Submission on the reports of the independent Commonwealth Marine
Reserves Review
31 October 2016

EDOs of Australia (formerly ANEDO, the
Australian Network of Environmental

EDO ACT (tel. 02 6243 3460)
edoact@edo.org.au

Defender’s Offices) consists of eight
independently constituted and managed

EDO NSW (tel. 02 9262 6989)
edonsw@edonsw.org.au

community legal centres located across the
States and Territories.

EDO NQ (tel. 07 4031 4766)
edonq@edo.org.au

Each EDO is dedicated to protecting the

EDO NT (tel. 08 8981 5883)
edont@edo.org.au

environment in the public interest. EDOs:


provide legal representation and advice,



take an active role in environmental law

EDO QLD (tel. 07 3211 4466)
edoqld@edo.org.au

reform and policy formulation, and


offer a significant education program
designed to facilitate public participation in
environmental decision making.

EDO SA (tel. 08 8359 2222)
edosa@edo.org.au
EDO TAS (tel. 03 6223 2770)
edotas@edo.org.au
EDO WA (tel. 08 9221 3030)
edowa@edowa.org.au

Submitted to: managementplanning.marine@environment.gov.au
For further information, please contact rachel.walmsley[a]edonsw.org.au

Introduction
EDOs of Australia welcome the opportunity to comment on the reports arising
from the independent review of Commonwealth Marine Reserves.1
EDOs of Australia is a network of community legal centres across Australia that
specialise in public interest environmental law. We help people to use the law to
protect the environment. We provide legal advice and representation, legal
education and policy and law reform advice.
We note that EDOs of Australia previously made comment on two regional
reserve proposals and the initial call for submissions for the Commonwealth
Marine Reserves Review. We refer Parks Australia to the comments made:




ANEDO Submission on the Coral Sea Commonwealth marine reserve
proposal, 27 February 2012 – Attachment 1
ANEDO Submission on the Commonwealth marine reserves network
proposal and draft Marine Bioregional Plan for the Temperate East Marine
Region, 21 February 2012 – Attachment 2
ANEDO Submission on the Commonwealth Marine Reserves Review, 31
March 2015 – Attachment 3

Building on our previous submissions, this submission makes overall comments
regarding the planning and zoning proposals, policy implementation and specific
impacts (climate change and mining); and brief comments relating to specific
bioregions.

1. Overall comments regarding the Review
Planning and zoning proposals
The Expert Scientific Panel stated that:
‘(t)he ESP is satisfied that the marine bioregional planning programme,
which was based on the Integrated Marine and Coastal Regionalisation of
Australia and complemented by scientific workshops, peer-reviewed
publications and literature reviews, was a sound basis and drew upon the
best available information for designing the CMR networks’.2
However despite this foundation of best available information, the current
proposals will weaken marine protection in a number of locations. The proposals
fail to address significant concerns with the existing plans, such as the underrepresentation of a number of marine habitats in sanctuary or no-take, zones.
1

Specifically the Commonwealth of Australia (2016) Commonwealth Marine Reserves Review Report of the
Bioregional Advisory Panel, the Commonwealth Marine Reserves Review Report of the Expert Scientific
Panel and the Commercial fishing displacement under the Panel - recommended Commonwealth marine
reserve zoning scheme.
2
Commonwealth of Australia (2016) Commonwealth Marine Reserves Review Report of the Expert
Scientific Panel, p. 1
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We are particularly concerned that the Review proposes:




no overall increase of high level/IUCN I and II protection on Australia’s
continental shelf;
a decrease in the overall protection (IUCN I and II) for the slope, deep
ocean and south west region; and
in the other four regions, high level/IUCN I and II protection for the
continental shelf remains below 3%, with the Temperate East at 0%.

