
essential to recognise the central role of publically funded 
research in delivering marine research and knowledge 
with initiatives such as the National Environmental 
Research Program’s Marine Biodiversity Hub a key 
example (NERP Marine, 2013). Whilst industry funding is 
important, its focus may not always align with marine 
conservation needs. Key areas of specific research needs 
include:  
 
(1) The Big Blue – much of the CMR network is 

located in deep, offshore waters home to oceanic 
sharks and large predators such as tunas and billfish. 
We know relatively little about the structure of pelagic 
open water fish communities and how they use 
habitat despite a number of these species being 
targeted by a range of commercial and recreational 
fisheries. 

 
(2) The role of CMRs in mitigating impacts of 

climate change through increased resilience – 
we are seeing a tropicalisation of fisheries catches as 
a likely result of warming oceans (Cheung et al, 
2013). CMRs as representatives of intact ecosystems 
provide reference areas to understand the impacts of 



ocean warming and by providing areas of some 
refuge for target species, may increase population 
resilience. 

 
(3) Conservation benefits of multiple use – the 

majority of Australia’s CMR network is multiple use, 
allowing a restricted range of extractive activities. 
Whilst our understanding of the benefits of fully 
protected no-take marine protected areas is clear, 
the benefits of partially exploited areas are less clear. 
The need for improved knowledge of the benefits 
that can be potentially derived from multiple use 
areas is particularly important in Australia’s northwest 
where the extensive coverage of oil and gas leases 
significantly constrains the establishment of fully 
protected marine reserves. 

 
Despite the widespread recognition of the benefits of 
marine reserves and their importance to a broad strategy 
for healthy oceans, we are seeing regression with respect 
to existing networks. New South Wales is perhaps the 
most egregious case where an amnesty has been placed 
on shore-based recreational fishing in “no-take” areas on 
the grounds that “There’s little or no scientific basis for 
preventing line fishing from land” (NSW Environment 
Minister Robyn Parker in Gerathy, 2013). Such science 
denial is unfortunately not uncommon and is not unlike 
climate denial. To this end, there is a need for scientific 
myth-busting around marine reserves by focusing on 
existing knowledge. Recurrent myths are: 
 
(1) “It’s them not me” – commercial and recreational 

fishers spend an exceptional amount of time blaming 
the other for observed declines in fisheries. This is 
largely a distraction from a conservation perspective 
as partially protected marine reserves, in which one 
group can continue to fish, do not generate the 
benefits of fully protected areas (Denny and 
Babcock, 2004; Lester and Halpern, 2008; Shears et 
al, 2006). The key myth-bust required is that, from a 
conservation perspective, fully protected marine 
reserves are a cornerstone for ensuring we have 
representative examples of relatively intact 
ecosystems and no extraction should occur in these 
areas.  
 

a. Corollary myth: “Shore-based recreational 
fishing has no impact” – shore-based 
recreational fishing accesses a range of fish 
considered at risk and thus contributes to 
pressure on these populations. Considering just 
the NSW examples, shore-based fishers target 
eastern blue groper (IUCN – Near Threatened; 
NSW – “Uncertain”), flatheads (IUCN – not 
assessed, NSW – “Fully Fished”), pink snapper 
(IUCN – Data Deficient, NSW – “Growth 
overfished”) and morwongs (IUCN – not 
assessed, NSW – “Overfished”) (IUCN 2013, DPI 
2013). The key myth-bust is that no-take marine 
reserves offer a refuge for species that are under 
considerable pressure and should not be 
undermined by allowing selective activities. This 
is part of a broader myth that recreational fishing 

has no impact (Cooke and Cowyx, 2004; Zeller 
et al, 2008; Lenanton et al, 2009). 

 
 

(2) “There’s no scientific evidence that marine 
reserves work” – at least six scientific consensus 
statements on the benefits of marine reserves have 
been generated, signed by professional marine 
ecologists. The key myth-bust is that marine reserves 
work and the discussion should focus on where and 
how much rather then whether to implement marine 
reserves. 
 

(3) “The fishing is still good” – shifting baselines 
whereby gradual declines in the marine environment 
mean are not always recognized mean that there has 
been a monumental change in our oceans. That you 
can still hook a fish somewhere does not mean that 
the populations being exploited are in good 
condition.  The key myth-bust is the recognition that 
we now have to travel further and fish longer to 
maintain catches and that this means there are areas 
where animals are largely no longer present. 

 
(4) “No-take marine reserves cause apocalyptic 

devastation to fishing” – much has been 
published on the benefits of no-take marine reserves 
to fisheries whereas little evidence has been 
published documenting the destruction of fisheries 
through the implementation of marine reserves. The 
key myth-bust is that, while no-take marine reserves 
are primarily about protecting marine biodiversity, 
fisheries benefits due accrue through increased 
reproductive output and spill over.  

 
Marine reserves, as implemented in Australia, are 
scientifically supported and have the potential to 
significantly contribute to healthy oceans, both nationally 
and globally. Progress requires ensuring the system is 
truly representative, increasing our knowledge base, and 
challenging ongoing misinformation with scientific 
evidence. 
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THEME 2: KEY CHALLENGES 
 

Key challenges for the Australian 
marine environment 
 
Felicity Wishart* 
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Australia’s oceans are under enormous pressure from a 
range of human induced activities, which have been well 
documented in the Australian State of the Environment 
Report (DSEWPaC, 2011). These include: 
 

• fishing and aquaculture;  
• climate change – sea level rise, storm 

damage; 
• warming, acidification; 
• coastal runoff, pollution, development; 
• foreign pests and diseases; 
• marine debris; 
• oil and gas, and shipping. 

 
To be able to address these many and varied pressures it 
can be useful to reflect on why we are failing to 
adequately manage and protect our vast marine 
territories. We have identified four key challenges. 
 
Challenge 1: The ocean is misunderstood 
 
The marine environment has suffered from a culture of 
misunderstanding. Its vastness often belies its fragility. 
With so much coastline and so much water, it has been 
easy for Australians to believe that it is highly resilient and 
unable to be damaged. Our level of knowledge about the 
oceans has been limited by the inherent fact that humans 
are terrestrial beings, and some of the ecological 
fundamentals such as the keystone of an established 
large network of marine protected areas have until now 
been missing. In essence, out of sight has meant out of 
mind. 
 
Challenge 2: Leadership (political will) 
 
Following from this culture of neglect, a lack of leadership 
and political vision or will has corroborated to see oceans 
either ignored or made political footballs. Management of 
fisheries, the creation of marine parks, and most recently 
the plans for a super trawler in Australia’s waters have 
revealed how marine issues can become political 
footballs rather than sensible policy debates. To 
overcome this, the marine environment needs 
champions, in government and in the community, and 

ideally, also within industry.  
 
Examples of success stories (to varying degrees) include: 

 
• 2001 Victorian Marine Parks; 
• 2004 Great Barrier Reef Rezoning; 
• 2005 Ningaloo Marine Park; 
• 2012 Kimberley State Marine Parks;  
• 2012 South Australian state marine parks; 
• 2013 Commonwealth Marine Reserve 

Network. 
 
 
Challenge 3: Lack of resourcing 
 
All environmental management issues suffer from a lack 
of essential funding. This includes our marine 
environment where many vital areas, be it research and 
monitoring, effective economic and policy analysis, 
adjustment packages or management and enforcement, 
struggle to secure the level of resources needed to really 
ensure adequate conservation outcomes. Marine remains 
the poor cousin compared with terrestrial funding. 
 
Challenge 4: Public support for the marine 
environment 
 
Concern for the environment has slipped backwards as a 
priority of concern to the Australian community compared 
with 5 years ago. A recent Essential Research Poll (EMC, 
2013) revealed health, public hospitals, economic 
management and education rated far higher than 
environment as issues of concern. This is inevitably linked 
to the challenges such as a lack of leadership for the 
environment among political leaders. On a brighter note 
however, support for the marine environment has 
increased as an issue within the broader environment 
theme. 
 
Challenge 5: Resource industries reign 
 
One of the biggest challenges facing the marine 
environment is the power and influence of the resources 
sector, with mining and exploration receiving special 



treatment across the country. For example, there is 
specific legislation that provides for major mining 
developments to be fast tracked; proposed marine 
reserves in North West Australia were constrained to the 
few areas (largely in the abyssal plain) that were not 
identified as petroleum exploration titles. 
 
Resources companies have used extensive advertising to 
position mining as synonymous with the national interest; 
and led the push to wind back environmental laws. The 
record of both major parties is one of facilitating these 
private sector interests, or feeling their heat. 
 
Case Study 
 
It is notable that there are no places quarantined from the 
resources push, as demonstrated with the new emerging 
threat to the Great Barrier Reef, Australia’s premier 
marine ecosystem, which arguably suffers least from 
some of the other challenges mentioned above such as 
lack of community support or being overlooked. 
 
Despite being protected from mining and oil exploration 
in the 60s and 70s; then declared a Commonwealth 
marine park in 1974; placed on the World Heritage List in 
1981 and has its own legislation and management 
authority, the Great Barrier Reef is now under a new 
major threat from industrialisation. There are proposed 
expansions for ports in Gladstone, Mackay, Abbot Point 
at Bowen and Townsville, and new port sites are 
proposed for the Fitzroy Delta and on Cape York. Over 
35 million tonnes of dredging and dumping are planned 
along the coast with over 7000 coal ships criss-crossing 
the reef each year. 
 
Solutions 
 
How do we reframe the resources debate to ensure that 

our marine environments are adequately protected? It is 
important that we move away from the premise that it’s 
about jobs and economic development versus the 
environment. 
 
Based on a national poll of 1500 people (EMC Research, 
2013), when given the choice of statements: 
 
“Australia should reduce coal mining and exports as it is a 
major cause of climate change” OR  
“Australia should continue to expand coal mining and 
exports as it is an important contributor to our economy” 
 
the outcome is a split 37% to 34% (with 29% saying 
‘don’t know’). 
 
By comparison, when given the choice of statements: 
 
“People and jobs come before the environment and 
wildlife” OR 
“A strong economy depends on maintaining a healthy 
environment” 
 
the result is a decisive 27% to 63% (with 10% saying 
don’t know).  
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THEME 2: KEY CHALLENGES 
 

Threats or opportunities? Can oil 
and water mix? 
 
