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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and objectives 

In January 2016, The Victorian Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water 
announced the membership of the Gippsland Lakes Coordinating Committee (GLCC) and 
launched the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar Site Management Plan (GLRSMP) (Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning 2015). The GLCC is tasked with making 
recommendations to the Minister on specific funding priorities for the Gippsland Lakes, 
guided by the existing regional waterway strategies for East and West Gippsland and the 
GLRSMP. 
 
The objectives of the GLCC (with respect to this priorities plan) are: 

 To maintain or improve the health of the Gippsland Lakes 

 To foster cooperation and coordination between agencies and organisations with an 
interest in the health of the Gippsland Lakes 

 To promote awareness of and participation by communities in the management of 
the Gippsland Lakes. 

 To maximise outcomes through leveraging investments. 
 
The management of the Gippsland Lakes is complex, with many management plans, 
strategies and agencies working together to achieve positive outcomes for the environment, 
community and business. A priorities plan is required to help the GLCC to maximise 
environmental outcomes for the Lakes by identifying the highest priority management 
actions for the next five years (2016 – 2021) and providing a transparent framework for 
allocation of funding.    
 

1.2 Development of the priorities plan 

The Gippsland Lakes Priorities Plan has been developed with the GLCC and Delivery 
Managers (managers from DELWP, Parks Victoria, East Gippsland CMA, West Gippsland CMA, 
East Gippsland Shire, Wellington Shire Council and GLaWAC). The process is illustrated in 
Figure 1 and started with a review of the Gippsland Lakes Environment Fund (GLEF) to 
identify existing projects and lessons learned from the past three years of implementation in 
the Gippsland Lakes. The outputs of the review of the GLEF together with a review of 
existing plans and strategies were used as inputs to a gap analysis. The gap analysis informed 
the identification of high level priority actions for the next five years. 
 
The GLRSMP contains high level management strategies that could each be addressed 
through a number of different programs and projects. To this end, a process for 
transparently and objectively assessing funding applications has been developed. 
 



 

 2 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Process for developing the Gippsland Lakes Priorities Plan.  
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2 Review of the GLEF 

This is a summary of the outcomes of the review of the GLEF, the full review can be found in 
Appendix 1. 
 

2.1 Method 

The review of the Gippsland Lakes projects funded through the GLEF was completed to 
inform the Gippsland Lakes Priorities Plan, identifying gaps in the delivery of the objectives 
and taking learnings from the process to better inform the Gippsland Lakes Coordinating 
Committee. This review is not a formal evaluation or acquittal of the GLEF. 
 
The review was undertaken as two parts; 
 

1. A desktop review of the GLEF funded programs against the 17 KMAs in the business 
plan, and their contributions to meeting the objectives of the GLES; and 

2. A series of stakeholder interviews with delivery partners in the form of an after 
action review which asked: 

 What worked well and why? 

 What went wrong and why? 

 What would you do differently next time to improve the process? 
 

2.2 Results: Desktop review 

The desktop reviewed showed that projects were funded across all four business strategies 
(Coordination and Planning Strategy, Operational Support Strategy, Ecosystem Monitoring, 
Investigation and Future Research Strategy and Community / Stakeholder Education, 
Advocacy and Communication Strategy); and most of the key management actions were 
addressed, with only a small number of gaps. 
 

2.3 Results: Stakeholder interviews 

GLEF delivery managers participated in an email / telephone conversation to provide 
feedback. The general feedback about the program was: 
What worked well - it was well managed with excellent operational support, the program 
has a strong strategic focus, good knowledge exchange and the integration of environmental, 
social and economic outcomes. 
 
What could be improved – individual project scoping and management, reporting and 
financial management, selection of priority projects and the capture, retention and sharing 
of data.  
 

2.4 Outcomes and recommendations 

The outcomes from the desktop review and delivery manager interviews have been 
integrated into three broad themes: 
 
Project management and reporting 

 Projects that require high technical skills and support are sourced; and projects are 
managed consistently (EGCMA currently considering future resources) 

 Consider milestone payments at quarterly intervals for large projects  (to be 
incorporated in future service level agreements) 

 Set clear benchmarks for assessing the success of the entire five year program and 
develop a reporting template that captures relevant information. This could include:  

 delivery partners and integration with other projects 

 in-kind contributions and leverage of funding from other sources 
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 communication and engagement activities (all to be incorporated into final reporting 
template) 

 
Project selection 

 Consider GLES key management actions not fully addressed in the priorities plan for 
future funding. 

 Ensure a transparent and rigorous process that matches funding of individual 
projects to the objectives of the broader five year programs “improve or maintain 
the health of the Lakes”.  

 Ensure that future funding is linked to strategic planning and that the call for funds 
and project selection process is clear, transparent and defensible. 

 Continue the integrative nature of projects by ensuring that all project partners 
understand their project in the context of the whole package of projects and 
facilitate collaborative partnerships (to be included in the criteria of the priorities 
plan). 

 
Information management  

 Maintain a knowledge exchange program with regular (twice yearly) forums that 
involve all relevant delivery organisations / managers (planning to continue the 
knowledge exchange forums). 

 Continue community engagement through periodic field days, school visits and the 
“Love our Lakes” website. 

 Future monitoring of projects needs to allow for the assessment of the effectiveness 
of projects in achieving the objectives of the broader program (e.g. contributions to 
the health of the Gippsland Lakes). 

 Create opportunities to share and integrate project outputs and monitoring data 
across the Gippsland Lakes catchment (considering integrated spatial project). 
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3 Gap analysis 

3.1 Background 

The East and West Gippsland Waterway Strategies and the GLRSMP identified priority 
management actions through rigorous processes that involved: 
 

 Identification of values 

 Risk assessment 

 Development of targets / benchmarks 

 Assessment of current condition 

 A comparison of current condition against benchmarks / targets; and 

 Identification of actions to address risk and meet the targets / benchmarks. 
 
In effect the management actions and strategies within these plans are already a set of 
priorities. However, the reality is that there will be insufficient resources for implementation 
of all identified management actions in 2016 - 2021. The Gippsland Lakes Priorities Plan does 
not replicate any of the previous work in identifying priority actions; rather it seeks to build 
on these processes to refine the list to a smaller number of priorities that can be addressed 
in the next five years.  
 
This has been achieved through a consolidation of relevant management actions and 
strategies in existing plans, a cross reference against works already undertaken or that have 
funding committed for implementation and identification of gaps. 
 

3.2 Method 

3.2.1 Relevant plans and strategies 

Although the primary guiding documents for the GLCC are the East and West Gippsland 
Waterway Strategies and the GLRSMP, there are a number of other relevant plans and 
strategies that were identified by the GLCC and Delivery Managers for inclusion in this 
review. The review of existing plans and strategies focussed on those that are: 
 

 Current, 

 Endorsed, and 

 Contain actions / strategies that are directly related to the health of the Gippsland 
Lakes. 

