
 
 
 
 

CCAMLR response to CBD Notification 2009-021 
 

March 2009 
 
 



In response to CBD Notification 2009-021 the following provides a compilation of 
information from CCAMLR relevant the objectives of the expert workshop (Ottawa, 
Canada, 29 September - 2 October 2009) as well as on the progress towards the 2012 
target on representative networks of marine protected areas.  
 
Contents  
 
 

1. Extract from the 2005 CCAMLR Scientific Committee report relevant to  
Marine Protected Areas 

 
2. Extract from the 2006 CCAMLR Scientific Committee  report relevant to  

Marine Protected Areas 
 

3. Extract from the 2007 CCAMLR Scientific Committee report relevant to 
Bioregionalisation 

 
4. Extract from the  2008 CCAMLR Working Group on Ecosystem Monitoring 

and Management report relevant to Protected Area Management 
 
5. Extract from the 2008 CCAMLR Scientific Committee report relevant to 

Bioregionalisation  
 

6. Report Of The CCAMLR Workshop On Marine Protected Areas  (Silver 
Spring, MD, USA, 29 August to 1 September 2005)  

 
7. Report of the 2006 CRC/WWF Experts workshop on bioregionalisation of 

the Southern Ocean 
  
8. Report of 2007 CCAMLR Bioregionalisation workshop 

  



 
1. Extract from the 2005 CCAMLR Scientific Committee report relevant to  

Marine Protected Areas 



REPORT OF THE TWENTY-FOURTH  
MEETING OF THE SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE 

(Hobart, Australia, 24 October to 28 October 2005) 

 

Marine Protected Areas 

3.44 At CCAMLR-XXIII, the Commission urged the Scientific Committee to proceed 
with work addressing the topic of MPAs as a matter of priority and reaffirmed the need to 
develop advice consistent with Articles II and IX of the Convention (CCAMLR-XXIII, 
paragraph 4.13). 

3.45 A Workshop on Marine Protected Areas, endorsed by the Scientific Committee 
and convened by Dr Penhale, was held from 29 August to 1 September 2005 at the 
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Silver Spring, MD, USA. 

3.46 The terms of reference for the workshop (SC-CAMLR-XXIII, paragraph 3.52) 
were: 

(i) to review current principles and practices related to the establishment of 
Marine Protected Areas; 

(ii) to discuss how the use of Marine Protected Areas could be used to 
contribute to furthering the objectives of CCAMLR; 

(iii) to consider proposals that are currently under development or in a 
conceptual phase that relate to Marine Protected Areas in the Convention 
Area; 

(iv) to discuss the types of scientific information that may be required for the 
development of Marine Protected Areas to further the objectives of 
CCAMLR, including the identification of biophysical regions across the 
Convention Area. 

3.47 The Scientific Committee endorsed in full the report of the workshop (Annex 7), 
subject to comments below.  It reviewed in detail the workshop’s advice to the Scientific 
Committee, under each of the specific terms of reference. 

3.48 The Scientific Committee regretted that the relatively short notice of the workshop 
had created difficulties for attendance of CCAMLR Members, especially those with 
particular logistic or financial constraints. 



3.49 Nevertheless, it welcomed the very substantial progress made on this topic at the 
workshop and thanked the hosts, convener, steering committee and participants for the 
work that made this possible.   

General 

3.50 The Scientific Committee noted: 

(i) that MPAs were considered in relation to a definition as ‘any area of 
intertidal or subtidal terrain, together with its overlying water and associated 
flora, fauna, historical and cultural features, which has been reserved by law 
or other effective means to protect part or all of the enclosed environment’ 
(Annex 7, paragraph 1); 

(ii)  that the discussion on MPAs was facilitated by a series of excellent 
contributions by CCAMLR Members and invited experts.  These papers 
focused on MPAs in the conceptual sense, as well as in practice, both 
worldwide and within the CCAMLR Convention Area; 

(iii) specific commendation for the framework used to establish the Australian 
national representative system of MPAs, which underpinned the 
establishment in the Convention Area of the Heard Island and McDonald 
Islands Marine Reserve (Annex 7, paragraph 122). 

Review of advice from MPA Workshop 

ToR (i) to review current principles and 
practices related to the establishment of MPAs  

3.51 The Scientific Committee endorsed the advice that: 

(i) there was a need to develop a strategic approach to MPA design and 
implementation throughout the Southern Ocean, notably in relation to a 
system of protected areas (Annex 7, paragraph 124); 

(ii) there was a strong need for collaboration at technical and policy levels to 
further develop the MPA concept in the Southern Ocean.  Relevant bodies 
in such a dialogue would include key elements of the Antarctic Treaty 
System (ATS)  



(CEP and the ATCM) as well as SCAR, SCOR, Observers to CCAMLR, 
intergovernmental organisations and non-governmental organisations 
(Annex 7, paragraph 124). 

3.52 The Scientific Committee agreed that the primary aim is to establish a harmonised 
regime for the protection of the Antarctic marine environment across the ATS.  This may 
require clarification of the roles and responsibilities of the ATCM and CCAMLR in 
respect of the management of different human activities in the region (Annex 7, 
paragraph 125). 

ToR (ii) to discuss how MPAs could be used to 
contribute to furthering the objectives of 
CCAMLR  

3.53 The Scientific Committee noted that: 

(i) Article II establishes the basic objective of CCAMLR as the conservation of 
Antarctic marine living resources (where conservation includes rational use) 
and sets out the principles by which harvesting and associated activities 
shall be carried out (Annex 7, paragraph 28); 

(ii) Article IX further specifies the ways to give effect to the objective and 
principles of Article II.  This article relates particularly to the development 
and use of conservation measures, specifically including the opening and 
closing of areas, regions or sub-regions for purposes of scientific study or 
conservation, including special areas for protection and scientific study 
(Annex 7, paragraph 29). 

3.54 The Scientific Committee endorsed advice that: 

(i) MPAs had considerable potential for furthering CCAMLR’s objectives in 
applications ranging from protection of ecosystem processes, habitats and 
biodiversity, and protection of species (including population and life history 
stages) (Annex 7, paragraph 126); 

(ii) overall, when viewed in relation to the IUCN categories of protected areas, 
that the Convention Area as a whole would qualify as Category IV 
(Habitat/Species Management Area: protected area managed mainly for 
conservation through management intervention).  This is defined as an area 
of land and/or sea, subject to active intervention for management purposes 
so as to ensure the maintenance of habitats and/or to meet the requirements 
of specific species (Annex 7, paragraph 127); 

(iii) conservation outcomes appropriate for achieving the objectives of Article II 
would include the maintenance of biological diversity as well as the 
maintenance of ecosystem processes (Annex 7, paragraph 129). 



(iv) attention may need to be given to the need for, inter alia, protection of:  

(a) representative areas – a system of representative areas would aim to 
provide a comprehensive, adequate and representative system of 
MPAs to  



contribute to the long-term ecological viability of marine systems, to 
maintain ecological processes and systems, and to protect the 
Antarctic marine biological diversity at all levels;  

(b) scientific areas to assist with distinguishing between the effects of 
harvesting and other activities from natural ecosystem changes as well 
as providing opportunities for understanding the Antarctic marine 
ecosystem without interference;  

(c) areas potentially vulnerable to impacts by human activities, to 
mitigate those impacts and/or ensure the sustainability of the rational 
use of marine living resources (Annex 7, paragraph 130); 

(v) the process for establishing a system of protected areas will need to have 
regard for the objective of the Commission to achieve satisfactory fishery 
outcomes in terms of sustainable rational use (Annex 7, paragraph 132). 

3.55 The Scientific Committee noted workshop views on the potential importance of 
making provision in protected area systems for the protection of spatially predictable 
features (such as upwellings and fronts) that are critical to the function of local 
ecosystems (Annex 7, paragraph 131).  

3.56 Some Members expressed concern that such features and processes would need 
very careful definition in order to be relevant to, and applicable in, the approaches under 
consideration.   

3.57 The Scientific Committee agreed to work toward developing a system of protected 
areas as set out in Annex 7, paragraphs 61 to 70, and summarised above.  The general 
objectives for which protected areas may be established and the types of protection that 
could be given in accordance with Article IX are illustrated in Table 1.  These types of 
areas could be applied anywhere within the Convention Area (Annex 7, paragraph 133). 

3.58 The Scientific Committee noted that the terms used for these areas have meanings 
in other fora that differ from those used here.  Further discussion is needed to consider 
the terms to be used for different types of protected areas (Annex 7, paragraph 135). 

3.59 The Scientific Committee also noted that the ‘Fisheries Closed Areas’ are already 
considered by the Scientific Committee and Commission according to advice from 
working groups on individual fisheries. 



ToR (iii) to consider proposals that are currently under 
development or in a conceptual phase that relate to MPAs  
in the Convention Area  

3.60 The Scientific Committee noted that the workshop had received information on 
progress, relating to MPAs in the Convention Area currently under development or 
consideration, in respect of: 

(i) Prince Edward Islands (WS-MPA-05/15) 
(ii) Anvers Island, Antarctic Peninsula (WS-MPA-05/10) 
(iii) Balleny Islands (WS-MPA-05/11, SC-CAMLR-XXIV/BG/25). 

It noted the extensive discussion in respect of these topics (Annex 7, paragraphs 72 to 89 
and 93 to 106). 

3.61 Mr Pshenichnov informed the Scientific Committee that Ukraine is initiating 
research designed to identify the potential scope and extent of an MPA in the Argentine 
Islands (Antarctic Peninsula) (CCAMLR-XXIV/BG/19). 

3.62 The Scientific Committee noted advice concerning elaboration of ATCM 
Decision 9 (2005) relating to guidelines for determining if an MPA will be of interest to 
CCAMLR (Annex 7, paragraphs 136 and 137). 

3.63 It agreed that two approaches might assist in this: 

(i) to request WG-EMM and WG-FSA to develop guidelines to indicate what 
percentage of the range of a known harvestable resource could be covered 
by protected areas within a statistical unit before CCAMLR would need to 
determine if a proposed protected area might impact on rational use; 

(ii) to request each Member of CCAMLR to indicate which of the recent 
proposals from ATCM concerning protected areas with marine components 
should, in retrospect, have been required to be submitted to CCAMLR 
according to the criteria in ATCM Decision 9 (2005). 

ToR (iv) to discuss the types of scientific information that may be required  
for the development of MPAs to further the objectives of CCAMLR, 
including the identification of biophysical regions across the Convention 
Area  

3.64 The Scientific Committee endorsed advice that: 

(i) key tasks needed to consider a system of protected areas to assist CCAMLR 
in achieving its broader conservation objectives are:  

(a) a broad-scale bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean;  



(b) a fine-scale subdivision of biogeographic provinces, which may 
include hierarchies of spatial characteristics and features within 
regions, giving particular attention to areas identified in the 
bioregionalisation;  

(c) identification of areas that might be used to achieve the conservation 
objectives; 

(d) determination of areas requiring interim protection; 

(ii) these tasks should involve an initial desktop study; 

(iii) the types of data listed in Annex 7, Table 2, are those appropriate for this 
process (Annex 7, paragraphs 138 and 139). 

3.65 The Scientific Committee endorsed the need for this process to be implemented:  

(i) via a work program comprising the elements specified in Annex 7, 
paragraph 107 and in paragraph 3.66(3) below; 

(ii) complemented by a workshop to advise on a bioregionalisation of the 
Southern Ocean, including, where possible, advice on smaller-scale 
delineation of provinces and potential areas for protection to further the 
conservation objectives of CCAMLR; 

(iii) by establishing a Steering Committee, including members of the Scientific 
Committee and CEP.  An important role of the Steering Committee will be 
to involve appropriate experts from outside the Scientific Committee and 
CEP with appropriate data or expertise (Annex 7, paragraphs 141 and 142).  

3.66 The Scientific Committee endorsed the following terms of reference for the 
Steering Committee:  

1.  To facilitate collaboration between the CCAMLR Scientific Committee and 
CEP in this work.  

2.  To facilitate the involvement of appropriate experts in this work.  

3.  To coordinate and facilitate:  

(i)  collating existing data on coastal provinces, including benthic and 
pelagic features and processes;  

(ii)  collating existing data on oceanic provinces, including benthic and 
pelagic features and processes;  

(iii)  determining the analyses required to facilitate a bioregionalisation, 
including the use of empirical, model and expert data;  



(iv)  developing a broad-scale bioregionalisation based on existing datasets 
and other datasets possibly available prior to the workshop;  

(v)  delineating fine-scale provinces within regions, where possible;  

(vi)  establishing a procedure for identifying areas for protection to further 
the conservation objectives of CCAMLR.  

4.  To organise a workshop to establish a bioregionalisation for the CCAMLR 
Convention Area and to consolidate advice on a system of protected areas 
(Annex 7, paragraph 144).  

3.67 It also endorsed the suggestion that CEP be invited to undertake the initial work 
necessary to develop a bioregionalisation of the coastal provinces, as an extension of its 
terrestrial bioregionalisation work, while the Scientific Committee undertakes the initial 
work needed to delineate the oceanic provinces.  Such work would involve examination 
of both the benthic and pelagic systems in the respective areas (Annex 7, paragraph 143). 

3.68 Notwithstanding this general agreement, Dr K. Shust (Russia) suggested that 
caution should be exercised in inviting outside experts and groups to attend CCAMLR 
workshops on this topic, believing that it would be more appropriate for these to be 
involved only in the intersessional correspondence and preparations for workshops and 
meetings. 

3.69 Overall, the Scientific Committee recognised that the process summarised in 
paragraphs 3.64 to 3.67 has important implications in respect of budget, timetable, 
procedures and management.   

3.70 It noted the advice of the MPA Workshop that the next workshop should be held 
in 2008 (Annex 7, paragraph 117).  However, several Members felt that it was essential 
to make more rapid progress on such an important issue. 

3.71 The Scientific Committee agreed that the workshop would be held independently 
from the working group meetings and a report provided directly to the Scientific 
Committee.  It also agreed that the work of the Steering Committee be afforded a high 
priority.  The Scientific Committee advised that, should the Steering Committee require 
preparatory meetings, it would be best for these meetings to occur in conjunction with 
other meetings that members of the Steering Committee may be attending, such as the 
meetings of the Scientific Committee or its working groups. 

3.72 The Chair of the Scientific Committee was requested to consult with the Convener 
of the Subgroup on Protected Areas, and others as appropriate, to develop suggestions for 
membership of a Steering Committee and to circulate these to the Scientific Committee 
for approval.  The Chair of the Scientific Committee was also requested to invite CEP to 
participate in the work of the Steering Committee and for it to nominate appropriate 
members. 



3.73 The Commission was requested to endorse the work program, workshop and 
Steering Committee terms of reference outlined above.  Advice was also requested on the 
priority (including timing) to be accorded to these undertakings (and specifically to the 
proposed workshop).   

