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8. DISCUSSION
This chapter discusses the issues and factors raised in the analysis of the three
research themes (Chapter 7). Five inter-related key factors were identified that were a
major influence on MPA establishment in the case studies.
1. Politics and government support (barriers, costs and benefits).
2. Electoral cycles and windows of opportunity.
3. Cross-jurisdictional

strategic

planning

and

policy

to

support

MPA

establishment.
4. Information to support MPA establishment.
5. Planning process and structures.
8.1. POLITICS AND GOVERNMENT SUPPORT
Government implements policy on behalf of the community for the current and longterm benefit of the people with MPAs one of a number of long-term environmental
strategies to sustainably manage the marine environment. They must balance MPA
establishment against the immediate and current impacts and societal costs that may
result. In respect to MPAs the costs are readily definable and immediate (i.e.,
restriction of activities, loss of economic production, establishment costs,
management costs and compensation), while the benefits are difficult to predict and
will generally accrue in the longer term (i.e., conservation of biodiversity, tourism
benefits and sustainable use). Table 14 summaries the key costs and benefits
associated with MPA establishment, as derived through the case study review.
The case study review suggests that the general priority government placed on the
MPA establishment programme was not consistent, and varied from high-level
support for rapid progress to periods where government ‘parked’ proposals, with no
urgency to progress establishment. MPA establishment requires the statutory
concurrence of the Ministers for Fisheries and Mines, and ultimately the State
Cabinet. The capacity of the environment portfolio to influence this priority and
progress proposals appeared to fluctuate according to the influence of government
agencies, ministers, the relative political priority of the portfolio, resourcing, general
philosophical positions (e.g., pro-development versus pro-environment) and timing
with respect to electoral cycles.
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Table 14 Comparison of benefits (driving forces) and costs (restraining forces) in establishing MPAs
Key Cost or Benefit

Temporal Nature

Benefits (Driving Forces)

Costs (Restraining Forces)

Commercial fishing: loss of
production, jobs and
Immediate and
economic flow-on to
ongoing
community
Commercial fishing

Immediate

Recreational fishing

Immediate and
ongoing

Mining and petroleum
(future access)

Medium to long-term

Mining and petroleum
(increased costs to access
resources)

Medium to long-term

Agency management
resources

Immediate and
ongoing

Shipping/ports/industrial
use

Medium to long-term

Ecological (i.e., protection
or enhancement of marine
fauna/flora/habitats)

Medium to long-term

Economic benefits (i.e.,
fishing and tourism)

Medium to long-term

Ability to Quantify

Scale of
Cost/Benefit

Comments

Immediate and quantifiable cost in most
MPAs. Highly dependent on the
management arrangements (e.g.,
zoning)
Government has legislative
Can be estimated using net present value or other
responsibility to consider claims for
State Government
methods of calculation of compensation payments
compensation arising from creation of
MPAs
Local fishers
No legislative basis for compensation of
More difficult to estimate the value of loss of rights
primarily
a loss of personal rights to fish, or for
to fish and loss of enjoyment. Potential economic
Visiting rec. fishers
industries reliant on recreational fishing
loss (e.g., tourism) variable and difficult to quantify
(regional and state)
(e.g., tackle shops, tourism, etc.)
The key issue for resource companies is
Can be estimated: size of mineral deposits and
Local, regional and
maintaining future access regardless of
estimated economic value and potential employment state
current economic value of mineral
There may be additional costs in obtaining approvals
Secondary issues of working within, or
to access minerals/oil and gas in an MPA; this is
Resource companies adjacent to, MPAs even if access is
more difficult to quantify
permitted legislatively
Often an area of debate in regard to the
Readily quantifiable in terms of staff, equipment and
State Government
relative priority, and return for
management resources required
government investment in MPAs
This is likely to be a future constraint
Economic loss due to reducing or constraining
Local, regional and
(i.e.. from expanding ports or creating
shipping access can be broadly estimated; however,
state
new ones) rather than stopping existing
it is likely to be affected by a range of variables
activities
The benefits of MPAs are highly
Very difficult to quantify and based on assumptions Broad: local, regional
debated by marine stakeholders, and
on ecological decline if not implemented, against
and state
hence difficult to get agreement on the
ecological improvement over time
communities
actual benefit..
Very difficult to quantify the actual benefit that a
MPA may contribute to ensuring long-term
The benefits of MPAs are highly
sustainable use of the marine resources. Relies on
debated by marine stakeholders, and
assumptions of sustainability of current use and the
Local, regional and
hence difficult to get agreement on the
general need for MPAs. MPAs may provide benefits state
actual benefit. Some may argue a disin marketing an area for ecotourism and facilitating ($$ and jobs).
benefit will occur where MPAs impact
this type of use. Can be estimated although again
on an activity important for tourism
based on assumptions as to the additional benefit this
(e.g., recreational fishing)
provides
Readily available (e.g., $ loss of production, number
of jobs lost, multipliers)

Local and regional
communities
State economy
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Ross and Dovers (2008) note that environment portfolios in Australia are generally
relatively weak, lacking a strong political constituency, and that the strength of
political commitment fluctuates over the political cycle.
State governments in WA are appointed on four-year electoral cycles. The fact that
costs are clearly definable and immediate (i.e., within an electoral cycle) has
implications for how governments assess the costs and benefits of an MPA. The
difficulty is that the benefits are difficult to define with any scientific certainty, and
are likely to take decades to accrue (i.e., over many electoral cycles). Therefore,
governments may, depending on the politics surrounding a proposal, receive an
immediate negative electoral impact from establishing an MPA, and are unlikely to
receive any identifiable benefits in their term of government, with long-term benefits
difficult to quantify and demonstrate to the community. However, short-term
political benefits could also be generated through an increased ‘green vote’ (e.g.,
NMP). Plasman (2008) notes that the focus of politicians is primarily on short-term
policy, due to the fact that voters judge politicians on their accomplishments, and in
Australia MPAs are increasingly becoming important political capital (Voyer et al.
2012).
Demonstrating longer term societal benefits to justify short-term costs or impacts is a
challenge for many environmental programmes; however, this is a particularly
pertinent to MPA establishment. The use of MPAs and the science demonstrating the
benefits of no-takes zones is developing, but accurately predicting the likely changes
and benefits is difficult, due to the high natural variability and connectivity of marine
ecosystems (Jones 2006).
There are generally few immediate economic drivers for MPA settings, and a high
level of disagreement over the merits and likely benefits of MPAs. The planning
processes reviewed generally focused on addressing the short- to medium-term costs
of MPA establishment, while promoting the possible long-term positive benefits. In
all MPA processes studied, resource users likely to be impacted by restrictions
questioned the science surrounding MPA benefits. Emerging knowledge may lack
local context, making it difficult to apply and/or be accepted by local communities
and stakeholders (Agardy et al. 2011).
There was an absence of technical or scientific certainty and regional context with
respect to the benefits from the creation of MPAs in the processes reviewed, with the
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establishment process a political battle between traditionally opposed MPA
stakeholders. The outcomes of these battles did not appear to be strongly informed
by science, with political forces at the point in time playing a key role in determining
the outcomes. The political forces varied, with Ningaloo outcomes driven by
conservation interests, while all with all others, mining and fishing interests were the
principal driver.
In all processes state government was the central player and there was no evidence of
direct interaction or influence of national government ministers, members or parties.
This low level of interaction was supported by stakeholder interviews, which
indicated that respondents believed state government had the major influence in
processes, with some local government interaction in the five processes.
8.1.1. Force field analysis

Force field analysis is one way of exploring the forces for and against a change in the
status quo; i.e., in this case, the establishment of MPAs. It provides a visual model of
the factors influencing MPA establishment, and a picture of the general forces
influencing political decision-makers when considering proposals to establish an
MPA.
The driving forces and restraining forces for MPA establishment are demonstrated
for the five case studies. The forces used represent the main factors identified in this
research. The restraining forces are based on the case study reviews and include the
following:
 General lack of support or understanding of the need for MPAs to effectively
manage the marine environment.
 Direct local economic impacts on marine industries and activities.
 Direct state (and rarely national) economic impacts on commercial activities.
 Direct social impacts (e.g., employment and access for recreational activities).
 Direct costs for MPA establishment and management.
 Direct compensation costs for government.
 Perceived negative local political impacts for the state government.
 Perceived negative state political impacts for the state government.
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The forces supporting change (i.e., MPA creation), or the driving forces, are mainly
long term and much more difficult to define, with one exception the positive state
political impacts, which can be immediate (e.g., in elections).
 Conserving the marine environment for the benefit of current and future
generations and users.
 Economic benefits (e.g., fishing and tourism).
 Perceived positive local political impacts for the state government.
 Perceived positive state political impacts for the state government.
With respect to political impacts, these have been split into local and state. ‘Local’
refers to positive or negative electoral impacts for the Member of Parliament in the
electorate in which the MPA is located. ‘State’ refers to positive or negative electoral
impacts that have an influence on the state government as a whole. For example, an
MPA affecting local fishers may have a negative impact locally, but have a positive
electoral benefit at the state level through an increased ‘green vote’.
Using the force field analysis model, the five case studies were ranked by the
researcher in accordance with the level of the various supporting and opposing forces
outlined above (see Figures 13–17). These ranking are relative and are intended to
provide a comparison of the relative strength of that force. For example, in the NMP
example ‘conserving the marine environment’ is ranked at the highest level,
depicting the influence of this force, while in the Jurien example this was ranked
low, showing the relative influence on establishment and outcomes that were likely.
The rankings have been determined by the researcher based on the outcomes of this
research, and ultimately were informed by the documentation reviews, personal
involvement in planning processes and backed up by interviews of stakeholders and
agencies. There is a degree of subjectivity in the ranking, particularly in judging
electoral impacts as these are complex and can vary in time. However, this is
intended as a model to depict the likely influences and provides a way of
understanding the barriers and possible chances of success.
This shows the difficulties in establishing MPAs where there are strong restraining
forces and few drivers. Where the restraining forces were strongest (e.g., Dampier)
the MPA was not established. In the case of Jurien, restraining forces were many and
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strong but this MPA was established; however, as highlighted in the case study
review, this MPA process was difficult and there were times when the process stalled
and it appeared that the government lacked the appetite to proceed. When the park
was gazetted in Parliament, attempts were made to block its establishment, perhaps
demonstrating the usefulness of this model. Ningaloo is a case where driving forces
were strong and restraining forces low, and in this case MPA outcomes were
achieved quickly and included strong conservation outcomes.
The force field analysis provides a way of understanding restraining forces.
Successful MPA establishment relies on governments believing the long-term
ecological benefits (or in some cases the short-term political benefits through an
increased ‘green vote’) outweigh the immediate socio-economic and financial costs
of establishing the MPA. The five case studies showed that the approaches taken
varied significantly depending on the socio-economic and political settings of the
particular area, and that there was a strong temporal component to these settings,
particularly political. In some cases a strong conservation stance was taken in the
face of strong community opposition, while in other situations MPA outcomes
reflected a strong desire to remove community opposition to the establishment of an
MPA through amending proposed management arrangements to reduce impacts on
extractive activities.
The following part of this section considers the potential ways of mitigating or
reducing these restraining forces, and enhancing the driving forces, to increase the
potential chance of successful establishment. The development of broad-based
community support through an interactive and strongly participative planning
process and associated education and information programmes contributed to
reducing some restraining forces, particularly building local support and addressing
local impacts through interactive design. However, the most critical restraining
forces were not removed, even where broad-based community support was obtained.
Table 15 outlines the capacity of public participation processes and associated
education programmes to addresses barriers identified through this research.
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Driving Forces (supporting change)