 
Plans identified for inclusion in the review and gap analysis were: 

 Gippsland Lakes Ramsar Site Management Plan (GLRSMP) 

 East and West Gippsland Waterway Strategies 

 Draft Parks Victoria/Traditional Owners Management Board Joint Management 
Plan1 

 Gippsland Regional Coastal Plan 2015-20 
 
  

                                                           
1
 Note that the Gunaikurnai Whole of Country Plan was also reviewed, but was considered to be the overarching 

strategic document with management actions contained with the Joint Management Plan.  



 

 6 

3.2.2 Themes 

The GLCC identified four themes from the GLRSMP as core themes for the Gippsland Lakes 
Priorities Plan, with priority management actions to be identified separately under each 
theme2: 
 

 Maintaining and restoring habitats 

 Protecting fauna 

 Managing nutrients and sediments 

 Managing water regimes 
 
Relevant actions and strategies from each of the identified plans were assigned to one of the 
four themes. Where actions crossed theme boundaries, the theme that was considered to 
best represent the action was selected. Actions and strategies that were not relevant to any 
of the themes were considered to be of lower priority and excluded. 
 

3.2.3 Analysis 

The review identified projects and programs that have been implemented since 2013 (the 
start of the Gippsland Lakes Environment Fund) as well as future projects for which 
resources have been allocated. These were cross-referenced to the actions and strategies 
complied from the review of existing plans to identify gaps. Actions and strategies were 
assigned to one of the following categories: 
 

1. Fully implemented – action has been complete with existing or future committed 
works and no further action is required in the next five years. 

2. Partially implemented – some works have been undertaken, but the action / 
strategy remains a priority. 

3. Ongoing – the action / strategy is one that requires continual works (e.g. pest plant 
and animal control) and remains a priority. 

4. Gap – no works identified as contributing to the strategy / action 
 

3.3 Results 

The full gap analysis and assessment are provided in Appendix 2. A total of 70 management 
actions and strategies related to the four core themes were identified from existing plans.  
 
A small number of actions were assessed as “complete”, including an assessment of seagrass 
extent, estuary opening protocols for Lake Tyers and an assessment of wetland watering 
infrastructure requirements (Heart Morass and Dowd Morass). Fifteen actions were 
identified as partial gaps, having some works undertaken, but not fully implemented. This 
includes investigations into toxicants in the Lakes, approvals processes for infrastructure in 
the Lower Latrobe Wetlands and protection for wildlife such as birds and dolphins. More 
than half of the identified actions and strategies were assessed as requiring ongoing 
commitments. These were mostly related to pest plant and animal control, nutrient and 
sediment reduction measures and environmental watering. Nine actions were identified as 
gaps, having no committed works since 2013. These were mostly related to investigation to 
fill knowledge gaps. Two of these gaps were deferred as lower priorities as they are not 
specific to the Gippsland Lakes and are being addressed through broader research projects 
at State or National levels. These were actions related to carp and invasive fish management 
and the habitat requirements of the threatened species Australian Grayling. 

                                                           
2
 The remaining themes of the GLRSMP related to integrating Aboriginal knowledge; Community education, 

participation and awareness (CEPA); and Research were considered to cross the core themes and should be 
integrated into all projects and programs. These have been translated into the criteria for assessing funding 
applications (section 4).  
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3.4 Priority strategies and actions 

The outcomes of the gap analysis, together with gaps identified in the review of the GLEF 
were used to identify priority actions for the GLCC 2016 – 2021. Similar actions / strategies 
across multiple plans, have been consolidated resulting in a total of 18 priority management 
actions / strategies (Table 1). 
 
Table 1: Priorities  
Theme Priority actions / strategies 

Maintaining and 
restoring habitats 

Investigate the risk and potential mitigation strategies for climate change impacts 
to ecological character of the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar site. 

Investigate options for improving the ecological condition of Lake Wellington 

Fence and revegetate lake and estuary shoreline; including the silt jetties 

Protect and restore habitat at little tern and fairy tern nesting and post-breeding 
sites. Manage sea spurge at little tern and fairy tern nesting sites 

Actively manage priority pest plants (Implement the Pest Plant and Animal 
Strategy) 

Monitor and where possible control off-road vehicle use at priority locations within 
the Ramsar site 

Undertake research into the ecological consequences of algal blooms 

Protecting fauna Assess the distribution of heavy metals and other contaminants (including 
mercury) in the Gippsland Lakes and the level of risk (i.e. bioavailability). 

Investigate priority species and locations for waterbird breeding and migratory 
wader refuges within the Ramsar site.  

Control introduced predators in priority bird areas (Implement the Pest Plant and 
Animal Strategy) 

Investigate the risk posed by human disturbance to migratory waders develop and 
implement feasible actions to address the risks 

Develop and implement a public awareness campaign to reduce harassment and 
boating injuries to Burrunan dolphins 

Consolidate, refine and promote fisheries management arrangements to ensure a 
sustainable fishery 

Implement an introduced marine pest strategy for the Gippsland Lakes 

Managing nutrients and 
sediments 

Reduce nutrient and sediment loads to the Gippsland Lakes through riparian, in-
stream and catchment works to improve water quality of river flows to the 
Gippsland Lakes. 

Investigate the impacts of altered freshwater inflows on nutrient cycling and 
productivity in the Deep Lakes, including thresholds for change 

Investigate the impact of high nutrient and sediment loads to fresh and variably 
saline wetlands following bushfires 

Managing water 
regimes 

Undertake regular planning, delivery, monitoring and evaluation of the use of 
environmental water entitlements in the lower Latrobe wetlands (Sale Common, 
Heart Morass, Dowd Morass) and the Latrobe River estuary. 

Investigate and implement actions that facilitate effective management of the 
water and salt regimes of priority fringing wetlands, including Sale Common, Heart 
Morass, Dowd Morass, Lake Reeve and Macleod Morass.  

Maintain and where necessary improve hydrological connectivity and freshwater 
inflows to the Gippsland Lakes for fish migration and breeding. 
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4 Assessing funding applications 

The priority actions and strategies identified through the gap analysis and GLEF review are 
largely high level and multiple projects could be developed to address each. A two-step 
prioritisation process has been developed to guide the GLCC in assessing funding 
applications (Figure 2): 
 

1. Eligibility filters ensure that projects are contained within a priority to the GLCC; and 
2. A set of prioritisation criteria to rank remaining projects. 

 

 
Figure 2: Prioritisation process 
 

4.1 Eligibility filters 

There are two eligibility criteria, if these are not met, then the project is rejected and no 
further action occurs. 
 
Does the project directly target a high priority value or threat as identified in the Gippsland 
Lakes Ramsar Site Management Plan (Table 2 and Table 3)? 

 If yes, proceed to question 2, if no, project is rejected. 
 