Paul Gamblin 
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The oil and gas industry is enormously influential and 
pervasive. That’s a truism. It can’t be an overstatement to 
suggest that the history of the last century is one 
mediated through a lens smeared with hydrocarbons, 
and so it is in Australia. 
 
From its beginnings here in the Bass Strait in the 1960s, 
the offshore oil and gas industry shifted up a few gears in 
the 1970s through the growth in offshore gas, particularly 
in the Carnarvon Basin where at the time, the North West 
Shelf liquefied natural gas (LNG) development in Western 
Australia (WA) was the biggest engineering project in the 
world. Oil continues to feature and most companies 

operate across both, but the big story has been big gas 
for some time. 
 
The Northwest shelf development became a beachhead 
for the biggest industrial investments in Australia’s 
history. Now in the hundreds of billions of dollars, the 
LNG projects in WA’s Pilbara are ‘mega’ even by 
international standards. And there is more coming. 
 
They bring new impacts to the standard offshore list of 
seismic, drilling, ongoing underwater noise, shipping and 
changes to water quality. Greenfield, massive industrial 
infrastructure is built to cool and shrink gas to a liquid so 
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it can be exported. The ships are huge and need deep 
channels and specialist ports. 
 
So the industry’s footprint has shifted increasingly to 
coastal areas as well as offshore. 
 
Habitat is already taking a hit. By way of just one 
example, major marine and coastal infrastructure is being 
constructed for Chevron’s Gorgon LNG project on 
Barrow Island - an A-class nature reserve - between 
some of the largest known rookeries for an important 
population of flatback turtles. 
 
Barely a blip on the radar a few years ago, the explosion 
in coal seam and now shale gas means gas is able to 
flow from inland to coastal LNG terminals. This trend is 
buffeting global geopolitics, let alone the economics of 
Australian mega projects like Browse. 
 
The scale is hard to comprehend and describe. Many 
tens of millions of cubic metres of dredging are already 
underway or earmarked. Deep channels, some twenty 
kilometres long are carved into the seafloor. No one has 
assessed the cumulative impacts of these on coastal 
nutrient flows, fisheries, or critical habitat for turtles, 
dugong and many other species. 
 
The industry continues to expand into precious places 
around the country: even the Great Barrier Reef. 
 
The latest acreage releases show an assertive shift 
northward, blanketing the offshore Kimberley across the 
Top End. It is filling in the last non-petroleum gaps in the 
ocean north of Ningaloo - an oil and gas, and tanker 
choke point. Shell is opening up areas off the flank of the 
Ningaloo World Heritage area, and on it grows down the 
west and south coasts of WA, into the Abrolhos Islands, 
the Bremer Canyons, the Great Australian Bight and off 
Kangaroo Island. Floating LNG might have its day – 
untested and not without risk but seen as a relative least-
worst option. All this does not speak to greenhouse 
concerns, or other atmospheric emissions. 
 
What of policy trends? We must remember the PTTEP 
Montara incident: a blowout that spilled five million litres 
of hydrocarbons and chemicals for weeks on end, before 
exploding. It fuelled attempts by governments to tighten 
up some of the oversight mechanisms that had grown 
sloppy. 
 
Now the regime is more centralised in some ways but 
there could be other wells that have not been properly 
capped. Was Montara the only blunder out there? 
We see some functions under the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) 
moving to the National Offshore Petroleum Safety and 
Environmental Management Agency (NOPSEMA). This is 
greatly concerning to the conservation sector. 
 
The push by the Australian Petroleum Production and 
Exploration Association (APPEA) and the Business 
Council of Australia (BCA) to reduce the oversight of the 
EPBC Act is another important contextual factor in oil and 

gas in this country. 
 
So, there is a lot going on and it is anything but a straight, 
single track for this industry, which is in a period of 
massive expansion like Australia has never seen. 
Against all this, we see the conservation sector growing 
in its efforts on oil and gas - with some impact - and 
there have been some promising signs from governments 
along the way too. With the national system of marine 
reserves proclaimed in 2012 there will be oil and gas 
exclusion zones in the Coral Sea and off Margaret River. 
There has been progress in areas of ongoing strong 
contention by industry, with recent ministerial decisions to 
require a full environmental impact assessment (EIA) of 
seismic at Kangaroo Island; to knock back the Apache 
company’s oil and gas seismic exploration along the 
boundary of the Ningaloo World Heritage area; and to 
take acreage off the table at the heart of the Rowley 
Shoals. 
 
Governments have attempted more strategic approaches 
to LNG facility planning for the Browse Basin and at the 
Great Barrier Reef, including the ability to nominate no-go 
areas. Pressure has helped spare important areas 
onshore in the Kimberley, as well as around the region’s 
islands and offshore reefs. 
 
But make no mistake, Australia’s marine and coastal 
biodiversity is being put at significant risk by this industry; 
examples abound. 
 
What policy improvements might make a difference? 
Here are some that we might consider (aspects of these 
are versions of previous proposals from our sector): 
 
• a transparent consultation process for 

decisions to issue new acreage and 
requirements for broad, publicly-informed 
environmental sensitivity analysis to inform these 
decisions and avoid the most ecologically important 
areas (ideally as part of a well-funded and informed 
marine spatial planning system); 

 
• serious investment in baseline surveys in areas 

of high petroleum activity and any areas likely 
to be opened up, to establish basic indicators that 
enable environmental conditions to be monitored and 
to enable better responses to accidents. For 
example, the implementation of a network of noise 
loggers and other sensing equipment to determine 
cetacean (and other wildlife) use of an area, as well 
as their presence during and after petroleum activity, 
and monitoring of water quality. A similar approach 
for dredging indicators: pre, during and post. Part of 
this work could be jointly provided by industry, 
including in-kind contributions at arm’s length such 
as by way of pooling baseline work done during EIA 
processes; 
 

• cumulative impact assessment of activities 
from exploration through to production and 
decommissioning including underwater noise, 
water quality, impacts of dredging and shipping. This 



particularly for petroleum hotspots like the Carnarvon 
Basin, Exmouth sub-basin, Browse Basin and in the 
Bight. Also better use of strategic assessments to 
safely rationalise infrastructure like LNG processing; 

 
• scientifically informed, peer-reviewed risk 

assessments of activities like seismic, oil spill 
modelling and dredging, and use of alternative 
technologies, for example using policy levers to 
create incentives for the testing and deployment of 
less harmful technologies; 

 
• transparency and public consultation in the 

development of all environment plans, including 
oil spill contingency plans that requires full (detailed), 
advance public notification of all activities and a 
reasonable period for public comment on the 
environmental risks and proposed mitigation. 
Summaries of responses to issues raised and appeal 
provisions should be provided; 

  
• an enhanced, clear and well-resourced role of 

the federal environment agency in the 
oversight of matters of national environmental 
significance (MNES) and the Commonwealth 
marine environment. Arrest the ongoing moves to 
delegate assessment powers to the states (and 
development arms of government); 

 
• comprehensive, regular public reporting on 

environmental performance of oil and gas 
activity using the enhanced baseline surveys and 
monitoring mentioned above (i.e. more specific and 
regular than State of the Environment reports, as 
valuable as they can be); 

 
• as a minimum requirement, annual high level 

meetings between the conservation sector and 
officials in the environment and industry portfolios to 
track progress and performance. 

 
The urgent implementation of these suggestions and 
others is required. 
 
In summary, many of the big, important, direction-setting 
decisions in this vast industry are made without public 
participation; often without our knowing at all. This is 
surely anachronistic. It undermines the confidence that 
the community can have in the industry, and erodes its 
social license to operate. It also doesn’t help those in 
government and in industry who want to see the 
cumulative risks reduced significantly, and the industry 
planned and regulated better. 
 
We need to encourage more big picture thinking and the 
ongoing, improved, better resourced role of federal 
government environmental oversight.!!
!
The conservation sector is pulling together on this like 
never before although we are still small in number and 
stretched thin given the scale and momentum of the 
industry. We are working together and linking in with 

international developments - I learn constantly from fellow 
travellers - and we are applying much greater scrutiny 
than ever before. The public spotlight is making a 
difference that no amount of full page public relations 
spend from industry will quell. 
 
The conservation sector can influence the oil and gas 
industry in many useful ways but we must always be in a 
position of strength by understanding the drivers, the very 
big picture, and the detail; by having an eye to the right 
policy settings and seeing through the petroleum on the 
lens. 
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THEME 2: KEY CHALLENGES 
 

Working better with commercial 
fisheries 
 
Martin Exel 
General Manager Environment and Policy, Austral Fisheries 
 
 
 
Summary points 
 
• It is important to seek collaborative approaches to 

marine conservation, and reduce ‘combative’ 
approach wherever possible. 
 

• Collaborative outcomes ensure lasting, stable, and 
positive change, and avoid politics resulting in further 
uncertainty or changes. 

 
• Negative messaging about Australian fisheries 

resources management should be eliminated, or at 
least reduced, recognising it is world leading. 

 
• Fisheries management has not been the major threat 

for our marine environment for decades, but those 
major threats need to be dealt with, including: 

 
o land based pollution and run off; 
o oil and gas exploration; 
o marine pollution and invasive species; 
o urban development; and 
o climate change impacts. 

 
• We should all focus on Governance of our marine 

resources (local; regional; 
State/Territory/Commonwealth; national) including 
Offshore Constitutional Settlement (OCS) for fisheries 
as a priority. 
 

• Marine protected areas (MPAs) are not fisheries 
management tools, particularly in Australia, but are 
portrayed as such by many. It is time to note that 
they provide conservation of biodiversity, and as 
such can be multi-use where those uses do not 
negatively impact on conservation values.  For 
example, lure fishing for pelagic species in the upper 
part of the water column will have no impact on a 
MPA set aside for benthic conservation values. 

 
• Need to support effective marine resources allocation 

process to be devised for all users including 
traditional, recreational, commercial, tourism and 
others. 