JURIEN
BAY

Restraining Forces (opposing change)
Lack of understanding of MPA
concepts

Economic benefits (e.g.,
fishing & tourism)

Direct economic impacts
(local)

Positive electoral impacts
(local member)
Positive electoral impacts
(state party)

MPA establishment

Conserving the marine
environment

Direct economic impacts
(state-wide)
Direct social impacts (e.g.,
jobs, recreational access)
Direct costs to establish and
manage MPA ($$)
Compensation ($$)
Negative electoral impact
(local)
Negative electoral impact
(state-wide)

Figure 13 Driving and restraining forces for the Jurien Bay MPA
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Driving Forces (supporting change)

MONTEBELLO
/BARROW
Restraining Forces (opposing change)
Lack of understanding of
MPA concepts

Economic benefits (e.g.,
fishing & tourism)

Direct economic impacts
(local)

Positive electoral impacts
(local member)
Positive electoral impacts
(state party)

MPA establishment

Conserving the marine
environment

Direct economic impacts
(state-wide)
Direct social impacts (e.g.,
jobs, recreational access)
Direct costs to establish and
manage MPA ($$)
Compensation ($$)
Negative electoral impact
(local)
Negative electoral impact
(state-wide)

Figure 14 Driving and restraining forces for the Montebello/Barrow MPA
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DAMPIER
Driving Forces (supporting change)

Restraining Forces (opposing change)
Lack of understanding of MPA
concepts

Economic benefits (e.g.,
fishing & tourism)

Direct economic impacts
(local)

Positive electoral impacts
(local member)
Positive electoral impacts
(state party)

MPA establishment

Conserving the marine
environment

Direct economic impacts
(state-wide)
Direct social impacts (e.g.,
jobs, recreational access)
Direct costs to establish and
manage MPA ($$)
Compensation ($$)
Negative electoral impact
(local)
Negative electoral impact
(state-wide)

Figure 15 Driving and restraining forces for the Dampier Archipelago MPA
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NINGALOO
Driving Forces (supporting change)

Restraining Forces (opposing change)
Lack of understanding of MPA
concepts

Economic benefits (e.g.,
fishing & tourism)

Direct economic impacts
(local)

Positive electoral impacts
(local member)
Positive electoral impacts
(state party) i.e., ‘green vote’

MPA establishment

Conserving the marine
environment

Direct economic impacts
(state-wide)
Direct social impacts (e.g.,
jobs, recreational access)
Direct costs to establish and
manage MPA ($$)
Compensation ($$)
Negative electoral impact
(local)
Negative electoral impact
(state-wide)

Figure 16 Driving and restraining forces for the Ningaloo Marine Park
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CAPES
Driving Forces (supporting change)

Restraining Forces (opposing change)
Lack of understanding of MPA
concepts

Economic benefits (e.g.,
fishing & tourism)

Direct economic impacts (local)

Positive electoral impacts
(local member)
Positive electoral impacts
(state party)

MPA establishment

Conserving the marine
environment

Direct economic impacts (statewide)
Direct social impacts (e.g., jobs,
recreational access)
Direct costs to establish and
manage MPA ($$)
Compensation ($$)
Negative electoral impact (local)
Negative electoral impact
(state-wide)

Figure 17 Driving and restraining forces for the Capes MPA
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Table 15 Potential of public participation and education activities to address
restraining forces in MPA establishmenti

Restraining Forces to
MPA Establishment

Potential of
Education
Programmes to
Remove
Barrier*

Potential of
Public
Participation
Mechanisms to
Remove
Barrier*

General lack of support or
understanding of the need
for an MPA

High

High

Direct local economic
impacts on marine
industries and activities

High

High

Direct social impacts
(e.g., loss of access for
recreational activities)

High

High

Direct state economic
impacts on marine
industries and activities

Low

Low

Perceived negative local
political impact to the
state government

Low

Low

Perceived negative state
political impact to the
state government

No effect

Low

Direct costs to establish
and manage the MPA

No effect

No effect

Direct cost to government
due to compensation
payouts

No effect

No effect

Comment

Both planning mechanisms and
education/information programmes
are important in improving
community understanding and are
useful tools in removing this barrier
Public participation processes may
strongly influence this barrier (e.g.,
Dampier, Ningaloo, Montes, Jurien)
through developing support and
minimising impacts
Public participation processes are
likely to strongly influence the
removal of this barrier (e.g., Capes)
through developing support, seeking
compromises and avoiding/addressing
negative impacts
Public participation processes are
unlikely to address the consideration
of state economic impacts. Decisions
on major economic impacts will be
addressed at a high level in
government (e.g., Dampier,
Montebello)
There is some potential for public
participation processes process to
reduce this barrier however this could
be influenced by external political
factors (e.g., Dampier)
Public participation processes are
unlikely to impact on the broader
State perception of political impacts.
(e.g., Jurien)
This barrier is a generic issue that
relates to broader governance. These
programmes have little effect on these
decisions unless there is a strong
political imperative
This barrier is a state government
issue that relates to broader
government investment. Public
participation processes have little
effect on these decisions which will
happen at a high level in government
(e.g., Capes and Ningaloo)

Some barriers were not addressed by the level of public participation and education
programmes. For example, the Dampier and Capes processes had the most extensive
community consultation and supportive education programmes, and while these
i

This table is derived from case study reviews of processes with respect to the experiences of public
participation and education programmes and how effective they were in addressing particular barriers
that arose in the five processes.
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programmes successfully addressed local barriers, key strategic issues were not
adequately addressed and the MPAs not established. In contrast, highly successful
MPAs (i.e., Ningaloo and Montebello) had minimal supportive information
programmes and limited public participation yet had strong government support,
demonstrated by legal establishment of MPA and creation of significant no-take
areas. This highlights the need to identify the likely barriers to MPA establishment,
ideally before commencing the process, and to construct appropriate mechanisms to
address these barriers. This finding is supported by Fox et al. (2013b), who described
a range of strategies employed to address policy issues in parallel with the process
that had potential to delay and disrupt the MPA process.
While conservation agencies may be hoping to achieve a high degree of ecological
protection, the reality is that MPA planning processes must remove a series of
political and stakeholder barriers to ensure success. If these are not adequately
addressed establishment is unlikely to occur.
8.2. ELECTORAL CYCLES AND WINDOWS OF OPPORTUNITY
The timing of planning processes influenced establishment. Specific MPA
establishment processes have generally taken five or more years to complete, yet
State Government electoral cycles are a maximum of four years. Therefore, MPA
processes are likely to cross political terms and possibly different government
parties, who may have different polices and priorities on MPAs. While MPA
programmes are long-term strategies, in policy-making timeframes are short and
often driven by ‘crises’ and political agendas (Plasman 2008).
Given the historical polarised views on MPAs and the potential immediate impacts
on users and government (i.e., compensation and management costs), there is a
strong link to political cycles. As highlighted by Plasman (2008), the politicians
perspective is strongly influenced by electoral cycles:
…many politicians have a long-term vision, but it is a fact that a politician is
judged by his or her accomplishments. At the end of the road, the voter has the
last say. This means that time is essential, and a shortage of time is a reality
that each politician faces. For example, feasibility of a plan or a programme is
weighed by politicians within the time frame of one legislature, while problems
are often manifold (p. 814).
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This review suggests that the timing of pre-planning information gathering and
public participation processes is not critical. However, the timing of the final
government decision-making process is influenced by the electoral cycle. Some
observations of the MPA processes that may be relevant when considering the timing
of MPA processes include the following:
 Approaching elections, MPA stakeholders (e.g., conservation NGOs and
commercial fishing organisations) are likely to seek commitments from political
parties addressing their concerns with specific MPA proposals and general MPA
policy, and this can influence MPA outcomes where decision-making aligns with
elections.
 Approaching elections, governments may be seeking to finalise policy
commitments to demonstrate their credentials and this can be a strong incentive to
rapidly resolve outstanding issues, conclude statutory approvals, and complete legal
steps to establish MPAs.
 In contrast to the above, government may be wary of making decisions that are
politically unpopular or damaging to their chances of re-election. In this instance,
MPA proposals are more likely to be amended to remove stakeholder opposition
(e.g., removing or reducing zones that restrict activities), or the proposal may be
deferred indefinitely. Last minute changes to MPA outcomes (i.e., boundaries and
zoning) are more likely to occur with minimal stakeholder and community
consultation.
 With a change in political parties, the newly elected government may be reluctant
to support the previous government policy positions, and this may cause delays and
a loss of momentum while proposed MPAs and processes are reviewed.
 External factors (e.g., general economic conditions) may influence the perceived
cost and benefit balance, and this may have an influence on overall political support
for an MPA proposal.
While the political dimension is complex and difficult to predict, there are several
conclusions with respect to MPA processes. The timing of government MPA
approval processes can significantly impact on MPA outcomes (i.e., boundaries and
management zoning). It is difficult to predict what the impact will be, as this can
change quickly in response to external socio-political factors and considerations.
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However, there are inherent opportunities and risks in MPA establishment where
processes cross electoral cycles and the longer processes extend the greater chance of
impacts. There may be potential advantages in processes being ‘ready’ (i.e.,
completed public participation processes and a proposal developed) for formal
government approval early to midway through an electoral cycle to allow a more
orderly approvals process.
In the 26 years (i.e., between 1985 and 2011) since MPA legislation was established
there have been two major periods of progress: 1987–1990 (seven MPAs created)
and 2003–2005 (five MPAs created and two extended). These two ‘pulses’ of MPA
creation created considerable community debate and stakeholder concerns, which in
both cases resulted in requests for state-wide MPA policy reviews. These pulses were
followed, in both cases, by periods where considerable energy and time was invested
on policy reviews with an apparent reluctance to proceed with further creation of
MPAs. In fact the only MPA to be created outside of these periods was the
Walpole/Nornalup Marine Park (2009), a small MPA with little socio-economic
impact.i
The public criticism of the government’s Ningaloo decisions resulted in a number of
government responses. The Labor Party’s 2005 election platform announced a range
of policy commitments to review and develop new marine policy positions and
stakeholder mechanisms in light of the political response to the pre-election MPA
decisions by government.270 The government also undertook to create new
mechanisms to improve the interactions between the environment and fisheries
portfolios following conflicts that emerged publicly in regard to MPA policy.271 This
included development of a MOU between the Ministers for Environment and
Fisheries portfolios, and the formation of an inter-departmental committee to
consider MPA planning and management matters.
The development of representative MPA system supported by the community is a
long-term commitment, and relies on building community and stakeholder trust and
ownership. While achieving individual MPA outcomes may be considered a
‘success’, this may impact on stakeholder trust and relationships, and influence other
MPA processes underway and the overall future perceptions of the MPA programme.
i