 



 
2. Extract from the 2006 CCAMLR Scientific Committee  report relevant to  

Marine Protected Areas 



REPORT OF THE TWENTY-FIFTH MEETING 
OF THE SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE 

 
 

HOBART, AUSTRALIA 
23–27 OCTOBER 2006 

Management of protected areas 

3.29 In respect of ATCM Decision 9 (2005), the Scientific Committee recommended 
that, at least in the near future, all ATCM protected area proposals with marine 
components should continue to be provided to CCAMLR for review, unless they are 
clearly not required according to ATCM Decision 9 (Annex 4, paragraphs 5.11 and 5.12).  
In addition, to avoid potential confusion in the future, the Scientific Committee also 
recommended that standard terminology be adopted within CCAMLR to distinguish 
between ‘ATCM draft management plans with marine components’ and ‘marine 
protected areas (MPAs)’ per se (Annex 4, paragraph 5.8).   

3.30 Co-conveners of the Bioregionalisation Workshop Steering Committee, Drs 
Penhale and Grant, presented an update on progress towards the 2007 CCAMLR 
Workshop on Bioregionalisation (SC-CAMLR-XXV/BG/24).  

3.31 The Scientific Committee endorsed the Steering Committee’s recommendation 
that its membership be expanded to include the conveners of the four Scientific 
Committee working groups and Dr W. Dinter (Germany), an additional member 
nominated by CEP. 

3.32 Progress leading to the 2007 Bioregionalisation Workshop included several years 
of discussion on MPAs at WG-EMM, followed by the 2005 CCAMLR Workshop on 
MPAs, held in Silver Spring, USA (SC-CAMLR-XXIV, Annex 7).  In 2006, the 
Bioregionalisation Workshop Steering Committee was formed.  The 2007 workshop is 
viewed as a next step in the progression of endeavours leading to the establishment of a 
system of MPAs harmonised for the protection of the Antarctic marine environment 
across the Antarctic Treaty System. 

3.33 Two separate components of work to be undertaken towards the development of a 
system of MPAs for the Convention Area were identified: 

(i) technical development of methods for bioregionalisation of the Southern 
Ocean 

(ii) consideration of methods for selection and designation of MPAs.  

3.34 The focus of the 2007 Bioregionalisation Workshop will be on component (i).  
The aim of the workshop is to advise on a bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean, 



including, where possible, advice on fine-scale subdivision of biogeographic provinces.  
Work on component (ii) should proceed in parallel, with submission of papers to either 
the Scientific Committee or its working groups.  It is anticipated that further work 
towards the development of methods for the selection and designation of MPAs will be 
progressed by the Scientific Committee. 

3.35 The Scientific Committee was invited to consider how individuals might 
contribute in advising on, and undertaking, the tasks outlined in SC-CAMLR-
XXV/BG/24 in preparation for the 2007 workshop.  These tasks include: 

(i) identification and collation of relevant datasets which will be of use in the 
workshop analysis; 

(ii) further development of a program of work to be undertaken during the 
workshop; 

(iii) review of existing bioregionalisation methods and approaches; 

(iv) undertaking fine-scale bioregionalisation analysis for areas of interest, 
particularly areas for which data are available. 

3.36 Members were also encouraged to identify experts who might participate in the 
2007 Bioregionalisation Workshop. 

3.37 Papers addressing the topics identified in paragraph 3.35 should be submitted to 
the 2007 Bioregionalisation Workshop, in particular to provide reviews and background 
information on existing bioregionalisation methods and potential data sources. 

3.38 Prof. J. Beddington (UK) noted that a bioregionalisation analysis may need to 
consider the effects of climate change, and that the results may need to be updated if and 
when new information becomes available.  

3.39 Dr Constable noted that the methods adopted to undertake the bioregionalisation 
should be able to be used in the future to update the bioregionalisation if and when new 
information becomes available.  He also noted that, with respect to climate change, the 
data from scenarios used by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change could be 
used to explore how robust the bioregionalisation might be to changes arising from 
climate change. 

3.40 Dr K. Shust (Russia) noted that Russia had considerable expertise in 
bioregionalisation based on analysis of data on the composition of fish fauna.  This work 
resulted in the identification of eight ichthyo-geographic zones.  He noted that other 
Members might contribute review papers based on biological, oceanographic and 
climatic data which would provide a basis for bioregionalisation. 

3.41 Dr Constable noted that digital maps of existing bioregionalisations would be of 
particular value to the workshop, to allow comparison of the results of different 
approaches.  Datasets used in the development of existing bioregionalisation work should 



also be made available to the workshop, in synoptic form where possible, to allow 
comparison with other datasets.  

3.42 Prof. Moreno noted the importance of including data on the distribution of fishing 
effort, in order to identify areas that might be considered in the development of a system 
of MPAs. 

3.43 The Scientific Committee congratulated the Bioregionalisation Workshop 
Steering Committee on its progress to date, noting its contribution to the aim to establish 
a harmonised regime for the protection of the Antarctic marine environment across the 
Antarctic Treaty System (CCAMLR-XXIV, paragraph 4.12). 

3.44 Dr Constable presented SC-CAMLR-XXV/BG/7 on the outcomes of an 
independent Experts Workshop on Bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean, held in 
Hobart, Australia, in September 2006.  This workshop was hosted by WWF-Australia 
and the Antarctic Climate and Ecosystems Cooperative Research Centre (Hobart), and 
supported by Peregrine Adventures.  The workshop was attended by 23 experts in their 
independent capacity.  Members of the Bioregionalisation Workshop Steering Committee 
were invited to participate in the workshop, however only a few members were able to 
attend. 

3.45 The aim of the Experts Workshop was to develop a proof of concept for a 
bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean, to assist the Scientific Committee in its work 
on this topic.  

3.46 The workshop addressed three main areas: 

(i) data to be incorporated in a bioregionalisation (using physical and 
environmental data, including sea-ice, oceanographic characteristics and 
surface chlorophyll, as the primary input); 

(ii) development of a statistical method for bioregionalisation, based on an 
approach previously presented at WG-EMM (Annex 4, paragraph 5.17), 
work by CEP (Environmental Domains analysis), and work by Australia 
and New Zealand for their respective EEZs; 

(iii) expert review of the bioregionalisation outcomes based on existing 
knowledge of the Southern Ocean. 

3.47 A method was agreed which incorporated aspects of the four approaches listed in 
paragraph 3.46(ii).  This method integrates a statistical approach with expert knowledge, 
and was successful in bringing together appropriate datasets.  The ease with which 
additional data can be included using this method was also noted. 

3.48 The primary regionalisation results corresponded with existing knowledge of 
frontal systems in the Southern Ocean, and also identified other features, such as the 
Weddell Gyre, the Scotia Arc and the Kerguelen Plateau.  A secondary regionalisation 



introduced data on sea-ice and chlorophyll, and highlighted the heterogeneity of the 
coastal, shelf and seasonal sea-ice areas.  

3.49 The workshop made substantial progress towards a method that could be used to 
undertake a bioregionalisation of the Convention Area, and established a proof of 
concept.  Further work should focus on the introduction of other (particularly biological) 
datasets, and finer-scale analysis for particular areas of interest. 

3.50 Dr Naganobu noted that the results of the Experts Workshop were important not 
only for fisheries management but also for Southern Ocean science. 

3.51 The Scientific Committee congratulated the experts’ group on its efforts, and 
welcomed the outcomes of the Experts Workshop.  It was noted that this type of review 
has relevance not only for the work of the Scientific Committee, but also in a wider 
context.  

3.52 Dr H.-C. Shin (Republic of Korea) enquired how temporal variation could be 
incorporated into a bioregionalisation.  Dr Constable responded that the use of average 
values over long time series (e.g. for synoptic satellite data) was the approach used at the 
Experts Workshop for incorporating a temporal component into the analysis, but that 
variation over both short and longer time-scales should be considered further.  He noted 
that temporal characteristics can be incorporated into a bioregionalisation in other forms 
such as through measures of variability or as proportions of time that particular 
conditions might be met. 

3.53 Dr Grant introduced SC-CAMLR-XXV/BG/19 on the potential for the 
achievement of MPAs using CCAMLR conservation measures.  This paper noted that it 
is important for the Scientific Committee to identify the most appropriate tools for the 
achievement of MPA objectives.  These could include existing area-based conservation 
and management tools such as closed areas, as well as other geographically defined 
regulations.  It was further noted that ongoing efforts to define appropriate tools for the 
development of protected areas will contribute to component (ii) of the work identified in 
paragraph 3.33, which should proceed in parallel to the bioregionalisation work. 

3.54 ASOC introduced SC-CAMLR-XXV/BG/30 on achieving a network of MPAs in 
the Convention Area.  ASOC welcomed the discussions on MPAs and bioregionalisation, 
and expressed its desire to continue participating in work on this topic. 

3.55 Belgium expressed its keen interest in supporting the efforts of CCAMLR towards 
the creation of a network of MPAs and noted that bioregionalisation is a crucial step in 
the  



process.  In this regard, Belgium offered to host the 2007 Bioregionalisation Workshop in 
Brussels during the first or second week in August.  The Scientific Committee welcomed 
and endorsed Belgium’s offer and looked forward to a productive workshop. 

Advice to the Commission 

3.56 The Scientific Committee endorsed the Steering Committee’s recommendation 
that its membership be expanded to include the conveners of the Scientific Committee 
working groups and Dr Dinter, an additional member nominated by CEP. 

3.57 The Scientific Committee welcomed and endorsed Belgium’s offer to host the 
Bioregionalisation Workshop in Brussels, in August 2007. 

 



 
 

3. Extract from the 2007 CCAMLR Scientific Committee report relevant to 
Bioregionalisation 



 
REPORT OF THE TWENTY-SIXTH MEETING 

OF THE SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE 
 
 

HOBART, AUSTRALIA 
22–26 OCTOBER 2007 

Workshop on Bioregionalisation 

3.71 The Report of the Workshop on Bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean (Annex 
9) was introduced by the Workshop Co-convener, Dr Grant.  The Workshop on 
Bioregionalisation was held from 13 to 17 August 2007 in Brussels, Belgium.  The 
Workshop report contains technical details on data, methods and results, as well as an 
Executive Summary compiled by the Workshop Co-conveners.  The Scientific 
Committee thanked Belgium for the opportunity to progress this work and for hosting 
such an excellent meeting. 

3.72 The primary aim of the Workshop was to advise on a bioregionalisation of the 
Southern Ocean, including, where possible, advice on fine-scale subdivision of 
biogeographic provinces (SC-CAMLR-XXV, paragraph 3.34) (Annex 9, paragraphs 10 
and 11).  The Workshop was organised around two subgroups considering the benthic 
and pelagic systems separately. 

3.73 The Workshop considered available bathymetric, physical oceanographic and 
biological data for the pelagic bioregionalisation (Annex 9, paragraphs 39 to 64).  
Biological datasets considering spatial attributes of different areas were also considered, 
and it was determined that some of these datasets might be most appropriately used at the 
regional scale.  Data from the Continuous Plankton Recorder (CPR) Survey, and SCAR-
MarBIN were recognised as having particular value to bioregionalisation. 

3.74 For the benthic bioregionalisation, the Workshop agreed that data on bathymetry, 
seafloor temperature and currents, geomorphology, sediments and sea-ice concentration 
are important.  Regarding biological datasets available for the benthic bioregionalisation, 
the Workshop noted that for the most part, biological data are restricted to shelf areas.  
Data considered for inclusion in the analysis included data on benthic invertebrates from 
the SCAR-MarBIN network, as well as presence/absence data on demersal finfish from 
SCAR-MarBIN and the CCAMLR database (Annex 9, paragraphs 69 to 80). 

3.75 The Workshop endorsed the general methodology used to provide a broad-scale 
pelagic regionalisation from the 2006 Hobart Workshop (SC-CAMLR-XXV, paragraphs 
3.44 to 3.49).  It was agreed that, at the broad scale, the primary bioregionalisation result 
from the 2006 Hobart Workshop was a good working product that could be used to 
inform spatial management of the Convention Area (Annex 9, paragraphs 94 and 95).  



3.76 The Workshop agreed that the broad-scale pelagic regionalisation could 
potentially be enhanced (Annex 9, paragraph 96).  Five methods of how biological data 
could be used to enhance the bioregionalisation were discussed (Annex 9, paragraphs 97 
to 121).  These included Species Habitat Modelling and the Boosted Regression Trees 
(BRT) method for modelling single-response variables using several environmental 
predictors. 

3.77 The approach to a benthic bioregionalisation consisted of a three-step process, by 
which physical regions were first defined using the process employed by the 2006 Hobart 
Workshop.  The biological data were then overlaid, and the classification evaluated.  
Further work on this classification was undertaken after the Workshop by workshop 
participants, using the methods described above, and incorporating additional data that 
was not available at the Workshop.  The results of this work are described in SC-
CAMLR-XXVI/BG/28. 

3.78 The Workshop endorsed the broad-scale primary regionalisation result produced 
by the 2006 Hobart Workshop. 

3.79 The Workshop was supportive of the potential for the BRT method to produce 
biological data layers for broad-scale and fine-scale bioregionalisation, and it was 
suggested that the method be submitted for technical review by WG-SAM.  It was also 
suggested that WG-EMM and WG-FSA could be asked to review the appropriateness of 
the datasets to be included as response variables (biological data) and those for inclusion 
as environmental layers (Annex 9, paragraphs 140 to 144). 

3.80 The results of the benthic bioregionalisation (Annex 9, paragraphs 145 and 146) 
were updated after the Workshop, to include additional physical data unavailable at the 
Workshop, and further evaluation of biological data layers (SC-CAMLR-XXVI/BG/28).  
These results show that there will be a greater heterogeneity in benthic biodiversity and 
ecosystem structure and function at finer scales. 

3.81 A geomorphic map of the East Antarctic margin showed some key features 
relevant to benthic bioregionalisation, including shelf banks, depressions, steep slope 
areas, canyons, sediment mounds, seamounts, fracture zones and abyssal plain areas 
(Annex 9, paragraphs 149 to 156).  Further work to extend this geomorphic classification 
to other areas is presented in SC-CAMLR-XXVI/BG/27. 

3.82 The Workshop noted that in providing a framework for understanding spatial 
structure and function of ecosystems it is important to consider both biodiversity pattern 
information and spatially defined ecological processes (Annex 9, paragraphs 157 to 164).  
This can be of assistance to a spatial decision-making framework, which was used in 
developing the conservation plan for the Prince Edward Islands.  The Workshop endorsed 
the approach to develop maps representing ecological processes and other features that 
cannot easily be incorporated into an analysis of spatial patterns. 



3.83 It was noted that ecological processes can be mapped spatially in two ways: 

(i) flexible processes can be mapped using spatial probability data (e.g. 
kernels) 

(ii) fixed processes can be mapped using fixed features that define the process 
(e.g. geomorphic features). 

3.84 The Scientific Committee endorsed the outcomes of the Workshop, as well as the 
follow-up work described in SC-CAMLR-XXVI/BG/27 and BG/28.  It welcomed this 
work noting it can be used to inform spatial management, and is a primary foundation for 
understanding the biological and physical heterogeneity in the Southern Ocean.  