1. Does the project directly address a priority action (Table 1)? 

 If yes, proceed to prioritisation criteria and scoring, if no, project is rejected. 
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Table 2: Priority values in mega-habitats of the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar site (DELWP 
20163). 
Value Mega-habitats 
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Marine sub-tidal beds (seagrass) H H     

Coastal lagoons (open water phytoplankton) H H     

Fringing freshwater wetlands   H    

Fringing brackish wetlands    H   

Saltmarsh     H  

Abundance & diversity of waterbirds H H   H  

Threatened species: Little tern and fairy tern H      

Abundance and diversity of native fish      H 

Waterbird breeding H  H H   

Burrunan dolphin (Tursiops australis) H H    H 

Geomorphic features (silt jetties)      H 

 
Table 3: Priority threats for each mega-habitat of the Gippsland Lakes Ramsar site (DELWP 
20163). 
Threat Mega-habitats 
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Nutrient inflows from agricultural activities in the catchment H H     

Development on the shores affecting visual amenity H H    H 

Foxes and cats predating on waterbirds H      

Climate change (storms and sea level rise) affects silt jetties      H 

Climate change (storms and sea level rise) impacts vegetation H H   H  

Non-native invasive species (sea spurge) affects terns nesting H      

Non-native invasive plant species affects native flora and habitat   H    

Native invasive species (e.g. Typha) affects flora diversity and habitat   H    

Decreased freshwater inflows – impacts on breeding triggers for 
estuarine fish 

     H 

Decreased freshwater inflows – altered water regimes impacts flora 
and fauna 

  H H  H 

Decreased freshwater inflows – increased salinity impacts flora and 
fauna 

 H H H   

Disturbance of shorebirds and / or nesting birds by people and dogs H    H  

Vessels affecting the behaviour and condition of dolphins H      

Recreational vehicles causing physical damage to vegetation and 
habitat 

  H H H H 

Grazing and trampling on riparian/coastal habitats from deer pigs and 
rabbits  

   H  H 

 
 

                                                           
3
 DELWP 2016. Gippsland Lakes Ramsar Management Plan. Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning, Victoria. 
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4.2 Criteria and scoring 

Projects that meet the two eligibility criteria are then ranked by applying seven criteria that 
are related to the objectives of the GLCC and cost effectiveness (Table 4).  Funding 
applications will be assessed and assigned a score of 1 to 3 for each criterion. Scores are 
then summed to produce an overall score for each project. 
 
Table 4: Criteria for scoring proposals.  

Criteria Description Score 

1. Integrating Aboriginal 
knowledge and management 

Low priority: Project does not provide opportunities for Aboriginal 
participation or knowledge exchange 

1 

Medium priority: Project involves some Aboriginal participation in the 
delivery of the project and / or contributes to the principles in the 

Gunaikurnai Whole-of-Country Plan
4
. 

2 

High priority: Project involves Aboriginal participation in the design 
and delivery of the project and directly contributes to the principles in 
the Gunaikurnai Whole-of-Country Plan. 

3 

2. Foster cooperation and 
coordination between 
agencies and organisations 
with an interest in the health 
of the Gippsland Lakes 

Low priority: Project is undertaken by a single organisation. 1 

Medium priority: Project involves two organisations working 
collaboratively. 

2 

High priority: Project involves organisations across three or more 
groups: government agencies, NGOs, research organisations, industry 
partners.  

3 

3. Promote awareness of and 
participation by communities 
in the management of the 
Gippsland Lakes 

Low priority: No CEPA activity involved in the project and low 
potential for community engagement. 

1 

Medium priority: Some opportunity for CEPA activities, but at the 

lower end of the IAP2 framework
5
. 

2 

High priority: CEPA activities integrated into the project with a higher 
level of collaboration as per the IAP2 framework. 

3 

4. Maximise outcomes 
through leveraging 
investments 

Low priority: Project is stand-alone with few opportunities for 
leverage or in-kind contributions. 

1 

Medium priority: Project presents some in-kind contributions or 
opportunities for leverage (< 60%) 

2 

High priority: Project demonstrates significant leverage opportunities 
with 60% or more of the funding / resources from external sources 

3 

5. Likely impact of the 
proposed project 

Low priority: The project impact will be low (level of environmental 
benefits relative to ‘do nothing’), 

1 

Medium priority: The project impact will be medium (level of 
environmental benefits relative to ‘do nothing’), 

2 

High priority: The project impact will be high (level of 
environmental benefits relative to ‘do nothing’) 

3 

6. Connectivity to the lakes 
(Likely effectiveness to 
improving the health of the 
lakes) 

Low priority: There is no technical evidence to support this project in 
improving the health of the Gippsland Lakes. 

1 

Medium priority:  There is at least one piece of technical evidence to 
support this project in improving the health of the Gippsland Lakes.  

2 

High priority: There are two or more pieces of technical evidence that 
supports this project in improving the health of the Gippsland Lakes. 

3 

7. Value for money (consider 
value/ importance of the 
asset, issue being addressed 
by the project and likely 
impact relative to that value 
considering risk and 
feasibility) 

Low priority: The project represents poor value for money (that is the 
cost for expected benefits to the health of the lakes is high). 
 

1 

Medium priority: The project represents moderate value for money. 
 

2 

High priority: The project represents excellent value for money (that 
is the cost for expected benefits to the health of the lakes is low). 

3 

                                                           
4
 Gunaikurnai Land and Waters Aboriginal Corporation, 2015, Gunaikurnai Whole-of-Country Plan, GLaWAC, 

Bairnsdale. 
5
 IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum https://www.iap2.org.au/documents/item/84  

https://www.iap2.org.au/documents/item/84
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Appendix 1: Review of the GLEF 

Background 

The Gippsland Lakes Environmental Strategy (GLES) was endorsed by the Minister for 
Environment and Climate Change and Minister for Rural and Regional development in April 
2013. The GLES set broad strategic directions for management of the health of the 
Gippsland Lakes and included governance strategies to assist the Gippsland Lakes Ministerial 
Advisory Committee (GLMAC) in effectively delivering its functions under the Terms of 
Reference.  
 
A business plan was developed in 2013 to guide the implementation of the GLES and provide 
investment recommendations for funding allocations from the Gippsland Lakes Environment 
Fund (GLEF) to December 2016. The Business Plan established 17 Key Management Actions 
(KMAs) across four business strategies to meet the objectives and vision of the GLES. 
 
The projects funded through the GLEF are due to be completed December 2016 and this 
short report documents a summary of the program of works completed under the business 
plan over the past three years.  
 

Method 

This review of the GLEF program of works involved two lines of enquiry: 
 

3. A desktop review of the GLEF funded programs against the 17 KMAs in the business 
plan, and their contributions to meeting the objectives of the GLES; and 

4. A series of stakeholder interviews with delivery partners in the form of an after 
action review which asked: 

 What worked well and why? 

 What went wrong and why? 

 What would you do differently next time to improve the process? 
 

Results: Desktop review 

The GLEF provided $8.3 million to 72 projects in a program of works from April 2013. Data 
provided by East Gippsland CMA in February 2016 indicated that two thirds of funded 
projects had been successfully completed, with the remaining projects due for completion 
between June and December 2016. 
 