 
• Conservation should be regarded as an underlying 

requirement, as opposed to a ‘user’ of our marine 
resources 

 
• Allocation will lead to improved certainty and clarity, 

then to improved stewardship by the various groups 
 
• There is a need to have improved Government 

funding for: 
 

o longer term strategic marine research; 
o improved baseline research; 
o national facilities, such as the data collation 

and distribution under the Integrated Marine 
Observing System (IMOS), the new marine 
research vessel operations; and 

o education both at schools and tertiary 
institutions, to provide broad understanding 
of our marine environment and its uses. 

 
Links 
 
www.comfish.com.au 
www.australfisheries.com.au  
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THEME 3: KEY FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
 

Australian marine protected areas: 
next steps towards a comprehensive, adequate and 
representative network of marine protected areas 
 
Daniel Beaver 
Director, Centre for Conservation Geography 
Adjunct Fellow, Centre for Biodiversity and Conservation Science, University of Queensland  
 
 
 
As director of the Centre for Conservation Geography I've 
been working on planning processes for ocean 
conservation in Australia and the Southern Ocean since 
2003. Based on that ten years of accumulated 
knowledge, this paper will explore my ideas about the 
next steps in developing a marine protected area (MPA) 
network capable of conserving Australia's marine life. 
 
At the Centre for Conservation Geography our role in the 
marine conservation planning process is to provide 
stakeholders and interested parties with information 
about the ocean that is not politically constrained.  
Australia's scientific community is doing amazing work, 
increasing our understanding of Australia's unique marine 
life and developing new tools that help us make decisions 
about how and where to protect that marine life. 
However, scientists that are employed by government are 
constrained in the information they can provide by the 
politics of the minister of the day. Likewise career 
advancement for scientists at universities revolves around 
the development of new knowledge and tools, as 
opposed to the application of existing knowledge and 
tools to new problems. This paper provides a very quick 
look at Australia's MPA network as it is today. It provides 
some brief information on the current gaps in the network 
by looking at a few example bioregions and closes with 
my personal opinion as a scientist on key areas to focus 
on for future MPA development. Due to the brevity of the 
presentation this paper is based on I will mostly focus on 
marine sanctuaries as these are the forms of marine 
protected areas that scientists know have significant 
benefits. 
 
Figure 1 shows Australia's current MPA network. The 
green areas are the marine sanctuaries, or the areas that 
are fully protected from extractive activities like mining 
and fishing. The gold areas are other types of MPAs 
where there is a management objective around the 
conservation of biodiversity but the constraints around 
exploitation vary from some to none. This green and gold 

tapestry of protection now extends over more than a third 
of Australia's oceans.  
 
So where is Australia in terms of the development of a 
MPA network that is capable of conserving Australia's 
marine life? The recent marine sanctuary additions in 
federal waters cover an area larger than NSW and 
increase the proportion of Australia's oceans within 
marine sanctuaries from 4% to 13%. This is a very 
significant contribution to the network and means that the 
federal government is now second only to Queensland in 
the proportion of the marine environment protected in 
marine sanctuaries. The minimum benchmark for marine 
sanctuaries established by Australia's scientific 
community is 30% of each type of habitat within each 
bioregion (The Ecology Centre, 2013). So in some ways 
we could think of Australia's MPA network as being 
almost halfway there. 
 
Figure 2 shows Australia's current marine sanctuary 
network overlayed on Australia's three major marine 
environmental domains. These environmental domains 
are the shelf, the upper slope and the deep ocean. Figure 
2 shows the current bias in Australia's marine sanctuary 
network towards the deep ocean and away from the 
shelf. The shelf is home to the highest diversity of marine 
life, but also the highest levels of exploitation. The 
existence of sections of the community with a financial or 
cultural commitment to minimising the protection of 
marine life has sometimes made marine sanctuaries more 
difficult to establish on the shelf. However the protection 
of marine life is popular in Australia and reforms have 
been initiated by both sides of politics. For example, over 
half of the marine sanctuaries on the shelf in Australia 
have been established by Coalition governments. In fact 
the Howard Coalition Government alone is responsible for 
the creation of well over half of Australia's shelf based 
marine sanctuaries.  
 



In 2013, Australia has reached the point where 
most of its marine environment has been 
assessed in a marine sanctuary selection and 
designation process at some point in the last 
ten years. The exceptions to this are the 
Northern Territory, Tasmania, Cocos and 
Christmas Islands, the Torres Strait, much of 
Western Australia and the Hawkesbury Shelf 
bioregion in NSW. In some regions like Heard 
and MacDonald Island, Macquarie Island and 
Victoria planning now took place over ten 
years ago. There are also current marine 
planning processes in the Kimberley with WA 
Liberal government proposing new marine 
parks at Horizontal Falls, Roebuck Bay and 
the North Kimberley. 
 
In Australia bioregions are the cornerstone of 
the marine planning process. Figure 3 shows 
Australia’s 85 marine bioregions and the 
varying level of protection within marine 
sanctuaries (range 0% to 60%). Sixteen of 
Australia's marine bioregions currently contain 
no marine sanctuaries, with a further 41 
containing less than 10% marine sanctuaries. 
These bioregions should be a priority for 
increases in the marine sanctuary network. 
However all of Australia's 85 marine bioregions 
contain locations that are major priorities for 
increased protection. For example, the 
bioregion with the highest level of protection in 
Australia is the Cape Province (60% marine 
sanctuaries). In Figure 3, the Cape Province is 
the bioregion to the east of Cape York 
depicted in yellow. The Cape Province 
straddles the Coral Sea and Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Parks. If we examine the 
geomorphology of the seafloor of the Cape 
Province it emerges that while some seafloor 
habitats have very high levels of protection 
almost half have none at all (Figure 4). The 
habitats that have no protection include coral 
reefs and related habitats.  
Another example of a bioregion that is thought 
of as well protected is the Kerguelen Province 
around Heard and MacDonald Islands. 
Currently 15% of the bioregion is within marine 
sanctuaries, but if we look at the 
geomorphology of the seafloor, half of the 
seafloor habitats currently have no 
representation in the marine sanctuary 
network (Figure 5). In the case of Heard and 
MacDonald Islands this is because planning 
was focused in the shallow waters of the 
plateau where fishing occurs. At the time 
when the reserves were designed and 
implemented very little was known about the 
deep ocean to the south where fishing doesn’t 
occur. We now know a lot more about this 
area and it should be a target for new marine 
sanctuaries at some point in the future. 
 
 

Figure 2: Australia’s current Marine Sanctuary Network overlayed on the 
distribution of shelf, upper slope and deep ocean environments in Australia.!

Figure 3: The proportion of each Australian marine bioregion within marine 
sanctuaries.!

Figure 1: The green and gold tapestry of protection formed by Australia’s 
Marine Protected Area Network in June 2013.!



 
 
For the presentation in June 2013, I was asked to provide 
an opinion on the possible locations for new marine 
sanctuaries. For the purposes of that presentation I 
divided my thoughts on locations into three areas - the 
deep ocean, the upper slope, and the shelf. 
 
In the deep oceans the stand out priorities are the Cocos 
and Christmas Island bioregions. These deep sea tropical 
bioregions were left out of the recent marine bioregional 
planning processes and currently contain no marine 
sanctuaries. Other priorities include Heard and 
MacDonald Islands and Macquarie Island where planning 
occurred over ten years ago, and the Eastern 
Seamounts, Lord Howe Ridge and Norfolk Island where 
the outcomes of the marine bioregional planning process 
was particularly poor. 
 
On the upper slope the priorities are areas that are 
important for marine life that did particularly poorly in the 
marine bioregional planning process. For example the 
Kangaroo Island Canyons, a key ecological feature and 
one of only three Australian feeding grounds for blue 
whales, has 0% marine sanctuaries. Likewise, the 
Bonney Upwelling, one of the other blue whale feeding 
grounds has 0% marine sanctuaries. Other examples 
include the Arafura Canyons, Australia’s biggest canyon 
system in tropical waters and the North-west slope, a key 
ecological feature with high numbers of endemic species 
(species that occur nowhere else on earth). 
 
Finally, on the shelf the priorities are those areas with 
unique and unprotected marine life where planning for 
marine sanctuaries has never occurred. An example is 
the Kimberley in Western Australia where planning is 
currently going ahead. Areas of the shelf where planning 
is yet to occur are concentrated in the Northern Territory, 
Tasmania and Western Australia. These are just a few of 
the areas that could be a focus for the establishment of 
marine sanctuaries in the future. 
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Figure 4: Distribution of Marine Sanctuaries and seafloor 
geomorphology in the Cape Province.!

Figure 5: Distribution of Marine Sanctuaries and seafloor 
geomorphology in the Kerguelen Province.!
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THEME 3: KEY FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
 

A recreational fishers’ perspective 
 
Christopher Collins 
Executive Officer, VR Fish 
 
 
 
Recreational fishers are the backbone of marine 
conservation in Australia. We were into conservation 
before the expression became fashionable and we 
remain at the forefront by direct interaction with the 
ocean and its marine life. Most people that are currently 
at the forefront of marine conservation first encounter 
with the marine environment were through recreational 
fishing with their parents when they were children. We 
care about the need for effective and sensible 
management of our marine environment and marine biota 
for our own enjoyment and for the benefit of future 
generations. 
  
Recreational fishers broadly support the concept of 
Commonwealth and State Marine Reserves and 
acknowledge that a case could be made for some areas 
of unique environmental value to be off limits to everyone. 
There is a requirement that there be quality and objective 
science in place for the imposition of restrictions upon 
any activity that has interaction within a marine reserve.  
 
To date there has been a lack of scientific evidence that 
recreational fishing has a serious detrimental impact on 
the marine environment or marine biota and that the 
restrictions will achieve any beneficial outcome at all.  
  
Recreational fishers are also concerned by the lack of 
balance in terms of activities allowed and disallowed in 
marine reserves. Allowed but regulated activities include 
mining and gas exploration and extraction, increased 
level of international shipping, defense activities, offshore 
dumping of contaminated spoil. The corporate world 
seems to be winning the upper hand under the guise of 
economic development and value to the nation - but at 
what expense? 
 
Action needs to be taken to curb the environmental 
impacts of these activities and the burgeoning impacts of 
urban, industrial and agricultural development and 
potentially global warming. Where the political will to do 
what is necessary to control the environmental impacts of 
these activities? Does economic rationalism have a face 
or any genuine champions? 