3.85 The Scientific Committee endorsed the recommendations of the Workshop for 
further work on this topic (Annex 9, paragraphs 165 to 168): 

(i) The primary regionalisation for the pelagic environment can be regarded as 
useful for application by CCAMLR and CEP.  It was agreed that the initial 
regionalisation for the benthic environment should be reviewed and 
optimised for use by CCAMLR and CEP.  

(ii) Refinements to this bioregionalisation could be made in the future as 
methods are improved and data acquired and analysed.  Further finer-scale 
bioregionalisation work could be undertaken in a number of areas based on 
existing data.  

(iii) Future work could include efforts to delineate fine-scale provinces, where 
possible.  It was recommended that participants should submit papers to the 
Scientific Committee on approaches to fine-scale regionalisation, including 
on statistical methods and potential data sources.  It was further 
recommended that WG-SAM should be requested to consider the statistical 
methods presented in Annex 9, paragraphs 140 and 141. 

(iv) The inclusion of process and species information could also be considered 
further, particularly in the context of systematic conservation planning, and 
in developing a spatial decision-making framework (Annex 9, paragraph 
157).  This may be particularly applicable at finer scales.  

3.86 It was also noted that the final term of reference agreed for the Workshop Steering 
Committee (to establish a procedure for identifying areas for protection to further the 
conservation objectives of CCAMLR) (Annex 9, Appendix A) had not been addressed in 
detail at the Workshop, and it was agreed that this should therefore be taken forward as 
an outstanding topic for consideration in further work. 

3.87 The Scientific Committee agreed that the further work described in paragraphs 
3.85 and 3.86 should be undertaken within the context of WG-EMM, given the existing 
focus within that Working Group on issues relating to Southern Ocean ecosystems and 
spatial management.  It was recommended that Members should submit papers to WG-
EMM on these topics listed in paragraphs 3.85 and 3.86, and that a new WG-EMM 



agenda item should be created to facilitate consideration of this work.  This new agenda 
item should maintain flexibility in order to respond to future requests for work on this 
topic and other related issues. 

3.88 Dr Gilbert warmly welcomed the achievements of the Workshop, and informed 
the Scientific Committee that he would circulate the full Workshop report to CEP 
Members.  As a point of interest, he further noted that the Environmental Domains 
Analysis undertaken by CEP as a biogeographic classification system for terrestrial 
Antarctica had provided a useful framework for the development of a terrestrial protected 
area system, as well as having broader benefits for research, monitoring and reporting. 

3.89 Prof. Fernholm noted the relevance of the Workshop outcomes to the recent CBD 
Experts Workshop on ecological criteria and biogeographic classification systems for 
marine areas in need of protection, and asked whether there had been any input from 
CCAMLR to this process.  Dr Constable confirmed that some of the discussion points 
from both the 2007 Workshop on Bioregionalisation and the 2006 Hobart Workshop had 
been conveyed to the CBD meeting, and that the outcomes of this meeting, when 
available, may be of interest to the Scientific Committee. 
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FOCUS TOPIC: DISCUSSION TO PROGRESS THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF SPATIAL MANAGEMENT MEASURES 
THAT AIM TO FACILITATE THE CONSERVATION OF MARINE 
BIODIVERSITY 

Background 

3.1 Dr Penhale, as chair of this focus topic, presented the Working Group with a 
review of the development of progress on the topic of area protection and the 
development of candidate MPAs by CCAMLR. 

3.2 The Working Group recalled that during the early 2000s, the work of the 
Subgroup on Designation and Protection of CEMP Sites had expanded in scope to 
include the review of management plans containing marine areas that are submitted to 
CCAMLR for approval.  In 2002 this subgroup was renamed as the ‘Advisory Subgroup 
on Protected Areas’ (CCAMLR-XXI, paragraph 4.17).  In 2003 the revised terms of 
reference of this subgroup were endorsed by the Commission (CCAMLR-XXII, 
paragraph 4.26), and included providing advice on the implementation of MPAs that may 
be proposed in accordance with provisions of Article IX.2(g) of the Convention.  

3.3 In 2004 the Commission addressed the topic of MPAs and urged the Scientific 
Committee to proceed with this work as a matter of priority.  It also reaffirmed the need 
to develop advice on MPAs commensurate with Articles II and IX of the Convention 
(CCAMLR-XXIII, paragraph 4.13).  This was followed by the 2005 CCAMLR 
Workshop on Marine Protected Areas (SC-CAMLR-XXIV, Annex 7), held in the USA.  
The objectives of this workshop included a discussion of how the establishment of MPAs 
could be used to contribute to furthering the objectives of CCAMLR, including 
conservation and rational use.  

3.4 In 2005 the Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee’s advice arising from 
the 2005 CCAMLR Workshop, agreeing that the primary aim was to establish a 
harmonised regime for the protection of the Antarctic marine environment across the 
Antarctic Treaty System (CCAMLR-XXIV, paragraph 4.12).  It was recognised that both 
CCAMLR and the CEP (through Article V of the Protocol on Environmental Protection 
to the Antarctic Treaty) have interest in protected areas.  The Commission also endorsed 
the Scientific Committee’s work plan to hold a workshop to advise on a 



bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean, including a fine-scale subdivision of 
biogeographic provinces (CCAMLR-XXIV, paragraph 4.17).  

3.5 Plans for the Bioregionalisation Workshop progressed in 2006, including the 
establishment of a Steering Committee comprising members from CCAMLR and the 
CEP (CCAMLR-XXV, paragraph 6.1).  Additionally, the Commission commented that 
the Bioregionalisation Workshop would be an important step in the Commission’s 
activities to develop a representative network of MPAs (CCAMLR-XXVI, paragraphs 
6.1 to 6.6).  The 2007 Workshop on Bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean was held in 
Brussels (SC-CAMLR-XXVI, Annex 9). 

3.6 The Working Group noted that this workshop considered available bathymetric, 
physical oceanographic and biological data, and that benthic and pelagic systems were 
considered separately.  The Working Group noted that the Scientific Committee had 
endorsed the outcome of the workshop, noting that it can be used to inform spatial 
management and is a primary foundation for understanding the biological and physical 
heterogeneity in the Southern Ocean (SC-CAMLR-XXVI, paragraph 3.71 to 3.89).  The 
Commission endorsed the recommendations for future work on bioregionalisation and 
noted the Scientific Committee’s view that further work should be undertaken within the 
context of WG-EMM, given the existing focus within that Working Group on issues 
relating to Southern Ocean ecosystems and spatial management (CAMLR-XXVI, 
paragraphs 7.18 and 7.19). 

3.7 The Working Group noted the advice of the Scientific Committee with respect to 
the application of the BRT method toward further refinement of Southern Ocean 
bioregionalisation (SC-CAMLR-XXVI, paragraph 14.4(iv)), which was further explored 
during WG-SAM-08. 

3.8 Dr Hanchet summarised the WG-SAM discussions with respect to BRTs, 
(SC-CAMLR-XXVII/5, paragraphs 4.13 to 4.19).  The Working Group encouraged work 
to further develop the application of this method, which may be applicable in further 
work on bioregionalisation. 

3.9 Dr Constable was concerned that the use of common species with the BRT 
approach might not be useful, and that extrapolating outside the geographic range may 
not be appropriate due to issues surrounding endemism.   

3.10 Dr Grant questioned whether data layers from the BRT analysis should be 
incorporated into the current bioregionalisation maps, or used as separate layers 
providing information on individual species where available. 

3.11 The Working Group agreed that the existing benthic and pelagic 
bioregionalisations were adequate, although further refinement may be undertaken as 
more data layers and products become available. 

3.12 Dr Holt noted that data around the Southern Ocean remain relatively sparse, and 
that it is important to recognise the quality and quantity of data with respect to the various 



regions, particularly when predictive methods are used to infer data-sparse regions.  Dr 
Siegel noted the importance of data coverage at large spatial scales. 

3.13 With respect to benthic bioregionalisation, Dr Constable noted that there is a great 
degree of endemism and heterogeneity, and that the existing bioregionalisation is likely 
to be adequate for the purposes of CCAMLR.  With respect to the pelagic realm, he felt 
that the work that has been conducted is also sufficient.   

3.14 The Working Group noted that it was important that bioregionalisation 
incorporate not only species information, but structure and function of species 
assemblages as well. 

3.15 Dr Grant noted that there are some aspects of ecosystem function that may not be 
amenable to being captured in a bioregionalisation. 

3.16 The Working Group agreed that it is very difficult to include all aspects into a 
single bioregionalisation map, and that such information on species distributions and 
ecosystem processes may be more appropriately utilised as separate data layers, for 
example as may be used in a systematic conservation planning process. 

3.17 Dr Naganobu agreed that the topic is highly complex, and that it is currently in a 
relatively early stage relative to terrestrial bioregionalisation studies.  He noted that there 
are still great uncertainties with respect to basic environmental indices in the Southern 
Ocean, and that more research should be directed toward basic tasks to better elucidate 
these indices. 

3.18 Dr Constable noted that the existing bioregionalisation maps could be used to help 
identify areas of interest.  Although these areas of interest may change in character over 
time, they are unlikely to change significantly in their location.  Bioregionalisation maps 
could therefore be used to highlight key areas in which small-scale patterns could then be 
investigated further.  Dr Holt noted the importance of establishing criteria for the 
identification of areas of interest. 

3.19 Dr Spiridonov noted that other schemes of bioregionalisation can be interpreted in 
terms of oceanographic boundaries.  He drew attention to a publication written by a 
physical oceanographer (Maslennikov, 2003) that has been produced in Russian.  He 
indicated that it may be valuable in better constructing a bioregionalisation of the 
Southern Ocean.  He inquired as to the possibility of having the book translated, so that it 
would be more useful for the Working Group as a whole.   

3.20 The Working Group agreed that this publication could provide valuable additional 
insights into factors that influence bioregionalisation and encouraged Russia to pursue 
mechanisms to have the book translated into English.  



Identifying vulnerable marine ecosystems 

3.21 The Working Group noted Conservation Measure 22-06 and recalled that the 
working groups were tasked by the Scientific Committee to collaborate in work that 
includes methods to identify VMEs, develop operational definitions of what constitutes 
significant harm to VMEs and mitigate impacts (SC-CAMLR-XXVI, paragraph 14.9).  
There were three papers tabled for consideration towards addressing these topics. 

3.22 WG-EMM-08/37 presented a risk management framework for avoiding 
significant adverse impacts of bottom fishing gear on VMEs.  This approach is proposed 
for implementing the requirements of Conservation Measure 22-06 and based on the 
discussion by the Scientific Committee last year.  The framework is similar to that used 
by ad hoc WG-IMAF to minimise the risk of longline mortality on seabirds.  The 
framework has three parts: 

(i) Risk analysis – 

Evaluation of 

(a) current and proposed fishing activities in specified area including 
method and footprint (spatial and temporal extent, frequency); 

(b) evidence of potential VMEs in an area of proposed fishing activity, 
with associated uncertainty; 

(c) expected scale of interactions between fishing activities and VMEs, 
with associated uncertainty; 

(d) possible impact of interactions on VMEs, with associated uncertainty; 

(e) potential for recovery of VMEs following fishing disturbance, with 
associated uncertainty. 

(ii) Options to eliminate risk – 

 Management options will be evaluated for the degree to which the risks will 
be reduced.  Such options could include specific at-sea activities based on 
operational indicators and by-catch or spatial management.  Research 
activities will be specified, when needed, to help identify suitable 
alternatives for eliminating risk and/or to evaluate the effectiveness of 
specific management options. 

(iii) Review – 

 This aims to determine whether the measures for eliminating risk need to be 
updated, revised and/or supplemented.  The plans for reviews would include 
timelines and the data requirements for undertaking such reviews. 



3.23 In support of the risk analysis, WG-EMM-08/37 proposed the use of a risk 
analysis matrix, which relates the qualitative likelihood of an interaction with VMEs and 
the qualitative and semi-quantitative consequence of the impact of bottom fishing on 
VMEs.  The paper noted that this matrix allows for gear- and operation-specific 
consideration of what might be vulnerable, knowing that taxa and habitats will have 
different vulnerabilities depending on the types of gear and the scale of the fishing 
operations.  Importantly, consideration needs to be given to whether species and habitats 
have low resistance and/or low resilience to disturbance caused by fishing activities. 

3.24 WG-EMM-08/37 also used publicly available databases, including SCAR 
MarBIN, to begin the development of a CCAMLR-specific guide to categories of VMEs 
and associated qualitative life-history characteristics of benthic taxa in the CAMLR 
Convention Area. 

3.25 The Working Group agreed that a risk analysis framework represents a sensible 
approach to implementing Conservation Measure 22-06, and thanked the author for 
tabling this paper for consideration by WG-EMM.  It recommended the author continue 
developing this approach, along with other interested members, for use by WG-FSA.  

3.26 The Working Group recalled that the endorsed aim for managing interactions with 
non-target species was, in order of priority (SC-CAMLR-XXII, paragraphs 4.135 and 
4.136 and Annex 5, paragraph 5.230): 

(i) avoidance 
(ii) mitigation 
(iii) catch limits. 

3.27 The Working Group noted that the vast majority of Antarctic benthic invertebrate 
species exhibit slower growth rates and longer life spans than their global counterparts.  
Further, different parts of the Southern Ocean are likely to exhibit different benthic 
properties, processes and disturbance regimes, and these should be considered and 
integrated into the risk framework.  As a consequence, further precaution may be 
required in managing bottom fisheries between different areas of the Southern Ocean. 

3.28 The Working Group noted that specific longline gear configuration (e.g. Spanish 
system, dropline, trotline) will most likely result in differences in the degree of 
interaction with the seabed, as was indicated by TASO (SC-CAMLR-XXVII/BG/6, 
paragraph 2.10).  These factors should be further explored at the 2008 meeting of WG-
FSA.  The Working Group recommended that strategies used to limit the impact of gear 
types on benthos and benthic communities, such as the current requirement that longline 
gear deployments in some exploratory fisheries be limited to depths greater than 550 m, 
could be further explored.  The Working Group indicated that by-catch information from 
longlines using different configurations could be useful toward identifying VMEs. 

3.29 Mr B. Weeber (New Zealand) informed the Working Group that New Zealand 
held a workshop on VMEs as part of its notification process for fishing in the Ross Sea in 
the 2008/09 season.  A report of this workshop, along with a proposed definition of 



VMEs and preliminary assessment of potential impact by the longline fishery for 
Dissostichus spp. by the New Zealand fishery in the Ross Sea, will be included in their 
notification and presented at the upcoming meeting of WG-FSA. 

3.30 The Working Group agreed that Antarctic benthic invertebrate ecosystems have 
not historically been on the agendas of WG-EMM and WG-FSA. 