Projects were funded across the four business strategies, and the majority of KMAs (Table 5). 
The largest proportion of funds (55% of the total) was provided for the Operational Support 
Strategy, followed by Ecosystem Monitoring, Investigation and Future Research Strategy 
(22%; Error! Reference source not found.).  Similar, there was an uneven distribution across 
KMAs, with nearly half the total GLEF budget provided for KMA 5 “Support good catchment 
management practices in all catchment areas across all land uses” and a further 20 % to 
KMA 12 “Undertake monitoring, research and investigation to better understand ecological 
threatening processes to the Gippsland Lakes” (Error! Reference source not found.). Both of 
which were identified high priorities in the GLES. 
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Figure 3: GLEF distribution across the four business strategies. 
 

 
Figure 4: GLEF distribution across the 17 key management actions (KMAs). 
 
While the majority of KMAs were addressed by GLEF projects, there are a small number of 
gaps:  

 There were no projects associated with KMA 11 “Undertake research into 
the ecological consequences of algal blooms”. 

 KMA 7 “Consolidate, refine and promote fisheries management 
arrangements to ensure a sustainable fishery” is only partially addressed by 
a project that assessed the social and economic values of fishing.  

 KMA 13 “Investigate the impacts of climate change on the ecological 
character of the Gippsland Lakes” is only partially addressed by the renewal 
of the Ramsar Site Management Plan, which assessed risks from climate 
change as part of a broader risk assessment framework. 

 
Over 35 different delivery managers were responsible for GLEF projects, with the largest 
recipients of funds being non-government organisations, East and West Gippsland CMA and 
research organisations (Error! Reference source not found.). An assessment of the number 
and types of projects that involved multiple organisations working cooperatively was not 
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possible as many organisations that were involved in delivery of projects were engaged 
directly by the delivery manager organisation and not documented systematically. 
Interviews with delivery managers indicated that a large proportion of projects involved 
multiple organisations and stakeholders.  
 

 
Figure 5: GLEF distribution across different types of delivery organisations. 
 
One of the roles of the GLMAC in overseeing the implementation of the GLES and GLEF was 
to “seek opportunities to leverage increased resources and funding to improve the health of 
the lakes and implement the Environmental Strategy”.  While a number of delivery partners 
that were interviewed for this review mentioned in-kind contributions and leverage of funds 
from other sources (see below), this information was not systematically captured and so 
could not be quantified. 
 
While an assessment of projects implemented and successfully completed was possible with 
the available data, an assessment of the effectiveness of these in achieving (or contributing) 
to the vision and objectives of the GLES was not possible.  Data was captured on operational 
outcomes such as number of hectares re-vegetated / weeded or kilometres of fence 
installed.  Some programs had embedded monitoring programs to determine the survival 
rate of planted species or the volume of environmental water delivered to inform adaptive 
management of on-ground actions. However, there was no dedicated monitoring of the 
health of the Lakes or the effectiveness of the funded programs in maintaining or improving 
the health of the Lakes. 
 
Data that was collected in dedicated monitoring programs on flora and fauna or water 
quality is mostly stored by the delivery organisations within their own in-house systems. 
Attempts to extract that data to gather a snap-shot of the condition of the Lakes or 
improvements in indicators of health proved difficult. 
 

Results: Stakeholder interviews 

GLEF delivery managers were contacted and asked on a voluntary basis to participate in an 
after action review of the GLEF / GLES by email or telephone conversation. The vast majority 
of those contacted expressed a willingness to participate and provided good insights into the 
process and some clear recommendations for the future funding process. Comments have 
been consolidated into general themes. 
 

Delivery	organisa on	

Non-government	
organisa ons	
Local	government	

Catchment	Management	
Authori es	
Parks	Victoria	

Other	State	Government	

Universi es	/	Research	
organsia ons	
Private	/	other	
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What worked 

Well managed and excellent operational support - Almost without exception, delivery 
managers praised the skills and dedication of the GLMAC Executive Officers (Martin and 
Heather).  They indicated that as a team Martin and Heather were central to the success of 
the GLEF and provided a clear point of contact for questions, ideas and issues. Their in-depth 
understanding across projects, the GLES, GLEF and GLMAC facilitated coordination between 
projects, and communication between different delivery organisations; maximising 
opportunities for collaboration and learning from different projects. It was often mentioned 
that they were always available, totally focussed on the GLEF / GLES and ensured everything 
progressed in a timely manner. Many participants commented that the role of having a 
dedicated team or person who was responsible only for GLEF projects couldn’t be 
overstated. 
 
Strong strategic focus – the majority of delivery managers indicated that the strong strategic 
direction set by the GLES and business plan provided a solid foundation for the entire 
program of works. Funding applications required assessment against the objectives of the 
GLES and the priorities identified in the business plan, providing a measure of rigour to the 
process. A couple of managers indicated that without this strong strategic process, there 
was the potential for the perception of subjective and self-serving funding of projects, which 
is a risk in the Gippsland Lakes, where community scrutiny is high. 
 
Knowledge exchange – A number of delivery managers commented on the broad scale of 
the GLES and the holistic integrated approach to delivery as being a key success. Many 
mentioned the value of the regular knowledge exchange forums between different 
organisations and projects and the broader dissemination of information to the community 
and schools programs. Some NGO partners indicated that the forums allowed for work 
undertaken by researchers to be used in adaptively managing their on-ground works. 
 
Integration of environmental, social and economic outcomes – Most delivery managers 
indicated that they felt part of a broader project that was looking across the entirety of the 
Gippsland Lakes and Catchment. Many praised the expansive and integrated nature of 
projects and the landscape context. Many also indicated they had formed strong working 
partnerships with a wide range of organisations through their projects. Almost all projects 
achieved their stated outcomes and delivery managers felt proud of the achievements of 
their teams. 
 

What could be improved 

With a few notable exceptions, participating delivery managers were reluctant to identify 
clear things that went wrong, but preferred to couch feedback in terms of recommended 
improvements. Therefore the two final questions of what went wrong and why; and what 
would you do differently; have been consolidated below. 
 
Individual project scoping and management – a small minority of delivery managers felt 
that their projects were not clearly scoped, suffered from shifting benchmarks and priorities 
and were internally poorly managed (manly due to high staff turnover). Others suggested 
that there was a lag in setting up the funding process then a scramble to fund projects in a 
short time. This could lead to projects that had not been well scoped and planned receiving 
funding. 
 
Reporting and financial management – A number of delivery managers indicated that the 
financial payments were overly complicated and too frequent; with many projects funded 
on a monthly time scale. In addition, a solid reporting template that captures the 
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information likely to be required / desired for assessing the success of not just individual 
projects, but the entire GLEF / GLES as a whole could have been easily established.   
 
Selecting priority projects – there was a wide variety of views on the types of projects that 
should be funded, but consensus that they should be matched to the objectives of the 
overarching project. A few delivery managers mentioned that research projects should be 
focussed on providing information that can be directly used to improve the management of 
the Lakes. Others indicated that on-ground actions should have to demonstrate their 
effectiveness in achieving stated environmental outcomes (e.g. works in the catchment that 
are aimed at reducing nutrients and sediments should have to include some sort of 
monitoring that establishes cause and effect relationships). 
 