Recreational fishers are disappointed with the level and 
extent of genuine engagement with stakeholders in the 
consultation process leading up to the creation of marine 
reserves and activities allowed and disallowed to protect 
marine bio diversity. Use of the expression "public 
consultation" is quite often “just a tick in the box”. True 
public opinion can be misrepresented by the vocal 
involvement of special interest groups who have a vested 
interest in achieving outcomes albeit good or bad. The 
vocal minority very often successfully misrepresents the 
opinion of the silent majority. This has been very evident 
in the public consultation process for the recent roll out of 
commonwealth marine reserves. 
  
Recreational fishers are disappointed by the absence of 
any clear and effective plans to demonstrate how the 
success or otherwise of marine reserve management 
plans will achieve stated and expected outcomes. What 
scientific protocols will be involved to measure success 
or failure? Where are the benchmark studies and 
statistics? Where is the baseline data? 
  
Recreational fishers are concerned about how the activity 
restrictions will be regulated and enforced. There is little 
point in making laws that cannot be policed and enforced 
in practical terms. 
 
The culture of recreational fishing is all about preservation 
of it for future generations. 
 
There is the untold story of the social value of recreational 
fishing which allows people to reconnect with family, 
friends and most importantly the environment itself. 
 
Unless the average Australian is given the opportunity to 
experience the environment there will be no appreciation 
of what it is and what it is worth. 
 
Recreational fishers want to work with the conservation 
movement as there are so many areas of commonality. 
 
This is the challenge that I lay before you.!

!
!



 
THEME 3: KEY FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
 

Future oceans governance: a 
National Oceans Commission 
 
Christopher Smyth 
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Australia’s oceans are the third-largest and most diverse 
in the world. They are also under intense pressure from 
commercial and recreational fishing, oil and gas 
exploration and production, land-based sources of 
pollution, invasive marine pests and climate change. 
But without our oceans, Australia’s environment, 
economy, society and culture would be very different. To 
maintain our lifestyle, we need to chart a new course in 
oceans planning, protection and management. 
 
When marine-based based industries emerged, the 
response was to establish specific legislative 
arrangements to manage them. These first appeared in 
state jurisdictions but, with the Commonwealth becoming 
more involved in oceans planning and management after 
1950, they are now also mirrored at the federal level. 
 
When environmental issues surfaced, such as water 

pollution, the legislative response was targeted at the 
single issue and within separate jurisdictions. 
 
Over time, this ad-hoc and reactive process allowed the 
evolution of a complex and disintegrated legislative and 
institutional framework for the planning, protection and 
management of Australia’s oceans. 
 
This, and the three-nautical-mile limit of state waters, was 
entrenched with the signing of the Offshore Constitutional 
Settlement between the Commonwealth, states and 
territories in 1978. 
 
However, by the late 1990s, there was some appetite in 
the Commonwealth government to address the sectoral 
and jurisdictional basis of Australia’s oceans governance 
framework. 
 

The spectacular marine lagoon and coastline of the Lord Howe Island World Heritage Area, 
New South Wales © K Zischka  



In 1998, the Howard government released Australia’s 
Oceans Policy (Commonwealth of Australia, 1999), which 
sought to establish integrated, ecosystem-based regional 
marine plans. Although the policy is now largely dead, the 
victim of entrenched government, bureaucratic and 
industry attitudes to interference in existing planning and 
management arrangements, it was the necessary 
foundation for the bioregional marine planning process 
that has recently established the world’s first national 
network of marine reserves. 
 
Some would argue that the creation of the marine 
reserves network is sufficient; there is now no need for 
oceans law reform. But the marine reserves network 
covers only 40% of Australia’s oceans, leaving 60% still 
covered by an outdated governance framework. 
 
And even if it were thought that 40% marine reserve 
coverage was more than enough, when the protection 
levels are reviewed, for many of the reserves it is largely 
business as usual when it comes to extractive uses. 
 
The challenges for our oceans remain. 
 
There is a decided lack of ‘vertical’ integration between 
governments, ‘horizontal’ integration across sectors and 
across government departments, and integration across 
the land catchment-coastal-marine continuum. 
 
Management is largely driven by the needs of fisheries, 
shipping, and now oil and gas, and we are a long way 
from infusing ecologically sustainable development and 
ecosystem-based management into oceans, planning, 
protection and management. 
 
In response to this we could choose to do nothing, and 
continue to use existing sector-based legislation. Other 
options could be to strengthen existing sector-based 
legislation and/or the EPBC Act, or include oceans 
planning provisions in a new Environment Act 
recommended by the Hawke EPBC Review. 
 
This paper argues for another option, the establishment 
of a National Oceans Commission to guide the planning, 
protection and management of Australia’s oceans. 
 The origins of this proposal can be traced back to the 
2003 report Oceans eleven (Smyth et al, 2003), which 
reviewed the implementation of Australia’s oceans policy 
and ecosystem-based regional marine planning. It 
recommended an eleven-step process for regional 
marine planning, a national oceans act and a national 
oceans authority. 
 
The details of such a proposal were fleshed out in the 
2006 report Out of the blue, which was prepared by the 
Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF) and the 
National Environmental Law Association (NELA) (ACF and 
NELA, 2006). It was supported by research, which found 
that the Commonwealth and state laws in key sectors 
and jurisdictions were inadequate for implementing 
ecologically sustainable development, ecosystem based 
management and multiple-user management. 
 

The proposal in Out of the blue has now been reviewed 
and refined by ACF and NELA and comprises: 
 
• an Intergovernmental Agreement on Australia’s 

Oceans signed by the Commonwealth, states and 
territories which sets long-term goals for integrated 
and regional ecosystem-based oceans planning, 
protection and management; 
 

• a cross-sectoral, expertise-based National 
Oceans Commission; 

 
• complementary Commonwealth, state and 

territory legislation; 
 
• ecosystem-based, spatial regional oceans 

plans; 
 
• a COAG Ministerial Council to approval regional 

marine plans, which are also tabled in jurisdictional 
parliaments 

 
• a cross-sectoral, non-government National 

Oceans Advisory Committee and Regional 
Oceans Advisory Councils to advise the 
Ministerial Council and the Commission; 

 
• incentive payments from the Commonwealth to 

states, i.e. National Partnership facilitation and 
reward payments in return for implementing reform; 

 
• development of a National Coastal Policy and 

associated institutional and funding 
arrangements to implement it. 

 
The intergovernmental agreement would outline the 
framework for cooperation and collaboration between the 
Commonwealth, states and territories, and the legislative, 
regulatory and policy framework for integrated 
ecosystem-based regional oceans planning across 
sectors and jurisdictions. 
 
The agreement would also contain mechanisms for the 
development of consistent and effective standards and 
regulations, outline the basic nature of the legislative 
scheme to establish the National Oceans Commission, 
and establish principles for marine protected areas, land-
based pollution, resource allocation, approvals, the role 
of Traditional Owners, and oceans research. 
 
The function of the National Oceans Commission would 
include to: 
 
• coordinate, prepare, review, monitor integrated 

oceans planning; 
 

• oversee resource allocation for ecologically 
sustainable uses in each marine region; 
 

• prepare oceans policy statements and state of 
the oceans reports; 

 



• assess the management performance of 
Commonwealth, state and territory agencies. 

 
The regional oceans plans would be ecosystem based 
and adaptive, and include a public and inclusive cross-
sectoral resource allocation process across state and 
Commonwealth waters. In the planning process, 
Indigenous communities would be given a vital role in 
planning and implementing the management of their Sea 
Country. Community engagement and education would 
be the key to a plan’s success.  
 
Each of the regional oceans plans would have operational 
objectives, indicators and targets, and be underpinned by 
comprehensive monitoring, risk analysis and review. 
High-level protection would be at the core of the plan, 
with spatial zones used to manage use in the waters 
between those protected areas. And once prepared, they 
would be approved by Commonwealth, state and 
territory parliaments. 
 
As a result of the reforms, oceans planning, protection 
and management would be integrated across sectors 
and jurisdictions. There would be clear targets with 
timetables, resources, legislative support and new 
institutional arrangements, and biodiversity, ecosystem 
functions and processes within ecosystems, as a whole, 
would be protected. 
 
Planning and management would be adaptive, reflecting 
advances in knowledge and understanding, based on an 
expansion of scientific research and monitoring. 
 
The new governance arrangements would also be used 
to build community capacity, especially for Indigenous 
communities, to engage in planning, and be collaborative, 

consistent and accountable. 
 
For governments, the new framework would be more 
cost effective and deliver on international obligations. For 
industry, it would provide for investor certainty and avoid 
future conflicts and delays. The community would benefit 
from the protection of oceans assets and amenity, while 
oceans users could be guaranteed healthier and more 
productive waters. For the nation, it would optimise the 
economic, social and environmental wealth of oceans 
through more strategic decision-making and resource 
allocation. 
 
And for the oceans, it would bring back their life.  
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THEME 3: KEY FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
 

Dream large: beyond sectorally 
based marine governance 
 
Associate Professor Geoff Wescott 
School of Life and Environmental Sciences, Deakin University 
 
 
 
In the last decade, Australia’s marine policy development 
has been narrow and increasingly focused around marine 
protected area (MPA) acquisition and continuing resource 
development, including port development.  
 
This is far from the aspirations and high minded 
commitment to an “integrated and comprehensive” 
oceans policy enunciated in the late 1990s by Senator 
Robert Hill and supported by a suite of administrative 
arrangements established under Australia’s Oceans 
Policy (AOP) in 1998 (Commonwealth of Australia, 1999). 
 
How has this happened? Is this a desirable trend? 
Should we be looking to continue in this ‘return to the 
past’ sector-based marine policy or is there a more 
enlightened alternative possible? 
 
These are the types of questions this brief paper poses 
for provocation and discussion.  
 
These questions are even more crucial given the 
expectation of a Coalition Government in the near future 
– one led by a person who has been anything but 
supportive of MPAs, conservation and environmental 
protection.  
 
This short paper will focus on governance and policy 
rather than ecology and starts with a comparison from 
these perspectives of land and sea environments in 
Australia. 
 