3.31 Dr Jones noted that it is important to begin a process for reducing the uncertainty 
in our knowledge on the types of taxonomic groups and habitats that may be vulnerable 
to CCAMLR bottom fisheries.  He also noted that there are a number of publications and 
individual databases that might help in this regard, such as numerous records of 
gorgonian or antipatharian communities in the Southern Ocean (Barry et al., 2003).  He 
proposed that a workshop be held to help bring these data together, and to provide 
guidance on the following points that are necessary to reduce uncertainty on the potential 
for CCAMLR bottom fisheries for causing significant adverse impacts on VMEs: 

(i) vulnerability of Southern Ocean benthic taxa to CCAMLR bottom fisheries; 

(ii) characterisation of habitats and habitat-forming taxonomic groups and rare 
taxa that would be consistent with a VME, including methods for assisting 
in identifying the extent of habitats based on distributions and densities of 
habitat-forming taxonomic groups; 

(iii) methods for identifying potential locations of vulnerable taxa; 

(iv) indicators that could be used by fishing vessels to signal when they are 
fishing on VMEs; 

(v) quality of available data, such as in the SCAR MarBIN database, for this 
purpose. 

3.32 Dr Jones also proposed that the workshop be held under the auspices of CCAMLR 
and include Antarctic benthic invertebrate specialists.   

3.33 The Working Group agreed that a workshop of this nature is urgently needed, and 
should include benthic invertebrate specialists, gear specialists, scientific observers and 
other key CCAMLR scientists.  Such a workshop could be held in conjunction with 
TASO, WG-FSA, or under alternative arrangements.  In addition to information collected 
through research expeditions on potential locations of VMEs, the Working Group agreed 
that information collected by observers on invertebrate by-catch would be critical for the 
workshop to evaluate the levels of interaction between demersal fishing gears and benthic 
habitats in the Convention Area.   

3.34 WG-EMM-08/38 presented a notification of two VMEs that were detected within 
Division 58.4.1, SSRU H.  Evidence is based on direct video observation during the 
CEAMARC-CASO cruise conducted from December 2007 to January 2008.  Camera 
transects were <2 n miles apart; thus, there is some degree of uncertainty associated with 
the extent of the VME.  The paper suggested a buffer zone of 5 n miles around the 



observed area to mitigate the effect of spatial inaccuracy.  Included in WG-EMM-08/38 
is a proposed pro forma that could be used to notify the Scientific Committee and 
working groups when a VME is detected.  The pro forma includes elements that detail the 
type of VME, the evidence used to detect the VME, the location of observations and the 
data repository. 

3.35 Dr Naganobu questioned whether the content of the notification in WG-EMM-
08/38 was meant to proceed directly into a conservation measure.  He was concerned that 
the process of notifying the presence of a VME in the Convention Area is overly 
simplified, and felt that only video/photo observations are not strong enough evidence.  
He felt that the information contained in WG-EMM-08/38 was preliminary and the 
observations should be recorded as initial information.  

3.36 Some Members indicated that these notifications are part of the obligations of 
Members under Conservation Measure 22-06.  Dr Constable noted that the notifications 
provide the detail of the locations of two VMEs and a suggested strategy for ensuring 
fishing does not cause significant adverse impacts on them.  The Working Group also 
noted that it was the responsibility of the Commission for deciding on the management of 
VMEs. 

3.37 Dr Jones noted that there are potentially three methods of detecting VMEs in the 
Southern Ocean: direct, indirect and predicted (WG-EMM-08/37), with ‘direct’ providing 
the strongest evidence.  He felt that the information provided in WG-EMM-08/38 
represented direct, clear indications of the presence of two VMEs in Division 58.4.1, 
SSRU H. 

3.38 The Working Group endorsed the approach of providing information on a 
potential VME outlined in WG-EMM-08/38.  This information could potentially be used 
to update the VME registry that was adopted by the Scientific Committee.  The Working 
Group noted that the method for approval of adding a VME to the VME registry 
identified in Conservation Measure 22-06 would need to be further considered by the 
Scientific Committee. 

3.39 WG-EMM-08/18 provided an overview of the New Zealand IPY-CAML survey 
of the Ross Sea region of Subarea 88.1 that was conducted in February–March 2008.  
The paper described the benthic survey of distribution and abundance of benthic 
assemblages for shelf, slope, seamount and abyssal sites in the Ross Sea region by means 
of sled, beam trawl, video transects and multicorer.  The paper noted that the results of 
this benthic sampling will be useful for better understanding the distribution and 
abundance of benthic invertebrates found in VMEs.  The authors noted that, combined 
with physical data, this may be useful for prediction of other areas where VMEs may 
occur.  A summary report of the distribution of benthic invertebrates found in VMEs 
collected during this and previous surveys will be prepared for the 2008 meeting of WG-
FSA. 



3.40 Dr Jones noted that modelling approaches, such as the BRT method, may be 
useful for predicting where VMEs may exist within the Ross Sea outside of where the 
survey sampled. 

3.41 Dr Constable emphasised the urgency to adopt and refine methods that can be 
used to ensure that risks to VMEs are reduced so that future fishing activities do not 
adversely impact VMEs, given that damaged VMEs will likely take a long time to 
recover, and that the cumulative effects of fishing will increase the risk of damaging 
VMEs.  The Working Group agreed that cumulative impacts are very important, and that 
the rate of regeneration of the taxa that comprise VMEs is likely to be on a very long time 
scale.   

3.42 Dr Spiridonov noted that the impact of bottom longlining is very poorly 
understood, and although documenting by-catch is important, the Working Group should 
also be concerned about the quality of the information.  He suggested that photographs of 
benthic by-catch should be taken by observers. 

3.43 The Working Group noted that the information on invertebrate by-catch contained 
in the CCAMLR database is generally at a variable level of taxonomic resolution and 
may be of limited value with respect to identifying potential VMEs. 

3.44 The Working Group agreed on the need to establish levels of appropriate 
taxonomic groupings, including those that are considered vulnerable, to inform scientific 
observers as to the appropriate level of sampling.  The Working Group noted that there 
are taxonomic guides being developed for Southern Ocean observers, and some of these 
should be available for review at WG-FSA. 

Defining candidate marine protected areas 

3.45 The Working Group recalled that recent discussions by CCAMLR and the CEP 
have concluded that the issues of where and how to establish a system of marine areas for 
the conservation of biodiversity in the Southern Ocean should be addressed as a matter of 
priority (CCAMLR-XXIII, paragraph 4.13; CEP, 2006, paragraphs 94 to 101). 

3.46 Recent work on this topic has addressed a number of theoretical aspects, including 
bioregionalisation analysis (SC-CAMLR-XXVI, Annex 9), the potential for using 
conservation measures to achieve protection of marine biodiversity (SC-CAMLR-
XXV/BG/19), and the definition of criteria for selecting areas for protection (SC-
CAMLR-XXVI/BG/24). 

3.47 The Working Group noted that a number of methods could be used for designing 
a representative system of MPAs, including, inter alia, bioregionalisation, and 
‘systematic conservation planning’. 

3.48 The Working Group considered the attributes of a process based on systematic 
conservation planning.  In 2007 the Bioregionalisation Workshop had highlighted 



systematic conservation planning as an appropriate process by which important areas for 
conservation could be selected and designed (SC-CAMLR-XXVI, Annex 9).  This 
process requires the definition of conservation objectives and uses spatial information on 
biodiversity patterns, ecosystem processes and human activities to identify the areas that 
should be included within a protected-area system in order to achieve the defined 
objectives. 

3.49 Dr Trathan introduced WG-EMM-08/49 which provided a worked example of 
how the systematic conservation planning methodology might be applied in identifying 
important areas for conservation in the pelagic environment, using Subarea 48.2 (South 
Orkney Islands) as a pilot study area.  The aim of WG-EMM-08/49 was not to identify 
areas for protection or management at this stage, but rather to test the utility of this 
methodology, and to demonstrate the types of data and the range of decisions that would 
be required to undertake such an analysis. 

3.50 WG-EMM-08/49 demonstrated that systematic conservation planning is an 
objective and transparent methodology that assists in the identification of options for 
spatial protection of biodiversity and other valuable features.  The systematic 
conservation planning process can be summarised into six stages: 

(i) define the planning region (broad area of interest in which the study will be 
undertaken), and divide this into a grid of ‘planning units’; 

(ii) compile relevant ecological data relating to the biodiversity of the planning 
region; 

(iii) set conservation targets; 

(iv) review existing conservation areas within the planning region; 

(v) select additional conservation areas; 

(vi) implement conservation actions. 

3.51 WG-EMM-08/49 used MARXAN software to focus on steps (i) to (v) of the 
above process, and provided an illustration of how important marine areas for 
conservation might be identified using currently available data.  Step (vi) was not 
considered as part of this study. 

3.52 The Working Group noted that MARXAN software has been widely used for 
systematic conservation planning in a range of habitats worldwide. 

3.53 The Working Group noted that, for using MARXAN, it is important to consider a 
combination of objectives, and not simply individual species or habitats.  It noted that the 
use of MARXAN aims to optimise all conservation objectives at a minimum cost and that 
costs can be evaluated in a variety of units; potentially these could include such metrics 
as habitat area, financial cost or CPUE.  The analysis described in WG-EMM-08/49 
aimed to achieve all of the conservation objectives set in the pilot study in the smallest 



possible area, thus looking for areas in which more than one conservation objective can 
be met in the same location.  

3.54 The Working Group noted that the results described in WG-EMM-08/49 are 
largely consistent with expected outcomes based on existing knowledge of the ecological 
processes in the study region.  It therefore concluded that important pelagic areas for 
conservation could be identified using the methodology described in this pilot study, and 
on the basis of currently available information. 

3.55 The Working Group noted that the systematic conservation planning approach 
requires data on a range of species and ecological processes, and that input is needed 
from scientific experts to define which datasets, and which parameters, are most 
appropriate for inclusion in the analysis.  If required, data on human activities such as 
scientific research activities, fishing and tourism, could be incorporated.  However, the 
Working Group recognised that the spatial distribution of existing human activities may 
change in the future and therefore a strategic network of representative MPAs should not 
simply consider those areas where existing human activities are ongoing. 

3.56 The Working Group noted that a critical step in systematic conservation planning 
was the development of appropriate conservation objectives, and that this must be done 
on a scientific basis with input from appropriate experts as far as possible.  The Working 
Group agreed that if systematic conservation planning were to be used, then conservation 
objectives would need to be developed in light of the objectives set out by the 2005 
CCAMLR Workshop (SC-CAMLR-XXIV, Annex 7).  Such objectives would also need 
to take into account criteria defined by Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental 
Protection. 

3.57 WG-EMM-08/49 focused on the pelagic environment as an example, however the 
Working Group agreed that it would be valuable to undertake similar analyses for the 
benthic environment.  Once this has been completed, pelagic and benthic results could 
feasibly be considered together, to identify areas that may be important for conservation 
in both environments. 

3.58 The Working Group noted that the outcomes from a systematic conservation 
planning process could be used to complement existing management tools such as 
SSMUs.  MARXAN is one of a suite of tools that might be employed to assist with 
identifying important areas for conservation, but it cannot be used in isolation.  Results 
from MARXAN do not provide a definitive ‘solution’ to the question of where important 
areas for conservation are located, but the outcomes can be helpful in informing decision-
making. 

3.59 The Working Group therefore endorsed the use of MARXAN as one feasible 
method for undertaking systematic conservation planning. 

3.60 The Working Group noted that key outcomes of the 2007 Bioregionalisation 
Workshop had been the primary and secondary maps of pelagic bioregions (SC-CAMLR-
XXVI, Annex 9, Figures 3 and 4), and that some of these data had been used in the 



analysis described in WG-EMM-08/49.  The secondary regionalisation map shows that 
there is a high level of heterogeneity in Subarea 48.2, and the Working Group noted that 
other such heterogeneous areas also exist elsewhere in the Southern Ocean (Figure 12).  
The Working Group recognised that many of these heterogeneous areas occur in regions 
of complex bathymetry and in areas where ecosystem processes are thought to be 
complex.  It agreed that these areas should be given priority in more closely examining 
how a representative system of protected areas could be identified. 

3.61 The Working Group therefore agreed that it should, as a priority, initiate a process 
to develop representative systems of MPAs across these areas.  Therefore, Members were 
encouraged to use appropriate methodologies to further this work, using, inter alia, 
bioregionalisation and/or systematic conservation planning. 

3.62 The Working Group noted that further work would contribute to the development 
of ‘best-practice’ guidance, which could then be employed in the selection of important 
areas for conservation of marine biodiversity, and the implementation of appropriate 
conservation actions. 

Developing a harmonised approach 

3.63 The Working Group noted that both CCAMLR and the CEP have obligations for 
protecting marine biodiversity.  A system for establishing protected areas exists under 
Annex V of the Protocol on Environmental Protection, with a mechanism for approval by 
CCAMLR of such areas with a marine component.  CCAMLR has also initiated a 
process to identify and establish areas to protect marine biodiversity.  

3.64 The Working Group agreed on the importance of cooperation between CCAMLR 
and the CEP, to improve approaches for area protection by both bodies and to develop 
further means for practical cooperation. 

3.65 WG-EMM-08/52 summarised the CEP discussions on the proposal for a Joint 
SC-CAMLR-CEP Workshop to be held in 2009, immediately prior to the CEP XII 
meeting in Baltimore, USA.  The CEP has nominated its chair and two vice-chairs as 
representatives on a joint workshop steering group, and recommended that this group 
should be convened as soon as practical. 

3.66 The Working Group agreed that the topics identified by the CEP for possible 
consideration by the joint workshop were important topics of mutual interest.  The issues 
of protected areas and spatial management measures were recognised as being of 
particular relevance.  The Working Group also noted that there are synergies between the 
CCAMLR bioregionalisation work and the CEP Environmental Domains Analysis for 
Terrestrial Antarctica. 

3.67 The Working Group further agreed that the proposed joint workshop should not 
address these topics in substantive detail, but that it should focus on the development of 
mechanisms for practical cooperation.  



3.68 The Working Group agreed to support the proposal for a joint workshop, and to 
support the attendance of the SC-CAMLR working group conveners.  Members were also 
encouraged to consider the attendance of other individuals who would be able to 
contribute to these discussions. 

3.69 The Working Group recommended that the Scientific Committee should discuss 
the types of information that would be most useful for presentation to the workshop on 
behalf of SC-CAMLR, and to provide advice on this to the working group conveners in 
preparation for the workshop.  Further discussion on the development of an agenda and 
practical arrangements for the workshop are reported in paragraphs 8.19 and 9.1 to 9.5. 

Work plan 

3.70 The Working Group agreed that further work to progress the implementation of 
spatial management measures for the conservation of marine biodiversity should include: 

(i) further development of the BRT method; 

(ii) a workshop to be held under the auspices of CCAMLR to bring together 
data on the types of taxonomic groups and habitats that may be vulnerable 
to CCAMLR bottom fisheries, and to provide guidance on points that are 
necessary to reduce uncertainty on the potential for CCAMLR bottom 
fisheries for causing significant adverse impacts on VMEs (paragraph 
3.31); 

(iii) initiation of processes to develop representative systems of MPAs across 
the priority areas identified in Figure 3.1, using, inter alia, 
bioregionalisation and/or systematic conservation planning; 

(iv) identification of the types of information that would be most useful for 
presentation to the Joint SC-CAMLR-CEP Workshop on behalf of 
SC-CAMLR, and consideration of the attendance of individuals who 
would be able to contribute to the workshop discussions. 