Capture and retention of data – a number of people commented that they needed to 
provide spatial data with their reports (e.g. shape files and point locations of restoration 
works). It seems, however, that these have not been integrated or stored in an effective 
manner, but rather are still sitting on individual storage devices such as dvds or memory 
sticks. Similarly, data collected in flora and fauna monitoring programs is not integrated in 
any manner and mostly lies with the delivery agency. 
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Table 5: Business strategies, KMAs and projects funded under the GLEF. 
Strategy Key Management Actions Projects 

Coordination and 
Planning (CP) 
Strategy 

KMA1. - Prepare a ‘sustainable 
development plan’ for the Gippsland Lakes 
and foreshores. 

 Gippsland Lakes Sustainable Development Plan 

KMA2. - Critically examine options for a 
new governance model. 

 GLES/GLEF review and reporting  

 Governance review and recommendations 

KMA3. - Further develop the existing Lakes 
planning and development framework. 

 Paynesville Foreshore Management Plan 

 Eagle Point Foreshore Management Plan 

 Land Use Development/Catchment Policy (Tanjil Water Supply Catchment) 

Operational Support 
(OS) Strategy 
 

KMA4. - Support preparation of a waterway 
management plan (to manage boating 
activity and infrastructure) for the Lakes. 

 Environmentally Sustainable Boating Action Plan 

KMA5. - Support good catchment 
management practices in all catchment 
areas across all land uses. 

 Weed control – Lower Latrobe wetlands, Sale Common, Heart Morass and Dowds 
Morass 

 EGCMA  - Rehabilitating waterways flowing into the Gippsland Lakes (Stage 2) 

 Gippsland Care Groups - Caring for the Gippsland Lakes 

 Enhancing lower reaches of the Gippsland Lakes tributaries 

 Reducing the loads - Upper Latrobe River 

 Improving the Gippsland Lakes by reducing sedimentation through improved 
catchment management 

 Goose Gully rehabilitation - Eastwood 

 Core 4 - Supporting logic to on farm decision making. 

 Invasive Pest Plant and Animal Strategy 

 Innovative approaches to the restoration of the Lake Wellington Wetlands Stage 1 

 Shoreline protection and enhancement of key areas with the Gippsland Lakes 

 Shoreline protection and enhancement of key areas of the Mitchell River Silt Jetties 

 Genetic identification of salt-tolerant strains of Phragmites australis (Common Reed) 
for use in revegetation projects around the Gippsland Lakes. 

 Jones Bay nutrient reduction project 

 Whole farm planning 

KMA6. - Further investigate options to  Retaining topsoil and nutrients in the catchment through improved knowledge and 



 

 17 

Strategy Key Management Actions Projects 

increase the interception of nutrients, 
sediments and pollutants close to their 
point of origin. 

grazing practices. 

 Domestic Wastewater Management Plan review (Baw Baw Shire) 

 Domestic Wastewater Management Plan review (EG & Wellington Shires) 

KMA7. – Consolidate, refine and promote 
fisheries management arrangements to 
ensure a sustainable fishery 

 Investigation of the social and economic value of fishing 
 

KMA8. - Support the provision of 

environmental flows. 

 Lower Latrobe River meander restoration 

 Lower Latrobe and Thomson River environmental flow response assessment 

 Flooding Creek spillway 

Ecosystem 
Monitoring, 
Investigation and 
Future Research 
(MIR) Strategy 
 

KMA9. - Assess priority needs for 
investigation into the concentrations, 
distributions and associated ecological risks 
of contaminants. 

 Gippsland Lakes mercury study 
 

KMA10. - Undertake an analysis to assess 
the costs, benefits and risks associated with 
engineering interventions to manage the 
condition of the Lakes. 

 Investigation of engineering interventions to manage the condition of the Gippsland 
Lakes 
 

KMA11. - Undertake research into the 
ecological consequences of algal blooms. 

 No projects funded 

KMA12. – Undertake monitoring, research 
and investigation to better understand 
ecological threatening processes to the 
Gippsland Lakes. 

 Evaluation of models for fish stock assessment 

 Science, evidence and environmental citizenship - the road to new statutory water 
quality objectives for the Lakes and catchments 

 Conservation of the newly described Australian Burrunan dolphin 

 Wetland wildlife hotspots and population trends in the Gippsland Lakes 

 Benchmarking wetland flora in Sale Common, Dowd Morass and Heart Morass  

 The role of seagrass as nurseries for fish in the Gippsland Lakes  

 Monitoring the health and distribution of seagrass in the Gippsland Lakes  

 How much phosphorus is stored in the sediments of the Gippsland Lakes and can we 
keep it there with de-stratification? 

 Fringing vegetation and its geomorphological importance for the Gippsland Lakes 
shoreline 
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Strategy Key Management Actions Projects 

 Southern Rural Water nutrient modelling 

 Improving habitat values for migratory birds - Crescent Island and Pelican Island 

 Marine pest monitoring of the Gippsland Lakes 

KMA13. - Investigate the impacts of climate 
change on the ecological character of the 
Gippsland Lakes. 

 Gippsland Lakes Ramsar Management Plan renewal 
 

Community/Stakehol
der Education, 
Advocacy and 
Communication 
(CEC) Strategy 
 

KMA14. – Support and enhance strong 
partnerships with local indigenous groups to 
support cultural heritage and the 
management of land under Gunaikurnai 
custodianship. 

 Gippsland Lakes Gunai-Kurnai Custodianship  

 Round Head Aboriginal cultural heritage place management 

KMA15. - -Support further development of 
‘discovery and education’ experiences for 
the Lakes and catchment. 

 GLMAC education & engagement (citizen science) 

 Nurture the Lakes, Nourish the People – A taste of the Gippsland Lakes 

 Sustainable Lakes Management Centre of Excellence Feasibility Study 

 Conservation and awareness strategy for the Australian Water Rat 

 Paynesville Maritime Museum - Maritime Heritage Trails, Stage 2 

 Gippsland Lakes hydrodynamics simplified 

 Gippsland Lakes Burrunan dolphins: Community Awareness  

 Educational display at the Melbourne Summer Boat Show 

 Young people looking after the Lakes  

 Enviro-stories education program – pilot study 

 The Mitchell River Silt Jetties - our world class community asset 

 Enviro-stories  

 Gippsland Lakes natural environment audio-visual production 

 Production and circulation of Enviro-stories 

 Land to Lakes - Sharing the story of agriculture in the Gippsland Lakes 

 Gippsland Lakes Interactive Catchment Model (Bairnsdale or Paynesville) 

 Gippsland Lakes Interactive Catchment Model (Lakes Entrance Apex Park)  

 Love our lakes primary school environmental songwriting workshops   

 The Gippsland Lakes - Connecting the Mountains to the Sea 

 Interpretive & Virtual Representations of Gippsland Lakes 
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Strategy Key Management Actions Projects 

KMA16. - Advocate for the provision of a 
range of quality settings and facilities for 
social and recreational activities. 