Australia’s marine environment is different to its land 
environment in three significant ways: 
 
1. The marine environment is 100% owned by the 

Crown – it belongs to current and future 
generations of Australians. On land, particularly in 
coastal and developed areas (synonymous in the 
south east of the continent) private land 
predominates and reduces the options available to all 
tiers of Government who are representing the general 
public interest. 
 

2. The vast majority of the marine environment is 
planned and managed (or at least the human uses 

of the environment are managed) by the 
Commonwealth Government. The case on land is 
that the State, and to a lesser extent Territory 
governments, plan and manage the land and most 
environmental protection.  

 
3. The environment is in relatively good condition 

and has not been severely altered, modified or 
damaged by European settlement. In effect we 
start our planning and management of the marine 
environment from a different baseline – one where 
natural processes are dominant.  

 
This means we are nowhere near as much ‘on the 
defensive’ in the marine domain – especially in terms of 
marine conservation – in effect we hold a ‘good hand’ 
with which to start playing.  
 
The message that comes from this starting point is – let’s 
learn from our negative conservation and environmental 
protection experience on land and look to wisely plan and 
manage the marine environment rather than set out to 
relentlessly and ruthlessly exploit it as we did with the 
land.  
 
These differences also mean we can look at the marine 
environment as a whole and in turn I would argue we can 
set far higher objectives for our planning and 
management because of the above three distinctive 
features. 
 
The first objective is to establish, and continue to argue, 
that our overall objective as a nation for our marine 
environment is conservation and ecologically sustainable 
use for the entire marine area.  
 
I immediately want to make it clear that conservation is 
not equivalent to establishing a comprehensive, adequate 
and representative (CAR) system of MPAs – a far too 
narrow perspective. 
 
Protected Areas on land were established globally as a 
last resort – ‘a last stand’. They are a means of 
attempting to protect, in as natural as possible state, 
areas with their ecological processes as intact and as 



self-sustaining as was, or is, possible. This has been a 
defensive strategy establishing (ironically for us marine 
folk) islands of protection (“naturalness”) in seas of 
exploitation in an attempt to hold some areas dominated 
by natural processes so that over time conservation and 
sustainable use can expand out from these refuges 
across the landscape.  
 
On the other hand, in the sea the reverse is case. Here 
the majority is in sound ecological condition and most 
natural processes are still operating and hence the whole 
needs to be conserved with special treatment of the two 
ends of the ‘use’ spectrum (high protection and 
damaged ecosystems).  
 
Conservation includes a spectrum of potential uses 
(zoned in a spatially based system?) under an overriding 
objective of environmental protection from pollution (of all 
sorts including invasive species and responding to 
impacts due to climate change). 
 
Hence conservation of the marine environment should be 
the overall objective of our planning and management, 
with human benefits permitted to be extracted (remember 
the community ‘owns’ the whole resource and hence we 
don’t have to pander to private interests to the same 
extent we do on land) if the extraction is done in an 
ecologically sustainable fashion for renewable resources 
or with minimal impact if they are non-renewable.  
 
Then, because of the differences highlighted earlier, we 
can use tools that are difficult to apply on land – 
ecosystem based management, spatial planning, and so 
on, across the entire three dimensions of the 
environment. Or, in other words, we can apply “real live” 
integrated (marine) planning and management – 
something we can only dream about on land or least only 
ever partially achieve (for example, in attempting 
integrated coastal zone management).  
 
This is what was attempted with the AOP, the National 
Oceans Office, National Oceans Ministerial Board and 
National Oceans Advisory Group: no departmental ties 
(the most corrosive element in trying to achieve any 
integrated environmental planning and management), and 
eventual elimination of sectoral based (and sectoral 
department supported) management.  
 
This is what I believe Robert Hill and others set out to 
achieve – and failed (see Wescott, 2000).  
 
We could do a post mortem of why we have ended up in 
the present, with a sector based response that has only a 
very weak department (in comparison to other 

economically based departments and agencies). A 
department that is responsible for some marine matters 
where, rather than conservation covering the entire 
marine environment, conservation is seen as a sectoral 
based commitment to MPAs – i.e. conservation is seen 
as just another ‘user group’ domain where one needs to 
satisfy the conservation sector (with MPAs), just as one 
satisfies the oil and gas lobby, and commercial fishing 
sector with their equivalent sectoral agencies. 
 
Why would anyone ‘pin’ their long term hopes on 
alignment with one of the smallest and least powerful 
parts of the bureaucracy when once, through the 
National Ministerial Ocean Board one had access to the 
real power bases in Canberra? 
 
So, what to do now? 
 

1. Shore up the sectoral gains of the national 
MPA system (sorry to start with a defensive one). 
 

2. Regain and rebuild public support for marine 
conservation and ecologically sustainable use 
of the marine environment (we need an honest 
broker and disseminator of information - again). 

 

3. Make the case for conservation and 
ecologically sustainable use as the objectives 
across the entire Australian marine 
environment.  

 

4. Ensure conservation is not treated as just 
another one of the various ‘uses’ (or zones on a 
map – MPAs are) but the all-encompassing 
vision for getting it right in the marine 
environment – rather than stuffing it up as we have 
done on land over the last 250 years. 

 

5. Legislate for integrate marine and coastal 
planning and management. 
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THEME 3: KEY FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
 

Making real progress in Indigenous 
rights and management in the 
marine environment 
 
Chels Marshall   
Operations Manager, Gumma Indigenous Protected Area, NSW Australia  
  
 
 
Making real progress in Indigenous rights and 
management in the marine environment requires 
interpretation and evaluation of what Indigenous rights in 
the marine environment are and how these are applied 
and integrated in management and planning within 
Australia. It also requires a perspective of progress, and 
the actual advancement in Indigenous entitlements in the 
control of marine jurisdiction.  
 
The following looks at the “progress and advancement” 
from an Indigenous perspective and draws on the results 
and discussion from a sea country meeting held in May 
2012, where land and sea managers from around 
Australia met at Mary River in the Northern Territory, to 
discuss issues affecting Aboriginal sea country 
management. Convened by the North Australian Land 
and Sea Management Alliance Ltd. (NAILSMA) on behalf 
of the Australian Government, the workshop provided an 
opportunity for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people from around Australia to discuss current issues, 
aspirations and cultural obligations as sea country 
managers. It also aimed to explore options for increased 
Indigenous engagement in sea country management, 
and to develop and articulate the views of delegates on 
an appropriate national Indigenous sea country 
management framework. 
 
The consistent theme of Indigenous people’s desire to 
increase their participation in the management of sea 
country, from increased opportunities to own and control 
inputs into policy and legislative processes, to increasing 
resources, capacity, and powers for individual ranger 
groups directly involved in management on country still 
exists. There is a consensus view that Indigenous sea 
country aspirations and requirements are still not being 
met. The requirement for governments to review current 
legislation, policies, practices, and new and emerging 
initiatives to identify obstacles, and remove impediments, 
with the view of fully involving Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people in the control and management of the 
marine environment and associated biological resources 
and systems needs priority, attention and action. 
 

Further Findings:  
 
• Inconsistencies in legislation and policy exist across 

the country. 
 

• Opportunities and constraints differ greatly between 
regions and often disadvantage Indigenous people. 

 
• A consistent theme of Indigenous people’s desire to 

increase their participation in the management of sea 
country, from increased opportunities to own and 
control inputs into policy and legislative processes, to 
increasing resources, capacity, and powers for 
individual ranger groups directly involved in 
management on country. 

 
• The consensus view that Indigenous sea country 

aspirations and requirements are still not being met 
was reiterated many times. 

 
• The strongest and most basic desire is recognition of 

the Indigenous view of holistic land and sea 
management that includes people and culture; in 
other words, sea country is more than just ‘sea’.  

 
• Underpinning the desire for improved and holistic sea 

country management is the development of models 
of governance, which provide scope for the 
management of intra- and inter-group relationships. 

 
• The need for a national voice and a national 

organisation was a theme that was voiced by most of 
the participants.  

 
• Community management at the local level is a 

priority, where local Indigenous people do the 
planning, control the knowledge, and direct and 
conduct the processes from the ground up. 

 
The workshop considered the legislative and policy areas 
where ‘blockages’ are preventing cultural practices, and 
effective enforcement of marine management laws. 
Workshop participants heard from a number of experts 



about existing and planned Indigenous Protected Areas 
(IPAs), and delegates discussed the best ways to move 
forward in developing an IPA model that can include sea 
country.  
 
The delegates of this forum support the formation of a 
Sea Country Working Group, representative bodies or 
individuals, to proactively pursue positive outcomes in line 
with the following National Indigenous Sea Country 
Statement (Figure 1). 
 
A number of publications were produced as outcomes 
these are as follows and can be found at 
http://nailsma.org.au/saltwater-people-network-
info/national-indigenous-sea-country-workshop-2012: 
 
• National Indigenous Sea Country Workshop Report 

compiled by Vanessa deKoninck, Rod Kennett and 
Paul Josif on behalf of the Indigenous Advisory 
Committee and the Project Steering Committee.  
 

• Timeline of Significant Events in Indigenous Sea 
Country Management: 1975 to 2012 by Dermot 
Smyth.  

 
• National Indigenous Sea Country Management in 

Australia: Towards a National Framework is due to 
be published in May 2013. This was developed as a 

background document for the Workshop to both 
inform and stimulate workshop discussions.  The 
paper addresses a number of key questions 
regarding the history, current status, and future of 
Indigenous sea country management.  The paper 
was drafted by Marjo Vierros (UNU-TKI), with input 
and oversight from the Project Steering Committee. 

 
During the workshop a number of statements were 
prepared and endorsed by the participants. These 
statements include the: 
 
• National Indigenous Sea Country Statement, on 

aspirations of delegates for sea country in 20 years’ 
time;  
 

• Mary River Sea Country Statement; 
 
• Marine Protected Areas Statement; 
 
• Indigenous Protected Areas (IPAs) Statement; and 
 
• Statement on Fisheries in NSW. 
 