Key points for consideration by the Scientific Committee and its working groups 

3.71 The Working Group recalled that recent discussions by CCAMLR and the CEP 
have concluded that the issues of where and how to establish a system of marine areas for 
the conservation of biodiversity in the Southern Ocean should be addressed as a matter of 
priority (CCAMLR-XXIII, paragraph 4.13; CEP IX Final Report, paragraphs 94 to 101) 
(paragraph 3.45). 

3.72 The Working Group agreed that the existing benthic and pelagic 
bioregionalisations developed by the 2007 Bioregionalisation Workshop were adequate, 



although further refinement may be undertaken.  The Working Group encouraged work 
to further develop the BRT method (paragraphs 3.7 and 3.8). 

3.73 The Working Group agreed that a risk-analysis framework represents a sensible 
approach to implementing Conservation Measure 22-06.  It recommended that this 
approach should continue to be developed for use by WG-FSA.  

3.74 The Working Group agreed that a workshop should be held under the auspices of 
CCAMLR to bring together data on the types of taxonomic groups and habitats that may 
be vulnerable to CCAMLR bottom fisheries, and to provide guidance on points that are 
necessary to reduce uncertainty on the potential for CCAMLR bottom fisheries for 
causing significant adverse impacts on VMEs (paragraph 3.31).    

3.75 The Working Group endorsed the approach of providing information on a 
potential VME outlined in WG-EMM-08/38.  It noted that the approval of the addition of 
a notification of a VME to the VME registry would require endorsement of the Scientific 
Committee. 

3.76 The Working Group noted that a number of methods could be used for designing 
a representative system of MPAs, including, inter alia, bioregionalisation and/or 
systematic conservation planning (paragraphs 3.48 to 3.58).  It endorsed the use of 
MARXAN software as one feasible method for undertaking systematic conservation 
planning (paragraph 3.59). 

3.77 The Working Group agreed that it should, as a priority, initiate a process to 
develop representative systems of MPAs across the priority areas identified in Figure 12 
(paragraphs 3.60 and 3.61).  Therefore, Members were encouraged to use appropriate 
methodologies to further this work, using, inter alia, bioregionalisation and/or systematic 
conservation planning. 

3.78 The Working Group agreed on the importance of cooperation between CCAMLR 
and the CEP and agreed to support the proposal for a Joint SC-CAMLR-CEP Workshop, 
which will address topics related to protected areas and spatial management measures. 
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Figure 12: Secondary regionalisation agreed by the CCAMLR Bioregionalisation Workshop (2007) 

(analysis based on depth, SST, silicate concentration, nitrate concentration, surface 
chlorophyll-a and ice concentration).  Red boxes show areas of highest heterogeneity, 
which have been identified by the Working Group as priority areas for identifying MPAs 
as part of a representative system (numbers refer to area descriptions, and are not in any 
order of priority). 1 = Western Antarctic Peninsula, 2 = South Orkney Islands, 3 = South 
Sandwich Islands, 4 = South Georgia, 5 = Maud Rise, 6 = Eastern Weddell Sea, 7 = Prydz 
Bay, 8 = BANZARE Bank, 9 = Kerguelen, 10 = Northern Ross Sea / East Antarctica,  
11 = Ross Sea shelf.  (This figure is available in colour on the CCAMLR website.) 
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5. Extract from the 2008 CCAMLR Scientific Committee report relevant to 

Bioregionalisation  
 



REPORT OF THE TWENTY-SEVENTH  MEETING 
OF THE SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE 

 
 

HOBART, AUSTRALIA 
27-31 OCTOBER 2008 

Management of protected areas 

3.50 The WG-EMM Chair summarised the discussion and advice derived from the 
Focus Topic ‘to progress the implementation of spatial management measures that aim to 
facilitate the conservation of marine biodiversity’ (Annex 4, paragraphs 3.1 to 3.78). 

3.51 Some Members expressed concern about the priority areas identified by WG-
EMM for further work on the development of MPAs (Annex 4, Figure 12), since the 
process of secondary bioregionalisation has not been completed (SC-CAMLR-XXVI, 
Annex 9, Figure 4).  

3.52 Dr X. Zhao (China) stated that China is a new member of the Commission, and 
was not involved in Scientific Committee’s previous work on bioregionalisation; he 
expressed his sincere appreciation of all the inputs made by those Members actively 
involved.  He further noted that, since there are still some concerns and different views 
from the floor, he encouraged further work by WG-EMM to consolidate different views 
on this issue. 

3.53 It was noted that Figure 12 in Annex 4 was based on an analysis which had 
previously been recognised to demonstrate heterogeneity in marine ecosystems (SC-
CAMLR-XXV, paragraph 3.48).  Figure 12 simply identifies areas which show a high 
level of heterogeneity and are therefore likely to contain complex biological and 
environmental characteristics.  In order to better utilise limited resources available to 
CCAMLR, these complex areas were considered by the WG-EMM to be appropriate 
regions in which to focus further work on the development of MPAs.  

3.54 It was further noted that focused work on the topic of MPAs began in 2000 and 
that progress to date has included scientific research and modelling activities, several 
workshops and discussions within the Scientific Committee and its working groups and 
the Commission (e.g. CCAMLR-XXVI, paragraph 7.18).  The reports of these meetings 
and workshops were noted as information resources. 

3.55 The Scientific Committee: 

(i) recalled that recent discussions by CCAMLR and the CEP have concluded 
that the issues of where and how to establish a system of marine areas for 
the conservation of biodiversity in the Southern Ocean should be addressed 



as a matter of priority (CCAMLR-XXIII, paragraph 4.13; CEP IX Final 
Report, paragraphs 94 to 101) (Annex 4, paragraph 3.71); 

(ii) agreed that the existing benthic and pelagic bioregionalisations developed 
by the 2007 Bioregionalisation Workshop were adequate for use in such 
work, although further refinement may be undertaken, and encouraged work 
to further develop the BRT method (Annex 4, paragraph 3.72); 

(iii) noted that a number of methods could be used for designing a representative 
system of MPAs, including, inter alia, bioregionalisation and/or systematic 
conservation planning, and endorsed using MARXAN as one feasible 
method for undertaking the latter (Annex 4, paragraph 3.76); 

(iv) agreed that it should, as a priority, continue the process of consolidating 
scientific views to maintain a common basis for the development of 
representative systems of MPAs, as agreed by the Commission (CCAMLR-
XXVI, paragraph 7.18).  The development of representative systems of 
MPAs should focus on, but not be limited to, the priority areas identified by 
WG-EMM in Figure 12 of Annex 4.  Therefore, Members were encouraged 
to use appropriate methodologies to further this work (Annex 4, paragraph 
3.77).  

 



6. Report Of The CCAMLR Workshop On Marine Protected Areas  (Silver 
Spring, MD, USA, 29 August to 1 September 2005)  
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REPORT OF THE CCAMLR WORKSHOP ON MARINE PROTECTED AREAS 
(Silver Spring, MD, USA, 29 August to 1 September 2005) 

INTRODUCTION 

 At CCAMLR-XXIII held in 2004, the Commission addressed the topic on Marine 
Protected Areas (MPAs1) and urged the Scientific Committee to proceed with this work as a 
matter of priority.  It also reaffirmed the need to develop advice on MPAs commensurate with 
Articles II and IX of the Convention (CCAMLR-XXIII, paragraph 4.13). 

2. The Scientific Committee endorsed in principle the concept of a CCAMLR workshop 
on MPAs, developed its draft terms of reference and requested that the Chair of the 
WG-EMM Subgroup on Protected Areas, Dr P. Penhale (USA), act as Convener for the 
workshop (SC-CAMLR-XXIII, paragraphs 3.52 and 3.53).  Intersessional tasks included the 
creation of a steering committee to develop the agenda and the suggested papers, as well as to 
identify the appropriate venue and timing of the workshop.  The Scientific Committee also 
recommended that the workshop include invited experts, to take advantage of the large body 
of MPA knowledge that could be used to promote the goals of CCAMLR (SC-CAMLR-
XXIII, paragraph 3.51). 

3. The Steering Committee worked during the intersessional period.  Based on the view 
of the Steering Committee, the Convener suggested that the workshop be held in 2005 before 
CCAMLR-XXIV.  The proposal was circulated both to Members of the Commission and the 
Scientific Committee and received no objections.  The workshop was held from 29 August to 
1 September 2005 (NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Silver Spring, MD, USA). 

OPENING OF THE WORKSHOP 

4. Dr S. Murawski, Chief Science Adviser to the NOAA National Marine Fisheries 
Service, welcomed participants of the workshop.  He highlighted the unique opportunity and 
challenges for CCAMLR to further its objective by applying MPAs not only as a tool for 
conservation and management of resources but also for monitoring general response of the 
Antarctic ecosystem to environmental and human-induced changes.  In particular, the use of 
MPAs by CCAMLR would be most important in the light of the CCAMLR approach to 
ecosystem management. 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND WORKSHOP ORGANISATION 

5. The workshop Convener, Dr Penhale, advised participants on the workshop 
organisation.  The draft agenda of the workshop was considered and adopted (see 
Appendix I).  The agenda addressed all items listed in the workshop terms of reference agreed 

                                                 
1 In the general context provided by IUCN: ‘any area of intertidal or subtidal terrain, together with its 

overlying water and associated flora, fauna, historical and cultural features, which has been reserved by law 
or other effective means to protect part or all of the enclosed environment’. 
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by the Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXIII, paragraph 3.52).  The lists of workshop 
participants and papers considered are appended (see Appendix II and Appendix III 
respectively).  Ms L. Kimball (IUCN) participated in the workshop as an invited expert.  The 
workshop report was prepared by Dr A. Constable (Australia), Dr N. Gilbert and 
Miss J. McCabe (New Zealand), Prof. J. Croxall and Ms S. Grant (UK), Dr R. Holt and 
Ms P. Toschik (USA) and Dr E. Sabourenkov (Secretariat). 

WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES 

6. The following terms of reference for the workshop were agreed by the Scientific 
Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXIII, paragraph 3.52): 

(i) to review current principles and practices related to the establishment of MPAs; 

(ii) to discuss how the use of MPAs could be used to contribute to furthering the 
objectives of CCAMLR; 

(iii) to consider proposals that are currently under development or in a conceptual 
phase that relate to MPAs in the Convention Area; 

(iv) to discuss the types of scientific information that may be required for the 
development of MPAs to further the objectives of CCAMLR, including the 
identification of biophysical regions across the Convention Area. 

7. The Convener reiterated that the workshop was organised to develop advice to the 
Scientific Committee on the application of MPAs commensurate with Articles II and IX of 
the Convention. 

REVIEW OF CURRENT PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES 
RELATED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF MPAS 

General principles and guidelines 

8. The workshop considered several papers that had been presented (WS-MPA-05/4, 
05/6, 05/14 and COFI/2005/8).  The workshop noted in particular that IUCN’s paper on 
MPAs in the CCAMLR context (WS-MPA-05/4), which was introduced by Ms Kimball, 
provided helpful guidance and background information on many of the issues under 
consideration, including definitions of MPAs, and the international context for MPA 
designation. 

9. Ms Grant presented WS-MPA-05/13 which reported on the SCAR Biology 
Symposium MPA workshop (July 2005, Curitiba, Brazil).  This workshop highlighted, in 
particular, the potential for SCAR to contribute toward the collation of scientific data for the 
development of MPAs.  The importance of monitoring programs in contributing towards an 
improved understanding of the potential benefits of MPAs was also noted. 
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10. Against the background of IUCN’s paper, the workshop discussed the meaning of the 
term ‘marine protected area’ and agreed that it encompassed a range of mechanisms that 
could be used to help meet the objectives of Article II of CCAMLR.  These included 
provisions available under CCAMLR and the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the 
Antarctic Treaty (Madrid Protocol). 

11. Dr R. Brock (USA) introduced ‘Issues to Consider Before Jumping on the MPA 
Bandwagon’ (WS-MPA-05/14) which provided practical advice on the process for MPA 
creation.  This highlighted the importance of clearly articulating objectives for MPA 
designation, and of early consultation with a broad range of stakeholders.  The paper also 
suggested that a successful MPA should be of sufficient size to achieve its goals, and its 
design should incorporate mechanisms to ensure effective monitoring and enforcement.  The 
paper also noted that in order to ensure flexibility and to incorporate all stakeholders’ views, 
the drawing of MPA boundaries might well be the final stage in the process. 

12. Dr Constable introduced ‘Guidelines for Establishing the Australian National 
Representative System of Marine Protected Areas (NRSMPA)’ (WS-MPA-05/6).  He noted 
that the notion of regional marine planning was a direct result of Australia’s Oceans Policy 
and indicated that the NRSMPA had three key elements, referred to as the CAR system: 

• Comprehensiveness – the need to include the full range of ecosystems across each 
bioregion; 

• Adequacy – appropriately sized MPAs to ensure protection of ecological viability 
and integrity of populations, species and communities; 

• Representativeness – sufficient MPAs to reflect the biotic diversity of marine 
ecosystems.  

13. Dr Constable highlighted the importance of the precautionary approach built into  
the principles for developing the NRSMPA, and noted that the absence of scientific certainty 
was not considered sufficient reason to avoid designating MPAs.  He also drew attention  
to the criteria contained in the NRSMPA for the identification and selection of MPAs (see 
WS-MPA-05/6, pp. 10 and 11). 

14. The workshop agreed that the NRSMPA, and in particular the CAR principles, 
provided a candidate approach to the designation of MPAs that may have application in terms 
of principles and criteria, to CCAMLR’s consideration of MPAs in the Southern Ocean. 

15. The workshop considered two papers that provided worked examples of processes that 
had been followed to establish MPAs in the Southern Ocean.  WS-MPA-05/7, submitted by 
Australia, provided information on the establishment of an MPA around Heard Island and 
McDonald Islands (HIMI), and WS-MPA-05/15, submitted by South Africa, provided 
information on the Prince Edward Islands MPA.  The workshop agreed that these provided 
useful case studies on the establishment of MPAs within the CCAMLR Convention Area, 
albeit within existing EEZs. 

16. Within the CCAMLR context, the workshop recognised the need to develop a strategic 
approach to MPA design and implementation throughout the Convention Area, notably in 
relation to a system of protected areas developed later in the report (paragraphs 66 to 70). 
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17. The workshop also recognised that there was a strong need for collaboration at 
technical and policy levels to further develop the MPA concept in the Convention Area.  
Relevant bodies in such a dialogue would include key elements of the Treaty System (CEP 
and the ATCM) as well as SCAR, SCOR, Observers to CCAMLR, intergovernmental and 
non-governmental organisations.  It was also noted that, in many cases, CCAMLR Parties 
were also Parties to other international arrangements within which the issue of high-seas 
MPAs was being considered and that opportunities therefore existed to exchange information 
and expertise with such external agencies and organisations. 