Since this research concluded, the WA government has established three MPAs—the Ngari Capes
Marine Park (12 June 2012), Camden Sound (19 June 2012) and Eighty Mile Beach (created 29
January 2013).
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The WA history confirms the difficulties in progressive establishment of MPAs, and
the importance of maintaining a consistent level of government and community
support for these programmes. It also suggests that there are windows of opportunity
where there is strong support for MPA establishment, but that this support can
diminish rapidly in the face of perceived community impacts and diminished trust in
MPAs and processes. Plasman (2008) notes that the composition of the government
and the political ‘weight’ of politicians at a point in time may influence whether a
proposal is progressed. One of the six ‘enabling conditions’ of success of the
Californian MLPA Initiative was ‘ensuring strong political support and leadership’;
with seven years of political support at the highest level of state government this
provided ‘fortuitous political conditions’ (Fox et al. 2013c, p. 18).
This suggests that it may be more important to be pragmatic and compromise
conservation objectives to facilitate the formal establishment of an MPA than to
strive in vain for a ‘perfect MPA’ design. There is a risk that if an MPA proposal is
perceived as politically unpopular the proposal may be deferred or delayed and this
delay will result in the window of opportunity being lost as the government appetite
for MPA establishment diminishes. Given that in the 26 years since the enactment of
the CALM Act in WA there have only been two such windows where the sociopolitical factors have aligned to support significant MPA creation, the critical
importance of timing and focusing on creation rather than on ‘perfect design’ is
clear.
8.3. CROSS-JURISDICTIONAL STRATEGIC PLANNING AND POLICY
Governance and strategic issues arose that significantly impacted MPA
establishment, creating complex problems that had to be resolved to progress MPA
proposals. This research highlighted that MPAs proposals can be the catalyst to raise
marine conflicts and issues that have not been formerly addressed through traditional
marine management frameworks. There were no cross-jurisdictional government
frameworks to facilitate forward marine planning, and in this vacuum the MPA
process was forced to assume this role. MPA processes often generated legislative
issues, issues arising from proposed developments (e.g., port expansion) or specific
local natural resource issues (fisheries sustainability and resource sharing).
Bottom-up or ‘grass roots’ participatory processes for protected area planning
develop improved community ownership of planning outcomes and improve
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community support in implementing MPA management (Agardy et al. 2011). This
review found that public participation processes did generate these benefits, such as
developing ownership, bringing stakeholders together and raising community
understanding of MPAs. Public participation processes were found to be effective in
developing locally supported consensus outcomes and working though the finer scale
arrangement of boundaries, zones, and development of management strategies.
However, community-based participation mechanisms struggled to address higherlevel policy issues, with community support and ownership eroded quickly where
MPA outcomes were altered late in the planning process by government, and/or
where major delays in establishment occurred due to government being unwilling to
proceed. These issues included:
 Conflicting government legislation, objectives, policies and agency positions on
MPAs.
 Reconciling state-level economic impacts to marine industries and, in particular,
where there were possible state-wide implications of MPA implementation.
 Resolving costs to government of implementing the MPA (i.e., compensation,
establishment and ongoing management).
The resolution of strategic issues was necessary before government would formally
establish MPA tenure. However, in the absence of formal high-level state-wide and
regional frameworks, individual MPA planning processes became the primary
planning vehicle to address state-wide (e.g., legislative and policy conflicts), and
regional (e.g., policy and resource conflicts) issues. These issues were largely outside
the scope of the specific MPA establishment process, and public participation
mechanisms were not structured to address these types of planning conflicts. The
conservation agency effectively was required to undertake integration of marine
environmental policy and address cross-jurisdictional strategic issues to facilitate
MPA establishment.
The conservation agency was not ideally placed to resolve cross-jurisdictional issues,
particularly as they were perceived as having a vested interest. Where key strategic
issues could not be resolved, they remained until late in the planning processes, at
which point the government was required to make a policy determination. In some
cases these decisions had significant impacts on the MPA outcomes that had taken
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considerable time, resources and energy to develop. The absence of a whole-ofgovernment position required the conservation agency to perform a range of
activities that included potentially conflicting roles:
 Conservation advocate: Promoting the benefits and need for no-take zones.
 Process facilitator: Wanting to ensure the gazettal of the MPA within government
timelines and having to deal with a range of wider government barriers.
 Consensus seeker: Trying to address stakeholders concerns and develop
stakeholder support for the proposal, including a range of strategic marine planning
issues.
 Scientific advisor: On marine ecology and effect of management options.
These roles were difficult to reconcile, and in some cases were contradictory. For
example, advocating for conservation may lengthen processes, threaten stakeholder
support and ultimately, place at risk MPA creation. These multiple roles caused some
confusion both within the agency and with stakeholders,272 who had views about
what the principal role of the agency should be. Blatant scientific advocacy for notake areas may also damage dialogue with fishers and create scepticism of the
impartiality of the scientists involved in the process (Caveen et al. 2013). In the
Californian MLPA Initiative a decision was made not to promote or advocate for
MPAs in messaging and materials, but rather taking a neutral approach, which
helped to:
...build mutual understandings, bring a diverse audience into discussions, and
ultimately help support a process to produce outcomes that were more
reflective of the cross-interests held within each community (Sayce et al. 2013,
p. 64)
Cross-jurisdictional policy conflicts emerged in all MPA processes studied. This is
not a reflection on the engagement of agencies and individuals involved, but rather,
of the differing legislation, objectives, ideologies, performance criteria, stakeholders
and priorities. The review highlighted the absence of appropriate mechanisms,
frameworks and government marine policy to resolve these issues prior to MPA
planning. This research highlights that the MPA planning process is not structured to
resolve the cross-government conflicts that inevitably arose in MPA planning.
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For example, the Jurien process would have benefitted significantly from
government consideration of the socio-economic settings and the policy outcomes
likely to be acceptable before the process began. Using a ‘blank page’ approach
unrealistically raised stakeholder expectations, consolidated opposing positions and
left the conservation agency in a position of policy uncertainty.
An alternative approach could have been for the conservation and fisheries portfolios
to consider the key drivers, marine values and possible management tools available,
and then develop a series of management options for consideration by the
government. On consideration of these options a starting position could have been
established by government, providing clear policy direction for the conservation
agency, stakeholders and the public participation process. This would have addressed
the critical issue of no-take zones versus maintaining rock lobster fishing access, and
the potential use of compensation mechanisms before commencing public
engagement. This would have narrowed down the range of potential outputs and may
have resulted in:
 Less disappointment at the final outcomes, as stakeholders would have been
aware of the general nature of the government position on the Jurien Bay MPA.
 Less conflict, unnecessary meetings and work by the conservation agency in
trying to generate ecological/scientific outcomes that had little or no government
support.
 Significantly reduced personal and stakeholder conflict.
Ross and Dovers (2008) reviewed EPI in Australia and the most prominent success
factors, barriers and gaps, and found that these related to leadership, long-term
embedding of EPI and implementation capacity, and also noted the generally weak
political constituency of the environment portfolio within government. Of relevance
to the strategic issues identified with MPA planning, they outlined the following
barriers and gaps to integration: ‘Lack of constituency for environmental policy
integration’, ‘Policy inertia owing to adverse economic impacts, and inability to
manage vested interests’, ‘Loss of momentum and persistence’, ‘Lack of incentives to
implement intensive policy integration processes’ (Ross & Dovers 2008, p. 255).
Governments need to be more proactive in resolving potential MPA placement and
in setting the foundation policy and broad directions for the management of specific
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MPAs. The participatory processes can then focus on developing community
consensus on the detailed management arrangements, which will build ownership
and understanding, but still be within the bounds of what is likely to be socially and
politically acceptable. This should result in local communities developing MPA
proposals more quickly, with less conflict, which reflect government policy and
should be established in a timely manner.
In 2005 (following the establishment of a number of MPAs and ensuring public
debate over MPA policy and planning frameworks) the WA Government committed
to legislative changes, new planning frameworks and consultative structures to
implement a new regional marine planning framework, including the establishment
of an independent, high-level scientific panel to develop a scientific statement on the
role of marine sanctuaries in biodiversity conservation, fisheries management and
natural resources management as the basis for a new marine sanctuaries policy for
Western Australia. This would ‘provide a sound basis for the development of a
sanctuaries policy and for the implementation of the bioregional marine planning
framework. It will also provide the basis for establishing bioregional targets for
marine sanctuaries that are based on independent scientific advice.’273
This commitment would, on balance, appear to address one significant area of
government policy that was absent in the MPA processes review; however, the
process to develop a ‘sanctuaries policy’ was commenced but not completed.
For both the Jurien and Capes processes this would have addressed the critical issue
of no-take zones versus maintaining commercial fishing access and the potential use
of compensation mechanisms. Key stakeholders could have provided input on this
high-level policy position and have these views considered at an early stage and
before any detailed planning and local consultation commenced. An alternative
approach could have been for the conservation and fisheries portfolios to consider
the key drivers, marine values, and possible management tools available, and then
develop a series of management options for consideration by the government. On
consideration of these options a ‘view’ or starting position could have been
established by government, providing a clear policy position for the conservation
agency, stakeholders and the process before public participation.
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This approach would avoid spending considerable public resources on public
participation for MPAs that ultimately are not supported by government because of
some key policy, strategic or political barrier. In these cases, an early decision to
abort an MPA proposal at the strategic assessment stage would potentially allow
these public resources to be transferred to other MPA proposals that have a greater
chance of government support and success. Research on the financial costs of the
processes to establish MPAs is rare (McCrea-Strub et al. 2011); however, Naidoo et
al. (2006) note that ignoring the costs of conservation planning in an environment of
limited resources can lead to missed opportunities to efficiently achieve conservation
objectives.
Conflicts between government portfolios with respect to MPA establishment and
broader MSP processes are inevitable and should be anticipated, given the often
differing primary objectives of government portfolios (Ross & Dovers 2008;
Kenchington 2010; Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the
Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel-GEP 2012). The ‘will’ to work positively
may be lacking, with Plasman (2008) stating that ‘self-preservation and the status
quo are too often the main concern of institutions and administration.’ While
regulatory agencies may feel more comfortable working independently, jurisdictional
overlaps and turf battles can be identified and potentially overcome through an MSP.
(Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Scientific and
Technical Advisory Panel-GEP 2012).
The government may need to demonstrate high-level leadership to encourage
agencies to collaborate, as highlighted by Plasman (2008, p. 812):
This coordination at the ministerial level was the required incentive for the
institutions and administrations to begin to work together. This was of course
very contagious, because the outlook was positive and politicians had placed a
high priority on the new policy.
It should be accepted that tensions between government portfolios over MPA
creation are likely, and in many respects necessary, as governments achieve an
appropriate