All of the statements can be read in the National 
Indigenous Sea Country Workshop Report. 
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NATIONAL INDIGENOUS SEA COUNTRY STATEMENT  

We the delegates of the National Indigenous Sea Country Workshop bring this statement to the attention of 
the Australian, State and Territory Governments. As Traditional Owners we have inherent and pre-existing 
rights to make decisions about cultural landscapes and the management of our biological resources in 
Australia. 

Our Estate, including land, sea country, fresh water, spiritual aspects, cultural aspects, and intellectual 
property; and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples, are intrinsically entwined. Consideration by 
Australian, State and Territory Governments to separate the cultural and ecological functions of land and sea 
in future national policy development, and establish a new regime around use and access of biological 
resources, is of critical concern to us. 

We acknowledge and draw governments’ attention to the work, commitment and successes of Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander peoples in current approaches to and management of Sea Country, including 
research, monitoring and sustainable use of biological resources. In order to achieve this Vision, 
Governments need to adopt !best practice approaches by full and effective participation of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander peoples and all user groups and other stakeholders to enhance existing processes. 

With this, we require Governments to review current legislation, policies, practices, and new and emerging 
initiatives to identify obstacles, and remove impediments, with the view of fully involving Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander people in the control and management of the marine environment and associated biological 
resources and systems. 

As a signatory to the Convention on Biological Diversity through the Environmental Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act (EPBC Act) we urge Governments to acknowledge and give full account of the 
following: 

• In accordance with the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), Indigenous peoples must have a 
central role in development, implementation, evaluation of policy and legislation or administrative 
measures that may affect our Estate. Of key importance is Article 8 ‘In-Situ Conservation’ and in 
particular Article 8(j) which states: 

• Subject to National legislation, respect, preserve and maintain knowledge, innovations and practices 
of Indigenous and local communities embodying traditional lifestyles relevant for the conservation and 
sustainable use of biological diversity and promote their wider application with the approval and 
involvement of the holders of such knowledge, innovations and practices and encourage the 
equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the utilization of such knowledge, innovations and 
practices. 

• We also draw your attention to Article 10 ‘Sustainable Use of Components of Biological Diversity’ in 
particular Article 10(c) which states: 

• Protect and encourage customary use of biological resources in accordance with traditional cultural 
practices that are compatible with conservation or sustainable use requirements. 

• In accordance with Article 19 of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, 
we must have a central role in the development, implementation, and evaluation of policy and 
legislative or administrative measures that may affect us concerning our Estate. 

 

Figure 1:  National Indigenous Sea Country Statement 
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• In accordance with Articles 26 and 32 of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
Peoples we affirm that: 

• Indigenous peoples have the right to the lands, territories and resources which they have traditionally 
owned, occupied or otherwise used in acquiring; 

• Indigenous peoples, have the right to own, use, develop and control the lands, territories and 
resources that they possess by reason of traditional ownership or other traditional occupation or 
use, as well as those which we have otherwise acquired;  

• States shall give legal recognition and protection to these lands, territories and resources. Such 
recognition shall be conducted with due respect to the customs, traditional and land tenure 
systems of the indigenous peoples concerned;  

• Indigenous people, have the right to determine and develop priorities and strategies for the 
development and use of our lands or territories and any other resources;  

• States shall consult through our representative institutions in order to obtain our free and 
informed consent prior to the approval and any project affecting our lands or territories and other 
resources, particularly in connection with the development, utilization or exploitation of mineral, 
water or other resources; and  

• States shall provide effective mechanism for just and fair redress for such activities, and 
appropriate measures shall be taken to mitigate adverse environment, economic, social, cultural 
or spiritual impact.  We are also aware of the following instruments that support the aspirations of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island Peoples:  

• Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act  

• Ramsar Convention  

• Nagoya Protocol  

• Addis Ababa Principles and Guidelines  

• Akwé: Kon Guidelines 

Indigenous peoples have always been a component of and are crucial to the maintenance of our Sea 
Country and therefore want to mitigate increasing settlement, and associated secondary impacts and 
unsustainable development across Australia.   

We urge governments to ensure that sufficient resources are provided to enable the equitable 
participation of the Indigenous owners of Australia in the development of policies, setting of allocations, 
and management of regulatory schemes that may evolve.   

We the Indigenous peoples of Australia will work with the Government, Industry and other users to 
establish management arrangements to satisfy our:  

(i)  social and cultural; (ii)  ecological; and  (iii)  economic needs.  

 

 

 



THEME 3: KEY FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
 

Making the economic argument – 
increasing the economic valuation 
of marine ecosystems 
 
Caroline Hoisington 
Marine Economy Fellow, Centre for Policy Development, Sydney  
 
 
 
Environmentalists and scientists have not always been 
friendly to economists, and with reason. One very 
experienced forest biologist colleague I used to work with 
positively hated economists, and it was always a battle to 
start working with him and convince him once again that I 
wasn’t the enemy. He, as many others, really didn’t like 
the idea of pricing the environment, and he was pretty 
sure that economists did know the “price of everything 
and the value of nothing.”  
 
My own experience, of many years in international 
development work, designing projects for the World Bank 
among others, has showed me that when economic 
aspects are left out of environmental issues, the 
importance of the environment is likely to be 
underestimated, relegated to the last annex of reports, or 
left out entirely. So, economists are, to varying degrees, 
coming to terms with the necessity of working with 
natural values. Some disagree with the whole concept, 
but others are working to develop such things as bio-
economic models to try to incorporate the best biological 
understandings with today’s need to evaluate these 
functions economically.   
 
The neat system of preferences and price discovery, 
supply and demand does not work well for goods and 
services that are not exchanged and used in a market 
context. The business of economists is, however, 
different from that of financial analysts, is to value 
resources, natural and man-made, to try to come out 
with a best outcome for individuals and societies.   
In recent years, we have come up with the concept of 
“ecosystem services” and work has been steadily 
increasing since the seminal work by Constanza et al 
(1997). Rudolf de Groot in the Netherlands has written 
extensively and leads work on the economics of natural 
systems and The Economics of Ecosystems and 
Biodiversity (TEEB) is sponsored by the United Nations.  
 
A journal of Ecosystem Services published by Elsevier 
started. The goal is to find ways to integrate ecological 
concepts and economics, to relate natural systems and 

human needs in a way that will serve policy makers and 
help them make better decisions regarding the 
environment and biodiversity. 
 
At Sydney’s Centre for Policy Development (CPD), where 
I am Marine Economy Fellow, we’ve used the concept of 
ecosystem services in work on the Marine Economy. We 
started out with an overview paper of some primary 
issues that we called Stocking Up: Securing our marine 
economy. We focused on risks to the oceans, and 
particularly on fishing and long term sustainability and the 
importance of marine protected areas. We also used the 
value of ecosystem services to emphasize the 
importance of preserving marine resources. We 
subsequently wrote four more papers on marine 
protected areas in Australia, the links to which are 
provided below. 
 
Rather than going into detail about ecosystem services, 
which would be outside the scope of this paper, values 
used in the Stocking Up paper are presented as an 
example instead. The values presented came from 
international studies modified for the Australian context. 
They relate how much of something is made (for 
example, fish nurseries productivity) or changed (for 
example, carbon sequestered) and some human value 
(value of fish caught, carbon price). Many categories were 
not included for want of data so the estimates are low 
(Table 1). 
 
In estimates of the total marine ecosystem values for 
Australia, because we had valued Australia’s commercial 
fish catch elsewhere in the report, we removed the fishery 
values making the open ocean lower than in some 
examples. We estimated a value of $25.2 billion/year in 
ecosystem services for all of Australia’s marine estate. 
We have evaluated the Commonwealth Marine Reserve 
Network, and some parts of it using ecosystem services. 
We have also looked at tourism revenues, fisheries 
around protected areas, and using these plus ecosystem 
services we have estimated the value of those areas.  
 



 
Governments increasingly want benefit-cost (b-c) 
analyses to evaluate their expenditures, and in evaluating 
marine protected areas the b-c is tricky. We can value 
the areas, and we can estimate the cost of protecting 
them (foregone fishing, management). The problem 
comes in estimating the benefits, which, in a b-c means 
looking at the difference between two future scenarios: 
with the protection and without it. And here we rarely 
have the scientific information we need. How much will 
be damaged if an area is not protected? How much will it 
be improved if it is? If we cannot estimate the difference, 
we cannot value that benefit. So what we wind up doing 
is saying “this area is worth at least $X and protecting it 
will only cost $Y,” which is not a b-c analysis.  
 
Our next research in the marine economy program at 
CPD will be to look into the longest-existing marine 
protected areas in Australia to search for examples of 
definite benefits, particularly benefits to communities in 
terms of tourism and improved fisheries outside of the 

sanctuary or no-take zones. We know that these take 
some time to develop, and we have examples from 
elsewhere in the world, and from the Great Barrier Reef, 
but we hope for more good case studies. 
 
Link 
 
Papers on Australia’s marine protected areas are all freely 
available online at: http://cpd.org.au/category/all-
articles/sustainable-economy/marine-sector/. It has the 
most complete explanation of ecosystem service 
calculations and how we used them. 
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Table 1: Marine Ecosystem Services Values by Category (A$ per hectare)! 
 

  
OPEN 
OCEAN* 

COASTAL 
SYSTEMS 

CORAL 
REEFS SEAGRASS 

PROVISIONING SERVICES     

Food 0 .1 2 5 5 

(Fresh) water supply     

Raw materials  4 1 4 

Genetic resources     

Medicinal resources     

Ornamental resources     

Subtotal 0 .1 6 6 10 
     

REGULATING SERVICES     

Influence on air quality     

Climate regulation 9 27 79 79 

Moderation of extreme events     

Regulation of water flows     

Waste treatment/water purification     

Erosion prevention     

Nutrient cycling and maintenance of soil 
fertility     

Pollination     

Biological control 4    

Subtotal 14 27 79 79 
      

HABITAT SERVICES     

Lifecycle maintenance (esp. nursery 
services)   134 183 

Gene pool protection (conservation)     

Subtotal - - 134 183 
 

CULTURAL SERVICES     

Aesthetic information     

Opportunities for recreation and tourism - 9 9 9 

Inspiration for culture, art and design     

Spiritual experience     

Information for cognitive development     

Subtotal - 9 9 9 

TOTAL 14 42 227 280 

* Note, the relatively low value per hectare for food production in the open ocean is partly due to its large area. Also, 
the value of Australia’s commercial fish catch is not included in these estimates to avoid overlap with official accounts.
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THEME 4: BUILDING THE CONSTITUENCY OF SUPPORT 
 

Communicating marine 
conservation - what we have learnt 
 
Paul Sheridan 
Director, Media and Communications, The Pew Charitable Trusts 
 
 
 
Public attitudes and shared values 
 
Few people argue with the importance of managing and 
protecting the health of the marine environment and 
marine life. Understanding of the scale of the threats to 
our oceans is, however, limited among the general 
population. 
 