As discussed in our March 2015 submission, it is vital that key laws, policies and
principles that should underpin marine reserve planning and management are
adequately applied in each marine region. EDOs of Australia remains concerned
about the ongoing failure to address the following issues at the national level.
ESD and the precautionary principle requires application of a network of
Comprehensive, Adequate and Representative (CAR) sanctuary areas as
described in the NRSMPA Guidelines. The current proposed zoning falls short of
providing a CAR network and the network of Marine National Park Zones
(MNPZs) should be expanded. This shortcoming remains, despite the Expert
Scientific Panel noting:
‘There is a large body of scientific literature that clearly demonstrates the
value of no-take zones (Marine National Park Zones and Sanctuary Zones
in CMRs) for biodiversity conservation and as scientific reference sites to
measure change within and outside the CMR estate".
and concluding that:
‘no-take zones are arguably the most effective biodiversity conservation
measure’.
The Expert Scientific Panel also discussed the fact that each reserve should
include at least one MNPZ, and that a significant sample of each primary
conservation feature and each provincial bioregion be included in at least one
MNPZ of an appropriate configuration and size to meet conservation objectives.
Policy implementation
Australia’s international obligations should be more clearly reflected in the design
of the marine reserve network, particularly in relation to: the Convention on
Biological Diversity; the programme of work on marine and coastal biodiversity
outlined in the Conference of the Parties 4, decision IV/5 to the Biodiversity
Convention; the IUCN Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management
Categories (2008); and the 2011 Guidelines for Applying the IUCN Protected
Area Management Categories to Marine Protected Areas.
Commonwealth legislation and policy, specifically the Environment Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), the EPBC Regulations (in
particular Schedule 8: Australian IUCN reserve management principles), the
Guidelines for Establishing the National Representative System of Marine
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Protected Areas 1998 (NRSMPA Guidelines), and the Australian Biodiversity
Conservation Strategy 2010‐30 should be more holistically addressed. The
objects of the EPBC Act regarding Aboriginal people should also be better
reflected in the Plan’s objectives. EDOs of Australia note the particular
opportunities for Aboriginal employment in the management of marine reserves in
the North region.
Policy implementation and the effectiveness of proposed zoning will be highly
dependent on whether sufficient resources and staff are allocated to undertake
monitoring, compliance and enforcement activities.
Addressing specific impacts
In designing a network that builds resilience to climate change impacts, and to
other stressors that are likely to hinder species’ adaptation to climate impacts, the
aim must be to ensure that the network will facilitate the conditions necessary for
species and ecosystems to adapt to warming temperatures, acidification, altered
currents, increased storm activity, changes in salinity, and changes in rainfall and
runoff. A full range of depths (as acknowledged by the current Goals for the
Review) and at a range of latitudes must be protected.
It is also vital for the future protection of the marine environment that more areas
are protected from mining activities. Clear protection zones, the design of which
also considers potential noise impacts, that expressly exclude mining are
needed.

2. Specific bioregion comments
Coral Sea Network
We repeat our previous key recommendations for the Coral Sea Network here.
For more detail on these issues please see our original submission:








All reefs, shoals and cays must be included in the proposed MNPZs;
Habitat crucial to the continued survival of shark species and Nautilus must be
included within the MNPZs;
All seamounts must be included in the MNPZs;
Commercial fishing practices must demonstrate that they can be conducted in
a sustainable manner;
An assessment regarding the impacts of shipping vessels on the MNPZs
should be undertaken. The results should guide management of vessels in
the marine reserve;
Hand collection should be managed in accordance with the precautionary
principle; and
Areas of high ecological significance must be protected from all forms of
fishing.

In relation to the specific proposals in the Report of the Bioregional Advisory
Panel, we submit that Parks Australia should:
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Reject the proposed loss and fragmentation of the large MNPZ including the
fragmentation of the MNPZ between Mellish and Kenn Reefs and the removal
of protection between Diane Bank and Osprey Reef;
Reject the proposed loss of protection for Osprey Reef. Osprey Reef needs
high level MNPZ protection in order to deliver economic security to the
valuable dive industry;
Reject the proposed loss of protection for Bougainville Reef, and seek
expanded protection at Bougainville to over 100km2 by expanding the MNPZ
to include the east coast’s only identified whale shark aggregation site; and
Reject the reduction in protection for the Coral Sea, including proposed
changes to longlining, mid-water trawling, demersal longlining and prawn
trawling, and the level of protection afforded to Marion Reef.