balance

between

conservation

and

broader

socio-economic

considerations. Ministers and government agencies have different objectives,
priorities, performance criteria and stakeholders and hence it would be naïve to
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expect a strong whole-of-government support for MPAs when, by definition, this
support could be seen to be contrary to other agencies’ objectives. The challenge for
government is how to manage this inevitable tension in a manner that ensures
progress and does not create obstacles and delays in MPA establishment. This
requires high-level leadership and coordination at the ministerial level to provide the
incentive for agencies to work positively together (Plasman 2008). It may also rely
on establishing more comprehensive resource planning and management processes
(Fox et al. 2013b).
Two new mechanisms are proposed to address the issues identified above: a MSP
and a strategic assessment of specific MPAs to provide a better framework for MPA
establishment. These are discussed further in Chapters 8.7.2 and 8.7.3.
8.4. INFORMATION TO SUPPORT MPA PLANNING
The importance of fundamental socio-economic and ecological data for MPA
planning cannot be underestimated. Good quality information will assist in more
effective decisions, quicker processes and greater community trust and ownership.
There are key knowledge requirements that, if absent or inadequate, will negatively
impact on MPA processes.
The level of ecological, social and ecological information developed for the five
MPA processes was significantly greater and more comprehensive than for previous
or subsequent MPA planning processes undertaken in WA,274 and was instrumental
in the success of public participation processes. While information was
comprehensive and adequate for MPA establishment, there were inadequacies in
information that influenced processes and outcomes. These included:
 Marine habitat information (scales, gaps and accuracy).
 Understanding the status and general biology of targeted marine species.
 Scientifically credible and locally relevant knowledge on the ecological response
and benefits of no-take zones.
 Status of the marine environment and impacts of existing activities.
Specific MPA establishment processes should be preceded by the development of an
appropriate habitat map or similar biodiversity dataset to inform MPA site selection,
high-level government policy consideration and subsequent fine-scale MPA planning
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processes. This is the key ecological data dataset for planning and its accuracy and
stakeholder acceptance is an important factor and should be a high priority.
There is a strategic need for locally relevant and quantitative derived knowledge on
the status of the marine environment and the ecological and management benefits of
no-take zones. A strategic programme should be developed that identifies
representative regional sites in WA to provide research projects that have local
context, and can be used to inform government policy and relevant MPA planning
processes. This research should have a particular focus on targeted marine species,
given that this is the main area of conflict in MPA processes contributed in part by an
absence of statistically sound and locally relevant ecological research. Biological
research on key target species should be planned as a joint fisheries and conservation
agency initiative, to precede MPA planning processes. There exists a major
opportunity to better integrate fisheries and conservation objectives, create more
functionally effective MPAs, and develop greater fishing stakeholder support where
locally relevant fish biological information is available proceeding MPA
establishment processes.
Socio-economic information

was

critical

to

inform

the development

of

recommendations on MPA boundaries, consideration of zoning and potential socioeconomic impacts, and the development of MPA management plans. The level of
information developed for the five MPA processes was significantly greater and
more comprehensive than previous or subsequent MPA planning processes
undertaken in WA,275 and this contributed strongly to resolution of stakeholder
conflicts and achieving consensus. Despite this sound platform, there were areas
where the inadequacy of human use information complicated and slowed MPA
processes and contributed to stakeholder conflicts and uncertainty due to the
availability, accuracy, scale, and general stakeholder acceptance of the information.
These areas included:
 Commercial fishing data (scale and access to commercially confidential data).
 Recreational fishing data.
 Information on existing and future industrial and resource development.
 Understanding Indigenous importance (values and spatial locations, absence of
data and/or sensitive information).
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 Non-extractive recreation and tourism use.
Commercial fishing data is required at an appropriate scale for MPA planning. In
WA this requires a change to collect data from the coarse grid (60 x 60 nm) to a
significantly finer scale (i.e. 5 x 5 km blocks) in candidate MPA areas for a sufficient
period before MPA processes. This will provide an accurate assessment of the
economic and social value of commercial fisheries to inform consideration of
compensation implications, and to enable calculation of compensation and fisheries
adjustments if the MPA is implemented.
The primary purpose of recreational fishing surveys is to inform recreational
fisheries management decisions, and fisheries funding opportunities will dictate
timing, rather than the timing of MPA planning processes. Notwithstanding, this
there is an opportunity to better align surveys with upcoming MPA processes, and
hence maximise the overall benefits of this investment and ensure improved data for
MPA planning.
Potential future development opportunities, proposals and plans by oil and gas,
mining, ports/shipping interests, marine infrastructure, and coastal development sites
are critical data for MPA establishment. This includes consideration of inland mining
and industrial operations that may require marine infrastructure (e.g., ports) to export
products. Processes to engage relevant government agencies and potential developers
(i.e., oil and gas, mining, industrial, ports, coastal infrastructure, tourism, etc.) to
identify future development plans and potential conflicts are recommended prior to
MPA processes (unless this has been resolved through MSP). The compilation of this
data will require the development of constructive relationships with possible
proponents and agencies, given that there will be commercial sensitivities. This data
will inform high-level strategic discussions by government on MPA placement and
establishment prior to public participation. This information could mitigate conflicts
over MPA placement and address cross-government policy issues before public
participation commences (see Chapters 7.4 and 8.3) to inform MPA boundaries,
reserves and zoning development. Ultimately this would, where confidentiality issues
have been addressed, also inform finer level MPA management planning processes.
Research and engagement programmes should be undertaken prior to all MPA
processes to develop an understanding of Indigenous values, use and future
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aspirations for areas likely to be considered as MPAs. Establishing foundation
relationships for subsequent public participation would be a key objective of this
process.
The conservation agency compiled all relevant spatial data in a GIS. These systems
were utilised extensively in the planning process, and were effective in identifying
socio-economic impacts, conflicts, key values and potential compromises and
consensus, as well as enabling real time development of management boundaries and
zoning. The usefulness of GIS systems in participatory planning in developing MPA
options and addressing potential impacts is supported by other case studies (Gleason
et al. 2010; Saarman & Carr 2013). MPA establishment is assisted significantly by
accurate ecological and socio-economic spatial data and an appropriate spatial data
management system that is accessible and integrated into public involvement and
planning activities. While GIS systems proved extremely important, this value
diminishes quickly where stakeholder confidence in the data presented is weakened.
8.5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESSES AND STRUCTURES
The length and thoroughness of the core public participation (i.e., in the major
community engagement and planning phase) was not a dominant factor in eventual
MPA success. Extending consultation did not guarantee success, and conversely
shortened consultation did not necessarily hamper establishment. MPA establishment
was found to be dominated by socio-economic and political issues rather than the
quality and quantity of community engagement.
The processes studied generally used the community to develop MPA proposals from
a ‘blank sheet’, which built community ownership and support. However, without
clear strategic direction from government, particularly with respect to matters of
socio-economic impact, these mechanisms were ineffectual and inefficient, placing
unrealistic pressures and expectations on both agencies and the community
participants.
Public participation programmes were not effective at addressing strategic issues or
obstacles associated with MPA processes and therefore issues relating to strategic
policy, legislation and inter-agency conflicts should be addressed before engaging
with the community. If this is not done there is a high risk of expending resources
and raising community expectations in proposals that ultimately are delayed or
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unsuccessful. Revised processes may avoid investment in MPA proposals that have
limited government commitment and avoid costly planning processes and
community frustration.
This research found that final MPA outcomes were strongly influenced by socioeconomic values and political influences, and ideally these factors need to be
considered by government before public participation commences. This finding is
supported by a review of three MPA case studies (the GBRMP and two in the US),
which recommended consideration of socio-economic goals and objectives at the
start of the planning process to allow for meaningful contemplation of trade-offs
between ecological an socio-economic priorities by decision-makers (Osmond et al.
2010). Possible outcomes of a strategic assessment for the proposed MPA could
include a decision by government not to proceed with the proposal, thereby saving
community and government resources in futile planning processes. Where the
community invests considerable energy and time participating in an MPA process a
high degree of ownership usually develops, but there is a risk that this capital can be
lost if the proposal is delayed, stopped or amended significantly due to broader
government considerations.
If the strategic issues discussed above are resolved, this research suggests that
appropriately resourced public participation processes can be progressed quickly
(i.e., in 12–18 months) without detrimental impacts on establishment, and there may
be significant advantages in progressing these processes quickly to avoid stakeholder
and agency staff turnover, maintain process knowledge and process/political
momentum, and to capitalise on windows of political opportunity.
The disadvantages of this approach may be a perception that this is top-down and not
providing grass roots participation. However, the experience of the WA MPAs
suggests that a combination of top-down guidance by government, supported by
public participation, offers a more effective model. This also acknowledges the role
of government and politics in establishment processes. This would not be dispensing
with public participation, but rather allowing it at a point in the process where
participation and input will be more effective.
MPAs as a marine management tool were generally poorly understood by the
community and this impacted on establishment. Public information programmes
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preceding MPA planning processes are important to facilitate positive engagement,
develop an understanding of MPA concepts, process and management approaches
and address community concerns. This is particularly important where the local
community has a strong connection and use of the proposed MPA, increasing
understanding of the ecological and social values of the area, legislative processes,
and addressing fears and encouraging community engagement.
Educational programmes do not guarantee establishment success or high
conservation outcomes. Where agency resources are limited, the investment in
community education and information should be based on the socio-political settings
of the proposed MPA, and in particular the barriers to MPA establishment. There is
also the risk of expending resources and raising community expectations in proposals
that ultimately are unsuccessful (e.g., Dampier) or delayed, such that the value of this
investment is significantly diminished. There is little need or benefit for expansive
education and information programmes where MPAs are distant from population
centres and/or where the dominant socio-economic values are state-wide in nature.
An assessment of the degree of community understanding, support and concerns
prior to commencing community engagement is a useful strategy to plan public
participation programmes.
With respect to participatory structures, non-representative committee structures
worked more effectively in resolving conflict and achieving consensus; however, for
this structure to work, it should be supported by effective structures and mechanisms
to ensure broader stakeholder input, and to facilitate the committee’s flexibility and
freedom to explore possible solutions and compromises. Membership of committees
is important for the development of a consensus position, with committees with
predominantly locally-based people working more effectively at achieving consensus
positions than committees comprised predominantly of representatives from statewide stakeholders. Government participation in MPA processes is critical; however,
government membership of community committees brings a perception of
government domination of the process.
The planning processes reviewed showed major inadequacies in the processes and
structures to engage effectively with Indigenous groups, and it is recommended that
new and specifically tailored public participatory mechanisms be developed for each
MPA process to ensure effective engagement and involvement of Indigenous groups
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in MPA proposals. This is likely to take longer and should precede broader
stakeholder MPA consultation recognising the special legislative tenure rights, and
rights to access areas and native resources, as well as the particular cultural
challenges in ensuring effective Indigenous consultation. These processes should be
integrated with terrestrial-based consultation programmes, given the seamless
relationship between land and sea country.
8.6. LONG TERM SUCCESS IN MPA ESTABLISHMENT
This research showed that MPA establishment is reliant on strong political and
community support. This is needed to overcome the restraining forces and barriers to
establishing new conservation tenure that changes the status quo of traditional marine
use, economic rights and agency responsibilities.
MPA establishment processes focused on proposed restrictions, in particular zoning,
with marine stakeholders determining their level of support for MPAs largely based
on the management outcomes proposed (i.e., zoning). There is a very real risk that in
trying to get the management framework right (either ecologically or socially) MPA
processes become bogged down, delayed or permanently stopped due to the
perceived political impacts, stakeholder objections, or a general assessment that the
immediate negative impacts outweigh the possible longer term benefits. The
fundamental change to traditional activity-based marine management caused concern
and uncertainty, with community debate on why an MPA is needed and potential
alternative management approaches. MPAs were a new concept in most cases, with
low levels of community understanding of MPA management concepts. Community
support was reliant on an understanding of why MPAs are established, how they are
managed and what implications they could have for users.
This required trust in the legislation, planning processes and the conservation agency
that had to be built through public participation activities. The review and extension
of the NMP (established in 1987) was an exception, with the surrounding community
having a much clearer understanding and support for MPAs. This demonstrated that
understanding and community attitudes change over time, as has been reported in the
GBRMP, where over 30 years changes to attitudes and understanding have been
recorded and management amended to reflect these changes (Kenchington & Day
2011).
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Establishment processes were initially dominated by discussion of the need for an
MPA to be established, issues of tenure (i.e., how big, boundaries), legal implications
for marine users and other marine managers, alternatives to MPAs and management
resourcing. Once this initial hurdle was overcome, the management regime to be
applied (i.e., zoning) was the key consideration, and invariably this is where the
process became difficult, with polarised stakeholder expectations. Proposals for notake zones within the proposed MPAs with high economic use were divisive, with
significant potential impacts for extractive and other users. This diminished
community and political support for MPA establishment, and in the case of the
Capes and Dampier processes led to MPAs not being established, and caused delays
with the Jurien and Montebello Complex MPAs.
Conservation NGOs placed an overarching emphasis on the proportion of no-take
zones in proposed MPAs, and this determined their level of support for MPA
proposals. Taking the Jurien Bay Marine Park as an example, conservation NGOs
deemed this a ‘failure’ given the low proportion of no-take zones. They publicly
opposed the creation of the MPA, and took active steps politically and legally to stop
the gazettal process on the basis that the management framework being proposed was
unacceptable and inadequate. In reviewing the reconciliation of fisheries and
conservation, Rice et al. (2012) recommend that to protect against failure of
processes, there must be ways to prevent:
Radical groups from making the entire process confrontational, preferring
failure to any degree of compromise on points of disagreement, or wishing to
“hijack” MPA planning processes for other partisan objectives (p. 225).