Economics of MPAs 

18. Prof. Croxall introduced this topic and referred to a paper by the Royal Society for  
the Protection of Birds (WS-MPA-05/08) on the economics of MPAs.  Participants were  
also directed to a paper on the worldwide cost of MPAs (Balmford et al., 2004 – see 
Appendix III).  The workshop agreed that the Scientific Committee should be aware of the 
background material available on economic aspects of MPAs.   

19. The workshop noted that costs associated with MPAs lay firstly with their selection 
and designation and secondly with their management and enforcement.  It was agreed that, 
potentially, considerable additional costs could be associated with the acquisition of scientific 
data for the designation of MPAs as well as with the implementation of monitoring programs 
associated with MPAs.  However, it was also recognised that current CCAMLR initiatives 
already involved compliance and enforcement and so additional costs might not be 
substantial. 

20. The workshop noted also that it might be possible to harness funding through 
initiatives such as the World Bank and the Global Environmental Facility to assist with the 
research necessary to underpin MPA selection and designation.   

Current instruments and agreements 

21. Dr Gilbert presented WS-MPA-05/12 on legal considerations surrounding the 
designation of MPAs in Antarctica.  Mr E. McIvor (Australia) presented WS-MPA-05/9 on 
the process for the establishment of MPAs by CCAMLR and the Antarctic Treaty Parties.  
This paper also included a proposal to establish a geographical reference line (e.g. 1 n mile 
from the coast or the 100 m isobath) to assist in determining whether ASPA or ASMA 
proposals under Annex V to the Protocol needed to be submitted to CCAMLR. 

22. However, the workshop suggested that establishing a harmonised regime for the 
protection of the Antarctic marine environment across the ATS should be the primary aim but 
recognised that there would need to be a division between ATCM and CCAMLR on the 
management of different human activities in the region. 

23. The workshop noted the applicability of current ATS instruments to the designation of 
MPAs in the Southern Ocean and the relationship between those provisions under Annex V to 
the Protocol and those under Article IX of CCAMLR.  The workshop recalled that ATCM 
Decision 9 (2005) set out the criteria under which protected area proposals under the Protocol 
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that included a marine component needed to be submitted to CCAMLR for approval.  
However, it was recognised that the conditions under which these criteria were triggered 
needed further consideration and coordination.   

24. Ms Grant introduced a paper which was previously submitted to WG-EMM and the 
Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXIII/BG/30) and later revised for publication.  It 
discussed the applicability of international conservation agreements to the establishment of 
MPAs in Antarctica.  Certain commitments and decisions from agreements such as the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the World Summit on Sustainable 
Development (WSSD) have relevance to MPA development under CCAMLR, particularly 
with regard to the commitments of most CCAMLR Members under these instruments.  
Specific decisions relate to the development of guidelines and criteria for MPAs, and 
improved processes for their implementation.  Other species-specific agreements such as 
ACAP may also have relevance in providing mechanisms to strengthen protection for 
particular species.   

25. Participants noted that additional background could be found in the IUCN’s 
publication on international oceans governance and the 2005 information paper prepared by 
the IUCN on the international legal regime on the high seas and seabed beyond the limits of 
national jurisdiction (Kimball, 2001 – see Appendix III).   

Research papers/summary papers/abstracts 

26. The workshop also noted a number of other papers provided as background to its 
discussion (see Appendix III, List of Documents).   

THE USE OF MPAS TO FURTHERING THE OBJECTIVES OF CCAMLR 

Principles involved in the identification of potential MPAs 
in the Convention Area 

27. The objectives of CCAMLR, for which the use of MPAs (in the broadest sense) could 
be appropriate, derive principally from Articles II and IX of the Convention. 

28. Article II establishes the basic objective of CCAMLR as the conservation of Antarctic 
marine living resources (where conservation includes rational use) and sets out the principles 
by which harvesting and associated activities shall be carried out. 

29. Article IX further specifies the ways to give effect to the objective and principles of 
Article II.  This Article relates particularly to the development and use of conservation 
measures, specifically including the opening and closing of areas, regions or sub-regions for 
purposes of scientific study or conservation, including special areas for protection and 
scientific study. 

30. Under this provision, CCAMLR has used closed areas to support its precautionary 
approach to managing finfish fisheries.  These have been established for specific purposes not 
related to MPAs. 
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31. Article IX also enjoins CCAMLR: (i) to take such other measures as necessary to fulfil 
the objective of the Convention, including those concerning the effects of harvesting and 
associated activities on components of the marine ecosystem other than harvested populations 
(e.g. dependent and associated species); (ii) to take full account of any relevant measures in 
regulations established or recommended by ATCMs pursuant to Article IX of the Antarctic 
Treaty. 

32. In general, and particularly in the CCAMLR context, there is widespread evidence of 
the known or potential benefits of MPAs for, inter alia, the: (i) conservation (including 
restoration) of biodiversity; (ii) minimisation of detrimental effects of harvesting on 
non-target species; and (iii) protection (including restoration) of age classes, life-history 
stages, stocks and populations of species targeted by harvesting. 

33. In addition, the workshop recognised that, in common with other international 
organisations with responsibility for the conservation and management of marine living 
resources on the high seas, CCAMLR had particular responsibility (not least as an 
organisation with the attributes of a regional fisheries management organisation but with a 
wider conservation mandate) for participating in the current international discussions on the 
use of MPAs to further such objectives. 

34. Furthermore the workshop noted: (i) the existing commitments (e.g. in respect of 
WSSD, CBD, World Parks Congress etc.) of many, if not most, Members of CCAMLR to the 
establishment of representative networks of MPAs; (ii) the agreement of FAO to assist its 
members to achieve the WSSD target with respect to representative networks of MPAs and to 
develop technical guidelines for defining, implementing and testing of MPAS; (iii) the 
obligations of all Members of CCAMLR in respect of the Madrid Protocol. 

35. Annex V (Article 3.2) of the Madrid Protocol contains the requirement to establish a 
system of ASPAs to include, inter alia:  

(i) areas kept inviolate from human interference so that future comparisons may be 
possible with localities that have been affected by human activities; 

(ii) representative examples of major terrestrial, including glacial and aquatic, 
ecosystems and marine ecosystems; 

(iii) areas with important or unusual assemblages of species, including major 
colonies of breeding native birds or mammals; 

(iv) the type locality or only known habitat of any species; 

(v) areas of particular interest to ongoing or planned scientific research. 

36. Overall, therefore, the workshop concluded that MPAs had considerable potential for 
furthering CCAMLR’s objective in applications ranging from protection of ecosystem 
processes, habitats and biodiversity, to protection of species (including population and life 
history stages).  
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37. However, it was recognised that, given the diversity of potential benefits deriving from 
MPAs and the variety of different types of MPA (including the many different management 
practices that they could include), considerable clarity would be needed in specifying the 
precise objectives of using MPAs in the Convention Area. 

38. In the specific context of fishery-related MPAs, the advice in the FAO COFI paper 
(COFI/2005/8), particularly in paragraphs 5 to 7, should be carefully considered, together 
with assessments deriving from MPA reviews by other relevant bodies. 

39. Given the nature and scale of many processes and systems in the Southern Ocean, the 
emphasis of any attempt to create networks protecting ecosystem processes, representative 
areas, species or populations, is likely to require approaches that are flexible and medium to 
large scale, and that involve specific management measures relevant to the requirements of 
populations with substantial seasonal movements or changes in abundance.  It will be 
particularly challenging to develop systems and networks to address the requirements of 
wide-ranging, long-lived taxa with complex life cycles and breeding systems. 

40. However, there may be a need for CCAMLR to consider the adequacy of 
arrangements for the appropriate protection of certain spatially-restricted habitats with unique 
and/or highly diverse biological assemblages, such as seamounts (SC-CAMLR-XXIII, 
paragraph 3.31).   

41. In this context it was noted that WS-MPA-05/4 contained a reference to a decision by 
NEAFC to close to fishing with all types of bottom fishing gears certain seamounts within its 
area of application.  Details of the selection and designation procedure used by NEAFC, and 
by other relevant organisations, may be of relevance to CCAMLR. 

42. Dr Constable noted that consideration of measures to mitigate impacts on benthic 
assemblages needed to include all bottom fishing practices, including trawling and longlining. 

Examples of protected areas in the Convention Area 

43. The workshop considered various general and specific examples of protected areas 
currently in force in the Convention Area.   

44. Ms Grant introduced a paper which was previously submitted to WG-EMM and the 
Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXIII/BG/28) and later revised for publication.  It listed 
current and proposed MPAs within the CCAMLR Convention Area.  This paper demonstrates 
that almost all existing ASPAs and ASMAs are small, coastal areas that do not contribute to 
the objectives of CCAMLR, and have little relevance to CCAMLR-related activities.  
Furthermore, these existing areas make little contribution to the development of a 
representative system of MPAs under the requirements of the Madrid Protocol.  

45. However, terrestrial or nearshore sites of scientific interest to CCAMLR (i.e. CEMP 
sites) highlight the importance of joint consideration by both CCAMLR and CEP. 

46. The workshop also noted that the IWC has extended the designation of its Southern 
Ocean Sanctuary to 2014. 
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47. The workshop agreed that, overall, when viewed in relation to the IUCN categories of 
protected areas, the Convention Area as a whole would qualify as Category IV 
(Habitat/Species Management Area: protected area managed mainly for conservation through 
management intervention).  This is defined as an area of land and/or sea subject to active 
intervention for management purposes so as to ensure the maintenance of habitats and/or to 
meet the requirements of specific species. 

48. Dr Constable presented WS-MPA-05/7, outlining the process undertaken by the 
Australian Government to identify and declare the HIMI Marine Reserve an IUCN Category I 
protected area, under the Australian Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999 (EPBC Act). 

49. In preparing a report on the conservation values of the HIMI EEZ, the Australian 
Antarctic Division had reviewed available, though in some cases limited, physical and 
biological data to define 13 biophysical units within the EEZ (report summary appended to 
the paper).  The report identified that the HIMI region contains conservation values of global 
importance, and values which are unique within the Australian EEZ, including benthic 
habitat, the foraging range of land-based marine predators and nursery grounds for 
commercial fish species. 

50. With consideration given to known and potential threats to the conservation values, the 
Australian NRSMPA principles (comprehensive, adequate and representative) and criteria for 
identification of MPAs (outlined in WS-MPA-05/6) were used to identify a possible reserve 
configuration that would: 

• provide for protection of the marine and terrestrial conservation values;  
• contribute to integrated and ecologically sustainable management of the HIMI region;  
• provide scientific reference areas;  
• add to the NRSMPA. 

51. Consultation on the Reserve proposal with government, conservation groups and 
fishing industry stakeholders indicated the need for further investigation of particular areas 
where there was insufficient data to make a definite case for protection or fishing access.  This 
resulted in the declaration of a conservation zone under the EPBC Act and the establishment 
of a three-year program, overseen by stakeholders, to provide protection of those areas while 
studies are undertaken to further assess the conservation values and fisheries resource 
potential of the area.  On completion of the assessment, a decision will be made by the 
Minister for the Environment and Heritage over whether to add the conservation zone areas to 
the Reserve. 

52. The conservation report also identified a number of questions for further investigation, 
including to consider the effects of current and future activities in the area, to determine the 
need to refine the Reserve configuration to better facilitate protection of the values. 

53. The process to establish the Reserve was referred to the workshop as a model for 
CCAMLR consideration, because: 

(i) the Reserve is in the CCAMLR Convention Area (Division 58.5.2), and was 
declared as part of a representative system of MPAs (the NRSMPA) within a 
substantial  marine jurisdiction (Australian); 
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(ii) the Reserve and adjacent comprehensively managed (IUCN Category ‘IV+’ 
protected area equivalent) commercial fishery effectively collectively comprise a 
multiple-use MPA; 

(iii) the declaration process involved comprehensive and transparent consultation 
throughout with relevant stakeholders, government agencies, conservation and 
industry non-governmental organisations; 

(iv) Reserve compliance is supported by comprehensive regional, national and 
international arrangements for compliance and enforcement. 

54. Mr McIvor referred the workshop to the HIMI website www.heardisland.aq for further 
information regarding the Reserve and its management plan and the HIMI Conservation Zone. 

55. The workshop commended the specific procedures and frameworks for planning 
biodiversity conservation outlined in the Guidelines for Establishing the Australian National 
Representative System of MPAs, which had underpinned the establishment of the HIMI 
Marine Reserve.  It recognised that the principles involved, notably those relating to CAR, 
together with the use of precautionary approaches and wide consultation with appropriate 
interest groups, combined with flexible decision-making and review procedures, and the 
capacity to designate areas for interim protection, were fundamental to the development of 
protected area networks in regional seas.  Such principles were recognised as being 
fundamental to similar undertakings in high-seas areas. 

56. The specific example of the process leading to the declaration of the HIMI Marine 
Reserve was also recognised to be a model of the practical implementation of the relevant 
procedures.  The workshop noted that this approach should have widespread applicability to 
any part of the Convention Area wherein the application of MPAs (in the widest sense) was 
deemed appropriate. 

57. It was noted that, in relation to IUCN protected area categories, the marine reserve 
within HIMI is an IUCN Category I.  The remainder of the area would be equivalent to at 
least Category IV with conservation zones incorporating additional provisions.  

58. Dr D. Nel (South Africa) indicated that South Africa had made considerable use of the 
framework provided by the HIMI example in developing its approaches to the designation of 
MPAs around the Prince Edward Islands.  He enquired whether the CAR approach was able 
to incorporate consideration of maintenance of ecological processes, as well as contribute to 
the long-term sustainability of the fishery in the area. 

59. Dr Constable indicated that the Australian NRSMPA explicitly incorporates 
maintenance of ecosystem processes as part of its primary goal.  The sustainability of fishing 
is covered across a number of legal jurisdictions.  It is intended that the NRSMPA contribute 
to a formal management framework for a broad spectrum of human activities, one of which is 
fisheries. 

60. The workshop noted that the approaches developed by Australia offered advantages 
that may be useful to the development of approaches to establishing a network of MPAs 
within the Convention Area.  These include: (i) flexibility, including the development of 
interim measures and provisions, recognising the benefit of improved scientific data on which 
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to develop more permanent designations and provisions; (ii) wide and continuing consultation 
with all interest groups, in particular to ensure appropriate balance between the sustainable 
use of marine living resources and minimising the effects of known or potential 
environmentally damaging activities; and (iii) matching levels of constraint on access to, and 
operation within, MPAs to the perceived importance of the conservation and/or biodiversity 
values of the area and to the level of scientific data available.    

61. The workshop agreed that conservation outcomes appropriate for achieving the 
objectives in CCAMLR Article II would include the maintenance of biological diversity2 as 
well as the maintenance of ecosystem processes.   

