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Glenshera Swamp, within Stipiturus Conservation Park, is one of 
the most important remnants of a nationally threatened ecological 
community – the Swamps of the Fleurieu Peninsula. The site 
has managed to retain a suite of important biodiversity values, 
despite attempts over a 50 year period (up to its reservation 
in 2003) to make the area more suitable for agricultural 
production through drainage, clearance and grazing activities.

Consistent with a current trend of growing concern surrounding 
the availability and sustainable management of water resources 
in the Adelaide and Mt Lofty Ranges NRM region, there is 
considerable interest in the eco-hydrology Glenshera Swamp. 
With this in mind, Nature Glenelg Trust was asked to undertake 
an assessment of the site for DEWNR, to review the feasibility 
of different hydrological restoration options, with a goal of 
ensuring the future sustainability of the wetland ecosystem.

The assessment, which occurred from September 2015 until 
January 2016, involved: site visits, LiDAR and aerial imagery 
acquisition, historical research, and, detailed discussions with 
a wide range of people that have an intimate knowledge 
of the site. The work culminated in the production of a 
report with six key recommended on-ground actions for 
proposed implementation, with the first (inexpensive) step 
proposed being the installation of trial structures to reinstate 
surface flows to the swamp in time for winter 2016.

This project is a detailed and complex case study, ideal for 
exploring the logic of different hydrological restoration methods 
on public land, with broad application to those interested 
in improving modified wetland ecosystems elsewhere.
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Mining has the potential to generate significant wealth for 
the State, however, careful regulation is required to protect 
water resource availability and quality for existing users and the 
environment. The Department of Environment, Water and 

Natural Resources (DEWNR) along with the Department of 
State Development (DSD) are responsible for regulating water 
related impacts associated with the mining industry. Significant 
volumes of water are generally required for mine site operations 
for mineral processing, dust suppression, camp supplies and 
amenities. The main water supply for mine sites in South 
Australia is groundwater which is extracted through dewatering 
wells or from dedicated water supply wellfields. Groundwater 
extraction and other mine site activities such as mineral processing 
need to be carefully managed to ensure existing users and 
water dependent ecosystems are not adversely affected.

Mining operations which have been assessed as having the 
potential to interact with groundwater are required to be 
supported by a groundwater impact assessment within a mining 
lease proposal. Impacts may include groundwater quality changes, 
drawdown causing groundwater level declines, seepage causing 
groundwater mounding and changes to surface water flow 
regimes. Assessment of impacts is guided by existing legislation, 
data, research, industry standards, community expectations and 
government and industry experts. DEWNR plays a key role in 
ensuring that approval and operation of South Australian mines 
is based on assessment of all available data and resources and 
is underpinned by defensible science. This is achieved through 
review of mining proposals, validation of data and technical 
work and consultation with other government agencies and 
mining proponents. If approval is granted, mine sites are subject 
to lease conditions and ongoing monitoring is used to ensure 
lease conditions are met. This talk presents an overview of the 
requirements of a mining lease proposal relevant to groundwater 
and the common approaches used to assess and monitor impacts.
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Algae – why important, especially those of southern Australia? 

Algal studies in southern Australia: where they have come 
from, where they are now, and, have they a future? with 
an emphasis on the future and the relevance to NRMs

•• The exploration era, Terra Australis and competition 
between the French and English (1791-1850). See: 
Womersley H.B.S. (1984) The marine benthic flora of 
southern Australia. Part I. Adelaide, Government Printer

•• The founding of European Australia with interest in the 
west and east, but, sadly, South Australia is passed over
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•• The coming of W. H. Harvey the Dublin Doctor 
and a swell of interest in natural history

•• Local amateurs and the Scandinavian connection – Jessie 
Hussey, Reinbold, and a Geelong Grammar School 
Head; a period of fascination with natural diversity

•• A lull of 50 years, then the S A handbook era 
with Mrs. Florence Perrin and A.H.S. Lucas largely 
transcribing De Toni’s lists and descriptions

•• The golden age, with Adelaide University an international 
algal centre, headed by H.B.S. Womersley, and 
the advent of entrepreneurial SCUBA divers

•• A period of consolidation with the writing of the 6 
volumes of the marine benthic flora, the description 
of marine bioregions and applying terrestrial 
notions of ecology to marine ecosystems

•• The contraction of government interest in pure research and 
pre-eminence of commercial priorities; molecular techniques 
for analysing diversity and the decrease in specialists on 
algal morphology; conversion of archival information using 
computer technology; regulations that inhibit fieldwork.