The conservation agency and the Marine Authority had a more long-term view,
accepting the park zoning was not ideal but believing that the park was a reasonable
start that could be improved over time. The political reality was that at the time, legal
establishment was heavily reliant on maintaining the support of commercial fishing
interests, given the social, economic and political settings.
Striving for a MPA that meets ecological targets may be a risky approach in areas
with high economic use, with a high likelihood that MPA processes will not be
established. As noted by Agardy et al. (2003):
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A very real danger of blindly advocating the 20 per cent minimum no-take
target for all ecosystems and conditions is that such rigorously designed MPAs
may not meet expectation—risking elements of the public and the decisionmakers who represent them abandoning support for MPAs altogether.
Creating MPA tenure is the most important action, as without legal status the MPA
has no formal management framework or resources for management. Legal
establishment also provides the opportunity to improve the management of the MPA
over time through an adaptive management framework, as has been demonstrated
through the progressive improvement of the NMP and GBRMP to what now may be
considered comprehensive, adequate and representative. Seeking the perfect MPA
zoning outcomes at the establishment stage highlights a very short-term view of
MPA establishment success and as Day (2002, p. 148) highlights:
…zoning will not be perfect in perpetuity; only time and experience will
determine what was right and what needs to be fine-tuned. Neither natural
systems nor protected areas nor values and attitudes to reasonable use are
ever static.
A short-term view of MPA success also fails to acknowledge the contribution of
other partial protection management zones and implementation of non-zoning
management strategies (e.g., education, compliance, research, monitoring, licensing,
etc.); the contribution of other marine management tools in managing activities in the
MPA (e.g., fisheries management, environmental protection, etc.) and the ability to
improve the management framework over time to improve conservation outcomes.
Under an adaptive management regime MPAs created with an imperfect
management regime can be modified and improved over time through changes in
boundaries to include key habitats or special areas not originally incorporated in the
MPA, approval of a new management plan with associated improvements in
management strategies and zoning, and improved on-ground management through
increases in staff, equipment and overall resources to implement management.
There may be value in considering the establishment of MPAs with limited
contentious zoning initially, with a commitment to improve boundaries and zoning
over time. This would lower the probability of socio-economic issues derailing the
establishment process, as happened in the case of the Capes and Dampier proposals.
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However, it should be noted that this approach assumes that MPAs are being used as
a proactive measure, the marine environment is generally in a sound condition, and
that MPAs are not being established to reverse major degradation or address
catastrophic environmental decline. The above approach may not necessarily be
applicable in circumstances where environmental decline is more significant and
marine

management

frameworks

are

not

adequately addressing

fisheries

management and environmental degradation of habitats and water quality.
To demonstrate the adaptive improvement model, the evolution of the management
framework for the NMP is shown in Table 16. The park was proposed by
government in 1983 (May et al. 1983), created in 1987 with a management plan, and
a revised management regime was approved in 2005.
Table 16 Progressive improvements in the MPA management framework for the NMP
over time.
Year
1983
1983–87

Action
Release of proposal for establishment of
a marine park
Community consultation and debate over
proposal and management arrangements

1987

NMP gazetted

1989

First management plan approved
Zones and fishing restrictions
implemented
Planning and consultation processes to
review plan

1991
2001–04
2004

NMP outer boundary extended to include
the whole bioregion

2005

Revised management plan approved with
amended zoning & injection of new
funding for management

Management Improvement
N/A
N/A
Secure MPA tenure established and
basis to argue for management
resources
Legally approved management plan
Conservation actions implemented
N/A
Ecological representation improved
and whole reef structure included under
MPA management
Conservation outcomes improved with
highly protective no-take zones
increased from 10 per cent to 34 per
cent of the park
Significantly increased funding for
research and management
implementation

In WA the CALM Act does not legally require management plans to be replaced
after a certain period (i.e., plans do not legally expire until they are replaced by a new
plan). This means that approved MPA management plans remain in place until such
time as the agency believes the revision of a plan is necessary, an agency priority and
when planning resources are available. Processes to review and develop a new
management plan historically have taken three to five years, and would not normally
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be instigated until after the original plan is at least 10 years old. Of the original seven
MPAs created in WA (1987–1990), only one (Ningaloo) has had a management
review and a replacement management plan.
There was 18 years between the establishment of the park (1987) and approval of the
revised management plan in 2005. Other ‘older’ MPAs, such as Marmion (plan
approved in 1992; 19 years as at 2011) and Shark Bay (1996; 15 years as at 2011) are
still operating on the original management plans, with no current processes to revise
them.
This suggests that under the legislative framework and agency approach revision
cycles it is likely to be a minimum of 15 years before revision of the management
framework, but in practice could be more likely to be more than 20–25 years (see
Table 17).
Table 17 Comparison of legal establishment and management planning cycles for three
early MPAs.
Action
Legally established
First management plan
approved
Management zones
gazetted

Ningaloo MP
1987

Shark Bay MP
1990

Marmion MP
1987

1989

1996

1992

1991

1999

1999

No processes to
review plan
No processes to
review plan
Plan is 15 years old
(as at 2011) and
review processes have
yet to be initiated. If
planning processes
take five years then
the cycle will be a
minimum 20 years

No processes to
review plan
No processes to
review plan
Plan is 19 years old
(as at 2011) and
review processes have
yet to be initiated. If
planning processes
take five years then
the cycle will be a
minimum 24 years

Boundaries amended

2004

Second management
plan approved

2005

MPA review/planning
cycle (i.e., time from
MPA gazettal to
adoption of reviewed
management)