This lack of understanding is a key barrier to interest in or 
knowledge of the solutions necessary, and it also 
prevents pressure mounting on decision makers to take 
decisive action. 
 
There is some awareness of the problems and threats, of 
course. However this awareness is in large part shared 
among audiences that are motivated to know – the 
audiences that identify as ‘environmentalist’ or 
‘concerned about the environment’. 
 
The problem with this is that the arguments to take action 
to better manage and protect our oceans have already 
largely been run and won with these audiences. They are 
aware, they can and are activated to take action already. 
 
But this is clearly not enough to bring about necessary 
changes in the timeframe within which they need to 
happen. Traditional environmental campaigns are 
successful, but they take a long time, sometimes 
decades, to bring about change and it is often only 
incremental change that is achieved. 
 
Through research we have learnt that there is a much 
larger audience that is receptive to being alerted to the 
issues and threats, and to being activated to take a 
variety of actions that would increase the urgency for 
decisive action and leverage pressure on decisions 
makers to take action they would otherwise be likely to 
avoid until its too late. 
 
By testing and analysing the commonality of interests and 
shared values among audiences that make up, as has 
been found in quantitative surveys the world over, the 80 
to 90% of people who consider the environment to be 
important, It has been established that: 
 
• There is little objection to high levels of protection for 

marine life and important feeding and breeding areas 
for fish and marine life. In fact, there is often surprise 
this sort of protection does not already exist; 
 

• Alerted to what is unique or special about the oceans 
and marine life connects with a value about heritage 
and what defines us on not just a nationalistic level 
but also as human beings. Life came from the sea, 
we are about 70% water, we have an innate 
connection with the oceans that can be accessed 
and activated. 

 
• Personal responsibility around care for the 

environment is also a shared value. Parents wish their 
children to experience what they have of the natural 
environment and share a sense of responsibility for 
the loss of species and habitat, and for the pollution 
and extraction that has led to a decline in health of 
the environment. 

 
• As adults, stewardship describes our sense of 

personal responsibility to future generations to leave 
the Earth, hopefully, in as good a condition as the 
one we inherited and to clean up the mess we have 
made. 

 
• However, personal responsibility comes with 

conditions and limits. We feel responsible for the 
environment around us, but we are also busy people 
with other responsibilities that get in the way. 

 
• While we do feel personally responsible, the vast 

majority of people identify government and people in 
decision-making positions such as also in large 
corporations, to be responsible for making the big 
decisions to protect the environment. Once informed 
about the issues and problems, the majority of 
audiences expect government to create the laws 
necessary to drive change on the scale and within 
the timeframe necessary. 

 
Reframing traditional conflict over the oceans 
 
We have also learnt that among the audiences that could 
be described as the ‘user’ audiences of our oceans – the 



fishers, the miners and drillers, the sailors and business 
owners – there is a significant gulf between their attitudes 
to measures to improve management and protection and 
the oppositional claims made by peak associations 
representing these users. 
 
Commercial and recreational fisher groups often react 
angrily to conservationist’s calls for improved 
management or protection by saying there is little or no 
scientific evidence that marine reserves work, that marine 
reserves threaten local economies and lifestyles, and that 
a fisheries management approach is working 
successfully. 
 
Successful communications strategies have focused on 
bypassing a traditional debate with oppositional peak 
associations and communicating directly with users of 
the marine environment. This has been achieved via free 
media, by maintaining an evidence-based approach to 
messaging, and by delivering messages via credible 
spokespeople. 
 
We know via research that the individual users of the 
marine environment – such as fishers – understand that 
fish stocks are not as healthy as they could be, that 
popular species are in decline, that their actions do have 

a cumulative impact and that they have also observed 
first-hand the benefits that protected areas deliver – they 
fish the edges of reserves because fish are bigger and 
there’s more of them, and there are well establish ‘spill 
over benefits’ for fisheries 
 
The roles and credibility of spokespeople and 
supporters of the Global Ocean Commission 
 
To be most effective, the roles of supporters of measures 
to better manage and protect our oceans must fit with 
their credibility on key issues and be co-ordinated into a 
larger narrative covering environmental, cultural, scientific, 
social and economic issues. 
 
A public narrative must have an agreed problem before 
people will support a solution (particularly one that costs 
them money). A proper narrative structure will answer the 
following questions: 
 
What is the problem? 
What is the solution? 
Who will benefit? 
How will they benefit?

 
 
 
 

Snorkeling with Galapagos sharks (Carcharhinus galapagensis), Lord Howe Island, New South Wales © K Zischka 



THEME 4: BUILDING THE CONSTITUENCY OF SUPPORT 
 

Why have Australian environment groups, the 
marine science community and the 
recreational fishing community been oceans 
apart over marine parks? 
 
Adrian Meder 
Save our Marine Life and Conservation Council of Western Australia 
 
 
Highly politicised and polarising debate over virtually 
every proposed Australian marine park has continued for 
over a decade. The debate over the new Commonwealth 
marine reserve network repeats many of the same old 
arguments, but now they are occurring in a new light. 
Australia already has an extensive suite of sanctuary 
zones (which are the key issue) in marine parks right 
around its coastline - long enough for us to know 
whether the claims and counter-claims are credible.  
 
Despite the same community concern and polarisation 
set to continue at considerable social and economic 
expense with each new proposal or review; little effort 
has gone into objectively assessing the real impacts of 
marine parks on recreational fishing, how fisher's 
attitudes form and adjust given time to directly experience 
fishing in and around them - and applying this information 
to the debate. 
 
Recreational fishing lobby groups currently argue that the 
new Commonwealth marine reserve network represents 
the "biggest angler lockout in history" (Keep Australia 
Fishing, 2013). Such campaigns have attracted relatively 
little support when compared to other perceived threats 
to Australian recreational fishing, such as proposed catch 
limit restrictions or commercial fishing (as highlighted by 
recent protests over the Supertrawler), but have led to an 
increased politicisation of the marine conservation 
planning process. 
 
We need the right kind of science 
 
The key scientific question that would largely resolve this 
debate and most assist marine conservation planning is 
not 'does recreational fishing impact marine 
ecosystems?’ We know that recreational catches are a 
significant component of overall Australian seafood 
production (ABS, 2003), and recreational fishing has 
been a majority component of particular Australian 
fisheries that have collapsed or been subject to severe 
management intervention (WA DoF, 2013a; 2013b). It is 
clear that Australian recreational fishing has (context 
dependent) ecosystem impacts (McPhee et al, 2002). 

Instead, the key knowledge gap is our understanding of 
the effects marine parks have on recreational fishers. 
What happens to local recreational catch, effort, 
participation and values of enjoyment following gazettal? 
A large and growing portion of Australia's recreational 
fishers have already fished in our extensive suite of 
existing marine parks, and so have had their attitudes 
towards the marine parks informed by direct experience 
of fishing in them. We could provide greater certainty to 
communities affected by future marine park proposals 
with objective, evidence-based information that 
documents these experiences. Unfortunately, academia 
has largely failed to focus on these issues - particularly in 
the longer term following marine park gazettal. 
 
There have been a few (highly valuable) studies of 
Australian recreational fishers’ perceptions of marine 
parks. These have generally found that fishers were 
disappointed with planning processes and consultation 
(Sutton & Tobin, 2009), but that there was little actual 
effect on their fishing (Smallwood and Beckley, 2012), or 
desire to return having experienced fishing in the marine 
park (Northcote and Macbeth, 2008). This evidence 
contrasts strongly with claims that marine parks 'lock out' 
Australian anglers. The growing anecdotal evidence base, 
and fishing tourism data and fishing media may suggest 
that the merit of the debate itself is questionable, for 
example: 
 
"There's so much area here to fish, I mean there's over a 
thousand miles of reef, and we haven't even fished it all; 
and the quality of the fishing just keeps surprising us. 
There's Green zones, there's all that sort of stuff out here 
that protect this area, and it's going to be good for a long 
time." Television fishing show promotion of Australian 
marine park (ABC, 2012). 
 
"Ningaloo marine park waters are separated into several 
zones. Some offer total protection for all marine 
creatures, while others are zones where you cannot boat 
fish. There are mangrove protection areas and special 
purpose zones for shore-based fishing. It seems to be a 
good system." International fishing media promotion of 
fishing in Australian marine park (NZ Fishing News, 2013). 



Failures of conservation groups and the science 
community  
 
There is a case that the prime reason the marine park 
debate continues is due to failures of communication and 
approach. The Australian environmental non-government 
organisation (eNGO) community has largely failed to 
bridge the social divide between urban and regional 
Australia on this issue. In large part, this is because the 
sector hasn't acted to dispel the perception that their 
advocacy involves regulating regional people's activity 
from the comfort of the inner city. Perhaps because of a 
lack of understanding, or a lack of desire, there has been 
a failure to acknowledge that recreational fishers are 
genuine stewards of their marine environment by and 
large; and that conservationists and fishers are natural 
allies on issues threatening recreational fishing such as 
poor catchment management, poorly managed 
commercial fishing, invasive species and inappropriate 
coastal development. 
 
In large part the scientific community has neglected - 
through a lack of resources or a lack of interest - to 
gather and communicate the data that demonstrates to 
local communities whether their marine parks are 
delivering benefits that make up for lost fishing spots. 
There has not been a strong focus or a sense of 
obligation amongst the scientific community to deliver 
their findings to affected locals in a readily 
comprehensible manner. Local communities want to 
know about what is happening to and what has been 
learnt about their favourite target species in their marine 
parks, and what has happened to other affected fishers, 
rather than the more complex and 'esoteric' measures of 
biodiversity or management performance indicators. 
Because of this, there remains a perception that there is 
'no science' behind our marine park plans - widely 
enough for this claim to be bandied about in the political 
sphere. This claim is too rarely addressed by the marine 
science community (Bax and Creswell, 2012). 
 