 Investigation of economic value of boating 

 Restoring grassy wetlands to Forge Creek Reserve 

 Gippsland Lakes Eco-tourism Action Plan 

KMA17. - Build capacity through local 
partnerships and engagement to contribute 
to knowledge and decision making on 
management of the Lakes, including 
foundation activities for the long term. 

 GLMAC engagement 

 Gippsland Lakes forums and seminars 
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Appendix 2: Gap analysis 
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Table 6: Gap analysis. 
Plan Action / strategy Program Agency  Implementation 

status 

Maintaining and restoring habitats 

GLRSMP 6F. Assess variability in the extent and condition 
of seagrass, including environmental thresholds 
for change 

1. The role of seagrass as nurseries for fish in the Gippsland 
Lakes 2. Monitoring the health and distribution of seagrass in 
the Gippsland Lakes 3. How much phosphorus is stored in the 
sediments of the Gippsland Lakes and can we keep it there 
with de-stratification? 

Monash 
University 

Complete 

6I. Investigate the risk associated with and 
potential mitigation strategies for climate change 
impacts to ecological character of the Ramsar 
site 

West Gippsland NRM Regional Climate Change Plan (complete) WGCMA Part 

6M. Investigate options for improving the 
ecological condition of Lake Wellington. 
  
  
  
  

Innovative approaches to the restoration of the Lake 
Wellington Wetlands Stage 1 

Greening 
Australia 

Part 

Investigation of engineering interventions to manage the 
condition of the Gippsland Lakes 

EGCMA 

Genetic identification of salt-tolerant strains of Phragmites 
australis (Common Reed) for use in revegetation projects 
around the Gippsland Lakes. 

Victoria 
University 

Heart Morass Minor Infrastructure Designs  WGCMA 

Lower Latrobe wetland monitoring WGCMA 

1A. Manage boat and swing moorings to 
minimize physical damage to seagrass beds. 

Environmentally Sustainable Boating Action Plan Gippsland Ports Ongoing 

1B. Implement island renourishment and re-
vegetation. 

Habitat restoration for migratory birds & Improving habitat 
values for migratory birds - Crescent Island and Pelican Island 

Gippsland Ports Ongoing 

1C. Protect and restore habitat at little tern and 
fairy tern nesting and post-breeding sites. 

    Ongoing 

Manage sea spurge at little tern and fairy tern 
nesting sites. 

    Ongoing 

1D. Improve native vegetation corridors and 
connectivity within and between all habitat types 
represented in the Ramsar site. 

Shoreline protection and enhancement of key areas with the 
Gippsland Lakes 

Parks Victoria Ongoing 
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1E. Continue protection and rehabilitation of the 
Heart Morass. 

Waterway Works: Gippsland Lakes and tribs WGCMA Ongoing 

1F. Continue strategic protection and 
rehabilitation of wetlands on private property 
that contribute to maintaining the ecological 
character of the Ramsar site. 
  
  

Waterway Works: Gippsland Lakes and tribs WGCMA Ongoing 

Waterway works: Gippsland Lakes and tribs (as opportunity 
arises) 

EGCMA 

Planned: Prioritising wetlands fringing the Gippsland lakes and 
undertake onground works 

WGCMA / 
EGCMA / GA 

1G. Implement actions to control invasive native 
species such as Typha and Giant Rush in 
freshwater wetlands as required. 

Weed control – Lower Latrobe wetlands, Sale Common, Heart 
Morass and Dowds Morass 

WGCMA Ongoing 

1H. Actively manage priority non-native pest 
plants. 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Weed control – Lower Latrobe wetlands, Sale Common, Heart 
Morass and Dowds Morass 

WGCMA Ongoing 

GN Lake Wellington Wetlands Blackberry Control Parks Victoria 

GN Avon-Perry River delta GLR Bonesed Control Parks Victoria 

REC Gippsland Lakes CP, Gippsland Lakes Reserves (West) Pest 
Plant Control 

Parks Victoria 

REC Sale Pest Plant Control (wetland weed Control) Parks Victoria 

REC Dowd Morass Ramsar Wetland Protection (Weed control) Parks Victoria 

REC Bairnsdale Pest Plant Control (Macleod morass and GL) Parks Victoria 

REC CfoC Jones Bay RAMSAR Revegetation and Pest Plant 
Control Co-contribution 

Parks Victoria 

REC Invasive Plant and Animal Strategy GLEF Co-contribution Parks Victoria 

REC CfoC Jones Bay RAMSAR Revegetation and Pest Plant 
Control Co-contribution 

Parks Victoria 

GN Blond Bay / Lake Tyers Ragwort (Yr3) Parks Victoria 

EGCMA NLP Jones Bay Ramsar Site Rehabilitation Project 
(Weed control and revegetation) 

Parks Victoria 

EGCMA NLP Jones Bay Ramsar Site Rehabilitation Project 
(Weed control and revegetation) 

Parks Victoria 

REC Jones Bay RAMSAR Revegetation and Pest Plant Control 
Co-contribution 

Parks Victoria 

REC NLP Littoral Rainforest Weed Control Co-contribution Parks Victoria 
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OSW C/O DELWP Macleod Morass Overabundant Vegetation 
Management 

Parks Victoria 

OSW Gippsland Ports Vegetation Offset - Boole Poole Peninsula 
- Gippsland Lakes CP - weed control program (Gippsland Ports) 

Parks Victoria 

1I. Develop and implement instream and riparian 
habitat protection and/or rehabilitation 
programs for the estuarine river reaches 
  
  
  
  

Goose Gully Rehabilitation - Eastwood EG Shire Ongoing 

Willow / Poplar control and removal - rivers flowing into the 
Gippsland Lakes 

EGCMA 

Increasing fish habitat - river flowing into the GL EGCMA 

Waterway Works: Gippsland Lakes and tribs WGCMA 

Lower Mitchell Bank stabilisation, fencing & revegetation EGCMA 

1J. Explicitly consider impacts to visual amenity 
of the landscape when assessing planning 
applications adjacent to the site  

    Ongoing 

1K. Monitor and where possible control off-road 
vehicle use at priority locations within the 
Ramsar site 

    Ongoing 

1L. Develop management strategies to maintain 
and restore the Mitchell River silt jetties 
  

Shoreline protection and enhancement of key areas of the 
Mitchell River Silt Jetties 

Parks Victoria Ongoing 

Mitchell River Bank Stabilisation - rock beaching (river side) EGCMA 

WG 
Waterway 
Strategy 

Support WGCMA efforts to improve methods to 
control Spartina and their potential effects on 
fish ecology  

    Gap 

Establish riparian management agreements with 
landholders (Lower Latrobe Wetlands and the 
Thomson and Latrobe estuary) 

Waterway Works: Gippsland Lakes and tribs WGCMA Ongoing 

Establish native vegetation (Lower Latrobe 
Wetlands and the Thomson and Latrobe estuary) 