18 years

There would be an expectation that management would be improved following:
 Fifteen to 20 years of management, research and monitoring providing greater
understanding of MPA values, special areas, threats and the need for certain
management actions.
 The community being more comfortable with the presence of the MPA and the
benefits that this provides.
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 A general shift in the use of iconic marine areas from extractive activities (i.e.,
fishing) to a more passive use of the environment (i.e., ecotourism).
 A general increase in environmental understanding in the community and a
general increase in support for environmental protection.
When MPAs are reviewed a different balance point may be considered socially and
politically appropriate. However, knowledge will have been gained on the values and
human uses and the effectiveness of the management plan in meeting its objectives,
which will contribute to a significantly improved revised management plan. This
means that the MPA should evolve over time, and progressively be improved in
terms of its capacity to meet the objectives and changes in expectations on what
outcomes the MPA should deliver.
So how many cycles should it take to have the MPA close to meeting all the
requirements of success? In the case of Ningaloo the second planning iteration has
delivered a management framework that, while not perfect, generally meets CAR
criteria for no-take zoning. The park has been extended to include 100 per cent of the
bioregion and the government has significantly increased management resources for
the park. Therefore, it could be argued that the MPA is now close to being ideal for
delivering its management objectives.
The Ningaloo experience may not necessarily apply to other MPAs, given that
Ningaloo had particular socio-political settings that contributed to the government
taking a strong conservation position prior to the state election in 2005. Given higher
commercial and recreational extractive values, such a strong conservation stance is
unlikely, and hence the incremental improvements in zoning and associated
management resourcing may be slower than experienced with Ningaloo. A more
realistic scenario for MPAs to reach an ideal management framework is three
planning cycles. Given that in WA these review cycles may be more than 20 years
apart, this would be too slow, and if an adaptive model is to be effective reviews
should be more frequent and/or legalisation amended to mandate statutory review
terms on management plans.
MPA establishment could be considered as a two- or three-step process over a multidecadal time period as below:
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 Process to plan and legally establish the MPA with a first stage ‘starter’
management plan, implement legal frameworks (e.g., fishing notices).
 Year 1: Management resources allocated and research, monitoring, education,
compliance, administrative activities commence, including baseline monitoring to
inform future reviews.
 Years 1–7: Implement the management plan (first stage) and build resources and
support (i.e., government, community, industry, research institutions).
 Years 7–10: Review the management plan based on increased understanding.
 Year 10: Revised the management plan (second stage) approved with additional
management resources.
 Years 10–17: Implement operational management.
 Years 17–20: Review the management plan and fine-tune management
arrangements.
 Year 20: Revised management plan (third stage) approved, with additional
management resources.
The general concept is that to establish a successful MPA in WA requires community
and government support that must be nurtured and developed over time, following
improved understanding of the MPA gained through research and monitoring. It can
be expected to take several planning iterations to reach the ‘ideal’ MPA, supported
by increasing management resource allocation, and a corresponding increase in
community and stakeholder acceptance of the value and worth of MPAs.
To drive for establishment of the ‘perfect’ MPA model in areas of significant socioeconomic values may be a high risk strategy. If political conditions exist that
outweigh the likely community opposition then this may be successful; however, this
approach has a low probability of success. There is also a risk that in seeking strong
conservation outcomes for a specific MPA proposal this may negatively impact on
the broader MPA programme where community backlash weakens government will
to progress future MPA creation. For example, after the 2005 actions to create a suite
of MPAs, including the controversial amendment of the Ningaloo zoning, there
appeared little government appetite or will for MPAs, with only one small estuarine
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MPA created between 2005 and 2011, despite several MPAs (i.e., Capes and
Dampier) being ‘ready’ for legal gazettal.
While Ningaloo is a positive example of an adaptive improvement model for a large
multiple-use MPA, the Shark Bay Marine Park is an example where progressive
improvement has been slow and ineffectual. The Shark Bay Marine Park was a
difficult establishment process, given the high socio-economic values associated
primarily with recreational and commercial fishing. The park was subject to intense
political and local community opposition at the time, and without compromises on
the management proposals (i.e., zoning and MPA proposed boundaries) would not
have been legally established. The park was subject to a Motion of Disallowance in
Parliament that was only withdrawn following the development of a management
plan ‘acceptable’ to the local communities. The resulting management framework
has been criticised (Marshall & Moore 2000) as being inadequate to protect the
conservation values, which is valid; however, if such management compromises
were not made the park would not have been established.
The Shark Bay Marine Park was established in 1990 with significant delays in the
formal approval of the first management plan (six years) and legal framework to
implement the plan. Twenty-one years after gazettal the management framework has
not been improved. This example shows a significant risk with a ‘progressive
improvement model’ and shows that in this case the policy, legislative and
management approach has failed to provide the necessary impetus to improve the
MPA framework. This model is therefore dependent on adequate resources and
government commitment to improvement.
Robust audit and review frameworks are critical for an adaptive improvement model
to ensure progressive improvement and assess management effectiveness. Day
(2008) highlights the importance of effective monitoring and evaluation in adapting
management over time to ensure effective marine management of MPAs. This model
is unlikely to be successful if there is a low priority placed on the timely review of
MPA management plans (e.g., Shark Bay and Marmion marine parks). In WA the
current legislative framework does not force management plan review after a certain
period. This approach may be acceptable for terrestrial protected areas, where the
vesting largely determines the management arrangements (e.g., national parks).
However, for multiple-use MPAs based on an adaptive management approach where
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the management plan and associated zoning has a significant impact on the degree of
ecological protection and management this approach is inadequate.
Establishing large MPAs that are more likely to be consistent with spatial scales of
ecological processes, cover a broad cross-section of habitats, water depths and
ecosystems is particularly important when the understanding of ecological
communities and ecosystem functioning is limited (which is typically the case when
MPAs are first established). This provides greater flexibility and opportunity at
subsequent review cycles to apply management zoning and other strategies to better
protect the values. The GBRMP is an example where the establishment of a large
MPA has allowed flexibility in the re-zoning process to establish representative notake zones. Establishment of small MPAs limit this future flexibility, requiring tenure
changes which are legally time-consuming and difficult. There may also be cost
efficiencies in establishing large MPAs (McCrea-Strub et al. 2011).
There is a significant long-term community investment in management, and a high
opportunity cost in selecting the wrong area (Vanderklift & Ward 2000). It is critical
that MPAs are sited to ensure they can potentially deliver MPA objectives in the long
term. For example, if an MPA is located in an area likely to be degraded due to
surrounding or overlapping anthropogenic activities or other impacts, then there is
little long-term hope of achieving MPA objectives. In this instance, the establishment
of a poorly located MPA is unlikely to be effective in the long term irrespective of
improvements in the management regime, and is using resources that could be
diverted to establishing MPAs in areas that have much greater long term potential.
The adaptive model will work best if MPAs are legally established as quickly as is
possible to secure the tenure, start building management resources, and commence
on-ground

management,

including

baseline

monitoring.

This

may

mean

compromising on the management regime from an ecological perspective; however,
will ultimately reduce the overall time to reach MPA success. History suggests that
there are limited windows of opportunity where there is strong government support
and resources to support MPA establishment. Delaying the establishment of an MPA
to get it right could cause a decadal delay and hence lose a potential planning
iteration and postpone positive management measures.
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There is a major risk that if a low political and management priority is placed on the
review process, then progressive improvement will not occur. History in WA
suggests that greater commitment is needed for the progressive improvement of
existing MPAs, and, if not addressed, this jeopardises the long-time goal of
establishing a system of MPAs that meet the CAR principles. It is recommended that
to facilitate continuous improvement, legislative changes are required to mandate a
fixed period for management plans (as required in Australian Commonwealth
MPAs). This model would compress the management review cycles and reduce
delays in the review process as historically experienced in WA.
8.7. A REVISED PLANNING FRAMEWORK
Considering the various factors, barriers and issues, it is suggested that an effective
MPA establishment framework requires four key components:
1. A state-wide legislative and policy framework
2. An MSP framework
3. Strategic assessment of MPA proposals
4. Appropriate MPA public participation process
This revised approach to establishing MPAs could be achieved without changes to
the existing legislation, but it would require greater leadership by the State
Government in marine governance, new integrating mechanisms, and possibly a new
agency role for marine integration and planning. This potentially could lead to
improved strategic planning in the marine environment and a much improved level
of integration of government marine programmes and objectives, particularly with
respect to conservation and fisheries.
8.7.1. State-wide legislative and policy framework

Effective legislative and policy frameworks are required that clarify marine planning
and management for the state (i.e., legislative mechanisms, marine policy, planning
hierarchy and agency responsibilities). This framework should address how
legislation interacts, precedence, and conflict resolution. This framework should also
outline the government’s objectives and aspirations with respect to community
values and its broad directions in meeting its multiple objectives. It should identify
potential areas of conflict between legislation, government objectives and
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programmes, allowing an opportunity to proactively address conflicts through
legislative amendment, new policies or establishment of cross-jurisdictional planning
mechanisms.
Frameworks and integrating mechanism need to be supported by strong government
leadership and clear mandates to integrate effectively. Structural changes in
government (i.e., hierarchies, portfolios and agency responsibilities) and possibly
legislation may be required to provide the necessary driving force to change the
paradigm from the traditional sectoral-based approach to a more integrated approach
using multiple marine management tools to achieve overall government policy
objectives for marine sustainability.
8.7.2. MSP framework