So what is the future of algal studies and in particular, 
the algal side of the State Herbarium?

•• The public still has an interest in marine life 
including algae. How can this be fostered? Some 
website attempts are already available

•• Marine biosecurity crises are likely to increase. These 
require access to validated specimens for identification 
if suitable responses are to be implemented. 

•• Ecological studies need validation of species if they are 
not to be criticised as subjective and “un-scientific”.
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Reintroductions are an increasingly common conservation tool 
used to reverse the decline of threatened species. Brushtail 
possums (Trichosurus vulpecula) were historically distributed across 
most of Australia, including arid and semi-arid regions, but have 
disappeared from more than 50% of their historical range over 
the past 200 years. In South Australia the species is listed as ‘Rare’, 
and is declared regionally extinct across much of the state. Previous 
attempts to translocate or reintroduce brushtail possums have 
encountered poor post-release survival and hyperdispersal away 

from release sites, while others have failed to undertake adequate 
post-release monitoring, with the fate of released possums 
remaining largely unknown. We tested whether alternative release 
methods combined with intensive post-release monitoring could 
improve reintroduction success for brushtail possums. We trialled 
three release methods during a reintroduction to the semi-arid 
Ikara-Flinders Ranges National Park in South Australia: soft-release 
(delayed release with supplementary food and shelter), hard-
release (immediate release without supplementary food or shelter) 
and nest-box-release (supplementary food and shelter). Brushtail 
possums were last recorded in the area around 70 years ago. 
Successful fox control through DEWNR’s Bounceback program 
facilitated the trial reintroduction of brushtail possums to the 
park. We monitored the survival, weight, dispersal distance and 
retention of pouch young (females only) for 48 radio-collared 
possums divided into the three release treatment groups. 

Soft-release and nest-box release methods did not confer any 
reintroduction benefit. Soft-release possums took the longest 
(6 weeks) to maintain a stable distance from their release site, 
whereas hard-released possums did so the fastest (3 weeks). 
After three months, possums were residing between 0.9 km and 
9.7 km from their release site. Soft-release and nest-box release 
methods did not prevent hyperdispersal, with three soft-released 
possums, three nest-box release possums and one hard-release 
possum dispersing more than 3 km from their release site. The 
mean distance from release site after 12 weeks was 1.1 km (range 
0.9 - 3.7 km), 1.8 km (range 0.4 - 9.7 km) and 1.6 km (range 
0.7 - 5.3 km) for hard-released, nest-box-released and soft-
released possums respectively. Possums did not use nest boxes for 
shelter post-release, despite occasionally visiting them to eat the 
supplementary food provided. There was no difference in post-
release weight, reproduction or survival between treatment groups. 
Possums in all release treatments had lost weight 10 days after 
release but most had regained it after 20 - 30 days, with almost 
all possums heavier than their translocation weight 60 days after 
release. Survival was high, with only one death of a hard-released 
female potentially attributable to release methods, although 
the cause of death remained unclear. All pouch young were 
retained post-release and additionally several females with empty 
pouches conceived joeys shortly after release, regardless of their 
release treatment. By 90 days after release, many females across 
all treatments had both a joey at foot and a second joey in the 
pouch. As reintroductions are financially and logistically expensive, 
determining cost-effective, successful release methods can inform 
future reintroductions for this and other related species. When 
post-release predation risk is low and shelter sites are plentiful, we 
recommend hard-releases for reintroduced brushtail possums. 
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