Temperate East Network
We note the following observation from the Expert Scientific Panel:
‘Representation of provincial bioregions (four out of 10) and primary
conservation features (56 out of 155) in Sanctuary Zones or Marine
National Park Zones is low ...Against these metrics, and especially in
comparison to other networks, the Temperate East CMR Network
performs poorly against the Goals and Principles. The major deficiency in
representation is coverage on the continental shelf and representation of
conservation features in Sanctuary Zones or Marine National Park Zones,
most notably the three provincial bioregions that are primarily located on
the continental shelf’.
The Expert Scientific Panel recommended:
‘the ESP encourages the current and successive governments to address
the significant shortfalls in representativeness of the CMR estate as
opportunities arise and during future planning cycles, with a priority on
amending the outer boundaries of existing CMRs and/or designing new
reserves to improve representation in the Temperate East Marine Region
and Indian Ocean Territories in particular’.
We submit that these concerns must be addressed through the current Review.
We repeat our previous key recommendations for the Temperate East Network
here. For more detail on these issues please see our original submission:





The proportion of the Temperate East Marine Region protected within the
proposed network should be increased;
The objectives should better reflect the need for an ecosystem‐based
approach to biodiversity conservation and should strive to reduce
development pressures in order to protect and restore biodiversity;
The continental shelf, Lord Howe Island Plateau and Caledonia Basin should
be recognised as key ecological features and protected accordingly; and
‘Strategy E: Develop partnerships with relevant industries to increase
understanding of the impacts of anthropogenic disturbance on the region’s
5

key ecological features and protected species’, should strive to go beyond
information sharing and understanding. Specifically, it should make provision
for translating knowledge into action with a view to reducing anthropogenic
disturbance of the region’s key ecological features.
In relation to the specific proposals in the Report of the Bioregional Advisory
Panel, we submit that Parks Australia should:
 Reject the proposed removal of MNPZ protection at Middleton Reef in the
Lord Howe Commonwealth Marine Reserve (CMR);
 Accept the proposed new MNPZ in the Norfolk Marine CMR and recommend
the expansion to include the Norfolk Island Seamounts;
 Accept the proposals of substantial expansions of protection from mining to
include the Norfolk, Lord Howe and Gifford Marine Reserves and large parts
of the Central Eastern, Jervis and Hunter Marine Reserves; and
 Ensure each marine reserve contains at least one MNPZ, with a particular
focus on ensuring that the shelf, continental slope and seamounts are better
represented with MNPZ coverage.
North Network
We repeat our previous key recommendations, not addressed by the Review, for
the North Network here:


Establish the following as MNPZs:
a) Arnhem Marine Reserve;
b) Arafura Marine Reserve; and,
c) Joseph Bonaparte Marine Reserve.

In relation to the specific proposals in the Report of the Bioregional Advisory
Panel, we submit that Parks Australia should:




Accept the proposed new MNPZ in the West Cape York, Gulf of Carpentaria,
Limmen, Wessel and Oceanic Shoals CMRs;
Reject the proposed removal of MNPZs in the West Cape York, Gulf of
Carpentaria and Wessel CMRs; and
Reject the proposed expansion of trawling and gillnetting within the North
marine region’s CMRs.

South West Network
In relation to the specific proposals in the Report of the Bioregional Advisory
Panel, we submit that Parks Australia should:



Accept the proposed extensions to the MNPZ in the Two Rocks, Bremer,
South-west Corner and Perth Canyon CMRs;
Accept the proposed extensions to protection from mining in the South-west
CMRs and seek the expansion of protection from mining for other key coastal
communities adjacent to CMRs including at Kangaroo Island (Western
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Kangaroo Island CMR), Esperance (the SW Corner and Eastern Recherche
CMRs), Peaceful Bay (SW Corner CMR) and Perth (Perth Canyon CMR);
Expand the Great Australian Bight CMR’s MNPZ westwards to the South
Australian border;
Ensure that the zoning of the CMRs does not offer less protection for
Australian Sea Lions from gillnetting than existing fisheries closures (for
example, in the Twilight CMR); and
Reject the proposal to open the South-west CMRs to trawling, including the
loss of MNPZ protection over the inner-shelf area of the Bremer CMR for
scallop dredging.

North West Network
In relation to the specific proposals in the Report of the Bioregional Advisory
Panel, we submit that Parks Australia should:







Accept the proposed new MNPZs in the Kimberley, Dampier and ArgoRowley Terrace CMRs;
Replace the proposed HPZ for Adele Island with a MNPZ;
Establishment of a new large MNPZ in the North Kimberley CMR to match the
protection proposed by the WA Government in state waters in the adjacent
‘Great Kimberley Marine Parks network’;
Increase the protection for the Ningaloo CMR by matching the protection
provided in the adjacent WA state waters marine park (which has a network of
IUCN II zones) with matching zoning in Commonwealth waters;
Reject the proposed removal of MNPZs in the Kimberley and Dampier CMRs;
and
Reject the proposed opening up of the Rowley Shoals area to trawling.
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