Waterway Works: Gippsland Lakes and tribs WGCMA Ongoing 

Construct riparian (wetland) fencing to exclude 
stock (Lower Latrobe Wetlands and the Thomson 
and Latrobe estuary) 

Waterway Works: Gippsland Lakes and tribs WGCMA Ongoing 

Establish weed control - stem poisoning / 
spraying of willow (Lower Latrobe Wetlands and 

Weed control – Lower Latrobe wetlands, Sale Common, Heart 
Morass and Dowds Morass 

WGCMA Ongoing 
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the Thomson and Latrobe estuary) 

Establish weed control - mechanical removal of 
willow (Lower Latrobe Wetlands and the 
Thomson and Latrobe estuary) 

Weed control – Lower Latrobe wetlands, Sale Common, Heart 
Morass and Dowds Morass 

WGCMA Ongoing 

Establish weed control - non woody (Lower 
Latrobe Wetlands and the Thomson and Latrobe 
estuary) 

Weed control – Lower Latrobe wetlands, Sale Common, Heart 
Morass and Dowds Morass 

WGCMA Ongoing 

Establish woody weed control (Lower Latrobe 
Wetlands and the Thomson and Latrobe estuary) 

Weed control – Lower Latrobe wetlands, Sale Common, Heart 
Morass and Dowds Morass 

WGCMA Ongoing 

Maintain control of weeds in past works (Lower 
Latrobe Wetlands and the Thomson and Latrobe 
estuary) 

Weed control – Lower Latrobe wetlands, Sale Common, Heart 
Morass and Dowds Morass 

WGCMA Ongoing 

Joint 
Management 
Plan 

Work East Gippsland Catchment Management 
Authority to protect reserve values from weed 
invasion through control of pest plants and 
animals consistent with the East Gippsland 
Invasive Plants and Animals Plan with a focus on 
new and emerging threats such as Bridal Creeper 
(Gippsland Lakes Reserve; The Lakes National 
Park and Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park) 

REC Gippsland Lakes CP, Gippsland Lakes Reserves (West) Pest 
Plant Control 

Parks Victoria Ongoing 

Undertake environmental projects and engage 
with partners to address soil erosion and to 
rehabilitate areas of significance (Gippsland 
Lakes Reserve; The Lakes National Park and 
Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park) 

Gippsland lakes rehabilitaiton works (to be confirmed) GLaWAC Ongoing 

Manage weeds, fire and public access on park 
boundaries to minimise impacts on biodiversity 
values within the parks (Gippsland Lakes Reserve; 
The Lakes National Park and Gippsland Lakes 
Coastal Park) 

OSW Gippsland Ports Vegetation Offset - Boole Poole Peninsula 
- Gippsland Lakes CP - weed control program (Gippsland Ports) 

Parks Victoria Ongoing 

 Reduce threats to park biodiversity values by 
taking action to protect threatened species and 
communities from excessive grazing pressure 

PV pest animal control Parks Victoria Ongoing 
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from introduced animal species including, 
browsing and habitat disturbance by pigs, rabbits 
and deer (Gippsland Lakes Reserve; The Lakes 
National Park and Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park) 

Work with adjoining property owners to ensure 
adequate fencing to restrict access by stock 
(Gippsland Lakes Reserve; The Lakes National 
Park and Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park) 

    Ongoing 

Restrict access to vehicles where erosion occurs, 
ensure tracks have adequate drainage, and 
rehabilitate high use areas as required (Gippsland 
Lakes Reserve) 

    Ongoing 

Managing nutrients and sediments 

GLRSMP 6J. Investigate the impacts of altered freshwater 
inflows on nutrient cycling and productivity in the 
Deep Lakes, including thresholds for change 

    Gap 

6K. Investigate the impact of high nutrient and 
sediment loads to fresh and variably saline 
wetlands following bushfires 

    Gap 

3A. Reduce nutrient and sediment loads to the 
Gippsland Lakes through riparian, in-stream and 
catchment works to improve water quality of 
river flows to the Gippsland Lakes. 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

EGCMA  - Rehabilitating waterways flowing into the Gippsland 
Lakes (Stage 2) 

EGCMA Ongoing 

Enhancing Lower reaches of the Gippsland Lakes tributaries EGCMA 

Reducing the Loads - Upper Latrobe River WGCMA 

Improving the Gippsland Lakes by Reducing Sedimentation 
through Improved Catchment Management 

DEPI 

Core 4 - Supporting logic to on farm decision making. WGCMA 

Jones Bay Nutrient Reduction Project EG Shire 

Whole Farm Planning WGCMA 

Retaining topsoil and nutrients in the catchment through 
improved knowledge and grazing practices. 

LandCare 

Lower Latrobe River Meander Restoration WGCMA 

Gippsland Care Groups - Caring for the Gippsland Lakes LandCare 

Science, evidence and environmental citizenship - the road to EPA 



 

 26 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

new statutory WQ objectives for the GL and catchments 

SRW Nutrient Modelling  SRW 

Management of community valued waterways WGCMA 

Gippsland Nutrient Management Consortium (40 nutrient 
management plans deliver p.a) 

WGCMA 

Lower Latrobe wetlands habitat improvement through 
management of priority weeds  

WGCMA 

Healthy Soils (trial sites in GL Catchment) WGCMA 

MID Sustainable Irrigation Program (provides extension, 
education and technical support to the MID irrigation farming 
community) 

WGCMA 

Tyers River Restoration  (protection and restoration works) WGCMA 

Rivers 2040 WGCMA and 
EGCMA 

WG 
Waterway 
Strategy 

Note, although there are a number of actions in 
the WGWS for fencing and riparian works, there 
were no actions specifically targeting nutrients, 
sediments or water quality. 

     

EG Waterway 
Strategy 

Note, although there are a number of actions in 
the EGWS for fencing and riparian works, there 
were no actions specifically targeting nutrients, 
sediments or water quality. 

Lower Mitchell, Nicholson & Tambo - fencing & revegetation EGCMA  

Managing water regimes 

GLRSMP 4A. Undertake regular planning, delivery, 
monitoring and evaluation of the use of 
environmental water entitlements in the lower 
Latrobe wetlands (Sale Common, Heart Morass, 
Dowd Morass) and the Latrobe River estuary. 
  

Delivery of environmental entitlements as per Seasonal 
Watering Plans - 14/15 and 15/16 

WGCMA Ongoing 

Macalister River Environment Water Management Plan  WGCMA 

4B. Investigate, and where feasible and cost 
effective, implement actions that enable and 
facilitate effective management of the water and 
salt regimes of priority fringing wetlands, 

Lower Latrobe River Wetlands Infrastructure. Approval WGCMA Part 
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including Sale Common, Heart Morass, Dowd 
Morass, Lake Reeve and Macleod Morass. For 
example: technical studies, management plans 
and/or agreements, water entitlements, on-
ground works, operational management and 
monitoring. 

  Delivery of environmental entitlements as per Seasonal 
Watering Plans - 14/15 and 15/16 

WGCMA  

4C. Maintain and where necessary improve 
hydrological connectivity and freshwater inflows 
to the Gippsland Lakes for fish migration and 
breeding. 
  

