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Thank vou for the

1976 (the Review). Underwiter eultural herifage is of significant interesl o the Royal

Austral

opporunity to comment upon the Review of the Historic Shipwrecks Aet

ian Navy (Navy). The Navy supports the aim of the Revie v. namely, strengthening the

protection of underwaier cultaral heritage,

There are some matters which the Review raises upon which Navy would like to make
speeific comment. These are as follows:

{a)

(b)

With respect 1o Question 4 of the Review, Navy supports extending the application
of the Historic-Shipwrecks Act 1976 (the Act) to protection of other relies such as
sunken aircrafl. Aireraft in particular have a significant place in - Australia’s
maritinie heri tage and are equally worthy of protection,

With respect 1o Question 5 of the Review, if there are 1o be criteria for Ministerial
declarations Tor sites that do not meet the preseribed age, Navy would prefer 1o see
the criteria take into account the significance of the site to Australia’s naval or
military heritage,

With respect 0. Question 6 of the Review, Navy would strongly support additional
protection for humin remaing which formy part of A ustralia’s underwater culural
heritage. whether related 1o ship or aireralt wrecks or not: With réspect 1o human
remains relating (o time of war in particular, Navy's view is that they should be

treated and protected as war graves,




(dH

{c)

With respeet to Question 18 of the Review, Navy supports extending the protection
of the Act o isolaled artefacts found in the sea, whether associated with a shipwreck
07 not,

With respect o Questions 24 and 25 of the Review, Navy considers that on water
enforcement of the Aet would very likely to fall to Navy or Customs personnel. The
current powers pmv;ciul for this are quite-limited in comparison with those provided
for in the Customs Act 1967, The Review should also iake into account that the
Attorney-Gieneral’s Depuartment has produced a recommendation that .on water law
enforcement  powers be  consolidated intoa - single Act, Accordingly, any
enforcement powers in respect of underwater  euliural heritage  should  be
incorporated into that Acl,

With respect 1o ralification of the Onderwarer Cultural Heritage Convention, Navy
umzld like Australia o mdi\,h a declavation upor ratification. It should fote Articles

2(8) and 10 (7) and state. that Austialia continues 1o asserl SOV uefscn imunity in
respect of all Australian warships, naval auxiliaries and military aircralt which have
become underwater cultural hcntag:c {(and not previously been ciptured by an
enemy) wherever they may be lound in the world.

['note that these comments have not been approved by the Chief of the Defence Force, the
Secretary of the Dupdi”lﬂ}t‘ﬂl of Defence or the Chief of Navy. As such they are subject 1o
their approval and comment,

I would be glad to have my staff discuss these issucs {further with you, My point of contact is

3l
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