Balancing societal needs and aspirations with conservation of the marine
environment is a complex task for governments. State-wide programmes have
evolved over time with legislation, planning processes and management
arrangements progressively developed for marine biodiversity conservation,
fisheries, mining and petroleum activities, general environmental protection and
regulation mechanisms, shipping and port management, wildlife protection, as well
as systems of land tenure and management. These mechanisms have largely worked
in isolation and there has been no overarching marine planning framework to
successfully integrate these mechanisms and address conflicts.
The implementation of tenure over certain areas of the marine environment that
places a priority on conservation to the potential exclusion of other marine purposes
is a different paradigm for marine management. This approach does not fit easily into
traditional marine management approaches based on ‘commons’ management and
activity-based regulation.
In several cases WA MPA processes became a de facto MSP process led by the
conservation agency and considering a broad range of strategic planning conflicts
that involved multiple agencies and stakeholders. Allocating responsibility for MSP
to existing governance structures (e.g., in this case the conservation agency) may
appeal in terms of administrative efficiencies, but may not be effective as the agency
does not have the authority or the ability to compel other agencies to comply, making
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an integrated approach difficult and slow (Secretariat of the Convention on
Biological Diversity and the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel-GEP 2012).
The case studies suggest that MPA planning processes should not be used as a
surrogate for marine strategic planning, as they are not structured in a way that
effectively facilitates the resolution of government marine priorities. Ideally, there
should be a strategic assessment of government’s needs and priorities within a
region, with decisions on key matters such as large resource developments and ports
and key fisheries issues for the region. This assessment should be undertaken by a
planning agency with no specific self-interest, with the conservation agency as a
participant and advocate for conservation rather than facilitating the process and
outcomes.
If hypothetically a strategic regional marine planning framework existed for the state
waters of WA with consideration of the key values, aspirations and objectives for the
future, resolution of the complex issues identified and then the MPA planning
process could focus on marine conservation issues. In this hypothetical situation
decisions on allocation of water tenure would already have been resolved, effectively
setting MPA boundaries and MPA categories. There would be little need to engage
in broader debates on future marine use and the MPA process would be a less
complex and more focused exercise as industry uses would largely be dealt with and
fewer stakeholders would be involved. The focus of this narrowed MPA planning
would be on recreational use, tourism and compatible commercial marine activities.
Issues such as shipping, mining and petroleum, ports and other industrial
development uses would largely be dealt with in the context of the broader strategic
framework.
An assumption for all MPA establishment processes reviewed was that an MPA was
the most appropriate mechanism for area management. Government had declared
their support for consideration of these areas as MPAs, and the conservation agency
then commenced the planning processes on the basis that establishment of an MPA
was the required outcome. During MPA establishment processes for the Dampier and
Montebello Complex some stakeholders questioned the appropriateness of the MPA
model given the types of human use in the area; however, the process did not allow
for consideration of alternative marine management models. This review suggests
that an upfront strategic assessment of MPA establishment may have come to the
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conclusion that an MPA was not necessarily the best tool to achieve sustainable use
and conservation objectives.
An example of this was the Dampier MPA proposal where the inability to
successfully resolve major legislative, tenure, and policy issues (as well as socioeconomic impacts) suggests that the MPA model may not be the most appropriate
management mechanism. While the Dampier area is a marine biodiversity hotspot
with very high marine wildlife values, the process raises the question of the
suitability of using the MPA management framework to meet conservation and
sustainable use objectives in an area so heavily used for recreational and commercial
activities, in particular, given the high current and proposed industrial use.
Given these social and political settings and the priority reflected in legislation (i.e.,
ports legislation and State Agreement Acts) it could be argued that the MPA model
was not an appropriate mechanism. Another option could have been to move the
MPA to areas likely to be under less user pressure and easier to manage for
conservation, as promoted by recreational fishing representatives.276 Counter
arguments are that, without an MPA, ongoing development may proceed without due
community debate, scrutiny and consideration of the cumulative impacts on the
marine environment.
Other management mechanisms could have been considered for the Dampier area,
such as those used in the Cockburn Sound area of WA, where a specific management
authority has been set up under the EPA Act to manage the high level of multiple
uses that exist in the area, and in particular, to manage the ongoing development and
use of the Cockburn Sound area for industrial activities. This may be more consistent
with a broader MSP approach considering the spatial allocation of the various marine
uses and activities, rather than trying to accommodate potentially conflicting
activities (e.g., mining, ports, trawling, pipelines, dredging, effluent disposal, etc.)
under a legislative mechanism with a primary objective of biodiversity conservation.
MSP is being promoted as a means of improving decision-making for marine
resource management on an ecosystem-based management approach that contributes
to other environmental initiatives, including MPA establishment (Secretariat of the
Convention on Biological Diversity and the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel-
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GEP 2012). MSP involves development of plans and examining trade-offs and
scenarios for use and access to the ocean and marine resources.
MSP, or a similar mechanism, may well address the absence of cross-jurisdictional
planning identified in WA; however, implementing MSP may require new
institutional arrangements to address issues at broader temporal and spatial scales
(Christie et al. 2009). Douvere (2008) believes that governments and stakeholders
lack the tools to make ecosystem-based approaches operational ‘especially in regard
to cross-sectoral integration’. However, MSP may address this by providing support
for government officials in reconciling objectives for multiple uses of ocean space
and resources (Agardy et al. 2011).
In 2005 (following the establishment of a number of MPAs and ensuring public
debate over MPA policy and planning frameworks) the WA Government committed
to legislative changes, new planning frameworks and consultative structures to
implement a new regional marine planning framework, which included commitment
to ‘develop a comprehensive and integrated approach to the conservation and
sustainable use of the marine environment through regional marine plans’.277
However, as of 2011 the implementation of regional marine planning has not
appeared to have the intended impact, with only one draft plan prepared for the South
Coast region (DEC 2010) but not in a form that addressed the key MPA strategies
issues identified in this research.
Logically, an MSP or regional marine planning process should resolve regional
trade-offs and issues and provide a framework for the identification of suitable
locations for proposed MPAs, taking into account both the ecological and socioeconomic considerations. This form of planning may address some strategic conflicts
and issues, but would not replace the need for a strategic assessment and
development of a government position on an individual MPA proposal. While some
regional scale planning had been undertaken for the MPA processes reviewed (e.g.,
coastal planning for the Ningaloo Coast) that assisted MPA planning, there was no
coordinated cross-jurisdictional marine planning at a state or regional level to
provide a whole-of-government platform for MPA establishment.
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Agardy et al. (2011) considered the shortcomings of MPAs, and recommended an
alternative model that combines locally-based MPA planning and broader MSP.
They identified the minimum five elements that MSP should have to realise its goals:
1. Identification of priority areas, using robust analysis of existing information
and databases;
2. Development of scenarios to help decision-makers and multilateral agencies
weigh trade-offs and choices in creating various sorts of MPA networks that
span both coastal regions and open ocean areas;
3. Analysis and evaluation of current legal and institutional frameworks and
potential decision-making governance structures needed for comprehensive
ocean zoning;
4. Creation of regional ocean zoning plans that capitalise on existing protected
areas and resource management, take into account what is known about
priority areas for conservation, and elucidate appropriate areas for the wide
range of marine uses; and
5. Linking of regional ocean zoning with national and local management efforts in
a manner that strengthens all levels of management.
While the spatial scale of this paper is broader, there appear to be many similarities
in the nature of the issues arising from the WA review, and some alignment with the
recommendations outlined here to facilitate more effective MPA establishment.
Specifically, this aligns with the identification of the need to have appropriate
legislative, governance, strategic and regional spatial frameworks to facilitate
efficient establishment of MPA that are effective, meet their stated goals and
integrate with the government’s overall marine management objectives.
It is recommended that a form of MSP be implemented that addresses regional scale
values, needs and aspirations. MSP would work within the guidance of the state-wide
legislative and policy framework (discussed above) to consider regional planning
issues, such as the integration of regional MPA and fisheries objectives, Indigenous
native title interactions, placement of coastal and marine infrastructure, future mining
and oil and gas development and future coastal development, among others. Such a
process should be high-level and address marine issues that are likely to arise in the
course of a 10–20 year planning horizon. It would enable strategic consideration of
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what would be the most appropriate management frameworks to achieve biodiversity
and sustainability objectives, MPAs being one of those options.
MSP would aim to generate a whole-of-government position on strategic aspirations
for environmental and socio-economic development, addressing key issues of
conflict and developing a regional marine framework to inform all portfolios with an
interest in the marine environment. There would be a number of major benefits for
MPA creation if MSP was undertaken prior to MPA planning. This includes
providing a ‘whole-of-government’ position that would reduce perceived or actual
inter-agency conflicts and address regional conflicts and issues prior to the MPA
process commencing, thus avoiding time, energy and delays.
MSP would contribute to improved integration of marine management and more
effective delivery of cross-government marine objectives, and importantly, apply
appropriate management frameworks and avoid MPAs being pursued in areas with
potentially fatal flaws (e.g., overlapping future developments). This would make
public participation processes more focused, simpler and quicker, thereby reducing
stakeholder frustration, and lead to more consistent MPA establishment. It would
address conflicts between MPAs and other uses and provide government guidance on
these matters. This process should in the first instance be a high-level governmentdriven process engaging with ministers, agencies and the key marine stakeholder
representatives.
8.7.3. Strategic Assessment of MPA proposals

The absence of a clear government position or direction hampered public
participation processes and the ability to develop MPA proposals that were moved
smoothly through government approvals steps to formal establishment. The lack of
government policy guidance created uncertainty, conflict and delays in the
participation processes and ultimately, an inefficient way of considering and
resolving these matters.
A review of Australian government approaches to ‘EPI’ found three mechanisms
were used—strategies, administrative mechanisms and process (Ross & Dovers
2008). In the case studies reviewed the mechanisms used to integrate government
objectives at the MPA level included legislative mechanisms, and proactive and
reactive policy.
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Statutes provide a formal means of determining government priorities and legal
precedence. Legislation is generally high-level, state-wide, difficult to establish and
long standing (multi-decadal). With respect to MPAs in WA there is a clear priority
on the proper consideration of existing uses, with the ministers responsible for the
fisheries and mining portfolios having statutory powers of concurrence in MPA
establishment. These powers can be used to ensure equitable decisions over existing
uses in MPA establishment. State Agreement Acts provide a clear statutory priority
to developments that are covered by these Acts, and port legislation has also taken
priority in some MPA processes in WA. How fisheries and mining and petroleum
legislation interacts with the CALM Act also provides guidance on the rights of
existing users. Legislation was used as a way of resolving cross-government conflict
in the issues associated with State Agreement Acts, and port legislation where legal
clarifications drove decisions strongly favouring existing marine uses. However, this
legal clarification contributed to delays that were problematic for the process.
Proactive government policy (i.e., in place before an MPA process commences or
developed early in the process) informed and assisted establishment through
resolving cross-government conflicts and issues. This included regional plans,
fisheries, aquaculture planning, resource planning and government policies on
management of marine activities. These policies are generally long standing and
likely to cross the four-year State Government terms, but in some cases included
formal statements of government policy and election commitments tied to
government terms.
Strategic government policy was noticeably absent or inadequate. In many cases the
absence of regional fisheries planning, regional development planning and whole-ofgovernment strategic marine planning contributed to significant problems, delays and
conflicts. Other proactive policy that was absent related to issues such as the
interaction of the EP Act and MPAs, MPAs and ports, MPAs and petroleum industry
regulation, cumulative ecological targets, use of no-take zones and MPA categories.
In the absence of any overarching marine management framework, MPA planning
inevitably drew out high-level issues and then had to undertake activities to resolve
them to facilitate MPA establishment.
In the absence of formal direction, and under the pressure of clear cross-government
conflict, the government may be required to make one-off decisions to resolve
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conflicts. This may occur at various levels of government (i.e., agency, ministerial or
Cabinet). The case studies demonstrated that many cross-government conflicts were
resolved through government decisions at ministerial or Cabinet level at the final
approval stages of the process (i.e., at approval of IMPs for public comment, or at
final approvals for gazettal and management plan sign-offs). This was an inefficient
approach, leading to establishment processes that were unnecessarily difficult, long
and complex.
Significant changes were implemented at these final decision-making stages to
address the concerns of both government agencies and associated stakeholders that
had not been resolved after long planning processes of five or more years. In most
cases, these decisions fell in favour of marine resource users; however, in the case of
the Ningaloo MP, government made ad hoc changes that strongly favoured
conservation interests.
Resolution of these conflicts is complex, and this review suggests that the MPA
planning process is not an ideal method to resolve these matters. The conservation
agency has the objective of establishing an MPA that successfully protects the
conservation features. Resolving these key cross-government conflicts is necessary
to remove obstacles to either statutory concurrence (i.e., by the ministers for mines
and fisheries) or broader Cabinet approval of the MPA, and hence there is a
significant incentive to resolve these matters.
In contrast, other key portfolios (e.g., fisheries, mining, petroleum, ports and
shipping agencies) had little to gain by MPA establishment, and hence had no
incentive to resolve strategic issues. If negotiations stalled then the MPA process
stalls and the main penalty is incurred by the conservation agency. This reflects
similar situations elsewhere; for example, in a review of MPA and integrated ocean
management initiatives in Canada where Guenette and Alder (2007, p. 71) found
that:
There is still a lot of harmonising to do as each agency has its own mandate;
agencies that see themselves as promoting economic activities are often
resisting other polices, laws and regulations and there is a clear reluctance to
share power either with the resource users or other agencies. This makes the
integration difficult and slow.
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In these circumstances the conservation agency is in a weak bargaining position and
the most likely result is to compromise to fisheries, mining, petroleum, ports and
shipping interests to address their concerns to move the process forward. Ross and
Dovers (2008) highlight that environmental portfolios in Australia generally have
limited power in EPI; and this was certainly evident in the all case studies, except the
Ningaloo process.
A clear pattern emerged for all case studies, except Ningaloo, where the conservation
agency initially took a strong conservation stance and promoted boundaries, zoning,
and management plans that it believed were appropriate to protect the marine
conservation values. This triggered a range of cross-government conflicts that were
time-consuming, resulting in delays, impacts on inter-departmental relationships, and
caused confusion and frustration for community stakeholders who were actively
participating in the process. Where concerns existed for activities of a high economic
value, the government generally sided in favour of these users. The appropriateness
of these decisions is not questioned here, but rather, the manner and timing of these
decisions. Significant savings in government resources and time to establish MPAs
would have been possible if key aspects had been resolved before commencing the
public participation process.
It is possible to contend that the MPA process was a useful way of resolving these
strategic issues; however, the WA experience suggests that this is not the case, as the
planning,