62. It was agreed that attention may need to be given to the need for, inter alia, protection of: 

(i) representative areas3; 

(ii) scientific areas to assist with distinguishing between the effects of harvesting 
and other activities from natural ecosystem changes as well as providing 
opportunities for understanding the Antarctic marine ecosystem without 
interference; 

(iii) areas potentially vulnerable to impacts by human activities, to mitigate those 
impacts and/or ensure the sustainability of the rational use of marine living 
resources. 

63. It was noted that some areas in the Southern Ocean may have predictable features that 
are critical to the function of local ecosystems.  The workshop agreed that such areas would 
be appropriate to be included in a system of protected areas.  Some participants felt that this 
should be considered as an objective in its own right, as follows: 

The protection or maintenance of important ecosystem processes, in locations where 
those processes are amenable to spatial protection.   

64. The workshop also considered the need for the Commission to achieve satisfactory 
fishery outcomes in terms of sustainable rational use.  The process for establishing a system 
of protected areas will need to have regard for this objective of the Commission. 

65. In the context of the discussion below an area would need to be defined according to 
geographic coordinates as well as depth. This is because some areas may not need to 
encompass the entire water column in order to achieve their objectives. 

66. The conservation outcomes listed in paragraphs 62 and 63 are consistent with the 
criteria identified in the Madrid Protocol, Annex V, Article 3 that might be used to establish 
ASPAs, and with CCAMLR Article II.  Protection of these areas would need to be indefinite 
or for a sufficiently long term to satisfy their objectives, such as for scientific reference areas.  
These areas would be equivalent to IUCN Category I areas.  Recalling the discussion on the 
                                                 
2  ‘Biological diversity’ means the variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, 

terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are part; this 
includes diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems (Convention on Biological Diversity). 

3  A system of representative areas would aim to provide a comprehensive, adequate and representative system 
of MPAs to contribute to the long-term ecological viability of marine systems, to maintain ecological 
processes and systems, and to protect the Antarctic marine biological diversity at all levels. 
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HIMI Marine Reserve and the Australian NRSMPA (paragraphs 48 to 60), the workshop 
agreed that there was a need for the use of protected areas to satisfy the general CAR 
requirements.   

67. For the purposes of this workshop, such areas are termed ‘Specially Protected Areas’.  
This term and those used below for other types of areas have meanings in other forums that 
are not the same meanings as those used here.  The workshop recommended that the 
Scientific Committee or Commission consider the terms to be used for the different forms of 
closed areas (as in CCAMLR Article IX) identified here.  It also noted that the Commission 
will need to correspond with the ATCM over how to harmonise the implementation of 
CCAMLR closed areas as discussed here. 

68. In addition to Specially Protected Areas, some areas may be identified as candidates 
for special protection but need more information before a conclusion on protection can be 
reached.  In this case, the workshop agreed that interim protection would be needed to 
implement CCAMLR’s precautionary approach.  During this period, fisheries exploration and 
scientific activity would be limited to that needed to obtain data required to finalise 
consideration of its need for protection.  Such interim protection would not be indefinite but 
should be sufficient to ensure protection of future options while the process is completed.  
Here, these areas are termed ‘Conservation Zones’.  Such interim protection could be short or 
long term, according to the agreed period required to decide on protection.   

69. Closed areas, specifically for achieving outcomes for fisheries, would be considered 
separately to this process by the respective working groups of the Scientific Committee.  
These areas are termed ‘Fisheries Closed Areas’. 

70. The general objectives for which protected areas may be established and the types of 
protection that could be given in accordance with CCAMLR Article IX are illustrated in 
Table 1.  These types of areas could be applied anywhere within the Convention Area. 

PROPOSALS THAT ARE CURRENTLY UNDER DEVELOPMENT 
OR IN A CONCEPTUAL PHASE THAT RELATE TO MPAS IN 
THE CONVENTION AREA 

71. Several papers were submitted to the workshop addressing MPAs in the Convention 
Area currently under development or in a conceptual phase.  

Area around Prince Edward Islands 

72. Dr Nel introduced WG-MPA-05/15, submitted by South Africa, which provided an 
update on the status of outlining the development process and status of an MPA around the 
Prince Edward Islands.   

73. The development of the Prince Edwards Islands MPA benefited from the example of 
the HIMI Marine Reserve, and Dr Nel commended Australia for its excellent work.   
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74. The Prince Edward Islands area suffered huge impacts from IUU fishing in late 1990s 
due to the lack of offshore enforcement capacity.  This led to a movement to extend the 
special nature reserve from the low-water mark to include a no-fishing marine area, which 
currently extends out to 12 n miles.  An MPA including and extending beyond 12 n miles will 
be established to combat IUU fishing and allow ecosystem recovery; increased compliance 
and patrols will help enforce the MPA.   

75. South Africa is implementing a three-phase conservation plan.  The initial phase was 
the creation of a geographic information system with relevant data layers.  This was followed 
by a stakeholder consultation workshop in June 2005, where important biological and 
physical processes and habitats were identified.  Currently South Africa is conducting 
analyses of the data and is creating a final conservation plan.  South Africa noted it is taking a 
phased approach for the MPA declaration, additional information regarding the MPA will be 
announced during the next year.   

76. Objectives for this MPA include reduction of IUU fishing, allowing Patagonian 
toothfish to recover from overexploitation, reducing threats to albatrosses and petrels, 
reducing and avoiding impacts to the benthic habitat from destructive fishing practices, and 
setting aside reference habitat to inform future management.  These objectives support 
CCAMLR principles by conserving representative habitats, ecosystem integrity, reducing 
impacts of IUU fishing, providing a fisheries replenishment zone, and providing a source of 
scientific benchmarks.   

77. Participants agreed that this proposal clearly stated the objectives for the MPA and 
these objectives were consistent with CCAMLR principles. 

78. Consistent with the modern concept of zoning in MPAs, complete protection from all 
extractive impacts will be identified for some areas in the Prince Edwards Islands, while 
others will be zoned with various levels of protection.  

79. Participants agreed that to be successful in establishing MPAs, support from 
organisations in adjacent areas is essential.  Support from CCAMLR in the case of EEZ-based 
MPAs would be useful.  MPAs will also need the support of other agencies internationally, 
e.g. those that impact seabirds and foraging grounds outside the CAMLR Convention Area.   

80. The ecosystem processes being conserved in the Prince Edward Islands MPA extend 
outside the South African EEZ to the high seas and the EEZs of other CCAMLR Members.  
South Africa noted it would welcome complementary efforts to extend the protected area. 

81. The workshop commended the South African approach in designing the Prince 
Edward Islands MPA. 

82. South Africa will conduct further biodiversity surveys in the area during 2006/07.  

Area around Anvers Island, Antarctic Peninsula 

83. Ms Toschik introduced WS-MPA-05/10, submitted by the USA, which summarised a 
conceptual phase proposal for an ASMA in the Anvers Island area, which may include a large  
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marine component.  This paper led to discussion on the specific area around Anvers Island, 
the generic process of MPA development, and creation of a checklist to aid in interpretation 
of ATCM Decision 9 (2005). 

84. The workshop noted that it would be useful for CCAMLR Members with data relevant 
to the Anvers Island marine area to share these data with the originators of the proposal in 
order for them to decide whether to submit the MPA proposal to CCAMLR or not.   

85. However, it was noted that, in respect of krill, a very small portion of the krill 
population range in the South Atlantic would likely be included within an Anvers Island 
ASMA.  Even when considered at the SSMU level, only a small portion of the area utilised by 
krill would be encompassed.  Consequently, establishment of an ASMA in the Anvers Island 
area would be unlikely to impact krill fishing at all and therefore would not be of interest to 
CCAMLR.   

86. Ms Toschik noted the desire of the USA to prevent duplication of effort and streamline 
the plan for both ATCM and CCAMLR requirements, if submission to both organisations is 
necessary. 

87. Several participants wondered if an Anvers Island ASMA would be of interest to 
CCAMLR based on ATCM Decision 9 (2005).  However, the size of the ASMA has not yet 
been defined. 

88. The workshop noted that an Anvers Island ASMA may be of relevance to CCAMLR 
in terms of future CEMP sites, based on the long-term research in the area.  However, the 
establishment of an ASMA now would not preclude the establishment of an overlapping 
CEMP site in the future.  It was noted that data from this region have been submitted to the 
CEMP database in the past, although it was never designated a CEMP site. 

89. Participants generally agreed that an ASMA around Anvers Island would be more 
appropriate than solely a CEMP site designation, because it will include terrestrial and marine 
components, and it is necessary to balance science, tourism, and fishing interests in the area.   

Interpretation of ATCM Decision 9 (2005) 

90. The workshop agreed on the need to further elaborate on ATCM Decision 9 (2005) 
with clear guidelines for determining if a protected area will be of interest to CCAMLR.  This 
would help prevent the referral to CCAMLR of proposals for areas which would not have a 
discernable impact on CCAMLR interests. 

91. Unlike proposals in the past, the proposal for Anvers Island has an area overlapping 
with the range of krill, in order to encompass penguin foraging areas.  As a result there may 
have been a perceived impact on the fishing range of the krill fishery.  The workshop agreed 
that if the range of krill within a CCAMLR statistical unit taken up in protected areas was 
only small, then it was unlikely to impact on the rational use of krill in that statistical area.  It 
therefore agreed that it would be useful if general guidelines could be developed to indicate 
what percentage of the range of krill could be covered by protected areas within a statistical 
unit before CCAMLR would need to determine if a proposed protected area might impact on 
rational use.  This same approach could also be used for other target species. 
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92. The workshop agreed that experiences with recent and current proposals could be used 
to develop a whole set of guidelines.  CCAMLR Members could be asked to indicate whether 
or not those proposals should have been submitted to CCAMLR, and this information could 
then be used to help develop the guidelines.  This would allow CCAMLR to continue the 
review of proposals for protected areas, but would generate clearer guidance for the review of 
future proposals, and consequently reduce the workload of CCAMLR. 

Balleny Islands area 

93. Dr B. Sharp (New Zealand) introduced WS-MPA-05/11, submitted by New Zealand, 
which presented scientific justification for an MPA around the Balleny Islands.  Dr Sharp 
clarified that this paper was not a proposal, but rather a scientific justification for an MPA 
around the Balleny Islands. 

94. The paper provided scientific justification for an MPA to protect ecosystem structure 
and function as well as representative habitats.  It noted the presence of regionally important 
top predator populations foraging in the vicinity of the islands, and the existence of tightly 
coupled trophic relationships in the larger regional ecosystem.  The paper further noted that 
the area has high krill production, and provides regionally important habitat for both juvenile 
krill and juvenile toothfish.  The establishment of an MPA in the area was therefore seen as a 
means of protecting key predator foraging resources (especially during breeding season), and 
safeguarding the integrity of ecosystem processes in an area that contributes to the function 
and value of the regional fisheries and wider ecosystem.   

95. Dr K. Shust (Russia) noted that the Balleny Islands do not have broad continental 
shelves, and they have a steep slope that is not good for bottom trawling or longlining.  A 
longline prohibition is already in place for 10 n miles around the islands, and the area does not 
currently have a strong fishery.  He noted that this ecosystem is not directly linked with the 
Ross Sea.  He also noted that the islands and surrounding waters are covered with ice, making 
the area difficult to access not only for tourists, but also for scientists.  For these reasons, he 
did not foresee negative impacts on this ecosystem.  

96. Dr Shust also asked for further justification for the suggested 50 n mile boundary.   

97. Dr Sharp clarified that the 50 n mile boundary was a general approximation, based on 
foraging ranges of high trophic level marine predators, not a definitive decision.  This 
distance may shift as the scientific information available is further considered. 

98. Dr M. Naganobu (Japan) was strongly concerned about the concept introduced in the 
New Zealand paper.  He requested that the workshop consider the following three points: 

(i) There is not much survey data around Balleny Islands compared to the South 
Shetland Islands and South Georgia.  Japan has interests and has conducted 
research in the area around the Balleny Islands and the Ross Sea.  He suggested 
that New Zealand should continue to survey around the Balleny Islands, similar 
to research programs such as US AMLR long-term surveys, and UK long-term 
surveys in the South Shetland Islands and South Georgia, where very detailed 
data have been collected.   
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(ii) The value of fishing grounds and other human-use values around the Balleny 
Islands should be considered in the context of developing an MPA in the area.  
Reports regarding krill density and fish stocks could be referenced.  The area 
around the Balleny Islands has potential value as a fishing resource for humans.  
This resource should be considered under the concept of rational use in 
CCAMLR Article II.   

(iii) An MPA around the Balleny Islands would differ from past ASPA projects in 
that is not closely associated with centres of intense scientific research. 

99. It was noted that the Balleny Islands MPA concept is the first time CCAMLR has 
considered a substantial initiative for a relatively large area within the Convention Area but 
outside an EEZ.   

100. The workshop also recognised that there may be merit in considering interim 
protection for the values New Zealand seeks to protect, and to provide time for further 
assessment, as demonstrated with zoning in the HIMI Marine Reserve.   

101. Participants agreed that what constitutes sufficient data needs to be specified, and 
measures that can be taken in the interim while data collection is ongoing should be 
identified.  It was also noted that those calling for additional data collection and research 
should clearly identify the objectives and criteria for such work.  

102. Prof. C. Moreno (Chile) noted that when an ecosystem/community is perturbed, it is 
never restored to exactly the same condition as it was in the past.  To conserve this area is a 
mechanism to retain the actual essence of ecosystem processes.  An MPA in the Balleny 
Islands area could help the fishery in the area to be sustainable in the long term, and to 
maintain elements of the ecosystem that are under threat from increasing human activities.  It 
was noted that the scientific justification provided by New Zealand contained most of the 
elements that science offers for people to take a position on this problem.   

103. Some participants noted that protection of the Balleny Islands would protect the 
recruitment zone for toothfish and krill, which has not happened in any other Antarctic 
fishery.   

104. Many participants congratulated New Zealand on its excellent paper.  Dr Gilbert noted 
his appreciation for the feedback provided and, following a suggestion, agreed to form an 
informal contact group to meet at the upcoming CCAMLR meetings with interested parties to 
discuss the options for further developing an MPA in the vicinity of the Balleny Islands.   

105. Dr Naganobu expressed concern about the proposed informal consultations because a 
definite proposal by New Zealand has not yet been made. 

106. However, the workshop noted that it is important to engage interested parties and 
generate as much feedback as possible at this early stage of MPA consideration, and it was 
noted that no additional formal meetings were planned, although an informal contact group 
will be formed. 
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SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF MPAS AND IDENTIFICATION OF BIOPHYSICAL REGIONS 
ACROSS THE CONVENTION AREA 

107. The workshop considered the scientific work needed for considering a system of 
protected areas to assist CCAMLR in achieving its broader conservation objectives.  The key 
tasks in this process (not necessarily to be undertaken sequentially) would be:  

• a broad-scale bioregionalisation4 of the Southern Ocean; 

• a fine-scale subdivision of biogeographic provinces, which may include hierarchies 
of spatial characteristics and features within regions5, giving particular attention to 
areas identified in the bioregionalisation; 

• identification of areas that might be used to achieve the conservation objectives 
identified in paragraph 62; 

• determination of areas requiring interim protection. 