In short, while it appears that Australian recreational 
anglers are getting on with fishing in our existing marine 
parks, conservation groups, researchers and managers 
have not done a great deal to proactively address 
community concern over the future expansions required 
to develop a fully representative national marine reserve 
network.! 
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THEME 4: BUILDING THE CONSTITUENCY OF SUPPORT 
 

Building a broad constituency for 
marine protection 
 
Imogen Zethoven 
Director, Coral Sea campaign, The Pew Charitable Trusts 
 
 
 
The vote in the House of Representatives on 4th June 
2013 was tight: 70 for the disallowance motion, and 71 
against. One vote made the difference. To an outsider, it 
might have looked like the most perfect example in 
practice of the theory of winning minimum coalitions. 
According to that theory, it’s a waste of time to build a 
grand coalition, when all you need is one large enough to 
win, but no more. Anymore, according to the theory, is a 
waste of effort.  
 
As someone said to me afterwards: “If you had got more 
than 71 votes, then you gave up too much.”   
 
Did environment groups execute the most perfectly 
calibrated campaign to protect as much as possible 
whilst ensuring the minimum winning number in the 
House of Representatives? Was that all intentional?  

Well, no.  
 
We set out to build a very broad constituency of support. 
I think history will prove that the much greater 
expenditure of time, money and effort that this required 
will have been well worth it. I firmly believe that, despite 
the noises one hears now, the gains we’ve made will not 
be wound back, because marine parks are popular 
across the political spectrum. A broad constituency 
survives the vicissitudes of politics.   
 
Australians are mostly very supportive of marine 
protection. Almost everyone wants to see our marine life 
protected and special places like the Great Barrier Reef 
safeguarded from threats.  
 
But the Coral Sea campaign was seeking a constituency 

Slashers Reef, Queensland © Commonwealth of Australia, Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority 



for something that hadn’t been tried in Australia before, 
and had only been tried in two other places in the world: 
the establishment of an ecosystem-scale, highly 
protected marine reserve – big enough for pelagic 
species to have most of their home range and life cycle 
protected within it.  
 
We weren’t sure we had a constituency of support for 
that. We knew the idea of a very large marine national 
park was outside the narrowest reading of government 
policy, but not outside a more liberal interpretation. It was 
also very different to the network approach exemplified 
by the rezoning of the GBRMP. A network didn’t seem 
appropriate for the Coral Sea, where there was much 
less use.   
 
So we needed to build the case and build the 
constituency.  
 
For the case, we commissioned biophysical, economic, 
tourism and management reports.  
 
We built the constituency of support brick by brick 
amongst the directly affected key stakeholders: long line 
fishing businesses, other directly affected fishing 
businesses, dive tourism businesses, other small 
businesses in Cairns, the science community, the marine 
park practitioners community, key elected 
representatives, and so on.  
 
But we wanted to build a very broad base of support 
amongst people who cared deeply about marine 
protection. So we started from familiar ground. We grew 
to a coalition of 15 NGOs who could all speak to their 
members and supporters via their websites, social media 
and newsletters. We could speak directly to hundreds of 
thousands of supportive people just through that 
mechanism alone.  
 
We also approached people who had a history of being 
ocean advocates: Sylvia Earle who became our 
campaign patron, Isabel Lucas who featured in The Cove 
and grew up in Cairns, Jesse Martin who’d sailed solo 
around the world at 18 years of age, and many others. 
These people became our vision champions. They gave 
our vision legitimacy to the millions of Australians who 
care a bit about the ocean.  
 
We also wanted to tell the story of the place: the Battle of 
the Coral Sea in May 1942, and its maritime history 
during the early days of trade and commerce, shipwrecks 
and heroic rescues. So we reached out to veterans and 
maritime archeologists.  
 
We then went into over-drive, promoting our vision 
through a tv ad featuring a talking fish, and through a 
wide variety of other campaign tools – website, facebook, 
twitter, campaign collateral, etc.  
 
A lot of our work was online. We built a very big digital 

support base. Some politicians – dare I say the older 
ones – expressed the view that an email was just a tick 
and flick. The department referred to the form emails as 
‘campaign submissions”. But a politician needs to be 
very careful in dismissing such a message. We live in a 
digital age. People move around the web fast, interacting 
with a vast range of issues. In clicking an online 
submission, people express the same values that they 
take into a ballot box.  
 
We set out to make the issue non-partisan. We set up 
systems so that MPs from whatever political persuasion 
would hear from their own constituents. We made sure 
that the MPs had a constant stream of support from their 
own electorate over 5 years.  Our vision was to build a 
constituency of support within every electorate of 
Australia. Not surprisingly some electorates were far more 
engaged than others.  
 
We also worked offline. Our outreach teams organized 
hundreds of events, and spoke to thousands of people 
face to face.  We took our message out to regional 
Australia and into suburban shopping centres – beyond 
the “goats cheese curtain” (to quote Bernard Salt) and 
out to sausage sizzle land. Our community campaigners 
got to know Westfield shopping centres in Cairns, 
Brisbane and Sydney like the back of their hand. At the 
start, many recreational anglers were fearful or angry due 
to a scare campaign, but this has now been largely 
defused thanks to the tireless efforts of a small band of 
dedicated people. At the end, we’d generated 
approximately almost 600,000 submissions and letters, 
just for the Coral Sea alone.  
 
Finally, it’s critical in any campaign to publicly recognize 
the win when it happens. The Coral Sea campaign did 
this by organizing a series of 24 unique print ads featuring 
people living in Brisbane, Cairns, Townsville, Mackay, 
Rockhampton and the Sunshine Coast. The ads said 
“Thank you Minister Burke”. 
 
Links 
 
Here is a link to a short video showing a glimpse of some 
of the hundreds of events and thousands of people who 
formed part of the Coral Sea constituency:  
 
http://www.protectourcoralsea.org.au/supporters  
 
Over the past five years, the key coalition campaigns 
were: 
• www.protectourcoralsea.org.au – focuses on the 

Coral Sea 
 

• www.saveourmarinelife.org.au – focuses on 
Australia’s southwest marine region 

 
• www.saveourtropicalsealife.org.au – focuses on 

Australia’s north and northwest marine regions

 
 



 
THEME 4: BUILDING THE CONSTITUENCY OF SUPPORT 
 

Citizen Science: involving local 
communities 
 
Alex Gaut 
Biodiversity Program Manager, Conservation Council South Australia (SA)  
 
 
 
We ask the question ‘why citizen science?’ and discuss 
some of its challenges and key success factors. The 
essence of this talk has been distilled from a much larger 
report that the Conservation Council of SA researched 
and authored for the SA Department of Environment, 
Water and Natural Resources. This report is available to 
anyone on request. 
 
There are numerous reasons why citizen science is a 
powerful and practical tool that can provide great benefits 
for both science and participants. Some of these reasons 
include: 
 
• Harnessing the power of numbers - volunteers 

can collect information over temporal and spatial 

scales that simply cannot be paid for if professional 
scientists were doing the work. 
 

• Cost savings - there is no doubt that citizen 
science can deliver substantial cost savings but 
these are not up-front savings and citizen science is 
not a cheap fix. Adequate set-up costs can be 
significant but the savings can be significant in terms 
of the scales that volunteers can achieve. 

 
• Scientific benefit - well-designed and executed 

projects can produce data of a quality comparable to 
professional scientists. In some cases the volume of 
observations can reduce and sometimes eliminate 

Sea Spurge Remote Area Teams (SPRATS) group removing weeds from dunes in  
the Tasmania World Heritage Area © Parks Tasmania 



possible problems with data quality. 
 
• Serendipity - the use of different citizen science 

models (e.g. opportunistic, bioblitz, long-term 
monitoring) increases the chances of new problems, 
patterns or solutions being discovered. 

 
• Building social capital and community capacity 
 
• Local people tackling local issues 
 
• Building trust between the public, scientists and 

government agencies 
 
• Independence 
 
• Increased scientific literacy 
 
The challenges of citizen science include data quality and 
management, volunteer management and, especially in 
the marine environment, insurance and safety. There are 
a few key success factors that can mitigate against these 
challenges.  In terms of project development the UK 
Environmental Observation Framework recently published 
an excellent guide to citizen science projects, including a 
fantastic flowchart of the ideal citizen science project 
process. And it all starts with a very simple question: ‘is 
citizen science the best approach for the question(s) you 
want to ask?’. We thoroughly recommend the guide, it is 
both practical and accessible. 
 
Key success factors, distilled from many discussions 
and papers from around the world, are: 
 
1. Volunteer management: there are some great 

volunteer management principles and training 
courses available; if you don’t value your volunteers 
then your project is doomed to fail. Insurance and 
safety fall into this category as part of taking care of 
your volunteers. There are some new national safety 
regulations that affect what divers can do but only 
those that are paid to dive. It is important to find out 
what they mean in your state, as each state is 
interpreting these differently. There are ways to deal 
with these without having to fork out huge sums for 
insurance. Good training is also a very important 
component of volunteer management and can 
mitigate against some aspects of poor quality data. 
 

2. Scientific design: good scientific design mitigates 
against numerous risks including poor data quality. 
However, it is an iterative process whereby data 
should be analysed at regular intervals to see if it is 
indeed able to answer the questions the project was 
set up to answer. Modifications of the design in 
response to these analyses are an integral part of 
continual improvement of any citizen science 
program. 

 
3. Good data management: invest upfront in good 

data management systems. Data collection (often a 
focus of citizen science), data entry, storage, access, 
analysis and interpretation are all significant 

challenges that require different and sometimes 
specific strategies and commitments. This is tackled 
in detail in our report. 

 
Citizen science is a difficult balance between volunteers, 
science and data but there are now some fantastic 
resources emerging to guide us. It is something that is, 
ultimately, very worth doing but it should not be viewed 
as an easy option. It is a very practical tool that, when 
used effectively, can provide great benefits, including 
building a constituency of Australians caring for their 
patch of our magnificent coast. 
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