consultative

and

decision-making

mechanisms

used

for

MPA

establishment were inappropriate for resolving broad-scale strategic decisions in
government. Where ministerial concurrence powers exist there is an imperative to
obtain industry support for the MPA. This requirement generally led to conservation
objectives being subservient to industry objectives because establishment relied on
this support.
The desire to establish MPAs as a key mechanism to protect marine biodiversity has
perhaps not adequately acknowledged the historical marine management framework,
and the issues that arise with implementing conservation tenure over waters
historically managed within activity-based frameworks. The absence of appropriate
government mechanisms to facilitate this interaction has led to difficulties in MPA
implementation.
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Generally there was good involvement and communication between government
agencies, including attendance at advisory committee meetings, exchange of
information, and involvement with the Marine Authority. Despite this interaction,
many issues were too sensitive to be addressed at officer level, and matters required
decisions by the relevant head of the agency or by ministers. Ideally, appropriate
strategic marine planning should be implemented to address these issues. Should this
not be possible, at a minimum, there should be a strategic assessment of government
needs and priorities within a region and a determination of government priorities and
key decisions on matters such as large resource development, ports, and key fisheries
issues.
Prior to engaging the broader community on the establishment of an MPA a new step
is recommended that would involve a strategic assessment of the broad socioeconomic costs and benefits of establishing a specific MPA. Strategic environmental
assessment (SEA) is a term given to a systematic decision support process to ensure
that environmental and other sustainability aspects are considered effectively in
policy, planning and programme making. While aspects of SEA may relate to
environmental impact assessment, it also may have a role in broader non-impact
assessment-based processes for the development of plans by public planning
authorities and to inform political and Cabinet decision-making (Fischer 2007).
A strategic assessment process would allow government (i.e., ministers, agencies and
possibly engagement with senior representatives of key marine stakeholder groups)
to engage at a high level with agencies and consider the potential costs and benefits
before engaging the general community in a process to consider a MPA. The
assessment of potential risks and costs is an important aspect identified for MSP
(Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Scientific and
Technical Advisory Panel-GEP 2012).
This new planning step would enable government to:
 Identify key legislative, strategic, planning and policy issues and conflicts.
 Undertake activities to facilitate effective planning (e.g., legal advice, policy
development, compensation estimates, and collecting key ecological and socioeconomic information critical to the restraining forces).
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 Formulate a policy position on the specific MPA proposal (i.e., support, do not
support or move); and, if supported,
 Develop broad guidance or a policy statement on the nature of MPA outcomes
government would consider ‘acceptable’, taking into account the socio-economic
values and government policy.
This approach would place an increased responsibility on government to consider the
strategic issues upfront and develop a whole-of-government policy position before
engaging with the community on specific boundaries and fine-scale management
options. This contrasts with the processes reviewed, where the community was
engaged and proposed plans developed without government consideration of the key
strategic barriers to MPA creation, and without a clear government policy position on
the outcomes that may be appropriate.
In considering the staging of the planning process (and the need for a strategic
assessment phase) there may be benefit in utilising the above strategic assessment to
develop an IMP identifying the key elements of the proposal, such as outer
boundaries, and the general range of zoning outcomes considered ‘acceptable’. Statewide interests largely focused on issues of policy, legislation, precedence and largescale socio-economic impacts, so these matters could be dealt with upfront at a high
level. This plan could be released for formal public comment (as required under the
WA CALM Act) as the starting point for the public participation process. The main
public participation process (e.g., committees, focus groups, etc.) could then focus on
developing the finer detail of the management plan and proposed zoning utilising
public submissions for final consideration by government. This would align with the
research findings, which show that local communities are generally focused on the
detailed on-water management arrangements and the practical impacts and effects of
establishment.
It is recommended that the government undertake an assessment of high-level issues
and barriers and provide a consolidated view on the proposal before proceeding to
the public participation phase. This would include an upfront assessment and cost
benefit analysis to determine overall government support for MPA creation, identify
key strategic issues and impediments and processes to address these, including
consideration of fisheries compensation implications. This policy statement needs to
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address, and provide an upfront government position, and provide important
contextual guidance for MPA planning and public participation processes (e.g.,
legislative uncertainties, the payment of compensation, etc.), and aim to maximise
opportunities for complementary achievement of conservation and fisheries
objectives.
This assessment would enable a high-level government decision on whether they
supported the establishment of an MPA, and the general form of the MPA, given the
environmental, social and economic considerations. This would address a key
problem with past processes where government provided minimal guidance and
allowed public participation processes to run their course, resulting in costly,
complex and extended planning that in some case generated outcomes which
government failed to act on.
If government supports the potential establishment of the MPA, then a IMP should
be developed using key government agency input and, where appropriate, high-level
input from key affected stakeholders. This plan would not be detailed, but would
provide broad policy guidance and a whole-of-government position with respect to
the boundaries, reserve type, and the range of zoning outcomes and management
targets that the government believes would be appropriate given the socio-economic
and ecological settings.
This would involve the collection of critical ecological and social data relevant to the
area under consideration and development of a MPA proposal (boundaries and
zoning) by the conservation agency, based on upfront agreed criteria (i.e., CARi
principles), acknowledging that this is the desired long-term objective and a
commencement point for high-level government discussions.
Internal government engagement would follow, with key portfolios at ministerial and
agency CEO levels to evaluate potential synergies with the fisheries portfolio,
potential legislative and policy impediments, issues and conflicts. If necessary, this
stage could also involve high-level consultation with key state-wide marine
stakeholders to inform considerations. Draft ‘management options’ could then be
produced, outlining a suite of proposed options for boundaries and zoning taking into
account the socio-economic values and government policy settings, among other
i

Comprehensive, adequate and representative.

266

issues. High-level government consideration of these options would follow, with a
government agreement (i.e., ministerial concurrence) on a preferred option to
commence engagement with the community. This would include consideration of
compensation implications and guidance on other key tenure, legislative and policy
issues. This would comprise the basis of an IMP (as required under the CALM Act),
which would then be released for public comment and initiate the public
participation process.
8.7.4. Appropriate MPA public participation

The final step recommended is an appropriate public participation process to develop
a plan of management for proposed MPAs that is consistent with the above policy
and planning frameworks, utilising local community capital and building ownership
for the establishment and management of the future MPA. If the higher-level
planning frameworks have been addressed, this would focus on local issues and be
largely free of the difficult strategic issues and barriers that have made past WA
MPAs difficult and slow to establish.
Under the model recommended, the strategic assessment of the MPA proposal would
be completed by government, and an IMP released identifying a whole-ofgovernment position on outer boundaries, and indicative zoning options consistent
with these. This would trigger the commencement of the public participation process
using appropriate mechanisms (e.g., information and education programmes,
advisory committees, focus groups, sector groups). Local communities should have a
disproportionate level of input into the development of detailed MPA management
designs to minimise local impacts where possible and develop ownership and support
for the MPA and future management. Community-based advisory committees or
similar structures would review formal public submissions to the IMP, work through
recommendations for amendments to this plan, and finalise recommendations for
consideration by the Marine Authority and government.
This public participation process should be planned to commence and conclude
within the four-year government electoral cycle. If strategic issues have been
addressed, information adequate for planning is available and cross-government
issues resolved before the public participation, this should be achievable. Timing the
process in this way would consolidate the public participation and final government
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decisions in one electoral cycle, meaning that government would commit to
commencing community engagement, considered and create MPAs within their term
of government. Based on the case study review, this is achievable and would
minimise costs of establishment, external influences, wasted resources, loss of
momentum and other complications that are likely to arise though extended MPA
processes crossing multiple government terms. It would also be more effective and
efficient, saving government resources by consolidating and compressing community
engagement activities.
While the general theme of these recommendations is that public participation should
follow initial strategic considerations by government, the one exception to this is
Indigenous involvement. As highlighted in Chapter 7.2, there are strategic reasons
for undertaking an individually-designed engagement process with Indigenous
groups well before the public participation process commences. This enables the
establishment of important relationships and acknowledges the special role that
Indigenous people have in MPA establishment and future management. Indigenous
engagement should be commenced before starting broader community engagement,
to develop an understanding of their values and aspirations, and develop
relationships to allow effective communication during the planning process, and to
support future involvement in management.
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