108. The workshop agreed that these tasks should be attempted with a ‘desktop study’6 in 
the first instance.  It was noted that a number of organisations and individuals are already 
proceeding with analyses that might facilitate the large-scale bioregionalisation as well as 
small-scale delineation of provinces, such as for Heard Island and McDonald Islands, Prince 
Edward Islands and the Ross Sea.  It also agreed that the designation of protected areas need 
not wait for an entire system to be specified. 

109. Table 2 lists the types of data that might be used in a process to determine key 
bioregions and provinces in a bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean.  The table is drawn 
from Table 1 of WS-MPA-05/15 on the work being undertaken for determining a large MPA 
around South Africa’s sub-Antarctic Prince Edward Islands.  It also draws on the material and 
approach used in developing the conservation report on the Heard Island region indicated in 
WS-MPA-05/7.  As described in WS-MPA-05/15, these data can be used to delineate  
 

                                                 
4  Bioregionalisation is a process to classify marine areas from a range of data on environmental attributes.  The 

process results in a set of bioregions, each reflecting a unifying set of major environmental influences which 
shape the occurrence of biota and their interaction with the physical environment.  Reference: adapted from 
‘Interim biogeographic regionalisation for Australia (IBRA)’ 1997 (www.deh.gov.au/parks/nrs/ibra). 

 A recent marine bioregionalisation process is described in ‘Australia’s South-east Marine Region: A User’s 
Guide to Identifying Candidate Areas for a Regional Representative System of Marine Protected Areas’ by 
Commonwealth of Australia 2003  

 (www.deh.gov.au/coasts/mpa/southeast/publications/identifying/index.html). 
 An example of bioregionalisation outcomes can be seen in Butler, A., P. Harris, V. Lyne, A. Heap, 

V. Passlow and R. Smith.  2001.  An interim, draft bioregionalisation for the continental slope and deeper 
waters of the South-east Marine Region of Australia.  Report to the National Oceans Office, CSIRO Marine 
Research and Geoscience Australia  

 (www.oceans.gov.au/pdf/SE%20Bioregionalisation%20Final%20Report.pdf). 
5  See Butler et al. (2001) for a description of the hierarchy of classifications within biogeographic provinces. 
6  A ‘desktop study’ is the collation and synthesis of existing data and information, including expert knowledge, 

o undertake analyses and draw conclusions on a topic of interest.  It does not include the acquisition of new 
field data or the undertaking of extensive statistical and modelling development. 

606  

http://www.deh.gov.au/parks/nrs/ibra
http://www.oceans.gov.au/pdf/SE%20Bioregionalisation%20Final%20Report.pdf


important patterns, areas in which important processes occur and areas where pressures may 
be arising now and/or in the future.  The workshop noted that some data may contribute to 
understanding one or more of the patterns, processes and/or pressures. 

110. Dr Gilbert showed how these types of data can be used to create a bioregionalisation 
by describing the Environmental Domains Analysis of the Antarctic Continent presented to 
CEP by New Zealand in 2005.  The workshop agreed that such an approach would be useful 
for combining the data into a single analysis but recognised that expert input would be 
essential.   

111. Dr Sharp cautioned that care needs to be taken in the use of particular terrestrial 
classification algorithms if applied to a bioregionalisation of dynamic marine environments.7

112. The workshop agreed that a variety of statistical techniques could be used to integrate 
the data and that experts in this area would need to correspond to determine an appropriate 
method for underpinning a bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean.  

113. A difficulty identified by the workshop is that the biological data will not have a 
universal coverage like data on geomorphology, ocean, climate and ice.  It was considered 
unlikely to restrict the larger-scale bioregionalisation.  However, it will be likely that some 
regions will be able to be subdivided into provinces before others because of differences in 
availability of small-scale data.  Nevertheless, an important task will be to determine areas 
that may need to be given interim protection so that existing activities do not compromise the 
long-term conservation of biodiversity while the process elaborated below is undertaken. 

114.  The workshop agreed that the process identified above will require a Steering 
Committee, including members of the Scientific Committee and CEP.  It would be useful if 
the work in paragraph 107 could be progressed for a workshop.  The aim of the workshop 
would be to advise on a bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean, including, where possible, 
advice on smaller-scale delineation of provinces and potential areas for protection to further 
the conservation objective of CCAMLR.  To that end, the workshop requested the Scientific 
Committee consider whether this work should be progressed within the work program of 
WG-EMM or whether it should be an independent process. 

115. An important role of the Steering Committee will be to involve appropriate experts 
from outside the Scientific Committee and CEP that could have data or expertise useful for 
the bioregionalisation. 

116. In developing this work program and recognising the relative expertise of the 
Scientific Committee and CEP, the workshop suggested that CEP be invited to undertake the 
initial work necessary to develop a bioregionalisation of the coastal provinces, as an extension 
of its terrestrial bioregionalisation work, while the Scientific Committee undertakes the initial 
work needed to delineate the oceanic provinces.  Such work would involve examination of 
both the benthic and pelagic systems in the respective areas. 

                                                 
7  A similar algorithm to that used for the Antarctic Environmental Domains Analysis was applied in the New 

Zealand EEZ.  The resulting classification does not always capture the important biological contrasts due to 
the difficulties involved in the integration of different types of data (e.g. biological versus physical, pattern 
versus process, large-scale versus small-scale) in an automated process. 
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117. As a result of these discussions, the workshop identified the following steps in the 
process leading to a workshop in 2008, noting that some of this work could occur in parallel 
rather than sequentially: 

(i) collate existing data on coastal provinces, including benthic and pelagic features; 

(ii) collate existing data on oceanic provinces, including benthic and pelagic 
features; 

(iii) determine the statistical analyses required to facilitate a bioregionalisation, 
including the use of empirical, model and expert data; 

(iv) develop a broad-scale bioregionalisation based on existing datasets and other 
datasets possibly available prior to the workshop; 

(v) delineate fine-scale provinces within regions, where possible; 

(vi) establish a procedure for identifying areas for protection to further the 
conservation objectives of CCAMLR. 

118. The workshop recommended that the Steering Committee be given the following 
terms of reference: 

1.  To facilitate collaboration between the CCAMLR Scientific Committee and CEP 
in this work. 

2.  To facilitate the involvement of appropriate experts in this work. 

3.  To coordinate and facilitate: 

(i) collating existing data on coastal provinces, including benthic and pelagic 
features and processes; 

(ii) collating existing data on oceanic provinces, including benthic and pelagic 
features and processes; 

(iii) determining the analyses required to facilitate a bioregionalisation, 
including the use of empirical, model and expert data; 

(iv) developing a broad-scale bioregionalisation based on existing datasets and 
other datasets possibly available prior to the workshop; 

(v) delineating fine-scale provinces within regions, where possible; 

(vi) establishing a procedure for identifying areas for protection to further the 
conservation objectives of CCAMLR. 

4.  To organise a workshop to establish a bioregionalisation for the CCAMLR 
Convention Area and to consolidate advice on a system of protected areas. 
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119. In discussing these scientific requirements, the workshop noted the potential synergies 
in the future between this work and work undertaken in WG-FSA and WG-EMM on the 
spatial components of fisheries and ecosystem function (e.g. areas of high productivity, 
foraging areas, movement and dispersal patterns). 

ADVICE TO THE SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE 

120. In accordance with instructions from the Commission (CCAMLR-XXIII, 
paragraph 4.13) and the Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXIII, paragraphs 3.51 to 3.53), 
the CCAMLR Workshop on Marine Protected Areas met at NOAA National Marine Fisheries 
Service in Silver Spring, MD, USA, from 29 August to 1 September 2005.  Terms of 
reference are provided in paragraph 6. 

121. The workshop agreed that advice on the application of MPAs as related to Articles II 
and IX of the Convention would be provided to Members at the 2005 meeting of the 
Scientific Committee. 

Term of reference (i) to review current principles and 
practices related to the establishment of MPAs 

122. The workshop agreed that the NRSMPA, which included three elements referred to as 
the comprehensive, adequate and representative (CAR) system, provided one candidate 
approach to the designation of MPAs that may have applications in terms of principles and 
criteria, to CCAMLR’s consideration of MPAs in the Southern Ocean (paragraphs 12 to 14). 

123.  The workshop noted that South Africa’s Prince Edward Islands MPA process also 
provided a useful case study on the establishment of MPAs within the CCAMLR Convention 
Area (paragraph 15). 

124. Within the CCAMLR context, the workshop recognised the need to develop a strategic 
approach to MPA design and implementation throughout the Southern Ocean notably in 
relation to a system of protected areas described below (paragraphs 16 and 66 to 70).  It also 
recognised that there was a strong need for collaboration at technical and policy levels to 
further develop the MPA concept in the Southern Ocean.  Relevant bodies in such a dialogue 
would include key elements of the Treaty System (CEP and the ATCM) as well as SCAR, 
SCOR, Observers to CCAMLR, intergovernmental and non-governmental organisations 
(paragraph 17). 

125. The workshop suggested that establishing a harmonised regime for the protection of 
the Antarctic marine environment across the ATS should be the primary aim but recognised 
that there would need to be a division between ATCM and CCAMLR on the management of 
different human activities in the region (paragraph 22). 
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Workshop Term of Reference (ii) to discuss how the use of MPAs 
could be used to contribute to furthering the objectives of CCAMLR 

126. Given the noted benefits of MPAs and the existing commitments of many, if not most, 
Members of CCAMLR to the establishment of representative networks of MPAs (e.g. in 
respect of the WSSD, the CBD, World Parks Congress etc.), the workshop concluded that 
MPAs had considerable potential for furthering CCAMLR’s objective in applications ranging 
from protection of ecosystem processes, habitats and biodiversity, to protection of species 
(including population and life history stages) (paragraphs 32 to 36). 

127. The workshop agreed that, overall, when viewed in relation to the IUCN categories of 
protected areas, the Convention Area as a whole would qualify as Category IV 
(Habitat/Species Management Area: protected area managed mainly for conservation through 
management intervention).  This is defined as an area of land and/or sea subject to active 
intervention for management purposes so as to ensure the maintenance of habitats and/or to 
meet the requirements of specific species (paragraph 47). 

128. The workshop commended the specific procedures and frameworks for planning 
biodiversity conservation outlined in the Guidelines for Establishing the Australian National 
Representative System of MPAs (NRSMPA), which had underpinned the establishment of the 
HIMI Marine Reserve.  It recognised that the principles involved, notably those relating to 
CAR, together with the use of precautionary approaches and wide consultation with 
appropriate interest groups, combined with flexible decision-making and review procedures, 
and the capacity to designate areas for interim protection, were fundamental to the 
development of protected area networks in regional seas.  They would be equally essential to 
similar undertakings in high-seas areas (paragraphs 48 to 60). 

129. The workshop agreed that conservation outcomes appropriate for achieving the 
objectives in CCAMLR Article II would include the maintenance of biological diversity as 
well as the maintenance of ecosystem processes (see paragraphs 61 to 64 for detail). 

130. It was agreed (paragraph 62) that attention may need to be given to the need for, inter 
alia, protection of: 

• representative areas; 

• scientific areas to assist with distinguishing between the effects of harvesting and 
other activities from natural ecosystem changes as well as providing opportunities 
for understanding the Antarctic marine ecosystem without interference; 

• areas potentially vulnerable to impacts by human activities, to mitigate those 
impacts and/or ensure the sustainability of the rational use of marine living 
resources. 

131. It was noted that some areas in the Southern Ocean may have predictable features that 
are critical to the function of local ecosystems.  The workshop agreed that such areas would 
be appropriate to be included in a system of protected areas.  Some participants felt that this 
should be considered as an objective in its own right, as follows (paragraph 63): 

The protection or maintenance of important ecosystem processes, in locations where 
those processes are amenable to spatial protection. 

610  


	Extract from the SC report 2005 on MPA workshop.pdf
	Marine Protected Areas
	General
	Review of advice from MPA Workshop
	ToR (i) to review current principles and practices related to the establishment of MPAs 
	ToR (ii) to discuss how MPAs could be used to contribute to furthering the objectives of CCAMLR 
	ToR (iii) to consider proposals that are currently under development or in a conceptual phase that relate to MPAs  in the Convention Area 
	ToR (iv) to discuss the types of scientific information that may be required  for the development of MPAs to further the objectives of CCAMLR, including the identification of biophysical regions across the Convention Area 



	Extract from the SC report 2006 on MPAs.pdf
	Management of protected areas
	Advice to the Commission


	Extract from the SC report 2007 on Bioregionalisation.pdf
	Workshop on Bioregionalisation

	Extract of WG-EMM report 2008 on Protected Area Management.pdf
	FOCUS TOPIC: DISCUSSION TO PROGRESS THE IMPLEMENTATION OF SPATIAL MANAGEMENT MEASURES THAT AIM TO FACILITATE THE CONSERVATION OF MARINE BIODIVERSITY
	Background
	Identifying vulnerable marine ecosystems
	Defining candidate marine protected areas
	Developing a harmonised approach
	Work plan
	Key points for consideration by the Scientific Committee and its working groups


	Extract from the SC report 2008 on Bioregionalisation.pdf
	Management of protected areas

	2005 CCAMLR MPA Workshop report.pdf
	INTRODUCTION 
	OPENING OF THE WORKSHOP 
	ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND WORKSHOP ORGANISATION 
	WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES 
	REVIEW OF CURRENT PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES RELATED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF MPAS 
	General principles and guidelines 
	Economics of MPAs 
	Current instruments and agreements 
	Research papers/summary papers/abstracts 
	THE USE OF MPAS TO FURTHERING THE OBJECTIVES OF CCAMLR 
	Principles involved in the identification of potential MPAs in the Convention Area 
	Examples of protected areas in the Convention Area 

	PROPOSALS THAT ARE CURRENTLY UNDER DEVELOPMENT OR IN A CONCEPTUAL PHASE THAT RELATE TO MPAS IN THE CONVENTION AREA 
	Area around Prince Edward Islands 
	Area around Anvers Island, Antarctic Peninsula 
	Interpretation of ATCM Decision 9 (2005) 
	Balleny Islands area 

	SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF MPAS AND IDENTIFICATION OF BIOPHYSICAL REGIONS ACROSS THE CONVENTION AREA 
	ADVICE TO THE SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE 
	Term of reference (i) to review current principles and practices related to the establishment of MPAs 
	Workshop Term of Reference (ii) to discuss how the use of MPAs could be used to contribute to furthering the objectives of CCAMLR 
	Term of reference (iii) to consider proposals that are currently under development or in a conceptual phase that relate to MPAs in the Convention Area 
	Term of Reference (iv) to discuss the types of scientific information that may be required for the development of MPAs to further the objectives of CCAMLR, including the identification of biophysical regions across the Convention Area 

	CLOSE OF THE WORKSHOP 