Lower Latrobe River Wetlands Infrastructure. Approval WGCMA Part 

Delivery of environmental entitlements as per Seasonal 
Watering Plans - 14/15 and 15/16 

WGCMA 

4D. Develop and implement a procedure for the 
management of estuary mouth closures for Lake 
Tyers and Merriman Creek 

EGCMA Estuary Opening Protocols EGCMA Complete 

EG Waterway 
Strategy 

Implement estuary opening protocols (Lake Tyers 
Estuary) 

EGCMA Estuary Opening Protocols EGCMA Ongoing 

WG 
Waterway 
Strategy 

Undertake assessment of wetland watering 
infrastructure requirements (Heart Morass and 
Dowd Morass).  

Lower Latrobe River Wetlands Infrastructure. Approval WGCMA Complete 

Prepare annual Seasonal Watering Proposal 
(Lower Latrobe Wetlands) 

Delivery of environmental entitlements as per Seasonal 
Watering Plans - 14/15 and 15/16 

WGCMA Ongoing 

Deliver environmental water in line with 
Seasonal Watering Statements (Lower Latrobe 
Wetlands)  

Delivery of environmental entitlements as per Seasonal 
Watering Plans - 14/15 and 15/16 

WGCMA Ongoing 

Install waterway structure (flow regulators) at 
Sale Common, Dowd Morass and Heart Morass  

Flooding Creek Spillway  WGCMA Part 

Construct earthworks (modification of 
barriers/spillways) to control wetland water 
regime at Dowd Morass and Heart Morass 

Lower Latrobe River Wetlands Infrastructure. Approval WGCMA Part 

Undertake investigation to inform Environmental 
Water Management Plan (review of flows studies 

Lower Latrobe and Thomson River environmental flow 
response assessment 

WGCMA Complete 
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and system operations) (Lower Latrobe Wetlands 

Develop and implement Environmental Water 
Management Plan for the Lower Latrobe 
Wetlands 

Lower Latrobe River Wetlands Infrastructure. Approval WGCMA Ongoing 

Develop and implement Environmental Water 
monitoring program (vegetation, fish, fauna 
water quality)  
  

Lower Latrobe and Thomson River environmental flow 
response assessment 

WGCMA Ongoing 

VEFMAP (evaluate ecosystem response to environmental flows 
in  Thomson and Macalister Rivers) 

DELWP 

Protecting fauna 

GLRSMP 6A. Investigate priority species and locations for 
waterbird breeding and migratory wader refuges 
within the Ramsar site. Assess that habitat 
requirements are being met at priority locations. 

Wetland wildlife hotspots and population trends in the 
Gippsland Lakes 

DEPI Part 

6B. Assess the distribution of heavy metals and 
other contaminants (including mercury) in the 
Gippsland Lakes and the level of risk (i.e. 
bioavailability). 

Gippsland Lakes Mercury Study Federation 
University 

Part 

6C. Investigate the risks of toxicants (steroid 
hormones) in Macleod Morass. 

    Gap 

6D. Investigate the cues for migration and 
recruitment of native fish 

Evaluation of models for fish stock assessment DEPI Part 

6E. Assess the impacts of blue-green algal blooms 
on waterbird populations and recruitment 
success 

    Gap 

6G. Investigate the habitat use and requirements 
for Australian grayling within the Ramsar site 

    Gap - possibly 
dealt with at a 
State level or in 
other catchments 

6H. Assess the importance of estuarine reaches 
to amphibians, aquatic reptiles and mammals 

    Gap 

6L. Investigate feasible management options for 
the control of invasive freshwater fish (carp and 
gambusia) 

    Gap - possibly 
dealt with at a 
national level  
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6N. Investigate the non-breeding habitat 
requirements of threatened frog species 
  

Wetland wildlife hotspots and population trends in the 
Gippsland Lakes 

DELWP Part 

Monitoring in the Lower Latrobe wetlands WGCMA 

2A. Control of introduced predators in priority 
bird areas  
  
  
  

GN Lake Wellington Wetland Fox Control Parks Victoria Ongoing 

REC Gippsland Lakes CP & Lakes NP Fox Control Parks Victoria 

REC Bairnsdale Fox Control (outer barrier and islands) Parks Victoria 

BERC (MWP) Boole Poole Pig Eradication Program Parks Victoria 

2C. Identify key nursery areas for the Burrunan 
dolphins 

Conservation of the newly described Australian Burrunan 
dolphin 

Marine 
Mammal 
Conservation 
Foundation 

Part 

2D. Investigate the risk posed by human 
disturbance to migratory waders develop and 
implement feasible actions to address the risks 

    Ongoing 

2E. Develop and implement a public awareness 
campaign to reduce harassment and boating 
injuries to Burrunan dolphins 

Marine mammal tourism and boating regulations DELWP Part 

2F. Implement an introduced marine pest 
strategy for the Gippsland Lakes 

Marine pest monitoring of the Gippsland Lakes RMIT Gap 

EG Waterway 
Strategy 

Identify, review and further investigate the 
critical habitat needs of key recreational fish 
species (e.g. juvenile and adult black bream) and 
seagrass health in key recreational fisheries of 
the EGCMA region (e.g. lower Gippsland Lakes). 

1. The role of seagrass as nurseries for fish in the Gippsland 
Lakes 2. Monitoring the health and distribution of seagrass in 
the Gippsland Lakes 3. How much phosphorus is stored in the 
sediments of the Gippsland Lakes and can we keep it there 
with de-stratification? 

Monash 
University 

Part 

WG 
Waterway 
Strategy 

Support efforts to improve fish passage in the 
Thomson River (Horseshoe Bend) for instream 
connectivity for threatened native (Australian 
grayling) and recreational fish species.  

Thomson River Fishway - project design finalised; 
permits/approvals nearly finalised; likely construction - 2017;  

WGCMA Part 

  Investigation of Fish Passage Options Lower Mac WGCMA  

  Tyers River Fishway Feasibility Study WGCMA  

Joint 
Management 

Prioritise protection and restoration of habitats 
for threatened species listed under the Flora and 

    Ongoing 
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Plan Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 (Vic.) and the 
Environment, Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 and East Gippsland 
Regional Catchment Strategy 2013–2019 and 
culturally important plants and animals 
(Gippsland Lakes Reserve; The Lakes National 
Park and Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park) 

Undertake surveys to improve knowledge of the 
fauna, concentrating on locating and monitoring 
populations of significant species and protect 
sites from disturbance by visitors (Gippsland 
Lakes Reserve; The Lakes National Park and 
Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park). 

    Ongoing 

Develop strategies for koala management as part 
of the statewide approach (Gippsland Lakes 
Reserve) 

    Ongoing 

Manage hunting areas to enhance vegetation 
values such as in the Boole Poole areas by 
rotating hunt based on seasonal conditions and 
management priorities (The Lakes National Park 
and Gippsland Lakes Coastal Park) 

    Ongoing 

 


